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na grupi najslabijih i grupu qstalih elen_zﬂgﬁa’tg,-odre'dujev-preko jed—
nog multidimenzionalnog kr‘?tgpjuz71¢ Ovaj *pyoblem je reSen optima-
lizacijom odgovarajuéil koeficijenata separabilnosti. ) .

Najzad, danas se najéesce susrecemo sa problemima u kO].u?u‘l se
redosled elemenata vrii preko nekog faktora koji se kvantitativio
iskazuje preko jednog sintetickog indikatora izvedenog preko.datog
niza pokazatelja. Metod koji ukljuduje Sorensen-ov dendrogram, oro-
gudéice nam da dodemo do preciznijih rezultata nego metod koeficije-
nata separabilnosti.

EMPIRICAL RESEARCH INTO GERMAN CODETERMINATION:
PROBLEMS AND PERSPECTIVES

Hans G. NUTZINGER*

I INTRODUCTION: ORIGINS AND CONCEPTS

I.1 Historical overview

The lidea of m constiiuiional fimftation of priivate property rights
— and especially of the wight o divect other people's work derived
firom this property — has a long ‘radition in Germany, stantiing as
early as fn ithe National Assembly of Frankfumt in 1848 (Paulskirche).
The development of am fnstimtionalized employee ,,codetenmination’”
as a modification (or, as property rights theoxists would prefer to
call it, "attenuation') of propenty zights with regard to the use of the
mean's of production has ito be lseen against the background of the spe-
cific economiic and political development of Germany, above all in the
late 19th and ithe eamly 20th century.?

The spedifiic features of the Genman course of events dn the frame
of the general process of fndustrialization §n Western Burope and
l\gi)nthann Amegica have to be seen mainly fin the following charaoter-
sitfics:

— In confrast ko the leading Furcpean powers in the middle of
the 15th century, especially England end France, Geymany had not
yet overcome the historical splintering of the ternitory, and its way
to a modern mation-state wals further complicated by the emerging
conflliat between Prussia and Austnia.

* University of Kassel

' See section III below for a oritical examination of the socalled
"attenuation” aspect of codetenmination.

* For an overview of the histofical development, see Nutzinger (1981)
with further references.

For helpful discussions and comment I wish to thank Hans Diefen-
bacher (Protestant Interdisciplinary Research Institute Heidelberg), Felix
R. Ritz Roy (Intemational Institute of Management, Berlin) and the par-
ticipants of both the 1983 Interlaken Seminar on "Analysis and Ideology"”
and ithe SSRC Summer Wonkshop 1983 at the University of Warwiak.



J Jl
362 HANS G. NUTZINGER -

— On tthe devel of politiics and sodiety, to 'Uaﬂ!s teruiitorial wplinter-
ing cormresponded the fasting dominance Gffilie old feuidal powers,

espedially of the territorial princes and tthe tenrdiboriial mobility, who |

were malinly involved in the conflict over the course amd the comdi-
tions of the mationbuilding process, whereby other sodial groups were
largely exalided. .

— In mcoordance with this delayed forimation of a Genman ma-
tion-stalte, also the process of industrialization lagged behind France,
Great Britalin and the Unlited States; thils was funther complicated by
variious constraints on the mobility of the factors of production (e. g.,
through domestiic taniffs, trade constraints, lack of common cumrency,
atc.). -

— Based on the factons mentioned above, a rdlative weakness of
the Genman bourgeoisie lis to be observed which was largely exdlarded
from poliitical power, pantly even after ‘the umionization fn .tpe: _B&:s-
mardk emipire of 1871, and which was largely restrficted to ithe linitlially
less-developed economiic sphere.

— Comrespondingly, tthere was also a delayed wise of the tmdnstrial
workiing class, and in addition to that fit ds also motewonthy ithat ira-
ditfional guiitd-orienited and conporatist §deas ~were effective mot only
in the mobility but similavly emong large parts of the bourgeoisie and
the working olass, which funther favoured the tendency toward insti-
tutiional regullation of wodial confliots.

Therefore, in a hiistoriical perspective, we cam perceive the specilic
form of conflict regulation in the field of dndustial relations fn Ger-
many (and simflarly in Austria), namely @n the fonm of institutionali-
zed codetenmination, as an expression of the relatively weak position
of the Genmman entrepreneuns between ithe still-dominamt feudal powers
on the one hand and the growimg workers’ movement om the other
hand; this in tunn led to imstitutionalized amnd ibagically-in tegriative
forms of conflict Tesolution. So, institutional compromises were needed
which tended to inorease the area of comporation amd consensus com-
pared with the area of confliot via pamtial integration of workers into
the vertical structure of the firm and, in the long eun, even via restrict-
ed participation. This increased ability 4o reach consensus conresponded
to an dnoreased meed for consensus. However, open and mation-wide
forms of industrial conflict, as they became common fm England or
Trance, were much mnore dangerous in Gemmany, given the umstable
and rapidly-changing balance among the different social groups. There-
fore the emphasis on dnstitutionalized end dntegrative forms of con-
flict regulation in Genmamy is both am expression of strength and
wealeness.

This general characteization can be substantiated by vanfiouis his-
toriical events, starfing with the National Assembly of Frankfunt in
1848, where different proposals for employee partidipation were based
on earlier motions of the gulild system. The then wather progressive so-
dial policy of the Bismarck empire {legal social insurance, protective
and pamticipattive trade regulations since 1850, voluntary workers' com-
miittess dn some factories, etc.) bis another expression of ithis general
tenidency. Perhaps ithe most fllusirative example of shaltesponsored
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employed pantidipation in favour of political stabilization s the ,Law
on Patmiotic Semvices" (Gesetz betreffend die Vaterlindischen Hilfs-
dienste) in the middle of ithe First World War: in onder to emsure a
steady supply of amms amd ammunition, workers' comimlittees im all
important entenpriises were established (while, at the same time, labi-
lity for dabour service and restifotions to wornkers’ quitting were also
imtwoduced).’ Thils ambliguity of the codetermination tidea cam be fur-
ther fillustrated dn the period of the Weimar Republic afiter World War
I. Compared with farweaching ideas of a direct politiical anid economic
democracy iin a comprehernisive coundil system, ithe Wonks Coundcil Law
(Betriebsriitegesetz) of 1920 wwas vather disappointing as it gave work-
ers' representatives — the woutks coundil (Betriebsrat) — only modest
Hights in personmmel amd sodial affalins, eamd vimtually no dnfluence in
eccnomic dedisions.! Dusling ithe Nazi era, 1933—1945, even these very
restoioted fomms of sworker representatiion were anmihilated and re-
placed by a compulsory German dabour firont (Deutsche Arbeitsfront)
compuiising :of both the wotkens as "followers” (Gefolgschaft) and the
enfirepreneurs as ,entenpifise leadens” (Betriebsfiihrer), comresponding
to the WNazi anthoritarian prindiple in politics.

1.2 The existing legal structure

The existing legal structure of codetermfination in Gremany today
is pantly based on fts precedents fn Imperial Germany and in the
Republic of Wedmar. Due ito the spedific situation after World War II,
legal development has been far firom systematic.” Based on ,jvoluntary’
unjon pantidipation fin the dron and steel produding (not processing)
industry, which was offered by the employers themselves afiter World
War II in order ito prevent or minimize dismantling and decanteliza-
tion by the Allies, the fiimst Jaw which was passed by the West Ger-
man Parliament (Bundestag) was the Montan-Mitbestimmungsgeselz
(Codeterminafion Law in the iminling amd steel producing tindustry) in
1951. Up ito mow, it conltains the farestveaching dnstitnitional amrange-
ments with respect to economiic codetermimettion. Whereas the workers
do mot have direot representatiion at the ammual general meeting of the
conporations, an equal mumber of workers' wepresentaftives (niainly
proposed by the respeoctive umiom) ds elected o the board of wsuper-
wision with a meutral member, the so-called "eleventh man'”, eleoted
by capital owners amd workens’ representatives jointly din owrder to
avoid limpasse dituations. Accornding 4o Germman compamy law — and
in distinotiive contrast to American company law —, ithe supervisory
board eppodnts the board of management and fis assumed to advise,
to supervise and to contwol dts conduct of business, but has no de-

* For more details, see Grebing (1974), Muszynski (1975), Nutzinger
(1981), Schneider and Kuda (1969) and above all Teuteberg (1961).
# According to the 1922 amendment, the works council delegated one
or two members to the supervisory board of joint-stock ocompamies.
. * For a good survey of existing legal regulations in Genmany, see Mo-
nissen (1978) and the shorter overview by Nutzinger (1977).
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dision-making 1fights with respect ito ithe nmmgergpxywof ithe company
whiich s incumbent solely on the boand of manfigément (§ 111 (4) of
the Geyman Joint-Stock Company Law). In case of conflict between
the board of management and the supervisory board, the former can
appeal ito {he stodkholders’ general meeting in ‘orider to get a three-
guartens mayjoriity ito overcome a weto of the wsupemvisory iboard. Only
one employee or umiion representative, the labor diredtor (Arbeitsdirek-
tor) wesponsible fior personmel affalins, is m member of the boawd of
management. So, even under the farestoreaching law, there §s mo di-
rect employee and wumion dinfluence on economic dedisions, amd even
with. respect o the contwolling functions of the superisory board,
there fis a fimal majority of the capital owneus.

Inidustriial relatiions tn all entenpriises with more flvam fiive pemma-
nent employees are miled by the Worlks Constitution Law of 1972 (Be-
iriebsverfassungsgesetz), based on the earier laww of 1952. With res-
peot to economic affalirs, fits regulations are far weaker than those
of the Codetenmimnation Law. There fis only a one-thimd employee and
union representation on the supmiisory board according to the 1952
law fin companies with imore ithan five hundred employees. The basic
institution of the Wonkss Constitution Law ds ithe works council (Be-
tmiebstrat), This law distinguishes between nights o codetemmination
(Mitbestimmungsrechte), consultation amd cooperatiion (Mitwirkungs-
rechte) and mights tto infonmation, complafiint mnd hearing. As a wule
of thumb, these ofights are strongest in sodial matters anid lintemnal
worlk wegulations (e. g., workiing dime); they are mostly of the anedium
type fin pensonmel malitems such as engagement, regrouping, discharges,
and dmamsfers. In business questions, ithe Wouks Constifution Law
mainly gives afights do infonmation, wnd only with respect to those
dedisions which directly affeot employment or the wonking conditions
of employees {e. g., those relating to technlical imnovation, dlosing and
opening of mew iplants or major pants of it), more imfluence ds given
to the representatives of employees.’ The Wortks Constlitufion Law of
1972 has also increased imdinidual employee mights in mabters concein-
ing his or her own employment, but these mightis are more or less
confined ito legal claims to nformation amd heamimg and the sight to
complaint as well as to employ membens of the works coundil in case
of conflict at the workplace (e. g., With superiors)-.

For employees tm public administration, @ similar law was in-
troduced in 1955 (Personalvertretungsgesetz). A spedial group of so-
called Tendenzunternehmen f(entemprises pursuing a "tendency”, i. e.,
won-economic aims) ds partly or fully excluded from the wegulations of
the Works Constitution Law; these are, above all, organizations in the

¢ For head corporations in these industries, an amending law (Mit-
bestimmungsergiinzungsgesetz) was introduced in 1955.

7 The legal basis and practice of "working conditions adapied to hu-
man needs” according to the 1972 law is discussed in Nutzinger (1980).

* Thimm’s (1981) assertion dhat the 1972 law has decreased the indivi-
dual participatory mights of the single worker ds simply at odds with the
legal facts (cf. §§ 81—84 of the law) as well as with empinical practice.
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fields of mass media, chanfitable amd weligious dnstitutions, political

pavties, sotentific organizations and the like. : ‘

In 1952, the mmioms heavily opposed the omedthird employee re-
presentation in the supervisory board according to the Woxks Consti-
durtion Law and proclaimed the Montan-Mitbestinunungsgesetz of 1951
as the ddeal for a general regulation of employee and unfon participa-
tion fim the supervisory board. A special committee, chaired by Profes-
wor Biedenkopf, was established by the Federal Government in 1967
in order to give an account of the praotice of the Montan-Mitsbestim-
mumgsgeseiz as a basis for possible legal extension. Although the
Biedenkopf Report (1970) was quiite favourable in its assessment of
the practice of thisdaw?, it did notrecommend its extension to alldarge
companies: the Biedenkopf Committee voted for imoreased employze
panticipation fin the swypewvisory board, but below full panity, arguing
that although #t did mot find clear proof of deareased profitability
in the mining and steel produding dndustry it assumed that profitability
was better secured by capital ownens and management. And in fact,
baith the regulation's and the practice of the Codetermiinaltion Law of
1976 applying to all large conporations with more than 2000 employees
(except the Tendenzunternehmen and public adminfistration on the
one hand, and the minfng and steel producing companies on the other
hand) are mot very far from the §deas of the Biedenkopf Report: in
all dedisive fissues, worlkers’ influence, even fn the supervisory board,
remalins shornt of full pariity.

The melin differemces between the 1976 Codetermimation Law and
the Montan-Mitbestinunungsgesetz have to be seen in the composition
of the supenvisory board. Im compowations with more than 2000 and
lelss then 10000 employees, the superviisory board has twelve members,
among them 6 representatives of the workers. Two of them are nomi-
nated dirom the respective umiions, and four are representatives of the
worlking collectiive. These four jintesmal” members have to represent
the respective subgroups (woulkers, salardied employees, and the leifen-
de Angestellte, i. e., the salaried management). Thereby each group
has at least one seat on tthe board of supervision which in practice
favors the represemtation of mamnagement in the rdspective commit-
tees. In fact, as the saladied snanagement has to be condidered at least
pantly the wepresentative of capital owners, there is no equal repre-
sentation of ,capital” and ,Jabour” in the supervisory boasd. But in
any case, the breaking vote of the chainman of the supervisory board
— in case 'of conflict elected by the majority of capital owmers alone
— ensures a maljoriity of ,caplital” in all voting dmpasses, even if the
representatiive of salaried management votes together with the other
employee wepresemtatives. Also, the labour director on ithe board of
managemendt §is nonmally no longer a representative of the employees
or the mnions as he can be (amd frequently is) elected against the
maljoelity of employee representatives’ votes, in contrast to the older
Montan-Mitbestimmungsgesetz. Although both the law and the fol-
lowting praoctiice revealed the ultimate power of capital owners, even

* More on #his is in section Il below of this paper.
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in the boazd of supervision, the employers brought aotion against the
" new law.before the Gemman- constitutional Totimt (Bundesverfassungs-
gericht}, which was rejected on Maroh 1, 1979, fnainly on the gounds
that it did not dmply full parfity (on whiich assumpdfion the employers’
action was based). Siill, the legal question és open as ito whether a
full paniity between ,capital” and ,Jabour” would contradict the.basic
prindiples of Gemman Civil Law and of the Gemman OComstituiion,
especially with wespeot to private ownexship, Hability and the frecdom
of ooalition amd profession. Politically, this Codetenmination Law has,
at least at the moment, brought public discussion and public interest
in these guestions #o an end as there fis a broad comsensus that there
must be a fair dime of” practice of the new law before amy degal
changes should be introduced, amid because questions of umnemiploy-
ment and of the refomm of the sodial imsurance systems are mach
more urgent.

There have been flots of praotical disputes amd legal actiomns with
respeat to the praoctice of the law since 1978, when the law became
practically effeotive in lamge conporations.” The political poditions are
quite clear: the umions and the Social-Democraliic Pavty constider this
Jaw to be only cne step in the.wight direotion and ithey demand an
extension of the Montan-Mitbestinunungsgesetzt to all big conporations.
The employers, on the other hand, supported by ithe majority of the
Liiberal Panty and parts of the Chmistian Demoarats, congider the
Worlks Constitution Law (granting only a one-third employee and union
representation in conporations with more than 500 and less tthan 2000
employees) to be the model for business-wide economic codetenmina-
tior. Although in praocfice employers get by with™ the Codeiermination
Laws of 1951 amd 1976 (as they confess in private and sometiimes even
in public talks), they go on to argue against the pringiple of full parity
allegedly imherent in these laws as, im the long wum, it could under-
mine private property, firee entenpriise and the soaial market economy
altogether.

Thils shoudt overdiew does mot even include <the complete legal
basis of codetenmination: works agreements (Betriebsvereinbarungen)
between the management and the works council, based on the Works
Constituition Law, collective agreements between umions and employers
at enterpriise, seatoral and regional levels (Loinrahmen- und Mantel-
tarifvereinbdrungen), and different regulations of the gemeral labour
law belong as well to the basis of practical codetermination. And.g‘,l—
ven plenty of informal regulations, gentlemen's agreements, logrolling
procedures, comporation guidelines in accordance wiith amployee_rc—
presentatives, on the one hand, and the lack of practiical codetenmina-
tion in spite of the legal regulations on the other hand, it is not
surpnising that empinical research imto codetenminaftiion has not yet
found a olear and consensual delineation of itts main subject.

® For debails, see the contnibutions by Nagel and by Theisen to Die
fenbacher/Nutzinger (1981), Nutzinger (1982) and Diefenbacher/Nutzinger
(1984).
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1.3 Different notions of codetermination in empirical research

The motion of "codeternmination” is ased in the wespeoctive empisi-
cal research literature fin rather different ways. One group of defi-
nithons tdentifies codetenmination more or less with a genenal notion
of participation fim the sense of employee panticipatiion with respect
to decisions amd resullbs of the emtenprise, without spedific regard to
the legal or contractual basis". One of the rare abtempbs at am evalua-
tilon of the economic comsequences of codetermimatiion, the study by
Weddigen (1962, 14), defines codetenmination ,,... in the broadest sen-
se as employee pamtiicipation by means of wepresentatives in coopera-
fionn with employers and itheir delegates with respeat to decisions
concening regulations and measures refeming to questions of social
policy, pemsonnel policy or economic affali's”. The so<alled Bieden-
kopf Report (1970, I, 4) of the codetenmination comumiitee (Biedenkopf
OCommlittee) defines codetenmination as ,, ... the fnstitutional paricipa-
tton of employees or their representatives in shaping and determining
the processes of will-fonmation amd decision-making fn the enterpiise”.
This broad deflinition conresponds largely to the defimfition of general
participation, for instance by Badkhaus (1979, 6) ,,... as a procedure
whiich enables the gaining of complete relevant information through
pantiojpation in dedision-making of all people concerned... by giving
all people concemned eqgual or functionally-weighted oppontunities of
influence and tnterest amfioulation, panticipation funthenmore fillfills
the funofiion of an informationprocessing procedure”. In this view,
ocodetemmination differs from general participation cnly by the fol-
lowing demarcation: ,,The notion of codetermiination is in general use
of language dnsofar more restricted as ‘it refens to Gnstitutionatized
dlights of panticipaticn in industry” (Backhaus, 1979, 12).

A few other auwthons abtempt to mrake a deliberate demarcaticn
between participatiion and codetermination. This 'delineation cannot
help but to use penscnal evaluaticns of researchers which make this
procedure subjeat to broad nommative idissent. For instamce, Teuteberg
(1981, 72f) amgues that "... codetenmimafion and panticiption mark
the somewhat different basic attitudes of the citizen to entire political,
economic and sodial evemts'”. Using the etymological kinship of ,par-
tidipation” and ,pavtnenship”, he holds that papticipation would be
cooperative whereas codetenmlinatiion was based on a conflict view
of industmial relations. Hence, the latter was based on group finterests,
the fonmer, however, on tthe ddea of a ,,common interest”. On this
linguiistic devel, one could easily object that pamtidipation of different
groups in the decisionimaking process should semve the representa-
fiom of group imterests, whereas the idea of ,codetenmiination” should
be based on the ddea of the common responsibliity for the enter-
paise and the economy as a whole. However, those linguistic exeroises,
even if they are substantiated by histosical examples, dack an ap-
propriate and hence consensual foundation.

M For an empirical analysis based on this broader motion of partici-
pation, see espedially Cable and FitzRoy (1980).
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If we fodk at the motion of codetermination among fhe people
concerned — the employees — then we find fralie’ empirical coeter.
miination research during the last thinly years an even broader and
uléinre. heterogeneous percg:pﬁioxl of the hssues than fn the mcademic
5 :’t‘rajmr(?. Our ovn empirical field stidies in an automobile plant
(VW Rassel) and electrotechriical plant (AEG Kassel) give an im-
E}&sﬁwe llustration of s diversity, As far s concrete amswers are
‘,;\éua(n 'ﬁo the mofiion of Lo detenmination — the percentage of unclear or
?\Ide ;:&T??P‘OI;‘S,;;S canmes considerably among fthe different stidies (ct.
over SO 1979, chapter V) — the employees mentlion practically
qé:zgntglmg. the range. of answers encompasses igeneral definitions, the
5\: o aac!fe ‘d&“ﬁ:‘;lmm,o,f codetermlination, e. g., codetermlination at the
MOEﬂﬂp‘aSﬂ N eI]il’ ais er:z;*lt Oula'wﬁmﬁmm and representatives of codetenmiina-
nation. Very oﬁ%)e; oy 3E‘u“aﬁkls where there is or should be codetermi-
enitexprise o o , ‘the ea of codetermination fis not limited to the
public and ey en o fthe economy as whole, sbut comprises political,
e s rt;n private life as well. That codetenmination fis rather o
fact mentione. daflh}e?o woulkding Glass motion fs funther hilustrated by the
not have = dlear fid TS St considerable percentages of employees do
result of our o T}]aélgr SOm_emnCS even mo fidea at wll, about §t. This
plinical 26search mech d studies fs confivmed by mumerous other em-
evelluefing mhf: e%?:étzdﬁif E{l;lg resuliing difficulties fn measuring and
diisoussed i the following BeamzfﬁmnWaﬁm in ithe enterpnise Wil be
.Buit there seem's to be a vather i £ s £RE
oulties wsed by warfions u"esean‘chens,dg;ge!eliv?t}g t-)olg;mﬁbﬁ:%;%zswmme ld?k'ﬂ;-
ﬂﬁog) lli:;nzts Vﬂﬂe'mgaﬂ wegulations in the Federal Republic of Gerimany. The
Z‘n-;teuit m.;mulﬂgmlhn‘esmwm are in part obvious: o a conisderable
maﬂmm:r is Dot bn?‘ ;,ed employee pamfidipation fin economic dedision-
orane b ased on mh¢ beforementioned laws, but on a variety
p colive agreementts between wunfions and employens at the lewel
f‘b antanpmﬂ*ses,l Seotgrs and megﬁons and, funthermore, on regulations of
abour law and sodfal law. inanlly, the broad ramge of fnformal in-
;ir? tu?mglcoml?mlm a@d {,hammoaﬁze‘d procedures” ~Qbet:veen management
nond] darm ‘:}5 representatives) should not be anderestimated. In a
provr P fpecrbuve fthe mepresentation of employee interests fn the
i’n pu ijgilznmcaln be amimnbu'te‘d' to codetenmiination in the sense of
perhaps most § -&C emplgyee pantiGipation in economic dedisions. The
;ﬂ‘abQuil'" deps mrgg t 'a(:t that fthe relative Is!tlreanghh of ::capitaﬂ" and
fram, o deﬁﬂ’f‘n_ _more firequently on spedific ecomomiic conditiomns
mmanier Tﬂ]gu “uegnﬂai_louns has mot yet been analyzed ln a systematic
difforonces Eilﬂ%tare_s*ﬁmg study by Kotthoff (1981) reveals remarkable
on ithe size of r-ule hmlmuanf:e of the worlks coundils, largely dependent
often pat - the finm: in small and medium-sized enterprises, very
emballistic management primdiples confimue ito prevafil whereby

the woriks - = . C
tent, coundils are ifrequently either imeffectiive or even monexis-

® For thiis see KiBler &
A d Scholten (1981, 189 i X
s ] 1 an ;] S q.)_ with ﬁmﬂwr refe-
1(,1&195103&) 'azld] KiR e; (9(812) fa.s 'wcal a)s the earlier Studies by Pimkeret al.
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The legal defimifiion of codetenmimalion, however, implies funther

problems for empiriical research as ithe legal momms sketched before
are wather heterogeneotss. For different igroups, different legal regula-
tions apply as explained above: ithe Codetermination Law of 1976, the
Codetenmlination Law in the minling and Steel produding fndustey of
1951, the Works Camstiitution Law of 1972, sometiimes combined with
the forimer fanv of 1952, and lihe spedial regulations for Tendenzunter-
nehnen and the Personalvertretungsgesetze (laws on staff represenda-
ffion) in public administration at the federal amd state devels. For
about 13 per cent of West Genman employees, no legal mules for insti-
tutionalized codetermifination apply espedially in very small enter-
(pritses.” Agalin the fact should be considered that there s a big gap
between sthe legal monmis amrrd their practical implementations: ‘the
aoctual level of imstlitutionalized employee pamticipation wveslies con-
siderably among different enterprises, ranging firom far below up to
remartkably above the legally prescribed degree.
- Our shont oveniew teads to the following prelimimary wesults:
codetenmination. applies to a central pant of human fife, mamely, woik
for living. In prindiple, it concemms every employee and hence ithe big
majority of the working population. On ithe other hand, there fis no
clear iidea — neither among ithe people concerned, dhe employens, re-
searchers mor ithe politicianss — what exactly has to be perceived as
codetenmimation.™

Of coumse, there fis a comnonssense motion of oodetermination
related ‘to the most impontant actons, such as ithe works coundil, em-
ployee wepresentatives on the supervisory board and the unfons. But
as long as there is mo suffidiently predise amd consensual concept of
codetenmiimation, we face ithe basic problem that the object of research
fis mot appropiiately wspedified without any regard to the mext question
of which proofis and procedures of measuring codetenmination shiould
be applied. This faat does not only cast doubyt on the results of the
numerous empinical studies camded out during the dast thinty years
but, anid even more fimpontant, it fmpedes a comparison of the diffe-
rent whudies to an extraondinanily great extent.

Neventheless, as weak as the methodological basis of emplirlical re-
search imto Genman codetenmlination miight be, these attemypis mark
a considerable advance compared with the traditional and dong-time
prevalent wonmative views of codetermlimation daken by 'supporfers
and orfifics of codetenmination alike. This bs mot o say that there
could be a itheory and praoctice of codetenmination withouwt = nommati-
ve basis; however, the problem arises by the fact that wery often pos-
sible empirical research finto the funictioning 'of codeterimiination at the
plant and entenpiise level fis weplaced by speculation about the de-
sirability of employee participation and dedisionmalding, or by ispecu-

B Calculation based on Niedenhoff (1979, 20).

% This is not an uncommon Situation in economics; let us remember
only that ithere is not even a clear definfition of economics apart from the
comfortable but tautological statement attmibuted to Jacob Vinmer that
"economics is what economists do",
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lation aboult its prospective risks for the functioning of a market eoo-
acmy. Even if one stants with some monm@tive postulates — for in-

stance, by conciuding that human dignlity demanids the working man's -

uight to be imwolved in ithe shruoturing of the conditions of hils awoudk-
there sifll remains the very impomtamt gquestion of svhiich fegal, con-
drachual and praoctical fiomms of influence should be chosem amd in
whiich way they comtribute ito both nonmative postulates (such as |, hu-
man digniity”) as well as to ithe proper funationling of the economy as
a whale.

1.4 Codetermination: Cooperation or Conflict?

Thiis leaids to a further nonmaitive problem still langely to be dla-
alified: as Muszynski (1975) has shown, the history amd practice of
Genman coldetermination are characterized by an ambivalemt déf not
contradictory argumentaifive foundation. On the one land, espedially
in the legal discussicn, codetemmiimatiion iis based dn #he notion of a
trustful collaboration of all membens in a cooperative enterprise; hea-
ce, codetemmiinafion lis perceliived as a fegal fnstitutionalization of these
opporbunities for cooperation within the entemprise, On the other
hand, codetenmination tis also based on the histoniical experience of a
stouotural comflict between the employer direoting other people's work
and the employee basically obliged to canry out those directions. In
this perspective codetenmiination is an attempt to confime the emtre-
preneurial command by means of institufional regulations aiming at
establishing a legal countervdiling power in onder to dimit and comtrol
the entrepreneurial command without removing it altogether. The con-
stitution of an entenpaiise cowld then be labeled, in temms of political
theory, a ,,comstiduticnal monarchy”.

This nommative percepiion of codeteymination (as fnstitutionalized
cooperation or as fnstitutionalized confliot) influences the evaluation
of the empidical wesults. Frequently, both fdeas are advocated at the
same fime whereby the mix varies mmong :the differemt authors, Wit-
hout claim to a ‘final defimition, we propose to perceive codetermina-
tion as an atiempt lo increase the area of purposeful cooperation
between employer and employees, based on partly uniform interests,
e. g., in the economic success of the enterprise, by means of institutio-
nal participation of employees and their representatives within the
conflict relationship between ,capital” and ,labour”. Ceritain conflicts,
such as the fGmplementation of productivity-rising, but labourisaving
innovations, aiill comtinue to exist in d¢he firame of codetenmiimation,
and generally we have to expeat ithat employers’ dnterests are some-
what mwdifled under codetermimation, but that they will finally pre-
vail. Wiithin those areas of -conflicting interests, both the legal monms

® A similar thesis is put forth by Thimnm (1981) who, however, uses
an alleged break between the 1952 and the 1972 Works Constitution Lawv
to assent a shift from cooperation to conflict. If Thimm were comrect, why
do German .employers favour the Works Constitution Law (of 1972) as the
basis of natton-wide codetermizmation?
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amid the emplaiical observations indicate that codetenmination has mo-

re or less a defendive function, namely, to wnitigate tthe comsequences iy

of emtrepreneurtial dedisions for the employees concemned as far as
possible without basically altering the endrepreneurial decision and
its lmplementation, e. g., the teclmical finnovation, Even if, in most
cases, the ecomomiic dedision fis mot completely predetenmined by out-
side comditicns, international competition with ,non-codeterminated”
countinies puts marrow limits wn workers' influence. At deast in the
long wun, codeterminatiion cammot [(anid one may add, should miot) save
jobs which have become unprofitable. This, however, does not mean
that there ds mo room for effective codetenmmiialtion in the short wun
nor :that there might not be oomdiderable differences in the economic
conduct of a codetemmnlinated enterpiise compared with cne wot sub-
ject to codetenmination. The marlket ‘does not dictate everything but
it places boumdary-stones on ithe course of acticn.

II. PROBLEMS OF EMPIRICAL RESEARCH
111 General remarks about the object and the methodology of research

We have already emphasized that there are considerable differenc-
es in opimion and a wemankable vagueness, not only in the academic
litenalture on codetenmlination. but also in the perceptfion by the people
concemned. A weliable, authoritative and consemsual nction of ocods-
tenmiinadion. which could be simply applied do empirical research does
not exist. This miight be comsidered am adventage since the soaial
solentist has oppovtupliies for choosing aspects amd 'dimensions of
codetenmination amd even the methods of cesearch accomding to his
preferences. This opportumiity, however, pays a high puice: it is the
lack of iwufficiently standardized and, therefore, comparable wesearch
methodiology in whis field. Compared wiith traditional legal and fideolo-
gical a priori weasoning, the existing emplrical research bnto ithe dif-
feremt comsequences of codetenminatfion fs undoubtedly am advance;
but its ceal possibilities are by far mot exhausted. Two majjor reasons
are wesponsible for that unsatisfactory state of affalins:

(1) There is a remarkable lack of appropriate specification of the to-
pic of research and, related mo this, a lack of theoretical founda-
tiion (cf. Momissen, 1978, 77—81).

(2) The foous of most empidical codetenmination wesearch, especially
im the fifties and dixties, has not been on the ecomomic but on
the sodiological and psychological consequences of codetemminaition;
and the few Germam studies which fnclude these implications —
espedially Weddigen (1962) and the Biedenkopf Repont (1970) —
do mot apply ecomometrioal techniques; they are mowe or less
based .on opinion polls.

% Only in the last few years, Svejnar (1981, 1982) and Benelli, Loderer
and Lys (1983) have attempted am ecomometric evaluation of codetermina-
tion in Germamy based on aggregate sectoral data. See also section IIT
below.
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112 A note on the sociological research
siner” .

If we look at the famous sociological stiudies on vdodetaﬁrflﬁn{éitﬁon "

in the fifties,” we find dots of interesting detaiils mbout the perception
and subjective evaluation of codetermiimation amd works constitution
among the people affected by and linvolved fn codetermiination . (worlk-
fing colleotive; management; labour directors; membens of the works
coundil; shop stewards; umnion representaitives) but they do mot say
very muoh about any econoniic consequences at the plant and enter-
puise level, and virtually nothing at the sectoral amd mracroecomomic
level. Most of them were based on ithe assumptions of the ithen pre-
dominant functionallistic indusirial sodiology, with the situdy by Popitz
and Bahrdt being a mafjor exception as these authoms sworked with
a post-Mandian concept of alienation. Due to differences in comcepts,
interview techmiques, and both size and composition of people imter-
viewed, there are comwrespondingly condiderable differences in the
results.

More or less commomn o all ihese studies i¢ the finding of a
rather low devel of famnlilianity with the Wdifferent codetermination re-
gulations. As Monissen (1978, 78) cowrectly orifidizes, these studies
yieoo were conduoted wilthiont systematic weference o an umndenlying
theoretical pewspeotive, so that the velevance and meaning of the re-
sults presented... has to remalin open”. Even more dubious were the
vamious opimiion polis, espedially in the sixties, where the dssue of code-
tenmination was miixed with other issues firom daily politics as the inte-
restin those fissues fils heanily dependent upon dalily ,random events” and
is mot very stable over time's. Even aviithin fits own firame, ithiis sociological
type of codetenmimation research faces an impontant snethodological
problem: there fis a big 'danger for the sodial sciemflist that he bases
his emplirfical measurement and evaluation too marrowly on his own —
frequently umstated amd dmplicit — ddeas of oodetenmimation which
might inorease his own mdfiivation but decrease the usefulness of his
results. Roughly speaking, we observe two characterfistic pattenns in
soadiological research:

(1) In the flivist case, the wesearcher seledts, weighs and fmlerprets the
data so-as to rediscover what he had elready in hiis mind, in his
Schumpeiteriian |, ision”, when he stanted his cesearch. For in-
stance, a sodial scientist with strong commihment ito venk and
file pamtidipation might easily be misled to restfiat his wesearch
1o tthis aspeot and, funthemmore, to interpret each sign 'of workers’

" Pirker et al, (1955), Neuloh (1956, 1960), Popitz and Bahrdt (1957) and
the Institut fiir Sozialforschung (Institule of Social Research, 1955).

* For instance, in our comparative study at the Volkswagen plant at
Kassel in 1975 and 1981 respeotively, we found both times a very positive
evaluation in terms of characteristics attributed to that topic and an
even Inareased interest in J1981. More detailed research, however, showed
that the increase of interest was mafinly due to the aotual codetermina-
tion conflict at the Mamnesmann corporation in 1981, and that the very
posifive characterization of codetermination did not mean very much in
terms of personal involvament (cf. Diefenbacher amd Nutzinger, 1982).
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dissatisfaction with His [job and/or with his superiors as proof of

his interest in aofive panfidipation, What Joan Robimson (1978, .

140) has sdid about Marx might also be imue for some emphical

codetenmination wesearch: ,The waters are dark end 3t may be

that whoever peews linto them sees his own face,™

(2) The opposite case can also be found, that the research team has @
strong monmative a priori conception of codetermination, frequent:
ly mot openly stated, amd might hence be inclined to conolude
that there fis mo codetenmination ff the empirical forms of worke
ers anticulation 'do mot confonm o idts preconception.

(3) Finally, one often gets the impression that in several sdies, the
theoretical miodel has been constmoted ex post, after most of the
emplirical research had already been done. This may produce #ICE
fits between emiplirical wesults amd the theorstical perspeotive;
however, those fimdings are highly arbitrary,

Nommeative fdeas about codetermination, unavoidable as they might
ulfimately be, can therefore lead to a bias either in overestimating o
in understimalting tthe factual degree of codetemmimation, and we have
no reason to assume that these two types of bias might compensate
each other.

I1.3 Codetermination research by econonists

Compared with the sodiological studies mentioned before, the Hist
investigation into the economfic consequences of codetermination by
Otto Blume (1962), Waliter Weddigen (1962) and Fitz Voigt (1962) did
not receive much attention, Thefir work comcentrated on the actidics
of the people lmvolved in codetermination (members of the worl{s
coundil, labour direotors, etc.) arnd on ithe welationship between their
codetenmlination representatives and ithe representatives of manag®
ment amd capital ownews. However, they were important as they ¥
fluenced the technliiques of the miost famous research study, the Bie-
denkopf Report; furthemmore, thelir findings came dlose to the results
of the Biedenkopf Committee?

The Bidenkopf Committee gained its finformation maly through
a wriitten guestioning of employens’ anid employees’ representatives 1
codetenminated firms, supplemented by extensive hearings with @
small selected number of those offiidils, This procedure has s 2P
parent advantages: the research ds quite linexpensive, the intenrogal
people are rather competent, practical problems of codelenmfnaiion
are tllustrated firom the viewpoint of the offidials invalved, and per
haps this helps also ito reveal possibilities to remiove ammecessaly
frfiction. In comtrast to the publicatlange, these officials are quite
famniliar with the legal nomms, so that the delineation of ithe research

¥ Tn our own field studies, we found that some employees were at ihe
same time dissatisfied with codetermination through representatives be-
cause they did not feel sufficiently involved, but they were not willing 10
take any initimtives for themselves as articualtion of workers' interests
wals their representatives’ job.
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topic o the rather clear aveas of the Cadetamﬁmarrﬁjon and Wertks Con-
stiturtiion Laws s possible. Usually, these. officials are finvolved in the
practice of codetermination for a longer time which should meke (sub-
jectiive) evaluation possible abowt chamges ln dime or the perceived
effects of legal refomms (especiallly through the Wouks Comstlitution
Law amendment of 1972 and the Codetenmimation Law of 1976). Fre-
quently, these representatives possess quiite’ good kmowledge with res-
pect ito informal solution pattenns both within and outside the legal
framework as well as with regavd ito the intenrelationship between
legal codetemmiination amd collective bargalining between amions and
employers. And anybody who has canried out empirfical codetenmina-
tion research will highly evaluate the practical adventage ithat those
offiicials nomnmaily belong to the respective associations of employers
and employees, so that one can wse contact with and support of
these associatiions to promote the cooperation of those officials with
the research team.”

Those practical advantages have their own price, however: per-
somal evaluations of these offiicials of both sides can be biased as they
repont not ‘only on codetenmiimation in general, but also on ithe success
and failure of wheir own activities. For different reascms they mfight
be imclined to over- or to underestimate the impact of codetenmima-
dion. Another problem bs that codetenmination perceived by represen-
tatives of both sides does mot necessaniily confomm with employees’
perceptiion. The pantioular problem in this conltext s the following
noodetenmiination dilemma’: if there ds an effective amtioulation of
workers' interests at the plant and entenpiiise level, ithen codetermina-
tion easily degenerates imto some form of service function taken for
granted and hence mnderestimated. ‘So, the level of open comflict be-
tween the represemfpafives of employens and employees is mot a good
indiicator of the effeotiveness of codetermination.®

As mentioned before, the Biedenkopf Committee's assessment of
codetermiination was quiite favourable?. It focused mainly om lthe ef-
feots of different ocompositions of the supervisory board {ome-thind
versus 50 per cent wepresenitation), on the wole of the labour director
as an employee representatiive on the board of managemenit amid his
cooperation wiith the works council, annd on the effect of codetermina-

® For the popularity of this repomt, see the following subsection II, 4.

# This advantage becomes even more important as the general willing-
ness of business and union officials to cooperate in emplirical codetermina-
Hon research lias deoreased considerably in the last twenty yeams; see,
for instamce, the research by Paul and Scholl (1981) who had to fight the
problem that they only got back 9% of the questionnaires filled out.

% Yor instance, the use of arbitration (Einigungsstellen) in order to
come to an agreement between woitks coundil and employer is mot a good
indicator of the effectiveness of the works council: if the latter is rather
strong, it might perhaps come to an intemnal agreement with the manage-
ment without outside arbitration and a works coumdil's appeal to arbltra-
tion procedure might be an indication for its wather weak position. But on
the other hand, it might also be the case that the works council does not
appeal to arbitvation because it does mot even dare to use its procedure
due to its own feeble stand (cf. Kmuth and Schank, 1981; 1982).

* For a good overview on ithe findings, see Monissen (1978, 78—81).
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fion on the objeatives of enbemprises, especially their prpﬂi:ta’biﬂi-ty.
Compared with earler research, two main resulls are wonth- men-
tioning:

(1) In comftrast do the difties, the labour director seemed o longer to
be characterized by a confliat of interests, but had found his role
as a member of fthe board of management, explaining the firm's
policy to employee representatives and ensusfing a flow of fnfor-
malion: between management, works coundil ¢and wometimes shop
stewands), and the emiployee representatives on lthe supemisory
boarid.

(2) The neutral member of the supervisory board normally did 'not
ase His viote o overcome impasse situations (as the codetermina-
ton law dmplicitly presupposed) but he either trfied to mediate
between the representaftives of ,capital” and JJabour™ egs.he fre-
quenily did not feel competent enough ito take (he responsibility for
his dedisive vobe, or was ,lefit out” of whe decision logrofled so-
lely between the two parties in ithe supervisory board.

Although the Bliedenkopf Report marks some advance oompa}red
witth easdier studies, espedially of the funotionaiiist sociplogﬁt:al variety,
it fis still characterized by ithe lack of a ”‘clearr ﬂxeowe)fnoaﬂ framework
and a shontage of systemaiiic facinal eYkl}dt?nce.. Sq, ‘lrmp(llftaxlt‘ques.-
tions, espedially abowt the INacroeconomic mn:p‘]u‘f:a;woms of codetersmi-
nations, remained insufficiently a’swere‘c%. JT\he I_Bleidefnﬁﬁ)pf Qonﬁm’tt.ee
iiself adkmowledged those defidits ﬁmplhmti}y \yhern fit sivaltf:d that its
recommendalion for nation-wide codetenmiination was ultimately ba-
sed on a Wertenscheidung (normative dedision).*

114 The use of codetermination research in public discussion

Even less satfisfactory than the mumerous research {projects in the
ficld of codetenmination and wontks constitution™ ds the use of research
results in the public discussion. Both employens and unions tend fo
quote only those studies — or, IMOreoVer, those parts of stdies —
whiich they deem useful for theiir own interests. As Hamtmann (1977')
in his final evaluation of the praotical use of the different wdete}'mx-
nafiion research studies has comwincingly demonistrated, ladk of inte-
rest, one-sidedness, fragmentary anid biased guotstions, and the more
or less complete meglect of the panrow limits o the meaning of these

* Momiissen's (1978, 77) evaluation of the Biedentkopf Report is worth
quoting, although it seems to us probably too hamsh: ,A systematic quant
fative assessment of the economic consequences of codetermination was
not attempted. Subjective criteria, a priori guesses, and idiosyncrasies reply
that theoretical analysis and narrow documentation had to serve as a sub-
stitute for am appropmiate empirical implementation guided by the metho-
dological standamds of a_developed social sdience. Such an approach is
symptomaltic of the 'empirical’ studies in the area of the codetermination

blem.” . )
pm“e]r%r a more or less complete list of all these research projects, see
Diefenbacher (1983).
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studies are predominant. This does not only,apply to the less surpris-
ing faat that each side tends o meglect r&séar’oh shudies ordered by

the wespective other wide, but goes even furthér: as Hantmaenn (1977, -

347) observed, ,mot even the stidies of Pirker, Dahrendorf, Blume and
others offlidially ovdered by the mmlions... were used inm the discus-
sions within the unfons or in wuniion Shatements on codetermmination
strategies ... whereas these studies wre highly respecteld in ‘the social
sciences and considered as modern diassios”

This neglect of atfitical findings ‘in the public discussions by unfons
and employens dlikke does not mean that it has not become a topic of
intemnal discussion an'd has not exerited perhaps an indirvect influence
on their aftfitudes. As those associations are subject to problems of
public degitimation by the mass media and thelir members, they pro-
bably feel compelled to play down centain results and to overempha-
size other ones. Nevertheless, it is a highly unsatisfactory state of af-
falirs that all pamties tmvolved — mmions, employers, and even politi-
diams — mise empplrical research fmto codetenmiimatipn as some sont of
a quanry where one exiracts what one wants and leaves beliind what
one dislikes. This ,,quanry efttiitude” towands emipirical Social research
in general, and codetenmimation siudies in papticular, also explains
the populariity of the Biedenkiopf Repont: fts empirical findings pleas-
ed the mnions to a considerable Idegree, lits politiical recommendations
for the fimither lnstitmtionallization comforted mhe employens™

This ,quenry attitude” towands codetenmination wesearch just
mentioned, and in panticular towards the Bicdenkopf Report, culmi-
nates in dts vepresentation by the employers’ institute (Niedemhoff,
1971). Not ithe weak methodological basis and the very restaficted wva-
lidity of dts empirical findings are empasizéd by Niedenhoff, but the
results twere simply miistepresented by anisquotbing, omftting bmpontant
parts of quotes, biased or even wrong imdirect guotimgs, and so on.
One example of many: whereas ithe Biegdenkopf Commilttee found no
evidence for a party line among employee representatives and hardly
any examples where employee representatiives im the supervisory board
have finally blodked enterpreneusial imamagement activities, Nieden-
hoff (1971, 19) pretends that the codetenmination commfittee had ob-
served ,blockades of dedision by means of pawmty lines”. This admi-
tedly extreme case is Glustrative of the public wse of codetenmination
research imsofar as more subtle fonms of ambitrary application and
misrepresentation are, unfontunately, more or less common in this
field. However, we have mo zeason to assume that more sophisticated
empirical research into codetenmination, as it has evolved during the

¥ We have not mentioned before the investigation of Dahrendorf
(1965) because it is not an empirical study but an assessment of most of
the preceding empirical research based on a ,conflict view"” of society and
social relations, ’

7 In_fact, the Biedemkopf Report (1970), together with .the emplirical
study of codetermination in the supervisory board by Brinkmann-Herz
{1972), are up to now the only codetenmination studies more or less com-
monly accepted in sodial sdience.
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last ten years, will change thiis opportunistic use, or moreover misuse,
of sodial science smdﬁes.' -

III. OUTLOOX

Our findings about the state of codetenmimation rescarch and,
even mrore o, its use im political discussion are rather disappoiniing.
Neventheless, compared with the long-fime prevailing purely normative
anid legal 'disoussion of the topic, it maunks a modest advance as one
at least attempts to gather empirical data about the practical per
fonnrance and ceases to infer everything from ,the mature of property”
or the ,mature of man” on the one hand, or from the legal regulations
on the other hand. One impouitant vesult from the most recent Ger-
mamn studies, espedially by Kotthoff (1981), Kinsch et «l. (1950), Knuth
and Schamlk (1981, 1982) and Witie (1980, 1981), is a remarkable gap
between legal nonms and practical dmplementations fn tthe field of the
Codetenmiimation and Worlks Constitufion Laws, Remarkable differenc:
es among finms and bramches have been found which cast addiffonal
doubt on easy generalization of field studies.

Given the importance of the issue both in tenms of the people -
volved and tm terms of the possible positive or megative effects for
economic performance, funther progress is called for at least in three
respeats:

(1) There is plenty of data and information about various aspecs of
codetermmiination and worlks constifution gathered by the social
science research of the last thinty years, as mentioned before.
A isystematic wepresentation of the findings of these studies —
espedially of the puimary data which are only partly published sO
far — is needed in onder 4o get wddifional information about
chamnges wover dime and charactenistic differences between sectors,
fims and worlkplaces. So, a much clearer pioture of the dynamics
of codetenmination (if there are any) could be gained. This would
pave ithe way for the second step:

(2) The modemn economeéiniical attempts at evaluating partidipation .and
codetermination, started by Cable end FitzZRoy (1980), Svejnar
(1981, 1982) and Benelli, Loderer and Lys (1983), should be further
punsued and elaborated.

These econometric studies do not replace the older type of e
search based on interviews, questionnaires and investigations at the
entterprise level. Due to differences in the underlying approach, there
are also differences bn the preliminary resulis derived from this 1ype
of work: whereas Cable and FitzRoy weveal a positive influence of
participation (broader defined tham codetermination) on firm pro-
ductivity, Svejnar finds that the 1951 Codetermination amd the 1952
Woriks Comstiitution Law had no influence on productisty, i contrast
to Blumenthal’s (1956) assertiion. Finally, Benelli et al. try to uncover
evidence for a reduction in firn values, presumably caused by em
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plloyeds sk aversion. Of course, conclusive, results about the eco-
nomic consequences of oodetenmination meddéﬁlﬁnhhar ttheoretical and
emplitlical woulk.

Therefore, I recommend as a third part of ‘the research strategy:

(3) The theoreiical firame for codetenmination research should be fur-
ther elaborated. I would iikke to memtion #wo major topics fm this
respect:

— Asg ithe em{pmiloal finldings show, there s a rather big gap be-
ltween legal moxms amd practical implementation in the field
of codetermination, and other formys and possibilities of bnte-
rest anticulation, espedially in the economic process, should be
taken into accoumt. In the fimame of Himschman's exit-loyalty
wpproach, the costis of different formis of dmterest apticuliation
shoulld be assessed with respect to varying economfic condi-
ttions, dejgree of factor mobility, relative impomntance of human
capital spedifiic to the job or to the finm, atc.

— Amn evaluation of the economiic conisequences 6f codeterminafifion
should fusitherimore consider ithe following tmportanit fact: the
albernative to codeterimination Bs mot a situation wiith mon-at-
tenuated private propenty mights bin the means wof produation, but
one wiitl ofher — anld panitly expendive — forms of fnfterest ar-
iculafiion: thnough colleotive bargalining, collective actions such
as firequent striikes, low productivity based on dow motivation,
atc.®

At ‘the beginning of this paper I emphasized the specific histori-
cal conditions for the wise of codetenmimation as a predominant form
of industrlial welations in Gemmany. So the other guestion as to whe-
ther one should suppont or resist the use of codetenmination in: other
countriies is even mmore diffioult to answer, even if we had more re-
liable data about the effects of codetenmiination jn Gemmeny and even
if we were willing to base our nonmative ljudgement solely on the
economic net value of this spedific form of regulating industrial con-
flicts: ,Employee codetermination practices anid legislation are deeply
rooted in a coumtry's history amd institutions, and canmot be easily
exponted from one country to the mext” (Thiimm, 1980, XILI).

Received: 4. 6. 1983
Revised: 12. 9. 1983

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Backhaus, I.. Okonomik der partizipativen Unternehmung, Tiibingen
J.C.B. Mohr, 1979

B This aspect is neglected fin the discussion of codetermination by
Jensen and Medkling (1979, especially section ITT).

i

RESEARCH INTO GERMAN CODETERMINATION 379

Backhaus, J. and Nutzinger, H.G. (eds.): Eigentumsrechte und Partizipation.
Propernty Rights mnd Participation. Frankfurit/Main: "Halag and Herr
chen, 1972

Benelli, G., Doderer, C. and Lys, Th.: ,Labor Partidipation én Private Busi-
mess Policymaking Decisions: The Genman Experience with Codeter-
mination”. Paper presented at the 1983 Interlaken Seminar on ,Ana-
lysis and Ideology”.

{Biedenkopf Report). Beridht der Sachverstindigenkommitsion mur Auswer-
itung der bisherigen Erfahrungen bei der Mitbestimmumng: Mitbestim-
mung im Unternehmen. Bundestagsdmuckisache VI/334, Bonn: Heger,
1970

Blume, Otto: ,Zehn Jahre Mitbestimmung — Versuch einer Bestandsauf-
mahme”, in: Potthoff, E. et al.: Zwischenbilanz der Mitbestimmung.
Tiibingen: J. C.B. Mohr, 1962, 55—304

Blumnethal, Michael W.: Codetermination in the German Steel Industry.
A Report of Experience. Princeton: Puinceton U. P., 1956

Briinkmann-Herz, Dorothea: Entscheidungsprozesse in den Aufsichtsrdten
der Montanindutsrie. Bedlin: Duncker and Humblot, 1972

Cable, J. and FitzRoy, F.: ,Productivity, Efficiency, Incentfives, and Em-
ployee Pamfiicipation: Some Preliminary Results for West Germany”,
in: Kyklos 33 (1980) — 100—121

Dahrendornf, Ralf: Das Mitbestinunungsproblem in der deutschen Sozialfor-
schung. Minchen: Piper, 2nd ed., 1965

Diefenbacher, H. and Nuttzdinger, H.G. (eds.): Mitbestinunung. Probleam und
Perspektiven empirischer Forchung, Frenkfunt/Main — New York:
Campus, 1981

Diefenbacher, H. and Nuizinger, H. G.: ,Basisparptizipation oder arbeftstei-
liges Gegenmachtmodell? Die Praxis der Mitbestimmung in cdinem
Grofbetrieb der Automobilindustdie”, fn: Nuizinger (1982), 477—303

Diefenbacher, H.. Empirische Mitbestimmungsforschung - Eine kuritische
Auseinandensetzung mit Methioden und Resultaten. University of Kas-
sel, Depamiment of Economics, Ph. D. Thedis 1933

Diefenbacher, H. and Nutzinger, H. G. (eds.): Probleme der empirischen
Mitbestimumungs- und Parlizipationsforschung. Heidelberg: Evangeli-
sche Studiengemeinschaft, 1984 (forthcomling)

Grebing, H.: Geschichie der deutschen Arbeiterbewegung. Ein Uberblick.
iMiinchen: dtv, Sth ed., 1974

Hartmann, H.: ,;Soziologische Emgebnlisse zur Mitbestimmung — und die
Reakition der Praxis”, in: Ké&lner Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie und Sozial-
psychologie, Vol. 29 (1977), 331—352

Institut flir SoZialforschung (ed.): Betriebsklima. Framkfurt/Meln: Europii-
sche Verlagsanistialt, 1955

Jensen, M. C. and Medkling, W. H.: ,Rights and Production Function: An

Application to laborimamaged Firms and Codetermination”, in: Journal
of Business, Vol. 52 (1979), 469—506

Kigisch, W. et al.: Werte von Filhrungskriften und Arbeitnehmervertretern
im Einflufbereich der Mitbestinunung. Research Repont, first draft,
typescript, Univensity of Miinchen, 1980

Kifler, LL.: ,Mitbestimmung auf der Zeitasche”, in: Nutzinger (1982), 505—
515



380 HANS G. NUTZINGER -~

-~

KiBler, L. and Scholten, U.: ,Mitbestimmung a}rs; Koimmunikationsproblem.
Geworloschaftliche  Mitbestimmungsinformation und fhre Rezeption
durch die Arbeitenden” in: Diefenbacher/Nutzinger (1981), 183—218

Knuth, M. and Schank, G.: ,Betrdibliche Normsetzung als Mitbestimmaungs-
wirkung — Biniggungsstellen als Moglichkeit inmerbetriblicher Kon-
fliktlosung”, in: Diefenbacher/Nutzinger -(1081), 177—182 v

Knuth, M. and Schanf, G.: ,Die Einigungsstelle: Grenzebereich von Xoope-
yation und Konflikt in der betmieblichen Mitbestimmung”, in: Nutzin-
ger (1982), 375—399

Kotthoff, H.. Betriebsriite und betriebliche Herrschaft. Eine Typologie

von Partizipationsmustern im Industriebetrieb. Faoankfurt/Main—
New York: Campus, 1981

Moniissen, H. G.: ,The Current Status of Labour Panticipation in the Ma-
magement of Business Finms in Germany”, dn: Pejovich, S. (ed.):
The Codetermination Movement in the West. Lexington, Mass.: D.
C. Heath, 1978, 57—84

Musziynski, B.. Wirtschaftliche Mitbestimmung zwischen Konflikt- und
Harmoniekonzeptionen. Meisenheim am Glan: Amton Hain, 1975

Neuloh, O. Die detutsche Betriebsverfassung und ihre Sozialformen bis
zur Mitbestimmung, Tiibingen: J. C.B. Mohr, 1956

Neuloh, O.: Der neue Betriebsstil. Untersuchungen lber Winklichkeit und
Wirkungen der Mitbestimmung. Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1960

Niedenhoff, H-U.: ,20 Jahre Montanmitbestimmumg im Spiegel empirischer
Untersuchungen”, én: Berichte des Deutschen Industrie-Instituts zu
Gewerkschafisfragen, Vol. 5, Nr. 9, K6ln 1971

Niedenhoff, H-U.: Mitbestimmung in der Bundesrepublik Deutschland.
K&ln: Denfschednstitutsverlag, 1979

Nuizinger, H.G.: ,CoDetermination iin the Federal Republic of Germany:
Present State and Perspectives”, in: Economic Analysis and Workers'
Management, Vol. XI (1977), 318—324

Nutzinger, H. G.: ,Betriebsverfassung und Mitbestimmung: Soziale Bezie-
hungen im Unternehmen”, in: Robert Bosch Stifitung (ed.): Deutsch-
land-Frankreich: Bausteine zum Systemvergleich. Vol. 2: Wintschaft
und Soziale Beziehungen, Gerlingen: Bleicher, 1981, 187—2i12

Nutzinger, H. G. {(ed.): Mitbestimmung und Arbeiterselbstverwaltung. Praxis
und Programmeatik, Frankfurt/Main—New York: Campus, 1982

Nuizinger, H.G.: ,Co-Determination emd the Humanization of Working
Life: Recent Trends in the Federal Republic of Gemmany”, in: Eco-
nomic Analysis and Workers' Management, Vol. XIV (1980), 137—147

Paul, E. und Scholl, W.: ,Mitbestimmung bei Persomal- wnd Investitionsfra-
gen”, fm: Diefenbacher/Nutzinger (1981), $15—142

Pirker, Th. et al: Arbeiter- Management-Mitbestinunung, Stuttgart—Diissel-
dorf: Ring-Verlag, 1955

Popitz, H. and Bahrdt, H-P.: Das Gesellschaftsbild des Arbeiters. Tiibingen:
J.C.B. Mohr, 1957

Robinson, Joan: ,Marx and Keynes”, in: Collected Economic Papers, Vol.
1, Oxford: Bladkwell, 133—145

Schneider, D. and Kuda, R.: Mitbestinunung. Weg zur industriellen Demo-
kratie?, Miinchen: dbv, 1969

RESEARCH INTO GERMAN CODETERMINATION 381

Svejnar, J.: ,Relative Wage Effects of Unions, Dictatorship and Codetermi-
mnation: Econometrlic. Evidence from Germany”, in: Review of Eco-
nomics and Statistics, Vol. 63 (1981), 188—i97

Svejnar, J.: ,Codetermnination and Productivity: Empirical Evidence from
the Federal Republic of Germamy”, in: Jones, D. and Svejnar, J.
(eds.j: Participatory and Self-Managed Firms. Evaluating Economic
Perfonmance. Lexington, Mass.; D, C. Heath, 1982, 199—212

Teuteberg, H.J.: Geschichte der industriellen Mitbestinumung in Deutsch-
land. Tlibdingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1961

Touteberg, H. JT.: ,Urspriinge und Entwicklung der Mitbestimmung in
Deutschland”, in: Zeitschrift filr Unternelunensgeschichte, supplemen-
tary volumne 119, :1981

Thimm, A.: The False Promise of Codetermination. Lexington, Mass.: D.C.
Heath, 1981

Voigt, F.: ,Die Mitbestimmung der drbeimehmer in Unternehmungen”, in:
Weddigen, W. (ed.): Zur Theorie und Praxis der Mitbestinunung. Ber-

. lin: Duncker and Humblot, 1962, §7—536

Weddigen, W.: ,Begniff und Produltivitit der Mitbestimmung”, in: Wad-
digen, W. (ed.): Zur Theorie und Praxis der Mitbestimmung. Berlin:
Dundker and Hublot, 1962, 9—86 .

Witte, E.: ,,Der Binfluf der Arbeitnehmer auf die Unternehmenspolitik”, in:
Die Beiriebswirtschaft, Vol. 40 (1980), 541—559

Witte, E.: ,Die Unabhiingigkeit des Vorstandes im Einflufsystem der Unter-
mehmung”, in: Schmalenbachs Zeitschrift fiir Betriebswirtschaftliche
Forschung, Vol. 33 (1981), 273—296

EMPIRIISKO ISTRAZIVANIE SAODLUCIVANIA U NEMACKOJ:
PROBLEMI I PERSPEKTIVE

Hans G. NUTZINGER

Rezime

Razvoj institucionalizovanog radnickog »saodludivanja« kao mio-
difikacije kapitalistiGkih svojinskih prava w vezi sa upotrebom sred-
stava za proizvodnju — mora se sagledati u svetlu specifiénog eko-
nomskog i politiékog razvoja Nemacke krajem devetnaestog i pocet-
kom dvadesetog veka. Zbog zakasnelih procesa industrijalizacije i for-
miranja nacije, nemadka burfoazija je bila primorana da pristane na
institucionalizovane i u osnovi integracione oblike refenja konflikta
u okviru postojeceg drustvenog poretka.

Postojeéa pravna struktura saodlucivanja u Nemackoj delom je
zasnovana na precedencijama iz carske Nemacke i Vajmarske Re-
publike. Zbog specificne situacije posle drugog sveiskog rata, pravii
sistem je daleko od toga da bude sistematican. Vainiji zakoni su: Za-
kon o saodludivanju u rudarstvu i industriji Celika (Montan-Mitbestim-
mungsgesetz) iz 1951, godine, Zakon o preduzecima (Betriebsverfas-
sungsgesetz) iz 1972. godine, koji je zasnovan na prethodnom zakonu
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iz 1952. i koji se najviSe odnosi na proizvodne .odnose u preduzedima,
i Zakon o saodluivanju; (Mitbestinunungsgesatz) iz 1976. godine, koji
je primenljiv na sve velike korporacije. . .
Uprkos svom velikom praktiénom i pravnom znadaju, empirijsko
istrafivanje saodlucivanja do sada je sasvim nedovolino. U empirij-
skom istraZivanju upotrebljavaju se razliditi pojmovi saodludivanja
koji su delom zasnovani na integracionom poimanju i na konfliktnoj
perspektivi proizvodnili odnosa. Pored toga, jedan deo interesa radni-
ka nije izraZen u okviru heterogenog pravnog miljea, nego je artikuli-
san u okviru sistema kolekiivnog pogadanja izmedu poslodavaca i sin-
dikata. Proulavajuéi ranije studije, iz pedesetih i Sezdesetih godina
ovog veka, zapaZa se upadljivo odsustvo odgovarajude specifikacije
predmeta istraZivanja i teorijskih osnova, relativno zanemarivanje eko-
nomskih posledica saodludivanja (koje je udruZeno sa posebnim na-
glaavanjem socioloSkih i psiholoSkih posledica) i koncentracija empi-
rijskih studija koje se lako ne mogu generalizovati. Najdalekoseinije
istraZivanje do sada obavio je takozvani Biedenkopfov komitet; rezul-
tati tog istraZivanja objavijeni su ‘kao Biedenkopfov izveStaj 1570. go-
dine. IstraZivanje je zasnovano na pisanoj anketi predstavnika poslo-
davaca i radnika u preduzecima sa saodludivanjem, koje je dopunjeno
obimnim intervjuima sa malim brojem odabranih medu tim predstav-
nicima. Iako komitet nije otkrio ozbiljne negativne posledice saodluéi-
vanja u tradicionalnim ekonomskim odnosima, on nije preporuéio
»potpuni paritet« radnika i predstavnika sindikate u nadzornim odbo-
rima velikih preduzeéa. Zakon o saodludivanju iz 1976. godine, koji
nije regulisao »potpuni paritet«, sledio je manjeviSe ove preporuke.
Metodologija dosadas$njih empirijskih istraZivanja i, posebno, nje-
na oportunistiCka upotreba u politickoj raspravi — odgovorne su za
nacajne praznine w upoznavanju prakticnih implikacija Zakona o sa-
odlubivanju i Zakona o preduzeéima. Stoga je neophodno dodatno is-
traivanje koje bi se koristilo savremenim ekonometrijskim metodima
i koje bi bilo usmereno na ekonomske posledice saodluéivanja, uko-
liko se Zeli da politicka rasprava dobije pouzdaniju (ili manje nepo-
uzdanu) osnovu.

SEGMENTIRANJE TRZISTA LICNE POTROSNIE FUNKCIJOM
JAKOSTI PREFERIRANJA JEDNE MARKE NAD DRUGOM

Stobodan SEKULOVIC*

UVOD

Segmentiranie ridta opderlito, a trFita licne potrodnje posebno,
pmdsbi%m zna’é-:]antam strategijsid koncept. Na_time, ti(nrfopm‘aoll_]a !109!]@: se
segmentiranjem twdidta dobija omogudava umMid u_zaalﬂtja_ve ;p?hnf)mc}?h
feidinki pojediniih segmenata trZiSta, tako da Q)J{Lr\deh mbje’}ut pola-
zedi od postdjedeg matertijalnog, kadrovskog, mmansmEMg pobemdigz‘aﬂa
odnosno tehnidko-tehmoloske opremijenosti mo?,e -n_a{)iboﬂbe e §aglefla
svdje Samse za poslovni uspjeh (efikasno pddmﬂnremfz_ potreba ppﬁ:rosa»
ta uz efikasno komiSéenje wesursa) u ndkom od m!_]hlh.‘Z;a wazllikn og
segmentiirenie inZigia line potroSnje u kojlima se oniiste razna atri-
butivna obilljeja, u ovom wadu Zelimo izloZiti segmf:mﬁmjam{]e na bazi
rumentidkog obilljefa kakvo (je funkdija jalkosti preferiranja jedne mar-
ke nad dmugom.

1. VEZA IZMEDU PROSJEGNE VRIJEDNOSTI FUNKOITE P )
] FUNKCITE RAZLIKE TRZISNIH UCESCA

Polazimo od pretpostavke da su na w2t 1po11m§u}}'h dobara, sa
jalsno defimfisaniom prostormom. i vremenskom ldﬁmdnmgjtnrq, Qm!su'bne
konkurentske marke ,A” i ,B", proimvoda koji zadbmdlgnal_vauu istu po-
#rebu. Pozmavanfje trignih ukedda -onvih muarki, na rclla'ﬂnnhSamom .mzﬁé-
nom prostoms i u posmatramnom virermenskom spaﬂn@dm,. u;rdcus'ban:m_]a ta-
koder meophodnu polaznu imfortmacifu. No, al}qo se Jma u viidu da
tidna udesda marke A" i ,,B"” zadovoljavaju Jjednadinu (1)

TU, + TUy = 100 % )

onda je za podetak dovoljino poznavati udelde bar jedne od ove dvije
marke.

* BEkonomski fakultet u Sarajeva.



