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For the first time, the players of the auto-industry (executives, shareholders, employees, 
unions, suppliers, etc.) are not called to adopt an one best way. Both models that 
successively claimed to have an universal validity during the last fifteen years, the 
Japanese model and the Anglo-Saxon model, lost their power of fascination, the first 
one after the "Asian crisis" and the second after the implosion of the "new economy" 
bubble. The GERPISA can at least remove from these episodes the satisfaction to have 
been more clear and rigorous than many others, by showing the very restrictive 
conditions of viability of the lean production and the auto-destructive instability of the 
so-called Anglo-Saxon model. And now, what are we going to do? 
 
 
Are we obliged to be the sweepers of the dead ideas? 
 
Are we obliged to wait for the next fashion, for the next theoretical "bubble"? Must we 
only prepare our weapons to show once again the impasse in what lead the methods 
consisting in generalizing tendencies, without studying the conditions of emergence of 
them and the conditions of their generalization?  

Doing that, we know we shall always be late in this battle. Our methodological 
requirements oblige us indeed to carry out a long inquiry and analysis, that prevents us 
from intervening in due course in the public debate and even sometimes in the scientific 
debate. As we will not give up these requirements, what can we do?  

Fortunately, we have an important empirical, methodological and theoretical 
experience today and we benefit from a favorable situation to do much better: build the 
analysis schema of GERPISA and refer it to the international debate. Even if we did not 
trumpet it, our initial ambition was not only to criticize the fashionable, but indeed to 
elaborate an alternative analysis schema to re-base the scientific and public debate. Can 
this objective be reached today by the GERPISA? 
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The illusions of the solitary work and its dangers for the research and the 
researchers 
 
The experience of the GERPISA is naturally at first an impressive accumulation of 
works. These works do not still cover all the aspects of the auto industry. They are 
nevertheless a material without equivalent. But it will be distressing to leave it without 
using. As in every stage of the history of the GERPISA, we have two possibilities. Each 
of these possibilities corresponding to a particular vision of the research and its future. 

The first vision consists in thinking that the GERPISA performed perfectly its role. It 
allowed to criticize collectively the theses of lean production and globalization, in the 
case of the car industry. But to elaborate another thesis would suppose to agree 
numerous preliminary theoretical considerations. It would require long discussions that 
the available time not allows and that the disciplinary differences and the national 
scientific traditions would make anyway vain. Only one or a very small group can 
propose an other theorization. It is what happened exactly in the GERPISA. Finally, the 
analysis schema of the productive models was conceived by Robert Boyer and Michel 
Freyssenet. So the GERPISA should continue to fill its function: accumulation of works 
and critical watch. And each of us must do his own elaboration. The combination of the 
collective work and the individual work realized in the GERPISA is a success. We can 
not hope better.  

The second vision is based on a thought about the social sciences research and on the 
experience of GERPISA. What can reasonably aspire today a researcher working only, 
at the end of his researcher's life? To have been read by some colleagues for 
monographic studies, for some relevant criticisms of academically recognized theories, 
and possibly for two or three new ideas. There is a big contrast between the 
considerable accumulation of researches and the very small theoretical progresses.  

This is why the essayists fill in the place of the researchers the necessary function to 
give periodically representations of the world and the future. But they do that in a 
disastrous way. The phenomenon of the essayists is the product of the incapacity of the 
researchers to get organized collectively to propose representations of the world more 
strictly built.  

What prevented us until now to do that? Numerous perfectly understandable and 
justifiable reasons : the individual evaluation of the researchers; their stake in more and 
more frequent competition in certain countries; the responsibilities of teaching make 
difficult to find time for collective discussions; the will for the researchers of the 
generation having create the GERPISA to write and to publish the books they planned 
for a long time; the dream, fed by the "golden legend" of the science, to leave his name 
attached to some lucky finds that people could remind; the unfortunate experiences of 
teamwork, frequent source of tensions and conflicts; the difficulties to discuss in 
domains in which the formalization is rare and where the presuppositions are numerous, 
etc. 

And nevertheless, in spite of all these obstacles, what imposes us to invent 
cooperative forms of theoretical elaboration and what authorizes us to think that it is 
possible, in particular in the GERPISA?  

Besides the scientific and personal reasons exposed above, there are imperative 
political reasons. It is every day more evident than the national community and the 
public power can not agree for a long time to be without criterion of real appreciation of 
the legitimacy and the good use of the sums assigned to the research. If the researchers 
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in social sciences do not want to see imposing forms of teamwork that do not please 
them or a stake in individual systematic and aggravated competition (already in place in 
certain countries), they should anticipate this moment, by making known and to prevail 
forms of cooperation they experimented. 

If its members want it, GERPISA is capable today to cross a very important stage, 
thanks to the corpus that our common reflections constitute. 
 
 
What constituted the core of GREPISA reflection? The paradigm of the " limited 
and renewed variety " 
 
The works we led allowed us to change paradigm. At first, the only element common to 
the members of the international network was to dispute IMVP's thesis. But their 
positions were very different. For some, there was no model; for the others the lean 
production was only a new dressing of the taylorism; for the others else it was indeed 
the new model, but it was a new shape of exploitation, more pernicious because being 
implemented with the approval of the employees; for the others else this new model had 
its own limits and contradictions that do not allow to resolve the work crisis and the 
productivity crisis ad infinitum as had written it the authors of The Machine that 
Changed the World; for the others else, the lean production was indeed a model 
potentially superior, but that required to be adapted to the national social context, to 
succeed; for the others finally there were different models, etc.  

We arrived at the conclusion that the observed differences of shape and contents 
could not be interpreted as variants of an universal and irreversible general tendency. 
They should be analyzed as elements of different socio-productive configurations. We 
are so crossed from several paradigms (the evolution by phases, the local hybridization 
of general principles, etc.) to  paradigm of the " limited variety, but periodically 
renewed ". 

This change allows us to integrate much more number of facts, that the other 
paradigms lead to neglect, to ignore or simply not to see. The differences of forms and 
contents, including sometimes the smallest, take then all their importance.  
 
 
However difficulties to implement this paradigm appeared 
 
If the large majority of the members of the GERPISA admit intellectually new 
paradigm, few implement it in their researches, including in the publications of 
GERPISA. It seems there are two main reasons. 

The first, many remain, nevertheless, to impress by the fact that the auto-makers 
continue to speak about just in time, about teamwork, about costs reduction, about the 
employees’ implication, etc., although according to RB / MF's schema these auto-
makers pursue different strategies of profit. In this schmea, but also in the other works 
of the GERPISA, it was clearly shown nevertheless that just-in-time, teamwork, costs 
reduction, employees’ implication, etc. had no same sense, same objective, same result, 
same importance and same history depending on the pursued profit strategies and on the 
socio-productive configurations. It will probably be necessary to repeat systematically 
the demonstration to convince. 
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The second reason is methodological and technical. Pass from a reasoning in 
tendencies to a reasoning in differences is not simple. The methods and the techniques 
of trends’ analysis are known, admitted and mastered. The methods and the techniques 
of differences’ analysis seem must be discovered, mastered and recognized by the 
scientific community. It is necessary indeed in this second case to analyze devices 
adopted with regard to the problems to be resolved. That is the condition to understand 
their contents and their dynamics, especially when these devices seem formally 
identical from a company to the other one. The sociologists and the historians are 
normally better equipped to implement this approach than the economists. But there are 
very numerous exceptions!  

These two obstacles to implement the paradigm of the " limited variety and 
periodically renewed " would gradually be surmounted. But it will be necessary 
certainly a long time. Let us note that it paradigm is not naturally a "discovery" of the 
GERPISA. It is indeed "discovered or rather "rediscovered" simultaneously (since two 
or three decades, at least!) in all the sciences.  

It was proposed to the GERPISA members for the 11-th international colloquium to 
try to interrogate their inquiry materials from the point of view of a possible variety 
rather from the point of view of a necessary or inevitable postulated convergence.  

More widely, it is suggested re-interrogating the works we accumulated for at least 
ten years from the two conditions of a durable, identified by Bobert Boyer and Michel 
Freyssenet : a "profit strategy" relevant within the national "growth mode",  and a 
"company governance compromise" allowing the players to put in coherence the means 
find to implement the adopted profit strategy (product-policy, productive organization 
and employment relation). These hypotheses seemed indeed simple, sturdy and fruitful 
to be able to be used as point of departure.  

As people know, the collected materials do not speak about themselves.  Their 
analysis depends on questions we ask and on the quality of these questions. A 
capitalization without common questioning ends only in a thematic pile of works. For 
the first time, thanks to the small conceptual core we established, we can elaborate a 
new representation of the evolution of firms and their employees. 

Like the community of the computer specialists who develop numerous free 
software, grouped under the label Linux, particularly successful and appreciated, from a 
common core of constantly improved algorithms, each of us can take a "module" of 
questions, try to answer confronting his material with our conceptual, test the 
potentialities of it and the limits, and produce new analyses. Every one can make this 
work from his own researches, but also from all the works of the GERPISA, available 
on the Web site of the network. 

The answers, could be presented during the GERPISA colloquiums or others 
GERPISA meetings. The international steering committee could examine these, for 
labellisation "Analysis schema of the GERPISA" and recognition of the author’s 
contribution. This is the procedure adopted by the founders and the main contributors 
for Linux. This process will affect certainly the "interference engine" of origin, and will 
require its evolution. It is the purpose.  
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A major debate remains between us : the origin and the nature of the variety 
 
This project could be implement certainly more easily if we choose an important 
research question in debate between us. 

Let us remember. The international committee in its session of….at Gif-sur-Yvette 
considered at the end of the first program that we could not go beyond the conclusion of 
the variety of the models. The characterization of the models was indeed still vague and 
we were not able to agree. Some people considered also GERPISA had filled its critical 
function and it was enough. It was been advisable however that Robert Boyer and 
Michel Freyssenet would pursue the effort of characterization of the models. This effort 
was enriched by the works led during the second and third program. It ended in the 
analysis schema one knows.  

Two speculative bubbles later (emerging countries, net-economy), we face the same 
questioning since the beginning: the conditions of continuity of firms and of growth of 
nations in this turning-point of century. Japan is always in full economic slump. 
Germany doubts. Number of auto-makers did not always find the way would assure a 
certain stability for their employees.  

In the reading of the papers of some and the others, it remains a debate between us. 
For some, the differentiation of the models has an essentially national origin. In spite of 
the observable differences between firms of the same country, the institutional 
constraints, the conditions of competitiveness, the national culture, the professional 
relations, etc. would give them a strong “look of family”. For the others, in particular 
RB / MF, the models distinguish themselves at first by the pursued profit strategies and 
then by the contexts that authorize these strategies. For the others else, the 
differentiation concerns mainly the product strategy  (T. Fujimoto). 

Indeed the debate must be developed. In the RB / MF schema, it is a question was 
not investigated as much as it would have been necessary. How the particular 
institutional and cultural context in a country influences the choice of the means 
adopted by the actors to implement the adopted profit strategy : as well in the field of 
the employment relation as in the field of the productive organization? The concept of 
"growth mode" was elaborated in an effort to find, in what is common to countries 
which are besides very different, what is necessary and sufficient to make possible the 
observed profit strategies. The link "context - strategy" was privileged. The link 
"contexts – chosen means" remains to investigate. The investigation will modify the 
schema.. 
 
 
A new possible program for the GERPISA 
 
We have the possibility of building a program either according to the intellectual 
fashions of moment, but according to our own works. We can obtain finances, including 
for the realization of researches. 

This program will be the object of the discussion in the afternoon of March 21. This 
aim is to be over the debate “national models / models according to the pursued 
strategies”, and doing that to develop and to change the analysis schema of the 
GERPISA. You will find in the appendix texts published in the last Letters of 
GERPISA. They treated some misunderstandings and some open questions concerning 
the analysis schema. 


