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1 General introduction

Regime specific trajectories of development and the shift to knowledge society

Because of the increasing pervasiveness of information and information technology, profound changes in economic structures take place. These changes cause that new requirements are made upon companies. In the most global, under-specified sense of the word, this is the pressure that the shift to a knowledge society exerts upon companies.

Companies try to cope with the requirements of the knowledge society, among other things by implementing changes in the organization of work. It is this issue that WORKS is interested in. In this paper, we go into the way social and labour market policies on the one hand and economic considerations on the other affect the organization of work at company level. We argue that the characteristics and change of work organization at company level are determined by the production regime and by the policy regime and that these regimes are interrelated.

We discuss the shift to knowledge society from the perspective of a regime approach, as developed by Esping-Andersen (1990). Esping-Andersen argued that social and labour market policies differ strongly between the 'liberal' welfare states of the Anglo-Saxon world, the 'Social-democratic' welfare states of Scandinavia and the 'corporatist' welfare states of continental Europe. Not only, we argue in section 2, the current make-up of these welfare state types differs, also the consequences of 'informatisation' for the organisation of work expectedly do. We argue that regimes are expected to show specific, differentiated constraints and opportunities and trajectories of change in response to knowledge society pressures.

However, although a differentiated approach that takes into account the specific characteristics of policy regimes may well contribute to our understanding of knowledge society impacts, the applicability of the traditional regime concept is limited. Two reasons account for this. In the first place, the conceptualisation of the production regime is underdeveloped, for the purposes of the WORKS-project. Esping-Andersen centres on the policy regime. We address the interdependence of the policy and production regime in section 3.

In the second place, Esping-Andersen's typology is linked to a specific period of development and as a result the applicability of his typology declines over time. We argue in section 4 that the development of differentiated constellations of production and policy regimes occurred – and is still unfolding – in two waves. Esping-Andersen's analysis of welfare state regimes is about welfare states in the post-war era of industrial production and welfare state maturation. From the 1970s onwards, however, a first wave of change (flexibilisation) in response to the shift to knowledge society has taken place and has not yet fully unfolded, while a second (cultural fragmentation) seems currently underway. As a result, new, different regimes are unfolding that more and more come to wander from the three regimes of the post-war era.

It are these latter waves of development and the impact they have upon the organisation of work that WORKS is interested in. Empirical case studies of company trajectories of change are being planned in order to grasp some of these issues. In section 5, we outline a research guide to structure the company case studies and the national policy regime studies.

The research questions structuring the discussion in this paper are: ‘What constraints and opportunities with respect to responses to the requirements of the knowledge society may be expected to result from the interaction of policy and production regime?’ And: ‘How may observation in the case studies be structured in order to be able to observe these constraints and opportunities?’

2 The regime concept

Esping-Andersen (1990) developed a well-known typology of welfare state regimes. He argued (1) that welfare regimes have developed in the industrial era as an outcome of class-conflict and class-coalition making, (2) that they consist of a specific set of interconnected social and labour market policies, while (3) these policies have become institutionalised and now structure welfare state adaptation to changing circumstances. As a result, we are now able to distinguish three ‘worlds of welfare capitalism’, three different welfare regimes. Esping-Andersen's conceptualisation of welfare state regimes has specific implications for the issues discussed here.

1) The first element of the concept entails that welfare states have not developed in response to pressures the knowledge society exerts, but instead have developed in response to another pressure: the requirements of industrial society (the first wave mentioned in the introduction). This pressure is not homogenous, however. Instead, it is differentiated according to the reconstruction of the pressure made by three different class-coalitional constellations. The power of labour and other social groups or classes determined the way the requirements of industrial society were re-constructed and translated into social and labour market policies. In the Anglo-Saxon world, the welfare state was made under a constellation in which labour was relatively weak vis-à-vis the middle classes. In Scandinavia, the welfare state was made under a constellation in which labour was able to forge a broad coalition with other social groups notably agricultural groups. In continental-Europe, the welfare state was made under a constellation in which employers and the state worked together in order to control labour.

2) The differentiation of the welfare states these coalitions built, boils down to differences in the level of decommodification and the method of stratification that emerged in the welfare states under each of the three regimes. Decommodification refers to the extent welfare states enable citizens to make a livelihood outside the labour market; stratification refers to the extent status differentials are neutralized by welfare state programmes. In the Anglo-Saxon nations, social and labour market policies are residual in nature and the intervention in market coordination is minimal. As a result, the level of decommodification is low, while status differentials are not neutralized by the welfare state. This welfare regimes is termed ‘liberal’. In the Scandinavian nations, social and labour market are encompassing and market intervention is relatively strong. The level of decommodification is high and status differentials are in fact neutralized by the welfare state. This regime is called ‘social-democratic’. In the continental-European nations, social and labour market policies are differentiated according to labour market status. As a result, status differentials are reinforced and the level of decommodification is dependent on labour market status. This regime is termed ‘corporatist’.

3) The levels of decommodification and stratification are expressed in interconnected sets of social and labour market policies. These interconnected sets of social and labour market policies become institutionalised and affect both the feasibility of various producer strategies in the regimes and welfare state adaptation to new circumstances. Esping-Andersen argues that it is difficult for welfare states to change beyond the borders of their own regime, because the regime produces interests and a balance of power that add to regime maintenance (Bannink and Hoogenboom, 2006). As he expects, under the pressure of ‘post-industrialisation’ and ‘globalisation’ (Esping-Andersen, 1996), the existing welfare regimes tend to reinforce their characteristics. While the regimes emerged in the context of industrial society, it is uncertain to what extent they are able to cope with the requirements of the knowledge society.

In short, policy regimes have emerged in response to the requirements of industrial society and they are differentiated according to power constellations that existed at the time, while their structure cannot easily be adjusted. Therefore, the existing policy constellation functions as a constraint. Adaptation to new economic pressures is at best partial. On the other hand, and at the same time, each regime may show particular opportunities. The set of policies designed under specific power constellations and in the context of the industrial era may be in accordance with some of the new requirements that currently appear to emerge, but not with others.

The importance of the regime concept for the broader theme of the WORKS-project is that institutionalised sets of social and labour market policies determine what constraints and opportunities nations face when responding to new economic pressures, while the concept also sheds light on the feasibility of strategies producers may pursue in the various regimes.

We acknowledge that to accept these arguments on the way ‘regimes’ affect welfare state adaptation does not necessarily imply, however, the acceptance of the specific make-up of the regimes. Even when accepting regime institutionalisation and the corresponding limited adaptive capacities of welfare states, as well as the constraints and opportunities caused by the fit between existing policies and new pressures, one may argue that the specific content of the three regimes Esping-Andersen distinguished is ill defined. We argue in section 4 that the applicability of the specific typology becomes more limited over time, while instead the approach – pointing to the constraints, opportunities and adaptive capacities policy constellations entail – remains valid. First, in section 3, we go into the interaction between policy and production regimes.

3 Interaction of production and policy regime

Companies try to cope with the requirements of the knowledge society, among other things by implementing changes in the organization of work. Social and labour market policies on the one hand and economic considerations on the other affect the organization of work at company level. The characteristics and change of work organization at company level are determined by the production regime and by the policy regime. In this section we discuss the interdependence of the policy and production regime and their mutual influence upon the organisation of work.

The production regime defines the economic environment in which companies move. In the economic environment, a company's customers, competitors, suppliers, traders are located (Scott, 1992). The primary pressure exerted upon companies is the optimisation of the price and/or quality of their products (Scott, 1995). The policy regime defines companies' regulative or, broader, institutional environment. In the regulative environment, the formal rules and regulations of the state or semi-public regulative bodies are located, while the broader conceptualisation of an institutional environment also includes the informal norms of habit and appropriateness that are present in society (Scott, 1992). The primary pressure exerted upon companies is conformity (Scott, 1995). In an industrial society, the production regime is placed at the level of the economic sector, while the policy regime is placed at the level of the nation.

Production and policy regimes mutually affect company action in relation to work. The economic environment of a company structures action, because it affects what levels of production costs or quality are feasible. In relation to work, companies are pressed to decide upon an efficient allocation of labour, given the strategic goals of the company (Trommel, 1995, 114). At the same time, the institutional environment of a company structures its action, because it suggests what solutions to problems the company might have are appropriate. E.g., a company that meets strong price competition and needs to improve its cost efficiency cannot easily come up to these requirements by decreasing wages or discharging workers in a society that highly values security, but instead needs to increase the internal flexibility or the productivity of labour. The same company may have trouble investing in labour quality in order to increase productivity in a society that highly values work flexibility and regulation through market forces.

The production and policy regimes are interdependent. The relation between the social and labour market policy regime and the production regime is conceptualised by the regulation school (Lipietz, 1986, in: Harvey, 1989). Argued is that an 'accumulation regime' or system of production may stabilise if its system of workforce reproduction and therefore its 'mode of social and political regulation' is coherent. As Harvey (1989, 123) argues: labour requires a certain 'habituation to different instruments of production' or, more generally, 'labour control' that guarantees individuals' motivation, capacities and compliance as concerns the requirements of work. In simple terms: an economy that strongly hinges on high price – high quality production, requires a mode of regulation that produces a highly qualified workforce.

During the post-war era of strong economic growth and welfare state development, a specific, three-fold constellation of policy regimes existed in the OECD-area that is described by Esping-Andersen (1990). Esping-Andersen distinguished a social-democratic regime that shows a strong emphasis upon equality and overall labour supply quality, a corporatist regime that emphasises insider security and insider productivity and a liberal regime in which emphasis is given to market value and external labour flexibility. Linked to these Keynesian policy regimes were Fordist production regimes that were all built upon mass production principles, but which differed as concerns the deployment of labour and labour flexibility. There were firm-based, state-based and corporatist variants of Fordism. In both the social-democratic and corporatist variant, labour external flexibility was limited. In general, companies were to respond to cost efficiency requirements by the improvement of the productivity of the given workforce. This happened in different ways in the corporatist and social-democratic nations. While in the latter, the public sector assumed responsibility for the maintenance of labour productivity and provided active labour market policies to secure labour supply quality, in the former the problem of labour productivity was externalised through the exit of labour from the labour market to the welfare state's compensatory arrangements. In the liberal variant, the external flexibility of labour was high, so that companies could relatively easily respond to changing demand for goods by adjusting labour quantity. This, however, had repercussions as concerns companies' capacity to ensure labour quality.

The interdependency of policy and production regime also concerns their development and change. Constellations – i.e., not simply different modes of accumulation – change if economic environments change. In the next section, we continue the discussion of interdependent policy and production regimes, by going into two waves of change of these regimes in response to knowledge society pressures.

4 Two waves of regime change

From industrial to flexibility to culturally fragmented constellations

We stated above that two waves of policy and production regime development have taken and are still taking place since the 1970s. Esping-Andersen's conceptualisation of welfare regimes primarily applies to the initial condition: the constellation of Keynesian policy and Fordist production regimes that matured during the post war era of economic growth that lasted until the early 1970s. The end-state of this maturation process is the set of three distinctive constellations of policy and production regimes Esping-Andersen observed in his 1990-study. We term these 'industrial constellations'. From the 1970s onwards, however, a first wave of change in response to knowledge society pressures has taken place and is still fully unfolding, while a second wave seems currently underway.

These waves of change do not fully replace the pressures the policies and production regimes of the industrial era responded to. Instead, these new pressures are added to existing pressures. Therefore, apart from the specific nature of the pressures attached to these first and second waves of change, there is an overall growth of the complexity of pressures and required regimes responses.

During the first wave of change, the three distinctive constellations changed in order to cope with – what we roughly indicate as – 'early' knowledge society pressures. From the 1970s onwards and developing well into the current decade, the growing availability and reach of information is related to an increase of international economic competition (globalisation) and a shift away from supply-driven to buyers' markets. This first wave is by now relatively well-understood and referred to as a shift towards 'post-industrialism' (Bell, 1973; Touraine, 1974; Pierson, 1998; Esping-Andersen, 1996), 'disorganised capitalism' (Lash and Urry, 1987; Offe, 1985) or 'globalisation' (Rhodes, 1998). As concerns the production regime, it is characterised as a change in the direction of post-Fordism. A widely reported increase of flexibility requirements made upon goods production and the labour force is taking place (Harvey, 1989; Womack et al., 1990). These production regime changes went along with changing policy regime characteristics, globally understood as a move in the direction of greater austerity, flexibility-orientation and monetarism (Pierson, 1994; 1998; Hall, 1993), but differentiated along regime-lines (Esping-Andersen, 1996). We term this a change towards 'flexibility constellations', comprised of post-Fordist production regimes and austerity-based, monetarist, but differentiated policy regimes.

The three welfare state types changed in character, but the profound differences between the types remained in place. A 'divergent', rather than a 'convergent' (Kleinman, 2002, ch. 2 and 3; Rhodes, 1998; Esping-Andersen, 1996) response to global economic changes took and is taking place. A 'social-democratic' flexibility regime is different from a 'corporatist' or a 'liberal' flexibility regime. This does not imply that the policy regimes remain unchanged. After all, the regimes matured in the post-war 'industrial' era and are built upon the requirements of that era, while flexibility pressures are from a later date, they grew since the 1970s, and are different in nature. Under pressure of these developments, policy and production regimes may transform into a new, temporary equilibrium.

While the first wave of change is rather well understood, the second is not. As mentioned, the shift to 'knowledge society' has been conceptualised in terms of increasing flexibility requirements. But the influence of the growing pervasiveness of information (Castells, 2000) does not appear to end with a relatively simple move towards greater flexibility in response to greater buyer autonomy on the market and growing international economic competition. Current changes are less well understood than the move to greater flexibility. We argued before (Hoogenboom et al., 2005, 7-8) that the shift to knowledge society entails a greater importance of cultural knowledge for companies, primarily because of two reasons: in the first place, buyers more and more come to reflect (Giddens, 1994) upon their own and others' action and this reflexivisation leads to de-traditionalisation or the individualisation or fragmentation of choice. In the second place, the increasing scale of industrial production has caused that more and more local communities become part of the global economic world, however without fully abandoning their cultural backgrounds. As a result, in a now unfolding and not yet understood second wave of development, a 'culturally fragmented' constellation seems to emerge. The production and policy regime characteristics of this constellation yet appear unclear. While regime differences still play a role for the understanding of this second wave of development, a further change of their character is to be expected.

In the next sub-section, we go into policy and production regimes under pressure of the first wave of change (flexibilisation), after that we go into the second wave (cultural fragmentation).

Policy and production regimes in the first wave

We now turn to an outline of constraints and opportunities of the three regimes of Esping-Andersens analysis in relation to knowledge society pressures as they emerged in the last two to three decades of the twentieth century. The transformation of economic markets into buyers’ markets and the increased international economic competition led to increased flexibility requirements. We expect that producer responses are structured by the policy regime work organizations exist in.

As argued, the policy regime emerged in the industrial era and it responds – in the words of the regulation school – to the reproductive requirements of industrial production. During this era, competition between producers was limited, a supply-driven products market existed and possible market strains were addressed by the application of Keynesian demand-management strategies. This Keynesian policy-regime went along with a Fordist production regime, based on standardised work and strong functional differentiation. The Keynesian policy regime was possible because of the expectation of continuous economic growth and a low international mobility of capital, goods and people, so that the possibility to evade public policies and tax obligations was limited and the demand-increases pursued by Keynesian management could not leak away to other welfare states abroad.

In the 1970s, the opening-up of economic borders increased options to evade policies and obligations. This decreased governments’ options for Keynesian demand management. Therefore, strains in the internal, national market could no longer be addressed by Keynesian demand management. It became clear that the welfare states in the three regimes could no longer bale out of economic strains by the subsidisation of aggregate demand. At the same time economic competition grew, labour costs came under pressure and flexibility requirements increased. With a strong delay, the welfare states in all three regimes responded to this pressure by a change of their main policy instruments and austerity measures. With the declining feasibility of Keynesian demand management, regime-characteristics came into play. Ubiquitous austerity measures went along with regime-specific other changes.

Generally speaking, the liberal welfare regime seeks a high level of external flexibility through the minimisation of regulation. The social-democratic and corporatist regimes value binding and integration over external flexibility, but they apply different instruments to attain that.

Table 4.1
Central objectives and main instruments of social and labour market policy in the three welfare state regimes

	Regime
	Central objectives
	Main instruments

	Liberal
	Efficiency and external flexibility
	Minimisation of social regulation

	Corporatist
	Social binding and control
	Exit compensatory arrangements

	Social-democratic
	Social integration and employability
	Active Labour Market Policies


Increasing flexibility requirements cause growing differentiation between regimes supporting external flexibility versus regimes that discourage or work against external flexibility. In the corporatist and social-democratic regimes, a high level of internal flexibility is traded against low external flexibility. Where strains in relation to internal flexibility emerge, we also see strong differences in the way these regimes respond. In social-democratic welfare states, internal flexibility problems are taken up by the state, who accepts responsibility for the continuous maintenance of labour supply quality and employability. In the corporatist welfare states, on the other hand, internal flexibility problems are externalised. Labour productivity increases are attained by the exit of less productive workers. In short, external flexibility is traded against instruments that guarantee internal flexibility or productivity. Internal flexibility and productivity problems are absorbed by labour supply quality improvement instruments in the social-democratic regimes or by externalisation in the corporatist ones. In liberal welfare states, external flexibility is supported by the policy regime, so that a productivity issue arises where investments in skills become unfeasible. This problem is solved by the market, provided that market conditions are feasible, or it is not solved at all.

In the 1980s and 1990s, it became apparent what the costs and benefits were of the absorption of productivity problems through active labour market policies in the social-democratic regimes or through exit-arrangements in the corporatist regimes. Also in the liberal regimes, the costs and benefits became apparent of the strains of the changing economic structure not being fully absorbed. Policy regime specific constraints and opportunities are presented in the following table.

Table 4.2
Constraints and opportunities of the three policy regimes

	Regime
	Constraints
	Opportunities

	Liberal
	Infeasibility of skill investment
	High external flexibility

	Corporatist
	High labour costs
	Investments in core workforce

	Social-democratic
	Dependency on state
	Overall investments in workforce


In general, the relatively high flexibility or uncertainty of the labour relation in the liberal welfare regime offers opportunities to outsiders to enter labour, but on the other hand it precludes a mutual commitment to the maintenance of the labour relation and as a result limits employer incentives to invest in employee skills. Contrarily, the relatively stable labour relation in the corporatist welfare states precludes quantitative workforce adjustments to various pressures, but on the other hand offers strong incentives to make investments in the core workforce. In the social-democratic welfare states, a high overall level of employability and labour productivity is guaranteed, but this reduces individual autonomy and responsibility with respect to labour market decisions and it makes rather strong demands upon the state, in terms of costs and legitimacy.

Beginning in the 1980s, but especially during the 1990s, the policy regimes seek policy innovation in order to address the pressures of the knowledge society. This is primarily visible in the corporatist regimes, where various, so-called flexicurity-measures have been introduced and labour relations have been decentralised. Decentralisation of labour relations has also occurred in the social-democratic regimes, next to deregulation. In the liberal welfare states, further de-regulation and retrenchment, of primarily the social provision arrangements, have taken place. The following table contains an overview.

Table 4.3
Policy regime responses

	Regime
	Main responses

	Liberal
	Deregulation and retrenchment

	Corporatist
	Flexicurity and decentralisation

	Social-democratic
	Deregulation and decentralisation


The policy regime characteristics affect production regimes. There are various ways to respond to knowledge society requirements of increased flexibility and increased investment in skills. Various post-Fordist production regimes are being outlined in the literature. Womack et al. (1990, in: Trommel, 1995, 142) makes a distinction between ‘diversified quality production’ and ‘innovation-oriented market expansion’.  Harvey (1989, Ch. 10) outlines a large number of distinctions between Fordist and ‘flexible accumulation’-production regimes.

A general element in the various flexibility production regimes is the de-collectivisation and de-standardisation of labour relations. This includes the valuation of individual productivity and an attached system of personal remuneration, labour relations becoming more horizontal, a growing emphasis upon individual workers’ responsibility for production and growing diversification of labour markets, with new differences between the legal claims (duration and stability of the work or work relation, salary, etc.) of core and peripheral workers.

While in general the labour relation may become more tailored upon the individual worker, this does not necessarily imply that the control or autonomy of the individual workers grows. This depends on 1] the position of workers in relation to the strategic goals of a company and 2] the availability and feasibility of worker control technology. Workers in high trust, high performance sectors are expected to have greater control over their work than workers in low trust, low performance sectors or units. Given this general difference, however, the feasibility or availability of control instruments also limits worker autonomy, in both high and low performance sectors. The more a company is able to feasibly evaluate the work on the basis of various performance indicators and the more indicators are available that capture the value of the work for the company, the more control over work content, hours, skill acquisition and the like is in the hands of the company.

The following table paints a highly schematic picture of changing labour relations and related worker autonomy and control under post-Fordist production regimes.

Table 4.4
Some general elements of post-Fordist production regimes

	Labour relation changes
	
	
	Worker control …

	De-collectivisation
	}

}

}

}

}
	(Low value, strong
	

	De-standardisation
	
	control tech)    (
	… declines

	Personal remuneration
	
	
	

	Horizontal relations
	
	(High value,    (
	… grows

	Individual responsibility
	
	weak control tech) 
	


With respect to the position of workers in relation to the strategic goals of the company, we point to the F.I.N.E. typology of flexibility (cited in: Flecker et al., 2006). In this typology, a distinction is made between internal and external and between numerical and functional flexibility. The numerical-functional dimension refers to the issue of what factor is made flexible: tasks or time. The internal-external dimension refers to the location: are tasks or working time made flexible inside the organisational unit or outside. These types of flexibility are related to the production requirements of specific sectors or companies, but – more importantly – they may also concerns specific units inside a company. Companies combine various modes of flexibility, dependent on the centrality of the work for strategic goals. Numerical flexibility of a peripheral workforce may be combined with the functional flexibility of a core workforce. While the peripheral workforce conducts the less complex, easy definable tasks, the core workforce coordinates and defines ancillary work.

Table 4.5
FINE typology of flexibility

	
	Numerical
	Functional

	Internal
	Working-time flexibilisation
	Work flexibilisation

	External
	Outsourcing of working-time
	Outsourcing of competencies


When externalised, such flexible forms of work may cause that changes in the relations between firms and between firms and workers take place.  Employment may be more and more based on business contracts, describing specific deliverables, than on employment contracts, describing labour conditions. Contracting may occur between firms (outsourcing, sub-contracting) but also between firms and individual workers (self-employment and freelance work).

In the most radical sense, this implies that the firm as such disappears and transforms to become a network in which various functions are fulfilled and deliverables are exchanged. Such networks differ with respect to the interdependency relations between network participants (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). Interdependency is related to the control over resources. With respect to work organisation, interdependency relations may be observed between workers (controlling their skills and time) and firms (controlling financial resources). Pfeffer and Salancik distinguish between sequential, competitive and symbiotic interdependence and they distinguish interdependency relations on the basis of the asymmetry of the relation. While in a traditional labour relation, an asymmetrical relation is institutionalised between worker and firm, in networks of producers relations may become more symmetrical, dependent on the resources that are available to the network partners. As a result, a central organisation more and more comes to operate as a coordinator of others’ actions in networks of actors. A core workforce, possibly organised in a central firm, but possibly outsourced, is to coordinate the actions of others, who are deployed for the benefit of the strategic goal of the focal organisation, whether they be firms or individual workers. With growing symmetry of resources, i.e. in symmetrical networks, the focal organisation – the organisation that is considered – may even lose its role as a central organisation. Networks differ furthermore with respect to the regularity and flexibility of interaction and the overlap of membership and goals or values (Evan, 1965) and the patterns of governance and control among network participants.

The importance of traditional modes of coordination between economic actors decreases. The sector-based coordination of corporatism comes under pressure, when companies become more diverse and are building relations with others outside of the sector. Employer-employee relations transform in the direction of network partner relations. These material, not necessarily formal, changes of relations (from hierarchy to network) are a reflection of growing labour power for a core workforce. The core workforce transforms from wage-dependents into workers with a more independent status of network partners, possibly self-employed. At the same time, these changes are a reflection of declining labour power for the secondary workforce: they loose the security they had before, while the risk of flexible demand is transformed from the company to themselves.

Various dimensions of production regimes have been mentioned above. Constraints and opportunities of these different forms are related to the issue of risk replacement on the one hand and control on the other.

Table 4.6
Constraints and opportunities of production regimes, in relation to flexibility of labour relation and dependence of focal organisation upon worker

	Regime
	High dependence
	Low dependence

	High numerical flexibility
	Difficult control, high transaction costs
	Easy control, replacement of risk from firm to workforce

	Low numerical flexibility
	Difficult control, low transaction costs, high labour costs
	Easy control, firm bears risk of changing demand


Companies differ in the ways they control their labour forces and in the types of work organisation flexibility they show. The more flexible a relation between company and worker – whether networked or in the form of a legal organisation – is, the more the risk of changing demand is replaced from the focal organisation to the worker; but at the same time, the more this risk is replaced, the less the focal organisation is capable of controlling the actions of the worker. The extent a company is able to control a flexible workforce is dependent on the asymmetry of interdependence relations. If workers are highly dependent on a firm’s resources, then control is relatively easy, even if the flexibility of the work relation is high. If on the other hand, interdependency relations are more symmetrical, it is difficult for the focal organisation to coordinate the actions of workers. In that case, the ‘transaction costs’ of flexibilisation are expectedly high. Since formal control is difficult, trasu-based modes of control are more likely. In a regular labour relation, on the other hand, not so much transaction costs but instead direct labour costs are expectedly high.

To conclude, the feasibility of flexible organisation depends on the underlying dependency relations between company and worker. Where workers command vital resources for the company, worker control is difficult and a strong numerical flexibilisation of the work is unlikely; where workers do not command vital resources, companies may find resort to numerical flexibilisation in order to replace the risk of demand volatility to the workforce.

Turning to the interconnection of the policy and production regimes, we argue that a production regime that is built upon numerical flexibility, whether external or internal, is most likely in liberal policy regimes. Social and labour market policies in these regimes support numerical flexibility. Corporatist regimes support stable work relations. Production regimes are most likely that emphasise internal-functional flexibility, while numerical flexibility is facilitated by exit compensation measures. More and more, flexicurity regulation enable internal-numerical flexibility. Social-democratic regimes emphasise the external-functional flexibility of the workforce, not necessarily of company policies. Companies depend for their adjustment to changing market demands on state intervention, while the state (consulting social partners) supports workers' employability and labour mobility.

To conclude, in a first wave of change, policy and production regimes responded to an increasing need for flexibility. Policy regimes differ with respect to the extent they allow external flexibility: the liberal welfare regime allows a high level of market-led external flexibility, while the corporatist does not and social-democratic regimes support external-functional flexibility by means of state intervention.

At the same time, a shift towards more flexible, ‘post-Fordist’ production regimes took place that is characterised by greater de-collectivisation of the labour relation and more horizontal relations between workers and firms, possibly to such extent that hierarchical intra-firm relations come to be replaced by network-type relations between firms. Differences exist as concerns the type (internal, external; numerical, functional) and feasibility of flexibilisation. This is influenced by dependency-relations between a focal organisation and its workforce (whether being formally employed or acting as network participants).

In the next sub-section we address the second wave of change.

Policy and production regimes in the second wave

With a growing complexity of information and a growing intensity of information exchange the first wave of change culminates. One may expect that the dependency of companies upon their workers increases. Problems of worker control already exist with respect to the core workforces in flexible companies and with respect to the governance of the networks companies are part of. We expect this problem to increase now that a second wave of change seems to unfold. From increasing flexibility requirements, now in addition more and more requirements are made upon companies that are related to cultural fragmentation.

The shift to knowledge society entails a greater importance of cultural knowledge for companies, because of the fragmentation of choice and the integration of local communities, with their own cultural backgrounds, in the global economic world (Hoogenboom et al., 2005). As a result, in a now unfolding and not yet understood second wave of development, a 'culturally fragmented' constellation seems to emerge. Responding to this fragmentation, a greater integration of and interaction between the types of knowledge is the central characteristic of the second wave knowledge society. Three knowledge types were distinguished: the 'social', 'cultural' and 'technical' knowledge.

Technical knowledge concerns the knowledge of the functioning of non-human objects or 'nature' (Giddens, 1990). Social knowledge concerns the functioning of groups; group is defined as collective of individuals, who interact and share a set of values and norms. 'Groups' are thus culturally homogenous. Techno-social knowledge concerns 'the interaction between non-human objects and groups' (ibid., 8). While techno-social knowledge was always important, also in the industrial era, cultural fragmentation increases the importance of cultural knowledge.

The interaction of technical and social with cultural knowledge types leads to the emergence of techno-cultural and socio-cultural knowledge, as in figure 4.7 (Hoogenboom et al., 2005).

Figure 4.7
Knowledge types in the knowledge society
Socio-cultural knowledge concerns 'the ways in which differences between individual and group identities can be bridged' (ibid., 9). Techno-cultural knowledge concerns 'the way in which non-human things ('nature') can be tuned to more than one individual or group identity' (ibid., 10).
We can only indicate what requirements to companies follow from this shift. We think, three sets of requirements are likely: requirements in relation to knowledge management, in relation to demand definition and in relation to network management.

The fragmentation of choice requires that suppliers are able to use cultural knowledge in order to be able to flexibly respond to demand. This requires that companies operate systems of knowledge management that enable them to identify demand (socio-cultural knowledge). Next to the identification of demand, product design needs to continuously interpret and transform into products the culturally specific characteristics of groups (techno-cultural knowledge). As a result, companies need to shift from controlling workers’ contribution to goods production – their output – to controlling and securing the access to workers’ knowledge. This shift is well underway and it may be understood as an increase of company dependency on resources the worker controls.

Simply responding to fragmenting choice is an unfeasible strategy in the end, however. Producers may invest efforts to gradually shape or re-shape the institutions of consumer preferences and define demand instead of mere following. To do so, not so much flexibility-requirements, but instead requirements to increase or improve knowledge use and production are made upon companies and their workforces. Both socio-cultural and techno-cultural knowledge is concerned here. In a way, this is opposite to flexibilisation: defining demand implies putting constant changes to a temporary halt. We may expect a growing importance of this type of work and a changing relation between the firm and the workforce in a fundamental way. To some extent, finding or designing a definition of demand is valuable in itself and workers do not need companies to transfer their skills into value. This may imply that the company as an organisational form may increasingly loose its value.

Two, opposite, responses may result from that. In the first place, we may expect the further rise of the network form of organisation and a gradual horizontalisation of relations between economic actors. This implies a decreasing role for central organisations and – as a result – increasing problems of coordination. Without a central organisation, the establishment of an interaction pattern and/or exchange structure that feasibly allows the production of some shared output becomes difficult. Therefore stronger requirements on network management and especially the management of flows of knowledge and information in the network may be expected (socio-cultural knowledge).

In the second place, a return to 'neo-Fordism' (Makó, 2005) may be expected as a company strategy to capture the knowledge that is attached to workers. More than before, however, companies need to be able to come up to specific, individual requirements workers may have. Although captured in an organisational form, network-elements creep in the hierarchical relation. Requirements in relation to intra-organisational network management grow (socio-cultural knowledge). This return to neo-Fordism is to be understood as a form of network and knowledge management.

The concept of value chains seems to downplay somewhat a development of horizontalisation. That is to say, the concept seems to refer to vertical relations between a central organisation and other organisations who are conceptualised as making contributions to the value that is captured by the centre organisation. We think, such value chain is a specific type of network: a network in which asymmetrical interdependency relations exist. Organisations and individual workers may however also exchange value in a horizontal constellation and mutually capture what the other is making. Although it is not impossible to understand such network pattern in a value chain framework, the concept seems to primarily refer to vertical relations.

For policy regimes the implications of the second wave are that, firstly, the concept of employee looses relevance, while, secondly, knowledge production becomes more and more important. On the other hand, since the control of economic actors by the state has become problematic, it is not necessarily true that the state is the actor to intervene. As a result, policies in relation to knowledge and in relation to labour relations may strongly shift.

In the first place, the interrelation of educational, labour market and social policies that exists in the social-democratic and corporatist regimes may become unfeasible. In these nations, social partners at the economic branch-level are consulted on these issues and direct educational and labour market policies and – to a lesser extent – social policies. Where the significance of the economic sector decreases, this coordination mechanism may more and more become unfeasible. Next to that, where the formal labour relation looses relevance, regulation of work needs to be based on another conceptualisation of employment.

This may emerge as a constraint for corporatist policy regimes, which are strongly based on sector-level coordination and formal employment. On the other hand, the existing coordination structures may well be ‘re-calibrated’ (cf. Pierson, 2001) in order to respond to new conceptualisations of employment and a growing complexity of and interaction between coordination networks, while institutional trust may spill-over onto new coordination mechanisms and networks.

As concerns policies that support worker knowledge and employability, the significance of the role of the state may also decrease.  Formal training in public institutions and according to pre-defined paths that are linked to fields of technical expertise may well loose relevance to the benefit of more flexible forms of training and experience-building that come up to the requirements that follow from cultural fragmentation. We may think of individually determined educational paths, experience building on the basis of interaction with others and education not so much aimed at technical expertise, but instead at cultural knowledge.

Constraints and opportunities are related to existing educational structures. Liberal policy regimes appear weak in relation to on the job training and access to education, but on the other hand they are strong as concerns differentiation and the linkage of education to individual needs and preferences. Social-democratic policy regimes appear strong as concerns the access to education, while the linkage of education to individual needs is mediated by the state. In first instance, this seems a constraints, but again recalibration and spill over effects may increase the feasibility of these institutions. As concerns the corporatist policy regimes, not so much the role of the state, but instead the role of the corporatist network functions as a constraint, while also here recalibration and spill over may occur.

For production regimes the implications are partly the same. Constraints and opportunities for production regimes are related to their characteristics as concerns flexibility and dependence upon workers. With growing cultural fragmentation, the dependence upon workers seems to grow generally. As a result, new, less hierarchical, less organisation-based forms of governance arise, while the role of central organisations may decrease. On the other hand, the complexity of network management strongly increases, however without a central network operator being present. To cope with these problems, central organisations may try and re-integrate their knowledge workers in a neo-Fordist framework. Where company dependence from workers does not grow, where the culturally specific input of the workforce is not relevant for the product or the strategic goal of a company, a further development in the direction of post-Fordism may be expected. The current liberal policy regimes support a further development in the direction of post-Fordism. It appears that corporatist policy regimes support development in the direction of neo-Fordism and network coordination. Social-democratic regimes face constraints if the current state-based institutions cannot be recalibrated in order to respond to individual and culturally specific requirements.

We see a world of interrelated economic conditions and policy and production regimes. Changing economic conditions affect the feasibility of the policy-production regime constellations. Companies may seek flexibility or access to and production of knowledge that is not supported by the policy regime, while the other way around, policy regimes may support a specific mode of labour relations that economic changes do not allow. As a result, these constellations become unstable. We have seen that companies try and respond to new requirements by evading policy constraints and using opportunities. Under pressure by political and economic factors, nations try and innovate their policy regimes in order to come up to new requirements. E.g., corporatist nations have shown a change of policies in the direction of flexicurity in a decentralised context, social-democratic nations have invested in ALMP and LLL, but in a decentralised and deregulated institutional context, liberal nations seem to persevere at deregulation and retrenchment.

Note that changes companies and nations implement may be ‘wrong’: responding to pressures not necessarily improves a company’s or nation’s regime in the knowledge society. Choices do seem to invoke temporary equilibriums, however. In these equilibriums policy, production and economy have adapted to mutual pressures and are – temporarily – aligned. To the extent that they do not adequately respond to knowledge society pressures, 'residues' may arise that eventually induce growing pressures for reform (Bannink and Hoogenboom, 2006).

5 Research guide

A dynamic and differentiated analysis of KS-impacts and responses

Below, we discuss the types of policy and production regimes responses that may be expected under pressures of the two waves of change towards knowledge society. New national or company policies necessarily build upon policies that already exist. It is this element of the regime approach that is central to the understanding of work change in the knowledge society. Two implications follow from that. In the first place, responses are differentiated. Existing regime characteristics are inherited in company and national policy responses to KS-pressures. In the second place, responses are imperfect: a policy strategy that fully responds to pressures is unlikely, exactly because characteristics are inherited of existing regimes. These were developed under previously existing, but now partially replaced pressures. Production and policy regimes may be temporarily balanced, but the imperfect nature of responses may well evoke further policy and production regime change, so that the analysis is necessarily dynamic.

1) Initial stage: INDUSTRIAL ERA

a) Policy regime

i) Keynesian demand management

ii) Regulation of labour relation

iii) Exit compensation

iv) Employability stimulating policies

b) Production regime

i) Firm-based Fordism

ii) Corporatist Fordism

iii) State-led Fordism

2) First wave of change: increased pressures in relation to FLEXIBILITY

a) Policy regime: differentiated responses to flexibility requirements

i) Deregulation of labour relations (LIB)

ii) Retrenchment of social provision (LIB)

iii) Decentralisation in relation to Active Labour Market Policies (SOC)

iv) Decentralisation of labour relations (SOC, CORP)

v) Flexicurity: flexibilisation of life-time employment and compensatory arrangements (CORP)

vi) Transitional Labour Market policies (regime-specific TLM-elements)

(1) Social security arrangements

(2) Facilitation of flexible exit and entrance

b) Production regime: differentiated responses to flexibility requirements. Intra-firm relations, differentiated between core and peripheral functions

i) Control and autonomy of workforce and interdependency relations

(1) Symmetry of interdependence

(2) Sequential – competitive – symbiotic interdependence

ii) Work flexibility decisions

(1) internal-external

(2) numerical-functional

iii) Company-employee relations

(1) Post-Fordist, networked

(2) Neo-Fordist, integrated

c) Production regime: inter-firm relations (company network)

i) Network governance and control

ii) Network flexibility and interaction

iii) Interdependency relations, differentiated: core and peripheral functions

(1) Symmetry

(2) Sequential – competitive – symbiotic

3) Second wave of change: increased pressures in relation to CULTURAL FRAGMENTATION

a) Policy regime

i) Knowledge management

(1) Knowledge management venue: regulation through …

(a) State

(b) Market

(c) Corporatist network

(2) Policy type

(a) Education policies: public, corporatist or market subsidisation, obligation or regulation of education providers

(b) Life Long Learning: regulation of labour relation with respect to continuous training and development

(c) Active Labour Market Policies: educational requirements made upon individuals, not necessarily in the context of a labour relation

ii) Transitional Labour Market-policies

(1) Social security arrangements

(2) Learning arrangements

(3) Care arrangements and work-life balance

b) Company-workforce/network relations

i) Company/focal organisation knowledge management

(1) LLL: intra-firm and intra-sector, possibly bipartite learning arrangements

(2) Individual learning arrangements; company requirements made upon and support provided to worker

(3) Interaction systems in day-to-day work

(a) Company control over knowledge and information

(b) Worker control over knowledge and information

ii) Company-employee relations

(1) Post-Fordist, networked

(2) Neo-Fordist, integrated

iii) Network knowledge management

(1) Intra-firm

(2) External

The above list of indicators points towards the fields of policy and production regime changes in response to knowledge society pressures. We identified two successive waves of change and associated main pressures. The various policy and production regimes each have their own, specific constraints and opportunities in relation to these pressures. Responses to pressures are structured by the inherited characteristics of existing regimes. As a result, responses are both differentiated and imperfect.
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� This may no longer apply in the knowledge society. The organizing capacities of sector and nation may decrease, e.g. as an outcome of growing interaction between companies beyond the borders of their sectors and states.





