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I fully support Isabelle Ferreras’s program of finding intermediate joint-governance
models, for example, true-parity versions of codetermination or democratic employee
stock ownership plans (ESOPs), between the current human rental firm and the “reg-
ulative ideal” of the democratic firm.1

My comments on Ferreras’s “Democratizing the Corporation” will focus the con-
ceptual framing that I believe contains a number of problems that are quite common
on the left and are thus doubly deserving of commentary and explanation. Her conclu-
sions do not depend on this framing, but it is so common and conventional that it needs
to be discussed anyway.

What Is the Fundamental Defining Institution in So-Called
Capitalism?

The problematic assumption is that the legal basis for the conventional firm is the rights
attached to the ownership of land, buildings, machines, and other capital assets. This is
a version of the very widespread idea, on both the left and right, that the legal basis for
the current system is the “private ownership of the means of production,” which is
interpreted to mean that the ownership of capital assets includes

• the rights to the product produced using that capital, and
• the rights to the managerial control over the people carrying out the production process.

Yet this is descriptively incorrect in the so-called capitalist system.

The “Ownership of the Means of Production”

Karl Marx popularized the capital-based phraseology of “capitalist” and “capitalism.”
To understand Marx’s concept of the “rights of capital” embodied in the “ownership of
the means of production,” one must go back to the medieval notion of dominion based
on the ownership of land. What today we might call the “landlord” was then the lord of
the land, exercising both political/juridical control over the people living on the land
and the rights to the fruits of their labor. As the legal historian Frederic Maitland
(1850–1906) put it, “Ownership blends with lordship, rulership, sovereignty in the
vague medieval dominium.”2 Or as the German legal scholar Otto von Gierke
(1841–1921) put it simply, “Rulership and Ownership were blent.”3

By substituting “capital” for “land,” it is this medieval notion of dominion associ-
ated with the ownership of land that Marx carried over to the ownership of capital in his
conception of “capitalism.”

It is not because he is a leader of industry that aman is a capitalist; on the contrary, he is a leader
of industrybecausehe is a capitalist. The leadershipof industry is an attributeof capital, just as in
feudal times the functions of general and judge were attributes of landed property.4

Marx’s blunder has been a staple of socialist thought ever since as was pointed out by
Bo Rothstein:
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It is astonishing that a hundred years of socialist thought have not confronted the basic
capitalist idea—that owners of capital have the right of command in the relations of pro-
duction. The idea behind nationalization, wage earner funds, and the like is in fact funda-
mentally the same idea as that on which capitalism is based, namely, that ownership of
capital should give owners the right to command in the production process (be they dem-
ocratically elected politicians, state bureaucrats/planners, workers’ representatives, or
union officials). Indeed, this is a nice example of what Antonio Gramsci called bourgeois
ideological hegemony.5

The defenders of “capitalism” were more than happy to accept the view that man-
agement rights and the rights to the product are all “an attribute of capital” or part of the
“ownership of the means of production.” Hence any change in the management or
product rights would be a violation of their supposed property rights. But the usual
notion of the “rights to the private ownership of productive property” involves a mis-
conception of property rights that I will call the fundamental myth.

The Fundamental Myth

The fundamental myth is that management rights over the people using the capital
assets and the rights to the product produced using the capital assets are part and
parcel of ownership of those assets. This hegemonic belief is asserted by thinkers,
left, right, and center, as seen in the following quote from an English Liberal.

The owner of capital resources, or the agent who acts on behalf of the owner or a number
of associated owners, controls and determines, in virtue of such ownership, the process of
production and the action of the workerswho are engaged in the process. In its unqualified
form, capitalistic organization is a form of autocracy or absolutism.6

It is not a question about “the management of capital” but the legal basis for the man-
agement of the people using the capital assets.

Suppose capital assets are rented out to another legal party who buys, hires, or
already owns the other inputs and who undertakes a productive process. Then that
renter by virtue of being the hiring party (not the owner of the capital assets) exercises
the discretionary management rights within the limits of the input contracts (i.e., the
management rights) over the people working in that process and has ownership of
whatever product is produced. In addition to banks and other financial firms in the busi-
ness of loaning out financial capital, real estate companies, equipment rental compa-
nies, and computer hardware companies are also in the business of hiring, renting,
or leasing out physical capital assets.

The ownership of capital gives the owner the negative or indirect control rights over
the use of the capital by other parties as in “No, you may not use this machine, building, or
land.” This right is sufficient to make those who nevertheless use the machine, building, or
land into trespassers—but it does not automatically make them into employees.

Central to ownership is the right to exclude others from contact with an item. Ownership thus
gives the owner of an item the right to control the uses to which others put it in the sense that
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he may veto any use of it proposed by someone else. But it does not give him any right to tell
anyone to put that property to the use that he wants. It is not a right to command labor.7

The conceptual point is that in capitalist societies, the positive or direct discretionary
control or management rights over employees come from the employer-employee con-
tract, not the ownership of the capital the employees are using. This is a conceptual
point about the structure of property rights in the current system. The conceptual
point is not about the bargaining power (obviously almost always in the hands of
capital owners) or transaction costs involved in renting capital out of a corporation.

The Conner Avenue Plant Example

Does the “ownership of the firm” determine who owns the product? If by “firm” one
means a corporation, then there is currently the ownership of a corporation (more on
this below), but it is the pattern of contracts (who hires what or whom) that actually
determines who owns the product produced using some of the corporation’s assets
(ownership is not necessary as shown by cases where the capital assets are rented).

In addition to the fundamental myth being involved in a common misunderstanding of
the “ownership of a corporation,” it is also expressed in the usual notion of “owning a
factory.” But the simple logic of the rentability of capital does not stop at the ownership
of a whole factory. In the early 1950s, an automobile manufacturer, the
Studebaker-Packard Corporation, had the Packard auto bodies produced in the Conner
Avenue plant of the Briggs Manufacturing Company. After the Briggs founder died,
all twelve of the US Briggs plants were sold to the Chrysler Corporation in 1953. “The
Conner Ave. plant that had been building all of Packard’s bodies was leased to
Packard to avoid any conflict of interest.”8

This actual example illustrates the vacuity of the usual idea that “being the firm” or
firmhood is determined by “the ownership of the firm.” Where was the “ownership of
the firm” that included the ownership of the auto bodies coming off the assembly line
or the management rights over the production process? Of course, the shareholders in
Studebaker-Packard owned that company and similarly for the shareholders in
Chrysler, but that did not answer the question of “who is the firm” in that going-
concern operation of producing auto bodies for Studebaker-Packard. That was deter-
mined by the pattern of the new market contracts—by who hires, rents, or leases
what or whom. Since Studebaker-Packard leased the factory from Chrysler, then
Chrysler would not hold the discretionary management rights and product rights for
the operation of the factory owned by the Chrysler Corporation.

The Misnomer of “Capitalism”

In the Middle Ages, there was no developed market for renting out land, so those gov-
ernance and product rights were rolled into the medieval notion of ownership as
dominion. But capital assets, including land for that matter, are today routinely
rented out in our so-called capitalist system. Given the central role of the Marxist
notion of the “ownership of the means of production,” it may be understandable
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why Marxists cling to the fundamental myth as a matter of quasi-religious dogma.
Many defenders of the “capitalist” system seem equally dogmatic in failing to think
through the consequences of capital being rentable in a private property market
economy. Yet the whole capital-based narrative emanating from the left, right, or
center is mistaken.

Since the management and product rights are not part of the ownership of capital or
the means of production in the first place, the whole “Great Debate” between “capital-
ism” and socialism or communism (as to whether there should be private or public
ownership of the means of production) has been ill-formed from the very beginning.
It is wrong in the same sense that two centuries ago it would have been wrong to
frame the basic social question as to whether slave plantations should be privately
owned, government owned, or socially owned.

Even the most prominent liberal philosopher could not get beyond the conceptual
framing in terms of the ownership of the means of production or of productive
assets (as opposed to personal assets):

• “Under socialism the means of production are owned by society.”
• “The first principle of justice includes a right to private personal property, but this is

different from the right of private property in productive assets.”
• “Welfare-state capitalism permits a small class to have a near monopoly of the

means of production.”
• “Property-owning democracy avoids this . . . by ensuring the widespread ownership

of productive assets.”9

There is, however, one economist who stands out as the most philosophically and eco-
nomically sophisticated defender of the so-called capitalist system—and he did not call
it by that name because he was able to trace out the consequences of capital being rent-
able and understood that the product/management rights were thus not part of capital
ownership. He is Frank H. Knight, one of the founders of the Chicago School of
Economics. Knight was perfectly clear on “capitalism” being a misnomer and on
Marx’s role in propagating that myth about capital ownership:

Karl Marx, who in so many respects is more classical than the classicals themselves, had
abundant historical justification for calling, i.e., miscalling—the modern economic order
“capitalism.” Ricardo and his followers certainly thought of the system as centering
around the employment and control of labor by the capitalist. In theory, this is of
course diametrically wrong. The entrepreneur employs and directs both labor and
capital (the latter including land), and laborer and capitalist play the same passive role,
over against the active one of the entrepreneur. . . . The superficial observer is typically
confused by the ambiguity of the concept of ownership.10

If an established economic, political, or legal theorist is such a “superficial observer” as
to not think through the consequences of capital being rentable, then there is little hope
to get beyond erroneous tropes and libertarian talking points—or Marxist/
Post-Modernist slogans (“It’s all about congealed power relations”).
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In actual fact, the current system is not characterized by capital being unrentable, but
by both persons and capital goods being legally rentable. As the leading neoclassical
economist Paul A. Samuelson put it, “Since slavery was abolished, human earning
power is forbidden by law to be capitalized. A man is not even free to sell himself:
he must rent himself at a wage.”11 Similar remarks are made by other economists:

The commodity that is traded in the labor market is labor services, or hours of labor. The
corresponding price is the wage per hour. We can think of the wage per hour as the price at
which the firm rents the services of a worker, or the rental rate for labor. We do not have
asset prices in the labor market because workers cannot be bought or sold in modern soci-
eties; they can only be rented. (In a society with slavery, the asset price would be the price
of a slave.)12

And Frank Knight makes a similar point: “In a free society the larger part of the pro-
ductive capacity employed (as matters stand today in a typical Western nation) consists
of the services of human beings themselves, who are not bought and sold but only, as it
were, leased.”13

Do the Shareholders “Own” a Corporation?

In the apparent attempt to weaken the claim of shareholder primacy, a number of legal
and political thinkers have recently emphasized that the shareholders only own their
shares, not the corporate assets, as their private property.14 The fact that the sharehold-
ers do not own the corporate assets as their personal property is only the other side of
the balance sheet from the fact that the shareholders do not owe the corporate liabilities
as their personal liabilities.

Stout, Ciepley, and Robé try to argue that since the shareholders do not own the cor-
porate assets as their personal assets, therefore, the shareholders (contrary to existing
conventional corporate law) do not “own” the corporation. But the ownership of prop-
erty would usually include the right to buy and sell the property, and the shareholders
indeed have the right to buy and sell a corporation by buying and selling a majority of
the shares. And the shareholders have the right to throw out the board of directors and
the management. Since the shareholders’ ownership of the shares gives them these
rights over the corporation, their argument can at best be interpreted as the quixotic lin-
guistic suggestion to not say the shareholders “own” the corporation—in spite of con-
ventional corporate law all being written in those terms and corporations being
routinely bought and sold by their shareholders or their agents, for instance, on a
daily basis by the private equity firms.

There is a similar narrative that the particular legal aspects of a corporation (e.g.,
limited liability and separate juridical personality) are enabled or chartered by the gov-
ernment, and thus a corporation should have a “social” function (e.g., stakeholder
primacy) sanctioned by the government. It is certainly true that the legal aspects of a
corporation are created by the government, but that is true of all legal rights (e.g.,
the private property rights to houses and cars) and all legal institutions; they do not
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exist as part of the natural world. That is hardly an argument that all private property
must bend to some governmental purpose.15

On Personal Rights and Property Rights

Perhaps a few words are necessary about the terms “membership” and “ownership.”
People have many membership rights that are personal rights while other rights are
property rights. For instance, one’s voting rights in a city (or municipal corporation)
are based on having the functional role of residing in the city, but those rights may
not be bought or sold so they are personal rights, not property rights. Ferreras
makes the point that states are not “owned”16 and that is because the rights of the
member/citizens are personal rights, not property rights.

In a cooperative corporation, the membership rights are based on the functional role
of “patronage” in the cooperative (e.g., working in a worker cooperative or shopping in
a consumer cooperative). When membership rights are supposed to be based on having
a certain functional or patronage role, then it makes no sense to treat them as alienable
property rights. A “buyer” may not have the functional role, and if the person did have
the functional role, there would be no need to “buy” the rights.

It is easy to distinguish personal from property rights in terms of inheritability (or
“bequeathability”). When a person dies, personal rights like one’s vote in municipal
elections are extinguished while property rights like the votes of one’s corporate
shares are passed on to one’s estate and heirs. In a conventional corporation, the share-
holders are legally the “members” of the corporation: “In general, the shareholders are
the members of the company and the terms ‘shareholders’ and ‘members’ may be used
interchangeably.”17 When membership rights, as in a conventional corporation, may be
inherited or, in general, may be bought and sold, then they are property rights, so then
the members are referred to as “owners.” Whether the shareholders’ ownership of the
membership rights is to be called the “ownership of the corporation” is a question of
only rhetorical interest.

Further Comments on the “Corporation”

Our purpose has been to analyze a miscellany of fallacies blaming the corporate form
for a litany of problems. But the corporate form itself, at least in its original conception,
is not the problem. Blaming “corporations” for the ills of the current system of renting
human beings is like blaming glass bottles for alcoholism—or the legal form of ante-
bellum cotton farms for the institution of slavery.

After all, a worker cooperative is also a corporation with the attribute of so-called
limited liability (actually members have zero personal liability for corporate debts
just like they have zero personal ownership of corporate assets). Do left-wing critics
of “The Corporation” really think worker cooperatives should be reorganized as unin-
corporated partnerships with each member potentially having full personal liability for
the cooperative’s debts? To reiterate, the basic problem in the current system is not
private property per se (which should be based on people getting the full fruits of
their labor) or the corporate form of “limited liability,” but the institution of hiring,
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employing, renting, or leasing persons (as opposed to people always being the
members of the companies where they work).

It is important to preserve the original and ancient idea of a corporation per se as a
group of natural persons engaged in certain joint activities “that possessed a juridical
personality distinct from that of its particular members.”18 This original conception of
the corporation is well described in the legal literature,19 and particularly by Abram
Chayes:

We can here perhaps note a final irony, at least. The concept of the corporation began for
us with groups of men related to each other by the place they lived in and the things they
did. The monastery, the town, the gild, the university, all described by Davis, were only
peripherally concerned with what its members owned in common as members. The sub-
sequent history of the corporate concept can be seen as a process by which it became pro-
gressively more formal and abstract. In particular the associative elements were refined
out of it. In law it became a rubric for expressing a complicated network of relations of
people to things rather than among persons. The aggregated material resources rather
than the grouping of persons became the feature of the corporation.20

The point that is little, if at all, mentioned in the corporate law literature is that the original
joint activity of the members could only be “refined out” since it was replaced by the joint
activity of the employees (including managers) of the corporation. In conceptual terms,
the absentee-owned corporation is a “wholly owned subsidiary” of the human rental rela-
tion, the employment contract. The characteristic feature of the current system, misnamed
as “capitalism,” is not the imagined rights of capital (fundamental myth) but the institution
for the renting, hiring, employing, or leasing of persons.

The corruption of the notion of membership in the corporation was carried to its logical
conclusion in the modern corporation of the joint stock or limited liability variety. The
partaking in the human activities of the corporation (e.g., “patronage” in a cooperative)
was reduced to zero by the human rental system, thus turning the membership rights
into untethered free-floating (i.e., no personal functional role requirement for the
members) property rights that could be arbitrarily bought and sold on the market like
any other piece of property. And this reduction of the members’ personal functional
roles to zero was enabled by the above-mentioned human rental institution where the
“employees” carry out the corporation’s human activities.

Thus, the original conception of the corporate embodiment for people associated
together in a joint human activity was turned into a piece of property like a piece of
real estate or “a large, composite machine”21 to be bought and sold in the marketplace.
When a recent occupant of the American White House suggested “buying Greenland,”
the leading thinkers in political science, economics, and the law as well as various
pundits and thought-leaders ridiculed the suggestion. They rightly did not accept
“it’s just a real estate deal” as a justification. Yet, the same thinkers find no problem
in the purchase and sale of corporations (whose workforce is many times the popula-
tion of Greenland); after all, it is supposedly just the purchase and sale of a bundle of
assets since the “aggregated material resources rather than the grouping of persons
became the feature of the corporation.”22
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What about the appeal to democratic ideals in the notion of “shareholders’
democracy”?

The analogy between state and corporation has been congenial to American lawmakers,
legislative and judicial. The shareholders were the electorate, the directors the legislature,
enacting general policies and committing them to the officers for execution. . . .
Shareholder democracy, so-called, is misconceived because the shareholders are not the
governed of the corporation whose consent must be sought.23

The concept of “shareholder democracy” is analogous to the people of Russia going
through the motions of running multiparty “democratic” elections of the government
of Poland or Ukraine. The democratic ideal applied to corporations should be based
on “the people who are governed by the corporate management.”

What about the effectiveness argument for corporate governance? “The only cohe-
sive, workable, and effective constituency within view is the corporation’s work
force.”24 In spite of Robert Dahl’s earlier use of the affected interests principle,25

which points toward stakeholders’ governance (whatever that might be), when it
came to later specifying the “alternative,” he made no use of that principle or the stake-
holders theory. He advocated instead “a system of economic enterprises collectively
owned and democratically governed by all the people who work in them.”26

It is only because of the professionally prudent forgetting of democratic ideals in the
workplace that the whole question of corporate governance and purpose is “up for
debate” in the first place.

The Property Argument for the Democratic Firm

Isabelle Ferreras is in the distinguished company of political theorists such as Robert Dahl
and Carole Pateman in applying democratic principles to the workplace.27 But her argu-
ment is one-sided and thus leads to such one-sided hybrids such as codetermination (true-
parity or not) where the workers have some democratic rights, but no net income rights.
They are not the residual claimants to the retained net income that builds up the net asset
value of the company. The true members of a democratic firm, for example, a
Mondragon-type worker cooperative, have both the governance rights and the net
income and asset rights in the firm—regardless of whether the net income is paid out
in cash or retained and thus added to the members’ internal capital accounts representing
the net asset rights. As only a governance model, the bicameral firm may be able to affect
the income paid out as labor bonuses (i.e., which are not net income), but it is silent on the
claim to retained net income and asset rights—as if the only problem in the human rental
firmwas the lack of governance rights. The case for the bicameral firm as a stepping-stone
toward the democratic firm needs to use both sides of the full argument: on the one side,
there is the democratic self-governance argument (which Ferreras makes), but on the other
side, there is the important fruits-of-the-labor argument, which states that workers not
shareholders morally deserve the fruits of corporate labor (this argument Ferreras and
other political theorists fail to make).
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Over a period of time, the production operations (not exchange operations) of the
firm create a set of assets (the products or outputs produced by the firm) and a set of
liabilities (the liabilities for the inputs used up by the firm). The firm directly (and
the members of the firm indirectly) legally own those new assets (the products typically
sold) and owe those new liabilities (typically paid for prior to or at the end of the pro-
duction time period in question). The normative question of who should be the
members of the firm is not only the question of who should have the governance
rights (a question answered by democratic self-governing principles) but who should
be the people who (in their corporate body) jointly own those output-assets and
jointly owe those input-liabilities through their corporate body. That normative prop-
erty question is answered by the old labor or natural-rights theory of property—
people’s rights to the (positive and negative) fruits of their own labor.28

That is the property-theoretic answer to the question of who ought to be the
members of the firm, not the question of the “ownership of the means of production,”
which does not decide the question since capital goods, indeed, whole factories as in
the Conner Ave. example, may be rented.

The answer to that question is the people (legally employees or employers) who
work in the firm; they are the ones who use up the inputs in the process of producing
the outputs—not the absentee shareholders who do neither. In a statement of remark-
able clarity in 1944, the Tory scholar, member of Parliament, and public servant Lord
Eustace Percy (1887–1958) made precisely this point:

Here is the most urgent challenge to political invention ever offered to the jurist and the
statesman. The human association which in fact produces and distributes wealth, the asso-
ciation of workmen, managers, technicians and directors, is not an association recognised
by the law. The association which the law does recognise—the association of sharehold-
ers, creditors and directors—is incapable of production and is not expected by the law to
perform these functions. We have to give law to the real association, and to withdraw
meaningless privilege from the imaginary one.29

When that is done, then the “human association which in fact produces and distributes
wealth” will become the firm, and the suppliers of the nonhuman inputs will become
the parties to whom the input-liabilities are paid.30 Or as Justice Brandeis put it,

The civilized world today believes that in the industrial world self-government is impos-
sible; that we must adhere to the system which we have known as the monarchical system,
the system of master and servant, or, as now more politely called, employer and
employee.31

An Alternative “Bicameral” Transitional Firm: The Co-Op–
ESOP Model

The point of the bicameral discussion presumably is to suggest transitional forms from
the conventional human rental firm to the regulative ideal of a democratic firm. How
would “the bicameral firm” transition to a democratic firm? A democratic firm such
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as the existing examples of democratic firms (e.g., the Mondragon worker coopera-
tives) are monocameral.

We do have existing models of firms designed to transition to a democratic firm.
One such model of importance is based on the idea of the US ESOP, but reformed
in order to democratize it. I call this the Co-op–ESOP model.32 In this model, the
ESOP trust is replaced by a democratic worker cooperative whose members are all
the employees in the underlying corporation. The Co-op–ESOP model increases its
share of the ownership over a period of years, and when it reaches 100 percent, then
the company can be consolidated and collapsed into the cooperative, which would
then function as a Mondragon-style worker cooperative.

This model is “somewhat bicameral” since there are, in effect, two boards of direc-
tors (see Figure 1). The board in the worker cooperative is pure labor representation but
it only accounts for a certain X percentage of the underlying conventional corporation.
The other board is the conventional shareholder-representing board—where one of the
shareholders is the worker cooperative. The board of the corporation is jointly deter-
mined by the other shareholders and the Co-op–ESOP.

The Co-op–ESOP model is designed to correct for two artifacts of the way the
American ESOP was implemented. First, the worker-ownership vehicle is a worker
cooperative (with democratic one-member/one-vote governance of its board) rather
than a trust with the trustee usually a member of some bank’s trust department selected
by management. Second, the Co-op–ESOP is an ownership acquisition vehicle rather
than a special type of retirement plan so there is no need for workers to retire or oth-
erwise exit to receive some cash payouts.

Moreover, the underlying agreement or “social contract” between the other sharehold-
ers (e.g., a retiring founder), the underlying Company, and the Co-op–ESOP means that
the ownership may over a period of years transition to 100 percent in the Co-op–ESOP, at
which point it could be consolidated into one democratic worker cooperative firm.

The Co-op–ESOP model is a generic model designed to work in any country with
conventional company law and worker cooperative law. Examples could be

Figure 1. Two “boards” in the Co-op–ESOP model.
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established without any special legislation but also without any special tax breaks.
Later legislation could then standardize the model, apply some suitable tax incentives,
and help spread the model around the economy.

A Brief Description of the Co-op–ESOP Model

The American Employee Stock Ownership Plan (US ESOP) was introduced in the late
1970s, and now there are about seven thousand ESOPs in the United States covering 10
percent of the private workforce. Our purpose is to describe a generic model of an
ESOP for any country that captures the unique features of the US ESOP and makes
some improvements over aspects that were only artifacts of how ESOPs were legislated
in the United States.

The Co-op–ESOP would be a separate legal entity associated with a company (here-
after “Company”). That separate legal entity could be a new type of Employee
Ownership Cooperative where each Company employee has membership and an indi-
vidual account holds their share of the Company ownership.

The Co-op–ESOP is a vehicle for the employees in the associated Company to
acquire, over a period of time, some percentage (up to 100 percent) of the ownership
of the Company. The shares owned by each employee are kept in the ESOP in an indi-
vidual share account so the employees will enjoy the rights to the income and capital
appreciation rights of the shares, but they may not individually sell, mortgage, or
bequeath the shares. The shares will eventually be bought back by the ESOP and redis-
tributed to the current employees.

The US ESOP is not based on employees individually making share purchases
out of salary or other income. The Company makes periodic ESOP contributions,
much like a form of tax-favored profit-sharing, in cash to the ESOP that then
passes the money through to buy out the shares of an exiting owner (and even-
tually to buy back employee shares). In other words, part of the Company’s
income is repeatedly contributed to the ESOP to purchase shares from the
owner in order to slowly transition ownership and control from the owner to
the workers.

Most of the US ESOPs arose out of the succession of family firms or small- and
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) where the founders wanted to retire or exit to
pursue other opportunities. The problem with selling to a competitor is that it
usually means the slow death of the enterprise because the competitor typically
moves the customer list, some key employees, and eventually all the business to
their other facilities. Since family firms can be benefactors to the local community
by providing jobs, income, and taxes to support the community—selling out to a com-
petitor may be seen as a betrayal of the community and the local employees who, for
the most part, will lose their jobs. Hence, an ESOP provides an alternative of rewarding
the employees who helped build up the Company and keeping the jobs, incomes, and
taxes in the local community.

One way to understand the Co-op–ESOP structure is to follow the steps in all the
transactions (see Figures 2–4).
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Initial Transactions
Step 1: The seller of shares (i.e., the exiting or retiring owner) gets a guarantee from the
Company that contributions will be made to the ESOP to eventually pay off the IOU or
note in return for a certain percentage of the shares going to the ESOP.

Step 2: The ESOP issues the Company guaranteed debt note to the seller.

Step 3: The shares pass to the ESOP. The shares are not individuated to the employees at
this stage but are held in an unindividuated “suspense” account.

Future Transactions with Seller
Step 4: The Company makes regular (e.g., annually or semiannually) cash contributions to
the ESOP.

Step5:The cash contributions are passed through theESOP topaydown the note from the seller.

Step 6: Shares equal in value to the principal portion of each note payment are taken out of
the suspense account and divided between the individual employee share accounts usually
according to salary.

Figure 2. Initial transactions in the Co-op–ESOP model.

Ellerman 237



Future Transactions with Members and Ex-members
Step 7: The ESOP contributions continue on a regular basis.

Step 8: After the seller note is paid off or when the ESOP has funds in excess of the note
payments, then the ESOP starts to repurchase the oldest ESOP shares from the employees
on a first-in–first-out basis.

Step 9: As the longest-held shares are repurchased from the member (whether still an
employee or not), those shares are redistributed to the current employee accounts on
the usual basis.

This Co-op–ESOP model is an improvement over the US ESOP in several respects.

• The US ESOP was implemented as a special type of retirement plan so the ESOP
does not need to buy back the shares until the employee exits or retires, although
there are some provisions that some shares can be repurchased after age fifty-five.

Figure 3. Future transactions with seller in the Co-op–ESOP model.
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In the Co-op–ESOP model, the employees “see some ownership money” in step 8
where that “rollover” can start when the seller note is paid off or whenever funds are
available.

• In the Co-op–ESOP, the ESOP is an ownership vehicle that is democratically gov-
erned by its members (i.e., the Company employees beyond some probationary
period). In the US ESOP, the ESOP is a trust and the employees are only “benefi-
ciaries” as if they were minors. The democratic governance of the Co-op–ESOP
is the first step toward building an ownership culture in the Company since the
employees are treated as partners.

• In the US ESOP, the ESOP contributions are only made when there is a loan to be
paid off or shares to be repurchased. Hence new employees only then start to get
shares, so they are not owners and do not capture any share appreciation until
there are more ESOP contributions. In the Co-op–ESOP, the ESOP contributions
are regularized to repay the loans/notes or to start the share rollover so this
problem does not arise.

Figure 4. Future transactions with members and ex-members in the Co-op–ESOP model.
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One final point is that the Co-op–ESOP model builds labor-based membership in
the Co-op (since all and only the people working in the underlying corporation
qualify as members) on top of a Company where the membership rights are still
property rights. When the Co-op–ESOP nears 100 percent, then the operating
Company can be folded into the Cooperative thus creating a Mondragon-style
worker cooperative. In that manner, the institutions of the old society can be
used to demonstrate how within a firm, the human rental relationship can be trans-
formed into a worker cooperative with labor-based membership. Any chance of a
new economy in the future needs to have concrete working models at the firm level
in the present.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship, and/
or publication of this article.

Funding

The author received no financial support for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this
article.

Notes

1. Isabelle Ferreras, “Democratizing the Corporation: The Proposal of the Bicameral Firm,”
conference paper for Real Utopias Project conference (Stockholm, 2019).

2. Frederic W. Maitland, Frederic William Maitland: Historian, ed. R.L. Schuyler (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1960), 174.

3. Otto von Gierke, Political Theories of the Middle Age, trans. F.W. Maitland (Boston:
Beacon, 1958), 88.

4. Karl Marx, Capital, vol. 1, trans. B. Fowkes (New York: Vintage Books, 1977), chap. 13,
450–51.

5. Bo Rothstein, “Social Justice and State Capacity,” Politics & Society 20, no. 1 (1992): 101–
26, 118.

6. Ernest Barker, Reflections on Government (London: Oxford University Press, 1967), 105–6
(emphasis added).

7. Christopher McMahon, Authority and Democracy: A General Theory of Government and
Management (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1994), 16 (emphasis added).

8. Mark Theobald, “Briggs Mfg. Co.,” Coachbuilt (blog) (2004), http://www.coachbuilt.com
/bui/b/briggs/briggs.htm.

9. John Rawls, Justice as Fairness: A Restatement (Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press, 2001),
138–39.

10. Frank Knight, On the History and Method of Economics (Chicago: Phoenix Books, 1956),
68n40.

11. Paul A. Samuelson, Economics, 10th ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1976), 52 (italics in
original).

12. Stanley Fischer, Rudiger Dornbusch, and Richard Schmalensee, Economics (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1988), 323.

13. Frank H. Knight, “The Quantity of Capital and the Rate of Interest: I,” Journal of Political
Economy 44, no. 4 (1936): 433–63, 438.

240 Politics & Society 51(2)

http://www.coachbuilt.com/bui/b/briggs/briggs.htm
http://www.coachbuilt.com/bui/b/briggs/briggs.htm
http://www.coachbuilt.com/bui/b/briggs/briggs.htm
http://www.coachbuilt.com/bui/b/briggs/briggs.htm
http://www.coachbuilt.com/bui/b/briggs/briggs.htm
http://www.coachbuilt.com/bui/b/briggs/briggs.htm
http://www.coachbuilt.com/bui/b/briggs/briggs.htm
http://www.coachbuilt.com/bui/b/briggs/briggs.htm
http://www.coachbuilt.com/bui/b/briggs/briggs.htm
http://www.coachbuilt.com/bui/b/briggs/briggs.htm
http://www.coachbuilt.com/bui/b/briggs/briggs.htm
http://www.coachbuilt.com/bui/b/briggs/briggs.htm


14. Lynn Stout, The Shareholder Value Myth: How Putting Shareholders First Harms
Investors, Corporations, and the Public (San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler, 2012); David
Ciepley, “Beyond Public and Private: Toward a Political Theory of the Corporation,”
American Political Science Review 107, no. 1 (2013): 139–58; or Jean-Philippe Robé,
“The Legal Structure of the Firm,” Accounting, Economics, and Law 1, no. 1 (2011):
article 5, https://doi.org/10.2202/2152-2820.1001.

15. For more on the corporate governance debate, see David Ellerman,, “Fallacies of Corporate
Analysis,” Challenge (February 2020), 1–23, https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2020
.1723289; or chapter 4.3 in David Ellerman, Neo-Abolitionism: Abolishing Human
Rentals in Favor of Workplace Democracy (Cham: SpringerNature, 2021), https://doi.org
/10.1007/978-3-030-62676-1.

16. Ferreras, “Democratizing the Corporation,” 12.
17. Brenda Hannigan, Company Law, 3rd ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 304.
18. Brian Tierney, Religion, Law, and the Growth of Constitutional Thought, 1150-1650

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), 19.
19. See John P. Davis, Corporations (New York: Capricorn Books, 1961); or Robert

L. Raymond, “The Genesis of the Corporation,” in Corporations: Selected Essays
Reprinted from the Harvard Law Review (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Law Review
Association, 1966), 1–16.

20. Abram Chayes, “Introduction,” in John P. Davis, Corporations (New York: Capricorn
Books, 1961), xix.

21. Merton H. Miller and Franco Modigliani, “Dividend Policy, Growth, and the Valuation of
Shares,” Journal of Business 34 (October 1961): 411–33, 415.

22. Chayes, “Introduction,” xix.
23. Abram Chayes, “The Modern Corporation and the Rule of Law,” in E.S. Mason, ed., The

Corporation in Modern Society (New York: Atheneum, 1966), 39–40.
24. John J. Flynn, “Corporate Democracy: Nice Work If You Can Get It,” in Ralph Nader and

Mark J. Green, eds., Corporate Power in America (New York: Grossman, 1973), 94–110,
106.

25. Robert A. Dahl, After the Revolution? Authority in a Good Society (New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 1970).

26. Robert A. Dahl, Preface to Economic Democracy (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1985), 91. The footnote on that page reads as follows: “In clarifying my ideas on this ques-
tion I have profited greatly from a number of unpublished papers by David Ellerman, cited
in the bibliography, as well as numerous discussions with and papers by students in my
graduate seminar on The Government of Economic Enterprises and my undergraduate
seminar on Democracy at Work.”

27. Carole Pateman, Participation and Democratic Theory (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1970).

28. See Anton Menger, The Right to the Whole Produce of Labour: The Origin and
Development of the Theory of Labour’s Claim to the Whole Product of Industry,
trans. M.E. Tanner (London: Macmillan, 1899); Richard Schlatter, Private Property: The
History of an Idea (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1951); or David
Ellerman, Property & Contract in Economics: The Case for Economic Democracy
(Cambridge, MA: Blackwell, 1992).

29. Lord Eustace Percy, The Unknown State: 16th Riddell Memorial Lectures (London: Oxford
University Press, 1944), 38.

30. For further development of the property-theoretic case for the democratic firm, see David
Ellerman, Putting Jurisprudence Back into Economics: On What Is Really Wrong with

Ellerman 241

https://doi.org/10.2202/2152-2820.1001
https://doi.org/10.2202/2152-2820.1001
https://doi.org/10.2202/2152-2820.1001
https://doi.org/10.2202/2152-2820.1001
https://doi.org/10.2202/2152-2820.1001
https://doi.org/10.2202/2152-2820.1001
https://doi.org/10.2202/2152-2820.1001
https://doi.org/10.2202/2152-2820.1001
https://doi.org/10.2202/2152-2820.1001
https://doi.org/10.2202/2152-2820.1001
https://doi.org/10.2202/2152-2820.1001
https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2020.1723289
https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2020.1723289
https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2020.1723289
https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2020.1723289
https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2020.1723289
https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2020.1723289
https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2020.1723289
https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2020.1723289
https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2020.1723289
https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2020.1723289
https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2020.1723289
https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2020.1723289
https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2020.1723289
https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2020.1723289
https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2020.1723289
https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2020.1723289
https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2020.1723289
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-62676-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-62676-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-62676-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-62676-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-62676-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-62676-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-62676-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-62676-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-62676-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-62676-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-62676-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-62676-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-62676-1


Today’s Neoclassical Theory (Cham: SpringerNature, 2021), https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3
-030-76096-0.

31. Louis D. Brandeis, The Curse of Bigness (New York: Viking, 1934), 35.
32. David Ellerman, Tej Gonza, and Gregor Berkopec, “European Employee Stock Ownership

Plan (ESOP): The Main Structural Features and Pilot Implementation in Slovenia,” SN
Business & Economics 2, no. 12 (2022): 186, https://doi.org/10.1007/s43546-022-00363-7.

Author Biography

David P. Ellerman (david@ellerman.org) works in the fields of economics and political
economy, social theory and philosophy, as well as information theory, mathematical logic,
and quantum mechanics. His undergraduate degree was in philosophy at MIT, and he has
master’s degrees in philosophy of science and in economics and a doctorate in mathematics,
all from Boston University. He has been in and out of teaching in economics, mathematics,
accounting, computer science, and operations research departments in various universities,
founded and managed a consulting firm in East Europe, and worked at the World Bank from
1992 to 2003 where he was an economic adviser to the chief economist (Joseph Stiglitz)
before retirement. He is currently an associate researcher at the University of Ljubljana
(Slovenia), a Fellow of the Stellenbosch Institute for Advanced Study, and cofounder and pres-
ident of the Institute for Economic Democracy in Ljubljana, Slovenia.

242 Politics & Society 51(2)

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-76096-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-76096-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-76096-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-76096-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-76096-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-76096-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-76096-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-76096-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-76096-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-76096-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-76096-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-76096-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-76096-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43546-022-00363-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43546-022-00363-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43546-022-00363-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43546-022-00363-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43546-022-00363-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43546-022-00363-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43546-022-00363-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43546-022-00363-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43546-022-00363-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43546-022-00363-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43546-022-00363-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43546-022-00363-7
mailto:david@ellerman.org

	 &/title;&p;I fully support Isabelle Ferreras's program of finding intermediate joint-governance models, for example, true-parity versions of codetermination or democratic employee stock ownership plans (ESOPs), between the current human rental firm and the “regulative ideal” of the democratic firm.1&/p;&p;My comments on Ferreras's “Democratizing the Corporation” will focus the conceptual framing that I believe contains a number of problems that are quite common on the left and are thus doubly deserving of commentary and explanation. Her conclusions do not depend on this framing, but it is so common and conventional that it needs to be discussed anyway.&/p;&/sec;
&sec id=
	 What Is the Fundamental Defining Institution in So-Called Capitalism?
	 The “Ownership of the Means of Production”
	 The Fundamental Myth
	 The Conner Avenue Plant Example
	 The Misnomer of “Capitalism”
	 Do the Shareholders “Own” a Corporation?
	 On Personal Rights and Property Rights
	 Further Comments on the “Corporation”
	 The Property Argument for the Democratic Firm
	 An Alternative “Bicameral” Transitional Firm: The Co-Op–ESOP Model
	 A Brief Description of the Co-op–ESOP Model
	 Initial Transactions
	 Future Transactions with Seller
	 Future Transactions with Members and Ex-members

	 Notes


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


