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DEFINITION OF THE PROBLEM

The relationship between the whole and the parts ds central to any
complex, highly-decentralized organization. This fully applies ito the Yu-
goslav Selfimamaged Work Organization, which is extremely complex
and decentralized. To describe ithe complexities of dits structre would
require an entire book so, in this paper, I will confine myseif to indi-
cating just the key problem areas where the problems stemming from
its cornplexities arise.

The first problemn area is the dual charaater of orgamizational simuc-
ture. The selftmanaged wonk organization consists of two structures:
the "panticipatory structure” (workers' meetings; workers’ coundils)
and ithe hierarchical structure” (the executive hieramchy). The main
issue is: is the panticipatory structure able to dmpose the direction upon
the fonmally subordinate executive bramch or does the panticipatory
strcture dtself come to be domimated by the industrial hierarchy?

The second: problem area is the relationships between the legitimate
authority embodied in ithe panticipatory stnuoture and the aotual po-
wer embodied in the hieranchical structure.and the political influence
embodied in the sociopolitical ongamizations, motably the Leaque of
Communists, within the business onganization. If we graphically rep-
resent these three complexes as ihree aircles — authority circle, power
cindle and influence cirale — sthen we are led o ask the following
questions: are ithese cirdles isolated fiom each other or do they inter
sect and to whalt degree, are ithey interconnected only to the extent that
they ensure a necessary ooordination, or do they overlap? Here we face
the issue of autonomy by each dirdle, of domination by one circle or
ocoallition between two dircles. In tenms of combinations between these
three cincles forming ithe authouitypower-influence complex, one could
desoribe basic relationships within and dynamics of the selfmanaged
organization as a micro-political system.

* University of Zagreb, Zagreb, Jugoslavia.
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The third problem area lies in sthe multilevel structure of the orga-
nization. Only welatively small organizations are onedevel structures;
medium and large organizations are two-or threeflevel stmctures.

Let us consider the twodevel orgamization. The work organization
(Organization of Associated Labour — OAL) is defined as a coaflition of
a number of Basic Ongamizations of Associated Labour (BOALs). The
BOAL, the basic building block of the organization, is a unit of people
who share ‘the same 1echnological boundaries of orgamization and, fur-
thenmoure, it has welalively easily identifiable economic boundaries so
that tthe costs and revenues of its operations are also easily identifiable.
A number of BOALs join together to set up the work organization (OAL)
by ithe so-calied selfmanagement agreement. The OAL cannot legatly
conie into existence if onlly one BOAL wefuses to sign the agreement
amid until it dioes siign it. The balsic unlits delegaite thheir representatives to
the central governing bodies, and mo major policy decision can be made
without consent by all the BOALs constituting the work organization,
In principle, the BOAL §s something more than the profit-centre in the
West — it ts a legal corporate personality entitled to have its own bank
account. Each BOAL is autonomous in running its own affairs in pur-
suit of higher income and other collective goals — within the limit set
by provisions of the selfmanagement agreement, which cannot be
changed without its comsent. Within the BOAL, "direct self-manage-
ment"” js stipulated, i.e., workers or, more precisely, employees pass
decisions directly — at collective meetings (,,Zbors") or through refe-
renda and personal signatures; only when direct decision-amaking is
technically impossible are decisions made through the workers' coun-
oil, consisting of employees delegates who are mot mecessarily elected on
a penmanent basis and who are obliged to present the views and atti-
tudes of their constituencies.

A number of work organizations can join together and form the
threedevel structure: the Composite Organization of Associated Labour
(COAL), the final say belonging, even in this case, to their members
BOALs.

Two prinociples seem fto be undernlying in this type of structure: the

federation principle and the egalitarian principle. The work organization
is a federation of BOALs, and the COAL is a loose confederation of
OALs. Within ithe BOAL, however, the egalitarian principle applies.

Two sets of problems stem firom the multilevel stoucture based on
the combimation of the federation and egalitanian principles:

1) problems amising from the intercourse, both market and non-mar-
ket, between the basic units (BOALs), each pursuing dits own inte-
rest mot uncommonly at the expense of others and the organization
as a whole. The outcomes of these mtem*elamons wu'lil lheawuy de-
pend on each’ numms bmgmmmg powar, -‘4 R

2) problems. arnsmg :ﬁrom the’ con.thmumg nmtexplay between tthe centri-

" petal forces of the" "coryorate center’” and the’’ centrlfugal forces

of " thebaisic imiifs: ThHe"balarios"Of. thesSe 'tWo' opposing fofces is
precarious a “EPSG’: by ',_a:ny Oha/nge in’the organi-

S, e market position, in national

in: legal:: Ngwlammns etc) or by
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personal changes at itop executive posts. When any of the opposing
forces comes to prevail over the othexr, the outcome will depend
on the power relationship betwen the "corporate centre” and the
basic units, Is the power concentrated at the top or in the units,
especially in some units? This is the basic question. And the po-
wer distribution depends heavily on the actual way the work or-
ganization, especially the thirdievel one — COAL, was fonmed: was
it set up by touly independent BOALs joined together by a self-
management agreememnt, as stipulated by Jaw, or an already-exis-
ihing danger ongamization was formally decentralized into BOALs, by
a decision from ithe top, and the these BOALs "created” the work
organization or the COAL. In the former case, the member BOALs
or their exeoutives, wespectively, have preserved their power and
effectively preventted a mew power centre from emenging at the top.
In ithe Jatter case, the seat of concentrated power has remained
at the top, and the BOALs have mot developed power centres of
itheir own capable of challenging the power at the top. The strong

“chief executive of the former enterpnise ‘has preserved his posi-

dion din ithe reorganized work organization.

At this point we come to recognize ithat ithe key vaniable underlying
all of the three prioblem areats descriibed above ds the distribution of so-
cial power within the organdization. If ithe participatory structure is to
impose iits divection upon ithe hierarchiical sihmidture, if eathority, power
and influence complexes are to be interconnected properly, if the rela-
tions both among basic units and betwen the latter and the "corporate
centre” are to be well-balanced — sthen an equilibrated distribution of
power is required. In quelitative terms, the power equilibrium means
that ithe positive power {induction) by éach actor in the system is mat-
ched by ithe megative power (resistance) of each other actor.) In other
words, social power should be "negated”, that is it should be made
inoperative in social relations within the organization. How ito obtain an
equilibrated distribution of power, what are available strategies to
chanige tthe distmibution of power — are quelstions ibo which we willl now
sturn.

ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIES

From :the Yugoslav experience during last 28 years, it seems that
four differemt strategies could be “distilled”. Before spedcifying those
strategies let me explain why I use this awkward word, "distilled”. Stra-
tegy iis a conscious plan for how to reach certain objective, and it is al-
ways explicit though not necessarily spelled out in public. In this sense,
we can handly speak about any strategy for changing the power struc-
ture within the work orgamizations in this country for, undil recently,
the power stnuature was mot perceived as a problem.

However, it wals a problem finom ithe very beginnning. Something had
to be done, and something was being done, about it. The term "stra-
tegy" refers to what was being done or could have been done about the

)The distinction between the positive and negative power is made by
Velijiko Rus “Positive and Negatiive Power”, Zagreb, November 1978 — mimeo.
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change of power structure; it is my intelleotizal reconstmudtion of reality
in a similar way as dmplicit social monms and values represent a re-
construction by a social amthropologist who has observed patterns of
social behaviour in the commumity ander study. However, I avoid spea-
king abonst "implicit strategies” in the same vein as the social anthropo-
logist speaks about implicit norms (and implicit culture in general) for
strategy is simply not a collective attitude or belief; as a rational plan
it is by defimition explicit in mature. Nevertheless, there could be some
direction and punpose in human actions though the actors may mot be
fullly aware of them, or somehuman actions could belooked ata poste-
riori from the point of certain goals and objectives. My intellectual re-
conistruction of reallity s lookiing back at isodial practice from the poinkt
of changing the power structure as a goal — and in this sense, I feel I
am justified in talking about sirategies for changing the power struc-
ture of the work organization. Four different though not entirely mu-
tually exclusive strattegies could be distinguished:

(1) the strategy for vedistribution of formal prerogatives in the
ongandization;

(2) the strategy for substituting formal coordination for market or
quasiarket coondination within ithe orgamization;

(3) the strategy for direct and autonomous workers' action;

(4) the strategy for changing ithe infonmation and commumnications
system to fiit the workers’ selfmanagement system.

1. Redistribution of formal prerogatives

Before I proceed ito the heart of the matter, I must assume a cer-
tain familiarity with the Yugoslav scene immediately after World War
IL Tt is needless o say that capitalist property in Yugoslavia was ebther
confiscated or nationalized. To manage that property,”State Business
Emnterpnises” (SBEs) were set up in 1946. SBEs were basically onganized
acconding to the Soviet model which ds, I suppose, sufficiently known: to
you o regulire any funther description. Two features of the SBEs were
essential: .

(1) The SBE was solely a production unit in charge of fulfiling pro-
duotions plans set by government agencies which made all ba-
sic dedisions: on allocation of wvesources, distribution of goods
and services, and on allotment of profits. These agencies, cal-
led "AORs", perfiormed functions of iop mamnagement lin the
term -firms  —. however, they wepe not-a. pant .of the omgani-

& e-SBEs. Therefore,:we may: condlude that
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(1) Firstly, tto lthe process of economic decentmallization, i. e., to the
redistribution: of economic prerogatives between the government
and: the business finm, in favour of the latter. This process was
gradual: it stamted afiter 1952 and was completed in the late
sixties, it resulted in giving a welatively high autonomy to the
business fiim. An American student in comparative mamage-
ment, David' Granidk, after intensive studies made dn several
Yugoslav finms, came to the conclusion that the Yugoslav firm
in 1970 was as autonomous as the American copporation.?)
Though this conalusion should be itaken with a grain of salt, it
is a faot that the Ymgoslav finm (whatever its organizational
form) enjoys a welatively high autonomy in running dts owm
business. However, this process of redistribution of prerogatives
between the govennmenit and the enterprise is not of direct con-
cern for the present discussion. Tt is welevant in asmuch as an
increase in autonomy means an increase in what Arnold S. Tan-
nenbaum termed "total amount of control™) by ithe firm. In

other wonds, as a wesult of economic decentralization, the total

power pie within the enterprise has increased, and the distri-
bution of that pie within the organization és our main concem
here.

(2) Secondly, to the process of redistribution of formal prerogatives
wirthin the firm. It would use too much time end would take
us into the fonmaldegal domain to describe ithis process in any
detail. Suffice to say this: it started with legal provisions intro-
duced in 1950 and it seems to have been completed with the
stipulattions of the present Yugoslayv: Constitution passed in 1?73.
The process of redistribution of formal authority prerogatives
shows ithis direction:

Director and: executive hieranchy ——— Boand of Management
—— Workers' Council ————> Economic Units (now
BOALs) ———— Wonkens' Meetings (Zbors).

Now, what are the effects of the redistribution of fonmal preroga-
tives on the power structure within the work organization?

Unfontunately, we canmot answer ithis question with ceritainty due
to ithe dack of longitudinal studies. The first preliminary study in the
power structure uising ithe “control’ graph”, a techniique devised by A.
S. Tanmenbaum and' his associates from Survey Research Center,) was
made at the end of 1961. Within a decade, a number of studies using the
same technique were made by a mumber of Yugoslav sdientists in va-
rious industries.S) All those studies yielded simflar results: they revealed

2) In the first draft of his book Enterprise Guidance in Eastern Europe,
Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1975. L. ;

3) Arnold S. Tannenbaum, ed.,, Control in Organizations, New York
McGraw, 1968, pp 12—23.

) Tannenbaum, op. cit, p. 32. .

%) See J. Zupanov and Argiold S. Tannenbaum, "The Distribution: of Cont-
rol in Some Yufolsﬂav Industrial Organizations as Perceived by Members”, in
Tannenbaum, ed., op. cit.,, pp 91—109. See also W. N. Dunn and J. Obradovi¢,
eds., Workers' Self-management and Organizational Power in Yugoslavia,
Pittsburgh, UCIS, 1978, Part III.

Boaat

"‘Q a8



280 J. 20PANOV

the oligarchie pattern of contyro

the . t | trol both wiithin . cecuti i

:'23 gﬁf;t\; e;cn;fgjseexmwm‘/e group on one Jlam%:rlafrigéﬁlf: ?/(\:fm 1"nerarchy

In addition o this, fhe disirtsro,”f Manegement, on the ofher

Conme oot — a["qinle stnibutionr of power within ' th \1)\? 9&hary,

cation of o co]&ect";r"ty comr"elznted wiith the S0Cio-oca a1£ij € ; 0.1nke.rsf

by managers, and fﬁhl *ty, Which means that ithe C, umcyljp oo imatod
; ’ € workers had very lititle powier Ve dominated

distribution of
A power \took pilace, - R
ralizat ich v e. Contrariwise ¢ :
my Oflz;lle“ﬂ}ldh )élhelde:déthe expeated efffects in (f)ml;hz;:;?gn Z}r:’mc decent-
the firm, e redistribution of el € autono-
aﬂmgae‘ojamn %lﬁ;ammg the power by elnpﬂggglsél Prerogatives has been g
ves we may m?;{ln%ﬁncg of u‘fedli'shnibut-ion of fonmal au;i:h;zr.it . .
decisionmaking basa would s g 1S SUHEEY; the broadening of e
But &Eh'i; idea did not wogk. Why'g 11 2 more even distribution of power,
erhaps the easiest answer v
ness b would be o point | -
in the: gﬁileo tepresentative government, wllii'oh -atrcjaﬂzlf o heront wealk-
one would. ex reg;méa:t_lon than in the local o national %ﬁig?nmmced
govennment b’)p/ the at ithe wery recent switch firom the Q*cPress- 'tIf 30,
kers has produced worlkers” council to Ithe direct government En ative
And 2 cecent sty qsiC change in the power distribution ooir L
a shift towards fbh}, @Stpl-te‘ its methodological limitations, do ‘?a ern.
quantitative ltemmsi) p}c;lya.rchlc Pattern of the distribution of o et
only the negative s Vel @ qualitaitive analysis would Dy in
Power by mana Power by workers has increased, pushin, tgl-e ot
e positne gers towards a more sophisticated gmams gq 1€ posttive
imbalance b Power by workers thas remained Jow T;’;tmp [}1 o while
etween Mmanagers and workers Stil] Ipémi@:;‘e ore, a power

OIle haS ito fkeep ) bhalt one Of .Ithe baSIC P
0 ﬂnﬂlﬂd
aASSUITY molls ()‘! ”],JS

chages in the pattern of

Bnction <wac 4 power. However, ¢ S
dec(;gigﬁgzzmgnored' account for a mrmnmdbﬁ?iﬂm% Lfamci ,h‘lézt s dis-
Fiter ot & authority and: the actual social power? ¥ between the

and autho?ﬁ 'L;?,OhO\\’ to explain the lack of distinotion between pow
and authority -weﬂeigeasfm lies in past expenience: in the SBE Powzr
lies dn the s _Mre dentical. Another, probab ly more impontant ;i T
and hanmon m’f 3 ‘thlosOpfhy of -sﬂltfﬁnamagmnanvt postulating t’h' e agon
oial power c};ﬂg interests of the working class, and for that n umnity
€ ito be seen rather in ithe Pansonian, than in gﬁ:s%? go-
: BTt 1 ‘ebe-

i

57 2um .
R RA Zupanioy »DIdhibucdia 11 et ez
Distribution of Tnfluence, witeis boc A 1t delegatsliom sistemu 11 opcing
mm%ty.r)' l‘y ale leme,u %:)c.eé 19‘78' rtht: Del?_gaﬁdpal Sﬁdém- in_‘il‘]‘é’.‘)l)mnlfx (gg;j;e
ake as an e Dle Fha kAt s N Rk Lae: -
o RON AL Ml s -~

yi by, Mélville: Dalton (15, wpo Ma

e

THE STRUCTURE OF THE SELF-MANAGED WORK ORGANIZATION 281

nian perspective. According to T. Parsons, power is defined as legitimate
power — coercion without legitimation or justification is excluded from
the very definition of power.S) And legitimate power is preceded by col-
tective goals arising from shared values. As in the Parsonian model, the
social stnucture of the selfimanaging society consists of norms, and the
nonms of ithe social system are equated with legal norms.

The Parsonian comcept of power, while deserving some menits, is
aptly oniticized by A. Giddens) and I subsonibe o this arguments. In
addition, the theory of monmative imtegration of the selfinanaging so-
ciety could be seriously questioned omn the ground ithat shared values
forming ithe base of integration do wiot exist. It is mot sure that the idea
of worlkers’ selfmanagement s a "shareéd value” — perhaps, it is more
correct to say ithat it has become a sont of common sradition to which
different groups anay appeal in an attempt to show that the aims and
interests of one group are more consistent with ithe common tradition
tham the aims and interests of some other group. .

Of course, I do not intend to suggest sthat the strategy of redisiri-
bution of fonmal prerogatives failed because it was dmplicitly based on
a whaky theonetical grounid. The cause of fallure liies elsewhere: in the
system of social stratification of the Yugoslav society. Needles ito say,
diratification means "structured sodiel dnequality”f) There are three
main dimensions of inequality: economic dnequality, power inequality
and status ineguality.?) While all these dimensions are mpresent
and often, though mot always, positively conrelated in any system of
stratification, only one dimensjon is basic in each stratification type, in
the sense that other dimensions ave denived from the basic one. In a
class system it is economic inequality: in a caste system it is staius ine-
quality; in the Yugoslav stratification system ithe basic dimension of ine-
quality is dnequality in the distribution of social and political power. In
the case of the work origanization, the problem of redistribution of po-
weyr means ithat the power of the technobureaucratic elite should be
substantially cut and the power of rank-and-file employees substantially
“inoreased. This ds hand ito obtain by administrative refonms, especially
when one keeps in mind not only ithe strategic position of technobu-
reaucracy in the organizational structure and processes but also its so-

cial roots and informal or semi-formal connections with the political
bureancracy.

The introduction of the wonkers’ self-management withheld the
institutional sanction of the stratification system din general and of in-
dustnial bureaucracy in pantioular, but Gt did not abolish the system
nor cuntail the actual power by functional elites. However it “downgra-
ded” the concentrated power by "power efites” peducing it — as Par-
sons would say — to compuision, depriving it of its symbolic charac-

Y "On the Oomcepit of Sodial Power”, Proceedings of American Philoso-

phical Society, Vol. 107, 1963.

) "Power in the Recent Writings of Talcott Pamsons”, Sociology, Vol. 2,
1968, pp. 257—270. . .

%) Celia S. Heller, Siructured Social Inequality, London, MacMillan, 1969,

pp. 105—123.
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ter and relegatting it into “intringic instoumentality of securing compli-
ance with wishes rather than obligations".

Briefly, when power is seen as a dimension of social stratification,
it is difficult {o imagine how its distribution could be changed by the
redistribution of formal prerogatives.

2. Substituting formal coordination for market coordination

This strategy means a decentralization of the entenprise to ithe
point ithat each major suborganizational unit ("Economfic Unit") beco-
mes autonomous in economic tenms {each possesses its own assets,
plans its own production, sells its own produce and allocates its own in-
come). The decentralizaition, beling primanily economic in character, dep-
rives conporate management of mucdh of its power, relegating it to the
vole of a commmon service. The welationships between units are solely
those of buying and selling at market prices. Furthenmore, each unit can
buy firom and sell directly ito the other finms. However, quite ofitens it is
not possible to apply market prices ¢o ithe produce of particular units,
e. ., when fthe produce of unit A could be used only by unit B and
nobody else. In ithat case, the market price simply does not exist and
the respective units employ in their transactions prices agreed upon in
advance or so-callled "planmed prices”. In that case, the relationship
between umnits is quasiimarket in character.

Such a decentralization of the enterprise brings power closer tto the
workers. Since keconomic units are much smaller than the enterprise as
a whole, this will enable sthe workers to take the ultimate power into
their own hands.

Here we must pose several impontamit questions: (1) Does such a
strategy rest on a sound theoretical basis — in other words, is it pos-
sible from a purely itheoretical point of view? (2) What are its ideolo-
gical roots? (3) To what extent was it implemented in practice and
what were the results? (4) Does ithe mew Constitubion restriot this stra-
tegy or give lit mew impetus?

The theoretical foundation of this strategy is the definition of po-
wer as ithe function of dependence. For the sake of simplicity, let us
takke a system consisting of two memberns: A and B.") In that case, po-
wer and dependence are expressed by the following equation:

Pab = Dba

In other words, A will have as much power over B as B ds depen-
dent (for whatever valuable ithings) on -A. Power and dependence, there-
fore, are two sides of ithe isame colin.

Now, if A and B maintain only market relations, both operating on
an atomistic manfdet where no panity can conitrol itthe market (this fis whait
economists call the model of pexrfect competition), then .the distribution
of power between A and B will be perfectly symmetrical.

1) See R. Carzo, Jr., and J. N. Yanouzas, Formal Organization — A Sys-
tems Approach, Homewpod, Iil, Irwin and Dorsey, 1967, pp. 193—400
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Pab = Dba Differential power in ithe system is zero:

[ Il
Pba = Dab DfP(a,b) =0

And such a type of distribution s the comnerstone of workens' self-
mamnagemernt.

However, if the market is mot perfeot, i. €., some panties control
access to the market or can drive the others out of ithe market, then the
relationship will be asymmetsiical.

Pab = Dba
Vv Vv
Pba = Dab

Since B is more dependent on A than A is on B, the
! power of A over B is greater fthan the power of B
A over A, Differential power in the system is greater
! than zero. DfP (ajb) > 0.

Since ithe perfect competition is @ dmiting case, for the market is
always imperfect ito some degree, tthe differential power in the system
4 willl, as a mule, be greater than zero.

i Now flet uis go back to ithe relaliionship between economiic units. Let us
i assume first ithe market relationship. Due to the situation on the mar-
/ ket, some units will be able to charge higher prices and eann much
higher income than ithe other units. Since the units which are in a fa-
; vourable maket position can well fthelir produce on tthe extermal” mar-
' ket, they can deprive the other units of their products and services,
I compelling them o pay higher prices ithan they otherwise would. The
i other will see in this an injustice: afiter alll, we are all members of the
sante family, anid it fis not just thatithe wonkers of unfit A receive 50 per
cent higher earmings than the workerns of unit B. Sooial pressure will be
generated to equalize personal incomes and: ithe central management wiill
see ithe opportunity ito step in here to recover a great deal of its power.
- If the imtergroup confilict ends in the equalization of personal earnings,
which is very likely, then the system loses sense, and: we can go back
i to a more, centralized: enterpeise.
{g However, due to manrow specialization, ithe relationships between
4 uniifs Wil be in miost cases semfismantkelt in charadter, and "planmed pri-
ces” willl be used dn thelir mutual transactions. Since "planned prices”
are not determined: in an objeative way, each unit will tend to maximize
its dnternal prices. It is enough that just one unit does so — it will' stant
| a chain reaotion of price increases. Due to such inflation of internal
prices, ithe sum itotal of internal sales may greatly exceed ithe sum total
! external sales. And how much income will be earned by all units de-
penids only on ithe external sales §. ., eamneéd by ithe ‘finm as a whole. If
{ the fictitious intennal incomes far exceed ithe income actually earned on
the market, the system is likely to collapse and backslide to a more
centralized patterm.

The second question concerns the ideological rationalization of ihis
strategy. The ideclogy of economic umits linked by market or quasi-
market velations wals newver studied by any studenit and for that reason
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g nfine myself to point to four basic ideas lying at the woot of of economic activity, from ithe legal point, was still the business enter-
I wiild 4 Cgﬁagy prise, not the economic unit. .
.o JOES * X . . . .
dis ) e i . o : Neveritheless, 2 small number of finms "pioneered” in trying bto
o) Fiwstly, the I’d:ea N that tg‘; Pmtbelrﬁl of %ﬁgﬁpﬁq&; i;mv.;tcyte’cageg implement ithe concept of awtonomous units as described above., Unfor-
bﬁlsmissg eegf;};ilsﬁpﬂsTﬁe l{ﬁi‘fioﬁr{l f:gg:‘ati 05;1 of ecoil;)micrunﬁs tunately, o thorough studies were made in such finms. One of the rare
shou o ’ I . o s s : scholars who did make some amore extensive studies In economic units
seemed.to”plomde a true socialist alternative to the “capitalist in some "leading"” finms, found fthat an almost complete autonomy of
entenpnise .

those mnits was more apparent ithan weal.’) And this is in full agreement

with the opinions of kmowledgeable people in ¢his country. The tech-

nigue applied by “leading fimms"” consisted in giviing their economic

) units full economic powers on paper i. e, in internal bydaws — but

they used o indude some poovision(s) which dn fadt cancelled out the

effeats of most "big” prevogativels. On paper, the firm was extremely de-

centralized in economic tenms; dn reality, economic centralization was

- preserved in a subtle, hidden forun. In other wors, the transfer of eco-

nomic power was, even in ithe "leading finms"”, more a window-dressing
myth tham reality.

gecondly, he theory of socialist commodity production rested

@ on tihe belief that the market per se is meutral, and that under
the worlkers’ selfmanagement system based on sooial owner-
ship of the means of production it will .axu;tomasmcall'ly reproduce
socialist relations of production in a similar way as rmn:de?r ca-
stalism, based on the private property mariket mfybomaﬂmoaﬂ;ly
ﬂ.epmdmcifmg capitalist production a‘e:l_at{oms. ‘Nq\v, if the mar-
ket automaticaily reproduces the sodialist relations of produc-
tion, the State can withdraw from the field of coordination of
economic -decisions for the market will do the job. The strategy

. . . e ) On the other thand, whatever degree of economic decentralization
of substituting formal (authority) coondination by ?Igﬁlﬂwf, coor was obtained, it did mot afifect the power stmuoture within ithe econo-
dinaltion ‘:m‘sqx‘ie ",t‘he ’fﬂm wals 106, dih‘e Wwﬁm oL fLhis socia- mic unit itself. According to my own scanty research «ata, the oligarchic
list laissez-faire” doctrine o mhe‘mu?m'eoo_nm?lc_'le%l' pattern of control found within the units paralelled the one found on

3 Thirdly, the belief that decentralization is intrinsically good and the level of the enterprise as a whole. Power was concentrated in the

that it should be pushed downwards as far as possible, reaching ]

its extreme limit on the level of the individua. . o {
Fourthly, the belief that such an arrangement wiill gpenrm? di- :

“ rect workers’ ruie and not merely through itheir me._pres?ntanves,

for economic units are t0o small in size to allow the direct seif-

management., And direct selfmanagement would end any mule |

or any exercise of power over woukers.

hands of the chief of the umnit, lower level supervisors had some medi-
um amount of power, while the workers had wvery litile power.5)
However, this ils mott 1o say ihalt tthiks strategy did aot affect the po-
wer struoture of the entenprise at all. The amount of power by tthe chief
of the economic wnit has definitely increased, so that the power gap
between the top management and middle management has considerably

) narrowed. However, the workers’ power has remained basically unafifec-
. ; ted @ow), and this ds crucial in assessing the effects of this strategy.
R : . Whit le- ’ S
hird question refers to what extent this strategy was ump Theref Wi conclude that the strategy of substituting fommal co-
The third qu g - his strategy was erefore, we may at . oy g
. oractice and with what results. Although ithis strategy L ; A o .
qented g;ﬁ;ce, e eoonomic amits were not introduced into a number onidination b);\ 23!1&;1 or qm?uﬁmaMKat coordination within the business
.paﬁé by However, the sheer number of firms which were ‘decentralized : # mbeuna'irms,'e i coessiul. o ‘
of firms: '1.0 it fis mot, wery Smporitanit for it bl us nothing about the - Rinallly, I Sh‘OﬂJﬂJd fry ito answer the question of whe(ﬁl;em the
into © nmgf units and their interrelationships. In some firms, cost ac- new Yugoslav. Counistiitution will —strenghten or weaken thiis stra-
a.uxtonomy y were menamed “economic mmits”, leaving the existing . tegy. The question seems to be premature and, at this moment, the only
feles pail tiﬁﬁu@ﬁﬂrﬁ sntact. In other finms, economic units were given thing I can say is ithat the 1973 Constitution contains both tendencies.
entrals Vit d ito the central management. . . . . , ) .
{; tain ammmt Oﬁdae’gtgg(fmr% \X%g}rﬁgd&é ci.f;ing pu*odvuo'tﬁm% plans, {1) Defining ithe economic unit, mot the enterprise, as a basic unit
This ﬁ‘u‘tomorgy @ZW ‘Em };lhlrmg employess, distributing personal of the economic sysiem (thence ithe economic- unit is renamed
unDing ‘day;uy it)s, mwm‘a’:bﬁ'oevs . Units were headed by chiefs who we- ' Basic Organization gf Associated Labour — BOAL); making it
spcomy among et anagement. The malin decisions were pals- mandatory under certain con.dhmons and wecognizing it as a cor-
;.e gub‘wﬂmmuﬁtﬂzo {%{f’ ﬂ&%‘%ﬁ;ﬂgf Wi Cil resembled very much the porate (legal) !pensomz.i!li;t-)f en»tmulegi‘ |?o open fits own account with
sec 1 \f\}fl;rkeré’ Coundil of the firm. This fell short of ideological exhor- Z]Icly) agl‘lix;he_litgz g? ﬁgghz.g.fm“b‘”“’ﬂly encourages further effonts
ibrat o was in ine with existinig laws. A finm could give almost full ng the . ; ategy.
Omsmdence to its economic units, but ithe law still comsidered 'thé?[ﬂl o
i'rﬁ;e " tralized pauts of the finm. If, for example, a unit sold a pant ;)Cf its ;g ]7? Granick, é)p.ﬁclé‘t., ppi 372—37}?. - 4 . .
' : £i i put the sum of money eamed on upanov, ,Grafikon utjecaja kao analiticko orude za proucavanje
produc? 'toaf?r?aihﬁgt%mgé;foffa%aﬁtme o it was not legally en- strukduralnih promjena poduzeta” (The Control Iﬁgrsmg as an Analytical Tool
e . . .. ' . Tormest . for Studying Structural anges in the Bmnitenpaiise), Univeasity jubljana,
; ﬁﬁegﬂ to open it, this being a privilege of the enterprise. The basic unit oS e o docioral deertation. (mimeo), pg. 114116
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(2) However, by cincumsaribing ithe business autonomy of the onga-
nization through the "selfmanagement agreerments’” devised
chiefily for the non-governmerial (or perhaps para-governmeltal)
regulation of the market, by stipulating that the celationships
among BOALs be wvegulated through selfmanagement agree-
ments and not solely on the basis of current market prices —
the Consm_lbuhion may weaken this strategy, at least to some
extent.

What will be the net result of these opposing tendencies in real life
remains ito be seen.

3. The strategy of direct and autonomotis workers' action

By ithe emnid of the 1960s, the ddea iof dinect amd aulbonomoiis wor-
kers' action was emenging both in some scholarly anticles and dn state-
ments by some union leaders.) It echoed dn the first draft of a docu-
memntt enititled "The Bthical Codex of Sellfimanagers”. The draft compained
some provisions on strikes, specifying stituations when strike was a jus-
:éﬁled errgetamls amd ithie mullels for conducting strikes. The Codex was never

lopted.

Himst of alll, lelt ws dlarify the term. The attibube “direct” mefers to
an action taken by workers outside the existing institutional framework.
Srulapose that emploeels are mot satisfied with a mamagement-sponsored
decision adopited by the Wiorkers' Council, If they go on sirike agalinst
such a dediision, I will term tsuch an adtion a "divect action”, for it is
not mediated by any institution, Instead of irying to get redress through
majority voting in the Council, they put jpressure on it to cancel ithe
respective deaision.

The afimibute "auboniomons’’ mefens :to the ways of actimg. If wor-
kers disregard formal zules and presoribed procedures, and act spomn-
taneously or “enact” and follow new, different rules in opposition to the
institutionallyprescribed or approved onganizational rules, I will term
such an action an "autonomous” workers’ action. In the concrete case,

instead of presenting a petition asking for a new Council meeting to re- -

consider its previous dedision, fhey stiop worlking mmtil the nndesiable
decision is reversed.

As we see lit, ttheise thwo ‘dimenisionis of ithe worlkers’ actiion — idizect-
ness and auwtonomy — are closely interrelated. However, the distinction
between the two is useful not only for analytical punposes but also with
wegand o the modes of orgamizafion of the actiom. The autonomous
workers' aotion could be formally onganized (by a (abour uniom) or
"spontaneously”, i. €., organized on an informal basis. Though even a
fommally-organized workers' action is still an autonomous action in the
sense ithat it js not being cannied out dhrough ithe chanmels controlled: by

. W E. g J. Zupanov, ,Samoupravljanje i dru$tvena mo¢ u radnoj orga-
nizaciji” (Self-management and Social Power in the Work Organization) in J.
Jerovsek, ed., Industrijska sociologija (Industrial Sociology), Zagreb, Nafe te-
me, 1971, p. 47, esp. 61' n; “Participation and Influence”’ in B. Horvat, M.
Markovié and R. Supek, eds, Self-Governing Socialism, White Plains, TASP,
1975, Vol. 11, p. 84.
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management, it is no longer a direct action since it is mediated by a
new imstitution: the labour union. The eventual bureaucratization of
unions questions even the authonomy of the workers’ action, creating
tension between (the union constituency anid wantk-amddfile “nelffural lea-
ders” (such as shop stewands in Great Buiitalin) 'om [the ome side, and the
bureaucratic union hierarchy on the other. This problem, however, is
not highly relevant for the present discussion.

The direct autonomous workers’' adtion appeared, in post-war Yu-
goslavia, in the form of strikes organized on an informal basis. Although
the first officially-reconded strike occunred in 1958, most recorded stri-
kess took place in the 1960s.15) Alfter ithe finst ishiodk, lit became clear thait
strikes were mot political in character, that ithey were conflicts between
the managers amd fthe managed. Though they mever received imstitutio-
nall recognition, they were mever legallly poohibited. ’

Of coumnse, the strike is the most dramatic expression of tndustrial
conflict. There are many other outlets such as slowdown, sticking rigid-
ly to fommal mules on the job, guota restriotion, absenteeism, grievances,
turmover, “saboitage” anid ithe like. However, the strategy of idivedt auto-
nomous workers' action could rely vuly on strikes for only stmikes could
affect the power structure of the fiinm. The other less wvisible, less «dra-
matic, less concented fomms of action could be perceived as constraints
or simply nuisance by management but they could handly be expected
to afffeot the power welationship between managers and workers.

Here we face three important questions: (1) Can strikes alter the
power relations between managers and rank-and-file employees, and um-
der what conditions; (2) Is direct and autonomous workers' action
feasible underihe self-management system; (3) Is direct and autonomous
workers' action acceptable, both in political and theoretical terms, un-
der a soaialist regime?

‘When we firy ito assess whether direot and/or autonomous workers'
action can wffect the power melations between :the managers and' fthe
managed, we may give just this general answer: it depends. It depends,
among other things, on the combination of two basic variables: the pat-
“term of organization of the wonkers' action and ithe institutional pabtern
of the enterprise. The Yugoslav and Western fitms compare, very
ooughly, on these two dimensions in the following way:

Institutional pattern of enterprise

Workers' Self-managed Capitalist corporation

Informal Temporarily destibili- Intraorganizational
zing management level: no effect
Interorganizational

fevel: the position
of union may be
weakened

1) Stafistics on strikes dn Yugoslavia in 1960s were comipiled and presen-
ted by Neca Jovanov — see "Stritkess end Selfmanagement” in Dunn and Ob-
radovié, eds., op. cit. pp. 339—374.
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Pattern of organization

of action Highly unlikely. If it Intraorganizational

does happen, it will  level: no effect

temporarily destabilize Interorganizational

management level: power relation-
ship may shift in

Formal

any direction depending

on the parties'
relative positions
and contingency factors

Some explanations are required here.

(1) Under workers’ selfimanagement, any excess of 'péwer by ma-
nagement over that by workens is institutionally illegitimate;
but as dong as the formal selfsmanagement machinery works
'smoothly, mhﬂs dioeis mot come o dightt. The imstiitutional fiction
that executives enjoy ithe confidence of the Council and the lat-
ter enjoys the confidence of its constituency is maintained, and
this filotion keeps the real power relations in the shadow. Woutk
stoppage, however, shatters the fiotion, and the illegitimacy of
managenial power is exposed. When the trouble ocours, some
ouitside agendies (locall governamenit, Pemnty and union officials in
the communmity) step in to help to settle the dispute and -they
willl mot fail to meap some political poinist at the expense of 9n-
dustrial bureaucracy. This produces a destabilizing effect on
management, which is temporary. Once the peace has been
restored, management is again din the saddle. ‘Nevertheless, the
question remalins nmanswered: does such a temporary destabili-
zation of managerial power produce some more permanent
changes in the relationship, no matter to what extent? A Yu-
goslav indusinial isociologfist, wontking with a big shiipyand, did
observe some changes in the behaviour of management abtribu-
table to relatively firequent strikes.$) However, the sheer possi-
bility of strike acts as acts as a comstraint on managerial beha-
viour limiting a number of alternative courses of action, more
precisely, ruling out in advance ¢hose courses which are likely to
cause the trouble. One might speak about some sort of veto-po-
wer by workers.

(2) I do not need to explain why meither the authorized nor wildcat
strikes in the Western corporation have no effect on the intra-
onganizational level. Here management derives the legitimacy
of its power, which ds commensurate with dits formal authority,
firom the Boand of Directors, ultimately firom shameholders —
not from employees. There is a different institutional fiction at
work, much easier to be maintained than that under the self-
management sysitern. Management will be tinistitutionally suppor-
ted do take a finm stand in face of workers' simikes, they will
mot be put on the spot as are their Yugoslav conuterparts,

16) Mladen Zuvela — a personal communication to the author.
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(3) On the interonganizational level, management in the West may
actually profit from unauthonized work stoppages: they cam
acouse ithe union of miolt living up o fits obligation, especially
the mom-strike dlause waitten im any collective agreement. The
results of an authonized strike could be in favour of either par-
ty, depending on their relative positions and a mumber of situ-
atitonal faobors.

Now let me go .to the second question: is direct and automous wor-
kers' action feasible under the workers' self-management system? The
answer seemns to be megative. To be efffective on the international level,
ithis smrwtagy presupposes that workers’ action be fonmally organized by
labour unions {or similar organizations). And this amounts to esking for
the institutionalization of findustrial conflict. The institutionalization of
comffitiot woulld mequiire the mestructuralization: of woles within the self-
management system.!?) Consider the Woukers’ Coumcil. It is designed to
perform two moles: o represent its constituency (employees) and to ma-
nage the entenpmise. Under the present arrangements, such a role diffu-
seness could somehow be maintained; but in the case of an overt, pro-
longed and institutionally-recognized conflict, the Council should itake
sides. If it sided with workers, it could handly be able to perform its
managerial role (and' besides that, the Council would be transformed
into a sont of labour union, which would confuse its relationship with
the existing union). If it sided with professional executives, it would
sever the ties with its comstituency: it would be turned into a Manage-
nidl Council ceasing to be the Workers’' Council. In both cases, the sys-
tem would lose dts essemitial propenty — workers’ selftmanagement, and
would be dunned dnto something quite similar to a Western fiimm.

OFf course, itheme s a ithird possibillity: o keep ithe Coumcil out of
combat. Iit should operate on mon-conftroversial issues as does the Works
Council within the "production bargaining” arrangements in Britain, or
it would semve als a communicaltiion channel between management and
employees administering at the same time welfare programs (statutory
conuncils in some Buropean countries). Workers' selfinanagement
would be turned into workers' panticipation. )

Finally, there 4s a founth possibitity: that the Council be composed
of management and wonker representatives ‘and that it make manage-
nial decisions. In that case, selfinanagement would be durned into a
sont of cosmanagement. I eaCh case, ithe system would lose its basic
idemntity.

The thind question actually contains two subquestions: (1) is insti-
tutionalization of condliat politically acceptable to a present socialist
society! {2) could imstitutionalization of conflict wunder socialism be
inconporated into the body of the Marxist dootrine constituting the ddeo-
logical basis of such a society?

The first subquestion could be answered bmiefly: mo. The political
systems wof the present socialist societies are mot based on political plu-

¥y Zupanoy, "Two Patterns of Conflict Management”, Industrial Re-
lations, Vol 12, No. 2, May 1973, p. 215,
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rajism.®) The institutionalization of oor.nﬁl.?ot means pluralism on the in-
strial SCene, and you cannot afiford it if the policy rejects pluralism.
dus other words, direct and autonomous workers’ action do not seem to
i“; compatible with the political systems of contemporary socialist socie-
ros. -
tie fhe second wpq-uest-ion shoulld also be answered in the negative,
Tane enough, Marxist mh69ry adopts the oconflict n_lode!l for the analysis
of sooial systems. The social systems are not organized around a consen-
sus of values ‘but involve conflict situations at central points. Such a
conflict situation tends to produce a plural society split into two or
more olasses- The balance of power between the classes is unequal so
hat ONe of the classes emerges as a muling class. There will be the
;bmggﬂe between tthe ruling class and ithe subject class which follows
the Hegelian vdﬁalledﬂios:. ;t}}es‘-% — @WSE ————> synthesis.
The xkmowiledge ©f ‘thesis is ‘Su'ﬁflcl_dnt to give us knowledge of what the
S)mhhesis will be. The last suggestion s tthe weakest point in ithe theory;
however, it 48 most relevant for our question. The confiiot model or the
dlass society is ithesis; fthe Lsocx?a]lab't' revolution, involving the dramatic
change 'n ithe Jb,aﬂm}w of power which actually destroyed the basis of
fhe ruling class existence, is antithesis, the mew social onder is synthe-
sis. Now, the syn.thesa.s canmot be a f:onflxct«mflden society, for that
would: entail a devolution from symithesis to thesis, and this is impossib-
je. The tdea that mew divisions within ithe revolutionary dlass may open
uI; after the revolution does not fit the dootrine. And an important qua-
Jification also does not fit: that the knowledge of rthesis is mot sufficient
to give US knowledge of w.hart nsymhesns‘willﬂ be. Bven if we anderstand
h eszCiaﬂ system o'f a su‘b._]e'ct olas.s during the phase of conflict, we do
aot kmow how dft‘xw[ll omgmﬂ{me sodiety tn a plolﬁtmemﬂsurhdnzrzy situation.
All that 2 :I'&VOLUUOH. settles is tha't the iﬁomnm" subject class will be able
4o create 2 DEW social orider. It does mot entirely setfife the question of
what that social order will be like.®) To ecognize or institutionaize the
conflict woulld amount ito ithe admission of one of two things: either
that the revolution has "degenerated” by backsliding from synthesis to
thesis, OF that the end result basically differs firom the state of the sys-
tem expected o come oon ithe basis of the thesis. The aidmission of either

canclusion would ibe seen as subventing the theory and undermining the

mslavia certainly differs from the other socialist countries in this
edt: its political system is characterized by the "Pluralism of Self-mana-
'I‘esl’ent' Interests” as suggested by E. Kardelj in his book Pravei razvoja
gelll:lti‘ékgﬂ sistema socijalistickog samoupravijanja (Directions of Develop-
p ozt of The Political System of the Socialist Self-management) Beograd, Ko-
menAt 1077, This pluralism applies 4o the institutionally recognized actors
;i the' self-management system (e. g, work organization, local community
ot ) who are allowed to act as special interest groups, within certain limits.
glg'\ve\'el" it does not apply to, say, socio-occupational and socio-economic
roupings for they are not institutionally recognized as the actors in the self-
T wernent polifical system, For that reason the "pluralism of selfmanage-
ment interesés" tcancllmt be equated with political pluralism as this term is
understood.
Curr,%;qtjl?’ Rex, Key Problems in Sociological Theory, London, Routledge and
Kegan paul, 1961, pp. 110—114, 126—134.
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ideological foundations of the socialist society. Amd this is clearly
unacceptable.

Conadluding this pant of the paper, I would like to say that the stra-
tegy of direct and autonomous workers' action was never officially adop-
ted mor put into praoctice. And it dés mot likely that it will be in the
foreseable future. I imdluded this strategy as a theoretical possibility
which seemed to be catching ground by the end of 1960s. It still echoes
in the concluding pant of my paper on pavticipation and influence in
industry. Under the workenrs' selfimanagement system, this strategy is
unrealistic and can be treated merely as a theoretical possibility.

4. The strategy of self-management information

A new sirategy for changing dhe existing power welationship seem's
to ‘have been emerging recently: ito imcrease the power of workers by
supplying them with complete data necessary for decisionimaking by
selfmanagement bodies (ranging from ithe wonkers’ collective mee-
tings in BOALs to ‘the Workers’ Council of a large business concern).
This idea originated in academic airdles (especially among students in
communicology) and thence it spread to a wider circle of people both
in politics and business. At present, sthe idea that workers should be
thoroughly and acourately informed if they are really to deocide the
issues fthey are legally entiled o — s widely accepted as being self-
evident. What is the potential 1of this idea in terms of change in po-
‘wer relations within the organization?

(1) First, what is the theoretical foundation of this strategy? It
seems to me that C. Wright Mills’ distinction between physical coer-
cion and manipulation as two ways of exercising power?) could serve
as the point of deparature. In ithe modemn sooiety there is ithe tendency
toward more manipulation (1. e., hidden exercise of power) and less
coercion {i. e., open exercise of power). I would add ‘that coercion and
manipulation are two polar types of, or two limiting cases in, the
exercise of power. In weality, we find various combinations of both.

iNevertheless, the modemn tendency ttowand manipulation — and
manipulation means witholding infonmation or releasing one-sided,
pantjal, halftrue or completely false information — is real and for
good reasons:

— fiimstly, an attempt to.coerce somebody creates a situation of a
test of power, and the outcome of the showdown is mot always
certain (except in "total institutions” and under extremely to-
talitarian vegimes), for ithe objeot of coercion can exhibit an
unexpeotedly strong resistance as to imake the abtempt at coer-
cion unsuccessful, or dn extreme cases, the resistance can re-
verse ithe power relationship between ithe panties. Therefore,
one may expeot that the power holder will avoid testing his
power unless he feels absolutely compelled to. Even a sheer
number of imdidences of his power being subject tho test cast

®) White Collar, New York, Oxford University Press, 1956, pp. 109—111.
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doubt on his ability to coerce effectively the objects of
and this threatens ihis power; Yy ) power,

— secondly, any power holder will tend to convert his power into
authority, and the latter means a group mandate. If he has no
group mandate, he will try tto forge it, which immiplies ‘the orea-
ftion of a false consciousness and ilusory community between

the power holder and objects of his fpower. And this is one of

‘the main objectives of manipulation through propaganda;

- .there'fqre, the power holder will try, ithoouigh the manipulation
of ifeelings and misinformation, 40 confuse the other .people
With regard ito the aotual configuration of power. Such a ocon-
fusion will impair any resistance, for the objeot of power simp-
ly does mot know where ito strike badk. Fow to ifight an invisib-
e ene:my? ;»t is imjportant to note here that coercion in human
groupingls is rarely physical in character rather it is economic
and' political. And for that reason the [perception of the sub-
Ject of power is mot simply ithe perception of a physical person:
one has o perceive (. e., to intenpret) complex social situati-
;)élnsl:n '1;9 do '\'tvhlt‘i one needs a mindmum quantity of relevant in-
: ation. Without such dnt jon : ption is si
ot moscibie information the jperception is simply

When workers’ iselfimanagement political-institutional system is
superimposed' on sthe market economy and social stratification, the
need for manipulating people in the exercise of power seems to be
even greater. Espedially the meed ito create an #llusory commumity, For
thiis is tthe omty way fto buiing reallity dloser ito ithe professed ideal. Al
I isaid eamﬂxer,. Ithe differential power umider dhis system is illegitimate
and only en iflusory community can produce an appearance of ﬂelgimi-'
macy of.power both in institutional and psychological terms, Howe-
ver, ithe mhL}rsoxry community is bound to attempt to seize the power as
a community, to become the real source of power, and ito prevent that
the Hlusory community should be poorly dinfonmed or m’isinﬁormed
about relevant dssues. Hence the need of a skilful aanipulation by po-
wer !_hone.rs. The manipulation will be combined with coercion of in-
dflrmdfua'ls in order to deter the potential rebels and those who might be
plotting tto take over the power themselves.

(2) The strategy of changing ithe power balance in 0, izati
Lh-rough fulll and accurate mfmunaﬁtonm?ﬁas on the a-ssmmg;ﬁonfﬁg;za?tgﬁ
emhf‘s-iv? possession  of relevant information and comtrol of the tom-
Mmunications chamnels is the tme source of power. If the power hol-
der is depnived of his monopoly on information and of exclusive cont-
ol of chanmels ©f communications, he also loses his mionopoly of po-
Wer — .more precisely, the asymmetrical distribution of power will
Come to am end.

We have ito aniswer itwo questions here.

First, is the monopolistic possession of information relevant to
the system the _source of power, or is it ithe result of the pattern of
power already in existence? What is the relationship between these
two phenomena: power and information? Is rthe relationship:
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Monopoly on information ————— Power
ior
Power ———— Monopoly on infonmation

The gelation ds probably circular:
Power &~ Monopoly on information.

This circular patiern means that ithe exdlusive possession of rele-
vant information 4s both a source and result of power, the two rein-
forcing each other. However, from rhis pattern we still do mot know
what comes fiinst: kthe power, oniginating pantially outside lthe province
of jnformation (out of control of resources other than infonmation),
or moniopoly 'on infonmetion.

Suppose the roots of power lie exclusively in the domain of infor-
mation, 4. e., 'that information comes first, it is still not clear how a
power holder could be deprived of his mmonopoly on inofrmation.
Since the exclusive possession 'of information is valuable to him, he is
not willing ito share it with others, he will ot give up his privilege to
deocide what kinds of infonmation will be produced in the organization,
which pontions of it willl be distributed, to whom, when and through
what channels. This is really what a monopoly on inforunation means.
It is not clear how he could be deprived of such a monopoly, for he
is powerful and can effectively defend his exclusive prerogatives aga-
inst those who Tack the power.

This umanswered question lingers in the studies on the workers'
selfsmanagement information system by Professor P. Novosel and his
group.?!) He constructed a “theoretical model” of a self-management
infonmation system, and ithen compared the  empirical researoh data
obtained from wvarious ifinms, especially from a Zagreb factory, pro-
ducing metal-working machines, which was studied very closely. The
analysis showed that the actual practice of commumnications was enti-
rely at warfance with Novosel’s itheoretical model. Novosel went even
funther and elaborated a conorete pllan 0f how o imstall a practical
self-management infonmation system in the Zagreb factory where his
wain study was made, He submitted his plan a fong time ago but ne-
ver got an answer.

The second gquestion s, thmough what communications channels
should self-management information be itransmibtted? WNovosel angued
that both formal hierarchical end imformal communications chanmels
were unsuitable for that job. The selfimanagement duformation system
needs a special chanmel free of managerial comtrol?) .Novosel was
unable o propose a coherent itheoretical solution to this problem. He
celies heavily on ithe mass medfa type of information system inside the

2l) ,Modeli samoupravnih komunikacija u organizacijama udruZenog ra-
da" (Models of Self-management Communications in Organizations of Asso-
ciated Labour), Zagreb, Institut za polititke znanosti i novinarstvo ‘Fakulteta
politi¢kih nauka, 1974, mimeo.

#) dn a pamel discussion held im Zajgreb on March 26, 1974, Iin a more
recent work, however, he recognizes the potentialities of informal communi-
caffion channels for itmanismitting selfmanagement informatioln (Delegatsko in-
formiranje — Informing the Delegates — Zagreb, Centar za informacije i
publicitet, 1977, p. 25.)
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organization, but ithus far such activity has been ti
: ightl; ¥
management, as his own study on ithe position aid ?r,oi:: ng;oiuled o
newspapermen has shown.?) actory
The conclusion seems 40 be dlear: itk
' . ithe strate L afs il i

&u@i .-ba.lancetdf péﬂol\&Er through changing the ﬁoﬁia?i?&m:ﬁgogge
munications system along the ki i 0 ;
ot Se0m 10 be 2 WORkI 1y, nes of workens, selfmanagement does

Concluding remarks

i Mem.bmlm be’twae.n the whole and the pants in the selfanana-
g‘;mai ggﬁx‘]’iza;t;c&nqmaﬁugids‘lawa requires a power equilibrium both in
nan - quallitative terms. We thave reviewed ‘briefl 'fo i

. . 3 . I m dzl,f-
m 0? whigllﬁs )d;g.oivggk or ¢ ‘ﬂ;c? &msltfn %fOUligGerhiC péO\-'Jeiry B
: r " could wonk, Tf there is mo stratecv :

‘t‘han those .que_r cgns-ndera'tion, one is tempted to pose Hchif[egrges(i.»?heF
;-]s unequal distribution am dmmartable propenty of any n(mcga:ni;c:l-artionl0i
'ﬂiwe we come badk #0 Michels's “iron law of oligarchy”? Or perhaps
émii | solution rtc: the problem xghouﬂzd be sought on the unaoro-eoonomli)c
o Q;le;xioisoaxaﬂ lber;rtdl of social onganization? Two complexes seem to

al In any attempt to deal with fa : mark
and ety 2y Sty soclal power: market economy

STRUKTURA SAMOUPRAVNE RADNE ORGAN
IZACIJE I DRU -
NA MOC — CETIRI ALTERNATIVNE STRATEGIJE ZA IZMiEK’%
STRUKTURNE MOCT

Josip Zupanov

Rezime

‘Nac.'l_'zz)uéi raspravu o :s‘loiem'm odnosima izmedu samoupravne or-
ganizacije kao c;elf;.:e L njezinih sastavnih dijelova autor se ogranica-
Va na to da naznadi tri kljuéna problemska podrudja.

Prvo problemsko podrudje ; ini

. Pr je je dvojni karakter samoupravne orga-
nizacije. Orffz se sastoji od dviju struktura: wparticipatorne struktmi”
1 ,:hl]emrhtjske strukture”, Glavno je pitanje: da Ii je participatorna
:;lm_knlzm kadra da nametne svoje vodstvo formalno podredenoj izvr

10f viasti ili pak i sama inaciju i ffer-
wrise p potpada pod dominaciju indust: ijske hijer-
ati Il)rzlgo je probl:er?wko podruéje odnos izmedu legitimne viasti
h.{e.ovlj.e_ne u pai'itmpat?mo; strukturi i stvarne modi utjelovijene u
nl]e:alfh_xv]s{co; strulflurat polititkog utjecaja utjelovijenog u drustve-

O-politiCkim organizacijama, prvenstveno u organizaciji SK. Glavno je

B) ,PoloZaj i uloga tvornickih novi jeti
. inara u uvjetima sa janja”
151];;?;1 :;13 Iéolc obf Factory Newsp_apgrmen undejr the Cor?d?tli%ﬁ;vg?n 2lf-g1’:-‘
igement), Zagreb, Institut za politicke znanosti i novinarstvo Fakultet
nauka, 1974, mimeo. aruieta po-
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pitanje u kakvim su odnosima ti komipleksi jedan s drugim (autono-
mija, dominacija, koalicije).

Trece problemsko podrucje &ini viSestepena struktura organiza-
cije (dvostepena i trostepena). Radna organizacija je institucionalno
definirana kao federacija osnovnih organizacija udruienog rada
(OOUR-a). Iz viSestepene strukture proizlaze dva niza problema: (1)
problemi $to izviru iz triiSnih i netrZi¥nih odnosa medu temeljnim au-
tonomnim jedinicama (OOUR-ima); (2) problemi $to izviru iz stalne
meduigre centripetalne sile skorporacijskog centra« i centrifugalnih
sila COUR-a.

U osnovi sva tri problemska podrudja lefi kljudna varijabla: di-
stribucija drudtvene moéi u organizaciji. Ako Zelimo da participatorna
struktura nametne svoje vodstvo izvrSnoj hijerarhiji; ako Zelimo da
kompleksi vlasti, moéi i utjecaja budu ispravno medu sobom pove-
zani; ako Zelimo da odnosi izmedu temeljnih jedinica te izmedu njih
i ,korporacijskog centra” budu dobro izbalansirani — tada je potreb-
na uravnoteZena distribucija modéi, tj. da pozitivnoj moéi (indukcija)
jednog aktera u sistemu odgovara negativna moé (otpor) drugog akte-
ra, drugim rije¢ima da moé bude ,negirana” odnosno iskljulena iz
druftvenih odnosa. Preostali dio lanka posveden je tome kako osiva-
riti uravnoteZenu distribuciju modi i koje su nam strategije na raspo-
laganju za izmjenu distribucije modi.

Razmatra &etiri alternativne strategije koje se medu sobomt ne
iskljuduju:

(1) strategija redistribucije formalnih ovlaStenja u organizaciji;

(2) strategija zamjene formalne koordinacije trii¥nom ili kvazi-
trii$nom koordinacijom u organizaciji;

(3} strategija direktne i autonomne radnicke akcije;

(4) strategija promjene informacijskog i komunikacijskog sistema
da bi odgovarao sistemu radniékog samoupravijanja.

Razmatra teorijske osnove, rezultate primjene i nedostatke svake
.od navedenih strategija. Nijedna ne daje odgovor na pitanje kako iz-
mifeniti distribuciju modi u organizaciji u pofeljnom smjeru.



