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ske (krediine) institucije. Poletak seie u 1943. godinu kada je osnovana
mala tehnidka Skola i u 1956. godinu kada je prva vradionica podela da
proizvodi peéi i grejalice. Otada, rast mondragonskih kooperativa bio
je zaista upecatljiv, a { mjihova efikasnost pokazala je izuzetno visok
stepen u poredenju sa.kapitalistiékim preduzecima.

U ovom ¢&lanku, autor podrobno analizira raspodelu zarada i ka-
pitala u mondragonskim zadrugama. Najpre se razmatraju osnovna
pravila koja reguli§u nivo i razlike u zaradama. Zatim sledi istorijska
analiza koja prua uvid u mnoge probleme raspodele kao i razlidite
opcije 0 kojima treba odludivati tokom vremena. Sto se pokret vise
Sirio to se javljala veda potreba za -politikom zarada i dohodaka, tako
da je ova politika na kraju poprimila regionalni ako ne cak i macional-
ni karakier. Pokazalo se da polilika dohotka ima kljuéni znacaj bududci
da se njome odluduje koliko ée od éistog viSka biti raspoloZivo za nove
investicije. Prihwvacena politika dohotka dosad je bila primenjivana na
sve kooperative bez obzira da li su one angaZovane u industrijskim
aktivnostima, ili se bave kreditiranjem, istraZivanjem i razvojem, obra-
zovanjem, itd. Ovo pokazuje jasno odstupanje od obrasca razlika u
zaradama koji viada na trZiftu rada posmatranom u celini. Jednako waZi
i za uzZe raspone izmedu eksirema — najvi§ih i majniZih zarada: u ko-
operativima se odriava raspon od jedan prema tri, dok je u mekoopera-
tivnim organizacijama raspon znatno veéi. Na taj nadin, glavne razlike
koje postoje u zaradama za sliéna radna mesta (poslove) u istom regio-
nu zavise od toga da li neko radi u kooperativi ili kapitalistickoj 1vor-
nici.

Podaci ubedljivo pokazuju da je jednakost u Mondragonu ¢ak mno-
go veda nego u nekim drugim samoupravnim slulajevima, ewpr., u ju-
goslovenskim ivornicama. Razlog za ovo izinedu ostalog leZi, i u potrebi
kooperativa da razvijaju sopstveni sislem socijalnog osiguranja, U
Mondragonu se ovom pitanju daje prioritet; osnovana je posebna ko-
operativa sa ciljem pruZanja usluga socijalnog osiguranja zadrugarima
i njihovim rodacima,

Autor na kraju istrazuje raspodelu svojine, tj. strukiwru kapitala.
Mondragon u tom pogledu karakteriSe kombinacija individualne i ko-
lektivne svojine: svaki zadrugar ima sopsiveni radun ma kome se poste-
peno akumuliSu kapitalna potraZivanja, ali postoji i kolektivni sistem
rezervi, koje se wi u kom sluéaju (izuzev ako tvornica me istupi iz za-
drufne grupe) ne mogu monetizovati. Posle penzionisanja, gadrugar
moge zahtevati svoje vremenom kumulisano uceSée (akcije), koje se
tada pridaje penzionim pravima. Ovo, na dugi rok, predstavija jedan
od najslabijih aspekata mondragonske ekonomske "formule” s obzi-
rom da mofe da vodi, u izvesnoj meri, do dekapitalizacije. Opstajuci
veé vife od Eetvrt veka kao sistem proizvodadkih kooperativa, zadrugari
su bili u stanju da rele probleme sa kojima su bili suoleni i da veoma
brzo ekspandiraju. Vremenom oni e se morali suoéiti sa znalajnijinm
ekonomskim problemima, tako da de u narednoj dekadi biti veoma
zanimljivo i korisno pratiti kako se reSavaju pitanja politike dohotka
i svojine nad kapitalom.
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The plywood co-operatives of the Pacific Northwest are the largest
group of workers’ co-ops in the'U. S. Their role in producing a signifi-
cant portion of the nation’s softwood plywood and their continued
existence in varying numbers for almost 60 years make them an im-
portant source of information on this form of production. This case
study will inwestigate their very real contribution to our present-day -
understanding of workers' co-ops, and it will also seek to clarify why
they should mot be considered a complete model for other co-ops to
follow.

Sizeable fiterature exists on the plywood co-ops) This case study
will briefly suinmarize their history and overall penfonmance in order
to concentrate on cnitical aspects of their organizational, decisionina-
king, and finanaial structures. It will then evaluate these co-ops in light
of fundamental conditions for workers' self<management adapted firom
Vanek (1975) and Bernstein (1976). .

The plywood co-ops are distinguished from ihe conventional. out-
side dnvestor-owned contenparts dn their industry by the fact that their
owners also work in them. Cowop ownerdmembers adhere to co-operati-
ve prinaiples such as equality of vote in decisionimaking and equality
of pay based on hours of work.

Oo-0p ownermembers own a share, or a block of shares, in their
finm. Members are generally required to work dn the co-op, and their
remuneration is based on work; their business done with the co-op?
Dividends are rarely paid so that there ds little incentive for owner-
ship by non-working owners, even when co-op bylaws allow it.

* Asslistant Professor of Economics, Hobant and William Smith Oolleges,
Geneva, NY, U.SA. The author wishes to thank Jaroslav Vanek and Hazel
Dayton Gunn for their helpful comments and support in this research.

! See Bellas, 1972; Barman, 1967, 1975, 1979; Bennstein, 1974, 1976; Green-
berg, 1978, 1979; Rhodes, 1978; Zwerdling, 1978.

* In legal terms, the owners of a co-operative must be its patrons in
the U.S. Cooperative ownership is defined in terms of participation in ithe
business, which in workers' (producers’) co-ops means participation in the
work (production). A “workens’ co-op is jointly owned by a group of workers
who pafronize the business and who are classified as its members (Alvarado-
-Greenwood et al,, 1978, pp. 78—79).
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Ownersmembers elect their board of directors, and the firm's ge-
neral manager is usually then appointed by that board. In most of the
co-ops, the entire boand comes up for election every year. The board
and the manager administer the routine operations of the co-op, but
major decisions are made democratically by all ownersmembers at
semi-annual or quarterly general meetings. Major decisions are disous-
sed extensively by owner-members, who have access to all information
concerning the co-op's operation. Ownerimembers essentially hire and
fire their manager through their board of directors. The plywood co-
ops are, then, a significant example of democracy at work in U. S. ma-
nufacturing €inms. '

The first of the plywood co-ops was Olympia Veneer Company,
which was formed in 1921 by 125 workers. Bach of them contributed
$ 1,000, they seoured a bapk loan, and they built the plant and instal-
led its equipment themselves (Bemman, 1975, p. 3). Their finst year of
building and then operation brought them minimal incomes, but within
a short time they were earning one-and-a-half times the pay of emplo-
yees in Conventional plants (Ibid.). Olympia Veneer was one of the
first eight plywood plants in the U.S. It both helped to develop the
manufaciuning technology of the industry and ét served as a prototype
which other plywood co-ops followed (Ibid., p. 1).

The plywood co-op's history is of course, intertwined with the de-
velopment of the industry and -with histonical events during that de-
velopment. Demand for plywood during World War II found a total of
six -co-ops producing 20 per cent 4o 25 per cent of the industry's output.
As the dndustry grew into the 1950 s, greater number of co-ops mainta-
ined that share. In the past two decades, ithe share of industry output
supplied by the co-ops has diminished to approximately 10 per cent
(Berman, 1979, p. 1). No new co-ops have been formed since the early
1950s.

It can be argued that an almost unique combination of factors
account for this U.S. co-op expenience. First, the need to create employ-
ment in the States of Washington and Oregon was met by people who
were used o hard work and self-reliance; people who could also count
on longtenm work based on the area’s timber resources. Second, the
Pacific Northwest has a heavy concentration of people of Scandinawian
origin;3 people who may have been culturally more inclined to seek co-
-operative solutions to common problems than some other ethnic groups
have traditionally been? Amnd thind is the fact that the co-ops were
formed in the growth period of a major new industry. Berman (Ibid.,
pp. 2—3) has pointed out that a number of factors, among them re-
latively simple technology, a moderate capitallabour ratio, economies
of scale that could be achieved with relatively small plant size, and

* While traveling in the Nonthwest in the Summer of 1979, this wuiter
was, by coincidence, in Astoria, Oregon for that town's annual Scandinavia
Festival, which featured a visit by the Govemmor of ithe State, relatives vi-
-siting from: Norway, Sweden and Denmark, etc. Astoria is the home of Asto-
ria Plywood Corporation, one of ithe plywood co-ops.

_ . ‘' For an indication of the extensive role co-operatives play in the Swe-
dish economy, see Schaaf 1977, Ch. 4.
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guickly-esiablished and diverse marketing chammels, made the plywood
dndustry a favourable one for co-op fonmation. Cycdlical fluctuations,
raising capital costs, resource scarcity and the development of a di-
verse array of work opportunities in the Northwest have made the in-
dustry a less favourable one for new co-op fonmation in the past 20
years., .

An unusuel feature of several co<ops in the 1950s involved the role
of promoters in their development (Ibid., p. 5). Promoters established
themselves as brokers of co-op stock shares and also occasionally as
sales agents . for their products Speculafiion and eventual fraud deve-
loped in the sale of co-op shafes, and criminal charges were brought
against them. The publicity ©f their tnjals, according to Berman, cast
suspicion on worker-ownership proposals of any kind and -worked
against the formation of addjfional co-ops in the industry.

The plywood co-ops have ranged in size from 60 to 500 wwornkers
(Benman, 1979, p. 1), and their average size is close to that of the indu-
stry (Bemman 1975, p. 5). Within the co-ops, the workforce is made up
of both ownersmembers and employees of the co-op. Non-owning 'em-
ployees have made up between 10 per cent and 50 per cent, of the to-
tal workforce of these mills (Ibid.,, p. 2). Although non-member wor-
kers reportedly receive pay amd fringe benefits the equal of or slightly
better than those received by workers in traditionally-owned mills
(Ibid., p. 4; Bernstein, 1976, p. 22), this "dual citizenship” is a serious
definiency in the co-ops' structure, and one that will be disoussed in
more detail below.

The managers of most of ithe plywood co-ops are not owneraembers.
Reasons for this include the fact that managers can commamnd a hig-
her salany than ownersmembers receive, and that some co-ops are more
comfortable with a mon-member in this position of authority. The ma-
nager is, of course, ultimately subordinate to members, and turnover
among co-op managers is reportedly higher than it is for managers of
conventional finms (Benman, 1979, p. 4).

Co-op owndmembers are almost universally male’ and there are few
:members from minority groups in the general population. In one sam-
ple of approximately 250 members from four' co-ops, males accounted
for 97.1 per cent of membership, and whites were the same percentage.
Median age of respondents in that sampple was 43.5 years (Greenberg,
1979, p. 20).

The plywood co-ops have proven themselves to be a viable fonm of
business organization since the finst was founded in 1921. Estimates
ate that 34 of the co-ops were formed behveen- 1921 and the early
1950s, when the fast was fonmed. Sixteen of dthem continue as co-ops
today, and another four were sold by their members to conglomerates

s When this writer asked a co-op manager if women had attempted to
join the co-op by purchasing a share, the manager could remember only iwo
such cases, and he implied that ini both cases the women had been quickly
discouraged from that attempt. When asked if any women had taken over
thelir husbands' shares upon their death or disability, his response was,
"No, thank God.” The only women worldfing at that colop were hired emplo-
yees who worked in the office.
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(including a division of ITT) and private investors. Those four can be
considered bussiness successes in traditional temms as their sales re-
sulted in significant capital gains for ownerimembers. From a co-op
perspective, these sales are perhaps best labelled "failure by success”.
The remaining 14 co-ops that are no longer in bussiness failed for a
vaniety of reasons, including losses due to fire, unscrupolus activity by
bussiness promoters, lack of timber supply in an oligopsonistic industry,
and banknuptcy during cyclical downiunns (Berman, 1975, p, 5). Compara-
ble estimates of the number of failures of conventional plywool mamufac-
turers are difficult to arnive ot forithe long period of time involved. The co-
-ops’ failure rate of 14/34 or 41 per cent after operating periods of §—
—37 years (Benman, 1979, p. 1), and over a historical period that spans
close to 60 years, compares favourably with national business failure
rates.$

The «co-ops have demonstrated the ability to suwive the severe
downturns peniodically experienced by their industry (Benman, 1975, pp.
9—10). This ability is attributed to two factors. The first is that in bad
times the entire membership takes a cut in dincome in onder to keep the
mill in production. The second sunival 'tecnique of the co-ops is the
same =as that of their conventional counterprats in the imdustry: the
laying-off or fining of their nonmember wonkers.

The ability to msurvive is only one possible measure of how the
co-‘ops have performed. Other measures of the plywood co-ops’ perfor-
mance include the following:

a) The hourly return to co‘op members has generally been @bove
the union average for plywood workers. In some of the co-ops, it has
been consistently 50 per cent or more above union averages (Berman,
1979, p. 3).

b) The ability to provide confinuous employment to owner-mem-
bers, along with frequent work in excess of 40 hours per week, has me-
ant that annual incomes of members have been higher than for plywood
workers in general. In one firm visited by this writer, members’' an-
nual incomes were approximately §40,000.

c) Several of the plywood co-ops have been created when their ori-
ginal, privately-owned mills were about to close. Some of those co-ops
eventually closed, but others have been successfully operated as co-ops
and have provided jobs in their commumnities for periods of 15 to 25
years «(Ibid.).

¢ Well-defined estimates on national business failure rate_are mot readi-
ly available. Figures most frequently guoted are those compiled by Dun &
Bradstreet's Monthly Failure Record. Their sample lis only those firms listed
in the Dun & Bradstreet Reference Book, which excdludes many small busi-
nesses. Their definition of failure counts involuntary amd voluntary disconti-
nuances that involve losses 4o creditors, Durding five-year periods between 1946
and 1975, they reponted anmual industrial and commercral failure rates ran-
ging between 21 and 57 firms per 10,000 in their tobal sample (Dun & Bred-
street. figures are also wepornted in the U.S. Statistical Abstract; see 1978 ed.,
Pp. S581—582). At the other extreme of estimates of falilure are studies such
as that for the Congressional Joint Economic Committee, which findicated
that' "90 per cent of owr {U.S) finms are small businesses... {and) under
good economic ‘conditions, . . . half of tthese finms fail and go out of business
durling their first two years {of oparation)” (U.S. Congress, 1977, p. 30).
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d) The co-ops have repeatedly demonstrated higher labour producti-
vity than comparable traditional mills. Measures employed have been
physiocal volume of output per hour, quality (value) of product, and eco-
nomy of material jnput use @bid). Measures of 30 per cent to 50 per
cent higher co-op productivity have withstood the test of tax court chal-
lenges (Berman, 1979, p. 3).

The coo-ops have been efficient users of raw matenials, and they ha-
ve tended to require less capital per worker than traditional plywood
mills (Ibid., p. 4). In sum, they have promided their members with secu-
re and wellspaid employment over an extended period of time, and they
Irave used natural and capital resources efficiently in doing so.

The plywood finms have been members and supporters of the Ame-
rican Plywood Association (APA), the industry-wide trade association
that they share with independent, privatelyowmned mnills as well as
with the industry giants such as Weyerhauser and Georgia-Padific. This
association has mot only served as a promotional organization but it
has mundertaken research and development and quality grading tasks
that have provided the smaller independent producers, including fthe
plywood co-ops, with services that they amay mot have been able to
duplicate individually (Bernstein, 1976, p. 26). In recent years, five of the
plywood co-ops have formed the Plywood Marketing Assodiation (PMA),
set up to lease railroad cars in order to insure that the memberdfitms
could deliver their product to customers. The PMA ventured into rail-
road car owmnership by establishing a Plywood Marketing Transportation
Corporation (PMTC), avhich is owned by the five oo-ops. This corporati-
on purchases railroad cars that are used to ship PMA plywood. By the
summer of 1979, it owned or held purchase agreements for 900 cars
that were used solely for the shipment of PMA plywood. PMTC was
described to me by one co-op manager as both a means of assuring
that the co-ops involved could deliver their high quality product with a
minimum of transit damage, and as a good tax write«off as well.

Researchers and advocates of workers' selfimanagement have expe-
nienced difficulty dn understanding why the plywood «co-ops have not
formed linkages in addition to those mentioned above. The plywood co-
-ops seem to have possibilities for sharing some administrative sepvi-
ces, possible financing linkages, and certainly a common organizational
fonm that could be sustained through joint educational and advocacy
offforts. In fact, there is dittle evidence that these forms of dinkage hold
any appeal for the co-ops. Investigation of the reason for this among
both co-op membens and-otber reseanchers of the co-ops points to two
fundamental explanations:
gz(z;:‘::;rvs«“**.w -~

a) The co-ops do mot see themselves as advocates of their form of
organization. They seem to view themselves as almost accidents of histo-
ry; finms that generally adhered to a co-op model, but that did so
out of necessity rather than out of any ddeological or preconceived theo-
retical commitment (Berman, 1979).

b) The co-ops feel that they have been the target of unusual attenti-
on from, hitorically, the U.S. Internal Revenue Senvice (IRS), and more
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recently the Anti-Trust Division of the U.S. Justice Department. Individu-
al co-ops have contested several court cases with the IRS over treat-
ment of wmembers’' earnings as patronage, and thus taxable income to
members, but not to the corporation;? and also over the night of mem-
Ders to pay themselves at a rate of 30 per cent to 50 per cent above
industry nonms due to their greater productivity.! The co-ops won both
cases, yet they feel that the regional IRS office is always seeking ewvi-
dence that might get those nulings reversed. Recent Justice Department
investigations have centred on charges of price fixing in the industry.
Given that all of the co-ops together currently account for approxima-
tely 10 per cent of the industry’s output, it ds unlikely that they are a
major target of this investigation, but none of them want to invite the
expense of any legal action. At least one attorney that regularly repre-
sents the co-ops adwises them to keep a low profile, avoid academic
researchers, and 1o be wery cautious about joint undertakings.

These influences, in addition to the realities of competition market
condibions under which the finms operate, combine to preclude linka-
ges between the co-ops. Taken together, they help explain why the ply-
wood co-op members tend to think of their individual co-ops as "one
big family” mnited against a hostile outside ~orld (Greenberg, 1978, p.
31), and why they seem unable to imagine linkages of an extended fa-
mily of aworkers’ co-ops.

The long-temm survival potendial of these co-ops is most severely
threatened by a problem that is common to wonkers’ co-ops. It invol-
wes the diffioulty with which ownership shares are transferred from de-
parting to incoming members. The high price of @ share tends to bias
any new members toward those anotivated by the investment potential

of the co-op, rather than shared work experience, etc. In addition, the

sale of shares becomes a very serious problem if, as has been the case
with many of the plyrvood co-ops, there are darge numbers of members
who near retirement in a short period of time. Not only does that phe-
momenion raise potential problems in terms of finding enough new ow-
mer-members to purchase their shares, but it also increases the possibili-
ty that sale of the co-op to an outside investor would be appealing to
members. Several of the co-ops have helped dnsure against this outco-
me by actively seeking younger new members. But others of the co-ops
still face potential crises of this mature. This problem will be discussed
further in the section of the case study 'dealing with financial structure.

~ The following discussion of organizational, decisionmaking and fi-
nancial characteristics of the plywood co-ops is drawn both from the
extensive literature on these fimms and from this researcher’s interview

? The ruling stems from Linnton Plywood Association v. US., 236 F.
Supp. (D. Oregon 1964) and Puget Sound Plywood, Inc. v. Commissioner, 44
T.C. 305 (19653).

' The ruling -stems from Linnion Plywood Association v, U.S. and Multno-
mah Plywood Conporation v. U.S., 410 F. Supp. 1100 (D. Oregon 1976).

° From an interview with Robent M. Kerr, Attorney and Senior Partner
of Tooze, Kemr, Petenson, Marshall & Shenker; Portland, Oregon, June 19,
1979, The law fitm of Tooze, Kerr, Peterson, Marshall & Shenker frequently
represents the plywood co-ops.
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with the general manager of one of the most successful and most de-
mocratic of the co-ops. The bydaws of that fimm provide the specific
information on structure used here. The name "Oregon Plyswood” (OP)
will be msed for this co-op due to its requested anonymity in any rese-
arch or writing.

ORGANIZATIONAL AND DECISION-MAKING STRUCTURE

A combination of adherence to the oniginal organizational form of
Olympia Veneer, and the later need to fit a legal definition of a co-
-operative conporation, has meant that the plywood co-ops share remar-
kably similar organizational structures (Greenberg, 1978, p. 17). In all
of them, the general membership of the co-op has final authority over
and responsibility for all co-op imatters, Members of the co-op are those
who own a working share in it. Shares are trasferable, although most
co-ops specify that before a share is sold it must be offered to the co-op
for purchase, and if the co-op does not purchase the share, it must ap-
prove the new individual purchaser. Thus, members do have control
over who is.to become a member of their co-op. A share carnes with
it the night to avork in the plant and to share in its proceeds.

General membership meetings ocour at Jeast annually, amd in
most cases semiannually or quarterly. Members have universally agreed
to delegate the day-to-day responsibility for running the finm to a board
of directors and a inanager.

"Oregon Plywood” (OP) elects all nine of its directors at its annual
meeting. Candidates for the minetmnember board must be nominated at
the quarterly meeting that proceeds the annual meeting, and the nomi-
nees’ statements of qualification are distributed to all coop members
in advance of the election. Inoumbent board members must be renomi-
nated each year if they are to be re-elected. OP's bydaws spedifically ex-
clude co-op members who are already in positions of some power {(e.g.,
superintendent, foreman, log buyer, etc.) from serving on the board.
Board members can be removed by majority vote of the membership.

Directors generally meet bi~weekly. The minutes of all board. me-
efings must be posted within three days of the meetings. Those minutes

Lu'nclu’de detailed infonmation on motions made, how directors voted on
motions, etc. The board has authority to make any capital expenditu-

res up to a maximum of $20,000. Beyond that figure, a majority of the
general membership must approve the expenditure. Directors elect offi-
cers of the co-op from among themselves for one-year tenms. The board
appoints the manager, superintendent and president subject to ratifica-
tion by the co-op’s stodkliolders. )

Ownersmembers elect a fiveimember plant commitiee annually. That
commitiee acts as the co-op's judiciany. It receives complaints, conducts
hearfings to determine their nature and semiousness, and can either im-
pose penalties or recommend action by the board of directors. Appeals
of plant committee decisions are heard and acted upon by the board
of directors. . :

Based on the specific characteristics of "Oregon Plywood”, its orga-
mizational structure can be represented by Figure 1. It represents autho-
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ity flowing from the co-op's ownermembers, with a board and manage-
‘ment structure im place to administer the co-op on aroutine basis. This
organizational chart differs from previous wepresentations (Bernstein,
1976, p. 16; Greenberg, 1977, p. 18) in that it attempts to convey the
duatlity dn the workforce; the fact that owneranembers control the co-op
but that another, sometimes sizeable, portion of the workforce exists
outside of the organization’s structure.

Organizational charts do not convey the actual human interaction
of the process of decisionmaking within the co-op. Direct participation
of ownermembers in policy# decisions takes place primarily at general
membership meetings. There; discussions and decisions involving every-
thing from the manager’s perfonmance to capital investment take place.
All meajor decisions are put to a vote. Information that fornms a basis
for policy decisions s widely available to members (Greenberg, 1977, pp.
49—S51; Bernstein, 1976, p. 17). Monthly reports on pernformance are ana-
iled to members, and minutes of all meehings are posted in the anills.
Members have (and practice) the right to ask to see any documents or
data that might interest them (Greenberg, 1977, p. 50). More important-
1y, board members continue to hold their regular jobs in the mill so
they are constantly available to discuss policy matters with owner-
-members. Greenberg found that approximately two-thirds of a sample
of 280 co-op ownersmembers answered "always” or "very often” when
asked if there was much discussion in the plant concerning production,
investment and other poliaies (Ibid., p. 51). Levels of participation vary,
but policy issues are widaly debated, infonmation is available, and none
of the writings on these co-ops points to a situation in which a small
group of ownerinembers actually controls a firm.

Dedision4making on the shop floor offers some contrast to the level
of participation and involvernent evident-in policy deoisionimaking. In
comparing the co-ops with conventional plywood finms, Greenberg
(1977) found considerable similaiity between the two in the shop+floor
onganization of work amd the work process intself. The production tech-
nology ©f both types of firms ds the same, and according to Green-
beng’s findings, co-op membens have uniformnly acted as if the techmical
aspects of production and work processes were fixed (Ibid., p. 36). Co-
ops do stand in.contrast to the traditional finms in that they practice
significantly more job rotation, and they allow more individual freedom
to perform specific tasks in one's own way. But the pace of work and
other determinants of actual shopfloor conditions are assumed to be
given by the production technology itself; one that has developed identi-
cally over the almost 60-year histony of the two different work organi-
zations.

Supenvision on the shop floor differs mankedly between the two ty-
pes of firnms. Greenberg reports that one or two supervisors per shift
are the nomm in the- co-ops, whereas the conventional firms he surveyed
used six to seven per shift. Supervisors in the co-ops are reported to
act as co-ordinators of actual production, concentrating on the flow of
materials through the plant rather than watching or directing wornkers.
The freedom (within the confines of the technology) of individual wor-
kers in the co-ops to carry out work as they see fit carnies- with it both
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individua] responsibility and peer pressure to penform a task well (Bern-
stein, 1976, p. 19; Greenberg, 1978, p. 37).

© " ~The byJaws of the co-ops usually specify in detail how job assign-
ment is to be carried out. At OP, the jobs of manager, supenintendent,
foreman, master mechanic, sales manager, log buyer, head electrician,
and office personnel are open for bid, and they are awarded by bid
on the basis of seniority. Duties and responsibilities of each job are
determined by the board of directors, and a hieranchy of supervision
for nonmal operations is clearly spelled out in the bylaws. Disciplinary
action, including provisions for suspension and discharge, are also enu-
merated. Appeals are allowed in disciplinary action, and a 2/3 member-
ship vote is required for discharge.

Many of the co-ops have had or now have subsidiary operations.
These have been primarily veneer plants that operate near forest sites.
Subsidiary operations of the co-ops are not themselves co-operatives.
They operate with a hired workforce and one or several coop owner-
-members as supervisors (Bernstein, 1976, p. 21). Likewise, the Plywood
Marketing Association and its Plywood Marketing Transportation Cor-
poration are stouctured as traditional firms, not co-ops.

. The ownermembers of the plywood co-ops have joined these unu-
sual firms motivated primarily by a quest for high incomes and job
security (Bemmyan, 1975, p. 14). Greenberg provided recent evidence for
thiis assertion with a survey question that asked owner-members why
they had joined the co-ops. Issues of fiinancial investment, good pay and
job security ranked as the most dmportant factors, by a wide margin,
in the responses (Greenberg, 1978, p. 24). In his personal interviews with
ovmerdmernbers, Greenberg did not encounter one respondent who, wit-
hout prompting, indicated even vague political or ideological factors
as influential tn the decision to foim the co-ops (Ibid.). More recent
findings by the same author cite evidence that owner-members enter
the plywood co-ops with dndividualistic, small property-holding moti-
vations, and that their experience with co-operative social relations of
work does not alter those miotivations (Greenberg, 1979, pp. 38—57).

Plywood co-op members control their coop with a combination of
representative democracy in the election and operation of the board of
directors, and direct democracy practiced-at periodic general meetings.
The organizational form and decisionimaking process that is common to
the co-ops reflect the pragmatic, income-oriented motivation of mem-
bers. Members seem satisfied that they have adequate opportunity to
direct their organizations through participation in major decisions and
policy formulation. In day-to-day operations, they seem willing to allow
their manager to wdminister the co-op. They take their work process as
given, and they explicitly affirm a need for hierarchy in shop-floor rela-
tions of production. The organizational and decisionsmaking structures
of these finms contain a combination of both traditional and mon-tradi-
tional stouctures and methods. This same mixing of the familiar with
the unusual is apparent in their financial structures and methods, which

are discussed below.
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FINANCIAL STRUCTURE

) The plywood co-ops were originally financed by workers contribu-
ting equal amounts of ocapital and acquiring a "working share” in the
firm. The working share entitled the member to employment and to
one vote In general membership meetings. It also carmed- with it the
right to share in the income of the co-op, and to share whatever risk
was assoclated with that income. .

Members in all the co-ops own their shares individually. When they
want to sell their shares they have to locate a buyer, a person who can
pay their asking price and be approved for membership by the co-op.
Information about shares for sale is made available either through word
of mouth, or by newspaper classified advertisements which are generally
listed under “businness opportunities” (Bemman, 1975, p. 7). Shares in
the most successful of the co-ops sell for as much as $100,000. During
the Sumumer of 1979, OP shares of that walue' genemally required
$20,000—% 25,000 down payment to the selling member, and then pay-
ments of § 500—$ 600 per month until the balance was paid off. Interest
on the unpaid balance vanied between 7 per cent and 10 per cent at a
time when the prime rate was 11 per cent. In many cases, a percentage
of the share’s patronage dividend (earmings distributed semi-annually
from accumulated earnings above the payment of monthly advances) is
also paid to the seller for several years.!®

The co-ops do mot generally create mew shares, primarily out of
fear of diminishing each -ownerdmembers's amnual income (Bernstein, ;
1976, p. 21). They have in some cases retired shares by exercising their
option when a share comes up for sale, Through that process, some s
co-ops have gradually shifted their mix of workers to fewer owner- -
<members employing more aonmembers. ' )

Figure 2 summarizes the flow of income received by a co-op’s mem-
bers. All of the net proceeds remaining from operations efter all co-op
expenses are paid are considered members’ earnings. From these ear-
nings, board members detenmine the size of two resérve funds: comtin-
gency reserves and capital resenves. Contingency resemves are, withheld
from income distribution and credited to the accounts,of werking mem-
bers. They represent the equivalent of short-temm:workin
the co-op. A charge is also made each year to member
reserve fund. This fund is the primary source,offnewsine
tal for the co-op. Members' accounts are, credited,
fund. No interest is paid on this capital.contubuti
red a debt of the coop fo any ofdts’ a']ib

excess of retained capital
dits in the order fhatsthey:y
: {ejeprols
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The plywood cowops rely heavily on member-financing of new capi-
tal investmenit. They venture into capital markets for occasional short-
and medium-term debt, but they usually do not issue bonds, preferred
stock, or non-working equity shares. Their use of -debt has been limited
(Benman, 1979, p. 3). Reasons commonly cited for this are, first, that
they are an munconventional organizational form, one in wwhich lenders
cannot easily identify "the person in charge”. Secondly, the lending
officer in a commeraial bank cannot point to a balance sheet total-of
owners’ equity to provide secuwity for major loans. When the co-ops
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]
borrow shortterm funds, they are frequently secured by inventory or
timber holdings.

Co-op income is distnibuted to members on the basis of their hours
of work during an accounting period. Stock shareholders are rarely paid
a dividend. Opportunity for capital appreciation is mot likely to at-
tract outside ownership since stock prices in part reflect the relatively
high earnings to be realized through work by ownerimembers.

All owner-members punch a time clook, and a stnict accoumting of
work time is imaintained. Ownersmembens are co-op patrons under
worker co-operative statutes, and their work time determines their pa-
tronage credit. Tax rulings allow co-ops to treat their hourly payment
to owner4smembers as deductible business costs rather than as profit
distributions that would be subject to tax. OP co-op’s by-laws specify
that it will operate on a coopepative basis for the mutual benefit of its
members and without profit to itself. Work performed by OP’s owner-
-members is pald equally, no matter what the wkill involved or the se-
niority of the ownerimember. Overfime is generally paid 1% times the
going wate. Most of the co-ops mot only pay their membens equally on
on an hounly basis, but they also seek to equalize membens’ annual in-
comes by equalizing the hours worked duning the year. Many of the co-
-ops hire skilled workers for a few special positions, such as that of
plant electrician, and those workers are paid salaries that sometimes
exceed members' incomes. Managers, when not owner{members, are
paid more than ownerimembers' normal incomes. The only case known
to this researcher in which the manager is also am ownerimember exists
in a co-op in which annual incomes are among the highest of the co-ops.

The plywood co-ops vary their labour-input dn two ways. The first
involves members’ decisions to work anore or fewer hours, according to
market conditions. Many of the co-ops have operated for long periods
of time with extended work weeks (Bemman, 1975, p. 10). With time-and-
a-half mules in effect, these are periods avhen membens contribute heawvi-
ly to their high annual incomes. If manket and cost considerations «dic-
tate, members can also cut back their hours. Some owneranembers ha-
ve found that in.these period they can make higher incomes in other
jobs. Berman (1979, p. 2, 6) reports that members of some of the less
prosperous co-ops do work outside the co-op during these periods and
return 1o their co-op jobs with full mights when the market {(and dnco-
mes) improves. The second and more traditional way that the labour
force is adjusted involves hiring and firing non-member workers. One
mnill that I wisited employed welatively few monimember workers, and
many of them were relatives or close frieds of owner-members. Other
non-member workers nvere prospective owneramembers who were saving
money to buy a share. In this co-op, these employees’ interests and
thinking tended to parallel that of ownermembers, and they were not
unionized. Langer non4anember workforces in other co-ops are, in many
cases, represented by either the International Woodworkers of America
or Sawmill Workers Union (Bernstein, 1976, p. 22). In the opionion of a
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local labour activist and educator, the co-ops are miore formidable op-
ponents in collective bargaining than are traditional private plywood
finms.M

The longterm adjustment of membership levels is ultimately based
on estirnates of 4he number of members who can reasonably be emplo-
yed during low demand periods. Manpower needs fior higher periods of
demand and seasonal periods when members desire vacation time are
met with hired labour. Berman (1979, p. 6) reports that some dowmward
adjustment of membership lras taken place over time in order to adjust
for labour-saving technology. But in general, it appears that members
have protected themselves against unemployment, in an industry noted
for its cyclical fluatuations, by assuring that there is a "second class”
group of waorkers who are expendable.

Members' right to parficipate in the management of the plywood
co-0p results from their act of capital contribution. As indicated ear-
lier, the thought that share purchase is a "good investment” is a strong
factor in motivating new members to join the co-op. The need to main-
tain capital equipment through a continual investment programme is
of course linked to maintaining the walue of shares in members’ minds,
and it also helps avoid a tendency to diminish membership by using
retained capital to retire shares. No recent data exists on determinants
of stock share value, but general observations wouid link their value
closely to the incremental difference in annual income over other work
options that face prospective buyers. How much of that incremental
difference is attributable to members' high productivity and low super-
visory costs (Berman, 1979, p. 3), and how much of it involves collective
exploitation of the nonimember worlkforce, are questions that remain
to be resolved. Since one co-op that has a consistently low (approxima-
tely 10 per cent) hired workforce also has one of the consistently highest
annual incomes per ownersmember, the answers to these questions are
not immediately apparent. This example would also indicate that wor-
kers' co-ops could choose to include all avorkers as full worker-owners
and accept some fluctmation in their high incomes over cyclical fluctua-
tions while sbill remaining commercially viable.

Financial pressures of the plywood industry have accelerated in re-
cent years, taking their toll on the co-ops. These pressures include the
need for substantial new capital investment to meet environmental re-
quirements, and most of all a spectacular rise in the price of the co-ops’
raw material: timber. One esfimate of the magnitude of the price incre-
ase points to a 400 per cent rise in the past 7 years, and a 90 per cent
rise in the worst of those seven years (Benman, 1979, p. 7). Firms have
experienced severe difficulty in maintaining the supply of logs to their
mills at any price. None of them have had the capital to invest in tim-
berland at a level that would assure their own source of supply, as the
industry giants have done. Federal Government small business set-aside
programmes for timber from National Forests have proven inadequate
(Nagle, 1979).

c 11" From a discussion with a staffmember of the Pacific Northwest Labor
ollege.
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With the co-ops heavily dependent on’ capital reserves -built from
members' witholdings from ealmngs and many of them starting' from
failing traditional t[u'ms that were in bad need of recapitalization, their
lnstcuy has been one of. capital shortage. Some have managed to sell
non-voting equity shares in their communihies (Berman, 1979, p. 8), but
those shares have limited appeal both in that they involve mo control
and because their riskreward characteristics are not favourable. Re-
cent changes in industry technology and shortages in'timber supply ha-
ve left the co-ops with an dncreased need for capital, but that need, as
has traditionally been tmue of co-ops, comes at a time when incomes are
under pressure and members-are . least able or willing to invest. Seve-
ral researchers have reconded the tendency of co-op ownersmembers to
seek to maximize’ their {akefhome income at the expense of future in-
vestment and income (Bemman, 1979, p. §; 1975, p. 10). One manager in-
terviewed by -this researcher confirmed that a major (his estimate was
50 pper cént) portion of his fime as spent in identifying potential areas
for, and especially in encouraging, capital rednvestment. He was both
manager and an owner-member, and his predecessor had been as well.

. Berman points to the willingness, or lack of it, on the part of the ply-

wood co-op members to underiake long-run capital investment as pos-
sibly "the cruical difference between successful and unsuccessful co-
-operatives” (1979, p. 8). Given that piivate sale of shares .should take
place at a piice that reflects the present value of a future stream of
income, and that one of the prinaipal detenminants of the magnitude of
that stream ds the level of capital investment, capitalist logic would
have worker-owners willingly investing. Bemman suggests that if mem-
bers would think more like owners and less.like wonkers, then invest-
ment would take place at higher levels (Ibid.). Unfortunate’ly, ‘more in-
vestment by constant levels of shareholders implies raising the value
of already-expensive shares.

With some co-op shares now sellung at $100,000, additional mem-
ber investment may not be the ideal way of provndmg additional capi-
tal to the co-ops. Rather, expanding the co-ops’ access to debt capital
would provide a mechanism whereby capital renewal could take place
without creating a bartier to entry of new members. Debt service would
diminish members’ annual [mcome, but presumably not to the levels of
workers in conventional mills, "and it would dimirish the amount of
their capital invested as well. The co-ops would be able to renew capi-
tal reégularly and keep their plants competitive. Membership might then
be. attracted for reasons sternming from the rewands of co-operative
work pather than as am investment wventure. Potential anembers who va-
lued the special attnibute of work in the co-ops, but who did not have
$ 20,00—$ 25,000 to invest in a share down-payment, would have greater
access to the co-op. It could be assumed that the impact of members
who had motivations to join the co-op other than those of high inco-
mes . and capital appreciation would have significant long-te.xm frrypli-
cations for the character of the co-ops. themselves.

Some co-ops have expenimented with internal debt offenngs in the
form of "Finance Fund Certificates” which are offered to owner-mem-
bers in years when annual distributions are especially high. These certi-
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ficates have been 3-to 10-year debt dnstmuments, paying 4 per cent to
8 per cent interest (Bemnstein, 1976, p. 20). There is no evidence that
these certificates have been offered outside the working ocommunity.
Another potential source of debt capital for these co-ops is already in
place. The National Co-op Bank was put in place with only a minimal
commitment to workers' co-ops,2 but it isa start. Loan guarantees thro-
ugh the Small Business Administration are another way that debt ca-
pital might be made more available to the co-ops. Oregon Co-operative
Corporations are not barred from offening long-termy debt instrmments
and they would provide another potential source. Lastly, the co-ops co-
uld create a joint financing agency, mot amlike the Plywood Marketing
Association that five. of them have established, to broker debt fiinancing
for themselves.

Co-operatives have traditionally not used debt efifectively. Debt fi-
nancing offers relatively low-cost capital, up to some lmit, with no
impingement on the control nights of co-op members. The creation of
channels to provide expanded access to debt financing would appear to
be a worthwile undertaking for the plywood co-ops.

EVALUATION WITH RESPECT TO FUNDAMENTAL
CONDITIONS FOR WORKERS’ SELF-MANAGEMENT

The following fundamental conditions for the practice of workers'
selfmanagement have beem adapted® from the work of Jaroslav Vamek
(1975, pp. 33—36) and Paul Bernstein (1976, pp. 45—100). Given the
fact that these finms operate within a capitalist economy in the U.S,,
conditions that pertain to the macro economy have been excluded in
an attempt t6 focus (albeit somewhat artificially) on the internal wor-
kings of these firms.

Table 1
Fundamental Conditions for Workers' Self-Management

1) Control and management of the enterpmise is the right of all people
who work in it, and this right is based on their work role, not on any sti-
pulation of capital ownenship, Management is based on divect and/or repre-
sentative democracy and equelity of voting power among all who work in the
enterprise.

2) Income earned by the enterpuise, after payment, of all costs and taxes,
belongs to those who work in it.

3) Funding of capital assets for the entenprise can be obitained from a

2 The Natfional Consumer Co-operative Bank is authorized to loan up to
10 per cent of its funds to producer co-operatives. Workers' co-ops that do
not pay dividends or share earmings with non-workers are expected to be eli-
@ble for loams from this source {Sachs, 1979).

' The method for selection of these fundamental conditions and their
theoretical and empnﬁcajl justification is explained in Gunm, 1980, Ch. 2.
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number of potential sources: membens’ contributions, debt fimancing, or
some source of social or national funding. Collective retaimed earmings are
not an efficient form of financing, and any members’ contributions of capi-
tal should retain individual claims on them.

4) Capital and fmstitutional sources of finamce capital do not command
any wight of comtrol, but capital should be paid a scarcity reflecting remu-
neration or interest payment.

5) Conditions 1—4 are equally applicable to the productive land used
by agricultural producers’ co-operatives. : L

6) For growth and development.of selfimanaged firms, retinmmson capi-
tal and land should be earmarked for acoumulation (creation of new capi-
tal assets within the entenprise) and not for individual consuumption,.

7) A panticipatory/democratic consciousness within the enterprise is
essential, and educabional emphasis on the philosophy and practice of wor-
kers' selfmanagement should reinforce this set of attitudes and values.

8) All information must be available to all entexprise members, and ma-
nagerial expertise must be shared and disseminated as fully as possible.

9) The- enterprise must assure individual nights corresponding to basic
political liberties to rhembers within the firm.

10) An internal but independent judiciary must be capable of action to
settle disputes over infiractions of mules, enforce basic rights, and protect
the by-laws of the entenpxise.

11) Shelter or support organizations with the task of funding and pro-
moting selfmanaged firms are vital to their longterm development. These
organizations might be matiomal (with appropriate deceniralization), regional
or local in scope of operation. )

‘Whenever possible, the following evaluation of the plywood co-ops in
the light of these fundamental conditions treats the co-ops as a group.
When differences do exist between the co-ops, the specific characteris-
tics of "Oregon Plywood” will be used. Given its relatively small non-
-member workforce, its commitment to many co-operative principles,
and lits record of prosperity, it can be considered one of the best of
these co-ops.

The following characteristios typify the plywood co-operatives of
the Pacific Northwest: '

1) None of the plywood co-ops are controlled and managed by all
who work in them. The plywood co-ops have a "dual citizenship” struc-
ture in which a majority of owner-members have control and share
income, and dn which = minority accept-a traditional job with, at best,
paternalistic employers. Ownersmembers do share income in a remanka-
bly egalitarian way; only in unusual cases is income paid, in the form
of a dividend, to non-working shareholders of the firm.

2) The oo-ops strictly observe equality of vote among owner-mem-
bers. Non-owner workers have no vote in the operation of the firm.
Among members, democratic mule takes both a representative form
through the elected board of directors and a periodic direct form thro-
ugh gquarterly or semi-annual general meetings. Shop-floor work groups,
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such as departments, tend to operate hierarchically. The right to equal
vote for members stems from their ownership of capital; their purchase
of a working share.

3) Funding for the co-ops comes primanily from retained earnings,
which are individually recorded, Members recover their invested capi-
tal through sale of their working shares when they leave the co-op. Debt
financing is not heavily used. )

4) Capital investment provides the owner<nember with one vote in
managing the co-ops, and workers in the co-ops who do not own sha-
res have no voting power. Members' eannings retained by the co-ops do
not receive a scandity reflecting rent. Ownersmembers benefit from any
worlking share appreciation in the value, and they stand to lose indivi-
dually if the share value declines.

5) Some of the plywood co-ops have invested in productive land, both
to help assure their supply of timber and to soften the blow of cost
increases in that factor of produotion. Land is treated as a conventio-
nal capital asset by the co-ops.

6) Some returns to the co-ops are eanmarked for accumulation.
The level of funding for capital investment is detemmined by the board
of directors and, nltimately, by the general membership.

7) A panticipatory and democratic consciousness dis only evident in
limited ways within the co-ops. Only owner-members participate in
management. Shop-floor participatory decisioninaking is restnicted thro-
ugh relatively traditional acceptance of hierarchical authority at that le-
vel of the organlization. Participation of ownerimembers in general me-
etings is relatively high, and boand membership is open to all mem-
bers. There is little or no educational emphasis on cooperation or wor-
kers' selfimanagement, and the general consciousness that prevails seems
best described as that of democratic pantnership among equal owner-
“membens.

8) Information is readily available to owner-members. Managerial
expertise is shared in the limited sense that all owner-members have
access to the management staff. Managerial experience is available
through board memberdhip.

9) Plywood co-ops guarantee cerbtain individual rights to their ow-
nerernbers, OP's bylaws specdify voting by secret ballot on important
issues, they spell out precedures for redress of gnievances, and due
process is enumerated in cases of disciplinary aotion. Other rights, such
as that of free speech, are practiced but not fommally guaranteed.

10) An independent judictary operates in the plywood co-ops in the
form of the plant committee. At OP, that committee is made up of elec-
ted members and it generally formulates the rules for its handling and
disposition of its own cases. Appeals of decisions made by the plant
comumittee are directed to the board of directors.

11) No' shelter or support organization exists for the plywood co-
-operatives. The American Plywood Association and the Plywood Marke-
ting Association have performed some tasks that such an organizabion
might perform. There has been no common spirit of involvement in
co-operative production among the vanious co-ops.
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At least two authors imply that the plywood co-operatives come’
close to, or actually might be a model for, workers’ co-operatives or
workers' selfsmanagerment. Benman states that "workersmanaged ply-
wood enterprises conform to the principles of co-operative organizati-
on"” (1979, p. 1) and the "plywood co-operatives also conform in impor-
tamt respect to the model of labour mranagement outlined by K. V. Ber-
nian and M. D. Benman” (Ibid., p. 2). Greenberg states in a recent draft
that "the producer co-operatives in plywood are genuimely selfsmanaged
entenpnises being institutions in which all policies ame subject to the con-
trol of the workforce” (1979, p. 30). Given the critemia of evaluation
employed in this research, the plywood co«ops demonstrate shortco-
mings that lead to different comtlusions than those implied in.these
statememts. ) R

The plywood co-ops’ shortcomings detailed in the preceding section
flow heavily from two of their related structural charactenistics. The
First of these is the fact that they employ mon-member workers. Demo-
cratic control of these firms is only realized by owner-members; the
entitlement to a voice in the control of the worklplace must be bought.
To point to this deficiency is not to claim that members of a workers’.
coop should not have some fiinancial investment in it. That is a sepa-
rate and complex issie. What does constitute a deficiency in terms of
the democratic management of the plywood oco-ops is that a form of
dual citizenship, a two-<class structure, is a feature common to all of
them. That feature operates for the benefit of ownermembers. Owner-
-members share comtrol and a material incentive system that give the
plywood co-ops the characteristics of a conventional partnership among
equals. Like a conventional partmenship,.the owmer-members employ
second<class citizen's who, even if they were paid for all that they pro-
duce, still work only when their employment senves the material inte-
rest of the controlling partners. -

Tt has been argued that the non+member portion of the co-ops’ work-
force allows co‘ops to adjust their production fo seasonal and cyclical
fluctuations in demand. The same objective could be served even if all
people working .in the colops were fully enfranchised members. Some
members would certainly desire seasonal or parttime work, and their
share of the co-op’s income would be adjusted by the current system
of income-sharing according to hours worked. Their partidipation in de-
cistoninaking could also be variable through some matching process
between quarterly or anmnual hours of work and the percentage of a
vote each was entitled to. Cyclical fluctuations could then be met by
democratic processes that allocated work and distributed income thro-
ughout the entire working collective.

These issue of employment of nonnember workers is closely lin-
ked to the second fundamental shortcoming of these cotops in light of
the findamental conditions. The plywood cowops base the rights of
members on the fact of ownership, not on cooperative production and
work in comimon. These co-ops are controlled by capital. The capital i_s
internally rather than extermally held, so again the analogy of a capi~
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talist partnership seems most appropriate in clarifying this issue. An
extended partnership of equals provides capital for the co-op, and that
group is thereby entitled to control the firm. From the perspective of
non-member workers, there can only be marginal differences between
working for a co-op and dis many owneranembenrs and working for
a conventional plywood firm owned by an individual or multinational
copporate owner.

It surpnises some observers of the plywood co-ops that organiza-
tions which are very democratic and egalitanian at their management
levels do not demonstrate those same characteristics at the shop floor.
Observers do mote the meed for less supervision on the shop floor, in
part becuase all owmer-members serve as supewvisors. They also note
the relatively greater autonomy of shop-floor workers in the co-ops.
But the pace of work, the technical relations of production, and the
actual technology itself observed in the co-ops are very similar to
those in the traditional mills. This is also langely #rme in the retention

of a clear shop-floor hierarchy described above. Greenberg has obser-
ved that

" ...the actual day-to-day governance of the work process does not
demonstrate a great degree of variation between the plywood co-
-operatives and the conventional firms. This is especially the case
with respect to the pace and manner by which raw logs are trans-
formed into finished plywood panels. The similarities can be tra-
ced to the simple fact that the technical processes, the composi-
tion of the machinery, the optimal level of operation of the machi-
nery, and the division of labour are virtually identical in all of
the plywood plants, co-operative and conventional. That is to say,
unless ome were especially knowledgeable and blessed with a
discenning eye, onecould mot easily tell the difference in the actual
production process between co-operative and conventional firms
{Greenberg, 1979, p. 25, emphasis in original).

That this degree of similanity exists in the production technology
between these two types of firms is remarkable. Most co-ops have had
decades to modify a freguently moisy, dirty and sometimes dangerous
production process to suit the interests of the owner-members who work
witth and control it. But possibly in this instance the owner-members
do act more like owners than workers. It appears that their interests
are well served by allowing technology and traditional hierarchy to lar-
gely determine work relationships.

The shop floor is the arena where the co-ops’ organizational contra-
diction is most apparent. There two classes of workers come together,
and an attempt to carry the egalitarian processes of coop management
to this setting would surely serve to raise traditional tensions between
employer and employee; between capital and labour. Members have
made a decision, consciously or sub-consciously, to leave the technolo-
gy and work process unchanged in their co‘ops, and to let it then provi-
dé a rationale for how work is carrdied out. In capitalist firms, that sa-
me’ technology and process has been derived from specific organizatio-
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nal objectives that are closely related to the efficient accurnulation of
capital (Braverman, 1974; Marglin, 1974). The labour process in conven-
tional firms expresses a specific work relationship: that between deci-
sionimaker and subordinate. The same relationship exists in the ply-
wood coops, where the potential of the workers' co-operative structure
has not been fully realized because of adherence to capitalist concepts
and the prerogatives of ownership. ) .

Despite their shontcomings, the p‘l)nw.09d co-operatives are an jm-.
portant source of experience and information on workplace democrati-
sation in the U.S. They are unigue among ‘workers’ co-ops in their mum-
bers, their presence in their industry, and their longevity. In the be.st
of cases, they do offer further evidence that workers can operate their
own firms, and in doing so achieve results in tenms of income, output,
efficient use of resources and quality of product that are at deast on a
par with traditional firms, and in some ocases superjor to them. That
they achieve this performance in an economy that is Jess than suppor-
tive of their form of organization s remarlkable.

Perhaps the most important conclusion reached in this study is
that the plywood colops do not provide a mbgl'el for other _\x_{orker s_elf—
managed firms. They offier lessons in organizational and dqusxon—ma‘krmg
structure, and they help identify some of the special financial problems
in the U.S. for which workers' co-ops must seek solutions. They most
certainly provide lessons for the further :de\_telopmant an'd refinement of
production that is fully controlled by all of its workers.
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ZADRUGE ZA PROIZVODNJU SPERPLOCA NA PACIFICKOM
: SEVEROZAPADU:

POUKE RADNICKOG SAMOUPRAVLIANJA U SJEDINIENIM
DRZAVAMA

Ch,-iszophar E. GUNN
Rezime

.. Zadruge koje se bave proizvodnjom $perploéa na Pacifi¢kom Seve-
rozapadu predstavijaju wnajveéi i najdugovecniji primer radnickih ko-
operativa u Sjedinjenim Driavama. Prva od njih, Olympia Plywood,
osnovana je 1921. godine. To je jedna od najstarijih ameriékih f{irmi
koje proizvode Sperplode. Za njom su usledile druge zadruge: podaci
pokazuju da ih je bilo ukupno preko 30, i da su u kasnim &etrdesetim
[ ranim pedesetim godinama proizvodile oko 30% godiSnje proizvodnje
Sperploca. 1976. godine radilo je 16 kooperativa koje su davale oko
10% uwkupne americke proizvodnje Sperploca. One su zapo$ljavale od
60 do 500 radnika, a njihova prosecna velicina, dstorijski posmatrano,
bila je veoma blizu proseéne veliéine preduzeéa u tom sektoru. Koope-
rative su pokazale da mogu ostvariti veoma visok dohodak za svoje &la-
nove, njihova produktiviost rada bila je veéa nego u tradicionalnim
jedinicama iste vrste, a kvalitet njihovih proizvoda bio je redovno zna-
tno iznad proseka. Razlozi propasti izvesnog broja zadruga bili su raz-
novrsni, podev od neredovnog snabdevanja sirovinama, preko poZara,
pa sve do neuspeha u prilagodavanjic konjunktuwrnim zaokretima u ovoj
izrazito cikliGkoj industriji. Cetiri kooperative kupili su privaini inves-
titori ili velike korporacije i one rade i danas ali viSe u formi klasiénih
firmi nego u obliku zadruge. Proizvodnjom u sektoru Sperploda sve vise
dominiraju firme &iji su vlasnici velike korporacije ili konglomerati iz
oblasti drvopreradivadke indusirije, koje u preteinom broju slucajeva
poseduju i najvece resurse drvene mase u regionu Pacifickog Severo-
zapada.

Aulor izlaZe istorijat i analizira sada¥nje stanje kooperativa za pro-
izvodnju Sperploda u svetlu uslova neophodnih za radnicko samouprav-
ljanje. Ovi uslovi su izvedeni iz radova Jaroslava Vaneka i Paula Bern-
steina, a odnose se prvenstveno na mikro nivo, tj. na preduzeéa u Sje-
dinjenim Driavama. Oni pruZaju okvir za analizu zadruine organiza-
cione strukture, strukiure odludivanja, finansijske strukiure i poslo-
vanja. Autor nalazi da zadruge za proizvodnju Sperploda zadovoljavaju

mnoge od tih potrebnih uslova. Uoleno je da zadruge strikino poftuju
pravo jednakosti glasa u odludivanju i raspodeli dohotka na Elanove —
vilasnike. Informacije o upravijanju pravovremeno se dostavijaju zadru-
garima, nivoi udestvovanja u odluéivanju su visoki, postoje efikasni po-
stupci pravne zaSlite i reSavanja konflikata. Najozbiljniji nedostatak
ovili zadruga predstavija Cinjenica da one zapo$ljavaju i radnike — ne-
Elanove, tako da njih ne kontrolisu i njima ne upravijaju svi koji u zad-
rugama rade. U stvari, autor tvrdi, u njima postoji strukiura dvostru-
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ZADRUGE ZA PROIZVODNJU $PERPLOCA NA PACIFICKOM
SEVEROZAPADU:

POUKE RADNICKOG SAMOUPRAVLIANJA U SJEDINJENIM
DRZAVAMA

Christopher E. GUNN
Rezime

w. Zadruge koje se bave proizvodnjom 3perploca na Pacifickon: Seve-
rozapadu predstavijaju wnajveéi I najdugoveéniji primer radnickih ko-
operativa u Sjedinjenim Driavama. Prva od wnjih, Olympia Plywood,
osnovana je 1921. godine. To je jedna od majstarijih ameriékih firmi
koje proizvode Sperplode. Za njom su usledile druge zadruge: podaci
pokazuju da ih je bilo ukupno preko 30, i da su u kasnim dSetrdesetim
i ranim pedesetim godinama proizvodile oko 30% godisnje proizvodnje
Sperploda. 1976. godine radilo je 16 kooperativa koje su davale oko
10% ukupne ameriéke proizvodnje Sperploca. One su zapoSljavale od
60 do 500 radnika, a njihova proseéna veliGina, istorijski posmairano,
bila je veoma blizu prosecne veliine preduzeéa u tom sektoru. Koope-
rative su pokazale da mogu ostvariti veoma visok dohodak za svoje &la-
nove, njihova produktiviost rada bila je veca nego u tradicionalnim
jedinicama iste vrste, a kvalitet njihovih proizvoda bio je redovno zna-
trno iznad proseka. Razlozi propasti izvesnog broja zadruga bili su raz-
novrsni, podev od neredovnog snabdevanja sirovinama, preko poiara,
pa sve do neuspeha u prilagodavanjit konjunkturnim zaokretima u ovoj
izrazito ciklickoj industriji. Cetiri kooperative kupili su privatni inves-
titori ili velike korporacije i one rade i danas ali vi§e u formi klasicnih
firmi nego u obliku zadruge. Proizvodnjom u sektoru $perploéa sve vise
dominiraju firme &iji su vlasnici velike korporacije ili konglomerati iz
oblasti drvopreradivadke industrije, koje u preteimom broju sludajeva
poseduju i najvede resurse drvene mase u regionu Pacifikog Severo-
zapada.

Autor izlaZe istorijat i analizira sadasnje stanje kooperativa za pro-
izvodnju Sperploéa u svetlu uslova neophodnih za radni¢ko samouprav-
ljanje. Ovi uslovi su izvedeni iz radova Jaroslava Vaneka i Paula Bern-
steina, a odnose se prvenstveno na mikro nivo, tj. na preduzeda u Sje-
dinjenim DrZavama. Oni prufaju okvir za analizu zadruine organiza-
cione strukture, strukture odludivanja, finansijske strukiure i poslo-
vanja. Autor nalazi da zadruge za proizvodnju Sperploda zadovoljavaju

mnuoge od tih potrebnih uslova. Uoleno je da zadruge strikino po$tuju
pravo jednakosti glasa u odlubivanju i raspodeli dohotka na &lanove —
viasnike. Informacije o upravijanju pravovremeno se dostavijaju zadru-
garima, nivoi ucéestvovanja u odlulivanju su visoki, postoje efikasni po-
stupci pravne zaStite i reSavanja konflikata. Najozbiljniji nedostatak
ovih zadruga predsiavija Cinjenica da one zapo$ljavaju i radnike — ne-
Slanove, tako da njih ne kontrolifu i njima ne upravljaju svi koji u zad-
rugama rade. U stvari, autor tvrdi, u njima postoji struktura dvostru-
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kog gradanstva, zbog Cega one imaju vise karakter egalitarijanskog ka-
pitalistickog ortackog drultva koje unajmljuje radnike, nego potpune
samoupravne firme,

Autor zakljuduje clanak tvrdnjom da iako se struktura zadruga za
proizvodnju Sperploéa me moZe smatrati »modelom« za driuge samo-
upravite firme, njihova analiza ipak pruia odreden uvid u potencijale
radnickog samoupravljanja u Sjedinjenim Driavama. One su kao grupa
uspele da preZive u periodu dufem od pola veka; one su uspele da za-
drie izrazito egalitarijanske oblike organizacije u jednom okruZenju za
koje se ne moZe reéi da podriava takve forme; i, na kraju, one su po-
ka;lale, jo§ jednom, da radnici mogu uspe$no upravijati svojim predu-
zedima.

PRIKAZI KNJIGA — BOOK REVIEWS

Miiton and Rose Friedman
FREE TO CHOOSE. A PERSONAL STATEMENT
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, New Yok, 1980. 338 p.

How wid ithe economic miracle iin the New World come about? And
why s it that during recent years this miracle has apparently come to am
end? These are crucial questions asked and emswered in Milton Friedran's
Jatest book "Free to Choose”. An even more impontant poimt is made: we
have mot yet reached the point of mo return, we are still firee to choose our
future wisely. .

In fact, the book has two parents. One is an earlier. book, “Oapitalism
and Freedom” 1961, also written with the assistance of his wife Rose. The
other §s a TV serfies, to be shown im ten jnstalments during 1980, a sont of
counterbalancing of J. K. Galbraith's book and the TV show "The Age of
Uncentainty”. But unlike Galbraith, who is more concerned ‘with the defects
of the market system, the authors expose the virtues of the lafissez-fallre mar-
ket mechanfism.

It is all 4n all a very readable book, more for the man on the sireet
than for the professional, more to:promote debate than to induce theoretical
diversifications. Not that the book fis completely deprived of theory. Indeed,
the wvery tintroduction mentions two basic theoreticians, founders of the phi-
losophy embodied in the New World: Adam Smith and his "Wealth of Nati-
ons” and the Dedlaration of Independance draftedd by Jeffersom, both docu-
ments ourfously formulated during the same year, 1776, It fis not very difficult
to see the commmon- base of these two thinkens as regards ome theme: the
role of government in society. A citation from either will suffice. Adam
Sm’i-th:' "By pursing his (the individual's) own fmterest he frequently promo- .
tes that of the society more effectually than when he really intends to pro-
mote dt. 1 have mnever kmown much good done by those who affected to
trade for the public good”, Amd Jefferson: "a mise and frugal government,
which shall restrain men from dnjuring one another, which shall leave them
otherwise free to regulate their own pursuits of industry and improvement,”.
What Friedman does is to criticize the different governmmental agencies that
have been set up predisely to “regulate” the "pursuits of industry and im-
priovemenit” instead of letting the individual do it for himself.

» Reviewed dn Finansije 1979 (Jan./Feb.) “J. X. Galbraith, Vreme neiz-
vesnosti” by Milan M. Petrovié.



