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ECONOMIC SYSTEMS AND PARTICIPATION: AN ESSAY ON
THE PRACTICAL EXPERIENCES OF PARTICIPATION

André DUMAS¥

Present societies have become so complex and alienating that, in
order to avoid a process of paralysis, they cannot but make their
members partners in their funotioning somehow or other; but true
»participation« may challenge 'the logic of the relations of power —
a logic on which these societies are based.

In the economic field, for example, the exercise of power is linked
to the ownership of capital, the capital holders being either private
persons or the state itself, which, at the level of the relations of pro-
duction, means the subordination of the labour force to the capital.
Self-management, which constitutes the highest fonm of participation,
implies, however, that the decision-making power is mo longer linked
to the owmership of capital but to the exercise of labour; thus,
the previous logic is called into question.

Moreover, selfmanagement goes beyond the orgamization of the
production system of production; it concerns society as a whole in

all aspects of human aotivity. Consequently, it ds a challenge to the
foundations of the entire society.

Present societies face a dilemma: on the one hand, to allow some
form of »self-management« in order to answer man's fundamental as-
piration consisting in his will to »participate« in ithe decisions which
concera him, and, thus, to avoid the process of paralysis; but, on the
other hand, {0 arrange matters so that this »participatione will not
compromise the survival of the existing system.

The close observation of the experiences of participation carried
out in the existing socio-economic systems shows indeed that those
who exercise power have simultaneously acknowledged that some par-
ticipation was mecessary (some sharing of power), but they have also
looked for the means by which they could control it.

* Professor at the University of Montpellier.
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A. CAPITALISM AND PARTICIPATION o
s

The evolution of the social relationships 'in the capitalist system
is the result of the complementary action of two factors. The most
powerful of the two is certainly that which proceeds from the class
struggle; the history of capitalism s indeed marked by a succession
of people’s victories wrested from the moneyed bourgeoisie after
more or less violent stuggles: the abolition of child labour (1841),
the freedom to go into partnership (1848), the right to strike (1864),
the might to join a irade union (1884), paid holidays (1936)... The
second factor is the result of adaptations on the part of the capi-
talist system which endeavours to take over or to meutralize the aspi-
rations of the working class in order to avoid social disruptions liable
to risk the very existence of the system.

1) Of participation when taken over

What capital owners have to do is to keep the labour force in
a state of subjection (that is to say: they maintain ithe relations that
produce .exploitation) by reducing the autonomy and the power of
protestation of the trade umions so that isocial conflicts are defused
through the increase in the motivations of the wage-eamners and the
dec-rease in their fighting spirit. Workers are asked to participate in
a situation which alienates them in order to avoid the tension which
would usually lead them to refuse ijt. Class collaboration is less dan-
gerous for capitalism than class struggle.

The decision-making power must, however, remain unshared in
the hands of the capitalists. Their decisions are merely presented in
_such a way as to make them acceptable to those who will put them
into practice. This type of »participation« can take on different as-
pects: the workers’ participation in some ‘decisions in the enterprise
(concerning the restructuring of the tasks, the organization of labour,
the conditions of labour etc...) or the workers’ financial participation
in the results of the enterprise.

a) French participation

The workers’ financial participation »in the fruits of expansion,
to take up the terms used in the French Edict of 1967, belongs to
the second category. The Edict distinguished four possibilities:

— the allocation of shares of the enterprise;

. — the payment of the funds gathered from the participation in
finance organisms unrelated to the enterprise (S. I. C. A. V. for ex-
ample...);

— the creation of savings plans by the enterprises;

— the acknowledgement by tlie enterprise of a loan under the
form of allocations of bonds or of frozen and interest-bearing ac-
counts (for a peniod of five years).
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This type of “participation” has not aroused great emotion on
the part of the employers in so far as it does mot call into question
one of the essential foundations of the capitalist system which links the
power of management and of wecision-making in the enterprise to
the owmnership of capital. The "taking over” of ithe workers’ aspira-
tion for determining what concemns them consists in enabling them
to acquire a very small share of the capital, which will allow the
workers to participate in the power of decision-making in accordance
with their night of ownership. ’

The social shares available to them will, however, never be suf-
ficient to enable them to exert a decisive influence over the running
of the enterprise: besides, the possibility they will have to take action
at that level will not be as workers but as holders of social shares,
which does mot affect the internal logic of the capitalist system.

The distrust shown by the trade unions towards this type of parti-
cipation clearly reveals that the working class is not fooled by a sys-
temn actually conceived to settle the social conflict at the slightest cost.

b) German co-managemeitt

The German form of coimanagement which aims at making the
workers panticipate in some decisions (co-decision) and in the control
(co-supervision) of the capitalist enterprises proceeds from the same
logic, that is to say: to integrate the workers jnto @ system that
exploits them, to avoid a situation of conflict which ds always harmful
to the interests of the system, and finally to develop and improve the
relationships between employers and wage-earners.

The German co-management originated in the iron and steel in-
dustry, where, after having broken up the pools which had worked
with the Nazis, the provisional Administration of the Occupation
Authorities needed qualified representafives (in this case they were
representatives of the wage-earners) in ithe Advisory Board of the iron
and steel industry and in the inspection committees of the reorga-
nized societies (law of 1946).

In 1951, the German legislation was to establish the acquired rights
by organizing “qualified co-management” in the enterprises of more
than 1000 wage-earners, both in the coal and steel industries. In addi-
tion to the General Meeting of the shareholders, two organisms were
set up; first, the Inspection Commiitte! which was a “legislative” joint
organ whose role was to define the general policy of the enterprise,
second, the Board of Directors which was “an executive organ” com-
posed of a ‘technical manager, a sales manager and a work manager
whose nomination had to be unanimonsly endorsed by the Inspection
Committe.

The limited co-management ‘that the law of 1952 appled to all
enterprises of more than 500 wage-earners marked quite a definite
retreat from participation under the previous system. The wage-ear-

1 CE. table 1 in the Appendix.
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ners, whose number of representatives hgd, begn limited?, had 1o col-
laborate with the employers in order io s%ﬁfﬁpért the effort of produc-
tion and to maintain the social peace. .
The law of 1976, however, came back to a centain parity within
the Inspection Committe* but suppressed the appointment of work
manager, fthe other direciors being designated by the shareholders
alone, if wage-earners and shareholders could not reach agreeement.
In spite of the official parity between capital representatives and
labour representatives, the former still play a privileged role in the
German co-management!, The influence of the latler, and that of the
trade unjons fn particular, have found themselves significantly limi-
ted. Having become ithe catalysts of social peace, the representatives
of the wage-earners have acquired a pulers' mentality and have cut
themselves off firom their electors, who lose interest in the institutions
of co-management, and, eventually, the employers’ system has quickly
integrated them.

Some kind of responsibility sharing has gradually been instituted
in the Inspection Committees. The representatives of the wage-earners
became »specialists« in social mmatters, while the representatives of
the shareholders applied their skills to all the other matters relating
to the life of the enterprise. This way, and in the mame of the mego-
tiated social relations, wage delegates let themselves be trapped in
the policy ©of the enterprise whose economic choices are always subject
to 'the logic of capitalism.

In fact, the employers camnot risk true participation without call-
ing into question the difference of class existing between workers and
owners of the means of production. Co-management leaves only for-
mal power to ithe working class. It is conceived, indeed, in order
to leave the actual power of decision-making in the hands of the ca-
pital owners. The environment of the co-managed enterprise remains
capitalist and dmposes its objectives and §ts restraints on it.

27) Of participation when neutralized

The cooperative movement in the capitalist system is another at-
tempt at some form of participation, but this participation, which
constitutes a foreign body within the capitalist socio-economic baody
found dtself »neutralized« by it. '

The cooperative movement was born in ‘the 19th century in
Weslt?m Europe in reaction against what is usually called »the in-
dustrial revolution«. Some people refused to accept the generalization
of the capitalist mode of production. This found expression in two
different forms: rebellions against the mew »mechanistice techniques
of production and the workers responsibility as contractors. It as in

2 There were 3 wage-earners for & re i
: ICf- {gbIeGZ iy, ippehdix presentatives of the shareholders.
0 ihe German iron and steel industry, 2/3 of the presidents of th
Inspection Committee are representatives of 3t’hc éha-reholdeg. me e ©

THE PRACTICAL EXPERIENCE OF PARTICIPATION 181

the latter reaction that the cooperative movement originated. Ils goal
was to put »associate worke« in place of »paid worke?®.

In spite of its variety and of the differences brought about through
the practical exercise of numerous and varied activities, the coopera-
tive movement rests on a certain mumber of shared principles which
are the fruits of cooperative thought or of the ipioneers’ realizations
of last century. These principles may be expressed in a few simple
rules:

— free joining (there is the »open door« principle)

— democratic control (the fundamental principle of »one man,
one votec)

— distribution of the surplus in proportion to the work done
after having endowed the reserves

— unavailability of the reserves (which are collective and which
cannot be shared)

— limit of the capital interest.

This set of principles constitutes an ideal concept which undergoes
numerous distortions when put into practice and which turned out
to be unable to transform the capitalist system of which it formed
a part. The capitalist system was so hostile to the cooperative sector
that the latter either withdrew into itself (isolation) or played the
capitalist game (distortion).

Indeed, after more than half a century of functioning, we can
bring to the fore an outline of two main categories of cooperatives:

— those which have grown and have become big enterprises with
vanious activities and,

— those which have remained the same as when they were crea-
ted both in their functioning and in their results.

a) The »disiorted« cooperatives

Some cooperatives have adapted themselves to the capitalist
systern, whether consciously or otherwise, by adopting certain rules
of functioning and a behaviour comparable to the capitalist enterprises
with which ithey competed (maximization of results, accumulation of

5 Thus, four main types of cooperatives appeared: - .

— cooperatives of users of services provided by the group to which
these people belong (Consumption, Housing, Social Security etc...)

— cooperatives of producers; they proup workers together for the ex-
ercise of iheir jobs in common (industrial or agricultural production, pro-
duction of “services”) .

— cooperatives of industrial contractors; they bring these men together
for the exercise in common of some . of their functions related to the acti-
vity of their enterprises (farmers, fishermen, craftsmen, liberal profes-
sions...

—_ cLoperatives for savings, credit or insurance; they are more or less
linked to the three preceding categories (Crédit Agricole, Crédit Maritime,
Crédits Mutuels, Mutuelles d’Assurances etc...) .

6 To these general principles shared by the whole of the cooperative
movement, other principles may be added which some categories of co-
operatives have maintained.
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capital etc-..). Thus; they have distorted the initial cooperative concept.

If, on the one hand, they have been able®5” dvercome the restraints
imposed by the capitalist environment, on the other hand, through.

association with it, they have acquired some habiis which are distor-
tions when compared with the original doctrinal purity. This is, so
to say, the price of their growth and.success.

The agricultural cooperatives, for example, are in fact the Ffruit
of two joint concrete forces which were very far from any revolutio-
nary ideal; first, the action of Jocal notables who were seeking voters;
second, the empirical will of the farmers, who were concerned with
the protection of :their interest against business or with the acquisition
of shared equipment that would be too expensive otherwise.

The wvariety of the agricultural scope in France gave birth to
different cooperative institutions in which the function of member
of the cooperative is limited to the function of user of services.
Agricultural cooperation may, of course, have played an important
role in enabling the farmers to assemble in order to organize agri-
cultural production, to finance the mecessary investments, to compen-
sate for the deficiencies of private business etc..., but nowadays
it comes up against many mew problems linked to the development
of the land capitalist. It lies in two words: competition and integra-
tion. The cooperative movement cannot bring solutions to these
problems.

Besides, some cooperatives have control of subsidiary companies
which are sheer capitalist enterprises, or they take a financial share
in the activity of other capitalist enterprises in which the members
or the users of the »parent cooperatives« are not imvolved. In the first
case, the »parent company« exploits the workers of its subsidiaries
and, thus, becomes a capitalist enterprise through its subsidiaries.
In the second case, it commits a double offence against the coope-
rative principles:

1 — the democratic principle of »one man-one wole« is of no
more consequence since it is replaced by the capitalist principle of
proportional votes to the social capital;

2 — the members of the cooperative join in activities they cannot
control effectively.
~ Cooperatives of consumers or of users also move away from the
ideal of self-management in so far as they behave like private emplo-
yers towards their wage-earners; the supporters themselves of the
cooperative movement acknowledge that these cooperatives shave not
been able to institute relations with their staff that are fundamentally
different from those which exist :n private enterprises«’.

b) The »isolated« cooperatives

As fgr the »pure« cooperatives, they have cefused the previous
compromises on account of doctrinal loyalty, but they thave seen their

.7 ANTONI A. La contribution cooperative aux problémes de la pa:rtici-
%B;SI?IDS 5357_;19. l'Autogestion. 2* Conférence Internationale sur l'Autogestion-

e
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development halted-by the.hostile capitalist environment..They either
come up against capitalist competition and, if the sectors in which
they work are profitable, they are soon compelled to disappear’, or
they survive with difficulty if the sectors in which they work are not
profitable enough to attract private capital.

Workers’ production cooperatives which belong ito this category
have indeed mostly remained small enterprises with a low development
(despite adequate financial results), working in economic sectors which
achieve very little profit and which do not need mmajor investment of
funds.

There are mumerous reasons, both ideological and technical, for
the marginal situation of the »pure« cooperatives. There is, first and
foremost, their refusal to be integrated into the capitalist system; and
for some of them, their conservatism and their dull-growing doctrine,
linked to their attachment to sometimes oui-dated theories, add to
this situation. There is also the wmore or less obvious hostility
of the capitalist environment, the weakness of their own capital and
the difficulty in obtaining credits from the banking sector, as well
as the limitation on the sectors in which they can prosper (their lack
of funds forbids them the access to the capitalistic sectors).

These cooperatives fit the ideal of participation as long as they
do not use the services of wage-earners that are mot members of the
legal limits imposed by the Bourgeois Law, the guarantor of the capi-
talist order, and against the obstacles put in their way by a capita-
list environment whose hostility they have mot been able to reduce
within a century of functioning.

»Distorted« cooperatives as well as »isolated« cooperatives have,
when all is said and done, turned out to be incapable of transforming
the capitalist society. as Marx already foresaw when the cooperative
movement appeared.

If the capitalist society undergoes no transformation, the coopera-
tives come up against the previously mentioned alternative; they either
adapt to the market and to the rules of the game, which is still ca-
pitalist, to the detriment of the cooperative ethic, or they remain
faithfull to it, but are offside, so to say, isolated or stifled by their
environment. The pursuit of development and economic efficiency
compels them to accept the rules of the capitalist game; the respect
for the cooperative principles compels them +fo give up economic
performance and io cut themselves off from their environment.

True participation is completely inconsistent with the capitalist
system since the logic of the panticipation 4s radically opposed to this
system. The origin of power Is not the ownership of capital but the

8 1/4 of the workers’ cooperatives of production disappear within the
two years following their creation.
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A exel‘ci§e of labour. Concequently, the cajpig_‘a?li;stﬂsystem ‘cannot tolerate
experiences of selfunanagement — under ﬁ"d‘“pi'oteotioh from the state

— and reacts either by rejecting them or by distorting them. The-

participation it. tolerates constitutes only the increased integration
of the wonkers into the capitalist mode of production.

B — SOCIALISM AND PARTICIPATION

-Pz}r-ticipation. in the socialist system appears to be more ambiguous
than in the capitalist system. Indeed, on the one hand, socialism re-
‘prgsents a transitional stage towards a form of communism which
quite looks like a generalized selfmanagement, and on the other hand
fiuping this period of transition, the state, though doomed to decline’
is supposed to be a machinery exclusively in the hands, and at the
service of the workers. ,

If the socialist state dis yeally that of the worker: isi
iny be the product of their will and cannot be in co;.,flici:cifr;?ﬁlstlf;?
interests. The possible problem of a contradiction between the collec-
tive interest, embodied by the State, and the interests of the basic
units of.Soomty is dismissed, for it would mean that a bureaucracy
has wset itself up as a ruling class and has appropriated the levers of
the StaFe imachi.nery to use them to its own advantage.

‘I-t is on this postulate that the centralized socialist system of the
Soviet type rests, in which the problem of participation is simply a

technical problem of working out the procedures of decision-making

at the different levels of competence. B
Moreover, during the socialist t: iti
, More: ‘duriy ] ransitional stage, the necessit,
?etehr}r;}nmg priorities of development, and for adj u‘gti'ng the meansyusfsg
% ‘achieve these aims — a mecessity which transcends the individual
01 Jeg‘gwes of the different basic units of society — implies a central
puau:l:mI ng a})le t? 'cre‘ate such an environment that the decisions of
all t I—lIe ba?c units v.mll c.orresponci to the demamnds of social interest.
. ow Is it possible in such conditions to reconcile the require-
1‘:}1;1111 S t}?el,f f:&:e{ltrahzizxonf that the principles of participation imply
ith uirements of centralization that princi e
socialist fransition imply? at the principles of the
If the latter prevail over the f
i ormer, then a bureaucracy ma
deﬂeloP. I"c may asswme that it is the exol,usive representative ):)f thi
(t:\ioc Zch};ermteres;, which may give binth to some kind of sbureaucra-
apitalism« of which the Algerian experience rticipati i
b capitalisme of P of participation might
It the former prevails over the lat i
. ter, then many deviations ma;
!%CVCIOP which have led some people to describe the Yugoslav e\:pe}i
rience as a »collective capitalisme. ‘

1°) Of participation when confiscated

The self-management of the i
) agricultural estates or the socialist
management of the enterprises in Algeria may be described as a con-

N VKA, ggeerern e
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fiscated participation in as much as the Central Authqpiﬁ:ies:{pg.j tgj_n
a rather strict control over the various organs of participation.’ -

a) The self-management of the agricultural estates

The self-management of the agricultural estates was first of all
a spontaneous phenomenon, but it was soon controlled by the Central
Authorities. According to S. KOULYTCHISKY?, three phases mark its
evolution.

The »emergence phase« (July, 62 to March, 63) comprises the
spontaneous appearance of self-management in the agricultural estates
that the colonists had left unoccupied when Algerian independence
was prodiaimed in (1962). The agricultural workers gathered into Ma-
nagement Committees were able, for some time, 10 exercise the eco-
nomic power, all the more so since the Central Administration did
not exist then. This administration reconstituted, however, quickly and
tried to control the various movements born of the colonial war and
of the independence.

The Edicts of March, 1963, which mark the beginning of the
»integration phase« (March, 1963 — June, 1965) were thus to regulate
the Algerian self-management, mark its dimits, and progressively in-
tegrate it into the centralized system set up by the Authorities.

After the coup d'Etat on June, 19, 1965 (»assimilation phase«),
the project for self-management was abandoned for the benefit of
the Land Revolution (based on the cooperative system), and of the
Socialist Management of the Enterprises. '

In the agricultural estates which are still self-managed nowadays,
the power of management is in fheory exercised by the General Me-
eting of permamnent Workers!®, the Workers' Board elected by the Ge-
neral Meeting!!, the Management Committee elected by the previous
organs'?, and a bicephalous executive organ®.

This Exeoutive Organ, indeed, comsists, on the one hand, of the
elected representative of all of the workers; he represents the estate
and controls the enforcement of the decisions taken by the organs
of self-management, and the Director, who represents the interests of
the State Amthorities, and who maintains the daily functioning of the
estate within the scope of the decisions taken by the elected organs
as long as these decisions do not conflict with the interests of the
State.

9 5. KOULYTCHISKY “L'expérience algérienne d’Autogestion” in A, DU-
MAS: “L’Autogestion: un systéme économique?” Dunod, 1981. Phrases such
as "emergence phase”, “infegration phase” and uassimilation phase” are S.
KOULYTCHISKY'S.

10 Which controls the activity of the other organs of selfmanagement.

Il The role of the Board is to look after the internal regulation, hiring,
redundancy and equipments.

2 The role of the Committee is to work out plans for development,
equipment, production and marketing, and to establish accounts of the year.

13 CF, table 3 in the Appendix.
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This shows the actual limit of the Algerian self-management in
spite of the powers apparently granted t&* the workers in official
texts. Indeed, the interpretation of the national orders is amply left
to the Director's assessment. In fact, the State esercises a strict
supervision over the organs of self-management through this man.
The planning of production, credit, the supplying and marketing of
goods are closely controlled by the State or by Agencies which re-
p:‘esen)t it (National Agency for Land Reform, Marketing Agencies
etc...

) Conseiiuent—iy., this »prefectorial« conception of self management!4
mvolves a certain number of ambiguities, especially with regard to

the respective capacities of the Director and the representative. The

latter being a basic worker he, most of the time, has npeither the
trai_\n?i‘ng nor the information to enable him to judge the Director’s
action properly. The Director is a technician. This type of self-ma-
nagement «also brings about some passivity on the part of the wor-
%;er.s, who realize perfectly that participation is a mere pretence: the
important decisions are taken in the name of efficiency by appointed
or _elected directors who are more concermed with their staying in
their functions and pleasing the supervision Authorities than with
their favouring the game of participative democracy.

The administrative supervision over cooperatives born of the Land
Bevolution (1971), which took over the plan for self-management in
its promoters’ minds, turms out to be much more rigid than over
.the self-managed estates, in spite of texts which grant those who work
in the cooperatives a certain pumber of prerogatives concerning
management. The reom to manoeuvre left to the workers is extremely
limited, and the functioning of the cooperatives is, in fact, regulated
»from above« by the National Agencies which directly depend on the
Central Authorities.

b) The socialist management of the enterprises®

The Socialist Management of the Algerian Emterprises which co-
mes frox.n the Edict of November 16, 1971, constitutes workers’ part-
ner.sh.tp in, and initiation into, the management of their enterprises.
This type of participation, which rests on the postulate according
to whi;h_the basic workers and those at the head of the enterprise
have sun_ﬂ'?r interests, is simply conceived as a training school and
as a participation-in managing the enterprise but mot as a participation
in taking decisions in it.

Thus, the workers’ Mesting, elected by the whole body of wor-
kers, does mot really constitute an institution for participation. It
may be dissolved by the Supervision Authorities, so that it gives advice
and exercises an a posteriori control over the functioning of the
enterprisels,

i: Cf. S. KOLYTCHISKY already mentioned.
Gestion Socialiste des Enterprises.

6 General policy, control of the carryin t of the pl i 1
management, personnel policy. R S
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Five specialized and standing Committees?, praceeding from the
workers’ Meeting, assist the executive organs, which consist of the
Board of Directors, in which representatives of the workers’ Meeting .
share a part, and of the Director, appointed by the supervision
Authorities, which in fact have the responsibility of managing the
enterprise.’®

It is difficult to put thé Algerian Socialist Management into prac-
tice because of the existence of a private sector, incompatible with the
principle of unity of the world of labour, because of the difference
in size and istatus of public enterprises depending on mumerous si-
pervision Ministries, and because of the requirements of economic
planning and of various administrative restraints external to the en-
terprise. For all these reasons, the Algerian Socialist Management
leaves some questions in suspense and leads to some deviations in
practice.

Indeed, the texts which deal with the Socialist Management of
the Enterprises (S.M.E), remain rather vague concerning the status
of the workers as producers and concerning the attributions of the
different organs of the SM.E. Thus, these texts may give rise to
major differences in their interpretation.

The workers, for example, have a dual status; firstly, their status
as producers and administrators granted by the SME; secondly
their general status as workers, which sometimes conflicts with
previous one or, at least, limits its participative content.

Moreover, numerous questions about the relationships between
the various organs of the S. M. E. remain unanswered: is the function
of all the workers limited to the periodic elections of its delegates
to the workers’ Meeting? How can the workers control their delegates?

Must the delegates give an account of their mandates to their
electors? What power of control does the Workers’ Meeting have over
the Board of Directors?

Imprecisions of the same nature can be found in regard to the
relationships between the organs of the S. M. E. and the Trade Union:
what is the autonomy of the Workers’ Meeting towards the Trade
Union which endorses the delegates’ candidatures? The conditions
under which the workers are elected limit the number of represen-
tatives of the workers’ Meeting, which is often cut off from its
electors because all the workers meet too scarcely.

Moreover, some deviations can be seen in the functioning of the
SM.E. The near totality of power remains concentrated in the
Director’s hands, who, as an agent of the State, applies the central
directives, takes his own decisions without any dialogue (always, of
course, in the name of efficiency) and does not assume responsibility
for training and informing the wonkers. As for the workers elected
to the Board of Directors, they are either umion executives whose
concerns are far from those of the basic workers, or they are basic
workers without mastery over the information, who suppert the de-

77 Economic and financial affairs, social and cultural affairs, hygiene
and security measures, personnel and discipline.
18 Cf. table 4 in the Appendix.
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cisions taken by the Director since they camnot. control-them, and-.-

who acquire some autonomy towards meirﬁéfe{:tors by #aking advan-
tage of their privileged situation.

What results from these ambiguities and deviations ds, first, a
relative apathy of the participative organs which function more as
organs of protest or of advice than of participation, second, a certain
passivity on the part of the workers, that the rulers maintain by
retaining information. In fact, the Obarter evades the problem of the
social relations in the entemprise. It considers the union and similarity
of interests between the managers and the basic workers as ac-
complished and final whereas the SM.E. actually separates the ma-
nagers, who hold the power, in the name of the workers’ State, from
the basic workers, who are linked with power only through an ad-
visory procedure. As for the intermediary category of the executives,
who are provided with a power linked to their technical abilities,
they unay either be inclined to favour the Workers’ Meeting or the ma-
nagers, which is what happens most often, or play the role of a screen
— not the role of a link — between managers and basic workers, and
this according to the relations of power.

The Algerian experience proves that the power acquired to im-
plement the »economist« doctrine® by a technocratic or bureaucratic
elite which actually owns the means of production and the surplus,
and by means of which it aims at developing the productive forces,
always remains in the hands of this elite in spite of the development
of the productive forces; and this does mot alter the social relations,
nor does it enable the workers to control the State machinery ef-
fectively. Certainly, the Algerian revolution quite eliminated the foreign
ruling class, but it was profitable to another minority which, even
if legally it no longer has private ownership of the means of produc-
tion, actually behaves as though it were the exclusive representative
of these means, and anyway it has the »sprivate ownership« of the
means of decision-making?.

Thus, the workers just carry out orders and work towards de-
veloping the means of production that this minorily manage.

The need for centralizing some choices does mot, however imply
that the process of decision-making has to be centralized in fits turn.
The centralizing of choices which are connected with the main lines
of development amounts to clarifying ‘these main lines, in particular
through better information, and to giving them an overall formulation:
moreover, the basic units of society should always participate in
discussing and defining these choices. The inadequate politicization
or training of the basic workers, which provides the centiral bureau-

19 This economist doctrine presupposes the primary of productive forces
over_social relations of production throughout hisiory. It considers that
the increase in the capacity to produce and the economic growth need a
continuous development of the productive forces, this development imply-
ing a restructuring of the relations of production through the fitting in
?E these relations with the new stage of development of the productive
orces.

2 The phrase is used by Y. BOURDET and GUILLERM in “Clefs pour
I’"Autogestion” Seghers, 1975.
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cracy with excuses to decide in the workers’ name, constitutes an
improper confiscation of powers belonging to the basic workers.

2°) Of participation when subjugated

In the late 40s, Yugoslav communists considered that the Soviet
type of a centralized system, which they had adopted after world
War II, had not greatly altered the condition of, the wopkersf who,
since they had been subjected to ceniral direct}ves, were still the
objécts of the economic organization without being able to become
the actors of it.

Furthenmore, Yugoslavia's experience since 1945 showed that, once
the revolutionary enthusiasm had subsided, workers, were progres:
sively less and less concemed and tended to become passive. ‘Ong
a radical change seemed likely to get them more a_ct-wely mvolvg .

Comnsequently, the Yugoslav Communist Party glecl‘ded to separate
the collective ownership of the means of producuon_from their ma-
nagement, and to entrust all the workers of each unit of producuog
with this management?. Since 1950, numerous texts? have been adde
to the initial law, and have progressively extendeq self-management
to all the sectors of public, economic, and social activity.

a) The Yugoslav system of self-management?

The Yugoslav system of organizing society and regulating the eco-
nomy has undergone a see-saw motion. After having given up cenira-
lized planning, the Yugoslavs resorted to deceniralization and market
mechanisms in the 60s. The unfavourable consequences of this exces-
sive »liberalism«?, that is to say a low rate of growth, unex_nploymt’glh
inflation, the growth of social inequalities, an increase in banking
power.. ., compelled the Yugoslavs, from the 70s on, to look for a
steadier system of organizing 'society and regulating the economy.

Thus, the Yugoslav Constitution of 1974 organized s_oc:ety as a
pyramid of associations which the members 'join.of their own free
will, on the basis of a true equality and where, in theory, everyone

2 Fundamental law on the management of the enterprises by the work-
ers, June 25, 1950. . .

2 The Constitutions of 1963 and 1974 in particular.

2 It is obvious that we cannot in a few lines give an account of all
ithe history and richness of the Yugoslav experience of self-managem?nt.
On the subject, the reader can refer to the numerous works by B. HOR"\ AT
and more precisely to: HORVAT B. (Markovié¢ M. and Sl.x‘pek R.) “Self
governing socialism” New-York: IASP, 1975; HORVAT B. "The Yugoslav
economic system” NY.IASP, 1976; HORVAT B. “The political economy of
socialism, a marxist social theory” Sharpe Inc. N.Y. 1982. o

2 That A. MEISTER has described as a regression towards capitalism
“Ou va l'autogestion yougoslave” Anthropos, 1970. i i

% Cf. A. DUMAS “Problémes théoriques et pratiques de la formation
du capital dans un systéme socialiste autogestionnaire. Le cas d'e la Yougo-
slavie” Travaux du Centre d'Etudes de la Coopération et de 1'Autogestion
n"3, Université de Montpellier I, 1972,
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can participate in the cohices that concern bim. Such an organiza-
tion rests on the idea that each individ#al dr group of individuals
has different specific preoccupations which may be expressed in dif-
ferent ways® and in different fields, such as labour, of course, but
also the social surroundings in which one lives, social relations eic. ..

As far as the enterprises are concerned, they had been gathered
into self-governing units of production in 1950. The management of
these enterprises, whose means of production became the property of
Society?”, was entrusted to the whole of the staff that worked there
and was provided either through direct intervention in small units
or through an elected workers’ Board in big enterprises. Thus, in the
enterprises where they worked, the workers could decide as to the
nature, the volume and the prices of their production, within the fra-
mework of the planning and of the central economic policies, and
according to the state of the market. The only reserve in the workers’
freedom consisted in the levy of the State on the »profit«® made
by the enterprise; but after 1961, the self-managed units were able
to get almost the whole of the profit they had made. '

The law of 1976 allowed ‘the self-managed units to split into self-
governing »Basic Organisations of Associated Labour« im which the
number of workers is restricted enough to enable all of them to
participate directly in the activity of their unit regarding its pro-
duction, investments, and relationships upstream and downstream as
well as regarding the sharing cut of the net income made by the
unit. The BOALS whose activities were complementary could join with
one another to form one or several Organisations of Associated Labour
(OALs whose general functioning proceeded, and still proceeds
nowadays, from contract freely established between BOALs®

The right to manage belongs to all the staff of each Organisation,
but is exercised through an elected workers’ Council® whose compe-
tence concerns the following matters, among other things:

% It is called the “pluralism of interests” in the Yugoslav terminology.

7 The constitution of 1963 defines “social ownership” as the negation
of both private property and property of State control.

Z 1t is called “net income” in the Yugoslay terminology.

. ® Public services are also organized on the same model. They are con-
stituted of associations of Organisations of Associated Labour of Com-
munes (self~managing communities of interests) and are supplied with mo-
ney by those who use them or benefit by them. See tables 5 and 6 in the
Appendix.

. ¥ All the workers elect the workers' Council, have the power to dis-
miss it, discuss the plan for paying the salaries, decide on hiring workers
or making them redundant. The periodic sessions of the workers Council
are open to all workers. They can ask questions but they do not have vot-
ng nights: the decisions of the Board, are taken by the majority of the
members who are present. Mandates last two years and the Boards are
half re<lected every year. The law stipulates that three members out of
four must be designated among those who work in production.
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— the election of its President; the designation of the members
of the Management Board®, and the appointment of the Director of
the Organisation since 1965%%; o

— the adoption of the internal regulation of the Organisation
(the Management elaborates it);

— the discussion and approval of the reports of the Management
Board; .

— the decision to invest and the sharing out of the net income
between the internal funds (self-financing, reserves, collective expen-
diture and the funds used to pay the wages.

— the Organisation membership of the economic associations afnd
the adoption of contracts that can connect the Organisation with
others or with the local associations and communities.

b) Some difficuities encountered by the Yugoslav form of
participation

In practice, the functioning of the Yugoslav organization of self-
management comes up against a certain number of difficulties”. Inde-
ed, there is a discrepancy between the social plan that Yugoslav self-
management embodies and its actual implementation. The basic
workers lack initiative and remain passive. The sluggishness of a
bureaucracy or of a technocracy, which are present at every stage
and over which the workers cannot exercise an effective control,
hinder their vague impulses of participation.

Thus, those whom the system favours, the »recidivists of power«
always appear in the delegate system and use their technical abilities,
their elective mandates or their privileged status to re-introduce hie-
rarchiz relations that, yet, the plan for self-management rejects.

i) The grounds for a hierarchy in competence proceed, on the
one hand, from the contradiction which exists between some urgent
decisions to be taken and the slow democratic procedure, and, on the
other hand, from the basic workers’ insufficient knowledge regarding
numerous technical problems. Consequently, it seems necessary to €s-

3% The Management Board, -a.mon%_l whom 1/3 of the members is re-elect-
ed every year, is a technical and financial organ of management which
stands beside the Director. .

2 The Director, who provides the actual Management of the Organisa-
tion carries out the decisions taken by the Board, and represents the Orga-
nisation ouiside, used to be appointed by the authorities before 1965. The
members of the management Board and the Director attend the meetings
of the workers’ Council in order to provide the information needed to be
able to conduct discussion.

3 We do not pretend here to take stock of all Yugoslav self-manag-
ement or to make an invenfory of all the problems which may crop up
at each of its numerous Jevels; but we want to stress those problems which
concern the exercise of power within the economic organizations.

3 This discrepancy can be illustrated by the sporadic strikes to pro-
test against the decisions taken by the elected representatives and techno-
crats. These strikes do not challenge the Yugoslav social plan itself but
its implementation and the discrepancy between what is officially said and
what is actually done. It is shown by N, JOVANOV (“La gréve et le projet
autogestionnaire en Yougoslavie” Sociologie du Travail n*4—1980).
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tablish hierarchic levels of command linked to~the levels of competen-
ce of the individuals. w1

In fact, the presence of techmiciams in any social orgamization
should mot necessarily lead to a technocratic hierarchy. The elements
which constitute any organization are linked by an analogy in their
functions. The appearance of a techmocracy implies that this analogy
in functions is replaced by such a hierarchic analogy® that it be-
comes impossible to call into question the delegation of power from
which »those who have the kmowledge« benefit, and who produce
their own language® which cannot be understood by »those who do not
have the knowledge«¥.

The maintenance of this technocratic hierarchy in Yugoslavia
would proceed from:

— the Jack of training and of information on the part of the
members, in particular at the lowest levels because of the executives
reluctance to dispense the training and the information necessary to
the good functioning of the self-managed enterprise;

— the continuous activity of management whereas the organs of
self-management intervene only at the close of periodic meetings¥;

— the habit of manipulating the workers »by constantly presen-
ting difficulties as imputable to factors beyond the control of the
management Board rather than as the consequences of causes within
the enterprise«®;

— the existence of conflicts at the very heart of the enterprises,
especially between the dmmediate aspirafions of the workers and
those of the executives whose career is much more dependent on
the growth of the enterprise than is the career of the worlkers';

— the passivity of the irade unions which »still have the role they
had in the previous period of State control, that is to say the role
of a piece of machinery meant to discipline the workers«®,

Thus, what results from a survey conducted by Meister® is that
more than one quarter of the workers consider 'that the rulers and
the techmicians impose their will on the enterprise. The decisions are
prepared by the experts, proposed by the Director, and confirmed by
the workers.

3 H. LABORIT ("La nouvelle grille”) says that the various elements
which constitute the human body play their respective roles according to
the finality of the whole with no hierarchic relations between them (“the
mind does mot have control over the heart”).

% The language of management for example.

37 This enables “those who have the knowledge” to shut themselves
a\f\'z}y in their ruling position so to say, and to leave the “unnitiated” out
of it,

% 5. MOZINA *“Participation des members d'organismes d’autogestion

-4 la price de decision” Revue de I'Est n"2—1972. The author shows that in
the Yugoslav enterprises the workers’ influence on the running of their
enterprise is in increasing function of their qualifications.

¥ V. RUS “Influence structure in the Yugoslav enterprise” Industrial
Relation Ne 2 — 1972,

% R. SUPEK “Experiences et problémes de l'autogestion yougoslave” in
A. DUMAS “L'Autogestion, un systéme économique?” Dunod, 1981.

4§, MOZINA op.cit.

42 R, SUPEK op.cit,

$ A, MEISTER "O1 va l'autogestion yougoslave?’ Anthrops, 1970.
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2) Besides, a hierarchic system depending on holding an elective
mandate is superposed on the hierarchic system depending on being
competent. The surveys conducted dn Yugoslav enterprises, by Zupanov
and Tannenbawm in particular¥, prove indeed that the relation between
those who elect and those who are elected usually duplicates the rela-
tion between those who Tule and those who are ruled. To keep up such
a hierarchy would essentially proceed from the absence of a reviewal
of the representatives elected in the Boards either because it is rather
difficult to recruit mew candidates (problem of militancy and of trai-
ning), or because the laws concerning the mode of representation are
unadequately applied (the elected representatives come to like the
exercise of poer and their rotation is no Jonger maintained since
their tasks, by becoming more and more complicated, require those
who have trained themselves to keep their seats).

3) Lastly, the persistent hierarchic relations within the selfma-
nagement enterprise may result from holding a privileged status such
as that of member of the League or that of member of a main Trade
union. Some people can indeed take unfair advantage of their belonging
to some wparallel organizations« in order o impose their points of
view, to train and supervise the wonkers, and even to substitute them-
selves for the workers regarding the decisions to be taken, especially
if they can have access, thanks to their privileged status, to wellin-
formed sources external to the group concerned.

The »élite« in power, whatever its origin, does not willingly accept
abandoning the prerogatives that the exercise of power confers on
it, and it may cling to the material and political privileges linked to
it. The delegate system, which proceeds from the structure of the
various systems, expresses the specific interests of each of the groups
only, the latter being deprived of the possibility of expressing their
interests globally. The bureaucracy obtains déncreased power out of
this splitting up of the expression of the interests of the basic groups,
and out of the intertwining delegation networks that grow more and
more complicated all the time., Being mo longer able to control the
activity of the »recidivists of power« the basic workers can do nothing
else but »trust« them.

In fact, the Yugoslav authonities have institutionalized some kind
of social organization based on participation at every stage, but at the
same time they have »subjugaied« the organs of this participation and
»stifled«® 'the possibilities of expression these organs had.

*

Consequently, it seems to us that one of the main obstacles to
participation in the socialist systems corresponds to the appearance
of a bureaucratic and or technocratic elite, and 1o the sugvival of
a hierarchic phenomenon.

# ZUPANOV and TANNENBAUM: “Distribution du contrdle dans quel-
ques organismes industriels yougoslaves”. §oc1010g1e du Travail Ne 1 — 1967.
4 CE L. TADIC “L'autogestion étouffée” Revue Autogestion Ne 6 — 1981.
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The difficulties met in Algeria as well as in~Yugoslavia in looking
for a true participation in all the sectors of*Sodial activity, and in the

economic sector in partioular, clearly prove that the problem of bu- .

reaucracy has not yet been mastered and that, evemtually, setting up
institutions that favour democracy is not enough to eliminate its ne-
gative expressions.

The situation of Poland today is a dramatic illustration of the
resistance of this elite to any kind of participation which would
challenge what its power.has ecquired. After having tried through
laboriows compromises, but in vain, to contain and channel the po-
werful current which expressed the aspirations of the workers to
participate in the decisions that concerned them, the Polish ruling
class finally resorted to constraint and force in order to protect its
privileges.

CONCLUSION

The study of the prdctical experiences of participation in present
socio-economic systems shows that meither capitalism mot centralized
socialism make an actual democracy of choices possible. If we con-
sider democracy as a form of overall participation, the only experience
which is imost similar to it appears to be the Yugoslav socialist system
of self-management. And yet, neither the Yugoslav experience nor the
other experiences can constitute in themselves models to be imitated.

The dichotomic vision of capitalist and socialist systems does,
in fact, lead to the alternative, or dilemma, between private ownership
and collective ownership of the means of production, as far as the
structures of decision-making are concerned. The following question
is therefore gquite naturally raised: which one of the two terms enab-
les a better participation? Such a question restricts participation to
playing the role of a means intended for ensuring the survival of the
systemn, whereas participation corresponds to a basic meed of man
and must be conceived as an objective in itself.

Thus, the choice of the structures of decisions liable to promote
participation cannot be limited to the previous alternative. In other
words, bringing into play a true participation does not boil down
to choosing between collective ownership and private ownership of
the means of production; but it poses the problem of amother choice,
which does mot mecessarily maich the previous one, it is the choice
between the private owanership and collective ownership of the means
of decision-making.

In fact, the observation of how the capitalist and the socialist
systems function proves that the means of decision-making usually
remain private ownership. Must we conclude from this that power
cannot be shared and that the collective efercise thereof is impossible?
The participation of everyone in collective choices may indeed appear
as a sheer utopia to some people; and yet, “tous des grands progrés
de 'humanité ont toujours été des utopies réalisées’,

Received: 8. 2. 1983
Revised: 7. 4. 1983

% André GIDE “Les Nourritures Terrestres”,
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APENDIX

Table 1
THE GERMAN QUALIFIED CO-MANAGEMENT (1951)
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THE GERMAN JOINT CO-MANAGEMENT (1976)
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ST
Table 3 # 7

THE SELF-MANAGEMENT OF THE ALGERTAN
AGRICULTURAL ESTATES
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Table 4
THE SOCIALIST MANAGEMENT OF THE ALGERIAN ENTERPRISES
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-
Table 5 = ’ ! : Table 6
SELE-MANAGING COMMUNITIES OF INTERESTS IN YUGOSLAVIA YUGOSLAV SELF-MANAGEMENT
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... EKONOMSKI SISTEMI I PARTICIPAGIJA: ESEJ O
T “PRAKTIGNIM ISKUSTVIMA BARTICIPACIJE

~ André DUMAS
Rezime

Proudavanje praktiénih iskustava participacije u savremenim so-
cio-ekonomskim sistemima pokazuje da ni kapitalizam ni centralis-
tiéki socijalizam ne omogucavaju pravu slobodu izbora. Ako demokra-
tiju shvatamo kao oblik sveukupne participacife, &ini se da je jugo-
slovenski socijalistiéki samoupravni sistem jedino iskustvo koje je
najblize ovoin pojmu demokratije. Pa ipak, ni jugoslovensko niti bilo
koje drugo iskustvo ne mofe da se pretoli u modele koji bi se imi-
tirali.

Dihotomna vizija kapitalistikih i socijalisti¢kih sistema doisia
vodi alternativi ili dilemi o privatnom ili kolektivnom vlasni§tvu nad
sredstvima za proizvodnju, ukoliko se strukture odludivanja razma-
traju. Tada se, sasvim prirodno, namede sledece piianje: koji od ova
dva oblika viasni$tva omogudava bolju participaciju? Ovakvim se pi-
tanjem participacija ograniava na sredstvo namenjeno preZivijava-
nju sistema, a pariicipacija odgovara osnovnoj Covekovoj potrebi i
mora se koncipirati kao cilj imanentan coveku!

Tako se izbor struktura odludivanja koje mogu unaprediti parti-
cipaciju ne moZe ograni¢iti na prethodnu alternativi. Drugim reéima,
uvodenje prave participacije ne svodi se na izbor izmedu kolektiv-
nog i privatnog vlasni$tva nad sredstvinia za proizvodnju, veé ono po-
stavija problem drukéijeg izbora, koji se nuino ne poistovecuje sa
prethodnim, a to je: problem izbora izmedu privatnog i kolektivnog
viasni¥tva nad sredstvima za odlucivanje.

Ispitivanje nadina funkcionisanja kapitalistickih i socijalistickih
sistema pokazuje, u stvari, da sredstva za odlucivanje obicno ostaju
u privatnom viasni$tvu. Da li moramo na osnovu ovoga da zaklju-
éimo da se moé ne moZe deliti i da je kolektivno posedovanje modi
neostvarivo? UcdeSée svih u kolekiivnom izboru zaista se nekint ljudi-
ma moZe uliniti kao Sista utopija; pa ipak: »svaki veliki progres &o-
vedanstva uvek je bioc utopija koja se ostvarila«.*

* André Gide, Les Nourritures Terrestres (Zemaljska hrana).
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PRIKAZI KNJIGA — BOOK REVIEWS

Jifi Kosta

ABRISS DER SOZIALSKONOMISCHEN ENTWICKLUNG
DER TSCHECHOSLOWAKEI 19451971

Suh-r-kﬁmp Verlag, Frankfurt am Main, 1978

Deset godina makon tzv. &ehoslovatkih dogadaja iz 1968. _godin.e‘?oznafa
zapadnonematka izdavacka kuca Suhrkamp, u ok\'il.'u svcgje.e.dlcue. ko:]a
je posvedena istorijatu drusétvenoekonomskog razvoja pOJedlnﬂ} zemalja,
objavila je studiju Cehoslovackog ekonomiste J. Koste pod mazivom Dru-
Stveno-ekonomski razvoj Cehoslovagke u periodu 1945—I971.

Autor je preko dvadeset godina (1956—1968) radio kao :istraiivac‘i i pre-
davad u CGehoslovatkoj, gde je bio jedan od uticajnijih Zz_kgovomlka }\o-
renite reforme privrednog sistema. Nakon drastiZnog rask}da sa tekovi-
nama tzv. pratkog proleda, u koje je svakako spadao i radikalni preobra-
¥aj nacionalne ekonomije, ulaskom trupa Varavskog ugovora u CSSR,
1. Kosta se nastanio u SR Nemadkoj i postao profesor Univerziteta u
Frankfurtu.

Tako se nije upuftao, s obzirom na karakler ove studije, u o;a’ﬁirnjja
teorijska razmatranja privrednog razvoja in abstracto, J K?S_La nije pro-
pustio priliku (3to je metodoloski sasvim ispra\mo)_da 1mpll‘cltno definise
svoj pristup ovoj problematici. On je pristalica jednog sire shvacenog
koncepta drudtveno-ekonomskog razvoja koji se me ogramicava samo na
posmalranje i analizu ekonomskih ginilaca, ve¢ uzima u obzir i delovanje

neekonomskih faktora.

Polazedi od toga, J. Kosta istie da profil i dostignuca u p.rivrsadno_m
razvoju jedne nacionalne ckonomije nisu samo rezultat ﬁmkm?msaz'ua nje-
nog privrednog sistema i odraz njene privredne strukture, pmrodmhvusl;o-
va i raspoloiivih resursa odnosno medunarodnog ekopoqlsk?g okruzenja,
ved 1 fizionomije politi€kog sistema, nadina odludivanja i sistema uprav-
ljanja, motivisanosti stanovniitva u privredivanju i sli¢no.

Shodno tome autor je izvrdio takvu periodizaciju ~p0§153r,atnog razvojzi
Sehoslovatke privrede koja je direkino izvedena iz oz.bxljmh Zaolfreta i
promena u razvoju drudtveno-politickog i ekonomskog sxstema zemlje. 1.’1."1-
menom tog osnovnog kriterijuma razlikuju se Cetird razdobl{a:.l. pepod
narodne demokratije u kojem je preovladivao sistem tav. meZovite privre-
de (1945—48); 2. period preuzimanja sovjetskog mczdela razvoja zasnova-
nog ma sistemu centralisti¢kog planiranja i upravijanja (1948.—-65_); 3. period
reforme koji je karakterisalo nastojanje da se razvije decentrslizovani eko-



