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THE INVESTMENT BEHAVIOUR OF THE LABOUR-MANAGED
FIRM: A PROPERTY-RIGHTS APPROACH

Branko MILANOVIC*
1. THE STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Yn two wecerlt papers (1978 and 1980), Hrank H. Stephen argues
that the wmonnit of selffinanced investment undentalken by the labour-
managed firm will mot be significantly weduced by tthe availability of
credit. The contrary position, held by the Texas School (Furubotn and
Pejjovich), is based on the divergence which exists — when the firm's
dssetts are @it privately-owned — between gebunn to the finm (as a
whole) and getunn to members of the firm taken individually, The
prioblem may be stateid wiith the help of Rigure 1.

The SS schedule gives ithe worlcers’ willingness to save and make
placement in owned assefis (say, bank deposits) at alternative rates of
return) The ros’ schedule shows the amounts workers are ready to
save and invest dn non-owned assets when the puling bank deposit
rate ds d. Finally, & ds the cost of credit, and II the usual mei sche-
dule. The Texas School holds, Stephen amgues, that the labour-mana-
ged firm will nise oredit-fiinance fivst (up to the poimt G) and will then
self-finance the amount GC2 In Stephen’s view, the optiimal sequence
iis exaotly the reverse. The firm should self-finance first the amount
OF and then bomrow FS. Furiubotn's sequence is lillogical because

it Hmplies utiliding resources with the higher opportunity cost
(i) dn preference to those with the lower (rp). Analytically, in
tertmis of Manshallian surplis, Furubotn's rle implies sacrificing
the area ryBLi, in order to obtain the area B’'PJ. The latter can-

* Imstitute of Economic Science, Belgrade. The author gratefully ack-
nowledges comments made by Professors B. Horvat and F. Stephen. The

author alone is responsible for remaining errors or obscurities,

' The wourd placement ds, I think, more appropriate than dnvestment
because Bt wefers wspecifically to investment in financial assots. See also
Kiahm (1978, ip. 549).

* Point C #is the point of intersection of the II with the .3’ schedule
shifted homnizontally io the night for the whole amount of aredit-finance.
Altennatively, the amount of self-financing may be obtained by drawing the
JI portion of the investment schedule from point i, on the ordinate until
it interseots the r.S'.
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Figure 1

not, under the assumptions made by Fumubotm, be greater than
the fonmer"” (Stephen, 1980, p. 798).

Studyiing the same dssue in amother paper, Stephen (1978) takes
exceptiion to Fumubotn's statement that “strong imcenifive exists for
the collective to udilize bank credit to the fullest degree before em-
ployling any of the filtm’s own saving . . . because only by such a L.fmnawtegy
can the collective aftdin the greatest level of caplital acoumullziion and
maximize welfare” (Furubotn, 1974, p. 269; emphasis dn the text). By
such a process, Stephen argues, the collective "nmayra'rma'ﬁinlthe gr\ea!tes,t
level of capital acowmulation (but) it does not maxumize welfare”
(Stephen, 1978, p. 230; emphasis in the text). Stephen then proceeds
with the abovemenitionsd comparison in ienms of Mamshallian sumpli-
ses which #s destined wo dispose of Fumiboin's contention.

The punpose of thils paper is twofold:

finsst, to show thalt although Stephen's analysis fin tenms of wiility

is comrect, the cooperative Wil falil to use the resource wilth the

lower social opportuniity cost, and second, to explore funther the
fimjponitanice of propenty wlights for dnvestrment.

2. SOQIAL OPPORTUNITY COST

Loakiing badk at Figure 1 we can readily see thalt the opportunity
cost of selfifinemce for the workers to ithe might of poliint L is greater
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than the opporituntity cost of oredit. To midke a selffiinanced nvest-
menlt in nondowned-dssets at point such as H would involve givimg up
an lncrease in wtility equlivalent to utility desiived from the consump-
tion of mhat umit of income. The lafter, expressed im tenmis of required
refunn on monowned dassebs ds equal to HK? Since .ihis exceeds the
colst of aredit, self-finance will miot be undertaken. Yet df we look at
the social oppontunity cost of the resources that could have been
useid for seff-finaince, we see that dt ds equal only to HH'. The alter-
native use of dhat reésource i only immediate consumption.t Consump-
fiion may be reganded as a specific form of investment (the ome wit-
hioutit tthe tiime laig between tlre commiiment of the resource amd jts
yvield, ie., as a limit calse of tnvestment) in an owned asset: in oneself.
Its comtufibutiion to ultillity ds exaotly equial to that of a (nommal) in-
velstimenit fin owned assets yielding HH'. The social oppouitumity cosit
of consumpitiion ds consequently given by the supply prdice of private
santing. The sodial oppomiuinity cost of credit ds, of course, given by
iy, the rate by which output would inorease if credit were msed else-
where {in the economy. The fiinm avould ithus utilize fn the whole range
LT a gesonrce miith a hiigher sodial oppontunity cost.

Thils can be also ascemalined if we suppose for the mioment that
the firtm's assets mre owned by workers who are also wtock-holders.
We ithen have a capitaliist labourimanaged fimm, as desciibed by Ber-
mian and Bemman (1978) anld Fumbotn (1980). Entidently, the S'S’
schedule disappeans and investment ds pursued up to the polint E. All
of the investment will be self-finamced. The opportuniity cost of the
reisoutree fis given by the supply of saving (SS) schedule.

The fadt that the labourinanaged fimm does mot mse resources
with the dowest sodial opporitunity cost stems, as it has been pointed
out in a somewhat dififerent context by Dubrovéidé (1970) and Meade
(1972), fom rhe definition of fhe maximamd ln tenms of ithe non-
netral (to nise Dubrovdid's temminology) faotor of produdtion. Gene-
rally, a business fiinm Will nise welscurcels wiith the lowest isodial op-
pomitumnitty cost Gf ithe econoimlc agent which dedides on the combina-
tiion. of weisources thus maximlizes blils level of witility, Effidiency 'of the
finm and maxtimizaltion of wutility of ithe dedisionmaker willl only then
be tnterdepen'dent. The domvelsponidence between the two ds mwealized
precisely fn tthe meodlassical constuiuct of entrepreneusfial finm, provi-
ded lindeed piiicels represent me inidicels 10f ithe sodial ‘opportuntty cost.
In an entrepreneudial finm, the entrepreneur employs the factor with
the dowest opportuntity cost since he thus maximizes his own profit
and, presumably, his level of welfare. The entrepreneur’s own Hrterest
is thais made to ooindide wiith mhe efficient operation of the firm,
althongh ithe datiter s, sinfictly speaking, outside his purviews In a
laboursmeanaged firm/this comrespondence mio longer pwevails. If the
fimm’s missets belong o the State, whille workers are aliowed ito own

* The altemative fto self-finance is consumption. Utility denived from
consumption ds equal to wutility dernived from an lnvestment dn owned
assets vielding HH'. And the latter s equal to utility demived from am in-
veistment in non-owned wssets yielding HX wate of returmn.
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some finandial assats (like saving depogits) it may happen that work-
eris (and, each worker wseparately) maXimize ithelir level of wility by
seleating fn production such a combination of wesources which is,
when assesseld in demms of e wodial opportunity cost, isubopiimal.
Thiat these melsouirces do mot represent ithe lowest sodial opportunity
cost combiinatiion for the fiinm lis, hiowever, immaterial for the de-
cisionmalkeris since they are mot aotivateld by that objectiive.

In essence, ithe angumenlt restis on the !difiference in cost or return
to workers of respediively a atfillization 'of, and investment in, owned
anid nonowned mesources (aldsefis). Worlkens may optimize by investing
rather n owned assels whose social yield ds felss, but cam be fully
appropriated -(@intemnalized), than dn monsowned assets whose social
retunn may be greater but cantiot be whiolly captured.s

3. IMPORTANCE OF PROPERTY RIGHTS

Suppose mow that the prioperity wights over the assefis {machiinery,
plamt, eic.) of the fism wo longer belong fo the State’ but to the
workers. Pach worker enjoys full legal claim over the met cash flow
generated by ithe assets whose purchase he filnanced out of hiis eann-
fngs, regardless of Dis fultire alssodiation with the ffimm. This fmplies
the existence of a mestket dn ~which workens can dirveely sell their
cleiys =s they can !do with amy other owned asset? The meed to

! Saving in the fonm of bank deposits is exaluded since i, is dess than

HH'.

5 We mean that it is not efficiency per se that is akmed for by the
entrepreneur. For example, policy measures (e. g. taxation) may lead him
to maximize his profits at a less efficient point. The same ds also true if
we somewhat alter the concept of the entrepreneur, that is let other con-
siderations enter his homizon (e.g., profit, not in fofo, but per unit of his
work effort, maximization of the entrepreneur’s utility which includes also
non-pecuniary elements) or assume that there are several entrepreneurs.

¢ It should be apparent that, in our example, when we compare the
use of the resource for either consumption or self-finance, consumption
must be regarded as am aoctivity whose social yield fs idess but ds wholly
captured by the decision-maker.

7 The Jegal question as to whether ‘assets in a socialist labour-mamna-
ged market economy can be said to belong to the State, "soalety”, or wep-
resent, on the conimary, "the negation of all propertyrelationship” is quite
immaterial for our purpose. It suffices to state that workers emjoy — so
long as they stay with the finm — solely the usus fructus might over the
assets. Workers cannot freely dispose of them (e.g., by selling them). For
them, these are clearly non-owned assets.

! This is the ddea that Berman wnd Berman seem to enunciate under
their Assumption .1 (1978, p. 702). Furubotn (1976, p. 122, and 1980, p. 632),
on the other hand, apparently xegards ithe limitation of the claims over
the proceeds only to those cumrently emiployed by the finm as a feature
inherent to all labourmanaged orgamfizations. There can-mccondingly be mo
free market for such shares. (The market which may under some circum-
stances, e.g. when a worker lleaves ithe fimm, be allowed will be, as Fum-
botm (1980) shows, heavily imperfeot and charactenized by high misk, and
search costs. This will tend do depress met present value of the shares.)
If one considers the labourananagement on ithe shop-floor level as being
only a logical outgrowth of a comprehensive Weltanschauung that places
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convent rdiumn recdived on fowned) isandiny: depostits g
reh}nm on mondowned filnm’s assetis ldﬁ!s%'qp@eam_ Iu:{?:o ;fn,eqmﬁwaﬂemrt
vamishes. Woukens sfill face the same two options b S’ schedule:
vestment can be elither selffinanced, or finamceq Xorirt ofore: dn in-
funds wiith money thus firedd (possibly) nised o buty (fimy
By oompanﬁm:g Marishallinn sunpluses firom. the Hwo m]‘tmzﬁmfdlﬁﬂ esseds.
be easily established (see Figure 2) that selfifinam i es, it can
chiosen if d; > d, > fi,, wheire &, iis ithe rate of fnterest & on
SS imtetdsect. Workers wwilll selffimance Rmcmt ON
be bomrowed or invested in financial assets.? » @nd mothing will

If asseis are miot owineld by the worlkens, | ; ,

wiill be less 4han ON. How much less Ideparrdijsh Ie'on]e?;geoéhfwesu?mt
tIf ¢ ds smealll, the S8’ willl be signlificanitly above S35 € %19:[‘}11(?’11
Figure 2, end ttotal investment would be OG out of «winai 218, in
lbe self-financed and MG willl be financed by arcdit. Tf ¢ fo 1y ok VL
als shown by the line §', S, w, Will lie above gy, ainid the ot smaller,
wlilli} be wholly iilnemced by borrowing, while swvorlkens W%’;nbmrt 0G
saving depasits. If ¢ s great, the §’S' miay Initerisedt the n%e‘ buy’ R
ﬂﬁl\vﬁ Pﬁaﬂf eahﬂ d N schedule $55%): total ﬁnvasmndthxg.fnlilegﬁs
oy ot of ON, ead Wil be complotely internatly i

emphasis on things like “industmial democracy”  “dhenlsa
forth, Fumubotn’s position is fully justified. T?'e ',thegga‘l;?aﬁon" and so
transformation — “which such a” view of the  world fmpljes ral sodial
raison d'étre (and dts appeal) ¥ workers are, aldin o - S — loses fits
holders, penmitted to engage in exchange of shares ,u? ﬁmt'ﬂiay stock-
stock-market. This wiew 45 held by most socialist seitan oy 0 OF the
Michael Young's (1981, p. 897) account of a conference on « Acoorqamg to
the OECD countries, Branko Horvat, for example "claimed ﬂc OOperatives in
there was collective ownership would permanent Wortkerg 12t only wwhere
possible. Individual ownership within a cooperative g;'*mmagemmt be
tensions, for instance between members who twant to mf’g”les itoo many
stake when they leave, or even firom year to year wvhile th out their full
whether or not dhis is at the cost of collective oy ital Y pomaln dn it
owners... are also liable to restriict entry, and ma ep on The
employees tather than full members.” A Similar view s aél €W people as
Yugoslay philosopher Svetozar Stojanovi¢ (1973, ip. 210): Wanced by ithe
version, this {unsocialist] orientation has the g(')aJl of gn s radical
ownership iinto shareholding by working colleatives, and IStorming social
the path for the private ownership of "small factones o, OF clearing
business” Gn general, Beneath Ithe : rthetoric of selfimanagy d of "smal
tional, effective economic conduct, it is not difficult to e rt and ra-
bou.rge‘cﬁnsl conception”. But if one looks upon labournan Scover a petty-
more pragmatic perspective, viz., considers it merely sooment from a
form of businessfirm organization, the existence of the e lternative
amy’othar capitalist Instiitutional arrangement, s not exals d\ ' '
The wedge betwen i, and i, explains why seE~ﬁhmc§ e»d
preferred to credit. In the self-finance case, the wo, rker oo tj\\»J.'ll always be
distance between II wnd SS, whereas his decision o bqp?rour e the whole
iy, and then buy a saving account that pays i, means that };f at the rate
the golﬂﬁi?n ?letwean i, t?Md slobo e would lose
ote, however, that labour-managed finm ; T
vate property rfights may have not only differznyithmmg;"?{fe and non-pri-
i_ne;m_t, schedules. The argument may be made that nonspi UL also fnvest-
‘acilitales planning, and by reduding the misk element ITa]lis vate ownership
effficiency ‘of investment. The mei schedule Consequeﬁﬂy Sgsﬁf'tsle marginal
1S upwands,
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Figure 2

Consider now ithe case wsuch shat li; > i, >1d.. Applyilng the same
reasonting @s dn the previowus case, lit can be easily shown that if
propenty wights are private, workens will save the amount OH (Figure
3): OM willl be wiilizeld for selffiinance, amd MH will be wmtilized to
buy saniing deposits. No money ~will ‘be bonrowed. Total dnvestment
fin the fimm (OM) will be wholly selffiinanced emd will again be greater
than under aon{private propesty wights. In effect, under ithe latter
anrangement, total investment canmot exceed some pdimt between G
and M. If i, <wr, overall investment (OG) will come oult of bomrowed
fumids. Worlkers avill find it more profiitable to buy owned assets, and
they will do so umitil they reach point H. If t; > w, (which fs quite
unlikely), selffinance will be preferred up to a point of lntersection
of 1, and i, somewhere batween G and M, whereafiter only placement
in saviing Ideposdits will .take place. Total workers' sading accondingly
Willl mot be affected by the stmicture of propenty dights, but the form
it talkes willl. Note that §f i, >w,, no credit will be demanded, while
in the opposite calse selffinance will be il

Hinallly, Figure 4 tllhistraltes the case where i, > fi; > i, If property
wights are palivate, the amonmit OC will be selfdfinanced and CG will
be borrowed. The otal saving of the workens will be OC and there
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Rigure 3

will be mo placement fin financial agsets.! Total imvestment OG will
be the wame cegardiess of the form of owmenship. lis Bimucture,
however, Wil be differemt. With non-priivate propenty wiights, there are
agalin two posdibilitids. If § <w, {wot shown in the Figure), credit
will be msed throughout. OG of credit will be dnvesteld dn the dfinm,
qhiile wontkers will save OH dn tthe form of saning depositis. If by > 1,
shown idn the Figure), OF will be selffivanced and FG orddit-financed.

The last case we consider fis the one where i; =, Under mon-pii-
valte propenty wights, investment will be wholly fimanced through bor-
rowing,

If property lights ere private, investment wup to point H (Rigure 5)
can be indifferently self- or areditfinanced, whereas the amoumt HL
Wil be finamced from the bormrowed funds. If the cost of credit and,
by fmplication, ithe rate pafid on saving deposits rise o the level i,

# The available wetwems are mot sufficient to elidit greater wavimg, For
example, in order to save the marginal umit at ¢he distance M from the
origin, worlkers require at ldast & retuum MM’ Yet the wate paid on saving
deposits is only i, Investment in finm's @ssets indeed yields MM”, but the
surplus thus realized (M”—M') ds dess than sumplus realized when invest-
ment & financed out of credit (=M"—i,). Workens will thus 'decide to
barrow, but Will not save anything fn the formm of saving ideposits.
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or greater, worlkers would find dt, when property dights are pitivate,
perfeatly equiivalemt whether they wesont to aredit or iself-fimance.

Table 1 summeanfizes our findirgs. It contrasts the behaviour of a
socialist labourmanaged finm with a bwin lebour+managed finm in
which propenty siights over ithe alssets are piiivate, i. e., they belong to
the wonkers as fndiviiduals, »Greater« (»smaller«) signfifies ithat the
comresponding veriable takes greater (smaller) value when property
rights are nonqpriivate.

TABLE 1. Non-private (NP) vs. Private (P) Property Rights

case 1 case 2 case 3 ocase 4
i > i, >, 1 >, >4, i.> 1 >4, i, =1,

Level of
investment smaller  smaller  same isarmne or smaller

Self-finance smaller smaller  smaller

Bomowing greater  greater  greater (O if NiP)

’ or same* or same* smaller greater jor same

Total wontkerts’
saving smaller same . greater  lsame
Placement tin greater or same*
santing depostitis or same* greater  same \greater 'or same

* O if P
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Rigure 5

Two condusions emerge. Fist, non4privaite - pnopentty afighits rust
emitelil a wetaridaliion of selffinanced dnvestment, amd second, they will
probably also wedrce total investment. In all casels bult ome, self-
finance muidt be less when prioperty adglts are mionqdprivate. And in
thait cne case, selffinance ds wero: it may be, therefore, equal o self-
finamce mnder pdivate propenty afights only df the latter fis also il
A's fior totbal dnvelstiment amld iotal aorkens’ saving, the prioperty dights
wtiruoture Wil nidt matter only when d; and &, are equal. Total invest-
ment willl also be the wame when ithe two interest rates are less ‘than
i, (case 3). In all other cases, lfotal investment will be smller when
priopenty alightts are not- priivalte.

An linspeation of Table 1 poiniis also fto the condusion that — if
prioperty dights are mionspriivate — the best policy #s to do nothing.
In effect, market forces will by themselves tend to produce a dose
equality between § and i,. And this, by a happy cdindidence, is the
dituatiion dn which ithe investiment behaviour of ithe sodialist labouwr-
mamnaged ficim ajpproximates molst nearly that of lits pifivate property-
dightls cdoumlteripaiit. When i, =4d,, it s fme, no selffinance is under-
taken. But ihlis hials the advantage of produding a dearcut siation
in which alll of the wiorkers’ savimg flows toward the owned assels,
while all imvestment bs extemmally #inanced. The isame mule as aisual
(mei > ) applies to ithlls investment, Accordingly, botl dhe level of
investment and total worlkers’ saving (since the latter lis channelldd to
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owned assets omly) must be the isame as unider-a private property-
‘.

aightis amrangement. - 5

An economy composed of sodialist labourananaged firmis will be
thils in the somewhalt paraldoxical podition that workens’ idemand for
owned fiinandial assets will dheredin be greater than wnder ihe private
popertyuighis struciure, anid that .the ‘optinal policy will be ifo let
all of workesis' saving talke the form of placement. Yet this ds para-
doxical ait finst dight only. For when some lines of investment are
de facto dosed, by being renderdd unatmactive, like dnvestment in
(nonowneld) phylsical caplital alssets, # is only matumal fthat saving and
investiment Will itenid to flow elsewhere.

The wedge which the existence of non-owned assets dnives between
the social and pdivate retumn of an investment dn the filnm’s assels is
reispondible for the fact thatt dnveistments with a smeller social weffumn
may be prefenreid o linvestments whose sodial retumn is greater. This
condusion suggests that the theory wof ithe socialist labourmanaged
fiim may be reganded =s an instarice of a buoader olass of problems
characterized by a disorepancy between gocial and privaite returns.
And, wis tin @l activity where social returns are not wholly captured
by the indiviidual dedisiontnakens, the activity will be discontinued
soomer sthan is opitiimal. Here, this iIs pamticularly obnious when we
assume thalt &l fmvestment s self-financed: the level of nvestment
must then be less than in a twin labourmranaged finm with private
propenty dighltis.

The sodiallist Jabour-managed finm, operating dn a sefiting where
ather (finandial) assets miay be pmivately owned, displays twio isorts of
alllocaltiional defedtis: fimst, wtilization of welources whoise isodial oppor-
tumlity cost d#s unmecessarily hilgh or, which is concepitimlily equiivalent,
invesimenlt in less ‘than sodially most profiitable profjedts, and sedond,
faifure to proceed wilth dnvestment up to a 1sodially wmicst aldvenitageous
polinit. The fiirst of these two defeats disappears if all assets are made
eiither State — or prlvaiely — owned.? The secomd, hiowever, disap-
peans only #f all assets are paiivately-owned. Therefor it follows that
the cause of the finst defect must be sought in the simultaneous exis-

2 This statement must be somewhat qualified. When all assets are
either State — or pdivately — owmed, ranking by the private vates of
retwam, and hence choice between the @ssets, Is not affected. If all assets
become non-owmed, the rate of yeturm on each wmsset changes but assets’
ranking js dnvariant. Yet when assets are State-owned, the followiing prob-
lem imay ocour. Suppose ithat in order to forego present comsumption
workers require a nate of retumm of 3%. Now, as soon as sooial return on
some investment falls below, say 10%, i.e., the raie which — with a given
time-horfizon — corresponds to a private return of 3%, the workers will
decide {o conmsume lncome, ot to dnvest it. This cannot ocour when assets
are pmivately owned. Comsequently, we see that the Fumbom-Pejovich
effect s presemt even when wll assets are mon-owned. (It would mot be
present, however, lif workens oo could be treated as State propenty. A
decentralized, market orgamization would then be replaced by a cemtral-
ized one wherelin central authonities would not allow workens to consume
thelir income so long as there lare projects whose sodial yield exceeds the
workers' rate of pure timepreference.)
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tence of miore ithan one type of asset (in terdms of ownership), amd the

- . cause of the secomd im ‘the -existence of mon‘owned asseis as wsuch.!?

4, THE REAL WORLD

The most fmportant question s this: how likely §s it that the
optiimal poliicy of laissez-faire will be effectively pursued in a country
where labourmanaged fimms with monspoiivate property nfights are
domlinant fn snost isectors of ithe econiomy?

If ithe existence of an extended labourananaged sedtor canmot be
donceiived withioult a simulltanelonis prevalence, fin dhe political sphere,
of an ideclogy (whith a corresponiding political system) wihiich wliims at
a general weorganization ©of the sodiety along sodialist (or Marxist)
lines, the answer (o our question must be in the megative. Faom isuch
an tidedlogical perspeative, labourananagement can only be wiewed as
an integral pamt of the procdss of sodal lramisforimealtion whereby ca-
plitallist insiituifions are superseded. The avalilable histovfical eviidence
allso wuiggests that labourananagement fn ihe economic areha cannot
be lntroduced swithout & concomititant transfonmaltion in he overall
political and sodial environmenit. In other words, labourimanagement
on the level of the finm, mnid a fortiori m the whole ecomomy, cannot
be reparded, as miove pragmaticallyminded wwiters on the theory of
labour-management fimpliditly Ido, @s merely one @mong many possible
flormis of ibusiness4firm organiization compatible whith idifferent ownec-
shifp wtmudtres and Sodial systems. If o, it ds evident that a policy
that would encourage worlkens o acquire owned dinendial assets
would terld o miake them rentiors fin all but mame. Such = policy is
conceliivable fmn “people’s capitalism”, fut fis unaccepiable fn a Marxist-
inspired labourimanaged system. It @s itherefore more likely that in
sich @ system (which wtill menrains decentralized and manrket-ofentted),
emphalsis will be placed on Iselffinancing and policy measures will
be designed Ito ihiis effeat. They st include a significaint distorition
between the cost of credilt anid rates palid on owned saving deposits.
Llimlits 1oin the ramge aind conventibility of assels that can be puvately
owned may be also expeoted. These measurds — while stimullating
self-finamce — wonld produce other wabtendanit efifects: weduotion of
tothal linvestmenlt tmiderttalken by ithe firms and 1of the wonlkens’ overall
saving. The economlicipolicylinduced weliance on selfifinance way be
reiinforced by non-economiic pressunds and an atmosphere of high misk

B Different policy measures may be mfed to make pnivate returns
reflect more acourately social returns: premia that increase with ithe
mumber of years a wonker stays with @& given firm, dimitations upon iabour
mobility, some participation in the retumns of the fimm the worker retains
upon his withdriawal, etc. Some of the schemes <display obvious draw-
badks {e. ig., lmits wpon mobility of labour), whereas others represent a
covent attempt to introduce some elements. of a de faclo private owner-
ship over ithe proceeds. Social and pifivate cefiems may be brought more
in line, mot only by an extension of the time-honizon, but — in a dirouitous
way — by the finm’s seleation of quick-yielding projects.
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bomne by the lender which may easily xdeve“lop whem assets are not
puiivately owned, and yet ithe State s not ithe mﬂ)ﬁlmzrte guarantor. The
growing fmpontance of selffinance wild tend lto displace the capital
market, eventually ldispensing with it altogether, which cannot but
be ideclogically appealiing.
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INVESTICIONO PONASANJE SAMOUPRAVNOG PREDUZE CA
ANALIZA POMOCU PRAVA VLASNISTVA

Branko MILANOVIC
Rezime

Clanak analizira investiciono” ponasanje (a) samoupraviog predu-
zeda sa druStvenim vlasniStvom nad sredstvima za proizvodnju u ko-
me radnicima pripada dohodak posle odbijanja za amortizaciju i ka-
matu, i b) samoupravnog preduzeca w kome viasniStvo nad sred-
stvima za proizvodnju lakode pripada radnicima. Razlika u investi-
cionom ponaSanju pojavijuje se usled Furuboln—Pejovichevog efekta.
U prvom sludaju (a), radnikova odluka da investira datu sumu novca
u proSirenje osmovnog fonda preduzeda znali da ée radnik biti u sia-
nju da poveda svoj dohodak u buducnosti, ali mu se glavnica koju je
investirao, zbog druStvenog vlasniStva nad sredstvima, ne vrada. U
drugom slucaju, s obzirom na karakter vlasnistva i glavnica i porast
dohotka usled investicija pripadaju radniku. Da bi radnik bio indi-
ferentan izmedu ove dve vrste ulaganja, potrebno je da stopa prinosa
u preduzeéu sa druStvenim vlasniStvom bude znatno viSa od stope
prinosa u preduzecu sa liénim viasniStvom. To se woZe lako pokazati
na sledecem jednostavnom primeru. Pretpostavimo da je radnikov
horizont samo jedna godina (fj. radnik ocekuje da ce u datom predu-
zedu ostati jo§ samo jednu godinu) i da je stopa prinosa w preduzedu
sa licnim viasniStvom 10% godiSnje. Ukoliko radnik wilo#i 100 dinara
u preduzece sa licnim viasniStvom (ili na Stedni wlog) posle godinu
dana imade 110 dinara. Ako novac uloZi w preduzede u kome wmema
pravo vlasniltva nad sredstvima za proizvodnju, stopa prinosa mora
da iznosi 110% godisnje kako bi radnik na kraju godine imao 110 di-
nara. Naravno, sa porastom radnikovog horizonta razlika dzmedu ove
dve stope prinosa Ce se smanjiti, ali osnovni princip ostaje neprome-
njen.

U situaciji kada privredu &ine samoupravna preduzeéa sa drust-
venim viasniStvom, ali gde postoji i moguénost ulaganja u finausijske
instrumente (recimo, u Stedne uloge) nad Ao;zma se zadriava pravo
vlasnistva, postojace tendencija da se $to veci deo dohotka preduzeda
raspodeli na licne dohotke, kako bi se Stednja wiila prvenstveno pre-
ko instrumenata nad kojima se pravo viasniltva zadriava. To, pak,
znali da de samofinansiranje biti relativno wnalo zastupljeno i da de
se veéina investicija u preduzecu finansirati putem kredita. Samo-
upravno preduzede sa druStvenim. vilasniStvom imade tako veéu tra-
nju za kreditom nego samoupravno preduzede u kome pravo viasni-
$tva nad sredstvima za proizvodnju pripada radnicima,

Clanak ragpmatra razlidite slulajeve kad postoji raglika izmedu
kamatnih stopa na kredite (koje placa preduzece) i kamainih stopa
na Stedne uloge Namece se zakljucak da je optimalna ekonomska po-
litika, kad ]e viasni$tvo nad sredstvima za proizvodnju dr ustveno, ona
koja omogudava konkurenciju na finansijskom trZiftu, tako da se ka-
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matne stope na kredite i kamatne stope na siedne uloge $to manje
razlikuju. U tom slucaju, preduzeda bi se orz]ehtzsala u potpunosti na
kreditno fuumsuan]e investicija, dok bi radnioi Stedeli ulaganjem na
Stedne radune. Ukupan obim Stednje i investicija ne bi bio niZi od
onog kad postoji licno lasni§tvo mad sredstvima za plozzvodn]u u
samoupravnom preduzecu.

Na kraju treba primetiti da, iako su u perfektno; konkmena}z
kredit i samofinansiranje podjednako dobri nadini za finansiranje in-
vesticija (jer do samofinansiranja wnede dodi dokle god postoji meki
projekat sa viSom stopom prinosa od one koja je ostvariva unutar
datog preduzeca), u stvarnosti je kredit preferabilan. Razlog za o je
Sto se radnici u datom preduzecu mogu, usled subjektivnih faktora,
pre odluditi za ulaganje u soptsveno preduzede, Sak i kad je stopa
prinosa niZa od one koja je ostvariva van preduzeéa. Naravno, takva
situacija je, sa drustvenog stanovista, suboptimalna.

.

THE SELECTIONS OF ELEMENTS FROM A
GIVEN SET RELATIVE TO ONE CRITERION

Branislav I[VANOVIC*

1. INTRODUCTION

At prefsenit we are fnoreasingly encountering prioblemis concerning
the ddentification of one subset from a given set of elements that
woulld, as a separate emtity welafiive o some critterlion, repielsent an
extreme group of that set.

An exaniple bf such a problem would be, in the fist place, the
selection of the beist or weakelst elements welative o omne or more
vartiables, or relafive to one comimon or sywthetic oditerion.

Piroblermis of thils sout are found im the everyday praatice of mum-
erous sodial, scienfific and ecomomiic adffivities. For example, we
conlld say thalt this problem avea is the foumdation of.the policy for
pensonme] promotion @n administration, in the economy, in oulftiral
fields, in the military, etc. The same ds aliso frve wegariding the selec-
tion of candidates for job posts, schiool entrance exams, tthe oganiza-
tion of various represemtational groups, drawing up guest lists for
receptions or meelfings, approving lindividal Gbems in dnvestment or
buldget plamis amd, in genemral, when giving pdicdity to dndividuals or
cattegorlies.

It is obuilous that problemdsolviing will be wendered miore difificult
if we have to deal with one multidimensional or synthetic oriterion
beocatise the question fs then malised of selecting the vaniiable as well
as an adequate symitheific ariteriion. Much disoussion hals already been
devoted to thelse dssues!? so there ds mo need to dwell funther on them
here.

Thils group of problems also dndudes the wvery toplical dissue of
nafiionalization of banks and lndustiiel enteriprise groups in France.
In adition to 139 foreign banks, there are presently 111 national
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