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ABSTRACT
Company recovery is a practice developed by workers who, in the imminence of becoming unemployed, negoti-

ate or fight for access to the means of production of bankrupting companies, and start to manage them collectively, guid-
ed by the principles of self-management.  Nevertheless, how to assess self-management in worker-recovered companies 
(WRCs)? The criteria selected by a bibliographic review on the concept of self-management were used in dealing with the 
data collected by the Brazilian WRCs national mapping. A multi-criteria decision support tool was used to build a model 
for analyzing and classifying the companies in three categories related to their form of management. The multi-criteria 
approach allowed to create an assessment of self-management practices in the WRCs studied.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In the last 100 years, workers have taken up factories and 
other work and production spaces, creating worker councils 
or self-managing companies in several regions of the planet. 
In the book “Ours to Master and to Own: Workers’ Control 
from the Commune to the Present” (2011), Immanuel Ness 
and Dario Azzelini gather reports on worker management 
experiences in Russia, Germany, Italy, Spain, USA, England, 
Indonesia, Poland, Portugal, India, Algeria, Canada, Argen-
tina, Brazil, and Venezuela. The common feature of these 
experiences is the workers’ fight for more participation in 
the management of the companies. The authors recognize 
in this movement an emancipating character of the workers’ 
fight, which aims at transforming a situation into alienation 
of/in work by building workspaces, which are more demo-
cratic and assure the subjects more autonomy.

In Latin America, the experiences in worker self-man-
agement are manifested, among other forms, significantly 
in processes of company recovery by workers. Company re-
covery is a practice developed by workers who, in the immi-
nence of becoming unemployed, negotiate or fight for ac-
cess to the means of production of bankrupting companies, 
and start to manage them collectively guided by the princi-
ples of self-management. Ruggeri (2009) defines company 
recovery as a social and economic process that assumes the 
existence of a previous capitalist company whose bankrupt-
cy or economical unviability has resulted in the worker’s 
fight to protect them.

Bankrupt companies recovery by their workers has stood 
out in the international media, as pointed out by Jensen (2011). 
Despite this, the totality of these experiences in Brazil was un-
known. The national mapping of worker-recovered companies 
(WRCs) in Brazil, performed in 2011 and 2012, identified the 
existence of 67 companies with these characteristics in the 
country. That research gathered a set of information about 
those companies, which are systematized in a database. That 
material allows for a series of analyses on the phenomenon.

One of the possibilities of analysis envisioned from the 
organization of that database is on what concerns dealing 
with the information generated about the forms and mech-
anisms of management put into practice by those experienc-
es. Above, it was pointed out that the essential difference of 
the WRCs in relation with the bankrupt company that origi-
nated them is in the form of collective management by the 
workers, guided by the principles of self-management. Thus, 
the following questions arised: how has this guidance been 
put into practice by the WRCs? How to assess the self-man-
agement processes in course in the companies?

In order to answer the central questions, we formulated 
some auxiliary questions that guide this study. Which are:

• Which criteria can be adopted to assess the self-man-
agement processes in course in the Worker Recov-
ered Company?

• How can these criteria be used to deal with the in-
formation registered in the database built by the na-
tional mapping of Brazilian WRCs?

• How to assess and classify the WRCs researched 
based on the criteria defined?

This research objective is to build a model guided by the 
multi-criteria approach, which allows generating an assess-
ment and classification of the Brazilian WRCs according to 
their forms of management. This general objective may be 
dissected in the following specific objectives:

• Define criteria for assessing the self-management 
processes in the WRCs;

• Design a model that considers these criteria for deal-
ing with the data produced by the national mapping 
of the companies;

• Evaluate and classify the companies researched, ac-
cording to their proximity to an ideal of self-manage-
ment.

In order to reach the objectives proposed, the work starts 
with a bibliographic review on the WRCs theme in Brazil, Lat-
in America and the world, and on the concept of self-man-
agement. The review had the purpose of identifying criteria 
that might be adopted to assess the self-management pro-
cesses in course in the WRCs.

The next step was to specify the scales for judging the cri-
teria: “questions” asked by the time of the national mapping 
of the WRCs that was related to the criteria defined were 
selected, and weights were globally assigned to the criteria 
and each particular “question”. Then forms of analysis were 
elaborated for each question and each WRC was assessed 
according to the form of judgment defined.

Next, the De Borda method was performed for classify-
ing the companies according to their form of management. 
Finally, the analysis results were submitted to evaluation to 
a group of experts in the theme, intending to check their 
reliability.

2. WRCS IN BRAZIL, LATIN AMERICA AND THE 
WORLD

In the article entitled “Cooperatives, Worker-Owned En-
terprises, Productivity and the International Labor Organiza-
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tions”, Logue et Yates (2006) present a multinational review 
where the International Labor Organization (ILO) acknowl-
edges the importance of cooperatives and worker-man-
aged companies to rebuilding the forms of work in several 
countries, especially in context of crisis. A conclusion of the 
study is that productivity in these companies increases if 
the collective ownership comes with forms of participative 
management. The authors also concluded that in different 
countries these companies have contributed to creating jobs 
and a more dignified life for the workers. At last, Logue et 
Yates (2006) pointed out that these companies contribute to 
the surrounding communities’ life by teaching participation 
techniques and self-government, and they can be the basis 
for a development strategy from the creation of networks 
between cooperatives.

Jensen (2011) shows that company recovery was an im-
portant strategy in creating jobs during the crisis time in 
Spain in the early ‘80s. Recently an European Meeting of 
Worker-Recovered Companies took place in Marseille, in 
France, gathering several experiences similar in countries 
such as Italy, France, Greece, and Spain (Karyotis, 2014).

The first cases of worker recovered companies (WRCs) 
identified in Latin America are in the Brazilian territory and 
date back to the 1980s. The strong crisis resulting from the 
advancement of neoliberal policies put into practice, espe-
cially from the 1990s, drove on the phenomenon. Data from 
SERASA (2010) show a vertiginous increase in terms of the 
number of bankruptcy requests in Brazil in that period. In 
the year 1996, there were 48,169 bankruptcy requests in the 
country, whereas in 1991 that number was only 12,847. In 
this scenario, company recovery became a solid life alterna-
tive for the workers before the increasing unemployment1.

However, this phenomenon was not restricted to the Bra-
zilian territory. Data from the Economic Commission for Latin 
America and the Caribbean (CEPAL, 1997) show that at that 
time the urban areas of Argentina had a high unemployment 
rate growth, reaching 17.5% a year in 1995, contrasting with 
figures in the range of 7.5% in the previous decade. With the 
worst crisis ever experienced in that country’s history, start-
ed in 2001, the unemployment rate reached 19.7% in 2002. 
About 30 thousand enterprises shut down and 750 thou-
sand job positions were lost (around 5% of wage earners). 

The Argentinians react to the crisis by recovering compa-

1 Lima (2007) shows that the creation of self-management com-
panies in Brazil in the context of globalization was not always the 
workers’ initiative before the bankrupt companies. Some cases 
were created by the companies’ own interest or even the State’s 
interest, interested in reducing costs. Lima suggests caution when 
assessing experiences, as they may show the opposite of a con-
struction of a work model to a new form of casualization.

nies from several industrial and service sectors. Since 2005, 
a group of researchers from the University of Buenos Aires 
has been conducting national surveys in its country’s WRCs. 
The surveys show that the number of companies with that 
feature has been growing year after year, making Argenti-
na the Latin American country that concentrates the most 
remarkable and numerous experiences today. In the fourth 
survey report, published in 2013, 311 WRCs were identified, 
involving a total of 13,462 workers (Ruggeri, 2014).

Less intensely, the phenomenon of company recovery by 
workers is also seen in Uruguay, Peru, Paraguay, Venezuela, 
Mexico, and Colombia, where a few cases were identified. 
Researchers who dedicate themselves to this thematic in 
those different countries have been seeking to join efforts to 
make a Latin American mapping of the experiences.

In Brazil, a group of researchers involving 11 Brazilian uni-
versities got inspired in the Argentinian experience to make, 
between 2011 and 2012, the first national mapping of work-
er-recovered companies in the country. The research had a 
national coverage and identified the existence of 67 WRCs 
working and other 73 WRCs, which for several reasons did 
not work anymore.

Besides the general features of those organizations (such 
as location, number of workers involved and type of ac-
tivity), the research sought to identify other aspects from 
the following axes: the recovery process; legal framework; 
workers’ profile; production and technology; work relations; 
organizational profile; commercialization and credit; so-
cial work security; relationship with social movements and 
unions; relationship with the state and; self-assessment of 
the experience.

With a focus on the working WRCs, the group visited and 
interviewed representatives of 52 from the universe of 67 
WRCs. The results of the interviews were systematized in a 
database and recently published in the book Empresas Recu-
peradas por Trabalhadores no Brasil (Companies Recovered 
by Workers in Brazil) (Henriques, et al. 2013). That material 
will be the main raw material for the analyses that are pre-
sented in the sequence of this article. 

The use of a quantitative database to evaluate self-man-
agement must be done very carefully. The understanding in 
terms of the self-management phenomenon is full with con-
tradictions and “paradoxes”, and it is necessary to highlight 
those contradictions in order to understand those organi-
zations (Westenholz, 1999). The research material used as 
a base for this article will not allow for a deeper qualitative 
analysis of each case and their contradictions. Even so, it is 
considered important to identify criteria that contribute to an 
assessment of self-management in a quantitative perspective, 
where the universe of the enterprises can be considered.
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Before moving on to the analyses, it is necessary to clarify 
the origin of the criteria that were adopted. As put previous-
ly, efforts were made to identify in this database that gathers 
information about the Brazilian WRCs, some elements that 
are about the forms and mechanisms of management put 
into practice through those experiences. From that informa-
tion, we intend to evaluate how much self-management, as 
a principle declared by the WRCs, is present in the forms of 
management of those companies. For that, it is necessary to 
clarify what we understand as self-management.

3. SELF-MANAGEMENT: THEORY AND PRACTICE

The debate about the concept of self-management mobi-
lizes and has mobilized several thinkers for many years. Many 
studies contribute to understanding the phenomena of com-
pany management by the workers (Jensen, 2011, Lima, 2007; 
Deutsch, 2005; Cornforth, 2004; Viggiani, 1997; Mygind, 1993). 

Jensen (2011) proposes dividing those studies into 4 
schools:

Skeptics – it adopts a negative position. They believe that 
it is not a viable model to aspire capitalism transformation. 
Its democratic model will degenerate and reproduce the de-
ficiencies of capitalism.

1. Revisionists – it challenges the skeptics’ theories by 
always facing new evidences.

2. They make a new review of skeptics from the ap-
pearance of cases of recovered companies in Eu-
rope. They showed that many companies survived 
and grew up democratically. 

3. Contextualists – the existence of worker-managed 
companies reflects a historical, political, social and 
economic conjuncture. This school proposes to ex-
plain why these companies, which may have a per-
formance superior to the conventional companies, 
prevail more in some countries than in others. Ac-
cording to this school, self-management will have 
radically different effects depending on the context 
in which it is inserted. 

4. Evolutional approach – school that proposes that the 
management by the workers and its success depend 
on the construction of its internal features.

The definition of self-management, according to each of 
these schools, will not be the focus of this study. Not least 
because, as Nascimento (no date) claims, a theoretical defi-
nition of the term will always be incomplete unless it comes 
along with solid historical references. 

For that reason, in order to outline the conceptual de-
bate on self-management in this work, the inverse path was 
chosen. Questions that could contribute to the assessment 
of the management processes found in the companies were 
selected from the database produced by the national map-
ping of Brazilian WRCs. Then these questions were grouped 
in six themes or criteria for analysis of the experiences, list-
ed below: 

• Link with movements and/or principles;

• Opening for new partners;

• Payment difference;

• Elements of the work organization;

• Collective participation in the areas of power.

Only then the available literature was searched about the 
parameters for analysis of these criteria theme, or, its relation 
with a concept (or several concepts) of self-management.

Link with movements and/or principles

We understand as link with movements and/or principles 
the WRCs relationship with the world or with the society, 
in several spheres. Their commitments, their reciprocal re-
sponsibility, solidarity with the surrounding community 
and with the global community. Their engagement in social 
movements that express the workers’ fights, or that express 
principles of values, such as solidarity, self-management, so-
cial justice and respect towards the ecosystems.

The concept of self-management is historically linked 
with experiences such as:

“[...] the heroic experience of the Commune of 
Paris (1871). The Soviets of working delegates 
and farmers and soldiers in Russia from 1905 to 
1917. In Spain, after 1936, we had self-manage-
ment practices. The Hungarian Republic of the 
worker councils, which existed between 1918 
and 1919. In the post war period, in Yugoslavia in 
1950, a self-management based system was in-
stitutionalized. In Hungary and Poland, the work-
er councils appeared in the revolution of 1956. 
In Czechoslovakia in 1968, the Spring of Prague, 
thousands of worker committees appeared in 
the process of company management. In Por-
tugal, with the carnation revolution, the work-
er commissions bloomed. In Latin America and 
Africa, since the Libertarian Republic establish-
ment in Mexico, in 1911, until the Cuban (1959) 
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and Nicaraguan (1979) revolutions, in many criti-
cal times of social fight, the workers and farmers 
materialized the idea of self-management and 
people’s power.” (Nascimento, 2014)

These experiences gave life to Marx’s proclamation that 
“workers’ emancipation will be the workers’ own work”. Their 
protagonists were workers and farmers who, in many parts of 
the planet, questioned the work relation of subordination to 
capital. In them, a new society organization model was expe-
rienced, based on the association of free and equal workers.

Nascimento (2014) retrieves the self-management con-
cept formulated by the Portuguese workers in the 1st Nation-
al Conference for the Self-Managing Socialism.

“Self-management is the permanent construction 
of a model of Socialism, in which the many pow-
er levers, the decision, management and control 
centers, and the social, political and ideological 
productive mechanisms are in the workers-citi-
zens’ hands, who are organized freely and dem-
ocratically, in associative forms created by the 
workers-citizens, based on the principle that all 
the organization should be structured from the 
basis to the summit and from the periphery to the 
center, in which the experience of direct democ-
racy, free election and revocation is deployed, 
at any time of the decisions, the positions and 
agreements”.[cf. 1st National Conference for the 
Self-Management Socialism. Lisbon, May 1978].

This means that self-management is not limited to the 
realm of the production unit, but it comprehends all the 
spheres of society – the global production and all life realms 
self-management. Guillerm et Bourdet (1976) assert that 
self-management is a radical transformation, not only eco-
nomical, but political, in the sense that it destroys the com-
mon notion of politics [as management reserved to a class 
of politicians] to create a new meaning for the word politics, 
i.e. management, without intermediaries and in all levels, of 
all the society, by all the men.

This retrieval allows us to consider that the WRCs that 
showed more participation, commitment, engagement with 
the surrounding community, workers movements and oth-
er self-management experiences are closer to a historically 
built concept of self-management than those that do not 
show such engagement.

Opening for new partners

The concept of self-management brings the weight of a 
historical fight against work relation of subordination to cap-

ital, waged by experiences of associations of free and equal 
workers. Benini (2012) asserts that this subordination log-
ic reversion must go through the questioning of one of the 
structuring elements of this logic: the private property of the 
means of production. 

The opening for new partners represents one step in the 
sense of collective or community ownership of the means of 
production. Today the worker-recovered companies in Brazil 
and in Argentina are mostly formalized as Production Coop-
eratives. This legal form grants the right of ownership of the 
company to all the workers associated or cooperated with it. 
In this way, it is possible to assert that, at some level, they 
are all already breaking up with the logic of private property. 
However, if these cooperatives are not open to incorporat-
ing new partners, this form of ownership is little different 
from a traditional hetero-managed company, which may be 
shared by a group of owner partners. The idea of collective 
or community ownership goes beyond the form of shared 
private property. They assume a company that is open to the 
community, for other workers’ equal participation.

Payment difference

In the self-management perspective, another issue that 
appears as a fundamental matter is about the forms and cri-
teria of payment. In order to break up with the classic capi-
talist form of work organization it is necessary to review the 
forms of payment that consider work as a mere merchan-
dise (Schwartz, 1996). We understand that work is more 
than that. 

Measuring work value is not an easy task. Dejours (2008) 
says that every work has an invisible face, which is impos-
sible to measure. Before this impossibility, the traditional 
companies assign the work value from the work market. In 
other words, the functions that are less available in the mar-
ket earn more, and those that abound in offer have a worse 
payment. 

In self-management, it is necessary to seek doing differ-
ently. Before the impossibility of measuring and fully assess-
ing the work, the decisions in terms of payments are made 
collectively, by confronting the different points in sight.

“Another aspect in which solidarity differs coop-
erative from capitalist company is the scale of 
payments. To start, it is decided by each asso-
ciate’s individual vote. As just a minority fits in 
the pyramid payment top, it is natural that the 
gap between the biggest and the smallest pay-
ment is much smaller in the cooperative than in 
the capitalist company. This smaller difference in 
cooperatives is produced mainly by the fact that 
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their executives are satisfied with much smaller 
payments than the ones in the capitalist conge-
ners. It is on solidarity towards the other work-
ers that the managers of big solidary companies 
are willing to earn much less than they could 
earn in non-solidary companies.” (Singer, 2001)

The distributions of withdrawals in the cooperatives vary 
for each case. There are companies where the workers earn 
the same amount. There are companies where the differ-
ence between the largest wage and smallest wage is smaller 
and companies where these differences are quite expres-
sive. This will be a criterion for us to check if the experiences 
get farther or closer to self-management.

Elements of the work organization and Collective 
participation in the areas of power

Ruggeri (2009) defines self-management in the context of 
WRCs as

“Worker-management over a business unit 
without capitalists (owners) and managers and 
developing their own work organization, un-
der non-hierarchical forms. In other words, 
self-management means that the workers im-
pose collectively the norms that rule production, 
the work process organization, use of surplus, 
and the relationship with the remaining econo-
my and society.” (Ruggeri, 2009)

Araujo (2009) proposes an idea of work and production 
self-management from a review of the autonomy concept. 
In this interpretation, the author points the forms of control 
and mechanisms used as one of the elements that should be 
taken into consideration in the production self-management 
experiences. According to that review, the collective must de-
cide about the forms of discipline and work control and ev-
eryone must play their role in exercising mutual control. This 
results in transformations in the forms of work organization 
that allow for all the workers’ egalitarian participation in the 
decision processes, besides egalitarian sharing of power and 
the responsibilities implicated in the business management.

Based on these references, the WRCs analysis considered 
that the experiences that featured more internal democracy, 
non-hierarchical forms of management, collective control 
over the work process, are moving toward self-manage-
ment, whereas the others move in the opposite direction.

Furthermore, we saw that information sharing and con-
cern in terms of the workers training/education for partici-
pating in the collective management processes are elements 
of the work organization that can reveal more propensity to 

self-management. They are also important bases for egali-
tarian power sharing and internal democracy. 

Once more, retrieving the concept of management pre-
sented by Araujo (2009), it is pointed out that, in order to 
be the protagonist of self-management work and produc-
tion processes, individuals must have a social training and 
education, which allows for their qualified participation in 
the business management. This is not only about technical 
or management training, but also and especially a self-man-
agement-oriented political training.

4. METHODOLOGY

The bibliographic review about the concept of self-man-
agement presented above allowed identifying criteria for as-
sessment of self-management in WRCs. However, that is not 
enough to assess the companies researched by the national 
mapping. It is necessary to search the produced database 
for information that relate to these criteria and build a mod-
el for dealing with that information. 

In order to achieve this objective, we opted for the 
Multi-Criteria Decision Support (MCDS). This approach has 
as its focus the analysis of several alternatives (the recovered 
companies) under several criteria (self-management indica-
tors). The proposal is to classify the alternatives from the best 
to the worst according to the support of multiple criteria. In 
this case, however, it is preferable not to treat as “better” and 
“worse”, but identify the companies where, as a principle, 
self-management is more present or less present.

The multi-criteria approach is very often used for choosing 
an alternative as the most suitable according to several de-
fined criteria. However, studies developed by Freitas et Costa 
(1998), Mansur et Costa (2000), Costa, Soares et de Oliveira 
(2004) and Costa, Mansur, Freitas et de Carvalho (2007) have 
shown MCDS potentiality for classifying services in an order-
ing scale, suggesting a position and class for each service.

The choice for MCDS for problems of quality in services 
was due to the presence of multiple subjective variables, 
which can be masked with the use of weighted average. That 
also occurs with the problem of classifying the recovered 
companies regarding self-management.

“It is acknowledged that this problem involves 
subjective variables that demand specific meth-
odologies for addressing this category of vari-
ables. (...) the Multi-Criteria Analysis (MCDM) 
methods are more effective in addressing prior-
itization and ordering problems, involving multi-
ple subjective variables. This fact shows that the 
use of MCDM methodologies is more recom-
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mendable for addressing this kind of problem, 
when compared with the use of weighted aver-
age.” (Mansur et Gomes, 2000)

Although the studies already performed using this ap-
proach present good results with the use of these methods, 
Costa, Soares et de Oliveira (2004) mentioned that “the dif-
fusion of the modeling of this kind of problem using such 
tools is not seen in the literature.”  

Here the multi-criteria approach will be applied for classi-
fying the WRCs according to their forms of management as 
closer or less close to self-management. It is in a similar way 
to what was proposed for service classification.

The figure below represents the way as this classification 
is done.

Figure 1. Ordered Classification Problem. 
Source: Costa, Mansur, Freitas et De Carvalho, 2007.

In the universe of data about WRCs, we will classify the 
companies in three classes: Class A - Closer to Self-Manage-
ment; Class B - Undefined; Class C - Far from Self-Manage-
ment. 

In order to rank the WRCs we used the De Borda method. 
In the De Borda method, the evaluation is done for each cri-
terion, assigning each of them with a score related to their 
position in the criterion ranking. In the end, the scores as-
signed to each criterion are added and from that addition, 
a final ranking is generated (Costa, Soares et Oliveira, 2004).

We present below the steps performed by the research 
until coming to this classification of WRCs. We were inspired 
by the works of Costa, Mansur et Freitas (2007) and Costa, 
Soares et De Oliveira (2004), for elaborating these steps.

1. Identify and characterize the problem: identify the 
WRCs to be classified resorting to the database cre-
ated by the national mapping of WRCs and the crite-
ria defined from reviewing the concept of self-man-
agement.

2. Specify the criteria:  identification of which “ques-
tions” asked by the time of the mapping may be 
used for assessing each of the criteria. 

3. Specify the scale for the weight judgments of each 
criterion: assign weights to each criterion in the cat-
egorization of self-management.

4. Specify the form of self-management judgments at 
the light of each criterion: the forms of analysis of 
each question are created. 

5. Emit value judgment at the light of each criterion: 
each WRC will be assessed according the form of 
judgment defined for each criterion. That assess-
ment will form a set of spreadsheets for each criteri-
on with the results of all the WRCs.

6. Identify the classes of equivalence along with their 
respective limits: in this step, the classes for each 
criterion that will be the pattern for classifying the 
WRCs will be established.

7. Perform the De Borda method: from the judgment 
of each criterion for each WRC and the definition of 
classes for each criterion, the WRCs will be ranked, as 
closer to self-management or farther from self-man-
agement. After each of the analyzed criterion, the 
order of the companies regarding each criterion will 
be added defining the final position of each WRC. 

8. Analyze the results obtained by the classification: 
after performing the De BORDA method and elab-
orating the final spreadsheet, generating the clas-
sification of companies according to their forms of 
management, the results will be submitted to analy-
sis performed by experts in order to check their lia-
bility.

Finally, before passing to this work results, it is neces-
sary to acknowledge its limitations. It is convenient to point 
out that the database produced by the national mapping of 
WRCs originates from an essentially quantitative research, 
and therefore it has limitations regarding its ability to gen-
erate analysis on the management processes experienced 
in the companies. Qualitative approach researches, focused 
on each company’s particular cases, and not on their uni-
verse (such as the mapping was), may reveal other aspects 
of self-management in the companies and thus complement 
the following analysis.

We acknowledge that classifying the WRCs as farther 
from the ideal of self-management, or closer based on quan-
titative data is a very difficult exercise. Self-management is 
a complex social phenomenon. However, we also acknowl-
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edge the necessity of thinking forms of assessing these ex-
periences in a wide scale, considering that one day they may 
be more numerous, making it difficult to analyze each case 
individually. This is the sense in which the exercise of this 
article becomes important.

5. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Next, the results for each of the steps described above 
are presented.

Identify and characterize the problem

The criteria for assessing self-management, discussed in 
the conceptual review that will be considered for classifying 
the WRCs are: Link with the movements and/or principles; 
Opening for new partners; Work organization elements; Pay-
ment difference and; Collective participation in the areas of 
power. 

In addition to these, Self-declaration was also consid-
ered as a “criterion” for assessing the companies. Actually, 
this is not a new criterion, but just an interpretation of the 
answers provided by the companies for a question of the 
mapping that asked them for a self-assessment in terms of 
the self-management processes. As presented ahead, these 
answers contribute to analyze the collective participation in 
the areas of power.

From the database that makes a total of 67 companies, 
the 52 that were visited and interviewed by the national 
mapping team were highlighted. These 52 WRCs were an-
alyzed concerning the defined criteria. In order to preserve 
the companies’ identity, they were called WRC1, WRC2, 
WRC3 [...] WRC52.

It is noteworthy that few companies had valid answers 
to all the questions considered in the analysis. Some pres-
ent more valid answers, and others present less, what may 
cause slight distortions in the results.

Table 1. Specification of the self-management criteria – selection of questions from the questionnaire

Criterion Bibliographic 
reference Questionnaire Question No.

Link with 
movements 
and/or prin-

ciples

Nascimento 
(no date), 
Guillerm 

et Bourdet 
(1976)

Which supports did they have during the recovery process? 7
Did they establish any kind of economic and/or political tie with other recovered compa-

ny(ies) or solidarity economic undertakings? 85

Do they have any relation with or participate in any kind of social movement, political party 
or group? 86

Regarding solidarity economy, do they have any contact with organizations that work on this 
theme? 87

Does or did their company belong to any movement or organization of recovered companies 
or cooperatives? 88

In the workers’ view, what is the company’s role towards the surrounding community? Have 
they carried out any kind of solidarity or cultural activity?

89 and 
90

Did they take part in any participative instance of the State (e.g. Council, Commissions, Con-
ferences)? 97

Openings 
for New 
Partners

Benini (2012)
What is the current number of workers? How many are partners/cooperates and how many 

are hired? 19

Have partner-workers been incorporated since the recovery until now? 25

Work Or-
ganization 
Elements

Araujo 
(2010), Rug-
geri (2009)

Do they keep the same work organization present in the original company? 32
Do they have sector supervisors or coordinators? With which criteria are they chosen or 

appointed? 35c

Are there any training processes supported or developed by the company for the workers? 36a
Payment 

Difference Singer (2001) Which are the company’s payment ranges (amounts of biggest and smallest wage/withdraw-
al)? 41

Collective 
participation 
in the areas 

of power

Araujo 
(2010), Rug-
geri (2009)

Regarding the Board of Directors, do they keep the positions for more than one term? 47

Do they hold general assemblies/meetings periodically?  How often? 51

Self-declara-
tion

Araujo 
(2010), Rug-
geri (2009)

Do they see themselves as working under the self-management form? Why? 54
Which are the main changes they consider to have happened in the company after the recov-

ery? 101
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Specify the criteria 

The authors of this article analyzed the questionnaire that 
generated the mapping database and identified this ques-
tionnaire questions that allowed assessing each of the cri-
teria. Table 1 below shows for each criterion the questions 
that were used for analysis.

Specify the scale for the judgments of each criterion 
weights 

In order to define the criteria weights, a 100 sum was 
sought – maximal score a WRC could reach. First, each cri-
terion weight was given, and then the criterion total weight 
was distributed through the questions pertinent to it. 

That first weighting generated an analysis of the cases, 
which was evaluated by an expert. The experts found inco-
herencies in the weighting and suggested changes. Once the 
changes were made, the following weight distribution was 
achieved – which now add a maximal score of 98.5. 

It is important to mention that the weights assigned 
consider not only how important the question is to the 
self-management processes analysis according to the ex-
perts’ judgment. These weights also consider an assess-
ment of the researchers in terms of the available data 
quality/liability. For example, the criterion Work Organi-

zation Elements could have a bigger weight if the avail-
able data allowed for a better analysis of the work orga-
nization in the WRCs. However, as previously pointed out, 
the national mapping of WRCs was an essentially quanti-
tative approach research, which has limitations concern-
ing its analysis ability on the forms of work organization.

Specify the form of self-management judgments in the 
light of each criterion.

In the tables below the forms of judgment for each crite-
rion question will be described. The description of the form 
of judgment is necessary, as the interpretation of the data-
base results are not always obvious. 

Emit judgment of value at the light of each criterion

In this step, the answers obtained in the interviews from 
each mapped WRC were assessed according to the form of 
judgment established above. The answer assessment gener-
ated table 9, containing the scores obtained by each compa-
ny in each of the questions.

The score obtained by the companies in each question 
was multiplied by the weight in concern, and the products 
of those multiplications were added in each criterion, 
generating a total score for each company per criterion.

Table 2. Scale for the judgments

Criterion General 
Weight Questionnaire Question No. Weight

Link with movements and/or Prin-
ciples (C1) 22.5

Which supports? 7 1.5
Do they establish any kind of link with WRCs or Economy 

Undertakings? 85 1.5

Do they have relation with any social movement? 86 1.5
Contact with Ecosol 87 1.5

Were they in some WRCs movement? 88 3
Relation with the community 89 and 90 10

Take part in some participative instance 97 3.5

Openings for New Partners (C2) 20
Partners/Hired Ratio 19 15

Did they incorporate new partner workers? 25 5

WO Elements (C3) 15
Which changes did they introduce into the WO? 32 3.5

Criteria to choose supervisors 35c 8.5
Political and cooperativism training courses 36a 3

Difference in payment (C4) 15 Ratio between the biggest and smallest wages 41 15
Collective participation in the 

areas of power (C5) 15
Board of Directors is modified 47 5

Hold periodic assemblies 51 10

Self-declaration (C6) 10
Self-Management Concept 54 2.5

Main changes since recovery 101 7.5
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Table 3. Forms of judgment for the criterion “Tie with movements or principles”

Criterion Questionnaire Question Form of Judgment

Link with move-
mentsand/or 

Principles

Which supports did they have during the 
recovering process?

The following supports were considered significant to establish ties 
with the principles of cooperativism and self-management: ANTEAG, 

Unions, UNISOL, and the community around the company.
The WRCs that mentioned some of these supports got 1 point in this 
question. The ones that did not mention any did not get any points 

here.
Was some kind of economic and/or political 
tie established with other recovered com-
pany (ies) or economic solidarity undertak-

ings?

Answer YES = 1 points
Answer NO = 0 points

Do they have any relation with or do they 
participate in any kind of social movement, 

political party or group?

Answer YES = 1 points
Answer NO = 0 points

Regarding solidarity economy, do they have 
any contact with organizations that work on 

this theme?

Answer YES = 1 points
Answer NO = 0 points

Does or did their company belong to any 
movement or organization of recovered 

companies or cooperatives?

Answer YES = 1 points
Answer NO = 0 points

89 - In the workers’ view, what is the 
company’s role towards the surrounding 

community?
90 - Did they perform any kind of solidarity 

or cultural activity?

Answers that did not differentiate the WRC’s performance from a 
traditional company’s performance, in the way it increases the GDP or 

generates job = 0 points
Answers that show punctual actions, how they hold events of integra-

tion with other companies or with people from outside, donations, 
more acquaintanceship/integration with the surrounding community 

= 0.33 points
Answers that show continuous performance, how the worker’s village 
is maintained or has partnership relation with waste collectors = 0.67 

points
Answers that indicate scathing performance for the community, i.e. 
besides continuous, it has an array of diversified actions = 1 point.

Did they take part in any participative 
instance of the State (e.g. Council, Commis-

sions, Conferences)?

Answer YES = 1 points
Answer NO = 0 points

Table 4: Forms of judgment for the criterion “Opening for new partners”

Criterion Questionnaire Question Form of Judgment

Openings for 
New Partners

What is the current number of workers who 
are partners/cooperates, and hired? 

100% of workers as partners/cooperates is preferable. The smaller the 
percentage, the worse the company’s rating. Score in continuous scale 
from 0 to 1 according to the proportion between partners/cooperates 

and hired workers

Have any partner workers been incorporat-
ed since the recovery until now?

Answer YES = 1 points
Answer NO = 0 points

0.5 points was considered for some NO answers that show reasonable 
justifications such as, for example: nobody wants to enter an indebted 

company, a new company that has not had time to incorporate new 
partners yet.
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Table 5. Forms of judgment for criterion “Work organization elements”

Criterion Questionnaire Question Form of Judgment

Work Organiza-
tion Elements

Do they keep the same work organization 
present in the original company? 

Answer YES = 1 point
Answer NO = 0 points

With which criteria do they choose or 
appoint the sectors supervisors or coordi-

nators?

Answer decision in assembly or by election = 1 point
Answer former  owner (company before recovery) or the WRC board 

of directors’ choice = -1 point
Are there any training processes support-
ed or developed by the company for the 

workers?

The WRCs that mentioned the implementation of political or coopera-
tivism/self-management training courses got 1 point in this question. 

Table 6. Forms of judgment for the criterion “Payment difference”

Criterion Questionnaire Question Form of Judgment

Payment Differ-
ence

Which are the company’s payment ranges 
(values of biggest and smallest wage/with-

drawal)?

The bigger the difference between the payments, the worse the com-
pany’s rating. Score in continuous scale from 0 to 1.

Table 7. Forms of judgment for the criterion “Collective participation in the areas of power”

Criterion Questionnaire Question Form of Judgment

Collective par-
ticipation in the 
areas of power

Regarding the Board of Directors, do they 
keep the positions for more than one 

term?
Answer “some positions were never changed” = -1 point

Did they hold general assemblies/meetings 
periodically? How often?

Weekly, fortnightly or monthly assemblies frequency = 1 point 
Bimonthly, quarterly or four-monthly frequency = 0.75 points

Semiannual frequency = 0.5 points
Yearly frequency = 0 points

Note: it is pointed out that almost all the companies researched 
assume the legal form of cooperative. Moreover, by the law, every 

cooperative must hold at least one annual assembly.

Table 8. Forms of judgment for the criterion “Self-declaration”

Criterion Questionnaire Question Form of Judgment

Self-declaration

Do they see themselves as working under 
the self-management form? Why?

Almost all the WRCs declared that they work in a self-managed way. 
The ones that did not declare themselves as self-managed had justifi-

cations that showed a struggle for self-management. 
Analyzing the interviewees’ speech, 4 cases were found, where the 

concept of self-management expressed in the interviews appeared to 
be very contradictory: A - “they participate, but not directly”; B - “we 

make decisions that the group has applauded, we manage with ex-
tensive powers”; C - “the union decides with the board of directors”; 
D - “they participate, but in a small way, in the administrative issues”. 

Because of these answers, those companies got zero points in the 
“criterion” self-declaration.

The other companies got 1 point.

Which are the main changes they consider 
to have happened in the company after 

the recovery?

Answers that do not show changes in the form of management = 0 
points

Answers that show more worker participation, a space where people 
are listened to, or are more aware of the decisions = 0.5 points

Answers that highlight the management of/by the workers, collective 
management, collective appropriation of the areas of decision and 

power = 1 point



Brazilian Journal of Operations & Production Management
Volume 14, Número 1, 2017, pp. 249-264
DOI: 10.14488/BJOPM.2017.v14.n2.a13

260

Table 9. Score per WRC per Question 

Criterion C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6
Weight 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 3 10 3.5 15 5 3.5 8.5 3 15 5 10 2.5 7.5

Question 7 85 86 87 88 89/90 97 19 25 32 35c 36a 41 47 51 54 101
WRC1 1 0 1 1 1 0.3 1 1.00 1  0 1 1.00 0 1 1 0
WRC2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1 0 0 0 0.67 0 1 1 0
WRC3 1 0 1 1 0 0.3 1 1.00 1 1 1 0 0.50 0 1 1 0
WRC4 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1.00 1 0  0 0.60 0 1 1 0.5
WRC5  1 1  1 1 0 1.00 1  0 1 0.30 0 1 1  
WRC6 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1.00  1 1 1 0.45 0 1 0 0
WRC7 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1.00 1 1 0 1 0.41 0 1 1 0
WRC8 1 0 0 0 0 0  0.83 1 0 1 0 0.75 0 1 1 0.5
WRC9 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1.00 1   0 0.80 0 0.8 1 0

WRC10  0 0  0 0  1.00 1   0 0.32 -1 1 1 0
WRC11 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1.00 1 0 -1 1 1.00 0 0.8 0 0
WRC12  1 1 1 1 1 0 1.00 1 1 1 1 0.25 0 0.5 1 0.5
WRC13 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0.80 1 1 -1 1 0.25 0 1 1  
WRC14 0 1  1 0   0.50 1 1 -1 0 1.00 0 1 1  
WRC15 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00 1 1 0 1 0.14 0 1 1 0
WRC16 1 1 0 0 1 0.3 1 0.71 1  1 1 0.30 0 1 1  
WRC17 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0.86 1 1  0 0.74 0 0 1 0.5
WRC18 1 1 0 1 1 0.3 1 0.80 1  -1 0 0.30 0 0.8 1 1
WRC19 1 1  0 1 0 1 0.60 0 0  0 0.69 0 1 1  
WRC20  1 1 1 1 0 0 1.00 1  0 1 0.15 0 1 1 0.5
WRC21  1 0 1 1 0 1 0.89 1 1 0 0 0.69 0  1 0
WRC22 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0.75 1 1  0 0.54 0 0 1 1
WRC23 0 1 1 1 1 0.3 0 0.99 1 0  1 0.21 0 0.8 1 0
WRC24 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1.00 1 0  0 0.36 0 0 1 0
WRC25  0 0 0 0 0 1 1.00 1 1 -1 0 0.38 0 0 1 0
WRC26 1 1 1 1 1 0.3 1 1.00 1 0 1 1 0.11 -1 1 1 0.5
WRC27 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1.00 1 0 0 1 0.28 0  1  
WRC28 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0.88 0 0  0 0.43 0  1  
WRC29  0 0 1 1 0.3 1 0.56 1 0  0 0.26 0 0.8 1  
WRC30 1    1 1  1.00 1 1 -1 1 0.15 0 0 1  
WRC31 1 0 0 0 1 0.3  0.43 1 1 0 0 0.25 0 0.8 1 0
WRC32 1 1 1 1 1 0.7 1 0.90 0 0 -1 1 0.11 0 0.8 1 1
WRC33  0 0  1 0  0.81  0  0 0.33 0 0 1 0
WRC34  1 0 0 1 0 1 0.39 0 1 0 0 0.36 0 0.8 1 0
WRC35  1 0 1 1 0 1 0.67 1 0 -1 0 0.25 0 0.5 1 0.5
WRC36 0 1 0 0 0 0.3 1 0.71 0 1 0 0 0.12 0 1 1 0.5
WRC37  0 1 0 1 0.7 1 0.41 1 0 -1 0 0.31 -1 0 1 1
WRC38  1 1 1 1 0.3 1 0.68 1 1 0 1 0.17 0 0 1 0
WRC39  1 1 1 1 0.3 1 0.41 1 1 0 1 0.24 0  1 1
WRC40  1 0 1 1 0 1 0.36 1 0 1 0 0.33 0 0 1 0
WRC41 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0.84 1 1 0 0 0.15 0 0 1  
WRC42 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0.70 1 1 -1 0 0.16 0 0 1  
WRC43  0 0 1 1 0 1 0.33 1 0 0 1 0.20 0 0.5 1 0
WRC44 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.31 1 1  0 0.25 0 0 1 0
WRC45 0 0 0 0 0 0.3 1 0.36 1 1 0 0 0.10 0 1 1  
WRC46 1 1 0 0 1 0.3 1 0.37 1 0 0 0 0.13 0 0.8 1 0
WRC47 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0.97 1 0  0 0.10 0 0 1 0
WRC48  1 0 1 1 1 0 0.46 1 1 0 1 0.09 0 1 1 0
WRC49  1 1 0 1 0.3 0 0.61 1 1 -1 0 0.12 0 0 1 0
WRC50  1 0 1 1 1 0 0.00 1 1 1 0 0.13 0  1  
WRC51 0 1 0 1 1 0.3 0 0.72 1 0  1 0.08 -1 0.5 0 0
WRC52  1 0  1 0.3  0.04 0 0  1 0.10 0 0.5 0 0.5
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Identify the equivalence classes together with their 
respective limits

The identification of the equivalence classes was per-
formed considering each criterion separately. For defining 
the classes, upper and lower limits were created for each 
criterion (according to figure 2 below), which were called 
boundaries. 

In order to define boundary values, initially the average 
points obtained by the set of companies were calculated 
in every criterion, and then the standard deviation was cal-
culated. Then the average plus one standard deviation was 
calculated as B2 (upper boundary) and the average minus 
one standard deviation as B1 (lower boundary). This meth-
od, however, did not bring good results. Then, it was chosen 
to define the classes’ boundaries following what would be 
more preferable for each criterion. The same group of ex-
perts that elaborated the weights for each criterion did that 
definition. The values for each of the tools in each of the 
criteria may be seen in table 10 below.

Perform De BORDA method

From every criterion score for each WRC and from the 
classes’ definition, the companies were ranked by criterion, 
generating a value related to its position in the ranking. Ev-
ery WRC position in the ranking ranged from 54 (best score) 
to 1 (worst score), so that, when there was a tie, the same 
position was assigned. The ranking went up to 54, because 
there were 52 WRCs and 2 Boundaries. The values related 
to position in the ranking were multiplied by each criterion 
total weight and the products of that multiplication were 
added, finally generating the company’s total score. A final 
ranking of the WRCs was then given, considering the set of 
the evaluated criteria. 

The maximal score that a company could obtain, in case 
it was the first in the ranking of all the six criteria, would be 
4,524 points. The minimal score, in case the company was 
the last in all of the criteria, would be 98.5 points.

It is noteworthy that the colors inside the table indicate 
the WRCs’ classification in each criterion. Blue indicates 
class A, yellow class B, and red class C.

Table 10. Definition of B1 and b2 boundaries for each criterion

Criterion Class A Specification B2 
Boundary Class B Specification B1 

Boundary Class C Specification

Link with move-
ments and/or 

Principles

Over 65% of the possible 
points in this criterion 14.625 between 35% and 65% of the 

possible points for this criterion. 7.875 less than 35% of the 
points in this criterion

Openings for 
New Partners

Criterion maximal score, 
i.e. it has 100% of partners 

and is open for new 
entrants

19.99
are open for new partners and 
have between 50% and 99% of 

partners
12.49 Less than 50% of partners

WO Elements

Score equivalent or 
superior to having elected 
supervisors OR having per-
formed changes in the WO 

AND having had political 
training courses

6.49

the companies that did not have 
their supervisors appointed by 
the board of directors or by the 

previous administration, but also 
did not meet the requirements 

for fitting class A

-0.01

Companies that have their 
supervisors appointed by 
the board of directors or 
by the previous adminis-
tration (negative score)

Payment Differ-
ence

Difference between the 
highest and the lowest 

wage up to twice
0.49

difference between the highest 
and the lowest payment be-

tween 2 and 5 times
0.19

difference between the 
highest and the lowest 

wages bigger than 5 times

Collective par-
ticipation in the 
areas of power

Holds assemblies at least 
once a month and shifts 

members in the Adminis-
trative Council

9.9

Holds monthly assemblies, but 
does not have any member shifts 

in the Administrative Council 
OR holds assemblies more often 

than once a year and shift the 
Administrative Council members

0.1

0 points - that is, holds 
yearly assemblies only 
OR holds semiannual 

assemblies AND does not 
shift the Administrative 

Council members

Self-declaration

Maximal score, i.e. coher-
ently declared Self-Man-
agement and featured 

changes in the manage-
ment appropriation by the 

workers collective.

9.9

declared coherently the 
Self-Management and show 

more worker participation as a 
change.

6

score lower to than having 
coherently declared 

self-management and hav-
ing shown more worker 

participation as a change
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Table 11. The WRCs’ final classification

Final Classifi-
cation

Criterion C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 Final ScoreWeight 22.5 20 15 15 15 10
1 WRC12 51 54 54 25 27 48 11416.00
2 WRC2 54 54 23 46 54 38 9967.00
3 WRC3 32 54 52 43 54 38 10336.00
4 WRC7 37 54 46 39 54 38 10167.00
5 B2 46 40 41 42 37 49 10186.00
6 WRC15 54 54 46 12 54 38 10359.00
7 WRC5 50 54 31 29 54 38 9770.00
8 WRC26 47 54 50 6 27 48 10521.00
9 WRC17 37 36 40 49 20 48 9567.00

10 WRC1 43 34 31 54 54 38 8958.00
11 WRC21 27 37 40 48 7 38 8593.00
12 WRC16 39 19 50 31 54 38 8395.00
13 WRC22 27 23 40 44 20 54 8518.00
14 WRC9 30 34 23 51 36 38 7770.00
15 WRC38 43 27 46 17 20 38 8431.00
16 WRC30 44 54 11 14 20 38 7975.00
17 WRC6 37 25 54 41 54 3 7403.00
18 WRC4 8 54 23 45 54 48 8076.00
19 WRC27 37 34 31 28 7 38 7955.00
20 WRC39 43 12 46 21 7 54 8476.00
21 WRC8 2 34 48 50 54 48 8165.00
22 WRC18 43 30 3 31 36 54 7405.00
23 WRC23 28 39 31 20 36 38 7595.00
24 WRC24 8 54 23 37 20 38 7362.00
25 WRC48 50 14 46 2 54 38 7745.00
26 WRC20 11 54 31 15 54 48 7911.00
27 WRC50 50 2 52 10 7 38 7574.00
28 WRC13 37 30 11 26 54 38 6656.00
29 WRC40 27 8 48 35 20 38 7147.00
30 WRC32 52 22 5 7 36 54 6940.00
31 WRC10 1 54 23 33 27 38 6912.00
32 WRC25 6 54 9 38 20 38 6529.00
33 WRC29 32 21 23 27 36 38 6570.00
34 WRC28 27 18 23 40 7 38 6449.00
35 WRC37 45 11 3 32 1 54 6471.00
36 WRC41 17 35 40 14 20 38 7138.00
37 WRC11 11 54 5 54 36 3 5304.00
38 WRC47 30 38 23 5 20 38 6820.00
39 WRC19 27 4 23 48 54 38 5940.00
40 WRC35 27 26 3 25 27 48 5926.00
41 WRC34 17 3 40 37 36 38 6001.00
42 WRC46 39 10 23 11 36 38 5933.00
43 WRC31 13 13 40 25 36 38 6037.00
44 WRC42 27 28 9 16 20 38 5646.00
45 WRC36 18 9 40 9 54 48 6174.00
46 WRC14 4 17 9 54 54 38 4863.00
47 WRC33 4 15 23 35 20 38 5002.00
48 WRC43 17 6 31 19 27 38 5218.00
49 WRC44 6 5 40 25 20 38 5232.00
50 WRC49 20 24 9 8 20 38 4873.00
51 B1 14 16 12 18 21 40 4644.00
52 WRC45 9 7 40 5 54 38 5027.00
53 WRC51 20 20 31 1 7 3 3977.00
54 WRC52 13 1 31 5 27 39 4442.00
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Analyze the results obtained by the classification

While analyzing table 11, we see that 4 WRCs were placed 
in class A, i.e. closer to Self-Management, and 3 WRCs were 
placed in class C, more distant from self-management. Most 
of the WRCs were placed in Class B, showing that they have 
some self-management and others do not.

It is possible to see that the WRC 12, best placed in the 
ranking, was placed in class A in three criteria and in class 
B in the other three. As we go down in the table, the eval-
uations of class A by criterion decrease and the number of 
evaluations in class C increases. 

No WRC is placed in the same class in all of the criteria, 
which shows the complexity and contradictions inherent to the 
self-management processes. We found evaluations of class A in 
the last category and evaluations of class C in the first.

The companies E23 and E29, which have five class B rat-
ings, are the ones that appear to be more regular. However, 
E48 stands out for the opposite. It has three very good rat-
ings (class A) and other three very bad ones (class C).

The experts’ analysis on the final result produced by the 
application of the De Borda method confirms that the WRCs 
perceived by them as closer to self-management are on the 
top part of the table, and that the experiences that are more 
distant from self-management are in the bottom part of the 
table. As for the WRCs that were placed in class B, the ex-
perts understand that they have some self-management el-
ements, but they need to advance in other points.

At last, it is noteworthy that in the criterion 6 - self-assess-
ment - some companies well positioned in the ranking were 
“poorly rated”, i.e. they were placed in class C for that crite-
rion. Actually, what we see is that, for this criterion, a few 
companies were placed in classes A and B, and the majority 
were placed in C. 

6. CONCLUSION

This work had the purpose of proposing a model for 
assessing the self-management processes in course in the 
worker-recovered companies. 

The investigation was started by defining criteria to be 
adopted for that assessment. A bibliographic review on the 
theme of self-management allowed listing as criteria: (1) the 
company’s tie with the movements and/or principles related 
for self-management; (2) the opening for incorporating new 
partner-workers; (3) the differences between the company 
workers’ payments; (4) work organization elements; and (5) 
the collective participation in the areas of power.

Then we searched the questionnaire used by the WRCs 
national mapping for questions that were able to produce 
answers that would allow assessing the companies at the 
light of the criteria. Different weights were assigned to each 
question of the questionnaire, which added to each criterion 
total weight.

The next step was the judgment of the companies’ an-
swers to the questions considered, which produced a score 
for the WRCs by criterion. That score was used to rank and 
classify the companies in three categories, still by criterion. 
Finally, the values related to the companies’ position in the 
ranking of each criterion were added, producing a final score 
for the company, a final ranking, as well as a final classifica-
tion of the cases researched. 

The classification produced by the multi-criteria modeling 
suggests that, from the 52 WRCs considered in the analysis, 
4 were placed in the first category. In other words, their con-
crete experiences are close to a theoretical ideal of self-man-
agement. In the third category are 3 companies, showing a 
bigger gap between them and the ideal of self-management 
found in the bibliographic review. The other 43 companies 
analyzed were placed in the intermediate category, showing 
the presence of some self-management elements and lack-
ing others.

The multi-criteria approach allowed creating an evalu-
ation of self-management practices in the WRCs studied. 
The classification originated from that process was submit-
ted to be analyzed by experts, who confirm that the com-
panies that were in the first category are, in fact, the most 
advanced self-management experiences in the country. That 
classification may be used to guide future researches in this 
field, as well as the model may be replicated by these or oth-
er companies in Brazil and in the world with the purpose of 
tracking the trends of self-management in WRCs.

Finally, we remind that this analysis used the database 
produced by the WRCs national mapping, originated from 
an essentially quantitative research, and therefore it has lim-
itations regarding its ability to produce analyses about the 
self-management processes experienced in the companies. 
Qualitative approach researches, focused on each company 
particular cases, may reveal other self-management aspects 
in the companies and thus complement the analysis herein 
presented.

It is acknowledged that it is a very hard exercise to classify 
the WRCs as farther from the ideal of self-management or 
closer to it based on quantitative data. Self-management is 
a complex social phenomenon. However, it is also pertinent 
to acknowledge the need for thinking of ways to assess such 
experiences in a large scale. In this sense, this article exer-
cise has proved to be important.
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