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The management field of Organlzation Development approaches institu-
technical, and economic systems with major emphasis -,

- tions from the social,
Organihaticn Development contains .many possibilities

N
‘on group process,
for 1ibrar1es and their staff to meet the challenge of. our qreatly chanraina
enV|ronment. This paper outlines thée methods by which an, Orqannzatlnn .
_ Development Team could be‘created and Operate at Wayne State Unnversuty
lerarles. S o . :
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. . " ORGANIZATION DEVELOPMENT FOR LI'BRARIES ; o -,
- — - ' ‘ -, . . : s . o L o .‘ “ ‘ . K b
3 “Since chl]dhood most of us. have Functhped in a'hlerarcﬁlcal .
© authority. Structure. Whethen it was¥in.the family, the schools, the army,
the work place, or even in’ confrontatlons with servsce organizations, we ~
have learned the methods of communlcatlon and the channels of power. lIm. ’

h|erarch|ca1 organlzations, decisions were. made at .the top, and the infor-
_ matlon contributing to- ‘these decisions fl&tered through t@e vatious 1eve1s
.~ of the organization.s . . ¥ - F
© " " Recently, management -has reallzed that due to the hlerarchlcal struc-
’ ture, :information v:tal tp their*decisiop maklnq is. tragped ar . lnsnlated
"at various ‘levels of the organization. They have also realized that in $
:mplementsng their decisdons, they meet reststance due to “the ndn-lnvolve-
ment-of the lower ‘levels of the organization. Added‘to these problems is
vithe” overload of informatioh processing. at the higher Jevels.  To alleviate
these probléms, new models of organlzatlons are being deve]oped ‘which free
; the information flow and |nvolve people &t all levels of the organization,
. in. the. .decisian process. The new models- known as’ qud or matrix prqanl-
... - zations- assemble task forces or teams drawing persons fromtall levels who, .
. have the. éxpertise to solve specnf;c“prob}ems] Most of these teams -are
short lived, are diagonal .in composition and exist only until a sperlflc G
problem is solved. lInherent ih these new organlzat:onal nodels are néw "
rewards of accomplishment for employees. and improved decision making for
management - Also there are a, different set of conditions which can lead
to an entlreiy new set of probléms both for.the |nd|VIdua] and -the orqan:
zation. - Lines of communication and - channels of power’shlft |th each; new )
team ‘and each new blem causing a hxgh Teved of. amb:quuty and anxiety ' R
among the staff. Certain individuals who had attained _positions of proml
nence in the hierarchical organization may find- them$e]ves excluded from.
the, decision process irn-a matrix orqanlzatlon. Others who contributed . "
‘to the decision process in- the _past, may Flndwthemselves unequnpped wuth
skills that facilitate group decision making, “ . v
- "~ To.develop. both management .and emp]oyee skilis at group decision
e ‘ makLpg, the new management field of Organization Deve]opment has become
increasingly :mportant Organuzatlon Development takes a “gesta]t” approach
~to organizations .in that it Is both dlaqno§t|c and proscriptive in loéklnq .
at all. facts-of an.organization. In Organlzatloﬁ Development, -such areas - {
as the fiscal. pollcy,\the physical settlirg,. the formal structure, the.
informal communlcations as horms, to ‘namé. only a few areas, are studied™
and possibly. changed to br:ng about organizatlonal health, Orqannzatlon
-Development draws heavily ubon the ‘socla) science§ both. for its: theory
practice.- One. of its ma4or tools is iexperience based ]éarnlnq ‘through
']a oratory training. By using a trained group leader in a laboratory
setting, both. maQagement and employees can gain insight into both the group
process and their personal - SOCIa] skills, w:thout ‘the threat or consequences
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g-"‘ - . Ina carticipatory management, the organization mus t develop a
x\mons1%tent and unnque conceptual model.of its organization. Many assume -

mapagement model which works on conflict and compromlse mode, a method
5sadly lacklng for a true problem solying operation, Even one individual
operatlng in this mode could retard the entire dectsnon making ﬁfocess
N Anobher commonly eVd conceptual model for partlcrpatory management is -

%

. the democratic principle of, 'one man-one vote''. The. application of. M
p p p

.. this method to problem solving qenerally leads to merely the expression
of individua!l preference and conflict avoidance rather. than a constructive
dialog by which attltudes are changed and new plateau< of thnnkan are
“.'achieved. - .
At'Wayne StatetUnlverSIty lerarres, thé domin ‘conceptual model
i . ha's been one pf a feaeratlon of depart%ents and._g#? - Each, dlvnglon_
N, of .these departments hds defined its owf qoals and objeofives.. This'
arrangement has, over the gears developed strong small qroup alleq:ances

3. in recent .years, Ancreasing outsjde forces\ have been Brouqht to bear on - X

which have contributed- greatly to’ the qua\liz\ of'lerary Systems. However,

“the total organization. These’ fo{ces have 3d tlmes used departmental
+-gpals and objectives to be in confllct with thé glob#l health of the -
! organnzatlon. At the same tlmes individual allgqaances havenremalned with
L their departments, and there have been: few'”rnteqrator agents to brnnq
about conoeptual change in the orqannzatlon - ' '
The Director of Libraries has established*a commlttee system that
can utilize group inpuat in the deflnibuon of q.obal qoals.and objectives
and the solution ofs global problems However, the members of these .. -
< ‘ 'commlttees view themselves as delegates- frgm/thelr orlqnnal groupg charged
wi th defend:ng ‘their parochtal interestsT Allegiances are_developed,
\ compromlses attained but solutions to glehal problems are sidelined.
ey are conflict- adJugtlng groups°|nstead of conflict- resblv:nq aroups.
- ¢ in professnonally based organlzatlons the exalted’ p05|tnon of the
“ -expert is another maJor obstacle’ to .group dec:suon making and manaqement"
‘ . by consensus. In professional orqanlzatlons, each professiohal -or group
, of professionals has a specialized body of kpowledge available to them.

Aoow

-

whlch gives them’ pouer in their drea of the organization. It is lmpossihle

..for another group in the organization to challenge this expertise for
v ' they must respect that ‘body of. knowledge to gain mutual ‘respect for .their
: own ared. Tnerefore, wuthout trust lateral cons nsus_in a- prOFESSsogaP
organlzatlon is close to |mposs1ble. Hiefarchichl or leq:tlmatehpower R
© lis’ also reduckd in a professional based" organlzatlonsﬂ because in most
' xnstances, the’ admlnlstrators are themselves from the same professnon

and! must ‘concede to the _povier of expertis For instance, osp|tal .
: admnnsstrator who was-once an obstetrlcxan when making a decssnon con- *
o cerning the cardiology’ department;-will in most instances, have to concede

to the expert knowlédgeof ‘the cardiologist.” Professionals in these
L organizations -are more reluctant to accept input from,technical , support-
) tive staff for the same reasons, S0. that dnaqonally formed problem
solvnng teams are less apt to siuceed.
The maJoruty of the problems inherent in’ partlclpatory manaqement
. can be decreased or resolved by increasing our knowledge of ‘the organi-
zation's structure, and our perceptlons of how we relate to thp various
groups we function w:tt inthe organ:7at|on To this end, it is Suqgested
- that a “lerary Organlzatlon Team'' be initiated as was proposed earlier
 this year. However, the decision of this team would go way beyond Its
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original charge of .mofitoring the various resource committees. The--
Library Operatioh.Team wou]d work in the following areas:.
|. Data of Organnzatnonal Heal th ' ' ' [
“The Library Organlaatlon .Tdam should_be respons:ble for deve]op:ng
&and administering a questlonnalre to- determ:ne the staff's percept1ons 1
Yof the organization.. The questionnai¥ hould cover areas such as.
cooperation, goals ‘and objectives, confllct resolution, receptiveness ¢
“of the admlnlstratnon ete., From th:s data, a mode\qcan'berconstructéﬁ .

to show areas where perceptual change or organlzatlonal change is necessary.:
- . L . ) . b
2NN N Integrator Agents 4 B c . . . g/ :
The Library Organization Team should &lso’act as inteqrator agents

.in "that _they should "sit  in on, the various committee meetindgs as obseruerc

As observer s they will .not.be allowed to contri ibute in any substantlve
P © manner- to the meeting. They will clarify p05|t|on5 and develop .the various
= communication styles of the group membets. Obviously, this group should

participate in gvoup: tralnlng before they can functlon as inteqrator agents.

—

R R -Thvrd Party C0nsultants b T S .
. They will act as ‘third party. consultants5 bEtWeen hostilities of any
(L:brayy staff members, help:nq these people |dent|fy, process and resolve -
their conflict. . . — - . r

L]

A Lnbrary Organnzatuon workshops -
ﬂ Members of 'this group will conduct workshops with groups involvira
/, _ lnterpersonal abl]ltleS ) -

©

; 4.+ Obviously, none of these chanqes can be carrled out W|thout the full .
consent of. the groups or lndnvrduals Therefore,.the Library Orqanlzatlon
~ Team.will only function when spec:f:cal]# invited to_do 'so.
" The Team should work nndependent}y of the administration or any other
group or individual and should be under recal] only by the CoOhRSensus of
~the Librarians' Assembly - ' ¢ ) A
Selécting the members of the Library Organizafion Team wnl} be the
most difficult task, The members shoyld have .strong social and commun i -
cation abilities,. They should be marGinal people who have no set allegiances
to.a.particular group. They should have a stronq\sglf-awareness. They
should be accepted®by the group. They should not be either appointed or
elected to-the team. Rather, they should be discussed and agreed upon by
consensus of the Ass%mb]y as fitting the various criteria. ;
. However, ‘the efforts of any-Library. Organnzatlon Team toward improving -
the group's decision-making will be useless unless w¢ as individuals are
willing to develop our self- -peréeptions and restructure our organizational
. format We have .to look at ourseives and see what role we play in the :
., group process. We have to deC|de whether this role aids or retards correct
" decision making. Are we open minded, do we develop a climate of trust -
‘where one can criticize another and in turn’be critized without fear of

N
[

[

personal jeopardy? Do we ilsten 'or do’we only wait to speak? Do,we preserve~

logic and not individual need? . Do”we avoid confllct and look for- com-",
promnse? ' - .
N As lerarrans, we have built a normof conflict avoudance, probably
~ out of defensiveness over our tenuous nosition as profess'onals Also,
our resistence to openly criticize-may stem from our position as experts
in spec1f|c areas. ‘We say, ''You don't criticize me in my area | won'"t-
crntncnzeuyou in yours Agreed " ' ' P

Q - . . D ' . . °
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CONSENSUS VS. MAJORITY DECISIONS ) _
8 ~ To aid us in making valid group decisions, we must also alter
our organizational format ‘or by-laws. which postpone- or circumvent vote
. tak:ng " In the past, in the Librarians' Assembly, we arrived at two
types pf decisiops. We have made donsensus decision where all zgreed
upon a solution. Al though we took a vote to satisfy the by-laws, the
: outcome was already known to every member of the group. Whatever was
-, voted upon could therefore be easlly implemented.s ; s :
/ : vhen asmajority dec:s:on is made, a far:different set of circumstances

L exists. Generally debate ahd conflict are strong, and the two sides are - B
solidified in their positions. When one side makes a motion," they hope

‘»to gain the power position and Impose -their position on the minority. In e .
passing the motion, a solution has not been found; the conflict has only

n\\ been adjusted, not- resol¥ed.” And since only part of the staff aqreed-

.with the solution, - lmplementatlon will be ineffective. Two examples of N
the failure of majority vote .in recent months at Wayne State Unlvers:ty
Libraries have been over the stafflng«of the fata]og ASSistance Desk,

* (CAD) and Peer Evaluation.

* The CAD problem was not settled because we had avonded‘the most’ cruc:a]
procblem; that of Library Objectives. One portioh of the staff Felt T
strong allegiance to their department or. division and believed 'that service

on the CAD had.a negative effect on their first objective. Another segment -
of the staff viewed service at ‘the CAD as a worth while endeavor and saw

., this servurg}as synonymous with the: ObJeCtheS of the Library. Untul we J'
can .openly discuss thIS central issue, we will mere]y be trylng to arrange’

Aschedules which side step .the issue. The volunteer plan was'a conflict
adJustlng move of the first order--no one could be dissatisfied with the =~ = -
outcome. However, the major conflict was only s:de-stepped Individual * '
preference was .accepted rather than a-é&onsensus. of obJectuves developed

The Peer Evaluation copflict, because of it% volatile nature, was
not even discussed. it was put to a vote of individual preference Indi- -
vidual preference’ is not a solution; it is only a show of force. Many R
who disagreed with Peer Evaluation are those same individuals who have seldoi:
attended meetings of the Librarians® Assembly. They are perspns whb viewed

.all forms of, 4oup~partec1pat|on in a negative light. Without" discussion,
obviously the¢ only solution: is avoidance. We have.allowed vote,taknnq to
become our major conflict avoidance mechanism. Co . ?@ 4

The PArliamentary. procedure or Roberts' Rules of Order, after whlch
) our by-1 45 are patterned, work well for the protection of. individual and R
power group rights. But ‘they ¥ail to devellop a climate conducive to LT

- group decision making or participatory management. If ‘the organ|zat10n s _

. form reinforces individual power groups in thelr position, iimits commun:-v
e ci;) , develops an atmospkere of conflict aversion and redud?s the area

-y

of /social skills, then they should, be changed.7 We need- to develop a fluid -
structure where our social.skills cah deve]op,
© ¢ 4n riéw planes of communication.
_’ Another factor contiibuting to the lerarnans' Assembly s Faliure
. at decision making may be 1ts size. Whether group of 20 to 25 persons
.can come to consensus decislons might be quest]oned We might aqaln ‘con~ . A
" sider the membership of «the Assembly. Originally, it'was to be patterned
_after a "town- hal]“ concept where membership was to vary with each meeting..
Those present were members; those not present ‘Were not members This may
be a'concept we should consider agaln "Presently., we.make mos t major

S dec:s!ons by ballot by which many members vote on a prob]em wh:?? they have
. . . . , . . - e T hd

-

and we can”1earn to function \.
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:not contributed to the. d15cusS|on So?e]ycastlng a. vote does not con-

R ] ) - . M ) . . ‘ : . . J‘,v,’

tribute to a solut»on' nt only chooses a solut:on, : o
As |nd|V|duais in the participatory management setting, we cannot
expect to dellver our solutlons to prob]ems at the. feet of the admlnustra-
tare rejected, The true- mean;ng “of part:c:patcry management is to br:ng
our ideas and: pos:tnons ‘to our peers.. There in the group setting, we can
proces= our ideas and develop solutions And these solutions, if agreed
upon by con;ensus, ‘can then be presented to the administration with a -
far greaterﬁchance of their acceptantce and lmplementatlon
! . .
THE ORGANIZAT 1ONAL STRUCTURE C . :
The major reason for part:c:patory management is to break down the

-barrier between those wha plan in an organization, and those who tmp]ement

those plans. This 1s to be accompllshed by involving the staff who~; i
implément in the planning process. However, what has hHappened here in, '.' L
the.L :brary is that we have merely inverted the structure. The staff work

s
N

2 in committees ‘developing plans and Library operations. 'These plans are’
thepn presented to the Department Heads for acceptance and |mp1ementat|on,

and’at this po»nt, the procéss breaks down.-. The Department Heads have not.

been involved in the planning and they reject the/ ‘plans:® The situation ‘

.is .even worse than undefr a strnct]y hlerarchlcal/structure because thgse .

who impienent also hold the legitimate power and can veto any plan with- | W

out opposltlon To correct this condltlon, new organizational structures

must be developed which will involve line management more fully in the
plann:ng process.. Historically, librariahs have been divided between
technical, process and public services which are again divided accord:nq
to, subject areas. Newfmanagement structures 'should be -looked at ghat cut

- across-” these dIVlSIOnS and view libraries as different processes.

- Above.all, we must come to realize that\the Library i¢ not only:a
technicaq system, but that it is also a social system. We have, contrlbuted S
countless man~years to deveioplng the technigal system. On the/other hand,
tve have spent little or no time in developing our social system. Yet the
social system rests at the very center of our ability to function ‘in. an
organizati on In the end, we must analyze, define and control our’ own.
ecology ‘which is the delucate baJance between our social and tachnical’

systems that interlock with our professIOnal ethics and values, or we wa]l

fail to meet the forces of- change. 0

Vi . -

Paul M. Gherman
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