SHARING OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP IN MATURE
CAPITALIST ECONOMIES

Dinko DUBRAVCIC*

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS

Sharing arrangements have received proper attention in the various
scenarios of the transition to workens' management in mature capita-
list economies. The arrangements are mainly related to joint decision-
-making at the top and shop levels of enterprises, to profit-sharing as
well as to the sharing of the ownership of productive assets.

It is easy to understand why entrepreneunship has rarely been an
explicit subject of argument when sharing projects were laid down. The
Knight-Schumpeter controversy has not produced a decisive winner and,
as a result, entrepreneurship has never been satisfactorily integrated in-
to formal economic theory. Only partially related to this failure is the
reluotance to use the concept of entrepreneurship in the discussion of
institutional and legal arrangements because of the systemic connotation
of liberal capitalism. In arguments of this type, 'entrepreneurship’ has
been superseded by the more tractable, alhough less comprehensive,
concept of ‘control’.

However, a well-adapted concept of entrepreneurship would obvious-

" ly be useful in an analysis of the economic aspects of mature capitalist

societies. The landscape of such economies will certainly include firms
competing in less than transparent spot and especially future markets
with dynamic shifts on the demand and supply (technological) side to
be taken into mccount. The success or failure in anticipating the changes
and adapting to them, i.e., good or inefficient entrepreneurship, will in-
fluence the economic wellbeing of both capital and labour suppliers!
assoclated with single firms. If their joint rights ito influence the destiny
of the firm are institutionally recognized, the capital and labour sup-
pliers will have to share entrepreneurship or the control of its exertion
by the management.

We must be aware that models of entrepreneurship-sharing between
capital and labour suppliers will be relevant only if three fundamental
propositions are accepted.

*) Um.vcrmty of Zagreb, Jugoslavia.

In our comtext, these two tenms are preferable to ithe more traditional
ones of employers and employees. .
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The first proposition to agree upon is that the entrepreneurial func-
tion can be separated from the supply of capital. Historically, hardly
any walternative — with the exception of selfmanagement in Yugoslavia
— has proved successful, the latest development tending only to a con-
centration of entrepreneurship on the basis of multinational) private and
state capital. Many of the models of workers’ participation in entrepre-
neurial decisions are founded on the assumption that it will be the con-
sequence of workers or their organizations achieving increased capital
holdings in companies.

It may be even more difficult to accept that the entrepreneurial ac-
tivity can be entrusted to Jabour suppliers and that the transfer is desi-
rable, even within the capitalist economic system. Here, inter alia, it
will be hard to come by the entrenched view that entrepreneurial gaing
— being historically part of the capitalists’ gain — must be unjust and
therefore should not be pant of the workens' income?.

Most impontant, we must decide that entrepreneurship is a neces-
sary and positive phenomenon. The underlying assumption is that indi-
vidual and group economic activity based on self-interest cannot — at
least wif.thin our time horizon — be effectively substituted by a system of
economic decision-making based on selfless rationality. In economic
terms, adapting of production to markets and even vicewversa, having
economic rewards in view, must be assumed to be an indispensable in-
gredient of the economic order in couniries that have achieved a high
level of development within a market system3.

The obstacles tto ithe general acceptance of all the three propositions
may appear impressive. On closer inspection, the impediments can be
perceived as relating more to ideological prejudices than to criteria of
applicability within the realistic social and economic context of deve-
loped market economies.

THE CONCEPTS OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP — A REVIEW

. The concept of entrepreneurship is clearly related to a combinative
(innovative) economic activity with an uncertain outcome. In the various
definitions to be briefly reviewed, we shall focus our attention on the
explicit or implicit arguments on the separability of the entrepreneurial
function and the reward from the capitalist ones.

3 Cf. eg, R, Melidner et al. (1977), They state as a fundamental element
of the policy of the Swedish Teade Union Qomfederatfion ithalti differences
between companiies with respect to profitability must not lead to a situation
in which employees engaged in similar jobs find ithat they have markedly
difflerent pay levels, This is probably lthe policy of most trade unions in deve-
loped capitalist countries.

') We do ot dispute that other views are often preferred. The obvious
alternative is the reduction of entrepreneurial activity to less relevant econo-
mic sectors, while the processes of allocation of resources in the main sec-
tors are goveimed by “centmal” organizations, that make selfless rational
chioices. The "cenltral” alternative wiifll appeals to many progressive political
prgamizations, including trade unfons, in developed countries. It may be more
appropridte to conditions of rapid growth in less-developed countries.
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We may choose, as the stariing point, the definition given by Can-
tillon* more than two and a half centuries ago: ‘the entrepreneur is the
agent who buys the means of production at certain prices in order to
combine them into a product that he is going to sell at prices which are
uncentain at the moment at which he commits himself to cost. Impli-
citly, Cantillon assumes that the entrepreneur possesses capital — other-
wise he would not be able to buy ithe means of production.

The system of political economy propounded by Smith, Ricardo and
finally Marx, assumed that economic processes were mostly unconscious
or objective and had, therefore, little appreciation for and autonomous
function of the entrepreneur. The role of the capitalist as an exploiter
of the labour force overshadowed — in the Marxian critique of the sy-
stem — his role as entrepreneur and manager of his finm. Only because
he owned the means of production could the capitalist organize the eco-
nomic process — ithis role was most definitely not the result of his en-
trepreneurial capabilities’.

J.B. Say is usually considered to be the first economic author who
visualized the separation of ithe functions of entrepreneur and capita-
list. In his definition, however, he does not distinguish the different com-
ponents of profit that could be traced to the two separate economic
functions.

The final separation of ithe itwo functions, in theory at least, was ac-
complished within the neoclassical stream of economic thought, towards
the end of the nineteenth centuny’. Profit, as the result of the entrepre-
heurial function, was defined as the residue that remains after all con-
tractual costs, depreciation, interest on any personal capital of the en-
‘trepreneur, as well as imputed wages for any — managerial or other —
services performed by the entrepreneur, were deducted from the gross
income.

Schumpeter used different arguments to define the autonomy and
uniqueness of the entrepreneurial function®. The task of the entrepre-
neur was to implement new combinations, and if successful, he received

~the surplus — entrepreneurial profit — to which no liability correspon-
ded. For Schumpeter, the entrepreneur was never ithe risk-bearer. If he
financed his venture out of former profit, he bore the risk as a capita-
list and not as an entrepreneur. Entrepreneurship was, as a rule, perfor-
med when establishing new firms. It could not be a profession and be-
came superfluous in giant industrial units where progress was almost
automatic?.

‘Y Reproduced acdording to J. A. Schumpeter (1965, p. 46).

%} See e.g,, the analysis of the development of capitalist manufacture and
the large findustrial firm in K. Marx, The Capital, Bdok One, Chapt. 111, 12, 13,

¢ "The entrepreneur is the ecdnomic mgent who unites ali means of
production: — the dabour of the one, the capital jor ithe land of ithe ofhers —
and who finds im Ithe value of the priodurots, which results from their emplo-
yment, the reconstimdtion of the enttire capital that he utilizes, and the value
of wages, the interest and the rent which he pays, as well as the profits
bellonging to himself”, Reproduced according lto ‘A. H. Cole (1953, p. i183).

7) See e.g., W. Fellner 1960).

') See espediably, J. A, Schumpeter (1934) pp. 66—75 and pp. 128—187.

*y See: J. A. Schumpeter (1861), p. 134.
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Knight visualized the entrepreneurial function in a way almost op-
posite to Schumpeter's. The essence of enterprise was for him the
specialization of the function of the responsible directing of economic
activity, as distinct from simply furnishing productive services at fixed
prices. The social group of businessmen who are engaged in direct eco-
nomic activity are producer-entrepreneurs, while all other economic
agents furnish them with productive services placing their labour and

their property at the disposal of this group. The entrepreneur guarantees

to those who furnish productive services a fixed remuneration. The soci-
al product is divided into itwo kinds of income — contractual income
and residual income or profit. However, the entrepreneur must of ne-
cessity own some propenty as a guarantee for the fulfilment of contrac-
tual obligations. In this sense, one cannot neglect the link between the
entrepreneur and the capitalist®®,

ENTREPRENEURSHIP AND THE FIRM

With the development of large enterprises, the arguments shifited to
the location of entrepreneurship within the firm. The notion of the en-
trepreneur as an individual had to be abandoned and various substitu-
- tes examined!, Neoclassical postulates on the behaviour of the firm we-
re criticized since they implied that management only reacted mechani-
cally to changes imposed on the firm without attempting to exent any
influence on external developments!2, The managerial function or routine
entrepreneurship has been contrasted to the entrepreneurial function or
"new type"” entrepreneurship, the latter relating to putting into effect
new ideas or creating new enterprises®. Although traditional opinions
on the controlling (entrepreneurial) role of shareholders were heard",
opposing arguments, which belittled the function of shareholders were
also put forward®.

The rather confused picture of the role of entrepreneurship in the
modern firm is probably the consequence of a deficiency of economic
theory. Being biased towards markets, where choices and contracts!s
play a predominant roéle, economic theory preferred to view the firm as
a black box whose inputs and outputs could be predicted using some

%) See espeataily, Chaplter 9 in F. H. Knighit (1957). - .

1) One of the more divergent suggestions aimed at defining the finm as
an enfrepreneur. Cf. J, H. Stauss (1944).

) Cf, e.g. W. J. Baumol (1068).

2y Cf. H. Leibenstein (1968).

) See e.g., S. Peterson {1965). . . A

¥} Shareholdens act like am unorganized, usually linert, political consti-
tuency. They are a 'field of responsibility’ — far, indeed, from an entrepre-
neurial conlrolling force”, p. 31 in A, A. Berle {1965), Empirical investigations
have shown that owner controlled firms had significamily higher returns on
owners' investments than manggement controlled firms, Cf. R. J. Monsen et
al. (1968):

1y Corifracts are entered fnto when two agents with opposite (supply
and demand) choices meet pn the market. In modern market transactiions,
payments are usually separated — with respeot to time — from the delivery
of goods or sexwices. Guarantees ito ithe fulfiilment of contracts become, then,
indispensable fior the smooth functioning iof markets.
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elementary assumptions such as profit maximization with perfect know-
ledge about market data.

The main questions to be solved, if the size and the inner structure
of the firm were the objeot of investigation, were whether market pro-
cesses were supplanted by other activities and how these activities re-
lated to market processes.

Out of the thin field of contributors who tried to investigate the
links between market and business organization theory, we must single
out Coase'?, who proposed an ingenious, and still acceptable, explanation
of the organization and growth of firms in terms of market relationships.

Coase considers that, within a firm, market transactions are elimina-
ted and that the entrepreneur-coordinator, who directs resources, sub-
stitutes the complicated exchange transactions of the market. There
must be an economic advantage in the substitution — by superseding
the price mechanism the costs of discovering the relevant prices, of ne-
gotiating and concluding separate contracts, are eliminated. An equi-
librium — and natural limit to the growth of the firm — is reached
when the cost of carrying out a transaction, by the entrepreneurial or-
ganizing process within the firm, equals the cost of the same transac-
tion in the open market or in another finm?.

AN OPERATIVE DEFINITION OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP

. In present-day market economies, where firms — and not indivi-
dual entrepreneurs — predominantly organize production and supply of
goods, Coase’s may be a useful basis for an operative description of
entrepreneurship.

The firm may be viewed as having an inner core, where general ru-
les or flexible long-term contracts prevail over market transactions. This
core will consist of input suppliers (and their relationships) who — by
the nature of their supply — are linked to the firm in a longer-asting
way. We may think, in the first instance, of labour suppliers and some
capital suppliers but occasionally other economic agents will be linke
to the firm in a lasting way®. :

The suppliers at the core of the firm may take different roles. By
institutional arrangement, at least a group of them (or a single person)
will assume entrepreneurial prerogatives®, They will be entitled to en-

1) Cf. R. H. Coase (1937).

¥) We may note that even nmowadays the view ithat the firm represents
alny entrepreneusial organization, where contractual amrangements are substi-
tuted by authority, is somaetimes challenged. A. A, Alohiam and H. Demsetz
(1973) argue that the relations within the firm, e.g., between employers and
employees, could be explained by a confractual strudiure subject o comti-
nuous repegotiation. For a critique of this view, see H. G, Nutzinger (1976).

¥) E.g, matenial input suppliers iin @ monopsonic market or governmen-
tal :iagencies in commuinal enterprises. :

) CE D. Dubrav&ié (1970) where a model of entrepreneurship, linked to a
supply of an imput, has been described.. The main purpose of this approach
has been ito demonistrate that capitalist entrepreneurship can be cdonceived
as a special . — institutionally-defined — variant of a.-general, . input-supply
entrepreneunship.
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ter into contractual arrangements with the "outer world”, ie., to buy
mnputs and sell outputs, as well as to arrange the details of internal ac-
rtmtxe_s within the terms of general rules or long-term contracts, i.e., to
organize .production. They will be engaged in this activity to achieve eco-
nomic gains, but will be able to succeed only if they were previously able
to fulfil their contractual obligations. Success in this endeavour will de-

pend on efficient adaptation of the organization and development of.

production to market conditions — the "coupling” activity corresponding
to the combinative element of entrepreneurship. However, the general-
ly-recognized ability do fulfil contractual obligations will be at least as
imporitant an element of the entrepreneurial role.

To this descriptive definition of entrepreneurship — it contains the
combinative activity, rewards and risks resulting from contractual obli-
gations, but insists on the special, long-term input-supplying relationship
with the firm — two notes rust be added.

It is obvious that managers perform some of the activities classified
as entrepreneurial. However, only in special circumstances will mana-
gement and entrepreneurship be equalized. Normally, the risks and re-
warc}s of entrepreneurship relate to other input-supplying groups and
the influence of these groups on management may be defined as entre-
preneurial control?, If control is very weak, management can assume
most of the entrepreneurial functions.

.Secondly, our concept of entrepreneurship must be applied in a
fltj.mb.ie manner. We insisted that entrepreneurship may pertain — by in-
stitutional arrangement — only to input suppliers that are linked to the
existence of the firm in a longer-lasting way. There exists a continuum
.between total entrepreneurship (i.e., total long-term commitment of the
Input supplier to the firm) and a single — never repeated — supply of
a good Or service to a firm®. The entrepreneurial function exists in all
lcases' but its centre of gravity may take different positions between the
core’ of the finm and its input supplier.

A 'NATURAL' ARRANGEMENT OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP-SHARIN
IN MATURE CAPITALIST ECONOMIES .

In our outline of a plausible entrepreneurshipsharing model ve
shall distinguish between short-term entrepreneurship (STE) and long-
-term entrepreneurship (LTE), the boundaries running along conventi-
onal lines.

STE will, then, relate to the choice and pricing of outputs, as well
as of variable inputs, the combinative activity being performed within
the constraints of fixed produative capacity. The rewards and risks of
STE will materialize in the size of the residual current income.

LTE will, on the other hand, be concerned with the adaptation of
productive capacity to market demand, the main concern being the crea-

") Entrepreneurial cohtrol has a restricted meaning }
the ncontent of the term as used in D. Dubrav&ié (1970). & here compared to
mpp%y\% m?y im}lfikt?tf a shft:rtlﬁ?mnorgq fully secured loam, in the case of capital
ply, or of a shortterm techni {eg., typin; sexvik
agency, in the case of labour supply. (8. typing) ¢ prgasiized by an
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tion of the necessary "purchasing power’” (capital) and its use to acquire
a specific set of productive assets. The rewards will be a long-term re-
sidual income, as well as a possible increase of the market valuation of
the assets of the firm?®. The risk, however, will include the total loss of
purchasing power, either explicitly, if the firm is liquidated to meet un-
fulfilled contractual obligations, or in a less conspicuous way, if neither
the product nor the assets ithemselves can be sold at a satisfactory price.

We can now proceed to draft a characteristic variant of entrepre-
neurship sharing in the transitional phases of mature capitalist econo-
mies.

The most natural sharing arrangements, concerning an industrial
enterprise, would leave capital suppliens in charge of LTE, while assig-
ning STE to labour suppliers®. Labour suppliers would exercise entrepre-
neurial control over management with regard to all economic choices
within the constraint of the existing productive capacity. At first, they
would probably be mostly interested in decisions relating to labour in-
puts (hiring and firing procedures, training and promotion, organization
at shop level) and in ithe influence that economic choices have on the
level of their individual incomes. In the course of time, they would be-
come more familiar with the subtle network of economic decisions and
their relationship to both the conditions of work and economic rewards.

The role of capital suppliers in conditions of STE will be a rather
limited one. Their possible rewards — any capital income above a basic
market interest rate — will be balanced by the obligation to step in to
fulfil contractual obligations above the amount that could be secured
out of current income. Their entrepreneurial control over management
will be correspondingly weak.

The crux of the sharing arrangement will come into evidence when
LTE conditions are considered®. Here, capital suppliers can negotiate the
terms under which they would be prepared to invest in a particular en-
terprise. Their main concern will be balancing the prospects of a substan-
tial return on capital and of losing it partly or totally. To succeed, they
must do their best to realistically forecast the long-term development on
both the supply and demand side of the market. They will expect to be

#) This will mommally amount o the appreciation of the transferable
claims to futture dncreased incomes.

¥ In a sense, this arrangement would be similar to a leasing contract,
although a rather domplicated wersion. Leasas usually relate o land or immo-
vables ghat have a long or indefinite span of useful fife and canmot be
serfously damaged by incompeitent or malicious handiling on the part of the
lessee. The market for the product is normally a stable one and few unpre-
diotable ocounrences can cause fundamental changes in ithe presumptions
that formed the foundation of ithe contract. When entrepreneurship is shared
in industrial production, the ecomomic climate may change mather quickly
and fthe provisions of the sharing contract may have to be renegotiated,
eispecially since the remuneration of both panties is not fiixed but depends on
the "residue” of the gross income of the entenprise.

=) The point of constituting joinit ventures between capitalist and Yigo-
slav self:managed firms seems to be :the veal wiorld situation most similar
to entrepreneurshipsharing under LTE conditions. The expenience bof joint
ventures of Yugoslav (selftnanaged) and capitalist fitms could, then, provide
an empirical testing ground for sharing models within a predominantly capi-
talist economy.
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well-informed about the way their funds will be spent, i.e., what type of
productive assets would be acquired. Their control over management in
this respect would be a strong one. On the other hand, labour suppliers
will hardly be indifferent to the long-term prospects of their enterprise,
either. Their employment and their future income will depend on the
success of any new capital outlay. Since a change in their working ha-

bits and even skills may be required, they will have to decide even on.

the amount of learning they are prepared to be subjected to®,

THE REFLECTION OF THE POWER BALANCE IN THE .
ENTREPRENEURSHIP-SHARING CONTRACTS

The intensity of entrepreneurial activity and the actual share of ca-
pital and labour suppliers in risks and rewards as well as in the exer-
tion of entrepreneurial control, will in principle depend on the balance
of their respective power and on the permanency of their attachment to
the particular enterprise?.

The balance of power is obviously a delicate subject and very dif-
ferent situations could be envisaged®. In the strict economic sense, the
balance would be reflected in the sharing provisions concerning both the
"residue” and the risk. The rewards of the weaker side would tend to
be a lower, almost fixed remuneration with a larger part of risk to bear,
the opposite being valid for the stronger side.

As an illustration of the point, we can realistically stipulate that the-
re will always be a fixed, lower limit of income for any labour supplier
that will have to be maintained regardless of the success of the enter-
prises’ operations. The sharing arrangements can put this limit rather
low and, simultaneously, hinder the attainment of much higher levels of
workers’ income even if overall results were very good. This would ref-
lect a weak bargaining position of labour suppliers. On the other hand,
the capital suppliers could be guaranteed a low preferred divident (e.g.,
under the level of market interest rates) conditional to attaining — a
rather high — lower limit of personal income of ithe labour suppliers. In
the case of excess “residual income”, only a smaller part would be used
to increase dividends paid out to capital suppliers, the rest flowing into
the income of labour suppliers. This would point to a strong position of
labour suppliers. Other arrangements, concerning, e.g., the terms of li-
quidation of the enterprise, would also reflect ithe relative strength of
the parties to the contract.

*) Learning new professional skills can be a substantial — usually hidden
— dabjour input.

M. A speculdtive shortterm inveistor or a young employee, already set
fo move 10 a new environmment, will hardly be able ito substantially influence
the n;on}cflu%tmg of business. . .

™) IF the production process is capitaldntensive and requires highly qua-
lified labour {e.g., inairines), the bamgaining position of flabburl%upplﬁers
wléﬂ l;fyvﬁemng mlﬁf) I,TE-%ammg dgntnaats x“;wiﬂh ?I}e sltmotnlg. m]?il a labourdntensive
indusitry, especially in @ depressed veglion with litle outsiide employ: t pos-
sibilities, ithe opposite will 1iend to be true. yment pos
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We may conclude that ithe crucial provisions of an entrepreneurship-
-sharing contract will relate to fixing the boundaries between STE — ?nd
LTE-agents (labour and capital suppliers) defining the rewards, risks
and controlling prerogatives pertaining to each party. It is superf_luqus
to say that the contract would have to allow for periodical renegotiation
of some provisions, the changes reflecting the shift in relative power of
the two partnens.

PROSPECTS OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP-SHARING
IN CAPITALIST ECONOMIES

We can now consider the circumstances that would make sharil}g
arrangements, in industrial enterprises of capitalist countries, a realis-
tic prospect.

It could be argued that there is a tendency for workerns' management
to make at least a shortlived spontaneous appearance in cases of econo-
mic failures that threaten ithe workers' economic existence. The sit-ins
and attemts at take-overs by workers of capitalist enterprises that col-
lapse for various reasons seem of late to be on the increase. It could,
then, be expected that the future strength of spontaneous workers' ma-
nagement movements in mature capitalist economies would mostly de-
pend on ithe prospects of economic crises.

Even without invoking the apocalyptic future foreseen by extreme
critics of industrial societles, it is possible to envisage a succession of
chmparatively minor crises — e.g., recessions caused by natural or arti-
ficial commodity shortages — to give new impetus to workers’' manage-
ment aspirations, at least in some of the developed capitalist countries.
In addition to spontaneous actions, elements of workers' management
could be introduced into capitalist enterprises by way of institutionally-
-organized processes as a protection against anticipated economic crises
or business failures of particular enterprises.

Actual or anticipated crisis situations, related either to a particular
enterprise, or ito an industrial sector are, thus, the favourable ocasions
when entrepreneurshipsharing irrangements stand a chance to be reali-
zed in practice. In such situadcons, the capital suppliers may agree to
enter into a STE-type arrangement with regard to previously-invested ca-
pital which is threatened by partial or total loss. Obviously, additional

_ capital will be needed, either immediately or on some later occasion, to

reconstruct or extend the productive capacity. Here, one would expect a
benevolent government — or paragovernmental organizations — to step
in, either with their own funds® or by using economic and legal means
to induce private capital suppliens — or their investment funds — to
enter LTE-type sharing arrangements¥.

®) In the first instance, funds appropriated to combat unemploymenit
could be used. A certain fonm of entrepreneurship-sharing contract could be
requested as a precondidion o the use of such funds by entenprises and even
industrial sectors in critical situations. )

*Y When using their large aisk-bearing fadilities wo «diredt the restouctu-
ning of the economy, government agencies could enco e entrepreneurship-

. -sharfing anrangements even with no crisis in immediate sight.
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In the course of time, partly spontaneously and partly by deliberate
governmental action, capital suppliers would gradually lose their entre-
preneurial position within industrial enterprises. One can think of a
phase of mature capitalism where the entrepreneurial function of capi-
tal suppliers would be concentrated in financial institutions, leaving in-
dustry as the prevalent concern of labour suppliers entrepreneurship3t.
In this phase workers would be able to take the role of capital suppliers,
too. Their savings would be invested with financial institutions and they
would be able to choose the institution whose policies satisfy their time
horizon and risk preferences, best,

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The main innovation that entrepreneurship-sharing would introduce
into ithe social order of mature capitalist economies would consist of
substituting owner-employee relationships in industrial enterprises by
broad contractual arrangements settled by the itwo parties. Most of the
managerial decisions would be left under the control of employees while
ownership prerogatives would be reduced to risk-dependent financial
claims and some controlling influence by capital suppliers.

Our description of possible entrepreneurship-sharing arrangements
is clearly far from complete — even on a conceptual level. Further inves-
tigations should be concerned with the theoretical aspeats of the beha-
viour of the firms with mixed entrepreneurship. A structure described
by Meade® as an Inegalitarian Joint-Stock Co-operative Firm could be
the starting point. The methods of establishing new industrial firms
must be given proper consideration, too*.

More important, perhaps, the institutional environment conducive
to entrepreneurshipsharing should be explored. It is probable that ele-
ments of such arrangements are already contained in the political prog-
rammes of parties, the legislation of some countries and even the sta-
tutes or labour contracts in some firms. A large number of legal, econo-

*) The economy would be capitalistic in the sense that an fmcome based
on capital supply (with an element of entrepreneurial income) would be part
of Ithe system. On the other hamd, workers management in industry with a
substantial share of entrepreneurial income, would be prevalent. It shiould be
nioted that this arrangementt resembles the usufruct =nd basic ownenship re-
flationship analysed by J. Vanek {(1877). The arrangement jis, however, comple-
ftelly devoid of “exclusiveness”, the essential attribute of ownership, so that
lthe use of that iterm would seem bo be misplaced,

%) In his way, it would be possible tio remove one of the often emphasi-
zed iobstacles to the smooth functioning lof a labour-managed economy, name-
ly, ithe Iimited time horizon of tabour suppliens when ithey conslider reinvest-
ment of pant of their current income dn their firm, since they have mo ade-
quate propenty claims and therefore no way ito. recover the principal. Cf. e.g,,
J. Vanek {(1975).

#Y CL. J. E. Meade (1972).

*) Conceivably, the capitalistimanager would still be able to play an im-
portant zole iin founding mew firms, If successful, he would realize hiis en-
trepreneurial Tewards by entering linto LTE-type arrangements with his la-
bour suppliers or "geing public”, 1e., selling his financial claims to financial
institutions (these beling the prevalent form of prganization of capital supply).
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mic and accountancy problems have to be solved before such arrange-
ments stand a chance of becoming a distinctive feature of the economic
order of mature capitalism. o .

In the first place, however, the conceptual possibility of separating
entrepreneurship from capital supply has to be accepted. Entrepreneurs-
hip-sharing would then be a proper alternative to oth‘er progressive poli-
tical goals, such as the nationalization of large capitalist fxrms’ or thfa
acquisition of a controlling share of their capital by employees’ organi-
zations.
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DIOBA PODUZETNISTVA U RAZVIJENIM
KAPITALISTICKIM PRIVREDAMA

Dinko DUBRAVCIC
Saietak

Ako se prihvati pretpostavka da ée u bududoj organizaciji kapita-
listi¢kih privreda radnici, jednako kao i viasnici kapitala, modi utjecati
na razvoj i sudbinu poduzeda, oéito je da ée na neki nadin morati dijeli-
ti i poduzetniStvo. Prije nego §to se ispita primjenljivost modela diobe u
praksi, nuzno je prevladali neke koncepcijske otpore s obzirom na pov-
jesno nasljede prema kojem je kapitalistika i poduzetniéka funkcija
nedjeljiva.

Razvoj definicije poduzetniStva razmatra se s posebnim obzirom na
veze s kapitalistiCkom funkcijom s jedne strane, i pojavu velikih podu-
zeda s druge strane. Izvodi se operativna opisna definicija prema kojoj
poduzetnicku funkciju mogu imati dobavljadi inputa koji su dugotrajno
povezani s odredenim poduzedem. Oni moraju biti u stanju udovoljiti
ugovornim obavezama poduzeda i stoga snose rizik poslovanja. Nakon
Sto se iz prihoda poduzeda namire obaveze, "poduzetnici” dijele ostatak
a to je i ekonomski cilj njihovog djelovanja. Oni bitno utjedu — nepo-
sredno ili izborom uprave poduzeéa — na organizaciju proizvodnje i in-
terakcije s triiStem (tzv. kombinativna djelatnost).

. Podjela ovih funkcija izmedu dobavljada rada i kapitala u kapita-
listiékim privredama moze se provesti koristeéi ekonomske kategorije
"kratkog" i "dugog" roka. U kratkom roku, tj. u okviru danih proizvod-
nih kapaciteta, poduzetnidka funkcija moze biti preteino u rukama rad-
nika. Oni snose glavni dio rizika u pogledu velidine tekuéih dohodaka
uprava poduzeca odgovara im za organizaciju proizvodnje fe za djelat-
nost na trziftu,

. Bit diobe poduzetniStva dolazi do izraZaja u Sasu sklapanja "ugovo-
ra .z'zmedu dobavljala kapitala i rada na dugi rok tj. onda kad se ula-
ganjima kapitala pro¥iruju proizvodni kapaciteti. Utvrduju se minimal-
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ni prihodi radnika, nadin podjele dohotka nakon 3to se minimum — i
eventualno "preferencijalna” dividenda kapitalista — namiri, nac“u? sno-
Senja rizika dobavljada kapitala, ako se minimum ne moZe pokriti, te
uvjeti eventualne likvidacije poduzeéa. Takoder se odreduju prava na
odredene informacije i nadin utjecanja na upravu poduzeca radi osigu-
ranja provedbe ugovora. Stvarni elementi ugovora ovisit ée ocito o od-
nosu snaga partnera u odredenim realnim situacijama. .

U povjesnim okvirima razvoja kapitalistickog druStva treba oéekt‘va-
ti" da de se nuznost poduzetniSke suradnje javljati u kriznim situacija-
ma, tj. onda kad su pojedina poduzeda ili cijeli proizvodni sektori ugro-
Zeni, te postoji opasmnost nezaposlenosti i gubitka supstance poduzeca.
Uz aktivnu suradnju i pomoé organa driavne uprave, u takvim situaci-
jama postoje povoljni uvjeti za sklapanje ugovora o poduzetnickoj su-
radnji, pri Semu upravu preuzimaju radnici uz odredene fleksibilne oba-
veze prema dobavljadima kapitala. U toku razvoja kapitalistiékih privre-
da moZe tako doéi do faze s preteznim samoupravljanjem w proizvodnim
sektorima dok bi kapitalisticko poduzetniStvo bilo koncentrirano u fi-
nancijskim institucijama.

Dioba poduzetniitva, uz dane pretpostavke, mogla bi postati alter-
nativni cilj — uz nacionalizaciju poduzeda ili ostvarenja kontrolnog uces-
da u kapitalu poduzeéa sa strane radnika — u politickom djelovanju
progresiviih snaga radi mijenfanja osnove kapitalistickog drustva.



