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Introduction  

Within Political Philosophy the question; ‘Who should rule?’ is often discussed. (Parvin 

& Chambers, 2012). In the Western society, we are familiar with democracy as a way of 

structuring regulations. But what is democracy? In this introduction and paper, we will describe 

democracy, the two different types of democracy, the values of democracy and workplace 

democracy.  

To start with democracy. Democracy is a political structure in which the people are the 

ones who have the power to rule, the ideal of democracy is self-ownership. As said by Parvin 

and Chambers (2012): “So in democratic systems of government power is held by ‘the people’ 

rather than ‘some people’” (p. 84). According to this not a small group of people has the right to 

rule, but all people have the right to rule. There are two models of democracy: aggregative 

democracy, and deliberative democracy, both are based on self-ownership, but they make a 

distinction in how democracy should be implemented (Cawston, 2019). 

Aggregative democracy builds upon the individual preferences of society. By means of 

collective decision procedures, these individual preferences are aggregated to a collective 

preference. Everyone has a vote in this type of democracy, these votes will be added up, which 

leads to a collective preference (Cawston, 2019).  

Deliberative democracy on the other hand, focuses on a democracy in which debate is the 

most important way to achieve consensus. All actors who are participating in deliberative 

democracy have an equal opportunity to discuss their arguments in order to influence the 

outcome of the debate (Cawston, 2019). 
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Why do we value democracy?  

First, democracy can be valuable because it leads to positive outcomes. In this case the 

positive outcome is a correct decision. One of the arguments in favour of this instrumental value, 

is the Condorcet Jury Theorem (Cawston, 2019). This theory describes; if the average person has 

a higher chance to be right than wrong, then majority is most likely to be right. Besides that, the 

fact that participating in democracy could lead to more political involvement and development of 

own opinions, shows also the instrumental value of democracy (Cawston, 2019).   

 Next to this, democracy is valuable on its own, which is the intrinsic value of democracy. 

The fact that democracy establishes political equality and freedom is already a sufficient reason 

to establish democracy. People are political equal within a democracy, because they all have the 

same status; no one is perceived to have a greater voice in the decision making. The freedom of 

people is respected, because they live in a political structure in which there is non-domination; 

they have a say in the laws and rules laid upon them. Freedom as non-domination is defined as 

republican freedom (Cawston, 2019).  

 

Workplace democracy  

Then, about the topic ‘workplace democracy’. Workplace democracy is about employees 

who have concrete control or power within the organization. For instance, it is not about the 

participation or input of an employee, but really about the right to vote. So, it is not about having 

a seat, but about having a real vote. Workplace democracy is a concept that is viewed from two 

different sides. Some argue democracy is beneficial for the workplace and others suppose that 

workplace democracy is disadvantageous for corporations. By showing the following example, 

we want to make workplace democracy more concrete: Imagine you are working for a big 
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multinational corporation. This corporation consists of different employee functions as CEO(s), 

managers, supervisors, team leaders, cleaners and administrative staff. At one point in time, this 

multinational must choose between two investment plans. You can ask yourself: is it necessary 

to involve everyone in this important decision? For example, does an administrative assistant or 

a cleaner have the right knowledge and/or experience to play a role within this decision? 

Moreover, is it efficient for the company to collect all preferences and discuss with the whole 

company about this investment plan? However, you could also approach it from the other side. 

All employees have the right to have a voice and express their opinions and interests. So, by 

implementing workplace democracy, everyone in the corporation has a vote and the opportunity 

to show their expressions.  

By presenting this example, the contradicting views of workplace democracy are shown. 

Within this paper three individual papers with conflicting views will reflect upon the question: 

‘Should corporations implement workplace democracy?’ The first two papers will discuss why 

organizations should not implement workplace democracy and the last one will discuss the 

opposite; organizations should implement workplace democracy, in a nuanced way. At the end, 

this paper provides a general conclusion. This conclusion contains a summary of the different 

views upon workplace democracy within organizations and critical notes of this collective report.  
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Individual paper #1 

We live in a western world; liberal thoughts and the capitalistic view are always present 

around us. In the past, we have seen powerful authorities who made the decisions for us. One of 

the most valuable things we hold nowadays is that we have our own sovereignty. We, as 

westerns, value the inclusion in decision-making processes and dislike whenever a decision is 

forced upon us. In our society we are able to choose what we want our own, in a representative 

way, we choose who makes the decisions for us and what rules, in the shape of laws, and we 

force upon ourselves. 

In our workplace, these same values are not represented very well. At most offices and 

headquarters there is a clear hierarchy and written in stone who makes the final decisions and 

who is held responsible. One could argue that this comes from a historic perspective in which in 

old producing factories the ultimate goal was efficiency and having one, or a few, people making 

quick decisions could boost this productivity. People would argue that nowadays these values of 

trying to produce as much as possible is obsolete and you need more creativity and work towards 

more sustainable goals. Personally, I will argue that a democratic workplace should not be 

implemented. From more personal experiences I find coming to a consensus is generally very 

timely. Having to come to a consensus for all day-to-day decisions in a team would end up in a 

situation in which barely any decisions are made. Moreover, I feel coming to a consensus tends 

to push decisions to the middle-grounds while sometimes radical decisions must be made in 

order to take a high risk, high reward situation that could benefit the team in the end.   In this 

short essay, I will try to discover more about democracy in the workplace and see if my initial 

opinion that disagrees with implementing democracy in the workplace could be changed after 

getting more insight in what democracy truly means, the values it represents and how this is done 

in practice. 
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Democracy, what is democracy? 

Before I can make up my mind on implementing democracy in our workplace, I have to 

be familiar with the term itself. Democracy is very often seen as a purely political structure in 

which the inhabitants on a certain country, city and or region have the right to decide for 

themselves. The first iteration of political democracy goes all the way back to the old Greeks in 

Athene over 2500 years ago. In the city-state of Athene male citizens had equal political rights, 

freedom of speech, and the opportunity to participate directly in the political arena (Cartwright, 

2018). I must keep in mind that woman, slaves and foreigners did not have the right to engage in 

the political decision-making process so one could argue how democratic it really was. From the 

Athenian democracy till modern democracy I have found many kinds of democratic systems. All 

the democratic systems assume that the sovereignty of the people is owned by the people. This 

means they create their own laws, regulations and take care in the enforcement of these written 

institutions. Academics have been looking at the different democratic systems ever since as well 

and have clearly made the distinction between a handful of democratic models. I will briefly 

touch on these democratic models discussed in one of our lectures before discussing their 

practice in the workplace.  

Aggregative Democracy: Aggregative democracy is democracy by simply saying the 

majority vote always wins. There is moral equality, every person just has a single vote and to 

come to a conclusion simply take the sum of both sides and see who has the most.  

Deliberative Democracy: Deliberative democracy is more focused on the process. 

Whereas the aggregative democracy would normally come to a decision without any 

negotiations, talks or discussions due to everyone voting personally, deliberative democracy 

works towards a consensus in the group. They agree to disagree and would like to settle a 
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decision in the middle ground after everyone having their fair share of the process. This could 

sometimes lead to indecisiveness when no consensus is achieved. 

Democratic legitimacy. 

One could argue that if democracy as a concept was not seen as legitimate, no democratic 

system would ever be able to exist as the ones who should run such a system won’t stand behind 

it. Democracy holds a few values on its own. What I took with me from the information of the 

lecture on democracy was that besides an instrumental value, democracy being able to produce 

good/correct decisions, the intrinsic values were much more important for me. Political equality 

and freedom create an environment in which everyone is equal and there is no one that has the 

power to enforce a decision upon the rest. This is important for me because I do not believe that 

some people are naturally more important than others. When someone unknowingly stands 

against an expert who strongly recommends a certain decision, I do not believe that the 

unknowing person should be forced to take what the expert decides for granted and could still 

make his/her own decision. In politics we constantly make fundamental decisions that come from 

our own values. I do suspect that my own values come from how I grew up and what my parents 

taught me. Being there for the people around you, build your life upon the communities you are 

part of and the fact that there are always social groups you could fall back on are things very 

important to me, however, others might value sustainability or sharing resources equally. The 

point I am trying to make is that these values and decisions are very personal and come close to 

your true-self and no one has the right to be the decision-maker in your own life. Later I will 

argue why I do not completely see this the same way in the workplace. 
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Democracy at the workplace 

What is democracy at the workplace? It is not as simple as everyone just taking part in 

everything the company and everyone’s opinion and view is asked in the decision-making 

process. Democracy at the workplace stands for a dimension of control in which the 

votes/decisions by the employees should have consequences and have the final say in the 

decision making. As I stated before, my initial position on having democracy at our workplaces 

is against it. Yet, I would like to structure my reasoning by taking on arguments of previous 

academic work for and against it to better inform myself and come to a final answer in the end. 

I start by reading an article by Foley and Polanyi (2006). They state that governments and the 

public sector have seen an increase in complex social problems and more public demand for 

greater participation and accountability. Moreover, they shape their article in three main parts. 

1.   Conventional Arguments for Workplace Democracy 

2.   The Health-Based Argument for Workplace Democracy 

3.   The Employee rights movement 

 

In short, in the first part Foley and Polanyi look at the more conventional arguments. 

They argue that employee participation has an impact on organizational outcomes such as 

productivity morale. Found in empirical research, the impact of employee participation could 

either be positive or negative. Furthermore, they think that a democratic workplace encourages 

public participation and develops the individual attitudes and psychological qualities. 

Unfortunately for them, these last findings are barely supported in empirical research. Lastly, 

under the conventional arguments, they that it is the “right” thing to do and follow Dahl’s 

reasoning. Dahl simply states that if we use democracy for our governmental structure, why 

don’t we use this in our workplace?  
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The second part, the Health-Based Argument, is again split into three parts but I would 

like to keep it short. I make this decision because I do not feel like I have the competence to 

argue with researchers on health. Decision Latitude, which can be reduced by implementing 

democracy, is related to heart disease symptoms. Job security could be improved by 

implementing democracy and lastly the work-life balance could be improved. 

Thirdly Foley and Polanyi take a more historic perspective and argue that workplace 

democracy has been of interest since the 18th century. Large multinational corporations have 

developed over time and have gotten more powerful and can take decisions that affect large 

populations of people. Due to these power differences a Chief Executive Officer could make a 

decision that could have a huge impact on people’s life. They argue that these huge power 

differences should be reduced by introducing more democracy in the workplace. 

Good idea, bad idea? 

Reading through the arguments by Foley and Polanyi make me question my initial 

position. In my opinion their strongest arguments are that introducing a workplace democracy 

could improve the health of the employees. I believe that health is one of the most important 

things of a human life; if it has been proven that our current systems impose serious health 

problems I believe that if we could improve these conditions by introducing a democratic 

workplace it might be worth it from this on its own. Furthermore, in the beginning I thought that 

productivity would only decrease due to decision being taken in a timely manner. Right now, 

with all the new knowledge I could put this in perspective and see this could only be a problem if 

you would go for the deliberative model in which you would always work towards a group 

consensus. Using an aggregative model does not have to be very lengthy but could still cause 

some of the benefits of implementing democracy. 
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Reading through the arguments also made me think of the division of responsibility. 

Initially I thought it would be more difficult to make a whole group responsible for a decision. 

Whenever it goes wrong, it is difficult to isolate if the mistakes were made by an individual or by 

group dynamics. By having one authority, a leader, in the group you could easily see where he 

made a step towards the wrong direction, evaluate that and hope he will do better next time. 

Revisiting this initial made me think it would be more fair to divide the responsibility over the 

whole team rather than claiming the success of the team but blaming the faults on one person. 

Still, while writing this my gut feeling tells me it is not a smart idea to implement democracy in 

the workplace. It is especially the saying by Dahl that bothers me to some extent. For me, there is 

a significant difference between our governmental system and our workplace. You are born in an 

environment, you grow up in the country with the values that are seen as valuable and therefore 

you do not have a full choice if you either agree or disagree with the system you grow up in. In 

your career, you are the deciding factor who chooses where to work and what culture you obey. 

On an organizational level, unlike the environment in which you are born in, joining a specific 

organization is purely a decision you can make freely. You have the freedom of choice to either 

enter an organization, not to enter an organization and even leave an organization after you 

entered it and found out it does not align with your own values. By entering an organization, you 

acknowledge their values and accept the fact that in exchange for your time and expertise you 

hand in some of your sovereignty. Opposing to joining an organization and handing in some of 

your own sovereignty is becoming an entrepreneur. Becoming an entrepreneur makes you able to 

take part in each and every decision-making process but also brings risk to your life. That is what 

justifies a non-democratic working place within organizations. The organization stands for much 
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broader challenges and greatly reduces your transaction costs that in exchange you hand in some 

of your sovereignty. 

Moreover, I do still believe that however by using an aggregative model the productivity 

and efficiency could be improved, the quality of the decisions might not be ideal while using a 

deliberative model might not be productive or efficient but could improve the quality of the 

decision. Therefore I still feel like you should use both models in your organization but the final 

say should be at one person who is well aware of the democratic values, does listen to concerns 

voiced by the employees but makes decisions, taking risks, on his or her account. On a team 

level, I do believe that implementing a workplace democracy would be beneficial. We see an 

increase in self-managing teams that are successful and able to solve highly complex problems, 

work very efficiently, be very productive and have higher employee satisfaction. The impact on 

health could be realized by tackling decision latitude. Maybe the decision latitude could not be 

completely reduced so that everyone can get involved in every decision, decision latitude could 

still be reduced that within a team you are involved in every decision. 
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Individual paper #2 

 

1. Introduction and thesis statement 

Imagine you are working for a high school. This non-profit organization consists of 

different employees and employers: directors, teachers, IT people, janitors and cleaners for 

example. Of course, decisions must be made within this organization. Decisions about; firing 

employees who are not doing their job well, new equipment for teachers to teach, new goals or 

guidelines within the high school. What you can ask yourself: is it necessary to involve everyone 

in these decisions? For instance, does a cleaner have something to do with the new equipment for 

teachers or does janitors have some right to judge or fire a teacher?  

The topic I want to mention with this example is workplace democracy. It is a concept 

with many different positive and negative views. Some people say democracy is beneficial for 

the workplace of organizations and others see a lot of problems with workplace democracy.  

In this essay, I will defend my opinion about workplace democracy and give an answer to the 

following question: Should corporations implement workplace democracy? To conclude my 

opinion, my thesis statement is the following: corporations should not implement workplace 

democracy. To substantiate my statement, I will firstly explain the relevant topics of workplace 

democracy, then defense my opinion about it and give some objections with responses. And in 

the end, I will summarize my thoughts and arguments.  

 

2. Exposition 

Some relevant topics need to be explained to provide a clear answer to the question with 

good argumentation. First of all, it is important to know what is meant by workplace democracy. 
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It is not just about the input or participation of an employee to the organization, but it is also 

about concrete power and control, for example having the right to vote. Within (workplace) 

democracy, there are two types: aggregative and deliberative democracy.  

To start with aggregative way of democracy. This is about the natural part of democracy; 

there are some individual’s preferences that will be transformed into a social or collective 

preference. In other words, individuals have a vote, by collecting all these votes a collective 

preference is determined. An important dimension within aggregative democracy is the 

Condorcet Jury Theorem of the wisdom of the crowds. It is about the following: when the 

Average Person has more chance to be correct than wrong, then the majority opinion is very 

likely to be right. This indicates the potential power of aggregative democracy.  

Next to this, you have the deliberative way of democracy, which aims consensus without 

a voting system. It is about processing and debating arguments of all involved people. So present 

ideas to each other and listen to each other in a structured and fair way. Deliberative democracy 

consists of two ideals: a procedural ideal and a substantive ideal. The first one is about claims 

that are bolstered by a force of arguments or reasons. The second one considers that deliberation 

should not influenced through asymmetries of resources or power. Moreover, there are radical or 

agonistic democratic theorists. They argued an unstable form of democracy. They understand the 

possibility of having disagreements; there will not be always a consensus.  

 

3. Argument 

I will provide some arguments, which substantiate my thesis statement: corporations 

should not implement workplace democracy. To start with the impracticability of democracy, 

especially the deliberative way of democracy. As mentioned before this type of democracy is 
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about consensus. So, after discussing with each other there must be consensus about a specific 

topic. I think this is unrealistic and unfeasible in practice, because it is not possible to always 

have consensus. In my opinion most of the time there will be people, within the organization, 

who have different opinions which lead to disagreements. As the radical or agonistic democratic 

theorists mentioned: it is not possible to always have consensus. Additionally, it is not bad to 

have disagreements. I think variance in opinions will lead to a critical view to each other’s 

opinions and arguments, which make the decisions about several topics better in the end.  

Also, for the aggregative way of democracy it is not very suitable in practice. It takes too 

much time and it is not efficient to collect all the votes of all employees within the organization 

with every decision that must be made. It is not only about collecting these votes, but also the 

accuracy of these votes. To come back to the example of high schools in the beginning. When a 

high school must make decisions about implementation of new teaching developments or 

guidelines, it is then necessary to involve all employees? For example, what does a cleaner know 

about new teaching developments and guidelines? Moreover, if this cleaner has to vote about a 

new implementation for teaching guidelines, he or she must read about this specific topic for a 

good and valuable vote, which takes a lot of time.  

Another argument is about the problem that comes within aggregative democracy. When 

there are different voting procedures, there will be different outcomes. To make this concrete I 

will give two examples of voting procedures, both procedures consists of four voters (i, ii, iii, iv) 

who all have four options that they can choose from (A, B, C, D). Within the first procedure 

(Table 1) they must indicate what is their first, second, third and fourth choice. Table 1 shows the 

different choices of the voters. The first choice gets four points, the second choice three points, 

the third choice two points and the last choice gets one point. In the end all choices get a 
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weighted amount by counting the points. The option with the highest weighted amount will be 

the outcome, which in this case is C. The other procedure (Table 2) is about voters who only 

have to indicate what their first choice is out of the same four options (A, B, C, D). In this case 

the outcome will be the option that is chosen the most (the majority rule), which is B. These 

examples show different outcomes through different voting procedures, which is risky for 

organizations when they must make an important decision.  

Table 1 Outcome of a voting procedure (Cawston, 2019)  

  

Table 2 Outcome of a voting procedure (Cawston, 2019) 

  

Moreover, I think it is hard for corporations that consist of organizations within different 

countries to implement democracy. In these different countries there will be various cultures, 

which consists of different political systems. So, imagine you are working within your 

corporations with organizations that do not have a democratic political system. In my opinion, 

this will lead to difficulties within the corporation, because they are not familiar and maybe are 

not willing to work with or implement this democratic system.  

Nevertheless, there are two possible objections to my thesis statement. The first one is 

about employee rights (Foley & Polanyi, 2006). This argument mentioned the increasing power 

and influence of big corporations as multinationals that made decisions which have huge 

consequences for a lot of human lives. A solution to this problem is employee control through 
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workplace democracy. I think this could be a proper solution, but it will also lead to more 

problems. When democracy is implemented within the organization it takes a lot of time to 

gather all votes and/or to get a consensus. I think this is not efficient for the corporation’s 

outcomes, because they are wasting time by gathering these votes and that is not beneficial when 

you have to take fast decisions nowadays. Furthermore, employers of multinationals in this case 

have greater interest in the performance. It is logical that they have the right to say more and 

carry more about the outcomes, because they are responsible and taking higher risks.   

Next to this, the other objection is about the Health-based argument (Foley & Polanyi, 

2006). This argument indicates that workplace democracy conduces to better health by arguing 

that this leads to a better work-life balance. Moreover, it states that poor employee health is 

costly. I partially disagree with this argument, because I think that workplace democracy could 

lead to better health of employees but is not the most important factor for it. In my opinion, there 

are other factors that are more important for the health of employees, such as the atmosphere at 

the workplace, the relationships with your colleagues and job satisfaction. Employees will be fit 

and enthusiast when they are satisfied with their job, are trusting their colleagues and love to 

work together. Team building days are an example of creating more trust among colleagues in 

your corporation. To increase the job satisfaction of employees, which leads to better employee 

health, the corporation could create opportunities for development or growth, for example.  

 

4. Conclusion 

To conclude my thesis statement about why corporations should not implement 

workplace democracy I gave several arguments. The first one was about the impracticability of 

deliberative democracy, because it is not always possible to have consensus. The second 
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argument stated the impracticability of aggregative democracy, because it is not efficient, and it 

takes too much time for the corporation. Another problem with the aggregative democracy was 

the different outcomes that are generated from different voting procedures. The last one was 

about the difficulties within corporations that consists of different countries and different 

political systems. However, two objections were considered: the argument about employee rights 

and the health-based argument. The first one has been invalidated by the increasing problems by 

implementing workplace democracy and the second one by giving other more important factors 

that leads to better levels of employee health. One outstanding issue could be the corporation 

size. There will be differences in the outcomes of the implementation of workplace democracy in 

small and big corporations.  
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Individual paper #3 

Introduction 

We live in a world where we spend most of our time at work. In general, 8 hours a day, 5 

days a week and that for a significant amount of years of your life. When we talk about our 

national government, we find equality and freedom very important. At the workplace, most 

employees do not have the ability to get involved in decision making. Why should employees not 

be able to have something to say in what is going on?                          

  There are multiple ways to implement more decision-making authority for employees, in 

this paper the phenomenon workplace democracy is discussed. Workplace democracy means that 

employees will be involved in the decision-making process of the organization, they will not 

only provide their own opinion, they participate in deciding. Workplace democracy is a multi-

discussed topic, in this paper; I will argue that a nuanced form of workplace democracy should 

be implemented by corporations. This nuanced type of workplace democracy would consist of a 

representative democracy, used for topics that are directly related to the subject; functioning of 

employees.              

This essay will be built up as follows; first I will discuss the general definition and 

characteristics of (workplace) democracy. Secondly, I will explain the problem with the current 

situation in the workplace; republican unfreedom and political inequality. To resolve this issue, I 

will argue in favour of workplace democracy. Further I will discuss some problems that could 

arise with workplace democracy and offer some counters and solutions to resolve these issues. 

Eventually, I will end with my nuanced workplace democracy I argue in favour of. Lastly, there 

will be a conclusion that summarized the whole argumentation of this essay. 
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Exposition 

Before starting the argumentation about workplace democracy, it is important we define 

(workplace) democracy. Democracy in its broad sentence means that people are the ones that 

rule the state or the form of government. The decisions people take in democracy is either direct, 

so they directly give their own opinion, which is called direct democracy. Or through selected 

members of society, who will stand for the interests of the society, which is called representative 

democracy (Parvin & Chambers, 2012). 

Parvin & Chambers (2012) argue that democracy protects the political equality. With 

political equality is meant that everyone within the society or organisations has the same amount 

of power. Besides political equality, democracy also respects the republican freedom of the 

individuals. Republican freedom is argued by Anderson (2015) to be violated in the current state 

of the workplace. According to her republican freedom is defined as: “… no one is dominating 

you – you are subject to no one’s arbitrary, unaccountable will.” (Anderson, 2015, p. 40) 

According to Anderson an employee is subject to the will of his or her employer, even if the 

employer does not act upon his power position you are still under the domination of someone.   

Workplace democracy and employee participation should not be confused with each 

other. As Foley and Polanyi (2006) stated that there is a difference between workplace 

democracy and employee participation. Employee participation means that employees are 

involved, and their opinion is heard. Workplace democracy builds further on this and includes 

decision making. Employee participation is thus not as elaborate as workplace democracy, it 

does not mean that the opinion of the employees is necessarily binding in decision-making, this 

is the case with workplace democracy. Employees are cooperating with the management in 

making decisions when workplace democracy is in place, which ensures that employees can 
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express their own interests (Foley & Polanyi, 2006). Now that the stage is set, I will continue 

with arguments on why and how workplace democracy should be installed. 

Arguments 

Anderson describes a very radical picture of the workplace governance nowadays. Still, 

even with this radical image she shows the problems with the current situation. She argues that in 

modern society, the workplace is a form of private government. By government she means 

everyone who is subject to some authority, someone who can give you orders and punish you if 

you do not comply. The private part indicates that people are kept out of the decision making, 

and do not have a voice in what is ordered to them, it is none of their business. (Anderson, 2015). 

Her biggest concern regarding this private governance is that the ones who are subject to this 

government are unfree, their republican freedom is violated. This is the problem with the current 

situation in the workplace.  

Andersons (2015) solution is to move from private government to public government. 

With public government she means; “if something is ‘public’, that means it is the business of a 

more or less well-defined group of people …, such that no one is entitled to exclude any member 

of the group from making it their business.” (Anderson, 2015, p. 98). Anderson provides 

multiple alternatives to come to this state of governance, one of them is; voice. She argues that 

although there is a hierarchy within the workplace, this does not account for the fact that the 

employees do not play a role in the decision making, workplace democracy is one way of 

establishing a voice for the employees (Anderson, 2015). The arguments Anderson provides, are 

important in the discussion about workplace democracy, they state a big problem with the 

current way of organizing the workplace. Employees should not be unfree and to some extent 

should be equal to their superiors. I do acknowledge that there is a difference between 



21 

democracy established in the state and in the workplace because there are some practical 

inefficiencies that constrain the implementation of workplace democracy. But democracy would 

be the solution to the current problem of employees being republican unfree and constantly under 

the domination of an employer. Therefore, I argue in favour of workplace democracy. 

A counterargument to invalidate the problem of non-freedom is the fact that employees 

have signed a contract and, as it were, have given permission to the employer to lead and make 

decisions in their own way. Besides that, Foley and Polanyi (2006) argue that because employees 

freely stepped into this contract and they can step out of it at any time, employees do not have 

the right to have a say in the decision making. Looking at Anderson (2015), she argues that not 

everyone who enters into an employment relationship gets the chance to negotiate the contract 

they sign. The notion that employees are freely entering the term of a contract is thus false. So, 

the conclusion still follows that employees have no republican freedom in an employee- 

employer relationship.  

Additionally, it might not always be easy to end a labor contract. Resigning involves 

problems; you are not entitled to unemployment benefits and part of your financial security is 

lost for the future. Breaking an employment contract is not an easy choice to make, which thus 

limits the freedom of the employee. To be specific the positive freedom of the employees is 

violated. Parvin and Chambers (2012) say; “Any constraint will count if it prevents the individual 

from acting as she chooses.” (p. 14). In this case the financial disadvantages of breaking a 

contract interfere with their freedom. Even though, some argue that employees are free because 

they entered the contract freely, this is not true, because breaking a contract constraints 

employees’ positive freedom. 
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Workplace democracy is not without problems; Anderson (2015) argues that workplace 

democracy could lead to extra costs. Because of contradicting interests within the organization, 

negotiation can lead to a delay in the decision-making process. Democracy means it takes a 

longer period to make decisions, this is for businesses not profitable; organizations gain 

competitive advantages with fast reactions to environmental uncertainties (Foley & Polanyi, 

2006). In my opinion, Anderson's argument about the workplace being a private government is 

somewhat extreme, In my opinion. Her arguments about employees being unfree and not 

political equal I do find important; therefore, democracy would be the solution. But considering 

the practical inefficiencies it could bring to corporations; I argue in favour of a specific type of 

workplace democracy, namely; a representative democracy. This will ensure that the decision-

making is not delayed, that employees are still involved in decision making, have political 

equality and republican freedom. Besides that, the representatives of the employees have this 

task in addition to their current work, which means they get the time to get involved in the 

decisions that needs to be made. 

A representative democracy could be opposed by Foley and Polanyi (2006), they state 

that employers have invested a lot more money and time in the company, which means that 

employers have more motivation to ensure organizational success and they have a lot more risk, 

meaning that they could lose a lot. I would like to add to this, that owners of a company have the 

right to freely organize their business in the way they want. Emphasizing that I do think it is 

important to take employees into account when deciding. In many situations’ employees should 

have something to say about what is happening to the company. The owner of the company is the 

one who should have the most decision-making power towards business related subjects as 
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investments for example. Employees should be involved in the decision making that is directly 

related to their functioning in the workplace.   

Conclusion 

With this last addition we reach a complete nuanced version of workplace democracy; a 

representative democracy only used for decisions that are directly connected with the functioning 

of employees within the company.  

The current situation concerning the workplace is struggling with problems, employees 

have no republican freedom and there is political inequality, as Anderson argues. This can be 

solved by setting up workplace democracy, but this also brings some problems with it. Firstly, 

democracy ensures that decision-making will be delayed, for the company this means the 

possible lack of a competitive advantage over other companies. Secondly, the owners of the 

company run the greatest risk if the company fails, they have invested money and have the right 

to organize their own business the way they want. To solve these problems, I advocate a 

representative democracy. Where only a small group of elected employees participate in the 

decision-making process and will represent the interests of the other employees. Besides, 

democracy will not apply to decisions that are not directly applicable for working within the 

company. 
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Group Conclusion  

Three answers have been given in the individual papers based on personal reasoning and 

values. In the first paper the author decides to question his initial view by informing himself with 

the positives and negatives of a workplace democracy to revisit the original statement and bring 

a more nuanced answer. The answer given to the question is that however workplace democracy 

is something good idealistically for society, by joining an organization you give up some of your 

sovereignty and must accept the fact that you do not have a say in all decisions. The second 

paper argues against a workplace democracy and takes a more practical approach and addresses 

the impracticalities a workplace democracy would bring to a corporation. The third paper takes 

another look at the discussion. It is argued that due to our work having such a significant role in 

our life it is important to make it the most enjoyable as possible and we should look past 

impracticalities but aim for what makes the employees feel the best.  

 

We can formulate a cohesive answer to the initial question: “Should corporations 

implement workplace democracy?”. Combining the individual essays, it looks like the 

impracticalities of a democratic workplace and the fact that an organization is something you 

choose to become part of, you could leave at all times, shift our overall view against the 

statement. However, we do recognize the benefits of implementing a workplace democracy and 

therefore we would like to achieve these benefits without a fully-fledged democratic decision-

making process. It is not argued that a democratic workplace is something bad and causes much 

harm to anyone, but the three individual papers show why it is impractical and maybe not the 

best option. We are looking for something that; make the employees feel included and valuable 

in their role within the organization. We believe employee participation could do that; employee 
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participation is different from a democratic workplace as the opinions of the employees will be 

heard but not taken as a vote in the decision making. Employee participation could stimulate 

commitment to the organization in which employees feel included, valuable and happy within 

the organization. If an employee does not agree with the values and would like to have a larger 

say in the operational procedures of the organization, he could try to start to make a change or 

leave the organization and create an organization for him-/herself that does uphold does values.  

 

On a more critical note, do the impracticalities of a democratic workplace justify the 

focus on employee participation instead of aiming for the utopia? As mentioned earlier the 

individual papers all see the value of workplace democracy but the fact that they are written by 

just three academic students, who are somewhat educated to work efficiently and in a strict 

regime of deadlines and templates, could lead to a situation in which fundamental values are 

dropped much quicker to come to a specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time-bound 

(SMART) goal. The “no” answer is more an answer of that we would not recommend it because 

there is a high likelihood of the corporation collapsing than it is that we deem it morally bad. 

This limits the essence of answering such a fundamental, philosophical question. Maybe, in the 

future, we should take it one step further than this specific case and see if it is always good to 

aim for the best moral in each setting. It might be that a certain standard will do. If that is not the 

case and the answer to the previous question is yes, you should not stop discussing workplace 

democracy after looking just at the impracticalities. You should try to overcome these based on 

moral arguments. Another limitation is that the assumption has been created that you could 

freely choose to leave the organization if you do not agree with their values. This might be true 

looking purely at the contract between employers and employees, in reality we all know the 
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decision of leaving your job has massive consequences that will make you feel obliged to stay in 

the organization.  

 

In short, in our group we have reached the consensus that aiming for full workplace 

democracy is not the right decision, however you could argue that it is morally the best. 

Impracticalities and the difference between an organization and society makes it so that 

workplace democracy is not in favour of the organizations, this could lead to termination, and 

therefore will have a negative impact on the employees of the organization. Employee 

participation could bring some benefits of workplace democracy without limiting the current 

operations of a corporation too much. Questions that can be discussed in further research might 

be; Do we really need workplace democracy, or is employee participation enough?  

We do recognize that the answers come from students that are educated more practical and 

recognize that the deeper discussion lays within the question if you should strive for the best 

things to do morally in each setting. We believe that might not be the case and therefore think no 

workplace democracy should be implemented in corporations.  
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