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CHAPTER I 

Recent theories of democracy 
and the 1 classical myth' 

During the last few years of the Ig6os the word 'participation' became 
part of the popu!il!-P~<>.l~ri.gl _ _yocOlbulary. This took place under tiic:"im
petus of demands, nc;?tably from students, for new areas of participation to 
be opened up-in this case in the sphere of higher education-and of 
demands by various groups for the practical implementation of rights of 
participation that were theirs in theory. In France 'participation' was one 
of the last of De Gaulle's rallying calls; in Britain we have seen the idea 
given official blessing in the Skeffington Report on planning, and in 
America the anti-poverty programme included a provision for the 
'maximum feasible participation' of those concerned. The widespread use 
of the term in the mass media has tended to mean that any precise, 
meaningful content has almost disappeared; 'participation' is used to refer 
to a wide variety of different situations by different people. The popularity 
of the concept provides a good reason for devoting some attention to it, 
but more importandy, the recent upsurge of demands for more participa
tion raises a central question of political theory; the place of'participation' 
in a modem, viable theory of democracy. 

It is rather ironical that the idea of participation should have become so 
popular, particularly with students, for among political theorists and 
political sociologists the widely accepted theory of democracy (so widely 
accepted that one might call it the orthodox doctrine) is one in which the 
concept of participation has only the most minimal role. Indeed, not only 
has it a minimal role but a prominent feature of recent theories of democ
racy is the emphasis placed on the dangers inherent in wide popular partici
pation in politics. These characteristics derive from two major concerns of 
recent, particularly American, writers on democratic theory. First, their 
conviction that the theories of earlier writers on democracy (the so-called 
'classical theorists•) which have the idea of the maximum participation of 
aU the people at their heart, are in need of drastic revision, if not outright 
rejection. Secondly, a preoccupation with the stability of the £10litical 
system, and with the conditions, or prerequisites, necessary to ensure that 
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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 see how recent democratic theory has come to rest 
on this basis; without too great an over-simplification it can be said to 
result from one intellectUal event of this century. the development of 
political sociology, and from one historical event, the rise of totalitarian 
states. 

At the beginning of the century the size and complexity of industrialized 
societies and the emergence of bureaucratic forms of organisation seemed 
to many empirically minded writers on politics to cast grave doubts on the 
possibility of the attainment of democracy as that concept was usually 
understood. Mosca and Michels were two of the best known and most 
influential writers to advance such a thesis. The former argued that in 
every society an elite must rule and, in his later writings, combined this 
elite theory with an argument for representative institutions. Michels 
with his famous 'iron law of oligarchy'-formulated on the basis of an 
investigation of German Social Democratic parties that were ostensibly 
dedicated to the principles of democracy inside their own ranks-appeared 
to show that we were faced with a choice; either organisation, which in 
the twentieth century seemed indispensable, or democracy, but not both. 
Thus, although democracy as the rule of the people by means of the 
maximum participation of all the people might still be an ideal, grave 
doubts, doubts put forward in the name of social science, appeared to have 
been cast upon the possibility of realising this ideal. 

But by the middle of the century even the ideal itself seemed to many 
to have been called in question; at least, 'democracy' was still the ideal, 
but it was the emphasis on participation that had become suspect and with 
it the 'classical' formulation of democratic theory. The collapse of the 
Weimar R~public, with its high rates of mass participation, into fascism, 
and the post-war establishment of totalitarian regimes based on mass 
participation, albeit participation backed by intimidation and coercion, 
underlay the tendency for 'participation' to become linked to the concept 
of totalitarianism rather than that of democracy. The spectre of totali
tarianism also helps explain the concern with the necessary conditions for 
stability in a democratic polity, and a further factor here was the instability 
of so many states in the post-war world, especially ex-colonial states that 
rarely maintained a democratic political system on Western lines. 

If tlus background had led to great doubts and reservations about earlier 
theories of democracy, then the facts revealed by the post-war expansion 
of political sociology appear to have convinced most recent writers that 
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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, more especially those in the 
lower socio-economic status (SES) groups, is a general lack of interest in 
politics and political activity and further, that widespread non-democratic 
or authoritarian attitudes exist, again particularly among lower socio
economic 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 moreover, that in view of the 
facts about political attitudes, an increase in political participation by 
present non-participants could upset the stability of the democratic system. 

There was a further factor that helped along the process of the rejection 
of earlier democratic theories, and that was the now familiar argument 
that those theories were normative and 'value-laden', whereas modem 
political theory should be scientific and empirical, grounded firmly in the 
facts of political life. But even 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
ent contrast between the facts of political life and attitudes and their 
characterisation in earlier theories had not already been taken up, and 
answered, by Joseph Schumpeter. His extraordinarily influential book 
Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy (1943) was in fact written before the 
vast amounts of empirical information that we now have on politics 
became available, but nevertheless Schumpeter considered that the facts 
showed that 'classical' democratic theory was in need of revision, and he 
provided just such a revised theory. More than that, however, and even 
more importantly for the theories that followed, he put forward a new, 
realistic definition of democracy. An understanding of the nature ofSchum
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 
Schumpeter and based on his definition of democracy. 

The starting point of Schum peter'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 arrangement 
for arriving at political-legislative and administrative-decisions.' In so 
far as one expressed 'uncompromising allegiance' to democracy this was 
because one expected the method to further other ideals, for example 
justice.• 

1 Schumpetcr (1943, p. 242) (Schumpcter's emphasis). To convince his readers of the 
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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 deficiencies 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 people 
rested on empirically unrealistic foundations, in his revised theory it is the 
competition by potential decision makers for the people" s vote that is the 
vital feature. Thus, Schumpeter offered the following as a modem, 
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 
distinctive feature of democracy, and the one which allows us to distin
guish the democratic from other political methods. By this method every
one is, in principle, free to compete for leadership in free elections so that 
the usual civil liberties are necessary.! Schumpeter compared the political 
competition for votes to the operation of the (economic) market; voters 
like consumers choose between the policies (products) offered by com
peting political entrepreneurs and the parties regulate the competition 
like trade associations in the economic sphere. 

Schumpeter paid some attention to the necessary conditions for the 
operation of the democratic method. Apart from civil liberties, tolerance 
of others• opinions and a 'national character and national habits of a cer
tain type" were required, and the operation of the democratic method itself 
could not be relied upon to produce these. Another requirement was for 
'all the interests that matter" to be virtually unanimous in their allegiance 
to the 'structural principles of existing society" {pp. 295~). Schumpeter 

validity of this argument, Schumpeter proposed a 'mental experiment'. Imagine a 
country which, democratically, persecuted Jews, witches and Christians; we should 
not approve of these practices just because they had been decided upon according 
to the democratic method, tbetefore, democracy cannot be an end. But as Bachrach 
points out, such systematic persecution would conftict with the rules of procedure 
necessary if the country's political method is to be called 'democratic" (Bachrach, 
1967, pp. 18-20). Nor does Schumpeter make it dear exactly why we should 
expect this political method to lead to e.g. justice. 

• Despite the freedom in principle, Schumpeter thought that in fact a political or 
ruling class was necessary to provide candidates for leadership (p. 291). 
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did not, however, regard universal suffrage as necessary; he thought that 
property, race or religious 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 leaders 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 electorate do not 'normally' 
control their leaders except by replacing them at elections with alternative 
leaders, so, 'it seems well to reduce our ideas about this control in the way 
indicated by our definition' (p. ~72). In Schumpeter's theory of democ
racy, participation has no special or central role. All that is entailed is that 
enough 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 electoral 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 
slighdy 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 ofBerelson, 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 direcdy from Schumpeter's attack on the 'classical' theory of 
democracy. 

In Chapter 14 of Voting (1954), which is called 'Democratic Theory and 
Democratic Practice', Berelson' s theoretical orientation, 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 

1 (pp. 244-s). Here more recent theories do not follow bim. 
Sec also Berelson (I9S2). For some criticisms of the functionalist aspects ofBerclson's 
theory see DWlcan and Lukes (1963). 
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'con&ontation• 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 qualities 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 "average 
citizen•• '.t For example, 'the democratic citizen is expected to be interested 
and to participate in political affairs• but 'in Elmira the majority of the 
people vote but in general they do not give evidence of sustained interest• 
(1954. p. 307). Neverthelc!SS, despite this and all the other deficiencies in 
democratic practice, Western democracies have survived; so we~ faced 
with a paradox, 
Irulivii/U4JI 1/otm today seem unable to satisfy the requirements for a democratic 
system of government outlined by political theorists. But the systtrn of tkm«r«y does 
meet certain requirements for a going political organisation. The individual members 
may not meet all the standards, but the whole nevertheless survives and grows 
(p. 312, Berelson's italics). 

The statement of this paradox enables us to see, according to Berelson, the 
mistake made by the 'classicar writers, and to see why their theory does 
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 itself, and where 
it did deal with the latter, it considered specific institutions and not those 
'general features necessary if the institutions are 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 exist.z 

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

1 Be1e1son (1954, p. 307), Be!elson, in common with almost all other writers who 
talk of'classical' democratic theory, does not say from whith writers his model is 
drawn. In the earlier article he remarks of the composite set of attitudes he draws up, 
that 'while not all of them may be required in any single political theory of democ
ncy, all of them are mentioned in one or another theory' (1953, p. 314). But, again, 
no names are given. 

z (1954. pp. 313-13). The specific connection between these conditions and democ
racy is not made clear; the fint three would seem to be required, almost tautologic
ally, for any political system to continue. Berelson adds that he is going to continue 
by exploring 'the values• of the political system. In fact what he does it to look at 
the 'requimnents of the system'; see the section heading on p. 313. 
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is in attitudes and behaviour). In fact what is required, and happily, what 
is found, is heterogeneity. This heterogeneity 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
ties and attitudes are distributed among the electorate; this distribution 
enables the contradictions to be resolved while the stability of the system 
is also maintained. Thus the system is both stable and flexible, for example, 
because political traditions in families and ethnic groups and the long
lasting nature of political loyalties contribute to stability, whereas, 'the 
voters least admirable when measured against individual requirements 
contribute most when measured 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' .I 

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 electorate '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.z 

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 modem 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, moreover, the apathy and disinterest of the majority 
play a valuable role 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 see why Berelson calls the items he cites 'contradic
tory'. Cc:rtaioly 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 votm who express free, self-determined choices, at the same time making use 
of the best infonnation 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 nonseasical. 
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Berelson does not explicidy 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 Demoaatk 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 seems 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-thete 
are only democratic theories• .1 In the earlier paper, however, he had written 
that 'classical theory is demonstrably invalid in some respects' (I96Sa, 
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 minorities-is presented as a more adequate replacement for 
these, as an explanatory, modem 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 dectoral 
process (1956, p. 84). Elections are central to the democratic method 
because they provide the mechanism through which the control ofleaders 
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, emphasises that more 
should not be put into the notion of' control" than is realistically warranted. 
He points out that contemporary political writings emphasise that the 
democratic relationship is only one of a number of social control tech
niques that in fact co-exist in modem democratic polities and this diversity 
must be taken account of in a modem theory of democracy (1956a, p. 
83). Nor is it any use putting forward a theory that requires maximum 
participation from ordinary people for 'control" to take place when we 
know that most tend to be disinterested and apathetic about politics, and 
Dahl puts forward the hypothesis that a relatively small proportion of 
individuals in any form of social organisation will take up decision-making 
opportunities.l It is, therefore, on the other side of the electoral process, 
on the competition between leaders for the votes of the people, that 
'control' depends; the fact that the individual can switch his support from 

• (1956, p. 1). But he also ttfcrs at least ODCle to 'traditional theory' (p. 131). How
ever, cf. Dahl (1966) where he says there never was a classical theory of democracy. 

2 (1956a, p. 87). Sec also (1956, pp. 81 and 138). 
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one set ofleaders to another ensures that leaders are 'relatively respoDSive' 
to non-leaders. It is this competition that is the specifically democratic 
element in the method, and the value of a democratic (polyarcbical) 
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 
ethos of the society (1956, pp. 133-4). 

The theory of polyarchy may also give us 'a satisfactQry theory about 
political eq~ity' (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-economic status 
groups. the majority, are 'triply barred' from such equality 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).Jn a modem theory of democracy 'political equality' 
refers to the existence of universal suffiage (one man, one vote) with its 
sanction through the electoral competition for votes and, more impor
tandy, to the fact of equality of opportunity of access to inftuenc::e over 
decision makers through inter-electoral processes by which c:lift'erent 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 tum, depends on the existing amount of agreement on policy 
choices and norms, so that an increase or decrease 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 doesnotsay 
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 
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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 
earlier theorists, because this is unrealistic in the &ce of the 'blatant fact' 
that individuals are members of diverse kinds of social control systems. 
What is required is personalities 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 frequendy 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). 

The third theorist of democracy whose work will be discussed is a 
European writer, Sartori. His book Democratic Theory (1962) contains 
what is perhaps the most extreme version of the revision of earlier 
theories of democracy. Basically, his theory is an extension of Dahl's 
theory of democracy as polyarchy so the details of the argument will 
not be repeated, but Sartori stresses that in a democracy it is not just min
orities that rule but (competing) elites. A noteworthy feature ofhis theory 
is the emphasis that Sartori places on the dangers of instability and his 
related views on the proper relationship between democratic theory (the 
ideal) and democratic practice. According to Sartori a completely un
bridgeable gap has appeared between the 'classical' theory and reality; 
'the ingratitude typical of the man of our time and his disillusionment 
with democracy are the reaction to a promised goal that cannot possibly 
be reached' (p. 54). However, we must be careful not to misunderstand the 
proper role of democratic theory even when it has been revised and re
interpreted. Once a democratic system has been established--ti in W es
tern countries at present-the democratic ideal must be minimised. This 
ideal is a levelling principle that aggravates rather than provides an answer 
to the real problem in democracies, that of 'retaining verticality', i.e. the 
structure of authority and leadership; maximised as an 'absolute demand' 
the (revised) democratic ideal would lead to the 'bankruptcy' of the system 
(pp. 6s 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 
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might destroy its own leaders, replacing them by undemocratic counter
elites (p. 1 19). 

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 elites (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 one 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 due to illiteracy, poverty or insufficient informa
tion have been shown by events to be false, as has the suggestion that it 
might be due 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 endeavour for we can only really 
understand, and take an active interest in, matters of which we have 
personal experience, or ideas that we can formulare for ourselves, neither 
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 either to coerce 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 
same time, not endanger existing democratic systems by giving rise to un
realistic, and potentially disruptive, expectations. Eckstein, in his A Theory 
of Stllble Democr«y (1966), as the tide 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 elections 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 explicidy 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 arc natural 
democrats, but one that focuses on the 'calamitously improbable' combination of 
necessary conditions (pp. 28S-6). 
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government takes must be of a certain type. The 'stability' of the system 
refers not just to longevity-that could result by 'accident'-but survival 
because of a capacity for adjustment to change, realisation of political 
aspirations and the keeping of allegiances and it also implies that political 
decision-making is effective in the 'basic sense of action itself, any sort of 
action. in pursuit of shared goals or in adjustment to changing conditions' 
(p. 228). 

Eckstein points out that the one aspect of social relations most obviously 
and immediately related to political behaviour has been neglected in the 
literature; that is 

authority patterns in non-governmental social relationships. in Wnilies, schools. 
economic organisations and the like ••. it stands to reason that i£' any aspect o£' social 
life can directly affect government it is the experiences with authority that men have 
in other spheres of life, especially those that mould their personalities and those to 
which they normally devote most o£' their lives (p. ns). 

The first proposition of his theory, one that applies to any method of 
government, is that 'a government will tend to be stable if its authority 
pattern is congruent with the other authority patterns of the society of 
which it is a 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 senseof'identical' synonymous in Eckstein's term 
with 'close resemblance' (p. 234). This is not the sense 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 sense 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 the 
sense of being • adult' or of being 'political'. There will be congruence in 
the weak sense if (a) authority patterns increase in similarity to govem-
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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 seem 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 those closest to government or those that involve 
the political elites, i.e. if the weak sense of congruency is achieved. But 
Eckstein has already said that it is impossible to democratise some of the 
authority structures closest to govemment.2 This, however, is not really a 
problem for the theory because Eckstein argues that, therefore, 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 disparate 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 need must be satisfied if the stability 
of the system is to be maintained (pp. 262-7). 

The conclusion of Eckstein's theory-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 Eckstein means by 'a gtaduated pattern in a proper segmentation of 
society' (p. 239). 

1 (pp. 2S4 ff.). Like Dahl, Eckstein says little about how the 'social training' takes 
place. Since most people are not very politicaUy 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, Eckstein's theory supports the 
arguments of those who stress the dangers to the stability of the system of greater 
participation by the (non-democratic) majority. 
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is grounded in the &cts of present-day political attitudes and behaviour a~ 
revealed by sociological investigation. 

In the theory, 'democracy' refers to a political method or set of insti-l 
tutional arrangements at national level. The characteristically democratic' 
element in the method is the competition ofleaders (elites) for the votes of 
the people at periodic, free elections. Elections are aucial to the demo
cratic method for it is primarily through elections that the majority can 
exercise control over their leaders. Responsiveness of leaders to non-Clite 
demands, or 'control" over leaders, is ensured primarily through the sanc
tion of loss of office at elections; the decisions of leaders can also be 
in8uenced by active groups bringing pressure to bear during inter-election 
periods. 'Political equality' in the theory refers to universal suffrage and 
to the existence 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 
function of participation in the theory is solely a protective one; the pro
tection of the individual from arbitrary decisions by elected 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 are necessary if the democratic system is to remain 
stable. The level of participation by the majority should not rise much 
above the minimum necessary to keep the democratic method (electoral 
machinery) working; that is, it should remain at about the level that 
exists at present in the Anglo-American democracies. The tact that non
democratic attitudes are relatively more common among the inactive 
means that any increase in participation by the apathetic would weaken 
the consensus on the norms of the democratic method, which is a further 
necessary condition. Although there is no definite 'democratic character' 
required of all citizens, the social training or socialisation in the demo
cratic method that is necessary can take place inside existing, diverse, non
governmental authority structures. Providing that there is some degree 
of congruency between the structure of authority of government and 
non-governmental authority structures dose to it, then stability can be 
maintained. As Bachrach (1967, p. 95) has noted, such a model of democ
racy can be Seen as one where the majority (non-Clites) gain maximum 
output (policy decisions) from leaders with the minimum input {participa
tion) on their part. 

The contemporary theory of democracy has gained almost universal 
support among present-day political theorists but it has not gone entirely 
uncriticised, although the critics' voices are rather muted.• The attack of 

• Almost any recent piece of writing on democracy will fUmish 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).1 shall 
examine this point shortly. Secondly, the critics argue that in the revision 
of the 'classical• theory the ideals contained in that theory have been re
jected and replaced with others; 'the revisionists have fundamentally 
changed the normative significance of democracy• (Walker, 1966, p. ~). 

It bas already been emphasised that the contemporary theory is presented 
as a 'val~free·, descriptive theory. Dahl (1966) has, indeed, explicidy 
rejected the charge that he, and other theorists, have produced a new 
nonnative theory. Here his critics have a better undentanding of the 
nature of the contemporary theory than Dahl himself. Taylor (1967) 
points out that any political theory does its job by delineating from the 
phenomena under consideration those that need to be explained and those 
that are 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 suppon a normative position, a position implicit in the theory 
itsel£ 

The contemporary theory of democracy does not merely describe the 
operation of certain political systems, but implies that this is the kind of 
system that we should value and includes a set of standards or criteria by 
which a political system may be judged • democratic'. It is not difticult 
to see that, for the theorists under consideration, these standards are those 
that are inherent in the existing. ~9:-Ama:;.QP.._~..QffltiC system 
and that with the development of this system we already have the ideal 
democratic po,~tt! Berelson, for example, says that the exisditi (Xiiiiiah) 
politiCal system 'not only works on the most difficult and complex ques
tions but often works with distinction• {I9S4. p. 312). Dahl concludes A 
Preface to Democratic Theory by remarking that although he had not attemp:
ted to determine whether the system he describes is a desirable one, never
theless it does enable all active and legitimate groups to be heard at some 
stage in the decision-making process, 'which is no mean thing•. and that 
it is also 'a relatively efficient system for reinforcing agreement, encourag
ing moderation, and maintaining social peace• (1956, pp. 149-51). Clearly, 

contemponry theory, but see e.g. Almond and Verba (1965), Lipset (1g6o), Mayo 
(1g6o), Morris Jones (1954), Milbrath (1965), Plameaatz (1958). for examples of 
criticisms of the contemponry theory see Bac:hrach (1967), Bay (1965), Davis 
(1964), Duncan and Lukes (1963), GoJdsdunidt (1966), Rousseas and Fupais 
(1963), Walm (1966). 
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a political system that can and does tackle difficult questions with dis
tinction, that can and does ensure social peace, is inherendy 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 elites-and a system where this is not the 
case ftotalitarianism'). But the choice is made by the presentation of the 
alternatives; we do have a choice between competing leaders, therefore 
the S}'StSDl.tbaUv.e ought tohav~ j~ the very OJ!~_t;hat v.re do in fact have. 

"Tlie critics, then, are right in their ronteniion" that .die contemporary 
theory not only has its own normatjy_~ _£~ntent but that it implies that 
we-or, . at l~ta ... ~W.~S5!6if ....-e:stenift~~~C? living in the 'ideal' 
dtmocratic system. They 'are" ats:o· right to"Siy that-iii '50 far as'tlie ideal 
contained in the 'classical' theory differed from existing realities 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 himself 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. 16o) point out, empirical evidence 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 exacdy how 
and why the ideal is rendered improbable or impossible of attainment. This 
has nowhere been done'. But neither, on the other hand, have the critics 
of the contemporary theory shown how or why the ideal is attainable.• 
Perhaps Sartori is right to argue that it is a mistake to look for reasons for 
the lack of interest and activity in politics on the part of the majority; 
perhaps the theorists of contemporary democracy are right to stress the 
fragility of democratic political systems and the • calamitous improbability' 
that the right combination of prerequisites for stability will occur in 
more than a few countries, if at all. 

The reason for the inconclusive nature of the criticisms of the con
temporary theory 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 

• Bachrach (1967) indicates why we should retain the ideal but gives only the most 
very general suggestions as to how to set 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 an
discriminatingly to a very diverse list of theorists.! More importandy, 
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 done the obvious, and the necessary, and looked 
in detail at what the earlier 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 theories of the earlier writers on democracy are persistendy 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 tum. 

The first thing that has to be done is to come to some decision about who 
these elusive 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 clusical democratic method as 'that institutional 
arrangement for arriving at political decisions which realises the common ) 
good by making the people itself decide issues through the election of 
individuals who are to assemble in order to carry out its will' (1943, p. 
250). Schumpeter refers to the 'classical' theory as an 'eighteenth century' 
theory and says that it developed from a small-scale prototype; he also 
calls it 'utilitarian' (pp. 248 and 267). So, taking these remarks as a guide, we 
arrive at the names ofRousg;au, the two Mi.lls and Bentham, all of whom 
have a good claim to the tide of 'classical' theorist of democracy. But if 
the identification of the theory of any one of these writers with Sebum
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 even 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 j 
have to be derived according to the rules of logical inference ..• all ; 1 
the model citizen would have to perform for himself and independend 
of pressure groups and propaganda" (p. 253-4). He makes two main. 

1 Duncan and Lukes are an exception, they do take J. S. Mill as their example of a 
'classical' theorist. Walker,afterobjectingthatitisusuallyunclearwhichtheoristsare 
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 indicate in the text from which speciflC 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. 
, Findy that it is quite unrealistic and demands a level. ~f-~~()~t ~m 
· ~~JlWl..tbatisj~tn()t possible. To the ordiriaiY man, e says. 

'anticipating Sartori. only things· of which he has everyday experience 
are fully 'rear. and politics does not usually fall into this category. 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 field'. Secondly he argues 

/ that the 'classical' theory virtually ignored leadership (pp. 258-61 and 
270). IfSchumpeter's characterisation of the 'classical• theory, and what it 
requires &om 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 theories about democracy are to 
be found in their writings. To support this contention the work of the 
four 'classical' theorists has to be examined. At this point only Bentham 
and James Mill will be, briefly, considered. The theories of Rousseau 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 secret ballot and annual 

I. parliaments, expected the electorate to exercise a fair degree of control 
over their representatives. He wished the latter to be called 'deputies'; by 
tLat word, he said, 'a plain matter of fact is indicated and tlult the appr~ 
priate one'• and the 'locative' and 'dislocative' functions were the most 
important that the electorate performed. This does imply that, on most 
issues, the electorate have an opinion as to which policies are 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 classes', 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 c~peration and 
support from any considerable number of his fellow citizens' .2 James Mill 
said that the people's sympathies are with one another, 'not with those 
exterior parties whose interests come into competition with theirs' .3 

1 Bentham (1843), vol. IX, bk. o, cb. v, §I p. ISS· 
3 Bentham (1843), VOl. IX, bk. I, cb. XV, §IV, p. IOO. 

, Quoted in Hamburger (x96s, p. 54). 
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Now, in view of this one could perhaps draw the inference that the two 
theorists expected that electors would make each decision independently 
of 'propaganda' and form their opinions 'logically', as Schumpeter says, 
but neither 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 one advantage of an 
elector in a democracy, that 'into no company can he enter without seeing 
those who •.. are ready to communicate to him whatever they know, 
have seen, or heard, or think. The annals of the year ••. the pictures of all 
public functionaries ... find a place on his table in company with his daily 
bread' ,t Mill stressed the importance of educating the electorate 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 'wise and vinuous' 
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 electorate imputed to them by Schumpeter.2 More importantly, 
their main concern was with the choice of good representatives Qeaders) 
rather than the formulation of the electorate'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, 
influence 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 son of 'logical' principles 
that Schumpeter suggested. The fact that Bentham and Mill expected 
each citizen to be interested in politics because it was in his best interest to 
be so (and thought that he could be educated to see this) is not incom
patible with some kind of 'influence' being brought to bear, nor does it 
imply that each citizen makes a discrete decision on each 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 between the theories of 
James Mill and Bentham and Schumpeter's 'classical' theory, and for a 
very significant reason. Like the latter, Mill and Bentham are concerned 
almost entirely with the national 'institutional arrangements' of the 
political system. The participation of the people has a very narrow func
tion; it ensures that good government, i.e. 'government in the universal 
1 Bentham (1843), vol. IX, bk. 1, ch. xv, §v, p. 102. For the importance of public 
opinion in Bentham's theory see Wolin (1961, p. 346). 

a Wolin (1961, p. 332) emphasises the role of the passions as weD as that of reason in 
the utilitarian theories. 
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interest', is achieved through the sanction of loss of office. For Bentham 
and Mill participation thus had a purely protective function, it ensured that 
the private interests of each citizen were protected (the universal interest 
being merely a sum of individual interests). Th.eir theories can be classified 
as 'democratic' because they thought that the 'numerous classes' only were 
capable of defending the universal interest and thus advocated the partici
pation (voting and discussion) of all the people.t 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 role 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 course, 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 theories of J. S. Mill and 
Rousseau, for example, participation has far wider functions and is central 
to the 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 
will be made dear 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 
the suffrage to the middle classes as is often claimed. 

2 Milbrath (I96S. p. 143). From the description he gives ofLocke's theory he appears 
to have confused him with Rousseau! For this aspect of Locke's political theory 
see, e.g. Seliger (1g68), cbs. 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 
Jllyth that the critics of the contemporary theory of democracy have never 
explained exactly what the role of participation in the earlier 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 
(I¢4) 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 capacities have 
reached their full potential and they are joined, freely 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 goes on to say that the 'unfinished business' of 
democratic theory is 'the elaboration 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 necessary 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.t 

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 are Rousseau and 
john Stuart Mill, two examples of'classical' democratic theorists, whose 
theories provide us with the basic postulates of a theory of participatory 
democracy. The third is G. D. H. Cole, a twentieth-century political 
theorist, in whose early writings can be found a detailed plan for a partici
patory society 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 democrat-"Y 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, argues for a wide interpretation of 'political' but has not 
realised that this is linked to the arguments of the earlier theorists. Thus, he in
correctly remarks that 'in underscoring the importance of widespread participation 
in political decision making, ['classical' theory) offen no realistic guidelines as to 
how its prescription is to be filled in large urban societies' (p. 99). 
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CHAPTER II 

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

Rousseau might be called the theorist par excellence of participation, and an 
understanding of the nature 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 set of institutional arrange
ments; it also has a psychological effect on the participants, ensuring that 
there is a continuing interrelationship between the working of institutions 
and the psychological qualities 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 society 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.t 

In order to understand the role of participation in Rousseau's political 
theory it is essential to be clear about the nature of his ideal, participatory 
political system, as this has been subject to widely differing interpreta
tions. Firsdy, Rousseau argued that certain economic conditions were 
necessary for a participatory system. As is well known Rousseau advocated 
a society made up of small, peasant proprietors, i.e. he advocated a society 
of economic equality and economic independence. His theory does not 
require absolute equality as is often implied, but rather that the differences 
that do exist should not lead to political inequality. Ideally, there should 

1 The political system described in The Social Contr/Jlt 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 Jaws and for that reason it was fit only for 
gods {bk. m, ch. 4). It might be noted here that as Rousseau's is a direct, not represen
tative system, it does not conform to Schumpeter's definition of 'classical' ~ 
aatic: theory. 
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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 each man to own some property-the most sacred of the citizen's 
rights-because the security and independence that this gives to the 
individual is the necessary basis on which rest his political equality and 
political independence.• 

If these conditions are established the citizens can assemble as equal and 
independent individuals, yet Rousseau also wanted them to be inter
dependent, the latter being necessary if the independence and equality are 
to be preserved. This is not so paradoxical as it sounds because the partici
patory situation is such that each 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, 'excessively dependent on the republic' 
(1¢8, p. 99, bk. u, ch. 12), i.e. there would be an equal dependence of 
each individual on all the others viewed collectively as sovereign. and 
independent participation is the mecban;sm whereby this interdependence 
is enforced. The way in which it works is both simple and subde. It is 
possible to read the Social Contract as an elaboration of the idea that Jaws, 
not men, should rule, but an even better formulation of the role of 
participation is that men are 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 else for their vote or opinion, that in the 
political assembly no one need vote for any policy that is not as much to 
his advantage 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 Contraa Rousseau asks 'how 
should it be that the general will is always rightful and that all men con
standy wish the happiness of each but for the &ct that there is no one who 
does not take that word "each" to pertain to himself and in voting for all 
think ofhimself?'z 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.e. atfects all equally) so that at the 
same time individual rights and interests are protected and the public 
1 Rousseau (1968), bk. 11, ch. u, p. 96, and (1913), p. 254-
2 Rousseau (1968), bk. u, ch. 4o p. 75· See alsop. 76, 'the general will is an institution 
in which each occessarily submits him.sel£ to the same conditions which be imposes 
Oil otbers.' 
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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. Rousseau'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.e. 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, Rousseau argues, these should be as numerous and as equal 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 
could 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 Rousseau's participatory system makes 
two points clear; first, that 'participation' for Rousseau is participation in 
the making of decisions and second, that it is, as in theories of representa
tive government, a way of protecting private interests and ensuring good 
government. But participation is also considerably more than this in 
Rousseau's theory. Plamenatz (1963) has said of Rousseau that 'he tums 
our minds ••. to considering how the social order aJfects the structure of 
human personality' (vol. I, p. 440), and it is the psychological impact of 
social and political institutions that is Rousseau's main concern; which 
aspect of men's characters do particular institutions develop? The crucial 
variable here is whether or not the institution is a participatory one and the 
central function of participation in Rousseau's theory is an educative one, 
using the term 'education' in the widest sense. Rousseau's ideal system is 
designed to develop responsible, _individual __ social and political action -·-..... ·. ~ ........ ·' .. ... ·' . . .................. . . . . ..... ·- -· .. ~. .. . . . 

1 Apropos of Schwnpeter's 'classical' definition it is something of a misnomer to say 
that Rousseau's citizens decide 'issues'. What they do by participating is to come up 
with the right answer to a problem (i.e. the general will). There will not necessarily 
be a right 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 inlelences' required. Quite 
the contrary, the whole point of the participatory situation is that each independent 
but interdependent individual is 'forced' to appreciate that there is only one right 
answer, to apply the word 'each' to himse1£ 

z Rousseau (1968), bk. u, ch. 3, p. 73· See also Barry (1¢4). 
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t)uough the effect of the participatory process. During this process the 
. dividualleams that the word 'each' must be applied to himself; that is to :y he finds that he has to take into account wider matters than his ~wn 
. m:nediate private interests if he is to gain c<H>peration 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 sense of justice, according to what Rousseau calls his 
'constant will' because fellow citizens can always resist the implementation 
of inequitable demands. As a result of participating in decision making 
the individual is educated to dis~guish ~~ _b,is o~ in:tP~~ and 
desires. he 1~~-~? be a -~~~!~C:-~~.'!~~1-~_~f~!~~ ~~·' ~oussein also 
believes that through tliis educattve process die maiVJdual 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 self-sustaining because the very 
qualities that are required of individual citizens if the system is to work 
successfully are those that the process of participation itself develops and 
fosters; th.~_more the individual citi~~~c.ip~~-d!.~.~~-~-~lC?J~is to 
4~>.. so. The htiiiWi-resUlts that acerue through the participatory proeess ' 
·provide an important justification for a participatory system. 

Another aspect of the role of participation in Rousseau's theory is the 
dose 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 Rousseau ever wrote were that a man might be 'forced to be free' 
and he also defined freedom as 'obedience to a law one prescribes to one
self' .2 Some of the more fanciful and sinister interpretations that have been 
placed on the first words would not have been possible if Rousseau's 
concept of freedom 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 'Ihc setting up of situations that 'force' the individual to lcam for himself is the 
basis of the whole ofRousseau•s theory of education, c.f. the mnarks on &tile and 
the Nouvelle H&rse in Shklar (196.4). The additional methods of educating the 
citizenry advocated by Rousseau(e.g. public ceremonies) would !eelll 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 seen 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
su.~ nature of the participatory political system should make it an exception 
to his view that all govemments tend in the end to 'degenerate•. 

a Rousseau (1968), bk. r, 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 thro 
participating in decision making. Rousseau argues that unless each in 
vidual is 'forced• through the participatory process into socially responsi 
action then there can be no law which ensures everyone• s freedom, i 
there can be no general will or the kind of just law that the individual 
prescribe to himsel£ While the subjective element in Rousseau's concept 
freedom-that under such a law the individual will feel unconstrainecl 
will feel free-has often been commented upon, it is usually overlooke 
that there is an objective element involved as well. (Though this is not tA 

say that one accepts Rousseau's definition of freedom as consisting iJ 
obedience.) The individual's actual, as well as his sense of, freedom i 
increased through participation in decision making because it gives him 
very real degree of control over the course of his life and the structure of hi 
environment. Rousseau also argues that freedom requires that he shoul1 
exercise a fair measure of control over those that execute the laws and ovc 
representatives if an indirect system is necessary .1 In the introduction to hi 
recent translation of the Social Contract Cranston criticises Rousseau fo 
never, in that work, seeing institutions as a threat to freedom (Roussea\l 
1968, p. 41). This criticism precisely misses the point. The participator 
institutions of the Sodal Contract cannot be a threat to freedom just becaus 
of the logic of their operation, because of the interrelationship between th 
authority structure of institutions and the psychological orientations <l 
individuals. It is the whole point ofRousseau's argument that the (existing 
non-participatory institutions do pose such a threat, indeed, they mak 
freedom impossible-men are everywhere 'in chains•. The ideal institution 
described in the Social Contract are ideal because Rousseau regards thei 
operation as guaranteeing freedom. 

Rousseau also sees participation as increasing the value of his freedon 
to the individual by enabling him to be (and remain) his own mastet 
Like the rest ofRousseau•s theory the notion of'being one's own mastel 
has come in for a good deal of criticism, although Cranston strikes a ne~ 
note when he refers to it as the ideal of a footman and so, presumably, n<l 
worth serious consideration-but that is too easy a dismissal of the idea. 

1 See Rousseau (1968, bk. m, ch. 18, p. 148) and (1953, pp. 192 ff.). 
2 Rousseau (1968, p. 42). The more familiar criticism of the idea is that it is potentiall 

'totalitarian' or at least unlibertarian, and that it has little to do with the notion Cl 

'negative• ficedom which, in tum, is often held to be the only form of freedo11 
oompatible with democracy. It is clear that this ctiscussion implicitly rejects the ide 
thatthereazetwo diffeient concepts of ficedom and that Rousseau is an unequivoa 
advocate of the 'positive' notion. It also rejects the view that in talking of bein 
one's own master Rousseanis referring only to mastery of one's 'lower nature'. Tbi 
element is present in Rousseau but to suggest that it is the whole of his theory i 
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Ill the eighth Lener from the Mountain Rousseau says that freedom consists 
'llloins a faire sa volonte qu'a n'etre pas sounus a celle d'autrui; elle con
siste encore a ne pas soumetre Ia volonte d' autrui a Ia notre. Quiconque est 
snaitre ne peut etre libre'. {1965, vol. 11, p. 234). That is, one must not be 
~ter of another; when one is master of oneself 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'. 
Secondly, the participatory process ensures that although no man, or 
group, is master of another, all are equally dependent on each other and 
equally 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 Rousseau thinks that 
individuals will conscientiously accept a law arrived at through a partici
patory decision-making process. More generally, it is now possible to see 
that a second function of participation in Rousseau's theory is that it 
enables collective decisions to be more easily accepted by the individual. 

Rousseau also suggests that participation has a third, integrative 
function; that it increases the feeling among individual citizens that they 
'belong• in their community. In a sense integration derives from all the 
factors mentioned already. For example, the basic economic equality 
means that there is no disruptive division between rich and poor, there 
are no men like the one Rousseau disapprovingly mentions in Emile who, 
when asked which was his country, replied 'I am one of the rich' (1911, p. 
313). More 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 ofRousseau• s political theory has provided us with the 
argument that there is an interrelationship 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 one. These argu~nents form the basis of the theory 
of participatory democracy as will become clear from the discussion of the 
theories ofJ. S. Mill and Cole. The theories of these two writers reinforce 
Rousseau's arguments about participation but more interestingly in these 
theories the theory of participatory democracy is lifted out of the context 
of a city-state of peasant proprietors into that of a modern political system. 

extremely misleading. Such an interpretation is only possible if the whole participa
tory context of Rousseau's discussion of freedom is ignored. For the interpretation 
criticised see especially Berlin (1958); also Talmon (1952). 
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John Stuart Mill, in his social and political theory, as in other ma~ 
started out as a devoted adherent of the doctrines of his father and ~ 
Bentham, which he later severely criticised, so that he provides aQi 
excellent example of the dUferences between the theories of representative! 
government and participatory democracy. However, Mill never com
pletely rejected these early teachings and by the end of his life his political: 
theory was composed of a mixture of all the diverse in8uences that had 
affected him. He never managed satisfactorily to synthesise these-the 
task is probably an impossible one-and this means that there is a profound 
ambiguity between the participatory foundations of his theory 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 life•-that 
one of the greatest dangers of democracy lies in 'the sinister interest of the 
holders of power: it is the danger of class legislation •.• And one of the 
most important questions demanding consideration ... is how to provide 
efficacious securities against this evil'.t For Mill, however, Bentham's 
notion of 'good government• only dealt with part of the problem. Mil11 
distinguished two aspects of good government. First, 'how far it promotes j: 

the good management of the affairs of society by means of the existing. 
faculties, moral, intellectual, and active, of its various members• and this, 
criterion of good government relates to government seen as 'a set of 
organised arrangements for public business• (1910, pp. 208 and 195). 
Mill criticised Bentham for building his political theory on the assump
tion that this aspect was the whole. He wrote in the essay on Bentham that 
all that the latter could do 

is but to indicate means by which in any given state of the oatiooal mind, the material!' 
intcmts of society can be protected; •.. (his theory) can teach the means of organising 
and regulating the merely lnuinm part of the social arrangements .•• He committed .. 
the mistake of supposing that the lnuiness part of human affain was the whole of 
them (Mill's emphasis) (1963, p. 102). 

lnJ. S. Mill•s estimation the merely business aspect of government is the 
least 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 tb~~era~~.W. .~dy~~~~~-.?.~ .. th~. comlllunit:Y! ~cludip.g 
' Mill (1910) Preface and p. 2S4· for an ICCOUDt of the 'working up' sec Bums(I9S7)· 1 
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110~-~-·~-~d~~lllent ~- fu.tell~, in virtu~ •. and)n_p~f.tical 
a(tivity and ~~~~cy (1910, p. 195). In this res~ ~en~~ s theory has 
Jiotliliig·to say. Mill sees government and pobt1cal mstttuttons first and 
foremost as educative in the broadest sense of that word. For him the two 
aspects of government are interrelated in that a necessary condition of 
good government in the first, business, sense 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-seeing, 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 either 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 assertion that responsible social and political action depends largely on 
the sort of institutions within which the individual has, politically, to act. 
Like Rousseau, Mill sees these qualities being as much developed by 
participation as existing beforehand and thus the political system has a 
self-sustaining character.• Nor does 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 

1 Duncan and Lukes (1963, p. 16o) 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 exercise not the possession that is important. 
Without participatory institutions the mere possession of legal rights would have 
little effect on character. 
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as Rousseau. He argues that where the individual is concerned solely wi 
his own private affairs and does not participate in public affairs then 
'self-regarding' virtues suffer, as well as the capacities for responsib 
public action remaining undeveloped. 'The man never thinks of an 
coUc.-etive interest, of any object to be pursued joindy with others, b 
only in competition with them, and in some measure at their e:xpe:DSC1 
(1910, p. 217). The 'private money-getting occupation' of most individ 
uses few of their &culties and tends to 'fasten his attention and inte11 
exclusively upon himself, and upon his family as an appendage of himself• 

making him ind.iKerent to the public •.• and in his inolidinate regard for. 
his personal comforts, selfish and cowardly' (1963, p. 230). The whole 
situation is changed, however, when the individual can participate ~ 
public affairs; Mill, like Rousseau, saw the individual in this case being 
'forced' to widen his horizons and to take the public interest into account.

1 

That is, the individual has to 'weigh interests not his own; to be guided,j 
in the case of conflicting claims, by another rule than his private partiali1 
ties; to apply, at every turn, principles and maxims which have for their] 
lleaSOn of existence the common good' (1910, p. 217). I 

So tar, Mill's theory has been shown to reinforce rather than add~ 
Rousseau's hypothesis about the educative function of participation blJt! 
there is another &cet of Mill's theory which does add a further dimensioni 
to that hypothesis, a necessary dimension if the theory is to be appliedj 
to a large-scale society. I have already quoted from one of Mill's reviewal 
of de Tocqueville's Denwcracy in America. This work was a decisiv~ 
infiuence on Mill's political theory, in particular with the part whichi 
deals with local political institutions.! Mill was very impressed with dq 
Tocqueville's discussion of centralisation and the dangers inherent in~ 
development of a mass society (dangers made familiar now by modem; 
sociologists also impressed by that analysis). In the Political Economy MiU 
declares that 'a democratic constitution not suppolited by democratiq 
institutions in detail, but confined to the central government, not only Ui 
not political freedom, but often creates a spirit precisely the reverse' .2 In 
his review of Volume n of de Tocqueville's book Mill argues that it is no 
use having universal suffrage and participation in national government i£ 
the individual has not been prepared for this participation at local level; 
it is at this level that he learns how to govern himself. 'A political act, to 
be done only 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-; 
positions very much as it found them' (1963, p. 229). In other words, if 
I See Mill (I~ pp. 162--4) and Robson (Ig68, P· Io6). 
z Mill (I9(SS)o bk. V, ch. XI, §6, p. 944· 
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. dividuals in a large state are to be able to participate effectively in the 
ID vernment of the 'great society' then the necessary qualities underlying t 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 directly affect the 
individual and his everyday life but where he also stands a good chance of, 
hiJJlself, being elected 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 exercise 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 take his own arguments about participation seriously enough and 
this is largely because ofideas about the 'natural' state of society 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 rejected this view. One of Mill's main concerns 
was how a political system could be achieved where the power was in the 
hands of an elite-the educated elite (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 are impor
tant in our intercourse with others' .t It was persons already well educated 
(the 'instructed') that Mill regarded as the 'wisest and best' men and whom 
he thought should be elected to office at all political levels. He considered 
that democracy was inevitable in the modem world, the problem was to 
so organise things that democratic political institutions would be com
patible with the 'natural' state of society, a state where 'worldly power and 
moral influence are habitually exercised by the fittest persons whom the 
existing 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, 
1 Quoted in Robson (1967, p. 210}. 
~Mill (1963, p. 17). Mill contrasts this state to the present one, 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 havecomeoutoftheir 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 elite had to be accountable 
to the many and it was the reconciliation of elite rule with accountability 
that Mill saw as the' grand difficulty' in politics.z His answer to this problem 
gives rise to the ambiguity in his theory of participation. 

From Mill's theory about the educative 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 
achieving a 'natural' but ideal political system are quite different. Mill 
distinguished 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 elite had a preponderant 
influence; that ideal system could only come about under a system of 
plural voting based on educational attainment, 'though everyone ought 
to have a voice-that everyone should have an equal voice is a totally 
different proposition' ,3 Thus, Mill rejects Rousseau's argument that for 
effective participation political equality is necessary. Mill also implicitly 
uses a different definition of'participation' from Rousseau, for he did not 
think that even the elected representatives should legislate but only accept 
or reject legislation prepared by a special commission appointed by the 
Crown; the proper job of representatives is discussion (1910, p. 235 ft:). 

A further illustration of this point is Mill's comment on the form that the 
ideal suffi:age should take. He says that it is 'by political discussion that the 
manual labourer, whose employment is a routine, and whose way oflife 
brings him in contact with no variety of impressions, circumstances, or 
ideas, is taught that remote causes, and events which take place far off, 
have a most sensible effect even on his personal interests' (1910, p. 278). 

One might raise the question, with Mill's practical proposals for the 

• Mill (196S). bk. IV, ch. vn, §2, p. 763. 
2 See Hamburger (196S, p. 86). Mill's emphasis on the instructed minority iUustrates 

how misconceived is Schumpeter's charge that the 'classical' theorists ignored leader
ship. 

, Mill (1910, p. 283). In his Autobiography Mill admitted that the proposal for plural 
voting foWtd favour with nobody (1924, p. 218). 
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achievement of the ideally best polity and his implicit definition of parti
cipation, of whether participation wouJd have the educative etf'ect he 
pOstulated. The important point about Rousseau'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 none of this obtains in Mill. The majority are branded by the suffrage 
system as political inferion and cannot resist the implementation of dis
advantageous policies; if a predetermined elite are to gain political power 
why should the majority even be interested in discussion? Mill seems un
aware of any inconsistency in the various elements of his theory but it is 
difficult to see how his kind of participation is to ful61 its allotted role. Even 
with universal ~uff'rage and decision making by representatives there wou1d 
not be such a •strongly' educative environment as that provided by Rous
seau's direct participatory system and the problem of how far Rousseau's 
model can be replicated in modem conditions will be taken up later. Here 
it shou1d 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 usefu] to note that Mill agrees 
with Rousseau 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 great community' (1910, p. 2.79) 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 011 his exertions' (1963, p . .2.30). 

Perhaps the most interesting aspect of Mill's theory is an expansion of 
the hypothesis about the educative etfect 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 affain,just as he cou1d in local government. Mill 
saw the real value of the various theories of socialism and co-operation 
that were being advocated, and sometimes tried 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 self-multiplication of the units' (1968, p . .2.45). 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 those that took part in them (he also thought they 
would be more productive, but that was partly a result of the 'transforma-
tion). A co-operative organisation would lead, he said, to 'friendly rivalry 
in the pursuit of a good common to all; the elevation of the dignity of 
labour; a new sense of security and independence in the labouring class; 
and the conversion of each 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 qualities in the individual that he needs 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 modem world so he saw 
some form of co-operation as inevitable in industry; now that the labour
ing classes had come out of their 'leading strings' the employerjemployee 
relationship would not be maintainable in the long run, some form of 
co-operation must take its place. In the Politiatl Economy Mill discusses what 
form this might take and he comes to the conclusion that if 'mankind is 
to continue to improve' then in the end one form of association will 
predominate, 'not that which can exist between a capitalist as chief, 
and workpeople without a voice in the management, but the association 
of the labourers themselves on terms of equality, collectively owning the 
capital with which they carry on their operations, and working under 
managers elected and removable by themselves.'l 

In the same way that participation in local government is a necessary 
condition for participation at the national level because of its educative or 
'improving' effect, so Mill is suggesting that participation in the 'govern
ment' of the workplace could have the same impact. These wider implica
tions of Mill's arguments about the importance of education 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-operation 
or equality with the managers (government) being elected by the whole 

I Mill (I96S), bk. IV, ch. VII, §6, p. 792. 

z Mill (I96S), bk. u, ch. 1, §3, p. 205. Mill uses the word 'communist' more loosely 
than we do today. 

, Mill (•96s), bk. IV, ch. VII, §6, p. 17S· See also§§ 2, 3, 4· 

34 



PARTICIPATORY THEORY 

body of employees just as representatives at the local level are elected. 
That is to say, the political relations in industry, using the word 'political' 
in a wide sense, would have to he democratised. Moreover it is possible 
to go funher; Mill's argument about the educative effect of participation 
in local government and in the workplace could be generalised to cover 
the effect of participation in all 'lower level' authority structures, or 
political systems. It is because this general hypothesis can be derived from 
their theories that I have referred to these writers as theorists of the 
participatory society. Society can be seen as being composed of various 
political systems, the structure of authority of which has an important 
effect on the psychological qualities 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 educative 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 areas where the individual can participate in decision 
making in matters of which he has first hand, everyday experience, so 
that when we refer to 'participatory democracy' we are 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 Cole's theory-and here we shall be dealing solely 
with his early writings-is of particular interest because his theory is not 
only set in the context of a modem, industrialised society but it is very 
much a theory of such a society. 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 ofhow a participatory society 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 itsel£ 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 
Rousseau; the spirit of the latter pervades his work and many of Cole's 
basic concepts are derived from Rousseau. This is an additional reason for 
examining Cole's work. Discussions of Rousseau'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 Rousseau's theory provides the starting point 
and the basic material for any discussion of the participatory theory of 
democracy and Cole's theory provides one attempt to translate the in
sights ofRousseau's theory into a modem setting. 

Cole's social and political theory is built on Rousseau'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 
which 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 
individual 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 
political theory, 'that the object of social organisation is not merely mater
ial efficiency, but also essentially the fullest self-expression of all the 
members.' Self-expression 'involves self-government' and this means 
that we must 'call forth the people's full participation in the common 
direction in the affairs of the community' (1920, p. 208). This, in tum, 
involves the fullest freedom of all the members for 'freedom is to find 
perfect expression' (1918, p. 196). Cole also says, again following Rous
seau, that the individual is 'most free where he co-operates with his equals 
in the making oflaws'.t 

Cole's theory is a theory of associations. Society as he defined it is a 
'complex of associations held together by the wills of their members' ,l 
If the individual is to be self-governing then he not only has to be able to 
participate in decision making in all the associations of which he is a 
member but the associations themselves have to be free to control their 
own affairs (Cole regarded the interference of the state as the main 
danger here), and if they were to be self-governing in this sense then they 
have to be roughly equal in political power. In The World of Labour Cole 

• Cole (1919, p. 182). But Cole did not accept that &eedom consisted in obedience 
to thc!e laws; he regarded laws as 'the scaffolding of human &eedom; but they are 
not part of the building' (1918, p. 197). 

2 Cole (19.20a, p. 12). It should, perhaps. be noted that Cole did not sec: the whole life 
of the individual encompassed in these groups. Much of his life, and some of its 
most valuable aspects, found expression outside association; the individual is 'the 
pivot on which the whole system of institutions turns. For he alone has in him the 
various purposes 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 recognising that where there must be particular 
associations, they should be evenly matched, Rousseau admits the group 
principle to be inevitable 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' 
(19.2.0, p. 48). Cole thought that 'democracy is only real when it is con
ceived in terms of function and purpose' and the function of an association 
is based on the purpose for which it was formed {1920a, p. 31). Every 
association that 'sets before itself any object that is of more than the most 
rudimentary simplicity finds itself compelled to assign tasks and duties, and 
with these powers and a share of authority, to some of its members in 
order that the general object may be effectively pursued' (19.2.0, 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 existing 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 except 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 
Society 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 existence 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' (1920a, p. 12). This notion 
is in fact implicit in Cole's 'new philosophy of groups' that he built on the 
1 Cole (19.w, p. 114); see also pp. 104-6. 
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foundation laid by Rousseau, for it is to apply Rousseau'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 each other. He remarks 
in Guild Socialism Restated that if Guild Socialist theory was largely a 
theory of institutions this was not because 

it believes that the life of men is comprehended in their social machinery, but because 
social machinery, as it is good or bad, harmonious or discordant with human desires 
and instincts. is the means either of furthering, or of thwarting, the expression of 
human penoaality. If environment does nor, as Robert Owen thought, make charac
ter in an absolute sense, it does direct and divert character into divergent forms of 
expression (1920a, p. :as). 

Like Mill, Cole argued that it was only by participation at the local level 
and in local associations that the individual could 'learn democracy'. 'Over 
the vast mechanism of modem 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 self-government within a smaller unit' (1919, p. 157). 
Actually, Cole has rather disregarded the implications of his own argu
ments here; the fact that the modem state is so big is one important reason 
for enabling the individual to participate in the 'alternative' political areas 
of society, a fact that Cole's writings show him to be well aware o£ 

The important point, however, is that in Cole's view industry provided 
the all-important arena for the educative effect of participation to take 
place; for it is in industry that, outside Government, the individual is 
involved to the greatest extent in relationships of superiority and subor
dination and the ordinary man spends a great deal of his life at work. It was 
for this reason that Cole exclaimed that the answer that most people would 
give to the question 'what is the fundamental evil in our modem society?' 
would be the wrong one: 'they would answer POVERTY, when they 
ought to answer SLAVERY' (1919, p. 34). The millions who had been 
given the franchise, who had formally been given the means to self
government had in fact been 'trained to subservience' and this training 
had largely taken place during the course of their daily occupation. Cole 
argued that 'the industrial system ... is in great measure the key to the 
paradox of political democracy. Why are the many nominally supreme 
but actually powerless? Largely because the circumstances of their lives 
do not accustom or fit them for power or responsibility. A servile system 
in industry inevitably reflects itself in political servility' (1918, p. 35). 
Only if the individual could become self-governing in the workplace, 
only if industry was organised on a participatory basis, could this training 
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for servility be turned into training for democracy and the individual 
gain the familiarity with democratic procedures, and develop the necessary 
'democratic character' for an effective system of large-scale democracy.• 

for Cole, like Rousseau, there could be no equality 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 Rousseau's ideal society of peasant proprietors might be achieved in a 
modem economy. In Cole's view 'the abstract democracy of the ballot 
box' did not involve real political equality; the equality of citizenship 
implied by universal suffiage was only formal and it obscured the fact that 
political power was shared very unequaJly. 'Theoretical democrats', he 
said, ignored 'the fact that vast inequalities of wealth and status, resulting 
in vast inequalities of education, power and control of environment, are 
necessarily fatal to any real demoaacy, 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 
recognition of the right •.• to equality of opportunity and status' (1918, 
p. 24). It is the latter that is really important; only with the equalisation of 
status could there be the equality of independence that, as we have seen &om 
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 d.istinctions plays a larger role in his theory. 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 'managea' and one group of'men', the 
latter having no control over the affairs of the enterprise, but one group of 
equal decision makers. Secondly, Cole saw a participatory organisation of 
1 1mplicit in all Cole's writings on the necessity of a participatory society is the 

h}'pOthesis that participation will have an integrative effect. This underlies his many 
ld'etenc:es to 'community' and the importance he attaches to local participatory 
institutious whe!e 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-opeaa
tion and fi:llowship in a community of workers iostead of the usual industrial con
flict. See Cole (1920, p. 169) and (1920a, p. 4S). 

2 Cole (192oa, p. 14); see also (1913, p. 421). 
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industry leading to the abolition of the fear of unemployment 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 leadenhip under such a democratic system, and he thought that the 
principle of function provided an answer.lf representation Qeadenhip) was 
organised on a functional basis then it was possible to have 'representa
tives' rather than 'delegates'. The latter seemed necessary because it 
appeared to be the only way that control could be exercised by the elector
ate given that 'as soon as the voters have exercised their votes their 
existence as a group lapses until the time when a new election 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 merit in 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 something of it too'.t 

Although Cole regarded 'material efficiency' as only one object of 
social and political organisation, he thought that a participatory society 
would be superior in this respect also. Under conditions of economic 
security and equality the profit motiv~ 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 
thought that 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 efficiency. The workers would never 
be persuaded to give of their best 'under a system which from any moral 
standpoint is utterly indefensible' .2 

The main interest for our purpose in Cole's specific plan for self
government in the workshop and other spheres, Guild Socialism, is that 
it provides us with one man's notion, in great detail, of what a participa
tory 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. Ue>-13). Such asystem would go part of the way to meeting objec-
tions often raised about the amount of 'rationality' that a democratic system 
requires of the voter. Carpenter (1966) has argued that Cole was untouched by the 
insights of his day into the irratiooal elements of human behaviour. Be that as it 
may, Cole like the other theorists of the participatory society took the view that 
'rationality' was, at least in part, acquired through the process of participation. 

2 Cole (1919, p. 181) and (1920b, p. 12). Some criticisms oC Guild Socialism from an 
economic point ofview can be found in Glass (1966) and Pribicevic (l9S9). 
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which this, very brief, account is based.• The Guild Socialist structure 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 differentiated.2 
What are usually thought of as 'guilds' were actually to be the unit of 
organisation on the production side. In the economic sphere Cole also 
proposed the setting up of consumer co-operatives, utility councils (for 
provision of gas, etc.), civic guilds to take care of health, education, etc., 
and cultural councils to 'express the civic point of view' -and any other 
ad hoc bodies that might prove necessary in a particular area. The work
shop was to be the basic 'building block' of the guild and, similarly, the 
grass root unit of each council, etc., was to be small enough to allow the 
maximum participation by everyone. Each guild would elect 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 equivalent). 

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, etc., 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 purely co-ordinating body 
neither functionally, historically nor structurally continuous with the 
existing state. 

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

'Cole (I9U>a). An account of the development of Guild Socialism and a general dis
cussion ofits theory (Cole was only one of those c:oncemed) can be found in Glass 
(1966). Whether Cole's plan would have turned out to be as 'pluralist' as he intended 
bas 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 p~ 
to self-government, and from the syndicalists because they did not admit that con
sumers needed special representation. 
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are far more important than the actual forms of organisation which 
guild socialists have thought out' (1920e, 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 we are 
concerned. 

The very great difference between the theories of democracy discussed 
in this chapter and the theories 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 theories of participatory democracy 
examined here were not just essays in prescription as is often claimed, 
rather they offer just those 'plans of action and specific prescriptions' for 
movement towards a (truly) democratic polity that it has been suggested 
are lacking. But perhaps the strangest criticism is that these earlier theorists 
were not, as Berelson puts it, concerned with the 'general features neces
sary if the (political) institutions are to work as required', and that they 
ignored the political system as a whole in their work. It is quite clear that 
this is precisely what they were concerned with. Although the variable 
identified 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 exactly the same .one that 
Eckstein indicates in his theory of stable democracy, the conclusions 
drawn from this by the earlier and later theorists of democracy are en
tirely different. In order that an evaluation of these two theories of democ
racy can be undertaken I shall now briefly set out (in a similar fashion to the 
contemporary theory of democracy above), a participatory theory of 
dembcracy drawn from the three theories just discussed. 

The theory of participatory democracy is built round the central asser
tion that individuals and their institutions cannot be considered in isolation 
from one another. The existence of representative institutions at national 
level is not sufficient for democracy; for maximum participation by all 
the people at that level socialisation, or 'social training', for democracy 
must take place in other spheres in order that the necessary individual 
attitudes and psychological qualities can be developed. This development 
takes place through the process of participation itsel£ The ~najor fUnction 
of participation in the theory of participatory democracy is therefore an 
educative one, educative in the very widest sense, including both the psy
chological aspect and the gaining of practice in democratic skills and 
procedures. Thus there is no special problem about the stability of a parti
cipatory system; it is self-sustaining through the educative 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 hypotheses about participation are that it has an 
integrative effect and that it aids the acceptance of collective decisions. 

Therefore, for a democratic polity to exist it is necessary for a participa
tory society to exist, i.e. a society where all political systems have been 
democratised and socialisation through participation can take place in all 
areas. The most important area is industry; most individuals spend a great 
deal of their lifetime at work and the business of the workplace provides an 
education in the management of collective affairs that it is difficult to paral
lel elsewhere. The second aspect of the theory of participatory democracy 
is that spheres such as industry should be seen as political systems in their 
own right, offering areas of participation additional to the national level. 
If individuals are to exercise the maximum amount of control over their 
own lives and environment then authority structures in these 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 economic equality 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' itself 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 policies (decisions) but also the development of the social and political 
capacities of each 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 unrealistic and outmoded. With the participatory theory of 
democracy this is far from the case; indeed, 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 writers on 
politics who, explicitly 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 modem 
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 theQry appears to have re
read the earlier theorists with these concerns in mind. Any explanation of 
this would, no doubt, include a mention of the widely held belief that 
(although these earlier theories are often said to be descriptive) 'traditional' 
political theorists, especially theorists of democracy, were engaged in a 
largely prescriptive and 'value-laden' enterprise and their work is thus held 
to have little direct interest for the modem, scientific, political theorist. 

Whatever the truth of that matter, the task that remains, an assessment of 
the empirical realism and viability of the participatory theory of democ
racy, can now be undertaken: is the notion of a participatory society 
utopian fantasy-and dangerous fantasy at that? The exposition of the 
theory immediately raises several questions of importance. For example, 
there is the problem of the definition of 'participation'; clearly where 
direct participation is possible then the definition is relevant but it is not 
clear, even though the individual would have more opportunities for 
political participation in a participatory society, how far the paradigm of 
direct participation can be replicated under conditions where representation 
is going to be widely necessary. No answer to this question can be attemp
ted, until a good deal of analysis has been undertaken. The theory of 
participatory democracy stands or falls on two hypotheses: the educative 
function 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. 

I Cf. Eckstein (1966, P· 191). 



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 
explicidy in Jemocracy. 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 voting1. Before looking to 
see 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 example, the belief that one can be self-governing, and confidence in 
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one's ability to participate responsibly and effectively, and to control one• s 
life and environment would certainly seem to be required. These are not 
characteristics that would be associated with 'servile• or 'passive• characters 
and it is reasonable to suggest that the acquisition of such confidence, etc., 
is part. at least, of what the theorists of the participatory society saw as the 
psychological benefits that would accrue through participation. One 
could also regard these qualities 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 sense of 
political efficacy or sense of political competence. This has been described 
as the feeling that 'individual political action does have, or can have, an 
impact upon the political process, i.e. that it is worthwhile to perform 
one•s civic duties• (Campbell et al., 1954, p. 187). People who have a sense 
of political efficacy are more likely to participate in politics than those in 
whom this feeling is lacking and it has also been found that underlying 
the sense of political efficacy is a sense of general, personal effectiveness, 
which involves self-confidence in one•s dealings with the world. 'Persons 
who feel more effective in their everyday tasks and challenges are more 
likely to participate in politics•,t and Almond and Verba have said that 'in 
many ways .•. the belief in one•s competence is a key political attitude' 
(I96S. pp. 206-7). We shall therefore take the sense of political efficacy or 
competence to be an operational interpretation of, at any rate part of, 
the psychological effect referred to by the theorists of participatory de
mocracy. The question that now arises is whether there is any evidence 
to suggest that participation in non-governmental spheres, in particular 
in industry, is of great importance in the development of this feeling. 

The most interesting and important source of evidence is Almond and 
Verba• s book The Civic Culture. This is a cross-cultural study of individual 
political attitudes and behaviour covering five countries, the U.S.A., 
Great Britain, Germany, Italy and Mexico, and a large part of the book 
is concerned with the sense of political competence and its development. 
The authors found that in all five countries a positive relationship held 
between the sense of political efficacy and political participation, though 
the sense of competence was higher at local than at national level. It was 
also found that the level of competence was highest in those countries, the 
U.S.A. and Britain, where the most institutional opportunities existed 
for local political participation.2 

• Milbrath (I96S. p. 59). For a summary of findings relating to political efficacy see 
Milbrath, pp. sCS-00, and Lane (1959), pp. 147 f[ 

a Almond and Verba (t96s, pp. 140 ff:, and Tables vr,r 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 themselves 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 argued. local government may act as a training ground for political 
competenCe. Where local government allows participation, it may foster a sense of 
competenCe that then spieacls to the national level (p. I4S). 

They also investigated the effects of participation in voluntary organisa
tions and they found that in all five countries the sense of political efficacy 
was higher among members of organisations than among non-members 
and highest of all among active members, particularly of explicidy political 
organisations. We have already 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 explicidy political pluralism may 
indeed 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 ftrm ground 
when they suggested that the individual would generalise from his ex
periences in non-governmental authority structures to the wider, aational 
political sphere. Like Eckstein 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 opportunities to 
panicipate in a wide range of social decisions, he will probably expect to be able to 
panicipate in political decisions as well Funhermore, panicipation in non-political 
decision making may give one the skills needed to engage in political panicipation 
(pp. 271-2). 

Almond and Verba argue 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 early 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 
learning does take place in early childhood, and although it may be true 

that that learning helps to establish a reservoir of 'diffuse support' for 
political authority as such, the evidence does litde, 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.e. 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 learning. 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. I 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 themselves emphasise the importance of this 
later experience for political socialisation and say that 'secondary 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. 3 10). 

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 earlier. This 
point is of direct relevance to the question of the development 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 corrdation to emerge from 
studies of political efficacy is that different levels are linked to socio
economic 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 
have 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 ..• 

The area where such an explanation may be found has already been 
1 Pp. 357-8. See also Greenstein (1965, p. 45) and Orren and Peterson (1967). Easton•s 
and Dennis's fmdings are also probably culture-bound, a fact that they themselves 
recognise (sec e.g. Jaros tt al., 1968). 

zJt is a curious atgUllleDt (Easton and Dennis, 1967, p. 38) that the 'intemalisation• 
early in life of a norm that one ought to have a say in government will, in itself, 
hdp to counteract later frustration when we find that apparent opportunities 
to do so are illusory. It would seem more likely that it would have the opposite 
effect. 
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indic:ated-in the individual's experiences of non-governmental authority 
scructoreS· and this can provide us with an explanation of both childhood 
and adult differences. Almond and Verba found that(remembered) oppor
tunities 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 
efficacy scale and we know that middle-class families are most likely 
to provide their children with a 'participatory' family authority structure, 
working-class families 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 
modem 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 are opportunities to 'participate in decisions at one• s 
place of work. The structure of authority at the workplace is probably the 
most significant-and salient-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 efficacy 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 litde 
autonomy, and who are controlled by others, exercising no control 
themselves, are found to be more aggressive and severe• (Cotgrove 
1967, p. 57), i.e. they do not provide a participatory home environment. 
1 Almond and Verba, pp • .284 tE, Tables XI. 4 and XI. S· Easton and Dennis (1967) 
and Greenstein (1965, pp. 90 ff.). For a convenient account of class differences in 
child-rearing patterns in Eugland see Klein (I96S), voJ. D. Another significant &ctor 
is that secondary-modem schools, attended by most lower SES children, often 
operated 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 see 
Webb (196.2). It is interesting that in Norway the difference in the levels of political 
efficacy between classes is less than in the U.S.A. and one explanation offered is in 
tenns of the different structure of the political parties; in Norway they are 'class
polarised• and hence provide a greater nwnber 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 efficacy 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 aU countries opportunities to participate 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 effect; the more 
areas in which an individual participated the higher his score on the 
political efficacy scale was likely to be.z 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 participa~on, particularly in the 
workplace. It is almost part of the definition of a low status occupation 
that the individual has little scope for the exercise of initiative or control 
over his job and working conditions, plays no part in decision ~king in 
the enterprise and is told what to do by his organisational superiors. This 
situation would lead to feelings of ineffectiveness that would be rein
forced by lack of opportunities to participate, that would lead to feelings of 
ineffectiveness ... and so on. An effect of this kind was emphasised 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 emphasises the importance of 
psychological factors in this process and suggests that the commonly 
found lack of effort to control their environment by lower SES groups 
may arise from 'deeply ingrained habits of doing what one 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 predonun
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 presented 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
ties (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 (•96s). pp. zSo-3, Table XI. 3, and pp. 294-7, Table XI. 6. 
z Almond and Verba, pp. 297-99, Tables XI. 7 and XI. 8. This fmding 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 efficacy 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 
oudook of individuals. 

Recendy there bas been considerable interest in the effect that different 
types of authority structure and diKerent technologies have on those that 
work within them. Just as a low status worker is, in an hierarchical auth
ority strUCtUre. in the position of permanent subordinate, so, in some tech
nologies he can be subordinated also to the, external, demands of the 
technical process.• An interesting illustration of this can be found in 
Blauner's comparative study of four different work situations. In Alitnt~
tion and Freedom (1964) Blauner looked at the (American) printing, textile, 
automobile and chemical industries, where the rank and file worker's 
relation to the division of labour, the organisation of the work and the 
technical process varied gready, 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 are inter
ested, the feelings of personal confidence and efficacy that underly the 
sense of political efficacy. These conditions were not present in the auto
mobile or textile industries. In the former, 'the automobile work environ
ment is so highly rationalised that workers have practically no opportunity 
to solve probleins and contribute their own ideas' and on the line itself the 
worker has no control over the pace or technique of his work, no room to 
exercise skill or leadership (pp. 98 and III-13). This technology, together 
with the characteristic authority structure of an automobile assembly 
plant, contribute litde to the individual's sense of self-esteem and the 
'social personality of the auto worker •.. is expressed in a characteristic 
1 The effect that certain types of industrial processes bad on those employed in them 

was noted by Adam Smith: he wrote, 'in the progress of the division ofJabour, the 
employment •.. of the great body of the people comes to be confined to a few 
simple operations; frequently to one or two. But the understandings of the g~ 
part of men are necessarily formed by their ordinary employments. The man whose 
whole life is spent in performing a few simple operations of which the etfects 
too are, perhaps, always the same •.. has no occasion to exert his understanding or 
to exercise his invention in finding out expedients 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 incapable) of forming any just judgement concerning many even of the ordinary 
duties of private life. Of the great and extensive interests of his country, he is alto
gether incapable of judging'. Smith (188o), vol. u, 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 efficacy. 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•. Blauner 
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 ... more dependent than independent .•. he lacks 
confidence in himself ... he is humble . . . the most prevalant feeling 
states ... seem to be fear and anxiety' (pp. 69-70 and So). The contrast 
between these two industries 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 
freedom from external control. All these 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 society. 
[The printer] ... has a highly developed feeling of self-esteem and a sense 
of self-worth and is therefore ready to participate in the social and political 
institutions of the community' (pp. 176 and 43 tf.). A similar result is 
found in the chemical industry, but there, not because of the high degree 
of control over job and conditions exercised 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 
the work crews were largely internally self-disciplining. As with the 
printing industry this work situation contributed to self-esteem and self
worth (pp. 132 tf., 179 and 159). Blauner concluded that the 'nature of a 
man•s work affects his social character and personality• and that an 'in
dustrial environment tends to breed a distinct social type!l 

The impact of hierarchical authority structures and the sub-division of 
work on personality has also received attention &om 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 
needed an authority structure and work organisation that does not impair 
the 'mental health,, the psychological efficiency, of the employee. Argyris, 
for example, 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 modem industry 

• BlaWlcr (1964), pp. vm and 166. Similar evidence of the effect of ditferent work 
environments on political attitudes can be found in Lipsitz (1¢.4). 
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fails to meet individual needs for self~teem, self-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 tum, tends 
to increase the 'rigidity' in the organisation which reinforces its deleterious 
effects on the rank and file.• Typically, the rank and file worker in modern 
industry finds himself 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 experiencing 'a decreasing sense of self-control and self
responsibility' and the cumulative effect over a period may be to 'influ
ence the employee's view of himself, his esteem of biinself •.. 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 does not investigate this 
aspect himself (1964. pp. S4 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 general 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 writers 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 Menon 
in his well-known essay on Bureaucratic Structure and Personality where he says that 
with bureaucratic organisational forms increasing 'it becomes pJain to all who would 
see that man is to a very important degree controlled by his social reJation to the 
instruments of production. This can no longer seem only a tenet of Marxism but 
a stubborn fact to be acknowledged by all'. This leads. be argues, to dispJacement 
of goals, timidity, ritualism, impersonality and so on. Menon (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 are used in the bulk of the managerial literature that we shall 
review. This usage is mistaken, but the question of the precise 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, related, problem that will 
also be considered is how the psychological dfects of participation in the 
'<VOrkplace relate to the different forms of participation and to industrial 
~~-nocracy. 
-.Before the examination of the empirical material begins it will be useful 

o consider briefly an argument that would make the whole undertaking 
melevant. Although participation in the workplace has been shown to be 
important for wider political participation it could be argued that, never
theless, it is not of central importance because today, and increasingly, 
leisure is the most important part of the worker's life and the sphere where 
he expects to gain, and can gain, psychological satisfactions. Writers 
who argue for the central importance of leisure 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 replace
ment for work so far as the development of the sense of political efficacy 
is 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 society 

1 From the point of view of the participatory theory of democracy such an instru
mental attitude could be taken as an indication that the worker was not operating 
in a participatory environment. The latter would be expected to lead to an evalua
tion of work in terms of intrinsic factors because of the psychological benefits 
attainable. In the quotation from Argyris, above, it was suggested that certain types 
of work environment could lead the worker to re-evaluate work itself, and similar 
arguments about the work situation leading to the re-evaluation of work on instru
mental lines can be found in e.g. Chinoy (I9SS) 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 
about the increasing social pressures on the individual worker to regard his work 
in an instrumental light are not incompatible with the work-situation thesis. The' 
authors do not consider the impact of the authority structure of the air plant nor 
offer any evidence whether attitudes to work had changed while the workers were 
at Vauxhalls. Goldthorpe et al. (1968). 
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into one segment of consumers who are aeative 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 presupposes that the same, or 
equivalent psychological benefits accrue in both leisure and work, yet 
there are significant differences between them. The term 'leisure• covers a 
wide range of activities, some of which, especially some hobbies, do 
closely resemble 'work• activities, but they differ in the context in which 
they are carried 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 related to the 
wider society and its (economic) needs; thus we refer to activities that, 
potentially, involve the individual in decisions about collective affairs, the 
affiairs of the enterprise and of the community, in a way that leisure-time 
activities most usually do not. But even if some hobbies might have the 
same psychological effects as Blauner indicates accrue to the (printer) 
craftsman, all leisure activities are 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 importandy 
the 'leisure argument• ignores the assertion of the theorists of the partici
patory society of the interrelationship 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 seek leisure activities of greater scope 
in order to compensate for his frustrations. It may tend instead to dis
organise the rest of his life' (p. n3), 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 
recendy has argued that both work and leisure must be 'meaningful~.• 
Finally, to add force to arguments on these lines there is the significant fact 
that those persons who participate most in 'public' types ofleisure activities 
(voluntary organisations, politics) are just those groups, the upper SES 
groups, that are most likdy 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 litde leisure time and it appears that for the foreseeable 
1 Riesman (1956 and I¢4). See also Mills (1963). 
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future work will still occupy a large slice of most people's waking hours. I 
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 senses without these being 
made at all clear, or, indeed, 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 evidence 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 effects on the economic efficiency of the enterprise. 

In the evidence quoted from Blauner's book on the impact of different 
work situations on individual's psychological orientations the crucial 
variable was the amount of control that the individual was able to exercise 
over his job and job environment. In the discussion of Rousseau's theory 
of participation the close connection between control and participation in 
decision making was emphasised and it is fairly obvious that if an individual 
is 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
spread desire among many different categories of worker for such 
participation. In a survey carried out in Norway covering over 1,100 non
supervisory workers in Oslo, s6% of the blue 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 s, 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 evidence on this topic from the trend 
which strikes have taken since the war. Strikes over other than wage 
demands, particularly strikes relating to working arrangements, rules and 
discipline, now total about three-quarters of all stoppages; that is, most 
strikes are now over issues that, broadly, relate to 'control'. Turner has 
commented 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 
job satisfaction. It might be supposed that most workers would be dis
satisfied with jobs that allowed them to exercise very little control, but in 

• See Boston (1968). The speed at which automation will be intrOduced bas also ofien 
been ovetestimated, e.g. see Blumberg (1968, p. ss). 

2 Holter (I96S, p. 301, Table 2). J Cited in Blumberg (1968, p. us). 

s6 



POLITICAL EFFICACY 

f.act just the opposite appears to be the case; all the evidence shows that 
111ost workers are satisfied 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 recendy remarked, 'results of this kind 
have in fact been several times achieved in cases where other evidence 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 litde control over what he does or the conditions under 
which he does it. This applies particularly to the most extreme case (as we 
have seen from Blauner' s study) of the 'man on the track'. Those assembly 
line workers who do find the job satisfactory often give as a reason that 
they are able to build up banks of work, i.e. 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 seems 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 been found to be closely related to his morale and to his 
efficiency and productivity. An increase in his satisfaction has a beneficial 
effect 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. u). There are various J:eaSODS for this odd &ct. Work 
meets a whole multitude ofbuman needs including those for sheer activity and social 
intercourse; it is also difficult for a worker to admit he dislikes his job and not tluea
ten his self-respect, he is 'condemned out ofhis own mouth for not bestirring him
self to find more congenial work' (Flanders et aL, 1968, pp. 1~1; see also Blauncr, 
19(io). One also finds workers making comments like 'if I didn't enjoy [work] 'I 
would be miserable' (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 &ct in the past •.• but there is very little of it 
in modem, weD-organised and well-run industrial establishments' (p. 79). An 
interesting theory about job satis&ction which throws light on these findings can be 
found in Hertzberg (I9S9) and (1968). 

2 This last finding holds for the U.S.S.R. as well; seeHertzberg(I9S9, pp. 164-s). Oo 
the assembly line worker see Walker and Gucst(1952, pp. sS ft:) and the comments 
in Goldthorpe et 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 behind this idea: it will 
enable the worker to use more of his abilities, give him more control, and 
so increase output; secondly, it will create greater interest and so increase 
satisfaction and 6nally it will help overcome 'the inability to secure from 
the rank and file any real feeling 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 nine operations instead of just 
one, did their own inspection. and obtained some of their own supplies.• 

job enlargement can be seen 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 experiments that are 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 decades, both as a result of deli
berate management policy and as a result of initiatives from the workers 
concerned, and the accounts of these experiments, previously rather 
inaccessible, have now been gathered together and summarised by Blum
berg in Chapter s of his recent book Industrial Demoaacy: The Sociology 
of Participation (1968). As he points out, these participation experiments 
have taken place in a wide variety of organisational settings 

including boys' clubs, women's organisations, coUege classrooms, factories of many 
different kinds, offices, stores, scientific laboratories, and so on. Similarly, they have 
been conducted upon a tmn.endous variety of persons differing in age, sex, education, 
income, occupation, and power. 1bey have involved young boys, housewives, col
lege students, manual workers at different levels of skill and in diverse types of 
factories, supervisors at different levels, clerical workers, salesmen, and scientists (p. 
73). 

In the industrial participation experiments an increase 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 selected in a garment 
factory. In two, all the members participated in the reorganisation 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 

s Guest (1¢2). Stephens (I~) provides several varied examples; see also Blumberg 
(1968), pp. ~;Friedman (Ig6I), ch.IV; and Walker (1¢2), pt. 2, §4. 

sa 



POLITICAL EFFICACY 

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 enabled 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 
effect 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 sense of personal 
confidence and competence to increase also, and this is, in &ct. the case. 
Thus, these experiments provide further empirical confinnation of the 
contention of the theorists of participatory democracy of the importance 
of the interaction 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 
examples of rather small, short-term experiments, involving few workers 
and relatively minor decisions, and, more importandy, the overall struc
ture of authority in the enterprise is hardly affected at all. A major 
defect of Blumberg's book is that though he has conveniendy 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 itself and so does not discriminate sufficiently between the 
various examples nor systematically relate 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. 
He 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 
evidence 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 are largely self-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 Cocb and French (1948). See Blumberg (1968, pp. So-4). 
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precisely that basis. These examples are also of interest for a quite different 
reason. If a necessary condition for democracy is a participatory society, 
most importandy a participatory industrial sphere, then the probletn 
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 directed 'not 
to the admission of the workers to the conjoint exercise of a common 
control with the employer but to the transference of certain functions 
completely from the employer to the workers' (1920b, p. IS6). The means 
through which this transfer would take place was the collective con
tract; collective bargaining would be extended 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 
which 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 receive 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. 

Collective arrangements have been a traditional feature of British 
mining, and the modem form, in the Durham coalfi.elds, has been the 
subject of intensive and detailed study in recent years, the study initially 
being prompted by the large amount of stress illness to be found among 
miners.% Under the traditional working methods the miner, the collier, 
supervised himself and was directly 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 conventionallongwall 
working, that was based on mass production methods and the division of 
labour. It was from this form of work organisation that the investigaton 
saw the deleterious psychological effects arising. In particular, this method 

1 See e.g. Cole {I9ZQb, pp. 154-7) and (1~, pp. 198 fl:). 
a The work was carried out by the Tavistock lostitute of Human Relatious within the 

framework of a concept developed by them, that of the 'socio-teclmi<:al system'. 
The relevance of this concept to the present discussion is obvious; from this view
point a productive system is seen not just io terms of a teclmological process, but as a 
system of tluec interrelated variables, the teclmological, the economic and the 
socio-psychological. The form of work-organisation and its social and psycho
logical properties are seen as independent of, though limited by, the teclmology. 
See e.g. Trist and Emery (1962). 
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111eant that co-ordination and control had to be provided externally, by 
the management, and this implied a degree of coercion that was completely 
out of place in a high-risk situation.• But there was also another form of 
work organisation available, one that had its roots in the traditional 
DJining methods, the composite longwall method; this involved a form 
of collective contract and the abolition of the rigid division oflabour, the 
workers operating as a self-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 themselves, depending on the requirements of the on-going 
group taSk. Within the limits of technology and safety requirements they are ~ to 
evolve their own way of organising and carrying out their task. They are not subject 
to any external authority in this respect, nor is there within the group itself any mem
ber who takes over a formal directive leadership function •.• The ali-in wage agree
ment is ... based on the negotiated price per ton of coal produced by the team. The 
iJfcome obtained is divided equally among the team members (Herbst, 1962, p. -4). 

Under the composite longwall system productivity was higher than under 
the conventional longwaU 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 miners operated 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 miners, 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 
(I9S8), Melman gives an account of the gang system of work organisation 
that operated at the Standard car plant at Coventry in the early I9SOS. 
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 c:Wferent, being based on self.regulating groups siinilar to those 
1 Trist and Bamforth (ISIS I) and Trist et al. (1963, pp . .2.89 ff.). 
1 Trist et al. (1963, p. xm). An experiment in the reorganisation of work in a textile 
mill in India using self-regulating groups of workers was also successfully carried 
out. See Rice (I9S8). J. S. Mill also mentions a collective contract among Cornish 
miners of his time and noted tbat 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 (x96s), 
bk. IV, ch. VD, §s, p. 769. 
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in the composite longwall method of mining. {Hence the name ' 
system'.) In 1953 in the motor vehicle plant the workers were grou 
into fifteen self-recruiting gangs, and in the tractor plant all 3,000 wor 
operated as one gang, payment being on the basis of the occupati 
rate plus a bonus based on gang output as a whole. Under this system 
workers 'are not only production employees carrying out ... occupati 
tasks. They are also active as formulators of decisions on producti 
which they themselves execute' (1958, p. 92). A car worker descri · 
the gang system said that it 'provides a natural frame of security, it gi 
confidence, shares money equally, uses all degrees of skill without dis · 
tion and enables jobs to be allocated to the man or woman best suited 
them, the allocation &equendy being made by the workers themsel 
(Wright, 19(51, p. so). Melman concluded that under the gang sys 
'thousands of workers operated virtually without supervision, as conVI 
tionally understood, and at high productivity; the highest wage in Bri · 
industry was paid; high quality products were produced at acceptab 
prices in extensively mechanised plants; the management conducted i 
affairs at unusually low costs; also workers had a substantial role in prod 
tion decision making' (1958, p. s). . 

Melman does not specifically consider the psychological effect of the 
gang system, but in the light of the evidence from the mining industry~ 
and from the fact that this sort of collective self-regulation is analogous tc:J 
the situation of the crews in the chemical plant described by Blauner, i~ 
can be concluded that it would be conducive to the development of the 
sense of efficacy and competence 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 already seen that within an orthodox authority struc
ture it has precisely the opposite psychological effect; these two examples 
show that it is possible, at least at the level of the everyday 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 
efficiency. 

Finally, there is a large body of material of direct relevance to participa
tion in the workplace in the form of experiments on thP. effects of different 
styles of supervision, and what might be called (following Likert) theories 
about new patterns of management. It is within this context that the notion 
of 'participation' has recendy become so popular, though, curiously 
enough, the form that the participation takes here often involves no 
decision making at all and is what we shall later distinguish as 'pseudo 
participation'. The real interest of this material, apart from giving further 
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confinnation to points already made, lies in the light that it throws onto the 
spec:ific hypotheses about participation put forward by the theorists of 
participatory democracy, and secondly, that it is influential in actual 
JI]JJJJ8Cment practice today. 

In the late 19305 a very famous series of small-group experiments was 
undertaken under the direction of Lewin, that seemed to show that a 
'democratic, form ofleadership was more effective than either an 'authori
tarian, or 'laissez faire, form. The superiority arose from the psychological 
effects of the element 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 earlier ones and accounts of these, and their 
effects, can be found in the book by Blumberg referred to above ( 19(58, 
pp. IOi-19)· Usually, 'close' and 'general' or 'participatory' styles are 
contrasted. The latter seems to be related 'to a whole cluster of other 
ttaits, such as tendencies to delegate authority, not to impose pressure on 
subordinates, and to permit freedom of conduct to employees ••• under 
general supervision workers are freer to use their own initiative, to make 
more decisions concerning their job, and to implement these decisions' 
(Blumberg, p. 103). This style of supervision gives rise to a situation 
similar to that created by job enlargement or the participation experiments 
and the psychological effeccs and the favourable effect on efficiency are also 
similar. 

The enhanced group harmony and sense of co-operation that the 
experience of participation invariably gives rise 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 earlier on pp. sS-9. the point of the exercise was to find 
the best method to ensure the smooth introduction of a change into the 
work process. In fact, one 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 behaviour can be 
brought about rapidly only if the persons who are expected to change 
participate in deciding wha~ the change shall be and how it shall be made' 
(p. 2.06). In the discussion of Rousseau's theory it was noted that part of the 
reason 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. Sec e.g. White aod Lippitt (196o). 
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own masterl 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, and 
Verba cites several experiments that indicated that the 'impersonality' of 
such decisions is a major factor in making them acceptable. I This super
visory and small-group material also provides some evidence, though not 
as much as one would like, on another aspect of the theory of participatory 
democracy. The advocates of the contemporary theory argue that certain 
personality traits (the 'authoritarian' or 'non-democratic' character) have 
to be taken as given-the active participation of such individuals would be 
dangerous for the democratic political system. The participatory theory, 
on the other hand, argues that the experience of participation itself will 
develop and foster the 'democratic' personality, i.e. qualities needed for the 
successful operation of the demqcratic system, and will do so for all 
individuals. Blumberg (1968) points out that the early Lewin experiments 
showed that 'personality traits ... were dependent variables, significandy 
altered by the organisation of the group into authoritarian, democratic, or 
laissez-faire structures' (p. 109). Another study found that where workers 
employed in routine clerical work operated for a year in a participatory 
situation, this resulted in a decrease in the potency of'hierarchicaltrends' 
in their personalities and the 'autonomous trends' had more opportunity 
for expression; 'the data seem to indicate that measurable change can be 
aJfected by a persisting change in environmental conditions. Further
more, the change seems partly explicable in terms of the movement of 
personality toward equilibrium with its environment' (Tannenbaum, 
1957). Or, as Blumberg puts it 'a structure of participation ••• in the long 
run becomes more effective because of the eventual compatibility of 
personality with structure. In other words, the organisation that permits 
participation ultimately produces individuals who are responsible to par
ticipation' (1968, p. 109). 

It seems probable that an element 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 so. 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 modem 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-s; see also pp. u7-8. 
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argument that efficiency depended not so much on the mechanical or 
tec:bnical 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 supervisor.! Modem writers such as Mc
Gregor or Likert are sometimes referred to as neo-human relationists, 
and, like their forerunners, they emphasise the importance of the right 
interpenonal 'climate' in the enterprise. McGregor's theory in The 
Human Sitle 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 interesting example of how participation 
might be introduced into the management structure of an enterprise in the 
future. He argues that, for efficiency, 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 membenhip. The superior in one group is a subordinate in the 
next group, and so on through the organisation' (p. lOS). 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 numben 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 essential 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 
J The reports of the Hawthorne experiments have recently been subjected to a 
searching examination by Carey (1967), and he concludes. after some stringent criti
cisms of the way in which they were conducted, that 'the limitations of the Haw
thorne studies clearly render them incapable of yielding serious support for any sort 
of generalisation whatever'. Blumberg devotes two chapters of his book to a rein
terpretation of the Hawthorne studies, but in view of Carey's criticisms, of which 
he makes no mention, it seems as dubious to cite the Hawthorne material in support 
of a thesis about participation as in support of anything else. 

2 Likert (1961, p. 186). Likert emphasises that it is necessary for the supervisor in one 
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, because of his lack of 
influence, to meet aspirations and expectations 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 tiJssmisfllttion among 
employees (Likert, p. 113). See also Blumberg (1968, pp. 11~17). 
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generally acknowledged beneficial consequences accrue &om a genuine 
increase in workers' decision making power. Such consistency of findings. 
I submit, is rare in social research' (1968, p. 123). This is quite true; it is 
very difficult indeed to find anything that suggests otherwise. Partly, this 
may be due to the fact that so many different effects are involved; partici
pation does usually seem 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 one case.• One 
objection is certainly not valid, it has been suggested that participation is 
effective only in unit or craft production settings. The evidence cited 
above from the car and mining industries shows that this view is mistaken. 
It has also been suggested that participation is of no use in crisis situations 
(see Blumberg, p. 132). Whether this is true or not is irrelevant for our 
purposes, for we are interested in participation in everyday, non-crisis 
situations, in participation in the workplace. Here all the evidence 
indicates that not only will participation have a favourable effect on the 
individual in relation to the development of the sense of political efficacy, 
but that also it will not harm the efficiency of the enterprise, 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 structures, and the central role of industry in the 
democratic socialisation process, have been shown to have considerable 
empirical support. Moreover it has been found that participation at the 
level 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 theories of management argue that such a participa
tory system is the most efficient way to run an enterprise. But if all this is 
true of participation at shop floor level,· nothing has yet been said about 
participation in decisions affecting the wider affairs of the enterprise, or on 
the question of the democratisation of the overall authority structure. 
Before the evidence on this aspect can be fruitfully examined or the 
issues involved can be clarified it is necessary to analyse the concept of 
participation as applied to the industrial context, and investigate the rela
tionship between 'participation' and 'industrial democracy'. 

' On this example see the remarks in Lupton (1963, p. 201). 



CHAPTER IV 

'Partidpation' and 'demoaacy' in industry 

Although the notion of 'participation' is widely used by writen on 
management topics it is, in many cases, left undefined, or if a definition is 
offered, that definition is very imprecise. McGregor (196<>, 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 creating opportlmities under suitable conditions for people to 
influence decisions affecting them. That influence can vary from a little to a lot .•• 
[participation] is a special case of delegation in which the subordinate gains greater 
control, greater freedom of choice, with respect to his own responsibilities. The 
term participation is usually applied to the subordinate's greater influence over matten 
within the superior's responsibilities (pp. 126 and 130). 

Another typical definition of'participation' is: 

participation is any or all of the processes by which employees other than managen 
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 exertions of power by subordinates in organisa
tions as are perceived to be legitimate by themselves and their superiors (Lammers, 
1967, p. 205). 

Likert is an example of a writer who does 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 
Liken (1961) covers a rather wider range of possibilities; frQ.m a situation 
of'little participation'-'no information given to employees, either 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 issues involved; for the 
notion of participation to be at all useful 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 definition 
available, however, which does enable a start to be made in this direction 
and some useful distinctions drawn. French. Israel and Aas (x96o) 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 effects on all those 
making the decisions and on those represented by them.' This defini
tion, they say, excludes the following situations: where an individual, ~ 
merely takes part in a group activity; where A is merely given informa
tion on a decision affecting him before it is executed; 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 speech we 
do use 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 righdy 
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 
by many writers on management. In the definitions and 'continua' given 
above many situations are included that would be excluded by the French, 
Israel, 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 enterprise
organisational efficiency. Participation may, as we have seen, be effective 
in increasing 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, 

68 



DBMOCRACY IN INDUSTRY 

following Verba. call pseudo p«tidpaticm. A typical example would be the 
situation where the supervisor, instead of merdy telling the employees of a 
decision, allows them to question him about it and to discuss it. In fact, 
JDaDY 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 
selected 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 means of inducing acceptance of the goal.' Verba adds that it is, in 
particular, in the field of industrial psychology that 'participatory leader
ship has become a technique of persuasion rather than of decision',t 

Having distinguished situations of pseudo-participation, participation 
in decision making itself can now be examined more closely. Findy, 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 employees must be in 
possession of the requisite information on which they can base their 
decision (c£ the quotation from Likert on p. 6s). This, of course, is obvious 
enough in theory, but in practice it would mean considerably more in
formation being given to employees 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 
parties influence each other in making ..• decisions'. In particular the use 
of the words 'influence' 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 decisions'. Although the terms 'influence' and 'power' are very closely 
related to each other they are not synonymous, and it is significant that, in 
the definitions 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 . .uc>-I). One reason that Stephens (1961) gives for the introduc-

tion of job enlargement is to enable employees to foel 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 
coercion are now replaced by psychological persuasion' (Bell, 1960, p. 244). 



DEMOCRACY IN INDUSTRY l 
I 

wishes to those of A (p. III). That is to say, A bas influence over B, andl 
over the making of a decision, but it is B that bas the power 6nally to! 
decide. The use of the word 'parties• in the definition ('two or more 
parties influence each other•) implies an opposition between two sides, 
which is in fact the usual case in the industrial situation, the 'parties• in 
question being the management and men. Furthermore, the final power of 
decision rests with the management, the workers if they are able to 
participate, being able only to influence that decision. Because they arc 
'workers• they are in the (unequal) position of permanent subordinates; 
the final 'prerogative' of decision making rests with the permanent 
superiors, with management. This type of participatory situation we shall 
refer to as pllftitll ptll'tidp«ion; partial because A, the worker, does not. 
have equal power to decide the outcome of decisions but can only 
influence them. Thus the French, Israel, Aas definition can be amended to 
read that 'partial participation is a process in which two or more parties 
influence each other in the making of decisions but the final power to 
decide rests with one party only' .• 

Most of the examples of participation in the workshop in the last chapter 
were of partial participation, and of participation at what can ~ called 
the lower level of management. This lower level refers broadly to those 
management decisions relating to control of day-to-day shop Boor 
activity, while the higher level refers to decisions that relate to the running 
of the whole enterprise, decisions on investment, marketing and so 
forth. Partial participation is possible at either level of management. Two 
of the empirical examples of participation given previously, however, 
illustrate a second fonn of lower level participation. These were the 
examples of the collective contract in the mining and car industries. There 
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 example only at the lower 
level) there are not two 'sides' having unequal decision making powers, 

1 In practice in any particular case it might be difficult to distinguish the situation 
where actual inftuence does occur from the pseudo-participation situation, where 
it docs not. But the theoretical distinction is clear. An important point is that the 
partial participation or 'inftucnce' situation, must be distinguished from another, 
where although 'inJiucnce' occurs, no participation at all takes place. This is the 
case where Friedrich's 'law of anticipated reactions' comes into play. An example 
in the industrial context would be where the management of an enterprise is drawing 
up a list of alternatives from which a final policy decision will be made, but a theo
retically possible alternative-say a wage cut-is not included as a practical possibility 
because union strength makes it impossible. Here the union bas influenced the final 
decision but no participation bas taken place. 
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but a group of equal 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 each individual member of a decision-making body 
has equal power to determine the outcome of decisions'. Like partial 
participation, full participation is possible at either the lower or higher 
management level, or both.• 

With the distinction between partial and full participation established, 
we can now tum to the question of the relationship between participation 
and democracy in industry. Just as the term' participation' is used extremely 
loosely in much of the literature, so is the concept of 'democracy'. Not 
only are the two words frequently used interchangeably but often' democ
racy' refers not to a particular type of authority structure but to the general 
'climate' that exists in the enterprise; a climate that is created through the 
method of approach, or style, of the supervisor or manager, i.e. 'democ
ras;y' is often used to describe situations of pseudo-partippation or even 
merely 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 feeling in tolerant and generous community 
living' .2 It is also frequently claimed that industrial democracy already 
exists in most industrialised Western countries. Perhaps the best known 
expression of this view is that of H. A. Clegg, one 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 seen as unilateral decision making by 
one side or the other. (See e.g. Sawtell, 1968, pp. 3 and 28.) A similar view seems to 
be held by a present-day advocate of industrial democracy and workers' control as 
this (rather extreme) passage indicates. 'Participation has the dosest and ugliest 
relationship with a whole train of mean and sleazy predecessors in the sequence of 
devices for "heading off" a growing working class demand for control' (Coates, 
1968, p. 228}. While this view reflects the fact that 'participation' has frequently been 
used to mean no more than pseudo-participation it does illustrate the lack of clarity 
in most discussions of industrial participation and democracy. It overlooks the W:t 
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 sides, for, as will be shown below, where industrial democracy exists there are 
no longer 'sides' in the existing sense. 

z Kariel (1956, p. 288). Significantly enough the original experiments wen- 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 
modem school, staffed by teachers well versed in up-to-date teaching methods 
and educational psychology. 
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experts on industrial matters, in his book A. New Approach to Industrl41 
Democracy (196o). It is especially interesting from our point of view that 
Clegg bases his arguments on recent theoretical writing on political 
democracy, i.e. 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 relations 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 'the govern
ment (the management) is permanendy in office, is self-recruiting, and 
is not accountable to anyone, except formally to the shareholders (or 
the state)' .• It would be a most curious kind of 'democratic' theorist who 
would argue for a government permanendy in office and completely 
irreplaceable! In the contemporary theory of democracy, of cou'rse, the 
defining characteristic is just that there are replaceable, 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 elected by, and 
removable by, the whole body of employees in each enterprise, or alter
natively, for a direct democratic system, the whole body of employees 
must take the management decisions. In either case whether the democratic 
system was representative or direct it would mean that the present dis
tinction between the management, permanendy 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 implies the 
opportunity for full higher level participation by employees. On the other 

a 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 
sbare directly in maaagement' (p. 119). This is a most odd claim. We have already 
seen that workers can sbare (participate) in (lower level) maaagement, and Clegg 
not only refers to the example of the collective contract without appearing to realise 
its significance, but does not see that through collective bargaining, on which be 
lays such stress, partial participation in management is also possible (see further 
below). For a more extended, recent criticism of clegg•s book see Blumberg 
(1968, ch. 7). 



DEMOCRACY IN INDUSTRY 

band. 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
.na)cing prerogative remains in the hands of the (permanent) management, 
as it does under the present collective bargaining situation. How f.ar 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 are 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 
strUctUre 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 efficacy to be developed, democratisation, i.e. 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 structures. A consideration of the relationship 
between the psychological effects that have been found to accrue 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 -apparendy so effective in its psychological impact on individuals 
even in the smallest possible doses; it appears that even the mere feeling 
that participation is possible, even situations of pseudo-participation, 
have beneficial effects on confidence, job satisfaction, etc.t It would be 
reasonable 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 f.ar 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-

a 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 
tadical experiments on these lines is described in Sugarman(1968). Blumberg (1968) 
also mentions that self-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 fi 
nation survey of political attitudes from which we quoted in Chapter 
There, Almond and Verba's criteria of participation were presented wi 
out comment; whether the respondents were consulted when decisi 
were made on the job, whether they felt free to protest about decisio 
and whether they actually protested. Obviously, this 'participation' is 
most partial participation, yet a positive correlation was found between · 
and a high score on the political efficacy scale. Thus so far as the develo 
ment of the feeling of political efficacy is concerned democratisation 
industrial authority structures is not required; therefore the theory 
participatory democracy requires revision in this respect. . 

It would be mistaken to conclude at this point that any greater revisio..J 
is required. So far only one aspect of the participatory theory has beeJij 
dealt with-the prerequisites for a democratic polity at nationallevel--anci 
that only from the point of view of the development of the sense of 
political efficacy. Two points can be made here; firsdy, that we have no 
means of knowing how effective the different forms of participation are; 
it might be that for maximum psychological effect higher level participa
tion is needed. Secondly, although the evidence indicates that a sense of 
political efficacy is necessary for a politically active citizenry, it is riot clear 
that it is sufficient. 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.I and vu). We might recall here 
that the development of the sense of political efficacy was only part of the 
meaning of the educative effect of participation. Mill and Rousseau em
phasised the broadening of oudook 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 direct 
sense, the gaining of familiarity with democratic procedures and the learn
ing of political (democratic) skills. For education in this sense higher levd 
participation would seem to be required, for only participation at this 
level could give the individual experience in the management of collective 
affairs in industry and insight into the relationship between decisions takeD 
in the enterprise and their impact on the wider social and political environ
ment. 

There is also another reason for paying attention to higher level partici
pation in industry. Eckstein has argued that because industrial authority 
structures cannot be democratised then, for stability, governmental 
authority structures must be congruent and contain a 'healthy dose of1 
authoritarianism'. But even if, as he claims, industrial democracy is im-; 
possible, it nught still be possible to modify industrial authority sttucture5i 
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in a democratic direction through the introduction of partial higher level 
participation, and so lessen the need for non-democratic elements at 
national government level. 

It is to some empirical examples of higher levd partial participation 
within British industry that I shall now tum. There are three interesting. 
and fairly well documented examples which are often referred to as 
examples of industrial democracy. The question of the psychological 
impact of participation will now be set aside. and instead attention will be 
foCused on another problem in the theory of participatory democracy: 
how these forms of organisation work in practice and the extent to which 
workers are interested in, and take up, the opportunities for participation 
offered. Our first example is that of the Glacier Metal Company which 
employs about s,ooo people.l The organisational form that participation 
takes at Glacier is an extension of the nonnal collective bargaining and 
joint consultation machinery of British industry. Partial participation has 
been institutionalised by formalising and extending, through representa
tive bodies, these usual procedures, while leaving the orthodox, hierarchi
cal management structure intact.2 Employee participation is based on the 
'dear distinction between managerial authority to make decisions and give 
instructions, and employee participation in formulating the policy frame.. 
work within which managers are sanctioned and freed to make those 
decisions' Oaques, 1968, p. 1). Under the written constitution of the Com
pany, participation takes place through a system-the 'legislative' system 
-of elected Works Councils in each of the Company's units. Their com-

' They are employed in several geographically separated factories. For the theory 
bebindtbeorganisationseejaques(I9SI)and(I968);Brown(I96o).Foranempirical 
study of the Kilmarnock &ctory see Kelly (1968). 

2 It was mentioned earlier that collective bargaining enables the workm 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 decisionisregardcclasa manage
ment 'prerogative'; 6nally the management have the power oflock-out or complete 
closure of the enterprise. C£ this comment ofRussell, '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' (Russell, 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 ownenhip of private property (but for a clef'ence 
of'prerogatives' which derives the notion from the 'nature of man' see O'Doanell 
(1952)). Recently the whole idea of the existence of managerial'prerogatives' has 
come under attack on theoretic:al grounds, and its alleged legal basis has also been 
disputed. See Chamberlain (1958, ch. 12), and(1963); Y oung(1963); Chandler (I96f). 
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position is based on the principle of 'each main layer in the factory• 
organisational hierarchy having representation on the Council' Oaq 
I9SI, p. 139). Each Council consists of the Chief Executive of the 
one representative of senior, two of middle level staff, three of cleri 
and other staff, and the rank and file worker is represented by seven sho 
stewards. The Councils meet monthly and any member can request 
a subject be placed on the agenda (any employee can attend the mee · 
as a spectator). The Councils are policy-making bodies and their 
task is the working out of written policy documents and 'standing orders'~ 
under the constitution management and men have agreed that no policy1 
change shall be made unless all agree to it unanimously0aques, r¢8, p. 2); 

In theory, the scope of the Councils is clearly extremely wide. Subjeas; 
discussed have included wage systems, redundancy, factory closure and 
night shifts, but in practice (as this list might indicate) 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 Directors and Man
agement. The directors authorise capital expenditure, decide dividends, 
appoint the Managing Director, decide director's fees, confirm senior 
appointments ••• To say nothing of deciding who will "take over" the 
Company and so on'.1 In addition to the introduction of elected 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-rgso emphasis on group participation in 
decision making has shifted, in Kelly's review, to this other aspect.2 There 
would seem to be something inherendy contradictory in this attempt both 
to operate a system where employees can participate in all policy deci
sions, and one that sharpens and systematises (and enshrines in a company 
language) the difference in authority between 'managers' and 'subordin
ates'. 

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 recendy been accepted by the shop 
stewards.3 This may account for the fact that at Council meetings the 

1 Kelly (1968, p. 248); see aJso Jaques (1!)68, p. ~). 
2 Kelly (1968, p. ~6). This involves an internal 'role language' and the usc of com

mand meetings, which, as their IWlle implies. ue largely concemed with the 
issuing of managerial orders (and also the assessment of employees). 'It would appear, 
going on imprcssioas. that the word most frequently used in the Company is 
"subordinate" • (KeUy, p. ~78. See aJso pp. ~SI and ~3~). 

, Kelly (1968, p. 241). The cultural background of the factory cllifers considerably 
to the London one. but no information is available on the latter. See pp. 97-100. 
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aqresentatives of the rank and file show little interest in matters such as 
the annual report and accounts or even investment decisions; at least, little 
cJjscusSion 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. 2.42-s). This organisational form of higher level 
~al. partici~tion is obvio~y particularly suited to Bri~ ind~trial 
condiuons and It would, potentially, allow employees to partiCipate m the 
fidl range of decision making. At Glacier though, from the point of view 
of the management, one of its major effects has been to legitimise the 
decision-making powers constitutionally retained by them. In the light 
of the discussion of the effects of lower levd participation in the last 
chapter, this comment by Jaques is one that might be expected, 'the 
experience of managers at Glacier Metal has on the whole showed that 
this constitution enables them to make far more decisions and changes 
without objections from representatives than is customary in other com
panies' (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 excellent 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 
representative bodies act rather as efficient consultative mechanisms than as 
decision-making bodies. 

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 are met at present to a greater degree than the third. 
All shares in the Partnership are hdd by a Trust and all distributed profits 
are shared by the partners (employees). All partners are equal 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 ~t 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 Flanc:len, Pomeranz and Woodward (1968). This includes a brief history of the 
Partnership. 

z Quoted Flanders d 41. (1968, p . .p). 
l Flanders et 41., p. xSs. For workers' attitudes to the profit-sharing scheme, some of 

whom favour a redistributive scheme, see pp. xor-6. 
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that the possession of the requisite information is a necessary condition 
participation, and in the Partnership the 'sharing of knowledge' is 
therecl through the internal press (to which anonymous letters are 
couraged, and answered) and a general meeting open to all partnen, 
yearly in each branch. The Central and Branch Councils also have 
trading accounts made available to them.• . 

The Councils are the major means through which participation ' 
take place, but the rank and file partner is under-represented on them 
the scope of his participation remains potential rather than actual. 
Central Council has rights which do give it certain sanctions against 
Chairman and Board, if the need arose; it appoints three Trustees of 
Constitution, who then become directors, and it also nominates five o 
directors. The main day-to-<lay function of the Central Council is 
administration of a large welfare fund, but it is entided to 'discuss 
matter whatsoever and make any suggestion that they shall see fit to 
Central Board or to the Chairman' .2 However, the Council does 
normally conduct detailed policy discussions, so that althoug~ theo~ 
ally, it has very wide scope its actual participatory influence w.ould ap · 
to be very limited (p. 177). The Central Council has 140 members, abo 
thr~uarters elected and the rest appointed by the Chairman of 
Partnership including all senior management. Candidates for the Co 
elections come from all ranks of partners, but those standing and d 
are more likely to be of managerial status than the rank and file. Fro · 
1957-8 to 1966-7 the proportion of managerial rank councillors 
variedfrom6I% to 70% (pluS2o% to24% exofticio members) and that 
rank and file partners from 8% to 19%·3 In the sub-committees, w · · 
carry out a large part of the work, there is a marked shift to hi~ 
management membership. . 

The Branch Councils, modelled on the Central Council and suborc:linaeeJ 
to it, are somewhat more representative of the rank and file, who com, 
prise about half the elected membership. (The councils average 35 ~ 
bers, about IS% ex officio.) Apart from administering its own welf.are 
funds the Branch Council can sponsor resolutions to the Central Council. 
which, if adopted, become recommendations to management. About six to 

1 FJanders et al., pp. 76 and 42 tr. Secrecy is maintained over wages, a source of griev-
ance to many partnen. Committees for Communication exist, which are soldy 
rank and file bodies. These are essentially grievance-settling bodies that have no 
funds or executive powers and cannot themselves take remedial action, so are ol 
little relevance from the participatory point of view (sec p. so ff.). 

2 FJanders et al. (1968, p. 64). For nomination powers, etc., sec pp. 64-s. 
a FJanders et al., p. 6o, Table S· Twenty-two per cent of men and 2S% of womeD 

candidates had held some special status in the Partnership (p. 8.4). 
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8eYeD a year are made and from I9SS to 1964 a third were accepted, though 
JlOC all implemented.• It was a Branch Council that, for the first time, 

·ccted a major management proposal (on five-day trading). During the 
~ous discussions on this issue, in the opinion of the authors of the 
scudy. 'the decision process itself was basically the normal one of manage
.nent deciding what it wanted to achieve, 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 uading issues were involved-but whether 
this incident indicates that in future partners will make more use of their 
part!cipatory 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 
bodies.• The structure of the representative bodies of the Partnership may 
itselfbe partly responsible for the lack of interest. In fact, many partners did 
display an interest in lower level participation, which confirms the evi
dence on this point cited earlier, 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 
degree 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.& 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 either the 
Branch Councils or individual councillon. See p. 68, Table u. 

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

'How far this helps explain the relative lack of use of participation opportunities. or 
how far the filet that the representative bodies often seem to act as pseudo-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 employees are women because all 
empirical investigations of social and political participation have shown that women 
tend to participate less than men. See Milbrath (1965, pp. 135~). 

4 Flanders et al., pp. 86 and n4-16, Tables 2.5, 2.6. A high proportion of women 
answered 'don't know 'to a question on whether they would be sorry to sec the 
institutions given up. 

5 This company, too, has been the subject of a recendy published study, Blum (1968). 
Additional information can be found in Hadley (196S); also sec Exley (1968) and 
publications of Scott Bader & Company Limited. 
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higher level partial participation. The firm was deliberately re--org • 
along participatory lines in 1951 by its founder, Ernest Bader, and op 
tunities for participation were increased in 1963 when the institutions w 
further modified. All the shares of Scott Bader & Company Limited 
held communally by a charitable organisation, the Scott Bader Comm 
wealth Limited (in the event of the company•s sale the proceeds are to 
to charity). Membership of the Commonwealth is open to all employ 
after a probationary period.• 

The organisational structure of the Commonwealth is a rather compl 
one. The main 'legislative• body is the General Meeting, which m 
quarterly, and where each member of the Commonwealth has one vote.j 
Its powers cover the approval, modification or rejection of the condual 
of the business, the right of approval of any investment over .£Io,ooq 
before it is made, and approval of the disposal of the common surphu 
(profits) recommended by the Community Council and Board of Dir~ 
tors.2 The Community Council of the Commonwealth is the main 'ad• 
ministrative• body, composed of twelve persons; nine are elected, two 
nominated by the Board, and one, representing the local community, is 
nominated by Council and approved by the Board. Apart from its func
tion relating to the common surplus, the Council is concerned with wel
fare facilities and with the rules of membership of the Commonwealth. 
individual 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 have to decide whether 'the conditions and atmosphere that exists 
in the firm justify them in recording a vote of confidence in the Board of 
Directors• .3 

Before looking at what actually happens inside this organisational 

• In 19()1 there were 1•3 members from a total of 266 employees. Blum (1968, p. 98). 
Blum says that most non-members were not yet eligible, having not then served 
the two-year probationary period (now one year). 

z A diagram of the structure can be found in Blum (1968, p. IS7). Since I96S the 
Community Council has recommended the method of distributing the 'bonus' 
part of the surplus, the Board ofDirectors determining its amount. The constitution 
provides that the surplus must be distributed within the ratio 6o% plough-back, 
20% charitable purposes and 20% employee 'bonus'. Recently the bonus has run 
between S-Io% (Blum, pp. IS3 and 212). 

• Blum (1968, p. IS.). If the anwser is 'no' a complicated procedure follows, but the 
final decision 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 Trustees are elected; see Blum, pp. ISS f£ and 1~-s. There is another 
partially elected body, the Council ofReference, the final appeal body, mainly con
cemed with discipliDary questions. 
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scrucwre• it is worth noting that the Scott Bader Commonwealth p~ 
vides an intereSting example of how an approach might be made toward 
economic equality in a modem society. In the Commonwealth the 
difference in status between employees has been considerably reduced. 
firstly, aU Commonwealth members are equal in that all have one vote 
at the General Meeting. Secondly, all employees enjoy a high degree of 
job security, gross misconduct and incompetence being virtually the sole 
grounds for dismissal (and in all cases the appeal system operates). Thirdly, 
aU employees are salaried and have a guaranteed minimum wage; there is 
also a limit on top salaries, the Constitution laying down that the ratio 
between dte highest and lowest salary must not exceed 7: I. Members of 
dte 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 Meeting, and 
dtere 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 several 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 seems 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 emp:oyees 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. 329~ 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 people served on the Community Council 
and 'a large majority' were re-elected for more than one term; about ten 
of those elected were from the shop floor.l It was found, using as criteria 

'Blwn(1968, pp. 84-s) andHadley(•96s). Clocking in has also been abolished. None 
of these fairly radical measures, or the participatory structure appears to have 
adversely affected economic: performance; since 1951 annual turnover has inaeased 
ten times to £4m. 

2 An empiric:al investigation was carried out, but Blum IefCrs to this material only in 
passing. His book is mainly concerned with an interpretation of the principles 
underlying the organisational forms, but this account, couched to a large extent 
in religio-metaphysical terminology, is far &om clear. 

3 Blum, p. 96. The period of office is three years, whic:h, in itsel( limits the numbers 
who can participate. 
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of participation speaking at General Meetings, obtaining informati 
from representatives, standing for election and initiating proposals thro 
a participative body, that about a fifth of managers, technicians, juni 
managers and clerical workers were 'high' or 'moderate' partici 
whereas all the factOry worken were 'low' or non-participants (p. 374 
For most of those questioned by Blum the 'advantages of the Comm 
wealth' were seen, particularly by the factory worken, first and forem 
in terms of the job security it gave (including the six months' sick leave 
although 'participation' was the item mentioned the next most frequendy.' 
Finally, in a question on the knowledge of the powen of the Community 
Council it was found that .26% of respondents had a 'working knowledge"~ 
36% had a 'partial knowledge' and 38% 'little or no knowledge' (p. 37SJ 

~~~· . 

On the face of it the evidence from these three examples would seem; 
to suggest that it is over-optimistic to expect the ordinary worker to' 
avail himself of opportunities 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 in a different way. At Scott Bader, 
like the John Lewis Partnership, there are few opportunities for lower 
level participation and yet all our evidence has shown that ordinary 
worken are interested in this level.t It could be argued that lack of such 
opportunities where interest exists could lead to the higher level participa
tion opportunities seeming remote from the rank and file worker, for 
little in his everyday work experience prepares him for these. It is signifi
cant that attitudes of employees at different job levels in the Common
wealth differ gready as is illustrated by the question of the Board of 
Directon and the Founder Memben' shares. Before 1963 the Founder 
Memben had certain rights and held IO% of the shares and in 1957 Ernest 
Bader offered to transfer these shares to the Commonwealth. Discussion 
groups were formed to consider this proposal, reporting that it was accept
able providing that the right of electing directon was also vested in the 
Commonwealth. This Ernest 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 wete 
mostly against or uncertain about handing over the shares or electing 
the directors. 'What on earth would we do, we don't know who should 

t Under the Commonwealth Constitution provision was made for Departmental 
Committees and these were set up in I9SI but never functioned regularly. futemt 
bas m:endy revived in these so perhaps in the future participation opportunities may 
become available at the lower level. (See Hadley, t96s.) 
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go on the Board, only the higher ups know that', and 'No, the Founder 
shares shouldn't go to the Commonwealth, after all he founded the 6rm. 
it was his money in the fint place' were typical comments from the latter 
(pp. 146-s2). The difference in attitudes on this point might offer support 
for Cole's view of the 'training for subservience' received by most ordin
ary worken. That is to say, even in a situation where higher levd oppor
tunities are opened up for the ordinary worker, who has been socialised 
into the existing system of industrial authority structures and who still 
bas no opportunity to participate every day at the lower level, notions 
such as the election of directon are frequendy just not 'available', in the 
way that they are to higher status worken.t 

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 
revision necessary is on the question of the development of the sense of 
political efficacy; lower level participation may well be sufficient for this. 
Turning to the wider educative effects of participation there seem to be 
few practical barrien to the institution of a system of higher levd partial 
participation; certainly it appears compatible with economic efficiency. 
Thus, Eckstein's 'congruency' argument about the need for 'authoritarian' 
elements in national government requires modification in at least this 
respect. Unfortunately, owing to the isolated nature and the unique 
features of these three examples of higher level'partial participation, it is 
difficult to draw 6rm general conclusions. In particular, we cannot hope 
to answer the important question of how far rank and file worken are 
likely to be interested in and to take up such participation opportunities 
until we have information on the effect of a system that combines both 
lower and higher level participation. 

It is now possible to tum to the second 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 
democratised. Again, industry occupies a crucial position in the question 
of whether a participatory society 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 element of paternalism present in the Commonwealth situation also bas to be 
borne in mind when attitudes, etc., 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 nine directors are to be elected 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 im~ 
because the size of the enterprise might allow the individual to partici~ 
directly in decision making, to participate fully at the higher level.• If tbl 
evidence shows, as has been claimed, that it it impossible to democraa. 
industrial authority structures, then the theory of participatory demoo 
racy will require substantial revision. 
a C£ this argument ofBachrach's, 'If private organisations, at least the more power& 
3Llong them, were considered political-on the ground that they are organs whid 
regularly share in authoritatively allocating values for society-then there would b 
a compelling case, in terms of the democratic principle of equality of power, til 
expand participation in decision-making within these organisations' (1967, p. 96). 



CHAPTER V 

Workers' self-management in Yugoslavia 

It bas been shown that a widespread demand for participation at lower 
IJWlagement levels does exist among ordinary workers but this does not 
seem to be the case where higher level decisions are concerned, as the 
empirical material cited in the last chapter has illustrated. In the Nor
wegian survey referred to in Chapter m, Holter found that only I6% of 
blue collar and I I% of white collar workers wished they had more 
participation in decisions concerning the management of the whole 
firm. I 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 (61% 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 people 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 efficacy, and it adds further force to the suggestion 
made in the last chapter that for many of the lower level workers such 
ideas 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 demoo
racy. 

Before any more empirical material is considered some clarification is 
necessary; clarification on exactly 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, alsop. 304. Table 3b). 
2 Goldthorpe tt al. (1968, pp. Ioi-g, Table 47). 
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than one might expect. Eckstein (r966) is not very explicit; 'Some • 
relations simply cannot be conducted in a democratic manner, or can be 
conducted only with the gravest dysfunctional consequences ... 
have every reason to think that economic organisations cannot be or 
ised in a truly democratic manner, at any rate not without consequ 
that no one wants' (p. 237). He goes on to say that the most we can 
for is some 'pretence' or 'simulation' of democracy but the only-q · 
extraordinary-example he gives of this is that certain economic o · 
tions are willing to incur functional disadvantages and 'play a great 
at democracy' and do so by permitting 'certain deviations from the lo •· 
of the double-entry ledger in order actually to carry on certain democra • 
practices'. Apart from this odd statement he offen no evidence to sup 
the argument that it is impossible and gives no indication of what the d 
functional consequences are.• Presumably, what Eckstein has in mind 
economic consequences, i.e. that a democratised system would not 3 
capable of operating efficiently, or might even collapse. On the other han · 
quite different interpretations might be given to the term 'impossible• 
It might be argued (c£ the evidence cited above) that not enough work . 
would be interested, or would participate, to make the system viable; ot 
(qua Michels) that real 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 asserts his case, he does not argue 
it. This assertion about the impossibility of democratising authority struo
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 therefore have the right sort of 'pre
requisites' also, in the form of existing non-governmental authority struo
tures; any attempt to democratise these could only endanger the stability 
of the system. Nevertheless, 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 Eckstein (1966, p. 238). He also says that 'even certain lcinds of public ownersbip 
(like nationalisation in Britain of industries absolutely vital to the health of the whole 
economy) militate against a democratisation of economic relations' (p. 237). BUI 
the whole point of the case of British nationalisation is that it provides no evidenc:e 
at all; democratisation has bever been tried. This was the result of deliberate decisioD 
by the Labour Party (the I94S-SI Government) to adopt the 'Morrisonian formula' 
and to try nothing else. Thus a valuable opportunity to experiment was lost, ancl 
at a time when public opinion, and the workers, wete in favour of teal change. 
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-" rarely written about). In Britain there is one example which almost 
exactlY corresponds to our model of (direct) full participation at the 
higher level. Unfortunately, the Rowen Engineering Co. Limited. in 
Glasgow, is very small. approximately 20 employees, and the worken 
have tended to be self-selected, but it is of considerable intrinsic interest 
and useful for illustrative purposes.l The controlling body of the factory 
is the General Council, membership of which is open to all employees 
after three months' service, and each member has one vote. Meetings of 
the Council are held fortnighdy, the agenda being displayed two days 
beforehand and any employee is entided to add items to it. (Tea-break 
meetings are also held if the need arises but decisions must be ratified 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. lOS)· The General Council decides on all 
policy matters and anything else of importance; it also elects the directors, 
the factory manager, the foreman and 'co-ordinator' (chargehand). At 
each meeting the Council receives reports on production, sales, finance, 
etc.• There is also a labour sub-committee to deal with personnel matters, 
but this does not make decisions, only recommendations to the Council. 

A meeting 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 
meeting 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 engineer 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 one 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, whic:h is what the idea of a 
participatory society demands. The factory was started in 1963 as a worker coo
trolled 'factory for peace'. It received publicity in the peace movement and on the 
'left', hence the element of self-selection. The name is derived from R(obert) Owen. 
(A second, similar, &ctory has been set up in Wales.) It is quite successful economic
ally, starting with (mosdy donated) capital of .[,7,000 and it now has a turnover in 
the ~qion of l,So,ooo p.a. See Blum (1968, pp. 49-SI); Derrick and Phipps (1969, 
PP· 104-7); Rowen Factories(1967) and Sawtell (1968, pp. 41-2), Companies A and 
B). 

2 Directors uc required by law; however, their only duty at Rowen Engineering is 
to sign cheques Qarvie, p. IS). 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 a1 
factory with a more representative labour force, such an 'expert' report~ 
would receive that kind of searching examination. This problem of the 1 

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 enterprises 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, seen 
as a whole, the Yugoslav socie>-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 see what light the workers' management 
system might throw on the possibilities of democratising industrial 
authority structures. There are considerable difficulties involved in any 
such assessment; 6rsdy, 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 either in quantity or comprehensive
ness, as one would wish. Secondly, there are the difficulties inherent in the 
Yugoslav situation itsel£ Yugoslavia is a relatively undeveloped country, 
with wide dift"erences in development between the Republics.• Many 
factory workers still work part time on the land (the bulk of which is 
privately owned) and much of the labour force is composed ofill~ducated, 
first generation, industrial workers.2 Even in 1953, the ·average level of 

a National Income 1964 
Billions of Population 
new dinars £per hcacl (millions) 

Bosnia and Hcrccgoviaia 6.8 s6 3·S 
Croatia 14.6 91 4·3 
Macedonia 3·0 51 1.s 
Montenegro 0.9 Sl o.s 
Serbia 21.5 78 1·9 
Slovenia 9·0 161 1.6 

Yugoslavia ss.8 83 19.3 
From 'I'M Eamomist, 16 July 1966. 

2 In 25 yean the rural population has been reduced from 7S% to 4S% of the whole 
('I'M &twmist, 16 July 1966}. One per cent to 2% of the increase in the industrial 
work force each year comes dUcct from the land (Aucy, 1965, p. 159). 
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illiceracy in the population over ten yean old, was 25.4% (for WODlell 
35.8%), so that allowance has to be made for these facts when the work
ing of the worken' self-management system is assessed.l Yugoslavia is, of 
course. a Communist state, even though a rather different one &om other 
Eastem European countries, so that the role of the Communist Party also 
bas to be taken into account. Finally, the system of worken' self-manage
ment is, itself, of relatively 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 economic reforms were introduced in 1953, and, since 
then, the organisatiooal forms and legal framework have undergone an 
almost continuous process of modification and change which adds to the 
difficulties of evaluation. 

Findy, let us consider the organisational structure of industry in 
Yugoslavia. Each industrial enterprise in Yugoslavia is managed by an 
dected Worken' Council, elected by the whole collective (i.e. all the 
employees) through electoral units in the larger enterprises. By law, all 
enterprises of more than seven worken must have a Council. but where 
there are less than thirty then aU worken form the Council. In larger 
enterprises the size of the Worken' Council can range &om IS to 120 

memben, the average being &om 20 to 22.2 Large enterprises can also, if 
they wish. elect departmental Councils and, since 19(51, a system of what 
the Yugoslavs call 'economic units' has been instituted. Each enterprise is 
divided into viable production units that can exercise a degree of self
management at that levd. 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 membenhip' but at Rade 
Koncar (the biggest producer of electrical equipment in Yugoslavia) the 
units have their own Worken' Councils.3 Apart &om the Worken' 
Councils and the economic units, worken can also participate in decision 
making through meetings of the whole collective of the enterprise and 
by means of referenda on important topics. 

Membenhip of the Council is for two yean (memben are subject to 
recall by their dectorate) and the Council meets monthly. Worken' 
Councils have subcommittees to deal with certain matten; since 1957 
they have been obliged to have them for internal discipline and hiring and 
firing. Membenhip of these committees is not necessarily restricted to 

t LL.O. (196~, App. 1, Table A). 
2 Blumberg (1968, p. 198). Private employers are limited to five employees outside 

the family. 
s Singleton and Topham (1963, p. IS). For a clesc:ription of the orgaoisatioa ofRade 

Konc:ar see Kmetic (1967). 
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Council members.• The Worken' Council elects its executive body, 
Managing Board, usually, but not necessarily entirely, from its o 
memben. The Board has from 3 to 17 memben (the Director ex o 
elected for one-year periods; if a member is elected twice in succession 
is then ineligible for a further two yean.z The Board may meet sev: 
times in a week and it has important functions including the supervisi 
of the Director's work, ensuring the fulfilment of the plans of the entaJ 
prise, and the drawing up of the annual plan. The other legally obligatorY 
'organ of management', apart from the Council and its Board, is the 
Director of the enterprise. Since 1964 the final choice of applicant for the 
post (which is advertised) is in the hands of the Worken' Council, and 
the Director's term of office has been limited to four yean.J The Directorj 
together with the 'Collegium' of heads of departments, is responsible for 
the administration, the day-to-day running of the enterprise and executiOD 
of the Worken' Council decisions. He also has other powen 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 seeing how all this works, it will be useful to look briefly at the 
economic performance ofYugoslavia under the worken' 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 of8% p.a. and, since the war, the growth rate 'has been hardly 
less fast than Japan's'. • 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 

t Stephen (1967, p. 8), also Singleton and Topham (1963, p. 14) and Kmetic (1967, 
p. 1]). 

2 Stephen (1967, p. u). Regulations cited in Blumberg (1968, p. 205) are slighdy 
diff'erent. 

' Until 1952 he was appointed by the State and then by a Commission composed 
equally of representatives of the Workers' Council and the Commwte. The Direc
tor can be removed by the CoWlcil but the procedure is not entirely clear. Sec 
Blumberg (1968, p. 205). 

• 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, etc. There is some evidence that Coun
cils are reluctant to vote for redundancies, but under the orthodox 
Western management system successful modernisation depends a lot on 
general economic conditions, the level of employment and factors like the 
availability of redundancy payments, housing, retraining schemes and so 
on, and the same thing surely applies in Yugoslavia. It is impossible to say 
at this stage whether the Workers' Council system will pose insuperable 
difficulties (it may even be that Councils would take matters like social 
cost more readily into account than an orthodox management), but it does 
seem fairly clear that even if the economic expansion cannot be said to be 
a direct result of the system, at least it has not, up to the present, acted as a 
particular hindrance to economic expansion and efficiency. 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 context). 

There are several channels through which the Communist League 
(Party) can exercise influence or control over the Workers' Councils, but 
the role of the League itself is a profoundly ambiguous one. On the one 
side the League, in theory, no longer exercises control by direct rule, but it 
maintains its leading role through 'the strength of ideas and arguments', 
and there is continuing debate inside Yugoslavia about its role and the 
question of the separation of party and state. In practice. however, all 'the 
more 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 ideological 
view of a socialist society as 'one 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. ss). On developments in the position of the League after the fall of 
'Rancovik in 1966 see Neal and Fisk (1966) and Rubinstein (1968). See also 'Draft 
Thesis on the Further Development and Reoraanisation of the League of Commu
nists of Yugoslavia' (1967). 
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ganised control by the members of society themselves of all the instituti 
of their society' •1 

One channel through which the League can influence the Work -, 
Councils is by having its members elected to the Commune Assemblyj 
The Commune (roughly analogous to British local government units) it 
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 Communities; 'the citizens figure ill 
this socio-economic organisation both as individuals and as collectives ill 
enterprises and institutions'.2 (Other chambers also exist.) Nomination 
and election procedures to the Commune Assembly are very complicated 
(election is partly direct and partly indirect) but in recent 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 areas because a large part of their 
income depends upon the economic prosperity of the Commune. They 
have certain powers in relation to the individual enterprise, including the 
right to make recommendations about policy. Today, the enterprise seems 
to be a good deal more independent in this relationship than it did in the 
early days. As already noted, the control of the appointment of the Director 
is no longer shared with the Commune and, at least in the factories studied 
by one observer, the Workers' Council took an independent attitude with 
regard to proposals and requests &om the Commune (Kolaja, r96s. 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. ss). This ideological position should not be dismissed out ofbancl 
as mere 'window dressing'. As Riddell points out, the history of Yugoslavia is one 
ot a tr.ldition of local autonomy and hostility to central authority and the Partisall 
movement was based largely on local groups and actions (today the League is 
organised on a Republic basis); also the Yugloslav leaders were familiar with 
anarcho-syndicalist as well as orthodox Marxist doctrines. In the industrial field, 
if the aim had been only to 'decentralise a socialised industry' (Rhenmau, 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 either foreseen or intended. See also Deleon (1959) and 
Auty (1965) for a history of the establishment of the present system. 

2 Milivojevic (1965, p. 9). In 1963 there were 581 communes. See also the special 
issue of the International Social Scima)ormud (1961). 

3 On eJections see Riddell (1968,pp. 58:-9); Milivojevic(1965, pp. 16-20); TheP.tmul
mist, IS April and 24 May 1969; and under earlier electoral regulationsHammand 
(1955). 

• For a Yugoslav view see Jovanovic (1960). See also KobUa (1965, pp. *34). 
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perhaps their major function is educational, 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 elections to the Workers' Councils has been 
curtailed (see below) and most of their other powers inside the enterprise 
are shared with other bodies and Kolaja found that the Union in the 
&ctories that he visited was dependent on the Council because of fmancial 
&ctors.t 

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 
are also League members varies widely, but it is often very high in an 
individual enterprise. Singleton and Topham cite an average of 3S%; in 
the two factories visited by Kolaja it was 10% and just under so% 
respectively, and a Yugoslav survey gave a range from 8% to 6s%.2 
It may be that such large proportions of League members will not be 
elected as time goes on because of the change in election procedures in 
1964. Originally, a Jist of candidates could be nominated by 10% of the 
workers or by the Union branch-usually this meant that the latter 
provided the lists. Now, candidates can be nominated by any worker and 
two seconders 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 eJection 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 
1967.1 One obstacle in the way of control by the League is the rapid 
rotation of Council members, office being for two years, with half 
replaced each year.• 

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 authodty structwe cannot be entered into here. Suffice it to say 
that the important function of the protection of the interests of individual worken 
qua worken 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. 
(196%. P· 33). 

, Stephen (1967, pp. ~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. p). 

4 Blumberg (1968, p. 198) says that now no member may serve two consecutive 
terms. Riddell (1968, p. 66) gives figures for those elected in 1962 which show a 
considerable degree of continuity. 
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• apparendy was nota frequent initiator, but rather an observer and censor' j 
But perhaps the most interesting evidence comes from the questio~ 
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 League first, eleven put it second in influence and nine 
third, whereas 45 put the Workers' Council first, 2.5 the Director and two 
the Union (p. 34. Table 12.). Any evaluation of the role of the League, 
since it can work through many different directions, is extremely difficult. 
Perhaps all that needs to be said for our purposes is that, although the 
League obviously cannot be ignored. it would be a mistake to assume that, 
therefore, the whole organisational structure of industry counted for 
nothing. At present other external factors may weigh equally as heavily 
on the individual Workers' Council-namely economic factors. The 
Council is subject to influence over its policies from the Economic Asso
ciations (associations of enterprises making similar products) and. most 
importandy, since the 1965 economic reforms the enterprise operates 
within a virtually free-market economy, each enterprise competing with 
all the rest; the banks, a major source of credit, are also now autonomous 
bodies 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 seen, but in general, so far 
as these external factors are considered, there seems no. good reason to 
suppose that, at any rate some, Workers' Councils cannot control their 
own affairs: 'Despite some restrictive laws, some intervention by the 
government and some pressure from the party, th~ workers' councils 
and their elected 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 more detail at the operation of 
the Yugoslav worker's self-management system, some questions of general 
applicability to any system of industrial democracy can now be raised; 
questions mentioned earlier 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
ties 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 theory 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 has very 
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broad decision-making powers. Apart from functions already 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 earnings 
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 enterprise to which persons can appeal (Kolaja, 
I96S, P· 6). 

The I.L.O. (1962) Repon states that the workers' management bodies 'are 
directly responsible for some of the duties that elsewhere fall to top man
agement and the senior and medium level executives-as regards a host of 
detaileddecisionsaswell as policy matters' (p. 163). There is some informa
tion available as to how the P,uncils 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 categories. The first, the 'production-financial' (production plan
ning, wages, purchase and sale of machines), 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 the Workers' 
Councils spent the greatest proportion of their time on matters falling into 
the first category.t The topics to which the Councils have devoted most 
attention have shown an interesting evolution over time. A content analysis 
of the minutes of seven enterprises, 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 suppon for the argument of the theorists of participatory democracy 
about the wider educative effect of participation, that it widens interests 
and oudook and develops the more practical capacities for political 
participation.l 

1 Kolaja (I96S, p. 24. Table 6). Stephen found the same pattern in the Split shipyard 
(1967, p. 17). See 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. Riddell (1968, p. 68). 
1 Sturmthal has suggested that this evolution merely reflects legal changes. Although 
the legal fi:amework has changed, the powers of the Councils have always been 
extensive; the point is that they now seem more willing and able to exercise them. 
Sturmthal (1964, p. 109). 
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In one sense, because Councils are taking decisions of this nature, the •.. 

possibility of a democratic authority structure in industry has been j 
demonstrated; the 'government' is elected into office by the whole colleo- · 
rive, is accountable to the electorate and replaceable by them. On the~ 
other hand the question remains of the role of the professional 'experts' in . 
the enterprise; 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 execution 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 these.t Again it 
would seem 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 easier for a Director 
so-minded to 'take over' an enterprise in, say, Macedonia, where he would 
probably be dealing with an illeducated, industrially inexperienced 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 inftuence exercised by the 
Director and the Collegium and other 'experts' is considerable. Most sug
gestions appear to come from the Director and the Collegium and these 
are rarely rejected and they also seem to do most of the tallcing. This applies 
particularly when the more important and technical topics are discussed 
(e.g. production plans); it is only when lower level matters are discussed
particularly the issue of the allocation of the housing that Yugoslav enter
prises provide for workers-that the rank and file Council members partici
pate to any extent, or take notes, and it is on these issues that really vigorous 
debate occurs. The pattern was similar in the enterprise visited by Stephen 
where the labour 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 does say that in the case of at 

• See Ward (1957) and Tochitch (1964). 
2 Stephen (1967, pp. Ja--.1). Accounts of Workers Council meetings can be found in 

Riddell (1968, pp. ~7) and Kolaja (1965, pp. 4S-SO and 19-2.1, Table 4). In the 
tactory visited by the former the workers were oflow skill status; in those visited 
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)east one enterprise 'Council and Economic Unit meetings attended 
were marked by very frequent voting, not normally unanimous, and 
JIWlY important decisions were taken which amended the proposals of 
the Director, Chairman and sub-committees' and the I.L.O. Report 
IDentions a similar instance.• 

Even allowing for some examples of active and effective 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 expert staff does· 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 are to have the chance to 
hold management office and if the educative effect of participation is also 
to be maximised, 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 relativdy 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 are available to Workers' Council members to enable them com
petendy to evaluate and initiate plans and policies? One answer, of course, 
is experience; 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 seen 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 employees in 

by Kolaja a high proportion of the worken were women, though be does not seem 
to realise that this is significant for participation. 

1 Singleton and Topham (1963, p. 23), LLO. (1962, p. 236). 
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Yugoslavia than is supplied to their counterparts in Britain, or 
United States, or in the Soviet Union'.• But, although one report~ 
dtat in several enterprises Council and economic unit meetings 'were 
viced with extensive documentation of the items on the agenda' this is 
the case everywhere.2 Although, as Sturmthal (1964, p. 189) points o 
few managers in orthodox industrial systems take technical decisions 
themselves, so that it is absurd to expect Council members to do so ei 
the latter still need the necessary 'countervailing' information to evalua 
the suggestions of others. Here the Trade Unions could play a valuab 
role by obtaining and providing the Councils with this information, · 
could act as a kind of research department, or, as one Yugoslav discussi 
suggests. the Council could hire its own experts to do this kind of work. 
Until solutions on the lines indicated here have been tried out the questi 
of how far it is possible to reach a satisfactory solution to this dilemma m 
remain unanswered. Nevertheless, there is no good reason for supp · 
that its existence renders democratisation of industrial authority structures 
impossible. j 

We shall now turn to the question of the extent of the involvement of1 
the mass of the workers in the workers' self-management system m; 
Yugoslavia. The first point that must be made is that a remarkable number' 
of persons have already held office; between 1950 and the early 196os over 
a million individuals had served on Workers' Councils and Managing. 
Boards, about a quarter of the industrial labour force.• 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 are manual or low status 
workers or whether the term includes workers 'by both hand and 
brain', i.e. all the employees in a particular enterprise. The implication of 
'workers'' self-management or 'workers'' control is that lower status wor
kers will be in a majority on the management bodies (which, as they form 
a majority of the labour force is acceptable enough), but there is no reason 
to confine 'workers'' self-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 

1 Kolaja (I96S. p. 76). See also I.L.O. (1962, p. 28o). 
2 Singleton and Topham (1963, p. 24). See also Riddell, (1968, p. 66). 
, Bilandzic (1967) and Dragicevic (1966). 
4 Blumberg(1968, p. 21S). In I9(io the total labour force was9m. of whom sm. were 

agricultunl workers. Auty (I96S, p. IS7·) 
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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 
are composed predominantly of manual or production workers. Kolaja 
states that manual workers should be proportionately 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 
more recently by Stephen, they had no knowledge of the latter pro
vision.• Whatever is the case here, it is difficult to see how, under any 
reasonably 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 196S to 1967 the proportion of manual workers on the Workers' 
Council rose from 61.3% to 72.4%, in 1967 only 2.6% of these were 
semi-skilled and 3·9% unskilled.l 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 evidence of a more general lack of 
knowledge of, and interest in, the basic working of the system. In one of 
the factories that Kolaja visited he spoke to twenty-four people about the 
Workers' Council meeting, of whom ten knew nothing about it at all.4 
Riddell cites several Yugoslav surveys of general knowledge about the 
workers' self-management system and, although levels varied according to 

1 Kolaja (t96s, 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. II and App. 2:2:1). Of the white collar members only 3·9% wen: 
of elementary school level. (The white collar workers formed 13% of the total 
labour force.) C£ Kolaja (I96S, p. 17, Table 1). 

• Kolaja (t96s, p. SI). 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 laclc 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 evic:lcnc:e it could also be argued 
that it was lack of confidence or laclc 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 areas of 
factory life and IOS 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 elementary knowledge and lack information on important 
social, economic and political problems' .I Riddell suggests that this lack of 
knowledge and interest is because 'in general the system bas become too 
complicated for most of the workers who have to operate it'.2 Certainly 
there are a host of regulations and they are frequendy changed (and the 
system of income distribution is very complicated) but it is difficult to see 
how the actual organisational structure of workers' self-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 are 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 direct participatory model in the con
text of modem, large scale industry. TheY ugoslav system does offer some 
ideas as to how this can be done. Firsdy, a factor already referred to, the 
rapid rotation in office of the members of management bodies means that, 
over the course of a lifetime, every individual should have the opportunity 
to participate direcdy in decision making in that way at least once. 
SecOndly, the Yugoslav system also offers every individual the opportunity 
to participate in decision making by the use of referenda in the enterprise 
on important topics. The I.L.O. Report mentions that these have mosdy 
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 one of the 

• Cited Riddell (1968, pp. 62-3). See also Ward (1965). 
2 Riddell (1968, p. 64). One major difficulty in interpreting the Yugoslav evidence is 

wbat weight should be given to the gap that exists between official ideology and 
official practice; how far does this enter into the explanation of the low level of 
interest in the system? 

'Blumberg (1968), for example, merely mentions the lower level developments in 
passing and makes no attempt to relate them to the information on participation 
pteSellled carJter.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 economic 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 one 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 &om the enterprise of 
which they are 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.l There is evidence that, at 
least in a 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 I.L.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 due to verbal hesitancy 
... or difference in grades between the speakers' (I.L.O., 1962, p. 172). 

One would not wish to claim that the system of workers' self-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 comprehensive study is needed of the 
operation 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 possibilities of decentralisation of control in modem 
large scale societies and its psychological effects. 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 

1 I.L.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 wtits were created originally to try to 
overcome the tendency of Cowtcils to become aloof from the workers (p. 14). 

3 Singleton and Topham (1963, pp. IS-17) and (1963a). See also Kmetic (1967, 
pp. »-6). 
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Communist League and the undeveloped nature of the Yugoslav economy 
makes direct comparisons with the West difficult, one conclusion that can 
be drawn is that the Yugoslav experience gives us no good reason 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 evidence relevant to the arguments of the 
participatory theory of democracy. This evidence indicates that the general 
conclusion to be drawn so far as democratic theory is concerned is a dear 
one. The claim of the participatory theory of democracy that the neces
sary condition for the establishment of a democratic polity is a participa
tory society, is not a completely unrealistic one; whether or not the ideal 
of the earlier 'classical' theorists of participatory democracy can be realised 
remains very much an open and live question. 



CHAPTER VI 

Conclusions 

Recent discussions of the theory of democracy have been obscured by the 
myth of the 'classical doctrine of dem9a.~cy' propagated so successfully 
br_~~b.Yillpeter. The failure to re-examine the notion of a 'classical' theory 
lias prevented a proper understanding of the arguments of (some of) the 
earJi~J~~orists Qf delJlocracy about the ~n~ role of participation in the 
the.Qry 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 &ce of the facts of modern, large-scale 
political life. 

The major contribution to democratic theory of those '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 modem writers are completely unaware of this dhnension; 
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 Sebum
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 Nmond and Verba, after 
clearly showing the connection 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 failure 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 to look at the facts in a questioning spirit. That 
is, they seem reluctant to see whether or not a theoretical explanation can 
be offered of why the political facts are as they are; instead they have taken 
it for granted that one theory which could possibly have yielded an ex
planation had already been shown to be outmoded, and so concentrated 
on uncritically building a 'realistic' theory to fit the &cts 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. 
N<tlonger is democratic theory centred on the participation of' the people', 
on the participation of the ordinary man, or the prime virtue 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 elite that is crucial and 
the non-participation of the apathetic, ordinary man lacking in the feeling 
of political efficacy, that is regarded as the main bulwark against insta
bility. Apparendy it has not occurred to recent theorists to wonder why 
there should be a positive correlation between apathy and low feelings of 
political efficacy and low socio-economic status. It would be more plaut
ible to argue that the earlier democratic theorists were unrealistic 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 measure up to this standard 
were to be found in roughly equal proportions in all sections 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 
could provide an explanation for the facts about apathy as suggested 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 purpose of theory building. 
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Yet we have seen that the e\fidence supports the arguments of Rousseau, 
Mill and Cole that we do learn to participate by participating and chat 
fedlDgs o£ political efficacy are more likely to be developed in a participa
tory environment. Furthermore, the evidence indicates chat experience of 
a "j:iarticipatory authority structure might also be effective in diminishing 
tendencies 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 dangen 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 chat they deplore the low levels of political 
participation and interest 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 relation to the issues of political, more 
specifically, democratic theory. Both sides in the current discussion of the 
role of participation in modem 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 &amework of the 
contemporary theory, providing the foundation for a more soundly based 
theory of stable democracy than those offered at present. The analysis of 
participation in the industrial context has made it clear chat only a rela
tively minor modification of existing authority structures there may be 
necessary for the development of the sense of political efficacy. It is quite 
conceivable, 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 efficiency and the capacity of the enterprise to adapt to changing cir
cumstances. Nevertheless, if the socialisation argument is compatible with 
either 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 exist; a society so organised that every individual has 
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the opportunity direcdy to participate in all political spheres? We have 
not, of course, set out to prove that it is one or the other; what we have 
been considering is whether the idea of a participatory society 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 society requires that the scope of the term 
'political' is extended to cover spheres outside national goveriunent. It 
has already been pointed out that many political theorists do argue for 
just such an extension. Unfortunately this wider definition, and more 
importandy its implications for political theory, are usually forgotten 
when these same theorists tum their attention to democratic theory. 
Recognition of industry as a political system in its own right at once re
moves many of the confused ideas that exist about democracy (and its 
relation to participation) in the industrial context. Its rules out the use of 
'democratic' to describe a friendly approach by supervisors that ignores 
the authority structure within which this approach occurs, and it also 
rules out the argument that insists that industrial democracy already 
exists on the basis of a spurious comparison with national politics. There is 
very little in the empirical evidence on which to base the assertion that 
industrial democracy, full higher level participation, is impossible. On 
the other hand there is a great deal to suggest that there are many difficul
ties and complexities involved; more than are indicated for example in the 
early 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 
worked to some degree, however small, as it is meant to in theory, is 
evidence that cannot be disregarded. The solutions suggested in the last 
chapter to some of the problems involved in establishing a system of 
industrial democracy, such as that of the dilemma between the control of 
'experts' and provision for the maximum participation on the managing 
body, are tentative in the extreme; until we have an example of a system 
where 'countervailing information' is available to an elected 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 experienced 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 system 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 evidence from both Britain and Yugoslavia. The lower level 
plays the same role vis a vis the enterprise as participation in industry 
generally does to the wider, national political sphere. The evidence suggests 
that the low existing 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 oflower 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
tunities offered in a democratised system. In the absence of this vital train
ing ground, even if higher level participation were introduced on a large 
scale, this would be unlikely by itself to elicit a large response 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 issues 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 equality 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 clear that a substantive measure of economic equality is necessary. If 
inequalities in decision-making power are abolished the case for other 
forms of economic inequality becomes. correspondingly weaker. The 
example of the Scott Bader Commonwealth indicates that a large measure 
of job security for the ordinary worker is not incompatible with efficiency 
and the considerable inequalities that exist in security of tenure of employ
ment (and in the various fringe benefits that are associated with that security) 
would seem to be the most salient aspect of economic inequality in mod
em terms. (Certainlywithoutsuchsecuritythe individual independence that 
Rousseau 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 people would 
naturally think of first when economic equality is mentioned-would 
ultimately be compatible with economic efficiency, the whole question of 
'incentives', for instance, is a much disputed one, or indeed, to estimate 
how great a degree of equality in this sense is required for effective 
participation. Nor would it be very fruitful to speculate how elected 
managing bodies might weigh up the factors involved in income distribu
tion within the enterprise, but the Yugoslav experience, as time goes on, 
may offer some useful guidance on this score. In general the evidence 
shows no obvious, serious impediments to economic efficiency that 
would can into question the whole idea of industrial democracy.• In 
fact much of the evidence on lower level participation gives support to 
Cole's view that a participatory system would release reserves of energy 
and initiative in the ordinary worker and so increase efficiency. But even 
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 acc;rue, the human results 
which the theorists of participatory democracy regarded as of primary 
significance. 

We have considered the possibility of establishing a participatory society 
with respect to one area 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 otherwise 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 questioas 
raised by the extension of participation to areas other than industry cannot 
be considered. Nevertheless, it might be useful to indicate briefly some of 
the possibilities in this direction. 

To begin, as it were, at the beginning, with the family. Modem theories 
of child-rearing-notably those of Dr Spock-have helped to influence 
family life, especially among middle-class families, in a more democratic 
direction than before. But if the general trend is toward participation the 
educative effects arising from this may be nullified if the later experiences 

a Little mention bas 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. AJ 
shown 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 
posed between 'capitalism' and 'total nationalisation'. An interesting recent dis
cussion on ownership can be found in Derrick and Phipps (1969, pp. 1-3s). 
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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 workplace 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 
6nd opportunities to participate at the local government level, especially if 
these opportunities included the field of housing, particularly public 
housing. The problems of running large housing developments would seem 
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 society. 

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 does 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 entirely 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 sense, however, this objection 
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misses the point because it rests on a lack of appreciation of the impo 
of the participatory theory of democracy for modem, large scale, ind 
trialised societies. In the first place it is only if the individual has 
opportunity directly to participate in decision making and choose rep11 
tatives in the alternative areas that, under modem conditions. he can b 
to have any real control over the course of his life or the development 
the environment in which he lives. Of course, it is true that exactly t!-j 
same decisions are not made, for example, in the workplace as in ~ 
House of Commons or the Cabinet, but one may agree with Schumpetell 
and his followers in this respect at least: that it is doubtful if the averagq 
citizen will ever be as interested in all the decisions made at nationallevc:l 
as he would in those made nearer home. But having said that, the importanl 
point is, secondly, that the opportunity to participate in the altemativai 
areas would mean that one piece of reality would have changed, namet,! 
the context within which all political activity was ·carried on. The argn-; 
ment of the participatory theory of democracy is that participation in ~ 
alternative areas would enable the individual better to appreciate the con
nection between the public and the private sphe11es. The ordinary man: 
might still be more interested in things nearer home, but the existence of a 
participatory society would mean that he was better able to assess the: 
performance of representatives at the national level, better equipped to: 
take decisions of national scope when the opportunity arose to do so, and 
better able to weigh up the impact of decisions taken by national represen
tatives on his own life and immediate surroundings. In the context of a 
participatory society the significance of his vote to the individual would. 
have changed; as well as being a private individual he would havei 
multiple opportunities to become an educated, public citizen. .l 

It is this ideal, an ideal with a long history in political thought, that basi 
become lost from view in the contemporary theory of democracy. Noel 
surprisingly perhaps when for some recent writers such a wide-ran~ 
democratic ideal is regarded as 'dangerous•, and they recommend ~ 
we pitch our standards of what might be achieved in democratic poli~~l 
life only marginally above what already exists. The claim that the Anglo-,: 
American political system tackles difficult questions with distinction loobl 
rather less plausible since, for example, the events in the American cities·. 
of the late 19605 or the discovery in Britain that in the midst of afHuencc 
many citizens are not only poor but also homeless, than it may have done 
in the late I9SOS and early 19605, but such a statement could have only 
seemed a 'realistic' description then because questions were never asked· 
about certain features of the system or certain aspects 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 pan 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 issues, it becomes clear that neither the demands for more 
participation, nor the theory of participatory democracy itself, are based, 
as is so frequendy claimed, on dangerous illusions or on an outmoded 
and unrealistic theoretical foundation. We can still have a modem, viable 
theory of democracy which retains the notion of participation at its heart. 
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