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AB.'TRACT

Rtctnt theories of democracy agree in rejecting the 'classical 1 

theory and in giving only a minor place to popular participation. 

Attempts to defend the 'classical* theory have failed to ohow that 

the rejection is unjustified given the empirical evidence of the 

political apathy of the ordinary man.

Chapter 1. The theory of a very influential forerunner of recent 

theorists, Sehumpeter, is discussed. The work of Kayo, Dahl and 

Sartori, theorists concerned to establish the defining character­ 

istics of democracy, is examined. They agree that the essential 

feature is the electoral competition of leaders. io lon^ as a 

certain minimum of the electorate periodically vote notnin.$ further 

is required of them. Sartori argues that apathy la "nobody's fault",

Three theories of stable democracy, complementary to those of 

the first group of writers, are discussed. Serelson, Almond and 

Verb*, and ^cxstein are concerned with the attributes of tue 

citizen and the forms of non-political authority structures required 

for a stable democratic system.

It is argued that all the writers considered adnore to a common 

theory of democracy; the contemporary theory. he critics of this 

theory argue a> that despite claims to the contrary, a new normative
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theory has been produced: b) that the 'classical' theory aac been 

 iaundera tood.

Chapter II. It ia argued that althougn facts anl values can be 

distinguished from each other there is no unbridgeable, logical 

gulf between tnem; rather a two-way relationship exists and 

values are  vulnerable* to facts. Further it la argued tuat it ia 

not possible for political theorists to use certain key terms, e.g. 

political equality, in a purely descriptive sense* 4n evaluative 

background is needed to make particular interpretations intelligible

The evaluative framework: of the contemporary theory of 

democracy * which includes a model of tne ideal (private; citizen, 

is discussed.

The notion of one 'classical 1 theory of democracy is shown to 

be a myth. The contemporary theory descends from  classical* 

theorists (e.g. Benthaa) who held the sane narrow, protective view 

of participation. Other  classical* theorists held a very different 

view of participation.

Chapter III* On the basis of a discussion of the participatory 

theories of two 'classical* theorists, Jean-Jacques Rousseau and 

J.3. Mill, and one twentieth century theorist, J,D.H. Cole, it is 

argued that the significant contribution to democratic theory of 

tae theorists of participation is the recognition of an inter-
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relationship between the form of, ana operation of, political 

institutions and the attributes of individuals interacting within 

then* The Major hypothesis of these theorists ia that participation 

is educative, in the widest sense of that term. The psychological 

impact of participation, and the political control it gives to 

citizens, aeans that the more men participate the better able they 

are to do so; the political system becomes self-sustaining* In 

Kill*a and Cole's theories it is argued that if citizens are to 

participate at national level then they need 'practice 1 in more 

familiar spheres* Cole argues that the most important area for such 

participation is industry, so that industrial authority structures 

 uat therefore be democratised.

Chapter IV* Despite criticisms of the contemporary theory of 

democracy no attempt has been .made to provide even the beginnings 

of a modern participatory theory of democracy tn-it retains the , 

essentials of the earlier theories.

It is argued that the crucial variable in the political social­ 

isation process is the authority structures of familiar spheres of 

social life, the most important area being industry. The democrat- 

isation of this area mattes possible the transformation of the existing 

political culture.
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Tae evaluative framework of a modern participatory theory of 

democracy is discussed, including its wide definition of the 

'political 1 itself. The theory argues that all men are potentially 

political animals| what is Missing at present is the institutional 

setting to develop this potentiality.

Chapter V. Recent "empirical11 democratic theory has ignored the 

important fact that the existing pattern of political participation 

is llaked to class position* Furthermore, the social and 

psychological characteristics correlated with low rates of 

partieipation are not a random collection of itens but form a non- 

partieipation syndrome; a syndrome having both cognitive and 

psychological aspects.

The empirical data in The Civic Culture support the argument 

of the participatory theory that the workplace is crucial for

political socialisation* Other important, but neglected, evidence
. \   "
oa this point is reviewed. It is argued that the typical social* 

iaatlon process of the working claa.-j citizen, culminating, crucially, 

!  socialisation in the workplace, accounts for the psychological 

aspect of the syndrome. The (inter-related) cognitive aspect of 

the syndrome is that apathy arises becaude participation in the 

existing system seems pointless to the ordinary citizen* ihis 

aspect of the explanation is supported by a retnteroretation of



working class respondents 1 replies to scaleo designed to t, asure 

political efficacy, and "authoritarianidw" in the sense of 

commitment to democratic norms.

Chapter VI. The available evidence on participation in industry 

has been neglected by students of political socialisation and 

democracy* The argument that leisure is now m^re important than 

work is shown to be unconvincing. Participation at the lower (ehop 

floor/ level and the higher management level must be distinguished. 

Ihere is a good deal of evidence to show both that the ordinary 

worker wants more participation at the lower level and that it is 

feasible. Evidence on experiments with participation at this level, 

and the collectivecontract in the mining and automobile industries 

is reviewed. The arguments of the participatory theory is also 

supported by experiments with small groups and by the writings of 

many moaern management theorists who argue that lower level 

participation is essential for real efficiency in the enterprise.

Chapter VII. Most definitions of participation in industry are 

very imprecise, and 'participation' and 'democracy 1 are often used 

*  synonyms, so that clarification is necessary. ,seudo-participation 

and two forms of participation (in decision taaicing) are distinguished: 

partial and full participation. The claim taat democracy in industry 

already exists is rejected. It is shown that it is a mistake to
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equate 'democracy' and 'participation*. To iuTluance ootn aspects 

of the aoa-participation syndrome higher xevei ,.urtici;"*tioa ia 

required*

Three British examples of higher level participation are 

discussed, at Glacier Metal, Joha Lewis Partnership, and th« ^cott 

Bader Commonwealth. In general this, and otner evidence, indicates 

that workers have little interest in higher level participation. 

But too hasty a conclusion should not be drawn, me evidence also 

indicates that the lower level in the enterprise acts as a 

 training ground* for the higher, so that a system combining 

opportunities at both levels would be required for tne maximum 

interest and activity.

Chapter VIII. For an example of an attempt to democratize industry 

over a whole economy one has to turn to the Yugoslav system of 

workers' self management. One major problem in assea^in^ the 

system is the role of the Communist League. It is argued that 

though important this doc*s not completely nullify the aeif^flsana^eme 

structure, another important factor is the economic reforms of 

1965, especially since they have helped to increase the influence 

of  experts 1 within the enterprise and within trie wonterg* council 

itsolf. Despite the large numbers of people that have participated 

within the self-management system the general picture is one of 

relative apathy and disinterest on the part of the ordinary worker.
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even though, formally, the syatec. ie participatory *t both levels. 

Little information is available about the lower leve-i. but it 

appears that aore could be done to mate participation a reality 

there* Only tentative conclusions can be drawn frou tt<e Jugoslav 

evidence, but despite the defects and problems of the system, it 

indicates that claims that deroocratiaation of authority structures 

in industry in the West is not feasible are premature*

The majority of recent theorists of democracy have failed 

either to be philosophers, or, more seriously in self-proclaimed 

"empirical" theorists, sociologists. All the evidence indicates 

that, far from being "nobody's fault", apathy arises fro* institut­ 

ional features of the existing political system, features which could 

be transformed so as to create a participatory political culture* 

The empirical evidence also indicates that the value interpretations 

of the participatory theory neither set "too nx6 h standards" nor 

reflect "dangerous illusions'*. Participation can stili be retained 

at the heart of a aodern theory of democracy*
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INTRODUCTION

During the last few years of the 196o's the word 

 participation* leapt to the forefront of the popular political 

Toeabulary under the impetus of demands from various groups, 

most notably students, for new areas of participation to be 

opened up. In France,  participation 1 was one of the last of 

De Gaulle    rallying calls; in Britain we have seen the idea 

given official blessing in the Siceffington Report on planning, 

and in America the anti-poverty programme included a provision 

for the "maximum feasible participation" of those concerned. 

The popularity of the concept, and the fact that it is used in 

the context of a wide variety of different situations by differ­ 

ent people, provide good reasons for devoting some attention to 

it* But, more importantly, the demand for more participation 

raises a central question of political theoryj the place of 

the notion of participation in a modern theory of democracy.

It is ironical that participation should have become such 

a popular idea, particularly with students, for among political 

theorists and political sociologists the almost universally 

accepted theory of democracy is one in which the notion of 

participation has only a minimal role to play. Indeed, a 

prominent feature of recent, particularly American, theories of 

democracy is the emphasis placed on the potential dangers
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inherent in widespread, active participation in politics by the 

ordinary citiEen. Related to this are two other features of 

recent theories of democracy. First, the conviction on the part 

of the majority of writers that theories of earlier democratic 

theorists (the so-called classical theorists;, that bad the 

active participation of the citizen at their neart, are unreal­ 

istic and outmoded and hence in need of drastic revision, if 

not outright rejection., Second, there is a proccupation with 

the stability of democratic systems, and a concern to formulate 

the conditions or pre-requisites for that stability.

It is not difficult to see how the bulk of recent democratic 

theory has come to exhibit these typical characteristics if one 

considers, even briefly, two aspects of their historical and 

intellectual background; specifically, the growth of political 

sociology and the rise of totalitarian states. Even at the 

beginning of this century the size and complexity of inauotrial- 

ised societies and the rapid development 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. J osca and 

Michele are two of the best known and most influential writers 

to advance such arguments. 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.



Michela, with hia famous "iron law of oligarch/"    formulated on 

the basis of an investigation of the German Jocia.. Democratic 

Part/ that was ostensibly dedicated to the principles of democracy 

inaide its own raoks - Kichels appeared to ahow that we were 

faced with a choice between two alternatives only; either .. 

organieation, which in the twentieth century seemi indispcasible, 

or democracy, but not both. Thua although democracy aa the rule 

of the people by means of the maximum participation of all the 

people might atill be an ideal, grave doubts, doukte put forward 

ia the name of aocial acieace, appeared to have been oast on the 

possibility of ita realisation.

Bat by the middle of the century even this ideal had oegun 

to be called into question. At least* 'democracy' waa still the 

ideal, but the emphasis on participation had become suspect and 

with it the 'classical* theory of democracy. After the second 

world war the spectre of totalitarianism was haunting political 

theorists and it was in the totalitarian states th&t mass 

participation was being held up aa the ideal (albeit participation 

backed by intimidation and coercion). Partieipati >n thus tended 

to become linked to 'totalitarianism* rather than 'democracy* by 

theorists, and the collapse of Weimar, which had h..gh rates of 

mass participation, into fascism and the instabili .y of so many 

post-war states posed further questions about the relationship 

between participation and stable democracy.



The factor that confirmed these growing doub;» about

 classical* democratic theory for th« majority of recent theorists 

was the data produced by the expansion of political sociology 

over the last thirty years or so. Large scale em>iricai 

investigations into political attitudes and behaviour in Many 

Western countries have revealed that the outstanding characteristic 

of swat ordinary citiiens is a general lack of interest in politics 

and political activity and further that non-democratic or 

authoritarian attitudes are widespread, particularly among working 

elasa individuals. The conclusion drawn from thi*. data by cost 

political theorists and political sociologists it* that the

 classical' picture of the active, rational and ii.formed democratic 

citizen is hopelessly unrealistic and, that in view of the facts, 

an increase in participation by present non-participants could 

pose dangers to the stability of existing democratic (systems.

There is another aspect of the intellectual lackgrouad that 

is also relevant to the form that recent democratic theory has 

taxea. It might seem slightly odd that I should be devoting a 

study to the consideration of "recent theories of democracy11 when 

at the very time that many of these democratic theorists were at 

work: other writers were declaring that political tneory was dead,

 r at leaat if it was not dead we were witnessing its death throes. 

However, far from this being paradoxical most of the theories of



democracy with which I am concerned could be takei as confirmation 

of the diagnosis because what was at issue in face waa not so 

 uern political theory itself as a particular fore of political 

theory, namely "traditional" or "normative" political theory; it 

was on the latter that the death-sentence had bee a pronounced. 

"Traditional political theory" according to one lafluential 

modern theorist,

"has held and propagated an image of itself as 
narrowly engaged in and committed to the juest for an 
understanding of the nature of the good life ... 
Analysis of the moral rather than of the strictly 
empirical world has stood at the peak of theory's 
hierarchy of priorities" (Easton, 196$, p. 5) 

That this was the form that 'classical* democrat!: theory tout is 

something that is often asserted, and it is widely field among 

present day political theorists that that form of tneory is no 

longer the appropriate one; political theory now should be 

"descriptive, empirically-oriented, operational or causal theory... 

the terms are synonymous" (Easton, 1965, p. 5;   The development 

of political sociology contributed much to this rtjection of 

"traditional" theory as did the work of the analytic philosophers. 

The latter seemed to cut the ground from under political theory 

la the traditional sense in two ways. First, by arguing that a 

logical gap exists between fact and value and tha: one oannot 

infer anything about values from factual stateaen:s (as tho 

"traditional" political theorists had attempted t> do}) second, 

by appearing to show that aany of the traditional problems (of
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political theory am well as philosophy in general; could be 

resolved once the confusions caused by the intricate subtleties 

of ord:.nary language had been laid bare. Thus modern political 

theorif ts could - and should - concentrate on the "strictly 

empiric al world'* and eschew all (traditional) concern with values. 

Moat recent work in democratic theory has been presented by its 

authort as an example of just such a value-free, empirical* 

descriptive political theory, grounded firmly in the &nown facts 

of political life.

There have been a few political theorists who nave criticised 

the theory of democracy now accepted by most academic students of 

politics and who have criticised the rejection of the Classical* 

theory. Unfortunately, they have done little to substantiate their 

case ani it has made negligible impact on the theories criticised. 

The two basic arguments of the critics are that the  classical 1 

theory tas been misunderstood by the theorists who have revised 

it, and that recent theorists have done much more than they claim 

to have done; they have not merely made democratic theory more 

realist .c but have changed its normative significance, i.e. have 

produced a theory having its own evaluative content* Although I 

 hall argue that on both these points the critios are right, I 

shall also argue that they have not done nearly enougn to show 

that they are correct; nor, more importantly, have they really 

begum tc show why their opponents in the controversy are not
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justified in rejecting the central place given to participation 

by the 'classical* theorists. More specifically, they have 

failed to do this because four areas of argument that are crucial 

to the whole question of participation and democratic theory 

hare act been sufficiently considered, or not considered at all.

First, the question just raised; that of the proper fora 

that a Modern political theory ahould take, fthetner or not 

recent theorists hare produced a theory of democracy having a 

different evaluative content from earlier theories is only part 

of the problem. Their aim of formulating a value-free democratic 

theory also has to be considered. The fact that they may not 

have dene this could perhaps be remedied if, and thlo is the 

vital question, a value-free theory is in principle possible* 

Only vten this question is settled, and I shall argue that the 

quest for a value-free theory of democracy is a ftista&en one, can 

the problems of the evaluative content of the earlier theories be 

tackled. The defenders of these theories have implied that t&e 

'Classical* values are still very relevant to modern societies. 

But they have neither stated exactly what the evaluative content

of the 'classical' theory is, nor have they shown that it is 

atiil relevant today, or indicated how this might be shown to be 

the c«se.

Second, although some political theorists have defended the 

 elaaaietl* theory of democracy, they have failed to ma** it clear.



6.

except in the moat general terms, exactly why the participation 

of the ordinary citizen in the political life of hia coa,c unity 

played auch an important and central part in that 'classical 1 

theory. The reason that they have not done so is, I shall argue, 

because the defenders and the critics alike of the earlier 

theories of democracy hare misunderstood and misinterpreted 

thoae theories, especially they have failed to question the 

validity of the notion of one 'classical' theory of democracy.

Tkird, and this la perhape the most senoua omission* their 

oritiec have completely failed to get to grips with the main plank 

of the arguments of recent theorists. That is, they have *ade 

virtually no attempts at all to challenge the major claim that 

given the facts of political life revealed by political sociology 

then 'classical' theory's emphaaia on the active participation of 

the citi&en, and ita model of that citizen, are no longer realistic. 

Unless ao&e empirical evidence can be oiferad to support these 

central features of the 'classical* theory then the cast that 

participation has only a minimal role to play in a modern theory 

of democracy must be conceded.

Fojrttfe, ana finally, it i .> an odd feature of recent democratic 

theory taat, despite the controversy about participation, no one 

has attempted to do what is needed if such an empirical investi­ 

gation is to be undertaken, namely to construct, or at least to 

provide the elements of a foundation for the construction of, a



modern participatory theory of democracy that retains the 

 Soentials of the earlier theories. Either it is taken for 

granted that such a theory is unrealistic and so, pre^umaoly, 

not worth attempting, or theorists hare gone no further than 

pointing out that the revisions of the earlier theories are more 

drastic than their authors suggest.

In this study I shall try to remedy these omissions and so, 

hopefully, arrive at some empirically based conclusions about 

the proper place of participation in a modern theory of democracy
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CHAPTER ON£ 

SOME RECENT TK&OKIES OF STABLE PiuMPCRAC!

Til* recant theories of democracy with which I shall ba 

ooacerced in this study can ba grouped into two broad categories. 

First, there ara thaoriata (Mayo, Dahl, Sartori/ wno have mainly 

aoacantratad on eatabliahing a raalistic definition of 'democracy 1 , 

 ho have aat out the typical characteristica of democratic 

politita today. Second, thara la a group of theorists (derelson. 

Almond and Yerba, feckatein; who have focuaad their attention on 

the corditions nacaaaary if a democratic eyatea i» to ba a atable 

ayaten. Like all claaaificationa of thia aort, tuia haa an 

arbitriry element; for instance, ttie writara inoludad in the firat 

oatagoiy ara by no means indifferent to the quaation of stability, 

but it does reflect a real difference ^f approach to democratic 

theory among recant thaoriata and it alao brin^a out aoae important 

aapaetf of the queation of the place of participation in a modern 

theory of democracy*

It: ordar fully to appreciate the context within which 

aanoer« tie thaoriata have been working over the paat twenty yeara 

or ao it ia essential, as a preliminary, to look at the work of 

a writir who preceded them* Indeed, it may be doubted, eren given 

the emi'irieal evidence, whether the revision of the 'claaaical* 

thaory of democracy would have been undertaken ao anthuaiaatically 

by ao iiaay writara if the very queation of the apparent contrast
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between the facts of political life and attitudes and their 

charact irisation in the earlier * classical* theory had not been 

taken uj, and answered, by Joseph Schumpeter. Although only 

Part IV of his book was specifically about democracy. Capitalist. 

Sociali im and Democracy has been extremely influential* 

Publish>d in 1943, it was written before the vast amounts of 

empiric *1 information with which we are now confronted became 

available, nevertheless Schumpeter considered that the facts 

showed ;hat 'classical' theory was in need of revision and he 

provide I just such a revised theory, including, very importantly, 

a new, *ealistic, definition of democracy. This definition, 

Scaampe Jer'a general method of approach and his theoretical 

frame wo. ric have provided More recent theorists with their starting 

point.

i. A forerunnert Schumpeter*a theory of democracy*
/

Thi procedure that Schumpeter followed in formulating his 

theory >f democracy wss to set up a model of what he called the 

'classical doctrine* of democracy, to examine its deficiencies 

and then offer an alternative. He began by asserting that 

democracy is a theory unasaoelated with any particular ideals or 

ends*

"Democracy is s political method, that is to say, a 
certain type of institutional arrangement for 
arriving at political ... decisions and hence in­ 
capable of being an end in itself ... 4nd this must 
be the starting point of any attempt at defining it." 
(p.
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To convince his readers of the validity of this argument 

Sehump< tor proposed that they carry out a "mental experiment". 

Imagine a country which, democratically, persecuted Jews, witches 

aad Chiistiana; we should not approve of these practices just 

because they had been decided upon according to the democratic 

method, therefore, democracy cannot be an end* Insofar as one 

exprestes "uncompromising allegiance" to democracy thia was 

because one expected the method to further other ideals, e.g.

Schumpeter*a model of the "classical doctrine" of democracy 

will bt examined in detail in Chapter Two; at this point it is 

auffieieat to note that his main criticism was that the central 

participatory and decision making role allotted to the ordinary 

man in the theory was empirically unrealistic. This criticism, 

he thought, would be accepted by "most students of polities'1 and 

he alsc thought that they would 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 

moan by this term" (p. 269)   In this theory the focus is on the

1. A* daohrach (19t>7, pp 18-20) points out, sueh systematic 
persecution would conflict with the rules of procedure 
nectssary if the country's political method is to be called 
'democratic 1 . Nor does Schumpeter matte clear exactly why 
wo should expect thia political method to lead to justice 
or »ther ideals.



role of the leader, not that of the ordinary Man* erhaps not 

aurpris.ngly , as Schumpeter was an economist not a political 

theorie;, his democratic theory depends greatly upon an analogy 

with th>i economic sphere. Just as consumers choose between the 

product.i offered by competing entrepreneurs, so the people, the 

electorate, in fact choose between the policies being offered 

by competing political entrepreneurs or leaders; the reward for 

the lat.tr being in this case not profit but power. "Democracy 

means only that the people have the opportunity of accepting or 

refusini; the men who are to rule them" (p. 26*5;   According to 

-chumpe- er what distinguished democracy as a political method 

was the competition among leaders for the rotes of the people and 

he offered the following as a modern, realistic definition of 

democracy!

"that institutional arrangement 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)  

Thus th« institutional arrangements of the democratic political 

method are essentially electoral arrangements and the electoral 

system jflays, in Schumpeter's theory of democracy, a similar role 

to the tarket in economic theory.

Scfcumpeter thought that the democratic method would only 

work at all in certain societies, and for it to be successful 

certain conditions were required. The first condition that he 

mentions is that "bhm human material of polities" - and by this
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he Meant not, as one might think, the people as a whole but "the 

people fho man the party machines are elected to serve in parliament, 

rise to cabinet office", should be of a high quality* Among the 

other conditions is "Democratic ^elf-control" which, basically, 

enables the government to get on with governing: politicians 

should refrain from embarrassing the government unnecessarily and 

the electorate should "respect the division of labour between them­ 

selves ind the politicians they elect" and not try to tell the 

latter that to do. This democratic self-control could only come 

about if wa national character and national habits of a certain 

type" ecisted, and Schumpeter did not think that the operation of 

the dem)cratic method itself could bring this about* Altogether, 

the deoDcratic method would only be a success if "all the interests 

that master" were virtually unanimous "in their allegiance to the 

structural principles of the existing society11 .

Bu: if these are general requirements for the success of the 

democra ;ic method, that method itself - the electoral competition 

of leadurs - requires that a "tolerance for difference of opinion" 

exists p, 295,'   "Our theory**, says -chuapeter, "seems to clarify

2* P* <!90 and pp 29^-6. Schumpeter did not regard universal 
suffrage as a necessary condition of the democratic method. 
Ho thought that property, race and religious qualifications 
wer<( all acceptable (pp 2Mf-5). Here more recent theorists 
do not follow his lead.



the relation that subaiats between democracy aad individual 

freedom" (p. 271)* If anyona is, in principle, to be fraa to 

 ater the competition for office then a considerable degree of 

freedom of discussion and freedom of tba presa muat exist} but 

that "is ali there ia to that relation (p. 272 «T

The only Beans of participation opan to the ordinary man 

ia Schuapatar*a thaory of democracy are voting for leuciera and 

diaeuasLoa* Another aapeot of S chumpeter 'a economic analogy haa 

already bean noted, that of the division of labour between leaders 

and ordinary citizens. Thia division ia rigidly enforced in the 

theory* Schumpeter rules out euch usually acceptable activity as 

"bombarding" the representative with letters because, he argues, 

it la, in effect, an attempt by the voter to control their 

decision makers and this is a negation of the whole concept of 

leadership. Ordinary men do not M normally    control their leaders 

except ay replacing them at election time with alternative leaders 

ao that 'it seems well to reduce our ideas about this control in 

the way indicated by our definition" (p. 272). The focus of the

3* "Ia principle'* - in fact Schumpeter thought that a political 
or ruling class was necessary to provide candidates for 
leadership (p. 291)  The connection between freedom and 
democracy is very important "from the standpoint of the 
intellectual" but it can "be tampered with" (p. 272). There 
art no ideals attached to the democratic method.
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theory ia unequivocally on tha minority of leaders; M tba 

eleetonl mass", aaya <^chumpeter, "10 incapable of action other 

than a stampede" (p. 263). But not only is tne ordinary Ban 

circumscribed in his political activity in Schutpeter's theory 

of democracy. The notion of 'participation 1 itself has no special 

or central role in the democratic method - it is the competition 

among leaders that is the specifically democratic element in tha 

method - all that thaory entails is that enough citizens 

participate (vote) to keep the institutional arrangements, the 

elector il system, working satisfactorily.

Scaumpeter'a theory has influenced both groups of theorists 

to be discussed in this Chapter. It's influence is most obvious 

on the first group, as will be seen when their definitions of 

demoerasy, and the role of participation, are examined, but tha 

'confroitation 1 of the so-called 'classical* theory of democracy 

with th» data collected by political sociologists, a typical 

procedure of the theorists included in the second category, also 

owes a Lot to Schumpeter's characterisation of, and criticisms 

of, tha. "classical doctrine". There are, of course, differences 

too| especially, the overriding concern with stability la absent 

from Schumpeter »s theory and the more recent theorists are more 

sophist:.cated in their analyses than their predecessor, but the 

theorien discussed below are all descended from chumpeter's 

attack on the classical doctrine of democracy and its replacement 

by a more realistic theory.
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Thi writers included in the first group of theorists no* to 

be disc issed - those who have been mainly concerned with the 

elaboration of a modern definition oi' 'democracy* - are all well- 

known, and their * textbooks* on democratic theory are widely used 

and quo :ed« 

ii. Th» characteristics of democracy: Mayo, Dahl ana artori.

In his book Introduction to Democratic Theory (196);, Kayo 

says that he is concerned with democracy only as a political theory 

sad sys .em, and that the key question which muat be asked is "how

are pub -ic policies made in a democratic political system and

4 
what Justification may be given for such a method?". AS well as

following ochumpeter in regarding democracy as essentially a 

method of decision making, Mayo also utilises his analogy with the 

economic system* As in economic theory so in political tneory, 

"we may most usefully start with how the policies are aade* We 

oan then tentatively agree to call a democratic system one which 

has characteristic principles of operation1* (p.

Pp.. 27 and 28* At this stage only the characterisation of 
tho method itself will be examined: the £vioble& of its 
justification will be dealt with in the next chapter*

ThJ.s approach also has the added merit, in *yo'« eyes, of 
being the only one "at all likely to lead to general agreement 
in the profession" (of political science, , (p.
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T< discover what treat principles of operation are we must, 

than, jook at existing democratic ayatems and aee how toe.) work. 

and hot the/ differ from other aystems. Mayo, usin.; the Athenian 

political system as his 'c^aaaical* model with wbich tu compare 

present day practices, concludes that the factor corresponding 

to the 'rule of the people* of ancient timea is "the effeotlve- 

neaa ol the popular control over the rulers or deeiaion-majcera. 

la ahoit, a political ayatem is deaocratio to the extent that 

the decision-makers are under effective popular control". 

"Populir control" is, however, a natter of degree. At one extreme 

there Ja a Peron who "must sometime* take popular sentiment into 

aecount"| at the other, "an elected government anxious to be 

re-elected" (p. 60). The range of this continuum makes clear that 

Mayo stares Schumpeter'a view that the notion of 'control* must 

be cautiously interpreted in a modern theory of democracy* He 

aotea that the fact that * popular control* is sometimes referred 

to aa popular government, self-government or popular sovereignty 

is "haxmleaa" providing that such phrases are not taken literally.

"If we take at the start the more realistic view 
that the public merely elects the rulers or policy 
makers we shall not be disillusioned wtiea we learn 
that a high and impossible theory drawn from the at all 
model doea not and cannot fit the facts of political 
Ufa" (pp 72-3).

The mechanism through which the ordinary man exercises 

control over hia leaders is through periodic elections; "the
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institi tional embodiment of (popular control) universally 

regardtd as indispensible in modern democracies is that of 

ohooaii g policy-makers ... at elections held at . .. regular 

iatervi la" (p. 6l). A large part of An Introduction to Democratic 

Theory is concerned with a detailed examination of exactly what 

 operational principles* are involved in the elector**!

what aie the necessary conditions for its operation* Two of 

these i ecessary conditions are relevant to this study. First, 

political equality. This is "institutionalised as the equality

of all adult citizens in voting" (p. 62}, i.e. political equality

7
refers to universal suffrage. Second, political freedoms are

also mcessary. The secret ballot is one such freedom and others 

that are required, if there is to be "what ftctnumpeter has called 

the competitive bidding for votes", include the freedoms of speech, 

asaernb.y and organisation and the freedom to run for office. 

These ' procedural political freedoms (are) necessary if there is

6. Tie third is that majority voting prevails iu decision making 

bi.t a discussion of this falls outside this the scope of this 

study which deals with the prior problem of who ia to form 

p*rt of the decision making body.

7. Meyo (p. 6jJ) notes that there is "more to citizenship than 

veting, and hence other ways in wnich political equality or 

it equality can prevail" but he does not discuss these (or 

indicate what they might be . Chap. 6, on political equality 

it concerned solely with the franchise*)
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te be any meaningful choice at the polls, if voters are to 

control the decision-makers at election times" (pp o^-» . Kayo 

adds tfcat these freedoms are not valued merely as means but also 

in their own right. However, a clear line cannot be drawn 

between these and other liberties but it is these procedural 

liberties that are "part of the very definition, or at least of 

the necessary political conditions, of democracy; whereas some 

of the other substantive liberties may or may not be found in a 

democracy'* (pp 144-6 .

In Kayo's theory of democracy, as in Schumpeter's, the control 

of leaders is seen entirely in terms of the voterfe decision at 

election timej will the incumbents be returned to office? In 

the theory of the writer to be considered next there is a wide 

area of agreement on this and other points.

Robert Dahl is probably the most influential of all the 

recent theorists of democracy considered here. In his A Preface 

to r--mo:ractic Theory (1956), and other writings, he has formulated 

a theorr of democracy as polyarchy (or pluralism, - the rule of
o

multiple minorities. "Democratic theory", state* Dahl, "is

6*. Ot.ier works by Dahl referred to in this section are . olitics.
Ic  >Dottles and welfare (19^3)t Hierarchy, Democracy and 
9a -gaining in -olitica and conoinica (195ba ;, v>ho iuverna? 
(Pol), and Equality and Power in American oc^ety (196la). 
Fliralist Democracy in the United rUatea (1967) is also 
relevant.
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ceaeeraed with the processes by which ordinary eitiaeaa exert 

a relatively high degree of control over leaders'* (195&* P« 3)* 

The OBscatial ••ana through which control can be exercised is the 

electoral process and Dahl presents a set of defining character­ 

istic i of »democracy», that is a set of •institutional arrangements* 

comprising the free electoral system (p. 64). Any other control 

techniques are dependent upon the basic ayat9m of periodic 

elections (p. 125).

Dahl emphasises that more should not be put into the notion

 f 'control* than is realistically warranted* Re points out that 

ccatenpcrary studies of polities illustrate that the democratic 

relationship is only one of a number of social control techniques 

that la fact co-exiat in modern, democratic polities, and argues 

that this diversity must be taken into account in a modern theory

 f democracy (1956a, p. 83). The facts of political life today 

mcaa that 'control* depends more on the relationship between 

leaders than on the activities of non-leaders* It i« no use 

putting forward a theory of democracy that requires maximum 

participation from ordinary people for 'control' to exist when 

we know, from empirical investigations, that most tend to be 

disinterested and apathetic about politics and Dahl suggests that 

ia any social organisation only a small proportion of individuals 

will take up decision making opportunities (1956a, p* 6?)« It 

is, therefore, on the other side of the electoral process, on
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the competition among minorities (leaders), that »control 1 depends 

The fi.ct that an individual has the opportunity to switch his 

support from one (competing) leader to another ensures that 

leaders are "relatively responsive" to non-leaders* The value of 

the democratic (poxyarchical) political system lies in the fact 

that It makes possible an extension of the size and diversity of 

the minorities that can make their influence felt on decision 

making;; indeed, the distinction between democracy and dictator­ 

ship ieats this competition, the distinction "between government 

by a minority and government by minorities" (1956, p. 133 »ee

also 1953* P* 283X It is because he can put leaders out of office

9 that the ordinary man can be said to govern.

a he theory of democracy as polyarchy might also give us a 

"satisfactory theory about political equality" (1956, p. 6*4). 

Once tore, we must not ignore political realities; political 

equality must not be defined as equality of political control 

because, as Dahl points out, the lower socio-economic status 

groups - the majority - are "triply barred" from such equality 

by "their relatively greater inactivity, by their relatively

9» Cahl also notes that leaders are "limited" by their own
values as "indoctrinated members of society" (1956, p.132), 
and in Who Governs he states that the ordinary man "can be 
said to * govern* as much through the sharing of common values 
and goals with membets of the political strata as by other 
means" (p. 92.)
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Halted access to resources" and, (in the United States/ 1 "by 

Madia on '« nicely contrived eye ten of constitutional ehecka" 

(1956, p. 81). However, to aay that the majority do not have 

equal control over decision Baking with the competing minorities 

ia not to aay that they have no influence at all* The inequality 

ia re.iourcea ia what Da hi calls a system of "dispersed 1 * or "non- 

eumulutlve" inequalities, and this means that any group has the 

opportunity to get its way at leaat occasionally* (1961, pp 8J? 

and ?J> and 196la p. 82). Nor does the existence of these dispersed 

inequalities in political resources mean that we cannot properly 

apeak of political equality; realistically defined it refers to 

the existence of universal suffrage. Dahl, unlike Kayo (aad 

Sartoi'i, whose theory of democracy will be considered next; 

emphasises that the inter-election period ia alao of importance; 

it helps underpin the political equality and the control over 

leaders gained through the election itself. If a leader i* to 

be elected (or re-elected) then he has to know the preferences of 

the electorate, and for this an equality of opportunity of acceaa 

to influence over leaders must exist in the period between 

elections} different groups in the electorate, or their 

leaders, can make their ?0ic" heard. The inactivity of the 

majority is irrelevant so long as this equality of opportunity 

exists ("using 'opportunity* in a realistic rather than a legalistic 

 eaae" (1953» P« 313)) for all to act if they wish to, for then



"tber« is * high probability that those mho do act will roughly 

ropre«ient thoae who do not''" (p. 313)* Officials vill not only 

lister to the various group* but "expect to suffer ia some way 

if taty do aot placate tho group, its leadera or ita aoat 

veciftrous Bombers" (1956, p. 1^5).

The third example of thia firat approach to democratic 

taeerj can bo found in the work of Qiovanai Sartori, an Italian 

thooriat v and tho ghoat of Moaea, aa w«ll aa that of 5cnuap«t«r, 

haunts th« pagoa of Doaocratic Thoory (1962)* 1'hia book ia v in 

aovaral roapoota, ono of th« *or* oktroao of tho roeont r«Ti»ion« 

of tho  olaasical* thoory of doaoeracy. It'a argua«ata aro 

forcefully phraaod, thoy aro coloured by tho foar that a more 

activo participation by tho pooplo would l«»d atraight to "autocracy", 

aad Sartori ia groatly concoruad with tho stability of democratic 

political ayatoaa. Ho also oaphaaiaos tho difficulties of 

daaocracy aad tak.es a generally aore pessimistic view than tho 

two writora previously discussed. For instance, like Gchuapetor, 

Sartori aoea a eloae resemblance between (deaocratic/ politics 

and oooaottica * "democracy is to politica what a a*r*.et eystea

10  "If tho opportunities for political action are kept open to 
a representative section of the adult population specific

' policies will rarely violate highly ranked, stable, aad 
relatively broad preferences of th« greater number for a 
longer period than about the interval between elections" 
(V953, P.
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to economic*" (p. 67) - but he notes that, in contrast to 

econoiiics, "competition among political parties,     easily 

eecapoa the control of the political consumer* oliticai goods 

are not tangible and cannot easily be evaluated".

£artori also emphasises that, in today's jjolyarchical 

democracies, it is elites ("elite means 'worthy of choice"1 (p. 112)) 

that rule. "The democratic theory of elites is in the light of 

present day factual knowledge the core of democratic theory 

itself* (p. 128) « This view is related to Sartori's arguments 

about the proper relationship between the democratic ideal 

<"deontology") and democratic practice, or, at least to what we 

 am realistically expect to achieve. According to artori, a 

completely unbridgeable gap has appeared between the popular 

ideals of democracy, based on the 'classical* theory, and present 

day realities; "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" Cp* $**)• Great care 

must be taken if the role of the democratic ideal is to be properly 

understood * even when it has been revised and reinterpreted. Once 

a democratic system has been established, as in the Atat, then 

the democratic ideal must be minimised (p. 6j>)» This is because 

the deuoeratio ideal is a levelling one and the major problem in 

a demooracy is that of "retaining verticality", maintaining the 

structure of authority and leadership. The wrong Kind of imagery
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ia tht ideal ean lead to catastrophic results for the system,

"our findings prove that tha:Imagery of a self-governing 
demos is either a deceptive myth or a demagogic device, 
and that in both cases it can only foster the bankruptcy 
of the system" (p. 128).

Democracies today do not have to be on their guard, as they once 

did, against aristocracy but against mediocrity and the danger 

that :hey may destroy their own leaders and replace them with 

undemocratic counter-elites (p. 119 and 96).

Although in essentials Sartori agrees with Dahl*s character­ 

isation of modern democratic systems as polyarehies, he adds 

that there is a difference in their approach; "in my opinion 

what characterises democracy is not so much that it is as egalit­ 

arian polyarchy - as Dahl says - as that it is as electoral 

polyarehy". This does not mean that equality is not involved, 

although "the element of egalitarianism that goes into the 

construction of the power pyramid tends, if anything, to obstruct 

its vertical dimension", but it has to be realised that "the 

amount of equality that actually goes into the vertical 

construction can be inferred from the conditions that make 

elections democratic" (p. 125 Sartoil's emphasis)* That is, 

Sartori agrees with &®yo *nd Dahl that universal suffrage (political 

equality) and the existence of political freedoms are the crucial 

factors in democratic elections. Sartori*s definition of 

democracy has, therefore, a familiar ring; democracy is "a
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method or procedure by which, through a competitive struggle 

for sanctioned authority, some people are choata to lead the 

political coamunity", or again, "democracy consists in the 

procedure i) that continuoualy creates open, coupetitive 

minorities, ii) whose behaviour is guided by the *rule of antici­ 

pated reactions'" (pp 12*»-5).

tartori also disagrees with Dahl on another point* "Between 

elections", he says, "the people  s power remains quiescent" 

(p» 710   This is an aspect of his more general argument about 

the proper role of the ordinary man in a democratic political 

systea , where "the average voter does not act, he reacts" (p. 77)« 

The mcst interesting and important point of Sartori'a theory of 

democracy is that he actually poses the question, one notably 

aeglee ted by most modern theorists of democracy, "How do «e 

aecouct for the political apathy of the average citizen?" His 

answer is that we do not have to account for it* Arguments that 

non~participation might be due to poverty, illiteracy* or insuffic­ 

ient information have been shown by events to De false, as has 

the suggestion that it might be due to the ordinary man's lack 

of practice in democracy, "we have learned that one do*j not 

learn how to vote by voting". Sartori argues that to try and 

fiad aa answer to the question is a mistaken endeavour* The 

averagt citizen only really understands, or taxes an active 

interest ill, matters of which he has had personal experience or
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ideaa that he ia capable of formulating for hiuuself, and none 

of thj.a ia the caae where politics is concerned* i't hare to 

accept these facta as they are. To try to cnange them «wUld 

endanger the stability of the democratic ays tea. but, further* 

Sartori arguea that there are only two ways in which we could 

try to change things; either we could coerce the apathetic or 

we could penalise the active minority, and neither of these 

methoc a ia acceptable. Therefore, Sartori concludes that the 

political apathy of Boat ordiuary people "is nobody's fault in 

particular, and it is tine we stopped seeking scapegoats" (pp 67-90)

ill The theories of stable democracy of Berelaon, Alaoad and
Verba and Eckstein.

It ia elear that there is a wide consensus of opinion among 

recent writers on democratic theory on the main characteristics 

of a democratic political system, and on the minimal role that 

the participation of the ordinary man has to play in that system. 

It is with democratic systems in this sense with which the 

theorists representative of the second category of recent writers

on democracy are concerned. Ariters such as Berelson, Almond 

and Vtrba and Ecfcatein take the validity of the arguments presented 

above for granted and concentrate on another aspect of the theory 

of democracy* It has been stated that "one of the 'great* - if 

not the moat crucial problem - confronting contemporary political 

  lance is the coaatructlon of a theory of stable and effective
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de»oc -acy" (Nordlin^er, 1967, p. 210) and it is to this task 

that -;hese theorists have addressed themselves*

'.The three examples of theories of stable democracy to be 

considered, like those theories of democracy already discussed, 

are a~l veil known and influential works. They are also in 

important respects complementary to each other (the work of 

B«relfion and Eckatein being quoted approvingly by Almond and 

Versa! since all three theories develop aspects of a certain 

conception of the social context necessary if leaders are to 

compete and elections take place without risk of instability* 

These theories of stable democracy are theories about the 

relationship between the attitudes and behaviour of ordinary 

eitisens and the structure and operation of the political system 

as a whole, that is, they are all concerned with the relationship 

between the macro and micro levels of politics* The theeries of 

Bere Ison and Almond and Verba are also of particular interest 

for this study because they make a direct comparison between 

the attitudes and mode of participation of the citicen in the 

so-called 'classical' theory of democracy and the empirical data 

that they themselves have collected*

Before discussing these theories in some detail it will be 

useful to note an argument that Dahl puts forward about stability 

mad participation i as stated earlier the theorists in the first 

category are not indifferent to the question of stability. Dahl
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arguef that both a consensus on norms and political activity are 

aeeesiary for polyarchy, but the relationship between participation 

aad polyarchy is extremely complex. It is the lower socio-economic 

groupt who are the least politically active but it is also among 

this group that authoritarian personalities are most frequently 

fouad. Because of this latter factor, to the extent that a rise 

in the present low level of political activity brought this 

group into the political arena the consensus on democratic norms 

might decline, and hence polyarchy decline. Thus, aa increase 

la political activity could prove a danger to the stability of 

the system (Dahl, 1956, p. 89).

But if Dahl suggests that the apathy of many citizens is 

of positive benefit for the stability of the system, it is 

Berelson's argument in Chapter 14 of Voting; (1954;, called 

 Democratic Theory aad Democratic Practice*, that is probably the 

best known argument on these lines. Berelson sets out to 

examine the implications for 'classical* democratic theory of the 

empirical evidence to be found in the previous chapters of the 

book. He presents a model of the 'classical theory 1 , or, more 

accurately, a model of the qualities and attitudes that this 

theory la asserted to require of individual citiftens, and this

11. Sue also Berelson (1952;*



procedure reveals that "certain requirements comaonly aaoumed for 

the successful operation of democracy are not net by the behaviour 

of the ^average citizen 11* . For example, according to the

 classical 9 theory, "the democratic citizen is expected to be 

interested and to participate in political affair^" but in Elmira 

"the majority of the people vote but in general they do not give

 ridence of sustained interest" (195^ p. 307). Nevertheless., 

despite this, and all the other deficiencies in democratic 

practice when measured against the theory, western democracies 

have survived. So we are faced with a paradox,

"individual voters today seem unable to satisfy the 
requirements for a democratic system of government 
outlined by political theorists. But the system of 
democracy does meet certain requirements for a 
going political organisation. The individual members 
may not meet all the standards, but the whole never­ 
theless survives and grows" (p. 312 Berelson's emphasis).

The statement of this paradox enables us to aee, according to 

Berelson, the mistake made by the  classical* writers, and to 

see why their theory does not give us an accurate picture of the 

working of existing democratic political systems. He argues that

12. Berelson, in common with almost all other writers who talk of 
the 'classical 1 theory of democracy, does aot give the names 
of the writers from whom his model is drawn* In his earlier 
article he remark* of the composite set of attitudes presented, 
ttiat "while not all of then may be required in any single 
political theory of democracy, all of them are mentioned in 
ore or another theory*1 (1952, p. 31*O . But he does not say 
which theories. Unlike other recent writers Dahl has cast 
doubt on the existence of one  classical* tneory. In fact be 
seeas to have changed his mind on this since his earlier 
writings) then he wrote that "classical theory is demonatrably 
invalid in some respects" (1956*, p. 86;, but in paper written 
ia 1966 he mays that there never was a classical theory of 
democracy, cf. "there is no democratic theory - there are only 
democratic theories" (1956, p.



 clasiieal' theory concentrated on the individual citizen, 

virtually ignoring the political aystem 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, us required".

Herelson also argues that the earlier democratic theorists 

mmsumod that a politically homogenous citizenry was required, 

homogeneous that is in attitudes and behaviour* In fact what is 

necessary, and, happily, what is found, is heterogeneity, or a 

balanced distribution of heterogeneous qualities au.ong the 

electorate* This heterogeneity and balance is required because 

we expect our political system to perform "contradictory f unctions"   

Despite this, the system does work, and this is just because the 

balanced way that qualities are distributed among voters enables 

these contradictory expectations to be resolved and the stability 

of the system maintained. For example, the American democratic 

system is both stable and flexible because poiitical traditions in 

families and ethnic groups, and the long lasting nature of political

PP 312-15. Berelson lists the conditiona necessary "if 
political democracy is to survive" as follows; intensity of 
conflict must be limited, rate of change restrained, social 
and economic stability maintained, and a pluralist social 
organisation and basic consensus must exist. Ihe specific 
connection between theae conditions and democracy is not made 
clear} the first three would seen to be required, almost 
tuutologically, for any political system to continue* Berelson 
adds that he is going to continue by exploring "the values" 
oiT the democratic political system. In fact what he does 
(in keeping with his own section heading; id to loo* at "the 
requirements for the system"  



loyalties, contribute to stability, whereat*
v

"the voters least admirable when measured against 
individual requirement* contrioute mo*t wu«n measured 
against the aggregate requirenent for flexibility     
They may be the leaat partisan and least interested 
voters, but they perform a valuable function for the 
 ntire system'* (. jUb;. 1^system'* (p

Hereleon'a conclusion is that although his theury of stable 

democracy is realistic, it accurately describe* toe wonting of 

existing democratic systems in the west, it i«* not irreconcilable 

with the "ethical and normative'1 content of the  classical' 

theory. All that is required is that the latter is revised in a 

realintic direction; "the classical political pn&losopnera were 

right in tho direction of their assessment of the virtues of the 

eltifton. But they demanded those virtues in too extreme or 

doctrinal a form"* The empirical evidence on eititen*s attitudes 

B sow a that the balanced distribution that exists "can perform 

the functions and incorporate the same values ascribed by some 

theorists to each individual in the system as well as to the 

donetitutive political institutions !'» (pp $2.2-$}.

Tae argument that a certain balance of individual attitudes 

is required for a stable system of democracy al«o forms the basis

  It is difficult to see why Berelson calls the items he cites 
'contradictory". Certainly they might be empirically difficult 
to obtain at the sane time, but it is* possible to have, and 
not illogical to ask for, both stability and flexibility, 
or to have votera who express free, self-determined choices 
while at the same time matting use of the b«ot j>nfuro»ation 
end guidance from leaders (See pp JJ14-1^ ;.



of Almond and Verba's theory. This ia aet within tha framework 

of tha coacapt of  political culture* and it alao contains a 

 era detailed account of what tha required attitudaa ara and, 

tora importantly, how thaaa ara developed and maintained*

Like barelson. Almond and Verb* davota tne final chapter 

oif thtir book Tha Civic Culture (196^) to a conaidaration of tha 

impllsationa for deaocratic thaory of tha empirical data (gathered 

from five countries) raportad in tha main body of tha booK* They 

compare what thay call tha "rationality-activist" BOdel of tha 

democratic citinen which, "according to the norms of democratic 

ideology would ba found in a successful democracy'* with the 

pattern of attitudaa and activity actually found in dreat Britain 

and tha U.S.A. That ia to say, they are comparing tha political 

culture in the  classical* thaory of democracy with existing 

democratic political culture, and "political culture". Almond and 

Varba say, refers to an individual's "attitudes toward tha political 

aysten and its various parts, and attitudes toward tha rola of tha 

self in tha system" (p. 12).

The basic question that Almond and Varba pose is "how far 

(political culture; goes toward creating and maintaining stable

1*>. Although tha rational!ty-activist model ia obviously meant 
to ba a varaion of the * classical* thaory of democracy, tha 
only specific reference that tha authors give to indicate 
tha source of the model is to an American civics textbook, 
see p. 336".



and effective democracy. Is there a democratic political culture - 

a pattern of political attitudes that fosters democratic stability , 

that :Ln some way 'fits 1 the democratic ^oiiticax system?" (pp 3^7-^ 

Nov "ifita* ia a vague term; the authors also ual* of a culture 

"appropriate" to a democratic system (p. 360), but this ia not 

much clearer, what they mean to do is to see whether, given a 

certain nodel of democracy, certain patterns of attitudes in fact 

exiat» that are logically necessary fur the system to regain 

stable^ (c.f. pp 32-^)  Vvhat Almond and Verb* do not u^pear to 

realise is that their procedure belies their intentions because 

it is a circular one. Their example (model; of a stable democratic 

political system is that existing in iiritqin or the U.O.A. - so 

that the author*a affirmative answer to the question they have 

posed comes as no surprise. The empirical data show that the 

pattern of existing attitudes does match up to the "civic culture", 

the political culture that "fits" a democratic ayalen, . out this 

is necessarily so. Existing democratic systems have been defined 

as stable and successful, so that the existing culture auat 

(logically) be the 'appropriate* one. Despite this however Alaand 

and Verba's theory is worth devoting some attention to* Their 

empirical information, as will be snown later, i& of central 

importance in a discussion of participation and democratic theory, 

and th-»ir arguments in the chapter of The yivic Culture with which 

I am now concerned are extremely helpful in clarifying exactly
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what is involved la recent theories of democracy.

The moat significant respect in which the rationality- 

activist political culture differs from th« civic (democratic/ 

culture is that the model of the former stresses "the role of 

the participant and aaya little about the subject or parochial" 

(p« >36;* This terminology refers to the typology oi political 

cultures drawn up by the authors at the beginning of the book* 

There are three types of culture: the parochial, where individuals 

are virtually completely unaware that a central government (political 

system/ exists of that they are members of it{ second, the subject 

culture, where the individual is aware of, and evaluates the 

'output' side of the governments activities, but doe* not see 

himself as a part of that system; third, the participant culture 

where individuals are aware of all sides uf ttie activities of

i

government and of their own, participant, role in the system 

(pp 16-16). The rationality-activist culture is thus an example 

of the third type. The civic culture, on the other aand, is what 

Almond and Verba call a mixed culture;

"individuals become participants in the political 
process, but they do not give up their orientations 
as subjects or as parochials ... In a sense, the 
subject and parochial orientations 'manage* or Keep 
in place the participant political orientations     
(this) leads to a balanced political culturV (p* 30).

In Almond and Verba's view, the 'classical' theory .La deficient, 

therefore, because it takes account of only one of i;hese dimensions. 

The rationality-activist model requires "that eitizons be involved
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and active in politics, informed about politics, and influential. 

Furthermore, when they make deciaiona ... they must make them on 

tae baaia of careful evaluation of evidence and careful weighing 

of alternatives'1 . But, as the authors point out, the average 

oitisen in the atable democracies presents a very different 

picture - inactive, uninformed and deciding by factors far removed 

from "rational calculation" (p. 33b) . Almond and Verba's resolution 

of the paradox of successful democracies and 'unsuccessful' 

citizens is similar to that of Berelson (and to the arguments of 

Sartori about 'minimising 1 the democratic ideal . Rejecting the 

possible conclusion that "insofar as people do not live up to the 

ideal of the active citieen, democracy is a failure", A IB o ad 

aad Verba suggest that the problem should be viewed in a different 

light by the modern political theorist or sociologist*

"If one holds to the view that theories of politics 
should be drawn from the realities of political life - 
a somewhat easier and probably more useful task - then 
this explanation of the gap between the rationality- 
activist model and democratic realities is less accept­ 
able. From the latter point of view, one w^uld probably 
argue that the gap exists because the standards have 
been set unreasonably high" (p.

There is the further implication in Almond and '/erbi's theory that 

the 'classical* theory, as well as setting "unreasonably high'4 

standards, involves a misleading idea of the character of a demo­ 

cratic political system. Like Berelson (and like ottatein, below) 

Almond aad Verba see the democratic polity as a 'mixture of



contradictions' (hence the nixed nature of the eiv~.c culture 

itself). According to Almond and Verba, the major contradiction 

is that between "governmental power and governmental responsiveness" 

(PP 3^0-1) which, in turn, means that the citizen 'is called upon 

to pursue contradictor/ goals'1 (p. 3^2). If elites are to be 

responsive to citizens then the individual must act "according to 

the rationality-activist model of citizenship", yet if elites are 

to make decisions this model is inappropriate. Therefore, the 

individual has to be "active, yet passive; involved, yet not 

too involved; influential, yet deferential" (p. 3* *O   This balance 

is achieved in the civic culture inaeveral ways. /  far larger 

proportion of citizens actually feel themselves cuapetent to 

influence the government than try to do so and this ensures that 

elites can act unimpeded, yet elites are restrained in their 

actions by the potentiality that exists for citizen action, and 

by their belief that citizens ought to be influential - even if 

this influence is a myth (pp j>^5-6 and p. 352;. As well as this 

distribution of attitudes among citizens, Almond and /erba also 

stress (as against Berelson) that there is a 'balance 1 within 

each citik.?n. The inconsistencies between the myth of influence 

and actual activity could cause  'strain 11 within the citizen* This 

does not happen because politics ie of such low salience to the 

average citizen; yet he is occasionally active and then the 

inconsistency disappears and such "cycles of citize.i involvement,



 llte response, and citizen withdrawal may tend to reinforce the

16 
balance of opposites needed for democracy".

Almond and Verba conclude that

"the moat striking characteristic of the civic culture... 
is its mixed quality ... The orientation ol the 
parochial ... the passive political orientation of the 
subject, the activity of the citizen, all i erge within 
the civic culture. The result is a set of political 
orientations that are managed or balanced. There is 
political activity, but not so much as to c estroy 
governmental authority; there is involvement and 
committment, but they are moderated ... Th« mixture of 
attitudes found in the civic culture ..  'Jits* the 
democratic political system. It is, in a rumber of ways, 
particularly appropriate for the mixed political system 
that is democracy". ?

The Civic Culture contains more than just an extension of 

arguments about the mixed or balanced nature of the democratic

16   pp 3^8-350. The authors also argue that there is a balance 
between effective and instrumental attitudes a ad between 
consensus and cleavage; the latter is 'managed* by the civic 
culture by e.g. the cleavage produced by primary group 
affiliations being 'balanced* by the "consensual norm" that 
such groups should not be politicised. (pp 3*4-5 and pp

17* (P. 360) Nordlinger (1967) offers a theory of stable democracy 
that he regards as "functionally equivalent" to Almond and 
Verba's. In this theory there is only one necessary and 
sufficient condition for stability, that a mixture of 
"acquiescent and directive attitudes toward political authority" 
exist - with the emphasis being heavily on the aquiescent 
attitudes. A small, but curious, aspect of TV.rdlin^er*s theory 
is that he quotes Schumpeter's definition of democracy, and 
adds, "by giving great emphasis to the need fcr leadership 
in his analysis, Giovanni Sartori arrives at an almost identical 
definition, which lends the choice of the above definition 
something less of an arbitrary flavour" (p. 211). "Arbitrary" 
seems an odd word to choose in view of the widespread agreement 
"among the profession" on precisely this deficitionl
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political system and its culture; the book also Icoks at the 

political socialisation process, i.e. the way in which the culture 

is developed and maintained. Although he does not use the 

terminology of 'political culture', one of the theorists discussed 

above, Dahl, devotes some attention to the "social prerequisites" 

of polyarehy. It will be helpful briefly to look at what he says 

before discussing Almond and Verba 1 . theory of political social­ 

isation as there are some interesting similarities between the 

two, and this reinforces the argument that the theories of 

democracy of the two groups of writers discussed in this chapter are 

complementary, indeed, that, as will be shown later, they form 

two aspects of one coherent theory of democracy*

As noted already, a basic prerequisite for polfarchy in 

Dahl's theory is a consensus on the norms of democncy, and 

there is, he argues, an interdependence between this consensus and 

"social training". This takes place through the fatally, schools, 

churches, newspapers,etc. and Dahl distinguishes th.ree types of 

social training: reinforcing, neutral and negative, He argues 

that "it is reasonable to suppose that these three icinds of 

training operate on members of most, if not all, poi.yarchical 

organisations and perhaps on members of many hierarchical organ­ 

isations as well" (1936, pp 76-7)* Dahl does not s* y what the

18. The necessary and sufficient institutional cunc-itions for 
polyarchy can be formulated as norms (1956, pp 75-6).



training consists of, nor doss hs offar any suggestions as to 

which kind of training is likely to be produced by which type of 

control ays ten, but he does remark that its efficacy will depend 

on the existing "deepest predispositions of trie individual" (p. 62;. 

Dahl has also argued that no single  democratic character* is 

required for polyarchy, as earlier theorists had suggested ; this 

is unrealistic in the face of the "blatant fact" that individuals 

are members of diverse kinds of social control systems. Ahat is 

required is personalities that can adapt to the different roles 

they have to play in these systems, but Dahl gives no indication 

how training to produce this kind of personality skis the consensus 

°* democratic norms (195oa, p. o^j.

Almond and /erba offer a more detailed account of horn this 

training or socialisation might take place. ±hey see tne individual's 

experiences in a variety of non-political groupings as the crucial 

factor in the socialisation process and the for*«itiou and 

maintenance of the civic culture* "The civic culture it* transmitted 

by a complex process that includes training in many social 

institutions - family, peer group, school, wore plase, as well as 

in the political system itself" (p. 366-7 )  i'oe important question 

is whether the individual's experiences in tnese ar<»a«i develop 

attitudes that 'fit' the democratic political structural is there 

"a close relationship between the roles that a ^ers20 plays in non- 

political situations and his role in politics?" (p. £71; . And the



aathore think that tha "authority pattarns within noapolitical

••c:ial groups may ba tha crucial variable to coaaidarH (p* 27D«

Almond and Varba have remarked that "by examining tha 

ralationship between political cultural tandanciaa and political
b*

atiuatural patterns, wa can avoid tha assumption of eoagruanca 

batvaan political cultura and political structure. Tha ralationship 

(them) ••• becomes ona of tha moat significant raaaarchabla aspects

•f tha problem of political stability" (pp 32-33). (Although, 

aa alraady shown above, thia ralatioaahip of congruence exists by 

deiinition in thair theory)* However, this formulation of tha 

prtblem aa that of tha relationship between political culture and 

etrueture io misleading in that it ia too siaplified aa account 

of that they ara actually looking at* Thia ia tha development of, 

aa vail as tha type of, political culture* Tha hypothesis ia
. • *\

that the individual attitudes that ia»ke up tha culture are 

deviloped through tha individual's experiences ia all kinda of 

aatiority atructuree ia tha (democratic) polity, i»e* attitudaa 

and atruotures at thia level ara congruent* So that implicit ia 

Aim md aad Verbs*a argument ia the hypotheaia that it ia non- 

pel .tlcal structures togathar with tha attitudaa that they foster
19 aad develop that must *fit* tha democratic polity* Almond and

19* Thua, again, it ia not surprising that in e.g. Mexico the
authors found that tha culture did not 'fit* stable democracy, 
becauae the ( social infrastructure 1 on which the national 
political atructura has been superimposed is not one which 
one would expect to give rise to that nice balance of 
attitudea which oonatitute the civic culture*



Vexba reach the only possible conclusion, given the circular fora 

thft their reasoning takes, that political socialisation in the 

U.S.A. and Britain "provides an excellent way to incaleate the 

suktletiea that comprise the civic culture" (p. 36?; • A eiticen 

is developed with the right mix of attitudes to allow him to 

play a stabilising role in the contradictory system of democracy. 

For example, through his everyday interaction in the authority 

structures of family and school, and through the "manifest 

teaching of the norms of political participation" the child 

coita to learn to expect "opportunities to participate in decisions"; 

but a balance is produced because

"at the same time, his exposure to the necessarily 
hierarchical patterns of authority in family and aehool 
will temper his expectation of mastery over his political 
environment. Similarly, what he learns in civies text­ 
books about the need for political activity ••• will be 
tempered by what he observes of the actual political 
behaviour and attitudes of adults" (p. 36?)•

The third theory of stable democracy is Ee*cstein*s A Theory 

of Stable Democracy (1966)* Whereas Almond and Verba concentrate

•a the pattern of attitudes necessary for stability, i^okatein is 

eon seraed with the structure of authority in non-political areas 

that foster those attitudes.

Eekstein defines a democratic political system as one where 

elections decide "the outcome of competition for *>over and 

policies} for what else can one mean by democracy?" (p. 229). 

He ilsp discusses what is involved in a stable system* 'Stability 1
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is aot tat same thing as "longevity", that could coae about by 

accident* Rather it implies a capacity for "adapting to changing 

conditions, for realising political aspirations sad holding fast 

allegiances11 , and it also implies that decision aa*iag Is 

effective "in the basic sense of action itself, any sort of action, 

in persuit of shared political goals or in adjustment to changing 

conditions" (p. 228;.20

Hew then, is stability in this sense attained? Lofcstein 

points out that one aspect of social relations "neat obviously 

aad immediately" relevant to political behaviour has been neglected; 

that is

"authority patterns in non-governmental social relation­ 
ships, in families, schools, economic organisations, 
aad the like ...it stands to reason that if any aspect 
of social life can directly affect government it is 
the experiences with authority that men have in other 
spheres of life, especially those that mold their 
personalities and those to which they normally devote 
most of their lives" (p. 225)•

"Authority" denotes "relationships of superordination and sub­ 

ordination among individuals in social formations ••• (and) 

mut lority in some form is a characteristic of practically any 

persistent social aggregate*1 (p. 233) •

20. Eekstein does not elaborate on the connection between this 
last condition and a specifically democratic system. Nor 
docs he explicitly consider the relationship between his 
theory and 'classical* theory. He does however remark that 
"for our own world" we need a "more pessimistic" approach to 
democracy, and not one (presumably that of earlier theorists) 
based on the assumption that men are natural democrats ; we 
need an approach that focuses on the "calamitously improbable 
combinations of circumstances which actually »**• democracy 
work1* (p. 286).



Tie first proposition of Eoks tola's theory, one that relates 

to aa/ fora 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. 23*O • 

EC* stein considers that • congruent* can have two senses, which I 

small refer to as the strong and the weak. The strong sense is 

that of "identical", synonymous in Eckstein's terms with a very

•lose resemblance (p. 23*t ; . This strong sense of congruence of 

authority patterns is, however, impossible in a democracy. "Some 

social relations simply can/iot be conducted in a democratic 

manier, or can be so conducted only with the gravest dysfunctional 

eon icqueaees" • Families or schools, for example saa imitate or 

sisilate democracy (or can be permissive, that is "authoritarian 

ia i lax and lenient manner") but only to a limited extoat if

**th ly are not to produce warped and ineffectual human beings". 

£ck iteiA concludes that neither in childhood or adulthood are 

de& >oratic authority patterns possible} . .

H the socialisation function, must therefore always be 
to some extent out of tune with democratic patterns, 
aad potentially at odds with them. The same point 
applies, almost as obviously, to certain relations 
among adults. We have every reason to think that 
economic organisations cannot be organised in a truly 
dsmocratic manner, at any rate not without consequences 
that no one wants" (p.

The weak sense of 'congruent 1 is not completely clear but

Ecki tein argues that some "segments" of society are "closer" to



govirnaent than others, either because they involve adulta or 

bee tuse they are political. There will be congruence in the weak 

aea *• if "a high degree of resemblance exists in patteraa adjacent 

te j overnaent and one finds throughout the more distant segmenta 

a sujrked departure froa functionally appropriate patteraa for 

the sake of iaitating the governaental pattern or extensive 

iaiiation of the goveraaental pattern in ritual practices", or 

if i uthority patterns "constitute a graduated pattern ia a proper 

segmentation of society*' - by which I take it that ickateia aeans 

that the "closer" a sphere is to government the aore xt should 

rest able it in authority structure (pp 25)-2±d>*

It is this weak sense of congruence that is applicable to 

a deiooratio system, but Eckstein has already emphasised that even 

spheres close to goveraaent cannot ba democratxaedt On the face 

of it this would seea to pose a difficulty for the theory«

•specially as it also has a psychological element* &c&stein 

argute that "incongruity", like *aaoaie* and 'strain', to which 

^t i» closely related, denotes a psychological atate aa well as 

a aouial condition* •Strain 1 is the aost relevant concept for the 

theory} this refer* to "the coexistence of different, perhaps
•

•Ten contradictory, noraa of conduct in regard to a particular 

set c>f actions or an individual's actions in general", aad 

iacorgruity ia authority patterns ia "an obvious a urc« of strain" 

(pp i5^-256;. Strain can be ainlaised if roles are segregated,



but the ubiquity of authority relations maxes tnie ia.*>o*sible 

(p. 257 • and also, in a democracy, by providing opportunities 

(•a] •cially for the political elites; to learn the appropriate 

pati eraa of action, but the difficulties here have already been 

aotid. However, the difficulty can be overcome and strain 

"maj aged" because there is a further possibility ana that is 

to < asure that the authority pattern of government itself is the 

appj opriate one; it must *fit v the (only possible; pattern of 

non- governmental authority relations. As Kcicsteia oays, it follows 

fret his aa a lysis that

"governmental democracy vill tend to be stable oaly if 
it is to a significant extent impure - if, in short, 
the governmental authority pattern contains a balance 
of disparate elements, of which democracy is an 
important part (but only a parv* (pp

Tmm Ecttstein arrives at the somewhat paradoxical conclusion that 

if i deaooratlo system is to be stable then it cannot be really ~ 

•ret least purely - a democratic one*

There are other reasons too, apart from tne congruency theory, 

way "a healthy element of authoritarianism" is neoessary for 

stability. Firmt, it is necessary if government is to govern 

mm well as represent (if it is to take that action that is implied

21* Since most people will be socialised into non-democratic 
authority structures (especially as most are politically 
Inactive and so will not interact in those segments closest 
to government in the sense of being political; , noitstein's 
theory supports the argument that greater participation 
by the presently inactive could poae a danger to the stability 
of the system*



la .ha action of 'stability' itaalf> . Second, "haman baiaga

Jaa . ara aot one-aided" - and strain can irasult froa over-«onaisteat,

aa 'all aa inconsistent, aoras - men naad firm leaderabip t aot

Jma a government with vhich thay can identify. Thus &okatein

fee .a that his theory "lands support to the atil*. olaer theory •••

tha^ mixed government ia the Boat stable fora of government - and

»«ti it alao in a new light" (pp 265-26?) .22

iv. The contemporary theory of democracy.

Although the theorists discussed in thia chapter concentrate 

on different aapaeta of democratic theory, and aaeh haa his own 

mettod of approach, the Boat striking and significant feature ia 

the remarkable agreement they show on the major elemeata of a 

madera, realiatic theory of (stable) democracy , aad the place of 

participation in that theory. That ia to say, there ia a theory 

of d imocracy common to them all - and to many other recent writera 

on democracy. The differences are differencea of emphaaia and 

iatereat, rather than disagreement on essential*. Since the 

theories eonaidered above apeak very well, and clearly, for them- 

eelv »s a relatively brief outline of thia common theory of democracy,

22. Of* Dahl's (196la, p. 65) comment on "mixed" political systems; 
"Some of you may draw comfort from the belief that the 
American system, if I have described it rightly, comes oloae 
to the mixture of democracy and oligarchy that \riatotle 
concluded was 'the beat constitution and the beat way of life 
for the majority of states and men*, and which he called a 
polity".



whi;h, for convenience, I shall now refer to ae the contemporary 

the >ry of democracy, a brief outline is all that is required. 

All the theorists discussed tatce as their starting roint 

the fact that the Anglo-American democracies function well and 

haT • remained stable despite the political inactivity aad 

indifference of most of their citizens, whereas, it is generally 

agried, the 'classical' theory required the maximum possible 

amo int of participation by ordinary men if democracy was to succeed*

A m >dern, realistic, theory of democracy must, therefore, begin
*•

fron the facts of apathy and stability*

Agreeing with Schumpeter that 'democracy* refers to a method 

of < eeision making in national government, there is a general 

concensus auong rocent theorists that it is the (free, electoral 

pro< ess* with its competition by leaders for decision maiciag 

offJoe, that is the defining characteristic of democracy, the 

feature that distinguishes a democratic, from other political 

systems* All that the theory requires from the ordinary man is 

that a sufficient (minimum) number of individuals participate by 

Toting for their choice of leader. (Dahl's emphasis on opportunities 

for participation in the inter-electorai period is not logically 

required by the theory; to that extent Sartorl'a disagreement 

OB that point is well founded,. Another area of agreement with 

Sahuapeter is that a division of labout operates in politics; 

although citiEens »control* leaders through the elector* i sanction.
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a*d tale ia uaa aida of tha democratic ayatea, equally important 

la the fact that control (tha participatory element/ ia 'balanced' 

ay tha freedom allowed to laadara to decide without interference 

far tha raat of tha tiaa. Thus, tha Kind of 'democratic character 1 

advocated by tha 'elaaaical' thaoriata would prove a daatabling 

factor baeauae it amphaaiaad only part (tha part naadad for 

participation} of tha pattarn of attitudes, or political culture, 

raquired. Tha atability of tha Western democracies ie largely,, due 

to tha fact that tha political socialisation proeea* (social 

training) doaa produce the necessary •balanced mixture' of 

attitudea. Tha authority structures of non-political spheres, 

the crucial variable in the aocialiaation process, are such that 

the •participant attitudea' are not overemphasised; indeed, 

according to Eokatein, the 'one-aided 1 attitude pattern of the 

•elaaaieal* theory could not be produced anyway ainca it ia not 

pocsible fully to deaocratise non-political authority structures.

IB broad outline this ia the contemporary theory of 

deioeraoy. However, there ia also a subsidiary argument of some 

importance. Stability ia alao aided by the fact that the aection 

of the population that tenda to be moat apathetic, that teada not 

evei to vote, alao tenda to have the largest proportion of 

individuals with personalities that are 'one-aided* ia the 

epfaaite direction from that advocated by the 'classical* theory,



i.e. that ara authoritarian. Thus an increaae ia participation 

by thia eeotion could prove daatabliaing.

Tha argument that thara ia a (nan) common theory of democracy 

that underlies tha bulk of raeant work on the subject ia act 

aatlraly an original ona; tha "elitist theory of democracy" 

(Walker, 1966), tha "new democracy" (Dunean and Lukee, 1963) f 

tha "theory of democratic elitiaa" (Bachrach, 196?) haa not gona 

tample tely unnoticed, or uncritieiaad, but tha oritioa voices 

have baaa rather muted. 'And, apart from Beralaon*a theory, 

the work of tha writers who fall into my second category haa 

tar dad to be neglected by the critics. The criticism haa 

bain centred round two major pointa. First, the critics argue 

thit the advocates of the contemporary theory of democracy have 

mi* understood the 'classical 1 theory t it did not aet out to 

prc vide a daaeription of democratic political systems, rather 

it was "an aaaay in prescription" (Davia, 1964, p. 39;. This 

arj*ment will be discussed detail later. The second criticism

23* Moat of recent work on democratic theory supporta the
contemporary theory but for some further examples aee Lipset 
(I960 and 1962); Levin (1966); Milbrath (196^); Morris 
Jones CU.954); [arsons (1960); Plamenatz (1956); 'ulaer (196?) 
For examples of criticism see, Bachrach (1967); Hay (1965); 
Davis (1964>; Dunean and Lukes (1963);. Rousaeas and Farganis 
(1963); Walker (1966). Also relevant is McCoy and Playford 
(1967)» * collection of essays which includes Bay, uuncan and 
Lukes, Davis and Walker.
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is that in revising the »classical' theory recent writers hare 

in faot rejected the Ideals and rallies of the earlier theory 

aac replaced thea with others; "the revisionists nave fundamen­ 

tally changed the normative significance of democracy" (.talker, 

19€&t P* 286). This second charge will now be considered*

The argument that the contemporary theory has changed the 

normative significance of democracy presupposes that the 

contemporary theory includes a normative element - that it is 

not value-free. It has already been emphasised that recent 

theorists have stressed that what they are concerned with is the 

realism and descriptive accuracy of democratic theory and, in 

roily to ftalfcer's critical paper, Dahl (1966) has explicitly 

rejected the charge that what he, and others, have in fact been 

doing is producing a new normative theory. Dahl (p* 298) says 

that the new theories "are not attempts to prescribe how 

dei ocracy ought to work but to describe how soae of the political 

ay* terns widely called by that name do in fact operate and to 

ext lain why they operate in this way** (Dahl»s emphasis). Dahl 

mentions Mayo in this connection but Mayo himself gives a rather 

different account of his theory of democracy; "surely*1 he says, 

Hdeiocracy, even if 'merely a method*, must be put in the category 

of Instruments which can only be put to certain uses", and he 

makis use of the analogy between an economic and a democratic 

system to illustrate his point. Even though the results of a 

competitive, private ownership economy may differ in different



oountriea, "aurely we abould aay tha kind of reault ia the aame ... 

The valuea inherent in the free market economy are the aaae 

wherever such an economy ia found" - and similarly vith the 

democratic political system (pp 214-15). And it vaa noted in 

the diaouaaion of Mayo*a theory that he regards democracy aa "both 

a political ayetern and a theory to explain and justify it" (p. 29, 

my emphaaia/ .

In order, then, to aaaeaa the validity of the criticism that 

the contemporary theory of democracy haa changed the normative 

or ralue aide, aa veil aa the deacriptive aspect, of the 

•eltaaical* theory, it firat haa to be aacertaiaed whether Dahl'a 

or dayo'a ia the correct view of the nature of their theories, or 

ratier, what haa to be decided ia whether the intention of the 

maj >rity of recent theorists to produce a purely deacriptive 

thotry of democracy ia one that ia capable of being carried out* 

Dah l haa aaid that "I do think that it ia a aerioua misunderstanding 

to .aterpret (recent; writera aa essentially normative theoriata" 

(19 >60 p. 301)* However, thia misses the point. The really 

aor .cue critiolam centrea on the question not of whether recent 

the>riate are essentially normative theoriata, but whether a 

val e-free political theory ia possible at all. Their intention 

to . >roduce a purely descriptive democratic theory is ia line with 

the viewa of the majority of students of politics, who agree that 

pel- tioal theory and political aociology ahould, properly, be



valae~free| modern political theory should deal only with the 

faeta, be empirical and scientific. The contemporary theory of 

demafracy offers therefore an extremely interesting 'case study*

•f fbather this aim can, even in principle, be realised. Although 

a great deal of discussion has gone on among social scientists 

on exactly what is involved in their discipline being free from
i

values, much of it has centred on the practical difficulties of 

living up to this ideal; thus it is suggested, for example, that 

the student must •declare his values* and then his audience can

be ilert to make sure that bias does not inadvertently creep
2k 

int > his interpretation of the facts that he is investigating.

Per linent though such advice may often be, it taxes for granted 

the fundamental issue. That is whether it is indeed possible for 

the social scientist, in this case the political theorist, to 

son :ern hic.seIf solely with facts and build a completely empirical 

the >ry; that is to say, it takes for granted that facts and 

valtea ean be dealt with independently of each other* If it can 

be i howa that they cannot, in political theory at leaat, then it 

wil . also have been shown that the nature of the enterprise which

•os recent theorists of democracy have set themselves is such 

tha it cannot be carried out.

see Qouldner (19^3) for a brief discussion of what adherence 
to the aim of a value-free social science might mean in 
practice.
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VALUhS AflD DLttCHJHATIC THEUKY

!• Some philoaophicai arguments about facto and values •

la taking for granted that a logical gulf obtains between 

facts and values and that it ie not the job of the political 

theorist or sociologist to deal with the value side - that is 

•p to the policy Baker, or perhaps the 'old- fashioned* political 

philosopher - students of politics have been following the main­ 

stream of Anglo-American philosopny in this ceatury* it is there­ 

for* necessary to discuss briefly sos>e of the main argumemts of 

the philosophers on the fact/value problem before coming on to 

the specific question of the possibility of a value-free political 

(democratic theory*

The. most striking thing about the philosophical discussion 

is :he narrow and formalistlc terms in which it has been carried 

ea| in particular moral philosophy has often appeared to consist 

of Little except a continued discussion of, and rejection of, the 

'naturalistic fallacy* of trying to deduce values from facts, with 

the argument centring on the word 'good* and conducted in terms 

of trading apples and the performance of augers. It is curious 

tha : political theorists have been content to accept the coaclusions 

ef ;he philosophers, and the characterisation of value judgements 

on rhich they are based, but have made little attempt to apply the
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philosophical arguments to the concepts that political theorists 

us*, or to examine the form that political arguments typically 

tak>. This neglect of the details of the philosophical argument 

is reflected in the fact that the (now growing/ criticisms of 

the doctrine of the separation of fact and value bej.ng voiced by 

phi .osophers themselves, especially moral philosophers, have had, 

so 'ar, virtually no impact on the field of politics*

The modern philosophical argument that facts and values are 

log..eally independent derives, via Moore, from liume's celebrated 

remarks on 'is* and 'ought*, although whether Huue in fact meant 

wha the advocates of a value-free social science, and the 

philosophers who have spent so much time and effort attaching 

the 'naturalistic fallacy* have interpreted him to mean is open 

to < uestion. The upholders of the fact/value distinction rest 

their case on three major points; a) that evaluative conclusions 

cam ot be deduced from factual premises, b) that facts and values, 

or descriptive statements and evaluative statements, have a very 

different logical status, and this means that c; facts and values 

(description and evaluation; are independent and unrelated and 

can be clearly and unambiguously separated from each other* The 

mark of a descriptive statement is generally tafcen to be that it

!• On this point see Maclntyre (1959).



is possible to ascertain objectively its truth or falsity, as 

•• oould with "Smith i» six feet tall and had red hair". Xhia 

ia not the caae with an evaluative statement, **y, ' a.ith is 

a i;ood man" | we cannot checfc whether Smith ia good in the way 

tmi.t, oaoe we tcnow what red hair is, we can cheo* whether his 

hair is indeed red. In making the evaluation we have *£one beyond* 

the facts. Exactly what we are doing when we evaluate something 

a* opposed to describing it is a natter of some dispute among 

philosophers who Maintain the fact/value distinction, but we may, 

foj example, be commending it or expressing an attitude toward it* 

Ho* these views have influenced political theorists can be seen 

fr<» Easton'a remark that it is "generally" held by social 

so. eatists that "values can be Ultimately reduced to emotional 

responses conditioned by the individual's total life-experience" 

(V.53* p, 221).

If one holds to Easton's characterisation of value* it would 

fellow that very little, or no, reasoned discussion would ee 

potsibls about them* However, it would aeem doubtful if all 

political theorists who saw their job as that of constructing 

va:ue-free theories would be happy with this conclusion. Recent 

tb<orlsts of democracy, for instance, although not explicit about 

taiir views, would seem to be saying that it io not taelr task 

to discuss values, rather than saying that values are not capable



of being intelligibly discussed at all; (^ayo, who does not 

share the view that democratic theory is value free does discuss 

various democratic valuer in his introduction t~ Uemocratiq xheorv)* 

If this is a correct interpretation of the position of at least 

some theorists of democracy then it is a mistaKeu position for, 

am will be shown below, one cannot hold both that facts and 

values are (can be) separate and unconnected, and that values 

can be the subject of rational inquiry (even if by someone else). 

But it should be noted that this does not mean that one is saying 

tha ; there is no logical distinction at all between f&cts and 

val tes, rather it is the claim that they are completely logically 

unr dated so that purely descriptive politieal theories can be 

con itrueted that is being brought into question*

The criticism that the argument that an unbridgeable logical 

gul ' obtains between facts and values entails that value-Juagements 

are completely arbitrary and not open to question is one that has 

fori ed a major point of attacK on the accented view by philosophers 

lik« Mrs* Foot (to whom my argument here owes a good deal * As 

she has pointed out, if values are logically distinct froa facts 

and if my evaluation is merely e.g. the expression of an attitude 

or • commendation then, given a certain set of facts, tnere are 

me lestrictions on what is to count as au evaluation and no 

reason why I should take what is generally held to be evidence for



a *alue*judg meat as evidence at all for me (3ee e»£« r^ot, 196?/• 

Oa this argument I need no evidence, can nave no «videaoe, for 

the individual is "the supreme arbiter of value*" (Kontifiore, 

1966, p. 202)* Characterised thus, the argument gains both 

attractiveness and plausibility; until one stops to think 

exactly what it can Mean when philosophers have claimed, or at 

least their arguments have implied, that the individual alone is 

the "aupre»e arbiter" on value natters* What has, until the 

rel&tively recent criticisms, been completely ignored in the 

philosophical debate on facts and valued is how we actually learn 

to ise value terms. This has been obscured because of the concen­ 

tration on the analysis of Individual (often trivial; sentences 

tha ; have been prised out of the social context in which in fact 

the ' are normally used.

If all we are doing when we make an evaluation is, for 

exanple, expressing an emotion that is unrelated to any facts 

the, t it is always open to us to do something like the following. 

lad: viduai X agrees that the car is (can be described a« . red 

aad that its engine, brakes, tyres and electrical circuits are 

ia < rder, but he can, if we accept the view current jia;mg social

•eiiatists, either refuse to 'evaluate* the car at all, or he 

co*ij d make the evaluation, for instance, that the car is *bad' 

(or since there are no restrictions on what is to couat as an

•valuation, perhaps, 'stupid'). If we take the first o«se first,
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the question arises of what •• are to say about X who refuses to

•go beyond' the facta. In th« rest of tiia conversation X indicates 

that he is quite familiar with the usage of terns like 'gootf,

•bad 1 , 'excellent 1 etc., it is just in this caae that he decides 

not to Bake an -evaluation. We would be almost b,uad to conclude 

that X was playing some kind of game if he insisted that he was 

just going to 'describe' the car. If he has learnt to apeak 

intelligible English then he has not learnt merely to speak 

grammatically or put together sentences of differing logical 

stxucture but he has also learnt what words 'mean* by actually 

using then in differing social contexts. As Barry has argued, 

"eie must be prepared to recognise a social content over and 

abcve the linguistic content of utterances" (19&5, p. 30; • and 

we know perfectly well that in an ordinary social cuntext the 

eaz referred to is what we mean by a 'good 1 car and that X is 

doing something very odd when he denies that there is, or need 

be, any evaluative implication at all in his agreement with the 

deioription.

In the second case, where X maxes the evaluation that the 

cai is 'bad 1 (or • stupid*) we may or may not find thin acceptable. 

It depends whether X is able to provide some background information, 

soie reasons, to make tnis judgement intelligible; it ia not 

eacugh for him to 'make an evaluation* and leave it at that.
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Parhapa ha might eay that the car ia 'bad 1 becauaa it uaee 

too much patrol for the ordinary man to run it aad if X doea 

thia than the way ia open for a aenaible diacuaaion on hia point 

of view, but thie ia preciaaly because we can argue about the 

factual baaia of hla judgement (how much petrol doea it use, 

doaa that outweigh ita other featurea etc.) That ia to aay, 

there ia aome relationahip between facta and values, they are 

not completely logically divorced from and independent of each 

other* If we are to carry on any kind of intelligible diaeourae 

at all than our value-Judgements muat have aome baaia ia the 

faeta of the caee, we muat be able to give aome reaaoae for them, 

or we ahould never know what anyone else waa talking about even

•hare quite mundane mattera are concerned.

However, here alao a logical limitation ia involved; Just 

to aay that we muat be able to give reaaona for our ^udgementa 

ia aot enough, they muat be reaaona of an appropriate sind. To 

aee that this ia ao one only has to coaaider what it ia that 

philoaophera are talking about wnen they use the terminology of

•evaluation* and 'evaluative statements', or wnat it is that 

aoeial aoieatiata mean when they apeak of a value-free aocial 

science* The philoaopher'a terminology here ia another aapact 

of the artificiality of much of their discniaion on this topic; 

ma Barry (196£, p. 9) has pointed out, we do not uae tne word

•evaluate* much "in any sense". And it ia clear from the
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discussion so far that we are nut just expressing our emotions in 

making value-judgeaenis. In Political Argument, flurry hae a 

useful discussion of what we are doing pp ,<-lc.;. He points out 

that we quit* oftan epeak of 'valuing' something when we think 

that it ia worthwhile, and ha notes that 'appraise' ia a synonym 

for *value'. Ha oonoludaa that what ia being rafarrad to in 

talking of 'evaluation' ia a proceas of" 'weighing up*, (things, 

people, evidence), to aaa what thay ara 'worth*". Thus, on 

Barry** argument a 'value' would ha something wa regard aa being 

worthwhile trying to live up to, to achiava, or pursue, and a

*value-free' political thaory would, therefore, ba ona which 

contained no rafaranca whataoavar to the worth of the ayatem with 

which it was conoarnad. If wa ara undertaking this welghing-up 

prooeaa whan wa make value-judgementa then the reasons that wa 

give for our judgements, and the facts that we adduce in their 

aupport, muat be the relevant ones for deciding the worth of 

something) that ia, there will be a limit on the reaaoas that

•an intelligibly be offered in any given ease. In the context 

of the argument that values and facts are completely logically 

independent it is, therefore, extremely misleading to auggest 

that the individual is the "supreme arbiter of values" if what 

is meant is that there are no (logical) reatrictioas on when and
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how the individual o«n make valuo-judgements, or on what can

•auat aa « valuo for hi* in • givan context.

The fact that there are many peraons with eecontric intereata 

from whoso viewpoint tha normal criteria of evaluation ia an/ 

given caae ara not tha relevant onaa doaa not altar tha fact that

•e expect (and have learnt whan wa laarnt to speak; that, for 

example, a 'good augar* ia ona that boraa a naat hole. A here 

it ia peraoaa (or ooneaptiona of man), human ideale, inatitutiona, 

or aaaial relationships that ara being considered, our appraiaal 

will anly make aenae if wa bring forward faeta and raaaona relevant 

to am aaaeaaeeat of the worth of thaaa; that ia, aa amphaaiaad 

by the eritica of tha upholders in philoaophy of tha • autonomy of 

valuea* peaition, wa muat oonduot our argumenta in terms of 

people*a wanta, needa, dasiroa, interests, health, happinaaa and

2« Tha attractions of such a formulation ariae from tha fact 
that wa ara all in favour of tha individual making hia own 
choicea. But tha question of individual choice at tha 
level of language does not arise. If tha aphorism that 
"language ia a form of life" haa any significance it ia 
•uroly in highlighting tha fact that in ao far aa wa have 
learned to apeak a language intelligibly then wa havo also 
aimultaneoualy, grasped the aocial context within which wa 
apaak and this ia ona whara, normally, what couata aa a 
'good X 1 for example, ia (socially) understood as limited 
by, and only intelligible in tha light of, certain facts 
about X* Tha language that wa speak contains a built-in 
logical link batwaen fact (social context; and evaluation. 
This level appears to have baan confused with that of 
practical daoision making in the world, where it doas make 
sense to talk of tha individual choosing his value*. He 
always haa to decide whether, for instance, to act with 
ganaroslty, to tall the truth on this occasion, or whether 
ho thinks that political relationships should be organised 
on the basis of political equality.



•o oa. It is by using these aotione that we oaa maice a bridge 

from «ia« to •ought*. None of these aotioas are simple oaes 

aad it is precisely for this reaaoa that moral and political 

argumeata prove so iatractable over time} exactly what men 

need, or what their iatereata are (or, worae still, what their

•best' interests are) are unresolved question* that lie at the 

heart of moral aad political theory. But the argumeata that we 

briag to bear oa such queetioas are aot deductive in fora aad 

it is an irrelevant eoafusioa to suggest, as have soae 

philosophers, in their analyses of the 'language of morals*, 

that because we oanaot deduce values from facta thea that is 

the end of the argument about a possible relationship betweea 

thea. If we look at actual political arguments aad theories 

it is clear that they are aot, aad do aot aim to be (usually;, 

deductive ia form, but that nevertheless, their arguments need 

bs no less valid for that* Deduction is aot the only acceptable

•ode of argument or reasoning aad ia politics it is aot a questioa 

of formally proviag, say, that "democracy is the oaly fora of 

political organisation that maximises mea's freedom11 . Rather it 

is a matter of deciding what we mean by 'democracy', 'freedom* 

etc*i a matter of the weighing of evidence for and against our 

interpretation and of gutting forward good reasons to enable



other people to accept our judgement. That is, in formulating 

•ad assessing political theories we are concerned with both 

facta and values and there ia a two-way process between the two. 

If deduction were the only way of linking fact and value , if

values were indeed arbitrary, then very little, or no, political
if 

discussion of any intereat would be possible at all,

11. Values in political theory.

At this point a determined advocate of a value- free political 

theory might object to this characterisation of his discipline. 

He Bight argue that even if the philosophers have been i&istaken 

in thinking that there was no logical bridge to be erected between 

facts and values it is still the job of the political theorist 

to deal only with the factual aspect, he should leave others to 

build and cross the bridges. This argument depends on the prior 

assumption, made by most recent theorists of deaocracy, that it 

is always possible to prise the facts loose from values , or at 

least it depends on the possibility that certain terms can be 

used in a purely •descriptive* sense with no evaluative

3« ef. Perelman's notion of "argumentation" as opposed to formal 
logic, which comprises "the discursive techniques which nake 
it possible to evoke or further people *a assent to theses 
presented for their acceptance" (1963, p.

k. See also Kunciman's (1965 and 1963} comments on eber'e view 
that value positions were of an arbitrary nature, illustrated 
by the latter »a example of a syndicalist.
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implications . To see if this assumption is justified let us 

retura to the example of individual X. Suppose that X agrees 

that Smith may be described as honest, courageous and Kind but 

insists that this is pure * description* with no 'evaluation* 

involved* Now the descriptive terms used are all virtue terms, 

i.e. they are all traditionally regarded as being part of the 

attributes of a 'good man*. The questions that X has to answer 

are why, say, courage should be regarded as a virtue, and second, 

whether we can use the word 'courageous* to describe someone 

without, at the same time, making an appraisal of his worthiness 

as a man. Unless we can do the latter the basis for a value-free 

political theory begina to look shaky.

Whether or not we assess a particular action as a courageous 

ono depends upon what has been done (on the facts of the c&se). 

It is not just a matter of a man overcoming his own feelings of 

fear, or of putting himself at risk in some way ; if this were 

all that is necessary we should never, as we soms times do, speak 

of 'Displaced 1 courage* Vie make the latter comment when we 

feel that the risk was taken for something that was not worthwhile; 

compare the man who performs some daredevil deed during the course 

of a robbery with the man who, in a police **.«*«, refuses to turn 

informer on his friends. Both may be afraid, both are certainly 

taking risks but (unless, perhaps, the robber is giving to the 

poor) we should probably feel that it is the latter who is using
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hia courage as it should be used. That is to say, both a 

reference to the facts and an appraisal (evaluation of those 

faeta are • built-in* to the term • courage* and to a designation 

of an act or a man as •courageous*. Courage is a *rirtue* 

precisely because, in the normal meaning of the tern, it carries 

the implication that the courageous Ban has acted so as to 

benefit his fellows in BOBS way (and so is a *good atan';« In 

other words we hare neither just described nor just evaluated 

Smith when we say that he is a courageous aan, nor could we, 

given the way that our language works, separate out these two 

aspects and use the ter» in a purely descriptive sense* As Loach 

(X966 9 p. 59) has argued, sometimes we "identify and describe 

items in our experience by means of terns of appraisal 1 ' and the 

gery faet that such terms exist in our language "allows MS to 

describe what people do and are likely to do in ways which would 

be quite out of reach without them". .

Our advocate of a value-free political theory might object 

again here on the grounds that although one might not be able 

to use the virtue terms in a purely descriptive sense, neverthe­ 

less political theorists do not on the whole spend their time 

discussing the virtues, so that the above analysis tells us 

nothing about the terminology of political theory* Little ^"^ 

attention has been paid by the philosophers to the concepts of 

polities and sociology, but the above analysis does threw light



onto coneepta Ilk*/•political equality 1 , which as ehown in the 

laat chapter i« a key notion in the contemporary theory of 

democracy, although there are aoae important differencea between 

a virtue term like * courage* and 'political equality*. One 

important difference ie that our "terms of a.praiaai" are not 

always, as is the caae with the virtue terms, terms of poaitive 

appraisal* *. he re as to call a man honeat courageous and kind 

iapliea that he ia a •good man', to aay that a polity ia 

organiaed on the baaia of political equality doea not necestarily 

iBply that a political theoriat will regard it aa the beat kind 

of polity) aoae political theorists, for exaapie Burtte, have 

advoeated ayatema baaed on political inequality* But tuxs ia not 

to aay that theae terms are value-free and can be used purely 

descriptively. To show that this ia ao let ua take a cloaer look 

at 'political equality* and another of the waya in which it 

differs from 'courage', vi*. that there ia no general agreement 

on what counts aa 'political equality* aa there ia on what counts 

as an instance of a courageous act.v^ay recent theorists of 

deaocraey save argued that * political equality * f used purely 

descriptively, characterises the inatitutionai arrange&enta, or 

oae aapect of then, of the existing Western democratic political 

systems* The crucial question ia how we are to decide whether 

thsae institutions have been correctly described. It will be 

recalled that in the contemporary theory of deuocracy 'political



•quality' refera to the existence of universal suffrage in free

•lection* for competing (potential; decision makers. But suppose 

that another political theorist claims that this L* not political 

^•quality at all; 'political equality', he says, refera to a 

situation where individuals actually have an equal voice in 

making decisions, not just voting for decision makers. Hov are 

we to choose between these two conceptions of political equality? 

Both theorists agree that political equality is a vital aspect 

of democracy but they disagree over what counts as an instance

•f 'political equality*. The history of political theory is 

full of just such disagreements over what is the proper content 

of notions such ss 'political equality', 'freedom*, 'justice* 

and so forth* It is not just a case of a particular theorist 

saying 'this is my definition* - and no more; a reasoned 

justification can be given for the interpretations chosen (even 

if this may be partly implicit in any given theory; • In the ease

•f the contemporary theory of democracy the argument (to be 

discussed in more detail later) is twofold: an empirical argument 

that this is the only realistic interpretation of 'political

•quality', and a justification for this Interpretation in terms

•f the securing of the control of leaders (decision makers; so 

that, through the elimination of arbitrary government, the 

interests of the individual members of the polity are protected 

and furthered. But we can go on and ask, how ere these interests
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eoacelvedTi and, further still, what conception of (political) 

maa !• implied by this? But this has taken us a long way fro* 

the claim that 'political equality* in the''cantemporary theory 

of democracy is used purely descriptively, with no evaluative 

implications. Once again we hare a tern, whose application and
t

interpretation involves 'description through appraisal 1 , both 

of which aspects are an inseparable part of our understanding of 

the notion of political equality. This also explains why the 

appraisal in the case of political equality is not always a 

positive one. For a political theorist with a different 

conception of the citizen and his interests it night be political 

inequality (not political equality however interpreted, that will 

provide a polity best able to protect and further those interests* 

A large part of the terminology of political theory, or rather 

the way in which key terms are interpreted, is only intelligible 

against a background of (evaluative) assumptions about the kind 

of aea (citizens 1 involved, their needs, wants, interests, etc. 

and the ways in which these can best be provided for through 

the political arena.

This adds a further dimension to the interesting analysis 

by Taylor (196?) of some recent work in political tneory. Taylor 

argues that in establishing a theoretical framework of explanation, 

in delineating from the phenomena under consideration those that
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seed to be explained and those that are relevant to that 

explanation, the political theorist not only rulea out certain 

dimensions of explanation - which Bay be crucial for another 

theory - but that hia own chosen dimension supports a value 

position implicit in theory Itself. The relevance uf this 

argument to the contemporary theory of democracy ia not difficult 

to see. It has been shown that the theory includes a set of 

standards or criteria by which a political syatem may be Judged

V democratic *( but the criteria are taose inherent in the already 

existing Western (Anglo-American) system, that ia to say, we

^already have the ideal democratic polity. Berelson (19^t P» 312 J 

for example, says that the American political system "not only 

works on the most difficult and complex questions but oftsa works 

with distinction". Dahl concludes A r re face to Democratic Theory 

(pp 1*19-51) by remarking that although he has not attempted to 

determine whether the system he has described is a desirable one, 

nevertheless it doe* enable all active and legitimate groups to 

be hoard at some stage in the decision making jroceas, "which is 

no mean thing" ; the system is also "a relatively efficient system 

for reinforcing agreement, encouraging moderation, and maintaining 

social peace". Clearly, a political system that can and does 

taekle difficult questions with distinction, that can and does 

ensure soeial peace, is a desirable one. Furthermore, by taking 

eertaia dimensions as given, by assuming that certain aspects of



polities need no explanation, the contemporary theory presents ̂ ' 

u« with two, and only two, alternatives; a system where leaders"" 

are controlled by the electorate, where the latter have a choice 

between competing elites - and a system where this is not the 

case ('totalitarianism*). But the choice ia made for us by the 

presentation of the alternatives, and, therefore, we do have the 

very system that we ought to have, a democratic one*

Following Taylor's argument it certainly seems as if the 

critics of the contemporary theory are correct and that it is 

aot a value-free theory.vBut could this value element be avoided 

as Daal and other theorists believe? The answer to this question, 

mm shown above, is 'no 1 , for the very basis for a value-free 

political theory, using key terns in a purely descriptive sense, 

is not possible. It might be objected here by our determinedly 

empirical political theorist that this may be quite true if we 

insist on using the old terminology of *political equality 1 and 

so on, bat that we have no need to use these. »\hat we must do ̂ ^~•y ^/ -/is to construct a new, technical vocabulary and get rid of value 

laden terms from political theory. The difficulty here is that 

although new vocabularies may be relatively easy to produce, in 

using those vocabularies for the purpose of building a political 

theory exactly the oame problems arise of the basis on which the 

fasts to be explained are selected and ordered, which are to be 

taken as given in the theory and so on. New vocabularies nave
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been produced; for example there is Baston's "syateuis theory" 

with its inputs and outputs, demand3, supports and doorkeepers, 

but this is basically 3 sophisticated analogy, a sophisticated 

way of re-describing the perfectly familiar features of political 

life, tnd the same thing is true of other technical terminology, 

like that of political culture used in this study* Such technical 

terms nay be very useful for organising large amounts of comparative 

empirical data, but once one turns to the business of drawing 

substantive conclusions from that data, or constructing 

theories from it, evaluative problems re-occur. Furthermore, 

the ne» vocabulary has to be 'translated* so that we can 

recognise which features of empirical political life we are 

dealing with; despite 'inputs', 'demands' and the rest we still 

have to get back to talking about pressure groups, electoral 

systemn, democracy - and even freedom and equality and we 

cannot avoid the problem of what we mean by many of these terms*

la his concise exposition of Lastem's systems theory 
Mackenzie ( 196? f p» 106) refers to one aspect of it as follows, 
"Stress arises if 'channels' are 'over-loaded' with demands: 
l:lfe will be easier for the system if it can widen channels 
a.ul over - but it is useless to increase input channels 
(•;o democratize a backward country, for instance, if output 
channels (i.e. government's capacity to act; are not eased 
a!.so, and this may be impossible". Clearly, when one asks 
for example what is involved in "increasing input channels" 
and finds that it is democratiaation then all the problems 
b<*ing discussed in this study have to be dealt with, 
evaluative implications as well as questions of empirical 
feasibility. As Mackenzie rather tartly rename (p. 107) 
"l.o put it at the lowest, Easton's conceptual framework has 
generated for him a convenient and interesting set of chapter 
headings under which to write a book about politics in 
general"•



Similarly, «» will become claar later although it ia useful 

ahorthaad to talk of 'political culture* and 'political aooial- 

iaation' the probieaa that arise when we atop to consider which 

combination of individual attitudes - which type of political 

oultura - beat 'fits' a democratic political a/stem, involve 

evaluative aa well a* empirical factora: we still have to decide 

which are the characteristics of a •democratic' ayatem*

How we 'see* men and their relationships to each other and 

to the polity provided uo with the ultimate justification and 

explanation for the different interpretations of 'freedom 1 and 

'equality' - or for the rejection of political equality - contained 

ia different politioal theories} it explaina why a poiltieal 

theojriat pointa to thia aet of institutions aa eotfpriaiag the 

beat kind of polity and not another set. Such interpretations 

and appraiaala are unintelligible without the background provided 

ay the wider evaluative assumptions of the theoriat* Thua the 

theoretical framework of a given theory not only "supports" a 

value poaition, aa Taylor argues, rather the framework itaelf 

darivea from, or at leaat rests upon that set of value aasumptiona.

6. «f. Runciman's argument (1965, pp 177-176,). "In saying what 
ha chooaea to mean ay 'democracy', a politioal theoriat ia 
doing more than delimiting his subject matter and guarding 
againat miaunderatending in his discussion of it ... Because 
to decide what is important about 'democracy* ia at once to 
predetermine the criteria of explanation for what ia to be 
explained and thereby to preselect, in terms not of praise 
or blame but of meaning and significance, what ia important 
in the way men are governed by other men . .. (a theory of 
democracy) ia bound itataf to imply aome prior evaluation 
which could not be derived from within the definition* 
adopted in it and the evidence adduced in its support".



The search for an exclusively descriptive poiitioai theory 

may be doomed to failure but it is important to realise that 

because values are inevitably involved in political theory , 

including the theory of democracy, objectivity is not thereby 

ruled out. The fear that it would be is in fact probably much 

more tie impetus behind social scientists' desire for value-free 

theory than adherence to specific philosophical doctrines about 

the relationship between facts and values. Objectivity is 

possible because the investigation of both facts and values can 

be carried out according to the accepted (objective; techniques 

of inquiry and assessment of evidence* Indeed, the recognition 

that political theory cannot be purely descriptive ma ice 3 for 

greater objectivity, for example, it prevents the presentation, 

in the guide of a value-free and scientific theory, a theory of 

democracy that rules out what might be a viable alternative 

interpretation of 'democracy 1 and sets up as a model of the ideal 

polity the existing Anglo-American political system.

Any assessment of a political theory will involve a combin­ 

ation of analyses of both facts and values. To investigate the 

role 03' participation in a modern theory of democracy is not 

just a matter of 'looking at the facts', of formulating a 

'realistic • and 'empirical' theory. The facts that are included 

in the framework of one theory find their place in the light of 

the particular value position involved; from the perspective of
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* different evaluative viewpoint other facts may be relevant, 

new hypotheses and different interpretations of the facts may be 

suggested. Here, of course, e&piricai data is crucial but when 

this hf.s been examined a return can be made to the evaluative 

aspect. The empirical investigation may indicate that certain 

value interpretations are feasible ones, or, alternatively, that 

an interpretation of a certain value is just not an empirically 

feasible one, or that its realisation would lead to conflict with 

another value in the theory or to further unacceptable consequences. 

This kind of assessment is possible because values are not 

arbitrary; a two-way relationship exists which renders values 

'vulnerable 1 to the facts. As Runciman has stated, it JL& very 

often

"feasibility which constitutes the crucial criterion 
by which a political argument may be settled; and it 
is such arguments which, if established, very often 
require the abandonment of a prescriptive political 
position" (196o, p.

Although the critics of the contemporary theory of democracy 

claim that it has changed the normative significance of (classical) 

democracy none of them has looked in detail at a exactly what 

the relevant value assumptions of the contemporary theory are, or

7. See also the account by (Sallie (19i?6y of "liberal" and
"cocialist" morality with their contrasting interpretations 
oi 'justice 1 , 'liberty' and 'good government 1 , and the 
author- 's view that the socialist morality ia a protest 
against the liberal, a "protest loaged largely on factual 
grounds". («y emphasis ,.
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b) at exactly what, both empirically and evaluatively, is involved 

in the 'classical' theory* The latter is especially important 

for none of the defenders of that theory, except perhaps riachrach, 

even begins to address himself to the vital question of whether, 

given the available empirical evidence, the theorists discussed 

in chapter one are not right to revise the 'classical' theory as 

they have done, including its valuer, which its defenders agree 

involved the maximum possible participation by the ordinary man. 

They all suggest that the revisions are uncalled for, or at least 

in a more careful statement, that they have not beer shown to be 

called for; as Duncan and Lukes (196j>» p. 160; state, "it needs 

to be shown exactly how and why the ideal is rendered improbable 

or impossible of attainment. This has nowhere been done"* But 

•either, on the other hand, have the defenders of the 'classical*
u

theory shown that the ideal is attainable. Perhaps oar tori is 

right to suggest that it is a mistake to look for reasons for 

the political apathy of the majority; perhaps the theorists of 

contemporary democracy are right to stress the fragility of 

democratic systems and the "calamitous improbability" that the 

right combination of prerequisites for stability will occur in 

more than a few countries.

« Bachrach (19&7) gives only the most general suggestions on 
how the ideal might be realised and no evidence to show 
whether this is possible.
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Til* way that we can decide whether they are right is on the 

baaia of the kind of analysis outlined above; by an examination 

of and assessment of the two theories of democracy, the contem­ 

porary and the 'classical', in terms of both empirical evidence 

and values. The first step in this analysis was takn in the last 

chapter, where it was established how 'democracy 1 was character­ 

ised in the contemporary theory, including the place of partici­ 

pation and the political culture necessary for the stability of 

the system*

iii« The evaluative implications of the contemporary theory of
democracy.

That the contemporary theory of democracy not only describes 

the existing Western democratic political systems but also 

evaluates them as the best that we can hope to attain has some 

interesting implications for the way in which the proper inter­ 

pretation of values is seen by recent theorists of democracy; 

it explains why these theorists offer arguments that might other­ 

wise seem rather strange. Sartori's argument that in so far as 

democracy ia attained the democratic "deontology" should be 

revised downward or "minimised" has already been mentioned, as 

have the arguments of the theorists of stable democracy that 

what is wrong with the model of the ideal citizen in the 'classical' 

theory is that it demands certain qualities in too high or 

extreme a form. This counsel of caution so far as values are
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concerned ia also urged by Mayo. He argues tnat we should 

endeavour to see that our interpretation of values like 'justice 1 

is "only a little better than actual practice" because if we 

hare too "high'* an ideal then values like justice could prove 

"more than frustrating, they may be dangerously disruptive" 

(I960, p. 230). It is certainly the case that if an individual 

or group are denied justice, justice that is as they see it, 

which may to others seem an unrealistic or too high a notion of 

what 'justice' is, then they may take action which could prove 

disruptive to the status quo* But it might be that their claim 

to justice is not unrealistic or unacceptable and that some 

disruption is to be preferred to the status quo* ne could only 

rule this latter possibility out of court and suggest that in 

all cases we should rank the existing, stable position highest 

in our scale of value preferences, or must always 'tone down* our 

ideal of justice so as not to upset the stable status quo, if 

on* held, and could back this up with (empirical; arguments, 

that the existing system did really represent the most that we
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9 could achieve as fnr as justice is concerned.

It is, of course, precisely this (implicit" assumption that 

underlies these arguments of recent theorists of democracy and 

which accounts for a significant feature of the contemporary 

theory of democracy, despite the claim that 'stability 1 ia one 

of the 'givens 1 , the conditions for which have to be 'described 1 , 

and that is an overriding value commitment to the ^reservation of 

the stability of the existing status quo. Or, rather more 

accurately, it is not so much that stability as such is a value, 

for the term "stability11 itself is far from unambiguous. It 

can, in what might be called its technical sense, refer to the 

constancy of a state of affairs over time - any state of affairs.

9» Sartori also offers another, somewhat perverse, assertion,
namely that "ideals are predestined not to succeed" (p. 64). 
If this is so, then it would seem irrational ever to look 
beyond the existing state of affairs with a view to improving 
it; probably all we should do is upset the existing stability 
and achieve nothing - or make matters worse as Sartori fears. 
But can we take this assertion seriously? It is true that 
attempts to realise political values may have unforeseen and 
unintended consequences, but that is true of any action 
even one taken to maintain the status quo* All we can do is 
act carefully on the basis of existing information. The 
element of truth in Sartori's assertion is that experience 
gained in the realisation attempt may lead us to amend our 
original conception of the ideal or we may find we have to 
compromise between two values; but this is not to say that 
ideals are never "successful". For example, if w« can take 
it that a widely shared political ideal pre-194o waa that 
each Individual should obtain free medical treatment when 
required then this ideal was realised with the setting up of 
the N.H.S. Indeed, far from revising ideals downward, 
historical experience would seem to suggest that, if anything, 
the nearer we come to success, the more likely we are to 
revise the ideal * upward*; consider the ideal of 'health 1 , 
and standards of treatment for the ordinary man*
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But as used by recent theorists of democracy, the "stable" stats 

of affairs referred to is a political system that is regarded 

as exemplifying what an ideal democratic political system should 

be, an evaluative element has already been built into the word* 

Thus Eckstein, as cited earlier, says that to say that political 

system is "stable" implies that it has a capacity for "adapting 

to changing conditions, for realising political aspirations and 

holding fast allegiances".

The investigation, in the last chapter, of the 'description* 

of a stable democratic political system contained in the 

contemporary theory of democracy goes a long way to elucidate 

what the values are to which a reference is built in the term 

"stability". However, what I am concerned with in this study is 

not to discuss all of the values that might be part of, or 

associated with, a theory of democracy. A great variety of 

values have been claimed as specifically democratic values, or 

those that are best realised in a democratic polity, for instance, 

the peaceful change of rulers is probably one of the moat often 

cited. It would obviously be a large task to investigate all

10. See also Easton (1968, pp 132-3) and Easton and Dennis 
(1969, p. 25 ff).

11* See eg. Mayo*s discussion of democratic values which includes 
a discussion of the suggestion that a democratic polity best 
promotes the advancement of science; clearly one could range 
very widely.
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tke likely candidates for inclusion, and it would be a task that 

contributed little to the specific problem in the theory of 

democracy being considered in this study, the place of participation. 

The Talues to be considered here are those whose interpretation 

is logically related to the interpretation of, and role of 

participation in democratic theory. That is to say, the values 

that are intrinsic to the charge that the 'classical' theory of 

democracy is unrealistic and the counter-charge that the 

contemporary theory of democracy has changed the normative 

significance of democracy.

As Mayo (I960, p. 213) has noted the values in the (contemporary)
4

theory of democracy are those "which follow logically or emerge 

from the actual working of a democratic system" ; in this c&se 

the existing system. It has already been shown that there is a 

consensus of opinion among recent theorists of democracy that a 

democratic system is one that can be • described 1 in terms of the 

'control* of leaders by ordinary citizens (the existence of 

•popular sovereignty^ , and the existence of 'political equality* 

and 'political freedom', but, as we have seen, the interpretation 

of these terms necessarily involves the theorist in appraisal as 

well as description. (Mayo does in fact include political 

freedom in his discussion of the values of democracy}* It also 

needs to be emphasised that the contemporary theory of democracy 

involves the claim that there are no other realistic interpretations
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«f these values than its own. Little More needs to be said 

about the interpretation of •political equality' and •control* in 

the contemporary theory; it has been Bade clear enough that both 

are defined in terms of the exercise of the vote, under universal 

suffrage, in free elections for competing potential decision makers

Earlier it was shown that •political freedom* in the 

contemporary theory meant the existence of civil liberties and 

Sartori (1962) has some remarks about the relationship between 

political freedom and participation which it is worth noting. 

He emphasises that political freedom is not "of the psychological, 

intellectual, moral, social, economic, or legal type" (p* 279). 

Our political rights (freedoms) are "civil liberties which have 

been extended and protected*1 (p. 316) and political freedom is 

liberal freedom that is institutionalised in law as "freedom from, 

the Juridical garb of a liberty conceived of as absence of 

reetraiatH (p* 313, Sartori*s emphasis). Political freedom is 

"a defensive or protective freedom*1 (p. 283)1 it is not the same 

as freedom as autonomy, the freedom that is held to result from 

the "effective, continuous participation of the citizens In the 

self-government of a small community** (p. 305). **Participation in 

the exercise of power does not necessarily imply individual 

liberty" (p. 257) and it is the latter that is the concern of 

democracy. Although political freedom is a preliminary for the 

other kinds it is, like them, concerned only with a specific



problem and we should not try to present political freedom an 

"a complete liberty** by streaaing participation; "we must 

remember that participation ia Bade possible by a atate of 

independence" and the latter ia provided for by political 

freedoa (pp 286-7).

The notion of political participation in the contemporary 

theory of democracy provides the key to these value interpret­ 

ations. Once participation for the ordinary man is taken properly 

to refer to voting in periodic elections and it is not realistically 

required that everyone vote in order for the "institutional 

arrangements" of democracy to operate then the above interpretations 

•f political equality 1 , 'popular sovereignty' and 'political 

freedoa' logically follow. It is the fact that vhat is presented 

as a •description' of the attitudes and activity of the ordinary 

eitiaea involves as well a (favourable) appraisal that provides 

the evaluative perspective required to make intelligible why 

these particular interpretations, and not others, were chosen.

Baohrach (196?, pp 9^-95), one of the critics of the 

contemporary theory of democracy, has argued that Justifications 

of the contemporary theory are rarely couched ia terms of what 

might be called the operational values even though 'democracy* 

itself is defined in operational terms. Rather it is Justified 

ia terms of a particular and achieved| "it is invariably defended 

teday on the basis of its service to the interests of the people".



Oahl !• the most explicit of the theorists considered on this 

point arguing that all groups can get what they want at least 

sometimes and that the democratic system is one where "all the 

actire and legitimate groups ... can make themselves heard at 

SOBS crucial stage in the process of decision" (195&, P* 137). 

But this justification is implicit in the work of all the 

theorists discussed, flowing from their characterisation of the 

democratic method; it is, as it were, a kind of taken-for*granted

conclusion to the whole contemporary theory of democracy, the
12 

result of the operation of the electoral process. This

justification however is one that could be advanced for an/ 

political method. What is of interest is not so much that it 

is offered, implicitly of explicitly, by recent theorists of 

democracy, but how the people• a ^interests' are seen so that it is 

**• «>«ocratio method that best serves them. This will be 

considered shortly. There is also a further evaluative implication 

la this claimt if indeed the existing democratic system does 

nerve the interest of all its members then one could reasonably 

draw the conclusion that it is a just system.

Although they talk of political equality and political 

freedom recent theorists of democracy tend to avoid the word

12• Thus Mayo does not specifically include this point in the 
section of his book devoted to the Justification of the 
democratic method; but it is the only conclusion that one 
can draw.
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•justice*. Poaaibly this ia becauae it Bight be more difficult 

to (attempt to) atrip justice of ita evaluative implioationa and 

areceat it, along with politioal equality and political freedom, 

ia a purely •descriptive* guiae; at least to talk of •justice* 

would eeea to bring the implicit evaluative framework of the 

theory nearer to the aurface. In any event, Mayo, who regards 

democratic theory aa normative aa well aa descriptive, devotee 

a abort diacuaaion to juetice aa one of the values of the 

democratic method (part of which has already been mentioned above; 

Kayo states that an implication of democracy, one that la 

"virtually irresistible", ia that it producea government for the 

people (p. 2l6)« The justice of the system reata on the fact of 

poaaibilitiea of redress for all citizens becauae of the existence 

of oivil liberties, the opportunity to repeal legislation and 

beaauaa all intereata are represented) "injured interests, being 

vocal ••* are seldom likely to be ignored when policy deciaiona 

are being made 1* (pp 228-9)* In his diacuaaion of •equality*, 

Sartori aotea that corresponding to political equality ia the 

criteria of justice "to everyone the same legal aad political 

rights, that ia, the power to reaiat political power" (p. >26). 

Am important aapect of thia conception of Justice, which ariaaa 

from a aet of institutional or procedural arrangements working 

to the advantage of all citizens, ia that although it eataila 

that each individual's (or group*a) intareata are secured ( and
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that each individual has tha opportunity to make tha Boat of his 

•Ufa ehancaa*) it doas not imply that tha outcome it* to tha 

aqttal adrantag* of aach citizen.

Aaothar faatura of thie interpretation of * justice* ia that 

it ia concerned with tha intarasts of tha citizen qua private 

individual( it ia tha affaet of decisions made by alaetad laadara 

upon tha everyday private lifa of the individual that ia crucial 

to tha queation of justice. This brings us back to tha point 

raised earlieri how are tha interests of tha citizen aeaa by 

raeant theorists ao that it ia tha democratic method that baat 

sarvea thai? Fortunately, these theorists have given us a very 

clear atatement of the (ideal) model of the 'democratic citizen', 

and, hare again, it is the node of participation of this citizen 

that provides the key to the interpretation of his 'interests'.

O. ef. Qailie's (19$6) description of "liberal* justice; "to
each on his merits". If Berlin*a notion of •negative freedom" 
providea a clear statement of the interpretation of political 
freedom ia the contemporary theory of democracy, Pa*la's 
aeries of articles on "Justice as fairness" provide aa 
interesting statement of the interpretation of 'justice' 
(aae especially Kavla, 1967). Rawis arguea that for a just 
ayatern equality of liberty and equality of opportunity are 
aeoeaaary and that these can be secured through the institutional 
arrangements of a constitutional democracy (though ia fairness 
to RawIs it should be noted that his ayatem of institutiona 
are not precisely anaiagoua to existing ones;. Theaa give 
riae to a situation of "pure procedural justice" and 
•automatically' give riaa for example, to a just diatribution 
of wealth* "If the correct Initial choices of inatitutiona 
are made, the natter of distributive justice may be left to 
take care of itself" (pp 76-9).
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Clearly, these interests are such that voting, i.e. 

Judging ex post facto the decisions of others, is sufficient to 

safeguard the** As just shown, a fundamental assumption ia the 

contemporary theory of democracy ia that the sanction ezereised 

by citizens at elections is sufficient to ensure that leaders 

doeisions are in the citixens interests; "elections are a 

crucial device for controlling leaders" (Dahl, 1956, p. 131). The 

participation of the ordinary citizen thus functions as a 

protective device against arbitrary government - and nothing more. 

Sehumpoter*a economic analogy ia very apt for, in the contemporary 

theory of democracy, the citizen is a consumer of the decisions 

of others; occasional participation is the 'cost* that he has to 

pay to ensure that his interests are protected and served, 

interests that are centred in his private life. As theorists of 

stable democracy have stressed the democratic character required 

of the citicen in the contemporary theory is one where •participant 

attitudes' are only a minor part of the whole. For the most part 

the attitudes required are those of a politically passive private 

individual; the model citizen in a stable democracy ia relatively 

politically uninvolved, letting leaders, in the political 

division of labour, get on with the decision making while he gets 

on with his private life, the sphere in which his satisfactions 

are found. Dahl, in ftho Governs (pp 224-J?; gives a very graphic 

jutline of this model democratic citizen, the apolitical (private)
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oitiaen of the contemporary theory whom Dahl call* homo civicus. 

(la distinction from the member of the active, elite minority, 

homo politieua). So far aa the ordinary citicea ia concerned 

according to Dahl,

"the chancea are very great that politieal activity 
will always aeea rather remote from the main focua 
of hi* life ..« aa a strategy to achieve hi a gratif­ 
ications indirectly, political action will aeea 
considerably less efficient than working at his job, 
earning more money, taking oat an inauraaee ••• or 
coping with an uncertain future in manifold other ways... 
Homo civicua la not, by nature, a political animal** .^*

There ia one other aspect of the contemporary of democracy 

theory that needa to be considered. Part of its evaluative frame­ 

work consista in a particular view of what 'the political* itself 

comprises. *hen Dahl saya that homo civic us is mot by nature a 

politieal animal he meana that the ordinary eitisea feela no need, 

aae no meed, actively and fully to participate in the electoral 

decision making process that forms the national *• institutional 

arrangements" i.e. the political aspect - of a democratic system)

Mayo (I960, pp 262-6) argues that "any politieal system does 
entail or involve at least a partial view of human mature11 
and goes on to discuss the character preauppoaed by the 
democratic method (one that the method "tends to promote'1 ). 
In view of Kayo's theory of democracy the list of character­ 
istics he presents is rather odd: it bears more resemblance 
to the model of the citicen in the 'classical 1 theory, at 
least as that model is presented by recent theorists, than 
it does to the model logically implied by hia own theory, 
oas that is, as we have seen, also offered by his fellow 
democratic theorists. Although Mayo says that ''we are often 
told" about this democratic character, he ia not very 
specific about who haa told us. Characteriaties of the 
democratic citisen he lists include, "a desire to be self- 
governing", "an inquiring, independent, rational attitude", 
sympathy "for the claims of others", and ao inclination to 
"extreme optimism or peasimian".



90,

the role of the ordinary aan ia a necessary but very minor rart 

of tij« * political* process. This view of what the political is, 

one v«ry close to that of the ordinary man in western political 

systems, means that in the contemporary theory of democracy the 

political system is seen as autonomous in the sense that it 

operates relatively independently of tne ordinary citicen in 

his everyday social environment. This is not to say v of course, 

that there is no connection between the two. As shown, recent 

theorists have argued that for a stable democratic system a 

certain political culture is required and that the crucial 

variable in the development of this culture is the authority 

structure of non-political organisations and institutions! but 

these are part of the context in which the political sphere is 

set, they are not an integral part of it. This conception of 'the 

political* and its relative autonomy from the rest of society in 

the contemporary theory adds a further dimension to the earlier 

discussion of the interpretation of Key value terms in the theory. 

Theorists such as Mayo and Sartori emphasise that what they are 

concerned with is democracy as a political system, and political 

equality, freedom and so on. These notions are &een as referring 

to, and involved in, the national institutional arrangements of 

the democratic system. Just as these institutional arrangements 

sre defined in operational or procedural terms, so too these
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values are interpreted in procedural or formal terms. Further,

political control, political freedom and political equality 

are regarded as independent of, though perhaps related to, 

other types of equality etc. Sartori, for example distinguishes 

sharply between political (or "Juridico-political" ) equality and 

social and economic equality, and he asks, "why is it that 

•qualities are usually arranged in an order which goes from 

juridico-political equality to the economic equalities?" His 

answer is that it reflects not objective importance but desire, 

"man reaches out towards what he does not have, and is soon 

tired of what he already possesses" (pp 3^1-2), which is, 

presumably, political equality, i.e. universal suffrage*

The empirical and value aspects of the contemporary theory 

of democracy have now both been examined. The next step that 

must be taken if the validity of recent criticisms of the 'classical' 

theory of democracy are to be assessed is to turn to the * classical* 

theory itself and subject it to the same kind of analysis ao the 

contemporary theory.

iw. The 'classical* myth.

The major reason why criticisms of the contemporary theory 

of democracy have not been more compelling is that almost all 

the critics, like the majority of the theorists they are 

criticising, have taken for granted that the notion of a 'classical* 

theory of democracy is an unproblematical one. They also, have 

accepted Schump* ter's formulation of the problem of the gap
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between political facts and the earlier theory and, even more 

importantly, the critics of the contemporary theory tend to accept 

the eharacterisation of the 'classical' theory of the writers 

whom they are criticising. That is, they tend to present a 

very general, schematic outline of the theory, either without 

specifying the sources from which it is drawn, or referring the 

reader to a very diverse list of writers. ^ Both defenders and 

critics of the 'classical' theory of democracy agree that the 

maximum participation of all the people is central to it, and 

that the model of the democratic citizen it contains is that of 

"rational and active and informed democratic man" (Davis, 1964, 

p« 39) f but what no one has done is to pause to inqilre whether 

the idea of one 'classical* theory of democracy is itself a valid 

one. What neither its critics or defenders have realised is 

that this notion of a 'classical* theory is a myth, and they 

have not done so because neither side in the controversy has done 

the obvious, and the necessary, and looked to see what the earlier

15. Duncan and Lukes (1963) are an exception; they do take
J.S. Mill as their example of a 'classical* theorist. Walker 
(1966), after objecting that it is usually unclear which 
theorists are being referred to, goes on to present a brief 
account of the •classical* theory drawn largely from Oavis* 
(1964) article in which the latter, although listing a 
diverse group of writers, does not indicate in the text 
from which of these he draws his material. Bachrach (196?) 
also refers merely to "classical theorists".



writer* on democracy did in fact hare to say. Thus the myth 

continue* and the nature of the theories of earlier writers on 

democratic theory are persistently misrepresented* Not until 

the myth has been exposed and the work of the so-called classical 

theorists discussed in detail can we know whether recent theorists 

hare in fact changed the normative significance of democracy or 

whether the charge of lack of realism against the earlier writers 

is Justified. .

The first thing that has to be done is to decide who these 

elusive classical theorists are. Obviously, there is a wide 

range of names from which one could choose, but equally obviously, 

there is a place from which to start in making the choice - 

Schumpeter's account of the ''classical doctrine" of democracy.

H» defined the classical 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" (p. 250).

Schumpeter refers to this classical democratic method as 

"eighteenth century" and says that it developed from a small 

seals prototype; he also calls it "utilitarian" (pp 2^8 and 26?)• 

So, taking these remarks as a guide we arrive at the names of 

Rousseau, the two Mills and Bentham, all of whom have good claim 

to the title of •classical* theorist of democracy. But if the 

identification of the theory of any one of these with Schumpeter's
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definition looka dubious, to euggeat that the thaoriaa of all 

af thea (and parhapa othar writara aa wall) all underly tha 

'claasical' theory aa eharaetariaad bj raeaat writara la aa aran 

•era ourloua suggestion.

Behuapeter arguaa that for this claaaioal democratic 

political Method to work,

"everyone would have to know definitely what ha 
waata to atand for ••• a clear and prompt conclusion 
aa to particular iaauaa would have to ba derived 
according to tha rules of logical infaranca ••• all 
thia tha Model eitiaan would hare to per for a for 
himself and independently of pressure groups and 
propaganda" (pp

3chumpeter Make a two Major criticises of thia political Method 

which ara of particular relevance, both of which wa have already 

aaea echoed by his successors who ware discussed in tha laat 

chapter* First, ha says that it ia quite unrealistic and demands 

a level of rationality from the ordinary Man that ia just act 

possible. For the ordinary citizen, only thinga of which ha haa 

ereryday experience are fully "real" to him, and politica does 

not usually fall into thia category. On the whole, whan tha 

ordinary ei tinea haa to deal with political affaire "the sense of 

raality ia . .. completely lost" and he drops to "a lower laval 

of Mental performance aa aoon aa he enters tha political field". 

Second, SchttMpeter argues that tha classical doctrine virtually 

igaorea tha question of leadership, (pp 258-61 and 270) • If 

SchUMpeter*s characterisation of the 'classical* theory aad what it
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there would be a good deal of validity in his criticisms, but 

Schumpeter aot only misrepresents what the 'cla6aical* theorists 

had to say but he has not realised that two very different 

theories of democracy are to be found in their writings* To 

aupport this contention the work of the four •classical* theorists 

chosen Bust be examined. At this point only the theories of 

Bentham and James Kill will be briefly discussed* The theories 

of Rousseau and U.S. Mill will be dealt with at length in 

chapter three.

Beatham and James Mill provide examples ef writers fro* whose 

theories one could extract sonsthing which bears a family 

resemblance to Sehuapeter's definition of the 'classical 1 doctrine 

>f democracy. Beatham, in his later writings where he advocated 

aaiversal suffrage, the secret ballot and annual parliament**, 

txpeeted the eleotorate to exercise a fair degree of central over 

their representatives* He wished the latter te be sailed "deputies"j 

>>y that word, he said, a "plain natter of fact is indicated and 

;nat the appropriate one". He though that the "locative" and 

"dlslocative" functions were the most important that the electorate 

]*rformed and this does imply that, on moot issue*, the electorate 

lave an opinion on which policies are in their interest and hence 

i a opinion on which policies their deputy should vote for*
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Bentham argued that because the citizen's interest is in 

security against bad government so he will act accordingly, and

"for the gratification of any sinister desire at the 
expense of the universal interest he cannot hope to 
find co-operation and support from any considerable 
number of his fellow citizens". 16

James Mill said that the people's sympathies were with one 

another, "not with those exterior parties whose interests come 

into competition with theirs" (quoted Hamburger, 1965, p* 5*0 •

In view of all this one could perhaps draw the inference 

that Beatham and Mill expected that citizens would make each 

of their decisions independently of propaganda and form their 

opinions "logically", as Schumpeter said. However, neither 

writer expected that the political opinions of the ordinary 

man would be formed in a vacuum. Indeed, Bentham laid stress 

on public opinion and the need for the individual to take 

account of it; he pointed out that one advantage of the elector 

in a democracy was 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". 1?

16* Bent ham, 1843, Vol. IX, Bk. 11, Chap V, §1{ Vol. IX V Bk. 1, 
Chap. XV, §1V.

17. Bentham 184}, Vol. IX, Bk. 1, Chap. XV, §^« For the impor­ 
tance of public opinion in Bent ham «o theory see «.olin, 1961, 
p.
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James Mill stressed the importance of educating the electorate 

into eoeiallj resposible voting and he thought that tne main 

aspect of this education lay in the fact that the working 

classes did take the "wise and virtuous" middle classes as their 

reference group when forming their opinions. o neither >enthaa

or Mill shared quite the view of the electorate, even oaee it
1H 

had been 'educated*, imputed to them by Schuapeter • Nor was

their main concern with the formulation of the electorate's 

opinions as such, rather it was with the choice of good leaders, 

representatives.Bentham expected that those citizens least 

qualified to judge a prospective representative^ 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. The fact that Bentham and 

Kill 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 incompatible with some kind of 

•influence' being brought to bear, nor does it imply, as 

Schumpeter suggested, that each citizen makes a discreet decision 

on each item of policy, logically based on all the evidence, in

complete isolation from all his other decisions and from the 

oplfgons of osiers t

16* • t'elin, 1961, p. 332, emphasises the role of tt;e passions 
as veil as reason in utilitarian theories*
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Deapita these differences there ia a similarity between the 

utilitarian theories of Bentham and Hill and Schumpeter's model 

of the "classical doctrine" of democracy; but tr.ere is also 

a similarity with his revised, realistic version of the democratic 

method, and for a very significant reason. Benthaid and Mill, 

Ilka Schumpeter, ara concerned almost entirely with the national 

"institutional arrangements" of the political system. In their 

theories, like recent theories of democracy, the participation 

(voting and discussion) of the people plays a narrow role; it 

ensures that good government is achieved through the sanction of 

loss of office of representatives, and "good government" for 

Mill and Bentham was government in the universal interest. For 

these two theorists the universal interest was merely the sum of 

the individual private interests of the members of the polity and 

participation thus has a purely protective function in the theories, 

the protection of individual (private) interests* Bentham's and 

Mill's theories are 'democratic* theories because they thought 

that the "numerous classes", the people, were the only body 

capabla of defending the universal interest against the possibility 

of tha government (leaders) pursuing their own "sinister" interests,

they thus advocated the political participation of all the people
19 (universal suffrage}* However, other political theorists have

19* Hamburger (1962) argues convincingly that James Mill was not 
in favour of the restriction of the franchise to the middle 
classes as is often claimed*
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held that participation is necessary because of its protective 

function without regarding it as necessary that all the people 

should, therefore, participate. There is nothing specifically 

democratic about this particular view of participation. It plays 

a similar role in LocIce's theory for example, who was far from 

being a democrat (even though he has been claimed as one of 

the ubiquitous * classical democrats' by Milbrath) .

It is just this notion of participation as solely a protective 

device that, as has been shown, forms part of the contemporary 

theory of democracy, together with the focus on the national 

electoral process, the choice between competing leaders or 

representatives. In other words, the recent theorists of 

democracy discussed in the last chapter, like their forerunners 

Bentham, James Mill and Schumpeter, who all hold the same view 

of participation, are primarily theorists of representative 

government - and government can, of course, be representative 

without being democratic. It is interesting that Sartori is 

well aware of which tradition of political theorising his theory, 

the contemporary theory of democracy, falls into; he lays great 

stress on the fact that his theory of democracy is, above all,

20» Milbrath (196^, p. 1^3), from the description he gives of
Locke'e political theory he seems to have confused him with 
Rousseau! Hegel, too, gives participation a philosophical 
justification in his theory of the state, and Burice allows 
that it is necessary for good government, but neither of 
these writers includes all the people in the electorate.
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* liberal theory • i.e. it descends from liberal theorists like 

Beathan, Mill and Locke. To add force to this argument about 

the character and antecedents of the contemporary theory of 

democracy there is a significant remark of Berlin's} in his 

account of the concept of "negative freedom" , which is essentially 

the interpretation of 'political freedom* in the contemporary

theory, Berlin says that it is "not, at any rate logically,

21 
connected with democracy or self-government" • The theory of

representative government and liberalism have contributed a 

very great deal to democratic theory, and practice; I have no 

intention of trying to maintain the absurd position that they 

have not. The crucial point however, a point that most of the 

recent work on democratic theory has overlooked, is that the 

theory of representative government is not the whole of democratic 

theory. The very importance of Schumpeter*s influence is that 

it has obscured the fact that not all the writers who have good 

claim to be called 'classical* theorists of democracy shared the 

same view. The difference between the two schools of • classical* 

theorists of democracy lies precisely in the conception of, and 

role of, participation in their theories. In the theories of 

Rousseau and John Stuart Mill, for example, participation is not

21. Berlin, 1969, pp 129-30, Cf. Mac?herson*s (1966) distinction 
between "liberal democracy*1 and other conceptions of 
democracy.
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merely protective or defensive, it has a far wider function and 

significance for the establishment and maintenance of a (stable; 

democratic polity. I shall refer tu theorists offering this 

conception of participation as theorists of participatory 

democracy.

The critics of the contemporary theory of democracy by 

clinging to the myth that there was one 'classical 1 theory of 

democracy have prevented themselves from explaining exactly what 

the role of participation was in the earlier theories of 

democracy and why some of the earlier theorists placed such a 

high value upon it. One of these critics, Davis (1^6^, pp ^O-^l), 

has said that 'classical* theory, i.e. the theory of participatory 

democracy, has 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 in the theory for reaching this end is through the 

use of "political activity and government for the purpose of 

public education". 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". But it is precisely 

this last that can be found in the work of the theorists of 

participatory democracy; a set of specific prescriptions and
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plans of action necessary for the attainment of democracy. 

This does involve "political education" but, aa win be shown 

later, this depends on participation in many spheres of society, 

on "political activity" in a wide sense of that term*

Until the theory of participatory democracy has been 

examined in detail, in both its empirical and evaluative aspects, 

and when that has been done, the possibilities of its realisation 

assessed, we do not know how much "unfinished business 1', or of 

what sort, remains for democratic theory. It has ail too readily 

been assumed by recent theorists that we do know what needs to 

•• done without a re-examination of what earlier theorists had 

to say. In the next chapter I shall discuss the worK of three 

theorists of participatory democracy which will enable the basis 

for a theory of participatory democracy of possible potential 

application to modern Western societies to be constructed. The 

first theorists are Rousseau and oohn Stuart Mill, two examples 

of •classical* theorists of democracy, whose theories provide 

the basic postulates for a theory of participatory democracy. 

The third is tf.D.H. Cole, a twentieth century theorist, in whose 

early writings can be found a detailed plan for a participatory 

democracy in the form of Guild Socialism. Cole's work is 

important because he built on Rousseau'a insights to develop a 

theory of participatory democracy that was set in the context 

of a modern, large-scale, industrialised society.
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CHAPTER THREE 

THREE PARTICIPATORY THEORIES

i* The participatory theory of Jean-Jacques Rousseau•

Rousseau might be called the theorist par excellence of 

participation, and an understanding of the nature of th> political 

system described in The Social Contract is vital for anp theory 

of participatory democracy. Rousseau*s political theorf centres 

on the individual participation of each citizen in political 

decision making and participation, for Rousseau, is yer.r much 

more than a protective adjunct to a certain set of institutional 

arrangements| it also has a psychological effect on th<> 

participants, ensuring that there is a continuing inter-relation­ 

ship between the form of and working of the political institutions 

and the attitudes and qualities of individuals interacting within 

them* It is their recognition of this aspect of participation and 

its place at the heart 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 democracy were developed and 

the ideal polity of The Social Contract is a non-industrial 

city-state, his theory provides the basic hypotheses for a 

modern theory of participatory democracy.

1* The political system described in The Social Contract was not, 
according to Rousseau*s usage of the term, a democracy. By 
that term he meant a system where all citicens execited as 
well as made the laws, so it was fit only for gods. (Bk.lll;4). 
It should also be noted that Rousseau did aot advocite a
representative legislative body, so his theory does not conform 
to Schumpeter»e definition of the "classical doctriie".
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Rousseau** political theory has been subject to vilely 

differing interpretations, not least so far as participation is 

concerned, yet Rousseau himself is far clearer on that topic than 

•any of his commentators hare suggested* The best poin; at which 

to start an investigation of the role of participation in Rousseau*s 

theory is with the conditions that he specifies if a participatory 

system is to work successfully. As is well known Rous3t»au*s ideal 

was a society of small, independent peasant proprietors, but his 

reasons for advocating this ideal and the relationship between 

this fora of social and economic organisation and the participatory 

nature of the political system of The Social Contract are less 

often discussed*

Rousseau*a task, as he saw it, "was to show men moc.els of 

what they could be, if only they were to abandon their < hains" 

(Snklar, 1969, p* 3). But if men are to do the latter then they 

hare to know something about the conditions that lead tc their 

putting chains on, and it is this that Rousseau discusses in his 

Discourse on the Origins of Inequality. In that work he gives an 

account, sets out a series of hypotheses, to explain hoi men 

might havs arrived in their present (enchained; state of society. 

In that account (1913, pp 19&-9) he notes that one epoch was 

"the happiest and most stable ... altogether the very best man 

could experience", and the nature of this epoch is of tht utmost 

significance for his later political theory. The system of



105

The Social Contract ia ideal because it reproduces in the only 

way open to Ban aa ba now is - Ban wbo can never returc 'to 

nature* - thia aarliar, bappier apocb. In tbat time men could 

"•njoy tba pleasures of autual and independent intercourse** 

(«y emphasie) and this continued

nso long as they undertook only what a aingle person 
could accomplish ... But from the moment it a geared 
advantageous to any one san to have enough provisions 
for two, equality disappeared" (1913, p. 199)•

There were thus two essentials for this ideal social state, this 

interlude - for it was no more-in men's development before the 

establishment of civil society| equality and independence* And 

both, as will be shown below, are vital for the participatory 

system in the Social Contract*

Rousseau postulates that "the fatal accident" whici cast 

••A forever from this situation was that they learnt to work 

metals and cultivate the earth. "The cultivation of th» earth 

necessarily brought about its distribution" and since mjn are 

unequal in their talents some soon amassed more proper t.r than 

others* As their property grew so did men's wants and ;heir 

dependence upon, and interest in each other* Disputes arose 

and ia order to find security men, especially the rich uho have

2* The importance of the independence of individuals In this
early social state and its relation to Rousseau's later thepry 
was first suggested to me when I read an unduly neglected 
••say OB Pouaaeau'a political theory by the sociologist 
fcmile Durkheim (1965).
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{••ling* "in every part of th«ir possessions", rapidly jonciuded 

that political institutions w«r« r«quir«d t "rules of justice and 

peace"; and so, "all ran headlong to their chains ... for they 

had just wit enough to perceive the advantages of political 

institutions, without experience enough to enable them :o fore­ 

see the dangers" (1913, pp 201-7)* All that they succeeded in 

doing, because they started from a situation of dependence and 

inequality, was to enter into a compact that "bound new fetters 

on the poor, and gave new powers to the rich"*

As Rousseau himself points out, in The Social Contract he 

is "taking men as they are and laws as they might be" (:.968, p. 

That is to say, Rousseau knew perfectly well that once nan had 

become the social and political creature that he now is he could 

never return 'to nature** What he could do is to move forward, 

more forward to gain the immense benefits that political 

society potentially held in store, benefits that Rousseiu 

emphasised (see e.g. 1968, p. 65), but that could only te seized
v

if men created a political society analagous to the pre-political 

•golden age 1 . They had to cast off their chains, the chains of 

existing institutions, and recreate a situation of equality and 

independence. The first essential, then, is economic it dependence 

and this requires that each citizen should hare some property, 

the "most sacred of all the rights of citizenship " (1913a, p.254) 

Economic equality (peasant proprietors) is thus a necessary
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condition for the political system of The Social Contract, Not 

absolute equality; what is required ia a situation whtre "no 

citi*en shall be rich enough to buy another and none so poor 

as to be forced to sell himself" (Bk. 11; 2, p. 96). Ihis 

economic equality is not by itself sufficient to ensure that men 

remain equal and independent, "precisely because the force of 

circumstance tends always to destroy equality* the fore* of 

legislation ought always to tend to preserve it*' (Bk. li;2, p. 97)* 

The question then arises of how we ensure that the laws in fact 

do this, or rather, since in The Social Contract a "law » for 

Rousseau by definition preserves equality, the question is how we 

ensure that the polity is "law governed1' in this sense. The 

answer that Rousseau gives is that a participatory systom is 

required*

If the necessary economic conditions are established then 

individuals can assemble in the participatory sovereign (law 

making) body ao independent equals. In civil society however, 

unlike the pre-political state, individuals are also interdependent, 

and Rousseau used this interdependence to ensure that tie equality 

and independence of each individual was preserved. Thi£ is not 

aa paradoxical as it sounds (nor, indeed, is much else in Rousseau's 

work as paradoxical as it has sometimes been made out tc be).
•* • ••'• • • •

Rousseau says that "if each citizen can do nothing whatever except 

through cooperation with others, ... then we can say that law-making
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Baa reached the highest point of parf action" (19«*t Bk« 11 1 

?t »• o*5) f i.e. tha final daeiaioa will ba in eoaforaitjr with 

the general will. Thia 'enforced* cooperation ia tha aaaaaca 

af the participatory situation and of the ganaral will which it 

rcveala, it anaurca that aaoh eitiaea ia "exceaaively dcpcadcnt 

aa tha republic", that ia, thara will ba aa equal depeadcaee of 

each individual on all tha othara viewed collectively aa the 

aeveroiga (Bk. 11 1 12, p. 99).

Tha way ia which the participatory deoiaiaa Baking praceaa 

vorka ia both simple and subtle. The general will, the decision 

at which the citiaena arrive, ia, Rousseau tella us, "by its 

vary nature" inclined "towards equality" (Bk. 11 | 1, p. 69), and 

he aakea it quite clear why thia ia ao in hia deacriptioa of the 

fcaaral will* It ia >

Han institution in which each (citizen; neeeaaarily 
subaits hiaaelf to the aaae coaditiona which he 
iapoaes on othera •«. every act of sovereignty, that 
la, every authentic act of the general will, binds or 
favours all the citiaena equally" (Bk. 11| 4 f p, 76),

aad ia a crucial paaaage in The Social Contract Kousseau aaka,

Mhow should it be that the general will ia always 
rightful aad that all aen constantly wish the 
happiness of each but for the fact that there ia aa one 
who doea not take that word 'each' to pertain hiaaelf 
aad in voting for all think of himself?" (Bk* 11| ^,p

Thia ariaes jaat becauae the citizens are all independent equals 

aa that ia the deciaion Baking assembly there ia aa reason why 

aay ana ahould vote for a policy that is not as auoh to his
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a Irani tag* as it is to another's. Individual x-will .find-it 

ectremely difficult to persuade any other citizens to vote for 

a proposal that will give him aloaa some advantage, and so be 

t> tha disadvantage of the rest* In other words, given 

P»usaeau*a initial conditions, the only acceptable decision in 

a participatory assembly - the general will - will be one where 

aiy benefits and burdens are equally shared, that "binds or 

ffcvoura all the citieens equally". Thus through cooperation or 

1itardapandenca tha independence and equality of each eitisan is 

maintained, the law doea always preserve equality* The partici­ 

patory "political aethod" ensures that political equality la 

effective in that the substantive policy result is, necessarily, 

a just one in Rousaeau's interpretation of 'just 1 i.e. all 

individuals are affected equally so that, at the same time, 

iidividual interests and the public interest are protected and 

f irthered. Men are thus governed by an 'impersonal' law 

formulated through the participatory process. The Social Contract 

c<in be read as an elaboration of the idea, an extretsely important 

ate for Rousseau (sea further below), that law, not aen, should 

rile. But perhaps an even better formulation of the role of 

^trtloipatlon is that it easurea that nan are ruled by the logic 

of tha situation that they have themselves created, thas 

ropredueiag 'artificially* the 'natural' (impersonal situation
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of independence and equality.

Another condition that Rousseau lays down for the decision 

making assembly is that the members of the polity "do n)t have 

any communication among themselves"(Bk 11; 3, p.73;. Siklar 

(1969, p.l86), argues that this is because to recall to themselves 

the ever-present danger of a slide into inequality, men "must 

withdraw from their fellows and return to themselves". However, 

there seems no good reason why "withdrawing" should remind the 

citizen of the need for vigilance better than the fact of forming 

part of the decision making assembly itself. Barry (lb><»4; points 

out that there is some experimental evidence to suggest that, in 

the absence of discussion, individuals would agree, at Least as 

a 'second-best' solution, on an equal distribution of benefits. 

But Rousseau is not entirely consistent on this pointj later he 

says that he intended to discuss "the right of speaking, proposing, 

dividing and debating" in the sovereign body in a "separate 

treatise" (Bk. IV; 1, p.15D. Certainly, in the absence of 

more empirical evidence to the contrary, there seems no immediately 

obvious reason why, given Poueaeau's conditions, even with 

discussion the participatory situation should not work in much

JJ» Rousseau's theory clearly does not require an ability to 
make "logical inferences" as in Schumpeter's "classical 
doctrine", v^uite the contrary; the whole point of the 
participatory process is that it 'forced* each indlridual 
to apply the word 'each' to himself and to apprecia;e that 
there was only one (rightful; decision.
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the aane way; equal, independent individuals would still be 

motivated to resist potentially inequitable proposals* More 

important are Rousseau's reasons for being wary of discussion. 

He wanted to avoid giving "particular wills" any scope it all 

to operate; he notes that "long debates, dissensions aid 

disturbances bespeak the ascendance of particular interests and 

the decline of the state" (Bk.1V; 2,151). He recognised that, 

inevitably, there would be "tacit associations 11 , that i.i t 

unorganised individuals who are united by common interests, 

"whose influence is none the less real because it is lens 

apparent" (1913a, p.237)$ but he felt that without discussion 

there would be less chance that such tacit associations would 

cc-Bbine into more formal groups who would then attempt no ma tee

their "particular wills" prevail in the assembly (i.e. j;ain an
4 unequal advantage for themselves). If such groups cannot be

avoided then Rousseau recommends that they should be as numerous 

and 00 ad equal in power as possible, ao that the situation of 

groups in decision making is analagous to that of individuals; 

"these are the only precautions which can ensure that tie 

general will is always enlightened and the people protected from 

error" (Bk.ll;3, p.7*O.

4* "The effective will of their members is that of their
association, and this ia usually injurious to society as a 
whole ... AB individuals, members of these groups ieel 
virtuous in their submission to collective end,-, but these 
sacrifices of aelf to society are of no benefit to anyone but 
the members of a small body. That is how one can jemain 
personally good and yet become a social menace" (Shklar, 1969 
p. 93).
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Two important points emerge from this analysis of the 

participatory system of The Social Contract, First, •participation 1 

for Pou>seau means (equal) participation in the making jf 

decisions* Second, although this participation, as in theories 

of those writers on democratic theory who are primarily theorists 

of representative government, is a means of protection for 

individual (private) interests (no individual can gain an 

advantage over others), in Rousseau's theory participation has 

far wider functions. PlamenatK (1963, Vol.1, p.44o) , has said 

of Rousseau that "he turns our minds ... to considering how the 

social order affects the structure of human personality 1*. It 

is the psychological impact of social and political institutions 

that is Rousseau*s main concern, which aspect of men's characters 

do particular forms of institutions develop? The ideal 

participatory system of The Social Contract is designed to 

develop responsible social and political activity by citizens 

through the effect on them of the participatory process. It is 

designed drastically to reduce the scope for amour prop re to 

come into play and to aid (•force 1 ) men to deliberate on the 

basis of amour de aoi and their "constant will". That is to say, 

the central and crucial function of participation in Rousseau's 

theory is educative one, using the term •education* in its widest 

sense. As shown, during the participatory process the individual 

learns that the word 'each' must be applied to himself, he finds



that he haa to take into account wider aattara than his immediate 

private interests if he is to gain the cooperation of others. 

That is, as a result of participating in decision making the 

individual learns to be a public citizen as veil ao a private man. 

Once the participatory system is established, and this Js of major 

importance, it becomes self-sustaining; the very qualities that 

are required of individual citizens if the system is to work 

successfully are developed through the operation of the particip­ 

atory process itself. The more the citizen participate*, the better 

able he becomes to do so.

5>« It is this element in Rousseau's theory that Shklar has neglected 
in her recent, and often illuminating, study of Rousseau, Men 
and Citizens. She states that (pp 162-3; "the peop..<» is, quite 
in keeping with Rousseau's psychology, reactive and passive in 
its moral life. Its activity, important though it be, is at 
most defensive ... the effect (is) of seeing people as subjects 
of a social situation that has been created for thorn ... At no 
time is there a sense of relations between people ... The only 
visible actors in society are the Legislator and the enemies of 
the people who compete for its opinions". The difference between 
this interpretation and my own arises because Shiclar haa not 
taken Rousseau's political, as opposed to his psychological, 
theory seriously enough. Both must be taxen into account if 
what he says about participation is not to be misinterpreted. 
It is true that Rousseau was, personally, greatly .mpressed by 
authority figures such as the Legislator (and see >hklar on 
Wolmar in La Nouvelle Heloise) but so far as his political theory 
is concerned they must not be taken out of context, I would 
suggest that Rousseau*s pessimism led him to underestimate the 
significance of the self-sustaining nature of his political 
system* Against Shklar I would argue that the Legislator (and 
public ceremonies etc.) can be seen precisely as contrivances 
"invented to give utopia a start 11 (p. 126); at ao/it they rein­ 
force participation, they cannot substitute for it. Shklar points 
out that the setting up of situations that * force* the individual 
to learn for himself is the basis of the whole of Rousseau's 
theory of education| M the miracle of the true man at authority 
is that he subjugates the will of his pupils so that they may 
develop enough inner strength to throw off the yok<» of personal 
servitude" (p.129, see also Shklar, 1964). The idoal political 
system of The Social Contract eliminates "personal servitude".



It is just because participation hae this educative effect 

that it enables men to rea^ the benefits of civil socie ;y so far, 

in Rousseau's view, denied to them. In civil society aon's 

faculties are developed, their minds enlarged, sentiaen;s enobled 

and spirits elevated, and, most importantly for Rousseat, "nan 

acquires with eivil society, moral freedom, which alone makes 

man the master of himself11 (Bk. l;b*,p.65). of all Rousseau's 

political theory his interpretation of tiie concept of freedom has 

perhaps been the most criticised, and often this critic Lam is 

misleading, being based on a few short, but famous (or Infamous) 

phrases torn from the context of Kousseau's whole theory; that 

a man might be "forced to be free" (Bk.l;7 t p.64; and that 

"obedience to a law one prescribes to oneself is ireedon" 

(Bk.l;tt,p»65)• The process by which individuals are 'farced* to 

be free is the same as that by which they are * forcibly 1 educated, 

namely through participation in decision making* Only through 

the operation of the participatory process can citizens have any 

certainty that the laws by which they are governed are just, that 

is, in conformity with the general will, or affecting all 

citizens equally. Rousseau argues that it is only if laws are 

of this form that men will be unconstrained, because it is only 

then that men can 'conscientiously' accept the laws or "prescribe

them to themselves". A second, subsidiary, function cf participation

6. In the introduction to his recent translation of The Social Contract 
(1966,p.4l), Cranston criticises Rousseau for never seeing inati- 
tutions as a threat to freedom. The criticism precisely misses the 
point. Kousseau's argument is that existing, non-participatory 
socio-political institutions make freedom impossible - men are every 
where "in chains". The form of institutions describe! in the Social 
Contract is ideal because Rousseau regards it as tne only one that 
giVes any hope of establishing and maintaining freedom.



ia Rousseau's theory la that it aids the acceptance of collective 

decisions.

This subjective element in Rousseau's interpretation of 

'freedom 1 , that governed by the general will men will f »ei free, 

haa often been commented upon (though it should be adde i that one 

can accept Rousseau's insight on the relation between participation 

in decision making and the sense of freedom without also accepting 

that freedom consists in obedience;, tthat ia less of te i realised 

is that there is also an objective element in Rousseau', j concept 

of freedom and that this is bound up with the notion of being 

one's own master. The individual's actual as well ao h:.s sense 

of freedom is secured and enhanced through the participatory 

process because it gives him a very real degree of control ever 

the course of hie life and the structure of his environnent. 

Pousseau also thinks that citizens should closely control represen­ 

tatives where an indirect system is necessary (1953t PP 192 f* J 

and in any system the government (executors of the laws) should 

be under the close scrutiny of the people, especially in a large 

atatej

"in proportion as the enlargement of the state neane 
offering the holders of public authority more t captations 
and more opportunities to abuse their power, it follows 
that the more power the government needs to control the 
people, the more power the sovereign needs, in its turn, 
to control the government" (1965, Bk.lll;!, p. ]Q4; see 
also Bk. Ill | 18, p.

In the eighth Letter from the Mountain (196^, Vol. 11, p. 2j4) Rousseau
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says that freedom consists "aoins & faire sa volonte qu'a n'dtre 

pas souais a celle d' autrui; elle consiste encore a ni pas
• A

aouaetre la volonte d'autrui a la notre. <uiconque est maitre 

ne peat e*tre libre," This notion of being one's own - out no 

one else's - master has, like the rest of Rousseau's coicept of 

freedom, come in for a good deal of criticism, largely an the

grounds that such a conception is potentially 'totalitarian' ,

7or at least, unlibertarian} although Cranston strides a new

note when he refers to it as the ideal of a footman - a ad so, 

presumably, not worthy of serious consideration (1^6o, p.42). 

Placed in the context of the rest of his political theory there 

is little 'sinister* in this idea of being one's own master and 

its connection with individual freedom. If no man, or group, is 

to rule over the rest, then all must equally be ruled b/ the 

(impersonal) law, and for this, Rousseau argues, a participatory 

system is necessary; this makea possible the replication of the 

individual independence ('mastery'} and equality of the pre- 

political ideal state, but with the important difference that

7. See especially Berlin (1969), also Talmon (19S>2;. This
c'riticism depends on taking some of Rousseau's rea.irKs out 
of their participatory (political) context and giving them 
£* purely psychological interpretation, with the argument that 
in talking of being one's own master Kouaaeau is referring 
to mastery of one's 'lower nature* only* This is present in 
his theory, but to suggest that this is the whole ?f it is 
extremely misleading*
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participation offers men the opportunity, as political creatures, 

of avoiding the slide back into the "chains" of inequality.

Finally, Rousseau suggests that participation has <i third, 

integrative function, that it increases the feeling among 

citizens that they belong to their polity. It is true '..hat 

Rousseau postulates as a necessary condition of his ideal 

political system that a wide degree of economic equaxit. should 

exist, but he regards economic inequality as the fundamental 

division from which all other forms of inequality stem, and he 

argues that only a participatory system can ensure that unequal 

divisions between members of the polity can be prevented from 

opening up once more. Only participation provides the education 

that enables citizens to defend their independence, and maintain 

the cohesion of the community. A participatory system las a 

built-in tendency to integration rather than division because 

"the sovereign recognises only the whole body of the nation and 

makes no distinction between any of the members who compose it" 

(1968, Bk,ll; ;4 t p.76); under a participatory system one could 

never meet the man that Rousseau disapprovingly refers ;o in 

gjnile who, when asked which was his country, replied "I am one of

the rich" (1911, P-313;.

The arguments about participation to be found in Rousseau's 

political theory reappear in the work of c ohn Stuart ^i..l and 

Q.D.H. Cole. They also emphasise the most important of the
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hypotheses about the functions of participation revealed in this 

discussion of Pousseau; that participation in decision L .a King 

educates the participants. Like Kousseau the basis of ti.eir 

theories of participatory democracy is that there is a r« lation- 

ship between the attitudes and qualities of individual members 

of the polity and the authority structures of their ins .tut ions, 

but in the later writers the argument is lifted out of tue context 

of a •city-state 1 of peasant proprietors into that of a uoaern 

political system.

Participation in the political theory of John Stuar: "i 

John Stuart Mill is an instructive figure to consider in any 

discussion of participation and democracy because while, on the 

one hand, his social and political theory has a wide, participatory 

basis, on the other hand he never completely rejected hi 3 early 

devotion to the teachings of Bentham and his fat er, jam ss Kill, 

in whose theories, as has been shown, participation had i very 

narrow role. In addition other influences help lead his theory in 

a direction away from that implied by its participatory ispects 

and this is reflected in 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 Goveroflieat - wnich



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 lay in "tne sinister interests of toe holders of 

power: it is the danger of class legislation .». And one of the 

most important questions demanding consideration ... is how to
Vi

provide effacious securities against this evil"* But lor Mil 

Bentham's notion of good government dealt only with ^art oi the 

problem*

Mill distinguishes two aspects to good government. First, 

"how far it promotes 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 relates 

to government seen as "a set of organised arrangements .''or 

public business" (1910, pp 203 and 195). Mill strongly criticised 

Bentham for building his political theory on the assump .ion that 

this aspect of government was the whole. He wrote in h:.s essay 

on Bentham that all that the latter could do

"is but to indicate means by which in any given state 
of the national mind, the material interests of society 
can be protected; ... (his theory/ can teach ta * means 
or organising and regulating the merely business part 

of the social arrangements ... He coiunitted the aista^e 
of supposing that the business part of human affairs 
was the whole of them" (l^b^, p.102, Mill's empiasis;.

Mill (1910, Preface and p. 254). For an account oC tne 
"working up" see e.g. Burns, 1957.
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In John Stuart Kill's estimation the merely "business" aspect of 

government is the least important; fundamental is gore -nment 

in its second aspect, that of "a great influence acting on the 

human mind". The criterion to be used to judge poliiic.il 

institutions in this light is "the degree in which they promote 

the general mental advancement of the community, including 

under that phrase advancement in intellect, in virtue, and in 

practical activity and efficiency" (1910, p.195). In this 

respect Bentham's theory has nothing to say.

For Mill, political institutions are, first and foremost, 

educative in their impact, but the two aspect of governnent are 

related. Peal success in the "business" side of governnent 

depends on success in the second aspect, namely the development 

of the required type of individual character, and, in the modern 

age, only certain kinds of institutions will be educative in this 

sense, but Mill argues that in general,

"the nature and degree of authority exercised over 
individuals, the distribution of power, and the 
conditions of command and obedience, are tne mot.t 
powerful of the influences, except their religious 
belief, which make them what they are, and enab. e 
them to become what they can be" (1910, p. 197;.

Thus hill argues against a benevolent despotism which, l.e points 

out, could if it were all seeing, ensure that the business side 

of government was carried out, because as he asks,



"what sort of human beings can be formed under . ;uch 
a regimen? What development can either their thinning 
or their active faculties attain under it? ••• heir 
moral capacities are equally stunted. Vnerever the 
sphere of action of human beings is artif iciall/ 
circumscribed, their sentiments are narrowed and 
dwarfed" (1910, pp 2O3

Again, he argues that a people "who expect to have ever/thing 

done for them ... have their faculties only half developed; 

their education is defective in one of its most iaiporta.it branches" 

(1965, Bk. V;Xl,gb,p.9^3) • Fundamental to Mill's theory then is 

the argument, already seen in Rousseau *s theory, that responsible 

individual social and political action depends largely ;n the 

kinds of institutions within which the individual interacts. 

"It is evident", says Kill, "that the only government * itch can 

fully satisfy all the exigencies of the social state is one wnere 

the whole people participate" (1910, p. 217). The ef fee ; of this 

participation is that "education of the intelligence an i of the 

sentiments is carried down to the very lowest ranics of :he people" 

and Hill adds that he dwells "so emphatically" on this "because

there are few who seem to attach to thi-3 effect jf popular1

q
institutions all the importance to which it is entitled" (1910, p. 277).

9* Like Rousseau, Kill sees the individual qualities lecessary
for a successful polity being as much developed by participation 
as existing beforehand, so that his political system also 
would tend to be self-sustaining. Duncan and Luxe » (1963) note 
this characteristic but argue that this arises through the 
possession of legal rights. But Mill stresses that it is the 
exercise, not the possession that is important; without partici­ 
patory institutions the possession of legax right vuuld have 
little effect on character. Nor is it necessary fo..* hill's 
citizens to perform Gchumpeter's logical calculations, in 
fact Mill remarks in Representative Government tha ; a rational 
form of government would not require "exalted" pri iciples of 

v ***••••• conduct to motivate men
tmtitu *jt
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Mill sees the educative force of participation ojerating in 

•uch the same way aa Rousseau does* Mill argues that where the 

individual is concerned solely with his private affails then, as 

well aa the capacities for responsible public action j emaining 

undeveloped, the "self-regarding" virtues suffer too; where the 

individual does not participate in public affairs, thin

"the Ban never thinks of any collective Inter*st, of 
any objects to be pursued jointly with others, but 
only in competition with then, and in some nee sure 
at their expense ... even private morality suffers, 
while public is actually extinct'* (1910, p.21',';.

The "private money-getting" occupation of most individi als uses 

few of their faculties and tends to

"fasten his attention and interest exclusively upon 
himself, and upon his family as an appendage < f 
himself| - making him indifferent to the public ... 
and, in his inordinate regard for his personal 
comforts, selfish and cowardly" (1963, p*230| see 
also 1910, p.216).

This inter-relationship in Mill's theory between the individual's 

"self-regarding** and "other-regarding" actions and, mere 

importantly, its connection to the socio-political institutions 

of society, la a feature that has tended to be overlocked, as
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Halliday has noted, by recent commentators on John Stiart Mill* 

Halliday (1966, p.10) argues that Mill's criticism of Bentham 

can properly be reduced "to one accusation; that Ben;ham had 

not understood the inter-dependence of self-culture aid social 

education, the close connections which exist between personal 

character and social and political institutions"• It is precisely 

the appreciation of these connections that, I hare ar ;ued, marks 

the major contribution of the theorists of partieipat try democracy 

to democratic theory* For Bentham a democratic polit/ could be 

built on the basis of the individuals self-regarding .private) 

interests and actions, all that is required is for th«» institutional 

arrangements to ensure that "sinister interests" are Kept in check; 

that is, the self-regarding interests are seen as unproblematic, 

as given, there is no developmental aspect to the theory* But 

for J. S. Mill, and the other theorists who give the educational 

function of participation a central place in their theories, the

10* This is especially true of commentaries on On Lit erty* Mill's 
complicated arguments in that work are often ne&lected in 
favour of emphasis on the question of legal (coercive) sanctions 
te control behaviour. But this ignores Mill's axguments about 
institutions and educating individuals for socially responsible 
behaviour* As Halliday (1968, p.15) notes, "the reform of 
social and political arrangements is central to Mil's under­ 
standing of liberty, since without it she persuasion and 
inducement to act responsibly will not exist" (see also p.12). 
In fact Kill's entire argument about the role of government 
is based on his belief that, apart from essential functions 
like taxation, it should be confined to helping citizens 
educate themselves by acting for themselves. See Political

y Bk.V, Chap. XI, and the remarks en On Liberty pp 164-165.
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affect of institutions on tne psychology of individuals la crucial; 

they arfue that the social and individual effects cannot be 

ae para ted as theories like Bent ham's demand. Mill be lie red that 

participatory inatitutiona would transform both individuals and 

their society; like Rousseau, he saw the individual being • forced* 

te widen his horizons and take the public interest into account. 

Participation is "a school of public spirit" and the citizen

"is called upon, while so engaged, to weigh interests 
not his own; to be guided, in case of conflicting 
claims, by another rule than his private partialities; 
to apply at every turn, principles and maxims which 
have for their reason of existence the common good ... 
He is made to feel one of the public, and whatever is 
for their benefit to be for his benefit" (1910, p.

So far Mill's theory has been shown to reinforce Rousseau's 

arguments about the educative function of participation. However, 

there is an aspect of Mill's theory which adds another dimension 

te this hypothesis, a dimension necessary for a theory set in a 

large-scale, modern society. I have already quoted from one of 

Mill's reviews of de Tocqueville's Democracy in America. This 

werk had a decisive influence on Mill's political theory, In 

particular on his views oh local political institutions; "after 

reading Democracy in America his political opinions ... became 

sure and, except with reference to means did not thereafter alter"

(Fobson, 1968, p. 106, see also Mill, 1924, pp 162-4). Mill was
i 

vtry impressed with de Tocqueville's discussion of centralisation

and the dangers inherent in the development of a 'mass society*.
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IB his Political Economy (file. V;X1 §6, p.9Mf) Mill declares that 

"a democratic constitution, not supported by democratic institutions 

ir detail, but confined to the central government, aot only ia not 

political freedom, but often creates a spirit precisely the 

reverse". In hia review of Vol. 11 of Democracy in America Mill 

axgues that it la no use haring universal suffrage and participation 

ii national government if citizens hare not been prepared for this*

"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 dispos­ 
itions very much as it found them" (1963, p.229)*

Ii eitiiens in a large state are to be able effectively to 

participate in government then the necessary qualities for this 

participation have to be fostered and developed at local level, 

Fcr Mill it is at local level that the real educative effect of 

participation is felt. There, not only do the issues dealt with 

directly affect the individual in his everyday life, but he also 

stands a good chance of being elected to serve on a local body 

aid ia this case he has to "act for public interests, as well as 

tc think and speak, and the thinking cannot all be done by proxy" 

(3910, p.3^8). It is by participating at the local level that 

tke individual •learns democracy'.

"We do not learn how to read or write, to ride or swi§ | 
by being merely told how to do it, but by doing it, so
it is only by practising popular government on a limited 
•cale, that the people will ever learn how to exercise 
it on a larger" (1963, p. 186).



126.

The notion of participation Is very Important for Kill's 

at cial and political thought, but It does raise a difficulty 

li his theory as a whole. In a large-scale society representative 

gt'Vernment will be necessary but Mill's practicax proposals for 

this representation are at variance with the central role he 

gives to the educative function of participation* Indeed, so far 

ait these practical recommendations are concerned he virtually 

forgets his theory of participation In favour of a system that 

wi.ll give the overwhelming Influence to the "Instructed" few*

Bwmtham and James Mill had thought that education, la a 

nurrower, more 'academic' sense than I have used the term, was 

the major way of ensuring responsible political activity by the 

"numerous classes 11 . John ituart Mill never rejected this view 

o/ the efficacy of education, though he was concerned with 

"1.ae Few" who could develop their Intellect to a high degree, and 

»<re Interested In doing so* He thought that a well cultivated 

intellect was usually accompanied by "prudence, temperance, and 

Justice, and generally by the virtues which are of Importance In 

oi.r Intercourse with others" (quoted Bobson, 1966, p*210>* The 

Si'Clal and political Institutions of the Ideal polity should 

tl erefore be constructed to allow the "Instructed" to exercise 

tie major Influence In society and guide the unins trueted 

multitude* Mill regarded democracy as inevitable in the modern
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world; the problem was to obtain the right Kind of democracy, 

on» whoat institutions would be compatible with the "natural state" 

of society* Mill introduced this distinction between the "natural" 

anl "transitional" states of society in his essay on The Spirit 

of the Afgtt which marked his recovery from his mental crisis and 

co itains his first revisions of the teachings of his early mentors, 

Beitham and James Mill.

The "natural" state of society is one where "worldly power, 

ami moral influence, are habitually and undisputedly exercised 

by the fittest persons whom the existing state of society affords" 

(r.)63t p.17). His own day Mill saw as a "transitional" state; 

that is, an age where

"mankind hare outgrown old institutions and old 
doctrines, and have not yet acquired new ones ••• In 
an age of transition, the divisions among the instructed 
nullify their authority, and the uninstructed lose their 
faith in them ... the authority which sets the opinions 
and forms the feelings of those who are not accustomed 
to think for themselves, does not exist at all" (1963, 
pp 3, 6 and 17).

The political institutions that Mill describes in Representative 

Qoternment (and also it might be added in On Liberty) are designed

11. The major influence on this essay is usually taken to be that 
of St. Simon and Comte, but in an interesting article 
Friedman (1969) suggests that it may well have been Austin's 
specifically utilitarian theory of authority, with which 
Mill was well acquainted, that made him particularly responsive 
to the ideas of the French theorists*
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ti> promote the natural state. But Mill, it is important to note, 

did not want a situation where the multitude was deferential in 

tie habitual, unthinking sense. Indeed, he thought tnat the 

tJme was past when such a thing was possible;

"the poor hare come out of their leading strings ... 
whatever advice, exhortation, or guidance is held 
out to the labouring classes, must nenceforth be 
tendered to them as equals and accepted by them with 
their eyes open" (1965, Bk. IV; Vll,|2, p.?63).

Although "the honour and glory of the average man is that he is 

ctpable of following (the) initiative" of the Few, he must be 

lid "with his eyes open"; all the instructed can claim is 

"ireedom to point out the way".

Mill did not want the instructed elite to impose in an 

authoritarian way their views on the multitude, here he differed 

fiom the St. Simonians. The elite had to held accountable, but 

they were, nevertheless, an elite, and Mill's theory shows how 

misconceived is Schumpeter's claim that the "classical" theorists 

of democracy ignored leadership. From Mill's theory about the

Liberty p.124. Mill's arguments about "individuality" and 
"eccentricity" in Liberty are implicitly based on his notion 
of the natural state of society. Through their questioning 
and criticism (for which freedom of thought and discussion 
are necessary) the Few will arrive at true doctrines which 
the multitude can then properly accept* It is this that 
Mill has in mind when he says that "it is necessary ••• to
show, that these developed human beings are of some use to •• 
those who do not desire liberty ... that they may be in some
Intelligible manner rewarded for allowing other people to 

use of it without hindrance" (19lOa, p.122).

See Hamburger, 1965, p.86.
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educative effect of participation one would expect hie anawer to 

the problem of how the instructed elite night be held accountable 

would be that the maximum amount of opportunity should be given
•

to the labouring classes to participate, especially at local 

level, so that they would learn how to do this; it would also 

seta a legitimate extension of his argument that this participatory 

education might eventually teach the multitude to desire liberty 

ani to be capable of doing more than taking the opinions of the 

initructed Few on trust. But Mill never suggests anything of the 

sort and he does not seem to realise that there is any ambiguity 

in his theory here; he does not seem to realise that the 

implication of his arguments on participation is that the "natural" 

state of society might not be natural at all, and that mankind 

mi(;ht be "improved" still further. Certainly his proposals in 

Representative Government give no indication of this. There he 

distinguishes between "true democracy", which gives representation 

to minorities (and Mill favoured Hare's proportional representation 

aekeme to achieve this), and his ideal system, which ensured, 

through plural voting, that the educated minority had a preponderant

influence; "though everyone ought to have a voice - that everyone
14 

should have an equal voice is a totally different proposition".

(1910, p.283). In his autobiography (1924, p.218; Mill 
admitted that the proposal for plural voting on the basis of 
educational attainment had found favour with no one.
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Given that Mill rejects Rousseau's argument that each 

individual should participate equally, the question arises 

whether participation would have the educative effect that Kill 

postulates* The important point about Rousseau's paradigm of 

direct participation is that individuals taking part are, so 

to speak, psychologically 'open* to its effects. But in Kill's 

proposals the majority are branded by the suffrage system as 

political inferiors and cannot be sure that they can re 1st the 

implementation of disadvantageous policies. Another aspect of 

Mill's argument makes the answer to this question even more 

doubtful for what Mill, implicitly, seems to mean by 'participation* 

in much of his political theory is participation through 

discussion, not, as Rousseau does, participation in decision 

mating* Mill does talk; of learning by doing, but he places just 

as much reliance on the effect of learning through discussion, 

(pirt of his belief in the value of education in the narrower 

seise). The multitude can follow the guidance of the Few with 

certainty precisely because the latter have exhaustively discussed 

ev'iry question, and Mill regards discussion only as the proper 

jo > of elected representatives; they discuss, and then accept 

or reject legislation prepared by an expert commission (1910, p.235ff ) . 

Mi .1 also comments that it is
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"by political discussion that the manual labourer* 
whose employment is a routine, and whose way of life 
brings hi* in contact with no variety of impressions, 
circumstances, or ideas, ie taught that remote causes, 
and events which take place far off, hare a moat 
sensible effect even on his personal interests" (1910, 
P.278).

All this Bakes it difficult to see how Mill's •participation* 

is to play the part that he gives it, for his ideal political 

system provides the individual with a far less obviously educative 

environment than that of Rousseau.

Those difficulties aside, the two subsidiary hypotheses about 

participation drawn from Rousseau's theory can also be found in 

John Stuart Kill's writings. Part of his argument is just that 

participation (at least through discussion) aids the acceptance 

by the multitude of the decisions of the Few* Mill also 

emphasises that participation has an Integrative effect; he says 

that it is "from political discussion, and collective political 

action'1 that the individual "becomes consciously a member of a 

gnat community" (1910, p.279). But perhaps the most interesting 

aspect of Mill 1 s theory is that, in his later work, he suggests 

an extension to the central hypothesis about the educative effect 

of participation. He points to a whole new area of social life.

Even in local government, that as shown, Hill regards as
educatively so important, he advocates plural voting and
says that there is not "so decisive an objection" to making
the franchise depend on a "mere money qualification" (1910,p,3^9).
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that of industry, where this effect night come into play.

Hill came to regard industry as another area, like local 

government, where the individual could gain experience in the 

ma lagement of collective affairs. Just as Mill saw government 

as "an agency of national education" (1910, p.196) so he saw the 

various experiments and theories of socialism and co-operation of 

hi 3 own times in the same light; the main thing was that they 

shauld be tried. As one would expect he was suspicious of 

scaemes that were centralist in character. As Robson (1966, p.2^5) 

points out, Mill gives his approval to "such socialist schemea 

as depend on voluntary organisation in small communities and 

which look to a national application of their principles only 

through the self-multiplication of the units". Mill argues that 

"all classes of the community" should be encouraged to manage "as 

many as possible of their joint concerns by voluntary co-operation" 

(1965, Bk.V, p.9MO which, he thought, would lead to a "moral 

transformation" of those taking part, and a change in society. 

"No soil", he says, could be more conducive to educating the 

individual to feel "the public interest his own" than a 

"communist association" (1965, Bk.ll;l,g3,p.205j Mill uses the 

word (communist* more loosely than we do today). Through the 

cc-operative principle we

"may see our way to change in society, which would 
combine the freedom and independence of the individual, 
with the moral, intellectual and economical advantages 
of aggregate production" (1965, Bk.lfc; Vil.g 6, p. 793).
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And it would also lead to

"the transformation of human life ••• to a friendly 
rivalry in the pursuit of a good commoo to all; the 
elevation of the dignity of labour; a new sense of 
security and independence in the labouring class; and 
tfaei conversion of each human being's daily occupation 
into a school of the social sympathies and the 
practical intelligence" (p.792).

Jvst as Mill regarded democracy as inevitable in the political 

sphere, so he regarded some form of co-operation as inevitable 

ix the industrial sphere. Now that the labouring classes were 

Oit of their "leading strings" the employer/employee relationship 

wculd not be maintainable in the long run;

"the relation of masters and workpeople will gradually 
be auperceded by partnership, in one of two forms: in 
some cases, associations of the labourers with the 
capitalists; in others, and perhaps finally in all, 
associations of labourers among themselves" (BK»1Y;V11, 
p.769).

MJ11, in the Political Economy, comes to the conclusion that if 

"iiankind is to continue to improve" then, in the end, one form 

oi industrial association will predominate,

"not that which can exist between a capitalist as 
chief, and workpeople without a voice in the manage­ 
ment, 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" (Bk.lV;Vll,g6,p.775).

These arguments of Mill's about co-operation in industry, and 

tl.e suggestion that participation in the management of collective 

ajfairs in that sphere might, like participation in local



government, develop the qualities required in individuals for 

a successful democratic polity, are peripheral to the main body 

of his political thought. In the democratic theory of u.D.h. 

Cole, however, it is industry that holds the key that will 

unlock the door to a truly democratic polity*

ill* Q.D.H. Cole: Industry and Participatory democracy*

The theory of participatory democracy presented ia Cole's 

early writings, and it is with these that I aa concerned in this 

study, is of particular interest because it is a theory of modern, 

Industrialised societies. In his theory of guild socialism 

Cele worked out a detailed scheme of how a participatory 

democracy might be organised. This is of intrinsic interest, 

but I shall be concerned with the principles that underlay this 

scheme rather than the details of the plan itself* A second 

reason for choosing to consider Cole's work is that, at least 

in this early period, perhaps the major influence upon him was 

Rousseau* There were other influences also, Ailliam Morris 

and Marx for instance, but many of Cole*a basic concepts are

from Rousseau*s work and the spirit of Kousseau pervades

16. Another illustration of the fact that recent writers on 
democratic theory have used the term "classical" theory 
without much thought as to what they actually mean by it 
is provided by fcckstein (1966,p.2>9; , when he remarks that 
Cele is a theorist "out of sympathy with classical democratic 
ideas***



mla whole theory. I have already argued that rouaaeau's theory 

provides the atarting point and the baaic materiala for aa/ 

discusalon of a participatory tbtory of democracy but discussions 

of his political theory often reach the conclusion that it is of 

lit tit relevance today* ao that an examination of Cole 1 * theory 

might offer some suggestions on how it night be possible ta 

translate Rousseau 1 a inaighta on participation iJito tn« context

•f a modern society*

Cole 1 « aooial and political theory ia built on 2<ou«aeau*a 

argument that it ia will, not force, that ia the baaia of aocial 

and political orgaaisation; "aociety ia to be regarded aa a 

complex of aaaociatioaa held together by the willa of tneir

•eab«raM (Cole, 19<20a v p.12;, Men muat co-operate in associations 

te satisfy their aeeda ao, aaya Cole, we auat begin by looking 

at "the aotivea that hold aen together in aaaociation" aad the 

"way in which »en act through aaaocxations in euppl«aent aad 

aoApleaent to their actions aa isolated or private individuals" 

(1920 9 pp6 «Ad 11) • Or rather, vhat Cole ia concerned with ia 

elucidating the way in which «en can beat co-operate together 

without infringing their individual freedom. Despite the fact 

that Cole's democratic theory is a theory of associations he did 

not see the whole life of the individual aa eneumpaased in theae 

group** Some of its most valuable aapecta fouad expressioa
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outaide association; the individual, for Cole, i» "the ^ivot 

oa which the whole system of institutions turns* *'or he alone 

has ia hi* the various purposes of the various lastitutiona bound 

together ia a single personality" (1910, p.191,. "I asatuue". 

Col* says, echoing Mill'3 criticism of 3entham, that tut object 

of social organisation is not Merely material efficiency, but 

also essentially the fullest self-expression of olx the meters" 

(1920, p.200; , that is, the fullest freedom of all the members 

for "freedom is to find perfect expression" (191o, p. 196; and 

for this participation is essential. "Seif-exprea*iou involves 

self-government" and to obtain the latter Cole argues that it 

is necessary to call forth the people*s "full participation in 

the common direction of the affairs of the community" (1920,p»2o6) 

4s wall as "personal liberty whicn is confined to the sphere of 

personal relations" Cole argues that the individual should also 

have "social freedom" which he defines as "a right to a full

share la (the) government and control" of the associations to

17 whioh ho belongs (1920, p.lb?). The latter presupposes that

the associations control their own affairs - Cole regards the 

iaterferenco of the state as the main danger her* - and for this

1?• Following Rousseau, Cole also says that the individual ia
"moat free where he co-operates with his equals la the malting 
of laws'1 , but he did not, like Rousseau, see freedom aa 
consisting in obedience. Laws are "the scaffolding of human 
freedom; but they are not part of the building" (1919, pp 
mad 1916, p. 197.
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the/ need to be roughly equal in power. In The orid of labour 

(p»23) Cele argues that the suppression of groups in the French 

Revolution was an historical accident because of the privileges 

they then possessed, and he adds that

"in recognising that where there must be .articular 
associations, they should be evenly mate&ed, >*ous<*eau 
a doit a 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 
•f the French Revolution" •

Celebs "new philosophy of groups'* can be seen as an application

•f Rousseau *s theory of participation to all the associations of

•nien society is composed $ his theory of democracy requires that 

the individual must participate in all social apheres and act Just 

la the political sphere. However, Cole did not reaon this 

conclusion solely by an extension of Rousseau's theory* His
i

theery ef democracy is also linked to his theory ef associations
18 

through the principle of function and functional representation.

Function, he argues, is "the underlying principle ef social 

organisation" (1920, p.W, it is "the principle underlying the 

unity and coherence of associations'* 6 1920, p.^0;. For Cole, 

democracy is "only renl wnen it is conceived in terms of function 

and purpose" (1920s, p. 51; and social purposes, he argues, are

18* All I shall do here is present Cole's argument s. A critical 
examination of his use of the concept of function would talce 
an too far from the main themes of this study* For sone 
criticisms see Berg (1964).



"the raw Material of social functions, and social functions are 

sooial purposes selected and placed in coherent relationship" 

(1920» p«5*t; I the function of an association is baaed on the 

purpose for which it waa formed,

In modern societies representation is essential, indeed, 

every association

"which sets before itself any object that is of more 
than the Host rudimentary simplicity fiuda itself 
compelled to assign tastes and duties, ana with these 
powers and a share of authority, to some of its cambers 
in order that the c own on object may be effectively 
pursued" (1920, p

However, Cole thinks that existing fora a of representation, 

including that in the political sphere, are in fact misrepresen­ 

tation, "the idea of democracy has become alutoal inextricably 

tangled up ... with a particular theory of representative govern­ 

ment based on a totally false theory of representation" (1920, 

p«l03)* This arises because it is assumed that "one man can 

'represent' another or a number of others", whereas "it is 

impossible to ̂ present human beings as selves or centres of 

consciousness". But this does not rule out representation 

altogether because "it i* quite poaaible to represent ••• so much 

of human beings as they themselves put into associated effort 

for a specific purpose . True representation ••• is always 

specific and functional'1 (1920, pp 10}-6 . Functional represent­ 

ation is also important in Gole*s theory for anotner reason*



aapect of the false theory of representation under the 

existing political system is that it actually denied the right 

of the individual to participate because "having choaen hit* 

representative, the ordinary man has, according to that theory, 

nothing left to do except to let other people govern him" (1920, 

p. 11*O • This is made worse because

"such democracy as is recognised is cuaceived in a 
narrowly 'political* sense, as applying to a quite 
peculiar sphere known as politics, and not in a 
broader and more comprehensive sense, as applying to 
all the acts which men do in association or conjunction" 
(1920a, p. 14).

The democratic principle, Cole argues on the basis of both his 

reading of Rousseau ( s theory and his principle of function, must 

be applied

M not only or mainly to some special sphere of social 
action known as •polities', but to any and every form 
of social action, and, in especial, to industrial and 
economic fully as much as to political affairs" (l>20a, 
p. 12;.

The system of functional representation and organisation

"imply the constant participation 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 undera Landing . .. 
Functional representation gives everyone the chance uf 
being ...an active citizen" (1920, pp

(i.D.H. Cole places participation at the heart of hia theory 

of democracy because ae regarded it as operating with an educative 

force oa individuals. "Theoretical democrats ' he states in juild 

Socialism Restated,



"totally ignore the effects of undei&jcralic 
mud convention in non-political spheres of social action, 
not onI/ upon the lives which men lead jin tnoee a^ueree, 
but also la perverting and annihilating la practice 
the theoretical democracy of moaern poi.iii.cs*"

For Cole, it was only if the individual could j**rtici^ate in 

all aspects of social and political life that he could •learn 

democracy 1 , develop the attitudes and qualities necessary in and 

for a democratic polity; "over the vast mechanic* of modern 

politics the individual has no control, not because the state is

too big, but because he is given no chance of learning the
19 rudiments of self-government within smaller unites" (19X9, p.l>7)»

Like Kill, Cole emphasises the importance of local government in 

this learning process, but the special interest of his tneory 

lies in the fact that he sav industry as the all important arena 

•here the individual's education through participation vould take 

placet it waa largely in industry that the "annihilation in 

practice" of democracy took place. It vas for this reason that 

Cole exclaimed that the answer that most people would give to the 

question "what is the fundamental evil in our modern society?", 

would be the wrong aamwer: "they would answer PGVbftXY, when they

19* Actually, Cole in this statement has rather disregarded the
implications of some of his own arguments* It is partly just 
because the modern state is so big that it needs to be 
1 broken up* into smaller units; the control that any one 
individual can exercise over the area of the whole state is 
necessarily limited*



ought to aaawor SLAVERY** (1919, p*3*O. It was pointless to 

talk of self-government and democracy when the millions who had 

b*en given tht franchise, given the formal meana to self-govern­ 

ment* had in fact been w trained to subservience" and this 

training had largely taken place during the course of their 

daily occupation. Cole argues that

"the industrial system ... is in great aeasure the 
key to the paradox of political democracy* tiny are the 
•any 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 reflecta itself in political 
servility" (1918, p.35)•

Xt was only, ia Colt's view, if the whole organisation sf industry 

was changed v if it was organised on a democratic basis (along 

with all other spheres of social life) that we could talk of 

•democracy 1 at all* "Real democracy is to be found, not ia a 

single omai-competant representative assembly, but in a system 

of co-ordinated functional representative bodies" (1^0, p«lo8), 

i*e* in a system of participatory bodies, and 0010*8 sens** of 

guild socialism provided just such a system. He remarks that 

if guild socialism was largely a theory of institutions this was 

aot because

"it believes that the life of men is comprehended in 
their social machinery, but because social machinery, 
aa it is good or bad, harmonious or discordant with 
human desires and instincts, is the meaas either of 
furthering, or of thwarting, the expression of human 
personality* If environment does not, as Robert Owen 
thought, make character in an absolute sense, it does 
direct and divert character into divergent forms of 
expression" U92Oa, p.



Like Rousseau, Cole regarded a large aeaaure of economic

•quality as a accessary condition for a participatory system,

•r •real* democracy. The "abstract democracy of the ballot box" 

obscured the differences in wealth, status and power that existed; 

taia was another factor ignored by "theoretical democrats'* v that 

11 vast iae qua Hies in wealth and status, resulting in vast 

inequalities of education, power and control of environment, «re 

aeeeeearilyfctal to any real democracy, whether in polities or 

aay other sphere" (1920a, p.14; see also 1913* p.^21,• Cole's 

guild socialist theory offers some interesting indication* of 

hew the economic equality that Rousseau found ia a society of 

peaaaat proprietors might be achieved in a modern society* One

•f his major objections to the capitalist orgaaiaatioa of 

industry warn that under it labour was just another oeiaodity, 

aad the •humanity" of labour was denied* Under guild socialism. 

Cole argues, this humanity would be fully recogaiaed, whisk 

means "above all else, the recognition of the right ••• to equality

•f opportunity and status*1 (1916s , p.2*0. It is the latter which 

is tke most important element in Cole*s argument^ about the achieve- 

meat of economic equality - and, although Cole do«s aot put it 

ia these terms his arguments reflect those of Rousaoau on the need 

for individual independence, it is this that equality of status



would bring* The organisation of industry under the guild 

aoeialiat aystem would remove tha existing, baaic inequality of 

•tatua between •managers*, tha daciaion B*kcra, and th« •••n't 

tma receivers of ordera; all would be equal mec&bara of a 

communal enterprise and all would share in decision making and 

control, Tha a«coad aspect of equality of atatua in Cole 1 a . 

theory la that "unemployment, or rather loaa of eaployaeat aa 

it aow axiata, will hare disappeared" ('1920m, p.7^>t that ia, 

iaequality la security of tenure of employment would alao ba 

abolished.

Although Cola regarded 'material efficiency" aa only ana 

object of aocial and political organisation, he thougkt that undar 

a guild aoeialiat, participatory syatem in induatry thia aapact 

we it Id ba a u peri or alao* Under conditions of economic equality 

aad aecurity tha profit motive - the motive of "greed and fear" - 

would ba raplacad by tha motive of free service. Cola thought that 

thara axistad large, untapped re&ervaa of energy and initiative 

la tha ordinary man that would ba released under a participatory 

ayatern* It waa self-government in induatry that held the key to 

efficiency; tha workers would never ba persuaded to give of their

20* Partly Cole saw the equality of statue arialng from the
aacialiaation of means of production under tne guild aystam, 
aad thua the abolition of classes (by definition, Cole used 
tba term in a Marxian sense,. Cole also tuought that thara 
would be a move toward the aqualiaation of incomes, finally 
arriving "by the destruction of the whole idea of remuneration 
for work dona, and the apprehension of the economic problem 
mm that of dividing the national income, without regard to 
am/ particular work or service, among members of the community" 
(X920a v pp 72-3). *
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••at under tha existing aystea "which froa any Moral standpoint 

la uttarly indefenaibla".21

•' Although Cole's theory of democracy hinges oa tha establish­ 

ment af a participatory, democratic, ayatem in industry , he is, 

deapite Sohumpeter's atrieturaa oa the »classical* theorista of 

democracy OB thia point, very conscious of tha problem of tha 

praaervation of leadership under a participatory ayatem* Bare 

again, ha thinka that the principle of function provides an 

anawer, together with an answer to the old problea of •represent" 

ativaa* versus 'delegates 1 . Under the existing system the latter 

appaar aeeaaaary because it aeems the only nay that control can

•a axereiaed by the electorate in a systea where "as soaa ae 

tha voters have exerclaad their votea, their existaaea aa a 

Croup lapses until the tiae when a new election ia required"» 

Tha ayatea of functional representation "auUcea it possible to 

abandon the thaory of delegation without imperilling democratic

•ontrol" because functional aasociationa will have a continuous
• ' • - • - . • • •'-.-...• 

existence and ao can continually advisa, critiolaa, and if
' : • ' , P»' ; • •

necessary raeall the representative* Thay also have an additional

•erit in that "not only will the representative be cfeoaan to do 

a job about which ha kaowa something, but he will be chosen by

21. Gala 1919, p.181 and 1920b, p.12. Roue criticises of guild 
aeeialisa froaj an economic point of view tan be found in 
Glass (1966) and >ribicavlc (1959).
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parsona who know something of it too".

Tha doctrine of guild socialism "ia far widar than industry, 

although it apringa out of induatrial conditioaa. It amounts in 

tht laat analyaia to a complete Social Theory" (1^2 , p.10} and 

It la in this widar per*pectire that it ia of special interest in 

a discuaaian of participation and democratic theory. Naverthalaaa 

Cola 1 a apaoific plan for the establishment of a guild socialist 

aystem ia worth describing very briafly for it dees girt ua ona 

vaa* a idaa of what a participatory democracy might look like* 

Cola put forward sefaral raraioaa of his 'blueprint • for a 

participatory ayatea but the moat theoretically pluralist ia to 

ba found in Guild Socialism Restated on which this account ia 

based.25

22. Cole, 1920, pp 109-113* This, in itself, would go part of the 
vay to aeating objection.* about the amount of • rationality* 
that a participatory democratic political ayatem requirae of 
the voter. Carpenter (1966) has arguad that Cola was untouched 
by the insights of hia day into the irrational elements of 
hua»n behaviour. Ba that aa it say, Cole, like the other 
theorists of participatory democracy, stressed that 'rationality 1 , 
like other requirements for the democratic system, was in largo 
part acquired through the process of participation* Cole also 
distinguishes between "leaders", "man whose eor* ia mainly 
that of directing the wore, of others", who anouio oe elected 
by those whom they lead, and * technical experts' whose choice, 
ha thinka, "doas not raiaa tha damocratie issue" (aaa 1920a, 
PP 52-9).

23* Aa account of tha development of guild socialist and a critical 
examination of its theory - Cola was only one of those involved
- caa ba found ia Glass (1966). Whether hia plan would have 
turned out in practica to ba aa 'pluralist 1 aa ha hoped haa 
baaa queationed. Cole thought that onca guild socialism bagan to 
gat under way the atate would gradually wither away from lack
•f a real function, but it haa bean arguad that hia National 
Caamuaa, tha now "co-ordinating" body, woula bo in eaaentiala 
taa atate renamed.
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Th« guild aoeialiat aystern was to be organised, vertically 

aad horiaeatally, from the grass roota upward aad waa to be 

participatory at all levels and in all its aspects. The division 

between the vertical and horizontal structures waa based em 

functionalist principles; the vortical structure waa to be 

concerned with the economic functions of society and the 

herlaontal with the political functions* The economic aide waa

itaalf to be divided between the functions of production aad
2*» 

consumption. The associations that would usually cone to mind

when the term 'guild* is mentioned where actually to be the 

organisational units on the production side, but there were many 

other bodies involved as well. In the economic (vertical, sphere 

Cole proposed that there should be consumer co-operatives, utility 

council*, for the provision of gas etc., civic guild* to tjake 

•are of health aad education, and cultural councils to "express 

the civic point of view" - and any other ad hoc bodies that might 

prove neeeaaary in a particular area. On the production aide the 

workshop waa to be the basic *building block* of the guild and, 

similarly, the grass roota unit of each council etc. wwa to bo 

amall enough to allow the maximum participation by everyone.

It waa over this last division that Cole differed both from 
the oolleotivists and the advocates of co-operation , because 
meither of these allowed the right of the ^reducer to self- 
government, aad from the syndicalists beeauae they did not 
admit the special claims of the consumer.



Eton guild (and other body; would elect re pro ̂tentative a to the 

higher stagea of the vertical structure, to local and regional 

guilds and councils, and, at the highest level, to the Induetrial 

Quilda Congress (or its equivalent).

The purpose of the horizontal (political) structure vaa to 

give expreeaion to "the communal apirit of the whoxe society . w 

Each town or country area would have its own cornsune where the 

basic unit, corresponding to the workshop, would be the ward, 

again small enough to allow maximum participation, and represent­ 

ative* 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 

repreaentativee of both town and country and the vertical structure 

and at the apex of the whole system would be found the National 

Commune which would. Cole thought, be a purely co-ordinating body

22* Implicit in Cole's participatory theory of democracy is the 
subsidiary hypothesis about the effect of participation 
already noted in the theories of Pousseau and J.£. hill; that 
it will have an integrative effect* This underlies Cole's 
•any referencoo to the establishment of "community" and the 
importance he attaches to local political institutions where 
man can learn the "social spirit'** In the industrial aphero 
it is the basis of his assumption that t&e new form of 
organisation would lead to co-operation aad fellowship in 
a community of workera and that conflict would bo abolished. 
This also assume.3 that participation would lead to the 
acceptance of collective decisions b all* (See Cole 
p.169 and 1920a, p



neither functionally, historically nor structurally continuous 

with the existing atate.

The precis* merits or demerits of thia particular participatory 

blueprint do not concern uu here; as Cole himaelf reoarKed (1920e, 

F*7)

"the principles behind guild socialism are far «ore 
important than the actual forma.of organisation which 
guild socialists have thought out'1 .

It is with these principles* tne principles underlying a 

participatory theory of democracy and their empir^o&l relevance 

for the present day, that this study is concerned*

The very great difference between the theories of democracy 

•f the writers discussed in this chapter and the theories of 

those writers concerned largely with (national, representative 

government, makes it very difficult to understand how the myth 

of one 'classical' theory of democracy has survived so lon& and 

been so vigorously propagated. Once the theories of Rousseau, 

John ntuart Pill and Q.D.U. Cole are examined in detail it is 

clear to what a l<*rge extent they, an.i other writers offering 

similar theories of democracy, have been misrepresented - by those 

who would defend a theory of participatory democracy as well as 

by« though to a much greater degree, its more numerous critics* 

The theorists of participatory democracy discussed in this 

chapter are not merely offering "essays in prescription"| as has 

been shewn their theories contain specific hypotheses about the



effect of participation on individuals and also, particularly 

the ease of Cole* a theory, a "plan of action'* for the attainment 

of a ("really"; democratic polity. 3ut perhaps the Boat curious 

misunderstanding of all (and one that defenders of the 'classical 1 

theory nave tended to take at face value) is contained in the 

eft-repeated criticism that, as BereIsoa has put it, the earlier 

theorists of democracy were not concerned with the political 

system a«* a whole and that they ignored "the general features 

necessary if the (political institutions are to worn ao required** 

It is obvious as soon as one starts to read the theorists of 

participatory democracy that this is exactly what they were 

concerned with.

Now that the arguments of some earlier theorists of 

participatory democracy* including two 'classical* theorists, have 

been clarified it is possible to take another step towards an 

assessment of the claims of recent theorists of democracy* That 

is f to construct, on the basis of this examination of the earlier 

theories, the beginnings of a modern theory of participatory 

democracy, making explicit, as has been done for the contemporary 

theory of democracy, both it* empirical and evaluative aspects* 

This will be undertaken in the following chapter* It will then 

be possible to turn to the empirical data relevant to the question 

of political participation to see whether, today, a central 

place for participation in a theory of democracy id, indeed, 

unrealistic and outmoded.
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CHAPTER FOUR 

A MOD£KM PAKTICIPATORY TH&ORI OF D&MOCKACY

1* Some ••pirical hypotheses.

Th« acceptance of a Misinformed stereotype of the nature of 

•arlier (participatory) theories of democracy oa the part of some 

of the aoat influential of recant writers on democratic theory 

has reaulted in some striking continuities in earlier and more 

recent theories being completely overlooked. Continuities, it 

should straight away be said, not, of course, in the conclusions 

drawn by the theorists, but in focus of interest and in a specific 

empirical hypothesis. These continuities have been obaeured by 

the widely held, but erroneous, view that the earlier democratic 

theorists were concerned only with the characteristics of the 

individual (democratic) citizen as such and not alao with the 

relationship of these individual characteristics to the functioning 

of the institutions of the polity. In fact, looked at from one 

point of view, the theorists of participatory democracy discussed 

in the last chapter can be seen as direct forerunners of the 

recent theorists who have concentrated on building theories of 

the necessary conditions for stable democracy( to use the modern 

terminology, both the earlier theorists of participatory democracy 

and the recent theorists are interested in the form of political 

culture required fer (stable) democracy and in the political 

socialisation process that develops and maintains this culture.



This kind of continuity in political theory ia not, ia 

itself, remarkable (unless one takes the view that earlier 

theorist* have little or nothing to aay to modern 'scientific' 

•tudente of polities). What is worth noting is that both the 

earlier theorists of participatory democracy and the recent 

theorists of stable democracy point to exactly the same variable 

as the crucial one in the political socialisation process| namely 

the authority structures of non-political associations and organ­ 

isations, it will be recalled that this hypotheaic was the basis 

of the theories of both Almond and Verba in The Civic culture and 

Eekstein in his Theory of Stable Democracy; "it stands to reason", 

says Ecksteia, "that if any aspect of social life caa direetly 

affect government it is the experiences with authority that men 

have in other spheres of life". This can be compared to Mill'a 

statement* also quoted earlier, that "the nature and degree of 

authority exercised over individuals ... (is) the most powerful 

ef the influences ... which makes then what they are". Cole's whole 

theory rested on this same hypothesis, that unless individuals 

interact within the requisite type of authority structure, then 

the aeeeasary political culture for (true) democracy will not be 

developed. But if the contemporary theory of democracy and a 

modern theory of participatory democracy can both make uae of this 

basic hypothesis, where they cannot be reconciled is in their 

respective argument* about the form of authority structures 

aeeessary for a (stable) democratic polity.



The firat elements of a modern theory of participatory 

democracy can now be put together. In one of its aspects the 

participatory theory of democracy can be seen as a theory of the 

necessary conditions for the maximum participation by all the 

members of the polity in the national "institutional arrangements". 

If this is to occur, then the necessary pattern of individual 

attitudes and qualities, the necessary political culture, must 

exist. The general hypothesis, as just stated, is that the crucial 

variable in the political socialisation process is the authority 

structures of non-political institutions and organisations. How­ 

ever a vitally important hypothesis specific to the participatory 

theory of democracy is that participation itself is educative. 

That is to say, the theory argues that the necessary political 

culture is developed through the individual's experience of partici­ 

pation in the non-political groupings. Of course, if individuals 

are to participate inside many different social spheres then the 

authority structures of these spheres must be such as to allow 

thin participation to take place. This was Just G.D.H. Cole's 

point when he argued that "democracy 1* should not be confined to 

a special sphere known as 'political' but applied to numerous other 

•oeial areas. In a sense this argument of the participatory theory 

Of democracy is obvious enough; that if the individual spends all, 

or a great deal, of his time in situations (authority structures)



where he has no chance to participate in the running of collective 

affairs and where he merely carries out the decisions of others, 

then, when called upon to participate in political life, he is 

unlikely to hare developed the necessary psychological basis to 

enable him to feel competent to do so. In other words just as 

theorists accepting the contemporary theory of democracy hare 

argued that for a political culture appropriate to that particular 

(stable) democratic method the authority structure of non-political 

spheres must be "congruent" with the authority structure of govern­ 

ment, so the participatory theory of democracy embodies a similar 

hypothesis. If a participatory political culture and participatory 

democracy are required then authority structures in all spheres 

must be organised on a participatory basis.

The participatory theory of democracy, however, also includes 

the hypothesis that one area of social life is of particular 

importance for political socialisation, namely industry* This is 

following up Mill's suggestions about the potential educative 

effect of participation in industry and taking up Cole's argument 

that it is in industry that individuals are "trained to subservience 11 , 

which training greatly influences their behaviour in the political 

sphere* Cole tends to assume that this is obvious to those who 

will but look, but, initially, one could offer the following 

arguments in favour of this hypothesis. That attitudes might be



developed that affect political behaviour as a result of the 

individuals experiencea in industry is plausible because the 

workplace occupies an exceptionally important place in his life 

as a whole, occupying a great deal of his time and providing him 

with his income. In modern societies the role allotted to the 

ordinary employee (the majority) inside the authority structure 

of industry is that of permanent subordinate, who carries out the 

orders of (permanent) management, fie plays no role at all in 

either decision making or in the choice of decision makers, he 

is not, that is, learning 'participant* attitudes. There is also 

another good reason for arguing that industry could be crucial 

in the political socialisation - or education - process* To 

argue that participation has an educative effect is suggestive ' 

but not Very precise, on the basis of toe discussion of the ideas 

of the earlier theorists of participatory democracy two aspects 

could be distinguished in this educative effect. First there is 

the psychological, aspect mentioned already (the "training for 

subservience" - or participation); second, there is the widening 

of outlook that the earlier theorists stressed so much, the 

development of a concern in the individual f,r matters outaide his 

own, narrow private interests. Here could be added the development 

of specifically political (democratic) skills. Both of these

1. Cf. Dawson and Prewitt (1969, p.69) and the "apprenticeship 11 
aspect of political socialisation.



factors oould certainly be thought of as 'education 1 , and an 

education that could be provided particularly well through the 

workplace where the individual could participate in making 

decisions that hare potential significance! ia a modern economy, 

far bejond the individual enterprise or those immediately concerned*

But however plausible this argument may seem it is still only 

an argument* Empirical support has yet to be given to these 

hypotheses of the participatory theory of democracy; support to 

the suggestion that there is a link between participation in 

spheres like industry and the development of attitudes necessary 

for participation in national politics, support for the suggestion 

that industry occupies a crucial place in the political social­ 

isation process* The construction of a realistic, modern 

participatory theory of democracy on the lines of the earlier 

theories also depends on the empirical feasibility of organising 

the authority structure of industry on participatory or democratic 

lines* This aspect of the theory is directly challenged by one 

of the advocates of the contemporary theory of democracy, tckatein, 

in A Theory of Stable Democracy (p,237)« where he states that "we 

have every reason to think that economic organisations cannot be 

organised in a truly democratic »a^er, at any rate not without 

consequences that no one wants" • If Eckstein were right about 

this then the theory of participatory democracy would not be viable,



for if it is not possible to democratise industrial authority 

structures then it is useless in an industrial society to postulate 

a participatory political culture as a basis for a democratic 

polity. However, Eckstein does not base his argument on the 

empirical evidence, at least he offers none in A Theory of Stable 

Democracy, he merely asserts that this is the case. In fact this 

assertion follows from the premises of the contemporary theory of 

democracy which is based, as shown, on the argument that existing 

political attitudes and behaviour must be taken as given, i.e. 

the existing political culture is the most that can be achieved, 

hence it follows that existing authority structures of non-political 

spheres cannot be made any more participatory. The participatory 

theory, on the other hand is arguing precisely that the existing 

facts need not be taken as given, that far from the political 

apathy of the ordinary man being just the way things are, or as 

Sartori puts it, "nobody's fault 11 , it can be explained in terms 

of the existing structure of authority, especially in industry* 

which, the theory suggests, could be democratised.

This explains the absence of any special concern with the 

stability of the system in the theory of participatory democracy. 

(In the earlier theories stability was taken for granted)* In the 

contemporary theory of democracy one potential danger to stability 

is the attitudes of present non-participants if in future they



Actively entered into political life. The argument of the 

participatory theory is that this inactivity itself is capable 

of being explained in terns of lack: of opportunities to 'practice 

democracy 1 in spheres outside the national political arena* If 

individuala were given this opportunity then the educative effect 

of this participation would result in their entering political 

life fully equipped to do so; their attitudes, to use Almond 

and Verba'B terminology, would then "fit" the political system. 

The subsidiary hypotheses about the function of participation 

found in the earlier theories of participatory democracy also 

reinforce this approach to stability; that participation has an 

integrative effect and aids the acceptance of collective decisions* 

If empirical support can be given to the hypotheses about the 

effects of participation on individuals then the earlier theorists 

would seem to be correct in their assumption that a participatory 

system would be a self-sustaining one and that stability would 

provide no special problem*

It would provide us with no special problem that is, from the 

perspective of the participatory theory of democracy. The develop­ 

ment of such a participatory political culture would give no 

basis at all for stability in terms of the contemporary theory 

where it is argued that, in a democratic polity, a ''balance" of 

individual characteristics is required. Here we co e up against 

one of those differences in interpretation in political theory



that, it waa argued io chapter two, are only explicable in tere-s 

of the value assumptions of the theories concerned. Jn the one 

hand, the contemporary theory of democracy argues t at a "balanced" 

or "nixed" political culture is required; on the other hand the 

participatory theory of democracy argues that a 'participatory'1 

political culture is necessary, a culture, that is, that is seen 

as too "extreme" or too one-sided by the contemporary theory. So 

wo are faced with the question of ho* we decide which of these 

is indeed the political culture required in a democratic polity. 

It warn also argued in chapter two that questions of empirical 

feasibility are intimately connected to value questious, expecially 

tnat of the interpretation of values. Now if in fact a particip­ 

atory political culture could be developed, if the existing facts 

of political behaviour and political attitudes need not be taken 

ma given, then the value interpretations of the contemporary theory 

of democracy, which rest on precisely the assumption that these 

facts must be taken as given, these interpretations are themselves 

open to challenge. Just as the participatory theory offers an 

alternative explanation of the facts of existing political 

attitudes and behaviour so it offers an alternative interpretation 

of the key value terms of the contemporary theory of democracy: It 

has its own evaluative framework that includes a moael of the 

ideal democratic citizen and his attitudes, and its own inter­ 

pretation of 'democracy' itself.



ii. The evaluative implications of the theory>

This difference in the conception of what a democratic polity 

consists in accounts for the difference in characterisation of 

the political culture necessary to maintain it* So far the theory 

of participatory democracy has been considered only in one light, 

as a theory of the necessary conditions for maximum (electoral) 

participation in a "democracy* conceived in much the same terms 

as in the contemporary theory, viz. a system where leaders compete 

for national office at periodic elections. But the participatory 

theory rejects this conception of 'democracy*. It argues that a 

'democratic* polity is one where individuals can participate in 

very many different spheres, where all authority relations are 

democratised. Furthermore, the participatory theory involves not 

only an extension of the area of participation to these wider 

spheres but also a different notion of participation itself and, 

as shown for the contemporary theory, it is the notion of 

participation that is crucial for the value interpretations in 

the theory. The three earlier theorists discussed in the last 

chapter did not entirely agree on the content 01 'participation*. 

Mill tends to speak in terms of taking part in political discussions 

and Cole of the election of leaders (representatives; in industry 

and other areas. Rousseau presents the most radical interpretation - 

the direct participation of each individual in decision making.
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Prima facie, it does seem more plausible that so far as toe 

educative effect of participation is concerned, tnis education 

would be more likely to occur, or at least would occur to 

maximum effect, if individuals actually took part in making 

decisions rather than being confined to choosing those who are 

to make them* Moreover, although advocates of the contemporary 

theory would undoubtedly seize on this aspect as another indication 

of the lack of realism of a participatory theory of democracy, 

we need not assume that Rousseau's notion of participation is 

unrealistic in all areas potentially open to participation until 

empirical evidence has shown it to be so.

The conception of a • democratic polity* in the participatory 

theory, it has just been stated, is one where all authority 

relationships are democratised, or, to put it slightly differently, 

it is a polity in which all political systems are democratised. 

That is, another difference in interpretation in the evaluative 

framework of the two theories of democracy is in the nature of 

the 'political'* If one applies Rousseau's arguments about 

participation to all organisations and associations in the polity, 

or considers Cole's arguments that 'democracy 1 should not be 

confined to a "special" area of social life in conjunction with 

recent wide definitions of the 'political 1 , it is clear tnat 

implicit in the arguments of the earlier writers is the idea that
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th« •political' aspect of social life can refer to a wide rang* 

of relationships of authority, and not merely to those involved 

in the national, electoral arrangements; here again modern 

political theorists who have formulated wide definitions of 

•political 9 have something in common with their predecessors. 

However, another of the curiosities of recent work in democratic 

theory is that the implications of the new definitions of • political* 

for democratic theory do not appear to have been considered; not 

even when the definitions have been formulated by the very writers 

discussed in chapter one. Perhaps the best inown of the new 

definitions of 'political' is that of Easton (1^, p. 12 , who 

sees politics as the "study of the authoritative allocation of 

values for a society". But Dahl, for example, whose theory of 

democracy was discussed in chapter one, says that 'a political 

system is any persistent pattern of human relationships that 

involves, to a significant extent, power, rule, or authority", 

and he notes that associations such as private clubs, religious 

organisations and "perhaps even families" can therefore be 

regarded as political systems (19o3« p.6).

Most clearly with Dahl's definition the area singled out in

the participatory theory as the most important for participation* 

namely industry, is a political system. If this is so it would 

then follow that participation in industry, and other areas, is 

political participation in its own right and not merely a non-
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political basis for political participation itself. It would 

also follow that the (autonomy* of the political from the citizen 

ia his everyday environment, a feature of the contemporary theory, 

would be absent from a modern participatory theory of democracy • 

It is interesting that such a wide conception of the political 

has been vigorously attacked by Wolin, in his book Politics and 

Vision, precisely for undermining the autonomy of the political 

sphere, so that it is worth considering the case for a wide 

definition* This also has the advantage of bringing out soae 

further points in support of the central place of industry in 

the participatory theory of democracy.

Aolin argues that the major characteristic of modern social 

and political thought is the "sublimation" of the political;

"From an examination of recent theorising, it is 
fairly clear that a reaction against some of the major 
categories of political thought has occured ... (what 
is peculiar to the present is) the sublimation of the 
political into forms of association which earlier 
thought had believed to be non-political"

He does not spell out exactly what he means by this "sublimation", 

but it appears to be something fairly close to what I take to be 

psycho-analytic connotation of the word. Just as efforts to 

sublimate, say, an unreturned affection for a person in hard work 

may lead to that feeling • re-appearing 1 in apparently unrelated 

manifestations (perhaps a •psycho-somatic 1 disorder/, so the 

disappearance of the political as an autonomous sphere in modern 

political theory is accompanied by its reappearance, or at least
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the reapplication of the concept, to other social areas, lixe 

business organisations, previously thought of aa non-political, 

or private. Just as in the contemporary theory of democracy 

homo-civicus the non-political citizen, is essentially a private 

person, so Wolin, too, contrasts the 'political 1 and the 'private' 

« emphasising that since ancient timed the 'public' (or

the "coounon" or "general") has been regarded as synonymous with 

the 'political' (p.9).2

This, however, is not the only contrast he draws: the 

political sphere has been "sublimated" in the 'social* rather 

than the 'private* sphere. Beginning with LocKe, we can see in 

Modern social and political theory the "decline of politic-?! 

categories and the ascendency of social ones" (p.363;. rarticularly 

since the nineteenth century this is distinctive of all political 

theory, whether of writers usually thought of as radical or 

conservative, socialist or reactionary, whether they are theorists 

of Modern business organisation or anarchists like Proudhon; in 

all these writers, according to Wolin, we see the "glorification 

of society" at the expense of the political realm. The mestion

2. Though J'olin also agrees with recent definitions that relation­ 
ships of power and authority are also involved (pp 6? and 61) .

3. It is true that all the diverse theorists that olin discusses 
(in Chap. X, "The Age of Organisation and the Sublimation of 
politics",) do emphasise 'the social* and 'the community 1 , but 
that i« often all that they do have in cocwion. They have very 
different ideas of the fcind of society in which 'community' 
oan be realised, and they use very different arguments and 
different interpretations of concepts in re <cning their varying 
conclusions, so that it is Misleading to treat them as Wolin does*
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that one immediately wants to astc here is what exaccly is to be 

put into these three spheres of the 'public', cue 'social* and 

the 'private 1 , for ftolin is not at all explicit auout this.

To begin with the 'public* or 'political 1 area, it is clear 

that what Wolin actually means here is the modern (westernj 

nation state, more specifically the centralised, governmental 

apparatus of that state and the role of citizen associated with 

it. (cf. the contemporary theory of democracy;, woiin argues 

that the political order has a special function, "the general 

responsibility for the welfare of the whole society" and that 

membership (citizenship; in this order raises problems of a 

unique nature (pp 429 and 433). What Violin doeti not do is to 

present convincing arguments why the notion of the 'public* or 

the 'political* should be confined to matters that ai'fect this 

specific territorial area, or why it raises problems different

in kind from those raised by membership of other large scale

k 
organisations, say business organisations. This problem becomes

particularly urgent when the nature of the 'social* is considered, 

Hannah Arendt (1959) is another theorist concerned with these

4* He remarks (p.431) that recent political theory has produced 
"a picture of society as a series of tight little islands ... 
each without any natural affiliations in a more comprehensive 
unity". Clearly what he has in mind here is the "comprehensive 
unity11 provided by the political organisation of the state; 
but why should this be any more "natural" than e.g. the city, 
the province, or the whole world?



three categories and ehe says that the social realm "is toe form 

in which the fact of mutual dependence for the sane of life and 

nothing else assumes public significance" (p.4^ 7 t i.e. that

economic life and organisation assumes public significance. But 

once We look at 'the social* in this light then it is not at all 

clear, as Wolin claims, that for a theorist to treat a business 

organisation as a political system leads to "a series of dead 

ends" (p. *O2) . Surely it is far more reasonable in modern 

societies to regard the social realm as public (political) than 

to regard it - as Wolin does - as private; that private sphere, 

the household or the family, which Arendt states, has as its 

function in the modern world "to shelter the intimate" (p.35) .

On a wider understanding of the notion of the 'public 1 than 

Wolin 1 s (implicit) usage the place of industry - economic 

organisations - is clear. According to Brian Barry, (1^6^, p. 190), 

a definition of 'public* which "it is impossible to improve upon" 

is the following (first offered in 1632);

Thus it is not surprising that Wolin dates a concern with 
the social in political theory from the time of Locke, for 
when Locke was writing economic production had clearly begun 
its move from the household, and by the end of the nineteenth 
century - when the "glorification of society" in political 
theory had become apparent - it had become bound up with the 
(•political*) government of the state, (see below).
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"that which has no immediate relation to any specified 
person or persons, but nay directly concern any member 
or members of the community, without distinction"•

taking this as our definition of •public», and making use of 

Dahl's definition of a political system, quoted earlier, which 

stresses relationships of authority, we can say that a political 

system is

any persistent pattern of human relationships that 
involves a structure of power or authority and where 
decisions taken are public in their scope.

Industry, business organisations, in modern society have clearly 

defined structures of authority, decision matting procedures and 

means of enforcing t hose decisions, so that the first criterion 

of the definition is met. But nor do they fall short on the 

second, on Wolin's own main criterion. In lirge scale, modern, 

industrialised societies, business organisations are in fact 

bound into the political, state system and its administrative

6« This definition would exclude the family, the 'private* sphere. 
Family decisions affect only their members, and, unlike public 
organisations the family is composed of members linked by 
ties of blood. The definition quoted by Barry is an extremely 
useful one but this is not to say that there is nothing more 
at all to be said about the notion of "public", for example, 
although we usually do mean "unspecified persons", we may 
wieh to talk of a decision affecting "the public" even though 
we could specify those involved. If a firm decides to discharge 
noxious wastes into a river then those affected living along 
its banks may be specifiable but we might 8£ili want co say 
that "the public 11 was affected, or that the firm was creating 
"a public nuisance".
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apparatus; they are part and parcel of Wolin'a ^ublic realm. 

A« LI pact (I960, p«357) has noted, many of the organisations 

that he (Lipaet) calls "private governments" actually "acquire 

the right to act for the state in specific areas, or are assigned 

actual monopolies'1 . Further, quite apart from the fact that 

industry forms part of the public realm in tais sense, the 

activities of economic organisations may "directly concern any 

member of the coojnunity" in a very real sense. Indeed, from Dahl'e 

characterisation of homo civicus it would appear that the ordinary 

citizen sees his own, and perhaps the general welfare, very much 

in terms of the opportunities open to him in the economic sphere* 

If there are good reasons for using a wide definition of the 

'political 1 in political theory and for including many different 

areas of 'social* life under this heading - industry providing a 

particularly clear example of a political system - then far from 

"sublimating" the political, modern theorists are rather recognising

the structural and institutional realities of modern societies

7 
with their definitions. If this is so what of .olin's objections

7. Any political theorist who is to say anything worthwhile must 
work with concepts that relate to and illuminate the reality 
of his own tide. One might have expected that ..olin would 
welcome recent attempts to rethink the notion of the * political* 
for he says early in his book, that the concept of the 'political* 

is a created one, "the legacy accruing from the historical 
activity of political philosophers", but an activity whose 
basic data are furnished by the social and poiiii-cal forms 
of their own times (p.5)«
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that this umdermines the •autonomy* of polities? ihat is to say,

•mat of fcolin's arguments that membership of the state raises 

problems of a quite different order from those arising from, for 

example, membership of an economic organisation, and his statement 

that "to contend that individual participation can be satiafied 

ia a political way within the confines of noa-politieal groups 

is to deprive citizenship of its meaning" and to "fragment'1 the 

political. (p.*O». Dahl (196?* p.962), despite his definition 

of •political*, offers a similar argument} "I do not believe 

that democracy in the work place is a substitute for democracy 

ia the state ... to accept (this) as a focus for self-government

••• would be to trivialise the democratic idea*"

The first point to be made here is that in the participatory 

theory of democracy the argument is not that participation in 

other (political) areas is a substitute for participation in 

national political life but that it is an integral part of it; 

that political participation encompasses all these different 

areas and is not confined to one 'special 1 area of national 

electoral arrangements. That is, there is no " fragmentation" 

of political life in the recognition that areas like industry 

form political systems} rather it involves the further develop­ 

ment of political life, development toward (a different conception 

of; democracy. Far from "depriving citizenship of its meaning" 

the participatory theory, as will be argued below, suggests that
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only bj participating in ail political areas will the ordinary

•itirem come to appreciate (learn) the full meaning of eititenshlp

amd its relationship to hia control over hia own (private j lifa
ti 

and environment. The participatory theory rejects the notion

thai the political sphere should be 'autonomous* if what this 

involves is that it is seen as something apart from, and independent

of men's everyday lives and in which the^r participation has only

9 a minimal role to play*

Second , if problems of citizenship in the state really do 

raiae unique problems then it follows that concepts like political

•quality, political freedom and so forth that are bound up with 

the motion of oltisenahip, hare no application outside the sphere

•f the state* This ia v of course, just the argument of the 

contemporary theory of democracy, that such concepts refer only 

te the national H institutional arrangements" and are distinct from 

sad relatively independent of other forms of e uaiity etc*, such 

am economic equality* It is significant that, if economic 

organisations cannot legitimately be analysed as political systems,

6* The reason why Wolin does not consider this possible inter­ 
pretation of participation in industry and elsewhere is that 
he - like the advocates of the contemporary theory 01 democracy - 
sees only two alternatives; the existing Western democratic 
system or 'totalitarianism'. See e.g. Aolim pp 222-4 and

9* This is not to say that there are no differences between The
Government and governments in other political areas* Following 
Weber, the distinctive mark of the Government is that it holds 
the exclusive authority to regulate the use of force within 
its area, (see Dahl, 1963, PP
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makes ao suggestions aa to which concepta ara appropriate 

ta aueh an analysis. In ao far aa such bodies are •public* than 

qaaatioaa - 'political* questions - of who shares ia decision 

making and how they do it are crucial ones. Indeed, it may ba 

aa Partridge (196j>, p. 19; has suggested, that it ia rather in 

the context of econoaic and other large, complex organisations, 

than at the level of the state, that issues of equality aad 

freedom do ariaa for the eitisen in the industrialised, «estern 

deaocraoies. That ia to say, ia the latter half of the twentieth 

aentury natioaal citizenship, with its attendant civil liberties, 

ia taken for granted and does not enter in a concrete way into 

the immediate, familiar everyday life of the individual (this 

would certainly seen to be ao in the caae of hoao civicuaj •

The next question that poses itaelf is what difference all 

this makes to the interpretation of the key value terns diacuaaed 

ia chapter two. Given that there ia a. good caae for the wide 

coaeaption of the 'political 1 , and that the question of tha 

empirical realism of the notion of 'democracy' in the participatory

10. For aone empirical evidence that the question of freedom, at 
least, aaeumee moat practical importance ia the workplace 
aaa Lane (1962, pp 236-7). It ia true that a problem like 
conacription ia unique to the state but this is not related 
to citizenship in tha same way aa freedom etc. The latter 
ara part of what citizenship ia about| whether or act armies 

raised by conscription ia itaelf a political decision.
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theory, aa a polity where individuals can participate in decision

making in all political spheres, is at the least an open one, how 

then, does this affect the interpretation of notions like 'political 

•quality1 . 1X

Together with its rejection of the claim that the existing 

facts of political life «ust be taken as given, with the corollary 

that key value terms must be interpreted in terms of the operation 

of the existing democratic political method, the participatory 

theory of democracy also rejects the arguments that universal 

suffrage is sufficient for political equality and that political 

equality does not imply equality of political control* Following

11* Recent theorists of democracy also have a specific interpret­ 
ation of the notion of 'pluralism*. A democratic polity as 
conceived by the participatory theory can be seen as made up 
of a plurality of smaller political systems and therefore can 
be legitimately be called 'pluralist; but it is important 
to remember that the theory also requires that the authority 
structures of all political systems should be democratised. 
Presthus (19&Jf, p. 10) has remarked that "there has been a 
curious reluctance on the part of scholars precisely to define
•pluralism'". Dahl for instance, refers to his theory of poly- 
archy as "pluralist" i.e. it refers merely to the existence of 
competing leaders. Other theorists, e.g, Kornhauser in The 
Theory of Mass Society, use 'pluralist* to refer to the mere 
existence of intermediate associations between the individual 
and the state irrespective of the structure of authority of 
the associations. What the writers in the earlier part of the 
century, of whom Cole was one, who advocated 'pluralism* meant 
by the term was a polity composed of self-governing associations, 
where the power of the state was shared with, or even, as CoLe, 
hoped in Quild Socialism Restated, appropriated by those 
associations so that the state 'withered away*. (On the
•pluralism* of this era see e.g. Hsiao, Political Pluralism).
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froa its different interpretation of •participation* the 

participatory theory sees individuals as political equals in the 

substantive sense that each individual has equal (the aatre) 

opportunities for control over the decision Making process in 

political areas* Thus the citizen body is undifferentiated in 

respect of control exercised; it is not divided into (a minority) 

homo politious and homo civicua, the ordinary citizen. That 

individuals are political equals in all political systems means 

that the relationship between political and economic equality 

looks very different in the two theories of democracy* In the 

contenporary theory the latter is interpreted largely in terms of 

eqmality of wealth (of. Sartori, p. 33& ; and it is probably this 

that Dahl has in Bind when he refers to the lower 5£S groups 

relatively limited access to resources), and this is a widely 

accepted interpretation. But from the perspective of the 

participatory theory equality of wealth or income is of leaser 

importances fundamental when industry is seen as a political 

system is equality of power in the economic spheres i»e» it is

a question of the structure of (decision making; authority in the

12 enterprise.

12. This is not to say that the extent of equality of distribution 
of income/wealth is unimportant; Rousseau and Cole both regarded 
it as vital. But this distribution is itself greatly influenced 
by the structure of authority and, second, it is an empirical 
question how much equality of income/wealth is required for a 
successful modern participatory system, flfhat is more important 
fro* the viewpoint of the participatory theory are the differen­ 
ces in job security, conditions of employment etc. that mark 
the differences in decision making powers inside the enterprise. 
For details of these differences see Wedderbura (1*70).
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Because the key value terras are not interpreted in urely 

procedural terms in the participatory theory they eaanot be kept

• separate' from each other as they can in the contemporary theory; 

(on the interpretations in that theory it would be poe*ible to 

have, for example, political equality, i.e. universal suffrage, 

without political freedom i.e. civil liberties or vice versa).

•Political freedom* in the participatory theory refers to the 

equal freedom of each (politically equal) individual eitiften. In 

both theories of democracy the existence of civil liberties can 

be regarded as good in itself since they are an essential basis 

for the exercise of any free choice by the individual, and ensure 

the absence of arbitrary interference (coercion;* In the 

participatory theory however civil liberties although necessary, 

are not sufficient for political freedom, which refers not to the 

freedom of the individual qua individual, but to his freedom qua 

member of a collective, as citi&en? (although the participatory 

theory sees the two as interrelated in practice}* The theory 

argues that if each individual is to have equal freedom then, 

together with legal guarantees of free choice, the question of 

what the individual is able to choose from also has to be taken 

iato account; the range of alternatives from which he can make 

his choice muat be no leas than those open to others. The way in 

which this condition can be approached and maintained is through 

individual participation in decision making ia all political
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disadvantageous policies (the reduction of alternativea, and to 

exercise control over the course of hia lii'e and the development 

of hia environment. From the perspective of the participatory 

theory (unlike the contemporary; cf. Berlin, 1969; it ia aot 

possible to separate these two aspects of political freedom; that 

of the legal framework of civil liberties and that of the structure 

of authority which largely determines how choice-alternatives ara 

distributed - both are two aidea of the sane coin of political 

freedom.

Sartori argues that political freedom ia properly a defensive 

or protective freedom. Clearly, political freedom in the 

participatory theory ia regarded as the major protection of the 

interests of the citizens, but just as participation itself is 

not merely protective, nor is the political freedom of which it 

is an essential part; that, too ia educative or developmental 

and is linked to the lack of a special concern with atability in

, One point on which Sartori and the participatory theory ara 
agreed is that political freedom is not freedom as "autonomy 11 
if by the latter is meant the •inner* or subjective freedom 
of the individual* The working of the participatory process 
may wall lead to the individual feeling free, but thia is 
secondary to his objective freedom* A good deal of misunder­ 
standing is caused by the interpretation of political theories 
of freedom in psychological terms* 'Mastering an impulse* or 
aome such may well open otherwise closed alternatives, but 
this is quite different from the 'external* freedom of the 
citiaen. At that level political decision making, not self- 
control, decides what alternatives are open*



175.

the participatory theory. Nevertheless there is a similar central 

value commitment as in the contemporary theory - but to * popular 

sovereignty* or • self-government*, not stability. But, again, 

•popular sovereignty* is interpreted not in the aense of the 

(electoral) * control* of leaders, but in terms of the equal 

individual participation already discussed, a participation, that 

is, that is of value in itself, and not merely for its protective 

function* Of value because of the kind of (ideal; democratic 

citiaen which, it is argued, can only be developed through the 

participatory process*

A different way of approaching this is to look, as was done 

la chapter two, at a possible justification of a democratic 

(participatory) system on the grounds that it best serves. 

protects, the interests of the members of the polity. The 'Justice* 

of such a system in the case of the participatory theory rests 

not on the existence of possibilities of redress, or at least 

these are not sufficient, rather it refers to the expectation 

that the system of participatory decision making will lead to an 

outcome to the equal advantage of all citizens* (cf . Poueseau's 

concept of •justice*)• For a second time we can also ask how the 

interests of the citizens are conceived so that it is this 

conception of * democracy* that will best serve them. Bachrach, 

the critic who raised the question of this particular justification 

of the contemporary theory, also says that the latter theory
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rejects "the contention of the classical theorists that interests 

also include the opportunity for development which accrues from 

participation in meaningful political decisions" (196?t P»95>); 

that is, he argues, recent theorists have a "one-dimensional" 

view of 'interests*. Although the earlier theorists of participa­ 

tory democracy did not explicitly frame their views in terms of 

a wide view of •interests* they did, as shown, place the develop­ 

ment of a certain kind of character at the centre of their 

theories* The relevant question for our purposes is not so much 

whether we should adopt Bachrach*s suggestion and extend the 

notion of 'interests* as what kind of citizens could have these 

wide 'interests*. Obviously the model of the ideal citizen in 

the participatory theory of democracy is not the apolitical 

private citizen that Dahl has christened homo civieus. Rather 

it is that of a public (political) citizen; an individual who 

both appreciates the relationship between the pursuit of his 

own (private) interests and decisions made in the political sphere 

and who also finds a unique satisfaction in participating in the 

making of those decisions, A citizen, that is, who regards his 

political freedom as incomplete unless it includes the opportunity 

to participate in all political spheres, the opportunity to create 

and shape his own socio/political environment*

There is one final point to be made to conclude this 

discussion of the evaluative framework of the participatory theory
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•f democracy* The premise on which the participatory theory is 

based is aot that man is a political animal but that all Ben are 

potentially political animals and that to develop that potential 

the right institutional setting is required* It is important to 

stress that this "development which accrues from participation" 

should not be interpreted too widely* Many writers have pointed 

out that (in one tradition of theorising) the primary end of a 

democratic polity is a human, not a policy one{ "the realisation 

of human potentialities" (Davie, 1964 , p.4o), or, "tne highest 

possible development of all the capacities of personality" (Barker, 

195It P« 123)• or again, it should maximise "men's powers, that 

is, their potential for using and developing their uniquely human 

capacities" (MacPherson, 196?, p.64). But all these, IjJte Bachrach'i 

formulation, are couched in too broad a fashion to be very useful* 

The participatory theory is concerned not with the general develop­ 

ment of all of men's capacities, rather it is concerned with the 

'participatory* capacities or attitudes, although so far in this 

study it has been left open as to what these might be.

A tentative beginning has now been made toward the formulation 

of a participatory theory of democracy of potential application 

la today's complex, large scale societies, and both the empirical 

and evaluative aspects of the contemporary and this participatory 

theory of democracy have been examined* The way is now open 

directly to confront the charge of recent theorists that the
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•classical* theory of democracy, and hence a participatory theory 

drawn fro* it, is unrealistic in modern conditions. Tne initial 

step that will be taken in chapter five is to see what operational 

content can be given to the notion of a participatory political 

culture and what evidence there is for the basic hypothesis that 

there is a link between participation in industry and the develop­ 

ment of attitudes necessary for participation in national politics,
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CHAPTER FIVE

A PARTICIPATORY POLITICAL CULTURE* AN ALIfiRtUim

OF THE BVI DEUCE

t» The non-participation ayndroae*

Rousseau, John Stuart Mill, or Cole have not, unfortunately, 

Itft us any accounta of the ideal citizen of their theories to 

parallel that given by Dahl of hoao civicua, or the diaeuasion by 

Almond and Verba of the "balanced" political culture neceaaary for 

democracy* However, if we conaider the kind of psychological 

baaia neceaaary for the type of individual character that the 

earlier theoriata indicated that they admired and wiahed to aee 

developed, it leada us to an important body of empirical evidence 

about the personality bases of political participation* Or, to 

put it slightly differently, it leads us to one aspect of the 

(democratic; 'political self of the individual that is crucial 

far participation* The notion of the political elf refera to the 

individual's "oatire complex of orientations regarding his political 

world, including his views toward his own political role" (Dawaon 

and Prewitt, 1969, p.17).

la Representative Government (pp 2o£ and 211f ) Mill stresses 

the deairability of an "active" or "self-dependent" character, and 

the kind of peraonality that Cole thought would be developed in 

a participatory polity might be referred to aa a •non-aervile' 

one. Now, if one ia to participate in decision mating, ia the
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workplace for example, one necessary condition would b« tho 

belief that on* was capable of doing ao, the confidence that one 

eould participate reaponaibly and effectively) theae would 

certainly eeea to be characteristics that •active* or 'noa-eervile* 

individuals vould require, that would fora part of the political 

aolf of a (participatory) democratic character* One of the moot 

important poaitive correlations that haa emerged from empirical 

atudiea of political attitudes and behaviour la that between 

political participation and the aenae of political competence or 

sense of political efficacy. Almond and Verba (196i>, pp 206-7) 

have aaid that "in many ways ••• the belief in one*a competence 

ia a key political attitude", and very many studies have found 

that the greater one 1 a feeling of efficacy the more likely one 

ia to participate in politics.

A acaie to measure the individual's sense of political 

efficacy was first devised by Campbell et.al. (19^). The/ described 

it aa the feeling that "individual political action doej have, or 

can have, an impact upon the political process, i.e. that it ia 

worthwhile to perform one's civic duties" (p.l6?>. Almond and 

Verba (1965, p.136-7) offer a similar formulation, ihe political 

influence of a group or an individual is, they say, "the degree 

to which governmental officials act to benefit that group or 

individual because the officials believe that they will risk some 

deprivation ...if they do not so act". If an individual "believes
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that he can exert such influence, we shall view him as subjectively 

competent", (as having a sense of political efficacy;. In a later 

study Campbell et al (I960) suggested that a more general 

personality trait lay behind this sense of political efficacy, 

namely a feeling of personal effectiveness, a "sense of control 

or mastery over the environment" (p.517)• The sense of personal 

effectiveness and the sense of political efficacy were found to 

be highly correlated and, further, it has been found that "persons 

who feel more effective in their everyday tasks and challenges 

are more like to participate in politics" (Milbratn, 1965 t P»59). 

Lane's (1959, p. 1^9) definition of political efficacy combines 

both these aspects;

"it has ... two components - the image of the self and 
the image of the democratic government - and contains 
the tacit implication that an image of the self as 
effective is intimately related to the image of demo­ 
cratic government as responsive to the people'1 .

The relevance of the sense of politic*! efficacy to the ideal 

democratic citizen of the participatory theory can be seen from 

Lane* s remark that "the world of the person with a low sense of 

political efficacy is a personal world, not a social or political 

world, and it is filled to overflowing with his own immediate and 

personal problems".

1. For a summary of the findings relating to political efficacy 
see Kilbrath (1965, pp56-6o) and Lane (195^t p.!^7f). On the 
importance of a sense of effectiveness and self-confidence 
compare Lane's (1962, p.4ooff; discussion of various 
"pathologies" of the democratic character.
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The next question relevant to an assessment of the realism 

Of the participatory theory of democracy is how this sense of 

political efficacy is developed; what fcind of political social­ 

isation process is involved? Much empirical evidence on this 

point has been overlooked by democratic theorists and other 

evidence is capable of an interpretation that supports the argu­ 

ments of the participatory rather than the contemporary theory of 

democracy. Recent theorists of democracy have accepted as one 

of the unchangeable facts of political life a feature of the 

empirical evidence on participation that should have indicated, 

especially to empirical and scientific theorists, that an explan­ 

ation was called for* An important aspect of the whole issue of 

the place of participation in a modern theory of democracy, so far 

only casually referred to, must now be placed at the centre of 

this discussion*

Since ancient times the important distinguishing feature of 

a democratic political system has been that it is built on the 

active participation of the demos, the ordinary citizen* Yet, 

whether or not all the advocates of the contemporary theory fully 

appreciate the implication of their arguments, this tradition is 

rejected in the contemporary theory of democracy* All the invest­ 

igations into the social and psychological bases of participation 

have shown that low rates of political participation, and a low 

sense of political efficacy that underlies it, are positively 

correlated with a low class position. (lam using, • <.claes. » in a
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into a different light the arguments of recent theorists that 

the facts of political apathy and disinterest must be taken as 

given for the purpose of theory building. If low rates of partici­ 

pation and a low sense of political efficacy were relatively 

randomly distributed among all sections of the population then 

one Bight feel inclined to accept the argument that apathy is 

"nobody's fault". But they are not so distributed* The effect 

of taking the actual distribution as given i.s to make one 

distinguishing feature of a ( stable/ democratic system, that the 

ordinary man only participates to the minimal extent necessary 

to keep the electoral machinery working. The whole emphasis of 

the theory has been shifted to the active minority - a middle 

class minority. But this is not so important for this study as 

the fact that empirical political theorists should regard a 

sociologically relevant feature, namely that differential rates 

of participation are linked to class position, as sc^etning that 

should be taken as given.

Another feature of the empirical evidence also regarded as 

a 'given', and so one to which little or no attention has been 

paid in the discussion on participation, is relevant to a different 

aspect of the stability argument. It will be recalled that 

individuals with "authoritarian" personalities also tend to be 

non-participants and so, recent theorists have argued, an increase
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of existing democratic systems. Studies have shown that 

"authoritarianism" tends to be associated with low class position 

but this, together with an even core significant piece of data, 

hare been ignored by recent theorists of democracy; that individ­ 

uals with authoritarian personalities also tend to be low in the 

sense of political efficacy. Thus it is not the case that in 

modern democracies the majority of individuals - any individuals - 

just happen not to be interested or active in politics. Father 

the non-participants exhibit a cluster of typical distinguishing 

features or traits, what I shall call the non-participation 

syndrome; a syndrome composed of low rates of participation, low 

class position, a low sense of political efficacy and an autnorit- 

arian personality. The relevant question that must now be 

considered is not just how does a sense of (or lacK of a sense 

ofj political efficacy arise, but how does tnis whole non-partici- ̂  

pation syndrome arise. The explanation suggested by the participatory 

theory of democracy, as developed in the last chapter, is that it 

derives from the individual's experiences with various authority 

structures, especially that of industry, and it is tnis suggestion 

that will be explored, beginning with the evidence on the develop­ 

ment of the sense of political efficacy.
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One of the Moat important sources of evidence of the conditions 

necessary for .the development of the sense of political efficacy 

10 Almond and Verba*s The Civic Culture, the theoretical aide of 

which has already been discussed. As stated earlier , Imonci and 

Verba consider that for the process of political socialisation 

the "authority patterns within nonpoliticui facial groups may be 

the crucial variable to consider11 and they argue that

"if in most social situations toe individual finds 
himself subservient to sotae authority figure, it is 
llicely that he will expect such an authority 
relationship in the political sphere. -n the other 
hand, if outside the political sphere tie a«*is the 
opportunity to participate in a wide ran e of social 
decisions, he will probably expect to be able to 
participate in political decisions at* wall" (pp 271-2).

The evidence in The Civic Culture offers support to the main 

hypotheses of the participatory theory of democracy despite the 

very different conclusions that the authors themselves draw from 

their investigation.

Almond and Verba agree with J. S. Kill about the importance 

of participation in local government. They found that in all 

five countries covered by their survey there was a positive 

relationship between a high score on the political efficacy scale 

and participation in politics. The sense of efficacy tended to 

be higher at local than national level and it was highest of all 

in those countries, the U.S.A. and Britain, where th«i most
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Institution*! opportunities existed for local participation, and 

they remark that theae facts give

"an argument in favour of the classic position tuat 
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. here 
local government allows participation, it may foster a 
sense of competence that then spreads to the national 
level" (p.

But their main interest is in "nongovernmental patterns of 

authority" t specifically - and this is directly relevant to the 

\ arguments of the participatory theory ~

"in the effect that these patterns have on the political 
attitudes and behaviour of those who have been exposed 
to theci. . .. /.e want to Know if a sense of ability is 
in some way transferred from the more limited apnere of 
participation in nonpolitical decisions to the larger 
one of participation in politics ... is tat; tt.eu.ber of 
a democratic family more lifcely to oe a democratically 
competent citizen?" (p. 26*4 j.

Almond and Verba investigated participation in the family, the 

school and the workplace, So far as the first two are concerned 

it was found that, in ail five countries, respondents wno reported 

r«meu.bering "being able to express tnetuaelves in fawily decisions" 

and remembered participating"inforcialiy in decisions in the school" 

all had a high sense of political efficacy (pp io^-u, iubie XI.4;

p. 266, Tabl*

2. On school participation they also found (pp 291-2, that those 

who scored lowest on the political efficacy c .JU tended to 

be those who reported that they had not taKen advantage of 
participation opportunities, and Aluond und /erba suggest that 

this may be due to "personal reasons" or social reasons "such 

as membership in a relatively lesj privileged ^rou/'. Social 

reasons would seem to provide the explanation* almond and Verba 

do not give the class background of these respondents but I 

would suspect, as argued below, that they would tend to come from 

lower class hones.
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Their findings on the effect of participation in the workplace 

support th« central argument of the participator theory that 

industry ia ritally important for political aoci .lisation. In 

Almond and Verbs* a own words,

"of crucial significance ..• are ... opportunities to 
participate in decisions at one's place of work. The 
structure of authority at the worK place i ., probably 
the most significant * and salient - structure of the 
kind with which the average man find., hiutself in daily 
contact" (p.

They found that respondents who reported participating in decisions 

in the workplace, whether unskilled, skilled or w»ite collar 

workers, tended to have a high sense of political-efficacy (p.295» 

Table, XI. b, although ihe unskilled workers reported cue least 

opportunities for participation. They also found that job 

participation has a positive impact on political efficacy in 

individuals of both higher and lower educational it vel, unlike the 

other two areas of participation. Finally, Mmond and Verba found 

that participation in these three spheres had s cumulative effect; 

for instance, individuals who had participated in both the family 

and the workplace scored higher on the efficacy scale tnan those 

who participated only in the family (p.297» Table XI. 7; • They

3, 4. he experience of higher education its»eif AC. ctti important factor 
in the development of the sense of political efficacy* (See 
pp I6l-> t Figs. VI. 1 ana VI.^,. Almond &au */erba z^unu that to 
some extent it could substitute for a lac* of participation in 
faiLily or school, and they couauent that euucuiion above the 
primary level represents a many aided experience that c *n, in a 
lar-i** number cf ways, increase an ladx/idu «l«a potentiality to 
participate" (p*302). Workplace participation does not seem to 

*" * substitute in this way.
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also found that there wao a rank order la the strength of the 

connection between political efficacy and the different areas of 

participation, the strongest connection facing between job 

participation and efficacy. There was also a strong connection 

with participation in voluntary organisations and Almond and Verba 

suggest that this is because

"the individual's experiences at woric and in voluntary 
associations differ basically from those in the faaiily 
and the school ia that they are closer - in tiae as well 
as structure - to the polity* Job and group memberships 
are contemporaneous with political participation, fore , 
important, perhaps ••• (is that) authority patterns in 
the nor* place and voluntary associations are ••• in 
•any ways similar to patterns of political authority" 
(PP 3o3-1O.

The general conclusion drawn by Alaond and /erba is that

"in a relatively modern and diversified social 
socialisation in the family and, to a leaser extent, 
in the school represents inadequate training for political 
participation11 (p. 305).

The information in The Civic Culture thus offers considerable 

support to the argument in the participatory theory that industry 

is the crucial area__for the educative or socialisation impact of 

participation, at least in its 'political culture* aspect, and 

this point will be taken up again shortly. Maond and Verba do 

not break their data down according to class position, another 

component of the non-participation syndrome, so it is not possible 

to »we directly from The Civic Culture itself whether those 

respondents with a low senae of efficacy also tended to be lower 

elass. That this is in fact so can be seen fros the re -examination
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at (among other things; the way in which social status affects 

poiitioai participation. Vbey state that tneir

"basic finding is both simple and important. Virtually
all the relationship between social status and participation
is explained by the linKing attitude v*>riat>loG ••• Thia doea
not mean, it must be emphasised, that the correlation
between status aad participation is spurious; on the contrary*
it •wans that intervening attitude variables explain how a
citizen's social status affects his politic 1 activity"
(p.811, authors* emphasis;.

The "attitudinal resources" of the individual sensitise hi* to 

"political Messages and provide him with the sense of competence 

needed to engage in political behaviour" (p.62^ , and so far aa 

tfiia sonae of eificaty is concerned Nio et al found that it "was

•ore important as a link to the core active forces of participation •••
it 

than it was in talking politics" (p.817). but although this may

b» The wider purpose of the study was to find out which social
experiences explained the higher level of mass participation in 
developed, compared to economically undeveloped, c untries. The 
general explanation was in terms of development leading to a 
change in class structure (larger middle class and the growth 
of •secondary* organisations. Very intereatingiy it was found 
that "social status and organisational involve. ent operate 
through quite different causal paths in their impact on political 
participation. This finding holds true in all five countries 
and remains the case in spite of various manipulations of the 
data" (p. 811', Organisational membership, that id, did not 
operate via the attitudinal variables • Members co^ld be 
mobilised b leaders, especially if the organisation waa linked 
with public affairs, without any change in attitudes (they may 
have v oined the organisation for a variety of reasons; • Thus 
the authors note that the quality of participation will differ 
in the two cases; a citizen may lack 'democratic attitudes' if 
he is mobilised through organisations; ''the content of his 
effort to influence will be largely determined by the tobilising 
leaders, a possibility suggesting thit organisations are more 
the base of a •counter-elite 1 than a source of broader and mure 
democratic patterns of political influence" ( (,
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tall ua haw olaaa poaition affacta participation it does mot tall 

«a whj thia ahould be so; wa atill do not know why differences in 

tha level of tha aanaa of political afficaoy ara typically re latad 

ta diffaraacaa in claaa poaition.

ill* Claaa. tha sense of political efficacy and tha workplace.

Tha most uaaful way to approach tha problem of claaa and 

political afficacy ia indiractly. By stressing tae importance of 

tha workplace in tha political aocialiaation process, Almond and 

Varba ara arguing that it is adult rather than childhood experienced 

that ara moat aignificant, but this ia a matter of soue dispute 

among atudents of politics. For example, one of tiie moat influential 

of tha writers on political socialisation, Eaatoa, arguas for the 

importance of tha childhood yaara. Before coaaidaring tha empirical 

evidence on thia matter, it should be noted that from the theoretical 

viewpoint of tha participatory theory of democracy we ahould expect 

adult experiencea to be vital since much of the individual's adult 

socialisation would ba direct political aocialiaation, l.e* would 

take place inside political systems, unlike the individual's 

earliest axpariancas which occur in the private sphere of the family, 

(ef . Almond and Verba's remark about the "similarity" of authority 

structures ia tha workplace and politico, quoted earlier ;. This 

Is mot to suggest that childhood experiences are of no importance 

at all for later political behaviour and attitudes; rather it
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will be argued that later experiencea can either work in the same, 

or a different direction and so, aa it were, either reinforce or 

•replace* the initial baaia for the adult political eelf.

The political aocialiaation process itself ia Bade up of many 

different elements and part of the difficulty over the question of 

the relative importance of later and earlier experiences ia that 

investigators are neither all intereated in the sams aapeeta of 

aooialisatlon nor in the s*me aspects of political behaviour and 

attitudes* It is by no Beans obvious that the sums aapecta of 

the socialisation process are relevant to the development of partisan 

allegiance, for example, as to the development of a sease of 

political efficacy. Much of Easton's (and aasoeiatea) work, and 

the atill growing amount of research which has followed from it, 

has been concerned with showing that specifically political 

learning does take place in childhood, in the sense thst even quite 

young children have been found to be aware that 'a government* 

exists and that Presidents and policeman are connected with it* 

(Ia England children seem particularly aware of the ,ue«n, aee 

Qreenstein et al, 1969)* One might feel that it would be more 

surprising in an age of mass communication and formal education 

if children, even 7 year olds, were not aware of such authority 

figures and their connection with politics* But, more importantly, 

the data in a study like Easton and Dennis's Children in the Political 

System do little or nothing to establish a connection between this
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kind of learning and specific forma of adult political behaviour 

•r attitudea{ indeed man/ of the authors* own comments east doubts 

on its later importance.

Although the fundamental importance of the earliest experiences 

is often asserted, Easton and Dennis themselves note that 

"surprisingly, even in an era ahot through with Freudian pre­ 

conceptions, the effect of childhood experiences on adult behaviour \
is still Boot*1 (p.75). More important, so far as th« empirical 

evidence itae£fiis concerned, is the fact that parenta tend to 

shield their children from the realities of political lifof all 

the data shows an increasingly realistic (le^a idealised; appreciation 

on the part of the older children of how the political system works, 

as they can read and see for themselves and their intellect develops*

5« The authors of this study may reply that it is not meant to* 
They want to know how far early socialisation contributes to 
later "diffuse support" for the political system* They argue 
that the child*e awareness of himself as a member of a political 
eyetern and hia favourable evaluation of it establish a reservoir 
of diffuse support for political authority as such* This 
provides a bulwark against adult disillusionment with a particular 
fora of political authority spilling over into disillusionment 
with political authority as ouch; "only under very special 
conditions, where succeeding structures repeatedly fail to 
capture the support of the members, might a situation arise in 
which some kind of system would be unable to continue" (pp 310-11)• 
But whether this tells us much, or anything at all, about adult 
political behaviour and attitudes is doubtful*

6. Easton and Dennis, pp 357-6*. See also Qreensteia (1965, p.^5) 
and Orren and Peterson (1967*). Easton and Dennis's findings 
are also probably culture-bound, see e.g. Jaros et al (1966)*



Eaaton aad Dannie do not entirely neglect tneae latar experiences, 

ia fact they oaj that, "secondary socialisation, during the pariod 

beyond childhood, May under oartain circumstances work ia aa 

eppesite direction .,. with tha net outcome depandaat oa tHa 

•itnational •rants" (p.310).

More directly relevant to tha iaauaa baing conaidarad in this 

study la tha finding that levels of political affloaey in childran 

ara alao related to clasa position (sea e.g. Saatoa and Dennis,

196?, p.36 Table *f; Oraanatain, 196^a, p.lo6) • Ia a papar dealing
7 with tha aeaaa of affioacy in childran Easton aad Deania argue

that ainoe it is not realistic to axpact childran to faal 

politically efficacious in exactly tha sana aease aa adults, what 

tha affieacy aeala measures in children ia rather the way that 

tha child sees adults, and so he can be expected to «aa hlaaelf
a

la similar tarns* This would help explain tha differencaa ia 

larela of political affieacy in childran because wa know that

7» They ara not concerned as are Alaond and Verba with tha problaa 
af tha development of the sense of efficacy, but primarily 
with tha question of whether children accept the norm of 
political affieacy. In a curioua argument (196?t p*3&} vhey 
suggeat that tha "internalisation" early in life of a norm 
that one ought to have a say in government will, in itaelf, 
haIp to counteract latar adult frustration waen wa find that 
soaa apparant opportunities to do so are »liu»o*7» I* *ould 
aaea more likely to hare tha opposite effect.

&• Questions aakad ware eg. "My family doesn't hare any say about 
what tha government does".



lowar elaaa parenta taad to hare a lower sense of political afficacy 

than those of middle daas position. But we have already aaaa from 

the Alaoad and Varba data that low feelings of affioaej ara 

linked to lae* of experience of participation ao perhaps it might 

ba that lowar olaaa parents not only praaant aa •inefficacious 

image* to thair children but that thay alao proride a leaa 

participatory home environment than middle olaaa parents. Evidence

•A clasa differencea in methods of child-rearing give auppart to 

thia auggeation. To put crudaly a complex matter, the working 

alaaa family atructure tanda to ba mora • authoritarian* atressing 

aaafarmity to externally imposed rules, while the middle class 

family taada to ba mora participatory, emphaaiaing the self-direction

•f the child.9

If this analysis offara an explanation of the diffarencaa in 

palitiaal affieaey in children, the original problem atill remainst 

haw can the olaaa ralatad differences in adults ba axplainad? It 

ia act enough to rafar to the affects of thair own childhood . .. 

Moreover, there ia the quaation of why adulta of different claaa 

background ahould stress such different values in child-rearing. 

Thia would aaem to ba related to tha component of the non-participation

9. On thaae olaaa differences see Kohn (1963), and for .Jigland, 
for example Klein (1965), alao Newson (1?6$,. The diffarancaa 
ara aot just a matter of discipline but include the vary form 
of language that tha child laarna, something that ia extremely 
important for his school caraar, and hence whole life chances. 
Oa thin aspect aaa tha vary important and interaatiag researches 
of Barnatein.
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syadrome so far ignored; the tendency toward "authoritarianisa" 

found among individuals from lower class backgrounds. This aight 

explain their stress in child-rearing on conformity to externally 

iaposed rules*

dreenstein (1965 , p. 62) has called the amount of research 

iato the authoritarian personality "one of the wonders of recent 

social science scholarship". Nevertheless, although we have a 

good deal of information on the social correlatea of authoritarianiem, 

attempts to explain its social distribution are few and far between* 

This ia no doubt partly due to the fact that the * authoritarian 

personality" aa described in the original California atudy ia made 

up of a group of diverae, though that is not to aay unrelated, 

characteristics, and it ia by no aeana certain (it would seem 

rather unlikely) that one explanation could account for the 

development of the whole range of characteristics. Nor ia it clear 

that all the dimensions that might be included in a description of 

the *authoritarian personality" are equally relevant for political 

behaviour* or that the dimensions that are relevant are relevant 

for all aspects of political behaviour ort 6utftitaid«s.Some uore recent 

investigations into the relationship between authoritari nism, claaa 

aad political behaviour point to general features in the adult's 

seeial environment to account for the greater predominance of

10* Cf. the remarks of flyman and Sheatsley (l^i P-97)



authoritarian characteristics among lower class individuals. 

Janowitz and Marvick (1;O3» p.l66) argue that of the dimensions 

of the original F scale two, "authoritarian sabmisaion" and "power 

and toughness", are the most useful for political behaviour 

research and that they are most relevant to questions of partici­ 

pation and self-confidence. In their sample the most authoritarian 

group were the lower middle class and they suggest that "frustrated 

social mobility, thwarted status aspirations and inadequate purchasing 

power" may account for this. They conclude that

"modern society apparently needs to be viewed in terms 
which interrelate functionally its varioua strata and 
status segments. There is no need either to single out 
the personality syndrome of authoritarianism or to point 
to tie frustrating social circumstances in an effort to 
determine the cause ... The social and psychological 
elements of which the 'authoritarian response pattern* 
is composed stand in mutual interdependence" (1953t p.!97)»

Farris (1956, p.73)» noting the correlation between authoritarianism 

and "political confidence" and class suggests that 'the apparent 

effects of authoritarianism, then, may be dependent on, rather 

than independent of," class and political efficacy. In a study 

of the relationship between authoritarianisia, anoaie, prejudice 

and S£3 McDili (I960) found that a common factor accounted for a 

large part of the correlation, namely a "negative Weltanschauung";

"the perspective of being mastered by threatening 
forces beyond one's personal control ... the way to 
live in this threatening world is through obedience 
to authority figures and through conventionalism ... 
Furthermore, there is a punitive attitude towards 
violators of obedience" (p..
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The S£S distribution of this Weltanschauung "indicates a definite 

relationship between the eocio-cultural environment to which one 

has been exposed and one's general social perspective" (p«2^5) • 

Such studies do give support to the suggestion that we are 

dealing here, not with a collection of social factors that 

happen to be correlated to non-participation, but with a set of 

inter-related factors that form a non-participation syndrome, one 

associated with a typical view of the political world, and one 

that has its roots in the typical life experiences of lower class 

individuals* But which experiences are the most important for 

the development of this syndrome? In a recent article Kohn and 

Schooler (1969) investigated the social roots of the different 

attitudes of middle and working class individuals to their view 

of themselves and of social reality and their attitudes to child- 

rearing, (the lower class perspective being very similar to 

McDill'e negative Weltanschauung, or the features associated with 

authoritarianiam or lack of political efficacy). They state that

"our principle hypothesis is that class correlated 
differences in men's opportunities to exercise occupational 
self-direction - that is, to use initiative, thought and 
independent judgement in work - are basic to class 
differences in values and orientations. Few other 
conditions of life are so closely bound up with social 
position as those that determine how much opportunity, 
even necessity, men have for exercising self-direction 
in their work" (p. 659).

They found that "class correlated occupational conditions are 

significantly related to values and orientations, independently of



their relationship to social class** (p.6?l) and they conclude that,

"the conditions of occupational life at lo*er class levels 
limit men* s view of the job primarily to the extrinsic 
benefits it provides, foster a narrowly circumscribed 
conception of self and society, and promote the positive 
valuation of conformity to authority'1 (p.6??, .

In an earlier piece of research Lips it* (1964) had also found a 

relationship between the amount of control that an individual 

could exerciae over his work and his political attitudes. Of the 

manual workers that he interviewed those "who are conscious of 

having the least control over their own lives at wottc show the 

most pronounced tendency to view the social and political worlds 

as unalterable" f and they also tended to have punitive attitudes, 

(PP 955 *ad 957)* On the other hand, all the workers, wnether 

•killed or unskilled, had a general picture of government as "a 

group of Men who arrange to keep themselves in power and don't 

care about the interests of the common people" (p.95&)» LipscLtz's 

conclusion is that

"the work men do can have important consequences for 
their ego strength ... Men in a work environment they 
cannot control may be to some unknown degree damaged 
in their sense of mastery, and this d image may render 
them less capable of coping with and altering an 
environment they find unsatisfactory" (pp

Other investigators have also found that the authority 

structure in the enterprise and the demands of technology, which 

both determine the amount of self-direction or control that the 

individual can exerciae at work* are crucial influences on the
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development of ego-strength or the general sense of efficacy and 

confidence which lies beneath the sense of political efficacy. 

For example in Alienation and Freedom (196^;, Blauner looked at 

the (American) printing, textile, automobile and chemical 

industries in which the technical processes, the organisation of 

the work and the rank and file worker's relation to the authority 

structure all differed considerably. In the automobile and 

textile industries conditions were not conducive to the development 

of feelings of efficacy. "The automobile work environment is so 

highly rationalised that workers have practically no opportunity 

to solve problems and contribute their own ideas", and on the 

assembly line itself the individual has no control over the pace 

or technique of his work, no scope to exercise sicill or leadership 

(p.96 and pp 111-113)• This technology, combined with the typical 

authority structure of the assembly line plant, contribute little

11* This is not a new observation. Adam Smith wrote in The wealth 
of Nations (1880, Vol.11, pp 365-6); "ia the progress of the 
division of labour, the employment ... of the great body of 
the people comes to be confined to a few simple operations; 
frequently to one or two. But the understandings of the 
greater part of men are necessarily formed by their ordinary 
employments. The man whose whole life is spent in performing 
a few simple operations ... 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 pos ible for 
a human creature to become ... (he is incapable; of forming 
any Just Judgement concerning many even of the ordinary datiee 
of private life. Of the great and extensive interests of his 
country, he is altogether incapable of judging" •
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to the worker's self-esteem and "the social personality ol the 

auto worker ... is expressed in a characteristic attitude of 

oynieioM toward authority and inatitutionai ayatems" (p.l?6;. 

The textile induatry presented an even less favourable situation. 

Not only did the technical process reduce the worxer'a control 

over his job to a minimum, but he was alao "at the mercy of both 

major and minor supervisors". Blauner quotes froa a psychological 

study aade of the textile workers and it described their typical 

personality as one where the Individual is "resigned to his lot ... 

•ore dependent than independent ... he lacks confidence in himself ... 

the most prevalent feeling states ... seem to be fear and anxiety" 

(pp 69-70, p. 6*0). A complete contrast ia provided by the printing 

and chemical induatriea. In the former, atill largely a craft 

industry, the worker has a high degree of personal control over 

his work, high, internalised standards of workmanahip and respon­ 

sibility and a large degree of freedom from external control. All 

those 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-esteect and a 
sense of self-worth and is therefore ready to participate 
ia the social and political institutions of the community" 
(p.176 and p. *Of f).

Ia the chemical industry the psychological result is similar, but 

this does not come about through the control exercised by an 

individual craftsman, but through the collective responsibility
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•f a crew of employees for the maintenance and smooth running of 

m contiauoua process plant* Each er«w baa control over tne pace 

aad method of getting the work done and the work crewa are largely 

internally soIf-disciplining. Again this contributed to the sense 

of efficacy of the •embers. (p,l)2ff, p.179 and p,159J. Blauner 

eonelades that "the nature of a nan* a work aifecte his sooial 

character and personality" and that "an industrial environment 

tends to brood a distinct sooial typo" (p. Vll and p.166).

The impact of hierarchical authority structures and the sub­ 

division of work on personality* and so, it is argued, on the 

efficiency of the enterprise, has also received attention fro* 

writers on management* Argyris (19^7; 196**; for exaapie, on the 

basis of two models, one of the hierarchical, bureaucratic., 

organisation, and the other of the psychologically healthy individal, 

argues that industrial organisations typically fail to Meet 

individual needs for self-esteea and self confidence and personal 

"growth" 9 aad he cites copious empirical material in support of 

this argument. Further, he argue® that at the top of the authority 

structure the "organisational norms" force the executive to hido 

his feelings aad make it difficult for him tj develop competence 

aad confidence in interpersonal relations. Efficiency is impaired 

aad the "rigidity" of the organisation reinforced, thus heightening

12. This is similar to Herton 1 a argument in bis weil-knowa wasay on 
Bureaucratic Structure and Personality (1357>t where he saya 
that with bureaucratic organisational fonts increasing "it 
becomes plain to all who would see that man is to a very impor­ 
tant degree controlled by his social relation to tae instruments 
of production. This can no longer aeem only a tenet of Marxism 
but a stubborn fact to be acknowledged by all"* ihe bureaucratic 
organisation fosters timidity, displacement of goala, ritualiam 
etc. on the part of officiala*
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the effects on the ran* and file worker. The latter, in a situation 

•here he can exercise little initiative or control over his work, 

tends to experience "a decreasing sense of self-control and self- 

responsibility". The cumulative effect may be to "influence the 

employees view of himself, his esteem of h-uaself ... his satisfaction 

ia his life, and indeed his values about the meaning of work 1* 

(1964, p,>4| pp 87-6). Argyris speculates that this psychological 

effect may be linked to lack of interest and activity in politics 

eut he does not pursue this himself.

These findings support those writers who argue, as one would 

also argue on the basis of the participatory theory of democracy, 

that adult experiences are of greatest importance for political 

socialisation, at least so far as political participation is 

concerned* The lower sense of political efficacy found among 

children from lower class backgrounds arises from the 'inefficacious 

image* presented by their parents and from the tendency for lower 

class parents to provide a lea a participatory family environment 

thaa middle clasj parents. The laotc of efficacy of the parents is 

part of a more general outlook which includes the tendency to 

value conformity to external authority and so forth* /o^t-childhood 

experiences may either reinforce early socialisation or work in the
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•ppoeite direction, eo 'resooialiaing* the individual.

la the caae of the working class individual reinforcement 

is the Boat likely. This is ahown by the evidence on toe fundamental

importanee of experiences in the workplace to the individual's
1% attitudes towards and confidence in the world, together with

Almond and Verb*• a findings on the cumulative effect of participation 

in different apherea. The typical life experiences of an individual 

from a lower, unlike a middle class background tend to be a 

cumulation of lack of opportunities for partioipatioaj thua a 

vary different political self is developed in tne two cases* 

Turning specifically to Britain for a moment, we might draw up an

•ideal type* of the background of the typical, apathetic dis­ 

interested citizen* He was born intw a wonting clasa family and

13- Cf. these comments of Inkeles (1969* p.216; on adult eocial- 
isation; "our results indicate that substantial changes can 
as made in a man*s personality or character, at leaat in the 
aenae of attitudes, values, and basic orientations, long 
after what are usually considered the fora^tiv* years" • And 
his comments on the factory as a "school for ciiizenahip" 
in developing countries (p.213) • In another paper (1969a, 
p.1139) he notes that the objection that the hierarchical 
authority atructure of the factory might have the opposite 
effect, presupposes a background where centralised authority 
ia already well established, unlike the background provided 
by an 'undeveloped' village.

This connection between work experiences and methods of 
child-rearing is also suggested in other scudie-., see Coigrove 
(1967, p.57).



had little or no opportunity to participate within the home. The 

aame situation confronted him at his secondary school - ha failed 

his eleven plus exam. Leaving school at tha statutory minimum 

age he went to word at an unskilled manual job in a nearb.. factory 

•here the demands of technology aeant that he bad little control 

orer the way that he did his job and where the (orthodox; authority 

structure of the enterprise allowed him no part in Batting decisions 

either about his own Job or about the running of the enterprise. 

Some years ago Knupfer emphasised the psychological effect of 

the American lower class life pattern. In the article ortrait of 

the Uaderdog Knupfer argues that the different aspects of status 

cluster together and form a vicious circle tnat "recalls the 

Biblical dictum 'to him that hath shall be given'". The author 

suggests that the common lack of effort by low oiu3 groups to 

control their environment may arise from "deeply ingrained habits 

of doing what one is told". Economic underprivilege is linked to 

psychological underprivilege and engenders

15. working class children are ppoportionally under-represented 
in graaaar schools (on this see Douglas, 1964) and secondary 
aodern schools often operate by what have been called "drill 
sergeant" methods (see ftebb, 1^62). How far this ^attern 
survives the spread of comprehensive education devends on 
just how • comprehensive• the schools are and whether or not 
they continue to stream children inside tne schools (on 
streaming see Douglas; also Jackson , 196^, •

16. even among working class children at grammar school there ia 
a tendency toward early leaving and we tcnow that higher 
education is important for the development of a aease of 
political efficacy. On the low aspirations of working class 
children see e.g. Carter (19t>6j.
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"a lace of self confidence which increases the 
unwillingness of the lower status person to participate 
la Baa/ phases of our predominantly middle class omlturo 
beyond what would be a realistic withdrawal adapted to 
the reduced chances of being effective**

A new lode at participation and the sense of political efficacy.

The analysis in this chapter so far has given a good deal 

of support to the two central hypotheses of the participatory 

theory of democracy, that participation is educative and that 

participation in industry is crucial for the development of a 

participatory political culture. However, although the evidence 

cited provides us with an explanation for the psychological 

aspects of lower class non-participation, the lac* of a feeling 

of effectiveness, it will be recalled that in the definitions of

the sense of political efficacy quoted at the beginning of the
17 chapter, two components wore distinguished; the sense of

effectiveness and a cognitive component, the belief that a 

democratic government is "responsive to the people", and this 

latter element must now be brought into the discussion. I shall 

argtie that the non-participation syndrome itself is composed of 

both these components and that this has important implications 

for many of the arguments of recent theories of democracy, 

arguments based on a particular interpretation of the evidence on

!?• Cf« also the definition of the political self*
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political efficacy and author!tariaaisa. I •hall also argue 

that an alternative explanation is poaaible, one favourable to the 

arguments of the participator/ theory of democracy, but tnat this 

interpretation haa been ruled out in auch recent work beaauae of 

aft evaluative aaauaption involved.

First let ua examine the aenae of political efficacy itaelf. 

The original definition waa that "it waa worthwhile to perform 

one*a civic duties", and the queationa that Made up the efficacy 

•vale iaplied that it waa indeed worthwhile to participate; e.g. 

"I don't think public officiala care auch what people like ne 

think", "people like Me don't have anj say about what the govern­ 

ment doea" (diaagreement iadicatea effieaciouaneaa). Thia ia 

alao true of other efficacy scalea (aee appendix to thin chapter); 

that ia t a politically efficacious peraon, by defiultiott, ia one 

who aeea the (existing) eyatem as Hreaponaive to the people1*, aeea 

it, in other words, as recent theoriata of denoeracy characterise 

it* But this ia not necessarily the sa«e thing as having a 

(psychological) feeling of effectiveness. The other iaportant 

feature of the efficacy scales, or rather of the interpretation of 

thea, ia that although priaa facie the questions seea aimed at 

eliciting how the syat«a appears to reapondents, their answera are 

usually interpreted aa telling us soaething about how (psychologically) 

effective the individual feels, at least, this is the implicit 

interpretation. In fact replies to auch questions aa, tell ua
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AOthing at all about the psychology of the individual, rather it

•ay indicate the way the aystea seeae to hin to operate irrespective 

of aay feelings of effectiveness. Thin id especially important ao 

far aa lower claaa rcapondents art concerned because if what their 

reeponaes indicate ia the way the political ay3tea seems to tfaea 

to operate this indicates another explanation for the lover rates 

of political participation by aueh individuals* Non-participation

** * realistic raaponaei it does not seem worthwhile tu them to 

participate, given their perception of the ayaten.

It should be noted however that non-participation is a 

raaliatic reaponae not, as the contemporary theory of democracy 

argues, because participation ia an unnecessary coat, individual*a 

iataraata eaa often be secured without it, but rather because it 

aeeas to the individual that his interests will be neglected 

whether or aot he participates; it ia irrelevant* Nevertheless, 

he «ay faal confident that, in a different situation, he could 

participatet the two components of the non-participation ayndroaa 

are aot aeceasarilj found together, although I shall argue that in 

practice they alaost invariably are (hence the existence of the 

syndroac). It ia clear that this alternative interpretation of 

the political efficacy evidence is ruled out for recent theorists 

because of their underlying (evaluative) assumption that ia the 

cziatiag systea all individual's (groupa*) interests are served 

and that participation is therefore, in principle, worthwhile for



everyone. Moreover it explains why the perceptions of middle 

elaas respondents (the efficacious) are interpreted to be an 

accurate reflection of reality whereas tho^e of lower class 

respeadeats are (auat be) taken to reflect their psychology* 

The Civic Culture provides an illustration of this point* Almond 

and Verba's empirical investigation (reported above, into the 

aoeialiaatioa process that contributes to the development of a 

high level of "subjective competence'* is tapping, I suggest, the 

(psychological feeling of effectiveness. On the other hand the 

subjective competence scale itself (see appendix is oompesed of 

statements to which* t&en#espGiises will largely reflect, the 

individual's experiences of his political system, i.e. the cognitive 

aspect of political efficacy. It is the evaluative assumption 

about the operation of existing democratic political systems that 

aides, but also forms a bridge between these two elements* Almond 

aad Verba, it will be recalled, argue that individuals generalise 

from their experiences in areas like the family and the workplace 

to the political sphere. In other words The Civic Culture contains 

an implicit explanation for apathy; it is assumed that participation 

la worthwhile, so that those individuals low in "subjective competence** 

are making an erroneous generalisation onto the political sphere, 

a generalisation arising from their own (psychological' feelings of 

ineffectiveness.
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That the alternative offered in this study is not an un­ 

reasonable interpretation of the evidence is shown by an examination 

of investigations into author!tarianism. Greenstein (196$, p.93) 

has pointed out that a difficulty with the notion of 'authoritarianiam* 

(j«at as, it Bight be added, with political efficacy is that it 

is applied not only to a certain individual psychological type but 

alse to the content of political beliefs, it is the latter aspect 

that is of particular relevance to the arguments of recent theorists 

of democracy. It is because of the content of the beliefs of 

certain present non-participants, those that Dahl (1^6, p«69) 

sails the "authoritarian-minded", that their participation could 

pose dangers to the stability of the system* Several studies have 

(been held to have) shown that lower class individual i.e. the 

non-participants, tend to be more authoritarian ia the sense of 

having a weaker commitment to the rules of the democratic gaitie than 

middle class individuals. The two best known studies are probably 

those of Gtouffer (1955) *ad McClosky (1964), (see also Lipset, 

196o, pp 101-5), but here again a different interpretation can be 

given to working class responses.

la him investigation McClosky compares the replies of the 

"influential*" (whom we know tend to be middle class; with those 

of "the general electorate" and he draws conclusions about the 

functional nature for the system of the apathy of the ordinary 

citizen similar to those of the recent theorists discussed in this
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study. But these conclusions depend on the same evaluative 

assumption as those drawn from the efficacy studies* Part of 

McClosky's surrey deals with attitudes toward ''political •quality" 

and "econoaic equality* as well as including scales designed to 

tap "political cynicism" and "political futility"1 (inefficacy;. 

A large number of the questions (from all the scales/ are those to 

which answers could be legitimately interpreted as reflecting 

the respondents view of the operation of the political system, 

rather than indicating anything about attachment to democratic 

norms.

Typical questions from McClosfcy's survey art as follows; (for 

his efficnoy scale see appendix)

OB "political equality*: M| issues' and * arguments' are beyoad the 

understanding of moat Toters"; ( # agreeing, influeatials 37-5 ( 

general electorate 62.3)

oa "econoaic equality*'t "labour does not get its fair share of 

what it produces"j (20.8%; 44.8%)

"the government ought to make sure that everyone has a good standard 

of liTing"| <3*.^#» 55-9%) 

OB "cynicism": "both ma,or parties in the country are controlled by

the wealthy and run for their benefit"; (?.9£» 32 .1&)

"ao matter what the people think, a few people always run things

aayway"; (30.0#$
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oa "rules of the game"; "we night as veil make up our minds that 

la order to make the world better a lot of innocent people will 

hare to suffer"; (27*2%; 41.6%).

Oa the face of it there is no good reason to suppose that 

this data tells us an/thing more than that respondents have 

divergent perceptions of the working of the system. There is also 

other evidence in some of the "community power'* studies in the 

U.S.A. to show that the active elite and the ordinary eititen do 

aot view the system in the same way. For example in Men at the Top 

(Presthus 1964), in answer to the statement "anyone in (the community) 

who waata to, gets his chance to have his say about important issues'* , 

93% of "Kdgewood leaders'1 agreed and only 5% disagreed, whereas 60% 

ef the "community" agreed and 35% disagreed. (In River view, 

leaders 84% agree, 11% disagree; community, i>6>, 34#; . In response 

to "the old saying, 'You can't fight city hall*, is still basically 

true"; 23% Edgewood leaders agreed, 77% disagreed and 44A> of the 

eomruaity agreed, 53% disagreed. (Riverview, i6*> agreed and oo*

disagreed of leaders; the community 45% and 4?*; (pp 334 and 336,
lA Tables 10.6 and 10.6).

18. The controversy among community power investigators whether a 
plurality of elites or one elite exists in American local 
government is irrelevant to this study since both sides take 
for granted that the ordinary citizen has only a minimal role 
to play in a democracy.



That working class respondents tend to have a leas

favourable view of the aystera than the "infiueatiala" is illustrated 

by the study by Lipsitc, cited earlier in the cnapter, where he 

found that all the workers he interviewed saw government Maa a 

group of Ben who arrange to keep themselves in «>ower and don't care 

about the interests of the common people". But that we should 

not necessarily conclude anything about adherence to democratic 

norms from these findings is suggested by the work of ft1 othro and 

Grigg (I960) who found that around 9!>% of the ( AmericanJ people 

agreed with the baaio principles of democracy| where disagreement 

arose was over the application of those principles - or one night

add over whether those principles are in fact being applied in
19 existing systems* Some other interesting evidence on these

points can be found in Form and Rytina's (1969; investigations 

into the ideological beliefs of different income groups on the 

distribution of power in the United States. They set out to test 

ths hypothesis that "the higher their income, the greater the 

tendency for people to believe that the dominant ideology of 

political pluralism more or less accurately describes the way 

ths system really works'* (p. 21). They found that this was in fact

19* Cf. my earlier remarks on the disagreement among political
theorists over what counts as 'political equality* etc. There 
is likely to be no less disagreement among ordinary citizens.
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'be patter. of beli.f. (p.2,. TabLe 1) and the a~tbora alJo rO~Qd 

'bat .be ••• ked wbo tbey tbo~gbt bad tbe moat ~Qflu.oc.t altho~~b 

bait the r •• poadents .elected ttrich peopl." or "big bt.lsiu •• a lt • 

0' the bigher inco •• ,roup" tbemael ••• 54'*, regarded tbe u,n1ona a. 

tbe .ost po.err~l (Table 3). It was a180 tQUQ~ 'bat to. nigber 

inoo •• gro~p ••• re least likely to &8r.8 that a~l Iroup. in tn. 

8Y8' •• o.S~' to be equally powerful, 301· of tbe. thou,a' tbat 

"~i. -'lla1ne.a" aboRld exerci •• moat 1ftt J,.uence (T.~l. 6). FCir'1. aad 

,'1 •• (p.}O) conclyde that ., tbese obaer.at1ons au , .. por' tbe 

srow1as e.1denee that tbe higher income gro~p. clear!y do aot 

aaderetand tbe pr1nc1plea of pOlitical plur~113~ nor a~ tbel 

.~ -,port tb •• con,~iBt.fttl.1tt. 20 

,)" tbe otber band. ttl. ot.her part of ~cCJ.o ... " l:.l ;"u.rye, 

1:d1 •• '.4 that tbe "seneral electorate" •• re les8 co" .. a1~.tl to 

democratic norms in the sense tbat they were l.~. 1~4ell to uphold 

~Dorlt7 right. and ci.!l liberties. 00 this ~o1nt ~ill.r and 

~1e.a •• Q (1961) ba •• au~gest.d that rather tbaD • svecilic 

d1 •• yow.l of civil liberties tbe •• reapOA •• a may reflect a ~or. 

C81lera1 .coept.nce of puAitiye measures agaitlst ':.dt.,1&ota. II. the 

11ga' of tbe at",dlee of tbe 8001al distribution of "awtaoritarian1 •• " 
•• 

20. The." t.bora. add. tba t the b.1sher incus. ~r ou., \~ "ba.e the 1D0a t 
ta.ourable • t tt t "'de t award sources of power in t be e CJ!ld1U1Di ty; 
they b ••• tbe strongest tee11n~8 about th.ir beliefs; they 
ba •• tne .oat o~tgroup antipatby; tb.y are the most 01s88 
oOD.clous, they are tbe moet tigbtly organl •• d to maintain 
pr1yilege. A cas. cab be made that tbe S7ftdru •• amounts to an 
.p,Per-ol •• ., au t.tlorltar1an1sm". (S •• alao H1t1na, "uru. and 
P ••••• 1970). 



e,aoted earlier thia is a plauaibla •xplanatioa. It certainly flta 

la vita the general outlook or negative weItanachaauag: found to 

be typical of lower elaaa individuals, part of which waa jaat auch a 

punitive attitude toward violators of authority* This weltanachauung, 

it waa auggestod, had ita roots in the typical life experience* of 

lower elaas individual* and it has beea argued by contributors to 

a critical atudy (Chriatie and Jahoda, 195**) of the origiaal work 

•a The Authoritarian Personality (that was regarded aa a specifically 

"aati-deaooratic" personality) that it ia theae experieneea that 

are reflected in working claaa replies to the questions designed 

to aeaeare "authoritariaoisa". 

A* Chriatie argues,

"iaaaauch aa aaay of the F scale iteaa are seai-projective 
there appears good reaaon to asauae that the referenta 
would differ among individuals drawn froa different 
aooial backgrounds whose experiences with the ayabols
••bodied ia the F scale are quite different" (p. 17*O.

Aad the earns writer added that

"anyone faailiar with lower socio-eoo»eaie groupings, can
•oarcely be unaware of the fact that there ia realistic 
Justification for the view that the world ia indeed jungle- 
like aad capricious" (p. 175).

21| Other contributors, Hyaan and Sheataley (p»96; argued that 
"we auapect that what ia often being ecored ••• are aot 
personality differences but alaply the variationa ia the 
language of different aocial classes"*
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More recently Greenstein (1965) haa suggested that we need two 

theories to account for the typical claaa responses to questions 

designed to measure 'authoritarianism* . An "ego defensive" theory 

for middle clas« respondents and a "cognitive" theory for working 

class individuals* ureenstein argues (p.88) that the social 

environment of the latter leads them to respond to the F scale 

in a similar way to middle class respondents but without exhibiting 

the postulated pathology; for individuals from a lower class 

background " f authoritarianiam* reflects little more thaa learning 

from one's exemplars and realistic attempts to characterise one 1 a 

environment" •

Thus it appears, slightly paradoxically, that the studies of

•political efficacy* and 'authoritarianism' tell us little or 

nothing about the working class individual's psychology; rather 

they indicate how such individuals typically perceive the political

•ystem* Does this then mean that the non-participation syndrome 

itself is largely 'cognitive'? It would seem so if the political

•fficacy and authoritarianism scales are considered in isolation, 

but the analysis of these haa to be seen in the context of the 

whole discussion of the evidence of the conditions required to 

darelop a participatory political culture. We are not looking at 

several isolated factors that just happen to be associated with 

low political participation; these factors are thenselves 

correlated. They must, that is, be seen as aspects of one non- 

participation syndrome, involving both psychological and cognitive 

components.
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Furthermore, these components are mutually interdependent 

and interrelated. It ia a vain endeavour to try to pinpoint one 

as the *main cause* of non-participation. Earlier it was shown 

how the cumulation of lack of opportunities for participation, 

particularly the lack of opportunities to participate in industry, 

gave rise to the typical lack of a sense of effectiveness in 

dealing with the world found among lower class individuals. This 

forms the psychological aspect of the syndrome (and see&a to be 

closely associated with a punitive attitude to deviants . However, 

this sense of ineffectiveness itself is reinforced by and contributes 

to a view of the political syeten as controlled by "eity hall" or

"a few people" (people unlike myself) and as unresponsive to the

22 interests of the ordinary nan. Because of this circular process

of reinforcement it will probably be impossible to design a scale

that would measure just one component; something of both will be

23present in respondents replies.

22. In Britain a general working class perception of a gulf
between "us" and "them" has often been commented upon* For 
references see Goldthorpe et al (1969, p.12:)) - although the 
view of the "affluent worker" aeeas more couplex. (See also 
Butler and Stokes, 1969, pp 92-3)

This analysis leaves open the question of whether or not BOme 
individuals (of either class; might have ''authoritarian 
personalities" in some 'deeper* sense as tnis does not affect 
the evidence reviewed here; the evidence that is relevant to 
the arguments of recent theorists of democracy about political 
participation.
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I stated earlier that thia reinterpretation of the evidence 

has important consequences for democratic theory end these must 

mow be considered. First, the reinterpretation challenges an 

aspect of the argument from stability in the contemporary theory 

of democracy. If the responses of working class individuals do 

not aeoessarily indicate that they have a less strong commitment 

to the rules of the democratic game then, if their rates of 

partieipation were to increase, there need be no danger to the 

stability of the system on that score at least*

Second, this reinterpretation highlights the evaluative 

assumption on which the accepted interpretation is b*^»d. I have 

said nothing about the respective merits of the divergent 

perceptions of the systea, but the very fact that such a diver­ 

gence exists (but is neglected or unrecognised by most recent 

theorists; puts the onus on the advocates of the contemporary 

theory of democracy to offer acme empirical evidence to show that 

their evaluative assumption does in fact accord with existing 

realities. This cannot be taken for granted. In fact even a very 

cursory glance at the political scene should nake it quite clear 

that the typical perceptions of the ordinary citizen must be taken 

as seriously by empirical political theorists as ti.e perceptions 

of the active elite. As Parry (1969, pp l2**-5) has put it in his 

excellent study of the community power investigations,



'•it is not a necessary truth tnat in a competitive 
political situation all interests will be considered, 
let alone accomodated. A comparison c«u be »aae with 
a competitive market situation in economics, :>uch a 
market caa only claim to meet the effective demands 
of the consumers, i.e. demands backed by purchasing 
power. It does not attend to the needs of everyone in 
the community since not all needs may be backed by 
purchasing power, and such needs do not go forward as 
demands".

The economic analogy should commend itself to recent theorists. 

It ie fairly obvious that, in Britain, needs that have aot "gone 

forward as demands** are those of the homeless, or of children 

living in poverty, who have only recently been • discovered •• In 

the U.S.A. the blacks fcrm the (glaringly) obvious example* Parry 

motes that two studies have found that the ordinary blac* citizen 

and the (white) leader rank issues very differently; "to the 

Negroes slum clearance and housing were the chief issues, whilst 

the Whites were very little concerned with these issues 11 . Parry 

comments that such groups may cease to try to put their claims 

forward although their interests remain constant; they "might 

become apathetic, believing participation to be fruitless" (p. 126).

Third, and most importantly, this reinterpretation together 

with evidence from The Civic Culture and evidence on the importance 

of experiences in the workplace in the development of the 

individual's Weltanschauung, all this undermines the main premise 

on which the contemporary theory of democracy is built: that the 

political apathy and disinterest of the ordinary man must be taken
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«« given, that it iu "nobody's fault". All the evidence ahowe 

that the apathy arises frotti institutional features of the existing 

•yetem, or, More accurately, from the impact that these features 

hare on the individuals that interact within them. Moreover, 

the evidence indicates that the participatory theory of democracy 

is correct to single out industry as the crucial area in a 

aocialisation process that results in the development of the non- 

participation syndrome, a process that produces a group of people 

with "deeply ingrained habits of doing what they are told". But 

if the evidence indicates that, in principle, we need not take 

apathy aa given, and if it gives support to the argument of the 

participatory theory that it ia through participation itself that 

Individuals can be educated for participation (that a participatory 

political culture can be developed), no evidence has yet been 

produced to show whether the institutional changes recommended in 

the participatory theory of democracy are feasible ones*

The evidence from Blauner'a book shows that it is possible 

to have situations inside the workplace that do develop the 

individual's sense of effectiveness aad confidence ia facing the 

world* Ahat is not clear is how far it would be feasible to 

introduce situations of this kind into industry on a large tscale. 

I aha11 investigate this problem next. If participation of this 

kind did prove feasible it would however only affect one component
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ef the non-participation syndrome, the psychological; we have 

aeen that the individual*a perception of trie operation of the 

political system to also extreaely important* The central factor 

to be borne in Bind here is the conception of the political in 

the partieipatory theory of democracy* The aituatioas described 

la 31auaer*s study clearly do not involve the kind of participation 

ia the management of the collective affairs of the enterprise 

that ia implied by the argument that industry provides a sphere 

•* political participation and should therefore be democratised. 

Ho evidence has yet been brought forward to indicate waether or 

not democracy and this wider participation is feaaibie inside 

industry. However, if it is, because, has already beea argued, 

industry ia a modern aociety is intimately bound into the national 

political proccaa itself, such a change in the authority structure 

of the enterpriae would have a far-reaching impact* Not only 

would the opportunities for participation offered in each enter­ 

prise greatly inereaae the individuals control over his own life, 

but ia a wider parapootive a participatory ayatem in industry 

could be expected to influence, indeed transfora v the operation 

of the whole political aystem.
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Appendix to chapter five*

Soae political efficacy scales used by writers discussed ia this 
chapter*

The original "political efficacy" scale developed by Campbell et
Al (195*01

"I don't think public officials care much what people like Be think"
11 Voting is the only way people like ae can have any say about
how the government runs things"
"People like ae don't have any say about what the goveraaeat does"
"Soattiaea politics and governaent seems so complicated that people
like ae can't really understand wbat's going on"

The questions asked by Alaond and Verbs (1965, fi*l*tl) t* measure 
"subjective competence" weret

"Suppose a law were being considered by (national legislsture)
tkat you considered to be unjust or harmful. What do you think you
could do?"
"If you aads an effort to change this law, how likely is it that
you would succeed?"
"If such a case arose, how likely is it you would actually try to
do soaething about it?"

MoCloaky's (1964) "political futility" sealer

"It'a no use worrying ay head about political affaire; I can't
do anything about thea anyhow"
"The people who really 'run* the country do not even get Known to
the voters"
"I feel that ay political leaders hardly care what people like
ay self think or want**
"Nothing I ever do seeas to have any effect upon what happens in
politics"
"political parties are so big that the average member hasa v t got
auch aay about what goes on"
"There doesn't seea to be much connection between what I want and
what ay representative does"
"It seeas to ae whoever you vote for things go on pretty auch the
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Fmrrim'm (1956) "political confidence" scale is the same as 
Campbell above except for item two.

"So away other people vote in moot elections that it doesn't matter 
much to »e whether I vote or not"

MeClosky's "political equality" scale provides an interesting 
comparison:

"The »aia trouble with democracy is that most people don't really
know what's best for them"
"Few people really know what is in their own best interest in the
leaf run"
"'Issues* and 'arguments' are beyond the understanding of most
voters "
"Host people don't have enough sense to pick their own leaders
wisely"
"It will always be necessary to have a few strong, able people
runniog things"

Some "effectiveness" and "authoritarianisa" scales* 

Caapbsll et al, "personal effectiveness" scalet

"I would rather decide things when they come up than always try to
plaa ahead"
"I seem to be the kind of person that has more bad luck than good
U«k"
"There's not much use for me to plan ahead beoau&o there's usually
something that makes me change my plans"
"I have often had the feeling that its no.use to try to get anywhere
ia this life**

The "authoritarian submission" scale from The Authoritarian Personality

"Oae of the main values of progressive education is that it gives 
the smild great freedom in expressing those natural impulses and 
desires so often frowned upon by conventional middle elass society" 
"He is indeed contemptible who does not feel an undying love, 
gratitude and respect for his parents"
"It is essential for learning or effective work that our teachers or 
bossss outline in detail what is to be done and how to go about it" 
"Every person should have a deep faith in some supernatural force 
higher than himself to which he gives total allegiance and whose 
deelsioaa he does not question"
"Sciences like chemistry, physics and medicine have carried men very 
far, but there are many Important things that can never possibly be 
uaderetood by the human mind"
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"Obedience aad reapect for authority arc the Boat important virtuea
children should learn"
"What this country needs ia fewer lava and agencies, aad more
courageous, tireless devoted leaders whoa the people eaa put their
faith ia"
No aane, aonuu, decent person could even think of hurting a cloae
friend or relative'*

The "power and toughness" acale from TAP*

"Too aany people today are living in an unnatural .soft wayj we
ahoald return to the fundamentals, to a more red-blooded motive
way of life"
"There are some activities ao flagrantly un-Americ*n that when
responsible officials won't take the proper atepa, the wide awake
eiticen ahould take the law into hia own hands"
"No inault to our honour should ever go unpunished'*
"To a greater extent than moat people realise, our lives are
governed by plots hatched in aecret by politicians"
"What this country needs ia fewer lawa and agencies, and auore
courageous, tireless devoted leaders whom the people oaa pat their
faith ia"

farrla*a (195$)"author!tarianisa" acale

"People eaa be divided into two classes, the weak and the strung"
"So* crimes, such as rape and attacks on children, deserve more
than aere imprisonment{ auch criminals o^jht to be publieally
whipped or worse"
LAat aad aeeond from last items in TAP "authoritarian submission"
aeale

Jaaowitm aad Marviek*a (1953) "authoritarianiam" se&le.

"Human nature being what it is, there will always be war and
••aflict"
"A few atrong loadera could make this country better than ail the
Uwa aad talk"
"Women ahould atay out of politics"
"Moat people who don't get ahead Just don't have enough will power"
"Aa insult to your honour should not be forgotten"
"People eaa bo trusted'in



CHAPTER SIX

TH£ FEASIBILITY ..f LOWER LfcVSu PARTICIPATION

IN THL WORKPLACE

There ia available a body of empirical evidence on participation 

in the workplace and democracy in industry which has been 

completely neglected by recent theorists of democracy, although it 

ia relevant to political socialisation and the place of the notion 

of participation in a modern theory of democracy* The idea of 

participation has been at the centre of new theories of management 

produced in recent years and various examples can be found of 

the introduction of participation into the workplace. Furthermore, 

questions of what we mean by industrial participation and democracy, 

and how theae might be put into practice are becoming (even since 

I began work on this study) matters of topical public debate; a 

fact perhaps best indicated by the title of The Times Management 

Lecture (May, 1970), which was Industrial Democracy. The important 

problem of the exact relationship between participation, or rather 

between the forms that participation can take, and (industrial) 

democracy itself - the terms are often used very looaely in the 

current discussion and in earlier management writings - is best 

left until this empirical material has been examined.
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i« The leisure argument .

It might be argued, however, that this further investigation 

ia irrelevant. Although industry has been shown to be vitally 

important for the development of a sense of political efficacy, 

and so important for wider, national political participation, the 

workplace, it might be argued, ia coming to occupy an increasingly 

unimportant place in the life of the ordinary man} leisure is 

rapidly becoming the focus of his interest and the place where he 

expects to gain, and can gain, psychological satisfactions. 

Writers who argue for the central importance of leisure in the

life of the ordinary man, point to the fact that many, particularly
\ 

manual workers, are tending to regard work as something of purely

instrumental value and are centring their aspirations on leisure* 

Thus, it might be suggested that leisure could provide a replacement 

for work so far as the development of a sense of effectiveness is 

concerned* However there are considerable difficulties with this

1. From the viewpoint of the participatory theory of democracy a 
primarily instrumental attitude to work could be taken as an 
indication that few opportunities for participation existed. 
Participation would be expected to lead to a largely intrinsic 
•valuation of work because of the control over his job and his 
enterprise that it would give the worker, the interest that it 
would add to his working life and the psychological satisfactions 

that would accrue. Arguments similar to those of Argyris, 
cited in the last chapter, that certain (non-participatory) 
work environments could lead the worker to re-evaluate work 
itself on instrumental lines, can be found in e.g. Chinoy (1955) 
and Lipsitz (1964). In the recent study ot the Vauxhall car 
workers however it is argued that an instrumental attitude is 

brought to the job rather than the job being the main factor in 
its development and that the workplace has little influence on
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argument.

Even if leisure could replace work in this respect, it 

would result, as Blauner (1964) points out, in a basic inequity, 

"a division of society into one segment of consumers who are 

creative in their leisure time but hare meaningless work and a 

second segment capable of self-realisation in both spheres cf 

life11 (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 tern; "leisure" 

covers a wide range of activities, some of whicu, especially some 

hobbies, do closely resemble "work" activities, but they differ 

in the context in which they are carried on. By "work" we mean

the individuals wider attitudes. (Although Goidthorpe et al 
were not concerned with the specific ^oliticai attitudes 
discussed here). But the points made about the increasing 
social pressures on the individual LO regard his work in a 
mainly instrumental fashion are compatible with the arguments 
presented here. The fact that few opportunities exist for 
the ordinary worker to participate in modern industry and 
that nothing in his typical experiences leads dim toexpect 
much more from his work than the opportunity to earn as much 
as he can (decision matcing is the 'prerogative* of management, 
and the monotony and limited scope of the average rank and 
file job in a modern economy have been well documented; all 
this, it might be argued, provides the precise industrial 
environment that makes the commercial and 'leisure time 1 
pressures to make money the main consideration in work so 
compelling. (This is not to say, of course, that in a 
participatory situation, money would be unimportant. The worker 
would still have the perfectly laudable desire to provide the 
best that he could for his family) .
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not Juat the actirity that provides for Boat people the aajor 

determinant of their status in the world, or tne occupation that 

the individual follows 'full tine* and that provides hiu with 

his livelihood* We refer also tu activities that are carried on 

in co-operation with others, that are intimately related to the 

wider society and its needs; thus we refer to activities that, 

potentially, involve the individual in decisions about collective 

affairs, the affairs of the enterprise and of the community, (i.e. 

are public affairs) in a way that leisure time activities most 

usually do not. But even if some hobbies night have the saue 

psychological effects as Blauner indicates accrue to the (printer) 

craftsman, all leisure activities are not hubbies, many * moat - 

do not involve the production of anything by the individual, rather 

•e consumes, so that the activity as well as the context Is 

different*

More importantly the "leisure argument" ignores the argument 

of the theorists of participatory democracy that individual 

attitudes and forms of authority structure of institutions wre 

inter-related| if a certain Kind of industrial authority structure 

can affect political participation then might it not affect leisure 

as well? This kind of lint has been suggested by several writers* 

For example, Bell (I960 p.233). **"> writes that '"conspicuous 

loaflag9 is the hostile gesture of a tired working class", and
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Friedman (1961), who argues that

"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 disorganise the rest of his 
life" (p. 113),

and who regards "killing time" as a general feature of mass 

behaviour at the present time. Riesman (1956 and 196*f; has 

changed his mind about what he wrote on leisure in The^

and more recently has argued that both work and leisure must be 

"meaningful", (see also Mills, 1963)* Also to be taken into 

account is the significant fact that those persons who participate 

most in "meaningful" leisure (in voluntary organisations and the 

like) are largely drawn from the middle class, i.e. are just those 

persons most likely to work in an environment conducive to the 

development of a sense of effectiveness. But even if this whole 

argument about the importance of leisure as opposed to work looked 

more plausible it would still be an argument more applicable to 

the (distant?) future than the present; most people, at least in 

Britain, have very little leisure time and there are no very clear

indications that this is likely to change very dramatically in the

2 foreseeable future.

2* See Boston (1968). Many workers seem more Keen to work extra 
overtime than to increase their leisure. The speed at which 
automation is likely to be introduced on a wide scale also 
often tends to be over-estimated, see Blumberg (1966,, p
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Moreover, even if the working day for moat people were 

greatly reduced, tftis extra leisure, when regarded from the 

perspective of the participatory theory of democracy, could not 

provide a replacement for participation in the workplace. The 

fact that business organisations in modern society are woven into 

the fabric of the national political sphere means that if the 

individual turns his bade on decisions taken in the workplace he
*

is giving up a major channel of control over his own life and 

environment (and hence part of his political freedom;. Finally, 

it must be repeated that the participatory theory of democracy 

regards industry as a political system in its ova right, and 

participation there as part of the individual's political 

participation and a good in itself - irrespective of whether 

similar opportunities can or cannot be found in the sphere of 

leisure. ,

ii• Some examples of lower level participation.

In the evidence cited in the last chapter from Blauner's 

Alienation and Freedom on the psychological impact of different 

work situations, the crucial variable distinguished was the amount 

of control that the individual could exercise over his job and 

immediate job environment; those individuals whv, could exercise 

little or no control tended to lack a sense of (political efficacy. 

The close connection between control and participation has been
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emphasised in the discussion of the participatory theory of 

democracy, but it is fairly obvious tnat the scope of both could 

Tary widely in an industrial enterprise. If the individual 

worker is to have control over his own job and immediate job 

environment then, clearly, he will need to participate in those 

decisions that directly affect his work and the way in which he 

carries it out. However, it is quite possible for hi pa to participate 

at this level of the enterprise without necessarily participating 

in making decisions that have a wider scope; that is, he can 

participate at the lower management level in decisions relating to 

the day to day shop floor activity, without participating in 

higher level decisions relating to the running of the whole enter­ 

prise, decisions on investment, marketing and so on. The theory of 

participatory democracy involves participation at both management 

levels and evidence on both will be considered* In this chapter 

I shall deal with participation at the lower level, (which as 

already shown is extremely important for the development of the 

sense of political efficacy), in order to come to some conclusions 

about the feasibility of its introduction on a large scale* 

All the available evidence shows that most workers in 

industrialised countries do desire a fairly large measure of control 

over their jobs at the lower management level; although, as far 

as research into participation generally is concerned, as Heope 

and Little (1970, p.l) have noted,



"remarkably little research has so far been done, 
particularly in Great Britain, on what attitudes groups of 
shop-floor employees actually hold towards various 
schemes of participation and their responses to sad 
preferences for the various kinds already cried or 
suggested".

In a survey carried out in Norway covering over 11 0 non-supervisory 

workers in Oslo, $6% of the blue-collar workers and 67* of the 

white-collar felt that they would lite to participate sore in 

"decisions that directly concerned my own worit and working 

conditions" (Bolter, 1965, p.301, Table 2). In Britain Hespe and 

Little are currently engaged in an investigation of the "propenaity 

to participate" of workers in six different organisations* So far 

five have been studied, a public service organisation, two steel 

firms (one nationalised), a colliery and a wire-Bill* In all 

these different organisations a widespread desire exists among 

workers for participation in decisions that affect their own 

jobs. Again in a study of 5700 workers ia heavy industry in the 

U.S.A. it was found that over half wanted more say in the way in 

which the work was carried out (cited Blumberg, 1^66, p.115).

There is also some indirect evidence on this topic* First, 

in Britain, from the trend which strikes have taten since the war*

3, Hespe and Little (1970, Table IV and iable 1;. The workers
under 26 years of age were the least interested in this level 
of participation, see Table 11*
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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 striked are 

now over issues that, broadly, relate to "control"• Turner (1963, 

p. 18) has commented that it could be said that these strikes all 

"involve attempts to submit managerial discretion and authority 

to Agreed ••• rules; alternatively that they reflect an implicit 

pressure for more democracy and individual rights in indue try".

Second, the same desire for more participation at the lower 

level can be seen reflected in the (voluminous; material on job 

satisfaction* It might be supposed that most workers would be 

dissatisfied with jobs that allowed them to exercise very little 

control but in fact just the opposite appears to be the ease; all 

the evidence shows that most workers are satisfied with their 

v obs. But this evidence of general satisfaction is now being 

interpreted rather more cautiously than it often WHS in the past. 

As Goldthorpe has recently remarked, "results of this kind have in 

fact been several times achieved in cases where othor evidence 

has indicated fairly clearly that the workers in quest ims.
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4•xptrleaced quit* severe deprivations in performing their Jobs".

Here algalfleant are the reasons given tor diali*iag a job$ the 

aain one is that the individual can exercise very little control 

ever what he doea or the conditions under which he doe a it* Thia 

applies particularly to the aost extreme case (as can be seen fro* 

B la liner* a study) of the "nan on the track". Those assembly line 

workers who do find the job aatlafactory oftea give as a reason 

that they are able to build up banks of work, i.e. they find a 

way to exercise an element of control. la general it is found 

that aatisfaction expressed with a job declines as skill level 

declines, aad the least akilled jobs would be the least likely to 

involve opportunity for controlling the work process*

4» Qoldthorpe et al (1968, p.11,. There are various reasons for 
this odd fact* Vorfc meets a whole multitude of human needs 
including those for sneer activity and sooxax intercourse; 
it is also difficult for a worker to admit he dislikes his 
Job and not threaten his self-reaped, he is "condemned out

- : of his own aouth for not bestirring himself to find sore 
congenial work", (Flanders et al 1966, p«l<?0-l, see also 

• • * Blauner I960) • One alao finds workers aaicing eomaeata like 
"if I didn't enjoy (work) I would be miserable 11 Uwieg 1961, 

; p.77). The latter provides also an example of the uncritical
interpretation of the "satisfaction" finding, wnen ne says 

»••''•• "the syndrome • Unhappy Korker* may have been a fact ia the
past ... but there is very little of it in modern, weal-organised 
and well-run industrial establishments" (p.79;. Aa interesting 
theory about job satisfaction which throws light on these

** findings can be found in Hertcberg (1959> and (1966;.

f* Thia laat finding holds for the U.S.S.H. as well, see
Hertxberg (19^9, p.l64-^ / . On the assembly line worker aee 
Walter aad Quest (19t>2, p.5#ff) nnd the consents in Goldthorpe 
et al (1966, p.23).



Blauaer, (1960, p.353) has remarked that "the fact that surrender 

of such control seems to be the most important condition of strong 

diasatisfaction (is a finding) at least as important as the overall 

one of general satisfaction1'.

The reason for the interest in jofc satisfaction and its 

relationship to the amount of control that the worker can exercise 

over his job and immediate work environment is a significant one 

gives the argument of the last chapter about the crucial importance 

of the workplace in the development of a participatory political 

culture* It is precisely because of the adverse psychological 

effects of this lack of control that so much attention has been 

paid to it, and to job satisfaction. The worker's satisfaction 

with his job has been found to be closely related to his morale, 

to his efficiency and productivity, and hence to the efficiency of 

the whole enterprise* One of the methods used to attempt to 

iaerease tho workers satisfaction is through the process 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 finally it will help overcome "the inability to secure from the 

rank and file any real feeling of participation in the affairs of
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• business or enduring concern for its success'1 (Stephens, 1962). 

A typical example of job enlargement is provided by the reorgan­ 

isation of the joba of girls on an assembly line so that they 

performed nine operations instead of just one, did their own 

inspection, aad 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 experiment are almost indisting­ 

uishable in forit from the more minor examples of experiments that 

are explicitly labelled "participation" experiments and this is 

because the aace 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 three decades, both as a result of 

deliberate 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 

aad summarised by Blunberg in Chapter 5 of his recent book 

Industrial Democracy: The Sociology of participation (1968). As 

he points out, these participation experiments have taken place in 

a wide variety of organisational settings

6. Guest (1962). Stephens (1962; provides several T ried
examples; see also Biumberg (1968, pp. 66-6*) Friedmam (1961) 
Chapter IV, and Walker (1962, Part <>, §>;.



"including boya* clubs, women's organiaationa, college 
claaarooms, factories of Many different cinde, officea, 
atores, scientific laboratories, and so on* .imilarly, 
they have been conducted upon a tremendous ran«ty of 
persons differing in age, sex, education, income, 
occupation, and power. They have involved yo-ag boya, 
houaewivea, college students, manual workers at 
different levels of skill and in diverae type* of 
factories, supervisors at different levels, clerical 
workers, salesmen, and scientists" (p*7j»»

In these industrial participation experiment* an increase in 

worker participation 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 groups, ail 

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 

participation at all occurred. The result was that in the latter 

group there waa hostility, a fall in output and some workers left 

the factory* In the two "total participation" groups, in contrast, 

the atmosphere was co-operative and production increased* (coeh'and 

French, l^ti| Blumberg pp 60-84). The common feature of ail the 

experiments cited by Blumberg is that they enabled wor*era to decide 

for themselves matters previously reserved for a unilateral (lower) 

management decision, matters ouch as the speed of worn, 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 tbeae experi­ 

ments the worker's position was transformed into one analagoua to



that of the craftsman as described by Blauner, and bad a similar 

effect on the sense of confidence and effectiveness.

However, although the examples in Blumberg'a boOK do involve 

an increase in participation in decision Baking by workers, they are 

all examples of rather small, short term experiments, involving 

few workers and relatively minor decisions, and, more importantly, 

the overall structure of authority in the enterprise is not 

affected at ail* A major defect of Blumber 'a book is that though 

he has conveniently collected together these eiamples 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 

participation which provides an example of a different form of 

participation from that in the participation experiments material* 

The latter provides an example of what I shall later distinguish as 

"partial participation" but there is also evidence available which 

illustrates that what I shall call "full participation" is possible 

at the lower level. The significant difference here is that in
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the latter situation groups of workers are largely self-disciplining 

and a considerable transformation 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 precisely that basis.

These examples are of interest also for quite a different 

reason. If, as argued in the participatory theory of democracy, 

a necessary condition for a democratic polity is that individuals 

can participate in all political systems, then, given that we 

wish to develop such a polity, the problem arises of how we 

might make the transition from the existing position to a 

participatory system. One way, in the industrial sphere at least, 

might be gradually to increase the scope of participation by the 

ordinary worker from the lower to the higher management level. 

In fact this is very close to the policy that Cole advocated for 

making the transition to guild socialism; he saw this 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" (192ob, p.



239.

The means through which this transfer would take place waa the 

collective contract; 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 mattera 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) payment which
7would 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 modern form, in the Durham coalfields, has 

been the subject of intensive and detailed study in recent years, 

the study initially being prompted by the large amount of stress
o

illness to be found among miners. Under the traditional working

7. See e.g. Cole (1920b, pp 15^-7; and (192oa, p.!96ff).

3. The work was carried out by the Tavistock ~astitute of Human 
Relations within the framework of a concept developed by them, 
that of the "socio-technical system". The relevance of this 
concept to the present discussion is obvious} from this 
viewpoint a productive system is seen not just in terms of a 
technological process, but as a system of three inter-related 
variables, the technological, the economic and the socio- 
psychological. The form of work-organisation and its social 
and psychological properties are seen as independent of, though 
limited by, the technology, (see e.g. Tnst and ^merg 1962).



methods the miner, the collier, supervised himself and 

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 conventional lon^wall 

working, that was baaed on mass production aethuds «ad the division 

of labour. It was from this form of work organisation that the 

investigator* saw the deleterious psychological effects arising, 

la particular, this method meant 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. (Trist and Bamforth, 1951; Trist et al 1?63, p»269ff). 

But there was also another form of work organisation available, 

one that had its roots in the traditional mining method*, the 

composite longwall method; this involved a fora, of collective 

contract and the abolition of the rigid division of labour, the 

workers operating as a self-regulating group. This h«a been 

described as follows,

"the group takes over complete responsibility for the 
total cycle of operations involved in mining at the 
coal face. No aember of the group has a fixed work role* 
Instead, the men deploy themselves, depending on tbe 
requirements of the on-going group task* /ithin the 
limits of technology and safety requirements they are 
free to evolve their own way of organising and carrying 
out their task. They are not subject to any external 
authority in this respect, nor is there within tne group 
itself any member who takes over a formal directive 
leadership function ... The all-in wage agreement is ... 
based on the negotiated price per ton of coal produced by 
the team. The income obtained Is divided equally among 
the team members" (Herbst, 1962, p.4;.



Under the composite longwall system productivity was higher than 

under the conventional longvall Method and it waa «*ore conducive to 

"low cost, work satisfaction, good relations and social health" 

(Triat et al 1963, p.291;. For two years, groups of forty to 

fifty Miners operated in this way and at the end of tnat time were, 

in the opinion of the investigators, still growing "in their 

capacity to adapt to changes in their task environment and to
Q

satisfy the needs of their members".

If miners, and Mining, Might be thought to be in a ae sense 

exceptional, there is a second example of this furat of participation 

to be found in the car industry* In his boo* )eoiaion-maKinft and 

Productivity (195&), Melman gives an account of the gang systeM 

of work organisation that operated at the Standard car plant at 

Coventry in the early 19^"'«. Although the tastes thai each 

worker performed were very much the same as at any other oar 

assembly plant the forth of work organisation was quite different*

9* Triat et. al. (1963, p« XIII)• An ex erxaeat in the reorgani­ 
sation of work in a textile mill in India using self-regulating 
groupo of workers was also successfully carried out, see Rice 
(1958). J.S. Hill also Mentions a collective contract among 
Cornish miners of his ti&e and noted that thi« system produced 
"a degree of intelligence, independence and moral elevation, 
which raiues the condition and character of tne Joraish Miner 
far above that of the generality of the labouring cl%ss" 
(Mill, 1965 Bk. IV, Chapter VII, fj>, p.
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being based on self-regulating groups similar to those in the 

composite lougwall method of mining. (Hence the name "gang system11 ) 

la 1953 ia the motor vehicle plant the corners were grouped i
nto 

fifteen, self-recruiting gangs, and in the tractor plant all 

2»000 workers operated as one gang, payment bein^ uu tne oasi
s of 

the occupational rate plus a bonus based on gang output as a 
whole* 

Under this system the workers "are not only production employ
ees 

carrying out .., occupational tasks. Ihey are also active as 

formulators of decisions on production which they the&selves 

execute 1* (19^6, p. 92;. A car worker describing the gang system 

said that it "provides a natural frame of security, it gives 

confidence, shares money equally, uses all degrees of a*ill w
ithout 

distinction and enables jobs to be allocated tv the man or woman 

best suited to them, the allocation frequently being &ade by the 

worker* themselves" (/.'right, 1961, p.^0;. Kelaan concluded that 

under the gang system

"thousands of workers operated virtually without super- 

Vision, as conventionally understood, and at high 
productivity} the highest wage in British industry was 

paid; high quality products were produced at acceptable 

prices in extensively mechanised plants; the management 

conducted its affairs at unusually low coats; also 

workers had a substantial role in production decision 

making" (1956, p.5, .

The collective self-regulation exercised by tneae groups of 

workers in the mining and car industries yuta tueu into a 

situation analagous to that of the crew in the continuous pro
cess



chemical plant discussed by Blauner and could thus be expected 

to hare a similar favourable impact on the sense of (political) 

efficacy. That the car industry could be transformed in this way 

is of particular interest for we hare already seen that the 

technology of that industry combined with the ortaodox authority 

structure produces a very unfavourable situation for the develop­ 

ment of the sense of effectiveness. The evidence froui the 

participation experiments and these two examples of wxder 

participation at the lower management level suggest that a 

modification of the orthodox industrial authority structure to 

allow widespread participation by workers at that level is 

feasible and that this would not hinder the efficiency of the 

enterprise. Indeed, the evidence so far, and much modern manage­ 

ment theory indicate that it might well improve efficiency*

iii Participation and management theory •

There is also another body of material relevant to participa­ 

tion in the workplace (albeit that it is often concerned with what 

I shall distinguish later a» pseudo-participation); this further 

reinforces points made already, but its interest lies largely in 

the support that it gives to the subsidiary hypotheses about 

participation in the theory of participatory democracy. Much of 

recent management theory stressing participation is based on the 

results of experiments into the effects of different styles of



supervision in the workplace, la the late lj$ if a a very faaous 

series of email-group experiments was undertake^, unuer the 

direction of Lewin, that seemed to show that a "democratic" form 

of leadership was more effective than an "authoritarian" or "laisses 

faire" form. The superiority aroae front the psychological effects 

of the element of participation in the "democratic" form} this 

enhanced the morale of the group, its harmony and co-operation, 

individuals* interest in the task etc. These experiments gave 

rise to others on supervisory styles and accounts of these, and 

their effects, can be found in dlumberg's boot (1966, pp 1:2-119)• 

Usually "close" and "general" or "participatory" styles are 

contrasted. 'Jhe liter seen to be related
«,! •-*>

"to a whole cluster of other traits, such aa tendencies 
to delegate authority, not to impose pressure on subor­ 
dinates, and to permit freedom of conduct to employees ••• 
under general supervision workers are freer t- use their 
own initiative, to make more decision? concerning their 
job, and to implement those decisions" (tiluaberg, p«103«)

That is, tne "participatory" style of supervision ^i.ves r^se to a 

situation, and to effects, similar to those created by ^ob enlarge­ 

ment or the participation experiments.

The advocacy by management theorists of ta« participatory 

style of supervision rests on its favourable effect, through its 

psychological impact, on the harmony and co-operation of the work.

1O. There are various account of these experiments. See e.g. 
ahite and Lippitt (I960).



• and so on •fficiency. That io to say, the^e experiments 

offer support to the argument in the participatory theory of 

democracy that j>articipatioa has an int«grativo effect and aida 

the acceptance ot decisions. In the participation experiment 

briefly described on p^j6 the point of the exereiee »a« to 

aeeure the aoeeptaace by the workers of a change that management 

propoaed in their work arrangements by letting the workers them- 

selves deeide how this change was to be put into effeet. A 

aimliar hypothesis about the introduction of change underlies a
, * ^

large number of the small group experiments; they have been used

to test what Verbs (1961, p.206) calls "the participation

hypothesis", namely that

"eignificant changes in human behaviour can be brought 
about rapidly only if the persons who are expeoted to 
change participate in deciding what the change shall be 
and how it shall be made".

IB Tiew of the emphasis in Rousseau*a theory on the importance of 

the iaporsonal mature of the decision Bailing process amd its 

relationship to the individual acceptance of collective decisions, 

it is interesting that this is one of the factors that Verb* picks 

out as significant in these email group experiments. The

•imperaoaality 1 of a process where each individual in the group 

eould observe the others making an 'internalised* commitment to

* decieiea was an important contribution to group harmomy mad 

co-operation (pp 173-51 PP 227-6).



Finally, these small group and participation experiments are 

also relevant to the question of "authoritarianism"* It was 

argued above that in large part at least what is involved in 

"authoritarianism" can be seen as just one aspect of the non- 

participation syndrome, the lack of a feeling of effectiveness 

being particularly important in producing the "authoritarian" 

responses. Some of these experiments illustrate that a change to 

a more participatory authority structure in the workplace can help 

diminish "author!tarianism". Blumberg (1966, p.109) points out 

that the famous Lewin experiments showed that "personality traits ... 

were dependent variables, significantly altered by the organisation 

of the group into authoritarian, democratic or laissez-faire

structures". And such an argument about the 'dependence* of
, • 

personality traits on forms of authority structure is, of course,

an important part of a modern theory of participatory democracy* 

An experiment very relevant to this argument was one that measured 

the result of clerical workers operating for a year in a more 

participatory situation than previously. There was found to be 

a decrease in the potency of "hierarchical trends" in their 

personalities and the "autonomous trends" had more opportunity for 

expression; "the data seem to indicate that measurable change can 

be affected by a persisting change in environmental conditions. 

Furthermore, 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 
•ore effective because of the eventual comparability of 
personality with structure. In other words, the organ­ 
isation that permits participation ultimately produces 
individuals who are responsible (sic) to participation" 
(p.109).

The experiments on different styles of supervision have, as 

noted, been a major influence on much recent management theory. 

This presents a striking contrast to more orthodox management 

theory which has its roots in Taylor's doctrines of "scientific 

management11 and stresses the pyramid shaped authority structure, 

the chain of command, the span of control etc* Other influences 

on the theories of writers like McQregor in The Hmaan .ide of 

Enterprise and Likert in New Patterns of Management are the 

psychological theories of Maslow which focus on the individual's 

need for "self-actualisation" and, importantly, the whole human 

relations tradition in management which stems from the famous 

Hawthorn* experiments* Indeed, these more recent theorists are 

sometimes referred to as neo-human relationiats, and, like their

11. The reports of the Hawthorne experiments have recently been 
subjected to a searching examination by Carey (196?), who 
concludes, after some stringent criticisms of the way in which 
they were conducted, that "the limitations of the Hawthorne 
studies clearly render them incapable of yielding serious 
support for any sort of generalisation whatever". Blumberg 
devotes two chapters of his book to a reinterpretation of the 
Hawthorne studies, but it would seem as dubious to use this 
material in support of a thesis about participation as in 
support of anything else.



forerunners they emphasise the need for the right interpersonal 

"climate" between management and labour within the enterprise. 

Likert argues that for real efficiency the management structure 

should be built round work groups whose supervisors adopt a 

participative style, or in Likert *s terminology, according to the 

principle of "supportive relationships". Each group is linked 

into the overall organisation through supervisors "who hold over­ 

lapping group membership. The superior in one group is a 

subordinate in the next group, and so on through the organisation" 

(p.l05)» He argues that "different levels in the organisation 

should not be thought of in terms of more or less authority but

rather as co-ordinating or linking larger or smaller numbers of

12 work groups'*. If this form of organisation is to be effective

then, Likert stresses, the flow of communication has to be downward 

and sideways as well as upward; "the giving and sharing of 

information is an essential step in the process of participation" 

(p.243).

12* Likert (1961, p.l86). Likert emphasises that it is necessary 
for the supervisor in one group to be able to participate in 
the other group to which he belongs. If he does not, 
expectations and aspirations may be raised through participation 
in his own group which cannot then be met because of his own 
lack of influence. In such circumstances a participatory 
supervisory style may lead to dissatisfaction (p. 113) • See 
also Blumberg (1966, pp 116-7).



Under the Impact of the need to Keep up with rapid technological 

change these theories are gradually being taken up in day-to-day 

management practice. In The Human Side of Enterprise, McGregor 

arguea that, for maximum efficiency, needs of the individual worker 

must be met that, in the usual (xower, management situation, are 

disregarded; that is, needs such as those for self-esteem and 

recognition for ones contribution to the *or^-task. McGregor acted 

as consultant to ICI and this Theory Y, as he calls it, has played 

a large part in the introduction of a widespread scheme of job 

enlargement and a participative style of management in ICI factories, 

especially in the British Nylon Spinners plant at Gloucester. (See 

The Times, Sept. 8, 1970). So, far from lower level participation 

in the workplace being a completely unrealistic notion, it is 

advocated by many modern management theorists, and is beginning to 

be recognised, and adopted, as the most efficient way of organising 

production. Thus Cole would not seem to be alone in his view that 

there are reserves of initiative in the ordinary worker which the 

•ziating system leaves untapped but which would be released under 

a participatory system.

Blumberg (1968, p.123) has stated of the evidence of (lower 

level) 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 other generally acknowledged beneficial consequences 
accrue from a genuine increase in worker's decision 
making power. Such consistency of findings, I submit, is 
rare in social research".
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Thia is quit* true, it is difficult to fiad anything tnat suggests 

otherwise (I have not done so). Partly this »,<y be due to the 

fact that a multiplicity of effects are involved; exactly bow 

beneficial it seems may depend on one'o precise focus of interest. 

But the important point is that tuere are no effects tnat would 

render lower level participation impracticable. Tne desire of 

workers for participation at this level, and the interest beginning 

to be shown by management, means that a favourable situation exists 

for the widespread introduction of lower level participation. In 

ether words, all the evidence indicates that it is feasible to 

establish at least part of the necessary conditions for a 

participatory political culture. The evidence also shows that more 

than one kind of participation at the lower management level is 

possible, and in the light of this evidence the relationship oetween 

the various forma of participation in the workplace and democracy 

in industry can now be explored.

, Blumberg (1966, pp 131-3) notes, and counters, sow* objections 
to participation in the workplace. The evidence from the oar 
and mining industries, which Biumberg does not include, 
illustrates that one criticism, that participation is only 
effective in unit or craft settings is aispl&eed. nether or 
net participation is useful in crisis situations (which itself 
tends to be tafcen for granted; is largely irrelevant for our 
purposes, since we are interested in the everyday situation of 
participation in the workplace, further difficulties relating 
to higher level participation will be dealt vith later.
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

PARTICIPATION AND D&KOCRACI IN INDUSTRY

i. Conceptual clarification.

There is a good deal of confusion about what exactly is 

involved in participation in the workplace and how this relates to 

democracy in industry. In much of the literature on participation 

in management definitions offered are very imprecise, giving no 

real indication of the scope of participation or of the level of 

management at which it takes place. KcQregor (I960, p.124), for 

example, after remarking that "participation is one of the most 

misunderstood ideas that have emerged from the field of human 

relations'1 , goes on to say that participation

"consists basically in creating opportunities 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 
matters within the superior's responsibilities" (p. 126 
and p. 130).

1. This vagueness is not confined to advocates of industrial
participation, it is quite general as far as 'participation' 
is concerned* For example, in an article in The Times 
recently, the Director of the housing pressure group Shelter 
stated that, "participation to me is primarily the ability or 
opportunity to fulfil oneself as a contributing member of a 
progressive community" (Wilson, 1969) .
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Both McQregor and Likert (1961) present continua of situations 

to which the term 'participative 1 can be applied. McGregor'e 

(pp 126-7) contimuum ranges from a situation of "little" 

participation, where subordinates can question a manager about a 

decision, to a situation where the manager is indifferent to 

several alternatives so that employees can choose between them. 

Likert v s (p. 2^3) continuum covers a wider range, from a situation 

where "no information (is) given to employees, either about the 

current situation or in advance of proposed changes" to one of a 

"lot" of participation where "subordinates and leader functioning 

as a group tackle the problem and solve it, using the best 

available methods for group functioning*1 .

Lammers (196?, p.205) says that participation in decision 

making is

"the totality of such forms of upward exertion of 
power by subordinates in organisations as are perceived 
to be legitimate by themselves and their superiors".

Perhaps more typical is the definition offered by Sawtell (19661 ,

P.D,

"participation is any or all of the processes by which 
employees other than managers contribute positively 
towards the reaching of managerial decisions which 
affect their work".



The International Institute for Labour Studies is currently 

studying worker participation in management in a variety of 

countries and • participation* has been analysed rather more 

carefully in their work. Walker (1966, p.l42 and 1970, pp 12 and 

29) has distinguished three forms of participation: integrated, 

which involves "a modification of the internal, formal organis­ 

ation of the undertaking"; bargaining, "through the interaction 

of the undertaking with another formal organisation, the union"; 

third, informal participation, "for example adoption of a

•participative* decision-sharing style of management by a super­ 

visor11 . While these distinctions tell us more about participation 

than the other definitions quoted, Walker*s discussion does not 

deal satisfactorily with the relationship between participation 

and democracy in industry; the two terms tend to be treated as 

synonyms. This is a very common mistake which only a more 

satisfactory analysis will rectify.

It is probably not surprising that writers on management 

usually do not discriminate more carefully between different

•participative 1 situations, for their interest in it arises 

because of the contribution that participation can make to greater

2. Reports have so far been published in the Institutes Bulletin 
on Poland, India, France, Germany and the U.S.A. Other 
countries covered in the study; Israel, Japan, Czechoslovakia, 
Spain, U.A.R. Yugoslavia and Qreat Britain.
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effleleaey la the enterprise; for the« it ia w uat aaother 

technique to achieve thia end* In ordinary speech we do use 

tha word • participation* in a wide aenaa to c^rer almost *ny
•

aituatioa where aoae miniaal amount of interactioa takes place, 

oftan implying iittia more than that a particular person «aa 

present at a group activity* In talking of industrial participation 

va Beam much aora than thia. Aa *«l*«r and da dallacwaba U9b7« 

p«66) put it, H th« baaic idaa ia obviously that tha p«ople who 

ara maaagad should hart aon« a^y about th« d«oiaioao which affect 

thaaM » That is, industrial participation inrolv«a a Modification, 

to a grtat«r or laaaar d«gr«a, of th« orthodox authority structure, 

aajhaly ona where deciaion AaJiing ia tha 'prero^Ative 1 of aaaagsiaent, 

aad the aaoageri play ao part. But writers on participation ara 

often talking not of a system of deciaion aaicia^ at ail, out of a 

taehaiqua to persuade eaplojees to accept daciaioaa that have 

already aeaa oade by the aanageaent* Many of tha supervisory and 

asjall group experiments took this form; the leader (supervisor) 

allowed the group to diaousa decisions, created a feeling of 

participation and thus got his deciaions fully accented* following 

Verea (1961; I ahall refer to thia tecnnique as jgseudo participation.

Of. Kilroy-Silk*s (1970^ p. 173; comment on the Labour iferty's 
report on Industrial Deaocracyi it ia, he atates, u»ore 
concerned with creating an efficient industry and a dynamic 
economy than industrial democracy per ae".
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As he points out, in these cases 'participation 1 ia

"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"

He adds that it is in the field of industrial psychology in 

particular that "participatory leadership has become a technique 

of persuasion rather than of decision".

Having distinguished pseudo participation (and Hliter's 

category of informal participation would often involve ao more than 

this) we can now turn to participation in decision making itself. 

A useful starting point is provided by a definition offered by 

French, Israel and Aas (196o, p. 3). Participation in industry 

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 definition, they point out, excludes situations where 

individual A merely takes part in a group activity, where A ia 

given information on a decision affecting him before it is

Verba (1961, pp 220-1). cf. Bell's comment on the human 
relations management school; "the ends of the enterprise 
remain, but the methods have shifted ind the older modes of 
overt coercion are now replaced by psychological persuasion" 
(I960, p.24V. .See also Tannenbaum (196&, p,lo and p.20).



executed ant where A la present at * •••ting but has no influence. 

That ia, it excludes situations of peeudo participation* This 

definition la useful becauae in ita reference to 'influence' and 

'parties' it illustrates a widespread confusion about participation 

(aad industrial democracy). This via* assumes that the aoat that 

•participation* can mean, or what 'industrial democracy* refers 

ta, is a situation where ona of two •listing parties or •sidas*, 

in industry, tha vorkars* can *influanca* to a graatar or lassar 

dagraa tha daciaions takan by tha othar 'aida 1 , aaaaly aaaagemant* 

Tha only altarnativaa ara assuaad to ba "•dared" dacisioa asking 

or unilateral decision making by one side or the othar* Thia viaw 

is comaon to both writers on management (see e.g. 3a*tall t 1966, 

p.3 and p.2tt) and advocates of woricar's control as this, rather 

extreme, pasaaga from Can the Workers Pun Industry (Coatas, 1966, 

p.226; illustrates. "Participation has the closest and ugliest 

relationship with a whola train of mean and aieaty predecessors in 

tha saquenca of devices for 'heading off a growing working class 

demand for control" • This overlooks the fact that participation 

and control do not represent alternatives, rather there tan ba no 

control without participation, how much control depending on tha 

fora that participation takes and this may be such as to abolish 

tha two •aides' in the existing sense.
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"Power" Laawell and Kaplan (1950, p.75) bar* said, "is 

participation in the making of decisions". In the definitions 

quoted 'influence' not 'power* is referred to in connection with 

participation and although the two terns are closely related they 

are not synonymous. To be in a position to influence a decision 

is not the same as being in a position to (having the power to; 

determine (control; the outcone of that decision or to make that 

decision. Following Partridge (1963, p.Ill) we can say that 

•influence 1 is applicable to a situation where individual A affects 

individual B without B subordinating his wishes to those of A. 

That is to say, A has influence over B and over the decision that 

B has to Bake but it is B that has the power finally to decide. 

Within the orthodox industrial authority structure the final power 

to decide is the 'prerogative* of one of the aides, management | 

the workers may be able to influence that decision, to participate, 

but they remain permanent subordinates. This type of participatory 

situation I shall refer to as partial participation and the French, 

Israel and Aas definition can thus 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. 5

Some of the examples of participation in the last chapter 

were of (lower level) partial participation - it can take place at 

either, or both, management levels. The most usual way in which 

workers (through their representatives) participate in this way 

is through the normal collective bargaining process (talker*s 

participation through bargaining). In Britain the scope of 

collective bargaining is fairly narrow, generally being restricted 

to matters of wages, job conditions and security etc and rarely

impinging upon the most important higher level decisions* In the 

U.S.A. it can cover a wider field; "in a scuail but not negligible 

number of cases collective agreements concluded in the US contain 

mutual undertakings on such points as technological change, which

In practice it might be difficult in a particular case to 
decide whether pseudo or partial participation had taken place, 
but the theoretical distinction is clear. It is important that 
partial participation should be distinguished from situations 
where influence occurs but no participation at all takes place. 
This is the case of Frledrich's anticipated reactions. 
Management might- exclude a theoretical possibility froa the 
list of alternatives from which a decision is to be made, say 
a wage cut, because union strength puts it out of the question. 
Here the union has •influenced' the final decision but no 
participation has taken place. Verba's (196?, p.55J 
definition of " dem°cratic participation" is of interest here: 
•»acts by those not formally empowered to make decisions - the 
acts b»in« intended to influence the betoaviour of those who 

ve such decisional power".
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generally considered to be Matters on which the employer 

alone should decide" (Walker, 1967, p.71).

Aloag with the examples of partial partieipatioa ia chapter 

•in there were also two examples of another form, those of the 

eelieetire contract in the car and mining industries. It will be 

recalled that in those industries groups of workers operated 

virtually unsapervised by management and Bade their owa (lower 

level) decisions about how the work was to be done. In this type 

of situation there are not two aides to the decision but a group 

ef (equal) individuals who all participate in the decieioa making 

proeess. Situations of this type I shall call situatioas of

6. In April 1970 an Industrial Relations Bill was presented to
Parliament (by the now-defeated Labour Government) that would 
have given unions rights to commercial information about 
enterprises. This may or may not have eveatually eacouraged 
them to extend the range of their collective bargaining. 
Walker (1970, p.26; remarks that "historically, the trend of 
collective bargaining has been towards increased intervention 
in the enterprise", but although British unions have
•encroached* on management in areas such as safety regulations 
they have never followed Cole's plan of a gradual change in 
the authority structure of industry through "encroaching control"• 
Indeed, it has been stated that the trend of productivity 
bargaining (which could be used to bargain for control; has 
ween to entrench management control more fully (Sunday Times, 
29 March 1970). Russell (1936, p.124) characterised the power 
of management in these terms| "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". More recently, the whole idea of management
•prerogatives* has been attacked on both legal and ttheoretical 
grounds, (see Chamberlain, 1956, chap. 12, and 1963I fouag 
1963| Chandler, 1964). See also the discussion in A a liter (1970, 
pp 16-21) based on the notion of the enterprise as a eooio- 
teehaioal system. For a defence of managerial prerogatives as 
deriving from the "nature of man" see (O'Doanell
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full participation, namely

a process where each individual member of a decieioa making 
body AM equal power to determine the outcome of decisions.

It has been shown that thia fora of participation ia possible at the 

lower level; the crucial question for the participatory theory of 

democracy, of course, is whether it is feasible at the higher level 

also •

It is now possible to turn to the question of the relationship 

bstwsea these forms of participation and democracy in industry. The 

term •democracy 1 is used just as loosely as * participation 9 in the 

literature (or, as Kilroy-Silk (1970, p. 169) notes, is not defined 

at all)* As already observed the two are often taken to be, or 

treated as, synonymous, so that democracy, like participation, is 

used to refer not to a feature of the structure of authority in the 

enterprise, but to the general "climate" that exists, a ciiuate 

ereated by the method of approach of the supervisor* That is, 

•democracy 1 is often applied to situations of pseudo-participation, 

or used merely to indicate that a friendly atmosphere exists. Kariel, 

ia a criticism of the Lswin experiments, says that the assumption

was that democracy would "result naturally from a person-to-person
7feeling in tolerant and generous community living".

7. (Kariel 1956 , p.266). The original experiments that are held to 
shew the superiority of the 'democratic* method of leadership 
were actually with ten year old boys. Ssaentially all they did 
was to put the boys in the child-centred environment that they 
might find today in a modern school, staffed by teachers familiar 
with up-to-date teaching methods and educational psychology. 
Walker (1970, p.23) distinguishes four forms of industrial 
democracy! democratisation of ownership, demooratisation of the 
government of the enterprise; democratisation of the terms of 
employment} democratisation of management* A discussion of the 
question of ownership would take us too far from the main theme
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al«o often claimed that industrial democracy already 

exists ia industrialised Western countries. ^erhaps tb« best &nown 

expression of this vie* ia that of one of the foremost British 

experts on industrial relations, H. A. Clegg, in his book A New 

Approaoh to Industrial Democracy (I960). It ia especially 

interesting that Clegg bases his arguments on the work of the 

advocates of the contemporary theory of democracy, but his state- 

•eat that "in all the stable democracies there is a syatsa of 

industrial relations which can fairly be called the iaduatrial 

parallel of political democracy" (p.ljl) ia simply not correct. 

Clegf argues that recent democratic theory has shown that the 

main requirement for democracy ia the existence of aa opposition 

(••19) - competing teams of leaders. In industry, he argues, this 

opposition is provided by the unions with the management performing 

the role of 'government*. The latter analogy is perfectly acceptable, 

but the wider comparison of the authority structure of industry with 

that of existing democratic systems is not a valid one. As several 

commentators have pointed out, here in the words of Ostoggaard, ia 

iaduatry

of this study, but some further examples of participation, below, 
show that there are alternatives other thaa 'private ownership* 
or 'total nationalisation'. An interesting recent discussion 
oa ownership can be found ia Derrick and rhipps (l?69 t pp l-3*>). 
Walker's other throe forms are all necessarily involved in the 
demonetisation of industry and do not fora three distinct 
categories of democracy.
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"the government (tha management) ia permanently in 
office, ia aelf recruiting, and ia not accountable to 
anyone, except formally to the shareholders (or the 
atate}".°

It would be • aoat curious kind of 'democratic 1 theoriat who argued 

far a government permanently in office and completely irreplaceable 1 

The defining eharacteriatic of 'democracy* in the contemporary 

theory ia, of courae, that leaders can be replaeed through the 

electoral prooeaa.

Moat of the coafuaion over * industrial democracy* would be 

avoided when tha (political) term *democracy* ia applied to industry, 

if it was realised that industry is (can be seen as ) a political 

ayatern ao that no 'apecial* sense of the word is involved* If we 

are properly to apeak of democracy in industry then either we must 

use 'democracy* in the sense of the contemporary theory of democracy 

aad the authority structure must be a parallel to ("congruent with") 

the existing; national political system or, alternatively, the 

authority structure oould be *democratic* in sense of that term in 

the participatory theory of democracy. In the first case, the 

management must be elected and be removable by the whole body of

ft* Oatergaard (1961, p.Mf). Clegg alao arguea that "it ia impossible 
for the workers to share directly ia management" (p. 119) Again 
this ia very odd. fts shown, workers do (partially) , participate 
ia management through the collective bargaining process on which 
Clegg lays so much stresa. Nor does he seem to realise the 
significance of the example of the collective contract to which 
he refers. For a recent, more extended criticism of Clegg'a 
book see Blumberg (1968, chap. 7).
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employeee in the enterprise. But this would me* A that the preaeat 

dietinetlon between a management permanently la office and the 

men, permanent subordinates,had b«ea abolished* Ultimately, aa 

la the aatioaal political sphere, the whole body of employees 

(eitiftens) would hare the power to remove the management body ao 

an element of full participation is involved. But, for the most

part, the final power to decide would reat with that elected body,
a 

!••• participation would be partial for the majority. Full

participation would be increased if, for example, the management 

aubw.ltted all important deoiaiona for ratification by the whole 

enterpriae. It would be at ita maximum if a ayatem of participatory 

demeeraoy were introduced in induatry, i.e. a eyetern where all 

empleyeee participated in the making of all decision** ao that the 

'management* waa merely the *men* in a different capacity* In 

modera, large industrial enterprises it would see* implausible 

prima facie that auch a ayatem could be instituted, but that doea 

aot rule out the possibility of a democratic ayatem where aoae, but

9. Thia ia different from the partial participation situation of 
the unions at present since they are (representative of) 
permanent subordinates. But it ia this latter situation which 
the Labour Party take as their basia for the development of 
"industrial democracy". "So far as forma of participation are 
concerned our conclusion ia that we must develop industrial 
democracy on the basis of a single channel of repre •ntation. 
This representation can only be that of trade union organisation" 
(The Labour Party, 196?, p.3**)« i.e. "industrial deaocracy" 
is seen in terms of the joint administration of induatry by 
two 'sides*; cf the Donovan Report (1966, §999)*
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not all, higher level decisions art taken by aa elected, 

accountable management body, together with a system of lull lower 

level participation. Th« latter haa already been ahowa to be 

feaeible.

This analysis shows that, contrary to what ia oftea suggested 

by writers on Management, 'participation 1 in the workplace ia not 

ia itself necessarily a sign that democracy exists in industry* 

It is possible for partial participation to take place at either 

•anagemeat level within existing (non-democratic/ authority 

structures and it is also possible for full participation to be 

introduced at the lower level without the overall authority 

structure being democratised. Given this, toe implication* fur the 

participatory theory of democracy have to be considered*

11* Forms of participation and the sense of efficacy.

The evidence seems to suggest that a sense of confidence and 

effectiveness could be developed with only a relatively misor 

modification to existing industrial authority structures, perhaps 

the most striking fact that emerges from the empirical evidence is 

that participation has a psychological impact on individuala even

in the smallest amounts; even pseudo participation would aeem to
lo have so ice beneficial effects on confidence etc* But it is

10* Perhaps this is not surprising for participatory techniques are 
now quite often used for therapeutic purpoaes. A fairly radical 
experiment on these lines in the mental health field is 
described by Sugarman (1966). Blumberg (19b6, pp l>5-b) mentions 
that self-government experiments have been tried in American 
prisons•
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reasonable to assume that actual participation would be more 

effective, if only because pseudo participation can raise expect­ 

ations that cannot be fulfilled; so far as psychological effects 

are concerned Blumberg says (1966, p.79; t "what is crucial ... is 

the ability and power of a group to arrive at a decision". But 

this decision need only be one concerned with the immediate job. 

In fact, this could have been inferred from the evidence from 

The Civic Culture cited in chapter 5. There, Almond and Verba's 

criteria of participation were given without comment; whether 

respondents were consulted when decisions were made on the job, 

whether they felt free to protest about decisions and whether they 

actually protested. Obviously this is - at most - lower level 

partial participation, but it was positively correlated with a 

developed sense of political efficacy. But we have no means of 

knowing whether one form of participation is more effective than 

another; it may be that for maximum psychological effect higher 

level participation is required*

To argue from this that participation in the wider political 

sphere could be easily and dramatically increased by introducing 

lower level partial participation is to forget that two components 

are involved in the non-participation syndrome* In fact, Almond 

and Verba (Tables VI.1; VI.2; found that fewer respondent* had 

tried to influence government than actually felt competent to do 

so* The relatively minor modification of the industrial authority
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structure involved in lower level partial participation might

inorease the general sense of effectiveness that is a vital part of

• participatory political culture, but this participation would be 

introduced within the context of existing authority structures in 

the political ayatern as a whole, a structure which we know tends 

to be perceived as irresponsive to their needs by lower class 

individuals. It is only, as was suggested at the end of chapter 

five, the democratisation of industrial authority structures that 

could be expected to help change this perception} it is only the 

democratisation of the political system of industry which is so 

closely bound into the public realm as a whole that could be

•xpected to have an impact on the structure of authority of the 

polity and so change the individual's relationship to that structure.

There is also another reason why the democratisation of 

industry and higher level participation are important in the 

participatory theory of democracy. It was suggested in the discussion 

of that theory that two aspects of the educative effect of 

participation could be distinguished; so far, only one, the 

psychological, has been discussed. It seems unlikely that education 

in the second sense, the widening of the individual's outlook to 

encompass public affairs and the development of political (democratic; 

skills, a sense crucial to the ideal of the democratic citizen in 

the participatory theory, it seems unlikely that this could come
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about without participation at the higher level of the enterprise 

because it is decisions at this level that are the public 

decisions that bind the enterprise into, and affect the wider 

community, i.e. they are political decisions.

iii« Three samples uf higher level participation.

There are three examples of undertakings in Britain, on which 

research has been carried out, that have made arrangements that 

allow, or in principle allow, their employees to participate at 

the higher level. The following account of these will concentrate 

on three aspects: first, the extent to which employees are 

interested in and take up the opportunities open to them; second, 

the form that higher level participation takes in each case, and 

finally t the light that these examples throw on the feasibility 

of diminishing the inequality in job security etc. that marks 

and reinforces the inequality in decision making power in the 

orthodox industrial authority structure.

In the Glacier Metal Company, which employs about 3,000 people, 

participation is based on an extension of the usual collective 

bargaining and joint consultation arrangements in British industry. 

The company's three factories in Wembley, Kiimarnoc*. and Chard each 

have an elected works council, but in other respects the management 

structure is the usual one. Employee participation is based on

11* There are three other, smaller factories that do not have 
councils. For the theory behind the 3lacier structure see 
jaques (1951; 1968) Brown (I960). For an empirical study of 
the Kilmarnock factory see Kelly (1966).
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"tho clear distinction between managerial authority to 
make decisions and give instructions, and employee 
participation in formulating the policy framework within 
which managers are sanctioned and freed to make those 
decisions" (Jaques, 19o£, p.l).

The composition of the "legislative" system of works councils 

is based on the principle of "each main layer in the factory's 

organisational hierarchy having representation on the Council" 

(Jaques, 19^1, p.139). The councils consist of the chief 

executive, one representative of senior, two of middle level staff, 

three of clerical and other staff and the rank and file workers 

are represented by seven shop stewards, elected indirectly via 

•mop and works committees. The councils meet monthly, any member 

can request that a subject be placed on the agenda and any employee 

can attend as a spectator. The "policy framework" is worked out 

by the councils in the form of written policy documents and 

"standing orders"; under the constitution management and men have 

agreed that no policy change shall be made unless it is agreed 

unanimously (Jaques, 1966, p.2).

In theory, the scope of the council's discussions could range 

very widely. In practice however the councils do not usually 

deal with top-level policy; subjects discussed have included 

wage systems, redundancy, factory closure and night snifts. At 

Qlacier

"top-policy making is the prerogative of the Board of 
Directors and Management. The directors authorise capital 
expenditure, decide dividends, appoint the Managing 
Director, decide directors fees, confirm senior appointments. 
To say nothing of deciding who will 'take over' the Company 
and so on (Kelly, 1968, p.246; .
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At the Kilmarnock factory the council has been regarded with some 

auapicion by the workers and the company policy document was only 

relatively recently accepted by the shop stewards (Kelly, p.241, 

who stresses the difference in cultural background between this 

and the London factory). Perhaps this helps account for the lack 

of intereat shown by the hourly paid workers' representatives in 

matters such as the annual report and accounts or even investment 

decisions. Little discussion occurs on these unless individual 

departments are affected; most discussion takes place on lower 

level matters* At the meeting attended by Kelly the Chairman and 

General Manager spoke for ?**% of the time (pp 242-5 )•

Another side of the Glacier experiment is an attempt to clarify 

and systematize the formal role definitions and relationships of 

management and men. In Kelly'a view the emphasis has shifted from 

the pre-1950 emphasis oh group participation in decision making to 

this aspect, and there would seed to be something contradictory 

between an attempt both to operate a system wnere employees can 

participate in policy decisions and one that sharpens and enshrines

in a company language the difference in role (authority) oetween

12 
managers and men. In view of all this, and of the discussion of

12. Kelly, p.26, pp 251 and 232. As well as the internal "role language 11 
use is made of command meetings which, as their name implies, 
are largely concerned with the issuing of managerial orders 
(and also the assessment of employees). "It would appear, going 
on impressions, that the word most frequently used in the 
Company is 'subordinate'" (Kelly, p.2761 ).
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t*e effeote of lower level participation earlier, it is perhaps 

mot aurprialng that the major effect of the Glacier structure in 

practice appears to have been to legitimise the decision making 

powers of the management;

"the experience of Managers at Glacier ftetai has oa tne 
whole shown that this constitution enabiea them to make 
far more decisions and changes without objections from 
representatives than is customary in other companies" 
(Jaques, 1968, p. 4) .W

The same limits in practice on participation appear again in 

the largest experiment in higher level participation in Britain, 

that of the John Lewis Partnership (which includes the department 

stores)* An excellent study of this, including a brief history of 

the Partnership, has recently been published, from which this 

information is taken (Flanders et al, 196b).

As described in the house journal,

"the aupreme purpose of the whole organisation is to 
secure the fairest possible sharing by all the members 
of all the advantages of ownership - gain, knowledge 
and power" (cited Flanders, p.

As has been argued the sharing of the first two ite&s, gain and 

knowledge, is an important necessary condition for the sharing of

13* Cf . This passage from an article on Glacier in The Times 
(26 July 1969)* "The works council doe* mot in any sense 
manage the factory. It functions as a forum and a two way 
channel of communications between management and aen. As 
management agrees in advance a policy with the council, it 
in faet has a lot more authority with which to implement that 
policy. la addition, it acts as a check on management aft ions, 
smsurimg that management does not exceed the authority granted 
to it under the terms of the constitution"*
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power, and in the partnership they are shared to a greater extent 

than power itself* All partners (employees) are equal in the 

sense that all share in the distributed profits, (the shares are 

held in a Trust). However, distribution is according to level of

pay so that it in fact "accentuates the prevailing hierarchical

14 structure of remuneration". The sharing of knowledge is furthered

through the internal press, to which anonymous letters are encouraged 

and answered, and a general meeting open to all partners held 

yearly in each branch. The central and branch councils also have 

trading accounts made available to them.

These councils are the major means through which participation 

can take place. The central council has rights which give it 

certain sanctions against the Chairman and Board if necessary; it 

appoints three Trustees of the Constitution who then become directors, 

and it nominates five other directors. Its aain day-to-day function 

is the administration of a large welfare fund but, more importantly, 

it is entitled to "discuss any matter whatsoever and make any 

suggestion that they shall see fit to the Central Board or the

Flanders et al, p. 16*5. It is a source of grievance to many 
partners that secrecy is maintained over wages. For their 
attitudes to the profit sharing scheme, some of whom would 
prefer a redistributive system see Flanders

There are also committees for communication (solely rank and 
file bodies) which are essentially grievance settling bodies. 
These have no funds and no executive powers and cannot themselves 
take rei,^i*tl action, so are of little relevance from a 
participatory point of view, (Flandera, p.>0 f f , .
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Chairman" (Flanders, p. 64). In theory this would aeeu, to give the 

council unlimited scope but in practice it does not normally enter 

into detailed policy discussions so that its actual (participatory) 

influence is rather limited (p*l?7)« About three-quarters of the 

central council's l4o members are elected (the rest are appointed 

by the Chairman, Including all senior management;* Partners 

standing for election are more likely to be of managerial than mnk 

and file status. From 1957/5 to 1966/7 the proportion of managerial 

rank councillors varied from 6l-?0/k and that of non-managerial from 

(with 20-24% ex officio). In the sub-committees of the

central council, which carry out a large part of the work, there 

is a marked shift to higher management membership*

The branch councils, modelled on the central council and 

subordinate to it, are somewhat more representative of the ordinary 

employee in the Partnership, who comprise abaut half of the 

elected membership. (The councils average 35 members, about 15* 

ex officio)* Apart from administering their own el fare funds the 

branch councils can sponsor resolutions to the central council which, 

if adopted, become recommendations to management. About six or 

seven of these resolutions are made each year to central council, 

covering such matters as the rules for life assurance and pensions;

16. Flanders et ml, p. 60, Table 5. 22% of men and 25% of women
candidates for election to the council has held some "special 
status" within the Partnership (p. 64).
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from 1955-1964 about a third of the resolutions were accepted, but 

not all implemented (p. 72, see also p. 68, Taole 11}* It was a 

branch council that, for the first time, rejected a major management 

proposal, on fire day trading. This was accepted by the Chairman 

of the Partnership, although it should be noted that no vital 

trading issues were involved* Whether this indicates that, in

future, partners will make more use of the opportunities for (partial)

17 
participation open to them remains to be seen* Of the discussions

on this issue that preceded the council *s decision, the authors of 

the study of the Partnership remark,

"the decision process itself was basically the normal 
one of management deciding what it wanted to achieve, 
and preparing the ground in such a way that orders 
issued were likely to be obeyed" (p.

It was found that the level of interest in, and knowledge of 

the representative institutions of the Partnership was low among 

ordinary partners. Those most interested were men and women of 

over five years service, but even in this grou^ the level of 

interest was greater in the branch than the central council (Flanders,

17. On the evidence this would seem rather unlitcely. A recent
report in The Times (12 July 1969) stated tnat the conclusion 
of a committee set up by the Chairman to investigate ways in 
which the "sharing of power" could be extended was that the 
majority of partners were not interested in this. The report 
stated that the majority were "not so much concerned with a 
greater share in decision-making and the responsibility that 
goes wit' it*, as with being kept fully informed of what is 
happening and having a means and the right to have their views 
considered" .



PP 114-6, Tables 25; 26). How far this lack of interest helps 

explain the relative lack of use of participation opportunities 

toy the ordinary partner and how far the structure of the 

representative bodies, and the fact that these often seem to 

operate as pseudo-participatory devices, helps explain the lack
' H

of interest it is not possible to say. There is some evidence 

to support the latter suggestion in that partners did display an 

interest in lower level participation, which confirms the evidence 

on this point cited above, so that interest might increase if the 

branch councils really got to grips with these issues* For the 

present however the general finding is that about two thirds of 

the respondents 'did not show any marked degree of interest in 

the artnershxp'* democratic institutions" (Flanders, p.12?;.

The third example of higher levei participation is that of

the Scott Bader Commonwealth, a plastic resin manufacturing company

19 
in Northants, which employs about 390 people. This company has

made more far reaching changes in the orthodox industrial authority

18* It is significant that two-thirds of the partners are women;
women tend to participate less than men (see e.g. Hilbrath, 1965, 
PP 135-6). A high proportion of women answered "don't know11 to 
a question on whether they would be sorry to see the represent­ 
ative institutions in the Partnership given up*

19. This company too has been the subject of a recently published 
study by Dium (1966). Additional information can be found in 
Hadley (196^); see also Exley (1966), Derrick and i-hipps (1969, 
pp 95-6) and publications of Scott Bader and Co. Ltd.
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structure than the two previous examplea. The firm was deliberately 

re-organised along participatory lines by its founder, Ernest Bader t 

in 1951$ and the institutions were modified further along 

participatory lines in 1963. All the shares of ;cott Bader and 

Co* Ltd* are held by a charitable organisation, the Scott Bader 

Commonwealth and in the event of the company's sale the proceeds 

are to go to charity. Membership of the Commonwealth is optn to 

all employees after a probationary period of a year (individual 

applications are decided on merit).

The organisational structure of the Commonwealth is rather 

complex. The main "legislative" body is the general meeting, which 

meets quarterly, and where each member of the Commonwealth has 

one vote. Its powers cover tae approval, modification or rejection 

of the conduct of the business, the right of approval of any 

investment over £10,000 before it is made, and the approval of 

the disposal of the common surplus (profits) recommended by the 

community council and the board of directors. The constitution 

provides that the surplus must be distributed within the ratio 

6o> plough-back, 2.0% charitable purposes and 20# for employee bonus
O f\

(recently the latter has run at 5-10%). The community council is

20* Blua (1966*, p. 153 and p.212). Since 1965 the community council 
has recommended the method of distributing the bonus and the 
board of directors had determined its amount. A diagram of 
the structure of the Commonwealth can be found in Blum, p. 157.



276.

the main "administrative" body of Commonwealth and is composed of 

twelve people, Dine elected, two nominated by the board and one, 

representing the local community, ie nominated by the council and 

approved by the board. Apart from its recomaendation about the 

common surplus, the council is concerned with welfare facilities 

and with the rules of membership for the Cootaonwealth. A novel 

feature of the Commonwealth organisation is the panel of 

Representatives, a body of twelve people, chosen at random from 

among Commonwealth members, which has to decide whether "the

conditions and atmosphere that exist in the firm justify them in

21 
recording a vote of confidence in the Board of Urectors".

The Scott Bader Commonwealth provides an interesting example 

of how some cf the inequalities of the orthodox industrial authority 

structure might be reduced. First, all Commonwealth members are 

equal in status in that all have one vote at the general meeting. 

Second, 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. (Clocking 

OB has also been abolished) . Third, all employees are salaried and 

have a guaranteed minimum wage; there is also a limit on top

21* BluA, p. 154. If the answer 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 trie trustees are elected; see Blum, p.l^f and pp 164-% 
There is also another partially elected body, the council of 
reference, a final appeal body mainly concerned with disciplinary 
questions.
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salaries, the constitution laying down that che ratio between 

highest and lowest Must not exceed 7:1* Members of the Commonwealth 

also have access to information about the affairs of the enterprise. 

Management Must answer all questions raised in the internal press, 

questions can be asked at the general meeting and members have the

right to inspect accounts and ask for information through represen-

2.2. 
tatives or in personal interviews with management*

In the Commonwealth, according to Blum (p,l66), tne "organs 

(assure) a variety of checks and balances" oa the exercise of power, 

and, perhaps, this might be a contributory factor to the relatively 

limited extent of participation in practice. Unfortunately, Blum

does not say a. great deal about the day-to-day working of the

23 
Commonwealth, but the general picture is fairly clear* The

proportion of employees holding office as representatives is not 

very large ; from 1951-63 thirty four people served on the community 

council, about ten of whom were front the eho^ floor, but a "large

" were elected for more than one term* (The term of office

22, Blum, pp 84-5} Hadley (1^65). The Commonwealth is, like the
other two firms, economically successful; since 1951 turnover 
has increased ten times to well over £4m p*a* More recently a 
firm of management consultants was engaged and they recommended 
that the ratio between the wagec of supervisors and the men that 
they supervised be increased - something which would seem to 
work in an opposite direction from the participatory institutions* 
(Information from Roger Hadley).

23* An empirical investigation was carried out, but Slum's book is 
largely concerned with an interpretation of the principles 
underlying the organisational forms; his account is a very 
confusing one*
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i» three years which itself limits the numbers who can participate 

la this way; Blum, p. 96) . Blum (p. 329) says that "there hare 

been considerable differences in the participation of different 

groups ,.. Workers have undoubtedly participated leas than other 

groups'*. Using as criteria of participation speaking at general 

meetings, obtaining information from representatives, standing for 

election, and initiating proposals through a participative body, it 

was found that about a fifth of managers , technicians, junior 

managers and clerical workers were "high" or "moderate" participants, 

whereas all the factory workers were "low" or " non-par tioipanta" 

(p.371*). Most of those questioned by Blum, particularly the 

factory workers, saw the "advantages of the Commonwealth" first and 

foremost in terms of the job security it gave (especially the six 

months sick leave) , although "participation" was the item mentioned 

the next most frequently (pp 116-5 and pp 120-2). Finally, in 

questions on the powers of the community council it was found that 

2.6% of respondents had a "working knowledge11 36% had a "partial 

knowledge" and 3&% had "little or no knowledge" (p. 375, also p. 99).

Tho need for participation at both higher and lower levels.

from the evidence provided by these three examples it would 

seem first, that it is quite feasible to modify the orthodox 

structure of authority in industry to provide (greater or lesser) 

opportunities for participation at the higher level, and the
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evidence fro* Scott Bader illustrates that it is possible to 

eliminate some of the inequalities in job security etc without, 

necessarily, impairing economic efficiency* Secondly it would 

appear that the participatory theory of democracy is over-optimistic 

in implying that ordinary workers are greatly interested in, and 

ao would take advantage of, such opportunities* Other evidence 

also indicates that workers have relatively little interest in 

higher, as opposed to lower level participation. In Bolter's (1965) 

survey in Norway it was found that only 16% of blue collar and 11%

of white collar workers wanted aore participation in decisions

24 
concerning the Management of the whole enterprise* Hespe and

Little (1970, p.4 §11) found that "a desire for greater influence 

over an employee's own job does not necessarily imply a desire for 

greater participation in the company's affairs of policy*' and they 

may that, at least among their respondents "there is only very 

limited support for any notion of workers' control baaed on 

employee dominance of the company's decision making structure", 

In the recent study of the "affluent workers" at Vauxhalls respon­ 

dents 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'* • 4o% thought that they should -

24. Bolter p.301, Table 2. On the other hand when asked whether 
employees in general were sufficiently involved with this 
level of decision making 76% of blue collar and 59% of white 
collar thought that they were not. (Table 1).
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of the craftsmen - but the Majority attitude is 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 1* (Goldthorpe et al, 19&3* PP 108-9 V Table

Certain features of this evidence indicate that too hasty a 

conclusion should not be drawn from it; that is to say, although 

prima facie it May appear that the participatory theory is over- 

optimistic to expect widespread participation at the higher level, 

closer examination suggests that this is not necessarily the 

conclusion that should be drawn. It is significant that a 

majority of the craftsmen at Vauxhalla were in favour of the unions 

widening their scope, and that Bolter found that those who did 

dwsire greater higher level participation were "responsible, 

confident, skilled", for we have already seen that it is skilled 

workers who are most likely to be able to participate at the 

lower level (and hence be most likely to have a developed sense 

of effectiveness;* Hespe and Little (pp 4-5 § II) say that

"we wish to stress one important finding from our 
research programme, common to all the organisations 
studied, and this is that the more an employee influences 
the decision making structure (and here quite clearly

wishes to participate in the company's affairs"* 

What this suggests is that just as participation in industry 

provides an area where the individual is educated for participation 

in the wider political sphere, so participation at the lower level
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of industry can be regarded as education, as a training ground, 

for participation in the political system of the enterprise as 

a whole, it could be argued that it is precisely because, in 

the three examples of higher level participation above, the 

participatory institutions have been superimposed on a structure 

that is virtually unchanged at the lower level, that workers appear 

ao apathetic about these institutions. There is nothing in their 

everyday work-life to prepare or educate them for such opportunities*

Some evidence on the way that the attitudes of workers differ 

toward participatory issues at different levels of the enterprise 

is provided by the question of the founder members shares at the 

Scott Bader Commonwealth. Before 1963, the founder members had 10% 

of the shares and had certain rights; in 1957 Ernest Bader offered 

to transfer these shares to the Commonwealth. Discussion groups 

were set up to consider this and they reported that this was 

acceptable provided that the right of electing directors was also 

Vested in the Commonwealth. This Bader rejected. In 1959, Blum 

investigated these issues and he found that in both cases, in the

Under the constitution of the Commonwealth provision was made 
for departmental committees but these never functioned regularly* 
More recently training schemes were started to teach workers 
about the processes involved in their work (iiadley, 1965). All 
this now seems to be in abeyance; the training is important 
if workers are to exercise more control over their work since 
the processes are fairly complicated and there is no "end 
product" that is accessible to the workers as, say, a motor car 
is* (Information from Hadley).
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the managerial and laboratory workers who were mostly in faTOUT 

and the factory workers who were uncertain or against these 

proposals* Typical of the comments from the latter were: "what 

on earth would we do f we don't know who should go on the board, 

only the higher ups know that"( "no, the Founder shares shouldn't 

go to the Commonwealth, after all he founded the firm, it was his 

money in the first place".

Comments such as these put flesh onto Cole's argument about 

the "training for subservience" received by many (rank and file) 

workers* It was argued in chapter five that such a training - one 

resulting in "deeply ingrained habits of doing what one is told" - 

is part and parcel of the typical socialisation process of working 

class individuals. It is a process that tends drastically to 

limit the number of roles in which the individual can (reasonably 

realistically) see himself. As Holter (1965, p*305J argues, 

specifically about the effects of the industrial authority structure 

on the ordinary worker,

26* In 1963 the shares were handed over and the founder members 
rights abolished. However, only two of the nine directors 
are elected (the list of candidates being approved by the board), 
five are nominated by the chairman and approved by the Trustees 
aad the two Badere (father and son) became life directors*
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"the atmosphere of hierarchical systems in general, the 
limited perspective inherent in the wortc of an operator 
or sub-clerical worker, may tend to lower beyond reasonable 
proportions the number of employees who are able to see 
themselves as participants in managerial tasks'* • '

To change this image of the self, as already argued, it is necessary 

for the individual to be •re-socialised• through interaction in 

participatory institutions. In industry, the crucial area, all 

the evidence suggests that these must exist at both higher and 

lower levels; higher level institutions alone are too remote

from the individual's everyday (and previous) experiences to mean
PM

a great deal to him*

The evidence from the German system of "co-determination" in 

the iron and steel industries would seem to bear this out* In 

these industries there is numerical parity between representatives

27» For evidence on the generally restricted range of reference 
groups of lower class individuals in Britain, see Runciman 
(1966)* The selective nature of the British education system 
is important in this socialisation process because the 
•selection 1 in practice is also selection for categories of 
employment and so affects the child's perception of the range 
of adult roles open to (children like; him* (of* the importance 
of higher education for the development of the sense of political 
efficacy)•

28. Arguments that worker directors on company boards, as instituted 
in the recently nationalised sector of the steel industry, 
would constitute a big step towards industrial democracy are 
rather wide of the mark. Regarding the worker's attitude to 
such directors, Hespe and Little (1970, p. 7; found that in the 
company that had employee directors (presumably the steel 
company) "only 10% of employees knew of their existence". For 
some evidence on the variety of ways that employee directors 
see their task in Norway see EmeryyaaddThorsrud (1969 f pp 18-23 
and pp 68-76 K



20**.

of employees and shareholders on the supervisory board (which doe* 

not usually interfere in day-to-day management { this board also, 

by majority rote, appoints the labour director (usually an ex-trade 

unionist) to the management board* There is also an elected work* 

council, an employe* body, that advises management on matters 

usually shared between joint consultation bodies and collective 

bargaining in Britain. The Bulletin (No. 6) of the International 

Institute for Labour Studies reporting on participation in German 

industry cites a study that found that only half the workers 

interviewed had any concrete ideas what co-determination actually 

meant. Lerhaps this is not surprising in the light of the report's 

comment that the works council has

"only lipited opportunities •«• to give each employee 
the feeling of participation in management , due to 
the fact that it is a group of representatives within 
a hierarchical structure. It is also extremely difficult 
for a works council to influence decisively the business 
policy of an undertaking" (p.

Aat IA the light of its statement (p.l>4) that eo-de termination

'•does mot give the individual worker the feeling of 
personally participating in those decision making 
processes affedting his own situation ••• empirical 
research has shown time and time again that individual 
employees are very much concerned about taking part in 
effectively shaping their workplace relations".

Taat is to say, the evidence suggests, as uoery and Thorsrua1 

p. 86) argue, that

"if democratic participation is to become a reality, it 
seems inevitable that it must be started at a i level where 
a large proportion of employees are both able and willing 
to participate" •
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OP| more strongly, that there must be participation at all levels 

of the enterprise.

aiven the present evidence, it ia as valid to argue (rather on 

the lines of Cole's arguments about "encroaching control") that, in 

the right conditions, most workers would participate, as it is to 

argue froa worker's present attitudes to higher level participation 

that they are unlikely ever to be interested in it. Most of my 

evidence in this chapter has been drawn from Britain (partly this 

is due to limitations of language) and it might be objected that 

fow conclusions can be drawn from the three isolated examples of 

partial higher level participation* This is true, but even though 

these are unique examples, and represent a relatively small 

modification to existing authority structures, they do suggest 

that higher level participation is feasible; there is little 

reason to suppose that industrial conditions in any modernised 

society would vary sufficiently to make this completely implausible 

for other countries. Also, together with the other evideno * on 

participation, this does cast doubt on one of Sckstein'e arguments, 

referred to in Chapter one. He argues that national government 

cannot be "purely" democratic because, for stability, its structure 

must be "congruent" with other authority structures in society, 

structures which of necessity cannot be democratised. The empirical 

evidence reported so far shows that there is nothing necessary 

about txisting authority structures - certainly industrial structures
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oould be ••a'ified in a de»ocratic direction. Ahat next ha to be 

investigated ia how far democratisation ia feasible, not juet in a 

few isolated instances, but over a whole economy, and for evidence 

on thia question, a crucial one for the participatory theory of 

democracy, one has to turn to evidence on the working of the 

aelf aanagenent eyatem in industry in Yugoslavia.
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CiiAFTSH LIGHT

S* SSLF-KAMAGt«h£KI

E«kstein*s (1966, p. 237) claim that "soae social relations 

e imply cannot be conducted in a democratic manner-' owes, it has 

already seen suggested* more to the (implicit evaluative 

assumptions on which his theory is based, than to a consideration 

of the empirical evidence on the question. He says that "we have 

every reason to think that economic organisatioas aannot be 

organised in a truly democratic manner, at any rate not without 

•••.sequences that no one wants'1 ; the most that we eaa realistically 

expect is some "simulation" or "pretense" of democracy* His only 

example is that some economic organisations "play a great deal at 

democracy and permit certain deviations from the logic of the double 

entry ledger in order actually to carry on certain democratic 

practices" (p*236*) - what these practices are fee does not specify* 

Just as £ofcsteia is silent on what reasons we have for doubting 

the feasibility of democracy in industry, so he is about what the 

"dysfunctional consequences" might be* Loss of economic efficiency, 

perhaps even economic collapse are poasittlities that immediately 

spring to mind but the evidence, as will be shown, does sot give
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mush support to this argument*

la Britain there ia one example, on which information is 

available, of an enterprise that operates on democratic lines 

aad which ailowa fuil participation at the higuer lave I* This ia

tha Powan Eaginaaring Company, in Glasgow, which, although very
2•mail, provides an intarasting example of what is feasible.

The controlling body of the factory ia the general council* 

Memberahlp of the council ia open to all employees after thraa 

moatka eerviee aad each member baa one vote. Meetings of tha 

ceuaoil are bald fortnightly; tha agenda is displayed two days 

beforehand and any employee ia entitled to add items to it* Each

•ember of tha council occupies tha chair for two meetings (which 

meana that everyone baa to make a contribution on at leaat those 

oeeaaiona;. Tha general council dacidaa all matters of policy, 

and anything else of importance. It elects the directors, tha

!• EcJtatein also says that "even certain kinds of public ownership 
(like the nationalisation in Britain of industries absolutely 
vital to tha health of tha whola economy; militate against a 
democratiftation of economic relations" (p.£^7. . The point about 
this casa ia that it offers JSckstein no evidence at all* Tha 
19^5-51 Labour Government made a deliberate decision not to 
introduce democratisation whan tha coal industry etc ware 
nationalised even though conditions ware favourable, in the sense 
that thara was a widespread desire for a 'new start* after tha 
war* Mare recently, as already noted, employee directors have 
been introducad in tha nationalised steel industry*

2. See alum (1966,pp *t9-51) I Derrick aad Phippa (19t>9.pp 10*t-7)t
Jarvia (1966); Rowan Factories (196?); Sawtall (1966, pp4l-2). Tha 
factary bagaa ia 1963 on moatly donated capital as a worker con* 
trolled "factory for peace", its name deriving fram tt(obert) Owan . 
When tha above accounts ware written it waa quite auccessful 
economically with a turnover in tha region of £00,000 p.a. More 
raaeatly it has had a setback, but this is due rather to tha
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factory manager, foreman and chargehand ("co-ordinator"). At 

each meeting the council receives reports on production, males, 

finance etc* There is also a labour sub-committee to deal with 

persomel matters, but this can oul;- make re comaendations to the 

council. Tea-break meetings are also held if need arises but any 

decisions must also be ratified by the general council*

Jarvie (1968) attended a meeting of the general council which 

illustrates the kind of discussions that take place. At the meeting 

a member of the assembly department suggested that production should 

cease on one 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. 

The report was vigorously challenged and it was finally agreed to 

institute an enquiry into the design. Here the report of an 'expert 1 

was questioned, but one reason that Eckstein might have suggested 

why it is not feasible to democratise industrial authority dtructures 

is that a part time management body of ordinary workers would not

,i . general economic "squeeze" and the product (storage heaters)
than the democratic organisation. A second, similarly organised, 
factory has been set up in Wales and, after switching to 
producing garden furniture, this is now doing well. It employs 
previously unemployed, disabled miners and has achieved 
remarkable results as a rehabilitation unit. (Information 
from Roger Hadley).

3* 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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be able to control the 'experts' of the enterprise who would,

therefore, really run things. The evidence from the workers'

soIf-management system in Yugoslavia shows that this is a difficult

problem* .

i« The general setting of workers' self-management in Yugoslavia.

No discussion of participation and democracy can ignore 

Yugoslavia* As one recent observer has commented, Yugoslavia

"provides a laboratory for research in the possibilities
of decentralisation of control in modern, large scale
societies sad its psychological effects. There are
virtually no limitations - except those of language -
to such research at the present period" (Riddell, 1966, p.69).

Not only is it the only country that has attempted to introduce 

democracy in enterprises over a whole economy but it is of interest 

for this study because, at least formally, the Yugoslav socio­ 

political and industrial organisational forms look in many respects 

remarkably like Cole's blueprint for a participatory system (although 

this account concentrates on the industrial side). There are, how­ 

ever, considerable difficulties involved in a discussion of the 

Yugoslav experience. Although English language studies of and 

commentaries on Yugoslav industrial organisation are growing, they 

are still few both in quantity and comprehensiveness. It is 

difficult to apply evidence from Yugoslavia to Britain, first 

because Yugoslavia is still a developing country, and one with 

wide divergences in development between its constituent
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4 Republic*. Many factory workers atill work part time on the

land (the bulk of which is privately owned) and much of the labour 

foroe ia composed of ill-educated, first generation industrial 

workers.5 Even in 1953 the average level of illiteracy in the 

population over ten years old was 25.4% (women 35 •6'*?), (I.L.O, 

1962, App.1 Table A), and the nature of the work force obviously 

makes an assessment of the self-management system peculiarly 

difficult. Second, Yugoslavia is, of course, a Communist state, 

albeit rather different from others in East tiurope, so that the 

role of the Party must be taken into account. Finally, the system

4. National Income 1964

Bosnia and Hercegovinia
Croatia
Macedonia
Montenegro
Serbia
Slovenia

(from The Economist. July 16, 1966)
Billions of
new dinars

6.6
14.6
3.0
0.9

21.5
9.0

£ per head
56
97
57
51
78

161

Population
(millions)

3.5
4.3
1.5
0.5
7.9
1.6

Yugoslavia 55.8 83 19.3
In 1^6<5, with a population of 20.2m, national income was £165 per 
head. (Times, Apr. 14, 1970). The Federal government has recently 
established a Fund for the Development of Underdeveloped Regions 
to try to reduce the imbalance between the Republics.

5. In 25 years the rural population has been reduced from 75% to 
45% of the total (Economist. July 16, 1966). 1-2% of the 
increase in the industrial work force each year comes direct 
from the land (Auty, 1965, p.159). In 1947 manufacturing 
accounted for l8.5r# GNP and agriculture for 4>,<,j in 1975 it is 
hoped that manufacturing will contribute 4o# and agriculture 
lo/o (with tourism contributing a good deal of the remainder), 
(Times. Apr. 14, 1970).
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of workers' self-management itself, originally introduced in 1930 

after the break with the U.S.S.K. in 19^6, but not really getting 

under way until reforms in 1953» has been continuously modified 

since then, which adds to the difficulties of evaluation.

Each industrial enterprise in Yugoslavia is managed by a 

workers* council, elected by the whole collective, i.e. all the 

employees - through electoral units in the larger establishments. 

By law all enterprises with more than 7 workers must have a 

council, but where there are less than 30 then all sit on the 

council. In larger enterprises the size of the council varies from 

1^-120 members, the average being from 20-22. Large enterprises 

can also, if they wish, elect departmental councils and, since 

each enterprise has been divided into viable production

units, "economic units", which exercise a degree of self-management

7at that level and have their own worker's councils* workers can

also participate in management through meetings of tae collective 

of the enterprise and through referenda on important topics*

Membership of the workers' council is for two years - members 

being subject to recall by their electorate - and the council meets

6. Blumberg (1966, p. 198)* Private employers are limited to five 
employees outside the family ( privately owned L TUCKS in 
particular flourish outside the state sector*

7* For a description of the organisation of Fade Koncar, the
biggest producer of electrical equipment in Yugoslavia, see 
Kmetio (196?).
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monthly. Workers' councils have sub-committees to deal with 

certain matters (since 1957 they have been obliged to have them 

for internal discipline, hiring and firing; and membership of the 

committees is not necessarily restricted to council meabers. The 

executive body of the council, the managing board, is elected, 

usually but not necessarily entirely, from among its members by 

the council (since 1969 there may, instead, be a business board, 

see below). The managing board has from 3*1? members - the diredtor 

ex officio - elected for one year periods; if a member is elected 

twice in succession he is then ineligible for a further two years 

(Stephen 196?, p.12); Blumberg (1968, p.205) cites slightly 

different regulations). The board might meet several times a 

week and is responsible for such matters as the supervision of the 

director's work and the drawing up of the annual plan* Apart from 

the workers' council, the other legally obligatory "organ of 

management" is the director of the enterprise, iiince 1^64 1 the 

final choice of director is in the hands of the workers' council 

(the post is advertised) and nis term of office is limited to
o

four years. The director, together with "the collegium" of heads

8* Until 1952 he was appointed by the state and from then to 1964 
by a commission composed of an equal number of representatives 
of the workers 1 council and the commune, i'ne council has the 
power to remove the director. How far the councils actually 
make use of their formal power is not clear. Ihe commune (and 
the managing board) still seems to play an important role. 
Research has indicated that the secretary of the Party Committee 
of the commune and the president of the commune Assembly may, 
in practice, be responsible for the appointment (see Moore, 1970, 
pp 15 and 18| Shoup, 1969, p.77).



of departments, is responsible for the day-to-day running of the 

•aterprise and the execution of the council's decisions* He also 

ft*s other powers defined by Isw such as the power to sign contracts 

la the nsjie of the enterprise and to ensure that it operates within 

the law.

Perhaps the first thing that should be looked at is whether 

the workers* councils, in a Communist state, in fact operate merely 

as channels through which the Party can exercise its control and so 

hare no independent power. (Although, even if they did not, 

nothing would follow about the possibilities of such a system in a 

different political context).

11* The role of the Communist League.

The Communist League (party) of Yugoslavia presents a v ekyll 

and Hyde character to the observer. There is a continuing debate 

iaside Yugoslavia about the role of the League and its relation to 

the state apparatus. Since the Ninth Congress of the League in 

1969 there have been renewed efforts to limit the number of posts 

held by party leaders and to increase the freedom of discussion 

inside the party. la theory the League no longer exercises control 

through direct rule but maintains its leading position through "the 

strength of ideas and arguments"; it is now held that the League 

"is not a machinery of power but an instrument of mobilisation f of 

participation by the masses in decision-making and in the guidance



of society". This is in line with the formally participatory 

nature of the system and with the prevailing ideological view in 

Yugoslavia of a socialist society as

"one characterised by the conscious and organised 
control by the member a of society themselves of all the 
institutions of their society" (Riddell, 1966, p

IB practice, however, despite the ideology and the debates about 

the League, "all the cuore important decisions about the oevelopment 

of society are atill taken centrally by a small group of party 

leaders11 . (Riddell, p.55) 9

There are several channels through which the League could exert 

influence or control over the workers* councils • One of these is

9. See Resolution on the ideological-political foundation for the 
future development of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia 
(1969)* Also Draft Theses on the Further erelopaent and 
Reorganisation of the League of Communista of Yugoslavia (196?) t 
Neal and Fisk (1966)) Rubinstein (1966) and Shoup (1969). 
Nevertheless thia ideology should not be dismissed out of hand 
as mere 'window dressing'. As Piddell points out the history 
of Yugoslavia is one of a tradition of locax autonomy and 
hostility to central authority and the Yugoslav leaders were 
familiar with anarcho-syndicalist as well as the orthodox 
marxisL doctrines. Today the League is organised on a Republic 
basis (although it should be noted on the other axde that the 
uiti, but continuing nationalistic hostilities between the 
Republics and Jugoslavia's ethnic groups do pose a danger to 
stability for the future). The party reforms of 1969 have in­ 
creased the power of the Republic parties; the members of the 
Presidium (which replaced the Federal Central Committee; are 
elected by the Republic party congresses, the parties have the 
right to draw up their own statutes and limited poliey making 
authority* In the industrial field, if the aim had been only to 
"decentralise a socialised industry" (3henm«n, l*6c, p.6) or 
give management moreindependence (Kolaja, 196^, p.75/ then 
there would have been no need to set up the existing organisation 
- though this is not to say that all its consequences were 
either foreseen or intended. (For a history of the Yugoslav 
system see Auty (1965; and Deleon (±959; ;•



•••tiring the election of League meat era to the Cjtdauue a&sea.bly. 

The aasembly of the Commune (local government unit, la, lUte 

chambers at all leveia, organiaed on a functional aa well aa 

territorial basis; "the citizens figure in thia socio-economic 

orgaaiaation both as individuala and as collectires in enterpriaea 

and inatitutiona", and the commune ha > a calaber of "producers" or

"work communities" aa well aa the municipal chamoer (and ^erhapa

ll othera ). Woaination and election procedure* to the Couaune are

complex, election ia partly direct ana partly indirect, but 

recently a real element of choice does seem to have been introduced 

into electionsi "in communist Yugoslavia a vote ia once again 

worth something", an extremely important factor t*o far aa the role 

of the League ia concerned. The Coctomnes have considerable local 

autonomy and, because a large part of their income depends upon the 

general prosperity of the locality, they are keenly interested in 

their own enterprises. The Comaune haa certain powers in relation 

to the enterprise, including the right to ma&e recocaaandationa about 

policy* Today, the Commune exerciaea leea direct influence over

10* Milivojevic (196^, p. 9; • See also, special issue of International 
Social Science Journal (196l) and Djordjevic (l^o, p.21** ff)« 
At Federal level there are chambers of economics) education 
and cultural social welfare and health; socio-politiea and the 
chamber of nationalities.

11. The Lconuaiat. May 24, 1969. On elections see also, Riddell 
(1968, pp 58-9; Hilivojevic (1965, pp l6-2o>» xhe Loonoaist. 
Apr. 15, 1967* For elections under earlier electoral regulations 
aee Hammond (1955)•
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the enterprise than earlier; for instance, it no longer has the 

power of veto over the wage structure oi the enterprise and, as 

noted, at least formally the power of appointment of the director 

rests with the workers' council. In the factories studied by Kolaja 

(1965, pp 28, 62) the council took an independent attitude with 

regard to proposals and requests from the commune. On the other 

hand, "self-management" applies to all aspects of Yugoslav society, 

not merely to the enterprise, and the Commune can be seen as 

representing the individual as consumer not producer, so that 

(leaving aside the influence of the League; its power to approve e.g. 

certain price increases by the enterprise should not necessarily 

be seen as a diminution of the independence of the latter (see 

Moore, 1970, p.27).

The League can also make its influence felt through the trade 

unions. As in other Communist countries, the position of the 

unions in Yugoslavia is an ambiguous one; however, a recent 

account states that they are becoming more active in defending the 

interests of their members (ohoup, 1969, p.72 also Moore, 1970, 

p«2*t). Perhaps their major function is an educational one, 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

12. For a Yugoslav view see Jovanovic (1966); also Kolaja (1965, 
pp 29-3*0.
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than those of any working class body known to the autnors" 

(Singleton and Topham, 1963, p.21). Insido the enterprise the 

power of the unions over elections to the workers' council has been 

curtailed (see below, and moat of their other functions are shared 

with other bodies, Kolaja found that in the two factories that he 

Tisited the union was dependent on the council because of financial 

factors* *

Kolaja (1965, pp 3^-5). In a participatory polity, of course, 
trade unions as well as the workplace would be organised on a 
participatory basis. One writer (Hughes, 1966;, who sees parti­ 
cipation as educative, makes the following comment about member 
participation in British unions at the present ti^e : "there is 
an important learning process involved - identification with 
wider collective needs and interests, commit.tee wor*., orderly 
procedures of debate, the development of individual understanding 
and skills of communication to name only a few aspects. •• wider 
participation in trade union affairs ... provides the necessary 
framework for building up wider loyalties ana a more comprehen­ 
sive view of what is of coliective concern" (§16). A full 
discussion of the role of trade unions in a democratised indust­ 
rial authority structure would take us too far from the main 
theme of this study, but a few, brief points can be made* First* 
whatever the composition of management, iadividuai grievances 
and injustices will occur; the interests of the individual 
worker qua worker wili still need protection. Second, in a 
participatory situation the unions could have a valuable role 
(as discussed below) in counteracting excessive influence of 
•experts* by providing research and indorsation for the elected 
Management body. Third, even though the unions wouia no longer 
be one 'side' in a bargaining process, that does not mean that 
conflicts are absent. Some group(s) of worKers may be better 
placed - or more able - to put forward, and. press, a case., to 
the management body, or the whole collective, for favourable 
treatment. Unions, then, could nave tne cask of ensuring that all 
workers (expecially the least educated and skilled who tend to 
participate least) receive equable and just treatment and 
rewards. Fourth, and relatedly, the unions could act as an 
educative agency in that one danger in a participatory industrial 
situation is that an individual enterprise might act in manner 
detrimental to workers elsewhere or the wider community. A safe­ 
guard against this, especially in a multi-occupational and multi- 
industrial union situation like that of Britain, is that the 
unions would provide an essential connecting link not only between
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Apart froa thasa indirect channels, tha noat obrious way for 

tha League to control or influence tha council ia to have Laagua 

membera elected to tha workers* councils. Tfce proportion of Laagua 

membera aittiag on councils 'varies widely, but it ia of tan high; 

Singleton and Topham (1963, p. 10) cita an average of 35%t in tha 

twa factories viaited by Kolaja (1965, p. 16) it waa 70* and Just 

under 50% and a Yugoslav survey gave a range fro* 8-65* (cited 

I.L.O., 1962, p. 33). One obataela in tha vay of control by the

Laagae ia tha rapid rotation of council aembera, office being for
ik 

two yaara with half replaced each year* Per ha pa tha proportion

of Laagua members on councils will gradually fall because of tha 

Change in alaction procedures in 1964, Originally a liat of 

aaadidatea could be nominated by 10% of the workers or by the union 

branch | ueually thia meant that the latter provided tha liata. Now, 

candidataa can be nominated by any worker and two aacondara at a
t

apacial meeting of tha collective* The election ia by secret

ballot and ia conducted by a special committee set up by tha council (

one enterprise and another, but also betweea workera of different 
grades and occupations. Thia link would aid in tha widening 
of tha outlook of tha individual participant and help the worker 
qua manager assess the impact of hia daciaiona outaida tha 
•Atarpriaa •
Blumbarg (1968, p. 196) aaya that now no member may aerve two con- 
aaautive terns, piddall (1966, p. 66) givea figures for thoae 
elected in 1962 which shows a considerable degree of continuity. 
Tha high proportion of Laagua members mean that tha councila are 
unrepresentative in that raapect. Tito (1969, p«35; recently 
commented that "one of the greateat weaknasaea of the league of 
Commuaiata ia that there are relatively few workera and direct 
produeara in ita ran ice", in 1968 (in a population of over 20 
million} there ware 1146084 members of the League, of whom 31.3% 
were "workera",



in the shipyard visited by Stephen there were ?6 candidates for 

35 places in 196?. l5

Kolaja (1965, p. 63; concludes from hie investigations that the 

League "apparently was not a frequent initiator, but rather an 

observer and censor". Some of the most interesting evidence on 

this point comes from a questionnaire administered by the same 

author la one of the factories that he visited. Of 7& respondents 

askedt "Who has the greatest influence in the enterprise?", only k 

put the League first; 11 put it second in influence and 9 third, 

whereas 4*> put the workers* council first, 25 the director and 2 

the union (p.3^, Table 12). Any evaluation of the extent of the 

influence of the League is obviously extremely difficult* Perhaps 

all that needs to be said for our purposes is that although the 

League cannot be ignored neither does the evidence suggest that, 

merely because it exists, the whole organisational structure of 

workers' self-management therefore counts for nothing at all.

iii. Economic factors.

Other external factors may well in fact weigh equally or more 

heavily on the individual workers* council, namely economic factors

Stephen (196?, PP 9-10). In the shipyard 67% of workers in 1966 
and 91.2% in 196? voted in the workers* oouncil elections, 
fllumberg (1968, p.200) says that the collective has to vote to 
approve Dominations. For elections under the earlier system 

Singleton and Topham (1963, p. 9).
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It waa suggested above that a clear reduction in economic 

efficiency (that could be unambiguously attributed to that cause) 

would be one good reason for claiming that democralisation of 

industrial authority structures is not feasible. The extent to 

which the system of workers' self management has actually helped 

or hindered Yugoslav economic advance it is extremely difficult 

to ascertain (indeed, it may well be impossible given the many, 

conflicting influences on that economy). By 1964 real income per 

head in Yugoslavia was almost four times greater than the pre-war 

level and, since the war, the growth rate has "been hardly less 

fast then Japan's" (Economist July 16, 1966{ Aug. 19, 196?)• This 

however is by no means a straightforward success story* In 1965 

sweeping economic reforms were introduced to try to put right 

inflationary and balance of payments problems. Although production 

rose by about 12% during 1969 the rise was accompanied by inflation 

and a huge rise in imports (for details see Times Apr* 14, 1970).

Another major reason for the 1965 reforms was the desire to 

modernise techniques, to get rid of uneconomic investment, and 

increase exports. It might be argued that a workers* council system 

would prove a hindrance here as managing bodies of workers would be 

unlikely to vote for measures that, for example, involved redundancies;

16* For details of the reforms see Neal and Fisk (1*66) j The Economist, 
July 16, 1966| Moore (1970 pp 6-9).
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oat observer has stated that "many factories have been voting

themselves higher wages than their productivity warranted at the

17 expense of capital investment". But Yugoslavia *s economic problems

have an extremely familiar look to a British writer, and trades 

unions in Britain exert pressures in just the directions mentioned. 

However, successful "modernisation", from whatever initial level 

of development , depends on a whole variety of factors which influence 

the attitudes of employees toward measures aimed at rationalisation. 

The general economic situation is crucial; for instance whether 

housing is easily available, whether redundancy payments exist, 

and perhaps most important, whether there is full employment. In

Yugoslavia at present unemployment is running at a rate of about 
18 The case of Britain illustrates very well that such 

problems are equally difficult to solve within an orthodox management 

structure. In one respect a self-management system may well have 

aa advantage in that social cost may be more likely to be taken 

into account and so an effort made to avoid 'scrapping* superfluous

17* Bird (1969, p.86). Moore (1970, p.27) points out that there are 
checks against this* The importance of the technical sector in 
the enterprise, "conditioning and education" of employees, and 
the check against each other provided by the economic units into 
which the enterprise is divided.

18. Moore (1970, p. 12). This would undoubtedly be greater if it
were not for about 500,000 Yugoslavs working abroad, mainly in 
W* Europe. In 1969 they remitted #2£0m to Yugoslavia - tourism 
contributed #2*flm (Times, 14 Apr. 1970).
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Manpower. Moore (1970, p.11) gives two interesting example* of 

how redundant workers hare been re-absorbed in a different capacity 

within the enterprise. In general, even if it is difficult to see 

exactly what the contribution of workers' self-management has been 

to either Yugoslavia's economic successes or difficulties, the 

evidence gives us no reason to suppose that, on economic grounds, 

the democratisation of industrial authority structures is not 

feasible.

On the other hand, and importantly from the point of view of 

this study, the Yugoslav evidence does show that the Kind of 

economic system within which a democratised system operated could 

hare significant repercussions on the internal wonting of the 

system* As a result of the 19&5 economic reforms Yugoslavia now 

has a virtually free market economy; "we certainly do not idealise 

the market economy, but accept it as necessary at the present level 

of development" (Tito, 1969)* Foreign investment is also being 

encouraged* Although rigid central planning of the kind typical 

in East European Communist states obviously negates decision 

making by employees in individual enterprises, the free play of 

the market can also place great strains on the system. In Moore's

(1970, p.5)

"even if the Yugoslav commitment to the price mechanism 
represents an integral part of its perspective develop­ 
ment toward a self managed state ... There are already 
several indications that when market forces and socialist 
self management come into conflict, it is the latter which 
is adapted or even subordinated".



So far, only external influences on the workers' council hare 

been considered but economic factors also exercise great influence 

over the actual structure of decision making in the enterprise 

itself. While it Bay be true as Neai and Fisk (1^66, j>.j>0> state 

that

"despite some restrictive laws, some intervention by the 
government and some pressure from the party, the workers 1 
councils and their elected managing boards are in fact 
responsible for the control of their own enterprises",

this tells us nothing about the role of the ordinary woricer in the 

self-management system. It tells us nothing about the problem 

posed earlier, the role of the 'expert* within the self-management 

system, but, particularly since the 19&5 reforms, this is perhaps 

the crucial problem for the system.

iv« The workers' council and the role of experts.

Formally the workers' council has very broad decision making 

powerst 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 enter­ 
prise* It is also the highest authority in the enterprise 
to which persons can appeal" (Kolaja, 19&5, p*6j.

The I.L.O. (1962, p. 163) report states the workers' management 

bodies
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"are directly responsible for some of the duties 
that elsewhere fall to the top management and the 
senior and mediae level executives - as regards a 
host of detailed decisions as well as policy Matters".

Kolaja analysed the subjects discussed by the workers' councils 

in the factories that he visited (as recorded in the minutes for 

1957-1959) and he found that in both factories tne councils spent 

the greatest proportion of their time discussing matters in the

"production-financial" category, i.e. on matters that fall largely
18 into the higher management level.

There has been an interesting evolution over time in the topics 

to which the councils have devoted most attention. A content analysis 

of the minutes of seven enterprises over a period of ten years 

showed that the amount of time devoted to higher level management 

matters had increased, while that on other topics decreased. The 

investigator argued (cited Kolaja, p.23) that this indicated that 

workers' council members were learning to deal with matters that

18. For details see Kolaja, 1965, p.24. Table 6. Stephen (1967, P-17) 
found a similar pattern in the Split shipyard. See also the 
list of agendas of 6,000 councils in Blumberg (1968, p. 205-6) 
and the list of debates and decisions at Hade Koncar, Kmetic 
(1967, PP 27-8). The general level of education and economic 
development of the area in which the enterprise is situated is 
also important. In the less developed Republics questions "of 
canteen, toilet and working conditions" have veen found to 
predominate on agendas (Moore, 1970, p.l6)»
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traaacended their immediate environment - or, ma Riadell (196o, p.66) 

put* it, that they are "slowly 'catching up witt the system'". 

This ia a significant finding given the argument of the participatory 

theory of democracy that participation is educative, that experience

of participation will widen the interests and outlook of the
19 iadividual to encompass public Batters.

But if this is the formal picture, how are these decisions 

reaohod ia practice? Do the elected workers 1 councils tend to 

follow the advice of their 'experts'? Perhaps the first thing that 

should bo said is that individual enterprises vary enormously, as 

uight bo expected since the level of economic development also 

varies greatly, so that generalisation is hazardous* Nevertheless 

all the evidence points to an increasing tendency for technical and 

oxosutivo personnel to play a greater role in decision making at 

the expense of the workers* councils and the employees generally* 

Observations of workers' council meetings indicate that a considerable 

amount of influence is exercised by the director, the collegium 

sad othor technical experts* They do most of the talking aad their 

suggestioaa are rarely rejected* It is only when lower level

19* Sturmthai (1964, p.109; suggests that this evolution merely 
refleeta legal changes* Although the legal framework of the 
workers' self-management system is frequently modified, the 
powers of the councils have always been extensive { the point 
is that they aow seen more able and willing to exercise them*
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matters are discussed - particularly the allocation of the housing 

that Yugoslav enterprises provide for their workers - that the 

rank and file councillors join in a vigorous debate or take notes. 

This pattern was followed even in the enterprise visited by Stephen, 

where the labour force was fairly highly educated and skilled 

(although some of the higher level matters had been discussed
O^^

previously). On the other hand, Moore (1970, p. 17; says that 

there are "instances of particular proposals, and occasionally 

whole draft plans, being rejected by workers" and Singleton and 

Topham, (1963, p.23) report an enterprise where "Council and Economic 

Unit meetings attended were marked by very frequent voting, not 

normally unanimous, and many important decisions were taken which 

amended the proposals of Director, Chairman and sub-committees" •

The drive to decentralise, develop and strengthen the Yugoslav 

economy that lies behind the 1965 economic reforms has done a great 

deal to increase the influence of the director and executive and

20» Stephen (196?$ PP 3o'-'fl). Accounts of workers' council meetings 
can be found in Riddell (1968, pp 66-7); Kolaja (1^65, pp ^5-50, 
pp 19-21, Table 4). In the factory visited by Riddell the 
workers were of low skill status and in those visited by Kolaja 
a high proportion were women, though he seems to be unaware of 
the significance of this for participation. Kolaja (p.i>l) goes 
further than his evidence warrants when he attributes the lack 
of participation in higher management topics to lack of interest 
on the part of the council members; it could equally well have 
been due to lack of confidence or experience in dealing with 
these matters, or lack of sufficient information to criticise 
proposals made.



technical personnel* Moore (1970, p.l?) comments that,

"the latest evidence suggests that Yugoslavs are 
prepared to 'streamline 1 their self management 
structures within enterprises so as not to hamper the 
development of technological progress or wider trade 
policies" ,

An interesting development along these lines is the provision of 

19^9 that Bakes the workers* council the only legally obligatory 

elected body in the enterprise; it is up to the workers to decide 

what other bodies there shall be and what powers they shall have* 

This has led in some enterprises to the replacement of the managing 

board by the business board. Little attention has been paid in 

the available accounts to the activities of the managing boards but 

they appear to exercise a considerable influence within the enter­ 

prise. They tend to be made up of highly qualified people (Moore, 

p. 16; Blumberg 196&, p. 218; Table 1) and as well as their duty of 

interpreting and executing the council's decisions, the board can 

submit its own proposals to the council (although these must be 

publicised in advance).

"Thus it is able to act as an initiator of regulations 
and policy, and this explains why the board has been 
compared to a cabinet rather t&an to a cxvil service" 
(Moore, p.

The business boards are a logical development of this* They 

usually consist of expert managerial staff, proposed by the 

director and elected by the council, and have very wide powers. 

That this considerably changes the balance of power between the
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board and the workers' council can be seen from the fact that the 

idea has been put forward that a trade union repreoentative should

ait OA the business board to ensure that all decisions are in the

21 workers* interests I

The role of the director within the enterprise has also

probably been enhanced by the reforms of 1965« and especially by

2.2. the drive for exports and foreign investment. In the earlier

years of workers* self-management there were many cases of directors 

exercising "omnipotence" over their enterprises (see e.g. Aard, 

19571 Tochitch, 1964) * but there are now the pressures of the 

(international) market giving prominence to his role. Again, the 

scope open to the director will vary from area to area, but often 

the statut of the enterprise gives him very wide powers. This is 

the 'constitution* adopted by the enterprise itself within the 

framework of the Federal law relating to enterprises} it defines 

the relationship between the director of the enterprise and its

21. Moore, 1970, pp 17-8. Moore also notes that the centralised
nature of the technical services increases their influence. He 
says that the trade union response to the business boards is 
"confused and non-committal".

22* Foreign investment obviously poses many problems for the self- 
management system, particularly as it may amount to as much as 
49% in an individual enterprise (see the list of foreign 
investment in The Times, 14 Apr. 1970) Yugoslavia very recently 
became the first Communist country to enter into a trade agree­ 
ment with the SEC; this includes special treatment in the ££C 
for Yugoslav baby beef, and the setting up of & joint LfcC/ 
Yugoslav commission to try to widen co-operation. (Jne Economist. 
Mar. 21, 1970).



unite (Blum, 1970, p.^2)« For example, in the utiipymrd Ti.ailed 

by Stephen (196?»P«.55) there was a provision in the atatut that 

prevented the council from changing a decision uf the director on 

the execution of policy decisions, their only recourse was to 

involve the Coanune or dismiss the director. How common provisions 

of this nature are is not known, but an extreuely interesting 

example of the role that a director of a large enterprise eaa play 

is provided by the case of Emeric Bium, the director of ^nergoinvest, 

of Sarajevo* This enterprise and its director are exceptional, 

but indicative of a trend. The enterprise builds power stations, 

and is also involved in hydro-electric machinery and mining and it 

trades with thirty countries, Blum doing a great deal of travelling* 

The statut of the enterprise gives its director very wide powers 

(he recently called in HcKinsey, the U.S. business consultants!), 

he chooses the "directors team" of executives and usually draws up 

the agenda of the workers 1 council meetings. The statut "provides 

for the legal possibility of the Director *.* transferring certain 

powers to persons in executive positions in the enterprise, with 

the approval of the workers* council" (Blum, p.3V>. Blum himself 

has said that he considers that the enterprise

"should.not differ in terms,of organisation fro?,, 
enterprises in any developed society, Irrespective of
£be social system. Everything that is specific to (the 
Yugoslav/ social system has been respected in the basic



organisational decision, whereas the organisation of ~, 
business ... is a natter for elaboration by experts 11 .

It should perhaps be stressed again that Energoinvest and its 

director are atypical, but the wider problem of the influence over 

decision Baking exerted by experts is recognised inside Yugoslavia* 

Moore (1970, p. 18) notes a workers* comment that "not infrequently 

the workers' council draws apart from the workers and falls under 

the sway of a group of executives". In a study of perceptions of 

the control structure in Yugoslav enterprises Zupanov and Tannenbaum 

(1968 9 pp 97*8) found that among the workers they interviewed

1 "the largest discrepancy between ideal and actual 
occurs for the workers ae a group. The respondents 
clearly feel that the workers should have more control 
than they do. The managers are the only group , *. for 
which respondents feel a decrease in influence would be 
appropriate ... The workers' council is perceived to 
have a reasonably high degree of control, and the dis­ 
crepancy between actual and ideal for this group is not 
so large as that for the workers as a group".^

A Yugoslav writer, in answer to the question he posed of whether 

inequality is being conbatted under self-management, answered that

Blua (1970, p.39) . Apart from Slum's own account, the rest of 
the information comets from an article on Blum in The Sunday 
Times« 6 Mar. 1^70. Blum has been director for 16 years; last 
year the council insisted that he remain. ihe article comments 
that his "popularity is understandable", the average monthly 
wage at r.nergoinveet is about £10 above avarage and there is a 
long waiting list for jobs.

24, The workers interviewed were studying part time at the Workers 
University of Zagreb and were not typical of Yugoslav workers 
as a whole, being more highly educated and »Kiiled. Also 69% 
of the 56 workers belonged to the Communist League*
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in practice 9

"bureaucracy in a transformed, decentralised form is 
appearing within each centre of decision matting. It 
acquires the form of informal groups, striving to 
maintain a monopoly on the management of labour and on 
the disposal of the surplus product, bypassing the 
workers and their interests" (Pecujlic,

It Bight be thought that all this shows that the democratia- 

ation of industrial authority structures in the sense demanded by 

the participatory theory of democracy is unlikely to be feasible; 

is it not likely that the experts, as Michels argued, would 

always really play the ma^or role in the decision process? Clearly 

the evidence on the influence exerted by the director etc in the 

Yugoslav self -management system does highlight a basic dilemma for 

any participatory system - but that is not to say that it is 

necessarily an insoluble one. If as many ordinary workers as is 

possible are to have the chance to sit on elected management bodies 

and to be 'educated through participation 1 then rapid rotation of 

office holders is required; yet if they are to control their 

•experts' then such a system would seem to militate against it. 

The dimensions of this problem are accentuated in a still-developing 

country like Yugoslavia, but even in Britain, with an industrially 

sophisticated work-force the problem would still arise. Indeed it 

already does arise in the context of the relationship between 

national and local government and their permanent staff, the civil 

service and the 'town hall 1 . The real question, given that



participation by the ordinary man and his elected representatives 

is to be taken seriously, is what can be done to enable the* 

competently to evaluate policies put forward by the 'experts' and 

to enable them to offer (alternative) policies of their own*

A major factor here is something that has been mentioned 

previously as a necessary condition for participation, namely the 

possession of the requisite information for decision taking. The 

importance of this is illustrated by the recent pressures by back­ 

bench KPs in the House of Commons for select committees to be set 

up (with the necessary powers) that would be able to obtain 

information that would allow MPs properly to investigate and 

evaluate area of policy or particular institutions, enable them to 

see on what basis civil servants gave advice to ministers, without 

such information policy cannot be effectively criticised, or 

responsibly accepted or rejected. Kolaja (1965, p.76; states that 

in Yugoslav enterprises '"the principle of publicity* is probably 

unique, in most cases providing more information to employees in 

Yugoslavia than is supplied to their counterparts in Britain, or 

the United States, or in the Soviet Union" (see also I.L.O. 19&2, 

p«28o)« However, although one account says that in several enter­ 

prises council and economic unit meetings "were serviced with ex­ 

tensive documentation of items on the agenda" (Singleton and Topham, 

1963, p.2*O, Riddell (1968, p. 66) states that workers 1 council



members do not hare advance notice of the recommendations to be 

Bade by the director and other technical staff. Obviously without 

this their chances of making effective contributions to discussions 

and decisions are slim. But even if they did have such advance 

notice, council members would still need access to information to 

allow them to evaluate the suggestions put before them. Here, the 

trades unions could play a valuable role by providing the councils 

with this kind of information, or, perhaps, as one Jugoslav 

discussion suggests, the council could hire its own experts (see 

Bilandsic, 196?; Dragicevic, 1966).25

If the availability of information is one aspect of a possible 

solution to the dilemma, care has to be taken so far as industry is 

concerned, that the problem of the role of experts is not 

confounded by too great a reliance on market forces. A. balance 

must be struck between central planning and co-ordination and the 

free market so that decision making by the employees of individual

25 • The less educated workers would undoubtedly find this kind of 
Material difficult to assimilate, and in this connection the 
work of the workers universities in Yugoslavia should be 
mentioned. In 1967/6 there were 236 of these universities 
catering for 3H«000 people; the objectives of the universities 
are twofold, "to increase efficiency and working skills and to 
•quip people for more demanding and highly skilled jobs ... 
to instil in them a broader grasp of their environment in order 
to fit them for their role as producer managers' 1 (Moore, 1970, 
p«£j). ihe same author comments that (p.21; the type of 
courses en which the universities concentrate ia future "will 
fora a reliable barometer for the Yugoslav balance between 
technocracy and self management".
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enterprises is unhindered, yet overall cohesion and uniform

26 development of the economy maintained. In a study of this

nature no discussion can be undertaken of this extremely con.plex 

problem, but it is obvious from the evidence fro Yugoslavia that 

this balance is crucial to the success of democratisation in 

industry* Leaving aside this wider context, perhaps the answer 

that immediately springs to mind to the question of how the 

ordinary worker is to be effective in his role as manager is 

through experience* And this brings us to another question, not 

yet touched upon; how far do ordinary workers in Yugoslavia show 

an interest in and participate in workers* self-management?

v. The participation of the ordinary worker.

From the arguments advanced in previous chapters it might be 

expected that Yugoslav workers would be active and interested in the 

workers' self-management system because it does combine participation 

at the higher and lower levels, with the decentralisation of the 

enterprise into economic units. Unfortunately most commentators 

virtually ignore the realities of participation at this level and

26« One aspect of the 1965 reforms is that reliance on the market 
means that i.. balances in development between the Republics 
tend to become cumulatively greater. Well established enter­ 
prises (some of which have their own banks; also tend to "take 
over" less successful enterprises, and not always to the 
advantage of the workers in the latter (Moore, 1970. p.26) . 
Generally, the Yugoslav government seem relatively unconcerned 
about the emergence of monopolies.



there is very little empirical evidence available on what actually

happens in the economic unit* In principle, ho*ever, these

unite, together with meetings of the collective and referenda, and 

the central council of the enterprise, provide just the kind of 

participatory model advocated earlier, offering opportunities 

for direct participation as well as the election of representatives*

According to Singleton and Topham (1963, p.17) "the Yugoslavs 

regard the creation of Economic Units as one of the most significant 

developments of the last twenty years" and they say that they were 

originally created as an attempt to overcome the tendency for 

workers' councils to become aloof from the body of the workers (p*l*O* 

Zupanov and Tannenbaum (1966, p.95) compare the economic units to 

tho soIf-regulating socio-technical units in composite longwall 

mining and ringleton and Topham (1963, pp 15-7) say that the 

relationship between the economic unit and the central council of 

the enterprise may take the form of a kind of collective contract. 

Tho economic units have their own workers' councils (its average site 

is 12 members} and they have a considerable degree of autonomy in 

decision making* The unit's council disposes of the income earned 

by the unit*the method by which this is to b9 distributed among the

2?. Blumberg (1968) for example, although the bulk of his book is
devoted to examples of lower level participation, hardly mentions 
this level in his chapter on Yugoslavia, although it would have 
provided him with the connecting link that is lacking between 
his Yugoslav and other material.



workers in the unit, and it is responsible for hiring and firing, 

allocating workers to jobs etc (Moore, 1970, pp i^-^j. .vhat is 

not clear is how far ail the workers in the unit are drawn into 

decision making about their own immediate job, or how far the 

workers as a whole are able to, and learn to relate decision leaking 

at this level to higher level decisions. Stepnen (19&7, p»ioj 

notes that in the shipyard that he visited the lest; skilled and 

educated workers had proportionally greater representation on the 

departmental workers 1 councils than on the central council, and 

the I.L.u. report (1962, p» 172)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 

embarassrnent due to verbal hesitancy ... or difference in grades 

between the speakers".

One way in which all workers have an opportunity to participate 

fully in higher level decisions is through meetings of the whole 

collective of the enterprise and referenda. The former are held to 

consider "the overall plan for the enterprise, major policy 

decisions (especially substantial investment unaertakings; and 

important constitutional questions regarding the structure and 

functions of the self management machinery" (Moore, 1970* p.!3)« 

Each enterprise determines how its own referenda are to be executed, 

but usually the trade union instigates and organises it (Koore, p.27) • 

The I.L.O. report says that these are usually held on the question



of income distribution (and iSoore , p.2?i gives an example wLere 

7i>OO workers voted that 166m uinare should be equally divided 

between the industrial combine and personal incomes, rejecting 

three other alternatives including allocating it all to personal 

incomes), but referenda are also held on other questions. In the 

.Split shipyard one was held on a government recommendation that 

the yard should form a consortium with three others; the proposal

did not, on that occasion, go through as one of the yards voted

, 4. •«. 28 against it.

The economic units, the referenda a.nd the rapio rotation of 

office holders on elected management bodies means that there are 

many opportunities open to workers in Yugoslavia to participate at 

different levels of decision making, but, at present at least, only 

certain sections of the workers appear to take advantage of the 

opportunities or to take an active interest in the system as a whole. 

Perhaps the first point that should be made is that whatever the 

failings of the self management system a remarkable number of people 

have already held office; between 1^>0 and the early 1^60's over 

a million individuals had served on workers councils and managing 

boards, about a quarter of the industrial labour force, (Blumberg,

28, Stephen (196? t p. ̂ 3-M. The merger was later agreed to. Bird
(1968, p. 83) cites this as an example of the economic difficulties 
that can be created by workers' self -management and says that 
during the period of decision "key workers" went to Holland. 
For another example of a referendum see Hoore, p
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1968, p.215 1 in I960 the total labour force was 9« of whoa *>• were 

agriculture workers, Auty, 1965. P»157) • Since the development 

of the economic units thia must have increased considerably, for 

instance in £nergoinvest in I960 9% of employees were menbers of 

managing bodies, in 1969 this had increased to 3O* (Slum, 1970, p.32). 

However, these office holders are drawn disproportionaliy from 

certain sections of the working population; in 1962 women tended 

te be under-represented and skilled and highly skilled workers over 

represented on workers councils (Riddell, 1966, p.66;. Information 

fer more recent years from the Split shipyard confirms this pattern; 

from 196^*7 the proportion of manual workers on the council rose 

from 61.3% to 72.k% but in 1967 only 2.6fc of these were semi-skilled 

and 3*9% unskilled.29

The background to this activity is one where general knowledge 

ef and interest in the workers* self-management ayatea tends to be 

low. la oae of the factories that Kola 3a visited he spoke to 

twenty four people about the workers* council meeting, of whoa ten

29* Stephen, 1967, p.11 and App.2:2:1. Of the white collar members
only 3*9% were of elementary school level* cf• Kolaja (196^,p.17, 
Table 1). There is an ambiguity in the term "workers* self- 
management" (and "workers' control") in that in a democratic 
system all employees and not just manual "workers" are involved 
in deeiaion making. The problem that theae titles draw 
attention to is how to ensure that the majority (the manual 
workers) play a correspondingly important part in decision making. 
In Yugoslavia the division between manual and white collar 
workers is no longer officially recognised (Stephen p«13). 
Kolaja (1965, pp 7-8) and other writers state that three-quarters 
of the managing board must be employed directly on production, 
but in the shipyard they had no knowledge of this provision 
(Stephen, p.13)» and in view of the evidence earlier on the 
composition and role of the managing board and the introduction 
ef the business board this regulation would appear to be a dead 
letter*
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knew nothing about it at ail.50 Riddeil U966, pp 62-3; cites 

••veral Yugoslav surveys of general knowledge about the system 

and theae shot that, although levels of knowledge vary according 

to the type of factory and worker, they do tend to be low* One 

researcher commented that "there is a striking fact that a compar­ 

atively large number of examinees possess no elementary Knowledge 

and lack information on important social, economic and political 

problems".

Kiddell (p.64) suggests that this lack of interest an* 

knowledge arises because "in general the system has become too 

complicated for most of the workers who have to operate it". So 

far as the actual structure of participation is concerned this 

does not seem entirely plausible; certainly it is difficult to 

see how a less complicated structure could be devised that would 

give the sane opportunities for participation at all levels* On 

the other hand the system of income distribution id very complicated 

and is not understood by many workers (for evidence on this see 

Kiddell, pp 64-5), Also, as the same writer points out, the 

official (party) Yugoslav views on 'motivation to work* do nothing 

to help the development of the self-management system and have led

30. But it should be noted that a former chairman of the council 
remarked that "it is not the practice to report the workers' 
council agenda to workers" (Kolaja, 19&5t j?ol/«



to tilt Imposition of pieoe work la offloea and profeaaioaal 

occupations, sad attempts to iaeroaao differentials, loo 

reforms have alao helped to widen differential* from a ratio of 

Xi^ to lifi ovor the past doeado (Moore, 1970, p*25>« aad there io 

evidence that largo numbers of workera think that these should bo 

reduced (Riddoli, pp 64-5 \ on tho method of distribution aoo 

alao Moore, p.26-7.)

Zapaaow aad Tannenbaua, in tho atudy referred to earlier 

aay taat the evidence on the workers' perceptions of tho diatributioa 

Of eoatrol la tho oatorpriao "se«a to suggest that the vorkers* 

oouneii dooa aot givo workers a aenao of control in their eater- 

priseo", (see also Riddoli, p.65). we should aot perhSj* bo 

surprised at this la tho light of tho evidence on tho inoreasing 

iafluence ozortod by •experts*, and the question of working methods 

is a good indication that much more needs to be dons to make 

partial pa tioa, a reality for tho ordinary worker at the lower level* 

There is more involved in tho disinterest of the ordinary worker 

tftaa a complexity of structure. Nor should it be forgotten that 

tho eontraat botwoon tho ideology aad the actions of the Co&muniat 

League, aad tho simultaneous commitment of tho unions to tho 

protection and furthering of worker* a eeIf-management and the 

implementation of tho 196*) reforms (even whore this oonfliota with 

the former aim) aro unlikely to inspire confidoaoo in the system 

as a whole*
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The Yugoslav evidence doea not enable positive confirmation to 

oe give* to all the arguments advanced in this study* jnl/ an 

example - which we do not hare - of an induatriai system participatory 

at both levels, where real efforts are made to discourage the 

development of a 'technocratic oligarchy*, and where the political 

partiea and trade unions have a More positive attitude to the 

ayetern, will show for certain whether the educative effect of 

participation will 'spread 1 from the lower to the aigher level in 

the enterprise, and fron industry to the wider political system. 

But neither are the argumenta of the participatory theory of 

democracy, that a political systen can be developed w tie re the 

ordinary citlien will avail himself of all the multiple opportunities 

for participation to the maximum possible extent, refuted by the 

evidence presented here. No one would wish to claim that workers 1 

aelf-management in Yugoslavia provides us with a completely 

auccessful example of the democratisation of industrial authority 

structures over an entire economy, but, for our purposes that is 

aot the point* The main thing is that it is not a complete failure 

either, and the evidence from Yugoslavia certainly does not support 

the claim that, however difficult and complex it may be, democracy 

in industry in the Western context just is not feasible*

With the rejection of this claim, all the claima of recent 

theorists of democracy that support their argument that popular
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participation has only a minor role to play in a modern theory of 

democracy hare now been examined and rejected. It therefore 

follows that a participatory theory of democracy, formulated on 

the basis established in this study, is a realistic and acceptable 

theory for the present day.



COflCUJSIQMS

Among recent theorists of democracy there have been very few 

disseatiag voices raised against the prevailing viev that a major 

strand in earlier democratic theory, that giving a central place to 

participation and having Rousseau as its major figure, is now 

largely irrelevant* This assumption of irrelevance has meant that 

the bulk of recent work has fallen into a tradition of democratic 

theory that descends, through the crucially influential writing 

of Schumpeter, from liberal democratic theorists like Beatham and 

James Mill* That this tradition is only part of the whole of aarlier 

theory, and that another potentially relevant tradition has been 

neglected, has been obscured by the myth that there is one 

•classical* theory of democracy against which the contemporary 

theory has been measured. The acceptance of this myth, even by 

critics of the contemporary theory, and the failure to look more 

closely at the form taken by earlier theories of democracy has led 

to the present position where despite mounting discontent with the 

contemporary theory no substantive critique of the whole of that 

theory has been offered* It has been the aim of this study to 

supply at least the basis for such a critique by beginning at the 

fmimt at which the defenders of the (participatory; Classical* 

theory have rented their case*



A diaouaaion of the place that participation can realistically 

occupy ia a modern theory of democracy has not only to be conducted 

ia teraa of both facts and values but the attempt has to be uade 

to construct the basis (however tentatively and crudely) for a 

modern, participatory theory of democracy. Without this the 

argumenta of the advocates of the contemporary theory of democracy 

remain largely untouched on either the empirical or the evaluative 

level, (including the view that even the fortu of earlier theoriea 

ia outmoded), and no effective challenge can be made to the claim 

that* today, a participatory theory of democracy ia unrealistic and 

poteatially deatattliaing, whatever may or may not have beea the 

eaae in Rousseau's day, or even that of John ftuart Mill*

The body of work aaassed on democratic theory over the past 

thirty years or so provides us with perhaps the best available 

•teat eaaa* through which to come to some conclusion about the 

proper form for a modern political theory. If it is correct, as 

I have suggested, that political theorists have advocated value-free 

theory leaa from a consideration of the philosophical arguments 

on the relationship between facta and values th*n because of a 

desire to achieve and maintain objectivity, then the result, in 

democratic theory at least, is a nicely ironical one; the 

evaluative implications of the contemporary theory of democracy 

aave aeon hidden from many of its formulators. As Bay (196^, p 

has remarked.



"it ia paradoxical that some of ti.e leading behavioural 
writers on denocracy continue to write «a if tney want 
to have it both waya: to be rigoroualy value-neutral 
and at the same time be impeccable cdampions of conven­ 
tional pluralist democracy".

That ia to say "impeccable champions" of 'democracy• , 

coaoeived in terns of the rule of competing, multiple elites, 

against what from the perspective of recent tneorists is the only 

alternative, namely the rule of one elite or 'totalitarianism 1 . 

For the empirical political theorist, who starts fro* the facts of 

the existing ayetea of democracy, then one other possible alter­ 

native, a different, participatory conception of democracy, is 

ruled out as unrealistic* This appears either at best as hopelessly 

Utopian, or at worst as a potentially destabilising "deceptive Myth 

or demagogic device*1 . More generally, a consideration of the 

contemporary theory of democracy illustrates that to hold up value- 

free theory as the proper forte for political theory is to say that 

political theories must always be couched in such a form that they 

are bound to a perpetual present and the alternatives it, and it 

alone* offers. To take the facts as given, to build "descriptive*1 

or "empirical" theories and to say that theorists must ca-st out 

valuea is to leave us with nothing against which to measure what we 

have already achieved in political life except other forms of 

political organisation that may already exist. In so far as the 

existing alternative to (empirically or descriptively defined;



democracy does not involve electoral competition between elitee 

then we have good reason to be satisfied with ehat we have and 

good reason not to put democratic stability at rx«K, whether 

through increasing rates of participation by tne ordinary citizen 

or by the propagation of "deceptive myths".

Fortunately, as ehown by the analysis of the relationship 

between facts and values, there is no need for the political 

theorist to eoafine himself to the present* A modern political 

theory, just as much as a 'classical* theory, can still look to 

the future, can still, as .'lamenatz (196?, p.2*; has said, "help 

us decide what to do and how to go about doing it". The political 

theorist cannot discard values if he is still to go on theorising. 

It is net just pure chance that recent theorists have decided that 

the competition of elites for electoral office is what ma^es a 

political system •democratic*| there must be sume basis for 

deciding that this is the relevant criterion and it is provided by 

the evaluative framework of the contemporary theory, a fraaework 

that can ultimately be traced back to a particular conception of 

the democratic citizen and the kind of "institutional arrangements" 

that best protect and serve his interests. The difference in this 

respect between the contemporary and a modern, participatory theory 

of democracy is that the values of the former are those that follow 

from the working of the present system, whereas the evaluative



framework of the latter is relevant to a system that, it ie claimed, 

might be established in the future and against wnicu present 

achievements can be measured.

It la possible to see the relationship between the two 

theories of democracy in a similar fashion to Gallie's (19^6; 

characterisation of the relationship between what he calls "liberal" 

aad "socialist" morality; that the participatory theory is a 

pretest against the contemporary on largely factual grounds. It 

is different estimations of what is empirically feasible so far as 

participation is concerned that underlie the evaluative differences 

in the two theories of democracy. Because of the two-way relation­ 

ship between facts and values we can guage from an empirical 

investigation how realistic a particular interpretation of a value 

is* Modern political theorists have many advantages over their 

prodocossorai thanks to modern techniques of conceptual and 

empirical analysis objective studies of both the eot^xrical and 

evaluative aspects of political theories can be undertaken with a 

rigour denied to earlier writers, yet recent theorists of democracy 

(even the critics of the contemporary theory/ have not made the 

most of the opportunities open to them. By neglecting to loo* in 

detail at the controversy over facta and values they have failed 

to take advantage of modern conceptual analysis, hut, sore 

surprisingly on the part of "empirical" theorists, they have also 

failed to bo sociologists.



The extent to which recent theorists of democracy ta&e present 

political realities as unchangeable is highlighted by the fact that 

Sartori is the only theorist who has even posed the question of 

why the ordinary citizen tends to be apathetic and disinterested in 

politics* But even though the question is raised by Sartori one 

does not need the perspective provided by the participatory theory 

of democracy to find his reply, that it is "nobody's fault", 

unconvincing in the extreme* No recent theorist of democracy, 

whether a defender or critic of 'classical* theory, hat; appeared 

to notice, let alone realise the significance of tne oaoat 

immediately obvious feature of the empirical data on political 

participation and political apathy; that apathetic citizens are 

not to be found randomly distributed among all sections of the 

population but tend to be concentrated among citizens from a 

lower ciass background* To an empirical political theorist ouch

* 'social fact' as differential class rates of political *>artici- 

pation should call out for an attempt to be made to find an 

explanation. This is not to say that the potioibility that it is 

indeed "nobody's fault" can be ruled out, of course it cat.uot, 

but without any investigation it cannot De taicen for granted that

•uch a feature as class-based political apathy (even one character- 

istic of most industrialised, Western countries) must be taa.cn as 

given in a modern democratic theory. The lack: of real empirical 

curiosity in the fact of the facts - the failure of recent democratic
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theorists to be sociologists - becomes even more evident when tha 

aaalal corralataa of participation ara acre cioaely examined. It 

is mot tha eaaa that these ara a relatively random collection of 

items that Just happen to ba associated with low rates of 

participation, rather there is ample evidence to indicate that we 

are faced with a set of inter-related factors, factors that, I 

have argued, fora a non-participation syndrome* once this is 

realised, then, far fro* beginning a theory of democracy by tatting 

the syndrome as giren, the questions that one immediately asks are 

eaa we account for the existence of the syndrome, and, the Boat 

important for democratic theory, can the syndrome be overcome and, 

further, why should we want to overcome it?

It is at this point that the need for a modern participatory 

theory of democracy becomes most acute, for without it, or at 

least without tha attempt being made to construct such a theory, 

there is very little to indicate the area in which we should start 

looking for an explanation for the syndrome. An examination of 

the work of the earlier theorists of participatory democracy 

provides, as has been shown, hypotheses to account, in inatitutional 

terms, for the present apathy. The potential usefulneaj of the 

feaeral hypothesis, that the type of political culture depends 

largely on the forms of authority structure within which individuals 

interact, is confirmed by the fact that the recent theories of



a table democracy of Almond and Verba and Eckatein are baaed on 

argumeata about political aocialiaation that embody just such an 

hypotheaia. But the participatory theory also goea further and 

makes the BO re specific suggestions that participation itself is 

educative and that the moat important and potentially participative 

sphere, in which the roots of the non-participation syndrome are 

to be found, is industry.

If, prima facie, the last argument especially looJcs rather 

surprising or implausible, it does so because the available 

empirical evidence on political socialisation has until now been 

interpreted in one way only when used in democratic theory* That 

industry is crucially important in the political socialisation 

process emerges clearly from the evidence, but this fact and its 

significance for democratic theory have been overlooked, overlooked 

because the evidence has been viewed from within the (implicit) 

evaluative framework of the contemporary theory of democracy. Froi 

within this framework certain aspects of the information available 

on the two important items of the non-participation syndrome, the 

lack of political efficacy and "authoritarianism*, are also hidden 

from view but these become apparent on closer examination from a 

different perspective* That is to say, the evaluative framework 

obscureu the fact that two components, a cognitive as well as a 

psychological component are involved in the sense of political
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•ffieaey and "authoritarianism* and, most importantly, la the non- 

partiolpation syndrome itself.

In the critique of the original study of The utnoritarian 

Personality contributors suggested that the responses of individual) 

from different class backgrounds to the F scale should not 

necessarily be interpreted in the same way and that those of lower 

class respondents could best be seen not as telling us something 

about their psychology but as realistic accounts of their environ­ 

ment* This argument has not been considered by recent theorists 

of democracy , even though the alleged greater "authoritarian-minded- 

ness" of (lower class) non-participants is cited as a potential 

danger to stability if rates of political participation were to 

increase* Nor have they considered the possibility that this 

criticism might also apply to other scales, such as the political 

efficacy scale. Its relevance to the case of political efficacy 

becomes clear from a consideration of the definitions of efficacy 

which involve both a cognitive element, the individual*a perception 

of the operation of the system, and a psychological feeling of 

effectiveness. In the interpretation of replies to the efficacy 

scales however the cognitive component tends to disappear into the 

evaluative assumption that the system is responsive to all citizens 

mad the replies of those respondents that conflict with this 

assumption are then - Implicitly - interpreted as telling us
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•omething about the individuals' psychologies. But we have 

independent evidence to show that noddle and wonting claee 

individual* systematically differ io their perceptions of the 

operation of the existing system, and it is the former who tend to 

share the favourable view of recent democratic theorists* The 

replies of lower cla:is respondents to statements tsucn a a " eople 

like ae don't have any say about how the government runes things", 

or those designed to Measure commitment to democratic nura**, can 

reasonably be interpreted as giving a realistic account of those 

individuals relation to the system as they see it. Ihus, one part 

of the explanation for low rates of political participation among 

the ordinary citizen is that it is a realistic response t because 

it does not appear worthwhile to the individual to participate. 

This is quite different from the apathy of homo civicua, for whom 

participation is an unnecessary cost; the fact that he could 

participate is enough to maintain competition between leaders, 

which itself is enough to ensure that his interests are protected.

The second, but inter-related, part of the explanation for low 

participation by the ordinary citizen is in terms of the typical 

political self developed through the political socialisation process. 

Here we are looking at the sources of the psychological aspect of 

the non-participation syndrome, for the typical political self of 

the ordinary citizen is one that lacks the necessary feeling of



effectiveness and confidence for participation* The relatively 

non-participatory structure of the lover class family is unlikely 

to develop the initial basis for adult effectiveness, but the 

important point is that the later experiences of the individual, 

the faot that he is leas likely to continue to higher education tha i 

the middle class child, and, crucially, the lack of opportunity for 

him to participate in the workplace, all this reinforces the initial 

socialisation* In principle such a pattern of socialisation could 

go together with a perception of the operation of tue system as 

responsive, but in practice this is unlikely* Lover class indivi­ 

duals tend both to feel ineffective and to see the political system 

am a whole as unresponsive; thus McDill can apeak, of a "negative 

Weltanschauung", and Kohn and School*r find that a similar outlook 

has its roots in the typical occupational experiences of lower 

class individuals, and the phenomena with which these investigators 

are concerned can be seen as another way of looking at aspects of 

the non-participation syndrome. In effect, the typical lower class 

life pattern is one of a 'vicious circle 1 of lack of opportunities 

for participation, a circle in which the basic lack of efficacy 

contributes to the view that the system is unresponsive, and actual 

experiences of lack of response in the political ayateu» reinforce 

the feeling of ineffectiveness. If this anaiysia can provide an 

oxpl&nation for the existence of the syndrome, the further investi­ 

gations into the possibility of participation in industry indicate



that we need not take the syndrome as given, and that recent 

theorist* are being far too hasty in assuming that apath/ ia 

"nobody's fault" • Contrary to this view the evidence suggests that 

it is feasible to develop a 'virtuous circle* of participation, 

to develop a participatory political culture, by introducing a 

participatory system in industry*

To develop such a participatory political culture the trans­ 

formation of existing industrial authority structures would have to 

be a fairly radical one, a lesser modification would leave the 

eognitive component of the non-participation syndrome untouched. 

All the evidence suggests that the introduction ol lover level 

partial participation on a wide scale would poae relatively few 

difficulties; most workers actually want more participation at 

this level -and many modern management theorists argue that it is 

neeessary for maximum efficiency in the enterprise, a view which 

management itself, for instance that of IGI, is beginning to share* 

But although such participation does act positively on the sense 

of effectiveness and confidence (and whatever other intrinsic meritn 

it may have; because it can be introduced without changing the 

overall structure of authority in the enterprise, itself a part 

of the existing structure of the polity, the individuals 

perceptions of the operation of the political system will remain 

unaffected, and he may still feel tha.t participation is irrelevant. 

Participation would seem relevant when it givea tne inaividual a



greater degree of control orer political decision making, e&pecially 

over decisions that directly affect, in an obvious way, bis own 

life. It is precisely in this sense that the democratiaation of 

industrial authority structures would be expected to have an impact 

far beyond the enterprise itself. Hot only would higher level 

participation within a democratic industrial system provide the 

individual with that wider education, the broadening of interests 

aad outlook, on which the earlier theorists laid so much stress, 

bat because industry is so intimately woven into the very fabric of 

the national "public realm*1 in modern, industrialised societies, 

individual participation in decision making in the enterprise at 

the highest level, would have a positive impact on the responsiveneas 

of the democratic political system as a whole tu the demands of 

the ordinary citizen.

Ahen we turn to the crucial question of the feasibility of 

democratising industrial authority structures the picture is far 

less clear than in the case of lower level partial participation. 

>~>f course, if we did have examples of enterpriser, or even more 

relevantly a whole economy, operating successfully on democratic 

lines then much of the work, in this study would nut have been 

necessary} unfortunately on the basis of the available evidence 

any conclusions can only be tentative. Nevertheless, the absence 

of such examples should not be taxen as confirmation of the
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arguments of theorists like Eckstein that democratisatlon in 

industry is impossible* Certainly the evidence that we have shows 

that there are many difficulties and complexities involved - far 

•ore than are indicated in the early writings of u.^.H. Cole for 

example - but, on the other hand, there is alao little tu suggest 

that solutions to these problems cannot be found*

One conclusion that does emerge quite clearly from the 

evidence on participation in industry is that deaocratisation is 

unlikely to be successful unless it is thoroughgoing; that is, 

worker* are unlikely to take advantage of the opportunities offered 

unless the enterprise is participatory at bota higher aad lower 

levels* In the face of the existing pattern of socialisation, 

producing habits "of doing what one is told", tne lower level is 

the essential starting point for the 'resocialisation* of the 

ordinary worker* In the absence of opportunities for education 

through participation in decision making at the level of the 

familiar, everyday work-process, higher level participation is 

likely to appear as "unreal" to the worker as .chumpeter argues 

that politics in general is to the average citizen; tne role of 

manager is one in which the worker needs practice, Just as he does 

in the wider role of decision-making citizen, and in this respect 

the lower level of the enterprise bears the sa^te relationship to 

the enterprise as a whole, as industry does to the national polity.



Furthermore, an industrial authority structure that ia participator/ 

at all levels would also provide far more opportunities than are 

usually (supposed to be possible for the individual worker to 

participate directly in decision making, 's the structure of 

workers' self-management in Yugoslavia illustrate**, participation 

through the election of representatives and full participation are 

not mutually exclusive. In modern, large scale societies the 

former will be necessary in most spheres, including industry, but 

at the sane time it seems feasible to replicate Rousseau's paradigm 

of the educative participative environment over important areas of 

decision making.

Of all the many practical problems that woulu arise in any 

attempt to democratise industrial authority structures the one 

perhaps most relevant to the question of participation is that of 

the influence exerted by the •experts'. Cole tuought that the 

choice of such experts does not raise "the democratic issue" , but 

it is raised by the influence potentially available to employees 

who have scarce, specialised knowledge. The evidence fro& 

fugoslavia presents this problem in a heightened lorn b«cause of 

the relatively low level of evonomic development in that country 

and the inexperience of much of the labour force* ihe technical 

expertise to be found in a sophisticated wor&force litce that of 

Britain should not be underestimated, (it is relevant here that
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maaagemaata often offer prizes to workers for "suggestions" to 

improve efficiency; but the problem still remains of how to ensure 

that the worker qua manager feels competent and confident to ma<e 

use of the knowledge that he has, and also to ensure that he has 

access to sources of information to enable him to evaluate policies 

in areas at present unfamiliar to him* On the first point one can 

only come back to the necessity of a system that is participatory 

at all levels; as the examples of higher level participation in 

Britain show, opportunities fur higher level participation by 

itself does very little to change the average workers existing 

faeling that management is for those "who can do it". In The Social 

Contract (Bk. 11)3) Pouaseau remarks that in practice decisions in 

a participatory system may not be to the equal advantage of all; 

although "we always want what is advantageous ••• we do not always 

discern it". A democratic system in industry would give the 

individual and his representatives multiple opportuaitiea to 

raaiat disadvantageous policies - but without adequate information 

OA all possible alternatives the most advantageous course may not 

area be considered* The way in which provision of such information 

could beat be made, whether through the trades unions for example, 

la something on which little can conclusively be said at this stage, 

but until we have actually tried to democratise industrial 

authority structures on the lines suggested here, the evidence 

gives aa much, if not more, reason for optimism than pessimism



about its eventual feasibility.

It Might be argued that we would have grounds for pessimism 

ao far aa efficiency was concerned under a participatory system. 

Certainly, at a tine when economic growth ia auch a high priority 

of all veatern governments the question of efficiency is bound to 

looa very large. Cole thought that unused reserves of initiative 

and energy would be unleashed under a participatory system and, 

ao far aa lower level partial participation is concerned aoee 

management theorists would appear to hold a very similar view, but, 

unfortunately, the evidence available does not allow us to confirm 

or refute this argument when applied to a whole economy* However, 

it ia not necessarily a straightforward question of efficiency 

because under a participatory system, together with the basic

•quality of power of decision making, many of the existing 

economic inequalities would also be greatly diminished* The income 

distribution inside the enterprise on which workers as managers 

would decide, and the extent to which equality of incomes is 

required for a successful participatory system can only satisfactorily 

be decided by being put to the test, but the Scott Bader Commonwealth 

does offer some interesting evidence to show that reduction of some 

of the usual inequalities of status inside the enterprise is not 

incompatible with productive efficiency. Such an extension of

•quality under a participatory system and any redistribution of



income3 that occurred Bight be held to compensate for any 

reduction in efficiency. Finally, even if a democratised industrial 

aystem were to prove less efficient than the existing system, 

whether or not this would provide a conclusive argument against 

it would Apend on the weight given to its other consequences, to 

tne human results of a participatory system whj.cn the earlier 

theorists of participatory democracy regarded as of prunary 

significance*

The impact of a participatory system in industry on the 

outlook and attitudes of individuals is also very relevant to an 

objection that might be raised at this point by a defender of the 

contemporary theory. Such an objector might argue tnat even granted 

that a participatory system in industry is feasible it makes little 

difference to his definition of 'democracy 1 ; the role of the 

individual at the level of the national polity will still be 

confined to choosing between competing leaders for electoral office, 

la one sense this is perfectly true. In an electorate of thirty 

five millions the role of the individual is b^und to consist 

largely of choosing decision makers; even where he could cast a 

vote in a referendum his influence over the outcome woula be 

infinitesimal ly small.

In another sense, however, this objection completely

misunderstands the relevance of the participatory theory of democracy 

fer modern, large scale societies. The development of a participatory



political culture would completely chaage the whole context, in 

which national political life is carried on. £,ven if one can 

agree with Schumpeter and his followers that it is duubtfux if the 

ordinary citizen would ever be quite as interested in *11 the 

decisions made at national level as he would be iu tho.*e nearer 

home, nevertheless the citizen educated tnrough ,/ait ideation in 

industry and other spheres would be better able to aaaesti u*e 

implications of decisions made at national lev ex and wouio be 

better equipped - and more likely - to take part in national 

political life when the opportunity arose for him to do so* further­ 

more, and nere we begin to move back to the evaluative aspects of 

the participatory theory, within the context of a participatory 

democracy the significance of his vote to the individual citizen 

would nave changed* It would no longer be a periodic act ( a cost 

which it may well be unnecessary to pay, that is isolated from the 

rest of his private life; rather it becomes an integru^ *art of 

the multiple decision making activities in a*any aiffere&t apneres 

of the public citizen. That is to say, in a participatory democracy 

the whole conception of what is 'political 1 would nave changeu, so 

the conception of democracy itself could no longer be luat cf the 

contemporary theory of democracy.

/,e are not, as the majority of recent dear-critic theorists 

would insist, faced with only one realistic theory of democracy 

given the conditions in modern societies. It is open t~ us to



choose between two theories of democracy, two theories that include 

very different interpretations of democratic valuer* ihe empirical 

investigations, in indicating that it is feasible to develop the 

foundations for a participatory political culture, *iao ahowo that 

a participatory theory is not merely propagating demagogic 

fantasies or setting "too high standards" in the values that it 

embodies. Indeed, these standards appear "too nigh" only from 

within a specific evaluative standpoint. Much of the general 

discussion of concepts like political equality and freedom that has 

gone on simultaneously with the formulation of the contemporary 

theory of democracy has been, implicitly, about olitical equality, 

freedom etc as conceived of in the context of the existing democratic 

system. Just as the active participation of the ordinary citizen 

has become suspect, so there has been a tendency for certain con­ 

ceptions of freedom and equality to be associated with f totalitar­ 

ianism* , or at least it has been suggested that certain notions are 

more likely to lead in that direction than toward democracy. Berlin 

(1969, p.l?l/ in his famous essay on negative and positive freedom, 

for example, says that the former (which he associates with 

"pluralism") seems to him "a truer and more humane ideal" than the 

latter, the goal of those who seek freedom in "^reat, disciplined, 

authoritarian structures". But to interpret tne^e political values 

in other than procedural terms is not necessarily to commit oneself



to the "authoritarian" alternative; we can both stay within a 

democratic system, if we chooae the alternative of the participator/ 

•yatem, and look, beyond the conceptions of political freedot and 

other values implied by the existing political facts ana the 

existing democratic system.

I have argued that the two modern theories of democracy 

discussed nere descend froia two very different 'classical 1 

traditions, but in saying this a tempting, but misleading way of 

characterising the relationship between their evaluative contents 

must be avoided. Sabine, in his well-known essay on '.he Two 

Democratic Traditions (1952) states that the first of these 

traditions "gave primary importance to liberty* wnile the second 

gave primary importance to equality". As has been shown, both 

these values are important and integral parts of both (modern) 

theories of democracy. The real difference between them lies not 

in the primacy of a particular value but in the different 

relationship between the values. In the contemporary theory each 

value, as it were, stands alone; given the procedural interpretation 

of political equality and freedom it would be possible to realise 

either without the other. In the participatory theory, on the 

other hand, the values are inter-related and eacu illuminates the 

other. It may appear that equality is the most important because 

it muat enter into a discussion of the interpretation of any of 

the others; but one might, thougn not particularly helpfully,



argue that equality in the participatory theory is a nec«t»o«ry 

condition for achieving the primary value of political freedom, 

freedom in the dense of being (equally) one's own master, having 

(equal- individual control over one's life and environment.

The inter-relationship of the values in the participatory 

theory means that there is little point in trying to decide whether 

one or the other is "primary", but there is one further reason why 

it may appear that equality is so. Political equality, in a 

substantive sense, extends, in the participatory tneory, into area* 

of social life that cany political theorists consider to fall 

outside 'polities'. The wide conception of the 'political' which 

underlies the model of the participatory democratic citizen at 

once transforms the relation between political equality and what 

are usually regarded as separate forms ox equality, fur instance 

economic equality, with the establishment of the popular sovereignty 

or popular control of the participatory theory (which extends into 

the •economic 1 sphere; the crucial problem of the equality of 

power of decision making ie resoived and the prooieu.atical area of 

economic equality ia that of the distribution of iucoo*e ana &oods. 

As stated, the precise distribution under a participatory system 

must necessarily remain a matter of conjecture, but wuat cwn be 

said is that a 'just decision* in the participatory theory is one 

where the outcome is to the equal advantage of all, therefore a



a/ate* operating on that interpretation 01 'justice* »^uia not 

favour large income differentials.

Another difference between the two tneorx^s of ue.ocracy is 

that wnereas the interpretation of democratic valuer in the 

contemporary theory excludes that of the participatory, i'rou. the 

perspective of the latter, universal suffrage, civil ixuertiea 

and so forth can be regarded as necessary conditions for (but not 

aa sufficient for; political equality, political freedom. In 

arguing that the existing facts of political life need not be taicen 

as given, that is not to say that the participatory theory rejects 

as worthless such features of the present "institutional arrangements'* 

as civil liberties; rather in saying that it is feasible to look 

beyond the existing system the participatory theory also looics 

beyond, but encompasses civil liberties etc into ita wider, more 

thoroughgoing evaluative framework, elucidating the participatory 

theory, establishing through investigation of the relevant eapirical 

material the feasibility or otherwise of the value-interpretations 

embodied in that framework, thewe are the tasks ol the political 

theorist* Beyond that we reach the point where it becomes 

intelligible to talk of the individual as the "supreme arbiter of 

values", for ultimately it is open to individual citizens to 

choose between the two theories of democracy and their respective 

value-interpretations.



The choice appears already to have been made by u minority of 

young people in the nest, especially young people in ;*u<«rxca« It 

was the contrast between recent vocal demands, notaoly by these 

young people, for more participation (particularly in tne sphere 

that most immediately concerns then, higher education and the 

prevailing academic orthodoxy of the contemporary theory oi 

democracy that provided the starting point fur this stuay. The 

feasibility of moving towards a more participatory polity has been 

considered for only one sphere, that of industry, but all the 

evidence indicates this to be crucial for the realisation oi the 

ideal of a participatory democracy. My anal/ait* of the concept of 

(industrial; participation can be applied to other spheres besides 

industry, but the necessary empirical investigation must be made 

elsewhere* 'Aith respect to higher education, ail that need be 

said here is that if my arguments about the educative effect of 

participation are convincing so far as the youn^j »or&er AS concerned, 

then arguments for providing his contemporary, the student, with 

opportunities for participation must be equally compelling* iJLttle 

is to be gained by providing a catalogue of potential are*s of 

participation in the polity, but perhaps it is worth mentioning 

oae person who might jeem to have been neglected; participation in 

the management of large municipal housing developments uight prove 

particularly valuable for tne ordinary housewife.
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To some extent the recent upsurge of demanas for more 

participation could be cited in support of the arguments advanced 

here, because the most prominent of those involved are young 

people from middle class backgrounds who have received t or are 

receiving, higher education. That is to say, these are precisely 

the individuals (and the generation) whom one would expect to hav 

a well developed sense of political efficacy, and thus to ta*ce 

seriously what theorists like Almond and Verba call the "democrat c 

myth" of citixen influence. It is interesting that the mass medi 

have facetiously referred to the rebellious American students as 

the "Spook -marked generation" in recognition of the enormous 

influence (especially among the middle class), of Dr. SpocK's 

theories of child-rearing; theories that would tend to provide 

just the participatory family environment that would produce an 

initial basis of a sense of effectiveness, later reinforced by 

higher education. But if these young people feel (psychological!; ) 

effective they also share one component of the non-participation 

syndrome; the belief that participation inside the existing 

system of democracy, i.e. periodic voting for competing leaders, 

is irrelevant since it does not result in or form ^art of a systei 

responsive to their, and the ordinary citizen's needs. Hence the 

two youthful forms of dissent; either demands for more participation, 

for a responsive, participatory system, or complete rejection of



the whole basis of modern, industrialised societieb by

out" into various forms of "community" and "commune" , often in

rural areas.

From the vantage point of mid-1970, after toe eveuto in the 

American cities and campuses of the Ittte 19bO's, aft-r the 

campaigns of .Shelter and the Child Poverty Action Ciruup and the 

activities of the squatters in Britain, after the "Lay Days" in 

^mris in 1966 v the claim of the contemporary theory of democracy 

that the existing democratic system is responsive, that all groups 

(individuals) can make their voices heard and that it '%urfcs on 

the most difficult and complex questions with distinction", may 

immediately look more suspect than it did in the 1^ :'a and early 

1960*0 when much of the work on democratic theory discussed in 

this study was written. But although dramatic events may now 

have drawn attention to the existence of serious problems in 

Western democracies, the position of the negro in America, and that 

of the poor and the homeless more generally, to name but the most 

obvious problems, was no better a decade or two ago; it merely 

did not enter into the contemporary theory of democracy (or into 

the headlines or on the television screen). It is the riots, the 

lootings and the burnings that are now causing larger numbers of 

academic students of politics to raise serious doubts about the 

contemporary theory of democracy. As Burtenahaw (19bo, p.>&7) says,



how could all this happen (happen too in New Haven, where Dahl 

did the empirical investigations on which he based hia theory of 

democracy discussed in Chapter 1) in a society

"of slack resources, in which any active and legitimate 
group can make itself heard effectively ... there mist 
have been something fundamentally wron,; wiln the theory 
pluralist democracy or the analysis would not have gone 
so wide of the mark".

That the contemporary theory failed to predict these events 

is because most democratic theorists have failed to raise certain 

questions, have ignored certain aspects of the empirical data on 

which their theory is based and have regarded certain conceptions 

of ideals like justice as potentially destabilising aad as setting 

"too high standards". It is this last point that offers the main 

clue as to why the contemporary theory of democracy nas been so 

overtaken by events; the empirical features that might have given 

some warning at least of what was to happen 'disappeared* in the 

theory behind the evaluative framework withia which recent theorists 

have worked. This diagnosis of the failing of tne contemporary 

theory has very recently been confirmed by the theorist, David 

lias ton , whose very influential characterisation of the proper fora 

fur aodern political theory I quoted in the Introduction. He writta 

(1969» p.1053.' that "new conditions of the moueru world" are forcirg 

political scientists to "reconsider our image of what we want to 

be". He goes on to say (though, it should be noted, without
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reference to hia previoua atateaent that values are ultiuately 

reducible to "emotional responses" that I cited oa p.57} that 

"taa myth that reaearch can be value-free or neutral diea hard", 

aad that "behaviouraliata" have not paid enough attention to the 

impact of values on research:

"we have continued to develop our discipline aa though 
the subjects we aelect for reaearch, the variablea we 
ohoooe to inveatlgate, the data »e collect* and the 
interpretations we generate, have some extraordinary 
priatiae purity, unsullied by the kinds of value 
preaiaea to which we subscribe, consciously or otherwise".

If thia were not the caae, how else could we account for, among 

other thinga,

"the failure of current pluralist interpretations of 
democracy to identify, understand, and anticipate 
the kinds of domestic needs and wanta that began to 
express themselves aa political demands during the 
196o«a» (p.1057).

It amy be doubted whether all the conditiona that are forcing 

thia re-assessment are so very new, or that thia is the onlyjeason 

that it la needed* Furthermore the "myth" of value-freedom ia not, 

aa Eaaton appeara to believe, merely a matter of individual theoriata 

openly recognising the values to which they themselves subscribe; 

it alao involvea the mi at alee n belief that key terma ia political 

theory can be used in a purely descriptive aense. Nevertheless, 

a iich rethinking can only be to the advantage of political theory 

aa a whole, taking it out of the confines of the present and 

allowing ua to judge political theories on the baais of broader



criteria than recently uaed. Criteria, perhaps, life* that suggested 

ey Kariel (1969, p.77^): that is,

"the extent of (the) impact (of political soieaee; on 
those it presumes to understand. It succeeds to the 
extent that it enables them to recognise more of them­ 
selves than they ordinarily recognise, that it raises 
their expectations, that it expands their consciousness... 
(it) serves to amplify and enlarge our existence by 
illuminating previously invisible ... dimensions'* •

Certainly, Gaston recommends a new approach to political theory 

that will enable us to begin "to understand better the deficiencies 

of our own political system", and this approach is in striking 

contrast to his own until now and that of the receat theorists of 

democracy whom I have discussed. Re suggests that "like the great 

political theorists of the past'1 the new approach should be that of 

"formulating ... broad, speculative alternatives to the here and 

now" (1969, P. 1058).

Eaaton does not specify exactly what he means by "speculative" 

but we must not make the mistake of thinking that this involves 

•ere guesswork, or the provision of what Kaston calls "a new set 

of ethical perspectives" if this set of perspectives is floating la 

aa empirical vacuum. Rather, if we are to attempt to emulate the 

great political theorists of the past, and construct "speculative 

alternatives", we must, as is shown by the case of participation 

and the theory of democracy, use the presently available evidence 

to take us beyond the present and assess both alternative forms of
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political organisation and alternative value-interpretatioas. 

Thie procedure will illuminate tba deficiencies in our own 

exiatlag political system and in the theories of that ayatea; 

notably, in the case of the contemporary theory of democracy it 

illuainatea the deficiencies of political and aoeiolo^leal 

imagination that contributed to it. But such an alternative 

approach to democratic theory also does more, in showing that 

theories of democracy centring on the active participation of the 

ordinary citizen are neither unrealistic inor baaed on daageroua 

illuaioas it presents us with the plan of action aeeeasary if we 

wiah to move toward a participatory democratic aya tea.
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