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By comparing developments in two southern Italian factories, this article contrasts
“aggregative” (vote on alternative options) and “deliberative” (vote preceded by
discussion) procedures in trade unions. In one of the plants, the preferences of some
of the workers appear to have been changed by deliberation. The process of rational
persuasion seems to have required, however, more than sheer circulation of infor-
mation. Based on this evidence, the article argues that when a potential conflict of
interests is involved, speakers need to provide evidence that they are animated by a
“communicative” rather than “strategic” intent. This implies validating their
implicit claim to sincerity of communication.

This article is concerned with decision-making procedures within trade unions
and, by extension, other secondary associations as well. Its primary goal is to con-
trast “aggregative” (vote on alternative options) and “deliberative” (vote preceded
by discussion of alternative courses of action) procedures and determine what
effects, if any, these procedures might have on collective choices and group
behavior.

A growing stream of literature in political theory emphasizes the importance of
deliberation in decision making.! Compared with other, more traditional mecha-
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nisms of collective choice, like voting, deliberation—it is argued—Ileads to col-
lective choices that are both more equitable and more considerate.? An incipient
literature exploring a variety of public policy projects in different countries (e.g.,
community decision making, participatory budgeting processes, policing and
school reforms, environmental protection) provides some empirical support for
these claims by showing that grassroots deliberation leads to collective outcomes
that are not only normatively appealing but also often more efficient than those
associated with alternative models.? Other, related literature suggests that the
socially beneficial effects of deliberation may play themselves out not just in
entire polities but in trade unions and other interest groups as well, even though
these are “partial societies,” that is, societies in which only a few, and not all, of
those affected by the group’s decisions have the opportunity to voice their con-
cerns in the internal decision-making process.*

This literature tends to be rather vague, however, on the issue of causal mecha-
nisms. It is often argued that deliberation or “arguing” does not just aggregate but
changes preferences.® Yet it is unclear how exactly this change in preferences
occurs and what causes it. Does deliberation favor a more thorough circulation of
information and, hence, enable individuals to make more considerate (rational)
choices?® Or does it cause an anthropological shift from self-centered to moral
actors?’ Perhaps more important, does deliberation always lead to a change in
preferences? Can’t arguments just be discarded as irrelevant or simply ignored?
What else, besides the semantic content of communication, is needed for argu-
ments to affect preferences?

By comparing developments in Termoli and Modugno—two southern Italian
factories faced with a trade-off between the workers’ short-term interests in higher
compensation and their long-term interests in factory expansion and job cre-
ation—this article seeks to shed some light on these questions. In Termoli, work-
ers simply voted (aggregation of preferences). In Modugno, instead, the vote itself
was preceded by extensive debate within the factory (deliberation followed by
aggregation). In the end, the majority of the Modugno workers opted for job cre-
ation while their colleagues in Termoli made the opposite choice. After several
days of heated debate, the Termoli workers voted again and revised their initial
choice.
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The comparison between Termoli and Modugno shows that workers did not
have well-defined, let alone fixed, preferences about alternative policy options,
even though these options directly affected their material interests. Their prefer-
ences appeared to be heavily influenced by what other people in similar circum-
stances, and particularly local union leaders, had to say (or not say) about some of
these choices. In particular, some of the workers seemed to alter their initial pref-
erence ordering as a result of argument.

This comparison also shows, however, that the process of rational persuasion,
which does take place, requires more than sheer circulation of information.
Existing accounts of deliberation attribute an almost magical power of interest
reconciliation and conflict resolution to discourse. Yet, in several circumstances,
discourse per se may have no consequences for preferences. Particularly in situa-
tions in which a conflict of interest between speakers and hearers can be sus-
pected, arguments may be discarded, no matter how truthful, as “cheap talk.”®

Where a potential conflict of interest is involved, speakers need to provide evi-
dence that they are animated by a “communicative” as opposed to “strategic” in-
tent, that is, that their goal is not advancing their own self-interests but rather reach-
ing understanding on what they believe to be the best possible course of action for
everybody.® Interestingly enough, this claim to sincerity of communication—a
claim whose validation is a precondition for communication to be informative at
all—is often impossible to redeem through argument only, because every argu-
ment can be suspected of strategic misrepresentation. To prove that their motives
are pure, speakers need to go outside discourse and point to their past and/or pres-
ent praxis. In Modugno, for example, union leaders had to provide concrete, tan-
gible evidence that they did not stand to gain anything in material terms from the
collective solution (job creation) they advocated. Because they felt they lacked the
moral legitimacy needed to demand “sacrifices” from the workers, the Termoli
union leaders refrained from engaging in persuasive communication at all.

The remainder of this article is organized in four parts. First, I provide an over-
view of developments in the two plants. Second, I examine a series of alternative
explanations for why events unfolded differently in Termoli and Modugno. Third,
I discuss the importance for participants in deliberative assemblies of being able
to approximate the Habermasian model of “speaker with communicative intent”
and, especially, validate their implicit claim to sincerity of communication. I con-
clude by considering the implications of this article for interest representation in
general.

WORKING-TIME FLEXIBILITY IN THE
TERMOLI AND MODUGNO PLANTS!0

The events analyzed in this article take place in two auto component factories
of the Fiat group, Termoli and Modugno. Termoli manufactured engines and
transmissions and was located in the southern province of Campobasso, Molise.
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Table 1
A Comparison of the Modugno and Termoli Plants

Modugno Termoli
Outcome of the first referendum 60% approve 64% reject
Number of employees 2,750 650
Product Fuel-injectors Engines/transmissions
Work organization Lean production Lean production
Workforce composition 86% blue-collar 89% blue-collar
Unions Multiple Multiple
Most representative union FIOM FIOM
Unionization rate 35% 40%

Source: See Note 10.

Modugno produced fuel-injectors and was located in the southern province of
Bari, Apulia. Both plants had been established in the early 1970s as part of their
parent company’s strategy of moving some of its production capacity to southern
sites. With 2,750 employees versus 650 at the time of the facts (late 1994),
Termoli was bigger than Modugno. Also, Modugno was formally affiliated with
Magneti Marelli, a fully owned subsidiary of Fiat. Both plants used sophisticated
technologies like numerically controlled machines and process automation. A
high proportion of the workforce (86 percent in the case of Modugno, 89 percent
in the case of Termoli) was blue-collar. Work organization was in both cases based
on the “lean production” model!! (see Table 1).

In 1994, the Italian auto industry experienced a sudden surge in demand, espe-
cially from abroad, related to the recent competitive devaluation of the lira.'? At
first, Fiat responded by increasing overtime work. By the fall of 1994, however, it
made clear to its bargaining counterparts that it planned a structural reorganiza-
tion of working-time schedules in the two plants.

In both factories, Fiat proposed new investments and jobs in exchange for
greater capital utilization. In Termoli, it promised a new production line for the
manufacturing of a new, state-of-the-art, sixteen-valve engine. In Modugno, it
announced the introduction of a brand-new fuel-injector that (being both less
costly and more reliable than available substitutes) promised to capture a substan-
tial share of the world market. In exchange for these investments, the unions were
asked to give their consent to a new working-time schedule organized on six as
opposed to five working days. This new schedule extended the number of weekly
shifts from fifteen to eighteen while leaving unchanged the total number of work-
ing hours per person. Saturday became a regular working day within the new
schedule. Workers, however, would benefit from a sliding day off (Monday, Tues-
day, etc.) in the course of the week.

The quid pro quo was clear. On one hand, the two proposed collective agree-
ments curtailed the employees’ ability to work during the weekends at premium,
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overtime rates. On the other hand, by introducing new, state-of-the-art capital,
both agreements improved the employees’ prospect for continued job security.
Perhaps more important, these agreements created new jobs in areas character-
ized by endemically high unemployment rates, particularly among the youth. To
strengthen its bargaining position, the company threatened to move the invest-
ments elsewhere in case the unions refused its proposal. In Termoli, management
first mentioned the Polish plant of Tichi (where labor costs were much lower than
in Italy), and later, the Turinese plant of Mirafiori—one of Italy’s historic auto
factories—as alternative locations. In Modugno, management threatened to move
the investment to its French plant of Argentin.

In both Termoli and Modugno, the unions initially responded with arequest for
working-time reductions.’”® These initial requests were dropped, however,
because it became clear quite soon that few workers in the two factories really
cared about working-time cuts. The hot issue on the table was money. In the previ-
ous few months, the employees of Termoli, particularly the 1,000-odd employees
working in the engine department, had been accumulating several hours of over-
time work (which meant about 500,000 extra lira, or 30 percent of salary, in their
monthly paychecks). Similarly, at least 300 employees worked regularly on Sat-
urdays in Modugno and about 35 maintenance workers worked on Sundays as
well. This allowed them to bring home up to 150,000 additional lira for each extra
day worked.

In both plants, the company did not concede to the unions’ demands and only
accorded minimal wage increases.!* The unions, then, focused their energies on
increasing the number of jobs. After a long and sometimes tense negotiation pro-
cess, management agreed to hire 409 young workers in Termoli (the company’s
initial proposal had been 180 new hires) and 180 in Modugno (of these, 90 would
be on fixed-term contracts).!> These numbers are small (they represent 1.8 percent
of total industrial employment in Modugno and 9 percent in Termoli)!¢ but
become more signiﬁcant if one considers that youth unemployment rates in these
two geographical areas were close to 50 percent. Also, Fiat received 6,700 appli-
cations for the 409 jobs advertised at Termoli,'” some of which were from college
graduates living as far as 200 miles away.

When the bargaining process came to an end and they felt they had reached a
reasonable compromise, union leaders in Modugno called for a final assembly
with the workers in which they explained the contents of the tentative agreement
and asked for a show of hands. Approximately 60 percent of the workers gave
their approval. The day after the vote, on 15 November 1994, they met with man-
agement and signed the agreement. In Termoli, union leaders consulted the work-
ers through a secret ballot referendum. The referendum was held between 30
November and 1 December 1994: 2,502 employees out of 2,753 participated in
the vote. Of these, 1,612 voted against (64 percent), 872 (35 percent) in favor, and
the rest (1 percent) blank.
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After the referendum, Termoli quickly became a national case. How was it
possible—several people asked—to turn one’s back to several hundred steady
jobs in a region, Molise, in which there were 40,000 unemployed (17,000 of
which were young people in search of their first jobs) out of a population of
300,000? This question spurred a heated debate in the whole country. The national
press began an extensive coverage of the affaire Termoli. The day after the vote,
Luciano Lama, one of the charismatic leaders of the Italian labor movement, for-
mer Secretary General of the CGIL, and Senator of the Italian Republic, argued
that the Termoli vote was egoistic and blind, that the task of a union was that of
defending the weakest, and that there was no doubt that in the case of Termoli, the
unemployed were the weakest.'?

The local political forces stood in support of the agreement as well. Several
Molisani notables, the President of the Campobasso province, and the President
of the Molise Region wrote a petition to the Termoli employees asking them to
rethink their choice.!® The Church was divided. The Bishop of Trivento (a nearby
commune) took the side of the factory workers and declared publicly that the
workers’ families needed to reunite at least in the weekend.?’ Most of the local
priests, however, including the Bishop of Termoli, condemned the workers’
choice.?!

After the result of the vote became public, various Termoli employees consti-
tuted the so-called Spontaneous Committee for the Development of the Fiat Plant
in Termoli. The Committee met for the first time two days after the referendum at
a local restaurant. This first rally saw the presence of approximately 500 people
and several journalists reporting on the event. The vast majority of participants
were employees of the Fiat plant, but there were also students and shopkeepers.
Many people in this crowd recalled their experience as immigrants abroad and
compared the toughness of their past lives with the small sacrifice now required
from them. One of the speakers, for example, warned the audience that it was no
longer possible for the participants’ children to look for jobs in Germany or Swit-
zerland as even in those countries the unemployment rate was quite high.?

All of the Committee members agreed that a new consultation should be held
since the workers had not been thoroughly informed of the consequences of their
choices. Now that everybody knew what was at stake, the result would certainly
be different. The second referendum (a show of hands) was held on 16 December
1994. The result was this time favorable to the agreement. Compared with the first
ballot, there were 617 additional votes in favor.

The Termoli and Modugno stories share many features. In both cases, two
remarkably similar worker communities (composed of predominantly blue-collar
metalworkers) were faced with what one of the managers referred to as a “purely
social” exchange: working-time flexibility in exchange for new jobs.? In both
cases, the company (a multinational corporation with production sites in several
countries) sought to strengthen its bargaining stance by threatening to invest else-
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where. Even the timing of the events was the same: November-December 1994.
Yet, the Modugno workers approved the agreement while their colleagues at
Termoli initially rejected it. Why? In the next section, before laying out my own
argument, which focuses on different decision-making procedures in the two
plants, aggregative in Termoli, deliberative in Modugno, I discuss a series of alter-
native explanations.

EXPLAINING THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE TWO PLANTS:
A REVIEW OF ALTERNATIVE ARGUMENTS24

Ideological Orientations

Perhaps the different choices of the Termoli and Modugno workers reflected
different ideological orientations of these workers and/or their unions.? Radical/
militant unions tend to hinder reformist policy, whereas moderate/conciliatory
unions favor it.2¢ There are no direct data available on the ideological attitudes of
workers. The evidence on unions suggests, however, that this argument may not
hold in this particular case.

Interestingly enough, the plant with a tradition of militancy and opposition to
management was Modugno, not Termoli. Industrial relations had never been a
problem in the Termoli factory.?” Participation in national strikes, for example,
had never involved more than a small minority of the Termoli employees.
Modugno, instead, had a history of highly conflictual labor relations. According
to the division manager, labor relations in the Modugno plant were “impossible”
when he began his job in the late 1980s and “everything was allowed.”?

Both plants had almost exactly the same unions. There were six different
unions at Termoli: FIOM-CGIL, FIM-CISL, UILM-UIL, FISMIC, FAILM-
CISAL, and CISNAL. With the exception of FAILM-CISAL, these same unions
also were represented in the Modugno factory.? In both cases, the FIOM-CGIL
was the majoritarian organization and the major player on the union side. Union-
ization rates were similar: 35 percent in Modugno and 40 percent in Termoli. The
three confederal unions (FIOM-CGIL, FIM-CISL, and UILM-UIL) and FISMIC,
acompany union, were Fiat’s privileged bargaining counterparts, in the sense that
the company negotiated with them first. When an agreement was reached with
these major unions, the others were invited to the bargaining table. They generally
signed a rubber-stamped copy of the agreement already signed by the others.

Differences in union bargaining policies are, in general, stable and predictable:
FIM, UILM, and FISMIC usually adopt a more accommodating attitude toward
management’s demands for flexibility. The FIOM, instead, tends to be less yield-
ing. In particular, the FIOM’s policy toward working-time flexibility implies that
such flexibility can only be conceded if it is counterbalanced by working-time
reductions and/or monetary compensation for workers (to offset increased hard-
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ship). Even FIOM, however, contemplates an important exception for developing
areas: where, as in the south, unemployment rates are especially high, investments
and jobs become absolute priorities and it is acceptable to forgo in their name
working-time reductions and monetary compensation.®® There is, however, an
important faction within the FIOM-CGIL, Essere Sindacato, which rejects the
legitimacy of this exception. This faction, which is politically tied to the neo-
Communist Party Rifondazione Comunista, believes that all collective bargaining
agreements should have costs for management, independent of circumstances.
Yielding to management always leads, in this faction’s opinion, to a weakened
union front. In both the Termoli and Modugno plants, Essere Sindacato was
against the two accords in question.

In both plants, CISNAL, an organization with political ties to the post-fascist
Movimento Sociale Italiano (MSI), had a presence.’! Like Essere Sindacato,
CISNAL, too, believed that the only task of a “true” union was serving the inter-
ests of the workers. Every attempt at mediating between these interests and those
of other social actors was branded as “politics” (in the pejorative sense) by mem-
bers of this organization. In Termoli, CISNAL leaders accused the leadership of
the FIOM of having received bribes from Fiat to “ease” implementation of the
new working-time schedule.? Likewise, the Modugno CISNAL sought to stir
workers’ opposition against the accord by discrediting the major confederal
unions. It accused the unionists (in particular those of FIOM, FIM, and UILM) of
having secretly negotiated with management a pact that exchanged union compla-
cency toward working-time reform with the privileged hiring of the unionists’
children, relatives, and/or protégés. Using its links with members of Parliament,
the CISNAL even promoted a parliamentary interrogation on this issue. This
interrogation, however, found no irregularities in the hiring process.

Socioeconomic Conditions

Various literatures suggest that differences in social behavior, particularly dif-
ferential capacities to engage in cooperative and/or solidaristic action, are linked
with different levels of affluence and/or unequally dense social networks. For
example, Edward Banfield argued that extreme poverty and precariousness of life
conditions prevented the inhabitants of Montegrano—a small southern Italian vil-
lage—from acting together for the common good and locked them in a low-trust
equilibrium.?® More recently, Robert Putnam has argued that individuals embed-
ded in rich networks of cross-cutting associations are more likely to internalize
the norms of cooperation with others than are individuals socialized in segregated
and atomistic social environments.

Table 2 presents selected socioeconomic indicators for the two locations. The
data available are at the provincial level. This does not seem to be a problem, how-
ever, since the employees of both Termoli and Modugno commute to work from
several communes in the provinces of Campobasso and Bari, respectively. Once
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Table 2
Provinces of Bari (Modugno) and Campobasso (Termoli): Socioeconomic Indicators

Southern Italian Italy’s

Bari Campobasso Average Average
1. Per capita income? 18,728.6 18,329.8 16,989.9 24,013.6
2. Agricultural income (%)° 53 5.8 59 37
3. Industrial income (%)® 21.4 243 21.7 29.8
4. Marketable services (%)° 52.8 50.4 51.6 52.1
5. Nonmarketable services (%) 20.5 19.5 20.8 144
6. Labor market participation (%)° 345 38.0 35.0 40.1
7. Unemployment rates (%) 143 16.7 21.7 12.5
8. Youth unemployment (%)4 46.1 50.0 55.4 339
9. Associational density® 1.34 2.07 ~3 NA

Source: 1,2, 3, 4, and 5: Istituto Guglielmo Tagliacarne, “Il reddito prodotto nelle province nel 1992 ¢
1993” (Unpublished ms., August 1994); 6 and 7: Informazioni Svimez, no. 7-8 (July-August 1996); 8:
Svimez, Rapporto 1996 sull’economia del Mezzogiorno (Bologna: Il Mulino, 1996); 9: Carlo Trigilia,
ed., Cultura e sviluppo. L’associazionismo nel Mezzogiorno (Catanzaro: Meridiana Libri, 1995):
Table 9, p. 35.

a. Per capita income was calculated as per capita value added in 1992 thousand lira.

b. Percentage of total provincial value added in 1992.

c. 1995 data.

d. Unemployment rates for youth between fifteen and twenty-four years of age (1995). Data are
regional averages.

e. Number of associations every 10,000 inhabitants; 1991 census data.

again, the two cases stand out as remarkably similar. Both provinces have higher
per capita incomes than the average for southern Italy as a whole and similar
income composition. Unemployment rates (both overall and youth unemploy-
ment rates) are lower than southern Italian averages. The number of associations
per unit of population, a proxy for Putnam’s “social capital,” is below the average
for southern Italy in both provinces. Interestingly enough, the province of Campo-
basso seems to be more associationally “vibrant” than the province of Bari.?

Credibility of Management’s Threat of Relocation

The Termoli and Modugno plants differed in one important respect: Unlike
Termoli, Modugno had gone through a process of industrial restructuring in the
early 1990s. This process, which gradually changed the production mix in this
plant from diesel-related components (a declining market) to gasoline-related
components, had involved both structural redundancies and temporary layoffs.
This reorganization had been completed in the early months of 1994. Faced with
boiling demand, the company had at that point not only called all workers tempo-
rarily placed in Cassa Integrazione (unemployment insurance) back but had even
signed with the unions an agreement involving “compulsory” overtime work on
Saturday.? In this same period, Termoli had experienced cyclical fluctuations and
short-term layoffs, but no major reorganization.



252 POLITICS & SOCIETY

One might argue that Fiat’s threat of relocation was perceived as more credible
in Modugno than in Termoli because unlike Termoli, this threat resonated in
Modugno with recent memories of insecurity and precariousness. This, in turn,
could explain why the flexibility agreement was approved in Modugno and
rejected in Termoli.?’

In response to this plausible interpretation, two considerations can be made.
First, Fiat’s threat to move the sixteen-valve line from Termoli to Mirafiori was
much more serious than the other threat. During my interviews at Termoli, both
national and plant-level managers argued they had made very clear, through press
and media announcements, that they were serious when they threatened to move
the investment elsewhere. Plant representatives said they were well aware that
Fiat was ready to “turn the plant into a tiny shop.”* The alternative to Modugno,
that is, the French plant of Argentin, was, instead, a ballon d’essai: the company
had not seriously considered this alternative location.*®

Second, other cases of working-time reform show that there is no clear-cut cor-
relation between credibility of the threat of relocation and approval of working-
time reform. Between the end of 1994 and the beginning of 1995, another Fiat
plant, this time located in Piedmont, was faced with a trade-off between working-
time restructuring and new jobs. The Teksid plant of Carmagnola (near Turin)—a
facility producing special iron cast for the automotive component industry—had
been commissioned a large order from a foreign client and thus needed to increase
capacity utilization. Here again, Fiat proposed the usual exchange between new
investments and jobs (500) and a new working-time schedule based on 18 weekly
shifts. Like their colleagues at Modugno, and different from those at Termoli,
the employees of Teksid approved the deal. Yet, the credibility of the relocation
threat was, in this case, close to zero because Fiat did not have an alternative facil-
ity to rely on. In fact, at the beginning of the collective bargaining process in
Carmagnola, a newspaper announced that this negotiation would be very different
from Termoli since this time Fiat would not be able to shift production to another
facility in case the workers rejected the agreement.*!

Dype of Vote

In Modugno, workers’ preferences were determined through a show of hands;
in Termoli, there was, instead, a secret referendum. Public vote is sometimes used
by political parties and government coalitions to ensure leadership control over
party members.*? Can the difference in the way the vote was conducted (public vs.
private) explain the difference in outcomes between the two plants?

It is obviously impossible to address this alternative explanation directly, that
is, through evidence from the two cases. It is possible, however, to look at similar
examples of worker consultations. As mentioned above, the Teksid plant of
Carmagnola (near Turin) was faced with exactly the same trade-off between
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working-time flexibility and jobs as the Modugno and Termoli plants. Different
from Modugno, however, here the vote was secret, yet 58 percent of the workforce
approved the agreement—a proportion that, incidentally, is very similar to that of
Modugno (60 percent).*®

Other evidence suggests that the difference in the type of vote between Termoli
and Modugno may not have been so important. In 1993, Italy’s major confederal
unions organized a worker referendum on a proposed tripartite incomes policy
agreement that abolished wage indexation and tied wage increase to government-
established wage targets.* In the city of Brescia,* 422 metalworking plants of dif-
ferent size* voted on this agreement either publicly (64 percent) or secretly (36
percent). The average of favorable votes was 28.8 percent for plants that used a
secret ballot and 29.2 percent for plants that used a show of hands, that is, very
similar.#’” Perhaps public vote favors compliance only when organizations have
effective ways (like expulsion) of disciplining defection. These punitive measures
were absent in the Termoli and Modugno cases. In fact, workers could choose
among multiple, competitive unions.

Differences in Decision-Making Procedures

What clearly differentiated the Termoli and Modugno cases was the process
through which the agreement was discussed (or not discussed) among the work-
ers. In Termoli, local union leaders failed to organize either general or department-
specific assemblies. Consequently, the Termoli employees never had a chance to
publicly debate (and hence, ponder) the consequences of alternative collective
choices for both themselves and the local community, or even consider the seri-
ousness of Fiat’s threat of relocation. They were only called in at the last moment
for a final “test,” that is, the referendum, which registered and aggregated their
“naked,” and perhaps unreflected, preferences.

Lack of transparency favored the spreading of rumors about corruption and
malfeasance in the Termoli plant. For example, a few days before the referendum,
the CISNAL diffused a leaflet in which the confederal union activists were
accused of having sold out and betrayed the workers.”® Many people formed
incorrect ideas about the collective bargaining negotiation underway. Many
thought that their regular working week would become forty-eight as opposed to
forty hours as aresult of the agreement. Still others thought that they were going to
lose their “shift allowance” (indennita’ di turno), an important component of
worker pay. Many people were not even aware of Fiat’s threat of relocation.
Among those who were, few seemed to believe that Fiat would seriously carry it
through. After all, Termoli was one of the most automated and efficient engine
plants in the world. Of course Fiat would want to invest there! These workers
probably ignored or did not remember that in the past, Fiat had not hesitated to act
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decisively when unions and workers had showed signs of standing in the way of
industrial restructuring.*

Internal union processes were much more participatory in Modugno. Similar
to Termoli, the proposed working-time rearrangement met initially with a lot of
resistance and opposition. Not only was overtime widespread in this factory,
many of the older workers in the plant also feared the arrival of younger, more
educated colleagues. In fact, several workers had just returned from the Cassa
Integrazione after spending most of their work careers on the diesel lines. These
workers often did not have enough confidence that they could gain the skills
required to operate the new, fuel-injection machines through the training schemes
that management and unions had recently negotiated.’ Their opposition to the
agreement was based on this implicit (and sometimes explicit) line of thinking:
“They’ll bring the new ones in and then they’ll get rid of us.”>!

Then there were specific workers who felt they were particularly penalized by
the new working-time regime. Among these were the so-called bats (pipistrelli)
who voluntarily worked only night shifts. In fact, based on most collective agree-
ments in Italy, workers who work at night receive an additional allowance that
sometimes exceeds regular pay by 60 percent. Among the bats were people in
absolute need of money. Some had recently bought a house and needed to repay
bank loans, others had children in college, and still others had accumulated debts
over the course of the years. These workers had essentially two reasons to oppose
the tentative accord on working-time restructuring: (1) they would no longer be
allowed to only work night shifts since all employees would have to regularly
rotate across morning, afternoon, and night shifts, and (2) they would have to for-
feit one of only two days (Saturday and Sunday) they had at their disposal to live a
normal life with their families.

Finally, there was an additional category of workers who did not care whether
refusal of the accord brought about industrial decline. They figured the plant
would not shut down right away. It would take a few years. Thus, they would have
enough time to reach (early) retirement age, grab a state pension, and maybe
embark on a full-time career in the “informal” economy as masons, carpenters,
electricians, or mechanics.

Different from Termoli, the Modugno union leaders kept their constituents
constantly informed of the evolution of the negotiation process. Also, they laid out
very clearly what the options were and why they thought it was important to give
up short-term pay increases (related to overtime pay) in exchange for employment
growth. This process of internal discussion lasted three months—a period in
which the local unions held numerous assemblies (one per shift every week), both
general and department-specific. Plant representatives also engaged in informal
discussions with the workers.

In the course of this process of internal deliberation, union leaders used a com-
bination of ethical and pragmatic discourse to persuade their constituents.’> They
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sought to show that acceptance of the new working-time schedule was justified by
both adherence to the ethical value of solidarity and pursuit of the workers’ “best”
(i.e., long-term) interests. One of the arguments that resonated most frequently in
these assemblies had to do with plant survival. Union representatives argued that
only a factory that was capable of attracting new, state-of-the art investments had
reasonable prospects of surviving in the long term. Given the rapid obsolescence
of technology in the auto component industry, lack of investments meant slow but
sure death. Another argument touched on the workers’ identities as parents. Union
representatives argued that the Modugno workers should not miss a golden oppor-
tunity to create new jobs since so many of their children were unemployed. This
argument had a deep impact on the workers. Workers demanded, however, that in
exchange for their “sacrifices,” their children be favored in the hiring process,
something that the Modugno management, just like the Termoli management,
was willing to concede. Finally, union leaders pointed out that it was unfair for
many workers who had just returned from the Cassa Integrazione to be struggling
to keep their jobs while other workers (whose only “merit” was that of being
employed in production lines whose markets were growing) were working over-
time. The new working-time schedule would equalize working conditions for
everybody.

Although loss of overtime pay was clearly the most important source of resis-
tance, very few workers said it explicitly in public.”® Many more preferred to jus-
tify their opposition through appeal to something that resonated with larger
themes. Some, for example, argued that the “Saturday off” had been one of the
historic conquests of the Italian workers’ movement in the late 1960s—a conquest
that the unions now wanted to give up to please management. Union representa-
tives responded to this objection by pointing out that the “Saturday off” had, in
practice, already been given up since most employees in the plant were systemati-
cally working on Saturdays. This “sacrifice” could be used for a nobler cause,
namely, creating job opportunities for the youth. Only very rarely did the
Modugno employees come up with totally self-interested arguments. During a
night-shift assembly, one of the workers said, “I don’t give a shit about my son.
He’s unemployed. So was I! T had to cope; he’ll have to cope as well.”>* This state-
ment met with widespread moral condemnation by both union leaders and other
workers and probably had opposite effects from its intended goals.

These discussions not only provided union leaders with an opportunity to dia-
lectically mollify some of the worker resistance but also allowed them to distin-
guish between “legitimate” and “illegitimate” claims. Many workers, for exam-
ple, pointed out in these assemblies that public transportation was off during the
weekends. Thus, they would need to use their cars to reach the factory and this
would result in net income losses for them. The unions brought this point to the
bargaining table and managed to persuade management to pay an additional
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allowance of 37,500 lira for each Saturday worked—a figure way below what
workers were earning through overtime work but enough to offset increased trans-
portation costs.

Finally, some union representatives perceived that a critical factor in the inter-
nal process of decision making was the timing of the vote. They never asked for a
vote at the beginning or even in the course of the deliberative process, when work-
ers’ attitudes were still “raw,” that is, unrefined by public discussion. They knew
that whatever the outcome of the vote, workers would have interpreted it as a
moral commitment on the part of the unions to carry along the “workers’ will” and
would have perceived any deviation from such outcome as a form of “betrayal.”
Local union leaders allowed instead enough time for workers to reflect and dis-
cuss the options with plant delegates, their colleagues at work, or even with family
members athome. Only when they felt the workers were “ready” did they ask for a
vote. The results of the vote (show of hands) were not overwhelmingly positive: as
mentioned above, approximately 40 percent of the workers voted against. How-
ever, since a clear majority had emerged, they did not bother to organize a formal,
secret ballot. In the end, at least some of the Modugno workers appeared to have
perfectly internalized their leaders’ reasons. Interviewed by a local newspaper,
one of the employees in the plant, for example, declared that the workers had will-
ingly accepted some sacrifices in order to not only create new job opportunities
for the youth but also translate into practice the old union motto: “Work less, work
for all.”>

‘Why didn’t union leaders in Termoli act just like their colleagues in Modugno?
Why didn’t they organize assemblies and use principled argument to persuade
their constituents? Why was there “deliberation” in Modugno and simple “aggre-
gation” of preferences in Termoli? The answer lies, I argue, in the constraints that
the implicit rules regulating public discussion impose in particular on the moral
credibility of the speakers.

STRATEGIC AND COMMUNICATIVE ACTION

If we believe the local union leaders’ own account and, more important, believe
that they did not just waste three months of their time trying to persuade workers
who were for the most part already persuaded, a phenomenon of “preference
change” seems to have occurred in the Modugno factory. Initially, most workers
appeared to prefer overtime pay to job creation. Later, some workers altered their
initial preference ordering and came to prefer job creation to the alternative
option. Since, as argued above, unions could not impose compliance through
coercive means, such preference change was brought about by the union leaders’
persuasive arguments. Other elements in the Modugno story, however, lead us to
infer (counterfactually) that the leaders’ persuasive attempts could have very well
been in vain had these leaders not been able to prove the sincerity of their intent.
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According to Jiirgen Habermas, people exchange arguments for either “com-
municative” or “strategic” purposes.’® In other words, they can be genuinely con-
vinced that what they propose is best for everybody (and be ready to change their
mind in case better arguments are advanced) or they can have a hidden agenda and
use arguments rhetorically to advance their own self-interests. For strategic
manipulation to be possible at all, one has to assume that at least some people in a
deliberative assembly are motivated by reasons and not just self-interest.” In fact,
if everybody were motivated by pure self-interest (and this were common knowl-
edge), people would simply refrain from using principled arguments since this
would have no consequence for individual choices.

Although Habermas is not especially interested in exploring the empirical
implications of his distinction between strategic and communicative action, it is
entirely possible (and perhaps even probable) that in real as opposed to ideal
debates people pursuing strategic goals might try to present themselves as ani-
mated by communicative intents to increase their persuasiveness.*®

Habermas argues that a person engaging in communicative action implicitly
declares himself or herself ready to redeem three validity claims: (1) a claim to the
propositional truth of the argument, (2) a claim to its normative validity, and (3) a
claim to the sincerity of communication. “Redeeming validity claims” means that
the speaker is prepared to offer reasons in support of his or her claims in case he or
she is asked to do so. If the hearer accepts the validity claims proposed (i.e., does
not challenge them with counterarguments or requests of further clarifications),
this means he or she has recognized the truth, rightness, and sincerity of those
claims and is ready to be motivated by them, or, in other words, ready to coordi-
nate his or her actions with those of the speaker.

The claim to sincerity of communication plays an ancillary role in Habermas’s
theory of communicative action. Habermas seems to think that this claim is espe-
cially relevant in the realm of artistic expression.> This is probably a consequence
of the fact that in building his theory, he assumes that people are motivated by
communicative intents and then elaborates on the consequences of this assump-
tion. However, inreal as opposed to ideal communication, I surmise, the speaker’s
claim to sincerity (“I really mean what I say”) is the fundamental validity claim
that allows the hearer to distinguish between communicative and strategic intents.

In fact, in debates like the ones taking place in Modugno (and perhaps in most
real-world debates), being able to redeem the first two types of validity claims
does not necessarily imply being able to motivate others. The hearer still cannot
tell whether the speaker has the hearer’s best interests at heart or is using knowl-
edge and information selectively to deceit and manipulate him or her. Therefore,
he or she might simply ignore the speaker’s speech acts as “cheap talk.”

The Modugno leaders used, as argued above, both pragmatic and ethical argu-
ments. For example, they argued that it was in the workers’ best interests to vote in
favor of the flexibility agreement because otherwise Fiat would stop investing in
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the plant and sooner or later their own jobs would be at risk. Implicit in this prag-
matic argument was a fairly complicated probabilistic model of what the com-
pany would do in case of rejection (and how other events would unfold in the
future). Surely this argument could be critically appraised based on past experi-
ence and/or factual evidence (although I doubt that the controversy could be
unambiguously resolved). However, workers with limited knowledge and also
limited time to gather independent information might be unable to critically
assess these claims. In other words, workers would have no clear way of finding
out whether leaders were “making things up” or expressing probabilistically
accurate forecasts they had better take into account. Lacking independent criteria
of validation, they might just as well ignore the leaders’ claims.

The Modugno leaders also argued that voting in favor of the flexibility agree-
ment was ethically appropriate because it created new job opportunities for sev-
eral unemployed youth, including the workers’ own children. However, the choice
to vote against the agreement also could be constructed as ethically appropriate
(i.e., generalizable). For example, one could argue (and some workers did argue)
that it reflected the need for workers to stand up to management’s requests and
perhaps also the need to counter management’s attempt at pitting employed and
unemployed against one another. I do not think there was a clear way of deciding
which of these two arguments was more ethically appropriate.®

The litmus test for the Modugno union leaders was their claim to sincerity of
communication, that is, that they did not purse some hidden, self-interested
agenda. In both Termoli and Modugno, rumors of corruption and malfeasance had
spread quickly. In Termoli, union leaders were accused of having received bribes.
from Fiat to “ease” implementation of the new working-time schedule; in
Modugno, union leaders were accused of having secretly negotiated with Fiat a
pact that exchanged union complacency with the privileged hiring of the union-
ists’ relatives. Union leaders needed to redeem their claim to sincerity of commu-
nication for their pragmatic and ethical arguments to be effective at all. This type
of claim, however, cannot be redeemed through argument only since every argu-
ment can suspected of strategic misrepresentation.f! It requires consistency
between words and acts. The employees of Modugno explicitly asked for such
“proofs of consistency.”

For example, many workers said publicly (i.e., in assembly) to the plant dele-
gates: “We’ll see whether we’ll really see you here on Saturdays.” Due to special
medical or family conditions, in fact, some employees can be exempted from the
most physically taxing shifts. Thanks to their familiarity with management, plant
delegates sometimes fake these conditions and obtain exemption. As a result of
this public challenge, all of the union delegates in the Modugno plant, except
those with serious problems, rotated on six days per week just like regular
employees.5 In another case, the union leaders themselves felt the need to send a



LUCIO BACCARO 259

clear signal to the workers that they did not stand to gain anything from the pro-
posed working-time rearrangement. Plant delegates of the FIOM-CGIL, the
majoritarian union, set up a meeting and openly discussed the issue of hiring
family members. With “death in their hearts,” since many of them had unem-
ployed children, they decided that their family members would not submit their
applications.%

On this issue of moral credibility, the local union leaderships of the Termoli
and Modugno plants diverged considerably. In the course of my interviews with
local union leaders and plant delegates in Termoli, I was surprised to find out that
the reason they never organized worker assemblies was not, as I had originally
hypothesized, that they secretly opposed the agreement for ideological or other
reasons. Most of them, just like their colleagues in Modugno, had a clear intellec-
tual grasp of the long-term consequences of refusing to sign the agreement. They
knew that management would “write off”” the plant as unreliable and stop invest-
ing in it.%* With the exception of those affiliated to Essere Sindacato and CISNAL,
all the others believed that working-time flexibility was tough but necessary.
However, different from their Modugno colleagues, the Termoli unionists just did
not know how to tell the workers since they lacked the moral credibility needed to
validate their claim to sincerity of communication.

Local unions in Termoli were, as one of my interviewees self-critically put it,
the “unions of petty favors.” Apparently, each unionist had a cohort of clientes
behind him and perceived his role as one of intermediation between these individ-
ual workers and plant management. This was confirmed by one of the plant’s
managers:

When a worker fails to reach his production target, the company “warns” him. In such situ-
ation a “normal” union delegate (for example, a union delegate in Turin) asks to verify
workloads (maybe they are too tough), or the workers’ health conditions, or whether there
have been jams. The delegate of Termoli ignores all of this and goes straight to the foreman
or the HRM manager. He says: “Come on, turn a blind eye, I’ll talk with him. You’ll see,
tomorrow I’ll have him make up for lost production.” He tries to reproduce in the factory a
kind of familial management.%

Most of the Termoli delegates did not rotate on shifts. They should have, but
thanks to management acquiescence, they had all come up with different justifica-
tions (medical conditions, family problems, etc.) and got exemptions. These peo-
ple probably lacked the moral legitimation needed to demand sacrifices from the
workers in the name of solidarity with the unemployed. The workers would have
reacted by arguing that the only ones who actually did the sacrifices were the
workers, while union leaders always managed to avoid them. This probably
explains why the Termoli leaders refrained from organizing assemblies and sim-
ply asked workers to vote on the proposed agreements.
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Had such assemblies been organized, it is unclear whether they would have had
any persuasive effect. In fact, other evidence from the Italian labor movement sug-
gests that sheer transmission of information often fails to alter workers’ prefer-
ences unless the source of information is perceived as morally credible and can be
trusted to “really mean what she says.”® In May 1995, for example, the Italian
workers were asked to vote on a proposed pension agreement (negotiated by the
national union confederations and government).’’” Similar to the Modugno and
Termoli agreements, this pension agreement involved short-term losses for work-
ers because it reduced pension benefits and/or increased retirement age. At the
same time, by improving the financial situation of the state pension fund, it also
increased the likelihood that workers (and especially the future generations)
would continue to receive a public pension in the future.

A slight majority of active workers in Italy (58 percent) approved the proposed
reform through a secret-ballot referendum. Several industrial factories, however,
particularly in the northwestern regions of the country, turned it down, sometimes
by overwhelming proportions. In all factories the vote was preceded by worker
assemblies in which confederal union leaders sought to persuade the workers to
vote in favor of the agreement by using essentially the same combination of prag-
matic and ethical arguments. In fact, they argued that pension reform was neces-
sary because the state pension system was on the verge of financial collapse; that it
was equitable because the previous system was too onerous for the younger gen-
erations; and that if the workers rejected the proposed agreement, government
might in the future intervene unilaterally and impose measures that could be
expected to be much less favorable for the workers than those the unions had pres-
ently managed to secure.®

Various confederal union leaders whom I interviewed, who personally con-
ducted several pension assemblies, argued that their arguments often had no
impact whatsoever on workers.® These did not change their deeply negative atti-
tudes vis-a-vis pension reform and in the end voted against it. There were other
cases, however, in which rank-and-file workers, even in large northern factories,
appeared to be more responsive. These cases had little to do with the charisma and
communication skills of particular national/regional leaders and more with
whether plant representatives supported the persuasive effort of the national lead-
ers, particularly by taking the floor in the public debates preceding the vote to
defend the pension agreement. Similar to Modugno, the persuasive capacity of
these local leaders appeared to be strictly linked to validation of the claim to sin-
cerity of communication. In other words, when the rank-and-file workers knew
that the local leaders were themselves negatively affected by the reform and yet
supported it for principle-based reasons, workers were likely to be swayed.

Consider the cases of two large plants in Lombardy: Pirelli Bicocca (rub-
ber cables) and Dalmine (steel).”” These two plants had many features in
common. During the 1980s, both went through radical, sometimes painful, pro-
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cesses of industrial restructuring and downsizing. Local unions supported man-
agement’s attempts at rationalization. As a result of hiring freezes in both plants,
both workforces were “old” by industry standards, that is, more likely than other
plants to experience the short-term negative consequences of pension reform—
postponement of retirement age. Based on information reported by plant repre-
sentatives in the two plants, the average age of workers was 47 to 48 in the Pirelli
factory and 44 to 46 in the Dalmine factory. Many of these workers, who had
begun working at the age of 14 or 15, feared that they would lose their jobs before
they were able to retire.

Notwithstanding these similarities, 62 percent of 1,472 Pirelli workers
approved the pension reform, while 72 percent of 1,858 Dalmine workers turned it
down. Yet, confederal union leaders held assemblies in both plants. In these
assemblies, they provided workers with virtually the same kind of information
(reported above). The behavior of the local representatives made the difference. In
both factories, several of these local leaders would have been forced to postpone
their own retirement if the agreement had passed. While the Dalmine representa-
tives did not openly endorse (nor openly oppose) the accord, their Pirelli colleagues
actively supported the confederal leaders not only by defending the agreement in
the general worker assemblies but also by engaging in department-specific
assemblies and small-group discussions. Whereas the information transmitted by
the national leaders was ignored by the Dalmine workers—after all, they could
have other, self-interested reasons for seeking approval—the same information,
endorsed by the Pirelli plant representatives (i.e., people who workers knew had
nothing to gain from the agreement at issue, and often something to lose),
appeared to influence the Pirelli workers. One of the Pirelli representatives had
been forced to work two years longer due to the 1995 agreement. Yet, he argued,
pension reform was necessary and could no longer be postponed. Also, since the
reform was fairly gradual, the “sacrifices” imposed on workers were not unbear-
able, especially when compared with alternative reform schemes.

Even in Termoli, workers eventually altered their initial choice. Worker assem-
blies were finally organized. At the end of these, workers voted again and this time
approved the working-time agreement. While it is possible that public debate
caused this reversal, it is unclear whether this was the only factor at stake. The
“affaire Termoli” created a great deal of embarrassment within Italy’s major
union confederations. These had just concluded a victorious battle against the
government’s attempt at cutting state pensions. In the course of this battle, they
had mobilized millions of workers throughout the country and forced government
to scrap its reform plans. Now, just a few days after this victory, these same unions
found themselves under the fire of several opinion makers who put together the
fight against pension reform and the Termoli workers’ rejection of working-time
reform and interpreted both episodes as two manifestations of the same conflict
between “insiders” and “outsiders.”
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These criticisms induced the Secretaries General of the FIOM-CGIL,
FIM-CISL, and UILM-UIL (the national metalworking unions) to deal personally
with the Termoli agreement. They decided to go to Termoli, organize assemblies
with the factory workers, and then ask the workers to vote again on the content of
the agreement. The assemblies were held on 14 December 1994. The secretaries’
main argument was that Fiat had a credible alternative investment plan and that
the Termoli plant seriously risked long-term decline. The secretaries also told the
workers that the unions would respect their final decision, whatever it turned out
to be, so if the workers rejected once again, they would void the agreement. Before
doing that, however, they wanted to make sure that the workers were fully aware
of the consequences of their choices.”

Almost all of the Termoli employees participated in these assemblies. The
national secretaries had the impression that the workers began to gradually
change their minds. New assemblies were called for 16 December 1994. These
were followed by a show of hands on a slightly revised version of the working-
time agreement. This time, far fewer workers participated in the vote. The result
was 1,489 votes in favor (97 percent of the voters, 54 percent of the workforce), 27
against, and 12 abstentions. While it is possible that the 617 additional “yes” vot-
ers were solely persuaded by debate, it is also possible that other factors played a
role. In fact, because so much was at stake for both the plant and their own future,
middle managers (i.e., supervisors and white-collar workers), who generally did
not get involved in union affairs, participated in the assemblies and exercised their
right to vote. Since non-blue-collar employees only represented a total 11 percent
of the workforce in Termoli, the vote of these workers did not determine the final
outcome. The presence of these employees in the assemblies and at the show of
hands could, however, influence the vote (as well as the debate) in other ways.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

This article has contrasted “aggregative” and “deliberative” decision-making
procedures within trade unions. The employees of two auto plants in southern
Italy, Termoli and Modugno, were faced with a similar trade-off between job cre-
ation and overtime pay. While the Modugno employees opted for job creation,
their colleagues at Termoli (at least initially) preferred short-term pay increases.
The article has argued that different decision-making processes explain the differ-
ence in outcome between the two plants. In Termoli, the employees simply voted
on the two alternatives; in Modugno, the vote was preceded by extensive debate
and discussion.

The empirical evidence presented in this article appears to confirm various
insights in the literature on deliberative democracy. Preferences appeared to be
malleable to persuasive arguments. In both plants, there was initially considerable
resistance to the proposed collective agreement. In Modugno, however (differ-
ently from Termoli), the preferences of some workers were changed by discus-
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sion. Although we do not know exactly through what mechanisms discussion
affected preferences, we can hypothesize that it contributed to overcome various
problems related to incomplete/imperfect information and/or bounded rational-
ity. Perhaps discussion also changed the “self” to whom interests inhered and
from whose perspective issues were considered—from atomistic self to parent to
member of a community.

At the same time, this article has shown that the effects of public discourse on
preferences are far from being automatic. Particularly when a potential conflict of
interests between speakers and hearers is present or can be suspected, arguments
may simply be ignored and have no impact whatsoever on preferences. For prag-
matic and ethical arguments to be informative at all, speakers need to pass a pre-
liminary “consistency test” and provide evidence that they do not use arguments
in a purely rhetorical fashion to “dupe” the audience but “really mean what they
say.” This test involves not only consistency between past and present words but
also, and more important, between words and actions. If speakers are able to pro-
vide such evidence, they stand a good chance of being able to change the hearers’
preferences, as the example of union leaders in the Modugno assemblies shows.

It may be objected that the decision-making process described in this article
does not fully correspond to the normative ideal of deliberation. While partici-
pants in deliberative assemblies (as they are depicted by normative political the-
ory) actively engage in discussion and criticism, the Modugno workers were for
the most part passive recipients of arguments.’ This objection has some validity.
However, it is important to point out, with Jon Elster, that the model of all deliber-
ative assemblies, the Athenian agord, was not very different:

The assembly typically included several thousand citizens. In assemblies of this size,
“deliberation” can at best mean discussion among a small number of speakers before an
audience rather than discussion among all members of the assembly. The speakers, typi-
cally, try to persuade the audience rather than each other.”

Another risk inherent in Modugno-like decision-making processes is “ideo-
logical domination,” that is, that some people may use their authority or superior
technical knowledge to induce others to entertain beliefs that are not in their best
interests.” While acknowledging this risk, both the Modugno case and the pen-
sion assemblies show that even poorly educated blue-collar workers are not easily
“duped” and can, on the contrary, be quite exigent in terms of moral credibility
before they allow others to influence their choices.

Some people might wonder why decision-making procedures matter at all if, at
the end of the day, working-time regimes were altered in both the Modugno and
Termoli factories and structured in both cases according to managerial prefer-
ences. The difference, I would argue, is that while the Modugno workers ulti-
mately perceived the decision to change to have been their own—though yet care-
fully pondered—the Termoli workers had the impression of having been
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arm-twisted into something they would not voluntarily subscribe to. This had
important consequences particularly for unions. The Modugno unions had no
trouble with their constituents. They even began recruiting new members among
the new hires. Also, workers grew to appreciate having a day off in the middle of
the week.” The Termoli unions, instead, were hit by a major crisis of representa-
tion. Unionization suddenly fell from 40 to 32 percent in the few days following
the events of December 1994, with several workers spectacularly tearing up their
membership cards in front of plant leaders. The FIOM-CGIL was the organiza-
tion that lost the most: 21 percent of membership. Even CISNAL lost 5 percent of
its members.”¢ In 1997, when plant representatives where renewed, the COBAS (a
new union that had been formed to contest the working-time agreement) became
the most representative union.

The findings of this article seem to apply not just to unions and their internal
structures but to interest representation in general. One of the key problems in the
literature on interest representation is, in fact, the tendency of groups to pursue
“private gains” at the expense of the “common good” (and national treasury).” A
famous solution to the “mischiefs of faction” problem” is that of Rousseau. To
protect the general will from the seductions of private wills, Rousseau proposed
that all forms of pre-political, spontaneous associations among citizens be elimi-
nated. In case this was impossible, he proposed a typically pluralistic solution,
namely, multiplication and equalization of associations so that differences of
interest “cancel each other out and what remains as the sum of the differences is
the general will.””®

From a pragmatic point of view, elimination of secondary associations, even if
it were possible, may do more harm than good. In fact, participation in
nongovernmental associations helps develop a host of skills (e.g., competence,
confidence, sense of efficacy) that, in turn, favor responsible and effective partici-
pation in political institutions as well.® Multiplication and equalization of sec-
ondary associations also may be undesirable. In fact, as the literature on
neo-corporatism has shown, in countries characterized by “pluralistic” systems of
interest representation, a myriad of craft- or company-based labor organizations
escalate their wage demands and spark inflationary spirals.®! European
neo-corporatist theorists (together with American industrial relations scholars)
have produced a distinct approach to the potential conflict between “group” inter-
ests and “general” interests.?? This sort of conflict arises every time the collective
decisions of group members have, like in Termoli and Modugno, important con-
sequences for third parties that are not represented in the internal decision-making
process. These theorists proposed to limit the democratic process within these
groups and concentrate the decision-making power in the hands of a few, “respon-
sible” leaders.®
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In contrast with these views, this article has shown that democratic decision-
making procedures are not only compatible with but might even be conducive to
group internalization of third party interests—even in cases like Termoli and
Modugno, in which group members seem to initially have systematically more
“extreme” preferences than their leaders. Perhaps the cure to the ills of democracy
is not less but more democracy, intended not just as voting but as public discussion
about alternative courses of action, not just within but also across associations.34
In some cases, like Modugno, deliberation within associations is sufficient for the
organization to internalize the legitimate interests of outsiders. In fact, union lead-
ers in Modugno effectively voiced the interests of the unemployed. In other cases,
however, deliberation within associations may not be enough. Participants in the
deliberative process may lack the skills, the moral credibility (like at Termoli), or
simply the desire to be attentive to the legitimate interests and rights of third par-
ties. In similar circumstances, deliberation across associations may be helpful.
We do not know what the choice of the Termoli workers could have been had they
engaged in public discussion with representatives of the unemployed and the stu-
dents prior to the first vote. They could have voted differently. Even one voice can
produce significant results in a deliberative assembly. The cure to “partial societ-
ies” can perhaps be found in expanding, rather than restricting, the democratic
process within secondary associations so that representatives of other affected
parties have a chance to participate and voice their views in the internal debate.
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