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The plan of analysis 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 building the plan of analysis of the GERPISA (see Lettre 163, 164, 
165). These recurring questions did not receive since today answers explicit and widely 
spread within the GERPISA. They can pointlessly limit the participation of the biggest 
number of members to the project. They concern quite the scientific, methodological 
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 profitability of 
firms, to the detriment of the other aspects of the life in company. In the previous Let-
ters, we approached the two first questions " Whom are we working for? " And. " Why 
the labour and the industrial relations are not any more in the core of the discussions 
and of the reflection within the GERPISA? ". This month, we traet the third question: " 
Why the term “productive models” is used, while the value is today mainly producted in 
the design and while the profits are essentially financial? ". In the following numbers, 
we shall try to answer the last questions: " Three one best way, instead of one! Did we 
really advance? " , " Do not we twist the stick too much in the other direction, by under-
estimating for the needs of the demonstration the factors of convergence? " , " The 
analysis schema proposed by Robert Boyer and Michel Freyssenet is already a 'gas-
works'. Do not we go the complicate it pointlessly? It is necessary to formulate simpler 
conclusions, more directly operational ", “The plan is too simplistic, too determinist to 
be used by the researchers ". 
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The GERPISA is frequently blamed to have privileged the production to the detriment 
of the design and of the marketing, and to have confirmed this preference by using the 
term of “productive models”. The use of the qualifier of “productive” would be now 
incomprehensible, given the importance taken by the design in the added value and by 
the financial incomes in the results of companies. 

There is no doubt that the first works of the GERPISA, realized during the 80s, con-
cerned very often the manufacturing and the assembling. For three reasons: they were in 
the continuity of the works on the " work process " of the previous decade; they aimed 
at identifying the origin of the insufficient performances attributed to the "production"; 
they corresponded to a demand of the companies which agreed to half-open their doors 
to the researchers for the first time.  

The first members of the GERPISA had shown through their previous researches and 
through the call to the constitution of the network that they will to analyse all the as-
pects and all the activities of the car manufacturers. Using our current vocabulary, we 
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would say that the first ‘gerpisians’ wanted to reconstitute the trajectory of firms and to 
study simultaneously their product policies, their productive organizations (from the 
design to the distribution) and their employment relationships. It was clear in particular 
that the " process of production " included the design, notably the design of the means 
of production. It was for them the other face of what one calls the “production”. Not 
being authorized to inquire into the design departments, they thought that the analysis of 
the working practices and of the problems in the manufacturing would allow to show 
that these practices and these problems could also result from choices made by the de-
signers of the means and of the product. Actually, having demonstrated that number of 
defects, delays… had for origin the problems not resolute or ignored by the designers, 
some researchers were authorized to make investigations in design departments.  

But all the researchers of the GERPISA had not this possibility. So their works re-
mained mainly centred on the manufacturing and the assembling. So many people had 
the feeling that the GERPISA did not want to see somewhere else. In fact, the first re-
search results on the design confirmed that the lack of competitiveness was not exclu-
sively or even firstly attributable to an insufficient productivity in the workshops, but to 
strategic and organizational incoherence. This result with other considerations contrib-
uted to doubt the thesis of the lean production, at the beginning of the 90s. 

As regards the marketing, it is necessary to recognize that nobody rushed to treat this 
subject, even if everybody agreed of its importance. This attitude changed during the 
90s. The Acts of the GERPISA as the Acts of the international colloquiums and our last 
books show that the distribution begins to occupy now the place which it deserves in 
our works. 

Then why to have choice the term "productive models” to entitle the short synthesis 
written by Robert Boyer and myself? Let us note that it is enough, for which would not 
have followed the debates within the GERPISA, to read some pages of this book to un-
derstand the meaning given to the word “productive”. The productive models have three 
components : the product policy, the productive organization (design, purchases, manu-
facturing, marketing, services) and the employment relationship. These components 
become coherent when the main actors of the company find a compromise so that they 
are. Meanwhile it is true that does not prove the use of the qualifier "productive", which 
creates pointlessly the confusion. 

For us, a theoretical intuition is important because of its heuristic capacity. Accord-
ing to this intuition, the production, essential for the dynamics of our societies, it is not 
the production of tangible assets, but the “production of value”. The produced value 
allows to reconstitute the initial capital and to increase it. In the social relation that 
dominates our societies, namely the capital-labour relation, the produced and sold goods 
have importance only as means allowing to this particular social relation to reproduce 
itself and to diffuse in an increasing number of human activities. The works of 
GERPISA showed clearly that the longevity of firms depended on their profitability, 
whatever are besides the intrinsic qualities of the goods. In the introduction and in the 
first chapter of the book "The Productive Models ", we took care to explicit our defini-
tion of "productive" and we justified this choice.  

We know well that the common language does not give the same meaning to the 
term "production" today. We know as well that number of researchers underestimates, 
forgot or repulsed the definition that it is advisable to give to the word "production. Two 
attitudes were possible. The first, opportunistic and commercial, would have consisted 
in choosing for example the term of "business models". Fortunately, we didn’t adopt 
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this term : who would to read a book with such a title today? The second attitude, crea-
tive, would have consisted in finding a word, possibly new, that would indicate exactly 
what we want to say and that would have at the same time only one meaning. And in-
deed, we did not find it! We call for linguistic innovation. All the suggestions are wel-
come. To speak frankly , we liked better to be against the current, by restoring the initial 
meaning of “production”.  

Can we include the financial incomes in the production of the value? And are they 
today, will they be for the future the main source of profit for companies? We consid-
ered that the earnings by playing on the variations of parity between currencies and on 
the interest rates, the financial investments of short term and the surplus of transfers are 
out the production of value by the studied companies. If these financial incomes can 
sometimes play a role very important for allowing the firms to cross a difficult moment, 
they do not seem to be a factor of durable profitability. After the explosion of the last 
speculative bubble, not only they disappeared, they were also very often transformed 
into tragic losses. On the other hand, the earnings made in the marketing and in the 
services were naturally included in the produced value by the company. The distribution 
and the services can be new sectors of profit, because they can be rationalized and  be-
cause the clientele seems ask their development. Should the car builders leave the 
manufacturing to the suppliers and to the assemblers, and take in charge only the design 
and the marketing? One knows that this type of division of the value chain exists in the 
other sectors. If it should be the case in the car industry in the future, the car companies 
would have to build always however a "productive model"…of value, to be durably 
profitable. 


