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This paper proposes to analyze from a microscopic point of view the communicational micro practices, routines, and patterns of innovation to determine how they do innovation. Inspired by the process perspective of organization ("organizing") and strategy ("strategizing"), this work proposes to study innovating. Innovation is then considered as a social process constructed through the daily interactions of individuals, in and through communicational practices, and meetings, in that they are structured by and structuring to the organization, as a privileged observation tool. Given the process and social nature of the object of research, this paper is based on an ethnomethodological perspective to understand and analyze the innovation communicational routines, practices, and patterns in the context in which they occur. Then, from a longitudinal, qualitative study of board meetings of a corrugated packaging manufacturer, this paper highlights the specific characteristics of meetings and how they contribute to innovating. Two meetings functions, ritual and innovational, and their related communicational practices are then identified and analyzed.

The communicational micro practices of innovation: the role of meetings in innovating.

Sibylle DUCHAINE

PhD Student -LEMNA IEMN-IAE -Chemin de la Censive du Tertre -BP 52231 -44322 NANTES Cedex 3 Mail: sibylle.duchaine@gmail.com

INTRODUCTION

It is now accepted that we have entered into an innovation economy. Change is not a rare and episodic phenomenon, incremental or radical, "but, rather, it is endemic" (Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997, p.1) "fast, frequent and intense" (Vas, 2005 p.135). "Innovation is now intensive: it is systematic, repeated, focused and not random and episodic." (Le Masson et al., 2006, p.20) Innovation becomes then a major strategic issue. Several authors stress the strategic nature of innovation which is "a strategic key for success" (Read, 2000, p.110), "a key source of competitive advantage" (Motwani et al., 1999, p.111), "a key driver of growth and efficiency" (Ruggles & Little, 1997, p.1). Therefore companies must build "over time an offer system that is able to create demand by upsetting the rules prevailing in the market" (Martinet, 2003, p.28), to strive for "the construction of repeated competitive advantages" (Ibid.,p.35).

However, although it is a strategic tool for determining the competitiveness of organizations, innovation is a difficult process to manage. According to [START_REF] Van De Ven A | Central Problems in the Management of Innovation[END_REF], innovation management have four basic problemsa human, a process, a structural, and a strategic problemrelated to the four basic factors of innovation that are new ideas, people, transactions, and institutional context. To meet these challenges researchers have largely considered management of innovation issue and continue to study it [START_REF] Wolfe R | Organizational Innovation: Review, Critique and Suggested Research Directions[END_REF]. In addition, the variety of existing classifications about innovation (see literature reviews proposed by [START_REF] Van De Ven A | Innovations and Organizations -Critical Perspectives[END_REF]Slappendel, 1996;[START_REF] Wolfe R | Organizational Innovation: Review, Critique and Suggested Research Directions[END_REF] shows the extent of this field of management and the difficulty to capture it. All studies, regardless of the methodological or conceptual background, seek to understand how to innovate, to identify factors of success and organizational modes of innovation, to define the structural and contextual capacities that support it. The multiplicity of researches on innovation has a common objective to specify, from one or more levels (macro and/or meso), resources to mobilize, structures, and organizations to put in place to foster innovation over time. However such researches ignore the fact that innovation is a social process and not help to understand "how [the actors] are developing agreements that enable organization to learn, between base and top-management" (Alter 1995, p.85). Studies on innovation are mainly focused on macro and meso levels of analysis. Nonetheless, as a collective process involving many actors, to understand innovation, we need to study micro-actions of individuals and how they contribute innovating. Innovation requires to be studied from a microscopic point of view. In this context, following the process conceptions of "organizing" [START_REF] Weick | The social psychology of organizing[END_REF] and "strategizing" [START_REF] Johnson | Micro-Strategy and Strategizing Towards an Activity-Based View[END_REF]Whittington, 2006, etc.), we propose a process view of innovation: innovating. Moreover, because innovation is a collective organized process in which communication is central [START_REF] Monge | Communication and Motivational Predictors of the Dynamics of Organizational Innovation[END_REF], we choose to study innovation through the daily discursive micro practices of actors. Thus, the aim of this paper is to identify, explain, and analyze the communicational micro practices that promote innovation in everyday life. It aims to precisely define communicational practices, modalities of interaction between actors, and to analyze their role, in daily life, in innovating.

In the following sections, we develop the conceptual background that guides our work: we specify our approach to innovation, prior to propose a discursive approach to innovation, and to define meetings as the preferred analytical framework. Then, after describing our research methodology, we present a first-order analysis [START_REF] Van Maanen | La vitesse de propagation du changement au sein des grandes organisations[END_REF] which describes the actors" point of view. Next, we present a second-level analysis which develops our point of view and we analyze meetings and their communicational practices from a microscopic perspective. Finally, we discuss the specific characteristics of these meetings and their role in innovating.

CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUND

Innovation-as-practice

According to [START_REF] Alter | Peut-on programmer l"innovation ?[END_REF], whether the firm cannot schedule innovation, it can "develop collective capacities to integrate innovation" (p.78). Alter supports that innovation is "the result of a constellation of common actions" (Alter, 2002, p.20) and his success is "linked to the collective ability to participate actively in it" (Alter, 1999, p .186). In this context, individuals are central to the innovation process. Alter adds that innovators are not only "leaders or experts who decide of the correct way of defining and disseminating innovation" (2002, p.20), but all actors who invest, use, and change it daily. In addition, Alter states that "the cost of innovative action is relational and cognitive" (2002, p.34). On the one hand, it is relational because innovation is a collective process which involves sharing with others, developing cooperation mechanisms, obtaining information, and institutionalizing innovation. On the other hand, because the integration of innovation into daily practice requires to interpret the rules and to understand the situations, the cost of innovative action is cognitive. Finally, as a social, collective, and cognitive construction, innovation requires developing mechanisms of coordination. To identify these mechanisms within the organization, the actors of innovation, and how they contribute concretely to the implementation of this process, it is necessary to study the innovation process from a microscopic point of view [START_REF] Alter | L'innovation ordinaire[END_REF]. Indeed, "the innovation process cannot, in general, be understood without opening the spectrum analysis of everyday actors" (Ibid., p.35).

Then, strategy-as-practice research provides a relevant analytical framework and, by a practical perspective, can highlight the micro-actions that constitute the innovation process. According to the strategy-as-practice research, the strategy is defined as "a situated, socially accomplished activity, while strategizing comprises those actions, interactions and negotiations of multiple actors and the situated practices that they draw upon in accomplishing that activity" (Jarzabkowski , Balogun & Seidl, 2007, p.7-8).

Emphasis is placed on the individual and his actions. The aim is to detail the micro-actions, practices, and routines which are the daily activities of organizational life, and to see how they contribute to the development of the strategy (Johnson, Melin & Whittington, 2003, p.3). To this view, the strategy-as-practice research proposes that "the strategy is not something that an organization has but something that its members do" (Jarzabkowski et al., 2007, p.6; see also [START_REF] Johnson | Micro-Strategy and Strategizing Towards an Activity-Based View[END_REF][START_REF] Whittington R | Completing the Practice Turn in Strategy Research[END_REF]. The research objective is then to study "strategizing", the "doing of strategy", that is to say "the construction of this flow of activity through actions and interactions of multiple actors and the practices that they draw upon" (Jarzabkowski et al., 2007, p.8), to understand "how, by whom, and what the strategy is constructed daily in organizations" (Golsorkhi, 2006, p.21). Thus, inspired by the process perspectives of organization -"organizing" - [START_REF] Weick | The social psychology of organizing[END_REF]) and strategy -"strategizing" - [START_REF] Johnson | Micro-Strategy and Strategizing Towards an Activity-Based View[END_REF]Whittington, 2006, etc.), we propose to study innovating. So, we argue that innovation is a social process which is constructed daily through the actions of actors in interaction and, more specifically, through communicational practices.

Towards a communicational perspective for innovation

Several authors stress the centrality of communication in the innovation process. Thus, [START_REF] Monge | Communication and Motivational Predictors of the Dynamics of Organizational Innovation[END_REF] argue that "communication is vital to the innovation process" (p.269). Moreover, innovation is a collective action. In this sense, the communication appears as a privileged mechanism of coordination, more than a mere exchange of information, and allows "linking actors, ideas, knowledge, representations and tools to create new and meaning" (Ducau, 2004, p.121). So, [START_REF] Monge | Communication and Motivational Predictors of the Dynamics of Organizational Innovation[END_REF] suggest that, in order to support innovation, it should develop systems for the systematic sharing of a wide range of information. Moreover, because communication in groups improves innovation, they recommend putting in place, regularly and frequently, scheduled formal meetings in which "norms facilitate discussion" (p.271) and promote the participation of all stakeholders. However, few studies specifically show how language promotes innovation. Whether "communication is vital to the innovation process" (Monge et al., op.cit.), mechanisms by which language is involved in innovation on a daily basis are not revealed, research does not show how language-in-action supports the innovation process. Thus, because the innovation process is constructed through interactions between actors, we propose the following discursive approach of organization and strategizing to study innovating through communication practices which form it.

Since this "linguistic turn" [START_REF] Alvesson | Taking the Linguistic Turn in Organizational Research[END_REF][START_REF] Phillips | Le courant discursif en théories des organisations : un état des lieux[END_REF], many management studies use language as an object, a methodology and/or a question of research to study organizational processes (Piette & Rouleau, 2008, p.4). Language is considered as a means to know and understand the social, political, and symbolic dynamics in organizations (Ibid.). These researches are based on numerous theoretical backgrounds Gronn"s and Boden"s works seems to be founders. The demonstration of communication in the construction of collective action is rooted in the work on the daily activities of leaders. Research on the daily activities of leaders and middle managers shows that people spend most of their time talking to verbally interact with many actors, internal or external to the organization, in meetings, scheduled or not, in phone calls or face-to-face interaction, in their offices or in corridors, inside or outside the organizations (see [START_REF] Burns | The Directions of Activity and Communication in a Departmental Executive Group[END_REF][START_REF] Horne | The Work Activities of "Middle" Managers -An Exploratory Study[END_REF][START_REF] Mintzberg | Le manager au quotidien. Les dix rôles du cadre[END_REF][START_REF] Mintzberg | Le manager au quotidien. Les dix rôles du cadre[END_REF]; [START_REF] Kanter | Men and Women in Corporations, Basic Books[END_REF][START_REF] Kotter | The General Managers[END_REF]Gronn, 1983). However, Gronn (1983) notes that these approaches are essentially descriptive. Moreover whether language is a tool to influence, persuade, and manipulate interlocutors to perform actions [START_REF] Austin | Quand dire, c'est faire[END_REF], these studies do not specify why and how the language "does the work". In this context, Gronn"s work (1983) is precursor of research based on the study of language in context, and its role in the work of leaders. The purpose of Gronn (1983) highlight the fact that language, rather than the leaders main business, is a resource for others to act and control. According to Gronn (1983), language does the job because each participant has a subjective understanding of reality, each participant has his own ideas, and these are reflected in their speeches. Thus, it is the achievement of a certain degree of intersubjectivity that allows to develop shared meanings and to create meaning (Gronn, 1983, p.17). Finally, language has a symbolic value as well as instrumental.

Language allows not only to inform, to say, but also to do and to think (Chanlat, 2005, p.34). [START_REF] Boden | The Business of Talk. Organizations in Action[END_REF] pursues this perspective and extends the study of language to organizations. Based on the global social theories developed by [START_REF] Berger | La construction sociale de la réalité, 2ème édition[END_REF] and [START_REF] Giddens | La constitution de la société. Eléments de la théorie de la structuration[END_REF], [START_REF] Boden | The Business of Talk. Organizations in Action[END_REF] is certainly the first to develop, in an important work, an analysis of the organization from the linguistic practices which are structured by and structuring to the organization. Whether Berger and Luckmann, and Giddens theories put language at the center of social reality, they do not specify concrete mechanisms by which communicational, discursive, practices, are both enabling and constraining. Then, [START_REF] Boden | The Business of Talk. Organizations in Action[END_REF] proposed to study in detail conversational practices, from a microscopic point of view, to understand how they construct organization, social order. The aim of her work is "to demonstrate just how such microscopic events as turns at talk embed and enact organizations and institutions and, in so doing, ground global issues in local conditions of concrete action" (Ibid., p.9-10). These works (Gronn 1983;[START_REF] Boden | The Business of Talk. Organizations in Action[END_REF] have led to develop a discursive approach to the organization by the analysis of conversations. In this way, strategy-as-practice research, considering the central role of communication, uses this approach. Thus, while research on the work of leaders as well as the realization of collective action demonstrates the importance of language in organizational life in general, [START_REF] Samra-Fredericks D | Strategizing as Lived Experience and Strategists" Efforts to Shape Strategic Direction[END_REF] notes that the strategists" language is little studied in situation. These practices "are important for understanding how [strategists] develop strategic direction and project a viable sense of the "organization" into the future" (Samra-Fredericks, 2003, p.143). The role of language and strategists in strategizing is essential. [START_REF] Samra-Fredericks D | Strategizing as Lived Experience and Strategists" Efforts to Shape Strategic Direction[END_REF], 2004) suggests, based on ethnomethodology research and, in particular, conversational analysis, to study strategizing through the daily language practices of strategists, through language-in-action and micro-actions of strategists, to identify the linguistic skills and forms of knowledge necessary to do strategy. [START_REF] Samra-Fredericks D | Strategizing as Lived Experience and Strategists" Efforts to Shape Strategic Direction[END_REF] concludes and suggests that such research is necessary to understand strategizing in his reality because it is a phenomenon highly contextualized in space and time and whose performance is relational. In addition, conversational analysis highlights stories and speeches and, in so doing, integrates discursive and narrative perspectives. She then calls for the development of language-in-action studies to understand how strategy is constructed everyday and in context.

In this way, meetings offer a privileged analytical framework.

Meetings as analytical framework

Insofar as innovating born of everyday communicational practices of many actors, we propose to identify and analyze them in the meetings because they offer privileged access to both practices and practitioners of innovation. From a practical approach, interactional research, which requires a microscopic perspective, from a detailed analysis of ordinary behavior and daily routines, reveals the strengths and limitations of the macroscopic level [START_REF] Schwartzman | Ethnography in Organizations[END_REF]. Meetings, as communicative routines and events into organization, are a constitutive social form of the social system in which they occur. In meetings, the actors make sense, interact, and interpret their situations. In this sense, a detailed analysis of meetings highlights the social system which they come and help to build it, through the creation of links between microscopic and macroscopic levels. [START_REF] Schwartzman | The Meeting as a Neglected Social Form in Organizational Studies[END_REF][START_REF] Schwartzman | The Significance of Meetings in an American Mental Health Center[END_REF] argues that it is necessary to consider meetings as an object of study, and to understand how individuals use meetings in organizations (Ibid.). Indeed, whether meetings are central in the organization, in terms of time and energy, whether they are management tools despite all their addressed criticisms, "so meetings must do something" (Ibid., p.243). Jarzabkowski and Seidl (2006, p.7), based on Boden"s work (1994) and Schwartzman"s ones (1986, p. 241;1987, p.274) define meeting as "planned gathering of three or more people who assemble for a purpose that is ostensibly related to some aspect of organizational or group function. Meetings are distinct from causal encounters; they have an organizational purpose, involve multi-party talk and are considered episodic because they bracket in some actors and issues during a particular space and time, whilst bracketing out others".

Meetings are a social process, places of face-to-face interactions between individuals and objects in which language takes a specific form to the extent it is both occasioned by the context and it constitutes, performs, the same context (Boden,p.82). In addition, meetings organize time and space in several ways. On the one hand, they are included in the rhythm of organization. On the other hand, they have their own place in organizational time and space, a time, and a situation which may be related to their relative importance in organization.

Meetings can take various forms but, like language, are structured routines (Boden,p.83).

Schwartzman identifies two types of meetingsscheduled and unscheduled meetingsdepending on their degree of formalization, on their representation, and on temporality (1986, p.242). [START_REF] Boden | The Business of Talk. Organizations in Action[END_REF] proposes to distinguish between formal or informal meetings. This distinction supports the distinction between the context of the meeting and turn-talking in these meetings (Ibid., p.83). While turn-talking reflected in the classification of Schwartzman, the distinction is not straightforward. Whether Schwartzman said that, most often, talk is loosely regulated in unscheduled meetings, this characteristic is not included in its classification.

However language is at the heart of meetings because it is both constituted by and constituting to. Then, Boden proposes a classification based on the form taken by language in the meetings.

To understand what are meetings, analyze how they control and structure the organization, and influence people (Schwartzman, 1987, p.276), Boden and Schwartzman propose to study their frame. Whatever the type of meeting, Boden said they were all included in time and space, and all follow the same frame: they all have a beginning, middle and end (Boden, 1994, p.87).

Schwartzman adds a step: the planning, negotiation of the meeting. The authors then explore, through a conversational analysis, these four stages and what they reveal. They demonstrate that meeting, in that it facilitates the discussion, in that it gather more or fewer individuals in the same place and around the same subject, is a way to "challenging or reaffirming friendship or trust relationships, antagonisms, power or status relationships" (Schwartzman, 1987, p.282), in front of an audience. Schwartzman (Ibid.) argues that "the social relationships acted out in the meeting are made legitimate and the conflict that may occur is also framed as "for the group/organization/business"". Indeed, because they are often the only context that creates these links, meetings symbolize the organization (Schwartzman, 1986, p.247). Schwartzman (1986, p.250) adds that "meetings are important social symbols" because "they are the organization write in small". Meetings are a social structure that constitutes and reconstitutes the organization over time, through which the organization is created and maintained. Indeed, "meetings are an important sense-making form for organizations because they may define, represent, and also reproduce social entities and relationships" (Ibid., 1987, p.288). Meetings are "a particularly powerful symbol" (Ibid., 1986, p.250) as they gather a variety of individuals and groups to achieve organizational action. Meetings bring together, at the same place and time, people, ideas, decisions, and results which do the organization; it is in the closed time and space of meetings that the actual organizational structure is created and recreated (Boden, 1994, p.106). Moreover, "meetings are social validators" (Schwartzman, 1987, p.288).

Whatever the observed stagenegotiation, preliminary meeting, development or post meeting meeting requires acceptance of the current social and cultural order. In meeting, individuals create a series of social relations, mark, and reinforce their social relationships with others. In addition, because this process takes place in the public arena, meetings become a "context for the display and validation of cultural beliefs". Lastly, Schwartzman (1986, p. 252) argues that "meetings are homeostat", that is to say, systems that are able to organize their operations to find the stable predefined equilibrium to keep constants their internal conditions in face to environmental changes. Meetings as homeostats allow the validation of the current social structure, and the regulation and maintenance of the status quo. Finally, meetings reflect the organization, produce, and reproduce it. In this perspective, meetings are central to understand social organizational systems.

Therefore, as advocated by Schwartzman (1986, p.249), we need to examine what meetings do in specific organizations, to study how people used meetings in their everyday organizational life, and how meetings affect individuals. The aim is to show how meetings, through conversations that structure them, produce the organization, its identity and actions. Indeed, the study of interactions that structure the meeting allows to understanding organization-in-action.

In this context, to study and understand innovation-as-practice, meetings offer an ideal analytical framework. Therefore we need to study interactions that structure meetings to understand how, in turn, they structure innovation, to study innovation-in-interaction.

METHODS

Design of research

The process and social orientation of the study led to choose a longitudinal interpretative case study approach [START_REF] Eisenhardt | Building Theories from Case Study Research[END_REF][START_REF] Van De Ven A | Methods for Studying Innovation. Development in the Minnesota Innovation Research Program[END_REF][START_REF] Yin | Case Study Research. Design and Methods[END_REF]. More specifically, our field research has oriented the analysis, both in literature choice and in the problem definition; the field data have guided our question to identify and understand the communication practices, routines, and models that support innovation.

The firm studied, Ondulem, is a corrugated packaging manufacturer. Ondulem is particularly interesting by its history and its strategic choices, and reflects market developments of the corrugated industry. While demand for corrugated packaging is evolving towards, Ondulem reorients its strategy towards a strategy of specialties, niche, based on innovation rather than volume. To support its strategy based on permanent innovation Ondulem has decided to implement project management. Project management was intended to formalize innovation in order to (1) improve the organizational capacity to manage this process and (2) to enhance the discussion in board meetings they were not satisfied (ex ante situation). Nine months after the implementation of project management, observations lead us to conclude that there was no change in the organization, either in terms of managing projects, or in terms of discussion in board meeting (ex-post situation: actors" point of view). Whether actors argue lack of monitoring, high activity, and difficulty of changing work practices, as major reasons for lack of change, analysis of interviews revealed another underlying factor: actors tell us continue to "naturally manage innovation projects". Therefore, we need to open the black box of "natural" to understand how innovation is daily managed by actors, to identify coordination mechanisms that allow innovation without projects (ex post situation: observer"s point of view). While meetings are numerous, frequent, and regular in Ondulem, we directed our analysis to communication routines and practices.

Our approach fits into an inductive logic based on a depth analysis of a case which, from singular elements, from observed facts, tends to generate theoretical contributions. More specifically, our approach is based on ethnomethodology. The aim is to describe, explain, or understand innovating in the context in which it occurs, in Ondulem, through the daily communicational practices of actors. Indeed, practices are inseparable from the context in which they occur. In this perspective, ethnomethodology is seen as the appropriate research method because it allows "to make visible scenes of everyday life" (Garfinkel, 2007, p.99), to study innovating "in situation" (Journé, 2008, p.154).

Data collection

To study interactions between individuals and their impacts on the action or knowledge, [START_REF] Dumez | Introduction to Special Issue[END_REF] proposes a model based on analysis of the views of actors and observers from two perspectives: an ex ante perspective and an ex post one. Combination of these views (of actors and observers) and analysis through the perspectives ex ante and ex post are what he calls the interactive analytic model (Figure 1).

Figure 1 -The interactive analytic model

Time frame Views Ex ante Ex post The actors' views (intention)

A A' The observer's views (interpretation) I I' Dumez, 2006, p.5 Ex ante, before being involved in interaction, actors are in a (A) situation in which they have expectations and intentions. Ex post, actors will be in a new (A") situation that is the result of interaction. Two outcomes are possible: A = A" or A ≠ A". Similarly, the person who observes these exchanges can interpret actors" actions from two perspectives: ex ante and ex post. The observer interprets, by reconstructing the ex ante actors" views (I) and, after the interaction, the observer can interpret the ex post actors" views (I") to understand "what has really happened and the way knowledge of the actors has or not been transformed" (Dumez, 2006, p.5). Then, comparison of these two points of view allows the observer to confirm (I = I") or reverse (I ≠ I") his first interpretation. This model, developed by [START_REF] Dumez | Introduction to Special Issue[END_REF] to study the impact of interactions on knowledge, is applicable to the study of any process which, through interactions, look for introduce change. It helps clarify the situation (ex ante and ex post) and allows a more finegrained analysis by comparing different views (of actors and observers). In this context, following the interactive analytic model proposed by [START_REF] Dumez | Introduction to Special Issue[END_REF], our data collection, which took place over eighteen months, is divided into three periods. During the first period, to capture the ex ante situation and become familiar with the firm, we have observed the business and met the actors. A second period, corresponding to the interaction stage in the interactive analytic model, has been to observe the development of a new management toolproject managementwhich is a process that, according to the actors, had to change the ex ante situation. Finally, a third period, during which we observed the evolution of the implementation of project management, aimed to analyze the ex post situation. At the end of our presence in Ondulem, many data were collected as summarized in the table below. 

Collection tools:

-Observation of actors and meetings.

-Semi-structured interviews.

-Documents collection.

Data collection and analysis:

-24 days of observations: 9 days with the 11 department managers; 15 days « in immersion » in technical department. => Notes et reports; Collection of internal and external documents.

-16 meetings: 10 « scheduled » meetings and 6 « unscheduled » ones. => Record of 14 meetings; Transcription of 3 scheduled meetings; Report of unscheduled meetings.

-strategy meetings: one during 2 days, the other during 3 days. => Record and transcription of the first one and of the first day of the second; Notes for the last two days.

-26 board meetings: 13 restricted one and 13 expanded one. => Record and transcription (excepting the second one).

-32 interviews. => Record and transcription.

Data analysis

In order to study innovating and, more specifically, micro-practices of innovation, we have studied Ondulem for eighteen months, from June 2006 to January 2008. Three observation stages, six months each, have succeeded. These three stages are focused on the second which marks a new stage, an inflection point, in the innovation strategy of Ondulem with the introduction of a new management tool: project management. So, there is a before and after the second period. This division enabled to study longitudinally and evolutionary the innovating process in a specific context. In this context, we conducted a qualitative thematic data analysis. Observation notes, documents collected during our presence in the firm, interviews and meetings transcriptions were read and interpreted by the researcher to define the organizational context and to identify communication micro-practices and routines of innovation. Our analysis was conducted in two stages which, in the interactive analytic model proposed by [START_REF] Dumez | Introduction to Special Issue[END_REF], aimed at defining ex ante and ex post situations, before and after project management implementation, both from the actors" views and the observer"s ones. Initially, observation, made by immersion from an ethnographic method, allowed to describe in depth the organization, to clarify its operation, and to define the ex ante situation. Next, data have been read again and we have done a detailed analysis in order, first, to clarify the ex post situation, and, secondly, to explain the reasons for the difference between ex ante and ex post situations, "to investigate the causes of the anomaly" (Dumez, 2006, p.5), to identify communicational micro practices of innovation. Thus, according to Van Maanen (1979), we first performed a "description", a "first order analysis", before producing a "development theory", a "second order analysis". This second analysis stage, through identification of communication routines, through meetings finegrained analysis, aims to develop an explanatory theory of a social phenomenon, innovating.

FIRST-ORDER ANALYSIS: THE ACTORS' VIEWS

Ex ante situation (A)

Meetings in Ondulem are numerous and frequent, occasional or regular. Central role of communication lies in the history of Ondulem which have a strong oral culture. Indeed, Ondulem is a firm in which verbal communication has always occupied an important place, "where everything is verbally realized" (Accounting Manager -AC). People have not got used to formalize and write their know-how: Ondulem "is not a firm where you write much; there is a lot of oral transmission" (Chief Technical Officer -CTO). In addition, according to the Chief Financial Officer (CFO), verbal communication has been encouraged by "the trauma of the 2000's and the disastrous results they were registered during this period". The poor performance of the early 2000"s involved a degradation of communication, particularly within executive committee. Board meeting was operating "with internal tensions and partitioning approaches" that did not able to "efficiently" share during meetings (Chief Executive Officer -CEO). Ondulem then used a consulting firm for improving communication within executive committee. Today, participants are able to work together more effectively, tensions are wiser, management team members had "found since 2-3 years the confidence that [they] lacked a time", they "understood how [they] must work together", and, now, they all share "the same guideline" (CTO). Nonetheless, within Ondulem, particularly within executive committee, "there is a trend to over-communicate" (CFO) which does not satisfy the actors. According to the actors, in board meetings, innovation is not discussed. Actors believe that "nothing happens" (Chief Sales Officer -CSO), "there [is] some sterility in the conduct of board meeting" (CEO). Each person tells what she did, does or will do, "everyone gives his agenda" (Health and Safety Manager -HSM) without selecting essential information. Moreover, while projects are essential in the innovation orientation of the organization, according to the actors, their realization is not optimal. The actors identified four main shortcomings that motivate development of more formalized project management: lack of time to project completion, anarchic initiation and monitoring of projects, ignorance of priorities, and absence of transversality and coordination.

In this perspective, to meet these dissatisfactions, and to support innovation, leaders decided to adopt a new management tool: the project management. According to interviews conducted with the actors, challenges of project management are twofold. The first issue is an organizational and communicative one. By presentations of projects, the aim is to modify board meeting flow, to extend discussion, so that it deals more innovation. The second issue is a strategic one, to the extent that project management is supporting Ondulem"s strategy of innovation. Firstly, executive committee will prioritize projects so that it will select, before any other, projects that are part of strategic orientation and thereby those that support innovation. Secondly, project management will enable to better manage innovation constraints that are time completion, units" coordination, and knowledge capitalization. Through project management, information will be better distributed among different departments because all units will be represented in project team. In addition, because executive committee will attend to projects, it will enable to focus on projects and that different units have regards for. Thus, it will avoid that many people work on the same project without being informed, or that someone discover a project even though they have had to participate in. In addition, formalization of projects and determination of an explicit deadline will force actors to respect this timetable. Finally, creation of a projects database will enable to capitalize and update knowledge. Project management challenges and actors" expectations exposed, we now study evolution of this management tool, ex post situation, to identify and understand differences between desired and achieved results.

Ex post situation (A')

As said by the actors, project management would enable better management with innovation by promoting not only formalization, coordination and knowledge capitalization, but also strategic conversation, specifically in board meetings. Nonetheless, nine months later, although projects have "advanced" (CTO, Design Office Manager -DOM, Quality Manager -QM) or be "completed" (CSO), structure and content of board meetings have not changed. Project management implementation has not modified work habits and procedures of the actors who continued to carry out their projects without any procedural framework. Instead formalization and knowledge capitalization, according to the actors, implementation of this new tool has caused any change in their working patterns. Finally, as stated by the actors, ex ante and ex post situations are identical: A = A '. Expected results have not been made, project management implementation did not work, and the actors continued to monitor and implement projects in the same way despite their expectations remain.

The actors evoke various factors on this non-change. The reasons given by actors were lack of monitoring and recovery, as well as the difficulty of changing work habits that make little place for formalization and written work. Specifically, the actors evoke the "natural" project management which makes difficult formalization. Indeed, the actors continued to manage projects in the same "chaotic" and informal way: "naturally" (CTO, CSO, CEO). Actors worked in team without formalizing them, called upon various departments without organizing any "project meetings", followed the projects in board meetings without making formal presentation. Thus, innovation, with or without project management, is managed by the same way: "naturally"; despite constraintstime, learning, coordination and knowledge managementprojects are completed. So, the question that arises is: is innovation instrumentation needed? Is "natural" management of innovation enough? From the firm"s economic situation point of view or from the number of new products created and manufactured one, although they are not formalized, working methods have results. Ondulem"s turnover continues to grow. In addition, while the firm"s net results were negative for several years in 2007 Ondulem announced a net profit. Moreover, the number of brands and patents has increased since Ondulem"s strategic reorientation to a niche innovative strategy in 2003. These findings suggest that innovation "naturally" worked well prior to project management implementation. Therefore we need to understand why and how innovation worked well without any instrumentation. To interpret ex post situation from our point of view (I"), we propose to answer the following questions: What is a "natural" innovation management? What are the innovation conditions in Ondulem?

SECOND-ORDER ANALYSIS: THE OBSERVER'S VIEW (I')

While actors believe that meetings, including board meetings, are inefficient in terms of innovation, it is interesting to consider these meetings from a microscopic point of view to understand how boards meetings are "naturally" an innovation forum. The aim is to open the black box of "natural" to identify success factors of innovation strategycommunicational practices, rituals, routines and patterns that constitute innovation culture -, to identify communicational micro practices of innovation in Ondulem. A finegrained analysis of board meetings highlights the essential role of these meetings in innovating and reveals two functions: a ritual and an innovational one.

First, board meeting have a ritual function. Trice and Beyer (1984, p.655) defined ritual as "a standardized, detailed set of techniques and behaviors that manage anxieties, but seldom produce intended, technical consequences of practical importance.". Insofar as board meeting not only provides information on organization to all participants (even if such information is not always strategic, innovational), but mainly enables to express themselves and be reassured, it performs a ritual function (Hendry and Seidl, 2003, p.191-192). We agree with Schwartzman (1986, p.244) when she says that "meetings are expressive forms that serve expressive functions much better than they serve instrumental ones". Indeed, meetings are an opportunity to discuss strategy, build activity reports, solve problems, make decisions or manage crises, but they are "also important to organizational participants as quasi-therapeutic events, as individuals were encouraged to "express their feelings" and emotions about all issues" (Schwartzman, 1987, p.276), they are "an outlet for people" (CEO). Thus, "meeting allows individuals to engage in a variety of expressive activities while they appear to be engaged in instrumental behaviour" (Schwartzman, 1986, p.251) and is then "able to reconcile the formal and informal systems which occur in all organizations" (Schwartzman, 1986, p.251). Finally, regularity of board meetingwhich occurs every Monday afternoon -, its participantswho always are the same -, its placewhich always takes place in the same room -, its structurewhich is identical from one meeting to another -, and the turn talkingthat gives to everyone opportunity to express themselves -, mark not only its routine form, but also its ritual function, and enhance innovation.

Second, innovation is introduced and produced in board meeting trough four communicational practices: (1) discussions about innovation, whether products, processes or procedures, (2) linkages between different meetings, regular or not, that structure the organization, (3) humour, and (4) construction of innovational artifacts.

(1) The first practice, discussions about innovation, shows that during board meeting, actors, despite what they say, talk about innovation and do innovation in addressing issues, dealing with innovative products, processes, or procedures, informing and seeking new solutions. From an interactionist perspective, board meeting, in urging actors in language interactions, enables to discuss innovation and makes sense. Thus, beyond its instrumental function that aims to transmit information, and its ritual function, board meeting is a critical time during which innovational discussions emerge. These discussions are facilitated, firstly, by the number of participants and, secondly, by the mode of "free" discussion by which, at any time, actors can ask for clarification, provide additional information or trigger a discussion on an important point.

(2) The second practice is constituted by meta-conversations. Board meetings promote construction of links between the various past, scheduled, or future meetings of the organization, confirming the works of Jarzabkowski and[START_REF] Jarzabkowski | Meetings as Strategizing Episodes in the Social Practice of Strategy[END_REF][START_REF] Macintosh R | Strategy Workshops and Strategic Change[END_REF][START_REF] Macintosh R | Strategy Workshops and Strategic Change[END_REF] which argue strategy was developed over various events/meetings. Detailed analysis of board meeting reveals three ways to refer to other meetings: (a) listing of upcoming meetings, (b) scheduling meetings about specific topics, and (c) references to past meetings. Each of these types of references, using the mechanisms proposed by [START_REF] Jarzabkowski | Meetings as Strategizing Episodes in the Social Practice of Strategy[END_REF] working groups and re-planningenable to establish links between meetings, either implicitly or explicitly, and to do innovation.

(a) In board meeting, actors often refer to future scheduled meetings. Objectives are twofold: practical and safe. First, recall allows also to ensure that participants have not forgotten the meeting, they were prepared, and to verify that there is no error in the date. In case of disagreement on meeting date, board meeting enables to correct it because most actors participating in regular scheduled meetings are present. Then, recall of scheduled meetings have a safe function: it reassures participants on projects progress, and it confirms that necessary information for projects progress was receipt. Recall confirms that working groups formed around specific topics continue their work. Moreover, recall invites to specify meetings dates that had been re-scheduled in waiting further information. So, recall of meetings is a reminder of the need to mobilize all collective in innovating. Board meeting provides a forum for discussion which is privileged in that it brings together a large number of actors.

(b) According [START_REF] Jarzabkowski | Meetings as Strategizing Episodes in the Social Practice of Strategy[END_REF], when no solution is validated in order to pursue strategic work, at the end of an episode, further meeting is re-planned or working groups are constituted. Similarly, in board meeting, when discussion on a specific topic cannot be treated in full, either because of lack of information or lack of time, another meeting is organized. ("Well we"re going, we will highlight it in the validation committee" DOM).

(c) In addition, board meeting is an opportunity to link with what was said previously in other meetings. Firstly, reference to past meetings enables to take stock of these meetings and projects. In addition, reference to past meetings allows people who not participate in to be briefed on its contents and conclusions, and thus facilitate understanding. Second, meetings held at frequencies varying lengths. So, because executive committee meets every week, reference to past meetings enhances reviving projects. Third, reference to past meetings enables to justify some decisions, and to end the discussion. Thus, board meeting is a system around which all meetings of the organization are coordinating. They are the place for meta-conversations. A meta-conversation is "a conversation that embeds, recursively, another conversation" (Robichaud et al., 2004, p.621). According to Robichaud, Giroux and Taylor (2004, p.624), "the constitution of organization occurs in a metaconversation". Compared to innovating, meta-conversation is "the place where, by communication, [innovation] is doing" (Giroux and Demers, 1998, p.28). By the creation of links between the various conversations that constitute the organization, metaconversation makes visible the innovation process.

(3) The third practice is humour in that it encourages creativity, and enhances conviviality and solidarity, central values in organizations that are searching for continuous innovation. According to Plester (2007, p.67), humour is a symbol of organizational culture in that it "reflects organizational values and assumptions" (Barsoux, 1996, p.504). In addition, humour enhance to create, transform, and strengthen organizational culture [START_REF] Linstead | Jokers Wild: The Importance of Humour in the Maintenance of Organizational Culture[END_REF], especially through the values of solidarity and conviviality that it performs. Laughter during meetings makes it possible to create a solidarity and cooperation among actors and promotes actors" commitment. In return, actors" commitment strengthens organizational identity and culture. In this way, humor is a powerful symbol that characterizes, in part, organizational culture, and thereby its identity. Conviviality and humour are characteristics of organizational climate and culture, and are manifested in the daily organization through informal and formal meetings. Thus, according to the Design Office Manager, "in board meeting [...] it happens anyway in a good agreement". This good agreement within board meeting, conviviality, is especially true by creating conversation distraction for laughter benefit. So, humour, not only through its function as change agent but also by conviviality and solidarity that it allows, performs innovation. Humor fosters creativity, and by the way innovation. Solidarity allows Ondulem to be more responsive to situations because individuals are obliged to pool their expertise to find appropriate responses. Thus, as said by Barsoux (1996, p.507), humour "helps to break down barriers between people and makes organization more participative and responsive. It follows that an environment which is amenable to humour will also facilitate organizational learning and renewal". Humour also reinforces Ondulem"s innovation culture.

(4) The fourth practice is the development of cultural artifacts. This communicational practice is particularly visible during the election of "the packaging of the month". The election of the packaging of the month is a ritual, a routine within board meeting which construct organizational identity both in relation to its image and its culture. According to the organizational identity dynamic model developed by [START_REF] Hatch | The Dynamics of Organizational Identity[END_REF], the packaging of the month is an artifact of Ondulem"s culture which reflects the value of continuous innovation; as an explicit innovation object, it expresses organizational culture in organizational identity. Moreover, its election by all participants, executives and middle managers, in board meeting, enhance to mobilize people around innovation and thus to build a collective organizational identity. In addition, the writing of a record card about this packaging and its dissemination to the whole service is a "powerful symbolic means of communication" (Smircich, 1983, p.145) that transmit Ondulem"s culture and identity as an innovative firm. Finally, packaging of the month exhibition on shelves in Ondulem"s meeting rooms lets spread organizational identity with customers and external stakeholders, and thereby create projected/desired image. This projected image is reinforced by record cards that are available to external stakeholders, and are distributed to existing and potential customers. In addition, the election of the packaging of the month, although it is not the only one, is marked by the use of a specific vocabulary of innovation. To cite a few examples, the vocabulary of innovation is evident with the use of words such as "conception", "graphics", "creation", "original", "investigation", "concept", "design". The list is not exhaustive, these words are only a sample of the vocabulary of innovation used by actors within board meeting and, more broadly, in meetings. Words symbolize Ondulem"s innovation strategy and are recorded in all actors" vocabulary in the organization, are recorded in organizational culture. These words are innovation, and its use is a communicational practice that enhances innovating. These artifacts, which are not only objects but also the words of innovation, symbolize the innovation strategy of the firm and construct it in creating innovational discussions conditions, in promoting innovation intersubjective understanding. 

CONCLUSION

The in-depth analysis of board meetings brings out how, through two functionsritual and innovationalit participates in innovating. Communicational functions and practices of board meeting are presented in Figure 2 below. On the one hand, board meeting is a communicational routine which promotes creation and development of innovation culture in the organization because of its ritual characteristic. Three elements characterize the ritual function of board meeting: its routine nature, its role of information transmission and its role of reassuring people. Indeed, this meeting is "a quasitherapeutic event that encourages expression of feelings and emotions" (Schwartzman, 1987, p.76) which allows everyone to express themselves and to be reassured (Hendry and Seidl, 2003, p.191-192). Thus, this meeting allows individuals to engage in a variety of expressive activities, although they seem to be engaged in instrumental behavior.

On the other hand, the various practices that make it up, especially communicational, serve the maintenance of organizational innovation identity of: board meeting "demonstrate, clarify and strengthen identity constructions through conversations" (Kärreman and Alvesson, 2001, p.59) and through the creation of artifacts and cultural symbols around innovation. In so that, board meeting has an innovational function. We have identified four communicational practices that reflect the innovational function of board meetings: (1) discussions about innovation, (2) metaconversations, (3) humour, and (4) construction of artifacts. These four communication practices, despite actors" feeling that board meeting is "ineffective" and does not capture innovation, make it a central role in organization. First, board meeting, in leaving a large part in actors" free expression, encourages emergence of new ideas. Second, it occupies a central place to the extent that it is the axis around which are structured other meetings. Third, in developing strategic conversation between many actors, it encourages spread of organizational culture and identity-based on innovation. Board meeting helps to define the organization"s position in its environment, and its business. This definition of what organization does, in turn, define what it is. In addition to close links between culture and identity, board meeting help to build the image that the firm hopes that others have. The discussion is characterized by its communicational practices (expressive functions, meta-conversation, vocabulary of innovation, humour) as well as artifacts present in the meeting room enhance construction and dissemination of organizational culture and identity. Thus, as said by Giddens (1987, p.68) about the structural properties of social systems, board meeting "is both the medium and the outcome of practices that [it] holds recursively" Giddens (1987, p.68), the product and the guiding of innovational practices. This board meeting duality is particularly visible in the "packaging of the month" communication practice, where an artifact produced by the actors becomes a communication tool to guide conversations and attitudes towards innovation. Finally, board meeting is a place of agreements development "which will serve as a reference to the behavior of actors in a specific group" (Detchessahar, 1999b, p.64). So, board meeting is "an area of conventionalization" of innovation (Honoré, 1999;Detchessahar, 1999a and b), that is to say an area of "construction of collective interpretative procedures and of solving problems [which] is both a precondition and a result of conversational dynamics" (Detchessahar, 1999a, p.30). We agree with Schwartzman"s comments (1986) on the homeostatic function of the meetings. Board meeting, through communicational practices, is a homeostat of innovation in that it validates, regulates, and maintains innovation culture within the organization. Thus, board meeting, by its ritual and innovational functions, is directly involved in innovating.

In conclusion, this research reveals the importance of studying innovation from a microscopic point of view. Understanding the innovation process and its daily factory calls to study actors" day-to-day micro-actions if we want to capture all his essence, what macro and meso perspectives do not. Specifically, this paper proposes a discursive approach of innovation in which the analysis of language enable to understand and analyze social, political, and symbolic dynamics which everyday build innovation. Moreover, this process approach of innovation highlights the importance to make research on innovation and its practices, to conduct research with actors, not just about them. Indeed, it is necessary to work and think with the actors to understand the context of action, to produce relevant theoretical and practical results, but also to access to often confidential strategic space in which innovation are performed. In this perspective, research field plays an essential role: it is both a "place of emergence of knowledge and theory" (David, 2000, p.20), and an "engineering place and source of founded theories" (Ibid., p.21). Whether ethnographic qualitative research with actors raises the major problem of data, analysis, and results objectification, the interactive analytic model proposed by [START_REF] Dumez | Introduction to Special Issue[END_REF] solves it distinguishing between actors" and researcher"s interpretations. Actually this model enables to fit well the different viewpoints and interpretations methods of actors and researcher who, beyond the mere data collection, compare the actors" interpretations by watching them from its own methods. So there is an objectification process in relation to actors and their interpretations. Finally, this research shows the importance to open and drive talk areas in innovating. In addition it provides details about the engineering of these areas that are part of a larger space, the organization that they construct and reproduce. Engineering of these talk areas, through communicational practices and practitioners, appear both in their own dynamics (ritual function), and in organization dynamics (meta-conversation, artifacts). In so far we identified some specific characteristics of these talk areas. On the one hand, these areas are routine, regular, frequent, and include a large number of actors who are not only top executives. On the other hand, a mode of "free" discussion which allows actors" intervention and expression at any time, promotes innovational discussions. Finally communicational practices that constitute them, including meta-conversation and construction of artifacts, build innovation and are in keeping with organization.
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Objective: Study micro practices of innovation in Ondulem.