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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 both previ-
ous Letters, the question " Whom are we working for? " was approached. This month, 
the question treated below could be formulated so brutally: " Why the labour and the 
industrial relations are not any more in the core of the reflection within the GERPISA? 
". In the following numbers, one will try to answer the five other questions. They can 
summarize in a concise way so : " Why to speak about productive models while the 
value is principally produced in the conception today and while the profits are essen-
tially financial? "," Three one best way, instead of one! Did we really advance? "," Do 
not we twist the stick too much in the other direction, by underestimating for the needs 
of the demonstration the factors of convergence? "," The analysis schema proposed by 
Robert Boyer and Michel Freyssenet is already a 'gasworks'. Do not we go to compli-
cate it pointlessly? It is necessary to formulate simpler conclusions, more directly opera-
tional "," The schema is too simplistic, too determinist to be used by the researchers ". 
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In the previous article, " Whom are we working for? " (N°163 for the French version, 
n°164 for the English version), we were brought to treat partially this question. The fol-
lowing first points remind what was already said.  
 
1. At the beginning of the 80s, the GERPISA was effectively created by a small group 
of researchers, economists, historians, sociologists, who had been very involved in the 
debates on the evolution of the division of labour during the previous decade 
 
2. If the theoretical elaborations in social sciences of the work proposed in the time re-
ported reasonably the crisis of the work of the years 1965-74, they did not allow to ex-
plain the durable loss of profitability of numerous firms after 1974 and the impotence of 
unions and employees to find effective means to fight against the job cuts and the 
growth of the unemployment. 
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3. The analysis had been already shift from the analysis of work (considered as an uni-
versal fact, as auto-self-important object, taking only particular forms under the capital-
ism) to the analysis of social relation under which today the work is made mainly, 
namely the capital–labour relation, in certain theorizations of the division of labour and 
in certain researches on sectors in crisis before 1974. This movement became then a 
clear necessity, not only on the theoretical level but also on empirical and political lev-
els. The consequence of that was the creation of GERPISA.  
 
4. The motor sector allowed to do this change of point of view in the best conditions. 
The car manufacturing was all over the world governed by the capital-labour relation. It 
entered a deep crisis. It had been and it was always the place of elaboration of manage-
rial theories and also of social conflicts that had considerably influenced the macroeco-
nomic and social policies, the international relations and the other industrial sectors. It 
had been the object of very numerous researches, notably in social sciences of labour, 
and it in all the countries.  
 
5. To re-start the analysis of work, of employees and of industrial relations on a base 
scientifically much more relevant, it was so necessary to do a long way around, to break 
the disciplinary borders, to appropriate methods and to reinterpret results elaborated 
under other paradigms and in other purposes: venturing to get lost, to arouse the incom-
prehension of colleagues of the labour social sciences, even to provoke the discreet re-
treat of certain members of the GERPISA, worried of sometimes having to go away 
strongly from their usual research grounds and from their disciplines of training and 
scientific evaluation. These ways around asked a lot of time. They turn out, it seems to 
me, today, twenty later, their full justification by the obtained results. 
 
6. The confrontation with two research currents outside the network played a very im-
portant role in the intellectual trajectory of the members of the GERPISA. The first con-
frontation, which took place in the middle of the 80s, was the confrontation, wanted by 
the GERPISA, with the Regulation Theory, of which one of the leaders was and is al-
ways Robert Boyer. This theory suggested an explanation of the crisis of numerous in-
dustrial countries by the exhaustion of productivity gains redistributing in purchasing 
power of the wages that the " fordism " had allowed up to there. It tried besides to char-
acterize the new regime of accumulation in the course of constitution. This macroeco-
nomic theory, very opened to the contributions of the labour social sciences, gave pow-
erful tools to understand the evolution of the context in which evolved the motor firms. 
It was unsatisfactory however at this moment, at least in the works of some of its mem-
bers, by its claim to report also trajectories and organization of firms, organization and 
conditions of work, by mixing macro and micro considerations, without many media-
tions between the two levels. The researchs made then by GERPISA allowed to assert 
the variety of the trajectories of firms and organizations of work. They led to ask the 
question of the origin of this variety within a regime of accumulation, supposed to be 
the same in all the industrial countries to within some variants.  

The second major confrontation, which took place during the 90s, was the confronta-
tion with the theory of the " new productive model ", the lean production being the most 
succeeded expression of this theory. The GERPISA was able to dispute strongly this 
thesis, because its important empirical, historical, methodological and theoretical 
knowledge. The first international program of the GERPISA demonstrated clearly that 
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there was no one best way. But he allowed also to resume the question of the origin of 
the diversity of firms trajectories and of work organizations. We wanted not only to test 
the thesis of the lean production, but also to reach a thesis being able to substitute itself 
for that of IMVP in the scientific debate. By suggesting to Robert Boyer participating in 
our works, the intention was then clearly, not only to profit by his macroeconomic com-
petence and by the experiences of the Theory of the Regulation, but also to bring this 
one, through Robert, to approach the questions stemmed from GERPISA researches, 
and doing that to help us to reach our purpose. The decision to suggest to Robert Boyer, 
among all the economists of the Regulation Theory, participating in our works is not 
due to any fate or circumstances. Besides that he was the main leader of his research 
current, Robert had always been more careful, more inquiring, than certain Regulation-
nists, as for the possibility of throwing the macro theory on the micro level and of gen-
eralizing the " fordism " in all the industrial countries, even in the developing countries. 
Intellectually speaking, the mutual enrichment went beyond any hope. We have now 
tools to think the limited and renewed diversity of national growth modes, of profit 
strategies and of productive models, and this doing of work organizations. These tools 
can allow to build the analysis schema of GERPISA. Robert resumed recently the pre-
vious results in an article of Année de la Régulation (n°6 , 2002-2003, Presses de Sci-
ence Po) “Variété du capitalisme et Théorie de la Régulation” (Variety of Capitalism 
and Regulation Theory), by showing how they arose from works of the GERPISA and 
the importance which they could have in the evolution of Regulation Theory. 
 
7. Conclusion: we went away from the labour and the industrial relations that for it fact 
better to return to it. We have now tools allowing to take out impasses in which get lost 
the labour social sciences for too numerous years: that is the search for one or several 
tendencies which would announce the characteristics of the work in the future, or the 
assertion that the culture, the educational system, the system of industrial relations… 
would determine the contents, the organizations and the working practices. As the mat-
ter of fact, the distance of the GERPISA from the subject of labour was not real. Be-
cause the labour uncertainty was placed very early, as the market uncertainty, at the 
origin of the choices of profit strategies and of company government compromises. The 
confrontation of the observations of ground, notably in the field of the labour and the 
industrial relations, with the successive theoretical elaborations was systematically led 
and renewed. So, it is not surprising that in the arrival the subject of the labour is almost 
present on all the pages in the small synthesis book The Productive Models (London, 
New York: Palgrave, 2002). 
 
8. The most important to be retained is that the differences of evolution of the contents, 
the organization and the conditions of employment can be now analyzed for what they 
are, namely for real differences, and not for resistances in an universal and irreversible 
tendency or for an expression of a reality outside the field of the analysis (the capital-
ism, the culture, the political system, etc.).  

It results from the RB / MF framework that the labour and its evolution could be bet-
ter understood, in the case of the capital-labour relation, by taking into account the ca-
pacity of the socio-productive configurations to be answered the requirements of the 
pursued profit strategy and into account also the degree of relevance of the strategy with 
regard to the national growth modes.  
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Already, we can perceive clearly what differentiates for example the work under the 
taylorian model, the work under the models fordian, sloanian or toyotian, while the first 
three models are usually confused and while the fourth was presented as radically dif-
ferent. In the same way, we can understand the differences of the design organizations 
by considering the adopted profit strategies and the company governance compromises, 
instead of hierarchising these organizations according to a supposed common criterion 
of efficiency. We can interpret also from now on the competence required by the car 
distribution according to the profit strategies.  
 
9. The research plan for the elaboration of analysis schema of GERPISA would consist 
so in the field of labour to revisit its various aspects in the light of the elaborated con-
cepts. Could be so reconsidered: contents, organization, conditions and practices of 
work; technical choices; systems of recruitment, of wages, of work time, of employees 
evaluation, of promotion, of expression and of representation; types of conflicts and 
compromises; types of organization and trade-union strategies, etc., so much in manu-
facturing, that in design and in distribution, and it throughout the value chain, from the 
suppliers to the distributors by way of the builders and their subsidiaries. The systematic 
questioning of the “ground” from the elaborated concepts (let us remind that the 
“ground” speaks only if one puts it implicitly or explicitly questions, and that the quality 
of the obtained answers depends directly on the relevance of the questions) will not 
miss in his turn to arouse an evolution of the initial concepts.  
 
10. But it is necessary to envisage eventually deep alterations of the schema itself. 
There are indeed very important questions that were not informed, because we are not 
able to do it or because it will be necessary to introduce too numerous theoretical pre-
liminaries. And nevertheless the answers to these questions can prevail to change the 
basic concepts. Let us quote some of these questions that concern the labour. 

One knows that the market uncertainty and the labour uncertainty are connected 
through the volume of national income and its distribution mode, that is, largely , 
through fruits of the wage-earning work and their distribution. So, what is the exact 
status of the market, that we put the same level as the work, more by simplification than 
by conviction, while it is partially subordinated to the work of wage earners? 

If the capital-labour relation and by extension the capitalism take different forms, not 
only historically, but also at the same time, what make their inflexible unity? One 
knows that one of the answers is the particular form that would take the division of la-
bour under the capital-labour relation. One knows as well that the division of labour is 
one from the major sources of the extension of the market. 
 
11. The various aspects of the labour and of the industrial relations are to spread in sev-
eral categories of analysis schema: naturally the employment relation, but also the pro-
ductive organization and especially the company governance compromise and the la-
bour uncertainty. One can appreciate the considerable progress and the promising re-
search perspectives today that allowed the movement of the analysis of labour from the 
labour itself to the social relation under which it is made mainly. 

 
 
 

 


