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 Conclusions and incentives for further research

This research has explained the global and local circumstances wherein the relative scarcity of inquiries into the attitudes on privatization was, in addition to the lack of finance, also attributable to conflicted social interests. That is why the knowledge of this crucial ideational component of the ongoing transformation of social relations in Serbia still remains fragmentary and unsystematic.

Measuring instruments formulated in an identical and unambiguous way still do not exist. In order to enable greater reliance of the social development policy on the knowledge of the citizens' views concerning the desirable form of organizing social relations, this substantial shortcoming should be addressed and the conditions provided for the construction of a comparable database in the near future. The key theoretical-methodological condition for that is to work out and adopt unique and mono-semantic scales for a systematic, longitudinal, deepened, multidimensional and reliable comparable research into the changes of a wide spectrum of attitudes on privatization and participation in decision-making. It is to be expected that the use of such measuring instruments over several years in succession will reduce the percentage of respondents who, perhaps partly due to the lack of understanding of the used terminology, respond that they do not have a clear attitude towards these important issue, or give inconsistent responses. Responses of this kind in the ISIFF03 survey accounted for 23-35%. Future research should pay special attention to the motives leading the respondents to say “I don’t know” or choose another similar options. It will be necessary to examine to what extent that choice is due to the actual lack of information or, conversely, the lack of interest for the subject matter in question.

An important reason which decided the ISIFF03 research team against creating a comparable database by taking over the formulations of previous surveys such as the CPSIJMIDN96, was their dislike of the fact that aspects related to attitudes towards desirable ownership relations, on the one hand, and towards participation in decision-making, on the other, were both incorporated within the same question. Therefore, in order to separate these two aspects, two batteries of new questions examining attitudes towards participation and privatization were included into the questionnaire. The analysis of the ISIFF03 survey findings, which due to the limited space could not be completely presented in this paper, proved this separation justified by establishing a fairly weak link between the respondents’ attitudes towards privatization and participation (CC:.125). 

At this point, we must still note that respondents who opted for complete privatization also displayed the highest above average opposition to participation (32%), and vice versa, than those who opposed privatization on the whole, at the same time showed above average (56%) support to participation in decision-making in all firms. It therefore appears that it would least-wise do no harm if future surveys included the combined CPIJM-IDN96 question, its shortcomings notwithstanding.

The table showing the correlation of the respondents' attitudes towards privatization with their basic socio-demographic data clearly reveals the structural base for three ideal types of respondents profiled by their profession, education, gender, age and regional characteristics. The insufficient presence of highest socio-professional categories in the tables, i.e. the internal class-strata heterogeneity of members in such categories as protective services staff, pensioners, pupils, students and housewives, substantially reduces the values of correlation measures. 

A linear regression analysis using a step-by-step method reveals that of the five chosen independent variables the respondents’ education is the best predictor of their attitudes towards privatization (30%). Introduction of the respondents’ economic status index, gender and region increases the degree of explanation of their attitudes towards privatization to 37%. The same analysis shows that the best predictor of the participants’ attitudes towards participation is their age (10%), while the inclusion of data on the respondents’ gender and region, adds a mere 2% to the explanation of the dependent variable. Attitudes towards participation are more difficult to predict due to the fact that respondents of all categories most often opted for some form of participation in decision-making. 

The first ideal type of respondents already referred to as “social-democratic” or “mixed” for short, primarily includes female respondents of medium-level education, middle age and economic status living outside Belgrade. Representatives of the remaining two ideal types take diametrically opposed attitudes towards privatization and participation. The one we call “neoliberal” gathers in the first place managers and other highly educated executives, private entrepreneurs, professionals, pupils and students who live primarily in Belgrade. Current and future members of this “winning” social block in the “transition” process are above average found in the higher middle and high category of the economic status index and the 18-29 age group, and have shares in other than their own firm. They most often say that their lifestyle improved after the year 2000 and do not fear dismissal if employed, and also expect further improvement in their way of life in the next two years. The other, opposite ideal type is referred to as the “self-management” type, although the term does not reflect the actual content of social relations which are no longer characterized even by a formal-legal equality of access to the socially-owned means of production. This “losing” social block in the “transition” process includes primarily female workers of all qualifications and housewives, and lower skilled workers over 45 years of age and pensioners, especially outside Belgrade. Members of this block are above average ranked in the low or lower middle categories of economic status index, own shares only in their own firm, if at all, say that their lifestyle deteriorated after the year 2000 and fear dismissal if still employed.

Bearing in mind that the ISIFF03 survey did not cover a sufficient number of members of individual categories within the composition of relevant ideal types of social blocks of actors with opposing interests, future research works have yet to respond to a large number of outstanding questions brought up by the findings of this exercise. The most important of these questions will be listed below.

How representative is the finding that the single major entrepreneur in the ISIFF03 survey was a medium manager at the time of adoption of the first law on transformation of social ownership in 1989, i.e. to what extent did the former directors of socially-owned basic organizations of associated labor carry out the privatization process to their own advantage?

What is the scale of downward and upward mobility in the group of directors and security services' staff after the change in power in 2000 (only glimpsed in the ISIFF03 survey by comparing the workplaces of the few respondents in these categories in September 1989 and 2000)? 

Which categories of professionals and pensioners have “fared” the best in acquiring shares outside their own firm and will they continue avoiding their sale and supporting complete privatization almost twice more often than their colleagues, shareholders in their own firms? 

Will the currently low percentage of students, pupils, professionals and the unemployed who will look for a better life perspective and attainment of their above-average expectations of upward mobility in entrepreneurship increase, and if so to what extent? 
Is the share of various types of “entrepreneurs” in the so-called gray economy already too high?

How widespread is the small internal shareholding of clerks, high and low skilled workers and pensioners retained from the times of the previous legislation governing the transformation of social ownership and enterprise privatization, which is, according to the survey findings, linked with below-average support to privatization, and do the management and external investors apply pressure on small shareholders in successful companies to sell them their stock?

Will there be a further increase in the multiple difference in the acceptance of privatization, fear of dismissal and subjective assessment of the change for the better or worse in the way of life after the year 2000, between the increasingly instrumentally-materialistically oriented highly skilled workers, who particularly often support privatization and oppose participation when they own shares in other firms, and the lower skilled and less educated workers who show above-average opposition to privatization and support participation as a condition for survival even when they own shares in other firms?

Will there also be an increase in inequality among the farmers who, according to the ISIFF03 survey have a predominantly lower middle economic status just like less skilled workers and also like them oppose privatization more often than they support it? 

How long will we have the trend of lower representation of women in managerial posts compared with their male colleagues, although only a few percentage points behind in terms of high education, or is this situation already changing? Is this only the case of intentional discrimination against women in a patriarchal environment brimming with prejudices concerning their managerial abilities, or does it also reflect the lack of readiness among the women themselves, doubly burdened with paid and family work to accept managerial positions involving the stress of responsibility for the consequences of important decisions which leave no room for undecided attitudes characterizing the members of the female sex above the average? Does the finding that female respondents, even when they assume managerial social roles and enjoy high economic status, oppose privatization more often than their colleagues, indicate that the female sex better than the male, notices the destructive effects of privatization on the social integration and solidarity, reflected in a deteriorated way of life and increased feeling of loneliness and isolation?

Has the criterion for the highest and lowest categories of the composite economic status index in the ISIFF03 survey been placed too low? In view of the categories so defined, is this survey’s finding that the lowest category has only about twice more (12.7%) respondents than the highest (5.9%) equally “reliable” as the one that the working or adult population in Serbia includes merely 12% of the unemployed? Should the structuring of this complex index give greater weight to the consumption index, which reveals that the lowest category of this index has as many as ten times more respondents (36.2%) than the highest (3.5%)? Wouldn't it be possible to more reliably monitor the trend of inequalities in the economic positions of households on the basis of the composite index of economic status such as it is structured now only after the small shareholders sell their shares of their free will, or under pressure, and the pensioners and all others who cannot pay the permanently increasing electricity bills, sell the apartments they live in, taking the advice of the former minister of energy?

Despite the fact that directly comparable longitudinal data on the respondents’ attitudes on privatization do not exist, it is still possible to monitor the degree, mutual relations and direction of changes in the respondents’ attitudes towards this key form of social relations’ transformation by comparing the responses to the questions of similar contents asked in surveys carried out in different social and historical circumstances. 

The overall agreement of the respondents in the ISIFF03 survey with some form of privatization of social and state enterprises of 54% is lower than in the CPIJM IDN 1992 survey, when the total of 61% of respondents supported employee ownership of small and medium sized enterprises or their sale on the market. This fact suggests that despite the criticism of the implemented privatization already audible in 1992, the initial experience of respondents with internal, additional investment of capital before the hyperinflation of the next year, was better than it is after another 11 years of varying experience with privatization, including the annulment of the majority insider privatization and introduction of obligatory majority outsider privatization. The share of respondents who supported different forms of privatization in 2003 decreased even further compared with the level registered in the SFRY and Serbia way back in 1989/1990, that is if, in addition to those who at that time with a lot of hope and immediately before their direct experience of privatization partially (23%) or completely (30%) supported the view that private ownership is the basis of progress, we also included those who only partly opposed it (19%). 

The respondents’ support of complete privatization of 19% in 2003 is also eleven percent less than the number of respondents in Serbia who in 1989 fully agreed with private ownership as the basis of progress. As could be assumed, the respondents who supported full privatization at the same time most often declared against limited differences in incomes (37%, average 31%). On the whole, privatization of any form or degree was in 2003 opposed by 22% of respondents, or full 12% more than the share of those who manifested completed disagreement with the view of private ownership as the basis of progress in Serbia in 1989. As expected, these respondents below the average (25%) thought that differences in income should not be limited. The increase in opposition to privatization was initially mild – from 10% of respondents who completely disagreed with the position that private ownership is the basis of progress in the KJIDN89/90 survey to 13% of respondents in the CPIJM-IDN96 survey who said the employees should be owners and allowed to choose directors, i.e. 14% respondents who said the same in the first of the series of students’ self-surveys (VV(-Ž)99). The abrupt increase in this answering modality, after the drop to 10% of respondents in the VV(-Ž)00 survey carried out in the “revolutionary” 2000, was registered already in the next year in the VV(-Ž)01 survey, when as many as 21% of respondents answered in this way.

The main longitudinal finding of this research is that in all the analyzed surveys the relative or absolute majority or respondents in Serbia supported only partial privatization, as well as a form of employee participation in decision-making. The degree of popularity of this “mixed” type of response depended on the previously described social and historical circumstances and experiences in the privatization process at the time of the survey. Thus in the KIDNJ 1989/90 survey the total of 41% respondents only partly accepted (23%), i.e. partly rejected (19%) the view that private ownership is the basis of progress. In the CPIJM IDN 1996 survey 35% of respondents supported employee participation in decision-making together with private owners and management. In the 2001 VV(-Ž) survey the same response was given by 51% respondents, while in the ISIFF03 a modified variant of this response (consultation of employees in taking the key decisions) was chosen by 54% of the respondents, i.e. over three fifths when the election of managers, dismissals of workers and investments were concerned. Further research work should more thoroughly examine the problem already noted in literature (Vratuša(-Žunjić), Vera, 2000) concerning the feasibility of these “mixed” and “ social-democratic” ideas and strategies of transforming the social relations, which tend towards establishing the equality of chances in a “just” distribution, based on a double foundation of an “equitable” market competition and a “fair price of labor” (Mrkšić, Danilo, 1990).

A comparison of results from several surveys also established  overall decrease in the popularity of “neoliberal” strategy of social relations’ transformation or  slower growth in its popularity than the growth in the popularity of the opposing strategy. Champions of this strategy support complete privatization and oppose employee participation in decision-making (from 30% of respondents who in the KJIDN89/90 survey fully agreed that private property is the basis of progress),  between 19% of respondents (supporting full privatization) and 27% of opponents to participation in the ISFF03 survey. 

A comparison of various surveys’ findings also indicates the opposite trend of increase in the popularity of the “self-management” program of transformation, the supporters of which advocate employee ownership and their decisive influence in strategic decision-making. This increase was especially visible a year after the change in power (from 10% of respondents who declared in favor of employees becoming owners and deciding on everything in the VV(-Ž)00 students’ self-survey, to 21% in the VV(-Ž)01 survey, i.e. an average of 20% of respondents who in the ISIFF03 survey requested the right of veto to key decisions and opposed privatization especially in the case of electric power utilities (71%) health institutions, and water supply and sewerage (67%) (cf. Graph 6).
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Future research should show whether this increase in the number of respondents supporting mixed forms of ownership and employee participation in decision-making, or even their crucial role in taking decisions, will be translated into collective action. A hint of such a trend is seen in the fact that the ISIFF03 survey registered three times more respondents-trade union members (42%) than the CPS 2000 survey (14%), and that the trade union members show less opposition to participation (22%) than non-members (31%) (CC:.292). The fact that skilled workers prevail in the structure of respondents who are trade union members (42%), followed by professionals and clerks (16% each) and low skilled workers (12%) (CC:.292), points to the conclusion that even if an organized trade union request for higher employee participation in privatization and decision-making is made, it will not, at least for the present, favor the “self-management” model, which in the ISIFF03 survey had grater support of the socio-professional categories currently outside of employment and therefore not organized in trade unions, e.g. pensioners, farmers, housewives and the unemployed. Skepticism concerning the action abilities of trade unions to protect and attain the interests of their members is suggested by the fact that even among trade union members only 34% of respondents believe that the unions provide the best protection of employees’ interests, while about two thirds of them thought that everyone did that by him/her self (23%), did not think about it at all (20%), or trusted the state (4%), company management (7%) or NGOs (2%) to do it. Only in the latter two cases is this trust greater among the union members than among non-members (4% and 1%) (CC:.271).

The presidential election of June 2004, acted as a kind of an all-comprising survey, and confirmed the existence of two polarized “camps” of adult citizens with opposing views on the need for and the scope of privatization and employee participation in key decision-making. The only difference between the result of the ISIFF03 survey and the 2004 presidential election is the fact that the abstention of over a half of an increasingly apathetic as well as intimidated “silent majority”, which, according to the results of all surveys carried out so far, supports “mixed”, social-democratic solutions, enabled about a quarter of the electorate to claim the victory for the champions of the neoliberal strategy in transforming the social relations, the popularity of which seems to have taken a downward trend, if recent research results are anything to go by. 

Comparing the substance of the relevant legal provisions governing privatization and labor with the majority attitudes of respondents as to how ownership and labor relations should be regulated reveals a deep gap between them. On the one hand, these legal provisions, contrary to the still effective Constitution of Serbia which grants equal protection to the “plurality of ownership forms”, prescribe obligatory and majority outsider privatization, i.e. cancel the previously institutionalized forms of employee participation in decision-making, while, on the other, a convincing majority of interviewed citizens accept only the forms of partial privatization or else are resolutely opposed to it (25%+10%+22%=57%), i.e. think that employees should at least be consulted on strategic decision in companies or even demand their right of veto. Increasingly numerous strikes of public utility services, which the proponents of the neoliberal strategy of transformation seek to privatize, despite the opposition of the large majority of citizens, confirm that the conflict does exist and is even intensified. The remarkably negative phenomena which accompany such privatizations like price increases, power shortages, increased risk of breakdowns even in industrially developed countries like the USA and UK (Hoefle, John, 2001), warn against indiscriminate condemnation of efforts to “block” the notably bad “transition reforms”, as some of the former World Bank high officials have already admitted (Palast, Greg, 2001). An important condition to stop the further sellout of socially produced wealth for a song based on minority decisions for the benefit of minority, is to redress this discrepancy between the legal regulations and the majority will of the interviewed citizens. Attempts of the domestic adherents of the “neoliberal” strategy to impose and retain the legal solutions favoring the minority by force, aided by a combined military, diplomatic, economic and media aggression of the transnational financial oligarchy, threaten to renew the armed conflicts in this geo-strategically important region, which is what is already happening in Iraq, Afghanistan, Sudan… 

The current economic recession of world proportions caused the increase in unemployment and gave rise to efforts of the speculative financial capital to overcome the crisis by means of war destruction. The crisis also encourages the search for alternative post-capitalist forms of organizing the social reproduction, occasionally by recalling the “golden” era of self-management when it yielded better results than other forms of reproduction organization (Horvat, Branko, 1984). Instead of focusing on profits in the hands of the financial oligarchy, these organizational forms would rest on diverse types of collective ownership, participation in strategic decision-making and self-management on the local, national, regional and global levels (Michael, Albert, 2000). 
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