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The national specificity of diversity paradigms provides one element of the variety of institutional spaces across the European Union. Each country has its own specific approach and conceptualisation of workforce diversity and equality, reflecting historical trajectories and institutional frameworks (for example Ferner et al. 2005). Even within a harmonised economic space like European Union, with element of a common institutional pressure as a force for convergence, each country has a different diversity setting (for example Greene et al. 2005; Holvino and Kamp 2009; Kirton and Greene 2010). The variety of these settings are the result of the countries' own history, their exposure to demographic or economic pressures, system of values, norms and their legal frameworks, all of which help form the national conceptualisation of diversity. 

Governments and legislative frameworks provide one of the key dimensions of these institutional settings and some research work has been done to study legal cross-national differences as regards equality and diversity (For exemple, Burstein and Monagahn 1986; Rutherglen 1995; Raymond and al. 1998, Johnson and Jonstone 2010). However, the promotion of alternatives to legal intervention represents another way in which institutions influence labour market outcomes. So-called soft law alternatives have been favoured mechanism of the European Employment strategy as a means to benchmark policy and to promote diffusion (Zeitlin 2009). Such soft law approaches have origins at the European level and also within national settings and labels or charters represent one such example with respect to diversity and equality policy.

Labels and that they are entangled within the laws and state structures provide an additional insight of the conceptualization of diversity at the national level. While laws and policies are unidirectional, from the State to the organisations and citizens, labels and certifications are the outcome of a bidirectional interaction between the state and organisation: the government sets a legal framework within which the certification agencies implement the norms and create demands on firms to conform. At the same time, these certification agencies take into account gaps and feedback from firms and organizations, and may influence the limits of the legal framework. Thus labels create the possibility of an exchange between the state and organizations, and reveal intra-organisational dynamic in the creation of soft law. Additionally labels are a voluntaristic tool, whereas laws have to be obeyed, so they also act as a gauge of the involvement and attitude of organizations towards diversity in different national contexts. 

In this paper we focus on labels and certification to analyse cross-national conceptualisation of diversity in the European Union. We compare European Labels and certification – mainly French, English, Belgian and Spanish – through content and discourse analysis of certification demands and arguments, and through the analysis of the relationships between the legal framework and Labels. We expect three main key differences will permit the construction of a conceptual framework of diversity. Firstly, the relationship between law and labels differs : in some countries the labels go no further than the law, and simply attest that firms respects laws ; in some others, labels are controlled by the state, while in others diversity is absent in the law and only present in the Label. Secondly, differences are related to the case highlighted by certification bodies towards firms as to why they should invest in diversity. Typically, this is the traditional debate between ethic and business case. Finally differences lie in the evaluation criteria of diversity Label and help us understand the national position in relation to diversity and the particular focus. 
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