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Summary:

In the current context of a crisis in social regiga, the issue of institutionalisation of new
forms of compromise has gained central importafde “local” level is increasingly more
often presented as one of the levers for recastomigl regulation. This involves designing a
new framework for interaction between the microrepunic stakeholders on the labour
market. In this way, our research focused on theadtmns for institutionalisation of
compromises implemented at inter-company level ikaticg the need for flexibility and
security. We adopted a field approach, anchoredflexicurity” practices implemented at
local level. In order to do this, we set up a parship made up of the various stakeholders on
the labour market in our region, within the frametwof a European action-research project.
With these partners’ collaboration, we observed thasting practices and tested new
practices as part of pilot projects, whose failuaad/or success (qualified in terms of
“desirability” of the compromises implemented) pided us with a wealth of longitudinal
data. Having become veritable “institutional entrepeurs” through spurring on and
supporting these experiments, we have contributedhe development, alongside our
“practitioner” partners, of a flexicurity practicesnalysis grid. It allows their desirability to
be qualified and helps guide the implementatiosuzh innovations. We then returned to our
status of researchers, transforming this “local’dmledge into generic knowledge actionable
through an abductive process that establishes livddsveen our own theorisation and the
existing knowledge in the scientific field.
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Introduction

Over the last twenty years, many academics and tdléhorities” in management have been
putting forward the theory of “transformation”, whi states that companies are confronted
with the necessity to modify traditional forms obsk organisation, anchored in the hierarchy,
bureaucracy and specialisation of “Fordism” andyl®easm”. This theory is based on the
observation that introduction of new technologias Bnabled globalisation of exchanges and
reinforced competition on an international scalehe§e new technologies have also
accelerated the launch of new processes and psduservices, correspondingly introducing
the constraint of intensive and continual innovat{blatchuel,et al, 2005) The theory of
transformation implies new ways of envisaging huntasources, now considered as a
competitive edge and not just a simple productiastdr. It is thus the quality and
distinctiveness of the product and services dewsldpat allows our western economies to
remain competitive and offer to employees who acegasingly better qualified and certified
jobs that are consistent with their skills and dessfor career enhancement.

This perspective of “transformation” also requisgcial attention be given to flexibility —
both at home and abroad — of the labour marked. daid to be the foundation of new forms
of work organisation required by this transformedremy. In any event, this is the option
chosen by the European Commission in its GuidelioesJobs, in which the concept of
“Adaptability” is one of the main elements. Alreadi/the end of the 1990’s, the European
Commission had incorporated transformation theoty its strategy and promoted new types
of jobs that were more flexible and adaptable, iptachem in a framework of guaranteed
protection and social rights. The green book of719@artnership for a new organization of
work” encourages their development through new #rmf partnership, with a view to
organisation of work that is more productive, gaptatory and enriching. The Commission
invited the various stakeholders on the labour etatk endeavour at all relevant levels —
European, nationally, sectors, locally and compartieemselves — to revamp the legal
frameworks and negotiate new agreements. Thistation” has since been repeated several
times (via the Communication in 1998 on the “Modeaition of the Organisation of Work”,
the Lisbon Agenda defined in 2001, The green pap@008 on Modernising Labour Law,
etc.) and started a debate in the various Memlage$bn the required character and terms of
this modernisation, leading some of them to refearious aspects of labour regulation (for
example, French laws on working time and econoexgeilations, the Hartz laws in Germany,
CCT Plus-minus measure in the Belgian automobildustry, etc.). This dynamic was
exacerbated with the theorisation of the “concept’ Flexicurity (Wilthagen and
Rogowski, 2002), based on the analysis of refororeacted in the Netherlands (Flexwet)
and Denmark during the 1990’s. The Commission dui@dopted this approach as the
spearhead for the reforms it promotes, and many erStates started to progress down the
different “roads to Flexicurity” put forward by tf@ommission’s group of expefts

The reforms proposed and carried out within thasniework mainly concern regulation of the
labour market on a macro-economic level. It is &sgjon of re-engineering the basic
principles and fundamental tools of jobs policycagting employment contracts and social
protection, implementing active jobs policies, sidional markets, etc. However, the
Commission’s project explicitly seeks to developvrferms of partnership and give rise to
innovation at all levels, including and especialty‘local” level. This term does not refer to a

2 « Flexicurity Pathways. Turning hurdles into steypstones », Report by the European Expert Group o
Flexicurity, June 2007, available on line hdrttp://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catld=117&ldrif




specific geographical and/or administrative scdpstead, it represents the antithesis of the
“central” level, which is found on a national, fedleand European scale. It should be
understood in a broad sense, designating (subprrally anchored collective initiatives,
emerging “in the field” processes likely over tineeinfluence (and interact with) processes
and reforms generated by central regulation irtghits.

It in fact seems that the avowed conviction, over kast few years, that it is necessary to
deregulate to encourage free enterprise on an oeket is now being superseded by the
interest in developing ad hoc regulations, witheEwnscopes, in order to ensure socially
responsible reconciliation of the respective regmients for flexibility and security. In this
way, “local” anchoring is promoted, since it is del to encourage relations (by generating
dense and direct interaction between the playersgelerate circulation of information,
facilitate mobilisation of resources and the desfrailor-made solutions for complex and
specific problems encountered in the field (Mclledyal, 2004). This faith in the relevance of
the local level for developing new forms is todémaied by an increasing number of players
on the scene. The interest of the economic wortdaamademic circles for the new perimeters
and levers for action incarnated by competitivestdts, local productive systems, industrial
districts, inter-company partnerships, territosahemes, etc., is proof of this (Retour, 2008 ;
Benkoet al, 1992).

What these multiple and multi-valued partnershiggehin common is that they are based on a
network logic (Powell, 1990; Butera, 1991; Allouckeal, 1998), considered, wrongly or
rightly, to be the type of economic organisatiosttaapted to globalisation of the economy.
Without becoming involved in this debate, we haveetheless observed that these networks
greatly transform management methods as well asesofl interaction and forms of inter-
dependence between economic players. In partictleey lead to a triangulation of
employment relations (employer, employee, userciwiesults in a dissociation of economic
and social responsibilities (Sobczak, 2003), ad althe risk of placing the worker in a
precarious position and removing the legal empldy@m the equation. The major stake in
these types of network is therefore the re-strirmguof power relationships between the
stakeholders. Indeed, relationships that are tewvell can lead to unbalanced and untenable
situations in the long term because they are teedure for the parties concerned.

The reasons behind the actions at work within intenpany partnerships do not naturally
lead to cooperation. Nevertheless, inasmuch ase theter-company partnerships are
considered to be amongst the new scopes of refefenduilding new institutions for social
regulation, it is essential to pay attention towas/ in which they may emerge, structure and
anchor themselves (Rorive, 2005) on a basis of comigses satisfactory to all the
stakeholders involved. The complexity of interacicand the multitude of interests present
raise the question of how is it possible to sethgptrust necessary for the smooth running of
inter-company cooperation (Thorelli, 1986; Bradathl, 1989; Powell, 1990).

Research conducted by Orléan (1994), Geindre (280&)Volckrick (2007), shows that it is
notably through the introduction of an independéirt-party and mediation that this mutual
trust can be guaranteed. The action-research watkate relate in this article is a response to
such ideas. In fact, it highlights the — essentiable of the third party played by our research
centre during a study devoted to identifying conds for institutionalisation of compromises
reconciling flexibility/security at inter-companguel.



This research uses an empirical basis involving gsheulation and implementation of
innovative social regulation practices at localelevihe aim of our work was in fact to
identify the conditions for economically and solsiaksponsible flexicurity by experimenting
with this concept in the field in micro-economicrtes. We therefore carried out field work to
identify requirements, mobilise the players, fonswlthe different steps of the innovation
process, manage conflicts whilst maintaining supfmrthe initiative, assess and perpetuate
the new schemes put in place, etc. This methodmbgption enabled us to gather extremely
dense and subtle data that also boasted a longgtiudimension vital for studying the process
of institutionalisation. Nevertheless, this opti@ised the question of our capacity to analyse
such data and our role as a third party with tig@ired distance and objectivity.

As such, after several methodical indications amel presentation of two case studies to
illustrate our point, we will consecrate the fipstrt of this article to analysing the role of the
third party played by the researcher involved. his teffect, we will use the institutional
entrepreneurship theory (DiMaggio, 1988) and antdwork theory (Akrichet al, 1988a;
1988b), as well as applying a model that incorpsrdheir respective contributions (Lesia
al., 2006) to our own experience in the field. Th#s®ries present an interesting conceptual
framework for the action-researcher, by exploring tonditions under which he or she can
support and contribute to establishing new waysahaging employment relations at local
and inter-company level.

After having considered the action-researcher wealboth as an institutional entrepreneur
and translator of an inter-company regulation ativee, we will examine the opposite

guestion: in what conditions can an institutionairepreneur contribute to the production of
scientific knowledge (Avenier, 2008)? Can he or ahalyse an institutionalisation process in
which he or she is a stakeholder? Can an institatientrepreneur have sufficient critical

detachment with regard to the analytical categattias have guided his action? How is it
possible to analyse managerial artefacts that woatchave existed without the action of the
researcher now an institutional entrepreneur? €hersl part of our paper will then highlight

the advantages of an abductive stance enablingetbearcher to adopt the position of a
contributor to producing knowledge. Through preagah of the conceptualisation generated
(an analysis grid of compromises between flexipiind security), we will establish links

with existing theoretical frameworks in order to mrasise the position of the institutional
entrepreneur and establish our status of researcher

Regulation practices emerging at local level...

We seized upon the opportunity of a research-agiroject funded according to Article 6 of
the European Social Fund (ESF) for which we peréatmoordination to gain access to the
emerging practices of reconciling flexibility andcsirity as well as observing the process by
which they become institutionalised. This projeatmed “Flexicurity®, was aimed at testing
the relevance of this approach for designing anglementing new compromises between
flexibility and security at local level. Based atentifying and analysing existing methdds
reconciling flexibility and security used at intssmpany level in the three partner countties
as well as identifying and analysing flexibilitygsecurity requirements of the stakeholders

3 www.flexicurity.org

* Employer pools, umbrella company hiring, overtinaamks, skill pooling, multiple job-holding, emplogmt
cooperatives, etc.; see the project web site idhéun information on these practices.
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in the Liege and Lille employment pools on which wkose to focus our action, ve
ascertained the scope of demand for regulationsp\iered on and supported, in collaboration
with the stakeholders on the labour markets of d@meas concerned, various methods of
reconciling flexibility and security that met withe requirements expressed by the players in
the local economy. On the basis of these pilotgqutsj participatory work with all the partners
in the project was carried out in order to comagoeement on a shared view of economically
and socially responsible flexicurity and to pingouays of making them operational and
institutionalised.

Below we take a detailed look at two of these pijpobjects conducted as part of the
Flexicurity project. We will then use them to deyelour response to the two questions at the
heart of the matter in this paper. As a remindegsé questions are: 1) how can an action-
researcher become an institutional entrepreneuho®) can this institutional entrepreneur
contribute to the production of scientific knowledgin this instance the subject of
institutionalising compromises reconciling flexibfland security at inter-company level?

Pooling of qualified support personnel in small and medium sized businesses: Job’Ardent

These SMBs in Liege, active in a range of different sectors (metallurgy, energy, printing, IT, etc.) are
permanently confronted with needs for qualified personnel to carry out the duties of graphic designer,
sales secretary, quality specialist, etc. However, due to their small size, it is difficult for these
companies to bear on their own the wage costs related to hiring full-time employees to fill these
positions. Moreover, part-time positions are not sufficiently appealing to attract the people with the
necessary expertise to these jobs. However, possessing such expertise in these fields would help
these companies to improve their competitiveness and productivity.

In 2005, thanks an imitative lead by the local Chambers of Commerce and our research centre, these
companies were able to express, assess and formalise their requirements in terms of labour for
support functions. They were also able to meet other companies with similar or connected needs. This
led to the gradual emergence of a desire to collaborate to find the solutions to these needs
collectively. Thanks to the support offered by the Chambers of Commerce and our research centre,
several of them decided to pool their resources to employ these workers together and share their skills
according to needs. After having looked into different ways to make such sharing operational, the
companies chose to create an inter-organisational structure in the form of a GIE, or Economic Interest
Group (slightly different to the French concept of GE employer pools), called Job’Ardent.

This method of pooling aims to meet the specific need for flexibility whilst offering guarantees of
security to employers and the workers employed within this framework. This way, the SMBs can
stabilise a qualified workforce and enjoy the use of advanced skills, whilst the employees are offered
open-ended full-time contracts thanks to pooling of resources. Furthermore, being confronted with
different organisational contexts and having to handle this specific constraint enables these shared
workers to develop specific skills. It also offers them the possibility of specialising for one of the
companies using their labour or provides them with greater value in the jobs market.

The process, from the emergence of this need to the actual recruitment of the first employee by
Job’Ardent in 2008, was by no means a short one. Defining needs, looking for similar companies,
developing trust, withdrawal of certain partners, choosing organisational methods, setting up
collaboration, enlarging the employers’ pool, etc., are all steps in a process that helped to highlight the
dynamics of creating and institutionalising practices. The unsatisfactory nature of the legal framework
in Belgium concerning employers’ pools meant that its members were forced to by-pass certain
aspects of the law (in particular with regard to the type of personnel) in order for the compromise to
work satisfactorily for all. The desire to extend and propagate the GE gave rise to lobbying from all the
stakeholders, which is still currently in progress. Its first concrete effects (the removal of restrictions
concerning the target publics) could soon come into force via the “opportunities” offered by the
recovery plans that the Belgian government has sent up to combat the current economic crisis.

®i.e. our research centre, LENTIC, as well as eaearch partners, the IAE in Lille (FR) and OSAhat
University of Tilburg (NL), our trade union partisethe André Renard Foundation (FGTB, B) and Emergs
(CGT, FR) as well as our “local labour market plymartners (companies, union delegates, chamiders o
commerce, employers’ federations, training bodiesblic authorities, etc.)



A flexible employment pool in professional transiti on: Periservices

These various companies of social purpose located in the Liege region and operating in the recycling,
construction, green spaces sectors, etc., alone employ several hundred employees, of which many are
trainees and workers on comeback contracts. This booming sector is also in the process of structuring
itself. These companies have already attempted an initial pooling of interests as part of the ‘Plan des
Grandes Villes’ initiative, which enabled them to observe that they shared problems and needs,
especially with regard to managing human resources. They mainly concern the problem of being able
to adapt the required workforce in accordance with the significant fluctuations in these companies’
activities and on managing absenteeism amongst comeback workers. This absenteeism, all the more
salient than in other sectors due to the especially difficult profile of the workers, deepens the problem
of numerical flexibility facing these companies.

The classical tool of flexibility, hamely temporary agency work, represents an almost untouchable
solution for companies with a social purpose, whose financial equilibrium is based on a certain
percentage of subsidised labour. This is why these social economy companies first examined the
possibility of creating a socially based temporary work agency themselves to obtain the necessary
temporary workforce. The trade unions present on the Boards of Directors in the partner companies
vetoed this proposition, due to the belief that “the social economy should not encourage temporary
agency work”. As a result, the companies decided to investigate other options, in particular the
principle of pooling personnel. An employers’ pool type of scheme good indeed be a relevant way of
solving problems in terms of managing the workforce, as well as a doubly efficient way.

On the one hand, pooling of personnel between social economy companies that are members of the
partnership could help solve the problem of mobilising a temporary work force in a flexible manner
involving little cost. Since these companies are active in various fields and work for different
customers, it is very unlikely that they experience peaks of activity at the same time. Consequently,
the could exchange their employees to make the working time of their workforce more profitable and
thus avoid having to systematically resort to temporary agency workers, which would not however
prevent them using them in a secondary manner, if necessary.

On the other hand, pooling of personnel between social economy companies could also represent a
response to labour requirements expressed by commercial companies. It could concern both
“conventional” services (i.e. the services that the social economy companies in question already
provide to their customers) and demand for “new” services (“Periservices”). The development of the
latter type of services is, in addition, encouraged by regional authorities in order to support the growth
of the social economy sector.

Whilst the opportunity is clear, the terms of this partnership and pooling are much less so. The
companies are competitors first and foremost, and even though cooperation exists, a pooling process
requires the partnership already set up to be extended further, formalised and made sustainable. The
partnership in question is far from being stabilised. On the contrary, it is a moving partnership,
depending on the opportunities that present themselves and the loyalty of its members is second to
their individual interests in the short term. Since the companies’ main objective is the goal of survival,
any possibility of an additional contract would be given priority in relation to developing the
partnership, though the latter possesses greater added value in the long-term.

The needs expressed by these social economy entrepreneurs clearly share common ground with our
own objectives regarding experimentation of innovative schemes to reconcile flexibility and security.
The intermediation conducted by one of our “labour market stakeholder” partners led us to observe,
from initial contact, that our respective expectations and expertise could be put to work together. Our
research centre is therefore led to play a pivotal role in supporting this innovation process, alongside
the project entrepreneur. Since its legitimacy is sometimes contested due to the several different caps
worn, our role extends to include, at certain moments, that of the project entrepreneur.

How can an action-researcher become an entreprenetranslator?

The aim of this section is to describe our traosifrom the status of action-researcher to that
of institutional entrepreneur/translator. Firstiwe will explore the links that can be
established between institutional entrepreneurahih the sociology of translation. We will
then describe the processes implemented in oucases using the incorporative framework



put forward by Lecat al (2006). However, in order to retain clarity instlpresentation, it
should be pointed out that this description willdmnewhat simplified. On the one hand, we
will sequentially present a process that is initgdkrative, even circular. On the other hand,
we will be focusing on our sole action of institurtal entrepreneurship and translation, even
though this process was dealt with collectivelyyvayious different players who we shall only
mention in passing. Such a short-cut is justifigdhi® methodological objective of this paper,
which does not so much as aim to describe an unistital process (an article will be
presented on this subject at a later date, higtatighihe institutional processes and third-party
role in all their complexity) as to show how we weable to generate actionable generic
knowledge (Avenier, 2008) based on the experiehe@mous practitioners in the filed: those
with whom we collaborated as part of our reseasctvell as the related pilot projects, and the
role we assumed ourselves, switching from the jposdf an “external” researcher to that of a
contributor fully involved in the process.

Institutional entrepreneurship and the sociology oftranslation

Following many works focusing on the creation ddtitutions through isomorphic processes
(DiMaggio et al, 1983) and their effects on behaviour, neo-ingtihalist researchers
gradually became interested in the processes wmgrihe emergence and development of
new institutions (Tolberet al, 1996), giving rise in lines of thinking to the noept of
“institutional change”. Within this framework, beyd the paradox of the “embedded agency”
(Garud et al, 2007), research work attempted to describe thategies used by the
stakeholders in these (proto-) institutions to rho@iisting institutions or create new ones,
more suited to their own needs and interests. Thésgers are described as “institutional
entrepreneurs”, after de DiMaggio (1988). He hdbattnew institutions emerge when
organised players with the required resources .—ngtitutional entrepreneurs — identify in
these institutions the opportunity to achieve tbalgthat are of importance to them. Research
on institutional entrepreneurship focuses on the band on the identity of these players,
through study of their social, moral and psychatayicharacteristics. On the other hand, it
analyses initiatives implemented by institutionaltrepreneurs to bring their projects to
fruition.

An institutional entrepreneur is someone who explopportunities stemming from external
shocks, which destabilise the rules of a giventutsinal field or which demonstrate the need
to structure new fields. The motivations of suclayprs can be varied, ranging from
ideological, ethical and moral considerations talividual interest (Anand & Watson,
2004; Beckert, 1999; Rao, 1998; Fligsteinal., 1996; Wade-Benzoret al.,2002). Whether
the institutional entrepreneur is an organisationiralividual player, much attention is
accorded to its position in the field, and opiniarsthis matter vary: some authors believe
that a central position in the field is more fawhle to institutional entrepreneurship (Zilber,
2002), insofar as it generally confers authoritgd anpport to such players (DiMaggio, 1988;
1991). Others observe that the players at thedang the organisational field (Leblebit
al.,1991; Havemart al.1997; Garuckt al.,2002), or at a junction between several of them
(Phillips et al, 2002; Racet al. 2000) are more likely than others to play thigrélowever,

all are in agreement in underlining that it is impat that the institutional entrepreneur
occupies the position of a subject (Bourdieu, 1980ucault, 1972). It is not the formal
position within the organisational sphere thamportant, but the one that the player occupies
within the social network, i.e. that of an identihat is socially developed and legitimate for
the other players in the field. In an organisatiepdnere, these positions of subject are limited
in number, yet they provide their holders with asrtadvantages in terms of access to
resources, communication channels means of outrémfeover, the strengthen the capacity



to creating links between diverse stakeholders he sphere, enabling institutional
entrepreneurs in subject position to establish depegitimacy and mobilise resources that
are sometimes rather scattered.

In addition to this “institutional” position, it isssential for the entrepreneurs to possess social
gualities — empathy, assertiveness, etc. — in daearry out the political and organisation
work required for any institutionalisation proceggcording to Beckert (1999), it is also
important that they are able to adopt a reflexitanse towards institutionalised practices.
This reflexivity is the sine qua non of forward kimg temporal awareness (Dorado, 2005;
Seoet al, 2002) to plan for and design alternative methimiisthese practices and future
paths for action.

The action of the institutional entrepreneur carubed in various contexts. The opportunities
of such an initiative, like its methods, will varyaccordance with the extent of heterogeneity
and institutionalisation in organisational sphef@srado, 2005). Nevertheless, whether the
sphere in which the institutional entrepreneur salkis or her place is emerging, mature or in
crisis, the action of the entrepreneur always baayslitical dimension. The entrepreneur will
in fact to their utmost to identify the interestedlaneans of authority of the different players
in the field, pinpoint the political opportunitiegstablish themes and issues, as well as
mobilise resources for their project. The majokstaf this action resides in the ability to set
up and maintain groups of stable agreements tlatrporate the interests of the various
stakeholders (Fligstein, 1997). The institutionatrepreneurship process in fact possesses
two fundamental and inter-related facets: conswaadf coalitions and theorisation.

This theorisation involves establishing the issu@and, through advancing chains of cause
and effect and highlighting the consequences othuces that are to be made (Greenwood
et al, 2002). Tolbertet al. (1996) identified two main tasks in the theorisatiprocess:
specifying “defects” within the field for which la€ innovation represents a “solution or
treatment”, and justifying the innovation, presegtiit as more appropriate than existing
practices (Greenwoodt al, 2002). For Maguireet al. (2004), theorisation is based on two
strategies: persuasive reasoning, which gives mgani the new practices for many players
and explicit negotiation via political tactics suaf bargaining, negotiation and compromise.
This is how new practices are adopted. If it isdraried correctly, this theorisation work
encourages the adoption of new rules via laws aAedehrolment of dominant players in a
field (Raoet al, 2003), inasmuch as the institutional projecteswp to be a coherent and
appropriate response to the destabilisations oexiging field or to the requirements of the
emerging field (Acquieet al, 2006).

These tasks make up the main ingredients of a smmerphic process of change represented
in different ways from one author to another (Povetl al, 1991; Tolbertet al, 1996;
Greenwood et al., 2002; Acquiet al, 2006), putting greater emphasis on one stage or
another of the process, depending on the speafitegts to which their work appeals. Two
criticisms in particular are made against thesenss of the institutionalisation process. On
the one hand, they are too focused on the disaidiimensions of the process (Czarniawska
et al, 1996; Sahlin-Andersson, 1996) and as such netlleanaterial aspects of institutional
entrepreneurship. Some authors indeed believahbainalysis of discourse only reveals one
aspect of the process and deem that research shisoldake into consideration the concrete
schemes implemented by institutional entreprenébesrclough, 2005; Lounsburgt al,
2003; Leceet al, 2006), because they play a vital role in stmotuof the new field. On the
other hand, through concentrating analysis on paelationships between a limited number



of central players, such works tend to neglectdyr@amics of learning as well as the manner
in which this knowledge is produced and fits inte tscope of these concrete schemes
(Hasselbladlet al, 2000; Acquietet al, 2006). Acquieet al. (2006) thus propose adopting a
theory of enhanced collective action which wouldnbine analysis of power relationships
with consideration of the dynamics of know-how (¢hatel, 2000; Townley, 1993).

In this way, the actor-network theory (Akrickt al, 1988a; 1988b; Latour, 1993, 2003;
Callon, 1986) is a useful way of filling the holesneo-institutionalist theories, insofar as it
places the emphasis on how the translators dev&o[s and schemes and organise
heterogeneous networks of human and non-human etente support institutional change
and build “governmentality” of the field (Milleet al., 1987). This sociological approach
effectively sees the innovation process from a nomléective and emerging viewpoint than
the neo-institutionalist vision. Whilst it highlighthe central role of the “translator”, this role
differs from that of the “heroic” entrepreneur whears the entire weight of the project on its
shoulders; through a process of mobilisation, edsement and embodiement of the
stakeholders, the translator will encourage thergemee of problem identification that is
collectively validated, and build up a network tgport the innovation process. This process
with its overtly political tone involves clarifyinghe respective stakes and interests,
embodiement of the stakeholders and formalisatidntermediaries who provide temporary
stability to the network. The role of the transtattherefore essential, but here it is merely a
cog in the collective strategic workings, charastat by many trials and errors with results
that are always unpredictable.

These two theoretical currents are therefore vanjlas and complementary. Leocat al.

(2006) propose to combine them through an incotp@raframework that splits the
translation process into six steps: decontextu@isaproblematization, construction of an
interessement system, embodiement, research fpodujpom allies and stabilisation of the
network. We will explain and mobilise this framewan the following section, in describing
the institutional entrepreneurship work that wedwsted in the two cases presented above.

From one status to the other: the third-party as arentrepreneur-translator

The action-research commissioned by the EuropearalSeund that we were in charge of
placed us in the position of action-researcher ftbm beginning, inasmuch as it aimed to
produce an analytical framework regarding recongililexibility and security based on
experiments conducted at local level. We took omyrdifferent roles: initiating the project,
mobilising the various research partners and stailers on the labour market, facilitating
interactions within the working group and pilot jgrcts, supplying methodological expertise,
but also know-how in organisational, social, andjale terms, assessing processes
implemented and taking charge of the various sbépgrmalisation that punctuated the three
years of the project.

As recommended by Argyris (1970), our action waseal at producing valid information,
enabling the “system” to which we contributed tokend@he suitable and responsible choices
and to ensure the sustainability of “desirable” poomises tied into the framework of the
pilot projects. These different tasks demanded @ahange of conditions be fulfilled in terms
of legitimacy, composition of the partnership, ilwement of the stakeholders, etc. (Pichault
et al, 2008).



Although these aspects were already respectedeapstof the project, it soon came to light
that the partners did not fully share the motivagiaf our research centre. Our centre’s
tradition of contribution to the labour market amdcompanies did not correspond to the
position normally favoured by our researcher cgjless, who felt more comfortable and
legitimate in a position of analyst, rather tharnha role of “institutional entrepreneur”. In the
steering committee made up of researchers and traid® representatives, the project was
immediately described as “far-fetched” — in pat@écuthe challenge was test a flexicurity
scheme in two regions undergoing industrial re-@sion (the regions of Liege in Belgium
and Nord-pas-de-Calais in France), via the creatmna platform for management and re-
conversion of jobs in two logistic catchment are&sirthermore, at the project launch
seminar, a significant part of the event was ded,aie our great disappointment, to searching
for contingency plans. In the “local” working graypnamed “territorial partnerships” and
made up of local labour market stakeholders, arglsmncy became apparent in the extent to
which the various players involved were committéthilst everyone recognised the
relevance of the project in relation to their owancerns, not everyone was ready to
concretely implicate themselves in the actions (taidce the related “risks”): some soon
withdrew (in our own region, the representativesrfithe local economic redeployment group
and from a port company leading a network of lagsstompanies licensed on the port);
others were not able to clearly ascertain how grgect and their daily practices could
interact (the representatives of a training body e public employment bureau, as well as
those from trade unions); others could be affettedhe achievements of the project and
attempted to direct it in a way that would be adagaous to them (the representatives of the
companies, another trade union and the employedgrétion in the temporary agency work
sector). Lastly, in the field, mobilising playersady to innovate and finding partners that
were uniform as well as representative or a swficicritical mass of players to bring the
planned schemes to fruition turned out to be lamdjaduous tasks.

The constraints of this project and its implemeatatvere twofold for us: as researchers, we
did not genuinely have stakes in terms of effectiwrovation on the labour market.
Nevertheless, since we were responsible for aahgetrie project’'s goals, we had to produce
recommendations on this subject and present thelmaasing and methodological tools for
the stakeholders on the labour market at micro-@tonlevel. It was therefore important that
“things happened in the field”, so that we coulflee upon them and elaborate our findings
from concrete observations. In this way, it did nedlly matter whether these pilot projects
were successes or failures — both finished anchishied processes can provide interesting
data — but maintaining the reputation of our cemisea contributor in business and on the
labour market nonetheless forced us to generate sesults and ensure the satisfaction of the
partners (in terms of “return on investment”).

In short, it soon became apparent to us that tindwates and responsibilities of the action-
researcher would not be sufficient to achieve thieaives set, all the more so in light of the
deadline imposed (two years initially, extendedskeyeral months). We therefore gradually
assumed a more involved, dynamic and interventioale that the assessment of our work in
the field led us to describe as one of “instituéibentrepreneur” and “translator”, in light of

the theoretical frameworks presented in the previgection. Below, we describe the

institutional working methods that we used as péthis project, demonstrating in this way

how we have evolved from one status to another. l®asoning is based on the steps of
institutionalisation proposed by Leetal. (2006).

Decontextualisation



The methodology drawn up to perform our Europeaojegt involved a first step of
identification — in the three partner countries &neir neighbours — and analysis of existing
practices regarding reconciling flexibility and saty at inter-company level. Our research
assumed an abductive stance and in particular aionadswer the following question: what is
flexicurity practice at micro-economic level? Cogsently, we decided to consider without
preconceptions any compromise between flexibilind asecurity, without seeking to be
exhaustive. We wanted to avoid a blinkered standpgbat would stem from too a deductive
dynamic preoccupied with wanting to test aspectmbéished on assumption by the
“theorists” of flexicurity. In fact, at local levethere are many arrangements claiming to
reconcile the needs of flexibility and security ttlitdb not necessarily bear the “flexicurity
label”, but which potentially belong to this apptba Such being the case, they represent a
potentially rich breeding ground from which we pably could draw a certain number of
lessons as regards the methods of flexicurity andering it operational.

As a result, we identified and analysed various kfeoce pooling systems, applying the
principle of personnel pooling in different waysngoyer pools in France and Belgium (as
well as employer pools — GE — designed to helpnteyeinto the labour force and
qualification — GEIQ — in France), Dutch flex-poalsd its German sister scheme, or even the
Danish Flexviden (Flex Knowledge). We also focused attention on various mechanisms
based on the principle of personnel leasing: gkitling (B), umbrella company hiring (F and
B)’. We examined cooperative systems that enabledircaitks to be shared, such as job
cooperatives. This inventory was by no means exthaydput it was to fuel the first stages of
collective thinking concerning the principles ofe&irable” flexicurity at local level and
nourish the imagination of the stakeholders witljard to the methods of the pilot project(s)
to be set up.

Our role as an institutional entrepreneur was dlyasotable in the background during these
first steps. We used schemes set up in other csnésxour inspiration and coordinated initial
translation work enabling reinterpretation of omgi initiatives as “trans-local ideas” that
correlate with the requirements identified in ouork in the field. In the case of the
Periservices process, the principles of workfoesemtry, qualification and pooling which act
as a basis for the French GEIQ respond to the rfeediexibility and the mission objectives
expressed by social economy companies. In thelsdéardields for experimentation, we set
forth this “trans-local idea” congruently in relati to the opportunity that we perceive in this
sector, emphasising its entrepreneurial and somiadven missionary character. This is then
formalised in a proposal to support the colleciividative already in progress in the sector
but blocked by its incapacity to envisage altenestito “social temporary agency work”
refused by the trade unions. Little by little, thikea is seen as relevant for the companies
approached as partners.

The process leading to the creation of Job’Ardeéatted somewhat differently. The “trans-
local” idea of pooling labour as part of an empisygool is drawn from French experience
in this subject, but also from the Brussels-basegjept “Joblris”, the only successful and
operative employers’ pool in Belgium. Our attempt'‘¢mbed” these ideas in our own local
context did not reveal any already existing paghigrs of companies to which we could
attach ourselves. We therefore promoted this “ttacal” idea in the various professional
circles willing to offer us the opportunity, as Wwels in various trade press reviews, by
highlighting its qualities and its advantages faiv@te companies: a purely private

’ For a description of these methods, seemvev.flexicurity.orgweb site
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partnership, facilitated and implemented at lowm,casscheme independent of public aid and
its usual related constraints in terms of the stipery power wielded by the authorities and
administrative red tape, quality and flexibility d@he workforce operating in such a

framework, etc. Progressively, companies indicdltesdr interest in this formula as well as

their requirements, on which we reflect with thélfe managed to form a partnership of three
companies with similar and corresponding needstli@ positions of graphic designer,

creative consultant, quality expert and logistiegpezt. We then organised a first meeting
between these firms.

Problematization

Once these “demands” emerged, the challenge waxptwit the opportunities that they
presented. We had to legitimise our capacity to tnseeh a challenge and prove the
advantages and relevance of the “trans-local ideas’proposed to these local players. We
identified the main stakeholders to be convincedriter for these ideas to become reality,
and developed projects that we hoped would medét thizir expectations. The aim of these
projects was to formalise the issues and to pres@rgolutions.

The leader of the collective initiative that gaveerto Periservices seemed to us to be the
essential player who had to be convinced of theegog of our proposition. The person in
guestion, designated by many as the local “Mistariad economy”, had already created,
taken over and turned around several of the regisatial economy companies. Convinced
that it was necessary for the sector to collabarateder to survive and expand, he set up an
initial partnership aiming to encourage interactaord promote itself to players outside the
sector (GESS). He was also the coordinator of dnéhe sector’'s consulting agencies; as
such, the regional Minister in charge of the soe@nomy gave him the responsibility of
developing various projects in the region focuseeating business based on pooling of
“minor requirements” expressed by private compar(ipe Pericles project). Once the
“flexicurity” needs of the sector's companies haeeb identified, relayed by this
entrepreneur, and after the likely constraints badn pinpointed, we set up a project that
combined the various needs and opportunities ioherent whole: a mixed partnership of
social economy firms and private companies giviisg to an “employment structure” that
was to make available to its members a pool of eariseeking to enter or re-enter the jobs
market. Their career path would be guided and su@@doy an array of tools (job coaching,
formalisation and validation of skills, etc.) andngpleted when these workers would be
embedded in the partnership’s private companies. l&tier could be called upon by social
economy companies both to confront problems of rlesesm as well as to respond to
activity peaks linked to the fluctuating demand®uafer-making private companies, or to the
need for “minor services” related to pooling of fh&er's needs. This incorporative project
appealed to the entrepreneur, who “killed two bindh one stone” and decided to propose
the Pericles process to the partners and steedngnitee. This “solution” met with the
enthusiasm of all the players and we were includdithe initiative to provide guidance and
expertise. Our proposal of a free project and uaetion, as well as our reputation as a
contributor from the university system, gave usedan amount of legitimacy to carry out
these tasks. Furthermore, our university backgroamd the European project to which our
action belonged meant that we were perceived atrahedetached and equidistant, only
concerned by ethical and social considerationsmRten on, we were well accepted by the
initial partners who also saw our presence as a wfajempering the eagerness of an
entrepreneur with multiple aims and therefore wgpecially vested interests.
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The problematization developed to obtain the com@itt of companies to the pilot project
involving creation of an employers' pool (the ftuiob’Ardent) targeted small but expanding
businesses and underlined how advantageous it amufdr them to benefit from the skills

required to develop their activity and maintain gsality in a proportionate, qualitative

flexible and fairly cost-free manner. We also highted the capacity of pooling personnel —
and more specifically that of the employers’ paots it is the only framework which enables
pooling to be carried out legally in Belgium — ttisfy these different expectations. This line
of thinking seemed relevant to many companies and ffew of them, the employers’ pool

became THE solution to their problem, or in otheras a “compulsory marker”.

Interessement

Recognising the legitimacy and relevancy of theessidentified is not sufficient to mobilise
the players. As stated previously, mobilising tiféecent partners is not an easy task and we
had to pour effort into gaining their interest tbe projects proposed. To convince the various
players to participate, we had to explain how th@egects would be of direct benefit to them.

In both cases, we underlined how the ideas putdmwould enable an adequate response to
the needs and expectations expressed. As regandsri?ees, the GIE had the advantage of
securing the respective activities, by clarifyingdademarcating the core concerns of each
player and by developing collective commercial\astj as well as also securing the supply
of labour. The constraint was that these compahas to fulfil their mission better, by
helping an increased number of workers enter oenter the labour market. Regarding
Job’Ardent, the employer’s pool was to secure camgpgrowth and quality of service
through the use of pooled human resources, whidlrim were less costly than temporary
agency workers or sub-contractors.

Furthermore, we explained to potential partners byaparticipating in these pilot projects,
they would be playing a pioneering role and wougtpto give their company/organisation an
innovative aura beneficial from a wide range ohdfaoints. The partners in the Periservices
scheme innovated by creating the first sociallyyted GIE. The Job’Ardent partners also
innovated by setting up one of the very first Bafgiemployers’ pools, the first also to
implement pooling of part-time skills and resourdéss sure that their audacious actions will
gain publicity in various circles and, if successtull provide them with many opportunities
to speak about their venture and demonstrate thest also at the forefront of progress
socially.

The players in the Periservices partnership alsonaumously and collectively defined the
rules governing future collaborations within the@ctor. Given the importance of the stakes in
terms of self-regulation of commercial practicdsstis the best position to be in. It will
perhaps be possible to influence development adsriib best serve individual interests...
Furthermore, if the initiative works, Periservicedl be recognised by the authorities as a
legitimate and innovative “macro-player”, which tdacilitate access to subsidies on which
this type of company is very dependent.

Embodiement

Once this basis had been set down, it had to bsotidated. This involved translating it into a
series of artefacts that give form to the problema&ibn and to the expected feedback. It
required strengthening of the framework of actioravoid challenging of its basis later down
the line, as well as focusing of debate on thegutanethods.
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The creation of various “intermediate elements” kadrthe two institutionalisation processes
presented. The problematization that gave riseetis€vices was based on the presentation
of the results of the diagnostic carried out by eesearch centre when it joined the
partnership as an “academic support” partner. Wiated the miscellaneous points of view
and expectations, underlined the threats, oppdi#snistrong points and weak points of the
process at the stage at which we became involvddisted the different possible scenarios
visualised by the parties encountered as well sssasg them. This feedback, validated by
the partners and disputed solely at the marginsefdiscussion, provided a stable working
framework for continuing the project. The regulatecheme proposed was then represented
in graphical form, clearly showing the various sfa#lders and the type of links between
them. This enabled a better grasp of the set gddls diagram evolved throughout the
process, in accordance with re-direction of therag@gh, but it helped maintain the logic of
pooling as a fundamental element of the collabonatDnce the “final” partnership had been
delimited and the objectives and methods accepiedproject was embodied by creation of
the first socially-based GIE. In order to achiehes,t articles of association and “internal
regulations” were co-developed, formalised and esiigriThey met with the approval of the
competent authorities and as a result the GIE weated. All that remained was to ensure
that this structure did not resemble an empty shadl that effective collaborations could be
created under its auspices. There was also theigues giving life to this new institution, to
ensure that it became recognised as a relevaniegiitinate player by its targets: its private
company and public organisation customers. Thislued developing a commercial message
and a collective and coherent offer of servicesjciwvhwe helped to draw up through
conducting various brain-storming sessions andegfi@ seminars. This message was to be
broadcast mainly by the means of a web site desticat Periservices. The partners chose to
entrust this task to a trainee, who unfortunatelifel and abandoned the project. This
setback, combined with the bankruptcy of one ofrtfenbers, brought the initiative grinding
to a halt.

The process of creating Job’Ardent was also pumtetusvith many intermediate elements.
The “trans-local idea” was put across using a nunsbeommunication means: PowerPoint
presentations in various circles, mass-mailingidatiites, articles in the press, etc. Reports
were made on the various meetings of the “pioneans’ then validated by the partners. The
respective needs were spelled out using custonaisatysis grids and the pooling scenarios
designed on this basis were put into diagrammatimét as well. Creation of the GE also
involved writing and signing articles of associatiand internal regulations, for which we

submitted a first draft to discussions that we &thiWhen the time came to recruit the first
employee, we drafted a job description on the ba$ishe partners’ different demands,

submitting it to them for validation. These variantermediate elements helped to build trust
between the members of the network and subsequentipled the first worker to be

recruited.

Support from allies

These partners commitment and the adoption of wariotermediate elements were not
sufficient to “secure” the process. Not all thetpars had fully grasped the problematization
and assumed opportunist positions, “one foot in ane foot out”, waiting to see how the
situation developed. It was therefore important generate a maximum number of
“supporters” for these projects. Our position aubject within the local jobs market helped
us in this task. Depending on the point of view dimel scope considered, we were both a
central player in the field, due to our academatust and our experience of contributing to a
wide range of subjects within the field, but alsglayer “on the touchline”, because we
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ourselves are not a company, therefore we do ne¢ llae same experiences, the same
constraints or the same expectations. Our poségan interface with the public authorities

(the European Commission and the regional autbejitallowed us moreover to create

bridges between the players, leading notably tosalistation of the different stakeholders

within the project steering committee.

This neutral and legitimate position, at the irded between different spheres, gradually
placed us in the role of an institutional entreprem If we consider the Periservices
entrepreneur, “Mister social economy” had too westderests (he is in fact a director of
several partner companies...) to secure everybodyxdication. Of course, he was often able
to lever action from many of the various stakehsdgocal authorities, companies he is a
director of or which he “turned around”, social Bomy consultancies, specialist investors,
prestigious customers, etc.). However, he was biet @ obtain the support of other players
without delegating this task to a more “neutralaysdr. As a result, we assumed the
responsibility of convincing the boards of direstaf the partners firms, the major industrial
players (potential customers) who were not amotigstcontacts of the entrepreneur, the
sector’s federations whose toes we risked treadmghe bodies responsible for upholding
social laws, etc. Such acceptance were conveyabebgyecognition of the GIE and its social
purpose, the minutes of Board meetings, articlahenspecialist trade press, etc. We also had
to negotiate with other sectors, which forced useformulate the project: it was divided into
steps, the commitments obtained were respectea less ambitious initial phase and would
be maintained or not following evaluation at thel esf this first phase; the budget was
refined, the financial risk was greatly scaled ddamnthe partners and depended on granting
of aid from the regional authorities; certain parth wanted to remain in a position of
observer, to participate without fully involvingeimselves, a position that was rejected in the
end by those who “dared” to move upward and onwérdeed, they chose to carry on
without such “timid” players. All these modificahe evidently involved ongoing discussions
with the various partners to validate these chaagésadapt the intermediate elements.

In the case of Job’Ardent, from the start we asslithe role of institutional entrepreneur, in
cooperation with the local Chambers of Commerceabse we ourselves were the project
leader and were attempting to “sell” our “cause’the companies. Building a uniform and
complementary partnership was a long and diffiputicess, punctuated by the commitment
then withdrawal of several partners, who either@domot or would not wait for the project to
be fulfilled to see their needs satisfied. In the,eour project was based on a single firm that
believed in the project and displayed patiences Tompany is considered to be one of the
flagships of the local economy. It is directed byyiafluential member of one of the main
employers’ federations, who also has a signifiganesence in the world of business. This
member echoed our discourse in these various siesid accepted to provide “testimonials”
when asked. This gave legitimacy to our projectjctvhwas no longer perceived as an
“academic fad that did not correspond to the rgatitthe field”. The presence of the local
Chambers of Commerce alongside us also helped ritercapon our project qualities of
entrepreneurship and efficiency. The project sthttetake shape on the basis of these two
vocal supporters of our discourse.

Stabilising the network

Building the network is not the be all and endadlthe matter: such a network must be given
stability, sustainability and the capacity to redis the different problems that it may
encounter.
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We failed to stabilise the Periservices networkriMas elements could be incriminated:
firstly, the failure of the trainee who was suppbse formalise the commercial message and
broadcast it via the web site. Following this sekyano member took on the responsibility for
this task, sitting on the fence with an unstablamee between the desire to succeed and that
of minimum investment. Thereafter, one of the partfirms went bankrupt in dubious
circumstances. It was said to have been one ofnitagn beneficiaries of pooling. Its
disappearance meant that the partnership no laegeesented a sufficient critical mass to
make pooling operational. Finally, and this elemeést probably capital, the project
entrepreneur changed project! He received ESF fignth implement, in a given region,
reinforced cooperation between the various plaiyetise social and professional reintegration
sector. As a result, he mothballed Periservicesalse he intended to reproduce the same
initiative in the region that he was responsible (feith the support of the local authorities
who provided him with financial and human resouydbe “life-line” which Periservices
lacked) and get the partners of Periservices ondbddne objective of this pooling has been
deferred, to focus on other forms of exchangescafidboration at a different territorial scale
and with different partners (the new project inésié broader range of partners: public social
aid centres, training bodies, support organisatioreches, etc.). The main spokesperson of
Periservices changed discourse and our positiam @&stermediary providing support but also
as an entrepreneur prevents us from re-launchmgnttiative, notably for ethical reasons: we
sought to stimulate the process in order to gatiiiservable data, but we do not wish to
“force” this process. Nonetheless, it seems thais@wices gained a legitimate identity and
was perceived as an interesting innovation, becawsehave been contacted at various
intervals by other players in the sector to aghisin in reproducing the process in their own
local contexts.

As regards the Job’Ardent network, it seems to hstabilised. It boasts a number of
spokespersons: one of the firms at the root ofptiogect, the Chambers of Commerce and
ourselves. The collectively chosen name “Job’Artigntes this innovation a local identity
and local roots (the main town in the employmemtloaent area in which we are operative is
often spoken of in French under the name “Cité raef@ The network is recognised as a
macro-player by the authorities, giving it the resaey approval to function and recruit
employees. A first employee has been hired, switghhe project from the experimental
phase to the managerial stage, because employeemoar‘guinea pigs” on whom we
experiment! The success of the project has gernecatafidence, even if its reach is sensitive,
and we have been contacted by other companies heredirectly or via the other
spokespersons — wishing to join the partnershigreate one themselves. As a result, the
partnership is expanding, strengthening its baskesaistainability: to date, almost one year
after its official launch, the GE has moved on frénto 8 members and is in the process of
recruiting another employee.

It can be seen, through the description of the$erdnt stages, that the action-research
framework forces the researcher to abandon higio¢theoretical) stance of external observer
in order to assume a more active role, which canlé&sed as institutional entrepreneurship
and translation. Although we first placed ourselves the position of institutional

entrepreneur, in order to launch an initiative attémpt to mobilise for and convince people
of our objective and vision, we then went on toolavthe role of translator, inasmuch as it
placed us in a more “elevated” position, allowirggta become a stakeholder “like the others”
in a collective process with more random resultsese results did not correspond exactly
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with what we initially expected. However, we ard agaluating them in terms of the success
or failure of social innovation. Instead, the priowncern is the production of new knowledge
in terms of institutionalising compromises betwdlexibility and security in inter-company
partnerships.

Can institutional entrepreneurs theorise their ownefforts at
institutionalisation ?

Previously, we stated that the objective of oueaesh was to identify the conditions in which
institutionalisation of sustainable compromisesnseein the needs for flexibility and security
within inter-company partnerships take place. Weilddike to develop this knowledge using
the experience of players in the field as a bdsisfocusing our thinking on their concrete
practices and by co-developing this knowledge Wl stakeholders of such practices. As
such, we have obtained local knowledge, to whiolr aggeneric character must be conferred
(Avenier, 2007). This is the aim of this sectiam,which we describe the abductive process
implemented to give this knowledge scientific ssatu

Our work is part of a constructivist (Von Glasetfel 995; Le Moigne, 1995) and abductive
perspective which takes as its basis the reprasmmgput forth by the stakeholders on the
local labour market in terms of compromises betwkexibility and security, focusing on
their experience and assessment of identifiediegigtractices and experiments conducted in
their company. The choice of this stance soon becsetf-evident insofar as there is no
satisfactory pre-established theoretical framewthdt we could have tested in the field.
Furthermore, a positivist and deductive approachluldvdhave confined us to the task of
verification, whereas we want to explore the inmres emerging on the local jobs market.
The sample used for our conceptualisation work rbay described as a “sample of
congruence”: indeed, the “choices” made for our kwam the field were somewhat
opportunistic (Bryman, 1988). We did not have angcpnceptions concerning the breeding
ground conducive to the emergence of this typeoofas innovation at inter-company level.
We therefore set off in several directions, we Iagd ourselves, attempted to convince the
players to implement new ways of reconciling thaivn needs for flexibility and security
with those of their employees. We anchored ounysimaln the set of institutional processes to
which we had access, whether or not they were itestras “economically and socially
responsible flexicurity” by the stakeholders on #mployment market with whom we were
cooperating. Our view was that both successes aiards could help us to pinpoint the
reality “on the ground”.

On the basis of different compromises reconciliegibility and security that we were able to
observe (of which two examples were presentedeabélginning of this paper), we firstly co-
developed knowledge that was localised, historiead demonstrative of the power
relationships affecting the interactions within tpartnership. The descriptive categories
stemming from this co-development work are in faffluenced by the cognitive capacities,
origins and spheres of competence and interverdpmtific to the various parties to the
process, including ourselves. As such, the empkysaphasised the informal, personal,
optional and modifiable nature of the arrangementsgreas their representatives focused in
particular on their scope and methods of applicatis well as on related systems for
regulating them. The management of the firms corexefocused the debate on respecting the
distinctive nature of the respective requiremeatsflexibility and security, as well as on the
voluntary commitment of the different parties tce tiprocess of innovation. They also
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emphasised the cyclical nature of these needs adérlined the usefulness of flexible
practices. Amongst the other stakeholders, it can rnoted, for example, that the
representatives of the public authorities werendite to the formal nature of the agreements
and their incorporation into social regulation tladteady existed. As regards the different
local authorities involved in the process, theyegapecial attention to the players involved in
the process of drawing up the compromise, as weltoathe intervention of third-party
contributors to ensure overall coordination andsim@oth running of the project.

We also played a role in the theorisation procgssdntributing our own set of concepts and
mobilising them through the development of an asialgrid identifying the compromises
observed. This does not represent methodologieal Kin the contrary, it is a vital step in any
scientific process. The numerous cross-overs betwdw empirical and theoretical
construction, throughout the institutional processl its assessment by its stakeholders,
enabled a descriptive grid to be drawn up whodereiit categories were continually subject
to validation by the partners and to tests in thklf This grid, which possesses up to twenty
variables, was gradually refined and resulted enttiol presented in the table below.

VARIABLE DESCRIPTION
Deliberate / Voluntary negotiation, with explicit reference to requirements expressed and
Emerain accepted by the stakeholders vs. gradual or iterative adjustments, with

ging reference to requirements that appear as time goes by.

Two-side Extent of respect for the principle of voluntary commitment to the

Acceptance implementation of the compromise for each stakeholder.

Inclusive / Involvement of all the stakeholders in the employment relationship at all stages

Selective of the process leading to the compromise vs. reduced and/or selective
involvement.

With /Wi_thOUt Level and modes of participation of a third party in the process of designing the

intervention of a compromise (advice, cognitive supervision, mobilisation, guidance, regulation)

third party and in its governance.

Generic / Uniform application to all members of one of the groups that is a party to the

Specific negotiations vs. compromise satisfying specific issues expressed by an
individual or restricted group.

Evolutionary / Possibility to adapt and enrich the compromise throughout its existence vs.

Static rigidity of the compromise negotiated.

Formalized / Compromise based on an official agreement between stakeholders (explicit,

Informal documented, accessible) vs. informal agreement.

Regulation mode Existence or not of a system for controlling and penalising, linked to the
compromise (cultural norms, interdependence of the partners, collective
bargaining agreements, laws and regulations).

Consistent / Consistency of the content of the compromise with existing regulation at higher

Inconsistent levels.

The stake of our research was therefore to give |tually actionable knowledge a generic
character, i.e. one that is abstract and de-cardbgéd. This quest for legitimacy does not
mean that our variables are rules that are to pkeabuniversally and mechanically, but that
they must be considered to be heuristic guidelinasshould be re-contextualised to take into
consideration the characteristics of each compmmigheir purpose is to question, to
highlight and to stimulate both researchers angepain the field (Avenier, 2008). An
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abductive process is used to confer this genergacher, enabling links to be established
with the categories proposed by various theorefiGaheworks, to give legitimacy to the

formalisation stemming from debates between “ptiaciers” of these compromises and the
“researcher-entrepreneurs”. Our role was theretoreassign the emerging categories to
existing scientific fields, giving the theorisatimalidity that is at the same time empirical,
scientific and social, a proof of its institutiorsation.

If we consider the variables proposed, it can beeoked that this analysis grid is essentially
at the heart of 3 theoretical currents: the thatios that we put forward in fact refers to neo-
institutionalist approaches, as well as to the rilesoof innovation and inter-company

cooperation.

Neo-institutionalist theories emphasise various afigions of the (re-)institutionalisation
process to which several of our variables refersiéah, our interest for the third party player,
whose identity and methods of action can vary butse presence is essential for negotiating
“desirable” flexicurity compromises is confirmed ke research current focusing on
institutional entrepreneurship (DiMaggio, 1988 thain aspects of which we have presented
in this paper. This entrepreneur displays many athtaristics of the third party player and
moreover neo-institutionalist research shows tle position at the junction between
different organisational and/or institutional fisldeinforces the capacity of the entrepreneur
to carry out institutionalisation (Phillipet al, 2002; Racet al 2000). Furthermore, Powaedt

al. (1991) indicate the importance of implementingzggoance systems to complete and
stabilise the process of institutionalisation. Th@responds with our “regulation mode”
category, which underlines the necessity to clahfy “rules of the game” and to put in place
from the start systems for controlling and penagisbased on this rules. The stress that we
place on formalising compromises also correspoodksd material dimension of theorisation,
essential for the success of a process and whiclerigseyed by the generation of various
artefacts that strengthen the institution whosatwa is in progress (Leczt al, 2006).

This concept of formalisation is also central te theories of innovation, in particular the
actor-network theory (Akrichket al, 1988a ;1988b), through the concept of “intermediate
elements”, which designates in a similar way thd¢emni@ artefacts that allow us to reduce
complexity, stabilise promote innovation. Furthermothis theoretical current again also
underlines the importance of third party involvemdsy means of the “translator”, an actor
(or rather actant) central to the sociology of stahon. This function, which can be divided
between several actants, displays the same chaséicte as our “intervention of a third
party” category. As regards our variable of inchesiess, it is also validated through the steps
of identification, mobilisation and embodiementloé players who are considered as essential
parts of the translation process of underlying watmn.

Insofar as they identify the norms of reciprocitydaeputation as essential mechanisms in
resolving conflicts in inter-company partnershigdu¢hi, 1980; Froehlicher, 1999), the
theories of inter-company cooperation also highligle importance of the third-party in
compensating the incompleteness of pure merchgit (@rléan, 1994). The challenge is to
create the conditions in which trust can be esthbll between the players, so that they make
deliberate and voluntary commitments — as propdsedur categories — in these new
collaborative mechanisms. Moreover, these theoslesny that these relational measures
(Lepers, 2003), implemented in tandem or not tditi@al contractual instruments, make it
possible to ensure the scalability required of rayesments in this context of needs and
constraints that are constantly changing.
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It should again be underlined that this conceptaakarch is not conducted in a linear and
unique fashion, seeking validation of the theoryhe field. On the contrary this process has
encountered many different directions, aiming taficon concepts that are in the process of
being elaborated. In this perspective, it is pdedifiat the categories stemming from practices
and conceptual categories may have crossed, “ptaliti each other and, finally, enriched the
respective fields of practice and theory.

The “Two side acceptance” category, for examplemst from one of the compromises
studied, “Homme & Emplof* it describes one of the rules formulated to suiper the
implementation of the scheme, stipulating that thié parties concerned by possible
secondment of workers within H&E must be free tonoat to the procedure or not (it could
even be considered to be three or four side acweptaf the employer and his or her legal
employer are considered alongside the labour reptasves and/or the management of
H&E). The necessary respect of this condition i ithstitutionalisation process gained rapid
agreement from all the members of the partnersimagdé up of stakeholders on the local
employment market) and enabled attainment of aequknowledge of the sociology of
managerial action (Courpasson, 1997). However, dbbates concerning this variable
highlighted the limits of this condition, by raigirthe issue of alienation of players and
arguing for the implementation of safeguards emgbthis type of decision to be taken by
each party in full knowledge of the respective stalnd interests, in both the short and long-
term. It appeared that one of these safeguardbedhne presence of a third party, capable of
encouraging the various stakeholders to refledtheir positions and ideas. This observation
allowed the practice of players in the field and tkesulting theorisation to be re-examined
and enriched.

The same can be said for the deliberate/emergiteg@ey. Predominant theorisation in terms
of flexicurity indicates that this is a deliberatgategy using new practices of flexibility and
security in an anticipatory and synchronic manties.these elements that guarantee its “win-
win” aspect. However, when common sense is condbmtith the reality in the field, it can
be observed that reactive and emerging practicesals®m be described as economically and
socially desirable flexicurity, preserving the gealeinterest. It is therefore advisable to
broaden the conceptual framework of flexicurity toecorporate these realities and
concurrently to incorporate emerging practices iatw field work (Mintzberg & Waters,
1982).

A similar line of thinking was evident with regat@the generic/specific category. In this last
example, we observed that the hocschemes, custom-designed to answer specific i$sues
certain workers or certain firms (skill pooling, Hiple job holding, personnel pooling, etc.)
can be considered to be desirable by their staklermlIn several of our cases, the employees,
like their employers, argued in favour of modifiephdapted and optional arrangements.
Nevertheless, the partner trade unions are wothigidthis might see an increase in the
practices of individualisation and positive disanation, which are beneficial to certain
(groups of) workers, but detrimental for the cdilee. They thus argue in favour of generic
compromises, underlining that it is especially imgot for the framework to be agreed upon
and formalised collectively (ref.). Reflection dng matter led our working group to observe
shortcomings in practices: the schemes, described@nomically and socially responsible

8 “Homme & Emploi”, a scheme implemented by Arceldttsl on its site in Liege to secure the transitadn
workers who could not be retrained towards eatiyament; see Deflandre et Xhauflair (2007)
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insofar as they are in keeping with the variouslegeloped categories, cannot be embedded
in other levels of social regulation. Despite tlwpialities, they are implemented in a legal no-
man’s land, or are even illegal. This observatlarstpushed us to enhance how we
conceptualised the issue of consistency, which easrthe coherence of compromises made
between the players with other levels of regulaief.).

These various illustrations of the abductive precesiich guided our conceptual work

demonstrates how, from the very start of its coggtihrough the numerous confrontations of
in the field reality and theory, our grid managesutfil the different roles that we assigned to
it. In fact, it allows both description of the pess of institutionalisation of these new social
regulation compromises and specification of théoacto be taken by players on the labour
market responsible for negotiating compromises pheserve the general interest.

Conclusion

Having observed that traditional modes of sociajutation are obsolete and therefore
progressively incapable of supervising new worlaibns, current research on these subjects
build upon negotiation of new compromises betwdenrteeds of flexibility and security of
the stakeholders in the world of work, to enabkelditer to interact in a satisfactory, balanced
and durable manner, consistent with the constramishich they are now confronted on a
daily basis. The local, micro-economic level — tleat of the company, the partnership of
companies, the employment catchment area, therregits increasingly considered as a
favourable breeding ground for the emergence ofeheew compromises. It allows
institutional inventions to be anchored in sociedqgbices (Laville, 2002), and to ensure that
they are more consistent with the requirementsohemic players.

Within this framework, we examined the conditiomsler which institutionalisation of new
forms of compromises between flexibility and setyuat inter-company level take place. To
answer this question, we observed and analysettdigty practices implemented within this
sphere. We identified a series of practices andpairiicular, we stimulated and supported
several of these processes, contributing, whereessacy, to the emergence of “social
innovations” that fuelled our thinking. We often mtebeyond the confines of the action-
researcher role to become genuine institutionatepreéneurs, project entrepreneurs and
translators of innovations under development. Thalysis grid built on this basis, in
collaboration with our local employment market sfa#lder partners, represents an
interesting generation of an intermediate elemehich can be used by these same players
when they are confronted with the issue of flexigun their day-to-day practices.

But the main methodological stake of our researel W confer a transferable character to
this local knowledge, so that this heuristic gridynbe legitimate for our fellow researchers,
so that it may offer them markers and guides towdtte their thinking, imagination and
creativity. The scientific community is in fact &sificant stakeholder in the process of
recasting social regulation. By means of an abdecprocess, we thus attempted to
demonstrate links between the theorisation thatpwe forward and the already existing
knowledge in the scientific field. Our analysis iahtes are reminiscent of several theoretical
currents — notably the theories of neo-institutiema, innovation and inter-company
cooperation. We believe that this augurs well f@r $cientific legitimacy of our work, even if
we were not able to systematically establish thetsionships in this paper. Under these
conditions, these analytical categories can bofer @fuidance for action to players on the
labour market and a framework for reflection toe@shers interested by this issue.
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