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Santiago ROCA**
I. INTRODUCTION

In a series of interviews about what differentiates and characterizes
selfxmanaged enterprises from other forms of production enterprises,
we wene sunprised to find just how ambliguous and dnexact the responses
were!. Some thiought that the orgamization of the self-managed
enterprise was identical to the capitalist enterprise with the exception
of the composition of the Board of Directors and the distribution of
the surplus. Others conceived self-managed enterprises as being the
opposite of capitalist enterprises, that is, if in the latter there exists a
hierarchy of authority, in the selfmanaged enterprise the authority
should be abolished; if in the capitalist enterprise there exists a techni-
cal structure dn the productibn process, fin the selfmanaged enterprise
the techmiical structure should disappear, etc., etc. But what really is a
capitalist enterprise and a selfmanaged enterprise?

This article will attempt; to clarify these appreciations. We part
from ‘the conception that the microeconomic productive units, the
enterprise, are the fundamental cell of material reproduction and of
the reproduction of the social relations of production at the societal
level. While Marx? himself used the concept of the social relations of
production to refer to categories that exceed the ambit of the enter-

* The Spanish version was presented at the »Segunda Conferencia
Internacional sobre Autogestién y Participacién en América Latina y el

_Caribe«, June 1980, San José, Costa Rica.

** Professor of Economics at the Graduate School of Business Admi-
nistration (ESAN), Lima, Perii. The author would like to thank Professors
Nissim Alcabés and especially Martin Scurrah for constructive criticism
and various corrections on previous drafts which were an important
stimuli for the completion of this research. It should also be mentioned
that the present article is part of a broader project of investigation on
Self-Managed Organizations which is being carried out in ESAN under the
direction of Santiago Roca and Didier Retour. However, this article is the
sole responsibility of its author.

! These interviews were made sporadically, taking advantage of other
investigations in which the author is involved.

? K, Marx, Capital, A Critigue of Political Economy, International
Publishers, New York, Sixth Printing, 1974.
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prise, it cannot be denied that it is in the enterprise where said rela-
tions assume a more concrete and specific form. Thus, we will attempt
to conceptualize a characterization of enterprises, taking into conside-
ration the type of social relations of production that emerge from
them. The main objective of this article is to present a more realistic
approach for the amalysis, conceptualization and differentiation of self-
managed enterprises from other forms of enterprises.

The following section will bifiefly describe some of the most
common definitions of the selfunanaged enterpnise. The third section will
propose an approach to differentiate the enterprises according to their
social relations of production. The fourth section will construct an
ideal typology of enterprises ranging from less-to-more self-managing
ones. And lastly, some additional annotations will be made in relation

to distributive equality and social accumulation in selfmanaged enter-
prises.

II. COMMONLY-ACCEPTED CHARACTERIZATION OF
SELF-MANAGED ENTERPRISES

Jaroslav Vanek3 categorizes the productive organizations into those
controlled by "labour” (self-managed) and those controlled by "capital”
(capitalist). The former are those where management and control are
exclusively in the hands of the active members of the enterprise on the
basis of one mam, one vote; the latter are those where mvanageiment
and control are in the hands of the owners of capital, He adds; ... one

....can never_ speak of self-management when others have the right to
~~control’ and manage, even if it is together with the active members,

or when some active members are separated from the process of self-
management or when the persons are niot equal in tenms of one man,
one vote... in these cases we are facing some sort of dehumanizing
situation”.

This definition categorizes the enterprises dndependently from the
form of ownership existing in society or the type of economy (market
or planned) in which it is found. Thus, the ownenship or the patnimony
of the entenprise can be state, social or individual by nature, and as
long as the ownership does mot give the night to comtrol over the wob-
jectives and management of the entenpiiise, it will be closer to what is
defined as a selfsmamaged entenpiiise (controlled by labour).

Branko Horvat,! Rudi Supek, Mihailo Markovié, and other Yu-
goslavian specialists algo arzived simultaneously — and in many cases,
eartier —ito the same condlusions as Vanek, but in addition centered their
concern on the problem of equality at the level of the society as a
whole. They noted that in Yugoslavia some selfmanaged enterprises

3 1. Vanek, Self-Management Economic Liberation of Man, pp. 13—14,
Penguin 1975, J. Vanek, The Participatory Economy: An Evolutionary Hypo-
thesis and a Stralegy for Development, Cornell University, 1971,

* B. Horvat, An Essay on Yugoslav Society, JASP, New York, 1969. B.

Horvat, R. Supek and M. Markovié, Self-governmment Socialism: A Reader,
IASP, New York, 1975.
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(controlled by labour) were more profitable and therefore paid their

" workers more tham other self-managed entenprises; they then attemp-

edefine the concept of the selfmanaged enterpnise on the l?asns
E)ei’:‘d-a;;go{pniiation of the SIL)llTphIS. Thgpretical‘ly, any -sqmpigs or profit of
the entenprise supenior to a certaln maximum average income per
‘wonker, should be appropriated by the society as a whole for its rf,-
distribution or dnvestment in those sectors \wtl} ﬁf?ss resources. I:n th;le
conceptualization, there were criteria of ”equal.L,t’y at -the: societal leve
which were combined with criteria of "control” at the_ internal enter-
prise level in the definition of the self-mamnaged en‘ter!pnl'se.:. In practice,
it was difficult to apply these criterda. The -re_‘lat1v1_=.1y high deg_nree of
inequality existing among regions and antenpn}'ses in nggslam%- con-
firms it Apparently, the criterion of "control” has prevailed, but on
certain cases even the State and the Captra.rl Government have inter-
fered in the management of some enterprises.
<ocial property firms® in Peru incorporates .Ppth con-
c bggcs:lf}faf f osfo{’)'b:érgro%?' tgy the worker§ and fthast. gf ﬁﬁuta};lt)
tl??ough surplus appropriation. Additionally, it oreates for the ‘;me
the mechanisms of “social accumu}artipn" tlqumg-p an c(yimlgmal -lsl)lr;tg)r?l
of incentives, effort, savings, financial intermediation an a<1:<3um on
f. the benefit of the sodial property secbou‘._Umfor.tmu}te y, some o
t(l)lzse mechanisms have not been put into practice yet .whxle O‘th:'lns h\;:,-\irﬁ
to wait a greater mumber of yeans before quamtifiable Tesulbs
v a}_,glthfsle' ut aside for the moment the problems of equality in sur-
plus approp“;iaﬁim at the societal level axnd' that of social acoumul‘am?}x;
Let us foous on the problem of "wabrol' whx_oh, by the way, Is
common characteristic of all the ‘defdm‘x'hibns.nrevmsed.
nControl”’ over the manpagement, objectives 'amd goals of tlzie e_n.ter:
nise is effected by exercising greater power or imfluence .oyer ecl(;;)fn
l:r)nalluing.,»DcdrsiDn-ﬁnaﬂding refers to the [p\f?gcess ?tf :‘n?i;mgf 2;1?; cn‘Tef“
roblem, and present or future Syl -
;ir'::ee., ;l(;ﬁg,elﬁerplpmducéime orgmmmm daﬁdy have to sol\lrfe. tﬁ??;?is.
of prioblems of resource dﬁsﬁﬂéﬂbltnfﬁtilbn a;:ﬁl El;élmm\e %ﬁﬁgﬁs the ¢ ;t fer-
the organizatiion. The o o
gg;eﬁ;i?sgfneﬁmes g-fli?cngadeal wihth operative and mmI}u-te. probllt?r1'}115_ agllci
other times with strategic and }ﬁixt.al mfart»i(;jens, depending on which p
bhapart of the organization 1s IMvolvea.
. S‘Iln}sj E?rrzme, then,g thatt according to the definitions of the self-managed
enterprise given before, all the workens ?,mwe to decide qge «i\;exg‘;
thine on the basis of ’one man, one voFe for am an-tea"prll fo be
";neailfﬂy“ self-managed? In an enterprise controlled by capital, will al

- 7ar, »Problems of Reg§01ml Eco_nomic De\'tflop_ment in

Y 5sllz\;iv %;élg;yl\ﬁgdzg;gzig&' in Economic Analysis and Wor kg:sRMam‘L:-

;%?znt Volume VIII, 1974, 3—4. World_ Bank Country ECOI}OI’HI{(—)} .yep(.)i ,

g’ugoslz'wia Develop:nént with Decentralization, Johns Hopkins University

Press, Baltimore & London, 1975. . pS. Decree Law 20598

3 y de Propiedad Social, CONAPS, Decree Law )

1974 6’1%1{11;2 ﬁaiv%ggnggxits Zne ozf) the best theoretical conceptualizations of
self-managed enterprises existent in the world,
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its owners by any chance decide everything in the enterpnise? Do not
the management personnel have autonomy over many dmportant mat-
ters? Wouldn't this last enterpiise also be a capitalist one (comtrolled
by capital)?

These simple questions are crucial in order to clarify a categoriza-
tion and differentiation of the productive entenprises. The entenprise is
not a completely homogeneous entity. It is composed of parts and sub-
parts, and the relations among the persons within it are varied. The
majority of definitions of selfmanagement previously mentioned are
mistaken when they pretend to treat the enterprise as a unit where the
relations are constant and of the same nature throughout.’

III. AN APPROACH TO DIFFERENTIATING THE ENTERPRISES
ACCORDING TO THEIR SOCIAL RELATIONS

We have {o examine/analyze the organization's decisions in order
to fully comprehend the sources of “control” or “power"” over decisions
in each part or sub{part of it. In this sense, we propose to abstractly
divide the productive orgamdzation into four segments.t

The first segment deals with the relations between the "owners”
and/or their representatives vis & vis the management-execuiive person-
nel and the operating personnel’ The second segment refens to the re-
lations befnween management executive personnel and operating per-
sonnel. The third segment touches on the relations within each one of
the groups mentioned. Anid lastly, the fourth segment analyzes the rela-

_tions or énfluences of external persons or groups in the activities of the
- enterpnise. This- classification of the organization by segments will
allow us do thoroughly amalyze the type of social relations that are
reproduced within each segment, and a continuum of enterpnise forms
— according to their degree of approximation to capitalist or socialist
social relations of production — will be more cleanly distinguishable.!®

The first segment ‘s one of the most important for the categoriza-
tion of production organizations. Let us confine ounselves for the mo-
ment {o the characteristics and functions of the limited liability com-
pany or the copporation. It ds at this segment where the objectives,
goals, policies, strategies and benefits of the entemprise are discussed,
and where the meuralgic -decisions of the organization are made. Grosso
modo, theoratically, we can distinguish — coinoiding én this case with
the categorizations previously mentioned — between the enterprises

whose objectives, policies and strategies are exclusively controlled by
the owners of capital (or its representatives) and those that wespond to

7 They generally do not distinguish between the parts and the nature
of issues and social relations in the organization.
.. ' The word "segment" is used for lack of a better term. This segment-
ation does not correspond to the hierarchy of the enterprise.

* The terms "management”, "exccutive” and "operating” are used with
no- connotation or value judgment as to the type of work performed.

. ¥ Those interested in revising the concept of capitalist or socialist

social relations of production may refer to Charles Bettelheim,
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the mandate of.the nowners” of labour (or dts representatives). We

agree that this differentiation mark lthc_ finst Jamdmank that separales
two diametnically-opposed conceptualizations of enterprises. -
The differentiation is not, nevm't-heles_s, sufficient — mot even'at
the level of the fiinst segment — to categonize Lhe enterprises ac.corthing
to the social relatiions of production. There "'ns_ much Efaushrahon,' for
example, when the representatives of "labour” in the Boz!;rd ofbDlrtflzc-
tors or Management Council — be they elected demoaratically by the
workens themselves, or designated by organs external to the entelpqse
in the name of the "labour"” of all -thé_:spcmby (the S'taitc?) — conrtrg!} the
objectives and policies of the organization at the wmargin p‘f the wishes
of those who work there or according to external or sixictly 'Personal
interests.!! In these cases, the relations of the managers, executives fmd
operational workers with those who "nule” can easily 'degeneraxte.mto.
exploitative and alienating ones, despite ?he fact that the ownership of
capital in this case does mot have amy influence or control over the
isions of the enterprise. ) i
demscl;;l the iother hauf:i, it hais. also been showan that in many enterprises
suppoisadly controlled by “capital”, the shareholders :1,'10 long’eirz
maimtain control of the decisions and imstead have becomg rentiers {f
The control has passed to the hands of tl}e mana.gement stratt.llm itself,
leaving the shareholders merely as @.aa.ssiwe subjects of the .eclslolns
made in the entenprises* In the specific case nvhere the mamnagers de-

cide, we come closer fo organizations wwhere "labour” - t!he}t ?,f the
man'agers — has power or control gndependently from “capital® We

4 meed to kmow the influence of non«management personnel (oyer
gm%u}mamtans which are decided in this first segment qf the-c))’rgamza;
tion) so as to detenmine the degree of real trepre,san'izmon of. l.abo;l}‘
in the first segment. In others wonds, when there is no relapon‘s_lllp
between the ownership (of capital) and -the control of the e,nte‘p;_){us?,‘
we would need to study what exercises control and how democratic is

surce of this control. ) .
the 51‘(1')1 i'level{)ping nations, the separation of ownenship [‘-ro‘m gontl'h(l); {s
still very imcipient simce enterprises are El:eqmenbly oo:n:tn_o.lle fea ! ec,) \31- .
by the ownors of capital who, in turn, ‘-d'ecme on .t-hf: destiny o i 1:c "
gamization and fmpose operating condmmfm's accor-dn}g to tbe ogl o
capital and #ts tmtevests, generally degrading the conditiion of t:hose1 v bo
work ¢n the enterpriset* On the other hand, there have emilbec Eat;le
there presently exist attempts to con ilinte and share the contr 0' i
decisions—wiithin this flinst segment—through ingenious systems where

. the owners of capital, as well as those who contribute labour, attain

u X the East as well as from the West confirm
these aN;xgleggg(sm:\sgsee’frgg? example, ]\401‘ri5_ Bornstein, C‘t_amplzzra{m{z:1 Es(,;)-
nomic Systems: Models and C.n.s;iesﬁg}?.\grr: Series in Economics r\Ym- orsey
Imcr'?a/txmll]':’zgfig 0}1‘('1101;)01\%7;1;‘, ;Ii}x}illlrout Zl’){opcrty: A new Developmenrt in A;grég
rican Pt;liiz'cal Economy, Harcourt, Brace & Compnn;)x{‘ Nlcwp}oik_,l '1 ,
A. Berle and G. Means, The Modern Cor;{oratton'and 111\’& e Nipflf?l', 3.1971

5 T, K. Galbraith, The New Industrial State, Houg ]tonh 1t11t}, e

¥ This matter will be treated in greater detail in the other three seg
ments of relations which we will next review.
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participation and influence in the decisions. Such ds the case of the
Refonmed Pnivate Sector in Peru, where 50 per cent of the seats on
the Boards of Directors of all the enterpnises with more than 3 wor-
kers would have been progressively transferred to the Labour Commu-
mity — an entity that represented "labour” — the remaining 50 per cent
slaying in the hands of the owners of "capital’: the objectives, policies
and strategic decisions of ‘the enierprises would supposedly have been
jointly determined. In developed nations, suoh as Germany, similar
arrangements for the mutal influence between "capital” and "labour”
exist)* The proposal of Rudolf Meddner to tramsform Swedish enter-

prises refers to an anrangement similar 1o that of the Labor Cominu-
nities in Peru.¥

In this first segment, in sum, there exist two substantial problems
for the categomnization of the productive units. The first refers to whe-
ther the source of power or control lies in the ownenship of "capital”
or in the work effected by "labour”, and the second, to what type of
relations exist between the representatives of "ocapital” or of "labour”
and the personnel that work in the entenprise (mmanagers, executives
and operatows). That ds, liow the personnel integrate themselves in the
matters and problems that are discussed in the finst segment of the
organization. Only if the source of power lies in labour (be this of the
enterprise dtself or of the society as a whole) and only if the represen-
tatives "effiectively” wepresent the interests of their "bases” and succeed
im integrating these interests with those of the enterprise’® will be the
first necessary but not sufficient condition for a productive organiza-
tion to be a "self-management model”: necessary but not sufficient be-
cause there are other requirements posed by the other three segments

——inlo which-we-are dividing the organization.

The second segment studies the relations of production between
the mamagement or executive personmel and the operative personnel of
the entenprise.’ In sum, it embraces the areas of coordination, opera-
tion and control of the regular activities of the enterprise. Its task is
to maximize the efficacy and the efficiency of decisions when interrela-
ting the parts and resources of the orgamnization in order to accomplish
the goals and objechives designed by the persons or groups who cont-
rol the finst and main segment of the organization. In this broad sense,

® Ley de Comunidad Industrial, July 1970, Lima, Peru.

¥ DGB, ,Co-determination in the Federal Republic of Germany”, In:
G. Hunnius, et al, Workers' Conirol, Vintage Books, New York, 1973. Ley
de Codeterminacién en la Industria de la Reptblica Federal Alemana, 1976.

" Meidner, Rudolf, Working Life in Sweden, 1979.
. " We do recognize that there is always a potential clash between the
inlerests of the enterprise, its representatives and those of the workers,
but if the procedure to solve conflict is democratic and egalitarian, deci-
sions are {o be taken in a "integratory” manner. Integration does not mean
a permanent and stable harmonization of interests but a "just” and parti-
cipatory process of conflict resolution.

" The classification of the personnel as managemeni-executive and
operalive is simplistic. A greater number of types of personnel can be

claborated but it would not change the essential nature of the arguments
throughout this article.
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the second segment represents the manqgmn_cnt oE_ ?lhe entzzlrpailssc, in-
cluding the areas amd problems with which it tmdmonaxlxl_y c; : een
To find the "best” management form for en enterprise has oeen
one of the most studied topics by management theoreticians ai]ell 1;5
perts. Thus, absolutely authoritarian forms of »manageme'ntla»s ; ol =
ideal models of bureauaradies and (recenily) management 'S¢ 1e1'n it
participation of the personnel have been proposed. _Im -a.gyt Caé;;s there
exist a variety of schools of thought that have contributec to
retical baggage® ‘ . ’
\Vhart%i?lf:ue —and few point this out— is ithat management Lhetngl
takes as a given the ultimate Ob] ectives a'nd .goaéls of those 'tvhof con 11; 0.
the first and main segment of the orgmn}za‘tmns: the ownelf o r’cafpem
or those who contribute labour, acoordmg. to_ﬂme .czfse. L-.'z;naezi;:rces,
though an essential element fior the rationalization of bm?e anb,r e;s N
and for the continuity and survival of the entenprise, ?% s 2
relatively secondary clement since it -do_es {lot question "Lhii mz:nmhe e
of power and the distribution of benefits T.m tl_le orgamza O?;ional s oe
cisions generally refer to teohnica‘rl, cp‘or-dmant:mg .a‘r_ld z?P;;a onal
ters and not to aspects of the objectives anfl policies. e Lo
"management model” turns out to‘be.an mstpum'c:,nt fgr'tx’ ']’g o thi
more effectively to the ultimate objectives of the "mandators
organization. 5 o
: This 4s why the entenprises confrolied by. "labour grdby rtlzaftnntﬁie
(classified according to the fimst segment previously :sLudne‘iﬁ caenni't )
indistinotly any miodel or management fom}x wihich i pl mru—n’
sometimes §n the shortoun and at other imesin the medlmn3 g)lm ml;nncr,
to satisfy dts ultimate goals and objectives 1N the best'pogs% eI J‘;lo ur ex-
1t ¢s mot unusual, therefore, to find er‘ltenpnses controlled by ‘a o
in the first segment — ~which exeroise -n}amagement f]orms Ant geor
sionsmaking that are totally authoritarian -m.ihe second segll‘{g;lria uet
entenprises practice Taylorian or Stakhanovic production ciu nin wne
fonms of wonk organization, without congidering 1.']}e }?sycho 0%11] ) and
social factors that affect the mmembers of the ‘organ?zanro.n. On \ﬁf} ?seu—
hand, there are also enterprises cop-t*rolled by capital—in fthg ‘lsersog-
ment—which permit the panticipation and dntervention o  + he Paking
nel that work/in the enterpuise in management and wdeomig1l-r§ust be,
even though this altennative does mot occur ﬁrquently. igm e
emphasized that whoever controls the first segment of the orga

' » A summary of these schools is found in: Kast & Rosexllggglg, Contin-
gnency Views of Organization and Management, Chicago SRLA, 913, v inte
i Bureaucracy-management and operatlpnal pcr_sonnc.-lrm &' Jave inte
rests of their own which do not necessarily comcxde. with ]'tal x, the
governing elite — be they representa%\'cs of labour or capital
ar er, referred to on page LS. - . )
Casesﬂ'\i? 's]}’i?)\glec;’ b'e made clear to Ll?e reader ﬂfa}{:rI the sep;lltat(l)?uﬂi)é é;alil;ls
f Dir Y General Management Ler-
between ihe Board of Directors and the ral Management @ something
ise is not as rigid as it appears here and t at delin on is
{)\:iiighlsisnnot \h::r;(t=7 clear, stabier and universally acceptcd._I_‘én ﬁ?;?,ﬁ?clﬁ 13112:1
differences between the gunctignsb OLE ﬂ;,i Gtt;,lrén?n gli:s}iler\g? I{I}; sy e
ement Council; an etwe Mmer
%]c?arlc\i,‘sa%%gDirectors and  their management are not clearly specified
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—be it capital or labour— the management form in the second seg:
ment will be influenced by the ultimale objectives and goals which the
first segment has traced.

For example, if all the enterpnises of Groenlandia were controlled
by the State, — through the representatives of the "work of all the
soolety” in the Board of Directors of the entenprises — amd if the
State establishes as its sole objective the maximization of surplus
extraction from productive units, it would not be sumprising to find
any fonm of mamagement as long as the proposed objectives are
attained. Naturally, depending on the management form that is imple-
mented, counterorganizations which will strive to democratize the
imtermal power structure and the potential benefits, or reduce the
oppression amd discontent of the personnel in the enterprise, may arise.
These counterorganizations are sometimes able to change the ultimate
objectives proposed by ithe "mandators” of the emtenprise or be
successful in having the matters which concern them dealt with.

In this second segment, what will determiine that @an enterprise be
categonized as selfsmanaged? The fundamental condition is that, subject
to maintaining the continuity of the enterprise and the efficient and
effiective mamagement of dts resources, the satisfaction, selfirealization
and development of the individuals and work groups should necessarily
be attained?

Will @ management system be best (or optimal) where, for each
problem that the entenprise confronts, the decisions are made
acconding to the aule "one man—one vote”? Willl thils management form
lead to efficacions amd efficient entemprise mamnagement decisions that
will not inhibit the development of the individuals and the entenprise,
nor generate internal nelations of oppression and exploitation?

The answer is simple. To maximize participation of all in all ("one
man—one vobe” for any and all problems in the entenpuise) fls not an
end in itself. Of what value would it be that everyone participate if the
management ends up being ineffective or alienating? The answer to
this question does mot mecessarily involve the elimination or reduction
of worker participation to the minimum possible, because "minimuin
participation” is even less of a guaramtee for abolishing inefficient,
exploitative or arbitrary acts in the workplace. The essence of the
question is to detenmine the degreee of participation or influence at
each level and type of decision in the enterprise, to be exercised by
the different sectors of personmel, given certain considerations of
equality and efficiency, that will succeed in eradicating exploitation
and in developing the individual and the entenpise?

But how will these degrees of real participation or influence in
decisionsmaking be determined? In other words, what would be the
veal source of power or control — within this second segment — for
decision-making and for obtaining the resulls postulated?

® One can think of this condition as an optimal or ideal goal

* For a more exhaustive analysis of this problem, see Roca, Santiago
and Retour, Didier: "Participation in Enterprise Management: Swamped

1CgoSI}cepts”; to appear in Economic and Industrial Democracy, Vol 2, N° 1,
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We believe, and the matter és complex, that thf degree of mﬂ.lécnce
or participation in deaision-malsing mn the entenprise should be etze};
mined by the degree to which the lindividuals or ‘:‘.Z‘,-I:OU{[)S are aﬁ;;zc c.
by each of the enterprise's problems. "Affectation” 1S—we argue’ —‘u?
objective and subjective category that depends on mamny factors such
as: knowledge, the desire to pamticipate, and the social, p]}ysucal or
mental proximity of the person to the problem ©or deoufn.op vm e&ebgte.
The degree of affeatation, anid thevefore that of the desirable d;; \;e
partiticipation and influence of the individuals, wouic% vary according to
the problems and types of decisions that are mac%e in rthg eqiecllwpt{ugez.ﬂs

Mamnagement based on the degree of affectation ogf ﬂ.‘,e indivi 1t_1 J
in the problems of the enterprise would thus Arest}"lt in "Participa 211}7’
Management”, but not participatory in the sense ‘og 'one malr}—c;ne Vo ee
for all types of decisions. Rather, it would be partiaipaiory in lfc ]edsini
that, depending on the type of problems and. acci?rdmgg to fl‘e o egr -Z
of affectation, there would be panticipation with maximum influence
in some cases, with "equal” influence lllﬂ others, and \Eﬂl.’ﬂ“i 2 mmu.amlumt
of influence or power in the matters an wln(%h the individual is ctz?s
affected. This ds what we have denominated dzﬁercnl.mted partchia :on
in the decisions and the management of the enterprise. The reso 'Llle;IOIl
of the problems — fin this second segment — would be based on (; z;:lse
ariteria in order 40 obtain efficiency dn ml_le use of u-esgu;ces an ﬂ1e
elimination of oppressive and exploitative sockal relations in the
emag)iﬁsgon—selﬁmanaged entenprises or those that. move é\vay fron}
the selfmanaged ddeal type which we are cops,txpucmmg, the soul;ces; o
power or control over decision-making }VLﬁl’m _thms "Seg‘EIléI;I" ’\'ary
substzntially. In some cases it will continue .bexmg capital (.onel
dollar — one vote”) which exercises_gpower, in others ;prof;zsswna
competence, tn others coerdion, physical force, the 'Whipb‘ goz;;:
tyramt, the skill or manipulation of some nz_mtooé\?:, (;Ilcrbhe arbiiranin

£ the formal awthomities in the organization, - et ’

of The third segment, which is very d{niportamt in the rz=,§ezxfrc:hr};ﬁn;ll
the praxis of produchive organizations, is that of the mela,utogls W 1(:S
exiist between the personnel in each gnoup ~z‘md among w.c:lm .groill)lt.
This segment could be inconporated nvithin the secon s’egrne it
Nevertheless, it is preferable to separate ot because of dts Iejle\ ance 10

-ma entenprises. .
sa}ﬁ I'{’]i’;?a\%idnk gro?p exercises significant influence over the behaviour
of the individuals and the entenprise. Tlhél. [in}eracuons and relnta(;ns
between the members of the group are indispensable e?emenls or.
he satisfaction of the individuals and the Success_ﬁul [perfor.ma[‘n(%c o§

the organization. Aspects of motivation, personality .amd mnd:wudsu;]
differences form part of the human and psycho-social areas whic
comprise this segment.

: i cerci £ real

» Affectation js a key concept for understanding the exercise of xe L

influené\e{fon the decisions_ymade in this segment of the exzttel%x:lse.in%lcu?r: éic

ing to the degree of affectation, the person should exe(xjL ];'d'e fluence

over decisions, Research in progress; Santiago Roca an idier A
Participatory Management, Manuscript, 1980.
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'I‘raditim).ally, in many enterprises the individual and even the
wornk group is visualized as “one screw” more within a major struc-
ture. This screw should be well "placed” in order to achieve maximum
wonk. efficiency. The_ relations within the group are based on: formal
and informal authomity, the law of the strongest, egoism and individual
competition, the physical_ and mental capacity of the membens of the
mt e;c., etc. Those within the group who are outstanding and pro-
o ﬁred.eoewe ecomomic and monetary incentives, those less able

Othc?rs,_ on the contrary, have argued that the determinamts of
greater in vidual _and group motivation eand satisfaction in the enter-
prife arc: orientation towards the group as human beings and not as
pleces of a major structure, and permament participation and coms:mu-
mication between the individuals and groups 'on the job. The literature
on this problem ds extensive and we do not need to repeat it here

What differentiates the self-managed entemprise from other rOfm;S
cxf_ -}zroductinn organfization within this segment? Will the relations
within the group have to be based :on the equation ''one man — one
vote” for them to be selfmanaging?

In the first place, it should be made clear that the enterprise
con’orollegl by "labour” or by “capital” (according to the First 's:rglr);‘é:ﬁ
can consider the individuals and the group at the job as pieces of a
major stm}ctu're or as human bsings who seek thewr personal and
social rez_dazatlon on the job. We do mnot need to give examples to
charactsam‘ze these behaviours. It should only be mentioned that an
enterprise controlled by labour that satisfies the two requirements
of the first segment of the organization, but that tends to consider
the group and the individuals at the job as "screws” of a major
stucmrf::, @S moving away from the ddeal model of a selfananaged
entemprise as conceived in this paper. Later on we will explore these
aspects more -thoroughly.

) _In the specific case of the ideal selfmanaged enter rise, it i
suﬁfment ‘to recognize the individuals and grou%s on 'thepjob ,a-st hlfu::aog
bamg.s' with social and participation needs, but #t must also be
:;co%l;zebc; -al';at the relations between the mdividuals and groups
i Qg;mﬁion. sed on the practice of free, solidary and reciprocal

,  Individuals are born with inherent personal Lmitations a ten-
ma-'liﬁie_s Egaqetic) and acquire those Mpﬁd by sﬁc#i?; c-';lr-is-tﬁzdpf{?ct:;
t_)‘f socialization. When they arnive at the factory of production organ-
Lation, they brling with them all these limitations and potentialities.
If the enterprise is dnterested in selfrealization and personal deve-
lopment——jwhmle malintaining minimum levels of enterprise efficiency
and le'ffecpweness—iyt fis thus indispensable to generate velations whose
equa‘l\'hty is ot only based on the amount and quality of labour
contributed but also on the basis of the personal limitations and

* Elton Mayo, Rensis Likert, Chris Argyris, William F. Whyte, Frede-

rik Herzberg, A. Lo
in this fye A Maslow, etc, are part of a significant group of rescarchers
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potentialities imposed by nature and society in the process of socia-
lization. This defines the ddeal selftnanaged model in this third
segment, Therefore, it must not be sooial and economic status, physical
force, mental capacity, and the amount of work done (to an equal
amount of work, an equal amount of power) that are the only gene
rating sources of power in the melations among individuals and
groups in the ddeal self-managed orgamization. On the contrary, soli-
derity, reciproddity and free cooperation ought to be considered as
inseparable parts of this segment for an ideal self-managed
organization.

Lastly, but not least important, the fourth segment of the organ-
izatjon includes the influences of extermal persons or groups om the
activities of the entenpnise. Traditionally, some authors have character-
ized organizations =5 dnstmuments of imternal solidarity to the
exclusion of others.® In this manner, the access o enterprise manage-
ment and to the benefits of the emnterpnise has been denfied o
external agents. More recently, organizational theoreticians have
insisted that the comsumers, the suppliers, those that finance the
enterprise, and other extemmal agents that participate in the activities
of the enterprise should defend their interests in the organization®
In confraposition to the ratiopal model with goals and objectives
established by the "mandator”, the latter ihink that the objectives and
goals of the enterprise are a result of the intervention of diverse social
actors, some extermal and some mternal.

. Nowadays it #s generally accepted that the "environment?
influemces the orgamization and that the organization must constantly
adapt to or transform the geographic, ecological, human, economic,
sodial and political features of the "environment”, In this comception,
the organization transforms the environment or adapts to it without
giving effective participation to "outsiders” in the resolution of its
problems. : :

What would differentiate a self-managed entemprise from other
types of enterprises in this segment? In fact, the traditional and
nanrow version, which excludes external actors or which impedes their
participation im the enterprise, would be ‘discarded. The ideal self-
managed enterpnise — we have sald — does not generate oppressive or
exploitative social celatioms intemnally or externally. Therefore, the
self-mamaged enterprise should consider the problems of the external
actors when they are related to the activities of the enterpmise. But

how do we render effective such a consideration? One possibility

# Daniel Katz and Robert Kahn, The Social Psychology of Organizations,
New York, John Wiliey & Sons Inc., 1966.

* March, J. G. and H. A. Simon, Organizations, New York, John Wiley,
1958. A fuller discussion of this subject is contained in: Abrahamssom,
Bengt, Burcaueracy or Participation, Sage Library of Social Research 51,
Sage 1977, Beverly Hills, London.

* By "environment” is meant all that is external to the enterprise,
from the level of development of society as a whole, its values or ideclo-,
gies, to the climate, geography, and human factors that affect the organi-
zation,
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would be to do it by way of (mechanisms of) jparticipation for consu-
merns, suppliers and any other exiennal agent through their own orga-
nizations at the local level. These organizations would defend the
nights of the external agents who "institutionally” swould have influence
in socio-economic chambers (at the industnial or supra-enterprise level),
The sodio-economic chambers, m turn, would dnsist that tits affiliated
enberprises comsider the problems in question. Amnother possibility is
to “institutionally” allow direct effective parsticipation n the enter-
prise — of the extemnal actors — when dealing with problems of mu-
tual concenn.

What would be the basis of the influence of the external actors
in velation to the decisions made in the entenprise? Here again as in
the analysis of the second segment of the onganizations, we think that
the degree of affectation of the external aatons versus those of the
members of the enterprise should decide the balance. If the local
community is affected by the harmful effects and external diseconomies
(v. g., contarnination of water or other matural wesources) of the pro-
ductive activities of the enterprise, the balamce +will be decided by
the quality and quantity of affectation of the commumity versus that
of the entenpnise’®

The problem of the "extemnal actors” amd their participation in
the enterprise touches the fromtiers of self-management dn the organi-
zation and leads us to the subject of selfmamagement at the municipal
and societal level. These last topics are mot, however, the focus of the
present article and we mprefer to leave their amalysis for amother
opportunity. It should be mentioned that avhile the traditional enter-
prise sends the problems of the commumnity o the political system
so that policies limiting productive activity be adopted there, ihe
entenpnise that fulfills the selfmamaged condition dén this fourth
segment cam solve communiity problems through their diredt incorpo-
ration in the business of the entenprise which affects them.

We have wapidly completed the review of the four segments of
the organization proposed for the study and categorfization of the
enterprise, This approach to classifying the iypes of velations that
emerge in ithe enterpnise and from there attempting a distinction of
self-managed and non-seifmanaged entenprises is—in our understanding
—a more wvealistic approach than treating the entemprise as a homo-
geneous unit with constant vrelations.

The contradictions are evident if we again compare the «definitions
of selfmanaged enterprises, based on the "control” of enterprise
management at the global level, and the amalysis by segments which
we have realized. For example, Vanek in his definition afficms that
"...when others {persons external to the entenprise) have the right
to control amd mamage even #éf it were fogether with the active
members (of the enterprise)... or when the pemsons (of the enter-
puise) are mot equal on the basis of "one man, one vote”... we are

® Much research is needed in this area to cléarly determine the pro-
cess or optimum forms of participation.
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fading some sort of dehumanizing situation (implying antiselfwnanag-

“ing)3 The analysis by segments above weveals, on the contrary, that

it is mot antiselfmanaging nor dehumanizing that the community or
any other extemnal actor affected participate im the deocisions of the
enterpuise that concern them, mor that “one mam-one vote" ds the best
basis for taking coordimaiion amd operational decisions dn the second
segment of the organization. Inclusively, a form of enterprise mana-
gement has been proposed based on criteria different from those of
Mone man—one vote”. Thelse are only some examples of the differences
found.

Unfortunately, the laws that regulate the self-managed enterprises
jn Pemu and Yugoslavia also emphasize similar generic positions with
respect to the control and the management of the ent:enprjse whi{e
neglecting the differences among segments of welations in the organt-
zation. In practice, the genenic principle "one man, one vote” is repro-
duced at all levels and segments of the enterprise, thus generating
much confusion. )

Taking as given that the amalysis by segments approach is the
most appropuiate in order to fully comprehend self-management, we
must reflect for a moment on the characterization of the ideal or the
theoretically optimum selfmanagement model. Thus, in the following
seotifon. — considening fthe sociel relations of production at the level of
each of the segments studied—a typology of the enterprises will be
constructed acconding to a continuum which goes from _those enter-
prises that are less to those that are more self-managmg..ln this
sense, this typology lis mommaitive and subjeat to debate and dmprove-
ment. Moreover, it has ¢c be considered that the optimum 1S
presented in terms of finding effective and efficient altermatives of
production organization that do not inhibit the development gf the
individuals and the entenprise or generate relations of oppression or
exploitation, internally as well as externally. :

IV. A TYPOLOGY OF ENTERPRISES

Table I presents the main results of the analysis by segments
performed previously. It was mentioned initially that &f the source of
control in the first segment were “labour”, and if dts u'epresantamv?s
"effectively” represent the imterests of their bases and succeed in
integrating these interests avith those of the entexprise, thq fl:I‘St
necessary but not sufficient condition for the productive organization
to be an ideal self-management model would be fulfilled. It is not a
sufficient condition since there are other requirements from the other
segments by shich we divided relations in the orgarnizmt}inoq. Only‘ mf
the management fonm implemented dn the second segmeut is apznrb_lcl-
patory (in the sense, described in the previous section, that acoo;dmg
to the degree of affectation there will sometimes be very Mittle”
participation and at other times "much” participation—depending on

3 See pp. 2—3 of this article.
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the decisions); only if the relations in the third segment are dealt
with on sthe basis of free, solidary and reciprocal coordination —
considering the persomal genetic limitations and those imposed by
society on the imdividuals; and only if the external social actors
affected by the activities of the enterpnise have institutionalized
channels of real expression and influence to achieve the suppression
of unjust and oppressive social relations of the entemprise with the
exterfor; only if all and each one of these four requirements are
fulfilled would we categorize this organization as an ideal or purely
self-managed enterprise. This enterpnise would constitute the Tight
extrame of a confinuum where the entenprises would be categorized
from less to more selfsmanaged (letter Z, Table II).

At the extreme Jeft of the continuum we find the "less” self-mana-
ging or the more purely capitalistic and debumanizing enterprise. This
entenprise would be that im which capital controls, avhere the mana-
gement ds authoritarian or nom-participatory, where the relations
within the group or among groups are based on egoism and the law
of the strongest, and where the participation of external social actors
affected by the activities of the entenprise ds 'denfed (letter A, Table II).

In reality—except for rare exceptions—the productive entenprises
are not characterized as being on either of the two extremes, meither
the purely capitalist and dehumanizing nor the purely self~managing.
We can find entenprises that, while controlled—in the first segment—by
capital, in the other segments adopt management forms with some
participation, maintain xelations among tndividuals based on mutual

- respeat and limited cooperation, and are willing fo consider the

problems of the external actors even though matters may be decided
internally. This type of entenprise, avhile still capitalist @inasmuch as

it ds contnolled by capital #n the first and most important segment), .

adopts more humane positions n the rest of the segments of the
organization and, in this sense, acquires a jposition that moves away
from that of the purely capitalistic and dehwmanizing entenprise. If a
weighted compound dndex could be constructed that included celative
weights for the characteristios of the enierprise in each segment, the
capitalist enterprise which we have just characterized might be located
near the letter C lim Table IT.

On the other hand, as an lustrative exarmple, ithe enterprise which
at the level of the first segment is controlled by "labour” but which
has an authoritamian management, esiablishes and encourages egotisti-
cal and exclusivistic types of relations among the individuals of the
entenprise and does not consider the extennal social actors that are
being affected by the activities of the enterpuise; this type of entenprise
—under the critenion of the aforementioned weighted compound index
— could be located mear the letter D in Table II indicating that dt is
mOVEhlg away from being an ideal self-managed enterprise and approxi-
mating a dehumanizing enterprise.

The weader can thus analyze any existing entenprise according to
this imdex and locate it on the contimuum. The weights given to each
segment could be the same, although this would be a nommative
decision as it awould also be possible to give greater weight to some
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segments than to others. As the construction of am dndex ¥s mot the
specific purpose of this article, we leave this for future discussion.

TABLE II. \ . .
Continuum of Enterprise Forms According to Their Socia! Relations
of Production

0% D C 100%
A : Z

purely capitalist ideal

and dehumanizing self-managed

enterprise enterprise

V. DISTRIBUTIVE EQUALITY AND SOCIAL ACCUMULATION

Fimally, let us deal with the problems of equalily dn sur@us
appropriation and that of social accumulation, which we set aside
when studying the problem of control.

Equality is lone of the most frequently used concepts when gpeak—
tng of soaialism. The selfimamaged entexprise, as it has been ideally
defined in the previous sections, fmplicitly considers power equality
in the organization. This equality ds understood mot in its mechanist
sense (e. g., one mam, one vote) but in its conception of equality which
implies justice, equality of rights, and opportunities to exercise power.

The surplus distdibution of wevenues within the self-managed
entemprise can generally be considered the task of the first segment
of the orgamization. As "labour” comtrols at that level the revenues
or surpluses will be distributed acoording to the criteria of "labour”
and the "necessities” of the personnel of the enterprise. Though this
form of tncome or sumplus distribution ds democratic, internally
equitable, and based on labour as a supreme value (and not on ca'pifal
as the appropriator of the result of the productive activity), it likewise
confronts a broader problem, that of the equality of the income distri-
bution at the local, regional and national levels.

In the fourth segment of the orgamiization, the velations of the
enterprise with the exterior have badefly been amalyzed; now it should
be made explicit that the problem of income inequality, at the local
level and later at the regional and mational levels, in relation to tl}e
revenues of the entemprise comstitutes an dmpontant topic within
‘this segment. i

That #s why a conceptualization of the selfmanaged e_ntfarpmse
within a global project of dhe soolalist economy tends ‘to socialize _the
rovenues (or incomes) at higher levels than those of the enterprise.
What would happen to self-managed entenpriises which, due to matural
or market factors, were oblainiing enbnmous mevenues while the major-
ity of the local population that sumrounded them lived very poorly

» This supposes that the problem of non-representativeness of labour
does not exist in this segment.
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— not because of lack of jobs — but because the jobs they held were
of low profitability due to market conditions? Womid tthis be a
socialist society? If the fourth segment of the organizations is under-
stood dn fits proper amplitude, the socialist self-managed enterprise

Javne) vlasti, ili éak i predstavnici radnika. Ipak, u poslednjem sluéa-
ju, planje je u kojoj meri oni zaista predstaviljaju interese radnika, a
ne rukovode sa spoljnim, ili, cak, i licnim interesima. Samo ukoliko po-
stoji stvarna reprezentativnost ovih predstavnika mogude je smatrati

D iR

will comsider that the surplus — above a certain level of income —
should be partially or totally appropriated by the community for its
redistnibution or investment in less-endowed sectors.

The conception of social accumulation included in the social
property entenprises law in Pemu completes the socialist character of
the self-mamaged entenprise. As a result of it, a system-is created in
which, accomding to ithe estimated individual contribution of each
person — through years of work and effort — in the enterprise, the
person does mot receive the ownership of such effort. Rather, he
(including his wife and children till they reach maturity) enjoys its
usufruct for life. This accumulation belongs not to an individual or
a family in particular, but to society as a whole. Sociely, in turn, will
assign these resources as loans for mew generations who, by their
wark, will continue to contmibute to fits survival and to that of the
community® Crucial dn all this ds the idea that labour generates
wealth and security and mobody has the might to live off the work
and effort of others. Social accumulation is also linked to sunplus
distribution dnasmuch as a detemmined proportion of the supplus of
the enterpnises should by law be disbunsed annuaily to society (repre-
sented by some orgam). Society could lend ihese resources for the
creation of a mew selfxmanaged enterprise that favours an ecgalitarian
society with liberty and solidamity.
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PRISTUP RAZLIKOVANIU SAMOUPRAVNOG OD
NESAMOUPRAVNOG PREDUZECA

Santiago ROCA
Rezime

Pri israZivanjima se veoma Jesto pokazuje da osnovne razlike ko-
je postoje izmedu samoupravnog i ne-samoupravnog preduzeéa nisu ja-
sne. Cilj Clanka je da postavi precizno definisane kriterijume za razli-
kovanje ovih dvaju formi organizacije.

Autor deli odnose u proizvodnoj organizaciji u Setiri segmenta.
1_’ rvi segment tide se odnosa izmedu viasnika i njihovih predstavnika na
] ed.noz',‘i uprave (menadZera) na drugoj strani. Kao »vlasnici« mogu se
pojaviti ne samo stvarni vlasnici kapitala veé i predstavnici spoljne (dr-

. . Those interested may read the Ley de Empresas de Propiedad So-
'c"l({l, Decree Law N20598, CONAPS 1974 or Peter Knight and Sanfiago Roca,
Sistemnas de Autogestién” in Comercio Exterior, Dec.,.1976.
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da je ostvaren neophodni, ali ne i dovoljni, uslov za postojanje samoup-
ravne forme preduzeda,

Pod drugim segmentom autor podrazumava odnos izmedu uprave
i radnika. On primecuje da nije neuobilajeno susresti se sa preduzedi-
ma u kojima predstavnici radnika, u prvom segmentu, imaju znaéajan
uticaj, a da se istovremeno, upravni organi u svakodneviom rukovo-
denju sluie autoritarnim metodima. Za samoupravno preduzece, autor
smatra, znacéajno je uledée radnika u procesu odlulivanja, ali se zalaZe
za princip »diferencirane participacije«, prema kome sdmo udedée u od-
ludivanju kao takvo ne predstavlja neophodno i dokaz o samoupravnom
karakieru preduzeda. Radnik treba sam, prema stepenu zainteresovano-
sti za pojedini problem, da odluluje i o svom uéeSéu u procesu uprav-
ljana. U suprotnom slucaju javija se laina masovnost u odluéivanju iza
koje se desto kriju pasivnost i nezainteresovanost.

U trecem segmentu razmatraju se odnosi izmedu radnika unutar
radne jedinice, i izmedu radnih jedinica. U ovom segmentu, odnosi u
samoupraviiom preduzeéu ne smeju da se baziraju na hijerarhijskojf
podredenosti. Osnova za razliku u drusStvenoj moci ne treba da se nalazi .
ni u ekonomskom statusu pojedinca, niti, éak, u njegovom radnom za-
laganju. U ovom segmentu javlja se potreba za stimuliranjem odnosa
solidarnosti { slobodne kooperacije.

U &elvrti segment autor svrstava uticaj spoljnih (van—preduzeca)
grupa na aktivnost preduzeda. Autor se zalaZe za instucionalizaciju ka-
nala preko kojih bi zainteresovani spoljni subjekti (poirosaéi, snabdeva-
&, itd.) imali mogucnost uticaja na politiku samoupravnog preduzeca.
Ovakay uitcaj mogude je ostvariti na dva nacina: preko drustveno-eko-
nomskih tela, na nivou proizvodnih grana, ili direktnim uée§éem spoljnih
subjekata u procesu odlucivanja, po konkretnim problemima, u predu-

zedil. -

Razradujudi tipologiju preduzeca, autor navodi Celiri elementa koji
treba da odlikuju idealni tip samoupravnog preduzeda: (1) u prvom se-
gmentu, reprezentativnost predstavnika radnika; (2) u drugom, slobo-
dna — diferencirana — participacija u odludivanju; (3) u trecem, odno-
si solidarnosti i kooperacije; (4) u éetvrtom segmentu, mogucnost spo-
Ijnih subjekata da ulestvuju w procesu odludivanja u preduzeéu. Ra-
zlike u oblicima organizacije treba posmatrati u kontinuumu: od istog
kapitalistitkog do &istog (ideelnog) samoupravnog preduzeca. Autor po-
dvla&i i moguénost da se preduzece, koje na prvi pogled izgleda samo-
upravno, jer je u prvom segmentu ostvaren uticaj predstavnika radhni-
ka, moze u sudtini veoma pribliZiti Cisto kapitalistiC¢kom preduzecu, ako
je odnos uprave prema radnicima autoritaran i ako se stimuliSe egois-
ticko ponafanje medu radnicima. Na isti naéin, i preduzece koje je na
prvi pogled kapitdlisticko, moZe se znacajno udaljiti od svog ideelnog
lipa.” .



