THOMAS W. SHAUGHNESSY

Participative Management, Collective

Bargaining, and Professionalism

This paper attempts to analyze participative management and collec-
tive bargaining as strategies for attaining certain goals. A distinction
is drawn between those goals (needs) which all employees have in
common and those which characterize only professional workers. The
effectiveness of each strategy is then discussed, with examples taken
from professions other than librarianship.

IN AN EDITORIAL appearing in College
& Research Libraries, Richard DeGen-
naro stated:

One of the legacies of the protest
movement of the last several years has
been a certain restlessness and search-
ing on the part of librarians for a
greater role in the decision-making
process in their libraries and a voice
in the conditions of their employment.
Two powerful ideas and trends have
begun to emerge out of this confused
and stressful situation: participative
management and unionization.!

Since this editorial appeared, a con-
siderable amount of library literature
has been devoted to these two topics.
But -despite the wealth of literature,
very little effort seems to have been de-
voted to relating the two ideas. The
question that needs to be addressed is
not how to achieve participative man-
agement (or neutralize staff interest in
unionization), but why are profession-
als interested at all in participative man-
agement or collective bargaining.

Some of the literature on this topic
would seem to suggest that participative
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management is an end in itself, and
that in some cases collective bargaining
through unionization is a means (of
last resort?) of attaining that goal. If
we accept this view, however, we are
faced with having to explain the fact
that participative management existed
long before the unionization of profes-
sional employees, that collective bargain-
ing is a phenomenon that historically
addressed economic issues as distin-
guished from managerial and policy
questions, and that collective bargaining
inevitably sharpens the distinction be-
tween labor and management and places
this relationship in an adversary con-
text.

Then there is the concern which has
been expressed by a few academic li-
brarians that participative management
may have adverse effects on the quality
of service delivery inasmuch as the pro-
ductivity of professional staff may de-
crease due to the proportion of time
spent participating through committees,
task forces, and strategy groups.?

It is the hypothesis of this paper that
among professional staff neither partici-
pative management nor collective bar-
gaining is an end in itself, but that
these are mechanisms for attaining cer-
tain goals which are basic to all profes-
sions.




EmpLOYEE NEEDS AND GOALS

To a certain extent all employees, re-
gardless of their positions, hold in com-
mon certain objectives and needs. These
were first described by Maslow and then
elaborated upon by McGregor.®4 But
professionals are distinguished from
other workers by the intensity with
which they seek to satisfy certain of
these needs, by the particular mix of
work-related values that will provide op-
timum satisfaction, and by the hier-
archy of these needs.

In general, professionals as a group
have a stronger attachment to their
work and expect to derive more from
it than do non-professionals. For most
professionals, work is more than just a
job. Consequently, it is possible to dis-
tinguish between the goals that profes-
sionals seek to achieve in their jobs and
careers and those of other workers.5

Kleingartner, in a study conducted in
1967, distinguished between Level I and
Level II goals.® Level I goals may be de-
fined as those relating to fairly short-
term job rewards such as wages or
salaries, working conditions, fair treat-
ment, fringe benefits, and some measure
of job security. These are the issues
typically addressed by the collective bar-
gaining process. These bread and butter
issues are common to all categories of
workers, regardless of education, func-
tion, or status.

Level II goals, in contrast, may be de-
fined as longer term professional goals.
They are not generally held by non-pro-
fessionals as realistically attainable ob-
jectives. But for professionals, these
goals are centrally related to the content
and mission of the functions per-
formed by the various professions. It
is interesting to note that these goals
rarely become concrete issues or objec-
tives until Level I goals are adequately
met.

Much of the substance of Level II
goals can be encompassed by the con-
cepts of (1) professional autonomy, or
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the right to determine how a function
is to be performed; (2) professional in-
tegrity and identification, as distin-
guished from loyalty to institutional or
organizational structures; (3) individ-
ual satisfaction and career development,
including control over decisions affect-
ing one’s work and career; and (4) eco-
nomic security and enhancement, that
is, rewards should reflect not so much
the contribution made to the employing
organization directly, but the quality of
service rendered.”

It is important to note that the at-
tainment of these objectives would give
professionals a real, as distinguished
from symbolic, voice in determining
some of the policies of the organiza-
tions in which they work.

PARTICIPATIVE MANAGEMENT

If it is true that librarians and mem-
bers of other professions aspire by rea-
son of their status to achieve Level II
goals, what are the means which have
been successfully used to attain them?
Non-professional workers have typical-
ly attempted to achieve their objectives
through either collective bargaining or
legislation. Despite the fact that the
unionization of professionals has been
a fairly recent occurrence, there is con-
siderable evidence that collective bar-
gaining can be used to achieve Level 1I
goals as well. The use of other strategies
to achieve these ends, such as legislative
processes and lobbying, has a much
longer history.

But in addition to these tactics, pro-
fessionals have available to themselves
at least two other means: professional
standards and participative manage-
ment.2 It would be impossible within
the scope of this paper to discuss all of
these strategies. The attempt to use stan-
dards of professional service (which
theoretically at least should define the
quality of service to be provided to so-
ciety) to achieve self-serving, profes-
sion-directed objectives is an extremely
interesting phenomenon which appears
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to have special relevance to librarian-
ship. However, this strategy, along with
legislative processes, will not be dis-
cussed here.

As a mechanism for achieving Level
II goals, participative management
would appear to be the more attractive
strategy for librarians. There are sev-
eral obvious as well as subtle arguments
to support this view.

The first is that it is the professional-
ism of an individual which is more im-
portant than his or her office in an
organization. In other words, all librari-
ans, regardless of rank, have a harmony
of interests, a service ideal, a funda-
mental identity. This would appear to
be a basic assumption of the American
Library Association. As is the case with
many other professional organizations,
the ALA has fostered an attitude of co-
operation between employer and em-
ployee. According to this view, improved
communication, consultation, and edu-
cation of its members through associa-
tion programs work to solidify and
strengthen the bonds of common con-
cern.® That this is also a typical man-
agement view should not be surprising
if one considers the fact that ALA lead-
ership posts are so often filled by library
administrators.

Undoubtedly, most librarians and li-
brary administrators would agree that
fundamentally they share responsibility
for developing the field of librarian-
ship and for providing effective service.
However, many employers and adminis-
trators have used the concept of
harmony of interests as a basis for attack-
ing efforts of salaried professionals to
organize. This tactic mistakenly tends
to equate professionalism with loyalty
to management.!® At the very least, it
implies that librarians who attempt to
bargain collectively are acting unprofes-
sionally.

A second advantage that participative
management has over collective bargain-

ing as a goal attainment strategy is the
notion that it increases both staff morale
and productivity.!! It would appear that
the Association of Research Libraries’
Management Review and Analysis Pro-
gram is based at least in part on this as-
sumption.’? Evidence does indeed exist
which supports the relationship between
participative management and job satis-
faction.!®> The influence of participa-
tive management on productivity, how-
ever, is far less certain.!*

A third, but not widely recognized,
advantage of participative management
is that it facilitates both the socializa-
tion of professionals who are insuffi-
ciently normative and the co-optation
of those who either have leadership
qualities and/or professional loyalties
which are greater than their institution-
al allegiances. For the upwardly mobile,
cosmopolitan professionals,’® participa-
tive management is a much more pal-
atable means of achieving Level II goals
than is collective bargaining. Indeed, to
the extent that professionals allow
themselves to be co-opted (hereby win-
ning the approval of superiors and pos-
sibly recognition within informal power
networks), the more rapidly will they
rise through the ranks and achieve not
only their professional goals but greater
economic benefits (Level I goals) as
well.

Participative management as a strate-
gy is further enhanced by its reliance
upon the academic or collegial model
with its attendant committee structure.
Organized as a community of scholars,
college and university faculty dominate
educational policy matters and, in many
instances, exert a major influence on col-
lege organizational structure.’®* For the
most part, however, libraries are or-
ganized as hierarchical, bureaucratic
structures which would have to undergo
radical change if they were to complete-
ly adopt the collegial model.}” The or-
ganizational stresses and strains which




occur when collegial approaches are in-
troduced into hierarchical structures
have been partially described by Mec-
Anally and Downs.!8

One of the characteristics of the aca-
demic model—the ubiquitous commit-
tee—has been used as a mechanism for
providing opportunities for participa-
tive management. But there is an impor-
tant distinction between consultative
and advisory processes on the one hand
and actual decision-making processes on
the other. The committee structure fa-
cilitates the achievement of the former,
but attainment of Level II goals would
seem to require the latter.

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

A second strategy for achieving Level
IT goals is collective bargaining. The
moral, legal, or professional aspects of
the unionization of professionals would
appear to be a dead issue. Physicians
have formed unions (and have actually
gone on strike);!® lawyers have formed
unions;?* and many teachers,?! social
workers,2? and nurses?? are also members
of various unions. Consequently, it will
be assumed that collective bargaining
is an appropriate strategy for librarians
as well.

Historically, labor unions have been
primarily concerned with improving the
economic status of their members. Fre-
quently economic issues will also be of
concern to organized salaried profes-
sionals, at least in the early stages of the
employee-employer relationship. How-
ever the logic of professionalism will
not allow a union to ignore for long the
Level II goals of its members. The more
professional the orientation of the oc-
cupation involved, the sooner it will
begin focusing on Level II types of con-
cerns.24

Whereas participative management
has a number of advantages from an
organizational viewpoint as well as
from that of the upwardly mobile, in-
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dividual professional, collective bar-
gaining from the outset establishes an
adversary relationship between labor
and management. In participative man-
agement, management permits employ-
ees to share gradually in management
prerogatives and power, but in collective
bargaining the employees decide to
share in certain decision-making pro-
cesses, regardless of management’s atti-
tude or posture. The latter is a power
relationship. The resolution of differ-
ences between union and management
rests on the balance of the relative bar-
gaining powers of the two parties. This
power aspect of industrial relations is
both fundamental and inescapable.2®

For librarians and members of other
professions and semi-professions, collec-
tive bargaining raises a number of im-
portant questions. First, how will the
bargaining unit be determined? Will it
be comprised of librarians only? If the
answer is affirmative, then one must con-
sider whether there are a sufficient num-
ber of librarians in the unit to be ef-
fective. Frequently, librarians work
within a larger, heteronomous organiza-
tional setting and do not constitute ei-
ther a large number or percentage of
the employees. As a result, in some uni-
versities librarians find themselves
grouped with teaching faculty; in pub-
lic libraries, sometimes with other li-
brary personnel. In such situations, it
may be difficult for librarians to achieve
those goals which are derived primarily
from their own professionalism.

Perhaps librarians who find them-
selves in this situation view collective
bargaining as a device not for achieving
their Level II goals, but for merely
achieving some degree of participative
management. It is questionable, how-
ever, whether this is a viable objective.
It seems likely that collective bargaining
would polarize labor and management,
and thereby reduce opportunities for
professionals in decision-making pro-
cesses.
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COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IN RELATED
PROFESSIONS

Related to these concerns is a second
major question which must be resolved;
namely, what is the proper scope of bar-
gaining for professional employees?
Scope of bargaining is defined in legisla-
tion regulating the collective bargaining
process. The National Labor Relations
Act speaks of bargaining “with respect
to wages, hours, and other terms and
conditions of employment.”?® Legisla-
tion which confers upon public employ-
ees the right to bargain generally
contains similar language.?” For many
professionals the phrase, “terms and
conditions of employment,” has been
translated into policy-making power
over all professional practice.?®

For example, the National Education
Association’s position is as follows:

A professional group has responsibili-
ties beyond self-interest, including a
responsibility for the general welfare
of the school system. Teachers and
other members of the professional staff
have an interest in the conditions
which attract and retain a superior
teaching force, in in-service training
programs, in class size, in the selection
of textbooks, and in other matters
which go far beyond those which
would be included in a narrow defini-
tion of working conditions. Negotia-
tions should include all matters which
affect the quality of the educational
system.2?

Under this broad definition of scope
of bargaining, teachers would appear
to have the right to negotiate issues
which might properly be called matters
of educational policy. And insofar as
matters of educational policy directly
relate to the mission and function of
the teaching profession, they constitute
Level II goals.

Members of the nursing profession
are also turning to collective bargaining
as a means for achieving their profes-
sional goals. For example, the 1974 San
Francisco nurses strike may have estab-

lished a precedent in hospital labor re-
lations because it was the first time that
“matters of patient care and nursing
performance took priority over matters
of a strictly financial or economic na-
ture.”?® This episode may have great
significance for nurses inasmuch as the
scope of bargaining has been broadened
to include issues once thought to be
non-negotiable, such as staffing and
quality of patient care.

Professionals working in other hu-
man service industries are also attempt-
ing to influence decisions affecting the
nature and quality of services provided.
The curators of New York’s Museum
of Modern Art went on strike because,
among other things, they objected to a
reduction in the number of annual ex-
hibits.?* New York’s social service em-
ployees negotiated the improvement of
welfare services to clients as well as a 25
percent increase in welfare benefits.?2
And social workers in Los Angeles
County successfully negotiated a reduc-
tion in case loads, contending that such
a reduction would result in improved
professional services.??

Examples could also be drawn from
the medical and legal professions to il-
lustrate the same trend—the use of col-
lective bargaining by professionals to
attain professional goals. But the ex-
amples presented from the fields of ed-
ucation, social work, and nursing are
especially relevant to librarianship. All
might be categorized as semi-profes-
sions; none has full professional status.
Most practitioners in these fields work in
organizational settings; they are not as
independent or autonomous as those
with full professional status. And in all
of these fields, women would seem to
comprise the majority of the practition-
ers.

Admittedly, librarianship differs from
these fields in a number of significant
respects: for example, the range in types
of librarians, the structure of the field’s
professional organization, the difficulty
in defining and measuring the product




or services rendered. Then there is the
possibility that perhaps librarians are
already achieving their professional
goals without resorting to the strategy
of collective bargaining. This is, of
course, a possibility, but it is very un-
likely in view of the fact that, first, it
is very difficult to document specific ex-
amples of such achievement outside the
collective bargaining framework, and,
secondly, the bureaucratization of li-
brary services would appear to inhibit
rather than facilitate the achievement
of Level II goals.34

The issues raised here are extremely
complex, and do not permit easy resolu-
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tion. The existence of state legislation
concerning public employees, the influ-
ence of civil service regulations, the dif-
ferences deriving from public sector
versus private sector employment, and
the potential role of state and regional
library associations are important and
very relevant issues which have not been
addressed. What has been suggested is
that the two major strategies have not
been equally effective in achieving pro-
fessional goals and that both ap-
proaches, even when effective, may be
accompanied by unanticipated and
sometimes dysfunctional side effects.
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