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The analysis schema of the GERPISA. Prior questions to the elaboration 
We pursue in this column the treatment of the seven questions that it seemed necessary 
to clear up before the construction of the analysis schema of the GERPISA (see Lettre 
163 and 164). These recurring questions, which did not receive this day answers explicit 
and widely spread within the GERPISA, can pointlessly limit the participation of the 
biggest number of members to the project. They concern quite the scientific, methodo-
logical and political merits of an approach in term of productive models. This approach 
appears indeed to some of us as privileging excessively the conditions of the profitabil-
ity of firms, to the detriment of the other aspects of the life in company. In the previous 
four Letters, the questions “Whom are we working for?”, “Why the labour and the in-
dustrial relations are not any more in the core of the reflection within the GERPISA”, 
"Why the term “productive models” is used, while the value is today mainly producted 
in the design and while the profits are essentially financial? were approached. In the 
present Letter we examine the question: " Three one best way, instead of one! Did we 
really advance? ". In the following Letters we shall treat last questionings: " do not we 
twist the stick too much in the other sense, by underestimating the factors of conver-
gence? ", " The analysis schema proposed by Robert Boyer and Michel Freyssenet is 
already a 'gasworks'. Do not we go to complicate it pointlessly? It is necessary to formu-
late simpler conclusions, more directly operational", "The schema is too simplistic, too 
determinist to be used by the researchers "."  
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For a lot of researchers, the capitalism would evolve by successive phases characterized 
by a dominant model of company. Following the conclusion of a variety of productive 
models of GERPISA steering committee, Robert Boyer and Michel Freyssenet proposed 
not one but three models of durably profitable companies during the 70-80s. The politi-
cal contribution of the GERPISA would be so to have shown that the actors were not 
obliged to submit themselves to the same model, in this particular case to the lean pro-
duction. The employees notably would have so the choice between three models. The 
scientific contribution of the GERPISA would be to have put in light three different 
manners to make durably profit, and so the relative variety of capital-labour relation in 
companies. 

Several members of the GERPISA answer what brings really to have three possibili-
ties instead of one for the actors of the company. Who can say that a model is more en-
viable than the other one? What possibilities and perspectives several models offer to 
whom refuses to be satisfied with the state of subordination in which the employees are 
generally? 
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These questions indicate a misunderstanding. The dynamics and the contradictions of 
theproductive models were clearly underlined (cf. table 9.1 in The productive models), 
but it is tyrue that they are the object of fewer developments. The crisis of profitability 
of the sloanian model in the seventies, the work crisis of the toyotian model in 1990, as 
well as the new difficulties appeared in the 90s, to implement the various profit strate-
gies, were treated several times. But they were maybe less theorized than the conditions 
necessary for the invention or the adoption of a productive model. This article is so the 
occasion to assert clearly this: 
 
1. The three identified models are not, naturally, one best way. They do not allow, as the 
lean production claimed it, to avoid definitively any crisis of profitability and any crisis 
of work, and to resolve the contradiction inherent to capital-labour relation. 
 
2. The “compromises of government of company” are not stable and durable for exoge-
nous and endogenous reasons. 
 
3. The exogenous reasons are clear : the change of a national growth mode can reduce 
the relevancy of the profit strategies implemented and by consequence the viability of 
the concerned productive models. It obliges at least to find new means and so to rebuild 
the "compromise of government of company ".4. We must discuss what is apparently 
underestimated or forgotten : the endogenous causes of the evolution of the productive 
models and their possible crisis. 
 
5. The models and the compromises which base them evolve for a first reason : the du-
rable profitability (any things being equal besides) gives the possibility, notably to the 
employees, to claim and to obtain better conditions of work, employment and wages. Is 
there a limit? Of course the implosion of the compromise itself. But it is important to 
underline there is not a quantitative limit, but a structural limit. The company govern-
ance compromise is not questioned as long as the requirements of the pursued profit 
strategy are fulfiled. Let us take a simple and limited example. Honda can satisfy the 
demands of continuous improvement of the work conditions as long as techniques 
found to help in the assembly work do not reduce the productive flexibility, indispensa-
ble to its strategy of conceptual innovation. 
 
6. There is a second reason: it is the compromise itself. The realisation of the planned 
counterparts leads to contradictions. Some of them can be overcome, the others leads to 
the end of the compromise. Let us take the case of the sloanian compromise. This com-
promise aiming at implementing the “volume and variety” strategy foresaw the conti-
nuous progress of the purchasing power of wages and the progress of career, in ex-
change for the acceptance of the principles of the work organization. 

The sloanian compromise entered in crisis because the market in the United States, 
because the labour in Europe. As people know, the purchasing power increase allowed 
all the households to buy cars and to the companies to make economies of scale because 
of the extension of the market. Once the households equipped, as it was the case in the 
United States at the beginning of the seventies, it was not any more possible to count on 
the extension of the demand to make economies of scale. The increase of the purchasing 
power of wages became impossible. The compromise imploded. There were then two 
solutions to avoid this crisis, that the American auto-makers were not able to find. The 
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first was to export towards same type of markets, but still in phase of equipment as the 
European market. In the case, the American would have to commonalize the platforms 
of the models of their European subsidiaries and their own models. There were not able 
to do that. The second solution was to take-over a competitor or to merge, and to com-
monalize the platforms of their models of car. This solution was forbidden by the anti-
trust laws.  

In Europe, the sloanian compromise imploded, not because of the market that was far 
from being saturated as in the United States at the beginning of the seventies, but be-
cause of the refusal of the employees to undergo much longer the counterpart of the 
purchasing power increase, that was the always more divided work. The repetition of 
social conflicts destabilized the sloanian compromise. Solutions existed, some of them 
began to be  explored. Before the " work reform" succeeds, the monetary and oil crises 
of 1971 and 1974 brake durably the growth of the automobile market. The European car 
industry was in a situation like the United States situation. Finally, only Volkswagen 
found the solution of the work crisis (by a compromise on the employment and the wa-
ges) and the productivity crisis (by the take-over of small auto-makers and the commo-
nalization of the platforms of the car models). 

The toyotian compromise too entered in crisis because the labour. The employees of 
Toyota refused in 1990 to do more overtime than they did previously. The management 
tried to answer then the Japanese motor demand, which had strongly increased during 
the speculative bubble of the end of the 80s. Finding no more young people to recruit, 
Toyota thought to be able to increase even the overtime. Their refusal provoked the 
questioning of the compromise and the system changes as we know. 
 
7. Every profit strategy of profit entails risks, every productive model has contradic-
tions, every company governance compromise has a dynamics which can lead to sensi-
tive improvements for some actors, but also to the implosion of the compromise itself. 
Let us give a last example. 

The liberalization of capital mobility allowed the shareholders, notably institutional, 
to change completely the existing compromises. The auto-makers, taht had carefully 
protected their financial independence in accordance with their profit strategy, did not 
have to undergo too many damages. The auto-makers whose capital was widely scatte-
red and controlled, adopted more easily the "new economy" standards. Today they try to 
seal the financial breaches carelessly opened. The enthusiasm of their executives was 
less due to the astronomical payments that the new rules of the game allowed them, than 
the hoped definitive victory on the employees and the suppliers. By the own logic, and 
not by its excesses as one says, the so-called Anglo-Saxon model imploded. 
 
8. Because the dynamics of the productive models seemed clear, it was not systemati-
cally reminded. Then let us repeat the productive models are not one best way that 
would resolve all the contradictions, including the contradictions of the capitalist sys-
tem, nor permanent states. Not only, they do not resolve these contradictions, but they 
have their own contradictions. Not only they are not permanent states, but they are pro-
cesses by definition.  

To better explain, we can say that the productive models are processes which allow 
to the actors of the company to try to implement the terms of the compromise with the 
intention of achieving their own mid-long term objectives, without compromising the 
short-term viability of the company. 
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9. There is theoretically no model better than an other one, no model more enviable than 
an other one. Every actor must negotiate a compromise that, because it allows to respect 
both conditions of the profitability, gives the possibility to constraint the others to 
change substantially the employment relationship, often through crises and conflicts 
(see Letter n° 163, 164 and 165). 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


