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SUMMARY

I T h e c o n f e r e n c e p a p e r s a l m o s t a l l r a i s e c e n t r a l p r o b l e m s o f p o l i t i c a l

theory. The ob jec t o f the paper i s to see what l i gh t i s shed on these

by the corpus of ideas, such as it is, constituting political theory.
(Page 2)

I I There are four respects in wh ich the co) | te raporary la rge Western

co rpo ra t i on ra i ses i n te res t i ng p rob lems :

(1) Its possession (undisputed) of market power and (more disputed)
power over consumers via advertising (Pages 3-5)

( 2 ) M a c r o e c o n o m i c e f f e c t s o f i t s d e c i s i o n s . ( I n fl a t i o n a s a

Hobbesian problem.) (Pages 5-6)

(3) Externa l costs . (Pages 6-7)

( ^ ) T h e a u t h o r i t y r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h i n t h e c o r p o r a t i o n . P e o p l e o b e y
others regularly on a basis of (i) potential punishment,
( i i ) potent ia l reward, or ( i i i ) acknowledged r ight. The two
current candidates for (iii) are (a) ownership and (b) expertise,
%dth a third "quid pro quo" notion which shades into (ii).
A low level of legitimacy may be concealed by an absence of viable
alternatives to obedience; once this changes, behaviour may well
change sharply. (Pages 7-12)

I I I F o u r g e n e r a l " s o l u t i o n s " h a v e b e e n o f f e r e d :

(1) Capitalism (Pages 12-13)

(2) Socialism (Pages 13-1^)

(3) Democracy (Pages 1^-15)

(^) Managerialism (Pages 15-16)

IV These are not really solutions but statements of faith in some sectior
of the community. The problem is one of detailed institutional

design out of familiar components. (Pages 16-17)
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Several years ago a couple of col leagues at Oxford advert ised

a course on The Socio logy of Industr ia l Society. Vsfhen, as the t ime

to g ive i t approached, they began to th ink about the content of the

course, they realised that they would have left little less out if they
had s imp ly adver t i sed i t as Soc io logy, As the con fe rence papers

i l l us t ra te , Techno logy and Soc ie ty i s j us t ano ther l abe l on Pandora ' s
Box. Never the less , I th ink one po in t does emerge s t rong ly f rom a lmost

all the papers and that is the central significance of what might be
c a l l e d p o l i t i c a l c o n c e r n s . E v e n w h e n a w r i t e r d o e s n o t h i m s e l f d r a w

out the political significance of his work, this can quite easily be lone.
Of course, it may be said that this does not necessarily mean tliat th'*

sub jec t w i l l be i l l umina ted by someone who i s a po l i t i ca l theor is t by
t r a d e . A l a s , I a m s u f fi c i e n t l y a w a r e o f t h e d e fi c i e n c i e s i n w l i a t w e

laughingly cal l our discipl ine as wel l as my own inadequacy to the ta; k
t o b e o n l y t o o r u e f u l l y g r i l l i n g t o a g r e e . A l l t h e s a m e , t h e r e a r e a

fa i r l y l im i ted number o f a rguments jus t i f y ing the exerc ise o f power, and
a f a i r l y l i m i t e d n u m b e r o f t y p e s o f i n s t i t u t i o n f o r c h a n n e l l i n g t h a t

e x e r c i s e . A s D a v i d H u m e r e m a r k e d , " n e w d i s c o v e r i e s a r e n o t t o b e

expected in these mat ters" . Th is be ing so, there should be some
interest to be derived from asking how these wel l-worn ideas and devices

can be adapted to the kinds of technical and economic change discussed

in the papers . No t on ly a re the e lements fin i te bu t the number o f

combinations can be reduced below the number of logical ly possible ones.

Al though we are not very st rong on empir ical general izat ions in our
ramshackle discip l ine, we do have an idea that , on the basis of exper i jnce

plus what can only be called applied common sense, some describable
s t a t e s o f a f f a i r s a r e n o t v e r y l i k e l y. G e n e r a l i z a t i o n s o f t h i s v e r y

modest negat ive k ind are , I th ink , capable o f suggest ing that the
2ava i l ab le l i nes o f change a re p re t t y l im i ted i n scope .
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I I

Within the general area of technology and society our concern

i s , a s I u n d e r s t a n d i t , w i t h t h e m o d e r n c o r p o r a t i o n . F o u r p o l i t i c a l l y

significant features of the large corporation (whether privately or
publicly owned) seem to be as fol lows:

(1 ) A po in t wh ich has no t , as fa r as I am aware , been cont rovers ia l

among the economic community for many years is that corporations sell ing
manufac tured products are not normal ly "p r ice- takers" as the cond i t ions
o f p e r f e c t c o m p e t i t i o n r e q u i r e . T h e p o l i t i c a l s i g n i fi c a n c e o f t h i s

T - e l a t e s t o t h e i d e o l o g i c a l r o l e t h a t h a s b e e n p l a y e d b y t h e p e r f e c t -

c o m p e t i t i o n m o d e l i n W e s t e r n s o c i e t i e s . C r u d e l y , i n s t i t u t i o n s c a n b e ,
and have to be, defended on two counts, though to some extent (which is
n o t e s t a b l i s h e d ) t h e t w o k i n d s o f d e f e n c e c a n b e s u b s t i t u t e d f o r o n e

a n o t h e r . F i r s t , i t h a s t o b e s h o w n t h a t a n i n s t i t u t i o n p r o d u c e s , o v e r

t h e l o n g h a u l , g o o d r e s u l t s - a t a n y r a t e i n r e l a t i o n t o t h o s e t h a t

m igh t be expec ted f rom any p laus ib le a l te rna t i ve . Second , the exe rc i se
o f p o w e r h a s t o b e s h o w n t o b e l e g i t i m a t e , i n t e r m s o f s o m e c o n c e p t i o n

o f t h e k i n d s o f t i t l e i n v i r t u e o f w h i c h r u l e i s j u s t i fi a b l e . T h e

i n d e p e n d e n c e o f t h e s e c o n d p r i n c i p l e h a s o f t e n b e e n a s s a u l t e d , p e r h a p s
most sys temat ica l l y by the Eng l i sh u t i l i t a r ians , and i t seems reasonab le

to suggest that there has been something of a secular dr i f t towards

j u s t i fi c a t i o n b y r e s u l t s o v e r t h e l a s t f e w c e n t u r i e s . B u t p r a g m a t i s m
has never completely triumphed and has of recent years run into a new

intellectual challenge, albeit of a pretty inchoate form.̂
The ideo log ica l de fence o f cap i ta l i s t i c en te rp r i se based on

}e r f ec t compe t i t i on copes w i t h bo th k i nds o f j us t i fi ca t i on , t he second
r a t h e r s u b t l y. T h e j u s t i fi c a t i o n b y r e s u l t s t a k e s t w o l i n e s : t h e

sys tem is a ra t iona l au id e ffic ien t way o f sa t is fy ing e f fec t i ve demand
and it rewards factors according to their marginal product (which can
be represented as in some sense "fair"). The justification of the
exerc ise o f power s imp ly cons is ts in po in t ing ou t tha t the en te rp r i se

cannot exerc ise any impor tant power- i f i t w ishes to max imize profi ts

(and i t mus t i f i t i s to surv ive , s ince in the long run there a re no

excess profits) the prices at which it buys and sells and even the



amounts a re fixed . O f course , as Marx (o r fo r tha t mat te r John

Stuart Mill) pointed out, even if the system operated without
d e t a i l e d p o l i t i c a l i n t e r v e n t i o n , i t w a s n e v e r t h e l e s s a p r o d u c t o f

i f
a p o l i t i c a l l y - c r e a t e d f r a m e w o r k . B u t t h i s s t i l l g o t t h e

i n d i v i d u a l fi r m o f f t h e h o o k .

A l t h o u g h t h e s e s i m p l e v e r i t i e s a r e s t i l l e x p o u n d e d b y
E n o c h P o w e l l o r B a r r y Q o l d w a t e r , t h e y a r e n o t n o w p u t f o r w a r d b y

the more sophis t icated even of the pa id defenders o f " f ree enterpr ise"

s u c h a s , i n B r i t a i n , A i m s o f I n d u s t r y . H o w f a r t h e r e a l i t y d i v e r g e s

from the model of perfect competi t ion (and how much, i f at al l , more

than i t used, tak ing in to account b igger markets and lower t ranspor t

costs) are clearly questions in dispute among economists.̂  It is,
I t h i n k , w o r t h n o t i c i n g t h a t t h e r e a r e r e a l l y t w o q u e s t i o n s h e r e -

what actual ly happens and what counts as an important deviat ion.

For example, one might admit that the efficiency effects are relatively
smal l but s t i l l emphasise the large dent which is made in the doct r ine

o f t h e p o w e r l e s s n e s s o f t h e fi r m .

An ideo log ica l l y - f rau f :h t subset o f economic dec is ions taken

by the firm is the payments it makes to employees and shareholders.
To the extent that the firm Cfin be seen to be exerc is ing d iscret ion,

the question can hardly be avoided in virtue of what title these
decisions are being made by whoever makes them.̂

I h a v e l e f t u n t i l l a s t , a f u r t h e r r e v i s i o n o f t h e c l a s s i c a l

model, stated in the rabst extreme form by Marcuse and his followers,
and in a more moderate form by Galbraith in The Affluent Society and

T h e N e w I n d x i s t r i a l S t a t e . T h i s i s t h e i d e a t h a t t h e fi r m d o e s n o t

merely satisfy pre-existent wants but creates wants by advertising.
This seems to me to run into the most appal l ing mixture of empir ical

and conceptual difficulties, which is not, of course, to say there
is nothing in it. Fortunately, the only point which is relevauat tc
the present purpose is that the tradit ional just ification of "freq
enterprise" in terms of efficiency in satisfying wants does not seen
to }equire .hat the wants should be in some sense natural rather th« n
artificial. But the "no power" theory is more severely damaged if
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it is tz>ue that the powery/the firm extends to modifying the tastes
(and inevitably some of the beliefs) of the public. If such power
is admi t ted, quest ions again seem unavoidable about the t i t le in

v i r t u e o f w h i c h i t i s e x e r c i s e d .

( 2 ) T h e s e c o n d p o l i t i c a l l y s i g n i fi c a n t p o i n t t h a t c a l l s f o r m e n t i o n
I s t h a t t h e d e c i s i o n s o f fi r m s h a v e m a c r o e c o n o m i c e f f e c t s a n d t h a t a

i e c i s i o n a d v a n t a g e o u s t o a fi r m m a y i m p o s e m a c r o e c o n o m i c " e x t e r n a l
n

c o s t s " . T h e s e c o n d p a r t o f t h e s t a t e m e n t i s c r u c i a l . I n a n y s o r t

of economy, each economic decision must, obviously, have some effect on

employment, the general pr ice- level and so on, however minute; but
t h i s n e e d n o t r e q u i r e a c t i v e s t a t e i n t e r v e n t i o n i n t h e d e c i s i o n s o f fi r m s .

I cannot help wondering i f economists t iave ent irely come to

t e r m s w i t h t h e p o l i t i c a l i m p l i c a t i o n s o f t h e c l i c h e t h a t i n fl a t i o n i s

the problem of the present period as unemployment was of the nineteen

t h i r t i e s . B o t h h a v e i n c o m m o n t h e f a c t t h a t t h e c o n s e q u e n c e s o f

i n d i v i d u a l d e c i s i o n s c a n b e i n a g g r e g a t e u n d e s i r a b l e , b u t t h e d i f f e r e n c e

l i e s i n t h e w a y i n w h i c h t h e a v a i l a b l e r e m e d i a l a c t i o n o p e r a t e s . I f

we go back to the in ter-war per iod we find, of course, that the standard

soc icd is t a rgument sugges ted tha t the concern o f fi rms w i th p rofi tab le

p roduc t ion cou ld no t be made compat ib le w i th the fu l l u t i l i za t ion o f

resources ; hence the "p rofi t mot ive" mus t be rep laced by "p roduc t ion
for use" according to a nat ional plan in which each plant would be given

a phys i ca l p roduc t i on quo ta . Howeve r, s k i r t i ng a round t he con t rove rsy

about the re la t ive impor tance o f fisca l and monetary po l icy, I suppose

near ly a l l economists would now th ink that i t is poss ib le to avoid mass

unemployment o f the k ind exper ienced in the n ineteen th i r t ies .

I t is not surpr is ing that when economists address themselves to

t i e "p rob l«n o f i n f l a t i on " , wha t t hey usua l l y seem to be l ook ing fo r i ^

s o m e e q u i v a l e n t m e t h o d o f l e a v i n g i n d i v i d u a l d e c i s i o n - m a k e r s t o p u r s u e

thei r own interests as they see them whi le manipulat ing centra l controLS

s o t h a t t h e fi n a l r e s u l t i s s a t i s f a c t o r y. B u t a t t h e r i s k o f b e i n g m a d e
to look foolish, I am bound to say this appears to me something of a vain

hope. The gover iunent may, o f course, by monetary or fisca l po l icy
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arrange things so that aggregate inflation vdll be "punished" by
aggregate unemployment, but this kind of collective sanction is far
from ensuring that it is no longer in the interests of the workers in an

industry to demand more pay and the employers to prefer paying up to
facing a long and expensive str ike. Inflation surely simply reflects
the fact that in a market s i tuat ion you can ra ise the pr ice of what

you sell but you can't lower the price of what you buy. As a result
of this auaymmetry you can only, for example, increase your real wages

by raising your money wages since there is no market mechanism for
lowering the pr ices of what you buy.

To a polit ical theorist an inflationary economy is powerfully
rem in i scen t o f Hobbes ' s ta te o f na tu re . As Hobbes po in ted ou t , i t i s

useless in a state of nature merely to point out how much nicer i t
wou ld be not to be in a s ta te o f nature and pos i t i ve ly i r respons ib le

to ask people to set an example by renouncing the use of force and
fraud since a man who does makes himself "a prey to others". The only

answer, as Hobbes said, is to change the loiles of the game and introduce
a coercive authority capable of enforcing peace. The analogy seems to
me pretty precise. Much official discussion of inflation consists of
saying how much better it would be not to have it and inviting various
groups in the community to set a good example. Yet the logic of the
situation seems to be exactly that of a Hobbesian state of nature and
the solut ion - recourse to enforceable law - must be the same.

Needless to say, if this conclusion is correct and the state cannot
in the long run stay out of an active role in the determination of
prices and incomes, the political implications are immense and I can
for the moment rest my case there.

(5 ) The th i rd po l i t i ca l ly re levant po in t concerns ex terna l cos ts
in t! ie conventional sense of unwanted physical consequences of the

production or consumption of goods. There is no need for the present
purpose to ask whether external costs per unit of derived utility have
increased in the last century or more, or whether it is simply that as
the goods themselves yield diminishing marginal utility, we inevitably
give a relatively greater weight to the disamenities associated with them.
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I t i s c lear enough tha t s ta te ac t ion o f some sor t i s the on ly so lu t ion

to external costs which affect large numbers of people, and I shal l say

n o m o r e a b o u t i t .

{ k ) F i n a l l y, I s h o u l d l i k e t o d e a l w i t h t h e q u e s t i o n o f a u t h o r i t y

r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h i n t h e c o r p o r a t i o n . I r a i s e i t a t s o m e l e n g t h , n o t
because I have any expert knowledge of the subject, but because, in spite

of my effor ts to understand i t , I am st i l l puzzled and hope to be

en l igh tened. At the same t ime i t does seem p la in tha t the issues are
in many ways closely parallel to those which have always been among the

c e n t r a l c o n c e r n s o f p o l i t i c a l t h e o r i s t s , a n d I fi n d i t i n t e r e s t i n g t o

b r i n g t h e s e n o t i o n s t o b e a r o n t h e q u e s t i o n .

The po in t i s a ve ry s imp le one . I n any o rgan i za t i on , by

d e fi n i t i o n , t h e r e i s " i m p e r a t i v e c o - o r d i n a t i o n " , i n o t h e r w o r d s s o m e

people give orders to other people or lay down rules for other people
to fo l l ow. Wha t can make th i s l eg i t ima te? The echo o f Rousseau i s

in tent iona l , fo r Rousseau set the prob lem of author i ty up in i ts most
severe form by demanding that the solut ion must l ie in finding a form

o f a s s o c i a t i o n i n w h i c h e a c h s h o u l d b e a s f r e e a s h e w a s b e f o r e .

Robert Paul Wolff , in his recent book In Defense of Anarchism,

has res ta ted the cond i t i on as fo l l ows . A h igh va lue i s t o be a t tached

to autonomy, that is to say carrying out our own will rather than the
%d.ll of others (heteronomy). We may, consistently with autonomy, do

something that we are asked to do, but only if we independently think
it a good idea. (In practice, therefore, this concession does not
amount to anything.) Not al together surpr is ingly, Wolff finds i t
d i f fi c u l t t o fi n d a b a s i s f o r a u t h o r i t y w h i c h i s c o m p a t i b l e w i t h t h e

preservation of autonomy. The standard technique has, of course, been
to invoke some sor t o f supposed con t rac t . I t i s then a rgued tha t by

agreeing to a procedure for taking collectively binding decisions, one
is also agreeing to whatever decisions come out of it. Wolff rejects
this formula by saying that it provides for an agreement to give up one's

autonomy (just as an agreement to become somebody's slave would be).
In the end, the only source of author i ty for a ru le b inding on a group
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t h a t h e fi n d s c o n s i s t e n t w i t h a u t o n o m y i s u n a n i m o u s a g r e e m e n t t o t h a t

rule among the members of the group. Even this, however, seems to me

fa i r ly dub ious on Wol f f 's own premises : is i t much less denia l o f

autonomy that a man should be required to do something he now thinks

wrong because he once consented to it (perhaps decades ago) than that
he should be held to something because he consented to the procedure

u n d e r w h i c h i t w a s a r r i v e d a t ?

The po in t tha t , I hope, emerges f rom th is i s tha t reconc i l ing

autonomy and authority would be a feat of the same order as squaring
t h e c i r c l e . T h i s c a n b e a p p r e c i a t e d b y r e fl e c t i n g S i m o n ' s r e m a r k

( i n A d m i n i s t r a t i v e B e h a v i o r ) t h a t i n a n a u t h o r i t y r e l a t i o n s h i p t h e

subord inate * ho lds in abeyance h is own cr i t ica l facu l t ies for choos ing
b e t w e e n a l t e r n a t i v e s a n d u s e s t h e f o r m a l c r i t e r i o n o f t h e r e c e i p t o f

a command or a signal as his basis for choice'. The question ie, then,
on what basis people are willing to acknowledge this relationship?

If we simply ask what motives someone (B) could possibly have
for obeying the orders of another (A), a three-fold division presents
itself pretty naturally ; (i) A can make B suffer if he doesn't obey,
(ii) A can make B better off if he does obey or (iii) B believes that A" " " 1 0
has a r ight to g ive h im orders. Unfor tunate ly for socia l theor is ts ,
even quite extreme cases are rarely entirely pure ones. Such is the
force on the mind of what exists that even a system of slavery appears

to gain some legitimacy to buttress the physical sanctions on which
it largely rests; conversely, even in a relationship which is based
on legitimacy, the subordinate's acceptance of the position is rarely
unconditional but depends in the long run upon the maintenance of a

1 1
s a t i s f a c t o r y fl o w o f r e w a r d s .

Needless to say, the relationship between might and right has

always been a disputed topic in political theory. It would I suppose
be broadly accepted that legitimate rule is cheaper and in some ways
more aesthetically pleasing. What is at issue is (i) the empirical
question how far/Creates a feeling of right after a time, (ii) the moral
or jurisprudential question how far de facto might actually constitutes
right in certain situations and (iii) the verbal question (connected of
course w i th the o thers ) whe ther o r no t " l eg i t ima te au thor i t y " i s to be
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a p l e o n a s m . I d o n o t t h i n k t h e fi r s t t w o o f t h e s e h a v e e v e r " r e a l l y

been sa t i s fac to r i l y t r ea ted and I suspec t t ha t t h i s i s because the i r

f o r m u l a t i o n s t i l l w r a p s u p a l o t o f d i f f e r e n t q u e s t i o n s . T h e t h i r d

d e m a n d s a d e c i s i o n a n d i t w i l l b e s e e n t h a t I h a v e c h o s e n t o t r e a t a n

author i ty re lat ionship as any in which one person can regulaur ly get

somebody else to obey his orders, legit imacy being one of the three
bases (the others being punishment and reward) on which the relationship

m i g h t r e s t .

I t i s l e s s i m p o r t a n t w h i c h s i d e o n e c o m e s d o w n o n t h a n t h a t o n e

shou ld no t s l i p i n to a pos i t i on where i t becomes a so r t o f defin i t i ona l

t ru th that endur in .5 author i ty re la t ionships in the broad sense must be

author i ty re lat ionships in the narrow sense ( i .e. legi t imate). This is
pa r t i cu la r l y s i gn i fican t because the t ru th o f t he p ropos i t i on has been a

postu late of much post-Durkheimlan socio logy, whereas in fact the

proposi t ion seems to me by no means universa l ly correct . Thus, i f we
ask what leg i t im izes the au thor i t y re la t ionsh ips w i th in the con teraporepy

corpora t ion , we shou ld not p resuppose tha t we wi l l find a sa t is fac tory
a n s w e r .

Oddly enough, if we take into account the central importance of
this question, the amount of social-scientific work directly aimed at

1 2
g i v i n g a n a n s w e r d o e s n o t s e e m t o b e v e r y g r e a t . T h e t i t l e o f
Bend ix 's Work a ind Author i t y in Indus t ry i s encourag ing , bu t i t s sub t i t l e

" Ideologies of management in th<» course of indust r ia l izat ion" descr ibes

a c c u r a t e l y i t s l i m i t a t i o n s . A l t h o u g h B e n d i x a s s e r t s a t v a r i o u s p o i n t s
in the book that an understanding of the ideologies of management

provides a key to the understanding of the development of industrialism,
he nowhere explains in detail how this is so, and I am inclined to think
we learn more about a subject by looking at i t d i rect ly than by looking

1 5a t i t v i a t h e d i s t o r t i n g m i r r o r o f i d e o l o g y . T h e s e l f - s e r v i n g

ideology of a dominant group is causally significant, as Pareto above all
emphasised, in that a dominant (^oup which loses i ts sense of mission is

unlikely to defend itself vigorously against attack. But a successful
ideology in this sense need not be one that is causally significant in

i L .r e l a t i o n t o o t h e r g r o u j ® . B e n d i x c o n f e s s e s a c e r t a i n a g n o s t i c i s m
about the receptior. of management ideologies among workers but arpnies
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that managers would not spend so much money and effort in propagating

their message unless i t seemed to make some impact. This, however,

ignores the poss ib i l i t y (ment ioned above) tha t the main func t ion o f the

manager ia l i deo logy i s to cheer up managers . Cer ta in ly the behav ioura l
ev idence sugges ts a l im i ted im j iac t . Accord ing to Bend ix , fo r example ,

the p reva i l i ng manager ia l i deo logy in the U .S .A . du r ing the fi rs t coup le

o f decades o f t h i s cen tu ry i nc luded a s t rong an t i -un ion e lemen t : un ions ,

i t w a s c o n s t a n t l y r e i t e r a t e d , w e r e n o t o n l y s i n f u l b u t i n e f f e c t u a l . Ye t

in the same period, as Bendix himself notes, there was a rapid growth of

u n i o n i z a t i o n .

I n t h e n a t u r e o f t h e c a s e i t i s m o r e d i f fi c u l t t o t e l l w h a t

workers think than what managers think, since workers do not usual ly

pay peop le to bombard the i r emp loyers w i th improv ing t rac ts . S ince ,

however, we can hardly suppose that workers wi l l th ink up addi t ional

just ificat ions for a system which puts them at the bottom, we can take
the management ideologies as a start ing point .

Nowadays there seem to be two used in Western capital ist societies :

fi rs t , tha t the managers , ac t ing on beha l f o f the owners , a re buy ing , in
the contract of employment, the obedience of employees; and, second, i .hat

the managers , by the i r super io r exper t ise , a re ab le to organ ize th ings

so t ha t eve ryone i s be t t e r o f f t han he o the rw i se wou ld be . The fi r s t

i s a m i n i m a l r e i n t e r p r s t a t i o n , t o fi t c o n t e m p o r a r y c o n d i t i o n s , o f t h e

"classical" picture, (Its plausibility is, of course, severely dented
by the inactivity of shareholders.) The second plays down the labour-
cap i ta l re la t ion and a t tempts to p resent the re la t ion as one o f app l ied

e x p e r t i s e - a p p l i e d " s o u l f u l l y " f o r t h e b e n e fi t o f a l l p a r t i e s .

How far are these legit imating ideas accepted by workers?

Alan Fox, whose recent book Sociology of Work in Industrŷ ^̂  is a
-jig—v a l u a b l e s o u r c e , s u g g e s t s t h a t " I n s o f a r a s a u t h o r i t y r e l a t i o n s d o

p reva i l i n t he i ndus t r i a l o rgan iza t i ons o f t he Wes t , t hey a re p robab ly
most vddely character ized, so far as subordinates are concerned, by a

low-key acquiescence"(p,^5)• In addit ion, Fox later wites: "Even the
m o s t c a s u a l o b s e r v a t i o n o f f e r s e v i d e n c e t h a t s h a r e d v a l u e s d o i n f a c t

provide management with a considerable measure of act ive legi t imat ion.
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This is demonstrated in such utterances by employees as: (i) 'It's
his firm so I suppose he has some right to tell us what to do*;
(ii) •Someone's got to organize things and give orders'; (iii) 'He's
so obviously an expert at the job that you feel you have to listen and
take notice'; or (iv) 'They treat us reasonably well on the whole so
we generally try to cooperate'." Here, (i) is clearly the "classical"
legitimation, while (ii) and (iii) arc both (or depend on) the "managerial"
one. (iv) could be regarded as a version of either, so worn down as to
be barely distinctive. Alternatively, it might be thought of as a
separa te one , res t ing on a s imp le qu id p ro quo idea . Bu t i t i s wor th

noticing that it is then essentially an economic motive for compliauice
with a light varnish of legitimacy on top. As Fox himself obseirves,
it is a very unstable foundation of legitimacy since there is no built-in
ceiling to the expectations which the workers may form about the "fair"
relat ionship between work and reward.

Outside this area of tenuous normative agreement and its
penumbra of "low-key acquiescence" is, as Fox says, an area of normative
conflict, where the legitimacy of management demands is not accepted.
In fact, thoughfall three areas are, in relation to the spectrum of

possibilities, just slightly different shades of grey falling short, for
most Western workers, of either fervid acceptance or revolutionary
reject ion of management goals.

It is, of course, difficult to read off the level of legitimacy
of any system of authority from the behaviour of those subject to it
because the strength of the ailternative motives for obedience can vsury
independently. Workers may have accepted the conditions depicted by
the Hammonds during the early stages of British industrialization because
the alternatives were worse. It is hard to imagine any sane human being

accepting them for any other reason. "In one spinning factory the doors
were locked during working hours; it was prohibited to drink water despite
the prevail ing heat; and fines were imposed on such misdemeanors as

leaving a window open, being dirty, washing oneself, whistling, putting
the light out too soon or not soon enough, being found in the %irong place,

18
a n d s o o n . "
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Converaely, when there is a buoyant employment market and a
system of unemployment relief, national assistance and sickness benefitsy

lower level of active rejection of the work situation may be associated
with an increaised propensity to strike, work to rule or take time off
(whether under cover of sickness or not). It is tempting to argue that
much of Britain's increased post-war standard of living lias in fact
taken the form of increased bloody-mindedness among workers. This, of
course, infuriates both the traditional middle class and the growth-
oriented politicians, economists and managers. Absenteeism, unofficial
stoppages and the rest are thus denounced by leaders of both main parties,
the editorials and correspondence columns of newspapers and by everybody
elso) who makes it his business to issue solemn warnings on the "state of
t h e n a t i o n " .

Curiously, the industrial workers, though deserted by their
self-appointed political leaders and preached at continuously by the
mass media of communication, do not seem to be mending their ways.
The interesting question is, I take it, what changes might produce
more co-operation and whether they are changes that those with power
to make them would be prepared on balance to introduce.

I l l

This brings me conveniently to my final e>cci,j.oa : "solutions".
(I use inverted commas because the whole notion of a "solution" in this
kind of context seems to me misplaced. In my view there are only, if
we are very lucky, improvements.) Roughly these can be divided into
four varieties, which I shall call "capitalism", "socialism", "democracy"
and "manageriaXism" according to the quarter to which they look for
s a l v a t i o n .

(1) Capitalism. I give this name to the view that reality should be
brought into line with the classical model of a capitalist economy.
Shareholders should assert themselves and insist that management maximizes
profits, eschews "soulful" activities which cut into them and then
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d ie t r i bu te the lo t . (oee fo r examp le A lex Rubner, The Ensnared

S h a r e h o l d e r. ) O n t h e o t h e r s i d e , t h e s t a t e s h o u l d s e e t o i t

competition does not fall below some minimal level, but the gensral
v i e w c a n a c c o m m o d a t e b o t h t h o s e w h o t h i n k t h i s w o u l d m e a n a n a c t i v e

policy and those who think that the threat of new entrants and new
products keeps firms on their toes even if they are currently
m o n o p o l i s t s •

Of the four problems outlined in the previous section, this
view deals with market power (l) by suggesting that profit-maximization

plus competition can eliminate it; and it speaks to Internal
legitimacy (4) by demanding the restoration of the "legal" relationship
to a de fac to one . (Whe ther th i s wou ld i nc rease the leg i t imacy o f

management among the workers, though, is questionable.) The second
problem, macro-economic effects, has to be dealt with by espousing
some sui table view of the determinants of inflat ion and unemployment -
F r i e d m a n i t e d o c t r i n e fi l l s t h e b i l l a d m i r a b l y . F i n a l l y , e x t e r n a l

costs (5) can be coped with only by adopting the theory that nothing
special needs to be done because any external cost that should be

2 0
stopped will be stopped by those affected offering to pay. This is,

various people have pointed out, fallacious because of (a) organizing
costs, (b) the "free rider" problem and (c) the endless possibilities

2 1
o f b l a c k m a i l o p e n e d u p .

(2) Socia l ism. I use th is to refer to a l l "solut ions" which depend on
state action, whether or not they entail public ownership. The
crudest form this "solution" caui take is the idea that all problems
are solved if public corporations are set up with instructions to
solve them. They will thus take the right amount of notice of external
costs (5) and follow investment, pricing and wage policies that are
"in the national interest" (2). Their market power (1) wil l be

legitimated by their line of descent from a legitimate government
and so will the authority of their managers in relation to workers (^).
The obvious criticism of all this is that it does not actually suggest

a/vxii
a mechanism by which the first two will be brought about,^that a
state's legitimacy (assuming this exists for its other functions)
cannot be extended by fiat. Consumers faced with an unresponsive
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monopoly or workers with an unaccommodating management are not
(and rightly so) to be appeased by metaphysical extensions of the
n o t i o n o f d e m o c r a t i c r e s p o n s i b i l i t y.

M o r e l i m i t e d v e r s i o n s c a l l o n t h e s t a t e t o l e g i s l a t e a g a i n s t

the imposition of externalities (Mishan is, I suppose, the most

sweeping proponent of th is) , to determine incomes or at least
underwrite some negotiated agreement on incomes, to control

monopo l i es , ban o r r es t r i c t adve r t i s i ng , and so on . Th i s app roach
seems to have relatively little to say to (^), except that the state
should do what i t can to encourage order ly co l lec t ive barga in ing.

The objection to this that cannot be easily met is "the state" is an
abstract ion and the real problem is to mot ivate thousands of
i nd i v idua ls to take the r i gh t dec i s ions , no t t o abuse the i r power,

and so on. Thus, although not as empty as the first variant, this
second one is s t i l l more a way of po int ing in the d i rect ion of a

possible "solut ion" than a "solut ion" i tsel f .

(3) Democracy. This is intended primarily to cover the whole vogue
for "participation", though it need hardly be said that this has long
intellectual roots, with sophisticated expositions by Rousseau in

politics and the English Gv(ild Socialists in industry. It seems to me
that it bears most directly on (k) since it suggests that managerial

authority might be legitimated by the already widely-accepted principle
of democracy. Burns, in his paper, seems quite favourably impressed
by the way things go in Yugoslavia but I cannot see how direct democracy
could be given much reality in General Motors or I.C.I. To put it
another way, it may be possible for workers to have more control over
their actual place of work than they usually do now, but what about
the policies of the whole firm? I suppose two possible answers are
(a) that you break up firms into sizes that are compatible with active
worker participation in their management, or (b) that General Motors
could be made no more, but also no less, democratic than, say, New York
s t a t e .

Enthusiasts for industrial democracy tend to imply that it
would somehow deal with (1), (2) and (3) but this seems quite unjustified
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A worker-dominated firm might exploi t consumers, impose external costs

and w reak r aac roeconom ic havoc w i t h an abandon mo re r em in i scen t o f t he

old predatory "capitalist" firm than the modern "soulful" one.

(^) Managerialism. Picking up that cue we come on to the last "solution",

namely managerialiara. James Burnham celebrated the managers and,
before that, H.G. Wells and Thorstein Veblen (no doubt among others) liad
called on them to take over the running of the world. I shall refer
here only to Galbraith. As I understand it, The New Industrial State
is a call for the managers of the world (or at any rate the U.S.A.) to
unite. They have no tiling to lose but their preconceptions, which
]?revent them from realizing that, whether nominally employed by government,
private industry, a university, a foundation or some other organization,
they have a fundamentally similar outlook and compatible interests.
The members of this indispensible class should therefore work together
to de-emphasize economic growth and give more weight to the things they
b e l i e v e i n , l i k e p u b l i c a m e n i t y .

The thinkers of the Enlightenment had high hopes of selling
their ideas to benevolent despots, and it is obviously pleasanter to

hope that those with power will change their behaviour than to believe
that a change in the behaviour of the powerful will require a new way of
controlling them. The Enlightenment thinkers came unstuck, I suggest,
for two reasons: (i) the enlightened despots were not as enlightened as
Yi&d been hoped, anc|[ii)bhey in any case put despotism before enlightenment.
The same pitfalls, I fear, lie before Galbraith. Are his "technostructure "
as impeccable in their general values as he suggests, and are they in any
case prepared to back these values when they come up against the
par t icu lar norms of a job?

Galbraith seems to me to underest imate the importance of role-

playing, that is the ability that people have to identify with the goals
and constraints that go with a role, and then to drop them as required.
"Sir," said Dr. Johnson, "a man will no more carry the artifice of the
bar into the common intercourse of society, than a man who is paid for
tumbling upon his hands will continue to tumble upon his hands when he
should walk on his feet." In the pursuit of his profession, a man will
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ruin the countryside with electricity pylons, design lethal but saleable
cars and generally do things that as a private citizen he would regard
as appalling. In Cavour's remark "What rogues we should be if we did
for ourselves what we do for our country", the word "organization"
could often be substituted for "country". It may be, as Galbraith

suggests, that people could be encouraged to do their jobs with a
greater sense of social responsibility, but my guess would be that the
only real answer is to get a different definition of the goals and
constraints buil t into the job. Fortunately, this does at least mean

that, with suitable changes in the goals of management, one could be
fairly hopeful about results following. As far as small builders,
ecrap merchants, garages and other genuine capitalists arc concerned,
I cannot conceive any solution except the revival of the stocks.
Judicial and bureaucratic methods seem powerless to prevent them

cheating their customers, stealing from the public domain, polluting
the environment with eyesores if not worse, and contravening the
Shops and Offices Act, fire precautions and every constraint on
m a x i m i z i n g p r o fi t .

I V

None of the "grand alternatives" appears to get us very far.
All that each really does is to pick on some social group - shareholders,
various governmental office-holders, workers and managers - and say that
i t c o n t a i n s t h e k e y .

Let us finish by going back to first principles. There is
a finite number of ways of organizing social decision-making, and some
combination of most of them is used in any institution of any complexity,
e.g. a university or a firm. I mean things like choosing decision-makers
by lot, deciding by a direct vote on an issue (a referendum), employing
judicial methods against a background of more or less clear-cut rules,
having decisions taken by experts on supposedly neutral "expert" criteria,
electing a representative assembly to decide, decision by bargaining
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among in te res ted par t ies o r the i r agen ts t and bureaucra t i c ad jo in is t ra t ion .
I ns t i t u t i ona l i nnova t i on cons i s t s , no t i n add ing new ones t o t he l i s t

(none of those mentioned is very new and most are very old) but in
apply ing a d i fferent one to a cer ta in subject , mix ing them up in new

ways and - above al l - changes in such crucial contextual matters as
the const i tuency, the procedure and the flow of in format ion both in

(amount and kind of information on which decisions are made) and out

(confidentiality of proceedings, amount of publicity given to decisions).
These a re the po in ts a t wh ich ingenu i ty i s requ i red . I r fhere i s the

army of academics to consolidate the work done by Dahl and Lindblom
i n P o l i t i c s . E c o n o m i c s a n d W e l f a r e ?



F . U . I .

F o o t n o t e s .

1. I shall throughout treat Galbraith's The Modern Industrial State
as on all fours with the conference papers. As the organizers have

pointed out, this book provides a very useful reference-point.

2. I should perhaps make i t c lear that I am not peddl ing any

cyclical or dialectical theory of history. There are in fact
notoriously many things which have shown a long-standing exponential
development, and to that extent history must be uni-directional.
All I would argue for is the proposition that basio; social and
political changes are much more slow and boring than most prophets
have anticipated for at any rate the last century. A good example,
because he was a quite level-headed man, is George Orwell. On
reading his collected essays and journalism (recently published by
Penguins), one notices that he made, especially between about 19^
and the publication of 198^, a large number of predictions about
developments in Britain. These often contradicted one another and
were usually examples of the vice which Orwell attributed (correctly)
to James Burnham, namely the assumption that the future would be an
extrapolation of current trends. The point I want to make, however,
is that as far as I can see, Orwell's predictions were without exception
wrong in expecting the future to be more different from the then present
than it has turned out to be. The one prediction he never made was that
the Britain of the seventies would be in all important respects socially
and politically the same as the Britain of the thirties, with the two-
party system unchanged, the same Oxbridge-trained civil service, the
public schools still going strong and the distribution of wealth
untouched af ter a fur ther four Labour governments.

3. I have in mind here, of course, primairily the so-called "new left".
However, for anyone who regards himself as immune to this current of
thought, I would recommend a reading (or re-reading) of a classic of
the thirties like Thurraan Arnold's The Symbols of Government. Even
those who think of themselves as relatively hard-boiled will, I suspect,
get a ttlightly creepy sensation from Arnold's dismissal of everything
except a direct eye to outcomes as mere superstition.
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4 . T h e s i n g l e d e fi n i n g c h a r a c t e r i s t i c o f a l l m i n e t e e n t h - c e n t u r y
socia l ism is, indeed, the demand that the "automat ic" economic

system be brought under purposive socia l contro l .

5. The paper contr ibuted by Olson contains a strong statement of
the view that departures from perfect competition don't matter much.

6 . X s h a l l r e f e r t o m a c r o - e c o n o m i c e f f e c t s o f fi r m s ' d e c i s i o n s

i n t h e n e x t s e c t i o n .

7 . G . f . M u s g r o v e ' s p a p e r .

8 . S i n c e P r o f e s s o r G a l b r a i t h r a t h e r s p e c i a l i z e s i n c o n d e m n i n g

o the rs f o r i nsu ffic ien t i conoc lasm, one can de r i ve a ce r ta i n

pleasure from noticing that in The I^ew Industrial State he apparently
regards "guideposts" as an adequate anti-inflationary intervention
by the state. Since it is a priori inconceivable that mere stated
norms of this kind should affect behaviour materially, it is gratifying
to find that the position in the U.S.A. has come into line with a priori
expectations. The belief in consensus as a substitute for political
machinery is in fact characteristic of Galbraith : I discuss this in
m y fi n a l s e c t i o n .

9. Another possibility which may at least have some application in
Britain is that,whereas external costs used to be concentrated mainly
in working class areas, they are now increasingly difficult to avoid
even in favoured areas. Aircraft and heavy lorries infest the vil lages
and small towns in which the articulate middle class choose to live -
and anyone can be poisoned by tuna fish*. There is an analogy with tie
development of public health measures in the nineteenth century s o.ice
it was recognized that anybody could be hit by a cholera epidemic,
public health was taken seriously in the industrial towns with draraat.c
e f f e c t .

10. Compare Etzioni's distinction between coercive, calculative and
normative bases of power (in Complex Organizations) and Parsons'
distinction between power, influence and the activation of commitments
as ways of getting people to do things.



11 . T h u s a c a d e m i c s o f t e n s a y t h a t t h e y a r e n o t d o i n g s o - a n d - s o l o r

the money but they wouldn't do it unless they were being paid.

The d is t inc t ion i s , I th ink , a psycho los j i ca l l y rea l one bu t some

p e o p l e m i g h t t h i n k i t a f a i r l y fi n e o n e .

1 2 . I s h o u l d n o t l i k e t o b e p r e s s e d t o o h a r d o n t h e m e a n i n g o f

the qual ificat ion "soc ia l -sc ient ific" , but I in tend by th is to
exclude general ethical condemnations of private property.

13. The same attack can be levelled against Bendix's acknowledged
master, Msoc Weber. I have never been persuaded, for example, that
the best way to differentiate regimes is by the kind of "legitimate
rule" they embody rather than by structural features.

I^f. Many dominant-group ideologies in fact intensify the solidarity
of the dominant group in terms wtiich cannot possibly be accepted by
members of the subordinate group without severe psychological damage.
Racist ideologies are an obvious example.

1 5 . C o l l i e r - M a c M i l l a n , 1 9 7 1 .

16. Note that Fox uses "author i ty" in what I have cal led the narrow

sense, i.e. such that all authority is legitimate by definition.

17. Compare here the work of Goldthorpe and his colleagues, especially
The Affluent Worker. Vol.1. As Goldthorpe himself has pointed out,
to the extent that vehicle assembly-line workers in Luton and their

employers tacitly agree that the work is inherently soul-destroying
and that their relationship is simply an exchange of unpleasant labour
for high pay, they might be said to be in normative congruence, but
this sort of congruence means only that both sides are playing the same
game in the sense that they both count the scores on the same basis.
It is quite consistent with bitter conflict over the outcomes.



I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o n o t e a n a n a l o g y v d t h u n i v e r s i t i e s ;

the authority of academics, collectively and individually, may be

legitimated by students (i) in terms of the university's charter and
statutes, (ii) in terms of the academics' greater knowledge and
experience making them the senior partners in an "academic community"
and (iii) in simple "quid pro quo" terms which allow that one should
t i a v e t o p u t i n s o m e m i n i m u m o f w o r k o n s u b j e c t s c h o s e n b y t h e a c a d e m i c s

t o g e t a d e g r e e . A s i n i n d u s t r y , t h e t h i r d , t r i m c a t e d f o r m o f

legi t imacy is h ighly f ragi le because the exchange rate can always be

cha l lenged .

1S. R. Bendix, Work and Author i ty in Industry (Harper Torchbooks
e d i t i o n ) p . 3 9 » ^ 9 .

1 9 . A c o u p l e o f h o u r s a f t e r w r i t i n g t h i s , I c a m e a c r o s s a n a r t i c l e

by Lord Robens (ex-Chairman of the National Coal Board) in the Sunday Times
wh ich ep i tom ises th i s l i t e ra tu re . Acco rd ing to Robens , "we a re reduced

to an educat iona l so lu t ion , one wh ich w i l l bu i ld up a des i re to work . . .

whe ther i t be th rough improv ing work ing cond i t ions , on- the- job consu l ta t ion ,

or merely through showing to the workman that the results of his work are

of value..." (Sunday Times, 17 January 1971$ page 12 "A Plan for Recovery"

by Lord Robens.)

2 0 . T h e s t a n d a r d e c o n o m i c r e f e r e n c e s e e m s t o b e R . H . C o a s e " T h e

P r o b l e m o f S o c i a l C o s t " . T h e p o l i t i c a l i m p l i c a t i o n s a r e s p e l t o u t

by James Buchanan and Gordon Tullock The Calculus of Consent.

2 1 . S e e t h e p a p e r b y M i s h a n . A s f a r a s I k n o w , t h e fi r s t c o m p r e h e n s i v e
refutat ion was in the last two chapters of my own Pol i t ical Argument

(1965 ) .


