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It was Milton Friedman the Chicago based economist who argued that it was always necessary to be intellectually prepared for periods of major change.  He also argued that only a crisis, be it actual or perceived, produces the opportunity for real change to happen and when the crisis occurs the change depends on the ideas that are current.  History proves him right.  
In the 1970’s when countries were rocked by inflation and high unemployment, Reagan and Thatcher adopted his theories on monetarism and managed their economies by its principles of controlling money supply.  So now that we are in the grip of another spectacular economic crisis, the race is on to identify and pick ideas that are out there to reengineer our economies so that they can once again function to meet our needs.  Therefore it is interesting to be part of this conference at a time when the world is going through a cathartic era of transformation with the most capitalist countries nationalising their banks.  When the reign of low taxes and small government is being turned on its head and societies are beginning to articulate the loss of community because of the dominance of individualism then these circumstances are forcing us to think differently about once impregnable assumptions.  One such assumption is the extent to which workers should be involved in the managing of enterprises and therefore if managers should redesign their work relations to go beyond a traditional bargaining relationship, and if so, how far to go.  The beacon as to what type of new work relationships might be forged comes from the post war economic record of Japan where it is shown that a business is likely to outperform the competition when other things being equal both shop floor and management are committed to business success.
Social partnership is a way of gaining such commitment by the singular device of sharing power, and this sharing can be done at different levels of equality, starting with a willingness to share information at a higher level.  It can involve consultation that facilitates other interested parties influence those who actually take decisions and it its highest state social partnership operates as joint decision making.  Partnership is based on the belief that parties with a stake in an enterprise can bring different perspectives to bear when resolving issues and that this very difference when harnessed can lead to better decisions.  It also promises speedier and more effective implementation of decisions once taken.  
In theory the case for businesses to adopt partnership is almost unanswerable.  In reality the practice of partnership is fairly limited, probably because on the one hand managers fear the loss of control and on the other workers fear being manipulated and both sides fail to see their common interest.  Maybe you also have the legacy of capitalism which is about the creation of profit and therefore implies a conflict between owners and workers.  To me the essence of partnership is that it is a process which facilitates the development of a shared understanding of a problem, and the evolution of a consensus on how to tackle a difficulty.  It is a powerful mechanism for reaching agreements that have widespread backing and that will stick when implemented.

I have been asked to talk about partnership in an Irish context and to be honest if I was making this speech 12 months ago I would be in a stronger position to describe Ireland then, and on how social partnership had contributed to a golden economic era for us.  But in the past 12 months things have really changed for the worse.  Yet despite those changes I will describe how partnership transformed the way of doing business, particularly at national level, between government and the social partners comprising employers and unions.  However formal partnership was not adopted widely at enterprise level despite the fact that significant efforts were made to do so.  My talk comprises a description of how partnership was applied at national level but I want to spend the majority of my time applying the lessons learned to the possibilities of establishing enterprise partnerships.

In setting the scene for Ireland cognisance would have to be taken of the fact that although social partnership became very common in a number of European countries in the 1970’s, mainly as a result of the oil crisis and its impact at levels of employment and on inflation it does have deep historical roots with countries such as Sweden, Austria, Germany and for a time Britain, allowing many aspects of government policy be subject to joint agreement.  The spur for governments to adopt partnership was usually the arrival of an intractable problem that the government thinks can be handled better by common, rather than unilateral, action.  The three main such problems have been war, economic difficulties or social unrest and agreements have been reached on fiscal policy, monetary policy, labour policy, employment law and social welfare.  However when the pressure was deemed to be off these countries like Britain reverted to adversarial pressures whilst those like Austria retained partnership as a way of governance.  
So back to Ireland where in 1986 we faced a major economic crisis.  Things were dire.  The national debt and its servicing was out of control and that we were facing national bankruptcy.  The government had limited options.  We were already a highly taxed society so there was no scope for revenue there.  We were haemorrhaging jobs.  Pay bargaining was done on the basis of “free for all” which was all about chasing inflation and ironically even though gross wages rose by something like 100% in eight years living standards for the same period fell by 7%.  We needed a new way to do business at national level.  From the debris a number of things were converging that helped to chart a new way.  First of all, there existed in Ireland at that time a think tank called the National Economic and Social Council (NESC) that was independent, had its own research arm and had government, employers and unions represented on its Board.  Here the main players had the opportunity to reflect and discuss problems without having to defend their organisations position or their sectoral interests.  Crucially out of this dialogue a report was published that pointed the way out of our morass.  It concluded that what it termed the twin problems of mass unemployment and chronic fiscal imbalance would have to be dealt with concurrently.  In this process the essence of partnership was being experienced.  First you were getting real exchange through uninhibited dialogue concentrating on defining the problem and not just arguing positions, and secondly out of this engagement a consensus emerged on how progress might be made.  The ambition that real growth in living standards could be attained in the future if wages were constrained was now shared by all parties.  This evolved into an action plan, particularly the linking of tax reform with low pay increases which was implemented.  But what made it possible was the climate that had been created where the divergent interests of employers and unions could move from thumping each other to a process of problem solving where there was recognition of the problems on both sides and trying to construct formulae to deal with such problems.  And it worked.  From 1987 to 1990 growth resumed, inflation dropped, the budget deficit fell and the numbers in employment grew.  Based on that experience partnership as a process continued up until 2008 and Ireland experienced the phenomenon of the Celtic Tiger.  Each partnership programme was preceded by an NESC report which set out a shared analysis of economic and social trends and the parameters within which a new agreement could be negotiated.  This allowed all parties to escape from a short term ideological focus on the year’s budgetary stance to a medium term focus on competitiveness, growth and employment.  The key features of a shared understanding and a problem solving approach were the elements that gave the process success because they motivated the players in a process of deliberation and interaction that shaped and reshaped their thinking and was very powerful as a result.  This gave us 20 good years.  
So how come we are back in an economic mess again?  The gap between government income and expenditure has widened again to over 20 billion euro.  We now have unemployment at 12% and predicted to go up to 15%.  We have a real crisis of national solvency facing us and how did partnership not save us?  On reflection my own conclusions are that it was not the process but the actors that failed. They just did not have the competence to respond appropriately to the emerging economic crisis.  Government ministers were very slow to recognise the impact of the global recession and the virtual collapse of the banking system.  They stuck their heads in the proverbial sand and proceeded to conclude a new agreement in 2008 that was completely inappropriate.  Pay increases agreed had to be first of all suspended 3 months into the deal, withdrawn after 3 months and now most workers in Ireland have had wage cuts in the past number of months.  So the government had a complete blind spot.  The unions refused to countenance cuts and refused to face up to the fundamental issue of the massive and growing budget deficit.  Unfortunately the recession hit so fast that there was no time to develop the shared understanding, and things seemed too raw for meaningful engagement to happen.  Partnership is now in suspense leaving the government to act on its own doing the necessary to reduce the deficit, and was hammered in the recent local and European elections for their efforts.
The social partners were inspired generally by what had been achieved at national level over time that they wanted a similar experience to be achieved at enterprise level.  They saw that globalisation and increased competition would ensure the survival of only the fittest.  The partners saw the sense in connecting employers need for high business performance with employee needs for meaningful and decent work.  They also relayed the benefits of aligning managements grasp of future strategy with employees know how of operations and they saw the possibilities of partnership combining both, and leading to a situation beautifully captured by Wolfgang Streck’s notion of competitive solidarity.  If you could replicate at enterprise level the process achieved at national level with mutual understanding of issues and a spirit of collaborative interest in tackling such issues you could perhaps transform the fate of business as had been done for the country.  So how to achieve this and what kind of barriers were in the way?  The partners knew that you could not legislate a spirit of collaboration into existence.  
Firstly labour relations in Ireland are based on a voluntary foundation.  Secondly the Irish government had a strong policy of attracting inward investment especially from the United States and any legislation that introduced enterprise partnership was seen as increasing labour market regulation and jeopardising the country’s attractiveness as a location for investment.  So instead the main vehicle for driving the establishment of partnership agreements in Irish companies was a new body called the National Centre for Partnership and Performance.  The centre was to work by creating networks of companies that had set up or were setting up enterprise partnerships, to provide training and to disseminate best practice.  Now at the same time as these efforts were being made in Ireland at European level other developments were being launched as well.  As I have already maintained Europe has a long history of utilising employee consultation mechanisms.  Germany in particular had Works Councils, committees of employees consulted by management over important work place decisions.  So it was not revolutionary when in the mid 1990’s and in 2002 two Directives were published by the European Council.  Namely the European Works Council Directive
 (EWC Directive) and the National Directive Establishing a General Framework for Informing and Consulting Employees Within Member States
 (NDIC).  The EWCD applied to large transnational companies and the aims were to improve workers right to information and consultation about mergers takeovers and joint ventures.  Also to be consulted on major issues affecting the company including the financial situation, the probable development of the business and the probably trend in employment.
The NDIC which followed broadened the range of issues and applied the obligation on all businesses with 50 employees or more.  The new issues to be discussed included threats to employment and substantial changes in work practices.  The Directives which were really searching for greater adaptability in the work force by building in safeguards allowed for flexible partnership agreements where the parties could negotiate procedures for information and consultation.

So the Irish Social Partners desire to initiate enterprise partnerships did have this tailwind from Europe behind them.  The first move towards promoting partnerships in companies was made in 1996 in that years National Partnership Agreement.  It stated simply that there was a common interest in securing the competitiveness of businesses and this could be done by on the one hand employees giving a commitment to improvements in quality and efficiency, and on the other hand employers acknowledging employees as stakeholders with rights to be considered when major discussions affecting their employment were being made.  It was accepted that partnerships would not be imposed on organisations but could come about through the parties agreeing after a process of experience and results that it was in their respective interests to do business in a partnership way.  Also the skills to engage in meaningful partnership were underdeveloped in many firms and that these competencies would need to be built up.  Now whilst no systematic research has been done it is safe to say that desire to establish enterprise based partnership has not been very successful.  However SIPTU – the major union in Ireland – has amassed some statistics to show that aspects of partnership practises have been included in enterprise level agreements.  These practises include agreements on financial gain sharing, equality of opportunity, employee involvement and adaptability and flexibility.  It does not follow at all that any of these agreements were arrived at in a partnership way and many of them may be little more than extensions of existing collective bargaining outcomes but the potential is for a number to develop into more powerful and far reaching partnerships.  There is also evidence to show that amongst some Irish companies a variety of modern work practises are being introduced which facilitates employees being more engaged in operational decision making.  These practices include quality circles, team working and quality management processes.  Surveys have shown that the diffusion of innovation is high and that those establishments experimenting with these practises involve a higher proportion of their staff and that the scope of employee decision making is fairly widespread.  So in areas like the scheduling of work, the quality of product, improving work processes, assessing and resolving problems, significant amounts of decision making authority has been delegated to employees at ground level where it is recognised that there exists the day to day experience of practical operational matters.  However managers are less willing to loosen their control or management prerogative on issues like budgets.  Notwithstanding this it is clear that decision making rather than simple consultation privileges are being delegated to workers and that this has the potential to recast the relationships between management and employees.

 So what seems to be emerging n Ireland are procedures that are closely akin to what employment relations literature would deem to be good HRM practices and differs somewhat from the Works Council approach.  They use distinctive and contrasting systems to organise employment relations.  First Works Councils are representative and indirect forms of worker participation with just a small number of workers or their representatives immediately involved.  In Germany there are two institutionalised channels through which employees are represented in a company.  The first is representation at the workplace itself, especially the plan, and this is the Works Council a body elected by the workers for the purposes of information sharing and also for consultation.  The second is representation on the Supervisory Board of the company for the purposes of co-determination.  Then outside of the company there is an industry level bargaining system that sets the general conditions of employment such as wages hours of work etc.  Given the high level of regulation the system in Germany is often described as “institutionalised co-operation”.  Now remember that for many decades until the mid-1990’s Germany was regarded as a model economic power.  The country and its enterprises enjoyed a long period of sustained economic success accompanied by high wages, short working hours, long holidays and high productivity.  The country was derailed some what by the twin problems of reunification with the former East Germany and a recession accompanied by fierce international competition.  But their form of social partnership did work.  The human resources management approaches which can be described as participatory management by contrast to the indirect form of worker participation which Germany has preaches forms of involvement that tends to focus on the individual worker and lays great stress on direct forms of involvement.  And whereas work councils tend to cover strategic matters HRM tends to concentrate on operational and implementation matters.  A function of the Works Council, at least in the German model, is to oversee the implementation of substantitive and procedural rights proscribed in German law whilst the participating management system is about solving problems in the day to day running of the operation.  The value system underpinning Works Councils is about managing relationships in a less adversarial way at macro level whilst HRM is biased towards empowerment and performance.  Both approaches have very good outcomes and really the ideal partnership arrangement is a hybrid of both.
So really what I am saying is that within a company the most sensitive type of partnership to have seems to be a process that allows all employees an opportunity to engage in aspects of managing their own work supplemented by a representative system that allowed employees have an input into the general management of the company.  I’ll come back in a minute to how this might be implemented.  But in discussing partnership there is one issue we have to face.  It’s been on the agenda for years, it appears to make sense so why has it failed to materialise to any appreciable extent?  
I think that it is recognised that the adoption of a partnership way of working poses challenges to management and to unions.  First of all managers must be comfortable and confident about what they are at.  They are seeking to ensure that the best decisions are taken on behalf of the company.  They are not abdicating responsibility.  They exercise their responsibility in providing their staff with the skills and the opportunities to be involved in decision making.  Managers may fear looking control and that accountability would be dissipated leading eventually to inertia and confusion.  It is correct to state that partnership calls for a different style of management but individual managers still work to see that things are done properly but do so in a way that strengthens co-operation and tryst and encourages and enables staff to perform and crucially to develop.  Managers also fear losing time as they work issues through partnership but the corollary is time is made up by speedy and effective implementation of decisions that emerge out of dialogue.  Partnership also challenges the way unions do their business as well.  If you have a partnership culture in a company then relations change.  Under collective bargaining basic things like employee contracts are carefully delineated with importance given to devising clear rules and operating procedures whereas under partnership the urge will be to go beyond the contract with a “can do” outlook and impatience with rules.  The focus of attention will not be on labour management reactions but will be firmly fixed on the customer, and business will be done less by negotiation and more by facilitation so unions have to reposition themselves to justify their need in the first place to workers, and to learn how to deal with a changed labour relations environment.  The giant leap that both must make demands that management must see partnership as something more than a device to secure employee co-operation for management devised strategies.  For its part labour must recognise that for a partnership to work it must actively and meaningfully engage with management to seek solutions to business problems.  Both sides must come to realise that competition is fierce and it is not enough to do things well, rather businesses must do things first and better than anyone else and with more creativity and innovation.  These new times demand a new organisational model that reflects the knowledge and information age rather than the industrial age now past.  The challenge to management will be to get everyone to pull together in the one direction and to provide leadership which draws its strength from a culture of trust and commitment.  The partnership approach seems to respond to these needs.  To act decisively on partnership, management in the first instance needs to be itself convinced and passionate about what can be achieved and how it fits into the overall scheme of things.  This will happen if employers come to realise that the one unique source of sustained competitive advantage available to them is the so called intellectual capital it possesses, not technology, not economies of scale – these can be replaced by others – it is it's people who are the prized asset.  The second thing is that the biggest challenge facing them is to learn how to innovate.  
Marrying the two together is the trick and the way is pointed out by the Japanese.  The centre piece of the Japanese approach is to tap into the tacit and often subjective insights, intuitions and hunches of individual employees and then making those insights available for testing and use by the company as a whole.  The key to the process is personal commitment that is the employees’ sense of identity with the business and its mission.  That puts partnership into the heart of managing human relations.  The theoretical benefits of an enterprise having and effective partnership include giving it competitive solidarity with the company maximises its potential because all the talents of its employees are engaged.  Who would not want this for their business?  The question is how do you achieve it?  For a framework on how to implement partnership, go back to the description I gave of two approaches.  The participatory style, which is about empowering individuals to do their own work better, and the Works Council system in Germany, which allows representation of workers to be informed and consulted.  
So I would like to identify practices that I believe are useful building blocks towards moving a business in the direction of partnership.  The 1960’s idea of quality circles is a good place to start.  Most of you will be familiar with quality circles and how they operate with small groups of volunteer workers who under the leadership of their supervisor are trained to identify and solve problems in order to improve the performance of their unit.  The training received covers the basic skills of problem identification, information gathering plus analysis, basic statistics and solution generation.  This system encourages many small scale suggestions that are cheap and easy to implement and by implementing many small improvements the overall effect can be substantial.  Now of course most services quality problems in organisations arise in activities that involve more than one department or function.  The concept of quality circle has evolved into Kaizen which uses multi functional teams to improve quality and productivity in a given process.  The teams again are trained to use basis statistical tools to collect and analyse data and of course to generate and to propose solutions.  I read somewhere that on average a Japanese company received 24 improvement ideas in writing per employee per year.  By contrast the US companies receive on average less than one idea per year and in the UK the average is one idea every 6 years.

In this process groups are concentrating on real issues that affect business performance.  Over time real competence and trust are developed.  
If processes like quality circles and Kaizen are operating in companies their effectiveness can be enhanced if the culture in the organisation can be deemed to be supportive of this way of working.  That supportive culture can itself be developed by managers emulating the principles of real consultation and engaging workers meaningfully in the management of change.  An inclusive consultation procedure can be very effective.  To my mind good consultation operated on a number of tenets.  Consultation usually arises because of the need to implement change.  So the engagement with employees must first be about the reasons necessitating change not the change itself.  Managers must be open in their description of the issues that require response and in the process be willing to have their assumptions, their perceptions and their reasoning challenged.  Managers must apply the skills that facilitate the generation of ideas in a group and then whittle them down to potential solutions.  Management make the ultimate decision and always gives the reasoning for a particular conclusion.  
The dynamics here are crucial because nothing breeds cynicisms faster than for employees to believe that they are just being patronised and that their ideas are not being fully evaluated and accepted if reasonable.  Other possibilities for developing this supportive climate are in engaging employees in strategy and business planning activities.  Involvement in strategy on briefing and information sessions once every 3 to 4 years on managements assessment of the medium to long term scenarios that the business is likely to face, the threats and opportunities arising and the goals the enterprise might want to achieve in order to prosper in the future.  Ideas should be encouraged and if appropriate included in the organisations future strategy.  Then on an annual basis workers could be involved in the business planning for their unit.  Transforming the goals of the strategy into annual obligations with activities devised to achieve those objectives incorporating responsibilities, time lines and key performance indicators.  This whole approach is about trying to get the emotional immersion of the employee into the company.
With this foundation in place more formal partnership structures resembling perhaps the German Works Council can be established.  Whatever the system adopted the objective will be to allow representatives of workers and managers to meet on an equal basis to consider matters of relevance to the company and to endeavour to reach consensus on how to proceed.  What will be of critical importance is the spirit in which matters will be conducted.  Both sides must always strive and be seen to be striving to get to an arrangement that both sides can live with.  If despite best efforts consensus cannot be reached management must decide and what is crucial must explain why a particular position was adopted and why proposals put forward by workers could not be implemented.  This will work if employees have had the experience of having their suggestions taken on board in other cases but if their proposals are never adopted then their contribution will cease.  The quid pro quo from employees is that once a decision is taken it is implemented.  Even if the decision gives rise to a dispute the change is nevertheless implemented at least until after a dispute procedure has been exhausted.

So in a safe way the basic elements of partnership of trust, competence and confidence can be built up through the soft features of a participatory management style in clearly supportive consultation.  Companies then have a solid base for engaging in more formal participation mechanisms and to do so in a way that does not threaten a disruption to the running of a company, that leaves ultimate decision making in the hands of appointed managers but facilitates employees and their representatives have a meaningful input into the decision making process.
One other issue that needs to be addressed is the sharing of the results of a successful partnership engagement.  Financial participation is the most common instrument used to encourage collusive behaviour.  The key is to try to design one that puts the variable component of the pay package at a level that will have an appreciable impact on the attitudes and behaviour of managers and unions without exposing either to excessive risk.  Another key is to ensure that if bad commercial times arrive there is not a hostile backlash from employees as they experience a fall in the variable component of their pay.
If you want to get an idea as to where the concept of where partnership might go in the future there are some interesting ideas in a book published last spring by Richard Wilkinson and Kate Pickett.  The book is called The Spirit Level and drawing on a wide range of data it argues that more unequal societies (as defined by inequalities of income) are bad for almost everyone within them – the well off as well as the poor.  Almost every modern social problem whether it is ill health, violence, drugs, mental illness, long working hours or big prison populations is more likely to occur in a less equal society.  One way the book measures inequality is by using the Gini co-efficient and in Japan found that the top 20% of earners were 4 times better off than the lowest 20%.  In the US the co-efficient was 9 times and in Australia it was 7 times.  They developed a simple technique of using charts linking income inequality to different health and social problems.  Then to present an overall picture they combined all the health and social data for each country to form an Index of Health & Social Problems for each country.  They show that there is a very strong tendency for ill health and social problems to occur less frequently in the more equal societies.  With increasing inequality the higher is the score on the Index of Health & Social Problems.  The two are extraordinarily closely related.  Having established this proposition the book then highlights the rapid widening of income differences which took place from the early 1990’s onwards and was made possible partly by the declining power of trade unions.  The book then makes the point that the higher levels of inequality in our societies reflect the concentration of power in our economic institutions where value is created and divided and where we are placed in a rank ordered hierarchy, superiors and inferiors, bosses and subordinates.  In 2007 the CEOs of 365 of the largest US companies were receiving over 500 times the pay of their average employee.  Now it is not possible to discuss ways of reducing income differences without discussing what can be done about those bastions of wealth, power and privilege.  The failed experiment of communism was intended to provide a solution to the problems of the growing concentration of productive power in private hands.  That failure seems to have made us feel that there are no workable solutions to the standard capitalist model and prevented us thinking creatively about more egalitarian methods an approach which would solve some of the problems is employee ownership. It not only avoids concentrating power in the hands of the state but evaluations suggest that it has major economic and social advantages over organisations owned and controlled by outside interests in whose interests they act.
For many countries, governments use tax incentive concessions to encourage employee share-ownership systems.  They do so because it is assumed that their ownership improves company performance by reducing the opposition of interests between employers and employees.  In the UK share ownership now covers about a quarter of all employees and some 15-20% of all companies
. 
In the US employee stock ownership plans cover 8 million employees in 10,000 firms with an average employee ownership of 20%.  However, many share ownership schemes amount to little more than incentive schemes intended to make employees more complaints and sometimes to provide a nest egg for retirement.  As a result they are often seen as tokenism rather than as a key to transforming the structure of employment.  This is why research shows that employee share ownership on its own is not enough to make significant difference to company performance.  Patrick Rooney an economist at the University of Indiana and Perdue, found that employee share ownership did not necessarily mean that employees were more involved in the running of the company in which they worked (this I  fairly old research).  He compared the extent of employee participation in a wide range of decisions in companies with and without employee share ownership schemes.  In general employee involvement was low but even in companies with employee share ownership schemes staff members were often not informed or consulted and the majority of these companies did not enable employees to have a significant input into decision making.

To make a reliable difference to company performance share ownership has to be combined with more participative management methods
.  There have now been a number of large, well controlled studies – including those using before and after performance data for several hundred companies – which demonstrate the economic benefits of employee share ownership and participation
.  The studies show repeatedly that substantial performance benefits only come when employee shared ownerships are accompanied by more participatory management methods.  A review of the research concluded “that we can say with certainty that when ownership and participative management are combined substantial gains result.  Ownership alone and participation alone however have at best, spotty or short lived results”.  That the impact of participation in the absence of share ownership is short lived, ownership seems to provide the cultural glue to keep participation going.
Research also shows that people seem to thrive where they have more control over their work.  Having control at work was the most successful single factor explaining a threefold difference in death rates between senior and junior civil servants working in the same government departments in Britain.  In practise this probably has a lot to do with a sense of autonomy and not feeling so directly subordinated.
A summation of the case for employee ownership is that a smaller and smaller part of the value of a company is the worth of its buildings, equipment and insurable assets.  It is instead the value of its employees.  When companies are bough and sold, what is actually being bought and sold is above all its staff as a group of people but their assembled skills and knowledge of company systems and production methods, only they have the ability to make the company tick.  Therefore should employees not have full control of their work and the distribution of its earnings?  And should external shareholders really receive earned income beyond the agreed interest on capital?  Would participation, commitment, control and profit sharing be maximised if companies were 100% employee owned?  Companies could raise capital through loans or mortgages, retaining control themselves.  At the moment only a tiny proportion of the money gambled on the stock exchange makes any contribution to helping companies buy productive assets.  There is a book published by Robert Oakeshott called Jobs and Fairness which brings together empirical evidence about the experience and performance of selected business which are substantially owned by those who actually work in them.  The businesses include Bosch, one of Europe’s leading heating groups, Carl Zeiss, a German manufacturer of optical systems John Lewis, a major UK retailer, the Mondragan co-operative in Spain all of whom still seem to be thriving.  Others include Polaroid and United Airlines.  So it can work and there are good pragmatic arguments for encouraging both a shift to labour in the ownership of what it produces and a shift to more accountable business government.
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