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THEORIES OF DEMOCRACY

stability; this preoccupation has its origins in the contrast drawn between
‘democracy’ and ‘totalitarianism’ as the only two political alternatives
available in the modern world.

It is not difficult to scc how recent democratic theory has come to rest
on this basis; without too great an over-simplification it can be said to
result from onc intellectual event of this century, the development of
political sociology, and from one historical event, the risc of totalitarian
states.

At the beginning of the century the size and complexity of industrialized
societies and the emergence of burcaucratic forms of organisation scemed
to many empirically minded writers on politics to cast grave doubts on the
possibility of the attainment of democracy as that concept was usually
}lndcrstood. Mosca and Michels were two of the best known and most
influential writers to advance such a thesis. The former argucd that in
every society an élite must rule and, in his later writings, combined this
Cl{tc theory with an argument for representative institutions. Michels
with 1.11'5 famous ‘iron law of oligarchy’—formulated on the basis of an
tivestigation of German Social Democratic partics that werc ostensibly

edicated to the principles of democracy inside their own ranks—appeared
:ﬁ;ltl:;"n:!‘a]t]\vc were faced w'ith.a choice; cither organisation, which in
Thus altllla <}Zlcntury scemed indispensable, or democracy, but not both.
maxi,mumoug ‘flem'ocracy as the rule of t]}c pcoPlc by mcans of the
doubts, 1o }I))arthpatlon of 'all the people mlght §tlll be an ideal, grave
cen C;st ubts put forw.ar‘d‘ in the name of soF1§1 science, appeared to have
upon the possibility of realising this idcal.

to l:if/e }l;ethe middlg of the century even ‘thc idcal its,clf sccm'cd to many
but it was :Ln called in question; at !cast, democracy’ was still the 1dc‘al,
it the ‘clyq e T’mphasm on participation th:}t had become suspect and with
cim Rsmab .form.ulat.lon .of democratic thcor).'..Thf: co!lapsc of‘ the
and the ;’PU lic, with its high rates of mass participation, into fascism,
PartiCipat[i)o St"\’;’ar'establ‘lsl.mlgnt of totalltanzfn regimes bascd on mass
nderly thn, albeit participation bach’d by mtlmld‘atlon and cocrcion,
of totalitariz tendency for ‘participation’ to become linked to the concept
tarianigy, alsm}im rather Fh:m that of dcn?ocracy. The spectre of totali-
stability i, 33 clps exﬁplam.thc concern with the nccessary conc?mons. for
OF 50 tmany o emocratic polity, and a further fac;tor here was thc instability
rarely maint;tesd in the post-war v&.ro.rld, especially cx—colonm.l states that

If this backme a democratic political system on Western lines. ’
theories of degl‘ound had led to great doubts and reservations about cnr!lct
of politicy] son}ocracy, then the facts rcvea!ed by the post-war expansion

ciology appear to have convinced most recent writers that

2



THEORIES OF DEMOCRACY

these doubts were fully justified. Data from large-scale empirical investiga-
tions into political attitudes and behaviour, undertaken in most Western
countries over the past twenty or thirty years, have revealed that the
outstanding characteristic of most citizens, morc especially those in the
lower socio-cconomic status (SES) groups, is a general lack of interest in
politics and political activity and further, that widesprcad non-democratic
or authoritarian attitudes cxist, again particularly among lower socio-
cconomic status groups. The conclusion drawn (often by political
sociologists wearing political theorists’ hats) is that the ‘classical’ picture of
democratic man is hopelessly unrealistic, and morcover, that in view of the
facts about political attitudes, an increase in political participation by
present non-participants could upsct the stability of the democratic system.

Therc was a further factor that helped along the process of the rejection
of carlicr democratic theorics, and that was the now familiar argument
that those thcories were normative and ‘valuc-laden’, whereas modern
political theory should be scientific and empirical, grounded firmly in the
facts of political life. But cven so, it may be doubted whether the revision
of democratic theory would have been undertaken with such enthusiasm
by so many writers if it had not been that this very question of the appar-
cnt contrast between the facts of political life and attitudes and their
characterisation in carlier theorics had not already been taken up, and
answered, by Joseph Schumpeter. His extraordinarily influential book
Capitalism, Socialism and Deniocracy (1943) was in fact written before the
vast amounts of cmpirical information that we now have on politics
became available, but nevertheless Schumpeter considered that the facts
showed that ‘classical’ democratic theory was in neced of revision, and he
provided just such a revised theory. More than that, however, and even
more importantly for the theorics that followed, he put forward a new,
realistic definition of democracy. An understanding of the naturc of Schum-
peter’s theory is vital for an appreciation of more recent work in demo-
cratic theory for it is elaborated within the framework established by
Schumpceter and based on his definition of democracy.

The starting point of Schumpeter’s analysis is an attack on the notion of
democratic theory as a theory of means and ends; democracy he asserts is
a theory unassociated with any particular ideals or ends. ‘Democracy is a
political method, that is to say, a certain type of institutional arrangcment
for arriving at political—legislative and administrative—decisions.” In so
far as one expresscd ‘uncompromising allegiance’ to democracy this was
becausc onc expected the method to further other ideals, for example
justice.1

1 Schumpeter (1943, p. 242) (Schumpeter’s emphasis). To convince his readers of the

3



THEORIES OF DEMOCRACY

The procedure that Schumpeter followed in formulating his theory of
democracy was to set up a model of what he called the ‘classical doctrine’
of democracy, to examine the deficiencics of this model and then to offer
an alternative. (This model and Schumpeter’s criticisms of it will be con-
sidered later.) Schumpeter thought that ‘most students of politics’ would
agree with his criticisms and would also agree with his revised theory of
democracy which ‘is much truer to life and at the same time salvages
much of what sponsors of the democratic method really mean by this
term’ (p. 269). As Schumpeter’s main criticism of the ‘classical doctrine” was
that the central participatory and decision making role of the pcople
rested on empirically unrealistic foundations, in his revised theory it is the
compctition by potential decision makers for the people’s vote that is the
vital feature. Thus, Schumpeter offered the following as a modern,
realistic definition of the democratic method: “That institutional arrange-
ment for arriving at political decisions in which individuals acquire the
power to decide by means of a competitive struggle for the people’s vote’
(p- 269). On this definition it is the competition for leadership that is the
dlS.tlnCtch feature of democracy, and the one which allows us to distin-
gulsl} the democratic from other political methods. By this method cevery-
one s, in principle, free to compete for leadership in frec clections so that
the usual civil liberties are necessary.! Schumpeter compared the political
competition for votes to the operation of the (cconomic) market; voters
llkg consumers choose between the policies (products) offered by com-
peting political entrepreneurs and the parties regulate the competition
tke trade associations in the economic sphere.

SCh‘_lmPCCCr paid some attention to the necessary conditions for the
o?erauon’ of the democratic method. Apart from civil liberties, tolerance
?air?tt};crg’ Opinions :'md a ‘national cha;acter and national habits of a cer-

1d pe were required, and the operation of the dcmocrat‘lc method itsclf
f:{lu thcnior:tzi rchﬁd upon tc’) produc'c these. Anot.hcr requirement was for
o the s sts that matter’ to be v1rtually. unanimous in their allegiance
tructural principles of existing society’ (pp. 295-6). Schumpeter

validity of this ary

country which, 4

not approve of ¢
to the democray;
points out, such
necessary if the
1967, pp. 18—
expect this poli
1 Despite the fr,
ruling class w.

gument, Schumpeter proposed a ‘mental experiment’. Imagine a
emocratically, persecuted Jews, witches and Christians; we should
hese practices just because they had been decided upon according
¢ method, therefore, democracy cannot be an end. But as Bachrach
Systematic persecution would conflict with the rules of procedure
country’s political method is to be called ‘democratic’ (Bachrach,
9)- Nor does Schumpeter make it clear exactly why we should
tical method to lead to c.g. justice.

eedom in principle, Schumpeter thought that in fact a political or
as necessary to provide candidates for leadership (p. 291).

4



THEORIES OF DEMOCRACY

did not, however, regard universal suffrage as necessary; he thought that
property, race or rcligious qualifications were all perfectly compatible
with the democratic method.!

The only means of participation open to the citizen in Schumpeter’s
theory are voting for lcaders and discussion. He rules out such usually
acceptable activity as ‘bombarding’ representatives with letters as against
the spirit of the democratic method because, he argues, it is in effect an
attempt by citizens to control their representatives and this is a negation
of the whole concept of leadership. The clectorate do not ‘normally’
control their leaders except by replacing them at elections with alternative
leaders, so, ‘it scems well to reduce our ideas about this control in the way
indicated by our definition’ (p. 272). In Schumpcter’s theory of democ-
racy, participation has no special or central role. All that is entailed is that
cnough citizens participate to keep the electoral machinery—the institu-
tional arrangements—working satisfactorily. The focus of the theory is
on the minority of leaders. ‘The clectoral mass’, says Schumpeter, ‘is
incapable of action other than a stampede’ (p. 283), so that it is leaders
who must be active, initiate and decide, and it is competition between
leaders for votes that is the characteristically democratic element in this
political method.

There is no doubt about the importance of Schumpeter’s theory for
later theories of democracy. His notion of a ‘classical theory’, his charac-
terisation of the ‘democratic method’ and the role of participation in that
method have all become almost universally accepted in recent writing on
democratic theory. One of the few places where more recent theorists differ
slightly from Schumpeter is over the question of whether a basic ‘demo-
cratic character’ is necessary for democracy and whether the existence of
that character depends on the working of the democratic method. We
shall now consider four well-known examples of recent work on demo-
cratic theory; those of Berelson, Dahl, Sartori and Eckstein. There is more
emphasis on the stability of the political system in these works than in
Schumpeter, but the theory of democracy common to them all is one
descended directly from Schumpceter’s attack on the ‘classical’ theory of
democracy.

In Chapter 14 of Voting (1954), which is called ‘Democratic Theory and
Democratic Practice’, Berelson’s theorctical oricntation, a functionalist one,
is very different from that of Schumpeter, but he has the same aim.2 He
sets out to examine the implications for ‘classical” democratic theory of a

! (pp. 244-5). Here more recent theorics do not follow him.
See also Berelson (1952). For some criticisms of the functionalist aspects of Berclson’s
theory see Duncan and Lukes (1963).
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‘confrontation’ with the empirical evidence to be found in the previous
chapters of the book. For the purpose of this confrontation he adopts
Schumpeter’s strategy of presenting a model of the ‘classical theory’—or,
more accurately, a model of the qualitics and attitudes that this theory is
asserted to require on the part of individual citizens—and this procedure
reveals that ‘certain requirements commonly assumed for the successful
operation of democracy are not met by the behaviour of the “avcragc
citizen”’.1 For example, ‘the democratic citizen is c?tpcctcd to 'bc ‘intcrcstcd
and to participate in political affairs’ but ‘in ]?lmlra the majority of the
people vote but in general they do not give evidence of sustained interest’
(1954, p. 307). Nevertheless, despite this and all thc‘othcr dcficiencices in
democratic practice, Western democracics have survived; so we are faced
with a paradox,

Individual voters today scem unable to satisfy the requirements for a democratic
system of government outlined by political theorists. But the system 'Qt.dcmocmcy does
mect certain requirements for a going political organisation. The lndlyldual members
may not meet all the standards, but the wholc nevertheless survives and grows

(p- 312, Berelson’s italics).

The statement of this paradox cnables us to sce, according to Berelson, the
mistake made by the ‘classical’ writers, and to sce why .th.cir theory docs
not give us an accurate picture of the working of existing democratic
political systems. ‘Classical’ theory, he argues, concentrated on the
individual citizen, virtually ignoring the political system itsclf, and where
it did deal with the latter, it considered specific institutions and not thosc
‘general features necessary if the institutions arc to work as required’.
Berelson lists the conditions necessary ‘if political democracy is to survive’
as follows: intensity of conflict must be limited, the rate of change
restrained, social and economic stability maintained, and a pluralist social
organisation and basic consensus must cXist.2

According to Berelson, the carlicr theorists also assumed that a politically
homogeneous citizenry was required in a democracy (homogencous that

t Berelson (1954, P. 307), Berelson, in common with almost all other writers who
talk of ‘classical® democ'ratic tth;'Y does not say from which writers his model is
drawn. In the carljer article he rcmar'ks of the composite set of attitudes he draws up,
that *‘while not a]] of them may be required in any single political theory of democ-
racy, all of them are mentioned in onc or another theory’ (1952, p. 314). But, again,
No names are given,

2 (1954, pp. 312-13). The specific connection between these conditions and democ-
racy is not made clear; the first three would scem to be required, almost tautologic-
ally, for any political system to continuc. Berelson adds that he is going to continuc
by exploring ‘the values’ of the political system. In fact what he does it to look at
the ‘requirements of the system’; sce the section heading on p. 313.

6



THEORIES OF DEMOCRACY

is in attitudes and bchaviour). In fact what is required, and happily, what
is found, is heterogencity. This heterogencity is necessary because we
expect our political system to perform ‘contradictory functions’ but,
despite this, the system works: it works because of the way in which quali-
tics and attitudes arc distributed among the clectorate; this distribution
cnables the contradictions to be resolved while the stability of the system
is also maintainced. Thus the system is both stable and flexible, for example,
because political traditions in families and cthnic groups and the long-
lasting naturc of political loyalties contribute to stability, whereas, ‘the
voters least admirable when measured against individual requirements
contribute most when mcasured against the aggregate requirement for
flexibility . . . they may be the least partisan and the least interested voters,
but they perform a valuable function for the entire system’.!

In short, limited participation and apathy have a positive function for
the whole system by cushioning the shock of disagreement, adjustment
and change.

Berelson concludes by arguing that his theory is not only realistic and
descriptively accurate but that it also includes the values that ‘classical’
theory ascribed to individuals. He says that the existing distribution of
attitudes among the clectorate ‘can perform the functions and incorporate
the same values ascribed by some theorists to each individual in the system
as well as to the constitutive political institutions’! This being so we
should not, therefore, reject the normative content of the older theory—
that is presumably the account of attitudes required by individual citizens
—but this content should be revised to fit in with present realities.2

Berelson’s theory provides us with a clear statement of some of the main
arguments of recent work in democratic theory. For example, the argu-
ment that a modern theory of democracy must be descriptive in form and
focus on the on-going political system. From this standpoint we can see
that high levels of participation and interest are required from a minority
of citizens only and, morcover, the apathy and disinterest of the majority
play a valuable rolc in maintaining the stability of the system as a whole.
Thus we arrive at the argument that the amount of participation that
actually obtains is just about the amount that is required for a stable system
of democracy.

1 (1954, p. 316). It is difficult to sce why Berelson calls the items he cites ‘contradic-
tory’. Certainly they might be empirically difficult to obtain at the same time, but
it is possible to have, and not illogical to ask for, both stability and flexibility or to
have voters who express free, self-determined choices, at the same time making use
of the best information and guidance from leaders (see pp. 313-14).

2(1954, pp. 322-3). The exclamation mark is well placed in the passage quoted,
which verges on the nonsensical.

7
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Bercelson does not explicitly consider what characteristics are required
for a political system to be described as ‘democratic’, given that maximum
participation by all citizens is not one of them. An answer to this question
can be found in two studies by Dahl, A Preface to Democratic Theory (1956)
and Hierarchy, Democracy and Bargaining in Politics and Economics (1956a),
and it is an answer that closely follows Schumpeter’s definition.

Dahl does not ‘confront’ theory and fact in the same way as Berelson;
indeed, Dahl scems very uncertain about whether there is, or is not, such a
thing as the ‘classical theory of democracy’. At the beginning of A Preface
to Democratic Theory he remarks that ‘there is no democratic theory—there
are only democratic theories’.! In the earlier paper, however, he had written
that ‘classical theory is demonstrably invalid in some respects’ (19653,
P- 86). Certainly Dahl regards the theories that he criticises in A Preface to
Democratic Theory (the ‘Madisonian’ and the ‘Populist’) as inadequate for
the present day and his theory of democracy as polyarchy—the rule of
multiple minoritics—is presented as a more adequate replacement for
these, as an explanatory, modern theory of democracy.

Dahl offers a list of the defining characteristics of a democracy and
these, following Schumpeter’s argument that democracy is a political
method, are a list of “institutional arrangements’ that centre on the clectoral
process (1956, p. 84). Elections are central to the democratic method
because they provide the mechanism through which the control of leaders
by non-leaders can take place; ‘democratic theory is concerned with the
Processes by which ordinary citizens exert a relatively high degree of
control over leaders’ (p- 3). Dahl, like Schumpeter, emphasiscs that more
s ould.not be put into the notion of ‘control’ than is realistically warranted.
He Points out that contemporary political writings emphasise that the

¢mocratic relationship is only one of a number of social control tech-
niques that in fact co-exist in modern democratic polities and this diversity
must be t'akeu account of in a modern theory of democracy (19563, p-
83). .1\.101' Is it any use putting forward a theory that requires maximum
participation from ordinary people for ‘control’ to take place when we
D;}:}’V tﬁzt ;_nost tend to be disintc.:rcstcd and apflthctic about politic.s, and
indivigu;js orward the hypqthcms th?t a relat.lvcly small proportion of
Opportunitim any f:orm of social organisation w.xll take up decision-making
es.2 It is, therefore, on the other side of the electoral process,

on the Competition between leaders for the votes of the pcople, that
control’ depends; the fact that the individual can switch his support from

(1956, p. 1). But he also refers at least once to ‘traditional theory’ (p. 131). How-
, ever, cf. Dahl (1966) where he says there never was a classical theory of democracy.
(19563, p. 87). See also (1956, Pp- 81 and 138).

8



THEORIES OF DEMOCRACY

one set of leaders to another cnsures that leaders arc ‘relatively responsive’
to non-lcaders. It is this competition that is the specifically democratic
clement in the method, and the value of a democratic (polyarchical)
system over other political methods lies in the fact that it makes possible
an extension of the number, size and diversity of the minorities that can
bring their influence to bear on policy decisions, and on the whole political
cthos of the society (1956, pp. 133—4).

The theory of polyarchy may also give us ‘a satisfactory theory about
political cquality’ (1956, p. 84). Once again we must not ignore politi-
cal realities. Political equality must not be defined as equality of political
control or power for, as Dahl notes, the lower socio-cconomic status
groups, the majority, arc ‘triply barred’ from such cquality by their
relatively greater inactivity, their limited access to resources, and—in the
United States—by ‘Madison’s nicely contrived system of constitutional
checks’ (1956, p. 81). In a modern theory of democracy ‘political equality’
refers to the existence of universal suffrage (one man, one vote) with its
sanction through the clectoral competition for votes and, more impor-
tantly, to the fact of equality of opportunity of access to influence over
decision makers through inter-electoral processes by which different groups
in the electorate make their demands heard. Officials not only listen to the
various groups, but ‘expect to suffer in some significant way if they do
not placate the group, its leaders or its most vociferous members’ (p.
145).

Another aspect of Dahl’s theory that is of particular interest is his dis-
cussion of the social prerequisites for a polyarchical system. A basic pre-
requisite is a consensus on norms, at least among leaders. (The necessary
and sufficient, institutional conditions for polyarchy can be formulated as
norms (1956, pp. 75-6).) This consensus depends on ‘social training’
which, in turn, depends on the existing amount of agreement on policy
choices and norms, so that an increase or decreasc in one element will
affect the others (p. 77). The social training takes place through the family,
schools, churches, newspapers, etc., and Dahl distinguishes three kinds of
training: reinforcing, neutral and negative. He argues that ‘it is reason-
able to suppose that these three kinds of training operate on members of
most, if not all, polyarchical organisations and perhaps on members of
many hierarchical organisations as well’ (1956, p. 76). Dahl does not say
what the training consists of, nor does he offer any suggestions as to which
kind of training is likely to be produced by which kind of control sys-
tem, but he does remark that its efficacy will depend on the existing,
‘deepest predispositions of the individual’ (p. 82). Presumably, ‘effective’
social training would be a training which would develop individual

9
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attitudes that support the democratic norms; on the other hand, Dahl
argues that no single ‘democratic character’ is required, as suggested by
carlier theorists, because this is unrealistic in the face of the ‘blatant fact’
that individuals are members of diverse kinds of social control systems.
What is required is personalitics that can adapt to different kinds of roles
in different control systems (1956a, p. 89), but Dahl gives no indication
how training to produce this kind of personality aids the consensus on
democratic norms.
. Finally, Dahl puts forward an argument about the possible dangers
inherent in an increase in participation on the part of the ordinary man.
Political activity is a prerequisite of polyarchy, but the relationship is an
extremely complex one. The lower socio-economic groups are the least
POlitically active and it is also among this group that ‘authoritarian’
personalities are most frequently found. Thus, to the extent that a rise in
political activity brought this group into the political arena, the con-
Sensus on norms might decline and hence polyarchy decline. Therefore, an
Increase over the existing amount of participation could be dangerous to
the stability of the democratic system (1956, App. E).
e third theorist of democracy whose work will be discussed is a
uropean writer, Sartori. His book Democratic Theory (1962) contains
What‘ is perhaps the most extreme version of the revision of carlier
theories of democracy. Basically, his theory is an extension of Dahl’s
theory of dcmocracy as polyarchy so the details of the argument will
not b € repeated, but Sartori stresses that in a democracy it is not just min-
?Sl’lttlccs that rulf: but (competing) élites. A noteworthy fc?turc of his thcor}!
relatcdcn_lphams that Sartori placc.:s on the dangers of msta!)lllty and his
; deal) aVEWS on the.propcr _rclatlonshlp. between dcn}ocratlc theory (the
” geagl democratic practice. According ‘to S:‘.ll‘t(’)rl a completely un-
“the on ¢ gap has .appcarcd between the c}assncal thf:orY .:md. reality;
wit dgeratltudc typical of thf: man of our time and his dlSlllllSlonll?Cllt
be reaChf;-io’cracy are the reaction to a promised goal that.cannot possibly
proper pa] (p- 54). Howc?vcr, we must be carcﬁlll not to mlsunflcrstand the
interprctc; of democratic thcf)ry even when it has bc.cn rcv1scd.zmd re-
tern Count._Oncc a democratic system }?as.bccn establlsllcdfas. in Wcs.—
ideal is 5 lcnclsl'at pr?ser.lt—thc democratic ideal must be )Iflﬂn”lsed. This
to the realve ng prl'nc1ple that aggravates rathcr‘ tl‘mn prm’ndc.s an answer
problem in democracics, that of ‘retaining verticality’, i.c. the
Structure of authority and leadership; maximised as an ‘absolute demand’
the (rcwsed) democratic ideal would lead to the ‘bankruptcy’ of the system
(pp- 65 and 96). Today, democracy does not have to be on its guard as it
once did against aristocracy but against mediocrity and the danger that it

I0
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might destroy its own leaders, replacing them by undemocratic counter-
¢lites (p. 119).

The fear that the active participation of the people in the political pro-
cess leads straight to totalitarianism colours all Sartori’s arguments. The
people, he says, must ‘react’, they do not ‘act;’ react that is to the initia-
tives and policies of the competing élites (p. 77). Fortunately, this is what
the average citizen does in practice and a point of major interest in Sartori’s
theory is that he is onc of the very rare theorists of democracy who actually
poses the question, ‘How can we account for the inactivity of the average
citizen?’ His answer is that we do not have to account for it. Arguments
that the apathy might be duc to illiteracy, poverty or insufficient informa-
tion have been shown by cvents to be false, as has the suggestion that it
might be duc to lack of practice in democracy, ‘we have learned that one
does not learn how to vote by voting’. Sartori argues that to try to find an
answer to the question is a mistaken endcavour for we can only really
understand, and take an active interest in, matters of which we have
personal experience, or ideas that we can formulate for ourselves, ncither
of which is possible for the average person where politics is concerned.
We must also accept the facts as they are because trying to change them
would endanger the maintenance of the democratic method and, further,
he argues that the only way in which we could attempt to change them
would be cither to cocrce the apathetic or to penalise the active minority,
neither of which method is acceptable. Sartori concludes that the apathy of
the majority is ‘nobody’s fault in particular, and it is time we stopped seek-
ing scapegoats’ (pp. 87-90).

The theories of democracy considered so far have been mainly con-
cerned with showing what sort of a theory is necessary if it is adequately to
account for existing facts of political behaviour and attitudes, and, at the
samec time, not endanger cxisting democratic systems by giving rise to un-
realistic, and potentially discuptive, expectations. Eckstein, in his A Theory
of Stable Democracy (1966), as the title implies, concentrates on the con-
ditions, or prerequisites, necessary for a democratic system to maintain
itself stably over time.

The definition of ‘democracy’ that Eckstein uses is the familiar one of a
political system where clections decide the outcome of competition for
policies and power! but if this system is to be stable then the form that

1 Eckstein (1966, p. 229). Eckstein does not explicitly consider his theory in relation
to “classical’ theory but one remark, at least, does indicate that he considers earlier
theories to be inadequate. He says that, today, we need a more pessimistic approach
to democratic government, not one based on the assumption that men are natural
democrats, but onc that focuses on the ‘calamitously improbable’ combination of
necessary conditions (pp. 285-6).

II
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government takes must be of a certain type. The“sta}ailitx’ of the SYstem
refers not just to longevity—that could result by acc1d‘cnt‘ —but survjy,)
because of a capacity for adjustment to ch:n}gc, rc‘ahsat‘lon of politica]
aspirations and the keeping of allegiances and it also }lnp}lcs that politic,]
decision-making is effective in the ‘basic sense of action 1ts‘clf, any sort of
action, in pursuit of shared goals or in adjustment to changing conditiong’
(p- 228). - )
Eckstcin points out that the one aspect of social relations most obvigys]

and immediately related to political behaviour has been neglected in the
literature; that is

authority patterns in non-governmental social relationships, .in families, schools,
economic organisations and the like . . . it st:mds'to reason that if any aspcct of social
life can directly affect government it is the experiences “{lth authority that men have
in other spheres of life, cspecially those t'hat.: mould their personalitics and those to
which they normally devote most of their lives (p. 225).

The first proposition of his theory, one that applics to any method of
government, is that ‘a government will tcnfl to be stable if its authority
pattern is congruent with the other authority patterns of the society of
whichitisa part’ (p. 234). Eckstein considers that in this context congru-
ent’ can have two senses, which we shall refer to as the strong and the
weak. The stronger is the sensc of ‘identical’ synonymous in Eckstcin’s term
with ‘close resemblance’ (p. 234)- This is not the sensc applicable in a
democracy because such a situation of congruency of authority structures
would not be possible there, or at least, it would have ‘the gravest dys-
functional consequences’. Certain authority structures simply cannot be
democratised, for instance, those in which socialisation of the young occurs
(family, school) for, although we might ‘pretend” that these are democratic,
too realistic a pretence would produce ‘warped and ineffectual human
beings’, Similarly, in economic organisations democracy might be
‘imitated’ or ‘simulated’ but even this, taken too far, would lead to
‘consequences no one wants, and moreover, ‘we certainly know that
capitalist economic organisation and even certain kinds of public owner-
ship . . . militate against a democratisation of economic relations’. Thus,
it is just those spheres that Eckstein pointed out as most important for
political behaviour that must, necessarily, be undemocratic (pp. 237-8)-
The weaker senge of ‘congruence’ is that of ‘graduated resemblance’—a
sense that makes ‘stringent requirements but not requirements impossible
to fulfill’. This sense is not entirely clear but Eckstein argues that some
‘segments’ of society are closer to government than others, either in tl}c
sense of being ‘adult’ or of being ‘political’. There will be congruence 1n
the weak sense if (5) authority patterns increasc in similarity to govern-
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ment the ‘closer’ they arc to it or, (b) there is a high degree of resemblance
in patterns ‘adjacent to government’ and in distant segments functionally
appropriate patterns have been departed from in favour of actual or ritual
imitation of the government pattern.!

There might secm to be a difficulty in the theory here because stability
can only be attained and ‘strain’ (a psychological state and social condition
similar to that denoted by ‘anomie’) avoided if congruency is achieved.
Strain can be minimised if there are sufficient opportunities for individuals
to learn democratic patterns of action, particularly if the democratic
authority structures are thosc closest to government or those that involve
the political élites, i.e. if the weak sense of congruency is achicved. But
Eckstein has already said that it is impossible to democratise some of the
authority structures closest to government.2 This, howecver, is not really a
problem for the theory because Eckstein argues that, thercfore, for stable
democracy the governmental authority pattern must be made congruent
with the prevailing form of authority structure in the society; that is, the
governmental pattern must not be ‘purely’ democratic. It must contain a
‘balance of disparatc elements’ and there must be a ‘healthy element of
authoritarianism’. He also advances two other reasons for the existence of
the latter element: one is part of the definition of ‘stability’, effective
decision-making can only take place if this element of authoritarianism is
present; and the second is psychological, men have a need for firm (authori-
tarian) leaders and leadership, and this nced must be satisfied if the stability
of the system is to be maintained (pp. 262—7).

The conclusion of Eckstein’s thcory—which might be thought rather
paradoxical given that the theory is a theory of democracy—is that for a
stable democratic system the structure of authority in national govern-
ment necessarily cannot be really, or at least ‘purely’, a democratic one.

A theory of democracy that is common to all four of these writers, and
to many other theorists of democracy today, can now be briefly set out. I
shall refer to this theory from now on as the contemporary theory of
democracy. The theory, referred to as an empirical or descriptive one,
focuses on the operation of the democratic political system as a whole and

1 (pp. 238-40). (b) is the minimum condition for (meaning of) ‘congruence’; (a) is, I
take it, what Eckstcin means by ‘a graduated pattern in a proper segmentation of
society’ (p. 239).

2 (pp. 254 ff.). Like Dahl, Eckstein says little about how the ‘social training’ takes
place. Since most people are not very politically active and so will not be participating
in the most ‘congruent’ authority structures (those ‘closest’ to government) they are
being socialised into non-democratic patterns. Thus, Eckstcin’s theory supports the
arguments of those who stress the dangers to the stability of the system of grcater
participation by the (non-democratic) majority.
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is grounded in the facts of prescnt-day political attitudes and behavioyr 5
revealed by sociological investigation.

In the theory, ‘democracy’ refers to a political mcthod or sct of jngti-
tutional arrangements at national level. The characteristically democratic
element in the method is the competition of leaders (¢lites) for the votes of
the people at periodic, frec clections. Elections are crucial to the demo-
cratic method for it is primarily through clections that the majority can
exercise control over their leaders. Responsiveness of leaders to non-¢lite
d.emands, or ‘control’ over leaders, is ensured primarily through the sanc-
tion of loss of office at clections; the decisions of leaders can also be
influenced by active groups bringing pressurc to bear during inter-clection
periods. ‘Political cquality’ in the theory refers to universal suffrage and
to the cxistence of equality of opportunity of access to channels of
influence over leaders. Finally, ‘participation’, so far as the majority is
concerned, is participation in the choice of decision makers. Therefore, the
fun?tion of participation in the theory is solcly a protective onc; the pro-
tection of the individual from arbitrary decisions by clected leaders and
the protection of his private interests. It is in its achievement of this aim
that the justification for the democratic method lies.

Certain conditions arc necessary if the democratic system is to remain
stable. The leyel of participation by the majority should not rise much
above the minimum necessary to keep the democratic method (clectoral
machinery) working; that is, it should remain at about the level that
CXIStS at present in the Anglo-American democracies. The fact that non-

mocratic attipudes are relatively more common among the inactive
means thye any increase in Participation by the apathetic would weaken
the consensus o, the norms of the democratic method, which is a further
?:;“:ia? condition. Although t'hcrc is no dcﬁnitc‘ ‘d.cm.ocrzftic character’
i ¢d of all citizens, the social training or s‘ocmhs'atl.on in the demo-

¢ method thyt js necessary can take place inside existing, diverse, non=
io‘;‘::mental authority structures. Providing th?lt there is some degree
non.gogsuency between the structure of authority of government and
maimai;fdnmcncal authority structures close to it, then stability can be
racy Cancb. As Bachrach (1967, p- 95) has n oted, su<’:l'} 2 moc!cl of d(';moc-
¢ seen as one where the majority (non-élites) gain maximum
output (policy decisions) from leaders with the minimum input (participa~
tion) on thejy part.
The Contemporary theory of democracy has gaincd almost universal
SUPPOIt among pregent.day political theorists but it has not gone entirely
uncriticised, although the critics’ voices are rather muted.! The attack of

1 Almost any recent picce of writing on democracy will furnish an example of the
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the critics focuses on two major points. Firstly, they argue that the advo-
cates of the contemporary theory of democracy have misunderstood the
‘classical’ theory; it was not primarily a descriptive theory as they imply,
but a normative one, ‘an essay in prescription’ (Davis, 1964, p. 39). I shall
examine this point shortly. Sccondly, the critics argue that in the revision
of the ‘classical’ theory the ideals contained in that thecory have been re-
jected and replaced with others; ‘the revisionists have fundamentally
changed the normative significance of democracy’ (Walker, 1966, p. 286).

It has already been emphasised that the contemporary theory is presented
as a ‘valuc-free’, descriptive theory. Dahl (1966) has, indeed, explicitly
rcjected the charge that he, and other theorists, have produced a new
normative theory. Here his critics have a better understanding of the
nature of the contemporary theory than Dahl himself. Taylor (1967)
points out that any political theory does its job by dclineating from the
phenomena under consideration those that need to be explained and those
that arc relevant to that explanation. But further, as Taylor has shown, this
selection means not only that certain dimensions are ruled out as irrelevant
and these may be crucial for another theory—but also that the chosen
dimensions support a normative position, a position implicit in the theory
itsclf.

The contemporary theory of democracy docs not merely describe the
opcration of certain political systems, but implics that this is the kind of
system that we should valuc and includes a sct of standards or criteria by
which a political system may be judged ‘democratic’. It is not difficult
to sce that, for the theorists under consideration, thesc standards are those
that arc inherent in the cxisting, Anglo-American democratic system
and that with the development of this system we already have the ideal
democratic polity. Berelson, for example, says that the existing (American)
political system ‘not only works on the most difficult and complex ques-
tions but often works with distinction’ (1954, p. 312). Dahl concludes A
Preface to Democratic Theory by remarking that although he had not attemp-
ted to determinc whether the system he describes is a desirable one, never-
theless it does cnable all active and legitimate groups to be heard at some
stage in the decision-making process, ‘which is no mecan thing’, and that
it is also ‘a relatively efficient system for reinforcing agreement, encourag-
ing modecration, and maintaining social peace’ (1956, pp. 149-51). Clearly,

contemporary theory, but scc c.g. Almond and Verba (1965), Lipset (1960), Mayo
(1960), Morris Jones (1954), Milbrath (1965), Plamenatz (1958). For cxamples of
criticisms of the contemporary theory scc Bachrach (1967), Bay (1965), Davis
(1964), Duncan and Lukes (1963), Goldschmidt (1966), Rousseas and Farganis
(1963), Walker (19G6).
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a political system that can and docs tackle difficult questions with dis-
tinction, that can and does cnsure social peace, is inhcrently desirable.
Furthermore, by ruling out certain dimensions, the contemporary theory
presents us with two alternatives; a system where leaders are controlled by,
and accountable to the electorate, and where the latter have a choice
between competing leaders or élites—and a system where this is not the
case (‘totalitarianism’). But the choice is made by the presentation of the
alternatives; we do have a choice between competing leaders, therefore
the system that we ought to have is the very one that we do in fact have.

The critics, then, are right in their contention that the contemporary
theory not only has its own normative content but that it implics that
we—or, at least, Anglo-Saxon Woesterners—are living in the ‘ideal’
democratic system. They are also right to say that in so far as the ideal
contained in the ‘classical’ theory differed from existing realitics then this
ideal has been rejected. The critics of the contemporary theory agree
broadly on what this other ideal was. All agree that maximum participa-
tion by all the people was central to it; more generally, as Davis (1964)
puts it, it was the ideal of ‘rational and active and informed democratic
man’ (p. 29). But though they agree on the content of the ideal only one
of the critics, Bachrach, even begins to address himsclf to the crucial
question of whether the theorists of contemporary democracy are not
right, given the available empirical facts, to reject this ideal. As Duncan
and Lukes (1963, p. 160) point out, empirical cvidence can lead us to change
Normative theories under certain circumstances, although they add that as
far as changing the ideal is concerned ‘it needs to be shown exactly how
and why the ideal is rendered improbable or impossiblc of attainment. This

as nowhere been done’. But neither, on the other hand, have the critics
of the contemporary theory shown how or why the ideal is attainable.!
Pcrhaps Sartori is right to arguc thatitisa mistake to look for reasons for
the lack of interest and activity in politics on the part of the majority;
Pefh'aps the theorists of contemporary democracy are right to stress the
frag'ht)’ of democratic political systems and the ‘calamitous improbability’
that the right combination of prerequisites for stability will occur in
more than a few countrics, if at all.

The reason for the inconclusive nature of the criticisms of the con-
temporary thcory of democracy lies in the fact that the critics, too, have
accepted Schumpeter’s formulation of the problem. They tend to accept
the characterisation of the ‘classical’ theory by the writers whom they

1 Bachrach (1967) indicates why we should retain the ideal but gives only the most

very general suggestions as to how to sct about realising it, and no evidence to show
whether this is possible.
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are criticising, and like them, tend to present a composite model of that
theory without giving the sources from which it is derived or refer un-
discriminatingly to a very diverse list of theorists.! More importantly,
they do not question the existence of this theory even though they dis-
agree about its nature. What neither its critics or its defenders have
realised is that the notion of a ‘classical theory of democracy’ is a myth. Neither
side in the controversy has donc the obvious, and the necessary, and looked
in detail at what the carlier theorists did in fact have to say. Because of this
the myth of a ‘classical’ theory continues and the views and the nature of
the theorices of the earlier writers on democracy are persistently mis-
represented. Only when the myth has been exposed can the question be
tackled of whether the normative revision of democracy is justified or not.
It is to the myth that we now turn.

The first thing that has to be done is to come to some decision about who
these clusive classical theorists are. Clearly, there is a wide range of
names from which one could choose, and to make the choice we shall
start in the obvious place; with Schumpeter’s definition of classical de-
mocracy. He defined the classical democratic method as ‘that institutional
arrangement for arriving at political decisions which realiscs the common
good by making the pcople itself decide issues through the election of
individuals who arc to assemble in order to carry out its will’ (1943, p.
250). Schumpeter refers to the ‘classical’ theory as an ‘eightcenth century’
theory and says that it devcloped from a small-scale prototype; he also
calls it ‘utilitarian’ (pp. 248 and 267). So, taking thesc remarks as a guide,we
arrive at the names of Rousseau, the two Mills and Bentham, all of whom
have a good claim to the title of ‘classical’ theorist of democracy. But if
the identification of the theory of any one of these writers with Schum-
peter’s definition looks dubious, to imply that the theories of all of them,
and perhaps of other writers as well, can somehow be mixed to reveal it, is
an cven more curious suggestion. Schumpeter argues that for this political
method to work ‘everyone would have to know definitely what he wants
to stand for . . . a clear and prompt conclusion as to particular issues would
have to be derived according to the rules of logical inference . . . all this
the model citizen would have to perform for himself and independently
of pressure groups and propaganda’ (p. 253-4). He makes two main

1 Duncan and Lukes arc an exception, they do take J. S. Mill as their example of a
‘classical’ theorist. Walker, after objecting that it is usually unclear which theorists are
being referred to, then goes on to present a brief account of the ‘classical’ theory
drawn largely from Davis’s article in which the latter, though giving a very
diverse list of writers, does not indicatc in the text from which specific theorists he
draws his material. Bachrach also refers indiscriminately to ‘classical theorists’.
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criticisms of the ‘classical’ theory that are of particular relevance here.
Firstly that it is quite unrealistic and demands a level of rationality from
the ordinary man that is just not possible. To the ordinary man, he says,
anticipating Sartori, only things of which he has cveryday experience
are fully ‘real’, and politics does not usually fall into this catcgory. On the
whole when the ordinary man has to deal with political affairs ‘the sense
of reality is . . . completely lost’ and he drops to a ‘lower level of mental
performance as soon as he enters the political ficld’. Secondly he argues
that the ‘classical’ theory virtually ignored leadership (pp. 258-61 and
270). If Schumpeter’s characterisation of the ‘classical’ theory, and what it
requires from the ordinary citizen were correct, then, no doubt, there
would be a good deal of validity in his criticisms. But Schumpeter not
only misrepresents what the so-called classical theorists had to say but he
has not realised that two very different theorics about democracy are to
be found in their writings. To support this contention the work of the
four ‘classical” theorists has to be cxamined. At this point only Bentham
and James Mill will be, bricfly, considered. The theorics of Rousscau and
J- S. Mill will be dealt with in detail in the next chapter.

Bentham and James Mill provide examples of writers from whose
theories one could extract something which bears a family resemblance to
Schumpeter’s definition of the ‘classical’ theory. Bentham, in his later writ-
ings, where he advocated universal suffrage, the sccret ballot and annual
parliaments, expected the clectorate to excrcise a fair degree of control
over their representatives. He wished the latter to be called ‘deputics’; by
that word, he said, ‘a plain matter of fact is indicated and that the appro-
priate one’t and the ‘locative’ and ‘dislocative’ functions were the most
important that the electorate performed. This does imply that, on most
issucs, the clectorate have an opinion as to which policics arc in their, and
the universal, interest, and hence an opinion on which policies their
delegate should vote for. For Bentham and Mill the ‘people’ meant the
‘numerous classcs’, the only body capable of acting as a check against the
pursuit of ‘sinister’ interests by the government. Bentham argued that
because the citizen’s interest is in security against bad government so he
will act accordingly and “for the gratification of any sinister desire at the
expense of the universal interest he cannot hope to find co-operation and
support from any considerable number of his fellow citizens’.2 James Mill
said F]lat the people’s sympathies are with one another, ‘not with thosc
exterior parties whose interests come into competition with theirs’.3

! Bentham (1843), vol. 1x, bk. 1, ch. v, §1 p. 155.
2 Bentham (1843), vol. 1x, bk. 1, ch. xv, §1v, p. 100.
3 Quoted in Hamburger (1965, p. 54)-
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Now, in view of this one could perhaps draw the inference that the two
theorists expected that clectors would make each decision independently
of ‘propaganda’ and form their opinions ‘logically’, as Schumpeter says,
but ncither writer expected that opinions would be formed in a vacuum.
Indeed, Bentham laid great stress on public opinion and the need for the
individual to take account of it and he pointed out onc advantage of an
clector in a democracy, that ‘into no company can he enter without secing
thosc who . .. are ready to communicate to him whatever they know,
have scen, or heard, or think. The annals of the year . . . the pictures of all
public functionarics . . . find a place on his table in company with his daily
bread’.1 Mill stressed the importance of educating the clectorate into socially
responsible voting and he thought that the main aspect of this education
lay in the fact that the working classes did take the ‘wisc and virtuous’
middle classes as their reference group when forming their opinions and so
would vote responsibly. Neither Mill nor Bentham shared quite the view
of the clectorate imputed to them by Schumpeter.2 More importantly,
their main concern was with the choice of good representatives (leaders)
rather than the formulation of the clectorate’s opinions as such. Bentham
expected that those citizens least qualified to judge a prospective repre-
sentative’s moral and intellectual qualities would ask the advice of the
competent and that the representative himself would, on occasion,
influcnce his constituents by his speeches; he is there to further the
universal interest. It would be possible for the electorate to choose the
best representative without their holding the sort of ‘logical’ principles
that Schumpeter suggested. The fact that Bentham and Mill expected
cach citizen to be interested in politics because it was in his best interest to
be so (and thought that he could be educated to sce this) is not incom-
patible with some kind of ‘influcnce’ being brought to bear, nor docs it
imply that cach citizen makes a discrete decision on cach item of policy,
logically based on all the evidence, in complete isolation from all his
other decisions and from the opinions of others.

Nevertheless, there is, as noted, a similarity betwcen the theories of
James Mill and Bentham and Schumpeter’s ‘classical’ theory, and for a
very significant rcason. Like the latter, Mill and Bentham are concerned
almost cntircly with the national ‘institutional arrangements’ of the
political system. The participation of the people has a very narrow func-
tion; it cnsurcs that good government, i.e. ‘government in the universal

1 Bentham (1843), vol. 1x, bk. 1, ch. xv, §v, p. 102. For the importance of public
opinion in Bentham's theory sec Wolin (1961, p. 346).

2 Wolin (1961, p. 332) cmphasises the role of the passions as well as that of reason in
the utilitarian theorics.
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interest’, is achicved through the sanction of loss of office. For Bentham
and Mill participation thus had a purely protective function, it cnsured that
the private interests of each citizen were protected (the universal interest
being merely a sum of individual interests). Their theories can be classified
as ‘democratic’ because they thought that the ‘numecrous classes’ only wete
capable of defending the universal interest and thus advocated the partici-
pation (voting and discussion) of all the people.1 However, other theorists
have held that participation is necessary because of its protective function
without regarding it as necessary that all the people should, therefore, par-
ticipate. There is nothing specifically democratic about this view of the
function of participation. It plays, for example, a similar rolc in Locke’s
theory—who was far from being a democrat (even though he has been
claimed as one of the ubiquitious ‘classical democrats’ by Milbrath).2

As we have seen, the formulators of the contemporary theory of
democracy also regard participation exclusively as a protective device. In
their view the ‘democratic’ nature of the system rests primarily on the
form of the national ‘institutional arrangements’, specifically on the com-
petition of leaders (potential representatives) for votes, so that theorists
who hold this view of the role of participation are, first and foremost,
theorists of representative government. This is, of coursc, an important
aspect of democratic theory; it would be absurd to try to deny this, or to
question the influential contribution of Bentham—or Locke—to the
theory and practice of democracy today. The point is, however, that the
theory of representative government is not the whole of democratic
theory as much recent work would suggest. The very importance of
Schumpeter’s influence is that it has obscured the fact that not all writers
who have claim to be called ‘classical’ theorists of democracy took the
same view of the role of participation. In the theorics of J. S. Mill and
Rousseau, for cxample, participation has far wider functions and is central
to.thc establishment and maintenance of a democratic polity, the latter
being regarded not just as a set of national representative institutions but
what I shall call a participatory society (the significance of that phrase
YVlll be made clear in the next chapter). I shall, therefore, refer to theorists
like Rousseau as theorists of participatory democracy.

Because this difference exists it is nonsense to speak of one ‘classical’

! Hamburger (1962) argues convincingly that Mill was not in favour of restricting
thf: suffrage to the middle classes as is often claimed.

2 Milbrath (1965, p. 143). From the description he gives of Locke’s theory he appears
to have confused him with Rousscau! For this aspect of Locke’s political theory
see, ¢.g. Scliger (1968), chs. 10 and 11. Hegel, too gives participation a philosophical
justification in his political theory, and Burke allows that it is necessary for good
government, but neither of these writers includes all the people in the electorate.
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theory of democracy. It is because they, too, subscribe to the classical
myth that the critics of the contemporary theory of democracy have never
explained exactly what the role of participation in the earlicr theories is or
why such a high value was placed upon it in—some—theories. This can
only be done by a detailed examination of the theories concerned. Davis
(1964) has said that the ‘classical’ theory (i.e. the theory of participatory
democracy) had an ambitious purpose, ‘the education of an entire people
to the point where their intellectual, emotional, and moral capacitics have
reached their full potential and they are joined, frecly and actively in a
genuine community’, and that the strategy for reaching this end is through
the use of ‘political activity and government for the purpose of public
education’. However, he gocs on to say that the ‘unfinished business’ of
democratic theory is ‘the claboration of plans of action and specific
prescriptions which offer hope of progress towards a genuinely democratic
polity’ (pp. 40 and 41). It is exactly this last that can be found in the theories
of the writers on participatory democracy; a set of specific prescriptions
and plans of action nccessary for the attainment of political democracy.
This does take place through ‘public education’ but the latter depends on
participation in many spheres of society on ‘political activity’ in a very
wide sense of that term.!

Until the theory of participatory democracy has been examined in
detail and the possibilities for its empirical realisation assessed, we do not
know how much ‘unfinished business’, or of what sort, remains for
democratic theory. The first step in this task is to consider the work of
three theorists of participatory democracy. The first arc Rousseau and
John Stuart Mill, two examples of ‘classical’ democratic theorists, whose
theorics provide us with the basic postulates of a theory of participatory
democracy. The third is G. D. H. Cole, a twenticth-century political
theorist, in whose carly writings can be found a detailed plan for a partici-
patory socicty in the form of Guild Socialism. However, this plan is, in
itself, of minor importance; Cole’s work is of significance because he
developed a theory of participatory democracy that not only included and
extended those basic postulates, but was set in the context of a modern,
large-scale, industrialised society.

1 Bachrach (1967), ch. 7, argucs for a wide interpretation of ‘political’ but has not
realised that this is linked to the arguments of the earlicr thcorists. Thus, he in-
correctly remarks that ‘in underscoring the importance of widespread participation
in political decision making, [‘classical’ theory] offers no realistic guidelines as to
how its prescription is to be filled in large urban socicties’ (p. 99).
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CHAPTER II

Rousseau, John Stuart Mill and
G. D. H. Cole: a participatory theory of democracy

Rousseau might be called the theorist par excellence of participation, and an
understanding of the naturc of the political system that he describes in
The Social Contract is vital for the theory of participatory democracy.
Rousseau’s entire political theory hinges on the individual participation of
each citizen in political decision making and in his theory participation is
very much more than a protective adjunct to a sct of institutional arrange-
ments; it also has a psychological cffect on the participants, ensuring that
there is a continuing interrelationship between the working of institutions
and the psychological qualitics and attitudes of individuals interacting
within them. It is their stress on this aspect of participation and its place
at the centre of their theories that marks the distinctive contribution of the
theorists of participatory democracy to democratic theory as a whole.
Although Rousseau was writing before the modern institutions of democ-
racy were developed, and his ideal socicty is a non-industrial city-state, it
is in his theory that the basic hypotheses about the function of participa~
tion in a democratic polity can be found.! /

In order to understand the role of participation in Rousscau’s political
theory it is essential to be clear about the nature of his idcal, participatory
p_olitical system, as this has been subject to widely differing interpreta~
tions. Firstly, Rousscau argued that certain economic conditions were
Necessary for a participatory system. As is well known Rousseau advocated
a society made up of small, peasant proprictors, i.c. he advocated a socicty
of eéconomic cquality and economic independence. His theory docs not
require absolute equality as is often implicd, but rather that the differences
that do exist should not lead to political incquality. Ideally, there should

! The political system described in The Social Contract was not a democracy according
to .Rousseau's usage of the term. For him, a ‘democracy’ was a system where the
citizens executed as well as made the laws and for that rcason it was fit only for
gods (bk. mm, ch. 4). It might be noted here that as Rousscau’s is a direct, not represen-

tative system, it does not conform to Schumpcter’s definition of ‘classical’ demo-
cratic thcory_
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be a situation where ‘no citizen shall be rich enough to buy another and
none so poor as to be forced to sell himself” and the vital requirement is
for cach man to own some property—the most sacred of the citizen’s
rights—bccause the sccurity and independence that this gives to the
individual is the necessary basis on which rest his political cquality and
political independence.t”

If these conditions arc established the citizens can assemble as cqual and
independent individuals, yet Rousseau also wanted them to be inter-
dependent, the latter being necessary if the independence and cquality are
to be preserved. This is not so paradoxical as it sounds because the partici-
patory situation is such that cach citizen would be powerless to do any-
thing without the co-operation of all the others, or of the majority. Each
citizen would be, as he puts it, ‘cxcessively dependent on the republic’
(1968, p. 99, bk. 11, ch. 12), i.c. there would be an equal dependence of
cach individual on all the others viewed collectively as sovereign, and
independent participation is the mechanism whereby this interdependence
is enforced. The way in which it works is both simple and subtle. It is
possible to read the Social Contract as an elaboration of the idea that laws,
not men, should rule, but an even better formulation of the role of
participation is that men arc to be ruled by the logic of the operation of
the political situation that they had themselves created and that this
situation was such that the possibility of the rule of individual men was
‘automatically’ precluded. It is because the citizens are independent equals,
not dependent on anyone clse for their vote or opinion, that in the
political assembly no onc nced vote for any policy that is not as much to
his advantagc as to the advantage of any other. Individual X will be unable
to persuade others to vote for his proposal that gives X alone some
advantage. In a crucial passage in the Social Contract Rousscau asks ‘how
should it be that the general will is always rightful and that all men con-
stantly wish the happiness of each but for the fact that there is no one who
does not take that word *“cach” to pertain to himsclf and in voting for all
think of himsclf?’2 In other words, the only policy that will be acceptable
to all is the one where any benefits and burdens are equally shared; the
participatory process ensures that political equality is made effective in the
decision-making assembly. The substantive policy result is that the general
will is, tautologically, always just (i.c. affects all equally) so that at the
same time individual rights and interests are protected and the public

1 Rousscau (1968), bk. 11, ch. 11, p. 96, and (1913), p. 254.

2 Rousscau (1968), bk. 11, ch. 4, p. 75. Scc also p. 76, ‘the gencral will is an institution
in which each necessarily submits himself to the same conditions which he imposes
on others.’
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interest furthered. The law has ‘emerged’ from the participatory process
and it is the law, not men, that governs individual actions.!

Rousseau thought that the ideal situation for decision making was one
where no organised groups were present, just individuals, because the
former might be able to make their ‘particular wills’ prevail. Rousscau’s
remarks about groups follow directly from what he says about the opera-
tion of the participatory process. He recognised that there would inevit-
ably be ‘tacit associations’, i.c. unorganised individuals who were united
by some common interest, but it would be very difficult for such a tacit
association to obtain support for a policy to its special advantage because
of the conditions under which participation takes place (1913, p. 237). If it
Was impossible to avoid organised associations within the community
then, Rousscau argucs, these should be as numcrous and as cqual in
political power as possible. That is, the participatory situation of indi-
viduals would be repeated so far as the groups were concerned, and none
Fould gain at the expense of the rest. Rousseau says nothing, not surpris-
ingly, about the internal authority structure of such groups but his basic

analysis of the participatory process can be applied to any group or
association.2 =

This analysis of the operation of Rousscau’s participatory system makes
tWO points clear; first, that ‘participation’ for Rousscau is participation in
tbe making of decisions and second, that it is, as in theorics of representa-
tive government, a way of protecting private interests and cnsuring good
government. But participation is also considerably more than this in

ousseau’s theory. Plamenatz (1963) has said of Rousscau that ‘he turns
our minds.. . . to considering how the social order affects the structure of

man personality’ (vol. 1, p. 440), and it is the psychological impact of
social and political institutions that is Rousseau’s main concern; which
aSPfiCt of men’s characters do particular institutions dcvclop? The crucial
Variable here is whether or not the institution is a participatory one and the
Cefltral function of participation in Rousseau’s theory is an educative one,
using the term ‘education’ in the widest sense. Rousscau’s ideal system is

esigned to develop responsible, individual social and political action

! Apropos of Schumpeter’s ‘classical’ definition it is something of a misnomer to say
thflt Rousseau’s citizens decide ‘issues’. What they do by participating is to come up
with Ehe right answer to a problem (i.e. the general will). There will not necessarily
bea Tight answer in the case of an ‘issue’ as we understand the term in the political
conditions of today. Nor is an ability to make ‘logical inferences’ required. Quite
the contrary, the whole point of the participatory situation is that each independent
but Interdependent individual is ‘forced’ to appreciate that there s only one right
answer, to apply the word ‘cach’ to himself.

2 Rousscau (1968), bk. 11, ch. 3, p- 73- Sec also Barry (1964).
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through the effect of the participatory process. During this process the
individual learns that the word ‘cach’ must be applicd to himself; that is to
say, he finds that he has to take into account wider matters than his own
immediate private interests if he is to gain co-opcration from others, and
he learns that the public and private interest are linked. The logic of the
operation of the participatory system is such that he is ‘forced’ to deliberate
according to his sensc of justice, according to what Rousseau calls his
‘constant will’ because fellow citizens can always resist the implementation
of incquitable demands. As a result of participating in decision making
the individual is educated to distinguish between his own impulses and
desires, he lecarns to be a public as well as a private citizen.t Rousscau also
believes that through this educative process the individual will eventually
come to feel little or no conflict between the demands of the public and
private spheres. Once the participatory system is established, and this is a
point of major importance, it becomes sclf-sustaining because the very
qualitics that are required of individual citizens if the system is to work
successfully are thosc that the process of participation itself develops and
fosters; the more the individual citizen participates the better able he is to
do so. The human results that accrue through the participatory process
provide an important justification for a participatory system.

Another aspect of the role of participation in Rousseau’s theory is the
close connection between participation and control and this is bound up
with his notion of freedom. A full discussion of Rousseau’s use of this
latter concept is not necessary here, but it is inextricably bound up with
the process of participation. Perhaps the most famous, or notorious, words
that Rousscau ever wrote were that a man might be ‘forced to be free’
and he also defined frecdom as ‘obedience to a law one prescribes to one-
self’.2 Some of the more fanciful and sinister intcrpretations that have been
placed on the first words would not have been possible if Rousseau’s
concept of frcedom had been placed firmly in the context of participation,
for the way in which an individual can be ‘forced’ to be free is part and

1 The sctting up of situations that ‘force’ the individual to learn for himsclf is the
basis of the whole of Rousseau’s theory of education, c.f. the remarks on Emile and
the Nouvelle Héloise in Shklar (1964). The additional methods of cducating the
citizenry advocated by Rousseau (e.g. public ceremonies) would seem to derive from
his pessimism ; they are not a necessary part of the theory. At most they work in the
same direction as participation and do not substitute for it. The institution of the
law-giver can be scen as an answer to the problem of how the initial step into a
participatory situation is to be taken, but on Rousseau’s own arguments the self-
sustaining nature of the participatory political system should make it an exception
to his view that all governments tend in the end to ‘degenerate’.

2 Rousscau (1968), bk. 1, ch. 7, p. 64, and bk. 1, ch. 8, p. 6s.
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parcel of the same process by which he is ‘forcibly’ educated through
participating in decision making. Rousscau argues that unless cach indi-
vidual is ‘forced’ through the participatory process into socially responsible
action then there can be no law which ensurcs everyonc’s freedom, i.e.
there can be no general will or the kind of just law that the individual can
prescribe to himself. While the subjective clement in Rousseau’s concept of
frecdom—that under such a law the individual will feel unconstrained,
will feel free—has often been commented upon, it is usually overlooked
that there is an objective clement involved as well. (Though this is not to
say that one accepts Rousscau’s dcfinition of freedom as consisting in
f)bedicncc.) The individual’s actual, as well as his sense of, frecdom is
increased through participation in decision making becausc it gives him a
very real degree of control over the course of his life and the structurc of his
environment. Rousscau also argucs that freedom requires that he should
exercise a fair measure of control over those that exccute the laws and over
representatives if an indirect system is necessary.! In the introduction to his
recent translation of the Social Contract Cranston criticiscs Rousseau for
never, in that work, secing institutions as a threat to freedom (Rousscau,
,196§’ P- 41). This criticism preciscly misses the point. The participatory
Institutions of the Social Contract cannot be a threat to freedom just because
of the logic of their operation, because of the interrclationship between the
?uthQYiW structure of institutions and the psychological oricntations of
mdwxduz}lsl. It is the whole point of Rousscau’s argument that the (existing)
no“‘Paft{Clpatory institutions do posc such a threat, indeed, they make
dreedgm impossible—men are everywhere ‘in chains’. Theideal institutions
0cscrlb.cd in the Social Contract arc ideal because Rousscau regards their
Peration as guaranteeing frecdom.

tOItﬁESislclzl_l fl]SO sees participation as increasing the v.aluc f)f his frecdom
> ividual by enabling him to be (and remain) his own master.
Like the rest of Rousscau’s theory the notion of ‘being one’s own master’
nzs‘t(‘::(‘):ll]zrllnhfor a good. deal of f:riticism, although Cranston strikes a new
¢ refers to it as the ideal of a footman and so, presumably, not

worth scrious consideration—but that is too casy a dismissal of the idea.2

! Sec Rousscay
2 R
‘t

3

ousscan 1 6t(3196g, bk. 11, ch. 18, p- 1.48) :f“.d.(‘953' pp- Igz.ﬂ'.). o )
otalitasty ? , P 42). Thc. more famnllar criticism of ic idea is th§t itis potcl-ltmlly
negatin’Ifl‘ 0:1 at least .unlxl.)crtananf and that it has little to do with the notion of
compatih reedom which, in turn, is often h.cld to be thf: on.!y. form of frccc!om
Patible with democracy. It is clear that this discussion implicitly rejects the idea
that thereare two different concepts of freedom and that Rousscau is an unequivocal
adv?cate of the ‘positive’ notion. It also rejects the view that in talking of being
one's own master Rousseau is referring only to mastery of one’s ‘lower nature’. This
clement is present in Rousseau but to suggest that it is the whole of his theory is
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In the cighth Letter from the Mountain Rousseau says that freedom consists
‘moins 2 faire sa volonté qu’a n’étre pas soumis 2 celle d’autrui; clle con-
siste encorc A ne pas soumectre la volonté d’autrui i la nétre. Quiconque est
maitre nc peut étre libre’. (1965, vol. 1, p. 234). That is, onc must not be
master of another; when one is master of onesclf and one’s life, however,
then freedom is enhanced through the control over that life that is re-
quired before it is possible to describe the individual as his ‘own master’.
Sccondly, the participatory process ensures that although no man, or
group, is master of another, all are equally dependent on cach other and
cqually subject to the law. The (impersonal) rule of law that is made pos-
sible through participation and its connection with ‘being one’s own
master’ gives us further insight into the reason why Rousscau thinks that
individuals will conscicntiously accept a law arrived at through a partici-
patory decision-making process. More gencrally, it is now possible to sec
that a sccond function of participation in Rousseau’s thcory is that it
cnables collective decisions to be more casily accepted by the individual.

Rousscau also suggests that participation has a third, integrative
function; that it increascs the fecling among individual citizens that they
‘belong’ in their community. In a sensc intcgration derives from all the
factors mentioned already. For cxample, the basic cconomic cquality
means that there is no disruptive division between rich and poor, there
are no men like the one Rousscau disapprovingly mentions in Emile who,
when asked which was his country, replied ‘Tam one of the rich’ (1911, p.
313). Morc important is the experience of participation in decision making
itself, and the complex totality of results to which it is seen to lead, both
for the individual and for the whole political system; this experience
attaches the individual to his society and is instrumental in developing it
Into a true community.

This examination of Rousscau’s political theory has provided us with the
argument that there is an interrclationship between the authority struc-
tures of institutions and the psychological qualities and attitudes of
individuals, and with the related argument that the major function of par-
ticipation is an educative onc. These arguments form the basis of the theory
of participatory democracy as will become clear from the discussion of the
theorics of J. S. Mill and Cole. The theories of these two writers reinforce
Rousseau’s arguments about participation but more interestingly in these
theorics the theory of participatory democracy is lifted out of the context
of a city-state of peasant proprictors into that of a modern political system.

extremely misleading. Such an interpretation is only possible if the whole participa-
tory context of Rousscau’s discussion of freedom is ignored. For the interpretation
criticised sce especially Berlin (1958); also Talmon (1952).
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John Stuart Mill, in his social and political theory, as in other matters,
started out as a devoted adherent of the doctrines of his father and of
Bentham, which he later severcly criticised, so that hc provides an
excellent example of the differcnces between the theories of representative
government and participatory democracy. However, 1‘\/11?1 never com-
pletely rejected these early teachings and by the gnd of ‘lns life his political
theory was composed of a mixture of all the diverse mﬂugnccs that had
affected him. He never managed satisfac.torily to synthesisc these—the
task is probably an impossible one—and this means tllat'thcrc is a profound
ambiguity between the participatory foundatxpns of his thc?or‘y and some
of his more practical proposals for the establishment of his ‘ideally best
polity’.

Echoes of the utilitarian view of the purely protective function of
participation can be found in Mill’s mature political theory. For example,
he says in Representative Government—which expressed the principles ‘to
which I have been working up during the greater part of my lifc’—that
one of the greatest dangers of democracy lies in ‘the sinister interest of the
holders of power: it is the danger of class.lcgisl?tion e And onc of the
most important questions demanding conmdcrau‘on .. .is how to provide
efficacious securities against this evil’.t For Mill, however, Bentham's
notion of ‘good govcrnment’ only dealt with part of the problem. Mill
diStinguished two aspects of good government. First, ‘how far it promotes
the good management of the affairs of socicty by means of the existing
faculties, moral, intellectual, and active, of its various members’ and this
criterion of good government rlates to government scen as ‘a sct of
organised arrangements for public business’ (1910, pp. 208 and 195).
Mill criticised Bentham for building his political thcory on the assump-
tion that this aspect was the whole. He wrote in the cssay on Bentham that
all that the latter could do

%s but to indicate means by which in any given state of the national mind, the material
Interests of society can be protected; . . . (his theory) can teach the means of organising
and regulating the merely business part of the social arrangements . . . He committed
the mistake of supposing that the business part of human affairs was the whole of
them (Mill’s emphasis) (1963, p. 102)-

InJ. S. Mill’s estimation the merely business aspect of government is the
!east important; fundamental is government in its second aspect, that of
a great influence acting on the human mind’, and the criterion to be used
to judge political institutions in this light is ‘the degree in which they
promote the general mental advancement of the community, including

' Mill (1910) Preface and p. 254. For an account of the ‘working up’ sce Burns(1957)-

28



PARTICIPATORY THEORY

under that phrase advancement in intellect, in virtue, and in practical
activity and efficiency’ (1910, p. 195). In this respect Bentham’s theory has
nothing to say. Mill sces government and political institutions first and
forcmost as educative in the broadest sensc of that word. For him the two
aspects of government are interrclated in that a necessary condition of
good government in the first, business, sensc is the promotion of the
right kind of individual character and for this the right kind of institutions
are necessary (1963, p. 102). It is primarily for this reason, not because such
a form of government will be in the universal interest, that Mill regards
popular, democratic government as the ‘ideally best polity’. Thus, he is
against a benevolent despotism, which as he points out, could, if it were
all-sceing, ensure that the ‘business’ side of government were properly
carried out, because, as he asks, ‘what sort of human beings can be formed
under such a regimen? What development can cither their thinking or
their active faculties attain under it? ... Their moral capacities are
equally stunted. Wherever the sphere of action of human beings is
artificially circumscribed, their sentiments are narrowed and dwarfed . . .’
(1910, pp. 203-4).

It is only within a context of popular, participatory institutions that
Mill sees an ‘active’, public-spirited type of character being fostered.
Here, again, we find the basic assertion of the theorists of participatory
democracy of the interrelationship and connection between individuals,
their qualities and psychological characteristics, and types of institutions;
the asscrtion that responsible social and political action depends largely on
the sort of institutions within which the individual has, politically, to act.
Like Rousscau, Mill sees these qualitics being as much developed by
participation as existing beforchand and thus the political system has a
self-sustaining character.! Nor docs Mill regard it as necessary that
citizens should perform the sort of logical and rational calculations that
Schumpeter asserted were necessary. He remarks in Representative Govern-
ment that it would not be a rational form of government that required
‘exalted’ principles of conduct to motivate men, though he assumes that
there is a certain level of political sophistication and public-spiritedness in
the ‘advanced’ countries to whom this theory is addressed (1910, p. 253).
Mill sees the educative function of participation in much the same terms

t Duncan and Lukes (1963, p. 160) note the self-sustaining character of the system
but say that this arises through the possession of legal rights which leads men to
become capable of exercising them, and thus to approach ‘moral autonomy’. It is,
of course, Mill’s argument that it is the excrcise not the possession that is important.
Without participatory institutions the mere possession of legal rights would have
little cffect on character.
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as Rousseau. He argues that where the individual is concerned solely with
his own private affairs and does not participate in public affairs then the
‘self-regarding’ virtucs suffer, as well as the capacitics for responsible
public action remaining undeveloped. ‘The man never thinks of any
collective interest, of any object to be pursued jointly with others, but
only in competition with them, and in some measure at their expensc’
(1910, p. 217). The ‘private moncy-getting occupation’ of most individuals
uses few of their faculties and tends to ‘fasten his attention and interest
exclusively upon himself, and upon his family as an appendage of himsclf;
—making him indifferent to the public. . . and in his inordinate regard for
his personal comforts, selfish and cowardly’ (1963, p. 230). The whole
situation is changed, however, when the individual can participate in
public affairs; Mill, like Rousscau, saw the individual in this case being
‘forced’ to widen his horizons and to take the public interest into account.
That is, the individual has to ‘weigh interests not his own; to be guided,
in the case of conflicting claims, by another rule than his private partiali-
ties; to apply, at every turn, principles and maxims which have for their
reason of existence the common good’ (1910, p. 217).

So far, Mill’s theory has been shown to reinforce rather than add to
Rousseau’s hypothesis about the cducative function of participation but
there is another facet of Mill’s theory which does add a further dimension
to that hypothesis, a necessary dimension if the theory is to be applied
to a large-scale socicty. I have alrcady quoted from onc of Mill’s reviews
Qf de Tocqueville’s Democracy in America. This work was a decisive
influence on Mill’s political theory, in particular with the part which
deals with loca] political institutions.! Mill was very impressed with de
Tocqueville’s discussion of centralisation and the dangers inherent in the
de\{elop ment of a mass society (dangers made familiar now by modern
sociologists also impressed by that analysis). In the Political Econony Mill
.dccl'arc§ that ‘a democratic constitution not supported by democratic
mnstitutions in detail, but confined to the central government, not only is
not po.lmcal freedom, but often creates a spirit precisely the reverse’.2 In
his review of Volume II of de Tocqueville’s book Mill argues that it is no
usc hﬂv}ll.g universal suffrage and participation in national government if
Fhf? mdlv}dual has not been prepared for this participation at local level;
it is at this level that he learns how to govern himsclf. ‘A political act, to
be done f)f‘ly once in a few years, and for which nothing in the daily habits
of the citizen has prepared him, leaves his intellect and his moral dis-
posttions very much as it found them’ (1963, p. 229). In other words, if

1 See Mill (1924, pp. 162—4) and Robson (1968, p. 106).
2 Mill (1965), bk. v, ch. X1, §6, p. 944.
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individuals in a large state are to be able to participate cffectively in the
government of the ‘great society’ then the necessary qualities underlying
this participation have to be fostered and developed at the local level.
Thus, for Mill, it is at local level where the real educative effect of partici-
pation occurs, where not only do the issues dealt with dircctly affect the
individual and his everyday life but where he also stands a good chance of,
himself, being clected to serve on a local body (1910, p. 347-8). It is by
participating at the local level that the individual ‘learns democracy’. “We
do not learn to read or write, to ride or swim, by being merely told how
to do it, but by doing it, so it is only by practising popular government
on a limited scale, that the people will ever learn how to excrcise it on
a larger’ (1963, p. 186).

In a large-scale society representative government will be necessary and
it is here that a difficulty arises; are Mill’s practical proposals about repre-
sentation compatible with the fundamental role he assigns to the educative
function of participation in his theory? In his practical proposals Mill does
not takc his own arguments about participation scriously enough and
this is largely because of ideas about the ‘natural’ state of socicty which are
mixed in with the rest of his social and political theory.

Bentham and James Mill had thought that education, in the narrow,
‘academic’ sense of that term, was the major way of ensuring responsible
political participation on the part of the ‘numerous classes’, and John
Stuart Mill never really rcjected this view. One of Mill’s main concerns
was how a political system could be achicved where the power was in the
hands of an élite—the educated élite (in the narrow sense). A well culti-
vated intellect, he thought, was usually accompanied by ‘prudence,
temperance, and justice, and generally by all the virtues which arc impor-
tant in our intercourse with others’.1 It was persons alrcady well educated
(the ‘instructed’) that Mill regarded as the ‘wisest and best’ men and whom
he thought should be clected to office at all political levels. He considered
that democracy was inevitable in the modern world, the problem was to
so organisc things that democratic political institutions would be com-
patible with the ‘natural’ statc of socicty, a state where ‘worldly power and
moral influcnce are habitually excrcised by the fittest persons whom the
cxisting state of society affords’ and where the ‘multitude’ have faith in
this ‘instructed’ minority who will rule.2 Mill, it should be noted, did not
want a situation where the multitude was deferential in the unthinking,

t Quoted in Robson (1967, p. 210).

2 Mill (1963, p. 17). Mill contrasts this statc to the present onc, a state of ‘transition’
where old institutions and doctrines have been ‘outgrown’ and the multitude have
lost their faith in the instructed and are ‘without a guide’ (p. 3).
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habitual sense of that word. Indeed, he thought that the time was past
when such a thing was possible; ‘the poor have come out of their leading
strings . . . whatever advice, exhortation, or guidance is held out to the
labouring classes, must henceforth be tendered to them as equals and
accepted by them with their eyes open’.t The élite had to be accountable
to the many and it was the reconciliation of élite rule with accountability
that Mill saw as the ‘grand difficulty’ in politics.2 His answer to this problem
gives rise to the ambiguity in his theory of participation.
From Mill’s theory about the cducative function of participation one
would expect his answer to this problem would be that the maximum
amount of opportunity should be given to the labouring classes to partici-
pate at local level so they would develop the necessary qualities and skills
to enable them to assess the activities of representatives and hold them
accountable. But Mill says nothing of the sort. His practical proposals for
ac.:hl.eving a ‘natural’ but ideal political system are quitc different. Mill
d1§txnguishcd between ‘true democracy’, which gives representation to
minorities (and to this end Mill enthusiastically espoused Hare’s propor-
tional representation scheme), and the ideal system. The former did not
:solve the problem of ensuring that his educated élitc had a preponderant
influence; that ideal system could only come about under a system of
plural voting based on cducational attainment, ‘though everyone ought
20_ have a voice—that everyone should have an equal voice is a totally
ifferent proposition’.s Thus, Mill rejects Rousscau’s argument that for
cffectw(? participation political equality is necessary. Mill also implicitly
u}s;fas a different definition of ‘participation’ from Rousseau, for he did not
; lnk- that even t.hc elected representatives should !cgislatc but. only accept
r reject legislation prepared by a special commission appointed by the
Crown; the_Pfoper job of representatives is discussion (1910, p. 235 ).
d ::lf;u:g;:r 111(}115traltion of this point is N.lil-l’s‘ comment on ic fqrm that the
manua] labgoe should take. He says that itis by Polltlcal discussion that t'hc
brings him, urer, whose 'employmc.nt isa r.outmc,'and w'hosc way of life
ideas ; In contact with no variety of 1mprc551<?ns, circumstances, or
i 5 15 taught that remote causes, and events which take place far off,
ave a most sensible effect even on his personal interests’ (1910, p. 278).
One might raise the question, with Mill’s practical proposals for the
Mo
L e
how miscon
ship.

3 Mil‘l (1910, p. 283). In his Autobiography Mill admitted that the proposal for plural
voting found favour with nobody (1924, p. 218).

ger (19§5, p. 86). Mill’s emphasis on the instructed minority illustrates
ceived is Schumpeter’s charge that the ‘classical’ theoristsignored leader-
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achicvement of the ideally best polity and his implicit definition of parti-
cipation, of whether participation would have the educative cffect he
postulated. The important point about Rousscau’s paradigm of direct
participation is that the participatory process was organised in such a way
that individuals were, so to speak, psychologically ‘open’ to its effects.
But nonc of this obtains in Mill. The majority are branded by the suffrage
system as political inferiors and cannot resist the implementation of dis-
advantagcous policics; if a predetcrmined élite arc to gain political power
why should the majority cven be interested in discussion? Mill scems un-
awarc of any inconsistency in the various clements of his theory but it is
difficult tosec how his kind of participation is to fulfil its allotted role. Even
with universal suffrage and decision making by representatives there would
not be such a ‘strongly’ cducative environment as that provided by Rous-
seau’s direct participatory system and the problem of how far Rousseau’s
model can be replicated in modern conditions will be taken up later. Here
it should be noted that Mill’s educationally crucial local political level
might give scope for direct participation in decision making.

The stress on local political institutions is not the only extension that
Mill makes to the hypothesis about the educative effect of participation,
but before discussing this other aspect it is uscful to note that Mill agrees
with Rousscau about the other two functions of participation. The whole
argument about the ‘critical deference’ of the multitude rests partly on the
suggestion that participation aids the acceptance of decisions and Mill
specifically points to the integrative function of participation. He says that
through political discussion the individual ‘becomes consciously a member
of a grecat community’ (1910, p. 279) and that whenever he has something
to do for the public he is made to feel ‘that not only the common weal is
his weal, but that it partly depends on his exertions’ (1963, p. 230).

Perhaps the most interesting aspect of Mill’s theory is an expansion of
the hypothesis about the educative effect of participation to cover a whole
new area of social life—industry. In his later work, Mill came to see in-
dustry as another area where the individual could gain experience in the
management of collective affairs, just as he could in local government. Mill
saw the rcal value of the various theories of socialism and co-operation
that were being advocated, and sometimes tricd out, in his day as lying
in their potential as means of education. As might be expected he was
suspicious of those schemes that were centralist in character; as Robson
points out, Mill in the Chapters on Socialism gives his approval to ‘such
socialist schemes as depend on voluntary organisation in small communi-
ties and which look to a national application of their principles only
through the sclf-multiplication of the units’ (1968, p. 245). In such a form
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of organisation widespread participation could be accommodated. Mill
saw co-operative forms of industrial organisation leading to a ‘moral
transformation’ of thosc that took part in them (hc also thought they
would be more productive, but that was partly a result of the ‘transforma-
tion’). A co-operative organisation would lcad, he said, to ‘friendly rivalry
in the pursuit of a good common to all; the clevation of the dignity of
labour; a new sensc of sccurity and independence in the labouring class;
and the conversion of cach human being’s daily occupation into a school
of the social sympathies and the practical intelligence’.! Just as participa-
tion in the government of the collective interest in local politics educates
the individual in social responsibility so participation in the management
of the collective interest of an industrial organisation fosters and develops
the qualitics in the individual that he nceds for public activities. ‘No
soil,” says Mill, could be more conducive to the training of the individual
to feel ‘the public interest his own’ than a ‘communist association’.2 Just
as Mill regarded democracy as inevitable in the modern world so he saw
some form of co-operation as incvitable in industry; now that the labour-
ing classes had come out of their ‘lcading strings’ the employer/employce
rclationship would not be maintainable in the long run, some form of
co-operation must take its place. In the Political Economy Mill discusscs what
form this might take and he comes to the conclusion that if ‘mankind is
to continuc to improve’ then in the end one form of association will
predominate, ‘not that which can exist between a capitalist as chicf,
and workpeople without a voicc in the management, but the association
of the labourers themsclves on terms of equality, collectively owning the
capital with which they carry on their operations, and working under
managers clected and removable by themselves.’s

In the same way that participation in local government is a necessary
Eondition for participation at the national level because of its educative or
improving’ effect, so Mill is suggesting that participation in the ‘govern-
rpent’ of the workplace could have the same impact. These wider implica-
tions of Mill’s arguments about the importance of cducation are usually
overlooked, yet they are of great significance for democratic theory. If
such participation in the workplace is to be possible then the authority
relationship in industry would have to be transformed from the usual one
of superiority-subordination (managers and men) to one of co-opcration
or equality with the managers (government) being elected by the whole

! Mill (1965), bk. 1v, ch. v, §6, p. 792.

2 Mill (1965), bk. 11, ch. 1, §3, p. 205. Mill uses the word ‘communist’ more looscly
than we do today.

3 Mill (1965), bk. 1v, ch. vi1, §6, p. 775. Sce also §§ 2, 3, 4.

34



PARTICIPATORY THEORY

body of employces just as representatives at the local level are clected.
That is to say, the political relations in industry, using the word ‘political’
in a wide sense, would have to be democratised. Morcover it is possible
to go further; Mill’s argument about the educative effect of participation
in local government and in the workplace could be gencralised to cover
the cffect of participation in all ‘lower level’ authority structures, or
political systems. It is because this general hypothesis can be derived from
their theorics that I have referred to these writers as theorists of the
participatory society. Society can be scen as being composed of various
political systems, the structure of authority of which has an important
cffect on the psychological qualitics and attitudes of the individuals who
interact within them; thus, for the operation of a democratic polity at
national level, the necessary qualities in individuals can only be developed
through the democratisation of authority structures in all political systems.

We might also note at this point that there is another dimension to this
theory of participation. Apart from its importance as an cducative device,
participation in the workplace—a political system—can be regarded as
political participation in its own right. Thus industry and other spheres
provide alternative arcas where the individual can participate in decision
making in matters of which he has first hand, cveryday experience, so
that when we refer to ‘participatory democracy’ we arc indicating some-
thing very much wider than a set of ‘institutional arrangements” at national
level. This wider view of democracy can be found in the political theory
of G. D. H. Cole, to which we now turn.

A discussion of Colc’s theory—and here we shall be dealing solely
with his early writings—is of particular interest because his theory is not
only sct in the context of a modern, industrialised socicty but it is very
much a theory of such a socicty. The remarks which Mill made about
participation in industry, though illuminating for our purposes, were
peripheral to his main body of social and political theory, but for Cole
it is industry that holds the key that will unlock the door to a truly demo-
cratic polity. In his theory of Guild Socialism Cole worked out a detailed
scheme of how a participatory socicty might be organised and brought into
being which is of considerable intrinsic interest, although we shall be con-
cerned with the principles that underlay this scheme rather than the blue-
print itself. Another significant aspect of Cole’s work of this period was
the very great influence of Rousseau. There were other influences also,
William Morris and Marx, for instance, but Cole frequently quotes
Rousscau; the spirit of the latter pervades his work and many of Cole’s
basic concepts arc derived from Rousscau. This is an additional rcason for
examining Cole’s work. Discussions of Rousscau’s political theory usually
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reach the conclusion that it is of little relevance today (and it is sometimes
suggested that the influence that it has had has been positively pernicious).
I have already argued that Rousscau’s theory provides the starting point
and the basic material for any discussion of the participatory theory of
democracy and Colc’s theory provides one attempt to translate the in-
sights of Rousscau’s theory into a modern sctting.

Cole’s social and political theory is built on Rousscau’s argument that
will, not force, is the basis of social and political organisation. Men must
co-operate in associations to satisfy their needs and Cole begins by looking
at ‘the motives that hold men together in association’ and the ‘way in
th'ch men act through associations in supplement and complement to
their actions as isolated or private individuals’ (1920, pp. 6 and 11). To
translate their will into action in a way that does not infringe upon their
11.1dividual freedom, Cole argues that men must participate in the organisa-
tion and regulation of their associations. The idea of participation is central
to his theory. ‘I assume’, he says, echoing Mill’s criticism of Bentham’s
?ohtlcal theory, ‘that the object of social organisation is not merely mater-
ial efficiency, but also essentially the fullest self-expression of all the
members.” Sclf-expression ‘involves sclf-government’ and this mcans
tl%at we must ‘call forth the people’s full participation in the common
direction in the affairs of the community’ (1920, p. 208). This, in turn,
involves the fullest freedom of all the members for “frecdom is to find
perfect expression’ (1918, p. 196). Colec also says, again following Rous-
sea, that the individual is ‘most free where he co-operates with his cquals
in the r,naking of laws’.1
‘c()(:n?;c;tggory is a.thcory of associations. Society as he glcﬁncd it is,a
£ b individasslof:mtlons held togct!lcr by the wills of their members’.2
participate ; Ui\i Is to be self-'gov‘crmng then he not only has to be able to
membas butn hccmon' making in all the associations of which he is a
own affaie (tcclassocmtlons the@sclvcs have to be frce to control their
danger here) ole regarded the interference c:nf tl}e state as the main

» and if they were to be self-governing in this sense then they

ave to be roughly cqual in political power. In The World of Labour Cole
1

S)otlliés?l?’ P 182). But Cole did not accept that freedom consisted in obedience

not part z_"s: he rf:ge}rdcd laws as ‘the scaffolding of human freedom; but they are
2 Coltf( of the building’ (1918, p. 197).

of thel?:g'a"g. 12). It should, perhaps, be noted that Cole did not see the whole li‘fc
o ot valu;‘l;ll ual encompassed in these groups. Much of his life, and some of its

! ‘¢ aspects, found cxpression outside association; the individual is ‘the
pivot on which the whole system of institutions turns. For he alone has in him the

E’aflgus PUtp())scs of the various institutions bound together in a single personality’.
1918, p. 191).
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argues that the suppression of groups in the French Revolution was an
historical accident because of the privileges they then happened to possess,
and he adds that ‘in rccognising that where there must be particular
associations, they should be evenly matched, Rousseau admits the group
principle to be incvitable in the great state. We may then regard the new
philosophy of groups as carrying on the true egalitarian principles of the
French Revolution’ (1913, p. 23).

This theory of associations is linked to his theory of democracy through
the principle of function, ‘the underlying principle of social organisation’
(1920, p. 48). Cole thought that ‘democracy is only real when it is con-
ceived in terms of function and purposc’ and the function of an association
is bascd on the purpose for which it was formed (1920a, p. 31). Every
association that ‘scts before itsclf any object that is of more than the most
rudimentary simplicity finds itsclf compelled to assign tasks and duties, and
with thesc powers and a share of authority, to some of its members in
order that the general object may be cffectively pursued’ (1920, p. 104).
That is, representative government (in the wide sense of that latter term)
is necessary in most associations. In Cole’s view existing forms of represen-
tation are misrepresentation for two reasons. First, because the principle of
function has been overlooked, the mistake has been made of assuming that
it is possible for an individual to be represented as a whole and for all
purposes instead of his being represented in relation to some well-defined
function. Second, under the cxisting parliamentary institutions the elector
has no real choice of, or control over, his representative, and the system
actually denies the right of the individual to participate because ‘having
chosen his representative, the ordinary man has, according to that theory,
nothing left to do cxcept to let other people govern him’. A system of
functional representation, on the other hand, implies ‘the constant partici-
pation of the ordinary man in the conduct of those parts of the structure of
Socicty with which he is directly concerned, and which he has therefore the
best chance of understanding’.1

Thus in Cole’s theory there is a distinction between the cxistence of
representative ‘institutional arrangements’ at national level and democracy.
For the latter the individual must be able to participate in all the associa-
tions with which he is concerned; that is to say, a participatory society is
necessary. The democratic principle, Cole says, must be applied ‘not only
or mainly to some special sphere of social action known as “politics”, but
to any and every form of social action, and, in especial, to industrial and
economic fully as much as to political affairs’ (19204, p. 12). This notion
is in fact implicit in Colc’s ‘new philosophy of groups’ that he built on the

1 Cole (1920, p. 114); scc also pp. 104-6.
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foundation laid by Rousseau, for it is to apply Rousscau’s insights about
the functions of participation to the internal organisation of all associations
and organisations. For Cole, therefore, like Mill, the educational function
of participation is crucial, and he also emphasises that individuals and their
institutions cannot be considered in isolation from cach other. He remarks
in Guild Socialism Restated that if Guild Socialist thcory was largely a
theory of institutions this was not becausc

it believes that the life of men is comprchended in their social machinery, but because
social machincry, as it is good or bad, harmonious or discordant with human desires
and instincts, is the means either of furthering, or of thwarting, the cxpression of
human personality. If cnvironment does not, as Robert Owen thought, make charac-

ter in an absolute sense, it does direct and divert character into divergent forms of
expression (1920a, p. 25).

Like Mill, Cole argued that it was only by participation at the local level
and in local associations that the individual could ‘lcarn democracy’. ‘Over
the vast mechanism of modern politics the individual has no control, not
because the state is too big, but because he is given no chance of learning
the rudiments of sclf-government within a smaller unit’ (1919, p. 157).
Actually, Cole has rather disrcgarded the implications of his own argu-
ments here; the fact that the modern state is so big is onc important rcason
for en?bling the individual to participatc in the ‘alternative’ political arcas
of society, a fact that Cole’s writings show him to be well awarc of.

The important point, however, is that in Colc’s view industry provided
the all-important arena for the educative cffect of participation to take
Place; for it is in industry that, outside Government, the individual is
ll}Vol.de to the greatest extent in relationships of supcriority and subor-
dmatlpn and the ordinary man spends a great deal of his life at work. It was

OF this reason that Cole exclaimed that the answer that most people would
81Ve to the question ‘what is the fundamental cvil in our modern socicty?’
would be the wrong one: ‘they would answer POVERTY, when they
O}Ight to answer SLAVERY’ (1919, p. 34). The millions who had been
gven the franchise, who had formally been given the means to sclf-
government had in fact been ‘trained to subscrvience’ and this training
a: ac;gdy t‘akcn. place fiuring the course of their daily occupation. Cole
gued that ‘the industrial system . . . is in great measure the key to the
Paradox of political democracy. Why arc the many nominally supreme
ut actually powerless? Largely becausc the circumstances of their lives
@0 not accustom or fit them for power or responsibility. A scrvile system
in mdgstry inevitably reflects itsclf in political servility’ (1018, p. 35).
Only. if the individual could become sclf-governing in the workplace,
only if industry was organised on a participatory basis, could this training
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for scrvility be turned into training for democracy and the individual
gain the familiarity with democratic procedures, and develop the necessary
‘democratic character’ for an cffective system of large-scale democracy.!

For Cole, like Rousscau, there could be no cquality of political power
without a substantive measure of economic equality and his theory pro-
vides us with some interesting indications of how the economic equality
in Rousscau’s idcal socicty of peasant proprictors might be achieved in a
modern cconomy. In Cole’s view ‘the abstract democracy of the ballot
box’ did not involve real political equality; the equality of citizenship
implicd by universal suffrage was only formal and it obscured the fact that
political power was shared very uncqually. “Theoretical democrats’, he
said, ignored ‘the fact that vast inequalities of wealth and status, resulting
in vast incqualitics of education, power and control of environment, are
necessarily fatal to any real democracy, whether in politics or any other
sphere.’2

One of Cole’s major objections to the capitalist organisation of industry
was that under it labour was just another commodity and so the ‘human-
ity’ of labour was denied. Under the Guild Socialist system this human-
ity would be fully recognised, which would mean ‘above all else, the
rccognition of the right . . . to equality of opportunity and status’ (1918,
p. 24). It is the latter thatis really important; only with the equalisation of
status could there be the equality of independence that, as we have seen from
the discussion of Rousseau’s theory, is crucial for the process of participa-
tion. Cole thought that there would be a move toward the equalisation of
incomes, final equality arising through the ‘destruction of the whole idea
of remuneration for work done’ (1920a, pp. 72-3), but the abolition of
status distinctions plays a larger role in his thcory. Partly this would
come about through the socialisation of the means of production under a
Guild Socialist system because classes would then be abolished (by defini-
tion—Cole used the term in a Marxian sense), but of more (practical)
importance were two other factors. Under a participatory system there
would no longer be one group of ‘managers’ and one group of ‘men’, the
latter having no control over the affairs of the enterprise, but one group of
cqual decision makers. Sccondly, Cole saw a participatory organisation of

t Implicit in all Cole’s writings on the nccessity of a participatory socicty is the
hypothesis that participation will have an integrative effect. This underlies his many
references to ‘community’ and the importance he attaches to local participatory
institutions where men can learn the ‘social spirit’. In the industrial sphere it is the
basis of the assumption that the new form of organisation would lead to co-opera-
tion and fellowship in a community of workers instead of the usual industrial con-
flict. Sce Cole (1920, p. 169) and (1920a, p. 45).

2 Cole (19204, p. 14); sce also (1913, p. 421).
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industry leading to the abolition of the fear of uncmployment for the
ordinary man, and so to the abolition of the other great status distinction,
inequality in security of tenure of employment.

However, although Cole’s democratic theory hinges on the establish-
ment of this equality of status in industry, he was (despite Schumpeter’s
strictures on this point) very conscious of the problem of the preservation
of leadership under such a democratic system, and he thought that the
principle of function provided an answer. If representation (leadership) was
organised on a functional basis then it was possible to have ‘representa-
tives’ rather than ‘delegates’. The latter seemed nccessary because it
appeared to be the only way that control could be excrcised by the elector-
ate given that ‘as soon as the voters have cxercised their votes their
existence as a group lapses until the time when a new clection is required’.
Functional associations, by contrast, can have a continuous existence,
SO can continually advise, criticise and, if necessary, recall the representa-
tive. They also have an additional meritin that ‘not only will the representa-
tive be chosen to do a job about which he knows something, but he will
be chosen by persons who know somecthing of it too’.!

I-Uthough Cole regarded ‘material efficiency’ as only one object of
social and political organisation, he thought that a participatory society
WOUlfi be superior in this respect also. Under conditions of economic
security and equality the profit motive—the motive of ‘greed and fear’—
would be replaced by the motive of free service and workers would see
that their efforts were for the benefit of the whole community. He
Fhought tbat there existed large untapped reserves of energy and initiative
in the ordinary man that a participatory system would call forth; it was
self-government that was the key to cfficiency. The workers would never
be persuaded to give of their best ‘under a system which from any moral
standpoint is utterly indefensible’.2

e main'intcrest for our purpose in Colc’s specific plan for sclf-
;gto;reorsﬁ::t in t.hc worksho’P an4 othf:r spheres, thild Socialism, i§ Fhat
o1 es us Wlth one man’s notion, in great detail, of Wha_t a participa-

¥ society might look like. Cole put forward several versions, but the
most theoretically pluralist is to be found in Guild Socialism Restated on

1 Cole (1920, Pp. I1o-1

tions often saised < 3). Such a system would go part of the way to mecting objec-

requires of bout the amount of ‘rationality’ that a democratic system

req 1¢ voter. Carpenter (1966) has argucd that Cole was untouched by the
insights of his day into the irrational clements of human behaviour. Be that as it
may, Cole ‘llke the other theorists of the participatory socicty took the view that
rationality’ was, at least in part, acquired through the process of participation.

2 Cole (19.19, P- 181) and (1920b, p. 12). Some criticisms of Guild Socialism from an
economic point of view can be found in Glass (1966) and Pribicevic (1959).
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which this, very bricf, account is based.t The Guild Socialist structurc was
organised, vertically and horizontally, from the grass roots upward and
was participatory at all levels and in all its aspects. The vertical structure
was to be economic in nature—for on good functionalist principles the
political and economic functions in society were to be separated. On the
economic side production and consumption were also diffcrentiated.2
What are usually thought of as ‘guilds” were actually to be the unit of
organisation on the production sidc. In the ecconomic sphere Cole also
proposed the setting up of consumer co-operatives, utility councils (for
provision of gas, ctc.), civic guilds to take care of health, education, etc.,
and cultural councils to ‘express the civic point of view’—and any other
ad hoc bodics that might prove necessary in a particular arca. The work-
shop was to be the basic ‘building block’ of the guild and, similarly, the
grass root unit of cach council, ctc., was to be small enough to allow the
maximum participation by everyone. Each guild would clect representa-
tives to the higher stages of the vertical structure, to local and regional
guilds and councils, and at the highest level, to the Industrial Guilds
Congress (or its cquivalent).

The purpose of the horizontal (political) structure was to give expression
to ‘the communal spirit of the whole society’. Each town or country area
would have its own commune where the basic unit would be the ward,
again to allow maximum individual participation, and representatives
would be elected from the guilds, ctc., and any other local bodies to the
commune on a ward basis. The next horizontal layer was to be composed
of regional communes, bringing together both town and country and
the regional guilds, and at the apex would be found the National Com-
mune which would, Cole thought, be a purcly co-ordinating body
neither functionally, historically nor structurally continuous with the
existing statc.

The precise merits or demerits of this particular blueprint do not con-
cern us here; as Cole himself said, ‘the principles behind guild socialism

1 Cole (1920a). An account of the development of Guild Socialism and a general dis-
cussion of its theory (Cole was only one of those concerned) can be found in Glass
(1966). Whether Cole’s plan would have turned out to be as ‘pluralist’ as he intended
has been questioned. He thought that once Guild Socialism began to get under way
the state would gradually ‘wither away’ from lack of a real function, but it has
been argued that his National Commune, the new ‘co-ordinating’ body, would have
turned out to be the state renamed in most essentials.

2 It was over this last division that Cole differed both from the collectivists and the
advocates of co-operation because neither of these allowed the right of the producer
to self-government, and from the syndicalists because they did not admit that con-
sumers nceded special representation.
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arc far morc important than the actual forms of organisation which
guild socialists have thought out’ (1920c, p. 7), and it is with these prin-
ciples, the principles underlying the theory of participatory democracy,
and the question of their empirical relevance at the present time, that weare
concerned.

The very great difference between the theories of democracy discussed
in this chapter and the theorics of those writers whom we have called the
theorists of representative government makes it difficult to understand
how the myth of one ‘classical’ theory of democracy has survived so long
and is so vigorously propagated. The theorics of participatory democracy
cxamined here were not just essays in prescription as is often claimed,
rather they offer just thosc ‘plans of action and specific prescriptions’ for
movement towards a (truly) democratic polity that it has been suggested
arc lacking. But perhaps the strangest criticism is that thesc carlier theorists
werc not, as Berelson puts it, concerned with the ‘gencral features neces-
sary if the (political) institutions arc to work as rcquired’, and that they
lgl.'loch the political system as a whole in their work. It is quite clear that
Fhls s precisely what they were concerned with. Although the variable
ldct.ltiﬁcd as crucial in those theories for the successful establishment and
maintenance of a democratic political system, the authority structures of
non-Governmental spheres of society, is cxactly the same one that
Eckstcin indicates in his thecory of stable democracy, the conclusions
d‘rawn from this by the carlier and later theorists of democracy arc en-
tirely different. In order that an evaluation of these two theorics of democ-
racy can be undertaken I shall now bricfly set out (in a similar fashion to the
zontcmpomry theory of democracy abovc), a participatory theory of

emocracy drawn from the three theories just discussed.
tioillﬁ thFOf}’ Qf participatoFx dcp‘noc;racy is built round- the cc§1tr'al asscr-

atindividuals and their institutions cannot be considered in isolation
123:1 ;:ntfo:;notg‘cnz. The existence of rcprcscntat‘ivc institut‘io.ns at national
the peosly 5:1 }11c1cnt for dc.m‘ocrflcy; for‘ maximum participation by all
e taic al that level soc1ahsat1c?n, or ‘social training’, for d‘cm‘oc-racy
! Place in other spheres in order that the necessary individual
at;;(ltudcs and psychological qualities can be developed. This development
taf cs p!af:c thOUgh the process of participation itsclf. The major function
O participation in the theory of participatory democracy is therefore an
educatl've one, educative in the very widest scnse, including both the psy-
chological aspect and the gaining of practice in democratic skills and
p.rocedures. Thus there is no special problem about the stability of a parti-
cipatory system it is sclf-sustaining through the cducative impact of the
participatory process. Participation develops and fosters the very qualities
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necessary for it; the more individuals participate the better able they be-
come to do so. Subsidiary liypotheses about participation are that it has an
integrative cffect and that it aids the acceptance of collective decisions.

Therefore, for a democratic polity to exist it is nccessary for a participa-
tory socicty to cxist, i.e. a socicty where all political systems have been
democratised and socialisation through participation can take place in all
arcas. The most important arca is industry; most individuals spend a great
deal of their lifetime at work and the business of the workplace provides an
cducation in the management of collective affairs that it is difficult to paral-
lel clsewhere. The second aspect of the theory of participatory democracy
is that spheres such as industry should be scen as political systems in their
own right, offering arcas of participation additional to the national level.
If individuals arc to excrcise the maximum amount of control over their
own lives and environment then authority structures in thesc areas must
be so organised that they can participate in decision making. A further
reason for the central place of industry in the theory relates to the sub-
stantive measure of cconomic cquality required to give the individual the
independence and security necessary for (equal) participation; the democ-
ratising of industrial authority structures, abolishing the permanent dis-
tinction between ‘managers’ and ‘men’ would mean a large step toward
meeting this condition.

The contemporary and participatory theories of democracy can be con-
trasted on every point of substance, including the characterisation of
‘democracy’ itsclf and the definition of ‘political’, which in the participa-
tory theory is not confined to the usual national or local government
sphere. Again, in the participatory theory ‘participation’ refers to (equal)
participation in the making of decisions, and ‘political equality” refers to
equality of power in determining the outcome of decisions, a very differ-
ent definition from that in the contemporary theory. Finally, the justifica-
tion for a democratic system in the participatory theory of democracy
rests primarily on the human results that accrue from the participatory
process. One might characterise the participatory model as one where
maximum input (participation) is required and where output includes not
just policics (decisions) but also the development of the social and political
capacitics of cach individual, so that there is ‘feedback’ from output to
input.

Many of the criticisms of the so-called ‘classical’ theory of democracy
imply that the latter theory has only to be stated for it to become obvious
that it is unrcalistic and outmoded. With the participatory theory of
democracy this is far from the case; indced, it has many features that
reflect some of the major themes and orientations in recent political
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theory and political sociology. For example, the fact that it is a model of a
self-sustaining system might make it attractive to the many writcrs on
politics who, cxplicitly or implicitly, make use of such models. Again,
similarities between the participatory theory of democracy and recent
theories of social pluralism are obvious enough, although these usually
argue only that ‘secondary’ associations should exist to mediate between
the individual and the national polity and say nothing about the authority
structures of those associations.! The wide definition of the ‘political’ in
the participatory theory is also in keeping with the practice in modern
political theory and political science. One of the advocates of the contem-
porary theory of democracy discussed above, Dahl (1963, p. 6), has defined
a political system as ‘any persistent pattern of human relationships that
involves to a significant extent power, rule or authority’. All this makes it
very odd that no recent writer on democratic theory appears to have re-
read the earlier theorists with these concerns in mind. Any explanation of
this would, no doubst, include a mention of the widely held belicf that
(altbougll thesc earlier theories arc often said to be descriptive) ‘traditional’
political theorists, especially theorists of democracy, were cngaged in 2
largely prescriptive and ‘value-laden’ enterprisc and their work is thus held
to have little direct interest for the modern, scientific, political theorist.

What?vcr the truth of that matter, the task that remains, an assessment of
the empirical realism and viability of the participatory theory of democ-
Tacy, can now be undertaken: is the notion of a participatory society
utopian fantasy—and dangerous fantasy at that? The exposition of the
thCOry. immediately raises several questions of importance. For example,
3 lere is thf: .problem of the definition of ‘participation’; clearly where
cllZCCt participation is pos?sib.le'thcn the definition is relevant but 1t is not

ar, even though the individual would have more opportunities for
S.Ohtlcal Participation in a participatory socicty, how far the paradigm of
islrcc.t participation can be replicated under conditions where representation

801Ing to be widely necessary. No answer to this question can be attemp-
tcd,.u.ntll a good deal of analysis has been undertaken. The theory of
participatory democracy stands or falls on two hypotheses: the cducative
ftlpctlon of participation, and the crucial role of industry, and attention
will be concentrated on these. A major point of dispute in the two theories
of democracy is whether industrial authority structures can be democratised
but before that question can be tackled a more basic question must be
asked. In the next chapter we shall begin by seeing if there is any evidence to
support the suggested link between participation in the workplace and other
non-governmental spheres and participation at the wider, national level.

1 Cf. Eckstein (1966, p. 191).
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CHAPTER III

The sense of political efficacy
and participation in
the workplace

The contemporary and participatory theories of democracy both include
the argument that individuals should receive some ‘training’ in democracy
outside the national political process. However, advocates of the con-
temporary theory such as Dahl or Eckstein give little indication of how
this training takes place, and there is something paradoxical in calling
socialisation inside existing organisations and associations, most of which,
especially industrial ones, are oligarchical and hierarchical, a training
explicitly in democracy. The argument in the participatory theory of
democracy that the education for democracy that takes place through
the participatory process in non-governmental authority structures
requires, therefore, that the structures should be democratised, looks, on
the face of it, rather more plausible (although Sartori has claimed that it
has been disproved that one ‘learns to vote by voting’). Before looking to
sce if there is any empirical evidence to support the suggested connection
between participation in the workplace and participation in the wider
political sphere, there is a prior question about how this connection might
take place. Again, there is common ground here between the two theories
as both point to psychological factors as playing the mediating role.The
theory of participatory democracy argues that the experience of participa-
tion in some way leaves the individual better psychologically equipped to
undertake further participation in the future and some interesting evi-
dence in support of this argument can be found in recent empirical studies
of political socialisation and political participation.

John Stuart Mill argued that an ‘active’ character would result from
participation, and Cole suggested that what we might call a ‘non-servile’
character would be fostered, and it is possible to give these notions some
useful empirical content. If one is to be self-governing in, for example,
one’s workplace, then certain psychological qualities are clearly necessary.
For cxample, the belicf that one can be self-governing, and confidence in
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one’s ability to participate responsibly and cffectively, and to control one’s
life and environment would certainly scem to be required. These are not
characteristics that would be associated with ‘scrvile’ or ‘passive’ characters
and it is reasonable to suggest that the acquisition of such confidence, ctc.,
is part, at least, of what the theorists of the participatory socicty saw as the
psychological benefits that would accrue through participation. One
could also regard these qualitics as being part of the famous ‘democratic
character’. Now one of the most important positive correlations that has
emerged from empirical investigations into political behaviour and atti-
tudes is that between participation and what is known as the scnse of
political efficacy or scnse of political competence. This has been described
as the feeling that ‘individual political action docs have, or can have, an
Impact upon the political process, i.c. that it is worthwhile to perform
one’s civic duties’ (Campbell et al., 1954, p- 187). Pcople who have a sense
of political efficacy are more likely to participate in politics than thosc in
whom this fecling is lacking and it has also been found that underlying
the'sen.se of political efficacy is a sense of gencral, personal cffectivencss,
W}ﬁlCh involves self-confidence in one’s dcalings with the world. ‘Persons
I)ivkccl)yf:;l T?f(? Cffc?tivc i-n‘th’cir cveryday tasks and challenges arc more
many w f sr ICIP:itC in POllFlCS R :,md Almond an_d Verba hm{c. said tl?at in
(1965, p yzc;é - the belief in onc’s competence is a key p(.)l.ltlcal attitude
COmp’et (g;ce t—713. We shall thcrefqrc take thc. scnsc of political efficacy or
the PSYCholoo‘ T alflf‘ operational interpretation 9£ at any ratc part of,
mocracy Thglca effect referred to 'by ic theorists of participatory de-
to Suggc;t th:t question that now arises is whether there is any cwflencc
in indeery o l‘):_al'thlPE.ltlon in non.-governmental spheres, in par{tlcular
The m?s’t into great importance in the dcvclopmcnt of 'tlus feeling.
Verba’s book T(;;rcsctl.ng and important source of cvidence is Ah‘nopc! allci
political attitudee ngc l()?ultur_e. Thisis a Fross—cultural sttfdy of individua
Great Britais GS and bechaviour covering five countrics, the U.S.Ai;
is concerned ;Vitﬁrmhany, Italy and: Mexico, and a large part of the boo
The authors foun(; (;, sense of political competence z}lld its df:vclopmcnt.
between the s, ; atfq all five countrics a positive .rc':latl'onslnp held
the sense of comc of political c.:ﬁicacy and political participation, though
also found (] petence was higher at local tl.mn at .natlonal levcl.‘It was
that the level of competence was highest in those countries, the

U.S.A. itai
and Britain, where the most institutional opportunities existed

for local political participation.2

MG
mg{:mt{" (1965, p. 59). For a summary of findings relating to political cfficacy see
rath, pp. §6-60, and Lane (1959), pp. 147 fT.

2 Almond and Verba (1965, pp. 140 ff., and Tables v1,1 and v1,2).
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This gives support to Mill’s argument about the importance of local
political institutions as a training ground for democracy and, indeed, the
authors of the study themsclves remark that these facts give one

an argument in favour of the classic position that political participation on the local
level plays a major role in the development of a competent citizenry. As many
writers have arguced, local government may act as a training ground for political
competence. Where local government allows participation, it may foster a scnse of
competence that then spreads to the national level (p. 145).

They also investigated the effects of participation in voluntary organisa-
tions and they found that in all five countries the sensc of political efficacy
was higher among members of organisations than among non-members
and highest of all among active members, particularly of explicitly political
organisations. We have alrcady noted that the participatory theory of
democracy has similarities to recent arguments about social pluralism, and
Almond and Verba conclude their chapter on organisational membership
by saying that ‘pluralism, even if not explicitly political pluralism may
indced be one of the most important foundations of political democracy’
(p- 265). In general, recent investigations into political socialisation have
shown that the theorists of participatory democracy were on firm ground
when they suggested that the individual would generalise from his ex-
pericnces in non-governmental authority structures to the wider, national
political sphere. Like Eckstcin in the book considered earlier, Almond and
Verba point to these authority structures as the crucial variable involved
and they argue that

if in most social situations the individual finds himself subservient to some authority
figure, it is likely that he will expect such an authority relationship in the political
sphere. On the other hand, if outside the political sphere he has opportunitics to
participate in a wide range of social decisions, he will probably expect to be able to
participate in political decisions as well. Furthermore, participation in non-political
decision making may give onc the skills needed to engage in political participation

(pp- '271—2).

Almond and Verba arguc that it is adult experiences that are crucial in
this political socialisation process, but more recent research, notably that
of Easton (and associates), has focused on the ecarly childhood years as
being of fundamental importance in shaping later political behaviour and
attitudes. However, although the evidence presented in Children in the
Political System (Easton and Dennis, 1969) shows that specifically political
lcarning does take place in early childhood, and although it may be true
that that learning helps to cstablish a reservoir of ‘diffuse support’ for
political authority as such, the evidence does little, if anything, to establish
a connection between specific adult political behaviour or attitudes and
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the particular kind of childhood learning dealt with in the book (i.c. that
the child learns to give meaning to, and to connect with, political author-
ity largely through the personalities of the President and policemen).
Indeed, many of the authors’ own remarks cast doubt on the later im-
portance of such childhood lcarning. They note that ‘surprisingly, even in
an era shot through with Freudian preconceptions, the effect of childhood
experiences on adult behaviour is still moot’ (p. 75) and that parents tend
to shield their children from the realities of political life.! It is very sig-
nificant that the attitudes of the older children differ from those of the
younger, under the impact of their increasing (realistic) experience of the
world; in fact the authors themsclves emphasise the importance of this
later experience for political socialisation and say that ‘sccondary socialisa-
tion, during the period beyond childhood, may under certain circum-
stances work in an opposite direction.. . . with the net outcome dependent
on the situational events’ (p. 310). ..’

To suggest that we should look to these adult experiences is not to say
that childhood is of no importance in political socialisation—later ex-
periences may well reinforce attitudes that began to develop carlier. This
point is of direct relevance to the question of the devclopment of the
sense of political efficacy among children, which Easton and Dennis
have also investigated, but they were not, as were Almond and Verba,
concerned with the question of why some individuals feel more politically
efficacious than others, but primarily with whether children accept the
norm of political efficacy. But again this approach tells us nothing about
adult political attitudes.2 The most striking correlation to emerge from
studies of political efficacy is that different levels arc linked to socio-
¢conomic status; low SES individuals tend to be low in a sense of political
efficacy (and to participate less). This correlation between class and levels
of efﬁcacy also holds for children, and Easton and Dennis argue that the
levels of efficacy measured in children in fact reflect the child’s view of
Parents’ attitudes and behaviour (1967, p. 31). This being so, then we still

aVe to account for the difference in adults in this respect and it will not
do merely to say that this is a result of their own childhood . . .
€ area where such an explanation may be found has already been

1 Pp. 357-3, See also Greenstein (1965, p. 45) and Orren and Peterson (1967). Easton’s
and De'nnis’s findings are also probably culture-bound, a fact that they themselves
, Irfiogmse_(sec e.g. Jaros et al., 1968).
$ 2 curious argument (Easton and Dennis, 1967, p. 38) that the ‘internalisation’
carly in life of 5 norm that one ought to have a say in government will, in itself,
help to counteract later frustration when we find that apparent opportunitics

t?{ do so are illusory. It would seem more likely that it would have the opposite
effect.
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indicated—in the individual’s experiences of non-governmental authority
structures, and this can provide us with an explanation of both childhood
and adult differences. Almond and Verba found that (remembered) oppor-
tunitics to participate in the family and at school did correlate with a high
score on the political competence scale in all five countries, the impact of
opportunities at the higher educational level being of particular import-
ance. It is middle-class children who are most likely to score high on the
cfficacy scale and we know that middle-class families are most likely
to provide their children with a ‘participatory’ family authority structure,
working-class familics tending to be more ‘authoritarian’ or to exhibit no
consistent pattern of authority. Since middle-class children are also more
likely to go on to higher education, we begin to see the appearance of a
cumulative pattern of participation opportunities.!

However, despite these differences already apparent in childhood, it is
Almond and Verba’s view that adult experiences are crucial. On the basis
of data from five different countries they conclude that ‘in a relatively
modern and diversified social system socialisation in the family and, to
a lesser extent, in the school represents inadequate training for political
participation’ (p. 305). Of “crucial significance’ for the development of the
sense of political efficacy arc opportunities to ‘participate in decisions at one’s
place of work. The structure of authority at the workplace is probably the
most significant—and salicnt—structure of that kind with which the
average man finds himself in daily contact’ (p. 294).

In fact experiences with different kinds of authority structures at the
workplace on the part of adults can also provide us with an explanation of
the differing levels of political cfficacy found in their children. One
explanation offered for the class difference in child-rearing is the effect of
low-status occupations on fathers; ‘fathers whose work gives them little
autonomy, and who are controlled by others, exercising no control
themselves, are found to be more aggressive and severe’ (Cotgrove
1967, p. 57), i.c. they do not provide a participatory home environment.

1t Almond and Verba, pp. 284 ff., Tables xI. 4 and x1. 5. Easton and Dennis (1967)
and Greenstein (1965, pp. 90 ff.). For a convenient account of class differences in
child-rearing patterns in England see Klein (1965), vol. . Another significant factor
is that sccondary-modern schools, attended by most lower SES children, often
opcrated by what have been called ‘drill sergeant’ methods, allowing little room for
the child to make decisions in any respect. For a model of this type of school sec
Webb (1962). It is intercsting that in Norway the difference in the levels of political
cfficacy between classes is less than in the U.S.A. and onc explanation offered is in
terms of the different structure of the political parties; in Norway they are ‘class-
polarised’ and hence provide a greater number of opportunities for lower SES
persons to participate. See Rokkan and Campbell (1960) and Alford (1964).
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Certainly, experiences at work do affect the development of a sense of
political cfficacy in adults. Almond and Verba asked respondents whether
they were consulted about decisions made on the job, the extent to which
they felt free to complain about decisions and the extent to which they
actually complained. In all countries opportunitics to participatc were
positively correlated to a feeling of political competence, and also, as one
might expect, the higher the status of the respondent the more oppor-
tunities were reported.!

It was also found that participation was cumulative in cffect; the more
areas in which an individual participated the higher his score on the
political cfficacy scale was likely to be.2 We have already noted that such a
cumulation of participation opportunities is most likely to occur for higher
SES individuals. It is the lower SES group that in the general run of
things have the least opportunities for participation, particularly in the
workplace. It is almost part of the definition of a low status occupation
that the individual has little scope for the exercisc of initiative or control
over his job and working conditions, plays no part in dccision making in
the enterprisc and is told what to do by his organisational superiors. This
situation would lead to feclings of incffectiveness that would be rein-
forced by lack of opportunitics to participate, that would lead to feclings of
incffectivencss . . . and so on. An effect of this kind was cmphasised some
years ago in an article by Knupfer called Portrait of the Underdog. There it
was argued that the different aspects of status cluster together and take on
the aspect of a vicious circle that ‘recalls the Biblical dictum “to him
that hath shall be given” ’. The author emphasiscs the importance of
pSYchological factors in this process and suggests that the commonly
found lack of cffort to control their environment by lower SES groups
may arise from ‘decply ingrained habits of doing what onc is told’.
Economic underprivilege is thus linked to psychological underprivilege
and engenders ‘a lack of self confidence which increases the unwillingness
of the lower status person to participate in many phases of our predomin-
antly middle class culture beyond what would be a realistic withdrawal
adapted to the reduced chances of being effective’. (1954, p. 263).

Evidence has now been prcscntcd to support the argument of the theory
of participatory democracy that participation in non-governmental auth-
ority structures is necessary to foster and develop the psychological quali-
tics (the sense of political efficacy) required for participation at the national
level. Evidence has also been cited to support the argument that industry is

1 Almond and Verba (1965), pp. 280-3, Table x1. 3, and pp. 204-7, Tnbl.c XI. 6.
2 Almond and Verba, pp. 297-99, Tables X1. 7 and x1. 8. This finding did not hold
for Mexico.
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the most important sphere for this participation to take place and this
does give us the basis for a possible explanation of why it is that low levels
of cfficacy are more likely to be found among lower SES groups. We
shall now examine some further empirical evidence on the effect that
different types of industrial authority structure have on the attitudes and
outlook of individuals.

Recently there has been considerable interest in the effect that different
types of authority structure and different technologics have on those that
work within them. Just as a low status worker is, in an hierarchical auth-
ority structure, in the position of permancnt subordinate, so, in some tech-
nologics he can be subordinated also to the, external, demands of the
technical process.! An interesting illustration of this can be found in
Blauncr’s comparative study of four different work situations. In Aliena-
tion and Freedom (1964) Blauncr looked at the (American) printing, textile,
automobile and chemical industrics, where the rank and file worker’s
relation to the division of labour, the organisation of the work and the
technical process varied greatly, as did the impact of these factors on the
worker. Only certain work situations were found to be conducive to the
development of the psychological characteristics in which we arc inter-
ested, the feclings of personal confidence and efficacy that underly the
sense of political cfficacy. These conditions were not present in the auto-
mobile or textile industries. In the former, ‘the automobile work cnviron-
ment is so highly rationaliscd that workers have practically no opportunity
to solve problems and contribute their own idcas’ and on the linc itself the
worker has no control over the pace or technique of his work, no room to
excrcisc skill or leadership (pp. 98 and 111-13). This technology, together
with the characteristic authority structurc of an automobile assembly
plant, contribute little to the individual’s sense of sclf-estcem and the
‘social personality of the auto worker . . . is expressed in a characteristic

1 The cffect that certain types of industrial processes had on those employed in them
was noted by Adam Smith: he wrote, ‘in the progress of the division of labour, the
employment . . . of the great body of the people comes to be confined to a few
simple operations; frequently to onc or two. But the understandings of the greater
part of men arc necessarily formed by their ordinary employments. The man whose
whole life is spent in performing a few simple operations of which the effects
too are, perhaps, always the same . . . has no occasion to exert his understanding or
to exercise his invention in finding out expedicnts for removing difficulties which
never occur. He naturally loses, therefore, the habit of such exertion and generally
becomes as stupid and ignorant as it is possible for a human creature to become. . . [he
in incapablc] of forming any just judgement concerning many cven of the ordinary
dutics of private life. Of the great and extensive interests of his country, he is alto-
gether incapable of judging’. Smith (1880), vol. 11, pp. 365-6.
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attitude of cynicism toward authority and institutional systems’ (p. 178).
The situation in the textile industry was even less conducive to the
development of feelings of personal cfficacy. Here, not only did the
technical process reduce the worker’s control over his job to a minimum
but he was also “at the mercy of both major and minor supervisors’. Blauncr
quotes from a psychological study that was made of the textile workers and
it described the typical personality of a mill-worker as being one where he
is ‘resigned to his lot . .. morc dependent than independent . . . he lacks
confidence in himself ... he is humble ... the most prevalant feeling
states . . . scem to be fear and anxicty’ (pp. 69—70 and 80). The contrast
between thesc two industrics and the printing and chemical industries was
marked. In the printing industry, still largely a craft industry, the worker
has a high degree of personal control over his work, has high, internalised
standards of workmanship and responsibility and a very large degree of
frccdom from external control. All thesc factors add up, says Blauner to a
social personality characterised by ... a strong sense of individualism
and autonomy, and a solid acceptance of citizenship in the larger socicty.
[The printer]. . . has a highly developed fecling of self-esteem and a sense
.Ofs?lf—worth and is therefore ready to participatc in the social and political
Institutions of the community’ (pp. 176 and 43 ff)). A similar result is
found in the chemical industry, but there, not becausc of the high degree
of control over job and conditions cxercised by an individual craftsman,
but. through the collective responsibility of a crew of employees for the
maintenance and smooth working of a continuous process plant. Each
crew had control over the pace and method of getting the work done, and
th? work crews were largely internally self-disciplining. As with the
printing industry this work situation contributed to self-esteem and self-
wort’h (pp. 132 ff,, 179 and 159). Blauncr concluded that the ‘nature of a
man's work affects his social character and personality’ and that an ‘in-
dustrnal. environment tends to breed a distinct social type.’t
The impact of hierarchical authority structures and the sub-division of
vyork on personality has also received attention from writers on organisa-
tion and management and they approach the question from the point of
view of the efficiency of the organisation. For this, it is typically argued, is
ncciicd an authority structure and work organisation that does not impair
the ‘mental health’, the psychological efficiency, of the employee. Argyris,
for fixample, on the basis of two models, one of the hierarchical (bureau-
cratic) organisation, and the other of the psychologically healthy individual
has argued that the typical form of authority structure in modern industry

1 Blauncr (1964), pp. v and 166. Similar evidence of the cffect of different work
environments on political attitudes can be found in Lipsitz (1964).
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fails to meet individual nceds for self-esteem, sclf-confidence and growth
and so forth and he cites copious empirical material in support of this
argument. This does not affect only those at the bottom of the structure.
The ‘organisational norms’, Argyris argues, force the executive to hide
his feelings and this makes it difficult for him to develop the competence
and confidence in interpersonal relationships on which efficient manage-
ment depends and makes him unwilling to take risks. This, in turn, tends
to increase the ‘rigidity’ in the organisation which reinforces its deleterious
cffects on the rank and file.! Typically, the rank and file worker in modern
industry finds himsclf in a work environment where he can use few
abilities, and exercises little or no initiative or control over his work.This
may result in him cxperiencing ‘a decreasing sensc of sclf-control and self-
responsibility’ and the cumulative effect over a period may be to ‘influ-
ence the employec’s view of himself, his esteem of himself . . . his satis-
faction in his life, and indeed his values about the meaning of work’.
Aygyris does speculate that these psychological states may be linked to a
lack of interest and activity in politics but he docs not investigate this
aspect himself (1964, pp. 54 and 87-8).

It seems clear from this evidence that the argument of the participatory
theory of democracy that an individual’s (politically relevant) attitudes
will depend to a large extent on the authority structure of his work en-
vironment is a well-founded one. Specifically, the development of a sense
of political efficacy does appear to depend on whether his work situation
allows him any scope to participate in decision making. This being so,
then the crucial question so far as the gencral empirical validity of the
theory of participatory democracy is concerned, is how far it is in fact
possible for industry to be organised on participatory lines. It is with this
question that we shall be dealing from this point.

There is a considerable body of evidence available from different sources
on industrial democracy and participation in the workplace, indeed, the
term ‘participation’ has enjoyed something of a vogue among writcrs on
management and allied topics over the past few years. But none of this
material has been considered by the advocates of the contemporary
theory of democracy, not even by Eckstein who has argued that it is not
possible to democratise industrial authority structures. So far in our

1 Argyris (1957) and (1964). This is, of course, a similar argument to that of Merton
in his well-known essay on Bureaucratic Structure and Personality where he says that
with burcaucratic organisational forms increasing ‘it becomes plain to all who would
sce that man is to a very important degree controlled by his social relation to the
instruments of production. This can no longer scem only a tenet of Marxism but
a stubborn fact to be acknowledged by all’. This leads, he argucs, to displacement
of goals, timidity, ritualism, impersonality and so on. Merton (1957).
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discussion of the theory of participatory democracy we have used the
terms ‘participation’ and ‘democracy’ as virtually synonymous and this is
how they arc used in the bulk of the managerial literature that we shall
review. This usage is mistaken, but the question of the precisc relationship
between the two, or rather that between industrial democracy and the
different forms that participation can take, must be left until the empirical
material has been examined; in fact the relationship is considerably more
complicated than is often supposed. Another, rclated, problem that will
also be considered is how the psychological effects of participation in the
workplace relate to the different forms of participation and to industrial
democracy.

Beforc the examination of the empirical material begins it will be useful
to consider bricfly an argument that would make the whole undertaking
irrelevant. Although participation in the workplace has been shown to be
important for wider political participation it could be argued that, never-
th.clcss, it is not of central importance because today, and increasingly,
leisure is the most important part of the worker’s lifc and the sphere where
he expects to gain, and can gain, psychological satisfactions. Writcrs
who argue for the central importance of lcisure in the life of today’s
rank and file worker point to the fact that many, particularly manual
workers, are tending to regard work as something having purely instru-
mental value and centring their aspirations on leisure. Thus, one could,
by extending this argument, suggest that leisure might provide a replacc-
ment for work so far as the development of the sense of political cfficacy
1S concerned.! However, there are considerable difficulties with this
argument,

Firstly, even if work could replace lesiure in this respect, it would result,
as Blauner (1964) pointed out, in a basic inequity, ‘a division of socicty

! From the point of view of the participatory theory of democracy such an instru-
;:crglalr:itgtudc couldlbc taken as an indication that the worker was not operating
tion of w(};izo.ry cnv1ronmf:nt..Tl.1c latter would be expected to lead tg an cvalua-
attainable Il' }lln tcrms.of intrinsic fac.tors bcc:u.lsc of the psychological !:)cncﬂts
of work cml;l the quotation from Argyris, above, it was suggested Fhat certain types
arguments akl,l'onmcnt could.lcad. the wochr to re-evaluate \york itself, and §1mllﬂf

! out the work situation leading to the re-cvaluation of work on instru-
mental lincs can be found in c.g. Chinoy (1955) and Lipsitz (1964). In the recent
book on the Vauxhall car workers it is argued that an instrumental attitude is
brought to the job rather than being developed there. However, the points made
flbour .thc Increasing social pressurcs on the individual worker to regard his work
In an mstrumental light are not incompatible with the work-situation thesis. The
authors do not consider the impact of the authority structure of the car plant nor

offer any cvidence whether attitudes to work had changed while the workers were
at Vauxhalls. Goldthorpc et al. (1968).
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into onc segment of consumers who are creative in their leisure time but
have meaningless work and a second segment capable of self-realisation in
both spheres of life” (p. 184). But this presupposcs that the same, or
equivalent psychological benefits accruc in both leisure and work, yet
there arc significant differences between them. The term ‘leisure’ covers a
wide range of activities, some of which, especially some hobbics, do
closely resemble ‘work’ activities, but they differ in the context in which
they are carricd on. By “work’ we mean not just the activity that provides
for most people the major determinant of their status in the world, or the
occupation that the individual follows ‘full time’ and that provides him
with his livelihood, but we refer also to activities that are carried on in
co-operation with others, that are ‘public’ and intimately rclated to the
wider socicty and its (cconomic) nceds; thus we refer to activities that,
potentially, involve the individual in decisions about collective affairs, the
affairs of the enterprisc and of the community, in a way that leisurc-time
activitics most usually do not. But even if some hobbies might have the
same psychological effects as Blauner indicates accrue to the (printer)
craftsman, all lcisure activities arc not hobbies, many—most—do not
involve the production of anything by the individual, rather he consumes,
so that the activity as well as the context is different. More importantly
the ‘leisure argument’ ignores the assertion of the theorists of the partici-
patory socicty of the interrclationship of individuals and institutions; if a
certain kind of industrial authority structure can affect political participa-
tion then might it not affect leisure as well? This kind of link has been
suggested by several writers. For example, Bell (1960), who writes that
¢ “conspicuous loafing” is the hostile gesture of a tired working class’
(p- 233), and Friedman (1961), who argues that ‘fragmentation of labour
does not always cause the worker to seck lcisure activities of greater scope
in order to compensate for his frustrations. It may tend instead to dis-
organisc the rest of his life’ (p. 113), and who regards ‘killing time’ as a
general feature of mass behaviour at the present time. Riesman has changed
his mind about what he wrote on leisure in The Lonely Crowd and more
recently has argued that both work and lcisure must be ‘meaningful’.t
Finally, to add force to arguments on these lines there is the significant fact
that those persons who participate most in ‘public’ types of leisure activitics
(voluntary organisations, politics) arc just those groups, the upper SES
groups, that are most likely to work in an environment conducive to
the development of a sense of personal efficacy. But even if the leisure
argument looked more plausible most people, at least in Britain,
have very little leisure time and it appears that for the foresccable

1 Riesman (1956 and 1964). Sce also Mills (1963).
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future work will still occupy a large slice of most people’s waking hours.!
As with many words which attain a measure of popularity in a particular
context, the term ‘participation’ has been used by writers on different
aspects of industry and management in various senscs without these being
made at all clear, or, indecd, without the writers themselves giving any
indication that they are aware that several senses are involved. From our
examination of the empirical evidence on industrial participation we shall
distinguish three main senses, or forms of participation. The cvidence will
also enable something to be said about the specific hypotheses about the
effects of participation advanced by the theorists of participatory democ-
racy and about its cffects on the economic cfficiency of the enterprisc.
In the evidence quoted from Blauner’s book on the impact of different
work  situations on individual’s psychological oricntations the crucial
variable was the amount of control that the individual was able to excrcise
over his job and job environment. In the discussion of Rousscau’s theory
of participation the close connection between control and participation in
'dccision making was emphasised and it is fairly obvious that if an individual
1s to exercise such control then he will have to participate in at least those
decisions that directly affect his particular job. There is, at present, a wide-
SPl‘Cfld desire among many different categorics of worker for such
participation. In a survey carried out in Norway covering over 1,100 non-
supervisory workers in Oslo, §6% of the bluc collar workers and 67%
of the white collar felt that they would like to participate more in ‘deci-
sions that directly concerned my own work and working conditions’.2
In a study of 5,700 American workers in heavy industry it was found that
over half wanted more say in the way in which the work was carried out.3
In Britain, there is some indirect cvidence on this topic from the trend
which strikes have taken since the war. Strikes over other than wage
df:rr}an.ds, particularly strikes relating to working arrangements, rules and
dlSFlPllne, now total about three-quarters of all stoppages; that is, most
strikes are now over issues that, broadly, relate to ‘control’. Turner has
comn}entcd that it could be said that these strikes all ‘involve attempts to
Submit managerial discretion and authority to agreed . . . rules; alter-
natively that they reflect an implicit pressure for more democracy and
individual rights in industry’ (Turner, 1963, p. 18).
~ The same desire can be seen reflected in the (voluminous) material on
JOI? satisfaction. It might be supposed that most workers would be dis-
satisfied with jobs that allowed them to exercise very little control, but in

1 See Boston (.1968). The speed at which automation will be introduced has also often
been overestimated, e.g. see Blumberg (1968, p. 55).
2 Holter (1965, p. 301, Table 2). 3 Cited in Blumberg (1968, p. 115).
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fact just the opposite appears to be the case; all the evidence shows that
most workers arc satisficd with their jobs. This evidence of general satis-
faction is now being interpreted rather more cautiously than it often was
in the past. As Goldthorpe has recently remarked, ‘results of this kind
have in fact been several times achieved in cases where other cvidence has
indicated fairly clearly that the workers in question experienced quite
severe deprivations in performing their jobs’.1 More significant are the
reasons given for disliking a job; the main one is that the individual can
exercise very little control over what he does or the conditions under
which he does it. This applies particularly to the most extreme case (as we
have scen from Blauner’s study) of the ‘man on the track’. Those assembly
linc workers who do find the job satisfactory often give as a reason that
they arc able to build up banks of work, i.c. they find a way to exercise
a bit of control. In general it is found that satisfaction expressed with a
job declines as skill level declines, and the least skilled jobs would be
the least likely to involve much opportunity for controlling the work
process.2 Blauner (1960, p. 353) has remarked that ‘the fact that surrender
of such control scems to be the most important condition of strong dis-
satisfaction [is a finding] at least as important as the overall one of general
satisfaction’.

So much research has been carried out on job satisfaction and its rela-
tionship to the worker’s desire for more control (participation) over his
immediate work and environment because the worker’s satisfaction with
his job has becn found to be closcly related to his morale and to his
cfficiency and productivity. An increase in his satisfaction has a beneficial
cffect on a whole host of other factors from the point of view of both the
worker and the enterprise as a whole, thus various practical attempts have
been made to combat the psychological effects of the extreme sub-

1 Goldthorpe et al. (1968, p. 11). There are various reasons for this odd fact. Work
mecets a whole multitude of human needs including those for sheer activity and social
intercoursc; it is also difficult for a worker to admit he dislikes his job and not threa-
ten his self-respect, he is ‘condemned out of his own mouth for not bestirring him-
sclf to find more congenial work’ (Flanders et al., 1968, pp. 120-1; see also Blauner,
1960). One also finds workers making comments like ‘if I didn’t enjoy [work] I
would be miscrable’ (Zwieg, 1961, p. 77). The latter provides also an example of
the uncritical interpretation of the ‘satisfaction’ finding when he says ‘the syndrome
“Unhappy Worker” may have been a fact in the past . . . but there is very little of it
in modern, well-organised and well-run industrial establishments’ (p. 79). An
interesting theory about job satisfaction which throws light on thesc findings can be
found in Hertzberg (1959) and (1968).

2 This last finding holds for the U.S.S.R. as well; see Hertzberg (1959, pp. 164-5). On
the assembly line worker sec Walker and Guest (1952, pp. 8 ff.) and the comments
in Goldthorpe ef al. (1968, p. 23).
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division of labour. One of these is the idea of job enlargement. A job is
‘enlarged’ when its content is increased and, according to a management
specialist, there are three major assumptions bchind this idea: it will
enable the worker to use more of his abilitics, give him more control, and
so increase output; secondly, it will create greater interest and so increase
satisfaction and finally it will help overcome ‘the inability to sccure from
the rank and file any real fecling of participation in the affairs of a business
or enduring concern for its success’ (Stephens, 1962). A typical example of
job enlargement is provided by the reorganisation of the jobs of girls on
an assembly line so that they performed ninc operations instcad of just
one, did their own inspection, and obtained some of their own supplics.!

Job enlargement can be scen as a rudimentary example of one form of,
or as a step towards, participation in the workplace. In fact, the larger job
enlargement experiments are almost indistinguishable in form from the
more minor examples of cxperiments that arc explicitly labelled ‘parti-
cipation’ experiments and this is because the same hypothesis about the
amount of control that the individual can exercise over his work and his
psychological attitude underlies both. Various ‘participation’ experiments
have been carried out over the past two dccades, both as a result of deli-
berate management policy and as a result of initiatives from the workers
concerned, and the accounts of these cxperiments, previously rather
Inaccessible, have now been gathered together and summarised by Blum-
berg in Chapter s of his recent book Industrial Democracy: The Sociology
of P, articipation (1968). As he points out, these participation cxperiments
have taken place in a wide variety of organisational scttings

ln'cluding boys’ clubs, women’s organisations, college classrooms, factorics of many
different kinds, offices, stores, scientific laboratorics, and so on. Similarly, they have
PCCn conducted upon a tremendous variety of persons differing in age, scx, cducation,
ncome, occupation, and power. They have involved young boys, houscwives, col-
lege students, manual workers at different levels of skill and in diverse types of

gac)tones, supervisors at different levels, clerical workers, salesmen, and scientists (p.
3).

In the industrial participation cxperiments an increasc in worker participa-
tion has invariably been found to have beneficial results. For instance, in
one of the best known, four groups of workers were sclected in a garment
_faCtOry. In two, all the members participated in the rcorganisation of their
job on the basis of a plan presented by the management. In another group
they Participated through representatives and in the fourth no participa-
tion at all occurred. The result was that in the latter group there was

! Guest (1962). Stephens (1962) provides several varied examples; sce also Blumberg
(1968), pp. 66-8; Fricdman (1961), ch. 1v; and Walker (1962), pt. 2, §4.
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hostility, a fall in output and some workers left. In the two ‘total partici-
pation’ groups, in contrast, the atmosphere was co-operative and pro-
duction increased.! The common feature of all the experiments cited
by Blumberg is that they cnabled workers to decide for themselves
matters previously reserved for a unilateral management decision, matters
such as the speed of work, the allocation of work, how a change in the
job is to be organised and so on. The important thing is the psychological
cffect that this participation had on the participants; in effect, in these
experiments the worker’s position was transformed into one analogous to
that of the craftsman as described by Blauner, so that as well as an increase
in his satisfaction with the job one would expect his scnse of personal
confidence and competence to increase also, and this is, in fact, the case.
Thus, these experiments provide further empirical confirmation of the
contention of the theorists of participatory democracy of the importance
of the intcraction between the psychological orientations of individuals
and the authority structure of their institutions.

However, although the examples in Blumberg’s book do involve an
increase in participation in decision making by workers, they are all
cxamples of rather small, short-term experiments, involving few workers
and relatively minor decisions, and, more importantly, the overall struc-
ture of authority in the enterprisc is hardly affected at all. A major
defect of Blumberg’s book is that though he has conveniently collected
together these examples of experiments in participation, he has not set
these within the context of an analysis of the concept of (industrial)
participation itsclf and so docs not discriminate sufficiently between the
various examples nor systematically rclate the small-scale participation
experiments to his discussion of participation on a very much larger
scale in the chapter devoted to the organisation of industry in Yugoslavia.
Hc has also overlooked some important material on industrial participa-
tion which provides an example of a different form of participation from
that in the participation experiments material. The latter provides an
example of what we shall call ‘partial participation’ but there is also
cvidence available which illustrates that what we shall call *full participa-
tion’ is possible. The significant difference is that in the latter situation
groups of workers arc largely sclf-disciplining and a considerable trans-
formation of the authority structure of the enterprise takes place, at least
at the level of the everyday work process. Moreover, in the examples that
follow, not only do groups of workers exercise full control over their
work over a wide area, but they do so not as part of an experiment but in
the course of their day-to-day work; indeed, their work is organised on

1 Coch and French (1948). See Blumberg (1968, pp. 80—4).
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precisely that basis. Thesc examples are also of interest for a quite different
reason. If a necessary condition for democracy is a participatory socicty,
most importantly a participatory industrial sphere, then the problem
arises of how the transition is to be made to a system of this kind, for
clearly the sort of examples of participation mentioned so far fall far short
of what is required by the theory of participatory democracy. Cole, in
fact, had an answer to this problem; he saw the transition coming about
through a policy of ‘encroaching control’. This policy was dirccted ‘not
to the admission of the workers to the conjoint cxercisc of a common
control with the employer but to the transference of certain functions
completely from the employer to the workers’ (1920b, p. 156). The mcans
through which this transfer would take placc was the collective con-
tract; collective bargaining would be cxtended over a much wider
field than at present and give the workers new powers. A contract would
be negotiated by all the workers in a particular shop or enterprise under
w}.n'ch the workers collectively would control such matters as hiring and
firing, pace of output and choice of foreman, and they would, as a group,
be responsible for discipline and would reccive a lump (collective) pay-
ment which would be shared out by the men in an agreed distribution.!
That this sort of arrangement and this sort of participation by workers is
quite feasible is shown by examples drawn from two very different
industries.

.C.ollective arrangements have been a traditional featurc of British
mining, and the modern form, in the Durham coalficlds, has been the
sul?Ject of intensive and detailed study in recent years, the study initially
bc.mg prompted by the large amount of stress illness to be found among
miners.2 Under the traditional working methods the miner, the collier,
supervised himself and was dircctly responsible for production;; the role of
the deputy was one of service rather than supervision. Post-war, a form of
work- organisation had been adopted, known as conventional longwall
working, that was based on mass production methods and the division of
labour. It was from this form of work organisation that the investigators
saw the deleterious psychological effects arising. In particular, this method

1 Sce e.g. Cole (1920b, pp. 154—7) and (19204, pp. 198 ff.).

2 The work was carried out by the Tavistock Institute of Human Relations within the
framework of a concept devcloped by them, that of the ‘socio-technical system’.
Th.e relevance (?f this concept to the present discussion is obvious; from this view-
point a productive system is seen not just in terms of a technological process, but as a
system of three interrelated variables, the technological, the economic and the
socio-psychological. The form of work-organisation and its social and psycho-

logical properties are scen as independent of, though limited by, the technology.
See e.g. Trist and Emery (1962).
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mcant that co-ordination and control had to be provided externally, by
the management, and this implicd a degree of cocrcion that was completely
out of place in a high-risk situation.! But there was also another form of
work organisation available, onc that had its roots in the traditional
mining mcthods, the composite longwall method; this involved a form
of collective contract and the abolition of the rigid division of labour, the
workers operating as a sclf-regulating group. This has been described as
follows:

The group takes over complete responsibility for the total cycle of operations
involved in mining at the coal face. No member of the group has a fixed work role.
Instead, the men deploy themsclves, depending on the requirements of the on-going
group task. Within the limits of technology and safety requirements they are free to
evolve their own way of organising and carrying out their task. They are not subject
to any extcrnal authority in this respect, nor is there within the group itself any mem-
ber who takes over a formal directive leadership function . . . The all-in wage agree-
ment is . . . based on the negotiated price per ton of coal produced by the tcam. The
income obtained is divided cqually among the team members (Herbst, 1962, p. 4).

Under the composite longwall system productivity was higher than under
the conventional longwall method and it was more conducive to ‘low
cost, work satisfaction, good relations and social health’ (Trist et al., 1963,
p. 291). For two years, groups of forty to fifty mincrs opcrated in this
way and at the end of that time were, in the opinion of the investigators
still growing ‘in their capacity to adapt to changes in their task environ-
ment and to satisfy the needs of their members’.2

Again, it is the psychological impact of the wide-ranging participation
in decision making that such a collective contract makes possible that is
important. But if mincrs, and mining, might be thought to be in some
sense exceptional, there is a second example of this form of participation
to be found in the car industry. In his book Decision-making and Productivity
(1958), Mclman gives an account of the gang system of work organisation
that operated at the Standard car plant at Coventry in the carly 1950s.
Although the tasks that each worker performed were very much the
same as at any other car assembly plant the form of work organisation
was quite different, being bascd on self-regulating groups similar to those

1 Trist and Bamforth (1951) and Trist et al. (1963, pp. 289 ff.).

2 Trist et al. (1963, p. X1m). An experiment in the rcorganisation of work in a textile
mill in India using self-regulating groups of workers was also successfully carried
out. See Rice (1958). J. S. Mill also mentions a collective contract among Cornish
miners of his time and noted that this system produced ‘a degree of intelligence,
independence and moral elevation, which raises the condition and character of the
Cornish miner far above that of the generality of the labouring class’. Mill (1965),
bk. v, ch. v, §s, p. 769.

61



POLITICAL EFFICACY

in the composite longwall method of mining. (Hence the name ‘gang
system’.) In 1953 in the motor vchicle plant the workers were grouped
into fifteen sclf-recruiting gangs, and in the tractor plant all 3,000 workers
operated as one gang, payment being on the basis of the occupational
rate plus a bonus bascd on gang output as a whole. Under this system the
workers ‘are not only production employees carrying out . . . occupational
tasks. They are also active as formulators of decisions on production
which they themselves execute’ (1958, p. 92). A car worker describing
the gang system said that it ‘provides a natural frame of sccurity, it gives
confidence, shares moncy cqually, uses all degrees of skill without distinc-
tion and enables jobs to be allocated to the man or woman best suited to
them, the allocation frequently being made by the workers themselves’
(Wright, 1961, p. 50). Melman concluded that under the gang system
‘thousands of workers operated virtually without supcrvision, as conven-
tionally understood, and at high productivity; the highest wage in British
industry was paid; high quality products were produced at acceptable
prices in extensively mechanised plants; the management conducted its
affairs at unusually low costs; also workers had a substantial role in produc-
tion decision making’ (1958, p. 5).

Melman does not specifically consider the psychological effect of the
gang system, but in the light of the cvidence from the mining industry,
and from the fact that this sort of collective sclf-regulation is analogous to
the situation of the crews in the chemical plant described by Blauner, it
can be concluded that it would be conducive to the development of the
scnse of cfficacy and compctence in which we are interested. It is very
significant that the situation in the car industry can be transformed in this
way, for we have alrcady scen that within an orthodox authority struc-
ture it has preciscly the opposite psychological cffect; these two examples
show that it is possible, at lcast at the level of the cveryday work process,
for the authority structure in industry to be considerably modified, for
workers to exercise almost complete control over their jobs and to partici-
Pate in a wide range of decision making, without any loss in productive
cfficiency.

' Fir.lally, there is a large body of material of direct relevance to participa-
tion in the workplacc in the form of experiments on the effects of different
styles of supervision, and what might be called (following Likert) theories
abo:.lt new patterns of management. It is within this context that the notion
of ‘participation’ has recently become so popular, though, curiously
cnqugh, the form that the participation takes here often involves no
dcc1§1(?n making at all and is what we shall later distinguish as ‘pscudo
participation’. The real interest of this material, apart from giving further
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confirmation to points alrcady made, lics in the light that it throws onto the
specific hypotheses about participation put forward by the theorists of
participatory democracy, and sccondly, that it is influential in actual
management practice today.

In the late 1930s a very famous scrics of small-group cxperiments was
undertaken under the direction of Lewin, that seemed to show that a
‘democratic’ form of lcadership was more effective than cither an ‘authori-
tarian’ or ‘laisscz fairc’ form. The superiority arose from the psychological
cffects of the clement of participation that the ‘democratic’ form allowed,
and this enhanced the morale of the group, their satisfaction with, and
interest in, the task, etc.t The more recent experiments on supervisory
styles grew out of these carlier oncs and accounts of these, and their
effects, can be found in the book by Blumberg referred to above (1968,
pp. 102-19). Usually, ‘close’ and ‘gencral’ or ‘participatory’ styles are
contrasted. The latter scems to be related ‘to a whole cluster of other
traits, such as tendencics to delegate authority, not to imposc pressure on
subordinates, and to permit freedom of conduct to employees . . . under
general supervision workers are freer to usc their own initiative, to make
more decisions concerning their job, and to implement these decisions’
(Blumberg, p. 103). This style of supervision gives risc to a situation
similar to that crcated by job enlargement or the participation experiments
and the psychological effects and the favourable cffect on cfficiency arc also
similar.

The cnhanced group harmony and scnse of co-operation that the
experience of participation invariably gives risc to supports the suggestion
of the theorists of participatory democracy that participation has an inte-
grative function; the emphasis placed on results of this kind in the
participation literature also supports the suggestion that participation aids
the acceptance of decisions. The small group experiments add some
interesting evidence on this point. In the participation experiment
briefly described carlicr on pp. 58-9, the point of the exercise was to find
the best mcthod to cnsure the smooth introduction of a change into the
work process. In fact, onc of the main hypotheses that small-group experi-
ments have been used to test is what Verba (1961) calls the ‘participation
hypothesis’, viz. that ‘significant changes in human bchaviour can be
brought about rapidly only if the persons who are expected to change
participate in deciding what the change shall be and how it shall be made’
(p- 206). In the discussion of Rousscau’s theory it was noted that part of the
rcason that the individual found a law made through the participatory
process acceptable was that it was ‘impersonal’ (it left the individual ‘his

1 There are various accounts of these experiments. Sce ¢.g. White and Lippitt (1960).
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own master'). In the small-group experiments each individual, during the
decision-making process, was able to observe the others accepting the
decision and so make an ‘internalised” commitment to it himself, ard
Verba cites several experiments that indicated that the ‘impcrsonality’ of
such decisions is a major factor in making them acceptable.! This super.
visory and small-group material also provides some cvidence, though ne,
as much as one would like, on another aspect of the theory of participator
democracy. The advocates of the contemporary theory arguc that certaip
personality traits (the ‘authoritarian’ or ‘non-democratic’ character) have
to be taken as given—the active participation of such individuals would
dangerous for the democratic political system. The participatory theory,
on the other hand, argues that the cxperience of participation itself wil]
develop and foster the ‘democratic’ personality, i.c. qualitics needed for the
successful operation of the democratic system, and will do so for ajj
individuals. Blumberg (1968) points out that the carly Lewin cxperimentg
showed that ‘personality traits . . . were dependent variables, significant]:
altered by the organisation of the group into authoritarian, democratic, or
laissez-faire structures’ (p. 109). Another study found that where workerg
employed in routine clerical work operated for a year in a participatory,
situation, this resulted in a decreasc in the potency of ‘hicrarchical trends
in their personalities and the ‘autonomous trends’ had more opportunity,
for expression; ‘the data seem to indicate that measurable change can by,
affected by a persisting change in environmental conditions. Further-
more, the change scems partly explicable in terms of the movement of
personality toward cquilibrium with its environment’ (Tannenbaum,
1957). Or, as Blumberg puts it ‘a structure of participation . . . in the long
run becomes more effective because of the cventual compatibility of
personality with structure. In other words, the organisation that permits
Rarticipation ultimately produces individuals who are responsible to par~
ticipation’ (1968, p. 109). ‘

It scems probable that an clement of participation will be introduced
into the work life of many individuals in the future under the influence of
the new theories of management that have been developed in the last
decade or s0. Whereas the more orthodox management theory is derived
from Taylor’s scientific management doctrines, and from the writings of
theorists like Urwick who emphasise the pyramid-shaped authority
structure, the chain of command, the span of control and so on, the new
theories have their origins in modern psychological theories such as that
of Maslow, and the human relations movement that grew out of the
famous Hawthorne experiments. It was the latter that gave rise to the

! Verba (1961), pp. 173-5; scc also pp. 227-8.
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argument that efficiency depended not so much on the mechanical or
technical aspects of the job, or on the correct organisational structure,
but rather on the ‘human element’ in industry. It was the Hawthorne
experiments that demonstrated (or, at least, are widely held to have done
so) the crucial importance of interpersonal relationships in the workplace
and the approach (style) of the supcrvisor.! Modern writers such as Mc-
Gregor or Likert arc sometimes referred to as neo-human relationists,
and, likc their forerunners, they emphasise the importance of the right
interpersonal ‘climatc’ in the enterprise. McGregor’s theory in The
Human Side of Enterprise and Likert’s in New Patterns of Management are
built on the evidence of the superiority of the ‘participatory’ style of super-
vision. Likert (1961) provides an intcresting example of how participation
might be introduced into the management structure of an enterprise in the
futurc. He argues that, for cfficiency, the management structure should be
built round work groups organised on a participatory basis (or according
to the principle of ‘supportive relationships’). These groups are linked into
the overall organisation by means of individuals ‘who hold overlapping
group membership. The superior in one group is a subordinate in the
next group, and so on through the organisation’ (p. 105). This means that
‘different levels in the organisation should not be thought of in terms of
more or less authority but rather as co-ordinating or linking larger or
smaller numbers of work groups’.2 If this form of organisation is to be
effective the flow of communication and information has to be down-
ward and sideways as well as upward. “The giving and sharing of informa-
tion is an cssential step in the process of participation’ (p. 243).
Blumberg has said of the empirical material on participation in the
workplace that ‘there is hardly a study in the entire literature which
fails to demonstrate that satisfaction in work is enhanced or that other
1 The reports of the Hawthorne experiments have recently been subjected to a

scarching cxamination by Carey (1967), and he concludes, after some stringent criti-
cisms of thc way in which they were conducted, that ‘the limitations of the Haw-
thorne studies clearly render them incapable of yiclding serious support for any sort
of gencralisation whatever’. Blumberg devotes two chapters of his book to a rein-
terpretation of the Hawthorne studics, but in view of Carey’s criticisms, of which
he makes no mention, it scems as dubious to cite the Hawthome material in support
of a thesis about participation as in support of anything else.

Likert (1961, p. 186). Likert ecmphasises that it is necessary for the supervisor in onc
group—who is a subordinate in the next—to be able to participate in decision
making in that group also or otherwise he may not be able, becausc of his lack of
influence, to meet aspirations and cxpcctations in his own group, raised by the
experience of a participatory environment. That is, where such circumstances do
not obtain, a ‘participatory’ style of supervision could lead to dissatisfaction among
employees (Likert, p. 113). Sec also Blumberg (1968, pp. 116-17).
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generally acknowledged bencficial consequences accruc from a genuine
increase in workers’ decision making power. Such consistency of findings,
I submit, is rarc in social rescarch’ (1968, p. 123). This is quite truc; it is
very difficult indeed to find anything that suggests otherwisc. Partly, this
may be duc to the fact that so many different cffects arc involved; partici-
pation does usually scem to act positively on job satisfaction, for instance,
but an increase in the latter may not always go together with an increase
in another factor, say worker co-operation with management, so that
results may depend on the precise form of interest in any onc case.! One
objection is certainly not valid, it has been suggested that participation is
effective only in unit or craft production scttings. The cvidence cited
above from the car and mining industrics shows that this view is mistaken.
It has also been suggested that participation is of no usc in crisis situations
(sec Blumberg, p- 132). Whether this is truc or not is irrelevant for our
purposes, for we are interested in participation in cveryday, non-crisis
situations, in participation in the workplace. Here all the evidence
indicates that not only will participation have a favourable cffect on the
individual in relation to the development of the sensc of political cfficacy,
!Dut that also it will not harm the efficiency of the enterprisc, indeed it may
Increase it.

The major arguments of the theory of participatory democracy on the
politically important psychological impact of participation in non-
governmental authority structurcs, and the central role of industry in the
dcmpqatic socialisation process, have been shown to have considerable
cmpirical support. Morcover it has been found that participation at the
le‘fCl of the immediate work process is desired by most workers. The
evidence indicates that it would be feasible to introduce participation at this
level and many recent theorics of management arguc that such a participa-
tory system is the most efficient way to run an enterprisc. But if all this is
truc_of participation at shop floor level, nothing has yet been said about
participation in decisions affecting the wider affairs of the enterprisc, or on
the question of the democratisation of the overall authority structure.
.Bcforc‘ the evidence on this aspect can be fruitfully examined or the
ssucs involved can be clarified it is nccessary to analyse the concept of
participation as applicd to the industrial context, and investigate the rela-
tionship between “participation” and ‘industrial democracy’.

' On this example scc the remarks in Lupton (1963, p. 201).
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‘Participation’ and ‘democmcy’ in industry

Although the notion of ‘participation’ is widely used by writers on
management topics it is, in many cascs, left undefined, or if a definition is
offered, that definition is very imprecise. McGregor (1960, p. 124), for
example, after remarking that ‘participation is one of the most misunder-
stood ideas that have emerged from the field of human relations’, goes on
to say that participation

consists basically in crcating opportunitics under suitable conditions for pcople to
influence decisions affecting them. That influence can vary from a little to a lot . . .
[participation] is a special casc of dclegation in which the subordinate gains greater
control, greater freedom of choice, with respect to his own responsibilitics. The
term participation is usually applicd to the subordinate’s greater influence over matters
within the superior’s responsibilitics (pp. 126 and 130).

Another typical definition of ‘participation’ is:

participation is any or all of the processes by which employces other than managers
contribute positively towards the reaching of managerial decisions which affect their
work (Sawtell, 1968, p. 1).

A third definition states that participation in decision making is:

the totality of such forms of upward cxertions of power by subordinates in organisa-
tions as arc perceived to be legitimate by themselves and their superiors (Lammers,
1967, p. 205).

! Likert is an cxample of a writer who docs not offer a definition of
participation, but he and McGregor put forward a continuum of situations
to which the term ‘participation’ can be applied; or rather, a continuum
which ranges from a situation of ‘a little’ participation to ‘a lot’. ‘A little’
participation in McGregor’s continuum is a situation where subordinates
can question a manager about his decision, and at the opposite end one
where the superior is indifferent to several alternatives so that employees
can choose between them (1960, pp. 126-7). The continuum presented by
Likert (1961) covers a rather wider range of possibilities; from a situation
of ‘little participation’—‘no information given to cmployees, cither about
the current situation or in advance of proposed changes’—to the situation
where ‘subordinates and leader functioning as a group tackle the problem
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and solve it, using the best available methods for group functioning’ (p.
243). .

To include such a very wide range of authority situations under the
general heading of ‘participatory’ is to obscure the issucs involved; for the
notion of participation to be at all uscful in dealing with the problems
involved in industrial democracy (or with general management problems)
a much more rigorous analysis must be attempted. There is one defmition
available, however, which docs cnable a start to be made in this dircction
and some useful distinctions drawn. French, Isracl and Aas (1960) say
that ‘participation’ in the industrial sphere refers to ‘a process in which
two or more parties influence each other in making plans, policies or
decisions. It is restricted to decisions that have future cffects on all those
making the decisions and on those represented by them.” This defini-
tion, they say, excludes the following situations: where an individual, A,
merely takes part in a group activity; where A is merely given informa-
tion on a decision affecting him before it is exccuted; where A is present
at a meeting but has no influence (p. 3).

This definition makes clear that participation must be participation in
something; in this case participation in decision making (cf. the definition
in the participatory theory of democracy). Now in ordinary spcech we
dp usc the term ‘participation’ in a very wide sense to cover almost any
situation where some minimal amount of interaction takes place, often
implying little more than that a particular individual was present at a
group activity. In the definition above this very wide sense is rightly
excluded. The whole point about industrial participation is that it involves
a modification, to a greater or lesser degree, of the orthodox authority
structure; namely one where decision making is the ‘prerogative’ of
management, in which workers play no part. This is what is overlooked

Y many writers on management. In the definitions and ‘continua’ given
above many situations arc included that would be excluded by the French,
Istacl, Aas definition. That writers on management do not discriminate
more carefully between different ‘participatory’ situations is not surprising
when one considers their reason for being interested in participation in the
workplace. For them, it is jut one management technique among others
that may aid the achievement of the overall goal of the cnterprise—
organisational efficiency. Participation may, as we have scen, be effective
n mncreasing efficiency, but what is important is that these writers use the
term participation’ to refer not just to a method of decision making, but
also to cover techniques used to persuade employees to accept decisions
that have already been made by the management. Situations of this type,
where no participation in decision making in fact takes place, we shall,
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following Verba, call pseudo participation. A typical example would be the
situation where the supervisor, instead of merecly telling the employees of a
dccision, allows them to question him about it and to discuss it. In fact,
many of the so-called ‘participation’ experiments with small groups were
of this form. As Verba points out, often the concern was not to set up a
situation where participation (in decision making) took place, but to
create a feeling of participation through the adoption by the leader (super-
visor) of a certain approach or style; ‘participation’ was thus ‘limited to
member endorsements of decisions made by the leader who . . . is neither
sclected by the group nor responsible to the group for his actions . . . the
group leader, has a particular goal in mind and uses the group discussion as
a mcans of inducing acceptance of the goal.” Verba adds that it is, in
particular, in the ficld of industrial psychology that ‘participatory leader-
ship has become a technique of persuasion rather than of decision’.1
Having distinguished situations of pscudo-participation, participation
in decision making itsclf can now be examined more closely. Firstly, it
should be noted that if such participation is to take place then there is a
necessary condition that must be met. That is, that employces must be in
possession of the requisite information on which they can base their
decision (cf. the quotation from Likert on p. 65). This, of coursc, is obvious
cnough in theory, but in practice it would mean considerably more in-
formation being given to employces than is usually the case at present.
The definition that we have taken as a starting point cannot be accepted
as it stands. It states that ‘participation’ is a process ‘in which two or more
partics influence each other in making . . . decisions’. In particular the use
of the words ‘influcnce’ and ‘parties’ needs more examination. In the
theory of participatory democracy ‘political equality’ refers to equality
of political power in determining the outcome of decisions, and ‘power’,
Laswell and Kaplan (1950, p. 75) have said, ‘is participation in the making
of dccisions’. Although the terms ‘influence’ and ‘power’ are very closely
related to cach other they are not synonymous, and it is significant that, in
the dcfinitions quoted, the former is usually used. To be in a position to
influence a decision is not the same thing as to be in a position to (to have
the power to) determine the outcome or to make that decision. Following
Partridge (1963), we can say that ‘influence’ is applicable to a situation
where individual A affects individual B, without B subordinating his

1 Verba (1961, pp. 220-1). One reason that Stephens (1961) gives for the introduc-
tion of job enlargement is to cnable employees to feel as if they are participating
cf. also Bell’'s comment on the human relations management school, ‘the ends of
the enterprise remain, but the methods have shifted and the older modes of overt
cocrcion arc now replaced by psychological persuasion’ (Bell, 1960, p. 244).
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wishes to those of A (p. 111). That is to say, A has influence over B, and
over the making of a decision, but it is B that has the power finally to
decide. The use of the word ‘partics’ in the definition (‘two or more
partics influence cach other’) implics an opposition between two sides,
which is in fact the usual casc in the industrial situation, the ‘partics’ in
question being the management and men. Furthermore, the final power of
decision rests with the management, the workers if they arc able to
participate, being able only to influence that dccision. Because they are
‘workers’ they are in the (uncqual) position of permancnt subordinates;
the final ‘prerogative’ of decision making rests with the permancnt
superiors, with management. This type of participatory situation we shall
refer to as partial participation; partial because A, the worker, does not
have cqual power to decide the outcome of decisions but can only
influence them. Thus the French, Isracl, Aas definition can be amended to
read that ‘partial participation is a process in which two or morc parties
inﬂ%lcncc cach other in the making of decisions but the final power to
decide rests with one party only’.1

Most of the examples of participation in the workshop in the last chapter
werc of partial participation, and of participation at what can be called
the lower level of management. This lower level refers broadly to those
management decisions rclating to control of day-to-day shop floor
activity, while the higher level refers to decisions that relate to the running
of the whole enterprise, decisions on investment, marketing and so
forth. Partia'l participation is possible at cither level of management. Two
'of the empirical cxamples of participation given previously, however,
illustrate a sccond form of lower level participation. These were the
examples of the collective contract in the mining and car industrics. Therc
groups of workers operated virtually unsupervised by the management as
self-regulating groups that made their own decisions about the everyday
work process. In this kind of situation (in this examplc only at the lower
level) there arc not two ‘sides’ having uncqual decision making powers,

! alhlzizc:cctcu ;?iaréy particclular casc it might be difficult to distinguish the situation
ra nfluence does occur f'rom‘ thc' pscudo-par;:cnpatxon situation, where
ocs not.‘ :'But the theoretical distinction is clear. An important point is that the
partial Participation or ‘influence’ situation, must be distinguished from another,
where although ‘influence’ occurs, no participation at all takes place. This is the
case v{hcrc Friedrich’s ‘law of anticipated reactions’ comes into play. An cxample
in the .mdustrial context would be where the management of an enterprise is drawing
up a list of altcrnatives from which a final policy decision will be made, but a theo-
retically possible alternative—saya wage cut—is not included as a practical possibility

bcc:'u.lsc union strength makes it impossible. Here the union has influenced the final
decision but no participation has taken place.
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but a group of cqual individuals who have to make their own decisions
about how work is to be allocated and carried out. Situations of this type
we shall call situations of full participation; that is, this form of participation
is ‘a process where cach individual member of a decision-making body
has cqual power to determine the outcome of decisions’. Like partial
participation, full participation is possible at cither the lower or higher
management level, or both.t

With the distinction between partial and full participation established,
we can now turn to the question of the relationship between participation
and democracy inindustry. Justas the term ‘participation’ is used extremely
looscly in much of the literature, so is the concept of ‘democracy’. Not
only arc the two words frequently used interchangeably but often ‘democ-
racy’ refers not to a particular type of authority structurc but to the general
‘climatc’ that exists in the enterprise; a climate that is created through the
method of approach, or style, of the supervisor or manager, i.c. ‘democ-
racy’ is often used to describe situations of pscudo-participation or even
mercly to indicate that a friendly atmosphere exists. As has been pointed
out in a criticism of the use of the term ‘democracy’ in the original Lewin
experiments, the assumption was that democracy would ‘result naturally
from a person-to-person fecling in tolerant and generous community
living’.2 It is also frcquently claimed that industrial democracy already
exists in most industrialised Western countrics. Perhaps the best known
cxpression of this view is that of H. A. Clegg, onc of the foremost British

1 This particular usage of the term ‘participation’ departs from that of many writers,
who regard it as referring to a situation of shared or joint decision making, in-
volving two sides, the only alternative being scen as unilateral decision making by
onc side or the other. (Sec c.g. Sawtell, 1968, pp. 3 and 28.) A similar view secems to
be held by a present-day advocate of industrial democracy and workers’ control as
this (rather extreme) passage indicates. ‘Participation has the closest and uglicst
rclationship with a whole train of mean and sleazy predccessors in the scquence of
devices for “heading off” a growing working class demand for control’ (Coates,
1968, p. 228). While this view rcflects the fact that ‘participation’ has frequently been
uscd to mean no morc than pscudo-participation it does illustrate the lack of clarity
in most discussions of industrial participation and democracy. It overlooks the fact
that ‘control’ and ‘participation’ do not represent alternatives, rather there can be no
control without participation, how much depending on the form of participation.
There is no good reason for confining ‘participation’ to a situation where there are
two sidcs, for, as will be shown below, where industrial democracy exists there are
no longer ‘sides’ in the existing scnse.

Karicl (1956, p. 288). Significantly cnough the original experiments were with ten-
year-old boys. Essentially all the ‘democratic’ style of leadership did was to put the
boys in the kind of ‘child-centred’ environment that they might find today in a
modern school, staffed by teachers well versed in up-to-date teaching methods
and cducational psychology.

[
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experts on industrial matters, in his book A New Approach to Industrial
Democracy (1960). It is especially interesting from our point of view that
Clegg bascs his arguments on recent theoretical writing on political
democracy, i.c. on the writing of the advocates of the contemporary
theory of democracy. However, Clegg’s statement that ‘in all the stable
democracies there is a system of industrial rclations which can fairly be
called the industrial parallel of political democracy *(p. 131), simply is not
correct. He argues that recent democratic theory has shown that the main
requirement for democracy is the existence of an opposition (p. 19). In
industry this opposition is provided by the trade unions with the em-
ployers (the management) performing the role of ‘government’. It is not
the latter analogy which is objectionable; the point is that the whole
comparison of the authority situation in industry with the contemporary
theory of democracy is not a valid one. As several commentators have
pointed out—here in the words of Ostergaard—in industry ‘thc govern-
ment (the management) is permanently in office, is sclf-recruiting, and
is not accountable to anyone, except formally to the sharcholders (or
the state)’.1 It would be a most curious kind of ‘democratic’ theorist who
would argue for a government permanently in officc and completely
irreplaceable ! In the contemporary theory of democracy, of course, the
defining characteristic is just that there are replaccable, competing teams
of leaders.

If the authority structure in industry is to be a real parallel to that of the
national political system then the ‘government’ must be clected by, and
removable by, the whole body of employces in each enterprise, or alter-
natively, for a direct democratic system, the whole body of employees
must take the management decisions. In cither case whether the democratic
system was representative or direct it would mean that the present dis-
tinction between the management, permanently in office, and the men,
permanent subordinates, was abolished. Where the whole body of
employees took the decisions, then the management would merely be the
men in a different capacity. A system of industrial democracy implics the
opportunity for full higher level participation by employees. On the other

! Ostergaard (1961, p- 44). Clegg also argues that industrial democracy can have no
other meaning than the one he gives it because ‘it is impossible for the workers to
share directly in management’ (p. 119). This is a most odd claim. We have alrcady
seen that workers can share (participate) in (lower level) management, and Clegg
hot only refers to the example of the collective contract without appearing to realise
1ts significance, but does not sce that through collective bargaining, on which he
lays such stress, partial participation in management is also possible (sec further

below). For a more extended, recent criticism of Clegg’s book seec Blumberg
(1968, ch. 7).
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hand, partial higher level participation does not require the democratisa-
tion of authority structures, for it is possible for workers, or their repre-
sentatives, to influence higher level decisions while the final decision-
making prerogative remains in the hands of the (permanent) management,
as it does under the present collective bargaining situation. How far it
would be possible to have a direct democratic situation within the indus-
trial context, and how many workers would take up opportunities for
participation in a democratised system arc questions that cannot be con-
sidered until the relevant empirical evidence has been examined.

This analysis makes clear that, in the industrial context, the terms
‘participation’ and ‘democracy’ cannot be used interchangeably: they are
not synonyms. Not only is it possible for partial participation at both
management levels to take place without a democratisation of authority
structures, but it is also possible for full participation to be introduced
at the lower level within the context of a non-democratic authority
structurc overall. This has significance for the participatory theory of
democracy. In that theory the implication is that to obtain the required
psychological effect from participation, for the sense of political com-
petence or cfficacy to be developed, democratisation, i.c. full participation
at the higher level, is required. In the contemporary theory of democracy,
on the other hand, it is suggested that ‘social training’ is possible inside exist-
ing industrial authority structurcs. A consideration of the relationship
between the psychological effects that have been found to accruc from part-
icipation, and the different forms of participation shows that the participa-
tory theory of democracy requires modification in this respect. Perhaps the
most striking fact that emerges from the empirical evidence is that partici-
pation is apparently so effective in its psychological impact on individuals
cven in the smallest possible doses; it appears that even the mere feeling
that participation is possible, even situations of pscudo-participation,
have beneficial effects on confidence, job satisfaction, etc.! It would be
rcasonable to suppose that actual participation would be more effective—if
only because pseudo-participation may well raise expectations that could
only be frustrated; as Blumberg says (1968, p. 79) so far as the psycho-
logical effects are concerned, the empirical evidence shows that ‘what is
crucial . . . is the ability and power of a group to arrive at a decision’.

Lower level partial participation is certainly favourable for the develop-

1 This might be expected when one considers that participatory techniques are now
quite often used for therapeutic purposes in the mental health field. One of the more
radical experiments on these lines is described in Sugarman (1968). Blumberg (1968)
also mentions that sclf-government experiments have been tried in American
prisons (pp. 135-8).
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ment of feelings of political efficacy; in fact this was shown by the five-
nation survey of political attitudes from which we quoted in Chapter IIL.
There, Almond and Verba’s criteria of participation were presented with-
out comment; whether the respondents were consulted when decisions
were made on the job, whether they felt free to protest about decisions
and whether they actually protested. Obviously, this ‘participation’ is at
most partial participation, yet a positive corrclation was found between it
and a high score on the political efficacy scale. Thus so far as the develop-
ment of the fecling of political efficacy is concerned democratisation of
industrial authority structures is not required; therefore the theory of
participatory democracy requires revision in this respect.

It would be mistaken to conclude at this point that any greater revision
is required. So far only one aspect of the participatory theory has been
dealt with—the prercquisites for a democratic polity at national level—and
that only from the point of view of the development of the sensc of
political cfficacy. Two points can be made here; firstly, that we have no
mcans of knowing how effective the different forms of participation are;
it might be that for maximum psychological effect higher level participa-
tion is necded. Secondly, although the evidence indicates that a sensc of
political efficacy is necessary for a politically active citizenry, it is not clear
that it is sufficicnt. Almond and Verba’s evidence suggests that it is not, for
fewer respondents had actually tried to influence local or national govern-
ment than felt able to do so (Tables vi.1 and vi.2). We might recall here
that the development of the sense of political cfficacy was only part of the
meaning of the educative cffect of participation. Mill and Rousscau em-
phasised the broadening of outlook and interests, the appreciation of the
connection between private and public interests, that the experience of
Participation would bring, and there is also ‘education’ in a more dircct
sense, the gaining of familiarity with democratic procedures and the learn-
ing of political (democratic) skills. For education in this sensc higher level
Participation would scem to be required, for only participation at this
ICVC_l could give the individual experience in the management of collective
flﬁ'alrs inindustry and insight into the relationship between decisions taken
in the enterprise and their impact on the wider social and political environ-
ment,

"ljher.c is also another rcason for paying attention to higher level partici-
pation in industry. Eckstein has argued that because industrial authority
StIUCtUFCS cannot be democratised then, for stability, governmental
al“h‘)f{ty structures must be congruent and contain a ‘hcalthy dose of
authpntariam’sm’. But even if, as he claims, industrial democracy is im-
possible, it might still be possible to modify industrial authority structures
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in a democratic dircction through the introduction of partial higher level
participation, and so lessen the neced for non-democratic clements at
national government level.

It is to some empirical examples of higher level partial participation
within British industry that I shall now turn. There arc three interesting,
and fairly well documented cxamples which are often referred to as
examples of industrial democracy. The question of the psychological
impact of participation will now be sct aside, and instead attention will be
focused on another problem in the theory of participatory democracy:
how thesc forms of organisation work in practice and the extent to which
workers arc interested in, and take up, the opportunities for participation
offcred. Our first example is that of the Glacier Metal Company which
employs about 5,000 people.! The organisational form that participation
takes at Glacicr is an cxtension of the normal collective bargaining and
joint consultation machinery of British industry. Partial participation has
been institutionalised by formalising and extending, through representa-
tive bodics, these usual procedures, while leaving the orthodox, hierarchi-
cal management structure intact.2 Employee participation is based on the
‘clear distinction between managerial authority to make decisions and give
instructions, and employce participation in formulating the policy frame-
work within which managers are sanctioned and freed to make those
decisions’ (Jaques, 1968, p. 1). Under the written constitution of the Com-
pany, participation takes place through a system—the ‘legislative’ system
—of clected Works Councils in cach of the Company’s units. Their com-

1 They are employed in several geographically separated factories. For the theory
behind the organisation sec Jaques (1951) and (1968) ; Brown (1960). For an empirical
study of the Kilmamock factory scc Kelly (1968).

2 It was mentioned carlier that collective bargaining cnables the workers to partially
participate in some management decisions. It might be thought that this participa-
tion by the unions differs from that of individual workers in the participation
experiments, but in both cases the ultimate power of decision is regarded as a manage-
ment ‘prerogative’; finally the management have the power of lock-out or complete
closure of the enterprise. Cf. this comment of Russcll, ‘the power of the industrialist
... rests, in the last analysis, upon the lock-out, that is to say, upon the fact that the
owner of a factory can call upon the forces of the state to prevent unauthorised
persons from entering it” (Russcll, 1938, p. 124). The scope of the Glacier experi-
ment is especially interesting because collective bargaining at present tends to cover
only lower level matters, and attempts to extend it are usually resisted by manage-
ment as an illegitimate encroachment on their ‘prerogatives’. This notion of ‘prerog-
atives’ is usually derived from the ownership of private property (but for a defence
of ‘prerogatives’ which derives the notion from the ‘naturc of man’ see O’Donnell
(1952)). Recently the whole idea of the existence of managerial ‘prerogatives’ has
come under attack on theoretical grounds, and its alleged legal basis has also been
disputed. Sce Chamberlain (1958, ch. 12), and (1963); Young (1963); Chandler (1964).
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position is based on the principle of ‘each main layer in the factory’s
organisational hierarchy having representation on the Council’ (Jaques,
1951, p. 139). Each Council consists of the Chicf Exccutive of the area,
one representative of senior, two of middle level staff, three of clerical
and other staff, and the rank and file worker is represented by seven shop
stewards. The Councils mect monthly and any member can request that
a subject be placed on the agenda (any employcc can attend the mectings
as a spectator). The Councils are policy-making bodics and their main
task is the working out of written policy documents and ‘standing orders’;
under the constitution management and men have agreed that no policy
change shall be made unless all agree to it unanimously (Jaques, 1968, p. 2)

In theory, the scope of the Councils is clearly extremely wide. Subjects
discussed have included wage systems, redundancy, factory closure and
night shifts, but in practice (as this list might indicatc) the highest level
policy decisions do not come in the purview of the Council. At Glacier,
‘top-policy making is the prerogative of the Board of Dircctors and Man-
agement. The directors authorisc capital expenditure, decide dividends,
appoint the Managing Dircctor, decide director’s fees, confirm senior
appointments . . . To say nothing of dcciding who will “take over” the
Company and so on’.1 In addition to the introduction of clected partici-
patory bodies, the other side of the Glacier experiment is an attempt to
clarify and systematise the formal role definitions and relationships of
Management and men. The pre-1950 emphasis on group participation in
decision making has shifted, in Kelly’s review, to this other aspect.2 There
would secem to be something inherently contradictory in this attempt both
to operate a system where cmployees can participate in all policy deci-
sions, and one that sharpens and systematises (and cnshrines in a company
i’:ng,UagC) the difference in authority between ‘managers’ and ‘subordin-

es’.

At the Kilmarnock factory (the only one on which empirical material is
available) the Council has been regarded with considerable suspicion;
after a strike in 1957 it was renamed the “Works Committee’ and the
Company policy document has only recently been accepted by the shop
stewards.3 Thjs may account for the fact that at Council meetings the

21 ﬁelllly (1968, p. 248); sce also Jaques (1968, p. 2).
elly (1968, p. 26). This involves an internal ‘role language’ and the use of com-
mand meetings, which, as their name implies, arc largely concerned with the
1ssuIng of managerial orders (and also the assessment of cmployees). ‘It would appear,
gOINE on impressions, that the word most frequently used in the Company is
subordinate” * (Kelly, p. 278. See also pp. 251 and 232).
3 Kelly (1968, p, 241). The cultural background of the factory differs considerably
to the London one, but no information is available on the latter. See pp. 97-100.
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representatives of the rank and file show little interest in matters such as
the annual report and accounts or cven investment decisions; at lcast, little
discussion takes place on these topics unless individual departments are
affected, and most discussion occurs on lower levels matters. At the meet-
ing attended by Kelly the Chairman and General Manager spoke for
74% of the time (pp. 242-5). This organisational form of higher level
partial participation is obviously particularly suited to British industrial
conditions and it would, potentially, allow employees to participate in the
full rangc of decision making. At Glacier though, from the point of view
of the management, onc of its major effects has been to legitimise the
dccision-making powers constitutionally retained by them. In the light
of the discussion of the cffects of lower level participation in the last
chapter, this comment by Jaques is one that might be expected, ‘the
cxperience of managers at Glacier Metal has on the whole showed that
this constitution cnables them to make far more decisions and changes
without objections from representatives than is customary in other com-
panics’ (Jaques, 1968, p. 4).

The largest experiment in higher level partial participation in Britain is
that of the John Lewis Partnership (which includes the department stores),
and an cxcellent study of this has been published, from which this in-
formation is taken.! Although the orthodox authority structure has been
modified further than at Glacier, in practice in the Partnership, the
represcntative bodies act rather as efficient consultative mechanisms than as
decision-making bodics.

As described in the house journal, ‘the supreme purpose of the whole
organisation is to secure the fairest possible sharing by all members of all
the advantages of ownership—gain, knowledge and power’.2 The first
two of these aims arc met at present to a greater degree than the third.
All shares in the Partnership arc held by a Trust and all distributed profits
are shared by the partners (employees). All partners are cqual in the sense
that all share the rewards so that, in this formal sense, the Partnership has
gone some way to meeting the condition of economic equality regarded
as necessary for participation by the theorists of participatory democracy.
However, distribution is according to level of pay, so that in a practical
sense there is no move to economic equality; this distribution ‘accentuates
the prevailing hierarchical structure of remuneration’.3 We have seen

1 Flanders, Pomeranz and Woodward (1968). This includes a bricf history of the
Partnership.

2 Quoted Flanders et al. (1968, p. 42).

3 Flanders et al., p. 185. For workers’ attitudes to the profit-sharing scheme, some of
whom favour a redistributive scheme, see pp. 102-6.
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that the possession of the requisite information is a necessary condition for
participation, and in the Partnership the ‘sharing of knowledge’ is fur-
thered through the internal press (to which anonymous letters arc cn-
couraged, and answered) and a general mecting open to all partners, held
yearly in each branch. The Central and Branch Councils also have annual
trading accounts madc available to them.!

The Councils are the major means through which participation can
take place, but the rank and file partner is under-represented on them and
the scope of his participation remains potential rather than actual. The
Central Council has rights which do give it certain sanctions against the
Chairman and Board, if the need arosc; it appoints three Trustees of the
C'onstitution, who then become directors, and it also nominates five other
dlrcc'tors. The main day-to-day function of the Central Council is the
administration of a large welfare fund, but it is cntitled to ‘discuss any
matter whatsoever and make any suggestion that they shall sec fit to the
Central Board or to the Chairman’.z However, the Council does not
norrr%ally conduct detailed policy discussions, so that although, theoretic~
ally, it has very wide scope its actual participatory influence would appear
to be very limited (p- 177). The Central Council has 140 members, about
three-quarters elected and the rest appointed by the Chairman of the
Part?etshiP including all senior management. Candidates for the Council
eiections come from all ranks of partners, but those standing and clected
are more likely to be of managerial status than the rank and file. From
25;;8&;0 19606—7 the proportion of managcria.l rank councillors has
rank ang rfl'll 619 to 70% (plus 20% to 24% cx officio mcmbcr.s) and that' of
carry out lclpartncrs from 8% to 19%.3 In. the sub—connnllttcca lellcll
mang a large part Qf' the work, therc is a marked shift to higher

§ement membership.
¢ Branch Councils, modelled on the Central Council and subordinate
prise :ﬁ‘;:slﬁlchhat more reprcscntatiyc of the rank'and file, who com-
ers, abou a fthe clccte'd membership. (The 'co_unC{ls average 35 mem-
funds the B Is%, ex Oﬂif:lo.) Apart from adl‘nmlstcrmg its own wclfaFe
ranch Council can sponsor resolutions to the Central Council,

which, j . .
»ifadopted, become recommendations to management. About six to

! Flanders
¢tal., pp. 76 and 42 fF. Sccrecy is maintained over wages, a source of griev-
ance to mgy,

rank and g Y Partners. Committees for Communication exist, which are solely
¢ bodies. These arc essentially gricvance-settling bodies that have no
tive powers and cannot themselves take remedial action, so are of
2 Flanders ef of from the participator}{ point of view (sce p. so ff.).
3 Flanders et aI. (1968, p. 64). For nomination powers, ctc., sce pp. 64-S.
. *» P. 60, Table 5. Twenty-two per cent of men and 25% of women
candidates had held some special status in the Partnership (p. 84).
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seven a year arc made and from 1955 to 1964 a third were accepted, though
not all implemented.! It was a Branch Council that, for the first time,
rcjected a major management proposal (on five-day trading). During the
previous discussions on this issue, in the opinion of the authors of the
study, ‘the decision process itself was basically the normal one of manage-
ment deciding what it wanted to achicve, and preparing the ground in
such a way that orders issued were likely to be obeyed’.2 The policy
rejection was accepted by the Chairman of the Partnership—though it
should be noted that no vital trading issues were involved—but whether
this incident indicates that in future partners will make more use of their
participatory powers remains to be seen.

The level of interest in, and knowledge of, the representative institu-
tions, is low.3 The authors of the study found that, among full-time rank
and file partners, those most interested were men and women of over five
years’ service, but even in this group interest declined in the higher level
bodics.4 The structurc of the representative bodies of the Partnership may
itsclf be partly responsible for the lack of intcrest. In fact, many partners did
display an interest in lower level participation, which confirms the evi-
dence on this point cited carlier, but the scope of the participatory institu-
tions does not cover many lower level matters, and the general finding
was that about two-thirds of the respondents ‘did not show any marked
degrece of interest in the Partnership’s democratic institutions’ (p. 127).

Our third example is the Scott Bader Commonwealth, a plastic resin
manufacturing company in Wollaston, Northants, employing about 350
persons.5 This company has made much more far reaching changes in the
orthodox industrial authority structure than our two other examples of

1 P. 72. These resolutions include such matters as alterations in the rules for life
assurance and pensions. Few proposals in the Central Council come from cither the
Branch Councils or individual councillors. Sce p. 68, Table m.

2 Flanders et al., p. 176. As the authors point out, it is difficult for middle management
Council members to opposc official policy (p. 174).

3 How far this helps explain the relative lack of use of participation opportunities, or
how far the fact that the representative bodies often scem to act as pscudo-participa-
tory devices explains the lack of interest, it is impossible to say. It is very signi-
ficant, however, that about two-thirds of the employces are women because all
cmpirical investigations of social and political participation have shown that women
tend to participatc less than men. Sec Milbrath (1965, pp. 135-6).

4 Flanders ¢t al., pp. 86 and 114-16, Tables 25, 26. A high proportion of women
answered ‘don’t know ’to a question on whether they would be sorry to see the
institutions given up.

s This company, too, has been the subject of a recently published study, Blum (1968).
Additional information can be found in Hadley (1965); also see Exley (1968) and
publications of Scott Bader & Company Limited.
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higher level partial participation. The firm was deliberately re-organised
along participatory lines in 1951 by its founder, Ernest Badcr, and oppor-
tunities for participation were increased in 1963 when the institutions were
further modified. All the shares of Scott Bader & Company Limited are
held communally by a charitable organisation, the Scott Bader Common-
wealth Limited (in the event of the company’s sale the proceeds are to go
to charity). Membership of the Commonwealth is open to all employces
after a probationary period.1

The organisational structure of the Commonwealth is a rather complex
one. The main ‘legislative’ body is the General Meeting, which mecets
quarterly, and where cach member of the Commonwealth has one vote.
Its powers cover the approval, modification or rejection of the conduct
of the business, the right of approval of any investment over 410,000
before it is made, and approval of the disposal of the common surplus
(profits) recommended by the Community Council and Board of Direc-
tors.2 The Community Council of the Commonwealth is the main ‘ad-
ministrative’ body, composed of twelve persons; nine are clected, two
nom%nated by the Board, and one, representing the local community, is
n.ommatcd by Council and approved by the Board. Apart from its func-
tion rcla}ting to the common surplus, the Council is concerned with wel-
farc. ftaalitics and with the rules of membership of the Commonwealth,
1nd1v1flua} applications being decided on merit. A novel feature of the
organisation is the Panel of Representatives. This is a body of twelve
members who are chosen at random from all Commonwealth members
and they haYc to decide whether ‘the conditions and atmosphere that exists
m.thc firm Justify them in recording a votc of confidence in the Board of
Directors’.3

Before looking at what actually happens inside this organisational

1In 1961 there were 1

Blum says that mo 43 members from a total of 266 employees. Blum (1968, p. 98).

the o st non-members were not yet cligible, having not then served
e O-ycar probationary period (now one year).
a 1agtan} of the structure can be found in Blum (1968, p. 157). Since 1965 the
ommunity Council has rccommended the method of distributing the ‘bonus’
part of the surplus, the Board of Directors determining its amount. The constitution
zcr;;ndﬁs t'hat the surplus must be distributed within the ratio 60%, plough-back,
o charitable purposes and 20%; employee ‘bonus’. Recently the bonus has run
between s-10% (Blum, pp. 153 and 212).

3 Blum (19§8, P- 154). If the anwser is ‘no’ a complicated procedure follows, but the
ﬁm}l decmqn on what action, if any, is necessary devolves on the Trustees, whose
main function is that of ‘guardians’ of the Constitution of the Commonwealth.
Two of the Trustces are elected; scc Blum, pp- 155 ff. and 164—5. There is another

partially (?lectc'd body, the Council of Reference, the final appeal body, mainly con-
cerned with disciplinary questions.
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structure, it is worth noting that the Scott Bader Commonwealth pro-
vides an interesting example of how an approach might be made toward
cconomic cquality in a modern socicty. In the Commonwealth the
difference in status between employees has been considerably reduced.
Firstly, all Commonwealth members are equal in that all have one vote
at the General Mccting. Secondly, all employees enjoy a high degree of
job sccurity, gross misconduct and incompetence being virtually the sole
grounds for dismissal (and in all cases the appeal system operates). Thirdly,
all employees are salaricd and have a guarantced minimum wage; there is
also a limit on top salarics, the Constitution laying down that the ratio
between the highest and lowest salary must not exceed 7: 1. Members of
the Commonwealth also have access to much more information about the
affairs of the enterprise than those who work within more orthodox
authority structures. Management must answer all questions raised in the
internal newspaper, questions can be asked at the General Mecting, and
there is a further provision that members have the right to inspect accounts
and ask for information through representatives or in personal interviews
with management.!

There are scveral channels through which participation can take place at
Scott Bader, but the Constitution is hedged about by ‘checks and balances’,
and up till now participation scems to be rather limited in practice. Un-
fortunately, in the only full length study available, Blum (1968) says very
little about the Commonwealth’s day-to-day practice.2 However, it is
clear that, as at the John Lewis partnership, levels of interest and partici-
pation among the employees with rank and file jobs are low. Blum says
that ‘there have been considerable differences in the participation of differ-
ent groups . .. Workers have undoubtedly participated less than other
groups’ (p. 320). In general, the proportion of total employees who have
participated by holding office as a representative is fairly small because,
from 1951 to 1963, thirty-four pcople served on the Community Council
and ‘a large majority’ werc re-clected for more than one term; about ten
of those clected were from the shop floor.3 It was found, using as criteria

1 Blum (1968, pp. 84—5) and Hadley (1965). Clocking in has also been abolished. None
of thesc fairly radical measures, or the participatory structurc appears to have
adverscly affected cconomic performance; since 1951 annual turnover has increased
ten times to £4m.

2 An cmpirical investigation was carricd out, but Blum refers to this material only in
passing. His book is mainly concerned with an interpretation of the principles
undcrlying the organisational forms, but this account, couched to a large extent
in religio-metaphysical terminology, is far from clear.

3 Blum, p. 96. The period of officc is three years, which, in itself, limits the numbers
who can participate.
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of participation speaking at General Mectings, obtaining information
from representatives, standing for clection and initiating proposals through
a participative body, that about a fifth of managcrs, technicians, junior
managers and clerical workers were ‘high” or ‘modcrate’ participants,
whereas all the factory workers were ‘low’ or non-participants (p. 374).
For most of those questioned by Blum the ‘advantages of the Common-
wealth’ were scen, particularly by the factory workers, first and foremost
in terms of the job sccurity it gave (including the six months’ sick leave),
although “participation’ was the item mentioned the next most frequently.
Finally, in a question on the knowledge of the powers of the Community
Council it was found that 26% of respondents had a ‘working knowledge’,
36%, had a ‘partial knowledge’ and 389 ‘little or no knowledge’ (p. 375,
also p. 99).

On the face of it the cvidence from these three examples would seem
to suggest that it is over-optimistic to expect the ordinary worker to
avail himsclf of opportunitics for higher level partial participation and that
the conclusion should be that the contemporary theory of democracy is
right to start with the fact of apathy as a basic datum. However, the evi-
dence is capable of being interpreted ina different way. At Scott Bader,
like the John Lewis Partnership, there are few opportunitics for lower
level participation and yet all our cvidence has shown that ordinary
workers are intcrested in this level.1 It could be argued that lack of such
Opportunities where interest exists could lead to the higher level participa-
tion opportunities sceming remote from the rank and file worker, for
little in his cveryday work experience prepares him for these. It is signifi-
cant that attitudes of employces at different job levels in the Common-
Wf:alth differ greatly as is illustrated by the question of the Board of
Directors and the Founder Members’ shares. Before 1963 the Founder
Members had certain rights and held 10%; of the shares and in 1957 Ernest
Bader offered to transfer these shares to the Commonwealth. Discussion
groups were formed to consider this proposal, rcporting that it was accept-
able providing that the right of clccting directors was also vested in the
Commonwcalth. This Erncst Bader rejected. In 1959, Blum asked
questions on both these points, and it was the managerial and laboratory
workers who were mostly in favour, and the factory workers who were
mOStl}' against or uncertain about handing over the shares or clecting
the directors. “What on carth would we do, we don’t know who should

1 Under .thc Commonwealth Constitution provision was made for Departmental
Committees and these were sct up in 1951 but never functioned regularly. Interest
has recently revived in these so perhaps in the future participation opportunitics may
become available at the lower level. (See Hadley, 1965.)
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go on the Board, only the higher ups know that’, and ‘No, the Founder
sharcs shouldn’t go to the Commonwealth, after all he founded the firm.,
it was his money in the first place’ were typical comments from the latter
(pp- 146-52). The difference in attitudes on this point might offer support
for Colc’s view of the ‘training for subservience’ received by most ordin-
ary workers. That is to say, cven in a situation where higher level oppor-
tunitics arc opened up for the ordinary worker, who has been socialised
into the cxisting system of industrial authority structures and who still
has no opportunity to participatc every day at the lower level, notions
such as the clection of dircctors are frequently just not ‘available’, in the
way that they are to higher status workers.!

We can now briefly summarise the results so far for the participatory
theory of democracy, in its educative or socialisation aspect, of our exam-
ination of the empirical evidence on participation in industry. The only
rcvision nccessary is on the question of the development of the sense of
political cfficacy; lower level participation may well be sufficient for this.
Turning to the wider educative effects of participation there scem to be
few pnctical barriers to the institution of a system of higher level partial
participation; ccrtamly it appears compatible with cconomic efficiency.
Thus, Eckstein’s ‘congruency’ argument about the need for ‘authoritarian’
clements in national government requires modification in at least this
respect. Unfortunately, owing to the isolated nature and the unique
featurcs of these three examples of higher level partial participation, it is
difficult to draw firm general conclusions. In particular, we cannot hope
to answer the important question of how far rank and file workers are
likely to be interested in and to take up such participation opportunities
until we have information on the cffect of a system that combines both
lower and higher level participation.

It is now possible to turn to the sccond aspect of the theory of participa-
tory democracy; the argument that industry and other spheres form
political systems in their own right and that they should therefore be
democratiscd. Again, industry occupics a crucial position in the question
of whether a participatory socicty is possible; industry, with its relation-
ships of superiority and subordination, is the most ‘political’ of all areas
in which ordinary individuals interact and the decisions taken there have a

1 The clement of paternalism present in the Commonwealth situation also has to be
borne in mind when attitudes, ctc., are considered. In the event, in 1963, the shares
were handed over and the Founder Members’ rights abolished but, as before, only
two of the ninc dircctors are to be clected by the Commonwealth (the list of
candidates being approved by the Board). Five others are nominated by the Chair-
man and approved by the Trustees and the two Baders became life Directors.
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great effect on the rest of their lives. Furthermore, industry is important
because the size of the enterprise might allow the individual to participate
directly in decision making, to participate fully at the higher level.t If the
cvidence shows, as has been claimed, that it it impossible to democratise
industrial authority structures, then the theory of participatory democ-
racy will require substantial revision.

1 Cf. this argument of Bachrach’s, ‘If private organisations, at least the more powerful
among them, were considered political—on the ground that they are organs which
regularly share in authoritatively allocating values for socicty—then there would be
a compelling case, in terms of the democratic principle of cquality of power, to
expand participation in decision-making within these organisations’ (1967, p. 96).

84



CHAPTER V

Workers’ self—management in Yugoslavia

It has been shown that a widespread demand for participation at lower
management levels does exist among ordinary workers but this does not
seem to be the case where higher level decisions are concerned, as the
cmpirical material cited in the last chapter has illustrated. In the Nor-
wegian survey referred to in Chapter III, Holter found that only 16% of
blue collar and 119 of white collar workers wished they had more
participation in decisions concerning the management of the whole
firm.! In the recent study of the Vauxhall car workers a precisely com-
parable question was not asked, but the workers were asked whether they
thought that unions should be solely concerned with pay and conditions
or whether they should ‘try and get workers a say in management’. Forty
per cent of those questioned thought they should (619 of craftsmen) but
the majority attitude can be illustrated by remarks like; ‘the average
person in a place like this likes to think he could manage, but management
is really for educated pcople who can do it’.2 The fact that a majority
of the craftsmen wanted this wider role for the unions, and that those in
Holter’s survey who desired higher level participation were ‘responsible,
confident, skilled’ is significant, given the facts about the development of
the sense of political cfficacy, and it adds further force to the suggestion
made in the last chapter that for many of the lower level workers such
idcas are simply not ‘available’. As Holter puts it ‘the atmosphere of hier-
archical systems in general, the limited perspective inherent in the work
of an operator or sub-clerical worker, may tend to lower beyond reason-
able proportions the number of employees who are able to see themselves
as participants in managerial tasks’ (1965, p. 305). Thus little can be directly
inferred from the overt lack of demand on the part of workers for parti-
cipation at this level about the practical possibilities for industrial democ-
racy.

Before any more empirical material is considered some clarification is
nccessary; clarification on cxactly why it is claimed that it is impossible to
democratise industrial authority structures, and this is a more difficult task
1 Holter (1965, p. 301, Table 2, also p. 304, Table 3b).

2 Goldthorpe et al. (1968, pp. 108-9, Table 47).
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than one might expect. Eckstein (1966) is not very explicit; ‘Some social
relations simply cannot be conducted in a democratic manner, or can be so
conducted only with the gravest dysfunctional conscquences ... We
have every reason to think that cconomic organisations cannot be organ-
ised in a truly democratic manner, at any rate not without conscquences
that no one wants’ (p. 237). He goes on to say that the most we can hope
for is some ‘pretence’ or ‘simulation’ of democracy but the only—quite
extraordinary—example he gives of this is that certain cconomic organisa-
tions arc willing to incur functional disadvantages and ‘play a great deal
at democracy’ and do so by permitting ‘certain deviations from the logic
of the doublc-entry ledger in order actually to carry on certain democratic
practices’. Apart from this odd statement he offers no evidence to support
the argument that it is impossible and gives no indication of what the dys-
functional consequences are.! Presumably, what Eckstein has in mind are
economic conscquences, i.c. that a democratised system would not be
capable of opcrating cfficiently, or might even collapse. On the other hand,
quite different intcrpretations might be given to the term ‘impossible’.
It might be argued (cf. the evidence cited above) that not cnough workers
would be interested, or would participate, to make the system viable; or
(q#a Michels) that rcal democratisation is not possible because, in practice,
an elected, inexpert, part-time body could not really control the full-time
expert staff who would really run things. But it is unlikely that Eckstein
has such possibilities in mind; he merely asscrts his case, he docs not argue
it. This assertion about the impossibility of democratising authority struc-
tures is another aspect of the normative nature of the contemporary theory
of democracy. Since we already have the sort of democratic political
system that we should have, we thercfore have the right sort of ‘pre-
requisites’ also, in the form of cxisting non-governmental authority struc-
tures; any attempt to democratisc these could only endanger the stability
of the system. Neverthcless, we shall take the assertion seriously and look
at some plausible interpretations of the alleged ‘impossibility” in the course
of the following discussion.

There is, in Britain and the U.S.A., a singular lack of examples of
enterprises organised on democratic lines (or, rather, if they do exist they

1 Esttcin (1966, p. 238). He also says that ‘cven certain kinds of public ownership
(like nationalisation in Britain of industrics absolutely vital to the health of the whole
cconomy) militate against a democratisation of economic relations’ (p. 237). But
the whole point of the case of British nationalisation is that it provides no evidence
atall; democratisation has bever been tried. This was the result of deliberate decision
by the Labour Party (the 1945—51 Government) to adopt the ‘Morrisonian formula’
and to try nothing clsc. Thus a valuable opportunity to experiment was lost, and
at a time when public opinion, and the workers, were in favour of real change.
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arc rarcly written about). In Britain there is onc example which almost
cxactly corresponds to our model of (direct) full participation at the
higher level. Unfortunatcly, the Rowen Engineering Co. Limited, in
Glasgow, is very small, approximatcly 20 employecs, and the workers
have tended to be self=selected, but it is of considerable intrinsic interest
and uscful for illustrative purposcs.! The controlling body of the factory
is the General Council, membership of which is open to all employees
after three months’ service, and cach member has one vote. Mcetings of
the Council arc held fortnightly, the agenda being displayed two days
beforchand and any employee is entitled to add items to it. (Tea-break
mecctings arc also held if the need arises but decisions must be ratificd at the
next Council meeting.) Each member occupies the chair for two meetings,
which means that everyone has to participate verbally on at least these
occasions (Derrick and Phipps, p. 105). The General Council decides on all
policy matters and anything clse of importance; it also elects the directors,
the factory manager, the foreman and ‘co-ordinator’ (chargchand). At
cach meeting the Council receives reports on production, sales, finance,
ctc.2 There is also a labour sub-committee to deal with personnel matters,
but this docs not make decisions, only recommendations to the Council.

A mceting of the General Council attended by Jarvie (1968, p. 20)
illustrates how one of the problems mentioned above in connection with
the ‘impossibility’ thesis can arise in the smallest organisation. At this
mecting a member of the assembly department suggested that production
should be stopped on a particular model of heater as some were being
returned. The professionally trained sales engincer denied that the
design was at fault and presented a technical report to substantiate this.
This report was vigorously challenged and it was finally agreed to insti-

1 Since onc example exists, it clearly is possible to democratise industrial authority
structures but no conclusions can be drawn from this example about the possibility
of democratisation on the scale of a whole economy, which is what the idea of a
participatory socicty demands. The factory was started in 1963 as a worker con-
trolled ‘factory for peace’. It received publicity in the peacc movement and on the
‘left’, hence the element of sclf-sclection. The name is derived from R(obert) Owen.
(A sccond, similar, factory has been sct up in Wales.) It is quite successful economic-
ally, starting with (mostly donated) capital of £7,000 and it now has a turnover in
the region of £80,000 p.a. Sec Blum (1968, pp. 49-51); Derrick and Phipps (1969,
pp. 104-7); Rowen Factories (1967) and Sawtell (1968, pp. 41-2), Companics A and
B).

2 Dircctors are required by law; however, their only duty at Rowen Engineering is
to sign cheques (Jarvie, p. 15). There is also an Advisory Council, composed of
representatives of organisations sympathetic to the aims of the factory, whose
function is to ensure that General Council decisions do not infringe the principles
on which the factory is based.
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tute an inquiry into the design at issue. One might question whether, in a
factory with a more representative labour force, such an ‘expert’ report
would receive that kind of scarching examination. This problem of the
control of ‘experts’ by the ordinary (manager) worker will be discussed
more fully below in connection with the industrial system in Yugoslavia.
Yugoslavia, because that country provides, in the form of their workers’
self-management system, the only available example of an attempt to
introduce industrial democracy on a large scale, covering cnterprises of
many sizes and types over a whole economy.

No discussion of industrial participation and democracy can afford to
ignore the Yugoslav system. It is also of considerable interest because, scen
as a whole, the Yugoslav socio-political and industrial forms of organisa-
tion look, in many respects (at least formally), remarkably like Cole’s
blueprint for a participatory society. Here, however, we shall confine our
attention to the industrial side to sce what light the workers’ management
system might throw on the possibilitics of democratising industrial
authority structures. There are considerable difficultics involved in any
such assessment; firstly, there is the problem of the availability of the
necessary evidence. Although the number of English language studies of,
and commentaries on, the Yugoslav industrial organisation are increasing,
they are by no means as sufficient cither in quantity or comprehensive-
ness, as one would wish. Sccondly, there are the difficultics inherent in the
Yl‘lgosla-v situation itself. Yugoslavia is a relatively undeveloped country,
with wide differences in development between the Republics.! Many
fa‘ftory workers still work part time on the land (the bulk of which is
privately owned) and much of the labour force is composed of ill-educated,
first generation, industrial workers.2 Even in 1953, the average level of
! National Income 1964

Billions of Population

new dinars £ per head  (millions)
Bosnia and Hercegovinia 6.8 56 3.5
Croatia 14.6 97 43
Macedonia 3.0 57 1.5
Montcnegro 0.9 1 0.5
Serbia 21§ 78 7.9
Slovenia 9.0 161 1.6
Yugoslavia 55.8 83 19.3

From The Economist, 16 July 1966.

2In 25 years the rural population has been reduced from 75% to 45% of the whole

(The Economist, 16 July 1966). One per cent to 2% of the increasc in the industrial
work force each year comes direct from the land (Auty, 1965, p. 159).
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illiteracy in the population over ten years old, was 25.4% (for women
35.8%), so that allowance has to be made for these facts when the work-
ing of the workers’ sclf~management system is assessed.! Yugoslavia is, of
course, a Communist state, cven though a rather different one from other
Eastern European countrices, so that the role of the Communist Party also
has to be taken into account. Finally, the system of workers’ self~-manage-
ment is, itsclf, of rclatively recent origin. Introduced in 1950, after the
break with the U.S.S.R. in 1948, it did not really get under way until new
regulations and cconomic reforms were introduced in 1953, and, since
then, the organisational forms and legal framework have undergone an
almost continuous process of modification and change which adds to the
difficultics of cvaluation.

Firstly, let us consider the organisational structure of industry in
Yugoslavia. Each industrial enterprisc in Yugoslavia is managed by an
clected Workers’ Council, elected by the whole collective (i.e. all the
employces) through electoral units in the larger enterprises. By law, all
enterprises of more than seven workers must have a Council, but where
there are less than thirty then all workers form the Council. In larger
enterprises the size of the Workers’ Council can range from 15 to 120
members, the average being from 20 to 22.2 Large enterprises can also, if
they wish, clect departmental Councils and, since 1961, a system of what
the Yugoslavs call ‘economic units’ has been instituted. Each enterprise is
divided into viable production units that can exercisc a degree of self-
management at that level. The organisation of these units is left to the
individual enterprise. One study says that the management of the unit is
‘in the hands of an Assembly of the whole membership’ but at Rade
Koncar (the biggest producer of electrical equipment in Yugoslavia) the
units have their own Workers’ Councils.3 Apart from the Workers’
Councils and the economic units, workers can also participate in decision
making through mectings of the whole collective of the enterprise and
by means of referenda on important topics.

Mecmbership of the Council is for two years (members are subject to
recall by their electorate) and the Council meets monthly. Workers’
Councils have subcommittees to deal with certain matters; since 1957
they have been obliged to have them for internal discipline and hiring and
firing. Membership of these committees is not necessarily restricted to

1L.LL.O. (1962, App. 1, Table a).
2 Blumberg (1968, p. 198). Private cmployers are limited to five employces outside
the family.

3 Singleton and Topham (1963, p. 15). For a description of the organisation of Rade
Koncar see Kmetic (1967).
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_ - X il clects its executi
Council members.t ‘The Workers’ Counci ‘ o utive quy, the
usually, but not nccessarily entirely, from ijtg onn

members. The Board has from 3 to 17 mémbcrs (the I_)ir§Ctor ¢X officig)

clected for one-year pcriO(lS; if a member is clected twice in succession lf

is then incligible for a further two ycars.2 .Thc .Board. Iay meet sever,}

¢imes in a week and it has important functions including the supervisiar
of the Director’s work, ensuring the fulfilment of the plans of the enty..
prisc, and the drawing up of the annual plan. Thc.othef1 1?8311}’ Obllg.ator ¥
‘organ of management’, apart from the Counc1l.an its B.oard, is the
Dircctor of the enterprise. Since 1964 the final choice of ap,phcant for the
post (which is advertised) is in the ha.lnd.s of the Workers Coungl, and
the Director’s term of office has been limited to four years.3 The Director,
together with the ‘Collegium’ of heads of departments, %s responsible for
the administration, the day-to-day running of the enterprise and execution
of the Workers' Council decisions. He also has other powers legally
defined, such as the power to sign contracts in the name of the enterprise,
to represent it in dealings with external bodies and to ensure that the
enterprise operates within the law.

Before secing how all this works, it will be useful to look briefly at the
economic performance of Yugoslavia under the workers’ self-management
system in order to ascertain if there are economic ‘dysfunctions’ so great
as to render the system ‘impossible’ (though short of complete economic
collapse that could be unambiguously attributed to the system, there are
many difficulties over what would count as confirmatory evidence). By
1964 real income per head in Yugoslavia was almost four times greater
than the pre-war level; over the decade to 1967 total output increased by
an average of 8% p.a. and, since the war, the growth rate ‘has been hardly
less fast than Japan’s’.4 This is a creditable record, but not a straightforward
success story. The sweeping economic reforms of 1965 were caused partly
by inflationary and balance of payments problems; another factor was the
desire to modernise techniques and to get rid of uneconomic investment.
One writer quotes over-investment in the early 1960s as ‘testimony to the

Managing Board,

1 Stepl;en (1967, p. 8), also Singleton and Topham (1963, p. 14) and Kmetic (1967,
p. 13).

2 Stephen (1967, p. 12). Regulations cited in Blumberg (1968, p. 205) are slightly
different.

3 Until 1952 he was appointed by the State and then by a Commission composed
equally of representatives of the Workers’ Council and the Commune. The Dir¢c-

tor can be removed by the Council but the procedure is not entirely clear: Se¢
Blumberg (1968, p. 205).

4 The Economist 16 July 1966 and 19 August 1967.
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autonomy of workers’ management’! but, as their popular name implies,
the so-called ‘political factories’ were a result of political rather than
Workers’ Council calculation. One problem is how far the Workers’
Council system will act as an obstacle to modernisation, to the introduc-
tion of labour-saving techniques, ctc. There is some evidence that Coun-
cils arc reluctant to vote for redundancics, but under the orthodox
Western management system successful modernisation depends a lot on
gencral cconomic conditions, the level of employment and factors like the
availability of redundancy payments, housing, retraining schemes and so
on, and the same thing surcly applies in Yugoslavia. It is impossible to say
at this stage whether the Workers” Council system will posc insuperable
difficultics (it may cven be that Councils would take matters like social
cost more readily into account than an orthodox management), but it does
scem fairly clear that even if the cconomic expansion cannot be said to be
a dircct result of the system, at least it has not, up to the present, acted as a
particular hindrance to cconomic cxpansion and cfficiency. To test the
thesis of the ‘impossibility’ of democratising industrial authority struc-
tures along Yugoslav lines we must, therefore, examine the internal work-
ing of the system. The first question that must be asked here is whether,
given that Yugoslavia is a Communist state, the Workers’ Councils do
have any independent power at all (of course, even if they did not,
nothing would follow from this about the possibilities of such a system in
a different socio-political contexct).

There are several channels through which the Communist League
(Party) can cxcrcisc influence or control over the Workers’ Councils, but
the role of the League itself is a profoundly ambiguous onc. On the one
side the League, in theory, no longer excrciscs control by direct rule, but it
maintains its leading role through ‘the strength of idecas and arguments’,
and there is continuing debate inside Yugoslavia about its rolc and the
question of the scparation of party and state. In practice, however, all ‘the
morc important decisions about the development of the society are still
taken centrally by a small group of party leaders’.2 On the other hand—
which illustrates the Jekyll and Hyde character of the League—it operates
within a formally extremely participatory system and within an idcological
view of a socialist socicty as ‘onc characterised by the conscious and or-

1 Blumberg (1968, p. 213). For the economic reforms see Neal and Fisk (1966) and

The Economist, 16 July 1966.
2 Riddell (1968, p. 55). On developments in the position of the League after the fall of

Rancovik in 1966 scc Neal and Fisk (1966) and Rubinstcin (1968). Scc also ‘Draft
Thesis on the Further Development and Reorganisation of the Leaguc of Commu-

nists of Yugoslavia’ (1967).
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ganised control by the members of socicty themsclves of all the institutions
of their society’.1
One channel through which the League can influence the Workers’
Councils is by having its members clected to the Communc Assembly.
The Commune (roughly analogous to British local government units) is
the basic political unit in Yugoslavia, on which higher levels are built.
Basically, chambers at all levels are divided into two, the ‘municipal’
chamber and the Chamber of Work Communitics; ‘the citizens figure in
this socio-cconomic organisation both as individuals and as collectives in
enterprises and institutions’.2 (Other chambers also cxist.) Nomination
and clection procedures to the Commune Assembly are very complicated
(clection is partly dircct and partly indircct) but in rccent years some
element of choice does appear to have been introduced at elections.3 The
Communes have considerable local autonomy in government, and they are
keenly interested in enterprises in their arcas becausc a large part of their
income depends upon the economic prosperity of the Commune. They
have certain powers in rclation to the individual enterprise, including the
right to make recommendations about policy. Today, the enterprisc scems
to be a good deal more independent in this relationship than it did in the
carly days. Asalrcady noted, the control of the appointment of the Director
is no longer sharcd with the Commune and, at least in the factorics studied
by one observer, the Workers’ Council took an independent attitude with
regard to proposals and requests from the Commune (Kolaja, 1965, pp.
28 and 62).
The League can also work through the Trade Unions, another organis-
ation whose role, both generally and inside the enterprise, is ambiguous.4
! Riddell (1968, p- 55)- This ideological position should not be dismissed out of hand
as mere ‘window dressing’. As Riddell points out, the history of Yugoslavia is one
of a tradition of local autonomy and hostility to central authority and the Partisan
movement was based largely on local groups and actions (today the Lcague is
organised on a Republic basis); also the Yugloslav leaders were familiar with
anarcho-syndicalist as well as orthodox Marxist doctrincs. In the industrial ficld,
if the aim had been only to ‘decentralise a socialised industry’ (Rhenman, 1968, p. 6)
Or to give management more independence (the result of the system in one view;
Kolaja, 1965, p. 75) or to provide a managerial class, then there would have been no
need to set up these particular organisational forms; though this is not to say that
all the consequences were cither foreseen or intended. Sce also Deleon (1959) and
Auty (1965) for a history of the establishment of the present system.

2 Miljvojevic (1965, p. 9). In 1963 there were 5§81 communes. Sce also the special
issue of the International Social Science Journal (1961).

3 On clections sec Riddell (1968, pp. $8-9); Milivojevic (1965, pp. 16—20); The Econo-
Erlu'st, )15 April and 24 May 1969; and under carlicr clectoral regulations Hammand

955)-
4 For a Yugoslav view sce Jovanovic (1960). Scc also Kolaja (1965, pp. 29-34).
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Perhaps their major function is cducational, both educating workers to
play their part in management, and in adult education generally; the
Yugoslav unions have ‘developed educational and cultural functions in
recent years which are more comprehensive than those of any working
class body known to the authors’ (Singleton and Topham, 1963, p. 21).
The power of the Unions over clections to the Workers’” Councils has been
curtailed (sce below) and most of their other powers inside the enterprise
are shared with other bodies and Kolaja found that the Union in the
factorics that he visited was dependent on the Council because of financial
factors.!

Apart from these indirect channels, the obvious way for the League to
make its influence felt is through the election of League members to the
Workers” Councils. The proportion of Workers” Council members who
arc also Leaguc members varies widely, but it is often very highinan
individual enterprise. Singleton and Topham cite an average of 35%; in
the two factorics visited by Kolaja it was 7094 and just under 50%[
respectively, and a Yugoslav survey gave a range from 8% to 65%.2
It may be that such large proportions of League members will not be
elected as time goes on because of the change in clection procedures in
1964. Originally, a list of candidates could be nominated by 109 of the
workers or by the Union branch—usually this mcant that the latter
provided the lists. Now, candidates can be nominated by any worker and
two sccondecrs at a special meeting of the collective. There is competition
for places; in the Split shipyard visited by Stephen, for example, there were
76 candidates for 35 places in 1967. The election is by secret ballot and is
conducted by a special committee set up by the Council ; a high proportion
of workers vote, Stephen gives figures of 87% in 1966 and 91.2%; in
1967.3 Onc obstacle in the way of control by the Leaguc is the rapid
rotation of Council members, office being for two ycars, with half
replaced cach year.4

From his investigations, Kolaja (1965, p. 63) concluded that the League

1 Kolaja (1965, p. 34-35). A discussion of the role of Trade Unions in a demo-
cratised industrial authority structure cannot be entered into here. Suffice it to say
that the important function of the protection of the interests of individual workers
qua workers would still remain, whatever the composition of management.

2 Singleton and Topham (1963, p. 10); Kolaja (1965, p. 16, Table 1); cited I.L.O.
(1962, p. 33).

3 Stephen (1967, pp. 9-10). Blumberg (1968) says that the collective has to vote to
approve the nomination (p. 200). For elections under the earlier system see Singleton
and Topham (1963, p. 9).

4+ Blumberg (1968, p. 198) says that now no mecmber may serve two consccutive

terms. Riddell (1968, p. 66) gives figures for those elected in 1962 which show a
considerable degree of continuity.
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‘apparently was not a frequent initiator, but rather an observer and censor’.
But perhaps the most interesting evidence comes from the questionnaire
administered by the same author in factory B that he visited. Of 78
respondents asked, “Who has the greatest influence in the enterprise?’,
only four put the Leaguc first, cleven put it sccond in influcnce and nine
third, whereas 45 put the Workers’ Council first, 25 the Director and two
the Union (p. 34, Table 12). Any cvaluation of the role of the League,
since it can work through many different dircctions, is extremely difficult.
Perhaps all that nceds to be said for our purposes is that, although the
Leaguc obviously cannot be ignored, it would be a mistake to assume that,
therefore, the whole organisational structurc of industry counted for
nothing. At present other cxternal factors may weigh cqually as heavily
on the individual Workers’ Council—namecly cconomic factors. The
Council is subject to influence over its policics from the Economic Asso-
ciations (associations of enterpriscs making similar products) and, most
importantly, since the 1965 cconomic reforms the enterprise operates
within a virtually frec-market cconomy, cach cnterprise competing with
all the rest; the banks, a major source of credit, are also now autonomous
bodics operating on ‘capitalist’ lines so far as credit is concerned. How
compatible this relationship between a free market and socialised enter-
prises will prove in the long run remains to be scen, but in general, so far
as these external factors are considered, there scems no good reason to
suppose that, at any rate some, Workers” Councils cannot control their
own affairs: ‘Despitc some restrictive laws, some intcrvention by the
government and some pressurc from the party, the workers’ councils
and their clected managing boards are in fact responsible for the control
of their own enterprises’ (Neal and Fisk, 1966, p. 30).

Given, then, that it is worth looking in morc detail at the operation of
the Yugoslav worker’s sclf-management system, some questions of general
applicability to any system of industrial democracy can now be raised;
questions mentioned carlicr when possible interpretations of ‘impossible’
were considered, that concern the extent to which any part-time manage-
ment body of ‘ordinary workers’ can really control full-time expert staff.
We shall also consider how far the mass of workers take up the opportuni-
tics formally open to them and how far it is possible, under the Yugoslav
system, for the individual directly to participate in decision making as the
participatory thcory of democracy argues that he should.

One question that is worth examining is what sort of decisions are
taken by the Workers’ Councils; is there any evidence that such a body of
workers, coming together at intervals as managers, finds it difficult to deal
with the most important technical problems? Formally, the Council hasvery
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broad decision-making powers. Apart from functionsalrcady referred to, it

approves production, wage and marketing policies and plans; rules of conduct; and
reports submitted by the managing board; it decides how that part of the camings
which is left to the disposal of the enterprise is to be distributed . . . In general, the
workers’ council is entitled to be concerned with every problem of the enterprise.
It is also the highest authority in the enterprisc to which persons can appcal (Kolaja,
1965, p- 6).

The I.L.O. (1962) Report states that the workers’ management bodies ‘are
dircctly responsible for some of the duties that elsewhere fall to top man-
agement and the senior and medium level excecutives—as regards a host of
detailed decisions as well as policy matters’ (p. 163). There is some informa-
tion available as to how the Councils spend their time. Kolaja analysed the
subjects discussed by the Workers” Councils in the factories that he visited
(as recorded in the minutes from 1957 to 1959) and divided them into
three categorics. The first, the ‘production-financial’ (production plan-
ning, wages, purchase and sale of machincs), corresponds roughly to our
higher management level category; the other two, ‘organisational-
maintenance’ and ‘individual applications’ (for leave and complaints, etc.)
fit broadly into the lower management level. In both factories theWorkers’
Councils spent the greatest proportion of their time on matters falling into
the first category.! The topics to which the Councils have devoted most
attention have shown an intcresting cvolution over time. A contentanalysis
of the minutes of seven enterpriscs, over a period of ten years, has shown
that, over that period, the amount of time devoted to the most important,
higher management, topics has increased, while that spent on other
matters has decreased. The author argued that this indicated that the
Workers” Council members had learned to deal with matters that trans-
cended their immediate environment—or, as Riddell puts it, that they are
‘slowly “catching up with the system” .2 This does provide some inter-
esting support for the argument of the theorists of participatory democracy
about the wider educative effect of participation, that it widens interests
and outlook and develops the more practical capacities for political
participation.3

1 Kolaja (1965, p. 24, Table 6). Stephen found the same pattern in the Split shipyard
(1967, p. 17). Sce also the list of agendas of 6,000 councils in Blumberg (1968, pp.
205-6) and the list of debates and decisions at the Rade Koncar enterprise in Kmetic
(1967, pp. 27-8).

2 From account in Kolaja, p. 23. Riddecll (1968, p. 68).

3 Sturmthal has suggested that this cvolution merely reflects legal changes. Although
the legal framework has changed, the powers of the Councils have always been
extensive; the point is that they now scem more willing and able to excrcise them.
Sturmthal (1964, p. 109).
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In onc sense, because Councils are taking decisions of this nature, the
possibility of a democratic authority structurc in industry has been
demonstrated; the ‘government’ is clected into office by the whole collec-
tive, is accountable to the clectorate and replaceable by them. On the
other hand the question remains of the role of the professional ‘experts’ in
the enterprisc; does the Workers’ Council function as a rubber stamp for
decisions that are effectively made elsewhere? The role of the Director is
clearly important here, both formally and informally. The reduction of
his term of office to four years means that the scope for the exercise of
outright ‘omnipotence’ is reduced but he does, as already shown, have
wide formal powers. Stephen (1967, p. 35) notes that in the shipyard he
visited there was a provision in the ‘statut’ (constitution) that prevented
the Council from changing a decision of the Director on the exccution of
policy decisions; their only recourse was to involve the Commune or dis~
miss the Director. How common such a provision is is not known.
Certainly, in the past there have been many cases of Directors exceeding
their powers and the Yugoslav press has given publicity to thesc.1 Again it
would scem that the position has now improved but, in this case, as in all
others, it is difficult to generalise because of the wide differences in con-
ditions in different parts of Yugoslavia. It would be far casier for a Dircctor
so-minded to ‘take over’ an enterprisc in, say, Macedonia, where he would
probably be dealing with an illeducated, industrially incxperienced work~
force, than in the more industrially sophisticated Republic of Slovenia.
Whatever the position regarding overt ‘omnipotence’ observations of
Workers” Councils meetings indicate that the influcnce exercised by the
Dm?ctor and the Collegium and other ‘experts’ is considerable. Most sug-
gestions appear to come from the Director and the Collegium and these
arc rarely rejected and they also seem to do most of the talking. This applies
particularly when the morc important and technical topics are discussed
(C-g._ production plans); it is only when lower level matters arc discussed—
particularly the issuc of the allocation of the housing that Yugoslav enter-
prises provide for workers—that the rank and file Council members partici-
patetoany extent, or take notes, and it is on these issucs that really vigorous
debate occurs. The pattern was similar in the enterprise visited by Stephen
whcr.e thelabour force was fairly highly educated and skilled (though at the
meeting he attended some of the higher level topics had been discussed
previously).2 On the other hand, one account doces say that in the case of at

! See Ward (1957) and Tochitch (1964).

2 Stephen (1967, Pp- 38-41). Accounts of Workers Council mectings can be found in
Riddecll (1968, pp. 66-7) and Kolaja (1965, pp. 45—s0 and 19-21, Tablec 4). In the
factory visited by the former the workers were of low skill status; in thosc visited
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least one cnterprisc ‘Council and Economic Unit meetings attended
were marked by very frequent voting, not normally unanimous, and
many important decisions were taken which amended the proposals of
the Director, Chairman and sub-committees’ and the LL.O. Report
mentions a similar instance.!

Even allowing for some examples of active and cffective participation
on the part of the rank and file members of some Workers’ Councils, the
more general picture of the weight of influence exercised by the Director
and other cxpert staff docs highlight what looks, on the face of it, an
almost insoluble dilemma for a democratic and participatory system in
industry. If the maximum number of workers arc to have the chance to
hold management office and if the educative effect of participation is also
to be maximiscd, then a short time in office on a part-time basis is neces-
sary; but if Workers’ Council members are effectively to discuss higher
policy matters with their expert staff, then the opposite would seem
to be required. In a relatively undeveloped country like Yugoslavia the
dimensions of this dilemma are accentuated, but too far reaching implica-
tions should not be drawn from it. If this is what makes industrial democ-
racy ‘impossible’ then, since a similar problem is faced by any elected
democratic body (in local government for example), political democracy is
impossible too—and the theorists who claim that industrial democracy is
impossible do not wish to say that. The real question is the area in which a
solution is to be sought to this dilemma in the industrial context; what
means arc available to Workers’ Council members to enable them com-
petently to evaluate and initiate plans and policies? One answer, of course,
is expericnce; here the point made in the last chapter on the basis of the
evidence of higher level partial participation is relevant. Participation at the
higher level needs to be linked to opportunities for participation at the
lower level as well. That is to say, just as participation in the workplace
acts as a ‘training ground’ for participation in the wider political sphere, so
experience of decision making at the lower management level can act as
valuable training for participation in higher level decision making. The
role of the economic units in Yugoslavia is vital in this respect. Secondly,
we have scen that a necessary condition for participation is that the
requisite information is available, and a lot more could be done in this
direction in Yugoslavia. In general, information is made available to the
workers in Yugoslav enterprises,  “the principle of publicity” is probably
unique, in most cases providing more information to employces in

by Kolaja a high proportion of the workers were women, though he does not scem
to realisc that this is significant for participation.
! Singleton and Topham (1963, p. 23), I.L.O. (1962, p. 236).
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Yugoslavia than is supplied to their counterparts in Britain, or the
United States, or in the Soviet Union’.1 But, although onc report says
that in several enterprises Council and economic unit meetings ‘were ser-
viced with extensive documentation of the items on the agenda’ this is not
the case everywhere.2 Although, as Sturmthal (1964, p. 189) points out,
few managers in orthodox industrial systems take technical decisions by
themselves, so that it is absurd to expect Council members to do so cither,
the latter still need the necessary ‘countervailing’ information to cvaluate
the suggestions of others. Here the Trade Unions could play a valuable
role by obtaining and providing the Councils with this information, they
could act as a kind of rescarch department, or, as onc Yugoslav discussion
suggests, the Council could hire its own experts to do this kind of work.3
Until solutions on the lines indicated here have been tried out the question
of ho.w faritis possible to reach a satisfactory solution to this dilemma must
remain unanswered. Nevertheless, there is no good reason for supposing
Fhat its existence renders democratisation of industrial authority structures
impossible.

We shall now turn to the question of the cxtent of the involvement of
the mass of the workers in the workers’ sclf-management system in
Yugoslavia. The first point that must be made is that a remarkable number
of persons have already held office; between 1950 and the carly 1960s over
2 million individuals had served on Workers’ Councils and Managing
Boards,'about a quarter of the industrial labour force.4 Obviously, a large
proportion of these must be ‘ordinary” workers, but it should be noted
that. there is an ambiguity in the term ‘Workers’ Council’ that few dis-
cussions of industrial democracy or workers’ control do anything to
resolve. The definition of a ‘worker’ is usually left open, and it is not stated
whether ‘workers’ means only those who arc manual or low status
Wo.rk,er.s or whether the term includes workers ‘by both hand and
:bram »ic. all the employces in a particular enterprisc. The implication of
workgrs self-managcment or ‘workers’” control is that lower status wor-
kers }Vll-l beina majority on the management bodies (which, as they form
a majority of the labour force is acceptable enough), but therc is no reason
to confine ‘workers’’ sclf-management solely to this category of employee
when democracy implies universal suffrage and that all should participate.
In Yugoslavia the division between manual and white collar workers is

* Kolaja (1965, p. 76). Sce also LL.O. (1962, p. 280).

2 Sipgletqn and Topham (1963, p. 24). Sec also Riddell, (1968, p. 66).
3 Bilandzic (1967) and Dragicevic (1966).

4 Blu'mbcrg (1968, p. 215). In 1960 the total labour force was om. of whom sm. were
agricultural workers. Auty (1965, p. 157.)
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no longer officially recognised (Stephen, 1967, pp. 13) but it is not clear
whether there are still provisions in force to ensure that managing bodies
arc composcd predominantly of manual or production workers. Kolaja
states that manual workers should be proportionatcly represented among
candidates for the Council and that three-quarters of the Managing Board
must be employed directly on production, but in the shipyard visited
morc recently by Stephen, they had no knowledge of the latter pro-
vision.! Whatever is the case here, it is difficult to scc how, under any
rcasonably free nomination process, the provision as to candidates could be
met, and there is no information on this. But, there is information on the
composition of Workers’ Councils and (in 1962) women tended to be
under-represented, and skilled and highly skilled workers over-represen-
ted.2 This last fact is illustrated by the Split shipyard, where, although
from 1965 to 1967 the proportion of manual workers on the Workers’
Council rosc from 61.3% to 72.4%, in 1967 only 2.6% of these were
semi-skilled and 3.9%; unskilled.3 The Split workers explained this low
representation of the least skilled as due to generally low educational levels
and the desire for the best men to hold office. It is difficult to see how these
workers will increase their representation until educational levels rise, and
until long-term experience has been gained of a participatory system,
which would be expected to increase their psychological ‘readiness’ to
participate.

Nevertheless, among the ‘upper’ working class there do seem to be
fairly high rates of participation at the higher level. But this has to be set
against a background where there is cvidence of a morc general lack of
knowledge of, and interest in, the basic working of the system. In onc of
the factories that Kolaja visited he spoke to twenty-four pcople about the
Workers” Council mecting, of whom ten knew nothing about it at all.4
Riddell cites several Yugoslav surveys of general knowledge about the
workers’ sclf-management system and, although levels varied according to

' Kolaja (1965, pp. 7-8). Stephen (1967, p. 13). Blumberg (1968, p. 217) repeats the
provision about the Managing Board.

2 Riddell (1968, p. 66). This follows the same pattern as participation in political and
social organisations in the West.

3 Stephen (1967, p: 11 and App. 2:2:1). Of the whitce collar members only 3.9%; were
of clementary school level. (The white collar workers formed 13% of the total
labour force.) Cf. Kolaja (1965, p. 17, Table 1).

4 Kolaja (1965, p. 51). However, a former Chairman of the Council did remark that
‘it is not the practice to report the workers council agenda to workers’. Kolaja goes
further than his evidence warrants when he attributes the lack of participation in
discussion of higher management questions on the part of rank and file Council
members to lack of interest; in the absence of other cvidence it could also be argued
that it was lack of confidence or lack of sufficient information.
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the type of worker and the type of factory, they tended to be low. In one
factory 312 workers were asked who took the decisions in five arcas of
factory life and 105 answered none of the questions correctly and no
workers got all five answers right. Another researcher commented that
‘there is a striking fact that a comparatively large number of examinees
possess no clementary knowledge and lack information on important
social, economic and political problems’.1 Riddell suggests that this lack of
knowledge and interest is because ‘in general the system has become too
complicated for most of the workers who have to operate it’.2 Certainly
there are a host of regulations and they arc frequently changed (and the
system of income distribution is very complicated) but it is difficult to sce
how the actual organisational structure of workers’sclf-management could
be any less complex and still allow for maximum participation, both
direct and through representatives, at both higher and lower levels.
Unfortunately, most commentators virtually ignore lower level partici-
pation in the Yugoslav system so there is no means of telling whether levels
of participation and interest arc higher in that sphere (from the previous
evidence on industrial participation one would expect that they might be).3
This is unfortunate for another reason too. One of the problems raised in
connection with the participatory theory of democracy was how far it
would be possible to replicate the dircct participatory model in the con-
text of modern, large scale industry. The Yugoslav system docs offer some
1dez}s as to how this can be done. Firstly, a factor alrcady referred to, the
rapid rotation in office of the members of management bodies means that,
over the course of a lifctime, every individual should have the opportunity
to participate directly in decision making in that way at lcast once.
Secondly, the Yugoslav system also offers cvery individual the opportunity
to participate in decision making by the usc of referenda in the enterprise
on important topics. The I.LL.O. Report mentions that these have mostly
been on the question of the distribution of income, but in the Split ship-
yard a referendum was held on a Federal Government recommendation
that the yard should form a consortium with three others. The vote was
taken simultaneously in all four yards (under the jurisdiction of special
committees) and the proposal did not go through as workers in onc of the

1 C_lted Riddell (1968, pp. 62-3). See also Ward (1965).

2 Riddell (1968, p. 64). One major difficulty in interpreting the Yugoslav cvidence is*
whaF weight should be given to the gap that exists between official ideology and
9ﬁic1al practice; how far does this enter into the cxplanation of the low level of
interest in the system?

3 Blm.nberg (1968), for example, merely mentions the lower level developments in
passing and makes no attempt to relate them to the information on participation
presented earlier in his book.
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yards voted against it.! The importance of lower level participation as a
‘training ground’ for participation in decision making has been mentioned
before. Here the cconomic unit is very significant for it enables workers
to participate in taking decisions of the same scope, for their own lower
level collective, as higher management decisions are for the whole
enterprise. According to onc study ‘the Yugoslavs regard the creation of
Economic Units as one of the most significant developments of the last
twenty years’.2

In most highly decentralised enterprises the relationship between the
economic unit and the Workers’ Council tends to take the form of a
kind of collective contract and there have been instances of units dis-
cussing, and voting on, proposals to break away from the enterprise of
which they arc a part. They have wide functions which include the dis-
posal of part of the internal funds of the enterprise, units sometimes
borrowing from and lending to each other.3 There is evidence that, at
lcast ina few enterprises, workers do make use of the opportunities offered
for lower level participation. Stephen notes that in the enterprise that he
visited the less skilled and less educated workers had proportionately
greater representation on the Departmental Councils and the LL.O.
Report describes a regular workshop meeting where ‘comments and
suggestions came from all sides . . . a third or more of the workers took
part . . . and there was hardly any embarrassment duc to verbal hesitancy
. .. or differencc in grades between the speakers’ (LL.O., 1962, p. 172).

Onc would not wish to claim that the system of workers’ sclf-manage-
ment in Yugoslavia provides a successful example of the democratisation
of authority structures, or that the evidence presented here allows many
firm conclusions to be drawn. Much more information is needed on
many points; in particular, a comprchensive study is needed of the
opcration of the system in different types of enterprise in different areas of
the country. Perhaps this will be made available in the future, for as
Riddell (1968, p. 69) has pointed out, Yugoslavia ‘provides a laboratory
for research in the possibilitics of decentralisation of control in modern
large scale societies and its psychological cffects. There are virtually no
limitations—except those of language—to such research at the present
period.” Despite these reservations, and the fact that the existence of the

1LL.O. (1962, p. 172). Stephen (1967, pp. 43—4). The proposal was to be voted on
again six months later.

2 Singleton and Topham (1963, p. 17). These units were created originally to try to
overcome the tendency of Councils to become aloof from the workers (p. 14).

3 Singleton and Topham (1963, pp. 15-17) and (1963a). See also Kmetic (1967,
pp. 20-6).
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Communist League and the undeveloped nature of the Yugoslav cconomy
makes direct comparisons with the West difficult, onc conclusion that can
be drawn is that the Yugoslav experience gives us no good rcason to
suppose that the democratisation of industrial authority structures is
impossible, difficult and complicated though it may be.

This discussion of industrial democracy in Yugoslavia concludes the
examination of the empirical cvidence relevant to the arguments of the
participatory theory of democracy. This evidence indicates that the gencral
conclusion to be drawn so far as democratic theory is concerned is a clear
one. The claim of the participatory theory of democracy that the neces-
sary condition for the cstablishment of a democratic polity is a participa-
tory society, is not a completely unrealistic one; whether or not the ideal
of the carlier ‘classical’ theorists of participatory democracy can be realised
remains very much an open and live question.
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CHAPTER VI

Conclusions

Recent discussions of the theory of democracy have been obscured by the
myth of the ‘classical doctrine of democracy’ propagated so successfully
by Schumpeter. The failure to re-examine the notion of a ‘classical’ theory
has prevented a proper understanding of the arguments of (some of ) the
carlier theorists of democracy about the central role of participation in the
theory of democracy; prevented it even on the part of writers who
wished to defend a participatory theory of democracy. This has meant that
the prevailing academic orthodoxy on the subject, the contemporary
theory of democracy, has not been subjected to substantive, rigorous
criticism, nor has a really convincing case been presented for the retention
of a participatory theory in the face of the facts of modern, large-scale
political life.

The major contribution to democratic theory of thosc ‘classical’
theorists whom we have called the theorists of participatory democracy
is to focus our attention on the interrelationship between individuals and
the authority structures of institutions within which they interact. This is
not to say that modern writers are completely unaware of this dimension;
clearly this is not so, as much political sociology, especially that dealing
with political socialisation, confirms, but the implications of the findings
on socialisation for the contemporary theory of democracy have not
been appreciated. The link between these findings, particularly those on
the development of the sense of political efficacy in adults and children,
and the notion of a ‘democratic character’ has been overlooked. Although
many of the advocates of the contemporary theory of democracy argue
that a certain type of character, or a set of psychological qualities or atti-
tudes, is necessary for (stable) democracy—at least among a proportion
of the population—they are far less clear on how this character could be
developed or what the nature of its connection with the working of the
‘democratic method’ itself really is. While most do not support Schum-
peter’s declaration that the democratic method and the democratic
character are unconnected, nor do they take much trouble to examine the
nature of the postulated relationship. Even Almond and Verba, after
clearly showing the conncction between a participatory environment
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and the development of a sense of political efficacy, show no realisation of
the significance of this in their final, theoretical chapter.

However, this failurc is only part of a more general, and striking,
feature of much recent writing on democratic theory. Despite the stress
most modern political theorists lay on the empirical and scientific nature
of their discipline they display, at least so far as democratic theory is con-
cerned, a curious reluctance tolook at the facts in a questioning spirit. That
is, they seem reluctant to sce whether or not a theoretical explanation can
be offcred of why the political factsare as they are; instead they have taken
it for granted that onc theory which could possibly have yiclded an ex-
planation had already been shown to be outmoded, and so concentrated
on uncritically building a ‘realistic’ theory to fit the facts as revealed by
political sociology.

The result of this one-sided procedure has been not only a democratic
theory that has unrecognised normative implications, implications that set
the existing Anglo-American political system as our democratic ideal, but
it has also resulted in a ‘democratic’ theory that in many respects bears a
strange resemblance to the anti-democratic arguments of the last century.
No longer is democratic theory centred on the participation of ‘the people’,
on the participation of the ordinary man, or the prime virtuc of a demo-
cratic political system seen as the development of politically relevant and
necessary qualities in the ordinary individual; in the contemporary theory
of democracy it is the participation of the minority ¢lite that is crucial and
the non-participation of the apathetic, ordinary man lacking in the fecling
of political efficacy, that is regarded as the main bulwark against insta-
bility. Apparently it has not occurred to recent theorists to wonder why
there should be a positive correlation between apathy and low feclings of
political efficacy and low socio-economic status. It would be more plaus-
ible to argue that the earlicr democratic theorists were unrcalistic in their
notion of the ‘democratic character’ and in their claim that it was, given a
certain institutional setting, open to every individual to develop in this
direction, if the persons today who do not measurc up to this standard
were to be found in roughly equal proportions in all scctions of the com~
munity. The fact that they are not should surely cause empirical political
theorists to pause and ask why.

Once it is asked whether there might not be institutional factors that
COUI'd.PTOVide anexplanation for the facts about apathy assuggested in the
participatory theory of democracy, then the argument from stability looks
far less securely based. Most recent theorists have been content to accept
Sartori’s assurance that the inactivity of the ordinary man is ‘nobody’s
fault’ and to take the facts as given for the purposc of theory building.
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Yet we have scen that the evidence supports the arguments of Rousseau,
Mill and Cole that we do learn to participate by participating and that
feclings of political efficacy are more likely to be developed in a participa-
tory cnvironment. Furthermore, the cvidence indicates that experience of
a participatory authority structurc might also be effective in diminishing
tendencics toward non-democratic attitudes in the individual. If those who
come newly into the political arena have been previously ‘educated’ for it
then their participation will pose no dangers to the stability of the system.
Oddly enough, this evidence against the argument from stability should
be welcomed by some writers defending the contemporary theory, for
they occasionally remark that they deplore the low levels of political
participation and intcrest that now obtain.

The argument from stability has only seemed as convincing as it has
because the evidence relating to the psychological effects of participation
has never been considered in rclation to the issues of political, more
specifically, democratic theory. Both sides in the current discussion of the
rolc of participation in modern theory of democracy have grasped half
of the theory of participatory democracy; the defenders of the earlier
theorists have emphasised that their goal was the production of an edu-
cated, active citizenry and the theorists of contemporary democracy have
pointed to the importance of the structure of authority in non-govern-
mental spheres for political socialisation. But neither side has realised that
the two aspects are connected or realised the significance of the empirical
evidence for their arguments.

However, the socialisation aspect of the participatory theory of democ-
racy is also capable of being absorbed into the general framework of the
contemporary theory, providing the foundation for a more soundly based
theory of stable democracy than thosc offercd at present. The analysis of
participation in the industrial context has made it clear that only a rela-
tively minor modification of existing authority structurcs there may be
nccessary for the development of the sense of political efficacy. It is quite
conccivable, given recent theories of management, that partial participa-
tion at the lower level may become widespread in well-run enterprises
in the future because of the multiplicity of advantages it appears to bring
for cfficiency and the capacity of the cnterprise to adapt to changing cir-
cumstances. Nevertheless, if the socialisation argument is compatible with
cither theory, the two theories of democracy remain in conflict over their
most important aspect, over their respective definitions of a democratic
polity. Is it solely the presence of competing leaders at national level for
whom the electorate can periodically vote, or does it also require that a
participatory society cxist, a society so organised that every individual has
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the opportunity directly to participate in all political spheres? We have
not, of coursc, sct out to prove that it is onc or the other; what we have
been considering is whether the idea of a participatory socicty is as com-
pletely unrealistic as those writers contend who press for a revision of the
participatory theory of democracy.

The notion of a participatory socicty requires that the scope of the term

‘political’ is extended to cover spheres outside national government. It
has already been pointed out that many political theorists do argue for
just such an extension. Unfortunately this wider dcfinition, and more
importantly its implications for political theory, arc usually forgotten
when these same theorists turn their attention to democratic theory.
Recognition of industry as a political system in its own right at once re-
moves many of the confused idcas that exist about democracy (and its
f:elation to participation) in the industrial context. Its rules out the usc of
democratic’ to describe a friendly approach by supervisors that ignores
the authority structure within which this approach occurs, and it also
rullcs out the argument that insists that industrial democracy already
exists on the basis of a spurious comparison with national politics. Therc is
very little in the empirical evidence on which to base the assertion that
industrial democracy, full higher level participation, is impossiblc. On
tbe other hand therc is a great deal to suggest that there are many difficul-
ties and complexities involved; more than are indicated for example in the
carly writings of G. D. H. Cole.

Although few firm conclusions can be drawn from the material on the
system of workers’ self-management in Yugoslavia, the fact that in an
unfavourable setting for such an experiment it has worked at all, and
Wc"l'de to some degree, however small, as it is mcant to in theory, is
evidence that cannot be disregarded. The solutions suggested in the last
f:haptel" to some of the problems involved in cstablishing a system of
fndusm?l democracy, such as that of the dilemma between the control of
lfxpetts and provision for the maximum participation on the managing

ody, are tentative in the extreme; until we have an example of a system
where countervailing information’ is available to an clected managing
body we have no means of knowing whether this might provide an
acceptable answer (although perhaps the fact that the management will
also be workers cxperienced in operating the establishment at shop floor
level should not be underestimated where questions of expertise are
concerned).

The major difficulty in a discussion of the empirical possibilities of
democratising industrial authority structures is that we do not have suffi-
cient information on a participatory systcm that contains opportunities for
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participation at both the higher and lower levels to test some of the
arguments of the participatory theory of democracy satisfactorily. The
importance of the lower level in the participatory process in industry is
illustrated by cvidence from both Britain and Yugoslavia. The lower level
plays the same role vis 4 vis the enterprise as participation in industry
gencrally does to the wider, national political sphere. The evidence suggests
that the low cxisting level of demand for higher level participation in the
workplace might, at least in part, be explained as an effect of the socialisa-
tion process which, both through the notion of his role-to-be at work
gained by the ordinary boy and through the experiences of the individual
inside the workplace, could lead to the idea of higher level participation
being ‘unavailable’ for many workers. Thus, the possibility of lower level
participation is crucial for the answer to the question of the number of
workers who, in the long run, could be expected to take up the oppor-
tunitics offered in a democratised system. In the absence of this vital train-
ing ground, cven if higher level participation were introduced on a large
scale, this would be unlikely by itself to elicit a large responsc from among
rank and file workers (or therefore have much effect on the development of
the sense of political efficacy). So whether the vast majority of workers
would actively participate in a democratised industrial system as the theory
of participatory democracy assumes that they would, must at this stage
remain a question largely of conjecture, although the demand for lower
level participation suggests that, providing that opportunities for this
were available, more workers might ultimately do so than is thought
possible by those most sceptical about industrial democracy.

Today, the question of economic efficiency is bound to loom very large
in any discussion of the issucs involved in democratising industrial
authority structures; in particular how far the economic equality implied
in a system of industrial democracy would be compatible with efficiency.
Economic cquality is often dismissed as of little relevance to democracy
yet once industry is recognised as a political system in its own right then it
is clcar that a substantive measurc of cconomic equality is necessary. If
incqualitics in decision-making power arc abolished the case for other
forms of cconomic incquality becomes correspondingly weaker. The
example of the Scott Bader Commonwealth indicates that a large mcasure
of job security for the ordinary worker is not incompatible with efficiency
and the considerable incqualities that exist in security of tenure of employ-
ment (and in the various fringe benefits that are associated with that security)
would scem to be the most salient aspect of economic inequality in mod-
ern terms. (Certainly without such security the individual independence that
Rousscau valued so highly is impossible.) The Commonwealth also
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operates within a narrow salary range but it is difficult to say very much
on the extent to which equalisation of incomes—what most pcople would
naturally think of first when economic cquality is mentioned—would
ultimately be compatible with cconomic cfficicncy, the whole question of
‘incentives’, for instance, is a much disputed one, or indeced, to cstimate
how great a degree of equality in this sense is required for cffective
participation. Nor would it be very fruitful to speculatc how elected
managing bodies might weigh up the factors involved in income distribu-
tion within the enterprise, but the Yugoslav expericnce, as time gocs on,
may offer some useful guidance on this score. In general the cvidence
shows no obvious, serious impediments to cconomic cfficiency that
would call into question the whole idea of industrial democracy.! In
fact much of the cvidence on lower level participation gives support to
Cole’s view that a participatory system would releasc reserves of encrgy
and initiative in the ordinary worker and so increase cfficicncy. But cven
if some inefficiency did result from the introduction of democratic
decision making in industry whether or not this would provide a con-
clusive argument for its abandonment would depend on the weight given
to the other results that could also be expected to accrue, the human results
which the theorists of participatory democracy regarded as of primary
significance.

‘We have considered the possibility of establishing a participatory socicty
with respect to one arca only, that of industry, but because industry
occupies a vitally important place in the theory of participatory democ-
racy, that is sufficient to establish the validity, or otherwisc of the notion of
a participatory society. The analysis of the concept of participation pres-
ented here can be applied to other spheres, although the empirical questions
raised by the extension of participation to arcas other than industry cannot
be considered. Nevertheless, it might be uscful to indicate bricfly some of
the possibilities in this direction.

To begin, as it were, at the beginning, with the family. Modern theories
of child—rearing—notably those of Dr Spock—have helped to influence
fa.rnil}.r life, especially among middle-class families, in a more democratic
dlrecn?n than before. Butif the gencral trend is toward participation the
educative effects arising from this may be nullified if the later expericnces

! thfl}’ ‘mention has been made of the question of ownership of industry under a
participatory system as this would have taken us too far from our main theme. As
shf)wn by the examples of higher level partial participation in Britain there is a far
wider choice of alternatives available than is suggested by the dichotomy usually
P°5‘3.d between ‘capitalism’ and ‘total nationalisation’. An intcresting recent dis-
cussion on ownership can be found in Derrick and Phipps (1969, pp. 1-35).
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of the individual do not work in the same direction. The most urgent
demands for more participation in recent years have come from the
students and clearly these demands are very relevant to our general
argument. With regard to the introduction of a participatory system in
institutions of higher education, it is sufficient to note here that if the
arguments for giving the young worker the opportunity to participate
in the workplacc are convincing then there is a good case for giving his
contemporary, the student, similar opportunities; both are the mature
citizens of the future. One person whom the opportunities for participa-
tion in industry would pass by is the full-time housewife. She might
find opportunitics to participate at the local government level, especially if
these opportunities included the ficld of housing, particularly public
housing. The problems of running large housing developments would scem
to give wide scope to residents for participation in decision making and the
psychological effects of such participation might prove extremely valu-
able in this context. There is little point in drawing up a catalogue of
possible areas of participation but these examples do give an indication of
how a move might be made toward a participatory socicty.

A defender of the contemporary theory of democracy might object at
this point that although the idea of a participatory society might not be
completely unrealistic, this does not affect his definition of democracy.
Even though authority structures in industry, and perhaps other areas,
were democratised this would have little effect on the role of the individual;
this would still be confined, our objector might argue, to a choice between
competing leaders or representatives. The paradigm of direct participa-
tion would have no application even in a participatory society. A similar
point was raised in the discussion of the system of workers’ self~-manage-
ment in Yugoslavia, and it was clear that, within the industrial context,
this objection is misplaced. Where a participatory industrial system allowed
both higher and lower level participation then there would be scope for
the individual directly to participate in a wide range of decisions while
at the same time being part of a representative system; the one doces not
preclude the other.

If this is the case where the alternative areas of participation are con-
cerned, there is an obvious sense in which the objection is valid at the level
of the national political system. In an electorate of, say, thirty-five mil-
lions the role of the individual must consist almost entircly of choosing
representatives; even where he could cast a vote in a referendum his
influence over the outcome would be infinitesimally small. Unless the
size of national political units were drastically reduced then that piece of
reality is not open to change. In another scnse, however, this objection
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misses the point because it rests on a lack of appreciation of the importance
of the participatory theory of democracy for modern, large scale, indus-
trialised societies. In the first place it is only if the individual has the
opportunity directly to participate in decision making and choose represen-
tatives in the alternative arcas that, under modern conditions, he can hope
to have any real control over the course of his life or the development of
the environment in which he lives. Of coursc, it is truc that exactly the
samc decisions arc not made, for example, in the workplace as in the
Housc of Commons or the Cabinet, but one may agree with Schumpeter
and his followers in this respect at least: that it is doubtful if the average
citizen will ever be as interested in all the decisions made at national level
as he would in those made ncarer home. But having said that, the important
point is, sccondly, that the opportunity to participatc in the alternative
arcas would mean that onc picce of reality would have changed, namely
the context within which all political activity was carricd on. The argu-
ment of the participatory theory of democracy is that participation in the
alternative arcas would cnable the individual better to appreciate the con-
nection between the public and the private spheres. The ordinary man
might still be more interested in things nearer home, but the cxistence of a
participatory socicty would mecan that he was better able to assess the
performance of representatives at the national level, better equipped to
take decisions of national scopc when the opportunity arosc to do so, and
bct.tcr able to weigh up the impact of decisions taken by national represen-
tatives on his own lifc and immediatc surroundings. In the context of a
participatory socicty the significance of his vote to the individual would
havc' changed; as well as being a private individual he would have
mult_lplc opportunitics to become an educated, public citizen.

It is this ideal, an ideal with a long history in political thought, that has
bCCOI_llf: lost from view in the contemporary theory of democracy. Not
surprisingly perhaps when for some recent writers such a widc-ranging
dcmc?cratic ideal is regarded as ‘dangerous’, and they recommend that
we pitch our standards of what might be achieved in democratic political
life Onlly marginally above what already cxists. The claim that the Anglo-
American politica] system tackles difficult questions with distinction looks
rather less plausible since, for example, the events in the American cities
of the lflf‘c 1960s or the discovery in Britain that in the midst of afluence
many citizens are not only poor but also homeless, than it may have done
in the late 19505 and carly 1960s, but such a statcment could have only
seemed a ‘realistic’ dcscription then because questions were never asked
about certain features of the system or certain aspccts of the data collected,
despite the much emphasised empirical basis of the new theory. In sum,
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the contemporary theory of democracy represents a considerable failure
of the political and sociological imagination on the part of recent theorists
of democracy.

When the problem of participation and its role in democratic theory is
placed in a wider context than that provided by the contemporary theory
of democracy, and the relevant empirical material is related to the
theoretical issucs, it becomes clear that neither the demands for more
participation, nor the theory of participatory democracy itsclf, are based,
as is so frequently claimed, on dangerous illusions or on an outmoded
and unrealistic theoretical foundation. We can still have a modern, viable
theory of democracy which retains the notion of participation at its heart.
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