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CHAPTER 8

The Forum for!Alternative Indicators 
of!Wealth: Beyond GDP, Democratically

Florence!Jany-Catrice and!Dominique!Méda

INTRODUCTION1

The construction of alternative indicators of wealth is a battle"eld, as the 
past two decades have shown. In this chapter, we focus on a particular 
moment in this con#ict-ridden process of construction, namely the estab-
lishment in 2008 of a commission on the measurement of economic 
growth and social progress known as the “Stiglitz-Sen-Fitoussi 
Commission”, and its signi"cance and impact. Far from being an 
unremarkable event, the establishment of the Commission by then French 
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president, Nicolas Sarkozy, was underlaid by a series of paradoxical dynam-
ics. Firstly, the unequivocal recognition in the Commission’s "nal report 
of the unresolved contradictions—hitherto unacknowledged—in the mea-
surement of GDP and economic growth was at odds with the appropria-
tion of the report by the appointment to the Commission of international 
economists, the majority of whom were mainstream. Secondly, the 
Commission almost totally rejected the idea of a dialogue with civil society 
on the question of indicators of wealth even though, in the opinion of one 
of its most celebrated members, the Nobel laureate Amartya Sen, the 
Commission’s purpose was to “think about the world we want”. At the 
same moment, a movement challenging the use of economic growth and 
GDP as benchmarks had been gathering considerable strength since the 
end of the 1990s, and particularly so in France.

As soon as the gathering of this Commission was announced, a French 
collective called the Forum pour d’Autres Indicateurs de Richesse (FAIR) 
was set up. Its aim was to force its way into the debate and make itself 
heard in the public debate, in contrast to the Commission, which had 
decided to work in camera away from the public eye. The group’s main 
demand was that a lively dialogue be opened up on these questions of 
general interest—since indicators are always frameworks for representing 
and interpreting the world. In this chapter, we look back at the birth of 
FAIR, investigate its heterogeneity and the alternatives in terms of both 
form and content that it was putting forward. Finally, the chapter examines 
the future of this type of movement, which seeks both to challenge main-
stream economics and to reconstruct public dialogue on economic policies.

THE BIRTH OF!A!MOVEMENT: PUTTING NEW INDICATORS 
OF!WEALTH IN!MOTION

Scattered International Initiatives

Although criticism of GDP is as old as the concept itself (see Méda 2008, 
2013), the end of the 1990s saw an upsurge of activity on the question. 
Crisis succeeded crisis and growth, although continually brandished as the 
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ultimate goal of any economy, had slowed down considerably in Western 
economies since the end of the 1970s. From the early 1990s onwards, the 
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) had been construct-
ing and disseminating several indicators of human development, including 
the HDI.!These outputs provided the basis for extremely detailed “annual 
human development reports”. This initiative initially constituted an all- 
out attack on the IMF’s structural adjustment policies that at the time 
were rife in some developing countries. By responding with the HDI as its 
“weapon”, the UNDP was seeking to destabilise the dominant way of 
representing the power of nations by using an indicator, albeit a fairly 
crude one, to promote the idea that, in order to be on a human develop-
ment trajectory, the individuals in a society certainly have to be able to 
access economic resources but they also—and at the same time—need 
education and healthcare services. Around the same time, a network of 
academic and voluntary associations had been developing an initial version 
of the “environmental footprint” of humankind. The aim of this initiative 
was to spell out the unsustainability of our ways of life, and particularly 
those of the rich countries, and to develop the environmental footprint as 
an indicator to warn the world when it was approaching the threshold 
beyond which the planet’s biocapacity, that is the available supply of 
renewable natural resources, was likely to be exceeded.

A French “Wealth School”?

At that time, a number of authors in France were reintroducing the cri-
tique of GDP into the national debate by attacking the practice of equat-
ing a society’s wealth to its GDP and advocating an alternative conception 
of what constitutes wealth. They drew on the work of two categories of 
authors who had paved the way for, on the one hand, a historicised and 
socio-political approach to the compiling of national accounts (Alonso and 
Starr 1987; Fourquet 1980) and, on the other hand, a socio-history of 
quanti"cation (Porter 1995; Espeland and Mitchell 2008; Desrosières 
2008). Two scholars played a major part in making the critique of GDP a 
matter for public debate in France. In an internal critique, the economist 
Jean Gadrey explored the dif"culties and uncertainties associated with the 
measurement of productivity in services and hence with the measurement 
of total economic output and thus with GDP (Gadrey!1996). For her part, 
the philosopher Dominique Méda, one of the authors expended consider-
able energy on reopening the question of how to de"ne wealth. In her 
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book Qu’est-ce que la richesse?, "rst published in 1999,!the idea she puts 
forward is that national account systems are based on conventional de"ni-
tions of wealth that are outdated and should be adapted: national accounts 
are constructs (Fourquet 1980; Coyle 2014; Gadrey and Jany-Catrice 
2006; Jany-Catrice and Méda 2013)! the underlying principles of which 
are based on both political considerations and a certain representation of 
the (existing and desirable) world (see also!Méda 2020).

As head of the French Ministry of Labour’s research department at the 
beginning of the 2000s, Dominique Méda commissioned Jean Gadrey 
and Florence Jany-Catrice to produce a report on the “new indicators of 
wealth”!(Gadrey and Jany-Catrice 2006). At the same time, then Secretary 
of State for the Social and Solidarity Economy commissioned the 
philosopher Patrick Viveret to produce a report on “new wealth factors”. 
Despite certain differences, these scholars found common ground around 
the idea that GDP should, as a matter of urgency, be replaced or 
supplemented by alternative indicators. This would both give force to a 
broader concept of what constitutes wealth and, at the same time, furnish 
public policies with collective reference points that would be less narrow 
than growth and more oriented towards social and environmental 
sustainability. It was also during this period that it started to become clear 
that questions about the appropriateness of alternative indicators of wealth 
were not primarily technical in nature; rather they were social and political 
in character and needed to be addressed in public debates. The theoretical 
or interpretative framework, the selection of indicators, the choice of 
format (aggregated or multidimensional) and the language to be adopted 
(monetary/non-monetary) all embodied representations of society and its 
sustainability based on conventions. These areas of convergence between 
these economists, sociologists, philosophers and so on were to lead some 
observers to put forward the idea of a “French wealth school” (Pouch 
20052), not simply because they were supporting an original idea but also 
because they were doing so through multiple exchanges within an (as yet 
informal) deliberative space.

The Role of!International Organisations

Interestingly, certain international organisations also began to deliberate 
on the limitations of GDP.!This might have seemed a paradoxical move at 

2 See also the article by Kail et!al. (2005).
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a time when the knowledge regime had conferred upon human capital 
and, above all, endogenous growth theories their privileged positions at 
the very summit of academicism. Why paradoxical? Because human capital 
theory asserts the importance of innovation for growth and at the same 
time sets out the intellectual conditions for envisaging the possibility of 
in"nite growth, which in turn underlies the notion of “endogenous 
growth” (Romer 1994). And yet, against this background of brazen 
assurance with regard to growth, the OECD and the World Bank were 
both to add fuel to the critiques of GDP as a measure of wealth. This can 
be seen as a desire on the part of these international organisations to 
position themselves within this burgeoning "eld of inquiry. Thus in 
2001–2002 the OECD published a report entitled The Well-being of 
Nations: The Role of Human and Social Capital, in which, having found 
fault with growth for its regrettable effects and negative externalities, the 
authors referred to the possibility of collective well-being. “They also 
supported the idea that there needed to be a shift from an indicator of 
#ows to an indicator of stocks and that we needed to think in terms of 
“capital”, and in particular of human and social capital” (Méda 2020). 
This positioning was a way of leaving this vast and multidisciplinary 
question of sustainability in the hands of economists. For its part, the 
World Bank focused on the question of the quality of growth and 
considered amending it in order to measure a form of social well-being 
(the same wording is found in the OECD report) that would include both 
environmental sustainability and human development.

Thus, two positions that may seem extremely close to each other were 
being set out at the same time; both challenged the ability of GDP and 
national accounts to provide a precise picture of wealth and proposed 
replacing an indicator of #ows with an indicator of stock. In reality, 
however, they were to turn out to be diametrically opposed. In the "rst 
case, the whole of this stock is monetised and its various strands aggregated 
(which attests to a weak concept of sustainability). In the other, the crucial 
assets are considered separately, such that improvements in one are not 
liable to compensate for deteriorations in the other, and are expressed in 
physical or social language. These contradictions were to come to light 
particularly in the course of interactions with the Stiglitz-Sen-Fitoussi 
Commission.

In January 2008, at the "rst press conference, held just as the "nancial 
crisis had broken out, the French President, Nicolas Sarkozy, announced 
the establishment of the Commission on the measurement of economic 
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performance and social progress. Dumbfounded by this announcement, 
and alerted by the economist Jean Gadrey, who asked them whether it 
would be appropriate to respond favourably to the invitation he had 
received to join the Commission, the members of the small, informal 
network set up at the beginning of the new millennium to "ght the cause 
of the new wealth indicators decided to set up themselves up of"cially as 
an association by founding FAIR (Forum pour d’Autres Indicateurs de 
richesse).

Its initial aim was to support Jean Gadrey and to argue that this 
Commission (made up mainly of men and economists) should open up to 
civil society and discuss its proposals with its representatives. The network 
had as its patron Danielle Mitterrand (widow of former president François 
Mitterrand [1981–1995]), who at the time was director of a foundation 
called “France Libertés”, a public "gure very committed politically and 
particularly active in support of democracy in Latin American countries 
and the "ght against poverty. The founder members were Jean Gadrey, 
Florence Jany-Catrice, Dominique Méda, Patrick Viveret and Hélène 
Combe. From the outset, the group had some thirty members from a 
variety of backgrounds.3 This network was to meet very frequently 
throughout 2009.

A DIVERSE MOVEMENT FOR!A!GENUINE ALTERNATIVE

A Hybrid Collective

FAIR is neither an academic coterie, nor a learned society, nor a collective 
made up solely of academics, nor a purely campaigning organisation. 
Rather it is a hybrid collective that brings together a diverse set of 

3 The founding members included, notably, Jean Fabre, former assistant director of the 
United Nations Development Programme, Georges Menahem (CNRS researcher), Michel 
Veillard (chartered accountant), Celina Whitaker (Nouvelles richesses collective), Marc 
Humbert (academic, Pékéa network), Bernard Perret (Insee, former chair of the Scienti"c 
Council for the Evaluation of Public Policies), Jacques de Saint Front (chartered accoun-
tant), David Flacher (academic, member of Utopia), Jean-Marie Harribey (economist, mem-
ber of Attac), Muttiah Yogananthan (chartered accountant), Pierre-Jean Lorens (Department 
of Economic Forecasting, Nord-Pas de Calais region), Pascal Petit (regulationist economist), 
Michel Renault (academic, member of Pekea), Rodrigue Olavarria (Fondation France 
Libertés), Grégory Marlier (Nord-Pas de Calais region) and Aurélien Boutaud (sustainable 
development consultant).
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protagonists united by the conviction that a task as important as the 
construction of new indicators of wealth cannot be left to a few economists 
working in isolation but must involve collective deliberations. It was also 
set up with the aim of acting as an interlocutor for the Stiglitz-Sen-Fitoussi 
Commission. Thus it is a network set up to "ght a cause. Ultimately, it is 
fairly similar to a think tank in terms of its composition and its mission to 
act as an advocate for a particular cause and to intervene in the public 
debate. However, it also has a stronger theoretical orientation, since it also 
seeks to re"ne the analyses of the new indicators of wealth and to advance 
and share knowledge on the subject. Besides a number of academics (more 
than ten, most of them af"liated to heterodox schools of thought, notably 
regulation and convention theory), many of the original members were 
directors or of"cials of networks such as the Nouvelles richesses collective, 
the France Libertés foundation, Utopia, Attac and so on; chartered 
accountants specialising in business accounting, which in their view was 
also in need of reform, were also fairly strongly represented. At a fairly 
early stage, strong links were also forged with the French regions and with 
Belgium, notably with the regulationist economist Isabelle Cassiers and 
her PhD student Géraldine Thiry, as well as with future members of the 
Walloon government, who were seeking to hasten the introduction of new 
indicators!(see Cassiers et!al. 2017). The Forum met at the premises of the 
France Libertés foundation in Paris and published its work on the IDIES 
(Institut pour le Développement de l’Information Economique et Sociale) 
website, where its main analyses were to be posted.4 The collective met 
very regularly, prepared and discussed with Jean Gadrey the Commission’s 
positions and took all its decisions democratically. Minutes were taken of 
all the meetings, which were then circulated and approved at the next 
meeting. The association appointed a chair, Jean Gadrey, a treasurer, 
Michel Veillard, and an honorary president, Danielle Mitterrand.

FAIR’s Actions and!Outputs

Throughout 2009, FAIR produced a number of proposals of a strategic 
nature in an attempt to in#uence the work of the Commission, whose 
meetings were all held in Paris, either by preparing positions to be defended 
by Jean Gadrey at its meetings, by meeting the Commission or by 

4 http://idies.org/index.php?category/FAIR. See also Jany-Catrice and Méda (2011).
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publishing analyses. Three FAIR members5 of"cially met the Commission 
at one of its meetings in Paris in order to explain the collective’s position. 
Two main ideas were put forward at this meeting: indicators other than 
GDP were necessary and civil society had to be involved in selecting the 
new indicators. The members of the Commission tried to make the 
network one of the representatives of civil society (in the end it was the 
only one). The main outlet for FAIR’s ideas was the IDIES website, where 
all its analyses were posted. These included analyses of the Commission’s 
interim and "nal reports as well as of the various indicators that were to be 
proposed after its report had been published. FAIR was to be present at 
the major press conference at which the "nal report was launched, but its 
critical position went almost unheard. It was to organise a sort of counter- 
summit with the trade unions in particular, but it did not succeed in 
widening support for its cause. FAIR embarked on a series of meetings 
with the trade unions and questioned the various political parties, asking 
them to state their positions on the question of the predominance of GDP 
and their interest in the introduction of new indicators of wealth. Most of 
the parties responded at some length, noting their awareness of the 
limitations of GDP and the need for alternative indicators. The network 
was to continue expressing its views on a regular basis through regular 
forums, radio broadcasts and publications, notably in a special edition of 
the magazine Alternatives économiques6 entitled “La Richesse autrement” 
that was published in 2011 and included a large number of analyses, both 
theoretical and empirical, penned by many of the members of FAIR.7 The 
most critical moment was obviously the reception of the intermediate and 
"nal reports, which gave FAIR an opportunity to list all its disagreements.

FAIR’s Analysis of!the!Stiglitz Report

The report gave the impression of being made up of a series of proposals 
derived from a multiplicity of schools of thought in economics, without 
any great coherence and with each one striving to assert the importance 
and relevance of its own position. They include Sen’s capabilities theory, 

5 Florence Jany-Catrice, Dominique Méda and Celina Whitaker.
6 Founded in 1980, the monthly Alternatives économiques aims to create the conditions for 

pluralism in economic thought by restoring the heterodox schools of thought to favour. It 
makes available to the broad public analytical tools that can be used to understand the world.

7 https://fr.calameo.com/read/001191387db149e2121b6?authid=FuwqnKgA4zKd.
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welfare economics and theories of happiness, the main protagonists of 
which were members of the Stiglitz Commission: Daniel Kahneman, 
Amartya Sen, Tony Atkinson, Marc Fleurbaey and so on (Méda and Jany- 
Catrice 2010).

Two schools of thought in particular played their game well in the 
report. The "rst was the economics of happiness, which is based on a 
subjectivist conception and measure of individual well-being in which 
people are considered to feel better when they are able to satisfy their 
preferences and desires. Wholly in keeping with utilitarian theory, its 
starting hypothesis is that individuals themselves are the best equipped to 
judge their own situation.

Secondly, Jean Gadrey identi"ed, from his position within the 
Commission, a strong push by the economists, expanding on studies by 
the World Bank and particularly those on adjusted net savings, in favour of 
monetised indicators. By their very construction, these indicators are able 
to give expression only to a very weak version of sustainability because of 
the speci"c language and general equivalent that money represents. 
Incidentally, the economists on the Commission were not the only ones 
involved in this push for monetised indicators. The history of the 
production of reports over the period preceding the Stiglitz Commission 
attests to a strong preference on the part of international organisations for 
monetised indicators, which in turn encourages an approach in which 
economic growth and environmental concerns can be reconciled. 
Although the pressure exerted in particular by Jean Gadrey and the FAIR 
network in the (only) public critique of the Commission’s interim report8 
helped to prevent adjusted net savings from being presented in the "nal 
report as one of the Commission’s choices, this confrontation is a reminder 
that indicators are not neutral and that they embody not just a representation 
of the world but also sectional interests.

As for the debate with civil society, this was blocked straightaway by a 
Commission that worked in private and which was to make available to the 
public an interim report written entirely in English. The report’s expert- 
led positioning created the impression of a technical citadel that excluded 
the broad public from discussion of these questions of general interest. 
Against this background, and despite the pressure exerted by many 

8 http://www.idies.org/index.php?post/Le-rapport-Stiglitz-%3A-un-diagnostic- 
lucide-une-methode-discutable-et-des-propositions-qui-ne-sont-pas-a-la-hauteur-des-
enjeux2.
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interested parties in an attempt to persuade the Commission to open up at 
some point to a debate with civil society, that debate was postponed until 
after the Commission had "nished its work. It was never to take place.

The impact of the Stiglitz-Sen-Fitoussi Commission’s report was mixed 
(Stiglitz et!al. 2009; Stiglitz et!al. 2010). On the one hand, it clearly acted 
as a release mechanism in the academic knowledge regime, giving scholarly 
legitimacy to all those who wished to address these issues and to all those 
who dived in opportunistically. On the other hand, the Commission’s 
"ndings were to bring about little in the way of changes to of"cial statistics.

Even the recommendation that publications of GDP statistics should 
be supplemented with income data divided into quartiles has never really 
been implemented.9 There is a (four-page) issue produced by INSEE, the 
French national institute responsible for producing of"cial statistics, 
entitled “Qualité de vie et bien être vont souvent de pair/Quality of life 
and well-being often go hand in hand”.10 This publication (Amiel et!al. 
2013) presents the results of an unpublished survey in which 10,000 
French adults (contacted by post but answering online) were questioned 
about their feelings of well-being, de"ned as “their degree of satisfaction 
with life measured on a scale from 0 to 10”. This evaluation of life 
satisfaction is now carried out annually in the statistical survey on resources 
and living conditions. Thus as far as the construction of new indicators was 
concerned, this was all something of an anti-climax; this is a view shared 
by other well-informed authors, who see the outcomes as nothing but 
“Old Wine in New Skins” (Noll 2011). On the other hand, awareness was 
growing, with FAIR playing its part in getting media coverage of the issues 
at stake, and the academic backing provided by the Commission also 
undeniably played a part in the questioning of the legitimacy of GDP and 
its ability to give an idea of wealth more in keeping with contemporary 
environmental and social concerns.

9 See, for example, L.!Aeberhardt, T.!Laurent and J.!Montornès 2020, “Les comptes de la 
Nation en 2019. Le PIB ralentit mais le pouvoir d’achat des ménages accélère” Insee Première 
no. 1802, May.

10 This publication was to be challenged behind the scenes by INSEE administrators and 
statisticians.

 F. JANY-CATRICE AND D. MÉDA



151

FAIR BEYOND THE!STIGLITZ COMMISSION

Activism Between Local and!Global Transitions

During the years following the publication of the Commission’s report, 
the FAIR movement continued to meet, to produce analyses and 
diagnoses, and to question politicians. During this period, the protagonists 
could be observed adopting different positions, depending on whether 
they were operating at regional or international level.

On the one hand, and without waiting for a universal indicator that 
would determine the direction of development, several of the French 
regions decided to turn the design of new indicators over to public debate 
and deliberation. In Nantes, the Pays de Loire, the Gironde, Nord-Pas de 
Calais, Rennes and then later in the Grenoble metropolitan area, citizens’ 
networks set up to address these issues organised various deliberative 
exercises on “what counts” and put forward concrete proposals for new 
indicators. Members of FAIR were called on to assist. Thus the Nord-Pas 
de Calais region commissioned Florence Jany-Catrice and her team to 
construct an index of social health, which was to be developed as part of a 
broader public consultation exercise (Jany-Catrice 2009). For their part, 
researchers, politicians and citizens brought these questions about wealth 
indicators on to the Walloon government’s agenda. In November 2012, 
that same government decided to calculate "ve #agship indicators as a 
matter of priority and commissioned the Institut Wallon de l’Évaluation, 
de la Prospective et de la Statistique (IWEPS) to develop them.

On the other hand, the international environment is characterised by 
“ferocious international competition” (Méda 2020) between international 
organisations intent on producing the new reference indicator likely to 
rival GDP and thus to determine the new vision of sustainable wealth. So 
much effort was being put into the construction of new indicators in the 
2010s that it was enough to make one’s head spin, whether we think of 
the OECD’s Better Life Index or the World Bank’s Inclusive Wealth Index 
(which had many similarities with that same organisation’s ANS, 
particularly the use of monetisation). Mention must also be made in this 
international overview of the Social Progress Index, which originated in 
the USA, where it was "rst developed under the technical guidance of 
Michael Porter11 in collaboration with a group of scholars and business 

11 Professor at Harvard Business School.
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leaders. It was to be taken up in 2016 by the European Commission. 
Members of FAIR were to produce critical assessments of these indicators, 
all of which originated in the English-speaking world. They included the 
article by Roman and Thiry on the IWI (Roman and Thiry!2016), the 
studies by Jany-Catrice! (2009,! 2016)! and Jany-Catrice and! Marlier 
(2013), which dissected these indicators’ inadequacies and particularly 
their failure to take adequate account of environmental considerations, 
and those by Gadrey and Lalucq (2015) and Renault (2017), which high-
lighted the unresolved contradictions of the reliance on monetisation. At 
the same time as these critical studies were being published, others sought 
to further substantiate the characteristics of an epistemology of participa-
tory indicators (e.g. Renault et!al. 2017; Jany-Catrice and Pinaud 2017; 
Le Roy and Ottaviani 2017).

The differences in the principles underlying the approaches adopted at 
regional and international level can be interpreted as follows. At the 
regional level, the public authorities were won over by indicators that took 
account of the variety of their regions’ speci"c assets. The indicators had to 
“speak to the people”; they had to tell a story, the story of their region. 
Some of them even went so far as to think they had to decentre (in the 
spatial sense of the term) the big picture (Cunningham and Williams 
1993). Furthermore, these actors were intuitively aware of the need for 
the plans for change to be socially acceptable. From this point of view, the 
experiments in deliberative democracy that contributed to the construction 
of the regional indicators played their part in developing that acceptability. 
The international organisations, in contrast, claimed a sort of monopoly 
over the universal (Bourdieu 2005) and they were unstinting in emphasising 
the power of their universalising indicators, treating them as so many 
arguments in favour of subjecting the social and natural worlds to economic 
discipline.

The Sas Law and!Its Aftermath

Just as the cause of the new indicators of wealth appeared to have sunk 
into oblivion, it re-emerged from 2012 onwards in a working group set up 
by the socialist deputy Serge Bardy within the National Assembly’s 
Commission on Sustainable Development and Regional Development 
and in studies by environmentalist deputy Eva Sas, which were to lead to 
a draft organic or institutional bill. Several members of FAIR gave evidence 
in both cases and provided analyses and assistance. The draft organic bill, 
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which sought the incorporation of new wealth indicators into the "nance 
acts, stipulated that the evolution of these new indicators of wealth, and 
particularly the indicator of social health and the environmental footprint, 
should be debated each year when the "nance bill was being debated, in 
the same way as GDP.

The government rejected the draft bill for technical (and undoubtedly 
also political) reasons but undertook to include it in an ordinary act and 
to trial new indicators in the 2015 budget. The new bill, which contains 
just one article, was passed on 2 April 2015. The article is drafted as 
follows: “The Government shall each year on the "rst Tuesday in October 
present to Parliament a report setting forth the evolution over the past 
years of new indicators of wealth, such as indicators of inequalities, of 
quality of life and of sustainable development, as well as a qualitative or 
quantitative evaluation of the impact of the main reforms introduced in 
the previous year and those planned for the coming year, particularly those 
to be included in the "nance acts, in respect of these indicators and the 
evolution of the gross domestic product. This report may the object of a 
debate in Parliament”.

However, the path was a treacherous one, strewn with pitfalls: after all, 
the task now was to de"ne which indicators should be the ones to be 
tracked. While the "rst draft bill of January 2014 contained some concrete 
proposals for indicators, the second delegated the choice to other bodies. 
The work was entrusted to a consultative committee chaired jointly by the 
Economic, Social and Environmental Council and France Stratégie, which 
was to produce indicators far removed from the draft bill’s initial intentions. 
Several members of FAIR were to be involved, battling within the 
committee to get the indicators stipulated in the "rst draft bill adopted. 
The ten indicators "nally proposed were less an alternative to growth and 
GDP than a re"nement of the method for calculating them, under the 
banner of the “quality of growth”. The report was to be published for the 
"rst time in 2015 under the aegis of the government information service 
and no longer had anything to do with an alternative measure of wealth. 
The subsequent reports, published late, were not debated.

CONCLUSION: THE!ROAD AHEAD

The battle for new indicators of wealth, pursued relentlessly since the end 
of the 1990s by a small but diverse group of actors, has up to now failed. 
The dominant position of GDP has scarcely been dented at all, even 
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though a high share of high-school students in their "nal year understand 
the limitations of that indicator and those limitations have been pointed 
out on numerous occasions, including in the Stiglitz-Sen-Fitoussi 
Commission’s report. How is this to be explained? It might be thought 
that the champions of this cause did not have suf"ciently powerful political 
connections or had not forged good alliances. In any event, the power 
relations were out of kilter, as the network enjoyed neither the material 
resources nor the symbolic connections nor the power of the international 
organisations that were putting forward rival proposals.

Although the proposals advanced by the Stiglitz Commission and the 
international organisations have not themselves borne fruit, the 
proliferation of plans for a “green new deal” or for “green growth” might 
be regarded as very close in spirit to the initiatives for monetised indicators 
(or very compatible with them). In both cases, after all, the aim is to 
encourage or interpret a form of business that is not constrained by 
environmental limits but which, on the contrary, has to open out in order 
to protect nature. Whether or not this alliance between the public 
authorities and the advocates of monetised indicators was intentional, it is 
certainly indicative of the fact that the construction of indicators requires 
intensive efforts of a social nature (Orléan 2004; Turnbull 1997), whether 
it encourages the stabilisation of new knowledge, marginalises even more 
the advocates of alternative indicators or conjures up the spectre of a 
natural world whose subjugation to economic interests is universal, 
institutionalised or even imperialist.
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