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§1: Report Introduction 

 

The role of government in the 

eyes of those of us in democracy is that it should not dominate us but that it should hold 

individuals accountable to certain standards — for example, upholding contracts and enforcing 

sanctions on violators, or bringing those who put others in harm's way, directly or indirectly, to 

justice. We, as outsiders to the governmental hierarchy, would argue that anything above and 

beyond this approach to power is an abuse of government’s role. Fortunately, in a democracy 

with different branches of government there are checks and balances to ensure that no one person 

or group takes complete control. If government was not for the people and instead primarily 

pushed the interests of the so-called in group (political elites), we would consider it more of a 

private, autocratic government or a government not for the people. In the world’s current 

historical trajectory, we have moved steadily away from private governments which violate our 

freedom and liberty. Nations that still operate this way such as North Korea, run by a dictator, 



are ostracized around the globe for social and human rights injustices. The reality, however, is 

that strong private entities are widespread and, until recently, have avoided significant scrutiny. 

The difference is scale. For example, large corporations fit most of the necessary attributes of 

private government models. They focus on an elite group, i.e., the CEO, top management, and 

stockholders, possessing as they do complete power over decision-making and the workplace, 

including employees. Is it time to start integrating democracy into the corporate workplace? Can 

the positive intrinsic and instrumental values of democracy hold true at the workplace level? Can 

companies sustain profits while increasing social utility and, in doing so, provide a blueprint for 

a more effective and moral option? In this essay we will answer the following research question: 

“Should corporations implement workplace democracy?” 

 

In this essay three perspectives are taken into account. An interesting aspect of this essay is that 

the three authors take fairly different stances on democracy in the workplace. Two will be in 

favour of the implementation of workplace democracy in corporations and one author will argue 

against workplace democracy. Two of the authors (one for and one against ) used a lot of the 

theoretical concepts of the literature, and concepts that were discussed during the lectures to 

defend their claim. The third author argued in favor of workplace democracy from a broader 

perspective by using lots of examples from outside sources and facts. Through the different 

perspectives, we saw some interesting contradictions, which will contribute to conditional 

answers that express both sides of the research question. Some arguments which are used in 

favour, are used as objections, as well. For example, the health-based argument and the 

employee rights argument. Our diverse author pool come from a wide cultural background which 

fuels the differences in opinion and style in addressing the question. 



We will explore the discrepancy in profits, look at long-term growth templates, discus health 

externalities and burnout rates, and last but not least, the moral and social components in our 

ever-changing, increasingly interdependent world. We will ground our focus on the conventional 

arguments of Foley and Polanyi (2006). As well as the perspectives of Parvin and Chambers 

stance which they describe (2012) in their book will be discussed. 

The following essay, while expressing the shortcomings of democracy in the capitalist, private 

sector, will argue that workplace democracy is a natural progression in today’s modern, resilient 

society, while also enhancing the long-term health of companies. The hope is to encourage 

change in the workplace to best suit both owners and employees, as well as to minimize societal 

deadweight loss, i.e., decreasing inefficiencies in a complex system of power and relationships. 

  



§2 Workplace democracy - Individual Paper #1   

Introduction & Thesis  

Imagine, you are working in a big organization with many employees. For each decision that 

must be made, every employee has a vote and must express his/her opinion, because in a 

deliberative way everybody has an equal opportunity to influence the outcome of the decision. 

Getting to a consensus is the goal in this case, is not it too optimistic? 

Workplace democracy is a topic with a lot of different views. Is it valuable for an organization to 

implement it in their structure; would it be beneficial and the underlying question; for whom? 

What is the role of ethics in this and how do you get to a totally democratic organization? Is this 

possible? These questions can lead to a big debate. Are corporate successes achievable together 

with a democracy system, or how are they influence each other? There are companies which are 

using systems of workplace democracy, such as MCC (a well known Spanish organization), who 

developed a cooperative model that works with the corporate culture, organizational structure 

and the democratic process for strategic planning. 

In this essay, I will defend a claim about workplace democracy, based on a thesis statement, 

which will be provided with arguments. Firstly, I will expound the relevant issues on this topic, 

then evaluate the position which I am taking and respond in a critical way to objections. Finally, 

I will give a summary of what I defended. 

My thesis statement will be the following: I will argue that corporations should not implement 

workplace democracy in their organizational structure. 

 

 

 

 



Exposition 

To get to some answers, a few relevant issues must be discussed. The definition of workplace 

democracy; it is the application of democratic principles to the workplace. Examples are voting, 

referenda and public debates. These applications vary widely, from direct democracy, where 

everybody in the organization has a vote, so full scale or just to smaller initiatives that only apply 

to a specific department or area in the organization. 

Secondly, the deliberative way of democracy. This way consists of the following aim: getting to 

a consensus without a vote system. Everybody presents their arguments to each other and listen 

to their stories. A key point is to structure this in a fair way, so not only dominant and rich people 

get time to speak up. Two ideals are included in this model of workplace democracy. The first 

one is a procedural, namely claims can only be supported by a force of argument and reasoning. 

The second one is substantive, the level of power an employee has should not give an unfair 

advantage in the deliberation. Reading these statements, it sounds as a utopian goal and 

practically unfeasible. It is not always possible to achieve a consensus with everybody. There is 

no guarantee to ensure that there is no disagreement at all, even after the deliberation phase. To 

sum up; talking, arguing and find a consensus. The radical and agonistic democratic theorists 

enlarge the negative side of the deliberate way with the following; these ideals overstate the 

value and possibilities of achieving consensus and relies heavily on Liberal ideals (Mouffe). 

They understand that is not possible to have always a consensus. 

Another perspective which is taken, is the second model, namely aggregative democracy. The 

aim for this model is about providing collective decisions procedures to establish a social and 

collective preference. But there is a doubt about finding a good procedure for transforming 

individual preferences to a collective preference (except than choosing the majority vote who 



had two options). In addition, the wisdom of crowds principle with the Condorcet Jury Theorem; 

if the average person is more likely to be wrong about something, the chance that majority will 

be correct in very unlikely. 

Two different values on workplace democracy are the instrumental and intrinsic value. The 

instrumental one can lead to procedure good and correct decision through the wisdom of the 

crowd principle and the various theories mentioned above. On the other hand, the intrinsic one 

states that democracy can add value even if the best outcome is not achieved. 

Argument 

According to my thesis statement; I will argue that corporations should not implement workplace 

democracy in their organizational structure, the following arguments are in line with this 

theorem. 

First, the utopian way in which the deliberative way of democracy works. As mentioned above 

and with following the train of thought of the radicals, achieving a consensus with everybody is 

not always possible. In an unrealistic world it can be possible, but in this real world we are 

living, it is unfeasible. In an organization are working various people with different points of 

view, norms and values, goals and on different hierarchical layers. Giving everybody the same 

power in an organization at the decision-making process will lead to trouble, because claims can 

only be made by using arguments and proper reasoning (the procedural ideal of the debilitative 

perspective). Moreover, the economic argument that workplace democracy will lead to an 

increase in effectiveness and productively is not certain and suggestive. In my opinion it will not 

lead to and effective and productive way, because it costs too much time, money and effort to 

implement this new process in an organization. You must create a democratic culture, 

democratize ownership and power, design a new organic organizational structure and establish a 



democratic process for decision-making. Sharing values, having free communication and trusting 

each other will be needed for this democratic culture. This will be hard to achieve, because of the 

democratizing of ownership and power, every member will get leadership. This will be too 

complicated, takes too much effort and it is impractical. You do not need everybody by the 

decision-making process, because sometimes it is important to make fast decisions and not 

everyone’s opinion is relevant. Some people do not have the experience and/or knowledge on 

certain topics, so giving the power to influence this decision is useless, which contradicts the 

substantive ideal of the deliberative perspective. To design a new organizational structure for 

workplace democracy, every person must be involved in management. To achieve this goal, you 

need a lot of training, education and learning for the organization, which will take a lot of time, 

money and effort. You will need the means for developing a democratic organization, use 

trainings and education for the employees to work with each other in a democratic organization 

and to respect other opinions. I cannot imagine that this will not lead to aversion among the 

employees, because it is accompanied with salary deductions, obligations for participation and 

there will be requirements for accepting the role of the majority. 

Possible objections for my thesis statement will be the following ones; the health-based 

argument and the employee rights argument. The health-based argument states that workplace 

democracy contributes to better health in an organization, poor employee health is costly, and it 

will cause for instance, a better work-life balance. I do not think that workplace democracy is the 

only crucial part for a better employee health in organization. For instance, job-satisfaction, the 

relationship with you colleagues and the atmosphere at the workplace are more important and 

crucial variables which will influence the organization health more. This will initially lead to 

respect and acceptance of hierarchical differences. When there is presence of job satisfaction 



among the employees, work-life balance will not be bad. In conclusion, workplace democracy 

will not be the most crucial solution for an increase of organizational health, but you must take 

into account other important variables. To debunk the other objection about the right of 

employees, I will use the following argument: employees freely enter the employment contract, 

which was without democracy, so they do not have the right for democracy. Furthermore, not 

every employee feels the need to be responsible for the organization and wants to make crucial 

decisions. They do not want additional responsibilities, but just doing their job. Moreover, they 

do not have the required experience and do not see the overall consequences for the whole 

organization. Finally, the goals and interests of the employees differs from the management 

people (employers), so having all these voices together will cause a lot of discussion, which is a 

waste of time. 

Conclusion 

To summarize my defence on the workplace democracy topic, I will start with the unrealistic 

way the deliberative perspective looks at the certain topic. The decision-making process is not 

possible with only discuss, debate and reflect each other’s views. Democracy will not lead to a 

more effective and productive way of working, because getting to this new organizational 

structure, including workplace democracy, will take too much time, effort and money. The 

implementation phase is very complex and big. To make fast decisions is often very important 

and not everybody has the required knowledge/experience and feels the need to make big, 

serious and crucial decisions. Furthermore, the time, effort and money which you need for train 

and educate you organization are too much, and it will lead to aversion as well among the 

employees. The health of the organization’s employees will not increase by implementing 

workplace democracy, but other aspects are more important to raise this health. And not 



everyone wants more responsibilities, what was associated by the employee rights argument. I 

did not argue for the size of the organization, which could be an outstanding issue which will 

lead to different findings of the impact of implementing workplace democracy can have on an 

organization. 

A general conclusion, introducing workplace democracy will not benefit an organization, so 

corporations do not implement it!   

 

  



§3  

Introduction & Thesis 

Workplace democracy is a concept that is used more in more in organizations. But what is it 

actually and what are the pros and cons of this concept? In this research paper the question should 

corporations implement workplace democracy? will be discussed. There will be argued in favour 

of workplace democracy in corporations. In the first section relevant issues regarding to workplace 

democracy will be expound. Hereby you can think of issues such as employee participation in 

decision making and co-determination of organizational strategy. In the second section the positive 

position relative to the implementation of workplace democracy in corporations will be evaluated. 

Premises made before will be evaluated and therefore arguments will be made. Hereby you can 

think of the health-based argument and employee rights movement argument. Also the possible 

objections to these arguments will be discussed and respond to. Hereby you can think of greater 

risk employers take on by implementing workplace democracy. In the last section there will be 

summarized what the statements are and which arguments are used to defend these statements. 

The thesis statement of this research report is the following: I will argue that corporations should 

implement workplace democracy, but only if employees have a vote and made aware of the ‘rules’ 

regarding to this vote. 

Exposition 

As said by Matten & Crane (2005) “The main issues in workplace democracy are employee 

participation in decision making, inclusion of employees in corporate governance processes, and 

co-determination of organizational strategy.” (p.8).  



Workplace democracy is an understanding that looks very simple, but the opposite is true. It is not 

only participation of employees, giving their input and advice on a certain subject. It is having real 

control over strategic planning and goal-setting (Foley & Polanyi, 2006, p. 174). This is the first 

issue regarding to workplace democracy. An example of a case in which it looks like an employee 

has power but not really has is agenda setting, the second dimension of Lukes’ 3 dimensions of 

power (Bachrach & Baratz, 1963). In this case an employee can decide what gets debated, but in 

the end he or she can only influence the decision-making process and cannot decide itself.  

The second issue is inclusion of employees in corporate governance processes. It is expected that 

workplace democracy in a corporation will improve the responsibility and commitment of 

employees. Also increased innovation of a firm and better skilled employees will be a result of 

enhanced levels of discretion (Matten & Crane, 2005, p. 8). On the other side, the processes of 

workplace democracy are highly labour and time consuming and this can result in negative effects 

on efficiency and performance and the decisions that are made will not be optimal (Matten & 

Crane, 2005, p. 8). Next to that another problem that goes along with inclusion of employees in 

corporate governance processes is that the people who have that power now have to share it with 

others. Because of that they will be less powerful (Kerr, 2004). The problem corporations deal 

with is to what extent do they have to include their employees in decisions that will be made 

regarding corporate governance processes.   

The third issue is co-determination of organizational strategy. A common problem that goes along 

with this issue of the role of expertise. As said by Parvin and Chambers (2012, p. 89) Every citizen 

(employee) should have equal power, with this they mean that all the opinions of individuals in a 

society (employees in a corporation) should count equally in making political decisions (corporate 

governance decisions). The problem with this is that not every individual has the knowledge about 



organizational strategy and thus cannot decide about it. But that is in contrary with the point of 

view Parvin and Chambers have regarding to workplace democracy. Simply said the issue 

corporations deal with is that not every employee in the corporation has enough knowledge to take 

place in discussions about organizational strategy, but they actually cannot exclude these people 

because of their workplace democracy. 

Argument 

It is true that workplace democracy is not as simple as it looks like, but there are enough arguments 

to refute the negative ones. Let’s start with evaluating the first issue, employee participation. 

Workplace democracy and employee participation are two understandings that are often used as 

the same, but that is not correct. You need participation of employees for workplace democracy 

but only participation is not enough.  But why is it profitable for a corporation to implement 

workplace democracy? There are two arguments made by Foley and Polanyi (2006) that are in 

favour of expending employee participation to workplace democracy. The first one is the health-

based argument. It is researched that workplace democracy contributes to better health of 

employees. This is an advantage for the corporation because poor health of employees can be very 

costly. A research in Australia showed that businesses lose around six and a half billion dollars 

annually, because of failing to help employees with diseases. The second argument is employee 

rights movement. Because of a decline in the engagement of citizens paired with growing power 

of multinational organizations that are immune for public control it is important to implement 

employee rights. Employees are a really important asset for corporations so it is important to treat 

them well. This is also beneficial for the corporation itself, because happier employees results in 



better commitment and better performance. So, it is important to give employees an opportunity 

to give their opinion and a vote about important subjects that have influence on their work. 

The second issue that will be evaluated is inclusion of employees in corporate governance 

processes. The first argument in favour of workplace democracy is the citizenship argument. This 

states that “the workplace can act as a venue to encourage public participation in the wider 

democratic political process.” (Foley & Polanyi, 2006, p. 176). It is important to include employees 

in corporate governance processes, because then they can develop skills and values of citizenship 

that than can shape the basis of a functionary democracy. Foley and Polanyi (2006) say that the 

participation in politics develops a certain concern for the common good (p. 176). Also the 

workplace can be seen as a place where workers can develop their psychological qualities and 

individual attitudes for a more broader political democracy. It is an advantage for corporations to 

keep educating their employees, because they will become more skilled and valuable for the them. 

The second argument in favour for inclusion of employees in corporate governance processes is 

the economic argument. This means that giving employees a voice in the organization increases 

their effectiveness and productivity. They feel more valued and are more willing to put effort in 

their job. Another positive outcome of the inclusion of employees is that they are more willing to 

change (Foley & Polanyi, 2006, p. 175). When a corporation has to change there will always be 

people within the corporation that will resist against this change. Giving employees the opportunity 

to take part in the process of change will help to reduce this resistance. 

At last the third issue will be evaluated. Co-determination of organizational strategy can be argued 

also with the economic argument. Giving your employees a voice and let them co-decide in the 

organizational strategy processes will increase their productivity. As said before, it will also reduce 

their resistance to change, because they feel like they have an influence on the final decision. The 



other argument is the ethical justification. This means, simply said, that it is the ‘right’ thing to do 

to implement workplace democracy (Foley & Polanyi, 2006, p. 176). Dahl (1985) said: “If 

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

enterprises.” There are also people who believe that it is the moral right of employees to have a 

non-alienating and human work environment. Because of that they must have a voice in what is 

going on in their work environment. 

Next to these arguments that are in favour of workplace democracy there will always be objections. 

One of them is that employers take on greater risks by giving employees a vote and because of this 

employers have more interest in the organization doing well. It is true that it is a risk, but employees 

can have a very different and fresh look on certain topics. This can be beneficial for the 

corporation, because this gives them the opportunity to do things differently than the mainstream 

and also innovate. This is (mostly) worth the risk. Another objective can be that it is impractical 

to give employees a vote. It slows down the decision process and it is possible that they lack the 

relevant experience. There are solutions to solve this problem. Corporations can for example work 

with representatives. The representatives have meetings with the employees about relevant topics. 

The representative communicates the outcome to the direction of the corporation. An objective 

can also be that not every employee likes it to have a voice and responsibility within the 

organization. A solution for this can be that you give your employees a choice if they want to 

participate or not. If they don’t want to, they don’t have to participate.  

 

Conclusion 



So to conclude, the main issues that are discussed are employee participation in decision making, 

inclusion of employees in corporate governance processes and co-determination of organizational 

strategy. 

First, to argue in favour of the employee participation the health-based argument and the 

employee rights movement argument are used. Second, to argue in favour of the inclusion of 

employees in corporate governance processes issue two of the three conventional arguments of 

Foley & Polanyi (2006) are used, the citizenship argument and the economic argument. Last, to 

argue in favour of the co-determination of organizational strategy issue also the economic 

argument of Foley & Polanyi (2006) is used, but also the ethical justification is used. 

After briefly evaluating all these arguments the outcome is that it is a good idea to implement 

workplace democracy, because it is beneficial for your employees. They will be more motivated 

and more committed. In the end a happy employee is beneficial for the corporation as a whole. 

  



§4 (Individual Paper #3) 

         

       Growing up in the United States has certainly played a role in shaping my pro-democracy 

stance.  It has also shown me that capitalism and the open market can rapidly catapult a country 

into a world power.  However, the values underpinning democracy and capitalism do not 

necessarily coincide, in fact, they can be in conflict. Democracy stands for liberty, equality, and 

justice for all, whereas capitalism stands for the freedom of the marketplace above all else, often 

resulting in the “pyramid” — to grow and progress, you climb on the backs of those below you. 

In my lifetime I’ve seen capitalism eclipse and undermine American democracy, with the rich 

getting richer, the middle class dwindling, and the poor getting poorer.  Capitalism’s current 

trajectory is extreme and has resulted in growing inequality in the US.  As the global economy 

grows and matures it has become clear that the workplace is on the frontlines of the tradeoffs of 

capitalism and democracy, even socialism.  A democratic workplace, although imperfect, is 

surprisingly economically viable as it decreases unnecessary health externalities while 

maximizing efficiency.  As a result, a democratic workplace provides the most promising growth 

template moving forward and is therefore superior to the current privet governmental hierarchy. 

 

The arguments for a democratic workplace are the following. Firstly, the current system is 

flawed; the US ranks well above the average in terms of developed countries (meaning more 

inequality) with a Gini coefficient of around 0.4 (Barr, C. 2017, April 26). This stems from the 

capitalist workplace system.  If a firm does well, profits are rarely allocated to a rank and file 

employees but instead go directly into the pockets of the chief executive officer.  The US 

inequality has risen as a positive correlation with increased CEO pay; as of 2018, the average 

CEO gets payed 271 times that of the average American, about 15.6 million dollars (Umoh, R. 



2018, January 22). From an economic perspective, this inequality leads to deadweight loss or 

lack of efficiency as the velocity of money decreases in the economy.  Democracy in the 

workplace aims to fix this by aligning company values with employees.  It does this by allowing 

employees creative freedom to voice their opinions about choices that their company should 

make.  it also involves a division of profits, providing an incentive for growth for not only the 

CEO but also the maintenance worker, for example, who never had the money to finish school. 

Doing this is a great step toward structurally decreasing inequality while keeping capitalism 

alive. This approach affects morale and productivity positively throughout the tiers of a 

company; in some cases, however, this is a short-term change (Sagie and Koslowsky, 2000). In 

the long term, capitalism versus democracy in the workplace demonstrates a clear difference.  

Capitalism promotes a maximization of profits every quarter of every year, whereas democracy 

places value on sustainability (When was the last time you heard “sustainability” in non-

environmental terms?). It obtains this sustainability by promoting workplace balance and 

minimizing burn out. Democracy might not maximize profits but it does minimize losses, and 

here’s how:  Democracy in the workplace supports health, both mental and physical.  “American 

statistics indicate that mental stress claims more than doubled between 1980 and 1987” (Gnam, 

2000).  The suggestion is that the capitalist system makes employees work too much and does 

not provide them with a platform to effectively voice their concerns.  The US loses $200 billion a 

year due to employee-related stress and burnout (Carter, 1999; Schiff, 1997).  That’s over the 

average pay of 12,000 CEOs or the average income of nearly 3.5 million Americans. Even 

though democracy in the workplace would greatly decrease this health externality and empower 

workers to be more invested and interested in their work, some argue that the “common man” 

should not have a say – that it’s okay to be a mindless cog in the capitalist machine.   



Braverman states that “employees have a moral right to a humane, non-alienating work 

environment” and that the only way to fulfill this is through voice and say in decisions 

(Braverman, 1974; Durkheim, 1964). Capitalists would ask, ‘Why should a worker whose 

existence at a company relies on a wage have a say in company affairs? Why should someone 

who is less educated weigh in just because they work for me? And why would I share a stake in 

the profits with someone who didn’t provide a dime of initial startup money to stoke and grow 

the company to where it is today?’ To these concerns I would say the following: Democracy in 

the workplace does not have to mean a companywide vote every time or an equal share of profits 

like socialism would. It can be structured in a way where those at the top still gain security and 

increased stability of their company.  In essence, it’s a maximization of resources instead of a 

pure focus on profits. Democracy means involving the entire statistics department on a relevant 

issue instead of just the department head.  It does not mean that the human resources department 

gets to chime in on economic statistic lines.  A for-profit sharing structure can be set up such that 

every additional dollar made after goal X gets split 50 percent with the CEO and 50 percent with 

the employees, thereby encouraging company growth while allowing the CEO to protected 

income security, instead of top-heavy pay, which may well crash down on its weak base. 

  

Health and happiness should be the number one goal of a stable first world power’s government.  

When job stress has been linked with cancer, heart disease, and mental health problems, it’s time 

for change (Jones et al., 1998; Karasek and Theorell, 1990; Schnall et al., 1994).  The US 

government should be taking an active interest in promoting the transition from capitalism-

dominated to balanced democratic workplaces by subsidizing early adopters.  Further, capitalism 

loses its “greedy” edge when the highest tax brackets are raised. Our neighbors to the north 



(Canada) understand this with their highest tax bracket weighing in at around 33 percent, nearly 

10 percent higher than the US (Agency, C. R. 2005, January 12). 

  

One major negative health effect that the workplace can thrust onto society is low job security.  

Low job security is associated with high anxiety, depression, and low self-esteem (Wichert, 

2002).  When downsizing (and inevitable layoffs) does occur, sickness and absences increase, 

while feelings of guilt and mistrust fester in those who remain employed, weakening the 

company-employee bond.  This can lead to losing highly qualified employees, decreased 

applications, and general deterioration of company knowledge.  Democracy in the workplace is 

wholeheartedly meant to strengthen this bond and take advantage of the rewards of a workforce 

that feels comfortable, valued, rested, and heard. Democracy and profit sharing attracts the best 

candidates who know that they will excel at their jobs and want to be put in a system that 

rewards them for their excellence.   

  

More than ever in today’s society, work-life balance is needed as many companies continue to 

force entry-level workers to work long hours to get ahead. Companies fail to realize that when 

things are going poorly at home, they have a negative effect on performance (Duxbury and 

Higgins, 1998; Duxbury et al., 2003).  From both economic and ethical perspectives allowing 

balance and empowering individual thought creates a healthier workplace, and as health is 

closely correlated with productivity and happiness, it seems a clear step forward. 

  

Working a little bit less, having a little more say in your company, and structurally aligning your 

interests with your company’s through profit-sharing decreases stress at work and increases 



morale values, productivity, and perceived job security. This leads to an increase in efficiency 

and a sizeable decrease in the health externality that plagues America. It is time to start thinking 

about our ethical responsibility to preserve the work-life balance, our need for creative 

representation, and sustainability. To do this we need to learn to socially maximize instead of 

individually maximize. People who successfully do this are called leaders — leaders who lead 

social movements like the Employ Rights Movements and change the status quo in society. 

  



§5: Report Conclusion 

The statement of the first author can be summarized as the following: firstly, the deliberative 

perspective of democracy is a utopia, because making decisions may not always be possible 

when open debating occurs, although it allows everyone to discuss and reflect on others' views it 

is not efficient. The implementation phase is very complex, and time consuming, it takes effort 

and money to be done right. Not everybody has the right skills (knowledge/experience) and feels 

the need to be responsible for the decision-making process. To train and educate your employees 

will cost a lot of time, effort and money as well. Furthermore, aversion will be included among 

the employees. Workplace democracy will not increase the health of the employees, but other 

variables (i.e.; job satisfaction) are more important. Finally, making fast decisions will be 

decreased by workplace democracy, because everybody’s opinion will be important to consider. 

This author contributes to the assigned question with giving a negative perspective on workplace 

democracy.  

 

The statement of the second author can be summarized as the following: Three main issues are 

discussed, employee participation in decision making, inclusion of employees in corporate 

governance processes and co-determination of organizational strategy. All the three issues are 

argued in favour by using different arguments. Arguments that are used are the health-based 

argument, the employee rights movement argument and the conventional arguments of Foley and 

Polanyi (2006). The author ends with the statement that it is beneficial for employees to 

implement workplace democracy, because they will be more motivated and more committed. 

And after all, happy employees are beneficial for the corporation as a whole. This contributes to 

give a positive perspective on the research question, by using literature and lectures.  



The statement of the third author can be summarized as the following: Working a little bit less, 

having a little more say in your organization, and structurally aligning your interests with your 

organization’s through profit-sharing decreases stress at work and increases morale, productivity, 

and perceived job security. We need to think about our ethical responsibility to preserve the 

work-life balance and sustainability. To do this we need to learn to socially maximize instead of 

individually maximize. This gives a positive perspective on the research question, by using 

actualities and facts.  

 

Through the different perspectives used by arguing in the individual essays, we saw there is no 

‘one best way’ to argue for workplace democracy. Both sides have strong arguments and 

substantial weaknesses. It depends on how you implement workplace democracy in the 

organization and if it is absolute or a restrained version of democracy. Neither opinion is flawless 

without tradeoff what needs to be done is a situational analytical overview of said trade offs. For 

example, on the one hand, employees will be more motivated and more committed, therefore it is 

beneficial to implement workplace democracy. On the other hand, not every employee wants to 

take the responsibility and feels the need to be included in the decision-making process. So, it 

will not lead to more motivated or committed employees, in this approach.   The limitations in 

this research is that the arguments we use are vulnerable for our own opinions and experiences 

about workplace democracy. Another limitation is that it is difficult to say if workplace 

democracy is a good or a bad thing for an organization, because it depends on the preference of 

the employees and the owners.  Every individual gets satisfaction from his or her work in a 

different way. The last limitation is that it is due to the size of an organization if it is possible and 

easier to implement workplace democracy. For smaller organizations with fewer employees it is 



easier to implement workplace democracy than for big organizations with thousands of 

employees. In the individual part none of the authors took this into account. So, for future 

questions and research it is preferable to elaborate more on the size of an organization. It plays a 

big role in the logistics of implementing workplace democracy.  
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