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amine several here and present one of our own. A good way to gain an appreci-

ation for what QD is all about is to see how various aut'hors have desc.:rlbed the

field over the years. No single accepted deﬁni‘fion of OD exists, but there is general
agreement on the nature of the field and its major ch.':lracterlstlcs.1
Some early definitions of organization development follow.

The literature contains numerous definitions of organization development. We ex-

Organization development is an effort (1) planned, (2) organization-wide, and (3) man-
aged from the top, to (4) increase organization effective.ness and'hea[th -through (5)
planned interventions in the organization’s “processes,” using behagvioral-science knowl-
edge. (Beckhard, 1969)

Organization development (OD) is a response to change, a complex educatilona'l strat-
egy intended to change the beliefs, attitudes, values, and structure of organizations so
that they can better adapt to new technologies, markets, and challenges, and the dizzy-

ing rate of change itself. (Bennis, 1969}

i i havioral science for sys-
OD can be defined as a planned and sustained effort to apply be .
tem improvement, using reflexive, self-analytic methods. (Schmuck and Miles, 1971)

Organization development is a process of planned change—change of ai o.rganizat?o.n s
culture from one which avoids an examination of social processes (especm’ll.y Qec1s10'n
making, planning and communication) to one which institutionalizes and legitimizes this

examination. (Burke and Hornstein, 1972)
More recent definitions of organization development are these.?

[The aims of OD are] ... (1) enhancing congruence between organiz'rational structure,
processes, strategy, people, and culture; (2} developing new and creaFlve organizational
solutions; and (3} developing the organization’s self-renewing capacity. (Beer, 1980)

Qrganization development is an organizational process for understanding and improv-
ing any and all substantive processes an organizathn may Flevelop for pfrformllng a;lny
task and pursuing any objectives. . . . A “process for improving processes —that is what
OD has basically sought to be for approximately 25 years. (Vaill, 1989)

Ovrganizational development is a set of behavioral science-based theories, values, §trate-
gies, and techniques aimed at the planned change of the organizational wqu settmg for
the purpose of enhancing individual development and improving organizational per-
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formance, through the alteration of organizational members’ on-the-job behaviors,
(Porras and Robertson, 1992)

(ODis}. .. a systematic application of behavioral science knowledge to the planned de-
velopment and reinforcement of organizational Strategies, structures, and processes for
improving an organization’s effectiveness. (Cummings and Worley, 1993)

Organization development is a planned process of change in an organization’s culture
through the utilization of behavioral science technologies, research, and theory. (Burke,
1994, p. 12)

As you can see, these definitions overlap a great deal (that’s encouraging), and
contain several unique insights (that’s enlightening). All authors agree that QDD applies
behavioral science to achieve planned change. Likewise, they agree that the target of
change is the total organization or system and that the goals are increased organiza-
tional effectiveness and individual development,

Schmuck and Miles provide an important insight with the words “reflexive, seli-
analytic methods.” In OD, organization members systematically critique how they are
doing to learn how to do better. Burke and Hornstein’s idea of “legitimizing” an “exam-
ination of social processes” speaks to the same issue of becoming more self-analytical.

Several definitions emphasize the importance of organization processes (Beckhard,
Burke and Hornstein,and Vaill), Vaill depicts OD as a “process for improving processes”—
a keen observation. Likewise, several definitions emphasize the crucial role of organiza-
tion culture (Burke and Hornstein and Burke). Organization culture and processes are
high-priority targets in most QD programs. '

Beer and Cummings and Worley emphasize achieving congruence among the
components of the organization such as strategy, structure, culture, and processes. Cum-
mings and Worley suggest getting the components right (planned development), and
keeping them right (reinforcement). Porras and Robertson suggest that OD is a “pack-
age” of theories, values, strategies, and techniques. This package gives OD its distinct
character compared to other improvement strategies.

Bennis cails OD both a response to change and an educational strategy intended
to change beliefs, attitudes, values, and organization structure—all directed toward
making the organization better able to respond to changing environmental demands,
His definition is as relevant today as when it was first written. Porras and Robertson
state that the aim of OD is to alter people’s behaviors by changing organizational work
settings. Beer’s definition is the only one to mention “developing the organization’s self-
renewing capacity”—a central goal in all OD programs-—but all these authors agree
with the desirability of creating self-renewing, “learning organizations.”

Collectively, these definitions convey a sense of what organization development
is and does. They describe in broad outline the nature and methods of OD. There is no
set definition of OD and no agreement on the boundaries of the field, that is, what prac-
tices should be included and excluded. But these are not serious constraints given that
the field is still evolving, and that practitioners share a central core of understanding,
as shown in the preceding definitions.

Now let’s turn to our definition of organization development. We do not propose
it as the “right” definition, but as one that includes characteristics we think are impor-
tant for the present and future of the field. Organization development is a long-term
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formance, through the alteration of organizational members’ on-the-job behaviors,
(Porras and Robertson, 1992}

[OD is] .. . a systematic application of behavioral science knowledge to the planned de-
velopment and reinforcement of organizational strategies, structures, and processes for
improving an organization’s effectiveness. (Cummings and Worley, 1993)

Organization development is a planned process of change in an organization’s culture
through the utilization of behavioral science technologies, research, and theory. (Burke,
1994, p. 12)

As you can see, these definitions overlap a great deal (that’s encouraging), and
contain several unique insights (that’s enlightening). All authors agree that QD applies
behavioral science to achieve planned change. Likewise, they agree that the target of
change is the total organization or system and that the goals are increased organiza-
tional effectiveness and individual development. '

Schmuck and Miles provide an important insight with the words “reflexive, self-
analytic methods.” In OD, organization members systematically critique how they are
doing to learn how to do better. Burke and Hornstein’s idea of “legitimizing” an “exam-
Ination of social processes” speaks to the same issue of becoming more self-analytical.

Several definitions emphasize the importance of organization processes (Beckhard,
Burke and Hornstein, and Vaill). Vaill depicts OD as a“process for improving processes”—
a keen observation. Likewise, several definitions emphasize the crucial role of organiza-
tion culture (Burke and Hornstein and Burke). Organization culture and processes are
high-priority targets in most OD programs. '

Beer and Cummings and Worley emphasize achieving congruence among the
components of the organization such as strategy, structure, culture, and processes. Cum-
niings and Worley suggest getting the components right (planned development), and
keeping them right (reinforcement). Porras and Robertson suggest that OD is a “pack-
age” of theories, values, strategies, and techniques, This package gives OD its distinct
character compared to other improvement strategies,

Bennis calls OD both a response to change and an educational strategy intended
to change beliefs, attitudes, values, and organization structure—all directed toward
making the organization better able to respond to changing environmental demands.
His definition is as relevant today as when it was first written. Porras and Robertson
state that the aim of OD is to alter people’s behaviors by changing organizational work
settings. Beer’s definition is the only one to mention “developing the organization’s self-
renewing capacity”™—a central goal in all OD programs—but all these authors agree
with the desirability of creating self-renewing, “learning organizations.”

Collectively, these definitions convey a sense of what organization development
is and does, They describe in broad outline the nature and methods of OD. There is no
set definition of OD and no agreement on the boundaries of the field, that is, what prac-
tices should be included and excluded. But these are not serious constraints given that
the field is still evolving, and that practitioners share a central core of understanding,
as shown in the preceding definitions.

Now let’s turn to our definition of organization development. We do not propose
it as the “right” definition, but as one that includes characteristics we think are impor-
tant for the present and future of the field. Organization development is a long-term
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effort,led and supported by top management,lo improve an organizatio.ln’s visioning, ern-
powerment, learning, and problem-solving processes, thron';gh an ongoing, co_llabomtw;
management of organization culture—with special emphasis on tﬁ_e culture of intact wor
teams and other team configurations— using the consult.ant-faclzhtator role ana.! the tlhc?—
ory and technology of applied behavioral science, including actiont research. Th]S deflqlli
tion is lengthy, but it includes a number of components we consider essential. We wi

in this definition in some detail.
expla%l; l}()ng-term effort we mean that organizational change and developmept take
time—several years in most cases. Ralph Kilmann’s book, Beyo{id the Qu_ack 'Fr,x, tf:lls
the story correctly: There is no “quick fix” when it comes to lastmg”orgamzanonal im-
provement.? In fact, it is more accurate to descr%b?.“lrpprovement as a ne‘:ver.-endmg
journey of continuous change. One program or initiative moves the qrganlzatlon toa
higher plateaun; then another moves it to yet a higher plateau of e.ffectlver_les.s.

The phrase led and supported by iop management states an 1mpergt1ve.Top man-
agement must lead and actively encourage the change effort. Organizational change is
hard, serious business; it includes pain and setbacks as well as SUCCESSEs. Top manage-
ment must initiate the improvement “journey” and be committed to seeing it through.
Most OD programs that fail do so because top management was ambivalent, lost its
commitment, or became distracted with other duties. . o

By visioning processes we mean those processes through which organization
members develop a viable, coherent, and shared picture of the nature of the produc_:ts
and services the organization offers, the ways those goods will be produced and deliv-
ered to customers, and what the organization and its members can expect fr(?m each
other. Visioning means creating a picture of the desired future that includes salient fga-
tures of the human side of the organization and then working together to make that pic-

1Y,

e a];;aelngowerment processes we mean those leadership behaviors anq human re-
source practices that enable organization members to fievglop and use their talents as
fully as possible toward individual growth and organgtu_)nal success, By empower-
ment, we mean involving large numbers of people in 1?u1ld1ng the vision of tomorrow,
developing the strategy for getting there, and making it happen. For empowerment to
become a fact of life, it must be built into the very fabric of the orgamzation—its strat-
egy, structure, processes, and culture. ‘ . o N

By learning processes we mean those interacting, hstemng,.and self-examining
processes that facilitate individual, team, and organizational learming. P_eter Senge de-
scribes learning organizations as “ . . . organizations where people contlnu.ally expand
their capacity to create the results they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns
of thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration'ls set fr?,e, anq where people are
continually learning how to learn together.”* As Chris Argyris adv1.ses, peoplf? and or-
ganizations must avoid the trap of “defensive routines,” thosg habitual reactions that
prevent embarrassment and threat, but that also prevent letarmng.5 ‘ ‘

Problem-solving processes refer to the ways organization members dlagnlo-se situ-
ations, solve problems, make decisions, and take actions on problems, op.poﬁ;umtlezs, and
challenges in the organization’s environment and its 1nterna.1 fu_nctlomng.. Mlcjlael
Beer’s definition calied for “developing new and creative organizational soluﬁu_ms. We
believe solutions to problems are enhanced by tapping deeply into the creativity, com-
mitment, vitality, and common purposes of all members of the organization, in contrast
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to having only a select few involved. We further believe that having a compelling, widely
shared vision of a desired future creates the best climate for effective problem solving
by all the organization’s members, Empowerment means involving people in problems
and decisions and letting them be responsible for results.,

By ongoing collaborative management of the organization’s culture we mean, first,
that one of the most important things to manage in organizations is the culture: the pre-
vailing pattern of values, attitudes, beliefs, assumptions, expectations, activities, interac-
tions, norms, sentiments, and artifacts.5 And second, managing the culture should be a
collaborative business, one of widespread participation in creating and managing a cul-
ture that satisfies the wants and needs of individuals at the same time that it fosters the
organization’s purposes. Collaborative management of the culture means that every-
one, not just a small group, has a stake in making the organization work. Just as vision-
ing, empowerment, learning, and problem-solving processes are opportunities for col-
laboration in organization development, so is managing the culture, '

By including culture so prominently in our definition, we affirm our belief that cul-
ture is the bedrock of behavior in organizations. The reciprocal influence among cul-
ture, strategy, structure, and processes makes each important, and each influences the
others. Still, culture is of primary importance. Edgar Schein clarifies the nature and
power of cuiture in his definition; “Culture can now be defined as (a) a pattern of basic
assumptions, (b) invented, discovered, or developed by a given group, (¢) as it learns to
cope with its problems of external adaptation and internal integration, (d) that has
worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore (e) is to be taught to new
members as the (f) correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those prob-
lems.”” So culture consists of basic assumptions, values, and norms of behavior that are
viewed as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel-that is why culture change is nec-
essary for true organizational improvement.

Our definition also places considerable weight on organizational processes.
Processes are how things get done, and we highlight the importance of visioning, em-
powerment, learning, and problem-solving processes. Processes are relatively easy to
change, so they are the place OD programs often begin—getting people to stop doing
things one way and start doing them a different way, But change becomes permanent
when the culture changes and people accept the new ways as the “right” ways. We
believe that when the culture promotes collaboration, empowerment, and continuous
learning the organization is bound to succeed. :

By intact work teams and other configurations we recognize that teams are central
to accomplishing work in organizations. We think teams are the basic building blocks of
organizations. When teams function well, individuals and the total organization func-
tion well. Further, team culture can be collaboratively managed to ensure effectiveness.

'The most prevalent form of teams in organizations is intact work teams consisting
of superior and subordinates with a specific job to perform. Team buiiding and role and
goal clarification interventions are standard activities in OD programs directed toward
intact work teams, But in many organizations today, intact work teams do not have a
boss in the traditional sense—the teams manage themselves. These self-directed teams
assume complete responsibility for planning and executing work assignments. In addi-
tion to team building and role and goal clarification, members are trained in compe-
tencies such as planning, maintaining quality control, and using management informa-
tion. Over time, self-directed teams control performance appraisals, hiring, firing, and
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training. The results are usually highly gratifying both for the team members and for the
organization.

Today’s organizations increasingly use ad hoc teams that perform a specific task
and disband when the task is completed. The current method for getting complex tasks
done in organizations is to assemble a cross-functional teamn comprised of members
from all the functional specialties required to get the job done, such as design, engi-
neering, manufacturing, and procurement. The old method was to have functional spe-
cialists work on the problem sequentially. When one function finished with its part of
the project, the process “threw the results over the wall” to the next functional unit. This
method resulted in loss of synergy, wasted time, much rework, and considerable antag-
onism among the separate functional specialists.

In Liberation Management, Tom Peters predicts that the work of tomorrow (most
of which will be “brain work”) will be done by ad hoc teams brought together to ac-
complish a task, and then disbanded with the people going on to new tasks.® He uses the
terms multifunctional projectization and horizontal systems to describe these teams and
their work, Temporary, multifunctional, constantly shifting teams will be the dominant
configuration for getting work done, according to Peters. The thesis of Liberation Man-
agement is that contemporary bureaucratic structures with their functional specialties
and rigid hierarchies are all wrong for the demands of today’s fast-paced marketplace.
He writes,

But I've come to realize that, in this madcap world, turned-con and theoretically em-
powered people . . . will never amount to a hill of beans in the vertically oriented, staff-
driven, thick-headquarters corporate structures that still do most of the world’s busi-
ness. Empower until you're blue in the face. Call in the best consultants and create the
best strategies. [t’ll make no difference unless the arteries are unclogged (the “structure”
part), then radically rewired (the “systems” part).

The skills required to work effectively in teams will be at a premium in such a world.

The phrase using the consultant-facilitator role conveys our belief that leaders can
benefit from seeking professional assistance in planning and implementing OD initia-
tives. In the early phases, at least, the services of a third-party consultant-facilitator are
desirable. The third-party role is powerful: That person is typically seen as bringing ob-
jectivity, neutrality, and expertise to the situation. Also, the third party is not captive to
the culture of the unit undertaking the program. This need for objectivity does not mean
that the third party cannot be a member of the organization; rather, it means that he or
she should not be a member of the particular unit initiating the OD effort.

Part of an effective OD effort is a growing appreciation of the consultant-facilitator
role and a growing capability of many organizational members to perform that role,
whether on an ad hoc or a more formal basis. Numerous members should be encouraged
to increase their consultation skills and use these skills in various ways, such as helping to
run more effective meetings or providing counsel to peers. We are thus calling attention to
the facilitator role in organizations as well as facilitator persons.

By the theory and technology of applied behavioral science we mean insights from
the sciences dedicated to understanding people in organizations, how they function, and
how they can function better. OD applies knowledge and theory. Therefore, in addition
to the behavioral sciences such as psychology, social psychology, sociology, and so on,

CHAPTER 2 Definitions of Organization Development 29

applied disciplines such as adult education, psychotherapy, social work, economics, and
political science make contributions to the practice of OD. Porras and Robertson state:

Organizational development (OD} is the practical application of the science of organi-
zations. Drawing from several disciplines for its models, strategies, and techniques, OD
focuses on the planned change of human systems and contributes to organization sci-
ence through the knowledge gained from its study of complex change dynamics.10

And finally, by action research we mean the participative model of collaborative
and iterative diagnosis and taking action in which the leader, organization members,
and OD practitioner work together to define and resolve problems and opportunities.
Because of the extensive applicability of this model in OD, another definition of orga-
nization development could be organization improvement through participant action
research. -

The definition we have just analyzed contains the elements we believe are impor-
tant for OD. To summarize, here are the primary distinguishing characteristics of orga-
nization development.

1. OD focuses on culture and processes.

2. Specifically, OD encourages collaboration between organization leaders and members in
managing culture and processes.

3. Teams of all kinds are particularly important for accomplishing tasks and are targets for
OD activities. '

4. OD focuses on the human and sociat side of the organization and in so doing also inter-
venes in the technological and structural sides.

5. Participation and involvement in problem solving and decision making by all levels of the
organization are hallmarks of OD.

6. OD focuses on total system change and views organizations as complex social systems.

7. OD practitioners are facilitators, collaborators, and co-learners with the client system.

8. An overarching goal is to make the client system able to solve its problems on its own by
teaching the skills and knowledge of continuous learning through self-analytical methods.
OD views organization improvement as an ongoing process in the context of a constantly
changing environment.

9. OD relies on an action research model with extensive participation by client system
members.

10. OD takes a developmental view that seeks the betterment of both individuals and the or-
ganization. Attempting to create “win-win” solutions is standard practice in OD programs.

These characteristics of organization development depart substantially from tra-
ditional consultation modes. Schein identifies the three following basic models of con-
sultation-—the first two are not OD, the third model is a good description of QD11

In the “purchase of expertise model” a leader or unit identifies a need for infor-
mation or expertise the organization cannot supply and hires a consultant to meet that
need. Examples include hiring a consultant to (1) survey consumers or employees about
some matter, (2) find out how other organizations organize certain units, or (3) search
out information such as the marketing strategy of a competitor. The consultant then
makes recommendations.
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In the “doctor-patient model” a leader or group detects symptoms of ill health in
a unit, or more broadly in the organization, and employs a consultant to diagnose what
is causing the problem or problems. The consultant, like a physician, then prescribes a
course of action to remedy the ailment.

In the “process consultation model” the consultant works with the leader and
group to diagnose strengths and weaknesses and to develop action plans. Furthermore,
in this model the consultant assists the client organization to become more effective in
diagnosing and solving problems.

The first two models depict traditional management consulting; the third model is
more typical of OD consulting, In OD the clients receive help in the ways they go about
solving problems. The consultant suggests general processes and procedures for ad-
dressing problems. The consultant helps the clients generate valid data and learn from
them. In short, the OD consultant is an expert on process—how to structure effective
problem solving and decision making,.

CONCLUDING COMMENT

These definitions clarify the distinctive features of O and suggest why it is such a pow-
erful change strategy. The participative, collaborative, problem-focused nature of OD
marshals the experience and expertise of organization members as they work on their
most important problems and opportunities in ways designed to lead to successful out-
comes. In the next chapter, we trace the history of OD to show how these distinctive
features developed.
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CHAPTER 3

A History of Organization
Development

ioral scientists and practitioners, many of whom are well known, as well as the

contributions of many people in client organizations. EVE:I.I if Wwe were aware of
all the significant contributors, which we are not, we could not do justice to the rlchpess
of this history in a short essay. Therefore, all we can do is write about what we believe
to be the central thrusts of that history, based on our research to date, and hope that the
many people who are not mentioned will not be offende(_i by our incompleteness. Qur
focus will be largely the origins of OD plus some discussion of current trends and the
current extent of application. .

Systematic organization development activities have a recent history and, to use
the analogy of a mangrove tree, have at least four important trunk stems, One tru.nk stem
consists of innovations in applying laboratory training insights to complex organlzatlo_ns.
A second major stem is survey research and feedback methodology. Both stems are in-
tertwined with a third, the emergence of action research. Paralleling these stems, and to
some extent linked, is a fourth stem—the emergence of the Tavistock sociotechnical and
socioclinical approaches. The key actors in these stems interact wii:.h each other and are
influenced by experiences and concepts from many fields, as we will see.

The history of organization development is rich with the contributions of behav-

THE LABORATORY TRAINING STEM

32

The T-Group

Laboratory training, essentially unstructured small-group situatio_ns in which partici-
pants learn from their own actions and the group’s evolving dynamics, b(?gan to develqp
about 1946 from various experiments in using discussion groups to achieve changes in
behavior in back-home situations. In particular, an Inter-Group Relations workshop
held at the State Teachers College in New Britain, Connecticut, in the summer of 1946
influenced the emergence of laboratory training. This workshop was sponsored by Fhe
Connecticut Interracial Commission and the Research Center for Group Dynamics,
then at MIT. _

The Research Center for Group Dynamics {RCGD) was founded in 19%5 l_mder
the direction of Kurt Lewin, a prolific theorist, researcher, and practitioner in In_ter—
personal, group, intergroup, and community relationships.! Lewin had been recruited
to MIT largely through the efforts of Douglas McGregor of the Sloan School of Man-

.
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agement, who had convinced MIT President Car] Compton of the wisdom of estab-
lishing a center for group dynamics. Lewin’s original staff included Marian Radke,
Leon Festinger, Ronald Lippitt, and Dorwin Cartwri ght.2 Lewin’s field theory and his
conceptualizing about group dynamics, change processes, and action research pro-
foundly influenced the people associated with the various stems of oD,

Through a series of events at the New Britain workshop of 1946, what was later to
be called the “T-group” (“T” for “training”) began to emerge. The workshop staff con-
sisted of Kurt Lewin, Kenneth Benne, Leland Bradford, and Ronald Lippitt. The latter
three served as leaders of “learning groups” (sometimes called “L-groups”). Each
group, in addition to group members and a leader, had an observer who made notes
about interactions among members, At the end of each day, the observers met with the
staff and reported what they had scen. At the second or third evening session, three
members of the workshop asked if they could sit in on the reporting session, and were
encouraged to do so. One woman disagreed with the observer about the meaning of her
behavior during the day’s sessions, and a lively discussion ensued. The three workshop
members then asked to return to the next reporting session, and, because of the lively
and rich discussion, Lewin and the staff enthusiastically agreed, By the next evening,
about half of the 50-60 members of the workshop attended the feedback session. These
sessions soon became the most significant learning experiences of the conference.3

This experience led to the National Training Laboratory in Group Development,
organized by Benne, Bradford, and Lippitt (Lewin died in carly 1947). They held a
three-week session during the summer of 1947 a¢ the Gould Academy in Bethel, Maine.4
Participants met with a trainer and an observer in Basic Skill Training Groups (later
called T-groups) for a major part of each day. The 1947 laboratory was sponsored by the
Resecarch Center for Group Dynamics (MIT), the National Education Association
(NEA), Teachers College of Columbia University, University of California at Los
Angeles (UCLA), Springfield College, and Cornell University. The work of that
summer evolved into the National Training Laboratory, later calied NTL. Institute for
Applied Behavioral Science, and into contemporary T-group training. Out of the Bethel
experiences and NTL grew a significant number of laboratory training centers spon-
sored by universities. One of the first was the Western Training Laboratory, headed
by Paul Sheats and sponsored by UCLA. The Western Training Laboratory offered its
first program in 1952,

In addition to Lewin and his work, extensive experience with role playing and
Moreno’s psychodrama influenced Bradford, Lippitt, and Benne’s invention of the
T-group and the subsequent emergence of OD.5 Further, Bradford and Benne were in-
fluenced by John Dewey’s philosophy of education, including concepts about learning
and change and about the transactional nature of humans and their environment.s
Benne, in collaboration with R. Bruce Raup and others, built on Dewey’s philosophy,
focusing on the processes by which people who differ reach policy agreements.? In ad-
dition, Benne was influenced by the works of Mary Follett, an early management theo-
rist, including her ideas about integrative solutions to problems in organizations.’

As a footnote to the emergence of the T-group, the widespread use of flip-chart
Paper as a convenient way to record, retrieve, and display data in OD activities and in
training sessions was invented by Ronald Lippitt and Lee Bradford during the 1946
New Britain sessions. Lippitt reports,
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The blackboards were very inadequate, and we needed to preserve a lot of the material
we produced. So I went down to the local newspaper and got a donation of the end of
press runs. The paper was still on the rollers. We had a “cutting bee” of Lee, Ken, myself
and several others to roll the sheets out and cut them into standard sizes that we could
put up in quantity with masking tape on the blackboards and walls of the classrooms,
We took the practice back to MIT and [ had the shop make some boards with clamps
across the top. We hung them in our offices and the seminar room, and Lee did the same
thing at the NEA in Washington. . . . The next summer at Bethel we had a large supply
of cut newsprint and used some of the boards on easels, as well as using the walls.?

Bradford also reports that he and Ronald Lippitt used “strips of butcher paper” in their
carly work with organizations.10

In a sense, the T-group emerged from an awareness that had been growing for a
decade or more, awareness of the importance of helping groups and group leaders fo-
cus on group and leadership processes. This growing awareness was particularly evident
in adult education and group therapy.l! As the use of the laboratory method evolved,
stated goals of T-group experiences tended to include such statements as “(1) self-
insight . . ., (2) understanding the conditions which inhibit or facilitate group function-
ing, (3) understanding interpersonal operations in groups, and (4) developing skills for
diagnosing individual, group, and organizational behavior.”1?

While these insights and skills were practical and relevant for most participants,
one driving force for the rapidly growing popularity of T-groups was probably their spiri-
tual and therapeutic (therapy for normals) aspects. Art Kleiner captures these aspecis:

. toward the end of the two weeks (or three, or one), something wonderful and un-
fathomable would happen, It was rarely written down in the voluminous scholarly lit-
erature that NTLers created about T-Groups, but it kept drawing people back, session
after session, and it prodded some participants to drop out of their management jobs
to become educators and psychologists. After two or three weeks of soul-baring in a
group of soul-barers, each person in the room would reach a moment when he or she
discovered some core of redemption, some inner worth, deep within. the same feeling
surged in those moments that, perhaps, surged when crowds gathered around Pelagius
in Rome, and that surges whenever people gather to understand the deepest ties they
hold in common.

Some of the NTL participants described the experience as “ynconditional love”;
others, as “pure joy™; others, as a kind of mystical breakthrough or peak experience. . . .
After you experienced that peak, you knew that the unconscious was not a Freudian
cesspool spewing forth bitter legacies of childhood traumas. It was a source of Pelagian
grace and hidden value, terrifying in its power and yet delightful in its beauty. It could
only come forward when peopled learned, in a trusting, empathic environment like a
T-Group, how to break free of their old ways of talking and thinking.

A few NTL participants never felt the Pelagian grace rise within them. They sat
in their T-Groups, puzzled and mildly disappointed, while everyone around them was
swept up in a contact conversational high.?

Over the next decade, as trainers began to work with social systems of more per-
manency and complexity than T-groups, they began to experience considerable frustra-
tion in transferring laboratory behavioral skills and insights of individuals into solving
problems in organizations. Personal skills learned in the “stranger” T-groups setting
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were difficult to transfer to complex organizations. However, the training of “teams”
Irom the same organization emerged early at Bethel and undoubtedly was a link to the
total organizational focus of Douglas McGregor, Herbert Shepard, Robert Blake, and
Jape Mouton and subsequently the focus of Richard Beckhard, Chris Argyris ,Jack
Gibb, Warren Bennis, Eva Schindler-Rainman, and others.!? All had been T-group ’train-
ers in NTL programs.

" Robert Tannenbaum

Some of the earliest sessions of what would now be called “team building” were con-
c!ucted by Robert Tannenbaum in 1952 and 1953 at the U.S. Naval Ordnance Test Sta-
tion at China Lake, California.l> According to Tannenbaum, the term vertically struc-
turf?d groups was used with groups dealing with “personal topics (such as departmental
soc10rpet1:1cs, interpersonal relationships, communication, and self-analysis), and with
organizational topics (such as deadlines, duties and responsibilities, policies and proce-
d.ures, anc!—quite extensively—with interorganizational-group relations).”t6 These ses-
sions, which stimulated a 1954 Personnel article by Tannenbaum, Kallejian, and
Weschler, were conducted “with all managers of a given organizational unit prese,nt.”17
The more personally oriented dynamics of such sessions were described in a 1955
Harvard Business Review article by the same authors.18

Tann.er}baum, along with Art Shedlin, also led what appears to be the first non-
degree training program in OD, the Learning Community in Organizational Develop-
ment at UCLA. This annual program was first offered as a full-time, ten-week, residential
program, January—-March 1967.19 ,

Tannenbaum, who held a Ph.D. in Industrial Relations from the School of Busi-
ness at the University of Chicago, was influenced early by Mary Parker Follett in man-
agement theory, V. V. Anderson’s Psychiairy in Industry, Roethlisberger and Dickson’s
Management and the Worker, and Burleigh Gardner’s Human Relations in Industry. He
was on the planning committee for the Western Training Laboratory (WTL) and a staff
mt?mbler for the first session (1952). During that first session he co-trained with a psy-
f:hla.tnc social worker who had attended a Bethel program, and in subsequent sessions
in his words, “co-trained with a psychiatrist, an educator, a clinical psychologist . . anci
Ilearned much from them.”20 ‘

Chris Argyris

In 1957, Chris Argyris, then a faculty member at Yale University (later at Harvard), was
one of the first to conduct team building sessions with a CEQ and the top exec;ltive
tean}.Two .Of Argyris’s early clients were IBM and Exxon. His early research and inter-
ventions with a top executive group are reported in his 1962 book Interpersonal Com-
petence and Organizational Effectiveness.

In 1950, white working on a Ph.DD. at Cornell University, Argyris visited Bethel as
a mfzmber of NTL's research staff in order to study T-groups. In his words, “I became
fascmated with what | saw, and wanted to become a trainer. Several years lat’er ... Iwas
invited to become a staff member.”22 h

Argyllris‘ was later to make extensive contributions to theory and research on lab-
oratory training, OD, and organizational [earning. One of his several books on OD, In-
tervention Theory and Method, stands as a classic in the field.?? ,
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According to Argyris, three people had the greatest impact on his early career:

Number one was Kurt Lewin.2¢ . . . T was at Clark, finishing my ur}dergr:_aduate degree. I
would go over {to MIT) and sit in on his serninar.s.25 o ..But his wntmgs'. .. had the
greatest impact.2 Next came Roger Barker, and his studies on Psychologlt?al ecology
and behavioral settings. I worked with Roger for several years. H1§ greatest ln.lpact was
not only on helping me to understand how te study behavioral settmgs more rlgorously,
but his whole approach to knowledge, which was to c}xplo.re, to enquire, a.md to experi-
ment. Finally, there was Bill Whyte at Cornell University, with whom I recelvejd my Ph.[.).
(in organizational behavior). Bill was not only a very thoughtful and encouraging adv!-
sor, but he was very smart and learned about field work. He had a sensitivity for “'rhat g
meant to be an ethnographer that helped me to learn a lot about what to do in the field.

Argyris interacted with many of the early leaders in the T-group and OD f1]ec11(_is.
For example, in referring to Douglas McGregor, he states, “I had many Won-der,f}u is-
cussions with him in the advanced president’s programs at Bethel and in Florida.” In re-
ferring to Bradford, with whom he worked numerous times from 1950 on, hszztates that
“he was, without any doubt, the person who helped make NTL come alive.

Douglas McGregor

Beginning about 1957, Douglas McGregor, as a professor-consultant, working with
Union Carbide, was one of the first behavioral scientists to address Fhe .transfer prob-
lem and to talk systematically about and to help implement the application of T—grogp
skills in complex organizations.2* John Paul Jones, who had come up through industrial
relations at Union Carbide, in collaboration with McGregor and with the s].lpport of a
corporate executive vice president and director, Birny Mason, Jt. (later prf?sment of the
corporation), established a small internal consulting group. In _large parF,thls group used
behavioral science knowledge to help line managers and their §ub0rd1n@te§ lear'n how
to be more effective in groups. McGregor’s ideas were a domman_t fqrce in this con-
sulting group; other behavioral scientists who influenced Jones’s tl}lnklng were Rensis
Likert and Mason Haire. Jones’s organization was later called an “organization devel-
up.’30 -
Opmegfn%g(r)lgpthe many influences on Douglas McGregorZ of course, was Kurt Le\.vm, a
colleague at MIT whom McGregor had helped recruit. _It is also clear that he was influ-
enced by Leland Bradford, Edwin Boring, Irving Knickerbocker, Jay Forrester, and
Gordon Allport.3! McGregor also must have been influenced by Carl Rogers, the‘lead-
ing theorist and practitioner in client-centered therapy, l?ecause McGregor ass%gned
Rogers’ writings to his classes at MIT.32 McGregor’s cl.assm‘ work, ‘The. HL{man Szdc_e of
Enterprise, which has had a great impact on managers since its publlc;atlt).n in 1?60, cites
an extensive list of psychologists, sociologists, and management theorists, 1nc?ud1ng Peter
Drucker.?® (See the discussion of Richard Beckhard, which reférs to the 1nﬂ1llence of
McGregor’s consulting work at General Mills on The Human Side of Enterprise.) (As
a historical footnote, McGregor was president of Antioch College fr_om 1948 to 1954
after his first tour as a professor at MIT. Subsequent to this college presidency, McGregor
returned to MIT to start a program in organizational studies.34)
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Herbert Shepard

During the same year, 1957, introductions by Douglas McGregor led to Herbert
Shepard’s joining the employee relations department of Esso Standard Oil {now
Exxon) as a research associate. Shepard was to have a major impact on the emer-
gence of OD, Although we will focus mainly on Shepard’s work at Esso, we also want
to note that Shepard was later involved in community development activities and, in
1960, at the Case Institute of Technology, founded the first doctoral program devoted
to training OD specialists.

Before joining Esso, Shepard had completed his doctorate at MIT and stayed for
a time as a faculty member in the Industrial Relations Section. Among influences on
Shepard were Roethlisberger and Dickson’s Management and the Worker (1939) and a
biography of Clarence Hicks. (As a consultant to Standard Oil, Hicks had helped de-
velop participative approaches to personnel management and labor relations.) Shepard
was also influenced by Farrell Toombs, who had been a counselor at the Hawthorne
plant and had trained under Carl Rogers. In addition, Shepard was heavily influenced
by the writings of Kurt Lewin and others of NTL. He attended an NTL lab in 1950 and
subsequently was a staff member in many of its programs.3s

In1958 and 1959 Shepard launched three experiments in organization development
at major Esso refineries: Bayonne, New Jersey; Baton Rouge, Louisiana; and Bayway,
"lexas. At Bayonne, he conducted an interview survey that was discussed with top man-
agement. The survey was followed by a series of three-day laboratories for all members
of management.* Paul Buchanan, who had worked earlier at the Naval Ordnance Test
Station and more recently had been using a somewhat similar approach in Republic
Aviation, collaborated with Shepard at Bayonne and subsequently joined the Esso staff,

Herbert Shepard and Robert Blake

At Baton Rouge, Robert Blake joined Shepard, and the two initiated a series of two-
week laboratories attended by all members of “middle” management. At first, they tried
to combine the case method with the laboratory method, but their designs soon em-
phasized T-groups, organizational exercises, and lectures, One innovation in this train-
ing program was an emphasis on intergroup as well as interpersonal relations. Although
working on interpersonal problems affecting work performance was clearly an organi-
zational effort, between-group problem solving had even greater organization devel-
opment implications because it involved a broader and more complex segment of the
organization.

At Baton Rouge, efforts to involve top management failed, and as a resuli follow-
up resources for implementing organization development were not available. By the
time the Bayway program started, two fundamental OD lessons had been learned: the
requirement for top management’s active involvement in and leadership of-the program
and the need for on-the-job application.

Bayway brought two significant innovations. First, Shepard, Blake, and Murray
Horwitz used the instrumental laboratory, which Blake and Jane Mouton had been de-
veloping in social psychology classes at the University of Texas and which they later de-
veloped into the Managerial Grid approach to organization development.3 (An essen-
tial dimension of the instrumented lab is feedback based on measurements of group and
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individual behavior during sessions3¥) Second, at Bayway more resources were devoted
to team development, consultation, intergroup conflict resolutl.on,_ and so forth than
were devoted to laboratory training of “cousins,” that is, organization me_mbers from
different departments. As Robert Blake state?d, “It wai learr_lmg to reject T—group
stranger-type labs that permitted OD to come 1nto focus,” and it was intergroup proj-
ects, in particular, that “triggered real OD."

Robert Blake and Jane Mouton

Several influences on Robert Blake up to that point were impprtant in the emergence
of OD. While at Berea College majoring in psychology and philosophy (late‘r an MLA.,
University of Virginia,and a Ph.D., University of Texas), Blake was stro“ngly_ mﬂu_enced
by the works of Korzybski and the general semanticists and founq that “seeing dlscreée
things as representative of a continuous series was rnuf:h more stlmulatlng and reward-
ing than just seeing two things as ‘opposites.”” Tl}rs t}.nnkmg contributed in late_r years
to Blake’s conceptualization of the Managerial Grid with Jane Mouton and to their inter-
group research on win-lose dynamics. This intergroup research and the sqbsel:quent de(;
sign of their intergroup conflict management workshops were e.nlso heavily mfluagqe
by Muzafer Sherif’s fundamental research on intergroup dynarpws.‘“’ Jane Moutop sin-
fluence on Blake’s thinking and on the development of the Grid st.emmed part‘ly, in l_fter
words, “from my undergraduate work (at Texas) in pure mathematl.cs and physmsl Wh.lc.h
emphasized the significance of measurement, experimental design, and a smgnhfu;
approach to phenomena.”! (Mouton later attained an MLA., from the University o
Virginia and a Ph.D. from the University of Texas.) . it

During World War II, Blake served in the Psycl?ologlcgl Rpsegrch U}ut of the
Army Air Force where he interacted with many behavmrgl scientists, including sociol-
ogists. This experience contributed to his interest in “looking at_the system rather than
the individuals within the system on an isolated one-by-one basis.”# (This system-wide
approach is probably one of many links between systems concepts or :ystems theory
and Of?n)other major influence on Blake was the work of John Bowlby, a medical mem-
ber of the Tavistock Clinic in London, who was working in family group therapy. After
completing his Ph.D. work in clinical psychology, Blake went to England for 16 mlonths
in 1948 and 1949 to study, observe, and do research at Tavistock. As Blake states i,

Bowlby had the clear notion that treating mental illness of an individual out of context
was an . . . ineffective way of aiding a person. . . . Asa resullt,John‘was unprepared to see
patients, particularly children, in isolation from their family settings. He would see the
intact family: mother, father, siblings. . . . Tamsure you can see from what I have said that
if you substitute the word organization for family_ and substltut_e the concept of dev::,al-
opment for therapy, the natural next step in my mind was organization development.

Among others at Tavistock who influenced Blake were Wilfred Bion, Henry Ezriel, Eric
Trist, and Elliott Jagues. . .
After returning from Tavistock and taking an appointment at Harvard,_Bl.ake joined
the staff for the summer NTL programs at Bethel. His first assignment was joint respon-
sibility for a T-group with John R. P.French. Blake was a member of the Betl.lel staff from
1951 to 1957 and continued after that with NTL labs for managers at Harriman House,
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Harriman, New York. Among other influences on Blake were Jacob Moreno’s action ori-

entation to training through the use of psychodrama and sociodrama and E. C. Tolman’s
notions of purposive behavior in humans 4

Richard Beckhard

Richard Beckhard, another major figure in the emergence and extension of the OD
field, came from a career in the theater. In his words,

I came out of a whole different world—the theater—and went to NTL. in 1950 as a re-
sult of some discussions with Lee Bradford and Ron Lippitt. At that time they were in-
terested in improving the effectiveness of the communications in large meetings and 1
became involved as head of the general sessions program. But I also got hooked on the
whole movement. I made a career change and set up the meetings organization, “Con-
ference Counselors.” My first major contact was the staging of the 1950 White House
conference on children and youth. . . . I was brought in to stage the large general ses-
sions with six thousand people. . . . Thad been doing a lot of large convention participa-
tive discussion type things and had written on the subject. . . . At the same time I joined
the NTL summer staff. . . . My mentors in the field were Lee Bradford, in the early days,
and Ron Lippitt and later, Ren Likert, and very particularly, Doug McGregor, who be-
came both mentor, friend, father figure . . . and in the later years, brother. Doug had left
MIT and was at Antioch as president. . . . Doug and I began appearing on similar pro-
grams. One day coming back on the train from Cincinnati to Boston, Doug asked if I
was interested in joining MIT. . .. .

In the period 1958-63, I had worked with him (McGregor) on two or three proj-
ects. He brought me to Union Carbide, where I replaced him in working with John Paul

Jones, and later, George Murray and the group. We (also) worked together at . . . Penn-
sylvania Bell and . . . at General Mills.*s

Beckhard worked with McGregor at General Mills in 1959 or 1960, where
McGregor was working with Dewey Balsch, vice president of personnel and industrial
relations, in an attempt to facilitate “a total organizational culture change program
which today might be called quality of work life or OD.” Beckhard goes on to say, “The
issues that were being worked were relationships between workers and supervision;
roles of supervision and management at various levels; participative management
for real. ... This experience was one of the influences on Doug’s original paper, “The
Human Side of Enterprise’ . . . and from which the book emerged a year or so later.”4

Beckhard developed one of the first major nondegree training programs in OD,
NTL’s Program for Specialists in Organizational Training and Development (PSOTD).
The first program was an intensive four-week session held in the summer of 1967 at
Bethel, Maine, the same year that UCLA launched its Learning Community in OD. Core
staff members the first year in the NTL program were Beckhard as dean, Warner Burke,
and Fritz Steele. Additional resource persons the first year were Herbert Shepard,
Sheldon Davis, and Chris Argyris.

In addition, Beckhard along with McGregor, Rensis Likert, Chris Argyris, Robert
Blake, Lee Bradford, and Jack Gibb, founded NTL’s Management Work Conferences.
These conferences are essentially laboratory training experiences for middle managers.
As an extension of this program, Beckhard was also active in developing and conduct-
ing NTL’s senior executive conferences and presidents’ labs.47
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Warren Bennis

One of the major figures associated with the evolution of the OD field has been Warren
Bennis. As described in Art Kleiner’s book, The Ages of Heretics, Warren Bennis has
been a “...lecturer, professor, essayist, university president, author of prominent
books on leadership, dreamer of grand visions, and the only NTLer to actually take the
helm of a large organization and try to reshape it from the top.” Bennis had been an in-
dustrial management professor in Douglas McGregor’s department at MIT, a T-group
trainer, and a participant in a number of the early major OD consulting projects, in-
cluding one at the U.S. State Department.#

During his career, Bennis became vice president for academic affairs at State Uni-
versity of New York at Buffalo, and then president of the University of Cincinnati. His
associates and mentors, particularly in the earlier years, included Douglas McGregor,
Ed Schein, Mason Haire, Abraham Maslow, Carl Rogers, Kenneth Benne, Herb
Shepard, Leland Bradford, Peter Drucker, and Robert Chin.%® He was also influenced
by the labor economist George Schuliz (later to be Secretary of Labor and Secretary of
State), Elton Mayo, and Henry Stack Sullivan. Some of his more notable publications
include the book The Planning of Change,> written with Kenneth Benne and Robert
Chin, and the essay “Democracy Is Inevitable,”s! coauthored with Philip Slater.

Eva Schindler-Rainman

Probably one of the first persons to be an NTL staff member doing OD work and hav-
ing been trained almost exclusively in the social work field was Eva Schindler-Rainman.
Schindler-Rainman was awarded both a masters and doctorate from the University of
Southern California with specialties in group work, organizational behavior, and com-
munity organization. While employed as director of personnel and training for the Los
Angeles Girl Scouts Council, in the early 1950s she attended one of the first events of
the Western Training Laboratory. Her T-group trainers there were Gordon Hearn and
Marguerite Vanderworker. >

About 1959, Schindler-Rainman was on the staff of an NTL-sponsored Commu-
nity Development Laboratory at UCLA’s Arrowhead Conference Center where she
was a T-group co-trainer with Leland Bradford. Others on the staff were Warren
Schmidt, Kenneth Benne, and Max Birnbaum.

Reflecting on transferring her social work, community development experiences,
and T-group training to the emerging field of OD, Schindler-Rainman observes

... T would say that I began consciously doing OD work when I was the Director of
Training and Personnel for the Girl Scouts. . . . I did OD-type work with school districts,
organizing a coordinating council that made it possible to bring in-service classes from
UCLA to teachers from all of those districts5?

Schindler-Rainman goes on to describe her work with the Health Department in
Los Angeles, and the Education Extension Department at UCLA where she was at one
time assistant director. Along with Charles Ferguson, she later became one of the asso-
ciate directors of the Department of Conferences at UCLA, headed by Warren
Schmidt. She also worked with Robert Tannenbaum, Irv Weschler, Joan Lasko, and
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Jerry Reisel. In addition, she worked with Richard Beckhard, who was doing a series of
interventions with the California Cancer Society.

Schindler-Rainman’s formal link to NTL came with a staff assignment at Bethel
about 1966. Ronald Lippitt was the dean. Other staff members included Dorothy Mial,
Cyril Mill, and Matthew Miles. Some of the other women with whom Schindler-Rainman
worked, in addition to Dorothy Mial, were Edith Seashore, Miriam Ritvo, and Peggy
Lippitt. Referring to the women in the field, Schindler-Rainman recounts, “Edie [Edith
Seashore] was the person doing more OD interventions than anybody else as far as I
know.”? (From AGE OF HERETICS by Art Kleiner. Copyright© 1996 by Art Kleiner.
Used by permission of Doubleday, a division of Bantam Doubleday Dell Publishing
Group, Inc.5)

Schindler-Rainman worked with a wide range of clients, both in the United States
and internationally, A few of her well-known publications are The Creative Volunteer
Community: A Collection of Writings,5* Building the Collaborative Community5s The
Volunteer Comumunity,’ and Team Training for Community Change .58 (The latter three
were coauthored with Renald Lippitt.) Schindler-Rainman’s extensive professional
training, her collaboration with a number of key men and women in the early days of
NTL and the OD movement, and her early and extensive contribution to the commu-
nity clev:elopment movement clearly identify her as one of the pioneers in the labora-
tory training stem of OD,

The Term Organization Development

It is not entirely clear who coined the term organization development, but the term
likely emerged more or less simultaneously in two or three places through the works
of Robert Blake, Herbert Shepard, Jane Mouton, Douglas McGregor, and Richard
Beckhard.?® The phrasc development group had been used earlier by Blake and
Mouton in connection with human relations training at the University of Texas, and it
appeared in their 1956 document distributed for use in the Baton Rouge experiment.5
(The same phrase appeared in a Mouton and Blake article first published in the jour-
nal Group Psychotherapy in 1957.51) The Baton Rouge T-groups run by Shepard and
Blake were called development groups, and this program of T-groups was called
“organization development” to distinguish it from the complementary management
development programs already underway.6

Referring to his consulting with McGregor at General Mills, Beckhard gives this
account of the term emerging there:

At that time we wanted to put a label on the program at General Mills. . ., We clearly
didn’t want to call it management development because it was total organization-wide,
nor was it human relations training although there was a component of that in it. We
didn’t want to call it organization improvement because that’s a static term, so we la-
beled the program “Organization Development,” meaning system-wide change effort.s1

Thqs, the term emerged as a way of distinguishing a different mode of working with or-
ganizations and as a way of highlighting its developmental, systemwide, dynamic thrust.

~

The Role of Human Resources Executives

I.t is of considerable significance that organization development efforts in three of the
first corporations to be extensively involved, Union Carbide, Esso, and General Mills,
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included human resources people seeing themse!ves in new roles._ At ]Uqlon CarE;i]i,
John Paul Jones, in industrial relations, now saw himself as a behaymra sc1emf1e dc?] nsul-
tant to other managers.5 At Esso, the hea.dquarters hum-an relat?ons resffaalilc a;l ision
began to view itself as an internal consulltmg group offering services to 1:; A?Gen%ral
rather than as a research group developlng.report_s for top_ management. o !
Mills, the vice president of personnel anc} {ndustnal rela.tlon's, Dewey BE‘I sch, savls:[ his
role as including leadership in conceptualizing and coordinating changes 1111 the Clit °
of the total organization.5’ Thus, in the history of QD we see both externa cm;)su an
and internal staff departments departing from their traditional roles and collaborating
in a new approach to organization improvement.

THE SURVEY RESEARCH AND FEEDBACK STEM

Survey research and feedback,® a specialized form of aqtior} research (see chapier 7)
constitutes the second major stem in the history of organization development. The hlsci
tory of this stem revolves around the techniques and approach developed over a perio .
of years by staff members at the Survey Research Center (SRC) of the University o

Michigan.

Rensis Likert

The SRC was founded in 1946 after Rensis Likert, direc.tor of the Division of Program
Surveys of the Federal Bureau of Agricultural Economics, and other key meml?ers 05
the division moved to Michigan. Likert held a Ph.D. in psychology from Co'lurnbla, an

his dissertation, A Technique for the Measurement of Attitudes, was tl}e cla_ssu: study that
developed the widely used five-point Likert scale. After .cornpletmg his degree and
teaching at Columbia for awhile, Likert worked for the Life Inlsurancfe Agency Maln—
agement Association. There he conducted research on leadershlp, motivation, mqrz}a) t'a,
and productivity. He then moved to the U.S, Deparlin.lent of Agriculture, where hlsh i-
vision of Program Surveys furthered a more scientific appFoach to survey resc_ar:lrc69 in
its work with various federal departments, including the Office of War I_nformatlon. In
1948 after helping to develop and direct the Survey Rese?arch Center, Likert became the
director of a new Institute for Social Research, which included bf)th. the SRC and the
Research Center for Group Dynamics. The latter had moved to Michigan from MIT af-

ter Lewin’s death.

Floyd Mann, Rensis Likert, and Others

Part of the emergence of survey research and feedback was based on refinexpents made
by SRC staff members in survey methodology. Another part was the evolution of feed-
back methodology. As related by Rensis Likert,

In 1947, 1 was able to interest the Detroit Edison Company i}l a company-wide s'tudy of
employee perceptions, behavior, reactions and attitudes which was Fonducted 11:1 19.45.3.
Floyd Mann, who had joined the SRC staff in 1947, was the st.udy director on the pl(;l]-
ect. I provided general direction. Three persons from D.E.: Blair Swartz, Sylvanus Leahy
and Robert Schwab with Mann and me worked on the problem of how the company

CHAPTER 3 A History of Organization Development 43

could best use the data from the survey to bring improvement in management and per-
formance. This led to the development and use of the survey-feedback method. Floyd
particularly played a key role in this development. Fle found that when the survey data
were reported Lo a manager (or supervisor) and he or she failed to discuss the results
with subordinates and failed to plan with them what the manager and others should do
to bring improvement, little change occurred. On the other hand, when the manager dis-
cussed the results with subordinates and planned with them what to do to bring im-
provement, substantial favorable chan ges accurred.

Another aspect of the Detroit Edison study was the process of feeding back data
from an attitude survey to the participating departments in what Mann calls an “inter-
locking chain of conferences.””! Additional insights are provided by Baumgartel, who

participated in the project and who drew the following conclusions from the Detroit
Edison study:

The results of this experimental study iend support to the idea that an Intensive, group
discussion procedure for utilizing the results of an employee questionnaire survey can
be an effective tool for introducing positive change in a business organization. It may be
that the effectiveness of this method, in comparison to traditional training courses, is
that it deals with the system of human relationships as a whole (superior and subordi-
nate can change together) and it deals with each manager, supervisor, and employee in
the context of his own job, his own problems, and his own work relationships.”

Links between the Laboratory Training Stem
and the Survey Feedback Stem

As early as 1940, links occurred between people who were later to be key figures in the
laboratory training stem of OD and people who were to be key figures in the survey
feedback stem, These links, which continued over the years, were undoubtedly of sig-
nificance in the evolution of both stems, Of particular interest are the links between
Likert and Lewin and between Likert and key figures in the laboratory training stem of
OD. As Likert states, “I met Lewin at the APA annual meeting at State College, Pa,, T
believe in 1940. When he came to Washington during the war, I saw him several times
and got to know him and his family quite well,”” In 1944 Likert arranged a dinner at
which Douglas McGregor and Kurt Lewin explored the feasibility of a group dynamics
center at MIT.7 '
Likert further refers to McGregor: “T met McGregor during the war and came to
know him very well after Lewin had set up the RCGD at MIT, After the war, Doug
became very interested in the research on leadership and organizations that we were
doing in the Institute for Social Research. He visited us frequently and I saw him often
at Antioch and at MIT after he returned.” Likert goces on to refer to the first NTL lab
for managers held at Arden House in 1956: “Douglas McGregor and I.helped Lee
Bradford launch it. . . . Staff members in the 1956 lab were: Beckhard, Benne, Bradford,

Gordon Lippitt, Malott, Shepard and 1. Argyris, Blake, and McGregor joined the staff
for the 1957 Arden House lab.”7s :

Argyris refers to Likert:

Rensis Likert was also a leader in the field when I was a graduate student, and I had the
highest respect for him and his commitment to trying to connect theory with practice.
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Indeed, I've always been a bit sad to see how many of his colleagues, who saw them-
selves as more researchers, at times would downplay Rensis’ commitment to practice.
They saw him as being too . . . committed to the world of practice. I never [elt that. I felt
that it was the combination of practice and theory that made him an important member
of our community. I would put Lewin first on that dimension, and Ren Likert and Doug
McGregor next, each in his own way making important contributions.™

Links between group dynamics and survey feedback people were extensive, of
course, after the RCGD moved to Michigan with the encouragement of Rensis Likert
and members of the SRC. Among the top people in the RCGD who moved to Michi-
gan were Leon Festinger, Dorwin Cartwright, Ronald Lippitt, and John R. P. French, Jr.
Cartwright, sclected by the group to be the director of the RCGD, was particularly
knowledgeable about survey research, since he had been on the staff of the Division of
Program Surveys with Rensis Likert and others during World War IL7?

THE ACTION RESEARCH STEM

In earlier chapters we briefly described action research as a collaborative, client-
consultant inquiry. Chapter 7 describes four versions of action rescarch, one of which,
participant action research, is used with the most frequency in OD.The laboratory train-
ing stem in the history of OD has a heavy component of action research; the survey
feedback stem is the history of a specialized form of action research; and Tavistock pro-
jects have had a strong action research thrust, as we will discuss shortly.

Because we will treat the history of action research in some detail later, we will
mention only a few aspects here. For example, William ¥. Whyte and Edith L. Hamilton
used action research in their work with Chicago’s Tremont Hotel in 1945 and 1946; John
Collier, commissioner of Indian Affairs, described action researchin a 1945 publication;
Kurt Lewin and his students conducted numerous action research projegts in the mid-
1940s and early 1950s. The work of these and other scholars and practitioners in in-
venting and utilizing action research was basic in the evolution of OD.

THE SOCIOTECHNICAL AND SOCIOCLINICAL STEM

A fourth stem in the history of OD is the evolution of socioclinical and sociotechnical
approaches to helping groups and organizations. Parallel to the work of the RCGD, the
SRC, and NTL was the work of the Tavistock Clinic in England. The clinic was founded
in 1920 as an outpatient facility to provide psychotherapy based on psychoanalytic the-
ory and insights from the treatment of battle neurosis in World War 1. A group focus
emerged early in the work of Tavistock in the context of family therapy in which the child
and the parent received treatment simultaneously.” (See the reference earlier in this
chapter to John Bowlby’s influence on Robert Blake and, in turn, the emergence of the
concept of “organization development.”) The action research mode also emerged at
Tavistock in attempts to give practical help to families, organizations, and communities.
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W. R. Bion, John Rickman, and Others

The professional staff of the Tavistock Clinic was extensively influenced by such inno-
vations as World War II applications of social psychology to psychiatry, the work of
W. R. Bion and John Rickman and others in group therapy, Lewin’s notions about the
“sqcial field”in which a problem was occurring, and Lewin’s theory and experience with
actton research. Bion, Rickman, and others had been involved with the six-week
“Northfield Experiment” at a military hospital near Birmingham during World War I1.
In this experiment each soldier was required to join a group that performed some task
such as handicraft or map reading as well as discussed feelings, interpersonal relations,
and administrative and managerial problems. Insights from this experiment carried
over into Bion’s theory of group behavior.™

Eric Trist

A clear historical and conceptual connection can be made between the group dynam-
ics field and the sociotechnical approaches to assisting organizations. Tavistock’s socio-
technical approach is particularly significant in that it grew out of Eric Trist’s 1947 visit
to a British coal mine at Haighmoor; his insights as to the relevance of Lewin’s work
on group dynamics and Bion’s work on leaderless groups resulted in a new approach
to solving mine problems 80 Irist was also influenced by the systems concepts of Von
Bertalanffy and Andras Angyal.8! .

At Haighmoor, Trist observed miners working in teams—teams that the miners
themselves had organized—which was in stark contrast to the typical assembly-line
structure in the mines of that day. According to Kleiner, each team ran the job and sold
thg coal, and would take care of team member’s families in the case of an accident. Each
miner might handie several different jobs, and team members were compensated on the
pasis of the team tonnage produced. The results of the team approach were remarkable
in terms of safety and productivity.®2

Trist’s subsequent experiments in work design and the use of semiautonomous
wor.k teams in coal mining were the forerunners of other work redesign experiments in
various industries in Europe, India, Australia, and the United States. In these experi-
ments, terms such as industrial democracy, open systems, and sociotechnical systems
were used by Trist and his colleagues, including Fred Emery.83 (Emery’s extensive col-
laboration with Eric Trist includes the development of “Search Conferences,” to be dis-
cussed later.)

Tavistock=U.S. Links

Tavistock leaders, including Trist and Bion, had frequent contact with Kurt Lewin,
Rensis Likert, Chris Argyris, and others in the United States. One product of this col-
laboration was the decision to publish the journal Human Relations as a joint publi-
cation. between Tavistock and MIT’s Research Center for Group Dynamics.$ Some
Americans prominent in the emergence and evolution of the OD field, for example,
Robert Blake, as we noted earlier, and Warren Bennis,® studied at Tavistock. Chris
Argyris held several seminars with Tavistock leaders in 1954.86
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The sociotechnical approach focused on the nonexecutive ranks of o.rganizations
and especially the redesign of work. The focus on teams and the use of action research
and participation was consistent with evolving _OD appreaches, Some contemporary
quality of work life (QWL) and some total quality management (TQM) programs are
amalgamations of OD, sociotechnical, and other approaches.

THE CHANGING CONTEXT

Even though it is important to understand how OD emergetdz i.t is also impor_tant to under-
stand the changing milieu in which contemporary OD activities are occurring. That con-
text has changed dramatically throughout the 1980s and 1990s. As autho_rs are prone to
say, the environment has become increasingly “turbulent.’.’ .II.l the United States, the
pace of technological innovation, company mergers, acgmsmons, lfaverag.e_d buyouts,
bankruptcies, success stories, downsizings, and changes in law has 1pter}51fled. At the
same time, thousands of small companies are born each year. Globahzatlon.of compa-
nies is commonplace. Worldwide, many previously centralized. gnd autocratic societies
are moving toward creating democratic institutions and privatizing business and indus-
try. These changes create opportunities for OD applications, but also stretch the capa-
bilities of leaders and OD practitioners to the utmost. - .
In this context what might be called second-generation OD is evolving. Practi-
tioners still rely on the first-generation techniques of OD that are highly relevgn_t to
adaptive, incremental change, such as action research, a focus on teams, team building,
the use of facilitators, process consultation, survey feedback, int_ergrolup problem solv-
ing, sociotechnical systems approaches to job design, arlld participative management.
Indeed, theory building and/or research as well as application rela.tlve to all Qf these
OD basics is growing. But the field is reaching far beyond these flrst—genelratlon ap-
proaches in the sense that many applications of OD are now more complicated and

more multifaceted. B

SECOND-GENERATION OD

Practitioners and researchers are giving considerable attention to emerging cloncepts,
interventions, and areas of application that might be called second—generatl.on OD.
Each, to some extent, overlaps with some or all of the others. Second-generation OD,
in particular, has a focus on organizational transformation.

Interest in Organizational Transformation

More and more, practitioners and scholars are talking and writing about “organizatignal
transformation.” Amir Levy and Uri Merry give one of the most con?plete explorations
of this topic in their book, Organizational Transformation. They define tl}e Ferm as fol-
lows: “Second-order change {organization transformation) is a m_ultl—dlplensmnal,
multi-level, qualitative, discontinuous, radical organizational change involving a para-
digmatic shift.”s7
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Increasingly, OD professionals distinguish between the more modest, or evolu-
tionary, efforts toward organization improvement and those that are massive and, in a
sense, revolutionary. For example, Nadler and Tushman refer to “transitions” on the one
hand, and “frame bending” on the other.8 Goodstein and Burke contrast “fine tuning”
and “fundamental, large-scale change in the organization’s strategy and culture.”s
Barczak, Smith, and Wilemon differentiate “adaptive, incremental change” from “large-
scale change.”®® Beckhard and Pritchard contrast “incremental” change strategies and
“fundamental” change strategies.”! Organizational transformation is seen as requiring
more demands on top leadership, more visioning, more experimenting, more time, and
the simultancous management of many additional variables.

Interest in Organizational Culture

Efforts to define, measure, and change organizational culture have become more so-
phisticated. Schein in particular has written extensively about culture.”2 He has devised
interventions to heip leaders and employees identify those cultural assumptions that
will assist the organization in attaining its goals and those that hinder goal attainment.
Making such distinctions is done through a joint exploration to identify sequentiaily the
organization’s artifacts, such as office layout and status symbols; the values underlying
these artifacts; and the assumptions behind those values.® Others have helped organi-
zations focus on culture through the use of questionnaires aimed at identifying actual
and desired norms. Participants then make agreements about new norms and how to
monitor and reinforce the changes.? (For greater detail, see chapter 11.)

Interest in the Learning Organization

The works of Argyris Argyris and Schon,% and Senge have stimulated consider-
able interest in the conditions under which individuals, teams, and organizations learn.
Argyris, for example, has focused on the defensive routines of organizational members,
or “master programs in their heads that tell them how to deal with embarrassment and
threat.” Basically, according to Argyris, individuals tend to follow these rules:

1. Bypass embarrassment and threat whenever possible.

2. Act as though you are not bypassing them.

3. Don't discuss steps 1 and 2 while they are happening.

4. Don’t discuss the undiscussability of the undiscussable.?

Workshops with top management teams are designed to tackle simultaneously major
tasks such as strategy formulation plus learning how to recognize defensive routines that
hinder improvements in communications and the quality of team decision making %

Senge writes extensively about the importance of systems thinking (“the fifth dis-
cipline”) in organizations, and about the learning disabilities that plague organizations,
One learning disability, for example, is focusing on one’s own job exclusively with little
sense of responsibility for the collective product. Another is blaming the “enemy out
there” for things that are wrong, whether it’s another department in the same organi-
zation or a competitor overseas.® Senge is noted for workshops in which he uses games
and exercises to create an awareness of these disabilities and to develop different ways
of thinking about complex problems,100
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Intensified Interest in Teams

A focus on intact work teams and other team configurations h.as b(.aen cent;al to QD
since the emergence of the field, but recent years have seen a widening and f::eptejmngl
interest in teams, especially what are called h1gh—]).e:.rf0rmar}ce teams, cross-func 1(C)lna
teams, and self-managed teams. Interest has intensified partlcula_rly in self-managed or
self-directed teams. This interest has accelerated Flue to converging pressures on orgat-
nizations to improve quality, to become more flexible, to reduce layers of management,
mployee morale.l® .

nd t(i,zrég?:f:r; trlajin?ng methods have proved highly gsefull ip training Feam members
in effective membership and leadership behaviors, and in training supervisors a1.1d man-
agers in the arts of delegation and empowerment. Furthermore, many or.gamlzatlons usi
team-building approaches to help self-managed teams and cross-functl_ona t(f:ﬂl’{’ls gcla
started. In addition, as self-managed teams have assumed many functions plew-(l)clll_s y
performed by management, supervisors and middle managers have usedlteam—bul ing
approaches within their own ranks to help reconceptualize their own roles,

Interest in Total Quality Management (TQM)

The past decade has seen a mushrooming of inteljest in total quality managen?en.t w?lrld-
wide, and then perhaps some decline in application as both successes and fal'lluuai1 . aw;e
been reported. Applications that have been successful appear to have some ingredients
i i D efforts.
" COﬂ(ljliT:I’II]lp‘;’,lﬂ:vgo acknowledges the pioneering contributions of Joseph 1n.!uran,
W. Edwards Deming, and Armand Feigenbaum to the developmen_t of 'I:QM,-. 'pro-
vides a clear statement on the relationship between T"QM gnd OD. First, his deﬁnltlont.
“Total Quality is typically a companywide effort seeklng to 1'n.stall and mgke permanend
a climate where employees continuously improve th(?lr ability tonprowde on deman
products and services that customers will find of particular value.”'% He then igoes on
to say that one element that separates successful TQ efforts from less suciessfu ones is
... a particular set of values about the individual and the indiVidl:lal’S role in the orga-
nization. TQ efforts in these companies encourage true employefa involvement, demand
teamwork, seek to push decision-making power to lower levels in the company, and re-
duce barriers between people. . . . These values are at the core of Organization Devel-
opment (OD), as well.”104

Burke also comments on the contribution OD can make to TQM efforts. Focug.-
ing on the OD practitioner, he states: . . . the quah.ty movement, to ‘be su’ccessfll%, 1§.
highly dependent on effective process—and process is the OD practitioner’s most im
portant product.”!% (For more on OD and TQM, see chapter 12.)

Interest in Visioning and Future Search

Interventions designed to help organizational members lock to the‘ futqre—wsm_mng—
are not new to OD, but renewed interest has develo;_)ed.m using interventions Fo
look at trends projected into the future and their orgamz'atlonal 1mp11cat10gs. Marwg
Weisbord, for example, has built on the work and experience 'of Rona]q Llppl1tnt7 an

Edward Lindaman,1% Ronald Fox, Ronald Lippitt, and Eva Schindler-Rainman,10” and
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Eric Trist and Fred Emery' to develop “future search conferences.” In a two- or three-
day conference, participants are asked to “(a) build a data base, (b) look at it together,
(¢) interpret what they find, and (d) draw conclusions for action.”'0 This last part of the
conference asks participants to develop next action steps and a structure for carrying
them out, including task forces and specific assignments, 110

Senge believes that “the origin of the vision is much less important than the
process whereby it comes to be shared.” He strongly urges that “shared visions” be
based on encouraging organizational members to develop and share their own personal
visions, and he claims that a vision is not truly shared “until it connects with the personal
visions of people throughout the organization.”!1? This type of connection obviously re-
quires OD-like processes to implement,

Rediscovering Large Meetings and Getting
the “Whole System” in the Room

As described earlier, one contributing facior in the emergence of the OD movement
was the experience of people such as Leland Bradford, Ronald Lippitt, and Richard
Beckhard in improving the effectiveness of large meetings. Early on, Beckhard wrote
an article entitled “The Confrontation Meeting,” which was really about getting the to-
tal management group of an organization togetherin a one-day session to diagnose the
state of the system and to make plans for quickly improving conditions, 1”2 In recent
years, Marvin Weisbord and others have written about the importance of OD consul-
tants “getting the whole system in the room.” For example, with reference to future
search conferences, he advises that such conferences involve all of top management and
“people from as many functions and levels as feasible.” Again, the final products are ac-
tion plans and specific assignments to carry the process forward, 113

Other Directions and Areas of Interest

Several other areas are notable in second-generation OD. Assistance in developing di-
versily awareness workshops and in “managing” and “valuing” diversity has been much
in evidence recently. Expanded interest in sociotechnical systems design, interrelated
with interest in self-managed teams and in total quality management, has been appar-
ent. OD applications to quality of work life (QWL) programs have continued but are
less evident because of the heightened attention to TQM. Partially as a result of a focus
on teams and teamwork, a great deal of attention has been directed toward developing
congruent reward systems, including productivity gainsharing plans and skills-based
pay plans. Research and conceptualizing about action research, process consultation,
and third-party roles have continued and perhaps increased. There is renewed interest
in the concept of community as well as spirituality relative to organizational transfor-
mation and high-performance organizations. Considerable work has been done with
“appreciative inquiry” workshops. (In these sessions, participants focus on the best of
“what is” and use these themes as a springboard for focusing on “what might be.”114) -
Interest in physical settings continues among OD practitioners.

Widespread business and media interest in reengineering—called by various
names such as business process reengineering and core process redesign'>—has caught
the attention of OD practitioners and theorists. OD processes and values appear rot to
underly most reengineering efforts, and the almost-stampede by business and industry
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to embrace reengineering raises a number of issu_es pertaining to the role that OD prac-
titioners should or should not play relative to this phenomenon. (See cha.pter 12.)

All these areas are fruitful areas for OD theory, 1'e§earch, gnd practl_ce. Howeve.r,
with the diffusion of OD techniquesinto so many areas, 1den’F1f'y1ng what is anc? what is
not OD becomes more difficult. Thus, the importance of examining the assumptions and
the processes underlying various improvement efforts cannot be overstated—nqt ‘pe-
cause OD or the term “OD” is inherently sacred—because the f.undamental building
blocks of OD as defined in this book are vital ingredients, we believe, to long-term or-
ganizational effectiveness and to participant satisfaction and developmént.

EXTENT OF APPLICATION

Applications emerging from one or more of the stems descri.bed_previously are e-v1de_nt
in contemporary organization development efforts oceurring in many countries, in-
cluding England, Japan, Norway, Ttaly, Belgium, Sw1tzerlar.1d, Canada, Sweden, Ger-
many, Finland, Australia, New Zealand, the Philippines, Mexico, France, Venezuela, z.md
the Netherlands, as well as in the United States. Among the large num‘ber.of organiza-
tions in America that have at one time or another embarked on orgamzatlon.develop-
ment efforts are Union Carbide and Exxon (the first two companies), Connectlcut-Gen-
eral Insurance Company, Hewlett-Packard, Tektronix, Graphic Controls, Eqult.able
Life Assurance Company, Digital Equipment Corporation, Procter & Gamble, Micro-
electronics and Computer Technology Corporation (MCC), Mountain Bell Telephope,
Searle Laboratories, the Boeing Company, Bankers Trust, Ford Motor Company, Heinz
Foods, Polaroid, Sun Oil, and TRW Inc. o _ _
Applications have varied, with the total organization involved in many instances,
but with only some divisions or plants in others. Further, some efforts have moved
ahead rapidly, only to flounder at a later time. In many SItUE.ltl.OFlS_‘), oD approach.es have
become an ongoing way of managing with little program v1Sfb1.hty and uqder dI_fferent
terminology. Thus, the extent of application is sometimes difficult to repbrt with any
precision. ‘ T
Applications at TRW Space & Electronics Group (S&]?G) were of major sig
cance in the emergence and history of OD. Among the key figures in thej beginnings qf
OD there in the early 1960s (then called TRW Systems Group) were Jim Dunla.p,. di-
rector of industrial relations; Shel Davis, who was later promoted to _that pOSItl(.)n;
Ruben Mettler, president; and Herb Shepard. T-group labs condpqted_by internal train-
ers, NTL, and UCLA staff members were also important in pr0v1d1'ng impetus to the-ef-
fort in its early phases. Early applications of OD at TRW Systems included team build-
ing,intergroup team building, interface laboratories between departments and betweep
company and customers, laboratory training, career assessment wo'rkshops, an.d or.gar;;
zation redesign and structuring for improved productivity and quahtylof working life,
{(TFor more on the life of Shel Davis and his contribution to the oD flelq, see thp essay
by Celeste A. Coruzzi. In that essay, Warner Burke refers to him as “the pioneer internal
sultant.”117 .
b Ccz;?fter success)ful applications in the 1960s, OD activities at TRW declined Qurlng
the 1970s and 1980s. However, according to Michael Thiel, directf)r .Of leadership apd
organization effectiveness at S&EG, “radical structural change within the defense in-
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dustry has forced TRW (and other defense contractors) to critically examine and shift
basic operating paradigms.”!18 Thiel goes on to say;

This has led to the rebirth of “OD-like” activities as part of cultural change and organi-
zation transformation efforts. Since 1989, S&EG has been actively pursuing the creation/
implementation of a total quality culture, incorporating continuous Process improve-
ment, employee empowerment, performance management, and the use of concurrent
engineering/integrated product development with cross-functional teams. OD method-
ologies such as organizational diagnosis, values clarification, offsite meetings, sensing,
etc. have been used where appropriate in these activities. Other tools include team fa-
cilitation, team-based experimental education and survey/feedback systems.

Most of these “organization effectiveness” interventions are spearheaded by the
Human Resources organization, either HR generalists, or specialists from my office. In
addition, there are a number of line/technical managers involved in various facets
{specifically team faci litation/process improvement, and self-mana ged work teams). 119

Business and industrial organizations are by no means the only kinds of institu-
tions involved. Applications can be made, for example, in public school systems; col-
leges; medical schools; social welfare agencies; police departments; professional associ-
ations; governmental units at the local, county, state, and national levels; the White
House;!'2¢ various health care delivery systems; churches; Native American tribes; and
the U.S. military. _

The history of OD in the U.S, military is beyond the scope of this book, but OD
activities in the military services have been extensive. For example, at one time, the
Army ran an Organizational Effectiveness Center at Fort Ord, California, and gradu-
ated some 1,702 officers as internal consuitants between 1975 and 1985121 In 1977, the
Navy was utilizing 300 full-time QD specialists.?? Further, during that period, the Naval
Postgraduate School offered a masters degree in human resources management, which
was essentially a masters degree in OD. Students in that program included active duty
officers from the Air Force, Coast Guard, and Army in addition to Navy officers. 12

Some community development strategies share a number of elements in com-
mon with organization development, such as the use of action research, the use of a
change agent, and an emphasis on facilitating decision-making and probiem-solving
processes.'2* Undoubtedly, some of the commonality stems from OD practitioners
working in the community development field. For cxample, in 1961 Herbert Shepard
conducted community development laboratories at China Lake, California, sponsored
by the Naval Ordnance Test Station. These one-week labs involved military persons
and civilians of all ages and socioeconomic levels, Outcomes included the resolution of
some community and intercommunity issues.’?> In later years, such conferences have
been called search conferences or Juture search conferences.

In addition to emphasizing the diversity of systems using OD consultants, we want
to emphasize that intraorganization development efforts have not focused on just top
management teams, although the importance of top management involvement will be
discussed in later chapters. The range of occupational roles that have been involved

in OD is almost limitless and has included production workers, 26 managers, soldiers,
military officers, miners, scientists and engineers, ministers, psychologists, geologists,
lawyers, accountants, nurses, physicians, teachers, computer specialists, foresters, tech-
nicians, secretaries, clerical employees, board members, and flight crews.
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The emergence and growth of the OD Network indicates the widespread appli-
cation of organization development concepts. The OD Network began in 1964 and by
1998 had a membership of about 34,000 and 46 regional networks. Most members ei-
ther have major roles in the OD efforts of organizations or are scholar-practitioners in
the OD ficld. Although most Network members reside in the United States, in 1998 the
Network included 184 international members, the majority from Canada. Thirty-one
countries were represented in addition to the United States.

The OD Network began with discussions at the Case Institute of Technology be-
tween Herbert Shepard, Sheldon Davis of TRW Systems, and Floyd Mann of the Uni-
versity of Michigan,!?’ and through the initiative of Leland Bradford and Jerry Harvey
of NTL and a.number of industrial people who had attended labs at Bethel. Among the
industrial founders of the organization, originally called the Industrial Trainers Net-
work, were Sheldon Davis of TRW Systems, George Murray of Union Carbide,John Vail
of Dow Chemical, and Carl Albers of the Hotel Corporation of America. Other early
members were from Procter & Gamble, Weyerhaeuser, Bankers Trust, West Virginia
Pulp and Paper Company, the U.S. State Department, the U.S. National Security Agency,
Pillsbury, Eli Lilly, Polaroid, Esso, Parker Pen, American Airlines, Goodrich-Gulf Chem-
icals, RCA, Sandia, National Association of Manufacturers, General Foods, Armour &
Company, Heublein, and Du Pont. Jerry Harvey was the first secretary/coordinator of
the emerging organization, and Warner Burke assumed that role in 1967 shortly after
joining NTL full-time. At that time the Network had fewer than 50 members; when
Warner Burke stepped aside as executive director in 1975, it had approximately 1,400
members.128 That same year the OD Network became independent of NTL.

The Academy of Management, whose members are mostly professors in manage-
ment and related areas, established a Division of Organization Development within its
structure in 1971. This unit, renamed The Division of Organization Development and
Change, had 1,601 members by 1998. The OD Forum of the American Society for Train-
ing and Development had 11,374 members at the beginning of that year. The Society of
Industrial-Organizational Psychology of the American Psychological Association has
held workshops on organization development at the annual APA convéhtions; several
annual conventions going back at least to 1965 have included papers or symposia on or-
ganization development or related topics.1?? In 1974 the Annual Review of Psychology
for the first time devoted a chapter entirely to a review of research on organization de-
velopment.13 Chapters on OD have appeared at other times, for example, 1977,191 1982,
1987,132 and 1991.133 The 1982 chapter was written by authors from the Netherlands and
France, indicative of OD’s international applications. 13

The first doctoral program devoted to training O specialists was founded by
Herbert Shepard in 1960 at the Case Institute of Technology. Originally called The Or-
ganizational Behavior Group, this program is now part of the Department of Organi-
zational Behavior, School of Management, Case Western Reserve University. UCLA
also has a program at the doctoral level. Pepperdine offers a Doctor of Education in Or-
ganization Change (EdDOC), and Benedictine University offers a Ph.ID. in Organiza-
tion Development.

Masters degree programs in organization development or masters programs with
concentrations in OD have been offered in recent years by several universities, includ-
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ing New York University, Brigham Young, Pepperdine, Loyola, Bowling Green, New
Hampshire, Central Washington University, Columbia, Case Western Reserve, Antioch,
University of South Florida, University of San Francisco, Sonoma State University, Cali-
fornia School of Professional Psychology, Fielding Institute, Eastern Michigan Univer-
:v)ity, and Shefficld Polytechnic in England. The American University and NTL Institute
]oir}tly offer a masters of science in organization development. The John F, Kennedy
University and NTL cosponsor a masters program that has organization development
and change as a major component. Many other major U.S. universities, if not most, now
have graduate courses concentrating on organization development, including UCLA,
Stanford, Harvard, University of Washington, University of Southern California,
Hawaii, Oklahoma, Colorado, Indiana, and Purdue. In England, such courses are found
at the University of Manchester Institute of Science and Technology and the University
of Bath.135
This rapid growth in OD interest and attention has been given impetus by special
programs in OD, particularly NTL Institute’s Program for Specialists in OD (PSOD),
now cailed Integrating OD Theory and Practice. Other NTL OD programs include such
offerings as What is OD?, Facilitating and Managing Complex Systems Change, Consul-
tation Skills, Diversity and OD, Group Process Consultation, Team Building, Managing
Conflict, and Creating and Sustaining High-Performing Teams. Another strong source
of OD education and training is Teachers College at Columbia University. As part of its
oFgapizational psychology program, Columbia offers both a two-part Principles of Orga-
nization Development Program and a three-part Advanced Program in Organization
De_velopment and Human Resources Managément. Another organization, the Organi-
zation Development Institute, offers numerous workshops, and sponsors an Organization
Development World Congress held in a different country each year. Other professional
programs in OD have been or are now being offered in the United States, Canada, the
United Kingdom, Australia, New Zealand, and elsewhere under the sponsorship of uni-
versities, foundations, professional associations, and other institutions.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

Organization development emerged largely from applied behavioral sciences and has
four major stems; (1) the invention of the T-group and innovations in the application
of laboratory training insights to complex organizations, (2) the invention of Survey
feedback technology, (3) the emergence of action research, and (4) the evolution of the
Tavistock sociotechnical and socioclinical approaches.

Key figures in this early history interacted with each other across these stems and
were influenced by concepts and experiences from a wide variety of disciplines and set-
tings. These disciplines included social psychology, clinical psychology, family group
t'herapy,. ethnography, military psychology and psychiatry, the theater, general seman-
tics, social work, systems theory, mathematics and physics, philosophy, psychodrama,
client-centered therapy, survey methodology, experimental and action research, human
resources management, organizational behavior, general management theory, and large
conference management,
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The context for applying OD approaches has changed to an increasingly turbu-
lent environment. While practitioners still rely on OD basics, they are giving consider-
able attention to new concepts, interventions, and areas of application. Among the di-
rections of interest in second-gereration OD are organizational transformation,
organizational culture, the learning organization, high-performance teams, total quality
management, “getting the whole system in the room,” future search, and the role OD
practitioners should play in reengineering.

The field of OD is emergent in that a rapidly increasing number of behavioral sci-
entists and practitioners are building on the research and insights of the past as well as
rediscovering the utility of some of the earlier insights. These efforts, often under dif-
ferent terminology, are now expanding and include a wide range of organizations, types
of institutions, occupational categories, and geographical locations.

In the chapters that follow, the assumptions, theory, and techniques of organization
development, as well as problems with implementing O processes, will be examined in
considerable depth. We will also speculate on the future viability of OD or OD-like

Processes.
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