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On 18-19 October 2002, the GERPISA’s International Committee confirmed that it was 
committed to advancing as far and as collectively as possible towards the development 
and dissemination of the GERPISA enterprise change analytical schema, whose founda-
tions were established by Robert Boyer and Michel Freyssenet in the aftermath of the 
first GERPISA programme (see Productive Models, La Découverte, 2000). Above and 
beyond ongoing differences of opinion and heretofore unsettled issues, what has be-
come apparent is that the areas of agreement are sufficiently important to constitute a 
solid basis, a hard core, a line of argumentation and a “inference engine” based on 
which the GERPISA’s analytical schema can be enhanced. This will involve capitali-
sing upon the results of the second and third programmes over the next two years, that 
is, using their findings to question the analytical schema, to amend it and to enrich it. 
The present column will be a way of reporting on work in progress, and can be a forum 
for debating salient issues. You are already more than welcome to react to the proposals 
contained below by sending the Lettre du GERPISA a text that can be published right 
here. 
 
Seven questions to start out with 
 
We hereby confirm the launch of a work project whose purpose is to develop the 
GERPISA analytical schema. This was preceded by a clarification of relevant issues, 
objections and recurring criticisms of the said schema’s objectives and philosophy.  

The first criticism related to the ultimate goal of the work that GERPISA does. Is it 
because the GERPISA, subject as it is to the vagaries of time and circumstance, hig-
hlights problems relating to firms’ longevity and profitability that company directors 
have not made better use of its ability to act as a theoretician or consultant capable of 
offering useful advice about the many different ways to turn a profit? Is this even an 
objective that everyone shares, and is it a legitimate activity for a researcher? This ques-
tion led to other related ones, notably involving the political or moral message that may 
or may not be associated with our work. The text below is meant to synthesise the inter-
national committee’s thinking on this first question, but also it develops them to re-
launch the debate. In our future newsletters and in this column, we will offer (ostensibly 
acceptable) answers to the six following questions.  
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The second question, which is often connected to the first one, pertains to the 
GERPISA’s having steadily abandoned as a research orientation and topic of debate 
themes relating to work, its contents and organisation, working conditions and workers 
themselves. Is it not true that the fundamental source of value is still the mobilisation 
and utilisation of working capacities (specifically within workshops)? The subject is far 
from having been exhausted. 

A symmetrical criticism is that the GERPISA has always emphasised production, as 
witnessed by its use of the expression “productive models”. And yet, just as much value 
(and probably much more nowadays) is produced in the upstream and downstream pha-
ses, and in financial activities. The term “productive” is not an appropriate one. As a 
corollary to this idea but going much further is a criticism focused on the financialisa-
tion of the world economy. This implies that we radically rethink our vision of the firm 
and talk about models in entirely different terms. 

The fourth question is whether by generalising conclusions drawn from the automo-
tive industry to other sectors of activity the GERPISA isn’t guilty of committing the 
same error as the IMVP, to wit, that of presenting a “one best way”, the only difference 
being that we have devised several solutions instead of just the one. 

The fifth question is whether the GERPISA, by emphasising capitalism’s diversity 
and periodic renewal (plus the fact that there are many different types of productive 
models) is not under-estimating (even if it does affirm the limited nature of this diversi-
ty elsewhere) the power that convergence factors can wield, at least in a given industry 
(for example, in the automotive industry, what with energy constraints, oligopolisation, 
sectorial globalisation, etc.). Furthermore, are we not also guilty of under-estimating the 
deep-seated unity and systemic constraints that are a feature of capitalism?  

The sixth and the seventh question go together inasmuch as they too are symmetrical 
in nature. Some observers have told us that GERPISA’s analytical schema is already 
being called a “lot of hot air”. If we make it even more complex by adding other consi-
derations, it could become incomprehensible and unusable. Actors need practical tools 
that can help them to analyse the situations they are living in, and which can conceiva-
bly be used as tools for action. Inversely, some have criticised the GERPISA’s analyti-
cal schema as being overly structured, lacking in nuances, not flexible enough and even 
deterministic. They feel that that this gets in the way of its usefulness, especially for 
researchers. 

The international committee, after having come up with answers to these questions 
(responses deemed good enough to justify our continuing to work together), discussed 
what our common cause could be, i.e., the hard core of the GERPISA’s arguments. 
 
The hard core (meaning the principles, hypotheses and essential methodological rules 
underlying the GERPISA’s analytical schema, constructs that people have agreed to 
use, at the very least as useful working hypotheses) that the committee has come up 
with will be presented in the near future in a more in-depth text. However, we can 
already provide a brief overview of its main elements. 
 
Principles relating to the way the model is built 
- Relevancy: a firm’s strategy must be relevant to the context(s) in which it finds itself 
- Coherency and compatibility: the means employed to implement the strategy must be 
coherent with said strategy and compatible amongst themselves 
- Acceptability: the means being applied should de facto be acceptable to the actors 
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- Dynamism and contradiction: over time, the outcomes of the means used will alter the 
relationships between actors and their context, necessitating the discovery of other 
means 
 
Hypotheses relating to the process underlying a diversity that is limited and constantly 
renewed in capitalist enterprise models 
- The capital-work relationship that connects actors to one another is a non-egalitarian, 
conflictual and contradictory social relationship - but it does force them to work toge-
ther 
- Capitalist firms evolve in national environments that differ from one another and 
which will continue to do so under their renewed forms. 
- A country is not free to choose its own mode of growth. This choice is limited by the 
“international regime”, by the way the country fits into the international system, by the 
resources it can mobilise, and by its national compromise. 
- Several possible profit sources exist for a company. 
- Each growth mode makes it easier to exploit certain profit sources rather than others 
- Profit strategies differ from one another by the profit sources that each stresses 
- Strategy will have its own demands, if it is to be implemented: some of these demands 
will relate to its environment, others to the means being used 
- Each mode of growth only allows for certain profit strategies 
- A compromise has to be developed between actors (even if they are opposed to this) 
so that the means being developed are acceptable to them and satisfy the requirements 
of the strategy that is being followed in three respects: product policy; productive orga-
nisation (design, sourcing, manufacturing, distribution and service); and employment 
relationship 
- The model that results from actors’ compromising on coherent means has a shelf life 
that is limited by the way this modifies actors’ respective bargaining strengths and by 
changes in the context 
- A model can be transferred as long as its conditions of feasibility (context) and viabili-
ty (compromise) can be reproduced elsewhere. 
 
Methodological rules for developing a usable analytical schema 
- ascertain real practices through field work, above and beyond what people say or write 
- understand the real meaning of these practices and systems, above and beyond their 
similarities or differences, by reconstituting the trajectory of the entity under study 
(firm, subsidiary, socio-political space), especially the issues and problems that this 
entity and actors will be contending with 
- clarify and distinguish the concepts being used before questioning or processing them 
- define the concepts that have been developed strictly so as to be able to test them rapi-
dly in other cases and make clear changes if need be 
- build up an analytical schema that accounts for a maximum of facts with a minimum 
of hypotheses and concepts, and which at the same time is “open”, i.e., which allows for 
different articulations between the basic concepts whilst encouraging new explorations. 
For a visual representation of the aforementioned points, you can consult “The produc-
tive model in its environment” (Boyer, Freyssenet, 2002, p. 21). 
 
 
As we can see, this minimal hard core raises a number of questions and offers numerous 
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possibilities for a variety of developments: the characterisation of contexts, the compo-
nents of national growth modes, how market and work can be structured, the number 
and nature of profit sources and strategies, the number and importance of the actors in-
volved, the modalities by which compromises and bargaining positions are built up, the 
means used, the models that are actually in place, developmental scenarios, etc. 
 
Let’s dream a little and turn to an IT analogy, without forgetting the dangers inherent 
to this sort of exercise. The aforementioned hard core could be applied as a sort of “ope-
rating system”, a Linux type “inference engine” (c.f., Questions de recherche by Marie 
Coris) each GERPISA member could freely appropriate to develop, document and pro-
cess a particular question (module). In this case, GERPISA’s findings can be leveraged 
not on a thematic basis (something that could not help but generate incompatible theore-
tical constructs) but by dealing with the issues born out of the confrontation between the 
“inference engine” and the findings from specific studies. 
 
The international supervisory committee has started to compile a list of such questions. 
It will be diffused in the near future and everyone is invited to take one issue (or suggest 
another one that the committee may have forgotten or neglected) and use GERPISA’s 
past studies, all of which are available on the network’s website, to document the topic 
and offer a solution. The various answers that are sent in could then be presented at an 
upcoming colloquium. At a wider level, they can be transmitted to everyone via 
GERPISA’s administrative services. Each contribution could be evaluated from point of 
view of the development of GERPISA analytical framework. 


