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Joined introduction 

Hierarchy or democracy? That is the crossroad a lot of organizations are on now. The 

question who should rule, is a difficult one to answer, but also one of the most asked 

questions about decision-making in the philosophical sphere. The question we are trying to 

answer is: “Should corporations implement workplace democracy?”. 

In this compilation of essays, we will provide expositions of the current situation and its 

involved theory. We will argue if and why workplace democracy should be implemented or 

not. And we will conclude this in a collaborative conclusion.  

We will all argue that workplace democracy should be implemented. However, we have 

different visions for this implementation. 

Firstly, you can read an essay that states that workplace democracy should be implemented 

within corporations. This should be done by at least giving employees a say in their own 

work, giving them the ability to make decisions and provide input for these decisions, if they 

concern them or their work.  

If employees have this type of workplace democracy they will be motivated to work harder 

and thus more effectively and in term improve their productivity.  

Since implementing a full democracy is very time consuming, this essay will argue that 

giving people a say in their own work is a good starting point for corporations. The one 

where employees have a say in decisions involved around their work sphere which can grow 

while employees are getting used to giving input.  

Secondly, an essay that argues for the full implementation of workplace democracy. This 

essay will provide several reasons for this. 



Employees are seen as experts within this essay, they are the ones that have the knowledge 

about their profession. Thus, they should have the ability to make decisions about their jobs 

and the way these jobs are arranged.  

This essay will argue why full implementation of workplace democracy will increase the 

openness to change and commitment of employees.  

The counter argument that workplace democracy will take on too much time and effort within 

an organization is countered in this essay. A formation of elected employee councils will stop 

this from being a problem and provide the possibility of full implementation of workplace 

democracy.  

And lastly, the third essay will argue that a more moderate version of workplace democracy 

should be implemented. This will be argued looking at intrinsic and instrumental values and 

the different version of democracy one can implement.  

Employees and the organization have a lot of benefits coming from the implementation of 

workplace democracy, such as employees feeling heard and becoming more motivated to 

work hard. However, this essay also provides some counter arguments such as the cost of full 

democracy. These costs imply the lack of time or expertise to provide every employee within 

an organization with the opportunity to be involved in decision making. 

This is why this essay will argue the implementation of a more moderate version of 

workplace democracy. This way workplace democracy can be implemented into the current 

situation of organizations. And possible elaborate to a full workplace democracy in the 

future. 

The specific reasons and motivations that caused us to come to this statement are explained in 

the individual essays below.  

 



Workplace democracy is a powerful tool 

Individual paper #1 

Introduction  

This essay evolves around the following question: “Should corporations implement 

workplace democracy?” Workplace democracy is a phenomenon where employees are able 

to influence their own work and organizational decisions and where the decision making in 

companies works more like an actual democracy. This topic will be addressed by starting to 

explain the concept a little in the introduction and also mentioning my personal statement. 

After the introduction the exposition will follow which will explain the concept more 

extensively and mention the advantages and disadvantages but also the ways to implement 

workplace democracy. In the following argument section, my arguments will be explained 

and possible objections will be contradicted. This essay will end with a conclusion that 

summaries the most important parts and will highlight my answer to the above posed 

question: I will argue that corporations should implement workplace democracy, by at least 

giving employees a say in their own work. Employees should have the ability to make 

decisions concerning their own work and give input on it. Employees who are given this right 

to give input will work more effectively and improve productivity. Giving employees more 

input possibilities for instance concerning the decision-making area will improve productivity 

and effectivity even more but as this is time consuming, input on their own work is a good 

starting point for corporations.   

Exposition  

What is workplace democracy and how can it be implemented?  

Work place democracy exists when employees have real control over organizational 

decisions, this is the case when they can influence organizational decisions and goal setting. 

Workplace democracy makes it possible for the employees to look after their own goals and 



objectives. Workplace democracy ensures more attention to the goals of the employees in 

comparison to only the goals of the corporation (Foley & Polanyi, 2006). Workplace 

democracy is thus a type of deliberative democracy the way I see it, as it is an ongoing 

process of dialogue between employees that try to reach agreement and solve problems 

within the corporation (Gutman & Thompson, 2009).  

This sounds a lot like participation to me, but apparently workplace democracy goes one step 

further. Participation involves employees being allowed to give input and suggestions into 

organizational decisions, but the bosses or managers are not obligated to listen to them or do 

anything with it (Foley & Polanyi, 2006).  

Foley and Polanyi (2006) argue that there are multiple reasons coming from different aspects 

in favor of workplace democracy. Workplace democracy has economic benefits as it 

increases the productivity, effectivity and openness to change of the employees. It also 

considers ethical benefits as workplace democracy is seen as the right thing to do. It is part of 

the employees right to moral autonomy and their right to have a say in what’s going on. 

There are also a lot of health benefits related to the implementation of workplace democracy 

as having say in your work increases your health generally. Especially work that is 

psychologically demanding, low in decision latitude and ensures a lot of job insecurity can 

tremendously benefit from workplace democracy. Even the work-life balance is affected by 

workplace democracy as it works stress reducing and ensures a better distribution of time.  

Of course, there are also objections to workplace democracy described by Foley and Polanyi 

(2006). One of these objections is the fact that the capital of the owners of the corporation is 

at stake and not the capital of the employees that are getting more influence on the 

corporation. Another objection is the ability of the employees to withdraw from their labor at 

any time, due to their contract flexibility. The last objection to workplace democracy is the 



time it takes to consult everyone on everything while this time could be used more effectively 

working.  

So, implementing workplace democracy goes one step further than allowing employees to 

participate as they have real control and can’t be ignored. The employees can make sure that 

their own goals and objectives are looked after instead of only focusing on the corporation’s 

goals. According to an interesting article by Bryan Zarpentine in 2016, workplace democracy 

is an upcoming trend and can be implemented by following 12 steps. The steps include being 

transparent, starting a dialogue, avoiding hierarchy, delegating responsibilities, holding 

people responsible, recognizing individual achievements, giving employees freedom, 

constantly evaluating yourself, having leadership at all levels, avoiding strict policies, 

forgiving failure and encouraging input (Zarpentine, 2016).  

Argument  

I think it is important that people have a say in their work and are able to influence the 

corporation they work for. The employees themselves experience firsthand what can be 

improved in the company and what is already working well, so they are the best possible 

people to ask for input which is one of the implementation ways mentioned above. The only 

disadvantage in asking your employees for input is the fact that they might be reluctant to tell 

the truth as they fear the consequences of criticism. When you for instance think that the way 

your boss is leading the corporation should be changed, it is hard to tell that to your boss and 

people therefore fear for their job or position in the company.  

This disadvantage of asking employees for input can be dissolved by opening the dialogue 

from the top of the corporation. This entails the top management of the company to start 

talking to the lower level employees and ask directly for their improvements while ensuring 

that their comments will not be used against them. So this comes down to the use of 

deliberative democracy as it is opens the dialogue between employees of all levels, that is the 



kind of democracy I think should be implemented as it has the most positive effects on the 

employees because they can really influence the corporation not just by representation. 

Another way to implement workplace democracy that can help employees to feel safe while 

providing input is holding people responsible, which suggests that the corporation wants to 

find the people responsible for mistakes so when the employees know something concerning 

this should speak up. But they also have to assure the employees that forgiving is also a big 

part of their culture, as people learn by making mistakes they should not be punished to badly 

or be publicly humiliated. People can’t learn without making mistakes.  

So, the disadvantages for employees that are giving input can be dissolved by the corporation 

introducing these ways of implementation. Allowing the employees to provide the 

corporation with input is a major advantage of workplace democracy for the corporation as 

well as the employees themselves. But the corporation has to be aware of the input and listen 

to it in order for the positive effects of it to work, otherwise it could backfire as the 

employees will feel unheard and unsatisfied which will lead to a decrease in motivation.  

This input giving creates an open and honest sphere inside the corporation. As criticism is 

encouraged but people are not allowed to be publicly humiliated which decreases the fear of 

speaking up. This makes it easier for employees to share their concerns and improve their 

own work and the work of others. This also connects to the openness to change which is 

increased by workplace democracy. As workplace democracy increases the influence of the 

employees, they will resist change less as they will feel like they can influence this change as 

well. They will not just see the change as something that the management decided is best and 

that they are obligated to implement. This higher openness to change has benefits for the 

corporation especially in these times with fast changing markets. The flexibility of the 

employees provides the corporation with faster changing skills and the ability to play into 

these changing markets faster and more efficiently.  



Workplace democracy ensures less stress as employees are allowed to criticize their work and 

the work environment that they are in. The employees will be able to talk about their 

difficulties more and change them easier as they have influence over the corporation’s 

decisions which also contain the work environment and working hours for instance. They 

could plead for flexible working hours which is included in the implementation method of 

freedom for the employees. The corporations are mostly concerned with the quality of the 

work and the deadline. Employees could deliver better work when they do not have to be at 

work from 9 to 5 every day as flexibility encourages creativity. This also improves their 

work-life balance as they can plan things more easily and spend more time with their families 

when they plan their time efficiently.  

Allowing the employees to give input benefits them in major ways. They will feel more 

important and feel more acknowledged by the corporation and its leaders. This will have a 

positive effect on their work, self-esteem and health. As employees will enjoy their job more 

and feel more like they belong there. This will increase their loyalty as well as the feeling that 

they have something at stake. Allowing employees to give input on all decisions within the 

corporation is the ideal situation, but as the implementation is very time-consuming starting 

with input on their own work is a good starting point. From this starting point they can build 

up to the ideal situation of input on all decisions. This starting point will make the employees 

more familiar with input giving which is a skill that will develop over time and come in 

handy when they are allowed to exercise influence on all important organizational decisions.  

Conclusion  

So, workplace democracy has benefits in different areas. Workplace democracy allows 

employees to provide the corporation with their input which works very effectively as the 

employees are the closest possible to the corporation. This input will only be provided when 

the employees have no reason to be reluctant to tell the truth which is the case when 



punishment and public humiliation are not exerted and they feel like they are being heard. 

When the input the employees give is being listened to, this has positive effects on their 

work, self-esteem and health. It benefits corporations economically as it ensures higher 

productivity, effectivity and openness to change. The higher productivity and effectivity 

increase the quality of the work of the employees and the openness to change benefits the 

ability of the corporation to play into fast changing markets. Workplace democracy also 

benefits corporations as they will seem more ethical due to workplace democracy being the 

right thing to do. The last area workplace democracy benefits is health, as it reduces stress, 

improves the work-life balance because of its flexibility and improves the working sphere. 

So, workplace democracy needs to be implemented if you ask me because the benefits 

outweigh the disadvantages which often can be refuted. And more importantly for 

corporations because it is also financially attractive to do as the profits gained and the health 

costs avoided outweigh the costs and time consumed by the implementation especially when 

you begin with input on their own work as a starting point.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



An essay on the question: “Should corporations implement workplace democracy?” 

Individual paper #2 

Introduction  

Who should rule? This may be the most asked question about decision-making in the 

philosophical sphere. There are multiple ways of decision-making, and democracy is one of 

them. Democracy can be applied on many levels. The United Nations, for example, are a 

global democratic organisation, the European Union decides democratically about common 

laws and regulations in Europe, and national governments like the one in the Netherlands are 

also democratically formed. But even on lower levels, the layout of decision-making could be 

an issue. Take workplaces for example. Traditionally, the employer is the boss and 

employees have to listen to his or her demands. But shouldn’t there also be democracy on the 

workplace? 

In this philosophical essay, the following question is tried to be answered: “Should 

corporations implement workplace democracy?” In this essay, I will argue that corporations 

should implement workplace democracy. But for now, let us look into some issues and 

information about the topic. After providing the reader some background information about 

the constructs, the argumentation provides the reader with some arguments in favour of my 

opinion. At the end, a small concluding summarization will give the reader an overview of 

the most important points mentioned in the essay, and it provides the reader an opportunity to 

overthink my arguments. But for now, let’s focus on some background information. 

Exposition 

A big question in political philosophy is, and probably will always be, the question about 

who should rule? A lot of questions can be asked about decision-making power, and lots of 

answers are possible. According to Parvin & Chambers (2012), an almost universally 

accepted answer to this question in Western liberal democratic regions is democracy. 



Democracy stands for equality and freedom, and states that “ultimate power should lie with 

the people and the political institutions which govern in their name.” (Parvin & Chambers, 

2012, p.83) What is worth mentioning is that it says “the people,” and not “some people.” It 

means political equality for everybody. Democracy can be direct, in which each and every 

person in a community is directly involved in the decision making, or democracy can be 

representative, where elected representatives of the community make the decisions. In each 

way, democracy is a way of self-government. (Parvin & Chambers, 2012)  

Some issues with democracy arise. Parvin & Chambers (2012) argue three problems that 

democracy brings with it: (1) the tyranny of the majority, (2) the tension between justice and 

democracy and (3) the role of expertise. The first problem is kind of logic, and in the current 

state of democracy inevitable. When each person’s vote has the same magnitude, groups of 

minorities will systematically “lose.” These practices violate equality and freedom of these 

minorities. The second problem also has to do with the majority-issue. An important question 

one should ask himself is whether it is always right if the majority wants it to happen. What if 

the majority wants something that is not in line of justice for everyone? The third problem is 

the role of expertise. It is fair to question the expertise of certain individuals about certain 

(political) issues. Is it not that experts have more knowledge about certain issues than non-

experts? Should non-experts be able to make decisions? 

These issues have led to two alternative conceptions of democracy, described in Parvin & 

Chambers (2012): deliberative democracy and radical democracy. Deliberative democracy 

argues that democracy “describes not an end-state but rather an ongoing process of dialogue 

among free and equal individuals.” (Parvin & Chambers, 2012, p. 90) The goal of this kind of 

democracy is to identify societal and political problems, and to find collective agreement on 

solving these problems. Deliberate democracy rather focusses on the process of making 

policy. Deliberate democracy tries to resolve the justice and majority problems, by getting 



diverse people to sit with each other and try to find agreement. (Parvin & Chambers, 2012). 

On the other hand, we have got radical democracy. Radical democrats criticize deliberate 

democracy. They agree on the point of active deliberation, but they do not think it is possible 

for diverse groups or individuals to agree on certain political and moral questions. Radical 

democrats don’t think liberals have the ability to generate consensus via reason. (Parvin & 

Chambers, 2012) “Radical democracy emphasizes the inevitability of disagreement.” (Parvin 

& Chambers, 2012, p. 92) Groups should be able to express their disagreement, but not 

necessarily seek to resolve these disagreements. (Parvin & Chambers, 2012) Concluded can 

be that radical democracy is in some way a little less stable than deliberative democracy. 

Now we know what democracy is, we can ask ourselves if corporations should implement 

democracy on the workplace. A definition of “workplace democracy” is needed.  

 Foley & Polanyi (2006, p. 174) state the following: 

“Workplace democracy exists when employees have some real control over 

organizational goal-setting and strategic planning, and can thus ensure that their own 

goals and objectives, rather than only those of the organization, can be met.” 

So, the problem is there, the constructs are clear. All that rests is that final answer on this 

burning question… 

Argument 

Let’s start with a major objection for implementing workplace democracy: the expertise 

argument. Management has enjoyed education for management techniques and has developed 

certain skills during his life which should make him/them experts in managing. Why 

bothering about opinions of non-experts in decision-making? 

First of all, I don’t like to call employees non-experts. Decisions are being taken about the job 

which they execute, so you could call employees experts of their jobs. So, it should only be 



logic to give them some input in the decision-making around their jobs. So, in my opinion, 

the non-expert argument is not that strong. 

I think corporations should implement workplace democracy. In my experience, people like 

their voice to be heard, to have input in decision-making. When being considered in decision-

making, it will ultimately increase your commitment towards the decision. “Lewin 

subsequently found that involving people in decision-making also increased their openness to 

change. (Cotton, 1993)” (Foley & Polanyi, 2006, p. 175) This empirical evidence supports 

my argument of commitment towards the decision. When, for instance, an employer wants to 

change something and he involves his employees in the decision-making, the chance that 

employees will stand behind this change (openness to change) is higher than when an 

employer changes something without considering and involving his employees. 

The second argument in favour of workplace democracy is a rather economic one. When 

employees have something to say within the decision-making process of the company, they 

get a certain feeling of belonging. Decisions being made are also their decision, so you feel 

responsible for making sure the decision was the right one. You get more committed to your 

work, which improves your productivity and performance. A concluding quote from Sagie & 

Koslowsky (2000): “Nonetheless, research suggests that employee participation does affect 

organizational outcomes. Some participative techniques have a stronger impact on morale 

than on productivity, while others have the reverse effect.” (Foley & Polanyi, 2006, p. 175) 

Foley and Polanyi make the suggestion that workplace democracy can lead to economic 

benefits. Economic benefits can be good measures to evaluate organisational performance. 

Most people think democracy is the ‘right thing to do.’ This leads to my next argument, 

which is of rather ethical nature. Why would you have a national government which is 

democratic, and then be ‘tyrannized’ on your workplace? That does not rhyme to me. Your 

rights within your country should be the same as your rights within your company. I share 



this opinion with some philosophers. “Some, like Robert Dahl, have argued that if democracy 

is justified in the governing state, it must also be justified in governing economic enterprises. 

(Dahl, 1985)” (Foley & Polanyi, 2006, p. 176-177) In my eyes, this arguments seems logic. 

You do not want to get tyrannized within a democratic state. 

Objection could be that it seems impossible to involve all employees in a decision. This 

would take too much time and effort for a company to take decisions this way. I would like to 

counter that objection. A solution could be that an employee council is formed, with 

representatives chosen by the employees. This elected council can participate in decision-

making processes in the name of all employees.  

For my next argument, I would like to cite a sentence out of Foley & Polanyi (2006): 

“Decision latitude, work–life balance and job security, all related to workplace democracy, 

have been found to affect employee health.” I myself did not knew this at first, until I read 

this. Empirical evidence has been found supporting the hypothesis that workplace democracy 

influences employees’ health. This, for me, is a very important reason to implement 

workplace democracy. It is found that low decision latitude and high psychological and social 

demanding work can increase the chance of stress-related illness. (e.g. Karasek et al., 1981) 

Conclusion 

To summarize, I think corporations should implement workplace democracy. Several reasons 

for this thesis have been given. First of all, I countered an objection that managers are experts 

in managing and employees are not. Employees are experts of their profession, so they should 

have some control over the decisions being made about their jobs and the way they have to 

do those jobs. Secondly, workplace democracy increases commitment towards the decisions, 

so workplace democracy increases openness to change. After that, an ethical argument was 

mentioned. If national government is formed democratically, why shouldn’t the workplaces 

in those governments be democratic? Objection that democracy takes too much time and 



efforts was countered by the solution of elected employee councils. Last but not least, 

workplace democracy has been proved to have a significant positive effect on the health of 

the employees.  

One limitation of the findings of this essay is the fact that it is based mostly on literature that 

supports workplace democracy. Little time has been invested on literature that are against 

workplace democracy. 

Another limitation is that most of my arguments are based on reason. Not all arguments have 

empirical evidence to support them. That would be a recommendation for future research. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Moderate workplace democracy 

Individual paper #3 

Introduction 

Nowadays a lot of organizations are on a crossroad, they can continue on in the hierarchical, 

top-down way of working, or they can try and implement a new strategy. Can workplace 

democracy be a good tool to do this that is the question. And if you decide to implement 

workplace democracy, how would you do this? Democracy has many different forms and you 

can implement this in a lot of ways.  

I will argue that employers should implement a moderate version of workplace democracy, 

keeping in mind the tension between intrinsic and instrumental value. 

This choice will be argumented through first looking at intrinsic and instrumental value and 

what they imply. After that look at the different versions of democracy and see which 

elements fit with a more moderate, balancing, approach. Lastly we refute the arguments and 

try to see things from a different perspective. In order to find this version of workplace 

democracy we first need to understand all the key points of relevance within this question, 

this will be done in the exposition part of this essay. 

Exposition 

Intrinsic value or authority can also be characterized as legitimacy. Intrinsic value is about 

equality, mainly political equality. All decisions should be made by the people that are 

subjected to the outcomes of these decisions. One reason to use this is for instance money. 

Money can be invested by one of the employees, money can be at stake if wrong decisions 

are made. These ‘’stakeholders’’ will want to be involved in the decision making. This 

intrinsic authority however can lead to problems such as wrong or bad decisions. For 

example, in order for all employees to be involved there is a lot of voting thus leads to less 

practicality within decision making. Instrumental value or authority can also be characterized 



as good decisions. All decisions should be made by the ones who have the expertise on the 

specific subject. The reason for this could be that all decisions will be made with all parts of 

the subject considered. The legitimacy of decisions will be much higher if the decisions are 

made by people who have expertise on the subject compared to people who are not involved 

with the subject. However instrumental authority can also lead to problems. What actually 

makes these decisions legitimate is a big question. Who decides who has expertise about a 

subject and who does not. Also a decision made by experts can lead to choices being made 

blindsided, only looking from that specific angle and not seeing the bigger picture. For 

instance, if the top management makes a decision without asking the workplace for help they 

might miss out on a big underlying issue. 

Aggregative democracy aims to provide a collective decision process that can determine the 

social preference, meaning collectively trying to find the best fitting process of decision 

making or voting. It consists out of two theorem, cordorcet jury theorem and the arrow’s 

impossibility theorem. The cordorcet theorem is about the probability that the outcome will 

be correct goes up when the crowd grows bigger. This however is no for every question and 

can be tricky with political questions, since there is not always a wrong or right answer. The 

arrow’s impossibility theorem is that there is no reasoned way to decide what kind of 

procedure is legitimate, for instance in democracy. The amount of votes does not matter and 

should not change the outcome. However the outcome can change due to a different way of 

voting. Deliberative democracy is the process of making decisions through the means of 

discussing and considering all arguments given. Let all people give reasons and present their 

arguments through the means of a public domain. Deliberative democracy aims at equality, 

there is value in the fact that we have an equal say.  This means that no one is allowed to 

scare another, pay of someone or threaten someone into not voting, or voting differently. 



Deliberative democracy is not just about voting but about discussing and finding an 

agreement. 

To summarize, adding workplace democracy is not just one formula, it has to be a well 

thought out decision that fits the organization at hand. First you have to see which authority 

you have, or will fit, within the organization, intrinsic or instrumental. And secondly, would 

aggregative or deliberative democracy fit best in the organization. 

Arguments 

I will argue that employers should implement a moderate version of workplace democracy, 

keeping in mind the tension between intrinsic and instrumental value. 

Instrumental authority is that all decisions should be made by the ones who have the expertise 

on the specific subject. This is immediately the first reason why it is very important to use 

instrumental authority, at least for certain decisions, all parties involved have the appropriate 

expertise. However there are some sight effects with choosing instrumental authority that you 

have to take into account. Firstly there is no other input in the decision making process. 

Meaning that not all parties affected by a decision had a say in the decision making. Another 

problem with instrumental authority is legitimacy. Who has the right expertise for a question? 

Who decides whether or not someone is an expert? And what would make this decision 

legitimate? These are all questions that can and probably will, come up when using an 

instrumental authority view in the decision making process. It is very useful for an 

organization to make decisions based on the correct expertise needed. However you need to 

take into account that this is not the case for all kinds of organizational questions, some 

questions require a more ‘’equal’’ approach. Needing more of a democracy view. Thus a 

more balanced and middle way of instrumental authority would be the right choice for an 

organization. Intrinsic authority is that all decisions should be made by the people that are 

subjected to the outcomes of these decisions. This already shows the first reason why 



intrinsic authority is a good way to make decisions within an organization, all people 

subjected are involved. No one will feel left out or unheard, leading to less conflict or 

discussions about the final decision. Leading to a higher employee satisfaction. If only the top 

management would make a decision they might miss what is going on at the ‘’bottom’’ of the 

organization and maybe missing vital information. However this way of decision making has 

a downside. Getting everyone involved in all of the decision making required within an 

organization takes a lot of time and money. All employees need to vote almost every day, 

maybe even multiple times a day. And even if all employees voted, the final decision can, 

almost, never please all parties involved since not all think alike. Also using intrinsic 

authority can lead to making a wrong choice. If the majority vote is uneducated or more 

morally than practically a final decision can backfire for the organization. Lastly, contracts 

can be involved. By signing a contract as an employee it is possible that you sign to give 

consent for others to make decisions. Intrinsic authority is a good way to make decisions 

looking at the new insights it might bring and making employees feel involved. However it 

has a lot of downsides, mostly time wise. This is why a more balanced or moderated use of 

intrinsic authority on the decision making process would fit very well within an 

organizational culture. This is because by implementing a moderate version you can for 

instance elect people to represent all peers, this immediately handles the problem of being 

unmorally.  

Democracy is about equality. Democracy can have two forms which you can implement and 

use. Democracy is a way for employees to feel equal, this can for instance, lead to a higher 

job satisfaction among employees. Which in turn can, and probably will, be beneficial for the 

organization looking at the motivation to work harder for the organization, or the pull of new 

and highly educated employees to the organization since it has a good reputation. This is why 



workplace democracy would be useful to implement within an organization. However to 

what extent and in which form? 

Aggregative democracy aims to provide a collective decision process that can determine the 

social preference, meaning collectively trying to find the best fitting process of decision 

making or voting. This is a very good and vital part of decision making, finding the best way 

for the organization to vote or make decisions. However, Foley and Polanyi (2006) say that 

there is still much to be learned about what the implications of workplace democracy are and 

how it links to health, citizenship and so on. It depends on which of the two theorems 

involved in aggregative democracy you look, whether or not it can be useful for an 

organization. The Arrow’s Impossibility Theorem suggests that not one procedure will 

change the individual preference to collective preference, while the Cordorcet Jury Theorem 

suggests that if a individual is more likely to be right, the majority vote or opinion will very 

likely be correct. Looking at this theorem using democracy is a very good thing, the bigger 

the voting or decision making crowd, the more likely the outcome will be correct. However 

looking at the Arrow’s Impossibility Theorem there is no reasoned way to decide what kind 

or procedure is legitimate, the amount of votes does not matter for the outcome. This is why a 

more moderate and balanced use of the aggregative democracy can be useful for an 

organization. In order to first try and find out which kind of decision making procedure is the 

best fit for the organization and see how far of an democracy can work for them. Deliberative 

democracy is the process of making decisions through the means of discussing and 

considering all arguments given. Using all arguments available the outcome will most likely 

be a good and considered one, whereas making a top-down decision could miss or overlook 

certain important parts involved in the decision making. Also listening and giving everyone a 

platform to feel safe and speak their minds freely will enhance the feeling of safety within the 

organization, and result in employees feeling heard. However the use of deliberative 



democracy also has its downfalls. Finding an agreement, reaching consensus, might be 

impossible in some cases. Even though everyone can speak their minds, the final decision 

might not always be able to please all parties involved, especially if it involves a bigger 

organization. Also some subjects can be more difficult to come to an agreement with, such as 

religion. Even after deliberation consensus might not be achieved, resulting in disagreement 

or even polarization. Besides this the deliberative model is very hard to reach, some might 

say impossible. It is almost impossible to achieve due to the fact that power differences will 

almost always remain in organization and real life. Resulting in pleasing behaviour or going 

with the crowd instead of speaking your own opinion. Foley and Polanyi (2006) however, 

express that denying workplace democracy is simply ethically wrong however there is still a 

lot of public dialogue needed that is directed towards the determination of how, and if, we 

should democratize workplaces.This is why a more moderate or balanced use of the 

deliberative democracy can be useful for an organization. Accepting diversity and possible 

disagreements means accepting that democracy is not always stable. This is why for some 

questions you cannot make a decision based on everyone’s opinion.  

Conclusion 

I will argue that employers should implement a moderate version of workplace democracy, 

keeping in mind the tension between intrinsic and instrumental value. 

It is very useful for an organization to make decisions based on all employees involved. 

Using intrinsic authority is a good way to make people feel involved. And deliberative 

democracy aims to find this collective solution, consensus. It is also very useful to make 

choices based on expertise about the subject, in order to get correct answers and decisions, 

thus making the use of instrumental authority a good choice. Aggregative authority aims to 

find the right way to come to an decision, the right decision making process.  



However all of these forms of democracy and authority have downsides. Mostly the fact that 

democracy is an almost unreachable goal, since consensus about all aspects and questions of 

an organization is almost impossible. This is why in order to make people feel involved 

workplace democracy is a good idea. However in order to make implementation possible and 

realistic we need to have a more moderate approach. This can in the future show if how, and 

if, implementation of a full workplace democracy is a good idea or not. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Joined conclusion 

After reading all the individual essays, we as a group of writers have to come to a collective 

decision, a collective conclusion. We all argued our opinion in a certain way, and ones way 

might change from the other. Multiple different arguments have been stated, based on 

different background information. Now, it’s time to summarize the most important 

arguments, and come to a collaborative conclusion on the burning question “Should 

corporations implement workplace democracy?” 

After reading all the individual essays, a first conclusion that we as a group of writers can 

make, is that corporations should implement workplace democracy. After our individual 

argumentation, we all came to this conclusion. In the next part of this conclusion, we try to 

combine our powers, select and summarize the most important arguments and finish with the 

joined conclusion. 

The first important reason in the different argumentations, is the fact that workplace 

democracy has positive effects on employees because it increases their health. As it reduces 

stress, it improves the work-life balance and the working-sphere. These positive effects for 

the employees translate into higher productivity and efficiency in their work, which in turn 

benefits the corporations.  

Workplace democracy benefits corporations in multiple other ways. For example, they 

benefit corporations because they are experts in their own job and are the best possible people 

to ask if you want to know how to improve their work. As employees are experts in their own 

profession, they should have some control over the decisions that are being made and the way 

they have to do those jobs. Giving them the opportunity to give input like that will make the 

employees more motivated to work hard for the corporation. This also increases the 

commitment of employees, which has a positive effect on their openness to change. When 



employees have a say in those changes, this benefits corporations tremendously when they 

have to operate in fast changing markets as they can adapt more easily.  

Another way in which corporations benefit from workplace democracy is a rather ethical one: 

corporations will be able to show that they are doing the right thing. When a state is being 

lead a democratic way, why would corporations not be? Why have democracy in the state 

environment, but be tyrannized on the workplace? It is often stated that democracy in the 

workplace would take too much time, but this problem could be solved easily with for 

instance the implementation of elected representatives in employee councils.  

Also mentioned in one of the individual papers is the importance of keeping in mind the 

tension between intrinsic and instrumental value. Using intrinsic authority might be a good 

way to make people feel involved. However, it is also useful to make expert choices, making 

use of instrumental authority. This could be combined in the use of aggregative authority. 

This type of authority aims to find the right way to come to a decision, the right decision 

making process. This would involve a democracy that has some decisions made by the 

employees and some by people that are experts in a certain subject. This type of democracy 

would still increase the involvement of the employees, so the benefits stated above would still 

be in place. 

We as a group think that the arguments above are our strongest arguments, and that only one 

conclusion is possible: corporations should implement workplace democracy! It does not 

only increase employee health, but also their productivity and commitment to the company. If 

you want to be governed in a democratic way (state-context), why don’t you govern yourself 

in a democratic way (organisation-context). Intrinsic and instrumental authority should be 

combined in our opinion, to make workplace democracy a complete success. But one thing 

for us is sure, workplace democracy is inevitable in multiple ways. 
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