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Introduction  

The struggle for power has preoccupied much of human history and granting validity to 

this power has always been an important conversation for philosophers. Throughout different 

contexts, opinions on the right to rule have changed, shaping the way political systems and 

institutions are structured. In modern times, with a globalized shift towards liberalism, 

democracy upholds the penultimate liberal values of equality and freedom in the political sphere. 

This collection of essays put forward the question: why is not the same applied to the workplace? 

  Through the study of political authority the same issues raised in politics can be applied 

to contemporary forms of authority such as the workplace. The following essays firstly use the 

comparison between the western government and workplace to highlight the double standards, 

asserting that the workplace should be held to the same. Each essay then departs in opinion on 

the matter of to what extent workplace democracy should be implemented. 

  Political authority refers to the right to command and sanction in cases of non-

compliance and attitudes regarding this have evolved with shifting social and political values 

throughout history. 

  Thomas Hobbs put forward the foundations of modern political authority theory in the 

context of the English civil war.  Arising from a context of political unrest, in which he 

witnessed the unfavorable implications of a disorganized political authority, Hobbs took an 

absolutist perspective on power. Hobbs introduced the term ‘state of nature’, which he described 

as the condition in which without authority and consequences for one’s actions, people would 

live as ‘every man for himself’ and therefore lacking in trust for one another. In order to escape 

this ‘state of nature’ Hobbes asserts that we must give up our own rights to individual political 



authority and place the power in one individual thus creating what he himself describes as a 

‘monster’. 

  In fear of the absolute power of this ‘monster’ John Locke (1690) asserted that there must 

be a limit on the power of the ruler. With his introduction of the radical notion that every person 

is born free and equal with no natural right to rule, Locke asserted that this limit on power is only 

legitimized by consent. Acknowledging how difficult it would be to obtain explicit consent from 

every citizen, Locke introduced the notion of tacit consent. He stated that in living within state 

and reaping the benefits of doing so, implies consent to the decisions made by the ruler of said 

state. Locke’s emphasis limits on the power of the ruler laid the foundation for the modern 

libertarian tradition that asserts the need for a minimal state. Modern patterns of political 

authority follow this line of thinking with the globalization of western liberalism. Liberal society 

values equality and freedom above all else and therefore encourages a minimal state to uphold 

the individual’s freedom. Democracy was introduced as a new way to make political authority 

legitimate as it upholds the value of equality as each individual is granted one equal vote. 

  The historical progression of political authority that gave rise to the current context of 

this conversation of workplace democracy has been outlined to examine the theoretical roots of 

the modern day thinking that we take for granted and to identify the similarities that still exist 

today. In drawing comparisons between these vastly different contexts, the seemingly antiquated 

nature of the modern-day workplace is called to attention and highlights the importance of the 

conversation of democracy within the modern workplace. 

One of the most used arguments for implementing workplace democracy is that 

democracy is valuable even if it does not produce the best outcomes, workplace democracy 

respects freedom and political equality which are both very valued concepts in political 



philosophy. On the other hand there has been argued that workplace democracy may be 

impractical because in the current fast-changing environments, where most organizations find 

themselves in, quick decision making is required and therefore implementing workplace 

democracy may be impractical and be a cause of a degrading level of efficiency. 

This journal will cover theories about workplace democracy, the most important 

definitions regarding workplace democracy, a brief outline of the history of workplace 

democracy, arguments for and against workplace democracy, our own opinions regarding 

workplace democracy and concluding statements concerning the value of workplace democracy 

for employers and for employees. 

In this paper, we all argue that workplace democracy should be implemented. But all the 

papers agree that it should only be implemented up to a certain level. The first paper argues that 

it should only be implemented if the decision-making affects the employees and the second and 

third paper add that implementing workplace democracy at every aspect of the decision-making 

process might not be good for the length of the decision-making process as sometimes quick 

decision-making is necessary in a fast changing environment. Every paper argues in favour of 

workplace democracy, but we put the first paper there because it has the strongest political 

philosophy arguments.  

 

Individual paper #1 

Introduction and thesis 

I will argue that corporations should implement workplace democracy if it affects the employees’ 

structure of day-to-day operations in organizations because in that way employees will become 

freer and inequality between employees and managers or the CEO will decrease. 



In the western world democracy is highly valued, but when it comes to the workplace 

democracy still seems to lag. Elizabeth Anderson gives the following example to explain this:  

“Imagine a government that:  

• Maintains a pervasive hierarchy of superiors whom inferiors must obey. Inferiors have 

no right to influence decisions or to be consulted… 

• Is free to dictate rules concerning personal or private issues including dress code… 

• Conducts constant surveillance to ensure compliance… 

• It cannot imprison people, but can exile or demote them… 

‘Would people subject to such a government be free?’ 

I expect that most people in the United States would think not. Yet most work under just 

such a government: it is the modern workplace, as it exists for most establishments in the 

United States.” (Anderson, 2015, pp. 94-95) 

 

In the following of this paper relevant theory is expound in the exposition section and 

arguments to support the statement will be discussed in the arguments section. At last, in the 

conclusion a summary of the most important arguments will be given. 

 

Exposition 

Democracy is an aggregation of the two Greece words ‘demos’ which means the people 

and ‘kratos’ which means rule. So in a democracy power is held by ‘the people’ and not by ‘a few 

people’ (Parvin & Chambers, 2012). The idea of democracy is based on political equality, which 

signifies that no individual or group is inherently more worthy of holding power, aimed to 

safeguard individuals from tyranny. 



There are two different systems of democracy, direct and indirect democracy (Parvin & 

Chambers, 2012). Direct democracy means that individuals directly influence decisions, opposed 

to indirect democracy which means that individuals elect representatives who influence the 

decisions. 

In this paper I will talk about workplace democracy and with that I mean that employees 

can influence strategic decision-making on the strategy and policy of the company if it affects the 

employees’ structure of day-to-day operations in the organization. Pateman (1970) further divides 

this into ‘pseudo’, ‘partial’ and ‘full’ participation. Pseudo participation points out management 

techniques which try to convince employees to accept decisions that already have been taken, 

albeit involving information and consultation of employees. Partial participation takes place when 

the employees are able to influence decisions but they do not have the same power as management, 

whereas full participation only occurs if the persons or parties involved have equal power. This 

paper will mostly focus to achieve full participation, but partial participation will be the first step 

necessary to be able to achieve full participation. 

The discussion on workplace democracy is positioned on Marxist view on capitalism. The 

first point he makes is based on exploitation of employees, namely capitalism causes no fair 

distribution of chances, power and property which thus causes inequality. The second point Marx 

makes is based on the alienation of employees, namely capitalism causes people to become dump, 

docile and unhappy. 

Foley & Polanyi (2006) give three different kind of arguments on why workplace 

democracy should be implemented. The three arguments are based on an economic, citizenship 

and ethical basis. Economic basis because employee participation positively affects organizational 

outcomes. Citizenship basis because the workplace can serve as a place to improve public 



participation in the larger democratic political process. And on ethical basis because workplace 

democracy is the ‘right’ way to act as an organization. This all thus indicates that employees must 

have an influence on the decision-making at work. 

 

Argument 

The first argument I want to mention is that it would be immoral with a liberalism view to 

not give any freedom towards the employees because they say that freedom, and in this case thus 

the freedom of the CEO, must have boundaries. With that they mean that the freedom of an 

individual must be weighted against the freedom of others. Without workplace democracy 

employees hardly have any influence on decisions that affect them on the work floor. So the 

freedom of the CEO must be in balance with the freedom of the employees, for example their 

equality, social stability and security, must be considered as well (Parvin & Chambers, 2012). 

This is much harder to reach when employees do not have the possibility to influence their day-

to-day operations when there is no workplace democracy.  

The second argument I want to provide is one of the arguments Foley & Polanyi (2006) 

give, namely that the workplace can serve as a place to improve public participation in the larger 

democratic political process. “The theory is that political participation develops concern for the 

common good and that participating in democratic decision-making may give rise to a desire for 

order, a comprehension of the balance of powers and an understanding of the duties and rights of 

citizenship.” (Foley & Polanyi, 2006, pp. 176). Where the balance of powers is most interesting 

in my eyes because if the employee will get power similar to that of the CEO about day-to-day 

operations, then the CEO will lose a considerable part of his ability to interfere with the 

employees in a for the employees unpleasant way, which makes the employees more free. 



 The third argument I want to share is also derived from the paper of Foley & Polanyi 

(2006). That is to say on an ethical view to implement workplace democracy is the ‘right’ way to 

behave as an organization because it positively influences employees’ health. Seeing that 

according to Mill “That the only purpose for which power can be rightfully exercised over any 

member of a civilized community, against his will, is to prevent harm to others.” (Gray & Smith, 

2003, pp. 30). In the case without workplace democracy it could be argued that the managers or 

the CEO are harming others since the health of the employees are not optimized and thus harmed 

which makes the power of the managers or the CEO unethical. Aforementioned signifies that 

employees should be able to influence what goes on at their work. 

One of the arguments against workplace democracy is that people can freely choose a job 

and can also freely leave a job, so consent to take a job without workplace democracy is freely 

given. Nevertheless, some people just cannot leave their job since they must pay their checks, 

buy food in order to survive and maybe even take care of family members. Added to that, it is 

even harder to freely choose a job or leave a job during a period of economic downturn or crisis. 

This gives a different view on the consent someone gives when they start to work for a job. 

Namely according to effective freedom, which means that the employee needs a capacity to act, 

the person is not free anymore since that person must take a job which makes it unfair towards 

the employee if he or she does not have any influence about the way and work to perform. 

Another argument against workplace democracy is that employees already are 

safeguarded by law, so the power of the managers or the CEO is already restricted. Besides that, 

the law is, in the case of the Netherlands, already formed by the representatives chosen by the 

inhabitants of the Netherlands. Which means that inhabitants of the Netherlands already can 

influence what is and what is not allowed on the work floor. However, managers or the CEO 



could still interfere in such a way that employees are unfree from a political philosophy 

perspective, like Elizabeth Anderson shows in the example in the introduction. 

 

Conclusion 

In this paper I argued that corporations should implement workplace democracy if it affects 

the employees’ structure of day-to-day operations in organizations because in that way employees 

will become freer and inequality between employees and managers or the CEO will decrease. I 

used several arguments to justify this statement, the first one is that it would be immoral with a 

liberalism view to not give any freedom towards the employees. The second argument is that the 

workplace can serve as a place to improve public participation in the larger democratic political 

process. And the third argument is that it is on an ethical view the ‘right’ way to behave as an 

organization because workplace democracy positively influences employees’ health.  

I also defended two statements that could be argued against workplace democracy. The 

first argument against workplace democracy is that employees consent to take a job without 

workplace democracy, though employees do not always freely choose a job according to the 

effective freedom perspective. The second argument against workplace democracy I refined is that 

employees already are safeguarded by law, so the power of the managers or the CEO is already 

restricted. Anyhow, managers or the CEO could still interfere in such a way that employees are 

unfree from a political philosophy perspective like Elizabeth Anderson shows in the introduction. 

A limitation in line with the arguments I listed is that I used several angles of philosophical 

approaches in this paper. So to say that I did not always followed a liberalism or Marxism view 

which can make the arguments inconsequent among each other. 

 



Individual paper #2  

Introduction  

I argue that democracy in the workplace should be implemented on matters directly affecting 

worker’s rights while routine business decisions are reserved for upper management to maintain 

efficiency. The most compelling arguments in favour of workplace democracy are those that 

assert it as an inherent right on the basis of its intrinsic value. This intrinsic value is granted 

through democracy’s embodiment of an individual’s rights to equality and freedom, which are 

upheld in the political sphere and should therefore similarly be granted within the workplace. 

The second argument for workplace democracy claims that through this implementation, 

productivity within the company increases due to improved worker health. The validity of this 

argument however, when applied in practice, will be explored with the aid of the example of the 

Spanish company Mondragon. Through the assessment of these claims, I argue for the 

implementation of workplace democracy on specific matters, not all. 

  

Exposition 

Within western liberal society, rights to equality and freedom are held paramount and democracy 

is implemented within the political sphere to uphold these values. Democracy grants the 

individual an equal vote to influence political decisions that impact their lives. The democratic 

structure attempts to uphold the various interpretations of freedom under various philosophical 

theories. Republican freedom states freedom is one of non-domination and Elizabeth Anderson 

(2015) asserts that through democracy, the problem of an arbitrary power is reduced. This 

argument for democracy is supported by the legitimacy argument that decisions should be made 

by those subjected to them (Slide 9, Lecture 5). Democracy also supports freedom as autonomy 



in giving people the opportunity to control their own outcomes. In upholding such important 

rights within the political sphere, critics similarly argue for the requirement of democracy within 

the workplace as a matter of moral duty. 

  

Foley & Polanyi (2006) also introduce a health-based argument stating that the greater autonomy 

an individual holds over their life, the better the welfare of the workers. A healthier worker 

requires fewer sick days and is capable of greater efficiency which thereby improves the 

competitiveness of a business. A greater sense of autonomy in itself is argued to improve the 

efficiency of a worker as they are often more committed and motivated with work that they are 

more invested in. 

  

This alleged increased efficiency can be seen through the example of the Spanish company 

Mondragon which utilizes a lateral workplace democracy structure in which every employee is 

also a ‘manager, entrepreneur and decision maker’ (Workplace Democracy 2014). Mikel 

Lezamiz, director of Cooperative Dissemination at Mondragon describes how in being given 

control and accountability within the company, each worker is invested in bettering their shared 

company, boosting innovation and granting the company the competitive advantage. The 

Mondragon worker balances both their own rights and their responsibility to shareholders. In 

being able to protect their jobs, in the company’s hometown of Basque unemployment is at a low 

which in turn boosts the economy. 

 

Argument 



While an individual’s rights to freedom and equality are not upheld in the same democratic sense 

as practiced in the political sphere, some critics argue the worker is still free and democracy is 

therefore not needed. This argument against workplace democracy states that workers give up 

the right to decision making when signing the contract to work at a company (Slide 21, Lecture 

7. This agreement is argued to include the worker’s consent to any decision made by their 

company. From this perspective, the worker’s right to freedom is granted by their freedom to 

leave a company if they do not agree with the decisions made. This ‘freedom’ however is not 

supported by the theory of effective freedom in that a lack of viable alternative choices means 

that one is not truly free. When a worker’s income and therefore the welfare of them and their 

family is reliant on a job, without a viable other option, they are not truly free to leave. In 

showing how within the current corporate structure, a worker is not truly free, the argument to 

implement workplace democracy is put forward as a way to include the values of freedom and 

equality within the workplace, thereby illustrating democracy’s intrinsic value. 

  

While the economic benefits of workplace democracy are probable to a certain extent, the 

practical application of workplace democracy is likely to result in decreased overall efficiency. 

The evidence to suggest increased efficiency as discussed by the health argument, is based on a 

study of partial democracy that grants workers a chance to voice their opinions as opposed to full 

participation in which workers have actual influence on decision making (Slide 21, Lecture 7). 

This means that this evidence, while suggestive, is not conclusive and I argue that in practicality 

when full participation is implemented, aggregate efficiency will be in fact reduced. While there 

is evidence to suggest that increased autonomy improves an individual’s health, this improves 

efficiency in only one aspect of a company’s structure, the worker. In practice, the process of 



implementing workplace democracy on routine business decisions would slow down decision 

making and reduce the overall efficiency of the company. In a competitive market environment, 

fast and efficient decision making is often required and in having to consult each worker would 

slow this process and take workers away from their assigned jobs. While democracy in theory 

provides intrinsic value on the basis of a company’s moral duty to their workers, in practice 

democracy is likely to inhibit the competitiveness of a business. It is therefore vital to find a 

balance to simultaneously support worker’s rights of equality and freedom while still 

maintaining normal business operations. 

  

Mondragon exemplifies the ideal structure to enable a worker’s full practice of their rights to 

equality and freedom. Mondragon however, exhibits an extreme subversion of the hierarchical 

liberal structures most companies are based around. I believe, while ideal this restructuring is not 

achievable for many companies for which the hierarchies of liberalism are so culturally 

intertwined. Without this lateral structure that simultaneously distributes risk equally to hold 

each worker accountable, and provides equal gains to motivate each worker, companies cannot 

benefit as much economically from workplace democracy. 

Mondragon does illustrate however the successes of workplace democracy for social aims in that 

in being able to protect their own rights and therefore maintain their jobs, the town’s economy is 

boosted. The implementation of workplace democracy on such issues like worker’s rights and 

working conditions, checks the arbitrary power of a CEO to fulfil a company’s social 

responsibilities to their worker or even a town, beyond just their responsibility to stakeholders to 

simply turn a profit. As a CEO can often make decisions in sacrifice of their workers in turn for 

maximizing profit and with the increasing influence of the corporate sphere on the lives of the 



individual, sometimes even supporting whole towns economies such as in the case of 

Mondragon’s small home town of Basque country, democracy should be implemented in the 

workplace to grant workers the opportunity to influence their own ends. 

  

Conclusion 

 I argue that the validity of democracy in the workplace is granted by its intrinsic value in 

upholding an individual’s universal rights to equality and freedom and should therefore be 

implemented as a matter of a company’s social responsibility to their workers. The arguments for 

increased economic benefits however were found to provide weaker support for workplace 

democracy due to weak evidence and the extreme example of Mondragon. I therefore conclude 

that in order to find the necessary balance between a company’s responsibility to both its 

workers and its shareholders, workplace democracy should be implemented in a limited sense on 

matters directly affecting workers while routine business decisions are reserved for upper 

management to maintain efficiency.  

 

Individual paper #3 

Introduction & thesis 

In this essay I will argue that workplace democracy is an important factor for modern-day 

organizations and that corporations should implement workplace democracy. Many business and 

organizational writers have suggested that increasing employee participation in organizational 

decision-making could promote workplace productivity and creativity, which helps organizations 

with remaining competitive in their field (Cheney, 1995). First I will start by explaining the 

concepts and highlighting different philosophical stances on workplace democracy, then I will 



give arguments for and against my opinion on workplace democracy and finally I will give some 

concluding remarks on the topic. 

 

Exposition 

According to Polphil 2012 democracy origins from the old Greek time. “demos” means people 

and “Kratos” means power. So this means we can conclude that democracy means that the power 

belongs to the people and not to one ruler or a small group of elite rulers. There are two types of 

democracy; direct and indirect democracy. Direct democracy means that political decisions are 

made by all members of the community, whereas indirect democracy means that every member 

of the community votes for a representative that aligns his/her ideas with their own. This is also 

named a representative democracy. Democracy does not only exist on a country level; for 

example, when you vote for the elections. Democracy also exists on organization level or even 

group-level. This is called workplace democracy. According to Foley (1995); workplace 

democracy means that employees have a real saying in the organization’s goals and the way that 

these goals are met. Because they have a saying in this, they can make sure that the personal 

goals of the employees can be implemented in the organization’s strategy. Foley (1995) also 

states that there are three conventional arguments for workplace democracy: economic, ethical 

and citizenship. I will further explain these arguments below. 

The economic argument for workplace democracy argues that when there is a higher level of 

workplace democracy, this will have a positive influence on an organization’s level of 

productivity. But according to a dialogue written by the academy of management in Briarcliff 

Manor, the fact that there is no significant difference between long-term and short-term 

participation in decision-making on an organization’s productivity, may be a cause of concern. 



This is because there is a lack of statistical power in Warners tests. Therefore Warner argues that 

his meta-analysis does not support his review. 

The ethical argument of workplace democracy means that workplace democracy should be seen 

as an employee’s “moral right”. According to Dahl (1985) It should be seen as compensation for 

being subjected to workplace rules. On the other hand, Foley (1995) believes that because 

owners of an organization are at higher risk than employees because they may invest their own 

capital in the organization. Because of this owners may be more dependent of the success of an 

organization, and therefore should not have to involve employees in decision making. 

 

The last argument: the citizenship argument of workplace democracy argues that by having more 

influence in the decision-making process in an organization, the organization may promote 

involvement in other democratic processes.  Pateman (1970) states that “When a worker has a 

high degree of personal control in their work (…) They will have a strong sense of individualism 

and a solid acceptance of citizenship in the larger society”  this means that employees will feel 

more obligated to participate in other political democratic processes and therefore be more 

involved in general. 

 

Argument 

My first argument for implementing workplace democracy is that it is the ethical thing to do. I 

believe that by signing up for a job, employees already have to give up a lot of freedom. 

Employees, of course, are fully aware of this, but they do not have a choice. Everyone needs an 

income and in order to earn an income, you have to get a job. But getting a job comes with a lot 

of commitment, such as for example: strict hours, dress codes and other prescribed rules and 



regulations. Also, as Dahl (1985) states: “Employees have a moral right to a humane, non-

alienating work environment”  An environment where employees are obliged to follow rules 

without having a voice in the making of rules and regulations could be experienced as being 

alienating and thus, harm an employees’ moral rights according to Dahl (1985). Also when 

employees are offered the chance to let themselves be heard, they will feel more important and 

more appreciated. When employees feel more appreciated they will feel more connected to the 

organization and therefore work harder. The legitimacy point of view states that “decisions 

should be made by the people subjected by them because it respects freedom and political 

equality” (slides lecture 7) 

One argument against workplace democracy states that involving employees in decision-making 

processes may be very harmful for organizations in a fast-changing environment. When an 

organization is located in a dynamic environment, quick decision-making is urged, in order to 

keep up with competitors. When every small decision first has to be approved by all the 

employees in order to ensure workplace democracy, organizations will most likely fall behind 

their competitors and this may have a bad influence on the whole organization, including 

employees, managers, other decision makers and other stakeholders. Therefore involving 

employees in every decision-making process might not be a good idea. Next to this, employees 

go into a labour contract freely, which means it is their own free will to work in a certain 

organizations and they are fully aware of the consequences of committing to a job. Therefore, 

they cannot claim the rights of having a democratic workplace. 

 

On the other hand, involving employees in all aspects of every decision-making process has been 

believed to be a bit radical and very hard to implement, especially for organizations that are 



located in a dynamic environment. Therefore only certain decision-making processes that 

influence the employees, their work or their work environment, should also be discussed by 

employees. Employees know best what works the best for them and their work. According to the 

slides of lecture 7; even though workplace democracy may not lead to the best outcomes, it does 

give employees political equality and freedom. These are very valuable for employees, and thus, 

should be implemented in organizations. 

 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, I believe that workplace democracy could be a very important aspect in modern-

day organizations. Employees feel the need to decide about their own work and future, because it 

is the morally correct thing to do, and want to be a part of the decision-making process. Also, it 

is the moral thing to do when employees subject to a lot of rules, to at least give them the 

freedom or the power to decide about some aspects of their job. Not only for employees could 

workplace democracy be a good thing, but also for the managers and the decision-makers, as 

workplace democracy has been proven to enhance productivity and job-satisfaction. 

Organizations that are located in rapidly changing environments cannot leave all the decision-

making to be democratic, because when they do so, they might fall behind their competitors, but 

in a smaller extent, even these organizations could implement workplace democracy and really 

benefit from it.  

 

Report conclusion  

All the papers argue that workplace democracy should be implemented, but the papers 

differ in the way how it should be filled in. Namely two of the papers said that workplace 



democracy should be implemented if it affects the employees’ structure of day-to-day operations 

in organizations and the other one argued in general that even though sometimes decisions need 

to be made quick, workplace democracy could also be implemented at least in a smaller extent. 

The arguments used in the papers to implement workplace democracy are as follows; it 

respects the freedom and political equality of employees, it is moral and ethical to do, it 

improves public participation, it improves the health of the employees and employees feel the 

need for workplace democracy. 

In conclusion, as a contribution to the main question we all think that workplace 

democracy should be implemented if it affects employees, but in a way so that the organization 

can still make quick business decisions if that is what is needed in the environment. 

A limitation in line with the arguments listed is that several angles of philosophical 

approaches are used in this report. So to say that there is not always followed a liberalism or 

Marxism view which can make the arguments inconsequent among each other. As mentioned 

another limitation is that, at least in this moment of time, it is not doable to implement workplace 

democracy fully since quick decisions need to be made in fast changing environments. One more 

limitation of this report is that there is only been augmented for the position to implement 

workplace democracy and not against workplace democracy, even though some objections are 

made and sometimes are refined, it still does not give a full picture of all the arguments. 

 For further research there could be looked at the question to what extend workplace 

democracy should be implemented since this is a point that we did not agree on with each other. 

Besides, we could also take a deeper look into what the arguments against workplace democracy 

are and to try to defend it from the different point of view. 

 



References:  

Anderson, E. (2015). “Liberty, Equality, and Private Government” The Tanner Lectures in  

Human Values, Lecture II: Private Government pp. 94-118. 

Cawston, A. (2019). Democracy. PowerPoint slides. Political Philosophy and Organization  

Studies. Tilburg University. May 6, 2019. 

Cheney, G. (1995). ‘Democracy in the Workplace: Theory and Practice from the 

Perspective of Communication’, Journal of Applied Communication Research 23: 167– 

200. 

Dahl, R.A. (1985). ‘Democracy in the Workplace: Is it a Right or Privilege?’: 54–60. 

Foley, J. R., & Polanyi, M. (2006). Workplace Democracy: Why Bother? Economic and  

Industrial Democracy, 27(1), 173–191. https://doi.org/10.1177/0143831x06060595 

Gray, J., & Smith, G. W. (2003). J.S. Mill’s On Liberty in Focus. Retrieved from  

http://armytage.net/pdsdata/[Gray]_J_S_MILLS_ON_LIBERTY_CL_(Routledge_Phil 

osop(Book4You).pdf   

Parvin, P., & Chambers, C. (2012). Political Philosophy - A Complete Introduction: Teach  

Yourself, Hodder & Stoughton, London. Available from: ProQuest Ebook Central [13  

May 2019]. 

Pateman, C. (1970). Participation and Democratic Theory. Melbourne, Australia: Press  

Syndicate of the University of Cambridge 

YouTube. (2014). Understanding the Mondragon Worker Cooperative Corporation. [online]  

Available at: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8bcNfbGxAdY [Accessed 14 May  

2019]. 

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0143831x06060595
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8bcNfbGxAdY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8bcNfbGxAdY

