CHAPTER

5

The right of full participation by employee
representatives in policy making
'More participation' has always been the cry of many who are
subject to the authority of others. Today it is becoming a pressing
demand. Participation goes under a variety of names - more
consultation, more communication, election of employees to the
board, industrial democracy, and so on, but there is an absence of
clear formulation of the aspirations the words are intended to
express.
Current confusion about participation
If a major portion of the population in a democratic society want
something sufficiently, then, in the long run, they will probably
achieve a measure of it at least. But failure to formulate the ideas
and describe how they can be introduced without major disruption is causing anxious resistance to advance by those in authority. There is too much sloganizing and too little hard thinking
about the whole issue of participation. Managers are alarmed by
the topic because they are often convinced that it will take out of
their hands the authority for making the decisions that are necessary to efficient operation, leaving them with accountability
without authority. The more emotional spokesmen who lead the
drive for participation talk about full industrial democracy
without being able to specify what they mean. Their utterances
enhance the anxiety of the managers.
I wonder how many members of the general public who do not
work in our larger industries and services fully realize the difficulties which managers face in some of these. Managerial authority
has been so seriously eroded by the power of representatives,
supported, often reluctantly, by Trade Union officials, that reasonably efficient operation has become impossible. Power is not being
used to promote the well-being of the enterprises but simply to
deprive managers of authority. This use of power has not there42
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fore provided employees with a sense of participation in running
the enterprise. This sense of failure seems to exacerbate the desire
to make still further use of power in a disruptive fashion. If we
consider some (and only some) of our docks, shipyards, motorcar factories, airports, engineering factories, and printing establishments, we must be driven to the conclusion that new thinking
has to be done.
I believe that it is possible by a careful analysis of how employment hierarchies actually function to propose arrangements
which might match the aspirations of those who seek more participation and at the same time increase, in an entirely acceptable
manner, the authority of managers.
The fears of managers about participation

There are advocates of 'more participation' who propose that
every managerial decision be submitted to democratic consent of
the employees; but the Trades Union Congress, earlier this
century, rejected such notions. Society in general recognizes that
employment hierarchies could not function in that manner if
material progress is to be maintained. In spite of this many of the
opponents of' more participation' seem to fear that it will lead to
a situation where managers will have to obtain consent of employees before every decision. This fantasy is reinforced by the
failure of those who seek more participation to make clear what
they mean when they use the word. In the resultant confusion two
things happen. Managers, in fear of loss of all decision-making
authority, from time to time take up stances in defence of'managerial rights'. Very often these are ill-chosen and they thus find
themselves in a position where they are insisting on their right to
introduce changes which lie well outside any previously agreed
policy. Employee representatives, facing what they believe to be
the autocratic insistence of managers to make any decision which
they choose, take up stances which at times are equally ill-chosen
and commit their constituents to strike action against managerial
decisions which lie well within the ambit of existing policies. The
effect of such actions is to convince both sides to the argument
that either management will win the struggle and make all the
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policies and the decisions, or employees will win and managers
will largely be deprived of the ability to manage.
Employment

hierarchies are not essentially autocratic

An employment hierarchy is a series of manager-subordinate
relationships. It is normally described in terms like the following:
The chief executive is accountable for the total series of tasks
for which the hierarchy has been established. He cannot be held
accountable unless he possesses the right to make decisions concerning the strategy of the organization, the allocation of his work
to subordinates, and the detailed manner in which that work is to
be carried out. He must be able to make such decisions whether or
not they meet with the approval of his subordinates because
otherwise he could not be held accountable.
But the foregoing is an over-simplified description of the situation and it is that over-simplification which causes the tendency to
regard employment hierarchies as autocratic by nature.
The chief executive cannot make any decision he chooses.
First, he is limited by the law in many directions and, second, he
is limited by policies set by higher bodies such as the Board of
Directors in commercial companies. Next, he is limited by his
customers with their power to refuse contracts if the price and
quality of his products do not appeal and, lastly, he is limited by
his own employees by their forceful insistence on satisfactory
conditions of work and pay. All these limiting bodies have, in the
last analysis, the power (legal or otherwise) to prevent a chief
executive from implementing the decision which he may wish to
take. The Board and shareholders through their power to dismiss
the chief executive, the customers through their right to withdraw
their custom, and the employees through their power to strike,
can each close the company down.
The effect is that a chief executive is continually working within
policies (often not explicitly stated) which are set by these three
power groups. When a chief executive wishes to make important
decisions which lie outside the ambit of previously agreed policies,
then he must get new policies agreed by the power groups whose
interests are affected by the changes which he wishes to make.
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These are not opinions, they are facts. Yet they are constantly
denied. Many commentators continue to assert that shareholders
have no control over companies, and yet repeated occasions arise
when they insist on drastic changes. No doubt shareholders often
fail to exercise sufficient control but undoubtedly they possess the
power to do so.
The suggestion that management possesses autocratic authority
over employees is even more inaccurate because managers know
that they can change nothing if opposed by a resolute body of
representatives. Moreover, managers have the repeated experience of having to vary what they regard as appropriate policies in
what they regard as an unsatisfactory way under threat of disruptive action by representatives.
The fundamental difference between the power of shareholders
and that of employees is that the former have legal power whereas
the latter have to resort to force. This difference points to what I
believe is the real desire, however ill-expressed, of those who call
for more participation. Employees want their representatives to
be given constitutional authority to insist on maintenance of the
status quo until changes proposed by management have been
agreed or until amendments have been worked out which make
the changes acceptable. Such constitutional authority would make
it unnecessary for representatives to resort to the use of force.
Grant of constitutional authority* in this form has, in my experience, substituted reasoned discussion, compromise, and amendment, for the use of threats of disruptive action.
The difference between policies and decisions

The most important element in all human work is the exercise of
judgement, towards some objective, within bounds imposed by
policies. We can think therefore of the prescribed element of
work, (policies) and the discretionary element (decisions). Nobody can make any decisions they choose; everybody works
* The Netherlands Government 1971 Works Council Law has gone a long
way to create such a situation. Every enterprise employing more than one
hundred persons must set up a Works Council. Over some issues defined in
the law the management may not make changes without the approval of the
Works Council.
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within a framework of policies even though many of these
policies are not explicitly stated.
The constitutional authority to prevent change until it is
agreed, which I suggest should be given to representatives of
employees, would be authority over changes in policies - not
authority over managerial decisions in implementation of those
policies.
I believe that this analysis, in principle, resolves the argument
over increased participation. If we can set up the appropriate
institution within an employment hierarchy then the latter would
find itself in the following situation. It would have to make its
policies about working conditions explicit and to code them. No
change could be made in them without the agreement of the
representatives of all employees who might be affected. Once a
policy was agreed, then management would have the full authority to make the decisions necessary to implement that policy. In
experience over many years I found that once the necessary institution was created then participation was felt by employees to be
real and the authority of managers was increased. Representatives questioned managerial decisions whenever they felt that
these might be infringing agreed policy - but not otherwise.
Changes of policy often involved much compromise by management but once policy was agreed then representatives would back
the managerial decisions necessary to implement such policies.
Most managers came to realize that the existence of policies
agreed in this way provided them with an area over which they
could, without serious question, exercise authority. The extent of
this authority was recognized to be greater than that of managers
in other concerns which had not initiated participation in policy
making.
The negotiating institutions required within employment
hierarchies
It is one thing to discuss participation in principle as I have so far
done in this chapter, but it is more difficult to describe the form
and detailed functions of the institutions required to give effect to
participation.
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Insufficient analytical thinking has been done about the various
circumstances within which groups of people make decisions and
the various means used by such groups in arriving at decisions.
Because Parliament makes its decisions by majority vote, majority voting is often regarded as the only manner in which a group of
persons can make a decision. And yet buried within the ambit of
terms such as consultation and negotiation are a range of methods
of taking decisions which have not been described in defined
terms. Before discussing· participation further I propose to
describe these methods.
Some definitions

First I shall have to define the meaning I attach to some terms in
order to make the meaning of what I write quite clear.
Power. Those qualities of a person or an association of persons

that enable him or them to cause other persons to act.
That quality of a role, or a group of roles, which
authorizes the person occupying the role to make decisions and
act within defined limits. (The connection between power and
authority arises from the fact that those with power can endow
roles with authority.)
Authority.

Association. A voluntary coming together of people who share
common objectives and are prepared to accept some common
rules of behaviour to achieve them. (An association is one type of
institution.) Examples of associations are shareholders of a company, members of a club, members of a Trade Union, staff of a
department of a company who elect representatives, members of
professional institutions, members of a students' union of a
university or members of its teaching staff.
The nature of committees

When members of an association wish to have their affairs
managed for them they elect representatives and these representatives form a committee.
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The task of the committee is to make decisions which are felt by
committee members to be in the best interests of the association
and which are in accord with the wishes of the greatest number of
its members. The members of the committee can do no more than
exert their personal power of persuasion over each other. No
committee members (formally at least) have a special relationship
with a particular sector of the association because each committee
member has been elected by a process of voting in which all
members of the association took part. In other words each committee member is chosen by a majority of members of the
association.
The 'wholeness' of the association which is manifest in the
process of election has the result that no single member of the
committee represents a particular group within the association
from which he might derive power over other members of the
committee. *
I shall refer to such an association as a ' simple association' and
to the body which they elect as a 'committee'. These are the conditions under which the body of representatives makes its decisions
by majority voting. Figure 5 depicts a committee.
Unstable committees

But some associations take a different form when they contain a
series of sub-associations each of which elects its own representatives on to a committee. I shall use the term 'constituency' to
refer to these sub-associations. The members of these different
constituencies share the overall objectives of the association but
* I have not discussed committees such as sub-committees, advisory committees, etc., which are appointed rather than elected. Almost invariably, as
in the case of elected committees, they carry corporate accountability and
reach their decisions by majority vote. But members of advisory committees
usually have the right to submit minority reports.
There are many bodies which are called 'committees' which in my
opinion are not committees. The inter-departmental 'committees' of the
civil service are not committees because they cannot recommend to Ministers
unless they are unanimous. Many managers describe their meetings with
their immediate subordinates as 'committees', but accountability for all
decisions rests on the manager not on the' committee'.
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Committee
using Majority Voting
all members take part
in election of all
representatives

COMMITTEE: A body of
representatives elected by
all members of an association which carries
corporate responsibility
and makes its decisions
by majority vote

SIMPLE ASSOCIATIONS:
Those which do not
contain sub-associations
or separate constituencies
for the election of
representatives
Simple Association

FIG URE 5 Committee

each constituency also has subsidiary aims and objectives. I shall
refer to such associations as 'complex associations'.
A common example of a complex association is a club wherein
there are different constituencies devoted to, say, golf, tennis, and
social affairs. Other examples are the members of a Trade Union
within a factory which elects a committee from a series of departmental constituencies or the student associates, full members, and
fellows of a technological institution.
I have referred to the bodies elected by these complex associations as committees but they are, in fact, what I prefer to call
'unstable' committees. The reasons for their instability are as
follows.
All the members of the complex association share overall
objectives but each constituency has sub-objectives. If these subobjectives are threatened by the majority vote of the committee,
then the sub-objectives of one of the constituencies may become
more important to the members of that constituency than the
overall objectives of the association. The representatives of the
threatened constituency will then attempt to discard majority
voting because it is oppressive to them and resort to the use of
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power. If they have the support of their constituency they may
endanger the cohesion of the complex association by obstructive
tactics or even by threatening to lead the members of their constituency out of the association. When this stage is reached majority
voting in the' committee' is no longer accepted and if there is a
desire to maintain the cohesion of the association, then negotiation begins. At least temporarily the body of representatives ceases
to be a committee and becomes a negotiating body. Figure 6
depicts an unstable committee.
UNSTABLE COMMITTEE:
A body of representatives
elected by a complex
association (see below)
which carries corporate
responsibility and makes
decisions by majority vote
until the individual
objectives of the subassociations become more
important than the
total interests of the
association. It will then
start negotiating instead
of majority voting

Unstable Committee
uSing majority voting merging
into negotiation under stress

COMPLEX ASSOCIATIONS:
Those which contain subassociations or separate
constituencies for the
election of representatives

FIGURE

Complex Association

6 Unstable Committee

Negotiation takes place when the representatives of a
number of associations meet together in an attempt to agree upon
some common action, or to fuse together, or to agree a common
policy, or to agree on a single bargain. But there are three identifiably different circumstances within which multilateral negotiations can take place. I will name and define these three situations
and then discuss each in turn:
Multilateral

Simple Negotiation where if one or more associations contract out

of the negotiation, then the others can proceed to agreement
(Figure 7).
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Complex Negotiation where it is necessary for all the associations
concerned to agree or else no agreement can be reached among
any of them.

where not only must representatives of all
the associations agree if a decision is to be reached but, furthermore, the circumstances of the negotiation make it essential that
some change is agreed; in other words, agreement is a requirement of the situation.
Requisite Negotiation

Simple negotiation

The conditions surrounding simple negotiation are those often,
though erroneously, assumed to apply to all negotiation. Three or
four Trade Unions believe that there are possible grounds for
amalgamation and they meet to see if terms can be agreed. There
is no pressure on any of them to agree some particular set of
terms, except self-interest. They may all feel that amalgamation is
not possible. Or three of them can agree on terms and the fourth
contracts out of the negotiation and goes its own way. There are
very numerous examples of associations, or individuals for that
matter, getting together to agree on common action and either all

SIMPLE NEGOTIATION:
Where unanimous agreement
between the parties is not
necessary because some of
them can come to an
agreement whilst others
opt out

Simple Negotiation where
agreement to proceed can
involve some associations
whilst others contract cut
FIGURE

7 Simple Negotiation
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failing to agree or some of them coming to agreement while the
others fail to do so.
Complex Negotiation

There are many circumstances where all must agree or agreement
is impossible between any of the associations. These are commonly concerned with situations where unco-ordinated unilateral
decisions by a number of different associations are leading to
situations which are detrimental to the members of all the associations. Complex negotiation seems nearly always to be concerned with the acceptance of a curtailment of the individual
freedom of the associations to act alone. If one association cannot
agree to sacrifice its freedom for the common good, then it is
unlikely that any of the others can arrive at such an agreement.
If they did so it would entail a new position where one association
could continue to take decisions which were detrimental to the
common good while the others would suffer the results of such
decisions without having the right to retaliate. Complex negotiation is much more common than is generally recognized. Here are
a number of examples:
(a)

(b)

There are many meetings of representatives of nations (particularly at the Hague) to work out measures concerned with such
matters as safety at sea, transport across national borders,
pollution, radio channels, fishing limits. These measures have
to be the subject of unanimous agreement.
The General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs (GATT),
arrived at between nations soon after the last war, has been a
most important contributory factor to the growth of world
trade since then. It represented a sacrifice by each signatory of
the right to change tariffs and other conditions of trade unilaterally. The signatories to GATT, who constitute nearly all
the Western World, have to agree unanimously if one country
seeks to change its tariff structure in a manner which is inconsistent with the General Agreement. Whenever an apparent breach is made by one nation, very great international
concern arises because the whole basis of world trade is
threatened.
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The International Air Traffic Agreement (lATA) which sets
passenger and freight rates for international air traffic, is
based on unanimous agreement. It is an interesting example
because recently there has been a breakdown. Had the breakdown persisted, then unregulated fare and freight competition
would have resulted, but desperate efforts have been made to
save the agreement, probably because it was realized that loss
of revenue through open price competition might easily~have
led to the reduction of expenditure on maintenance and
safety.
(d) There are many agreements in commerce and industry between companies concerned with such matters as uniform
conditions of guarantee, standardization of specifications,
safety of goods, all of which involve the sacrifice of the right to
unilateral action and which consequently must apply to all
competitors if agreement is to be reached.
(c)

It is increasingly being recognized that each separate association which takes part in complex negotiations has the right of veto
on changes. But much difficulty could be avoided if, in every case,
complex negotiation could be recognized for what it is and the
requirement of unanimous consent or unanimous toleration of
change, or the right of veto by each separate association (and all
these mean the same), could be explicitly stated in constitutional
form. We ought all to be as familiar with the behaviour expected
of us in complex negotiationas we are when we j.oin a committee.
Figure 8 depicts Complex Negotiation.
Requisite Negotiation

The difference between Complex and Requisite Negotiation is
this: in complex negotiation agreement has to be reached unanimously or there is no agreement. But the associations involved
can tolerate failure to agree. They are not seriously damaged by
lack of agreement, they merely fail to make some possible advance. The necessity for requisite negotiation arises where there is
a combination of associations linked together in some economic,
political, or social framework, to pursue different paths towards a
common end. Each association depends for the fulfilment of its
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COMPLEX NEGOTIATION:
Where unanimous agreement
amongst the parties is
essential if any agreement is
to be arrived at. Opting out
by some parties makes
act ion by the others
impossible

Complex Negotiation where
either all agree or there
is no agreement at all

FIGURE

8 Complex Negotiation

own particular objectives not only on its own success but also on
the success of the whole combination of associations. But the
combination depends for its success on a continuous ability of all
the associations to agree changes made necessary by changes in
the economic or political environment within which the combination exists. Thus, unanimous agreement on changes is, in the long
term, essential for the continued success or even the survival of
the associations involved. Here are examples of situations where
there is a continuous need to agree change by unanimous vote.
The European Economic Community is the most dramatic
example. Its constitution provides that for certain vital questions
unanimous agreement is required. But it is clearly recognized that
continuous failure to agree will destroy the cohesion of the Community. Each country recognizes that it is not possible for the
Community to decide to stand still and rest upon its laurels
because new problems created by events outside the control of all
of its members continually arise and, unless these are solved,
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disintegration will start. For example, devaluation of the French
currency and later revaluation of the German currency, brought
about by irresistible international financial pressures, forced both
countries to breach the Common Market agricultural policy. It
became essential to get unanimous agreement to the form of such
breaches and this was eventually achieved after much compromise. Unanimously agreed changes are, therefore, essential for
its continuance. Figure 9 depicts Requisite Negotiation.

REQUISITE NEGOTIATION: Where the
different associations
involved are interdependent and failure to
agree regularly on
changes damages the
interest of all. In such
cases .not only is
unanimous agreement
necessary if action is
to be taken but
changes are essential

Requisite Negotiation between associations
whose interests all require the survival of
a complex in whose operations they all
take part

FIGURE

Requisite Negotiation

9 Requisite Negotiation

in industry

The most common· example of requisite negotiation occurs in
industrial companies. As I have already commented, companies
are an example of combinations of associations of shareholders,
represented by the board of directors; the company's customers
(an amorphous association whose interest has to be represented
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by sales managers because they do not elect representatives), and
representatives of different Trade Unions, different departments,
or different strata of employees. These representatives may represent simple or complex associations. Changes have to be made
if the company is to be able to continue to employ people on
satisfactory conditions to satisfy the market and to make profits.
Unless agreement to such changes is obtained the company will
eventually fail. Furthermore, because the company's existence
involves the active co-operation of shareholders, who supply
capital, customers, who consume the output, and employees, who
do the daily work of the organization, each one of them has
power because they can disrupt the organization by withdrawing
their co-operation. Thus, anyone of these groups may use its
power position or its legal authority to try to influence the others
to agree with the changes which it seeks. There is thus a great
need for all the associations concerned in the work of an industrial company to be very clear indeed about the nature of their
relationships and the circumstances within which they negotiate.
The situation is that all who have power or authority in the
situation must agree change. They do it tacitly if it is of little
importance to them. They may have previously authorized a
general policy giving somebody in authority the right to make
change within the terms of that policy. Or they may, on new
issues of importance, specifically have to state their approval.
In a meeting of the chief executive of a company with representatives of its employees, the situation is somewhat more complex than is often assumed because the company's shareholders
and customers are, in a sense, also represented by the chief
executive. He cannot agree changes which he believes might be
rejected by the board or the shareholders or cause extensive loss
of business from customers. The chief executive must take his
decisions in negotiation in accordance with explicit or assumed
terms of reference which he believes will be acceptable to these
two power groups. Likewise, representatives who are members of
Trade Unions have to bear in mind the policies of those unions as
well as the interest of those who elected them. Thus each of the
associations involved in, say, a manufacturing company has a
choice. It can either go on compromising with the others until all
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are agreed, or it can risk trying to use its power to force the others
to accept what it wants. By taking the latter course it puts the
entire combination of associations at risk.
Participation

depends on clear negotiating institutions

This degree of understanding of the nature of the institutions
within which negotiations of various kinds take place is, Ibelieve,
basic to the whole idea of participation. Without explicit structuring* and understanding of the rules of behaviour which necessarily apply in given situations, those who want to progress
amicably and constructively towards agreement do not know how
to deal with regressive or destructive behaviour on the part of
others. Where there are no explicit rules everybody is driven to
the use of the lowest common denominator of counter-productive
tactics.
I have suggested earlier that the essence of what employees want
when they use the phrase' more participation' is the right one to
take a 'full part' in deciding the policies within which the enterprise is managed. In the event I found[DAG]
that this was narrowed
down by employees' representatives to the taking of a 'full part'
in the formulation of these policies which bear directly on working
conditions. Policies which affected relations between the company's shareholders or its customers, although of interest to and
often discussed by representatives, were not matters in which they
desired to intervene unless a by-product of such policies had a
direct bearing on conditions of employment.
Conditions of Participation

If employees and their representatives are to be able to feel that
their aspirations to take a 'full part' in the formulation of policies
are fulfilled, then the following conditions have not only to exist
but have to be plainly seen to exist:
1. New policies or change in policies must not be introduced without the agreement of the representatives of all those affected.
* See the Appendix for details of the institutions required.
During twenty-five years' experience of operating unanimous voting
councils in The Glacier Metal Co. Ltd.
[dag]
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2. Representatives of any Union, department, or stratum of
employees in an employment institution must each have the
right to veto changes until conditions have been agreed which
will render these at least tolerable to the people they represent.
3. Until changes are agreed, then the status quo must continue to
operate.
4. Management must also have, by agreement, the right to veto
any changes proposed by representatives.
5. When new policies are agreed they must be carefully written
and continuously available to all employees for reference.
6. Managers must be trained not only in the formal content of
agreed policies but also in the spirit in which they are to be
interpreted.
7. An explicit and formal appeal procedure must be set up so that
managerial decisions which appear to contradict the letter or
spirit of those policies are delayed until reviewed by successive
higher levels of managerial authority.
Given the achievement of such conditions then I believe that a
number of changes will take place:
(a) most employees will accept the authority of managers to make

such decisions as seem appropriate to the efficient running of
the organization as long as those decisions are consistent with
agreed policies.
(b) employees' representatives will be much more reluctant to
resort to the use of power.
(c) a feeling of participation on the part of most employees will
develop as they begin to trust the efficacy of the new institutions.
These are not new proposals to give effect to the cry for more
participation. Together with others I have been advocating them
for many years. * They represent no sacrifice of managerial
authority as compared with existing circumstances. Indeed, if
implemented, managers would, in my experience, find themselves
* My book, Exploration in Management (Heinemann Educational Books
and Penguin Books) contains full details of my proposals for participation.
My more recent book Organization (op. cit. )delves still more deeply into the
subject.
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with secure usable authority within an area of discretion bounded
by agreed policies.
This would be a very notable accretion of authority compared
to the current situation of many managers who never know when
any decision which they make is going to be challenged by representatives backed by the threat of banning overtime, working to
rule, refusing co-operation, or striking.
Furthermore, if by joint agreement a unanimous-voting council
is set up and all its members come to recognize that they are
dealing with' Requisite Negotiation' as I have defined it earlier,
then a new position will have been established. Not only will
employees' representatives have the constitutional right to veto
change (which they already have in unconstitutional form owing
to their power to strike) but management too will possess this
right of veto so long as the constitution is adhered to.
The results of setting up a unanimous-voting

council

Structured participation based on unanimous-voting councils
(one could call them Power-equating Councils) will produce a
range of results:
(a) At first it will prove slow work to get agreement on changes to

policies. Representatives will test the integrity of managers'
agreement not to change policy without unanimous agreement by holding up changes simply in order to see what
happens.
(b) Managers will have to agree unpalatable compromises in
order to get any agreement. They should remember when this
occurs that they would in any case have been unable to implement the full changes which they desired without building up a
feeling of hostility which would have led to the next outburst
of conflict.
(c) When changes in policy have been agreed, managers will find
they have a high degree of authority from representatives to
take decisions towards the implementation of those changes.
(d) Representatives will gradually cease to threaten the use of
their power of disruption when they realize that they have
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constitutional and peaceful means of preventing unwanted
changes instead of having to resort to expensive power
tactics.
(e) The deliberations of the council will produce a series of
explicit internal policies within which managers have full
authority to make decisions. This will reduce very greatly the
time spent by representatives and managers in negotiating
over the same issues time and again as they arise. One agreed
written policy can save hundreds of hours of irritable argument over many years to come.
(f) The real importance of representatives as 'legislators' along
with management will have been established. The proper feeling of their own importance will be enhanced. Their fantasies
about the 'authoritarian' character of management will be
reduced.
(g) Those who elect representatives will gradually realize that
constitutional power* now rests in the hands of their representatives and that constant consideration of disruptive action
to constrain managers is no longer necessary. A feeling of real
participation will begin to grow.
The Appendix sets out the details of the constitution of a
unanimous-voting council.
* The thoughts of some will turn to questions such as 'Will this constitutional power be used to prevent an essential measure of redundancy or
the essential closing of a factory?' In my experience, councils can handle
such issues. I have discussed such issues at length in Organization (op. cit.).
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The right to abundant employment
In the presence of the very high recent levels of unemployment, a
feeling of what might be described as hopelessness seems to be
developing in our society. Ever more people are talking about the
inevitability of serious unemployment. There is talk of reduced
working hours and earlier retirement as a means of alleviation
of the situation caused by increasing automation, mechanization, and computerization.
Those who lived in the 1920s and 1930s will recognize the
similarity between the views now being expressed and those
which were much more widely prevalent in those early years.
The anxieties, to which I have already referred, about the
increasing number of people who will be condemned to 'boring
button-pushing jobs' coupled with this increasing gloom about
the inevitability of continued serious unemployment, is throwing
a psychological shadow over the whole of the employment zone.
In Chapter 2 I attempted to demonstrate that the 'more and
more boring jobs' gloom was false and that in fact the long-term
prospect is the opposite. But I did point out that in the presence
of unemployment many people are forced to accept roles where
the level of personal capacity of the people involved is well above
that required to do the work. In other words, unemployment
causes over-manning * of jobs on a serious scale. I also pointed
out that because human capacity increases with age (see Figure~
3) that if opportunity for change of job involving gradual
degrees of promotion is denied because of unemployment, then
the jobs of millions of people may become boring and unsatisfactory to them.
It would seem, therefore, that if it were possible effectively to
solve the problem of unemployment we should not only remove
* I have used the term over-manning to describe the situation where the
capacity of the person is above that required for the work on which he is
employed.
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