
Interrogations #5, Sociology 929, Week 6, February 27, 2018 

Worker Cooperatives 

 

 
1. Wendy 

 What can be done to democratize government workplaces? In After Occupy, Malleson briefly 
raises the question of how public sector workplaces can be democratized (pp. 43-44). He proposes a 
“broad type of co-management” to address the fact that these workplaces are expected to be 
accountable to the public at large, but are not democratic with respect to its actual workers. While most 
of the readings this week largely address firms and the sphere of economic production, the public sector 
should not be overlooked. The size of the federal workforce) is estimated to be around 9.1 million 
people, including contractors. And the real utopian policies that we discuss often propose expanding the 
role of the state, so under emancipatory policies to transform the economy, the question of public 
employment will only grow more pressing. Moreover, the decisions that these employees make can 
directly shape our economy and society. Understanding their workplace environments is important to 
understanding how policy decisions are made.   

 I do not claim to know the answers, but based on my experiences with unpaid internships, 
limited contracts, and political employment in the federal government, I can anticipate some points 
which need to be addressed regarding the “co-management” of federal workplaces: 

• Are policy wonks living in a bubble? What is the role of expertise and epistemic communities in 
forming policy based on well-informed, rigorous research, and how can we balance this with 
responsiveness to political demands and public opinion? When does this expertise become a 
“bubble”? 

• Public servants are expected to be self-sacrificing and forego adequate compensation and 
benefits. Currently, many public employees share the view that sacrificing compensation and 
basic work amenities comes with the territory of public service. It is a noble thing to do and the 
reward of serving one’s country makes up for these sacrifices. This can result in some positive 
consequences - the people who select into these careers tend to be genuinely kind and 
relatively selfless, while those who seek power and money generally tend to prefer private 
employment.  Yet it also creates perverse situations. Compensation for federal employees is 
unreasonably low in many cases, not meeting the rate of inflation or increased cost of living in a 
place like DC. This stands in stark contrast to other industries in DC, such as consulting and 
lobbying (see next point). How can we retain this culture of service but also adequately 
compensate and improve the quality of these workplaces?   

• Lobbyists take advantage of “democratic” processes to gain outsized influence. All public offices 
should be held accountable by public stakeholders, which might include NGOs, social movement 
organizations, local and state government, firms, and other collective actors. However, most of 
the inequality in access comes from the shape of these stakeholder feedback models. Groups 
with the ability to hire lobbyists or open a policy outreach division have the technology and 
expertise to get past the doors of federal agencies. Moreover, they are able to engage (usually 
implicitly) some sort of transaction, in the form of social capital or excessively-compensated 
employment. Given the often austere working conditions of federal employees, the gravitational 
pull of these two qualities often leads to a vicious cycle that we call the revolving door.  

EOW Comments: You raise a host of interesting issues in your comments. Some of these concern the 
issue of democratizing the state more generally, rather than the more specific problem of what it 
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might mean to democratize the workplace. The issue of access of external lobbying, for example, is 
more about the unequal – and thus undemocratic -- conditions of public access to public officials and 
agencies.  I think the co-management ideas that Malleson is talking about has more to do with 
internal work assignments and divisions of labor, rather than the policy-outputs of public agencies. In 
terms of policy-outputs there are very interesting ideas around the creation of particular kinds of 
“mini-publics” and other kinds of stakeholder councils that would involve public officials/technocrats 
+ activist organizations + interest groups to engage in problem-solving and policy review. 

 

 
2. Maryam Ahmadi 

I find Malleson’s hybrid model for worker cooperatives super helpful. This model helps me depict 
worker co-ops as mediating forces between egalitarian collectives and capitalist firms. In fact, by viewing 
the worker co-op as a middle ground between the aforementioned ends, Malleson manages to raise 
or/and answer many questions regarding its nature, positionality, and functionality in advance. Yet, in 
terms of pushing this hybrid towards the egalitarian end, I think the problematic of alienation could 
have been considered and discussed more seriously. As Malleson asserts, democratizing workplaces 
does not magically enhance job satisfaction. We should think of viable ways to transform the dullness 
and tediousness inherent in the capitalist labor into the sense of fulfillment promoted by egalitarian 
collectives. Hanssaman considers how overlooking transactional processes in favor of transactional 
outcomes results in alienation and exploitation, but his emphasis is mainly laid on either adversarial 
relationships between patrons or patrons’ lack of control over the enterprise. He somehow fails to take 
into account the relationship between the laborer and labor itself. 

I am really interested in the ways in which egalitarian collectives balance job satisfaction among 
members by sharing or rotating jobs, and am wondering how we could incorporate this component into 
worker co-ops, even on a smaller scale. Just thinking out loud: 

Similar to the “Incremental Democratization plan”, we might need to think of an “Incremental 
Empowerment Plan” through which “life/job experiences” are not only rotated from an egalitarian 
perspective, but also accumulated from a pedagogical perspective (this could also speak to Malleson’s 
emphasis on education and its role in overcoming current obstacles). Experts, by sharing their job 
experiences with non-experts help with the empowerment of non-experts (which even later could lead 
to the co-production of knowledge) and provide an opportunity for the formation of more democratic 
forms of dialogue (I’m thinking of Steinar Kvale, “Dominance through Interviews and Dialogues”) among 
members (the purpose of this pedagogical aspect is not to share knowledge, but to share the experience 
so as to keep the doors of the ivory tower opened). Simultaneously, tedious jobs get to be shared 
among members and the negative effects of bureaucracy get mitigated. 

EOW comments:  In a true worker cooperative, organized on a one-person-one-vote basis, the 
workers would have complete control over the division of labor, work assignments, distribution of 
unpleasant/boring work, etc. But this might not mean that they would opt for an equal distribution of 
tediousness, since they would also have to deal with any trade-offs – like highly trained engineers 
having less time to spend on solving technical problems if they also did ten hours of floor sweeping 
(so to speak). In some contexts job rotation could have serious efficiency-reducing effects, while in 
others efficiency enhancing.  
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3. Annaliese Grant  

I found this week’s readings really interesting and am definitely thoroughly convinced that worker 
cooperatives at least “may be progress of an incremental sort, but it is progress nevertheless,” as 
Malleson argues. It seems clear that cooperatives of some kind do a better job at the very least than 
corporations for the workers at all levels. What really interested me, however, is how the democratic 
ideals of coops seem to fall apart as coops grow. Malleson notes how Mandragon has become 
somewhat less of a “true co-op” and maps out the ways in which co-op size often determines how free 
workers feel and what kind of democratic structure must exist to function. In fact, Corneo writes about 
elected coop executive boards as somewhat of a given in this structure. And while both Corneo and 
Malleson seem to reference the dangers that come with elective democracy and how the challenges 
faced often mirror those we see in the state, there still seems to be little discussion as to how to actually 
avoid the hierarchization and power dynamics that come with elected positions. While sure, small co-op 
totally direct democracy sounds amazing, is it possible to make “democracy” as it is formally understood 
work in a larger co-op (or in any larger context)?  

 I think this question ties closely to my question last week about globalization, but on a perhaps 
more digestible scale (and specifically tied to democracy). We know that the U.S. government version of 
democracy comes with a whole set of power relations, strife, and distrust. Elected officials rarely 
actually represent their constituents and dissolution with the democratic system is high. Democracy is 
also a system that while in theory meant to represent everyone in a society, has historically been a tool 
of oppressors to keep certain groups within society voiceless. How do we reconcile this and make a 
democracy that actually works, and might thinking on the smaller scale of coops helps us to imagine a 
better democracy?  

EOW: One of the ideas that should inform any effort at democracy in a complex structure is what is 
called “subsidiarity”, which means having decision-making power located at the level of an 
organization/society where problem-solving is most effectively done. This means not thinking of a 
firm as a unified structure in which all decisions should be made for the entire organization. Some 
decisions should be made within work-teams; others within departments; etc. Then there is also the 
issue of having votes by all workers on Big Strategic Policy Issues after much deliberation in work 
teams and departments, but having other management decisions being made by management. In 
short, the mechanisms of democracy are heterogeneous. 

 

4. Siying 

Questions: Is there a trade-off between true empowerment of workers and business expansion of co-
ops, especially under the current condition of globalization? How much are worker co-ops dependent 
on locality and local resources? If the state is indeed crucial in promoting worker co-ops, is its positive 
effect conditioned on development of other egalitarian institutions? 

In general, I am convinced that the worker cooperative is a promising real utopian institution 
that has great potential to expand and lead to a more egalitarian society. I think among all the designs in 
the effort to tame the capitalism economy that we have read by far, this one makes the most sense and 
is the most practically viable. 

My only major suspicion is that in order to stay true to themselves, worker co-ops will have to 
restrain from expanding. Most worker co-ops started at the local level, as all the cases covered in 
“Exploring Cooperatives.” When a co-op attempts to expand, it risks “degeneration,” as experienced by 
Mondragon in its effort to globalize. Mondragon expanded both in size and in scope of operation, and 
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both have created severe problems which undermined the democratic nature it started with. In terms of 
size, Malleson speaks of the reduction of the Social Council to “simply rubber-stamping” (P63), which is 
totally understandable to me, since the rapid increase in the number of employees will definitely result 
in a lot more affairs and will overwhelm the Social Council. In terms of scope of operation, Mondragon’s 
expansion into the retail industry really deviated it from its democratic nature. Retail is an industry in 
which the capitalist rule of game is so prominent that if it wants to survive, it unavoidably has to adapt 
to the capitalist practices. Hence, I am not as optimistic as Malleson is about the cooperativization that 
Eroski has committed to, because I question how much Eroski is able to do if it wants to sustain its 
position as a global retailer. I am not sure if co-ops can or should expand as much as Mondragon has 
done, but I also worry that if they stay local and relatively small, they will not have the capacity to lead a 
radical transformation of the capitalist economy. 

Another question that I have is less critical, but more like a point of clarification. Malleson 
stresses the importance of the state in encouraging the establishment of worker co-ops around the 
country, and he attempts to illustrate it by comparing and contrasting Mondragon with La Lega. 
However, he also mentions the fact that La Lega “prosper under sympathetic governments and is 
attacked or sidelined under others,” (P68). This makes me question whether or not the state is indeed 
crucial in promoting democratic workplace, if the state itself is not truly democratic but self-serving and 
inconsistent. Also, Malleson talks about the absence of the expected “spill-over” effect, in which 
democratic workplace should have taught people the democratic virtue and make them more 
responsible citizens who actively participate in politics. I believe this is largely due to the absence of 
institutions that encourage democratic participation in politics, and so I wonder if the transformative 
potential of worker’s co-ops can only be realized after the institutional configuration of the state has 
been radically transformed into a socialist and egalitarian one. 

EOW Comments: You raise an interesting issue around the scale problem: is the issue small vs big or is 
it local vs non-local (national, global)? And related to this there is the issue of precisely what is the 
mechanism that makes it harder to be competitive & democratic as a cooperative loses its local roots? 
One idea is that as cultural heterogeneity increases with the loss of local boundaries, it is more 
difficult to sustain the levels of trust needed for efficient cooperative democracy – individual 
opportunism becomes a bigger risk, etc.  

 

5. Sara Trongone 

If size and heterogeneity of workforce composition pose appreciable challenges to ‘scaling-up’ and 
linking atomized worker cooperatives, does this preclude us from envisaging a ‘pure’ cooperative 
market economy? If an interdependent network of full cooperatives seems implausible, what are the 
trade-offs of implementing ‘hybrid’ forms such as ESOPs and co-determined governance structures? 
Perhaps a necessary prelude to this question requires the introduction of another: what is it that we 
hope cooperative ownership will do and can these outcomes be satisfied by other, more viable models? 
In my (albeit limited) understanding, worker cooperatives create two emancipatory conditions: (1) they 
enable workers to regain control over the means of production through direct ownership; (2) they inject 
democratic voice and meaningful self-governance into the day-to-day operation of firms. Factors 1 and 
2, in combination, thus mitigate the harms of otherwise alienated wage labor, increase workers’ 
material wellbeing, and enhance their deliberative capacities and collective power. A combination of co-
determination, shop floor committees, and balanced job complex policies could very well satisfy the 
latter condition, while profit-sharing plans could satisfy the former (though perhaps both would satisfy 
these conditions only sub-optimally). These alternatives are scalable though perhaps diluted while ‘full’ 
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cooperatives stand a better chance of realizing these conditions in earnest but arguably only at the local 
level.  

 Perhaps it makes more sense to conceive of worker cooperatives as tools, prospective pathways 
not towards a fully cooperative market economy but towards a diverse, quasi-cooperative ecosystem. 
Coops are powerful in their own right as laboratories in which to build worker power, experiment with 
participatory governance, and demonstrate the arbitrary nature of capitalist social relations (e.g. the 
fact that workers are just as capable of managing a complex firm as technocrats of various stripes); 
perhaps they need not demonstrate merit beyond this.  

Personal notes/ issues to raise in class: 

-Relationship of coops to the state? (Fostering necessary ‘background conditions’: affording workers 
increased bargaining power and viable labor market exit, enabling cheap credit flows, legal rights for 
workers to buy out their workplace from their employers, tax breaks/subsidies/bids on public contracts, 
etc. Do these interventions effectively scale-up and link cooperatives or do they merely create 
conditions for stabilization?) 

-Unions and cooperatives: new strategies for labor? Are (social movement-centered) unions or workers’ 
centers well positioned to incubate cooperatives or support preexisting ones?  

-Facilitating conditions for sustained, widespread rank-and-file participation in management (and 
requisite technical training)? If management and specialization are desirable or necessary organizational 
features, how do we limit their harms? 

-Unemployment and disability in a cooperative market economy. As Corneo suggests, job loss is much 
more consequential if capital income is tied to employment. Do coops limit job mobility (inadvertently 
levy financial penalties for leaving one’s job or moving between jobs rapidly)? What of those who are 
unable to attain traditional employment? Will they have access to other capital income or will they be 
relegated to a subordinate class position? 

EOW comment:  Another issue in the “ownership” part of the equation is that the workers are in a 
sense more directly accountable to the consequences of their decisions than they are if they are non-
owners but have significant democratic rights. This can be a mixed blessing: it can make cooperatives 
too risk averse; it can mean that workers’ savings are in jeopardy. But it also means that they have a 
higher stake in really solving problems and grappling with trade-offs than is the case if the ownership 
stakes are distinct from the democratic empowerment. 

On the issue of a cooperative market economy: Perhaps we should talk about a cooperative market 
sector within the overall economic ecosystem. And then, if that sector is the dominant component of 
the overall market economy, then just like we call an economy “capitalist” when capitalism 
dominates, we could as a shorthand refer to a cooperative market economy. 

 

6. Jesse Benn 

One underlying theme (expressly invoked once or twice) of the readings this week is voice and exit. The 
more voice workers have in the workplace the more control they exert over working conditions, rates of 
pay, etc. And the easier or more real their option to exit the workplace the freer they are AND the better 
their ability to exert voice, as workers exiting en masse becomes a real threat. It seems like worker co-
ops are one effective way to empower the voice of workers, though less likely to directly change the 
potential for exit.  
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I’m sympathetic to the argument that the level of engagement a co-op or other forms of 
increased worker control over businesses might not be desirable for some people. As a personal 
example, I live in a self-managed co-op and getting people together even for a quick meeting about 
simple affairs is like pulling teeth.  

How to overcome people’s resistance to taking too many of their evenings? This feels like a 
potentially significant problem standing in the way of shifting workplaces toward co-ops or otherwise 
worker-owned businesses.  

Paying people for any extra time they spend in the management/voting/participating or 
otherwise devoting their time to the business beyond typical work duties seems like it would alleviate 
the most significant objections. That time spent on these tasks should also displace other work time, not 
sit on top of it. It also could be spread out over a period of time, e.g. a 30 minute meeting every day, or a 
few hours every week, and an annual or bi-annual weekend conference to make major yearly decisions. 
So long as people are paid for their time, not asked to work more hours, and not overburdened with 
terribly long and boring planning meetings, I don’t see any reason making this style of participation a 
regular part of work wouldn’t be appealing to most people.  

On a separate note, I was a little surprised the readings didn’t deal more expressly with the 
powers that be standing in the way of democratizing the workplace. The soft power held by elites who 
stand to lose out in a shift that imbues more control over the workplace to the worker, as well as its 
profits, is a formidable thing. Workers organizing to democratize the workplace would face a stiff 
resistance if such a movement ever picked up steam.  

EOW comment: In a coop, participating in committees and devoting time to making decisions is just 
part of the job. In a sense, in a coop all the worker-owner employees are salaried and then receive a 
profit-share bonus. As in all salaried jobs, this can lead to taking work home on weekends to prepare 
for meetings, etc.  The question, then, is whether there are sufficient efficiency gains that come from 
less alienation, stakes in the firm, loyalty, etc., so that this time can be folded into the regular work 
day. 

 

 

7. Maryanne Schiffman 

Q#1: In After Occupy, I found Malleson’s use of the liberal value of personal freedom a persuasive 
approach for making the case for worker co-ownership of businesses. Likewise, his justice-based 
argument was also very clever: that in order to guarantee real (economic) choices to avoid enslavement, 
justice requires that the state “foster the expansion of workplace democracy” (48). However, while his 
claim that because we spend so much of our time at work, places of employment are “socially 
consequential private associations” that are neither public nor private, and therefore “workers should 
have the legal right to democratize that space is persuasive as well,” his subsequent conclusion seemed 
to be missing a logical (or rhetorical) step to be convincing. Malleson argues that in the interest of a 
more expanded democracy, “after sufficient time the right of property owners to direct labour is 
eclipsed by the right of the associated labourers to choose whether they would like to self-determine” 
and therefore workers should have the “right to hold a referendum to decide if they would like to buy 
out the owner” (59). I cannot imagine this argument for an unsolicited buy-in or buy-out to be 
persuasive to most owners of businesses, and to be quite honest, I am not even sure it would be 
convincing to me if I were on the other side of the paycheck. It seems that rather than having the state 
codify the legal right to employee (co-)ownership of enterprises, it would be less contentious (and more 
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persuasive) if the state were to implement policies that created incentives (in forms of carrots and 
sticks) to make employee ownership attractive to capitalist owners. This would address a problem I 
found with Hansmann’s piece, that the reasons he gave in favor of employee management all seemed to 
be “preaching to the choir:” workers don’t need to be convinced that having more control would be 
better -- it’s the owners who, in the majority, will have to be dragged kicking and screaming into more 
egalitarian workplaces. And while Hansmann makes a convincing case for the benefits of “patron 
management” via improved efficiency and lower “governance costs” (21), my 30 years of work 
experience tells me that, in the eyes of owners, these do not outweigh the loss of absolute power: most 
business owners would rather have a crappily run, less than efficient business than give up even one 
tenth of a percent of their control-- due to the intoxicating allure of “the ideal of unfettered 
empowerment … of complete freedom to act” (Mellor and Olsen, 212). Although business owner 
intransigence will vary with culture and economic structures, a universal question remains: in the 
absence of a ruptural transformation, what could be done to “convincingly convince” capitalist owners 
to give over (or at least share) control with the people who actually run their businesses? 

EOW: I think there may be separate grounds for workplace democracy and for worker ownership. Of 
course, current owners want both, so the transition problem remains – how to introduce democratic 
self-management given private ownership. But this is still distinct from owning. Worker buyouts 
aren’t needed if we’re thinking about a transition to workplace democracy. 

Q #2: Regarding Corneo’s model, I kept wondering why it did not include a provision for basic income. 
Many of the “downsides” he sees in a worker owned enterprise system are related to uneven rates of 
income for various structural reasons. However with the provision of BI, earned income would become 
discretionary, rendering its uneven-ness merely a factor in the decision of whether to work for pay at all 
-- rather than a matter of survival. The same would be true for the increased risk of tying income to 
profit and the problem of unemployment in general. If in Corneo’s model the state already designs a 
central plan to issue credit through state banks for investment to enterprises each year, it seems it 
would be just as easy for that plan to also issue a basic income to people. As other authors have argued, 
BI is another way of strengthening the worker bargaining position, and as Corneo says himself, worker 
strength, whether through unions or other methods, may be one of the best ways to “convince” 
capitalist owners that it is in their best interest to share control. 

 

 

8. Youbin Kang 

Work and alienation  

“yet if there is one critique that I find most difficult to answer, it is the rejection of the notion that self-
determination counts as a type of freedom. For some, this simply cannot be freedom. Freedom cannot 
be an endless meeting, but must be the opposite, such as collapsing in front of the TV. Life is hard as it 
is, so freedom must be light and relaxing. Easy, like a tremendous exhale. This is the intuition that many 
have which runs precisely counter to the ideal of self-determination. Although it is true that life is hard, I 
think that freedom is hard too.” (p.47) 

“why aren’t you sacrificing as much for the collective as I am?”  

These two quotes from Malleson touch upon some themes that came up in the last few discussions. One 
includes the issue of freeloading, and the other addresses whether cooperative work can go around 
Marx’s theory of alienation. The readings had varied examples of this, some did feel more motivation 
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while others considered it the same work. While different proposals have different degrees of a social 
safety nets,  

What are ways of maximizing efficiency in worker coops without it being a despotic workplace? An 
undercurrent in the micro-level of these cooperative decision making is their flexibility in dealing with 
different tasks at a fast pace. Piore and Sabel’s flexible specialization emphasizes problem solving by a 
cooperative team of workers that would be able to respond to the demands of a fast-paced work 
environment. However, Jane Collins and Jeff Rothstein’s studies, respectively of both garment and auto 
factories that use these types of flexible specialization models, still find a significant amount of 
exploitation and no significant improvements in productivity.  

Bureaucracy and isomorphism  

Malleson’s description of Mondragon talks about how the routinization of participatory practices 
accompanied the transformation of decision making spaces that over time, became institutionalized at 
the managerial level. Similarly, the La Lega also experiences how technical aspects of production float to 
the governing council. Corneo emphasizes centralization of planning and public ownership in their 
model. Collective decision-making and shared tasks/job rotation is an important issue to address given 
the contrasts of organizational planning and democracy. Given these conditions, and the market-based 
corporate model of most organizations in the world, do cooperatives isomorphise into corporate 
organizational designs? I don’t think so, given the right efforts. Collective decision-making could be 
thought of as an intersection between the deliberative planning and the more emergent learning 
processes, where the former seem to float to the top when the latter is not adequately taken care of 
(cooperativism trainings etc). It seems that consciousness training would be an important step for 
cooperatives in order to maintain the spirit of communality and cooperatism. 

EOW: The issue of the cultural underpinning of cooperatives is something definitely worth thinking 
about and very difficult to study. There is so much self-selection of people into cooperatives, that it is 
difficult to sort out the differences between people’s individual level dispositions and the shared-
culture issues. In Mondragon many people certainly believe that cultural – the spirit of cooperativism 
– matters a lot, which is an argument they use for not having workers in their Brazilian subsidiaries as 
cooperative members. 

 

 

9. Masoud Movahed  

This week’s readings focus on democratization of economic life through expansion of worker 
cooperatives. If unconditional basic income that facilitates worker’s exit from relations of exploitation by 
the employers, worker cooperatives can ameliorate or even emancipate workers from the shackles of 
authority and domination in workplace. Tom Malleson’s book is clearly a check to the neoliberal 
celebrations of “freedom”—that capitalism grants people ‘sufficient contractual freedom’ to embrace or 
reject an employment contract. The freedom that they talk about has dual dimensions which Marx 
coined “double freedom:” the freedom to be exploited by the employer of one’s choosing; and the 
freedom to remain hungry should one chooses to opt out of employment contract. Expansion of worker 
cooperatives across various sectors of the capitalist economy can thus be a great and effective strategy 
on our part—and those of us on the Left—in order to extend democracy to the economic domains of 
life. Indeed, as Malleson suggests, more than 5 million out of the total 6 million firms existing in the 
United States have less than 20 employees, and a restructuring of American business organizations can 
have tremendous impact on the lives’ people and their sense of fulfillment at workplace. One could 
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indeed imagine a “cooperative market economy” in which every firm functions as a cooperative within 
the larger capitalist setting.  

There seems to be a strong correlation between the size of the cooperative, the nature of production 
(i.e. what commodities do they produce) of the cooperative, and the rate of efficiency and 
competitiveness that would allow the cooperative to stay in business within the larger capitalist setting. 
Does increasing the size of the cooperatives in terms of the number of employees compromise efficacy 
and competitiveness? To be precise with the definition of “worker cooperative” that I have in mind from 
the readings: a worker cooperative is one that is owned and self-managed by its workers. This control 
may be exercised in a number of ways. That is to say, a cooperative enterprise may mean a firm where 
every worker-owner participates in decision-making in a democratic way, or it may refer to one in which 
management is elected by every worker-owner, and it can refer to a situation in which managers are 
considered, and treated as, workers of the firm. If every worker is also an owner at the same time, and 
every worker owns the same equal share regardless of her (1) skill sets, (2) location within the 
organizational hierarchy of the cooperative, would extending this model to every firm and every sector 
of the economy that produces for a capitalist market have any (negative) bearing on efficiency and 
competitiveness?  

Google, for example, grants its employees a share of ownership based on various categories: expertise, 
hierarchy, job title, etc., but not everyone gets an equal share, and certainly strategic decisions are 
made by a clique of high-ranked managers with high levels of skill sets and technical expertise. Would 
turning Google into a cooperative (the way I alluded above) compromise efficiency and 
competitiveness? 

EOW: It is important to try to give precision to precisely what it is about size that threatens efficiency 
and competitiveness. What do you think are the relevant mechanisms?  
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