Managerialisation and union organising in Not-for-profit and Voluntary welfare organisations and control over the labour process

Introduction

Not-for-Profit and Voluntary Organisations are complex and diverse and occupy a blurred boundary between the public and private sector. It is impossible to gain a complete understanding of change in the labour process without considering the role that they play. Though historically embedded in the provision of welfare their role in service provision and their relationship to the state has changed over time. While their contribution to welfare remains small overall they have been, and continue to be, supported by government and have grown becoming significant service providers in areas, such as housing and social care. This paper argues that the growth of NFP and VOs can be linked to public service reform and modernisation, managerialisation in the public services and the restructuring of employment in both public and NFP and VOs which is part of the wider restructuring of the capitalist labour process.  

The paper will first outline the ending of the uneasy consensus that supported the welfare state and the emergence of the neo-liberal public choice critique of the welfare state, public sector bureau-professionalism and trade unions. It will then consider the development of NPM (New Public Management) in the public services which brought decentralisation, privatisation and managerialisation as government sought to empower managers to do ‘what works’ to align services to the needs of the capitalist economy. It then discusses how the extension of modernisation to NFP and VOs threatens their historic independence, autonomy and innovative role in meeting new welfare needs, advocating for vulnerable people and campaigning for change institutionalising and mainstreaming them as part of a shadow, undemocratic and regulated state.

Critics of managerialisation and public service reform argue that NPM has increased managerial control creating insecurity while leaving welfare services fragmented and unstable. Modernisation and reform has also impacted negatively on public sector welfare workers who have been forced to defend attacks on their employment, pay and conditions and the services they provide. NPM, it is argued, brings external and internal pressures that increase instability and managerial control over service delivery. Employment regulation as a consequence in NFP and VOs has been tightened impacting further on a workforce that has historically experienced high levels of job insecurity, excessive demands and expectations and poor pay and employment conditions in comparison to public sector employees. The paper examines the growth of managerialisation in NFP and VOs and the problems of union organising in these organisations. 

The paper is based on research that was conducted in 22 organisations and covered housing and homelessness, drug and alcohol, mental health and childcare service providers. The research was conducted in two English geographic regions and ranged from small religious and community-based organisations to large national housing groups. It makes use of the findings from a survey questionnaire of employees and interviews with managers and employees in three NFP and VOs and interviews with representatives from the TUC and the main unions representing NFP and VO employees. 

The research findings suggest that despite continued diversity there has been a general transition from ‘old’ NFP and VOs, characterised by relative autonomy, light regulation and leadership and employment based on commitment and charitable cause, to ‘new’ organisations that have experienced growth and wider influence but increased external control and regulation, efficiency pressures and performance and funding constraints intended to promote a business management approach and service compliance. Organisations have developed HR functions and extended managerial control to respond to these pressures often with negative consequences for employees in terms of job security, workload and autonomy at work. 

Trade unions have taken an increasing interest in NFP and VOs in response to growth in the sector but there are particular problems for trade unions in organizing in NFP and VOs. Union membership density is low, there are few bargaining agreements, employer hostility is widespread, and NFP and VO employees are marginalised within their trade unions. There are practical resource problems for unions in servicing and organising a dispersed and diverse NFP and VO workforce which are compounded by tactical, strategic and ideological problems in their response to the growth of the sector and to public service reform.                     

The paper concludes that the government approach has sought to increase external regulatory and financial pressures and encourage a managerialist orthodoxy within NFP and VOs extending control by managers over the distinctive NFP and VO labour process, which provided a degree of autonomy and an environment relatively free from commercial exploitation. While trade unions experience difficulties resisting managerialism and organising in other sectors and industries NFP and VOs pose a particular challenge for unions, especially in comparison to the public sector. NFP and VOs provide a cheaper, less unionised and compliant labour force which more openly supports communitarian values and is less willing to take part in confrontational organized resistance. The support for and promotion of NFP and VOs can then be linked to the attempt to reduce the cost of welfare and extend management control not only over a distinctive NFP and VO labour process but also the distinctive public sector labour process. The structural weakness of NFP and VOs and their inability to resist pressures for market reform has implications undermining the provision of welfare and broader resistance to NPM, managerialisation and the restructuring of the capitalist labour process.        
    
Neo-liberalism, NPM and its extension to NFP and VOs

Voluntary welfare provision, rooted in religion, philanthropy, mutual aid and self help, has been embedded in public service and welfare for a considerable period. Charity existed in ancient Egypt and is a central tenet of most religions, including Christianity and Islam (Murdock 2006). Voluntary provision however failed to meet the welfare needs created by capitalism while the new opportunities presented by capitalism eroded the feudal bond leaving voluntary provision mired in nepotism, patronage, corruption and inefficiency (Webb and Webb 1922). The development of public welfare was essential to both meet growing social need and to prevent the moralism and corruption inherent in voluntary provision as it was realised that structural problems meant that individuals were unable to pull themselves up by their bootstraps alone. State welfare was based on a distinctive model of public service that was reliant upon professional trained national and local officials with secure employment, pensions and pay and conditions in order to attract reliable candidates and offer benefits comparable to those found in the private sector (Onslow 1929, Hadow 1934, Deakin 1987). 

This system developed prior to the war and the post war welfare state incorporated the principles of rational administration, democratic accountability, professionalism and security of employment. It also incorporated the Whitley method of collective bargaining aimed at providing the stability to underpin a universal and comprehensive welfare system.  The post war welfare state was intended to prevent social unrest and a return to the poverty, unemployment and instability by going some way to meeting working class demands while meeting the challenge of the Soviet Union in providing its workers with ‘work, food, clothing, and housing at controlled (i.e. subsidized) prices and rents, pensions, health care and rough equality’ (Hobsbawm 1994). The welfare state was however an uneasy and contradictory compromise that needed increasing funding to meet demands and prevent social instability which imposed economic costs that challenged profit and capitalist growth and development. The welfare compromise endured in the cold war but ideological divisions resurfaced from the 1960s with criticisms of the costs of welfare, weaknesses of bureau-professionalism and calls for increased corporate control (Cockburn 1980). Economic crises from the 1970s also fuelled criticisms of the welfare state but despite reorganisation and increased scrutiny welfare retained its distinctive bureau-professional structures into the 1980s (Deakin 1987, Mishra 1986).
 
The Neo-liberal public choice model from the 1980s broke the consensus surrounding public welfare blaming the ‘producer’ interest for an oversupply of services, inefficient use of taxpayer’s money and a lack of responsiveness to the ‘consumers’ of services (Hayek 1944, Niskanen 1971). Decentralisation, privatisation and marketisation sought to transform public welfare through transformational market change (Hinings and Greenwood 1998). The pressure for change was linked to globalisation and intensified international competition while new management models, such as TQM, were able to construct professional work as a problem to be overcome. The rhetoric of excellence and transformational change brought a metrics based approach to public administration and a new orthodoxy of performance measurement (Hughes 2006). The new bureaucracy can however be criticised for producing ritualistic approaches that damage trust and professional integrity while shackling human spontaneity in the search for the impossible dream of continuous improvement (Travers 2007). The State has also appeared to act as a management consultant encouraging managers, and especially public sector managers, to employ new management techniques or risk the consequences of falling behind benchmarked competitors (Travers 2007). Critics however have argued that the public administration model maintained a buffer against political and managerial discretion providing structures and procedural rules that prevented a resurgence of political and managerial favouritism and corruption (Hood 1995) 

The collapse of the Soviet Union weakened the sustained ideological defence of state welfare while the rise of global Neo-liberalism institutionalised confidence in the use of state power to ensure submission to the market (Miliband 1970, Chomsky 1999). New Public Management encouraged managers to engage in entrepreneurial risk taking, the contracting out of services, the use of audit and Taylorist management techniques to ‘empower’ managers to do ‘what works’ to align welfare services to the needs of the capitalist economy (Clarke, Gewirtz and McGlaughlin 2000, Power 1994). The pressures from policy makers and managers for increased flexibility and work intensification, though combined with targeted social spending, partnership and communitarianism, has largely continued under New Labour from 1997 (Etzioni 1993, Le Grand 1993, Gershon 2004, Seldon 2007). New Public Management, it is argued, now impacts on public services leaving ‘managerialism as the glue’ that holds together increasingly unstable and fragmented services (Clarke, Gewirtz and Mclaughlin 2000). Public service workers in turn continue to be affected by work intensification and reductions in the protections offered by trade union and professional organisation and national bargaining (Pollitt, Burchill and Putnam 1998, Ironside and Seifert 2000).        

Not-for-profit and Voluntary Organisations 

NFP and VOs are complex organisations with diverse historical roots, traditions and working practices and they cover many different activities, including international development, education, religion and the arts, in addition to welfare services. Welfare NFP and VOs were effectively marginalised by the welfare state but continued retaining a distinctive, autonomous and independent role representing those in need and innovating to identify new welfare needs that could then be incorporated into universal state welfare provision (Beveridge 1948). Community and pressure groups extended their role from the 1960s and though they held different views they tended to highlight service shortfalls campaigning for an extension of state provision alongside growth in NFP and VOs to ‘complement, supplement, extend and influence’ statutory provision within a mixed welfare economy (Wolfenden 1978). 

Competition and Contracting from the 1980s brought indirect growth to NFP and VOs that were able to occupy the hazy middle ground within ideological debates and disputes around privatisation, reducing welfare provision, limiting trade union influence and inculcating business and entrepreneurial values. While there were attempts to introduce managerial values to NFP and VOs in the 1980s apart from in housing NFP and VOs remained distinct organisations and largely resisted managerialism until the late 1990s (Davis Smith et al 1995). Since 1997 NFP and VOs have increasingly been brought under the umbrella of market modernisation. It can be argued that New Labour has been more successful in pursuing contracting for services than the Conservatives who were unable to push ahead with building informal alliances while New Labour’s ideological reconstruction permitted more constructive engagement. The rhetorical and indirect support that Conservatives had provided to NFP and VOs has been joined by practical direction, resources, capacity building and legal initiatives such as Voluntary Sector Compacts in 1998, Local Strategic Partnerships in 2001, the Cross-Cutting Spending Review in 2002, Futurebuilders in 2003, Change Up in 2004 and the revision of the Charities Bill in 2004, which received Royal assent in 2006 which sought to tackle the funding, administrative and legal barriers that restricted NFP and VOs ‘freedom to work freely’ (Kendall 2003, Deakin 2000). Though the overall contribution of NFP and VOs remains small, at 0.5% of total government expenditure they have grown rapidly and are prominent in certain areas of public welfare provision, notably housing and social care (Bourn 2005). NFP and VOs have become increasingly significant in the numbers they employ, their receipt of public money and their profile in the provision of public services and there have been continuing calls for their expansion into other areas of public service delivery, and such calls have continued following the departure of Tony Blair (Department of Health 2006, Blair2006, Guardian 1/04/08, The Times 11/01/09). 

While growth offers potential benefits to NFP and VOs, their managers and employees, including the potential for trade unionisation and there can be no romantic attachment to a voluntarism which could be associated with underfunded services, amateurishness, inefficiency, inequity, the influence of associational elites, oligarchic leadership and harsh management practices, the extension of NPM, with its financial controls, contracting, audit and regulatory pressures produces new concerns. The growth of NFP and VOs can be seen to be rooted in marketisation and a managerialism that can restrict their accessibility and responsiveness to a diversity of social interests and their freedom to challenge the state (Wolch 1990, Walsh et al 1997, Power 1994, Cunningham 2000). Critics of the modernisation of NFP and VOs point to the coercive, mimetic and normative pressures brought to bear on NFP and VOs (Kelly 2007). Financial mechanisms, contracts and regulatory instruments may muzzle NFP and VO managers that challenge government welfare reform (Whelan 1999). Partnership, joined up working, standardization and sharing of ‘good practice’ can also create a ‘bogus voluntarism’ that threatens bureaucratic and democratic accountability and employment protections while blurring the distinctive contributions of the public and voluntary sectors producing an ‘isomorphic’ market based public service model (Malpass 2000, Hodgson 2004). The dangers of creating a shadow state have been highlighted as NFP and VOs become increasingly dependent on government funds, while operating outside traditional democratic and political control, weakening their ability to resist state defined objectives or represent minorities, unpopular or controversial interests and dissenting views (Wolch 1990). NFP and VO managers, it is argued, are forced either to seize the opportunities associated with state modernisation or to try to maintain their independence, organizational purpose and mission which involves a continuing struggle for survival and resources (Wolch 1990). 

NPM and the Labour Process 

This paper draws on the Marxist critique of liberal political economy which dismisses the notion of a neutral capitalist state, an invisible hand controlling the economy and the benefits of wealth creation trickling to all (Smith 1969). Marxist Labour Process theory argues that wealth is created not in the process of exchange and consumption but within the capitalist labour process with workers  exploited to create surplus value which is appropriated by capitalists reducing workers autonomy  and alienating them from the products of their labour (Marx 1959). The validity of Marx’s theory of the labour process is questioned by those who claim that the capitalist labour process has become more sophisticated, less selfish and socially responsible however the rediscovery of labour process studies from the 1970s has continued to link changes in the labour process to political economy and allows studies to be conducted within and across industries and sectors over time. This points to the evolution of the labour process but to continued work intensification, routinisation and degradation of work, increasing management control and the loss of autonomy for employees within the ‘reductio ad absurdum of capitalist efficiency’ and the transformation of society into ‘a gigantic marketplace’ (Braverman 1998). The public sector, and by extension NFP and VOs however,  presents a problem for labour process analysis in that ‘not all employment relations in a capitalist society are capitalist’ and the ‘labour process in general is distinct from a capitalist labour process’ (Thompson 1989). The public sector, and NFP and VOs do not directly create surplus value but this does not mean that they do not contribute to the production of surplus value and does not prevent studies of them as such analyses gain their power ‘essentially, from a comparison with their private sector equivalents’ (Thompson 1989). In considering the extension of public sector reform to NFP and VOs it is possible to examine changing relations between the state and the private sector, changing levels of independence and autonomy for NFP and VOs and their employees and the wider implications of changes in employment practices. 

New Labour since 1997 recognised the social damage created by Neo-liberalism but sought to combine, within the Third Way ideology, neo-liberal economic with communitarian social approaches to welfare that emphasised targeted spending on public provision and the development of a Third Sector, comprising NFP and VOs, self-help and social enterprise (Giddens 1998, Etzioni 1995). For New Labour ‘increases in public expenditure have been linked to specific initiatives and have been accompanied by more intense forms of performance management’ and the outsourcing of public services to achieve centrally designed service improvements (Bach 2002). This in turn has led to pressures on workers ‘to fulfil a range of sometimes incompatible targets and to document the process’ creating disruptive change in autonomy at work and work intensification (Bach 2002). Employment has become more flexible to employer needs, with pressures for pay moderation and additional commitment which are accepted where there is the threat of redundancy meaning ‘workers are required to be totally committed to organisational objectives yet readily disposable’ (IDS 2004, Burchell et al 1999). The consequence of the extension of NPM to NFP and VOs is a growing emphasis on cost reduction, increased productivity and a compliant workforce. That NFP and VOs offer the potential of labour that will ultimately work for free must be inherently attractive to this agenda.  

Privatisation, competition and contracting have been resisted by public sector trade unions but New Labour produced complex tactical, strategic and ideological problems for trade unions. Employers were encouraged under New Labour to increase their profits and extend their control over the labour process while marketisation of distinctive sectors, such as public and NFP and VOs, encouraged managers to turn their reputations into economic capital, push the boundary of control and enforce compliance where ‘workers give way to the structure of power and control inherent in capitals domination of the labour process’ (Thompson 1989). Despite disagreeing with this thrust of New labour policy unions did not overtly or consistently oppose New Labour’s support for NPM or the transfer of services as ‘mere opposition was not enough, especially since ‘producer domination’ of policy was seen as one reason for rigidities’ (Terry 2000). Support for modernisation was however difficult where this involved the contracting out of public services to private and NFP and VOs that offer few of the protections of the public sector and to employers that may be openly hostile to trade unions in an environment where employment legislation and protection is limited (Kelly 1998, Smith and Morton 2006). Such issues lead to a questioning ‘the appropriateness of and value of union polices of collaboration and partnership’ when it was ‘difficult for a union to construct a partnership with an employer who would prefer that the union simply did not exist’ (Dundon 2004, Kelly 2007, Edwards 1979, Martin 2005). The growth of NFP and VOs was also significant as trade unions faced membership decline and union membership was at its lowest in the smaller firms, which dominate NFP and VOs (Dundon 2004).Trade unions were faced with decisions as to whether to criticise the government in public or seek to influence it in private as targeted funds were released and there was an opening for discussion instead of the conflict of the 1980s (Ironside and Seifert 2000). While there has been decline in trade unions in the private sector in the public sector this has been more complex and union membership, organisation and defence of bargained agreements have been sustained. The question for trade unions is the extent to which they simply seek to manage decline, defend areas where unions remain strong, follow and actively pursue membership and organisation in potentially hostile private or NFP and VOs organising in areas where membership is not strong and the costs in time and resources are high, or campaign against partnership and modernisation in an attempt to limit the development, and the consequences, of reform while risking a loss of contact and influence with government (Kelly and Willman 2004). 

The research examined contemporary developments in and the extension of public service reform to NFP and VOs, the pressures for managerialisation and worker and trade union responses to reform.  

The Research  

The paper is based on research that was conducted in 2005-06 in 22 organisations and included 54 interviews with NFP and VO managers and employees, representatives from the main trade unions with membership in NFP and VOs as well as other industry representatives. The research covered housing and homelessness, drug and alcohol, mental health and childcare service providers in two English geographic regions and ranged from small religious and community-based organisations to large national housing groups. It included vertical slice studies in 7 NFP and VOs with interviews conducted with 28 managers at different levels in the organisations. It makes use of the findings of a survey questionnaire that produced 131 responses from employees in NFP and VOs below senior management level. This paper will highlight evidence from three NFP and VOs vertical slice studies and from the TUC and the main unions representing NFP and VO employees. 

Managerialisation and changes in the labour process in NFP and VOs  

This section examines preliminary findings from three of the vertical slice studies in NFP and VOs. It will be followed by the preliminary findings of interviews held with trade union representatives and then a summary and discussion of the general research findings. The vertical slice studies examine the themes of the growth of and changing values in the organisations, external regulation and resistance to regulation and managerialism, changes in management practices and union organizing.    

The Reformed Homelessness Trust

The Reformed Housing Trust was founded in 1991 to provide a winter homeless persons shelter in a small county town. The Trust was led by a charismatic homelessness campaigner and managed by a volunteer board supported by volunteers and paid workers largely motivated by moral and religious commitments (Interview 1). Management was informal and chaotic and at the start ‘things were different ... churchy social goody’ (Interview 2). Though it grew with lottery funding those involved felt they were ‘juggling too much’, when the charismatic campaigner left and they were faced with a pressure of work, problems with donated buildings, limited resources, poor pay and health and safety conditions and employee disputes and complaints. Despite this many felt they were able to do good work as the Trust provided ‘a human and informal space’ and allowed workers the autonomy to work closely with and for homeless people (Interview 1). Board members however felt there was a need for a ‘proper manager’ and an experienced Chief Officer was appointed in 1996. The organisation experienced further growth and employed 29 people at its height but continued to have problems with inadequate premises, limited resources and employment issues. 

In 2001 the Trust became involved in plans to develop a new homeless facility for the town as part of a redevelopment plan but it also came under media criticism for its treatment of workers and the impact of its projects on levels of crime in the local community. Attempts to form a trade union to deal with the problems the workers in the organisation faced were unsuccessful partly because the Chief Officer was hostile to unions, the union UNISON was unwilling to dedicate time to the organisation and there were personal disputes between the workers over whether to form a union and which union to join. The Chief Officer had a strong commitment to homeless people but was primarily concerned with dealing with immediate funding and resource problems and maintaining local political support. He argued that the problems workers faced were due to limited resources rather than poor management but expected workers to just get on with it (Interview 3).
 
There was significant change from 2003. This was partly the result of political changes and council restructuring which reduced local political support for the organisation but primarily the introduction of the Supporting People regime which adopted an audit and inspection ‘approach to review individual services, look at the quality of the services, look at what you’re buying which is part of procurement best practice’ (Interview 4). Morale at the Trust deteriorated when the organisation came under the threat of funding withdrawal as it failed to meet audit requirements and workers were ‘waiting for Supporting People to give the OK on who they give contracts to’ and ‘worried because the companies that want to take us over have different ideas of what they are going to do’ (Interview 5).  Supporting People suggested a larger regional housing group act as mentor to the Trust but this offer was rejected by the Chief Officer and board who objected that this organisation would run ‘things as a business, for profit’  and they would lose their client-centred approach (Interview 2). Though the workers did not organise as a workplace union it was reported that workers did respond and, ‘some have left, some have actually had the union involved’ but most took the view that ‘at the moment it’s just a matter of keeping your head above water and rallying round as best you can’ (Interview 6). 
The board had initially welcomed Supporting People, ‘they <Supporting People> came in to try to help we thought, we thought supporting … we took them literally <laughs> … there wasn’t support it was criticism’ but they were intimidated at meetings when, ‘<Supporting People> sat on one side of this enormous table and we were like a child being told off by the headmistress ... we thought we were going to be helped and we were just ticked off for everything we hadn’t done’ (Interview 2). Supporting People confirmed that it was part of their strategy that ‘we were pals and giving them advice and support and then we became a regulatory arm’. Their initial friendliness secured access to the organisation but they said they were then shocked at the standards in the organisation, i.e. the quality of accommodation, health and safety, a lack of monitoring, employment issues, such as lone working, poor recruitment and induction, unfair promotion, inadequate supervision and hastily arranged and altered working patterns. They were also alarmed at the cost of the service and challenged by management resistance and their unwillingness to follow their requirements (Interview 4). The Chief Officer came under pressure to leave the organisation when Supporting People decided he was difficult to work with but he refused to leave.  Supporting People argued that ‘we didn’t have any plan to get him out’ but that they did not have any confidence in him as ‘you want to get some assurances that the management going in there would deliver the package that you want’ (Interview 4).
The Trust management challenged prescriptive approaches to dealing with clients that meant that licenses were terminated in a ‘there is treatment or you can sod off to jail’ manner and objected to staff management procedures which meant that ‘you don’t want autonomous decision makers, what you are doing is training staff to follow a procedure’ but were forced to meet regulatory requirements adopting a stricter regime of ‘management by memo ... based on performance’. They moved to tighten discipline in an attempt to avoid project closure and claimed to have, ‘issued more warnings to staff in the last 12 months than we have in the life of the Trust’ (Interview 3). 
Uncertainty around the project and media attention led to further demoralisation of workers who felt that ‘whatever we did here to actually pass the Supporting People review I am sure we wouldn’t have. No matter what’. Workers complained that ‘It’s been awful for us … It started off last October where we were told we had got to cut down on staff, we were over-staffed … we went to December not knowing if we’d got a job or not … and then in February we were told it was going to be shutting’ (Interview 6).
The Trust eventually had its funding withdrawn and following a media campaign to try to save its services went into liquidation. Prior to liquidation the board transferred most workers to an alternative homelessness organisation that was felt to have a less commercial approach and Supporting People awarded a temporary contract to run the service to the regional housing group it had sponsored as a mentor. The main Trust building was however subsequently destroyed in an arson attack carried out by a resident leaving the town without a homeless person’s facility. 
The Radical Housing Trust 

The Radical Housing Trust had its roots in the squatter movements of a seaside town of the 1960s and 1970s but grew to become an important local provider of a network of linked housing, homelessness, mental and physical health, legal and advice services with a national profile as a campaigning organisation and over 200 employees. It was led by a charismatic Director who managed through a relatively flat structure but with a strong emphasis on motivation around the cause.  UNISON had negotiated a bargaining agreement with the Trust in 1986 and this had local government branch support. The Trust had reasonable pay and conditions, linked to the local government framework, and favourable pay and working conditions compared to other voluntary organisations in the town although these fell short of local government, there was no pension for example. The union was dormant until 1996 actively reforming as the organisation expanded rapidly, financial pressures deepened and pay hierarchies widened. Disputes formed around the proposed suspension of negotiated cost-of-living awards and increments, promotions, the lack of pension provision, health and safety, increased workload, and the use of temporary staff.

External budgetary pressures intensified with the modernisation of legal services in 1997 but the Housing Corporation audit and inspection of 2002 was the catalyst for a series of changes in the organisation. The negative audit report precipitated board, manager and worker resistance leading to supervision, appointees to the board of management, the forced removal of the Director and the appointment of a pliant CEO prepared to institute changes in management practices to meet the expectations of the Housing Corporation, which included the tightening of financial controls and merger as part of the rationalisation of the sector. The New CEO instigated measures to ensure robust financial viability, within the context of seeking to preserve something of the organisations existing values, but was ‘determined to drive down the cost of the services’ and adopt a businesslike approach with clear accountability to a performance indicator framework, despite personal opposition to arbitrary targets, in order to ensure the organisations survival and continued development (Interview 7).

Senior managers objected that ‘government policy was reaching into the internal management’ of the organisation and that actions were now taken ‘not to meet social need but to ‘fit with government and funders needs’ but  although they felt this was ‘not why we got into this work’ they accepted that there ‘wasn’t much choice’ (Interviews 10 and 8). Some quit arguing that the organisation had ‘lost ... its focus on principles ... its direction, questioning, campaigning ... its heart’ (Interview 9). Manager control intensified with a focus on HR, timekeeping, controlling sickness and the dismissal of ‘people who are not delivering’ (Interview 7). The new CEO claimed to have ‘dismissed more people than <the former Director> did in her entire time’ (Interview 7).     

Morale in the organisation fell at the loss of autonomy and shift to meeting external requirements over the needs of the clients and increases in workload but workers were encouraged to ‘go off with stress and either resign, or seek a compromise’ if they did not deliver what was required (Interview 7). Survey data revealed many workers had concerns over job security (29 of 48) and thought that working for a voluntary organisation was becoming more like working for a private business (35 of 48) while few thought that proposed mergers would be good for them (4 of 48). 17 out of 48 employees believed too much emphasis was placed on meeting performance targets while 20 of 48 thought that these impacted on their work on a daily basis. Workers were not generally critical of management and blamed the deterioration in their conditions on the funding bodies although 17 of 48 thought there should have been greater consultation on the changes that had taken place while 14 of 48 thought that managers did not act in their best interests. The principal reaction to the strengthening of managerial control was covert resistance, high levels of sickness and quitting and staff shortages placed additional pressure on the remaining workers. While 23 of 48 employees strongly supported the trade union it was felt that the union had little power as external factors meant the ‘things that are going to happen are going to happen anyway ’ (Interview 9) and ‘most decisions are not negotiable’ (Interview 10). Though branch officials felt the Trust’s branch was ‘probably the best organised’ NFP and VO in the area in terms of its steward structure and pro-active approach on issues such as workplace stress its ability to resist management was not comparable to the public sector and union involvement tended to be based on securing minimal employment protection rather than challenging management action or the process of managerialisation (Interview 11). The Radical Trust was eventually merged with one of the country’s largest housing groups.    
 
The Evangelising Church

The Evangelising Church expanded rapidly from 1999 in a county town under an enthusiastic minister with experience of Christian charity work in London. It developed with donations to build a large church facility which provided both income, a physical presence in a deprived community and political influence and it moved from being a church community to being an employer with 16 employees by 2003. The church could be characterised by its evangelical and proselytising zeal and enthusiasm but also by its ‘very sloppy’ management (Interview 12). It appointed a temporary administrator who conceded that its employment provisions did not meet the bare minimum legal standards but there were divisions on how to approach this as many in the church opposed business management fearing that this would damage their religious mission (Interview 13).

The church elders and ministers complained of long hours, unclear employment responsibilities and work-life balance problems for ministers and ‘soft’ recruitment policies and management practices for other roles that led to problems due to a lack of skills and competency which hampered the development of their services (Interview 13). Workers had considerable autonomy but were ‘not paid well commensurate with other people with equivalent roles in society’ and there were tensions around conditions of employment and loyalty to the church (Interview 12). The workers were all members of the church and all staffing issues were dealt with unilaterally by church elders. Trade unions were rejected by the church workers who felt they threatened the independence of the church, the authority of the elders and the link between spiritual and temporal aspects of church activity. 4 out of 6 workers disagreed strongly that ‘it would be better if trade unions had a greater say in what happens at work’ but the survey also revealed underlying tensions with one survey respondent reporting a lack of confidence in procedures when ‘the disciplinary procedure was used against me as my line manager felt I was undermining her’. It was suggested that such tensions would increase if the church took on more formal, and formally monitored, public service work (Interview 12).        

The church had sought state funding and was approached by government to expand its social role and public service provision, in childcare, youth work and debt advice. Minister’s however had reservations about meeting public accountability requirements where, ‘actually in practice, it meant the number of forms you had to fill in didn’t equate with ... I mean it cost us in resources and time and ended up being too much hassle’ (Interview 14). Many in the church were distrustful of government placing limitations on their religious freedom as, ‘we hear all the promises and they are encouraging faith communities to get involved <in service delivery> but at a local level they can be quite anti-’. It was argued that ‘the most important thing is the relationship people have with god’ and ‘if that was compromised then we wouldn’t want to cross that line’ and would prefer to remain dependent on donations (Interview 12).   

Union Organising in NFP and VOs and the Labour Process

This section examines the findings from interviews with trade union representatives and covers the response to the growth of NFP and VOs, public service reform and the problems faced by trade unions organising in the sector. 

The TUC

Trade unions despite their concerns over privatisation, PFI and marketisation had considered NFP and VOs a ‘very low priority’. The TUC, it was said, struggled ‘internally to get a handle on public sector reform’ finding it ‘hard to articulate’ what they wanted when they represented workers in the public and private sectors and NFP and VOs. They had ‘held off this argument’, as there were diverse views between unions and within unions at the national, regional and local level, even though they were sceptical of government rhetoric over NFP and VOs believing support was used to scaremonger and give ‘a kick up the bum to the public sector’ as a ‘way of getting in other reforms’ and securing their procurement and commissioning agenda (Interview 15).  The TUC and unions representing NFP and VOs had concerns over job insecurity, the lack of skill and career development and employment protection. The TUC was involved in the workforce hubs, established to tackle these issues, but had a poor relationship with NCVO and acevo, the industry  representatives, believing they were not serious about tackling employment conditions, beyond a ‘better HR’ focus, seeing ‘trade union recognition as too scary for their members’ (Interview 15).  The TUC it was felt had few resources and little commitment to tackling such problems as their attention was focused on the defence of a traditional blue collar and white collar interests. While organised resistance and the threat of industrial action and strikes continued in the public sector where members were willing to fight for pay rises and improved conditions there was little organisation or industrial muscle in NFP and VOs and although recent reports reveal that continuing efficiency pressures are now leading to employment disputes, i.e. Shelter, the threat of and industrial action, in particular strike action, is rare in NFP and VOs and noteworthy by its relative absence  (Guardian 24/06/08, Inside Housing 2008)   

Unite

Since the research was conducted three of the main trade unions representing the sector, Amicus, the T and G and the CYWU have merged to form Unite which can claim over 55,000 members in its Community and Not-for-profit sector covering housing associations, interpreters, charities, training, faith, tourism, environment, arts and advice groupings. Both Amicus and the T and G had approximately 25,000 members, and represented large and diverse charities, such as Save the Children, the Samaritans, CPAG and Housing Associations in addition to medium and small NFP and VO organisations. The CYWU was a 5,000 strong specialist union for youth workers. National officials from the trade unions explained how they had launched programmes to develop their activity in the sector in 2005 and were aware of a need to tackle the funding problems, employer hostility to unions, low pay, poor employment conditions, insecurity, limited pension provision and stress in the sector and believed that the merger would raise the profile of NFP and VO workers and their concerns (Interview 16 and 17). The strategy of the unions, though they had different structures and approaches, was to recruit in larger organisations where they already had a membership base, accepting members from new organisations where here was the potential to develop membership, and to seek to influence government directly especially in tackling the funding problems that beset the sector (Interview 16 and 17). There were however few recognition agreements and a problem of low union membership density in the sector. The representatives claimed that NFP and VOs were the ‘fastest growing part of the union’ with opportunities for further growth but accepted that ‘the problem we face is resources, it’s very resource intensive’ with difficulties recruiting especially in the small workplaces that dominated the sector (Interview 16). They were however aware of a ‘core union membership in the public sector’ that was increasingly ‘moving out into the private and our sector <NFP sector>’ and it was felt that this was an important area for recruitment especially where they were fighting a losing battle on recruitment in the manufacturing sector (Interview 16). The T and G representative thought that they let down members in this sector and members in the voluntary sector were ‘delivering services on the cheap’ (Interview 17). Activists also believed this and that the main issue was funding and the problems of redundancy and inequitable pay structures where ‘the government is trying to use voluntary organisations as a counter to statutory organisations’ but they claimed to have little support from the national union being left to face a hostile management that was left to get on with it and reacted to funding pressures by implementing pay freezes, increasing monitoring and extending performance targets and expectations. Some local activists were not convinced that the merger of the union would produce greater understanding of the problems those working in the sector faced and would lead to a union even more remote to their interests (Interview 17).

UNISON

The other union representing members in NFP and VOs is UNISON. UNISON claimed some 51,000 members in the Voluntary and Community Sector Group. It also had members in large charities, such as Barnardo’s, NCH and Scope and in Housing Associations but also recruited in medium and small organisations. It expressed similar concerns with the problems of pay, job insecurity and poor employment conditions. Their national officer experienced similar problems in recruiting in the sector, with low union membership density, recognition problems and employer hostility although they pointed to wide variations on attitudes to trade unions from different organisations in the sector. It was argued that recruitment in this sector was now a priority for the union and was supported at a senior level but that many in UNISON were hostile to recruiting in and organizing the voluntary sector as this would support public service reform and undermine the defence of public services and the retention of work in the public sector (Interview 19). It was understood that that the reception of Voluntary Sector members into the union was not always smooth, although this varied geographically and, in some areas, ‘voluntary Sector members never hear from the organisation ... never get any support ... make phone calls that are never answered ... get passed from branch to region and, you know, it’s bad ... a big hole we should be filling (Interview 19). 

The UNISON representative accepted that it was ‘a difficult sector to organise’ but that it was a ‘myth that it was unorganisable’ and felt it was important to organise as ‘the sector is naturally growing out there in leaps and bounds’ (Interview 19). She believed it was possible to resist public sector reform and recruit and represent members transferred into the sector and add new members in emergent parts of the sector (Interview 19). However even where local branches were supportive of the sector they were concerned at the disproportionate time that could be spent on dealing with NFP and VO members as ‘everything <funding> seems to be time limited and when that comes to an end its redundancies and, you know, you end up picking that up’ and claimed they would be cautious about taking on members before asking ‘what problems you got’ (Interview 11).       

Managerialisation, Union Organising and the Labour Process: The Research Findings, Discussion, Summary and Conclusion 

The research examined the extension of public service reform to NFP and VOs, managerialisation of NFP and VOs and worker and trade union responses to reform. The research was intended to capture the diversity of NFP and VOs and the complexity of the impact of modernisation. While the sector remains complex and diverse it is possible to identify general pressures and an identifiable trend from ‘old’ to ‘new’ NFP and VOs. ‘Old’ NFP and VOs were often insecurely and inadequately funded but they did receive core funding. This core funding meant that NFP and VOs held a relative autonomy and independence which could be reflected in management approaches, employment regulation and approaches to representing and working with service users. NFP and VOs have always been regulated but the forms of regulation vary and many organisations were subject to trust and light regulation. Organisations could be characterised by a client focus, campaigning commitment and often retained elements of internal democracy and a casual working approach but they also could be chaotic, despotic and demanding as employers. Pay and conditions were often nominally linked to the public sector, although NFP and VO employees did not generally have the access pensions and other benefits available in the public sector. ‘New’ NFP and VOs have seen growth and improvements in resources but have also witnessed an increase in contracting, competition, regulation, monitoring, audit, targets and efficiency improvement demands. Organisations, in receipt of public funds, have become increasingly accountable to commissioners who demand policy compliance, tighter managerial control and employment regulation while unwillingness to comply with service commissioners brings instability, insecurity, the threat of and actual funding withdrawal which can lead to service closure and redundancy. 

The government agenda raises issues in the reduction of the autonomy of NFP and VOs and the undermining of their distinctive contribution to tackling social problems and welfare issues. The government strategy has been to support marketisation and the restructuring of the labour process. Part of this has involved a commitment to supporting and mobilizing NFP and VOs as a trusted competitor and partner to the public sector which brings in values which are supportive of public sector reform. The challenge in a diverse NFP and VO sector has been to break down distinctive and radical approaches and increase managerial control, capacity and efficiency. Support for NFP and VOs is likely to continue as there is an assumption that NFP and VOs provide reductions in costs and aid the entrenchment of market values across all sectors. Even if NFP and VOs do not provide cost reductions the value of government support for NFP and VOs is that they challenge the public sector and assist in weakening public sector resistance to NPM and increasing manager control over the labour process. 

External regulation has sought to coerce managerialisation into a sector where this was an exception and this has resulted in tightening employment regulation, an advancing of the HR function and an emphasis on discipline over autonomy and innovation. Managers have been encouraged to adopt change management and transform their organisations, restructure the labour process, reduce the autonomy of labour and, through the use of performance targets, increase work intensification. 

Government support for NFP and VOs raises policy issues for trade unions. The policy of support for NFP and VOs has led to a natural growth of NFP and VO members in trade unions and an increased interest in NFP and VOs as a continuing source of new members. It however produces complex problems for trade unions in how to resist marketisation and managerialisation and protect workers from exploitation and a loss of autonomy given the structural weakness of NFP and VO workers, related to funding dependency and voluntary values. The problems for unions in organising in the NFP and VO sector are political, in that trade unions are unwilling to take on government given the complexity of public sector reform or challenge NFP and VOs that are hostile to union membership, institutional,  in that NFP and VO members are marginalised within trade union structures and practical, given issues of  low union density, few bargaining agreements, limited resources, a small and dispersed workforce, employer hostility and religious and communitarian resistance to trade unions. Trade unions face policy challenges on their overall approach to NFP and VOs and where they can best direct and target the limited resources available for union organizing. 

There are issues for trade unions in the development of a broad approach to the managerialisation of NFP and VOs that protects NFP and VO workers and the impact on the public sector and wider labour process. The significance of the expansion of NFP and VOs is that it provides the potential for a cheaper, less unionised and compliant workforce. This assists broader state action to restructure labour processes in general in the interests of capitalism. The research suggests that government support for NFP and VOs is intended to increase productivity, reduce welfare costs, weaken professional interests, support calls for increasing management control over labour and undermine public sector resistance to NPM. Worker and trade union reaction to the growth of NFP and VOs, marketisation and managerialisation has generally been marked by inertia and an unwillingness or inability to react. This is related to the complexity of NFP and VOs and their relationship to the public and private sectors as well as to resource issues but has resulted in a failure to develop a coherent and integrated approach that links public sector and NFP and VO workers in resisting the extension of managerial control and regaining control over the labour process.

Survey 

The survey was conducted in 2005-06 and produced 131 responses from employees in seven NFP and VOs. It was an attitudinal survey that used a Likert scaling approach and the figures presented here are based on strong positive or negative reactions to positive questions.   

Interviews

All interviews were recorded and transcribed. All NFP and VOs have been given anonymous. Trade unions as they would be readily identifiable have been named. The following list gives the interviewees title, organisation and the date of interview.
	
1. Former Hostel worker – The Reformed Housing Trust –  24/06/05 
2. Chair of the Management Board – The Reformed Housing Trust – 4/08/05
3. Chief Officer – The Reformed Housing Trust – 4/02/05
4. Lead Officer for the County Council Supporting People Team – 9/08/05 
5. Direct Access Hostel Manager – The Reformed Housing Trust – 5/05/05
6. Hostel Worker – The Reformed Housing Trust – 22/06/05
7. Chief Executive Officer – The Radical housing Trust – 17/05/05
8. Director of Complex Needs – The Radical Housing Trust – 16/05/05
9. Former Resettlement Manager – The Radical Housing Trust – 4/07/05
10. Hostel Manager – The Radical Housing Trust – 16/05/05 
11. Service and Conditions Officer – Unitary Council UNISON Branch – 4/07/05
12. Minister – The Evangelical Church – 30/06/05
13. Temporary Administrator – The Evangelical Church – 28/04/05
14. Senior Minister – The Evangelical Church – 17/01/05 
15. Policy Officer (Public Services and Voluntary Sector) – TUC – 11/08/05
16. National Officer, Not-for-profit Sector – Unite – 8/06/05
17. Acting National Secretary of ACTS/Voluntary Sector – T and G – 19/07/05  
18. Local ASTMS, MSF and Amicus Activist – 13/06/05    
19. Voluntary and Community Sector Organiser – UNISON – 18/03/05
20. National Officer – UNISON – 18/04/05    
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