BOUNDARY OBJECT AGGREGATING NETWORK OF STAKEHOLDERS AND SYSTEMIC SHOCK: A CASE STUDY OF DOWNSIZING IN SWITZERLAND

Stakeholders forming a network do not constantly interact with each other, and the nature of their interactions may change over time. This relationship led us to develop two research questions. First, why do actors interact to form a stakeholder network? And second, why and how do interactions evolve over time that may call for a corporate political strategy?

To address these questions and contribute to stakeholder theory, we mobilize two concepts: boundary objects and systemic shock. The combination suggests that boundary objects aggregate networks of stakeholders that "hold" a "stake" in it. Such networks are usually in an equilibrium of routine interactions between stakeholders that compromise depending on their interests' satisfaction, power resources and legitimacy.

A managerial decision may impact the boundary object and cause a systemic shock that affects stakeholders belonging to the network and disrupts the compromise. The shock induces intense and strong interactions aiming to reach a new compromise (or a new equilibrium) in which actors satisfy their interests depending on their redefined power resources and legitimacy. The path between two equilibria is characterized by a moving alliance of stakeholders with the firm and a coalition against it.

Employment is a boundary object that is a "stake" for several "holders". Industrial downsizing with massive dismissals is a managerial decision that is a systemic shock on a boundary object (i.e., employment) and affects the interest and satisfaction of numerous stakeholders, triggering interactions between them to reach a new equilibrium and redefine the boundary object.

To illustrate this conceptual framework, this article is based on empirical evidence from an in-depth case study of industrial downsizing with massive dismissals that took place in Switzerland. The case explores the political processes that characterize relationships when a network of stakeholders is disturbed by a systemic shock.

Introduction

Stakeholder theory (ST) contributes to strategic management by highlighting that firms face multiple actors defined as "any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organization's objectives" [START_REF] Freeman | Strategic management: a stakeholder approach[END_REF]. Stakeholder management is about dealing with the potential conflict stemming from divergent interests between a firm and its stakeholders [START_REF] Barnett | Why stakeholders ignore firm misconduct: A cognitive view[END_REF][START_REF] Donaldson | The stakeholder theory of the corporation: Concepts, evidence, and implications[END_REF][START_REF] Harrison | Stakeholder theory, value, and firm performance[END_REF].

Managerial decisions may affect different actors and induce reactions from stakeholders that try to influence firm behaviour [START_REF] Cordeiro | Firm characteristics, industry context, and investor reactions to environmental CSR: A stakeholder theory approach[END_REF]. The ability of a stakeholder to influence is determined by the dependency of the firm on the resources it controls, the legitimacy of its claim, and the urgency of the situation [START_REF] Mitchell | Toward a theory of stakeholder identification and salience: Defining the principle of who and what really counts[END_REF]. When stakeholders act strategically to change firm behaviour, firms respond reactively or proactively through a corporate political strategy [START_REF] Carroll | A Three-Dimensional Conceptual Model of Corporate Performance[END_REF][START_REF] Frooman | Stakeholder influence strategies[END_REF][START_REF] Oliver | Strategic responses to institutional processes[END_REF][START_REF] Dahan | The governance challenges of corporate political activity[END_REF].

Since its inception, the definition of ST has been refined in several directions. One direction points out that stakeholders are structured in a network in which the firm is embedded [START_REF] Driscoll | The primordial stakeholder: Advancing the conceptual consideration of stakeholder status for the natural environment[END_REF][START_REF] Ferrary | A stakeholder's perspective of human resource management[END_REF][START_REF] Rowley | Moving beyond dyadic ties: A network theory of stakeholder influences[END_REF]. This stakeholder network approach still faces limitations. One of them is the dynamics of the relationship between stakeholders [START_REF] Avetisyan | Dynamics of Stakeholders' Implications in the Institutionalization of the CSR Field in France and in the United States[END_REF]Bergstrom & Diedrich, 2011). In a network, stakeholders do not constantly interact with each other and the nature of their interactions may change over time. This lead us to generate two research questions. First, why do actors interact to form a stakeholder network in which the firm is embedded? And second, why and how do interactions evolve over time that may call for a corporate political strategy?

To address these questions and contribute to ST, we mobilize two concepts: boundary objects (Star & Griemeser, 1989;[START_REF] Kaufmann | This is not a boundary object: Reflections on the origin of a concept[END_REF] and systemic shock (Jen,2003). Boundary objects are useful to address the first question. Stakeholders do not interact with the firm and with each other for nothing. They interact because something is at "stake" and that they "hold" a common interest in it. Stakeholders compromise with a firm and between themselves about boundary objects that crystallize their interests in a convergent or divergent way to form a network [START_REF] Ferrary | Dynamique des « petits mondes » de parties prenantes de l'entreprise. L'exemple des restructurations industrielles[END_REF].

Systemic shock helps to explore the second question. Recently, management science has considered the role of shocks in organizational behaviour [START_REF] Clegg | The transformative power of network dynamics: A research agenda[END_REF]. Network theory points out that a network is usually a stable system of components that routinely interact to collectively perform a specific function [START_REF] Barabasi | The structure and dynamics of networks[END_REF][START_REF] Jen | Stable or robust? What's the difference?[END_REF][START_REF] Watts | The "new" science of networks[END_REF]. Equilibrium results from a balance between stakeholders' competing interests, power resources and legitimacy. A systemic shock destabilizes such equilibrium by disrupting the satisfaction of interests, power resources and legitimacy of stakeholders. It also induces urgency for some stakeholders. All affected stakeholders intensify their interactions to reach a new equilibrium (Ferrary, 2019a).

We combine the two concepts to propose that a boundary object aggregates a network of stakeholders that is usually characterized by an equilibrium of cooperative or conflicting routines and weak interactions. Such compromise depends on the interested parties' satisfaction, power resources and legitimacy of each actor. A managerial decision may impact the boundary object and cause a systemic shock that affects stakeholders belonging to the network and disrupts the compromise. Corporate political strategy aims at managing affected stakeholders or impacting managerial decisions. The shock induces intense and strong interactions aiming to reach a new compromise (or a new equilibrium) in which actors satisfy their interests depending on their redefined power resources and legitimacy. The path between two equilibria is characterized by a moving alliance of stakeholders with the firm and a coalition against it. The equifinality principle [START_REF] Bertalanffy | General System Theory: Foundations, Development, Applications[END_REF], which asserts that individuals' interests can be satisfied by different means, explains the evolution of interactions.

Employment is a boundary object that is a "stake" for several "holders". Firms need people to support their activities and create value. Employees looking for revenue need jobs. Their interests converge when the firm provides jobs and good salaries and that employees contribute to production. They diverge when the firm cuts jobs or reduces salaries. Other stakeholders may also hold interest in existing jobs (shareholders, public administrations, local government, local businesses, etc.). Industrial downsizing with massive dismissals is a managerial decision that is a systemic shock on a boundary object (i.e., employment) that affects the interest satisfaction of numerous stakeholders and triggers interactions between them.

To illustrate the conceptual framework, the article is based on empirical evidence from an in-depth case study of industrial downsizing with massive dismissals that took place in Switzerland. Gamma-Alpha1 , a large German company, decided to cut 1250 positions at its Geneva entity and to close the office. The 1250 jobs of the Geneva office are a boundary object that aggregates stakeholders. The Gamma-Alpha case helps to explore the political processes that characterize relationships when a network of stakeholders is disturbed by a systemic shock.

The article consists of four sections. First, a conceptual framework is presented combining boundary objects and systemic shocks to explore the dynamics of stakeholder networks. Second, the empirical case study of industrial downsizing is introduced to illustrate the conceptual framework. Third, our findings from the empirical analysis are presented. Finally, the conclusion discusses the study's theoretical contributions.

Conceptual framework

Boundary object aggregating stakeholders

Griesemer and [START_REF] Star | The structure of ill-structured solutions: Boundary objects and heterogeneous distributed problem solving[END_REF] acknowledge that consensus is rarely reached between people. However, cooperation can continue, often unproblematically. Therefore, they explore why people with different interests keep cooperating without reaching consensus. They assert that boundary objects exist, allowing interdependent people with diverging interests to compromise and to cooperate without consensus.

A boundary object does not exist by itself; it exists by bringing people together from different social worlds to conduct collective work and act towards and with it [START_REF] Kaufmann | This is not a boundary object: Reflections on the origin of a concept[END_REF]. It is the stake of action that brings together to bargain and compromises actors holding an interest in it.

Griesemer and Star (1989:393) define boundary objects as "objects which are both plastic enough to adapt to local needs and constraints of the several parties employing them, yet robust enough to maintain a common identity across sites. They are weakly structured in common use and become strongly structured in individual-site use. They may be abstract or concrete. They have different meanings in different social worlds, but their structure is common enough to more than one world to make them recognizable, a means of translation. The creation and management of boundary objects is key in developing and maintaining coherence across intersecting social worlds".

Since its inception, the "boundary object" concept has spread in management science [START_REF] Dar | De-colonizing the boundary-object[END_REF][START_REF] Sapsed | Postcards from the edge: local communities, global programs and boundary objects[END_REF]. It can contribute to ST by materializing the "stake" that brings "holders" together. Actors become stakeholders for a firm when they share common interests about a boundary object. To reformulate Freeman, "a boundary object might affect interests of a firm and several actors or might be affected by them".

Stakeholders coming together from different social worlds frequently have the experience of addressing a boundary object that has a different meaning for each of them and fulfils different interests. Satisfying interests is the main driver of stakeholder behaviour, and such satisfaction depends on cooperation with other actors owning complementary resources [START_REF] Barnett | Why stakeholders ignore firm misconduct: A cognitive view[END_REF][START_REF] Harrison | Stakeholder theory, value, and firm performance[END_REF]. Stakeholders might have convergent or divergent interests, but they need to compromise to cooperate and satisfy their interests. Compromise and satisfaction of interests depend on power resources related to the dependence and legitimacy of stakeholders [START_REF] Mitchell | Toward a theory of stakeholder identification and salience: Defining the principle of who and what really counts[END_REF].

Employment is a boundary object that requires cooperation between several stakeholders coming from different social worlds to materialize (shareholders, employees, trade unions, local politicians, public administrations, customers, citizens, etc.). Each stakeholder has specific interests related to employment and provides complementary resources for its enactment. They may converge or diverge, but they have to compromise to materialize jobs. Each stakeholder has a specific representation of what means employment, but they share a minimal common understanding to coordinate with each other. Following Griesemer and [START_REF] Star | The structure of ill-structured solutions: Boundary objects and heterogeneous distributed problem solving[END_REF] definition, employment is plastic enough to adapt to the local needs and constraints of several stakeholders it affects. It is weakly structured for common use by several layers of regulation, such as the International Labour Organization, the European Union or national labour laws, but is strongly structured at the corporate level by collective agreements and, at the individual level, by labour contracts.

Structure and dynamics of stakeholder network

1.2.1. Structure of the stakeholder network [START_REF] Rowley | Moving beyond dyadic ties: A network theory of stakeholder influences[END_REF] pioneered the articulation of network analysis with ST to show that stakeholders' influence is not an intrinsic characteristic but a contextual characteristic related to the structure of the relationships in which a firm is embedded. He points out that firms do not simply respond to each stakeholder individually. They respond to multiple influences from an entire set of stakeholders. Thus, explaining how firms respond to their stakeholders requires examining the complex array of interdependent relationships that constitute the stakeholder network (Bergstrom & Diedrich, 2011;[START_REF] Driscoll | The primordial stakeholder: Advancing the conceptual consideration of stakeholder status for the natural environment[END_REF].

Integrating the "boundary object" to stakeholder network theory means that the structuring element of the network is not the firm by itself but the boundary object that brings the firm to interact with stakeholders. Stakeholders nurture bilateral interactions with the firm about a boundary object and compromise on its characteristics [START_REF] Ferrary | The CEO network of stakeholders and the employment relationship. An application to industrial downsizing[END_REF]. In addition, stakeholders also interact between them. Such multilateral interactions about a boundary object aggregate a network of stakeholders in which the firm is embedded.

A firm operates in a network of stakeholders that can influence it either directly or indirectly depending on power resources and legitimacy (Habisch and Jonker 2005). Therefore, embeddedness affects how a firm prioritizes economic responsibility towards shareholders relative to social responsibility towards other stakeholders [START_REF] Doh | Responsible leadership and stakeholder management: Influence pathways and organizational outcomes[END_REF]. The greater the firm is embedded, the more it depends on stakeholders' resources. Likewise, the greater the firm is embedded, the more it cares about its legitimacy [START_REF] Ferrary | Complex networks of stakeholders and corporate political strategy[END_REF]. The degree of embeddedness shapes whether a firm acts to achieve only one objective or whether its actions are intended to achieve multiple objectives [START_REF] Ferrary | Trust and social capital in the regulation of lending activities[END_REF]. A low degree of embeddedness leads a firm to obtain instrumental relationships with its stakeholders and to focus on maximizing profits in an opportunist behaviour [START_REF] Filatotchev | Corporate governance, responsible managerial behavior, and corporate social responsibility: organizational efficiency versus organizational legitimacy?[END_REF][START_REF] Min | Sensitivity of alliance termination to prealliance conditions: Expectation effects of alliance partners[END_REF]. Conversely, a high degree of embeddedness may lead it to be concerned with the legitimacy of its managerial decisions, thereby motivating it to consider the interests of other stakeholders [START_REF] Tost | An integrative model of legitimacy judgments[END_REF]. Being highly embedded obliges a firm to compromise between its economic responsibility and its social responsibility when making managerial decisions [START_REF] Mitchell | Stakeholder agency and social welfare: Pluralism and decision making in the multi-objective corporation[END_REF].

A firm may nurture cooperative or conflictual interactions with its stakeholders depending on the convergence or divergence of their interests [START_REF] Savage | Strategies for assessing and managing organizational stakeholders[END_REF]. Such ties structure the network and define alliances with the firm and coalitions against it [START_REF] Hillman | Corporate political strategy formulation: A model of approach, participation, and strategy decisions[END_REF][START_REF] Min | Sensitivity of alliance termination to prealliance conditions: Expectation effects of alliance partners[END_REF]. A corporate political strategy aims to create alliances with stakeholders through partnerships, lobbying, contributions to political parties and professional organizations, creating ties with nongovernmental organizations or recruiting civil servants [START_REF] Oliver | The effectiveness of strategic political management: A dynamic capabilities framework[END_REF][START_REF] Whitford | The network firm as a political coalition[END_REF].

Conversely, divergent interests nurture multilateral coalitions between stakeholders to influence the firm. Powerless stakeholders may try to mobilize powerful actors to pressure a firm on their behalf [START_REF] Frooman | Stakeholder influence strategies[END_REF]. Therefore, an actor's influence may arise from relationships with others who compel the firm to act in the actor's interest to an extent greater than due to the actor's direct power resource. Bergstrom & Diedrich (2011) describe how the enrolment of one actor was linked to and dependent upon the enrolment of another, triggering chains of enrolments that structure a network.

Systemic shocks and stakeholder network dynamics

According to network theory, a network is a stable system when there is a balance between the components' competing interests and resources [START_REF] Jen | Stable or robust? What's the difference?[END_REF][START_REF] Watts | The "new" science of networks[END_REF]. In a stable system, interactions between actors are routine and characterized by low intensity [START_REF] Jen | Robust design: A repertoire of biological, ecological, and engineering case studies[END_REF]. A stakeholder network aggregated around a boundary object is usually stable and characterized by routine interactions. In a stable situation, interactions structure the stakeholder network into two subnetworks: a routine alliance made up of cooperative weak ties with the firm and a coalition made up of conflictual weak ties against it [START_REF] Ferrary | Complex networks of stakeholders and corporate political strategy[END_REF].

With the concept of systemic shock, network theory contributes to explaining why stakeholders intensify their interactions and how these interactions evolve over time. Mathematicians [START_REF] Mandelbrot | Les objets fractals: forme, hasard et dimension[END_REF][START_REF] Thom | Structural stability, catastrophe theory, and applied mathematics[END_REF] have already pointed out that major changes do not result from minor evolutions captured by linear regressions but from random shocks that are hard to predict. Such an approach gained popularity in physics, biology and computer science to explain network dynamics [START_REF] Jen | Stable or robust? What's the difference?[END_REF]. Recently, management science has explored the role of systemic shocks in organizational behaviour and network evolution [START_REF] Clegg | The transformative power of network dynamics: A research agenda[END_REF].

Systemic shocks disrupt the balance of interests and the network's ability to perform its function [START_REF] Jen | Stable or robust? What's the difference?[END_REF][START_REF] Watts | The "new" science of networks[END_REF]. It destabilizes the stakeholder network equilibrium by disrupting compromises and dealigning stakeholders' interests related to a given boundary object.

Systemic shock also redefines power resources and legitimacy and creates urgency. A systemic shock reshapes the strength and polarity of ties in the network to modify alliances and coalitions. This shock may also bring new stakeholders to interact with the firm. Gradually, stakeholders adjust through their interactions, tensions subside and the system stabilizes in a configuration that may be similar to or different from the original situation [START_REF] Barabasi | The structure and dynamics of networks[END_REF][START_REF] Callaway | Network robustness and fragility: Percolation on random graphs[END_REF].

A managerial decision can cause a systemic shock that impacts a boundary object and positively or negatively affects stakeholders' interests. Their reactions might ultimately affect the firm's competitiveness [START_REF] Flammer | The Impact of Stakeholder Orientation on Innovation: Evidence from a Natural Experiment[END_REF]. A corporate political strategy aims at dealing with the more salient opponent stakeholders affected by a strategic decision [START_REF] Frooman | The issue network: Reshaping the stakeholder model[END_REF]Hadani & Schuler, 2013;[START_REF] Oliver | The effectiveness of strategic political management: A dynamic capabilities framework[END_REF]. Creating a supportive alliance and deterring or weakening the coalition are part of a corporate political strategy.

From this perspective, industrial downsizing with massive dismissals creates a systemic shock that destabilizes a stakeholder network by dealigning individuals' interests. In addition to employees losing their jobs and local contractors and businesses losing clients, local governments lose taxpayers and citizens. Several other stakeholders (trade unions, politicians, journalists, suppliers, etc.) interact with each other and may affect the firm's decision. They confront their representations of employment and try to find a new compromise satisfying their interests depending on their power resources and legitimacy.

Collectively, employees can block production activities through strikes. However, the critical factor is their ability to involve other stakeholders to force the employer to change its decision (Bergstrom & Diedrich, 2011;[START_REF] Ferrary | A stakeholder's perspective of human resource management[END_REF]. A network perspective explains why employees affected by downsizing sequester corporate leaders, start hunger strikes and carry out actions to boycott company products. The purpose is to mobilize journalists, voters, customers and local or national politicians who might have the power to influence their employer. Conversely, a corporate political strategy aims at preventing such coalitions.

To summarize, the boundary object aggregates the firm and stakeholders sharing common interests. Power resources and legitimacy affect interest, satisfaction and the compromises between actors. Usually, stakeholder networks are stable and ties are of low intensity. Occasionally, a systemic shock destabilizes the network by affecting the boundary object and thereby dealigning the interests of stakeholders. A managerial decision can cause a systemic shock that disrupts the satisfaction and interest of stakeholders' and redefines power resources and legitimacy. Such a shock intensifies interactions to reach a new stable situation. Multilateral cooperative and conflictual interactions structure the network into alliances and coalitions. However, such a structure evolves over time to reach a new equilibrium depending on stakeholders' interests and resources. Stakeholder management and corporate political strategy aim at strategically involving partners in an alliance and preventing opponents from joining a coalition.

To illustrate this conceptual framework, we explore the case of industrial downsizing with massive redundancy decided by a German firm with its Swiss entity.

Case study

Setting and methods

We draw upon data collected over a three-year period on a Swiss entity of a German pharmaceutical company, Gamma-Alpha. In Geneva, Gamma-Alpha employed 1250 workers for administrative and research & development functions. In 2012, Gamma-Alpha decided to close its Geneva office and to cut all the positions.

The study was initiated after the public announcement of the downsizing. Following Bergstrom & Diedrich (2011), we adopted a retrospective longitudinal design to retrace the early interactions between stakeholders. We conducted eleven semistructured interviews with different actors involved in the process: Gamma-Alpha CEO of the Swiss entity, HR director of the Swiss entity, two HR managers, two Gamma-Alpha managers, a staff representative, the general secretary of the local trade union Unia, one member of the local government in charge of the Labour Department (Geneva canton), the director of the public employment centre in Geneva and a journalist of a major newspaper in Geneva who covered the event (Le Temps). The interviews lasted between one and three hours. Questions were asked about the respondents' experience of downsizing and its interactions with other stakeholders. The interviews were taped and transcribed in full to be validated and modified by the interviewees. Observations and interview data were supplemented by a large number of documents, such as Gamma-Alpha internal documents, union handouts, Gamma-Alpha and Unia press releases, collective agreements, newspaper articles (especially Le Temps and La Tribune de Genève, the two main newspapers in Geneva), websites created by Gamma-Alpha employees and administrative documents from the Geneva canton. We triangulated interviewee responses with each other and with other documents.

Following Bergstrom & Diedrich's (2011) approach of "temporal bracketing strategy", the data were decomposed into successive, adjacent periods, which enabled the examination of how actions during one period led to changes in the context that affected actions during subsequent periods. We consider two key dates: April 24, 2012, the date of the public announcement by Gamma-Alpha, and June 19, 2012, the end of the legal consultation period of employees and the beginning of the redundancy plan implementation.

The analysis focuses on identifying the network of stakeholders aggregated before and after the public announcement. We identify the alliance built by Gamma-Alpha and coalition against the closure. Then, we analyse the evolution of interactions to reach a new stable situation based on a compromise around a redefined boundary object: the Campus biotech.

Historical background

In the 1970s, the government of the Geneva canton fostered the biotech industry. The government convinced Alpha, an Italian biotechnology company founded by the Bari family, to relocate its headquarters and R&D activities to Geneva. In the following years, the company expanded in Switzerland and abroad. By 2005, Alpha employed more than 4750 people worldwide. The company commercializes a blockbuster drug that combats multiple sclerosis, making Alpha one of the most successful biotech companies in the world.

In September 2006, to develop its biopharmaceutical activities, Gamma, a large German chemical and pharmaceutical company, bought Alpha to merge with its biopharmaceutical unit to create Gamma-Alpha. In 2010, Gamma-Alpha employed 16867 people worldwide, 2400 in Switzerland (1250 in Geneva and 1150 in other Swiss cantons).

In 2011, the Geneva office and its 1250 jobs can be considered a boundary object that aggregates a network of stakeholders nurturing weak ties in a stable equilibrium. Several stakeholders compromise on this boundary object that satisfies their different interests. German shareholders enjoy an innovative and profitable entity. A rumour mentioned by several interviewees and reported by the media 2 asserts that a secret agreement between Gamma-Alpha and the Geneva canton stipulates that the firm did not pay tax on profit for 5 years after the acquisition 3 . Employees obtain high salaries (in 2011, the median salary was 200000 Swiss francs) and enjoy life in this area (safe place, good schools for children, international airport, the Alps for outdoor sports, etc.). Employees nurtured cooperative interactions with their employer. They did not have any staff representative, and only two employees were unionized. Local government enjoyed having a "flagship" for their biotech strategy with Gamma-Alpha being one of the main employers of the canton, providing highly qualified jobs, supporting local businesses (in 2011, more than 500 people from contractors and temporary agencies worked for Gamma-Alpha) and paying tax. The firm contributed to the local business community: its CEO was president of the Geneva chamber of commerce. In Geneva, the firm was headquartered in an iconic building designed by a famous architect.

The Gamma-Alpha office and its 1250 jobs are a boundary object that aggregates a stable network of stakeholders that compromise to satisfy their interests. The public announcement to close the office was a systemic shock that dealigned the interests of stakeholders aggregated around the boundary object. It was the largest redundancy plan ever decided in Geneva.

In the following subsections, we outline the process through which downsizing has triggered a higher degree of interactions between several stakeholders that "hold" a "stake" in the 1250 jobs of the Geneva office. Some united in an alliance with Gamma-Alpha against others in a coalition. Both evolved over time to reach an equilibrium around a redesigned boundary object: the Campus Biotech.

The CEO of the Gamma-Alpha Swiss entity was well aware that this decision would trigger reactions from several stakeholders. He said:

"Managing such closure means simultaneously facing different actors with different interests: German headquarters, shareholders, employees, unions, local government, journalists… All of them want information. One needs to be transparent when it's necessary, but sometimes one needs secrecy. All of them want conflicting concessions. One has to resist. I couldn't promise something that was not planned or that I couldn't deliver. Sometimes, I was the "go between" between the German headquarters and unions or local government. It's difficult to be in the middle".

Systemic shock to the Geneva office and dynamics of stakeholder networks

From mid-2011 to April 24, 2012: the preannouncement period

At the beginning of 2011, due to the poor profitability of its pharmaceutical division, Gamma disclosed its declining financial situation. Its stock price went down. However, the company remained profitable. Its operating profits represented 12% of its revenues, and shareholders received 538 million euros (a 20% increase). In January 2011, a new CEO and CFO were appointed at the head of the pharmaceutical division. In April 2011, the new CEO informed financial analysts in London that he would focus on improving the profitability of the division.

-Building the legitimacy of downsizing By mid-2011, the German headquarters started a strategic review of its activities. Considering that the firm remains profitable and paid increased dividends, downsizing and layoffs may seem illegitimate for several stakeholders. Gamma-Alpha mandated two prestigious management consulting groups, BCG and McKinsey, to find ways to improve profitability. They came up with several arguments to legitimize the closure of the Geneva entity. The Swiss CEO enumerated them:

"Gamma is a pharmaceutical company that bought Alpha to acquire biotech competences and develop new products. Unfortunately, that didn't work. The intellectual property over its major drug ends in 2011 in Europe and 2013 in the US, and cheaper generic drugs may be commercialized by competitors. The Gamma-Alpha pipeline for new promising products was poor. Three or four promising R&D projects finally failed to deliver new drugs. The headquarter in Germany was disappointed. Moreover, some administrative and research functions were duplicated in Geneva and in Germany. They could be rationalized. In Switzerland, labour costs are higher than anywhere in Europe. In addition, the Swiss franc continued to increase in comparison with the euro. It hurt the costs structure. There was room for rationalization. Just the building in Geneva costs 30 million francs every year".

On the day of the public announcement (April 24), the same arguments about economic legitimacy and business rationality were mentioned by the Swiss CEO on an interview on TV and in media the following days4 .

-A corporate political strategy to build an alliance and prevent coalition Before implementing its decision, Swiss Gamma-Alpha management identified stakeholders potentially affected by downsizing and determined a corporate political strategy to deal with them. An internal Gamma-Alpha document labelled "main actors" maps the different internal and external stakeholders. Some were explicitly identified as potential allies and others as potential opponents.

Secrecy was a major dimension in designing the corporate political strategy to avoid an early mobilization of opponents. Another was to build an alliance by aligning the interests of powerful stakeholders.

-Building an internal alliance In January 2012, the Swiss CEO brought together a confidential group, "the insider group", made up of the Gamma-Alpha board of directors, members of the Gamma family, some top executives and, from Gamma-Alpha Switzerland, the HR director with two of his HR experts, the head of communication and the CFO. Their knowledge and competences were critical resources to organize the closure.

A code name was given to the project, and members secretly gathered in evenings or during weekends. According to the Swiss CEO, the mission was:

"To prepare everything before the public announcement. The plan included for each employee a potential transfer or layoff. It also includes a communication plan to inform stakeholders, clients, suppliers, local politicians and, medias. Everything was planned, even the sale of the building and remaining equipment. We preventively transferred technologies, know-how and databases to save critical competences."

Gamma-Alpha also had to identify employees who should remain in the company to end critical projects and to implement the closure. Retention bonuses were included in the budget to keep them. These bonuses aimed to keep aligned interests of employees owning critical resources with those of top managers and shareholders.

Involving HR people in the internal alliance to implement the redundancy plan was also a critical issue. The HR director emphasized:

"On April 24, I would have to manage my team of HR people. For them that would be a shock and on the top of that they will have to deal with all the employees to execute the decision. It was a big stress for them. They would be afraid by the job to do and by the reaction of employees. My challenge was to keep them on board. I would have been in trouble if all them resigned. To be sure to keep all the competencies, we decided to keep everybody until the end on June 2013 and to offer a bonus for that." -Building external alliance External actors also joined the insider group. A law firm and three outplacement firms were invited to share their expertise. A critical concern was whether the redundancy plan respected the law, which stated to not provide legal resources to opponents who would fight the closure in court. A HR Manager explained:

"We worked with a law firm to be sure that everything was consistent with the law. The redundancy plan was defined with them. Each letter to employees was done under their supervision. Any change in the redundancy plan was checked by lawyers".

Using external service providers was also a way to avoid leaks. The HR director explained: "To avoid leak, we did not involve internal lawyers, even if Gamma-Alpha employ more than 150 of them. We asked external lawyers to help us. They knew for the closure. They signed a non-disclose agreement. We were less transparent with the outplacement firms. We asked three of them to prepare different scenarios ranging from 100 to 600 layoffs. It was a way to avoid major leak".

A consulting firm specializing in change management and psychologists was also associated to prepare the post-announcement period by helping the 250 middle managers implement the decision affecting their teams and to accompany employees.

-Preventing internal coalition Gamma-Alpha did its best to prevent internal coalition among employees. It did so by refusing to organize elections for a works council. Such a council would have been a legal resource for employees. By Swiss law, a downsizing announcement opened a four-week period of consultation of employees and works council to explore ways to save jobs. Without such council, negotiations would only be individual with each employee. A middle-manager describes the practice:

"In 2011, we suspected that something was going on. Several consultants came to Geneva, and rumours started to spread about restructuring. We realized that we haven't a legal works council. With Employés Suisse, a moderate Swiss trade union, we officially asked the HR director to organize elections for a works council. It was before the announcement of the downsizing. The HR director did not organize the election, he did not reply to our request. We suspect he did that on purpose. He did not want to face a works council to implement the redundancy plan".

Gamma-Alpha was also aware that employees of administrative and R&D units have less power than those of production units. The Swiss CEO acknowledged: "It's easier to close an administrative unit than a factory. Administrative people are less unionized, their competences are more easily replaceable or mobile, administrative buildings are easier to sell".

Moreover, Switzerland is known for its poor labour law to protect workers from layoffs. Employees and trade unionists have fewer legal resources to oppose downsizing than other European countries.

-Preventing external coalition From the beginning, Gamma-Alpha identified unions, media, local and federal governments as potential opponents to the closure. With a consulting group, they defined a communication strategy. The HR director summarized:

"Until April 24, we could not make any public announcement on the closure. We could only say that the Geneva office would be affected by the whole company restructuring announced by the CEO. At the end of February, I met the local government in Geneva and in the Vaud canton to inform them about the downsizing, but I remained vague, and I didn't mention the full closure of the Geneva office".

The director of the public employment centre confirmed this vagueness: "Gamma-Alpha came to us a couple of days before the announcement to check that they were respecting the legal procedure. We control that employers respect the law on redundancy plan. Otherwise they could be fined. It was ok. However, they didn't mention they will close the Geneva office".

Gamma-Alpha was aware that the closure dealigned its interests with those of several stakeholders and they may react to try to reverse the decision. The corporate political strategy aimed to prevent coalition between employees and between employees and external stakeholders. During the pre-announcement period, Gamma-alpha built the legitimacy of its decision, did its best to deprive employees from resources to bargain by transferring to foreign entities its most strategic research projects and preserved secrecy by preventing leaks that could make several stakeholders aware of their interests' dealignment and facilitate a coalition.

2. 3.2. From April 24, 2012to June 19, 2012: the rise of the coalition of stakeholders -April 24: the systemic shock On Friday April 20, 2012, before the weekend, the CEO of the Swiss entity asked all employees to be in the Geneva building by the morning of the 24. Employees traveling abroad were asked to return.

On Tuesday April 24, at 10:00 am, approximately a thousand employees gathered in the hall of the office. The Gamma-Alpha CEO came from Germany to publicly announce the closure of the Geneva office and the cut of the 1250 positions. He mentioned that 750 could be reallocated in other Swiss cantons, in Germany or in the USA and that 500 would be indefinitely cut.

This announcement was a shock for several stakeholders. The closure was unexpected for many of them. A middle-manager said:

"I was waiting for something. I was aware that something was coming but I didn't consider the closure as an option. On 24, when they announcement the closure, it was a big shock for everybody. I was working for Gamma-Alpha for 12 years. For me, that means lot of change. First, I thought about all the advantages of the building that would disappeared: concierge service, fitness, nursery. It was a great place to work".

A member of the Geneva government in charge of the labour department confirmed the unexpected shock:

"There were rumours of downsizing the week before the announcement, but we didn't anticipate the closure. A couple of months before we talked to Gamma-Alpha. They didn't mention the closure, just cutting some positions. I have been informally informed the weekend before. The CEO informed me officially 48 hours before the announcement. It was a shock for us. Such event doesn't happen very often in Geneva".

Similarly, the general secretary of Unia, a trade union, said: "On Friday, April 20, a consultant mandated by Gamma-Alpha, called to tell us that on Tuesday, the company will make a big announcement. We didn't know which one. We considered a downsizing, but we didn't expect the closure at all. It was a big surprise".

-The rise of a coalition -Building an internal coalition among employees with the support of union The layoffs dealigned employees' interests with those of their employer. The vast majority of employees decided to fight the closure to save their jobs. In an interview with Le Temps5 , an employee said, "We will do everything possible to keep our jobs".

On April 24, to avoid any collective action, just after the announcement, Gamma-Alpha management asked employees to go back home and to not stay in the building where they could coordinate spontaneously.

Employees also realized they were poorly organized and sparsely connected with each other. They did not have an official works council. They were not connected with trade-unions. Only two employees were members of Unia, the most representative trade union in the Swiss industry. The Unia regional secretary acknowledged the situation: "When we got the call from Gamma-Alpha management to tell there would be an announcement on April 24, we checked our files. Five Gamma-Alpha employees were registered. In fact, our files were wrong. Three of them were not working for the company anymore, and out of the remaining two, one was on leave for sickness. Actually, we didn't get any real union representative in the company".

Connection with unions faced two issues. First, legally, without members inside the company, external Unia representatives could not even enter into the Gamma-Alpha building to discuss with employees. To overcome that, the Unia regional secretary decided:

"To be present in front of the Gamma-Alpha building on April 24, to distribute tracts to inform the employees of their rights and to propose a general assembly to organize a collective action".

Second, there was no union culture at Gamma-Alpha, and highly qualified employees were suspicious about Unia. The Unia regional secretary explained this reluctance:

"On April 24, employees were not ready to talk to us. For them, with our red jackets, we were like aliens. They took our tracts but they left. They didn't want to connect with us. We have been ignored each time we have tried to connect with Gamma-Alpha employees. They are scientists and administrative people. They don't consider themselves as being in an industrial sector. Before the downsizing, we gave up to be represented at Gamma-Alpha in Geneva… We came back the day after April 24, we put a tent in front of the building to share information. We received a much better welcome. Employees started to talk to us. Small groups of employees gathered to talk and consider potential actions. They took our tracts, copy them in the building and sent them to people who were not around. We felt that something was changing. We booked a small room for the general assembly on April 27, but we had to change three times for a bigger one with 500 seats. More than 500 people show up to the meeting, and more than 800 officially mandates Unia to represent them in negotiations with Gamma-Alpha. From a company without an union culture, it was a big surprise for us. We didn't expect such mobilization."

Such mobilization gave legitimacy (but not legality) to Unia representatives to be involved in the negotiation. During the meeting, Unia asked people to vote for a works council. The committee was not legal. It was not organized by the HR department and did not respect the law. However, it was legitimate, and Gamma-Alpha could not ignore it. The HR director acknowledged the situation:

"On the 27, I sent somebody to the meeting. If more than 50 people were there, we could not ignore them. Even if the mandate given to Unia was not legal, we could not ignore them, and we would have to accept Unia to be part of the negotiation. When my man called me to tell they were more than 400 at the meeting, I was surprised and I had to concede the Unia's representativeness and that a vast majority of employees united against the closure. I did not anticipate the strong mobilization and the role of Unia. Finally, we failed to exclude the works council and unionists from the negotiation".

At the end of April, with the help of Unia, the coalition of employees was massive. At the beginning of May, staff representatives filed a strike notice to pressure Gamma-Alpha. The large mobilization made the threat credible.

However, several categories of employees did not mobilize against the closure. The main reason was that Gamma-Alpha acted strategically to keep their individual interests aligned with those of the firm. First, the 40 people of the HR department in charge of implementing the redundancy plan did not participate in the movement. They were awarded a bonus for remaining allies of the Gamma-Alpha management. Additionally, more than 400 Geneva employees did not mobilize. The Unia representative explained why:

"The 450 employees who didn't join the movement were middle managers and scientists who knew they would be transferred to a Gamma-Alpha unit or could easily find another job".

Moreover, other Swiss employees, especially those of the factory in the Vaud canton, did not mobilize. Gamma-Alpha acted strategically to prevent such mobilization. The Gamma-Alpha CEO explained:

"We didn't want that the mobilization in Geneva spread to our factory in the Vaud canton. It's not a big deal when administrative and research people stop working. It's much costly when a factory goes on strike. We didn't want that. Just in case, we made stocks of products from the factory in Vaud canton and the HR director went there the day of the public announcement in Geneva to tell to the 800 workers that the Vaud factory was not affected by the downsizing. On the top, we plan to move 170 jobs from Geneva to the Vaud canton. Therefore, employees, unions and local government in the Vaud canton haven't any interest to go on strike and there was not solidarity with Geneva".

At the end of May, 150 Gamma-Alpha employees went to Germany to protest and to mobilize their German colleagues. Interests of both did not converge. They diverge in some sense. The staff representative explained:

"We have also contacted the Gamma-Alpha European Works Council to get their support to save the Geneva office. They haven't been very supportive. They didn't know us, and they focused on saving jobs in Germany. It was worst with German unionists. They only cared about German jobs, and they did not help us at all".

-Involving external stakeholders to enlarge the coalition Employees and unionists were aware that building an internal coalition was not enough. They needed to involve external stakeholders such as journalists, local citizens, local and federal governments and other politicians. The staff representative explained:

"Members of the works council was in charge of activities to mobilize employees and improve societal visibility of the movement. They organized breakfast in front of the office or demonstration in the streets of Geneva. The purpose was clearly to mobilize medias and to involve politicians in the discussion".

Unia representatives knew that mediatization was a good way to involve politicians. They informed journalists of the downsizing. On April 24, journalists were outside the Gamma-Alpha building to interview employees. In the following days, the closure saturated media outlets (TV, radio, etc.).

The time dedicated by the RTS (main TV channel in the region) illustrates the involvement of media (Figure 1). On April 24, the TV talked about the closure for 26 minutes, 14 minutes the following day, then after a quieter period, 34 minutes on April 29 (after the first general assembly), 57 minutes on April 30 and 63 minutes on May 1 (after the massive protest in the city of Geneva organized by employees on Labour Day).
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In the beginning, the media supported employees and criticized Gamma-Alpha's decisions. An article in La Tribune de Genève on April 24 entitled "Gamma K-O" illustrates the media's position:

"This never happened in the history of the canton, even during the worst time of industrial decline the region didn't faced such brutal and massive cut. The shock is especially strong because this company, at least its Alpha part, belongs to the Geneva ADN. The dream is over. The story ends there. However, how to accept that a firm that makes 745 million in profit and has tremendously increased its dividends in 2011 cuts more than 1000 employees? Without any qualms, without any warning! Goodbye sweet Switzerland!"

Due to strong media coverage and because the closure harmed its interests, the local government publicly supported Gamma-Alpha employees. The company estimated a loss between 30 and 60 million francs in tax revenues due to the closure6 . The Minister of Finance evaluated collateral losses related to insurance, housing, schooling, airport tax and contracting at 345 million francs7 . Closure was also a major setback for the industrial policy of local government in favour of life science. Moreover, 2012 was a year of elections in Geneva, and such an event could weaken elected representatives, especially if it increased the rate of unemployment in the region.

The works council and Unia also successfully enlarged the coalition by involving local citizens. By mid-May, Gamma-Alpha employees collected more than 5000 signatures from local citizens for a petition to maintain jobs in Geneva. By mid-June, they obtained 15000 signatures and delivered the petition to the federal government and organized a protest in Bern (federal capital).

Some local employers also joined the coalition. Gamma-Alpha's CEO of the Swiss entity was the president of the chamber of commerce in Geneva. At the end of April, he was forced to resign under the pressure of local employers.

To summarize, between the public announcement and the beginning of June, several stakeholders united with Gamma-Alpha employees to fight the closure. Stakeholders' interests converge on keeping jobs in Geneva and the social pressure was high on Gamma-Alpha. However, progressively, several factors broke down internal and external coalitions.

The decline of coalition

-Corporate political strategy jeopardizes the internal coalition On April 24, the vast majority of employees faced a common uncertainty about their professional futures. This common concern was a shared interest that aggregated employees. The corporate political strategy focused on reducing this uncertainty to demobilize employees by rapidly offering individual opportunities. Individual treatment meant that each person could regard his or her dismissal as an individual problem and disengage from the coalition.

Before the public announcement, everything was prepared by the HR team to propose an acceptable individual professional project to each employee as soon as April 24. The HR director explained:

"The day of the announcement, we sent a letter to each employee to say that Gamma-Alpha was intending to close the Geneva office and to offer an individual solution to each of them (transferred or layoff). Between the end of April and June 19, HR people met each of the 1250 employees to tell them whether their job was terminated or transferred. They could accept transfer or refused and be dismissed. It was like a factory. Each of the ten HR people of my team met 10 to 12 employees every day. Some people were ready to leave. They just wanted to know the severance package. They have already plan outside, and it was a 5 minutes discussion. For other, the discussion was longer".

A generous severance package was offered. It provided one year of salary per year of seniority for dismissed employees (the norm in Switzerland was one week per year of seniority). Several conditions aimed to incentivize people to transfer to Germany or to the US. First, they could visit the place with their family for free. Second, they would have two years of support on tax, schooling for children, housing and language classes. If a transferred employee resigned in the following 6-months, Gamma-Alpha would cover the cost of return, and the employee would obtain the severance package offered to dismissed employees. To incentivize people to leave and avoid staying until the end to get the severance package, Gamma-Alpha even gave some indemnity to employees resigning to take a job with another employer.

For those who did not find a job by themselves, Gamma-Alpha organized on-site meetings to connect employees with the Public Employment Center in Geneva (Office Cantonal de l'Emploi) and the French Public Employment Center (Pole Emploi). Moreover, Gamma-Alpha mandated outplacement consulting firms to help employees find jobs. The company also organized job fairs to connect its employees with local employers. The Swiss CEO described his action:

"We organized job fairs for employees in Switzerland and in France. I directly contacted potential local employers to introduce our dismissed workers. I was in touch with contractors, biotech associations, chamber of commerce, to find opportunities."

Gamma-Alpha also helped its employees create start-ups by committing to being a customer and supporting knowledge transfer. This initiative involved a local venture capital firm and a local incubator. The Gamma-Alpha Swiss CEO explained:

"I obtained 30 million francs from the headquarter to support start-ups founded by dismissed employees. 50 employees were involved in 9 start-ups we supported".

By quickly offering a suitable solution (transfer to a Gamma-Alpha entity, getting a job with another employer in the Geneva region, creating a start-up or getting a generous severance package), the firm aimed to jeopardize the internal coalition by dealigning with employees' interests and providing alternative ways to satisfy them instead of keeping the Geneva office. Such a strategy was successful, and progressively fewer employees participated in meetings and protests. Eight general assemblies were organized by Unia and the Works Council. Many people came to the first one, but progressively, the mobilization declined. According to the Unia General Secretary, on April 27, more than 500 employees came; on May 4, the number was approximately 400, 300 on May 10, approximately 200 on May 16 and May 24 and less than 100 May 31, 2012.

Such demobilization reduced the legitimacy of the works council and the Unia representatives. Later, it gave the power to Gamma-Alpha to reject propositions made by the works council and Unia. Following the legal procedure, on June 4, Gamma-Alpha collected 700 individual propositions to save jobs. With Unia, the works council submitted three alternative scenarios to maintain jobs in Geneva.

On June 19, Gamma-Alpha rejected almost all the propositions made by employees, the works council and Unia. Only three propositions were accepted: anticipated retirement at 56 instead of 58, special support for couples working together in the company and access to the severance package for employees leaving the company before schedule. On June 19, the HR department started to send official letters to dismissed employees.

After June 19, Gamma-Alpha took advantage of the demobilization to adopt a more conflictual behaviour with the remaining opponents. First, it refused to participate in any discussions with the works council and Unia. It also forbid protests inside the building. A German security company was recruited to secure the building and intimidate employees. A photographer was recruited to take pictures of strikers.

Finally, on June 20, the global HR director sent an email to all employees announcing that hours of strike will not be paid and that employees have to declare to HR IT system when they are on strike. Such a decision was legal, but for the Unia general secretary, "Gamma-Alpha tried to intimidate employees with this announcement".

-A turning point: from fighting the closure to severance package At some point in the negotiations, the works council and the Unia secretary changed their claims from fighting against the closure and saving jobs to negotiating a better severance package for dismissed workers. The HR director described the evolution:

"At the beginning, the works council and Unia pretended to fight the closure and to save jobs. It was the best to do to mobilize employees and get a mandate from them. However, they rapidly realize it was impossible and started to negotiate severance packages for dismissed employees. They ask 3 months of salary per year of seniority. It was crazy. They discredit themselves with such claims. The vast majority of dismissed employees should already receive between 100000 to 200000 francs with the severance package we offered; some even more. They also ask 30000 francs to compensate parents with young children. It was too much. I collected all their claims without bargaining. I could not accept. I knew that the top management in Germany would refuse. They did not want to give such generous example to other countries as Italy, Spain and the US where downsizings were planned".

The staff representative acknowledged the change and was aware of consequences on the mobilization of other stakeholders:

"At the beginning, our idea was to save jobs and the Gamma-Alpha office in Geneva. It was the goal of the works council. We knew that we had to involve other actors, such politicians, to influence Gamma-Alpha. We knew that we have to fight for jobs to mobilize politicians. We explain the consequences for the region, like the loss of competences and taxes to mobilize politicians and citizens. It is why we did it, but we knew that we could not save the Geneva office and its jobs. We started to negotiate for the redundancy payout and benefits. However, we knew that negotiating only for the severance package will not mobilize politicians or citizens."

The focus on the severance package affected the implications of external stakeholders by dealigning their interests with those of employees.

-Jeopardizing the external coalition In the beginning, the interests of local and federal governments were aligned with those of employees to fight closures and save jobs. However, at the centre of the new focus on a severance package that dealigned their interests, governments changed their mind for several reasons.

First, local and federal governments realized that they did not have much power or resources to reverse the decision. Gamma-Alpha is a foreign company on which Swiss authority has little control over. The company is loosely embedded in the domestic network of stakeholders and does not care about local social pressure. Moreover, Gamma-Alpha keeps a production unit in another Swiss canton (Vaud) employing more than one thousand people. Pressuring too much the company might encourage more delocalization and job cuttings. For this reason, the Federal Minister of Economy quickly withdrew from discussions with Gamma-Alpha8 .

The Swiss CEO was well aware of the situation when he declared: "After the announcement, I was frequently in touch with the president of the Geneva canton. The local and federal governments could not prevent the closure. They could only force us to discuss with unions and the works council, but they couldn't force us to reach an agreement. They could not even use a tax incentive. Gamma-Alpha was not interested".

Gamma-Alpha management did not show much respect to local governments to point out their lack of power. The Unia general secretary gave a symbolic example of that:

"A meeting was organized with the president of the Geneva canton and with other members of the Geneva government. Gamma-Alpha director did not want to do that in the city hall. He wanted to do that at the airport because he had to flight abroad. Finally, without warning, he didn't come to the meeting. Local politicians were very upset, and they realized they haven't any power over a German company to prevent the closure".

Second, even if a local election was coming, the local government realized that they did not have a political interest in fighting the closure. When the was considering helping Gamma-Alpha maintain its activities in Geneva, a local Socialist congresswoman from political opposition said in an interview9 that "Gamma-Alpha employees were privileged workers and they didn't need any help from the local government". This sentiment was shared by numerous local citizens. Moreover, migrant workers are a major political issue in Switzerland. Some Swiss citizens consider that foreign workers "steal" their jobs and drive salaries down. At that time, the major Swiss political party, UDC, mobilized its supporters by fighting immigration. Considering that a majority of Gamma-Alpha employees were foreigners (only 350 Swiss citizens) and that a large part of them were commuters living in France and, therefore, did not vote in Geneva, there was no interest for local politicians to fight the closure. Last, a large number of foreign dismissed employees were expected to move out of Geneva or even out of Switzerland.

A third subtle reason prevented local governments from supporting Gamma-Alpha employees. A large proportion of employees (750 out of 1250) did not live in Switzerland but in France. According to an agreement between the two countries, a worker dismissed in Geneva but living in France could register as unemployed in France (and not in Switzerland) and receive benefits from the French administration. Therefore, the rate and costs of unemployment in Geneva would not increase as much as initially expected by local politicians. The Director of the public employment centre in Geneva explained the low impact of the closure on the local rate of unemployment: "Out of the 1250 employees, there were 300 scientists at Gamma-Alpha, a lot coming from abroad. They returned to Boston. A majority of them were not in the Geneva canton. They came from France or from another canton. On average, we register 1500 new unemployed persons every month. Gamma-Alpha didn't affect this figure. We collaborated with Gamma-Alpha management from April 2012 to December 2013. 237 employees registered to our agency and, at the end of 2013, less than 100 were still unemployed".

At the end of June, the negotiation reached a status quo. The works council and Unia representatives were isolated. Many employees were no longer involved in the coalition. The local and federal governments did not provide any support. Media no longer mentioned the closure (Figure 1). The works council and Unia representatives had to find a way to force Gamma-Alpha and the local government into discussion. The staff representative explained their strategy:

"On June 27, we decided to organize a hunger strike in front of the building. We call several journalists. It was well dramatized. We didn't shave for a couple of days before and put a couple of tents in front of the office. The event was all over the media 10 . It was a success, and local government got involved in the situation. The works council, Unia and Gamma-Alpha were summoned to a meeting at the Chambre des Relations Collective de Travail (CRCT). The CRCT is a public body in charge of keeping peaceful labour relationship in Geneva and to ease negotiation in case of labour conflicts".

Gamma-Alpha could not escape the legal obligation to hold discussions. They accepted, and employees stopped their hunger strike that actually lasted less than 4 hours. However, the court did not have any mandatory power over Gamma-Alpha. It could only give recommendations.

On July 26, the CRCT suggested giving 1.25 months per year of seniority. Gamma-Alpha refused. At the end, the redundancy plan remained the same. Gamma-Alpha conceded to give more money to employees older than 50 and to couples, while extra contribution to early retirement pension was given to employees over 56 having 10 years of seniority (80 people). A special fund of 500,000 francs was founded to help special cases (like a single mother with a disabled child) and 2 million francs was given under local government management to train dismissed employees. These employees also obtained a 2 million francs fund managed by Unia and the Geneva canton to indemnify contractors and temporary workers. However, the main result of the CRCT meeting was Gamma-Alpha enforcing its decision: the Geneva office was officially closed.

On August 9, a final agreement was reached on the redundancy plan and ended the conflict between Gamma-Alpha, the works council and Unia general secretary. In August, the last general assembly gathered 330 employees and 277 of them accepted the agreement. Members of the Geneva government could state that they have contributed to a compromise satisfying several stakeholders and Unia representatives obtained a better severance package for employees and contractors.

After June 19: the rise of a new boundary object

At the beginning of June, it was clear for several stakeholders, including the local and federal governments, the majority of employees, the works council and the Unia general secretary, that the Gamma-Alpha Geneva office would close. Maintaining the site to restore the previous equilibrium was not a viable option. Therefore, in addition to the negotiation about the severance package, another discussion arose between stakeholders to create a biotech centre in the Gamma-Alpha building. This project was a new boundary object allowing several stakeholders to compromise by saving life sciences jobs in Geneva.

Officially, the rise of this new boundary object started on June 6. The Geneva Council informed the head of the Federal Department of the Economy, as well as the unions, of its decision to create a "task force" to manage the consequences of the closure for the region. On June 12, the first meeting took place. The goal was to save jobs related to life sciences in Geneva and to create a centre of excellence in biotechnologies: "The Campus Biotech". It brought together prior and new stakeholders. The centre was chaired by the minister in charge of regional affairs and economy for the Geneva canton and was composed of several top local civil servants, representatives from the Gamma-Alpha Works Council, Unia, The Public Employment Center, the rector of the University of Geneva and the director of a local incubator. Bio Alps, a professional association gathering 750 companies, 20 institutes and 25000 employees related to life sciences in the Geneva region, was also involved. At the beginning, Gamma-Alpha refused to participate in the task force, but it changed its mind at the end of June and joined the group.

During the summer of 2012, the Bari family, which founded Alpha and sold it to Gamma in 2007, was associated with the project with another wealthy family, the Zyss family. The Zyss family proposed buying the Gamma-Alpha building and creating a biotech research institute. A condition to implementing the project was that Gamma-Alpha had to agree to sell its Geneva building to the Bari and Zyss families. In December 2012, the media mentioned that Gamma-Alpha received six offers for the building, but the Bari-Zyss offer was far from the best11 . However, the Geneva government clearly gave its support to the Bari-Zyss project. Geneva's government pressured Gamma-Alpha to sell its building to the Bari-Zyss families. Using its administrative power, the government also claimed publicly that the building was classified as an industrial building and that it would refuse to reclassify it as a commercial building. This claim aimed to discourage banks or real estate investors from bidding.

On May 2013, Gamma-Alpha sold the building to Bari-Zyss holding. The Campus Biotech was created. A biotech research institute was founded with a 100 million francs endowment from the Zyss family. The University of Geneva (part of the Geneva Canton) and the Swiss Federal Institute of Technology in Lausanne (part of the Swiss confederation) rented half of the building to locate scientists. The Campus Biotech also included an incubator for biotech start-ups, some of them founded by former Gamma-Alpha employees. Novartis, the Swiss pharmaceutical company, brought its corporate venture capital branch to invest in the incubated start-ups. In the short run, between 120 and 150 jobs were created. The head of the Campus Biotech planned to obtain approximately 1200 jobs related to life sciences by 2017-201812 , namely the same number as those dismissed by Gamma-Alpha.

On June 28, 2013, the Gamma-Alpha office was officially closed and the real estate property transferred to the Campus Biotech. The Gamma-Alpha Swiss CEO summarized the new situation:

"The German headquarter is satisfied with the result. We reached the target. The Geneva office is closed, the timing and budget were respected, social conflict didn't last too long, and the building has been sold. They are happy. The local government also was happy. Under their supervision, we signed an agreement with Unia and the works council. They could publicly pretend they stopped the protest and saved social peace. Even Unia could pretend they obtain a great severance package even if it failed to prevent the closure and that we didn't give more than planned in the budget. Today, less than 100 employees are unemployed, and some of them took advantage of their unemployment benefits to make a break. One year after, Gamma-Alpha is over in Geneva. Nobody talks about it anymore."

Findings

This analysis of the Gamma-Alpha downsizing highlights the evolution of stakeholder networks. First, until 2011, several actors (Gamma-Alpha, employees, local government, contractors, etc.) were aggregated around a boundary object of jobs offered by Gamma-Alpha in Geneva. This boundary object resulted from a compromise that aligned and satisfied their interests based on their power resources and legitimacy. Interactions and ties between the stakeholders were weak and routine. Some stakeholders having a stake related to this boundary object did not have any real interactions with each other. Even several Gamma-Alpha employees did not have any interactions with one another. Until 2011, the network of stakeholders that aggregated around the boundary object was in a stable equilibrium of weak ties, as defined by network theory [START_REF] Jen | Stable or robust? What's the difference?[END_REF].

Second, the intensification of interactions and involvement of new stakeholders occurred due to the systemic shock affecting the boundary object. Without the closure, those actors would not have intensively interacted with each other and the network would have remained stable. This intense interaction was because they "hold" a "stake" in the boundary object, are affected by the systemic shock and must interact to affect the decision. The shock dealigned interests and destabilized the network. Interactions aim to find another way to satisfy individual interests.

The systemic shock creates a new context that redefines power resources and legitimacy. For example, before the downsizing, Unia was not a legitimate actor to negotiate with Gamma-Alpha and did not have any legal power to influence its managerial practices. The closure changed the situation and the initial support of a majority of employees gave Unia legitimacy and the power to be involved in the negotiations.

The shock also revealed the reality of power resources. Local and federal governments realized that they did not have power over a foreign company to reverse the decision. However, they had some resources to support the rise of a boundary object of substitution, the Campus Biotech, to satisfy its interests by creating jobs in life science in a different way.

Third, interactions between Gamma-Alpha and stakeholders were not unilateral but intentionally multilateral, leading to an alliance subnetwork and a coalition subnetwork. Each stakeholder was aware that it could hardly influence the decision alone. Employees needed to come together, partner with unions and cooperate with stakeholders having compatible interests to create a coalition. The power and legitimacy of each stakeholder also depended on the cooperation of others. There was a ripple effect and the involvement of one actor induced the commitment of others, such as journalists or local politicians. Gamma-Alpha designed a corporate political strategy to create an alliance and to dealign the interests of coalition members. Providing professional opportunities to employees or reimbursing tax cuts to the local government disengaged them from the coalition. There was also a reverse ripple effect of the interdependency of power resources and legitimacy. The disengagement of a majority of employees and of the local and federal governments weakens the power and legitimacy of the works council and Unia representatives.

Analysis of the different stages of the Gamma-Alpha downsizing revealed how the disruption of the equilibrium means altering interest satisfaction, power resources and the legitimacy of actors that triggers evolving alliances with the employer and coalitions against it to reach a new equilibrium. Such equilibria may be based on a new boundary object or a boundary object of substitution that satisfies stakeholders in a different way. The Campus Biotech was a new boundary object that realigns the interests of several actors and on which they could compromise depending on their power resources and legitimacy. Gamma-Alpha participated in its creation in return for the closure and can claim it contributes to saving jobs in the region; some employees received a place to incubate their start-ups. The local government brought administrative power by refusing to declassify the building and by involving the University of Geneva that brought scientists and paid rents. In return, it received a new flagship for its industrial policy in favour of the biotech industry and maintained several jobs in the region. The federal government involved a federal university that also brought scientists and paid rent for the building. The works council and Unia could also claim that the Campus Biotech was their idea and that they contributed to saving jobs in Geneva. These parties argued that among the propositions they made on June 4, one was the creation of a Geneva Biotech Research Center to employ 300 former biotech scientists from Gamma-Alpha.

Discussion

Bergstrom & Diedrich (2011) acknowledge that one critique of stakeholder theory is that it is static. Our article aims to contribute to a dynamic approach to stakeholder management by identifying what triggers interactions and the mechanisms that contribute to the evolution of the stakeholder network.

The purpose of this article is to contribute to stakeholder theory by introducing two concepts to explain why actors aggregate and why their interactions evolve. A boundary object brings together actors sharing common interests and who compromise in a given situation depending on their power resources and legitimacy. A systemic shock affects the boundary object and dealigns interests, disrupts the compromise, creates urgency and changes power resources and legitimacy. Stakeholders interact to reach a new equilibrium by cooperating or conflicting with the firm, eventually by redefining the boundary object on which they compromise.

Stakeholder relationships depend on the boundary object that aggregates actors who want to satisfy their interests. The dynamics of their relationships evolve with systemic shocks impacting the common boundary object. Such an approach switches the focus of ST from the firm to the boundary object that affects the firm and aggregates a network of stakeholders.

This article explores how companies try to influence relationships in their embedded network of stakeholders by defining a corporate political strategy to enrol actors in an alliance and weaken coalitions to implement managerial decisions such as industrial downsizing.

The particular institutional setting in Switzerland and the degree that Gamma-Alpha is embedded in the Geneva network of stakeholders may limit the generalization of the findings to other national contexts, other companies, other boundary objects or other types of systemic shocks. The purpose of this study is to propose a different approach to analyse the dynamics of stakeholder networks by identifying actors aggregated around and affected by a given boundary object or that can affect a managerial decision that represents a systemic shock impacting the boundary object.

Such an approach paves the way for exploring different kinds of systemic shocks on boundary objects and the way they disrupt stakeholder networks.
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