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This paper is based largely on Chapters II and III of our book on
oiganization development which will be published in 1972. Our intention is to
abbreviate much of those two chapters, but to elaborate upon some of the
dimensions that may be particularly relevant to this session. In particular, we
will focus on a definition of OD, and a little bit about the history of OD.

A DEFINITION OF ORGANIZATION DEVELOPMENT

Although a literal interpretation of the words "organization development"
could refer to a wide range of strategies for organization improvement, the
phrase has come to take on some fairly specific meanings in the behavioral
science literature and in practice. We say "fairly specific" because the
boundaries are not entirely clear, perceptions of different authors and
practitioners vary somewhat, and the field is evolving.

In the behavioral science and perhaps ideal sense of the term, organization
development is a long-range effort to improve an organization's problem-solving
and renewal processes, particularly through a more effective and collaborative
management of organization culture - with special emphasis on the culture of
formal work teams — with the assistance of a change agent or catalyst and the
use of the theory and technology of applied behavioral science, including
action research.

By the term "culture" in our definition we mean prevailing patterns of
activities, interactions, norms, sentiments (including feelings), attitudes, values,
and products [ 1 ] . By including products we include technology in our
definition, although changes in technology tend to be secondary in
organization development efforts. However, technology — if one includes
procedures and methods along with equipment — is almost always influenced,
and is an influence, in organization development activities.

Our use of the term "culture" includes the notion of the "informal
system" which inciudes feelings, informal actions and interactions, group
norms, and values. In some ways the informal system is the hidden or
suppressed domain of organizational life — the covert part of the
"organizational icebei^" as shown in Figure I. Traditionally, this hidden
domain is either not examined at all or is only partially examined. Organization
development efforts focus on both the formal and the informal systems, but
the initial intervention strategy is usually through the informal system in the
sense that attitudes and feelings are usually the first data to be confronted.

By "collaborative management" of the culture we mean a shared kind of
management — not a hierarchically imposed kind. Who does what to whom is
an important issue in organization development, and we want to stress that
management of group culture must be "owned" as much by the subordinates as
it is by the formal leader.

Our definition recognizes that the key unit in organization development
activities is the on-going work team, including both superior and subordinates.
This is different from more conventional organizational interventions. To give
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Figure 1 ORGANIZATIONAL ICEBERG*

FORMAL (OVERT) ASPECTS:
Goals
Technology
Structure
Skills and abilities
Financial resources

INFORMAL (COVERT) ASPECTS:
Attitudes
Values
Feelings (anger, fear, despair, etc.)
Interactions
Group norms

*This illustration is adapted from an address by Stanley N. Hennan, TRW Systems, at an
organization development conference sponsored jointly by the Industrial Relations Management
Association of British Columbia and NTL institute for Applied Behavioral Science, Vancouver, B.C.,
Canada, 1970.

only one example, in most management development activities the focus is on
the individual manager or supervisor — not his work group. Traditionally he has
participated in the learning experience in isolation from the dynamics of his
work situation. Although we are emphasizing a focus on relatively permanent
work groups to differentiate OD from traditional management development, in
comprehensive OD programs extensive attention is also paid to temporary work
teams, to overlapping team memberships, and to intergroup relations, as well as
to total system impUcations.

The notion of the use of a "change agent" or "catalyst" as one of the
distinguishing characteristics of OD has a purpose in our definition. We are
somewhat pessimistic about the optimal effectiveness of OD efforts which are
"do-it-yourself" programs. In the early phases, at least, the services of a third
party who is not a part of the prevailing organization culture are essential. This
does not mean that the third party cannot be a member of the organization but
that he at least be external to the particular subsystem which is initiating an
OD effort.

And finally, the basic intervention model which runs through most
organization development efforts is "action research." To oversimplify, the
action research model consists of (1) a preliminary diagnosis. (2) data gathering
from the client group, (3) data feedback to the client group, (4) data
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exploration by the cUent group, (5) problem diagnosis, (6) action planning, and
(7) action. Parenthetically, because of the extensive applicability of this model
to organization development, another definition of organization development
could be ORGANIZATION IMPROVEMENT THROUGH ACTION
RESEARCH.

The above characteristics of organization development depart
substantially from the features of traditional change programs, which Bennis
categorizes as follows: "(1) exposition and propagation, (2) elite corps, (3)
psychoanalytic insight, (4) staff, (5) scholarly consultations, and (6) circulation
of ideas to the elite." [21 Bennis states that "exposition and propagation" and
"possibly the most popular" and cites as illustrations the impact of the ideas of
philosophers and scientists. The "elite corps" method is basically the infusion
of scientists into key power and decision-making posts in organizations,
"psychoanalytic insight" as a change method is similar to the elite corps
method, but refers to effective change occurring through the medium of
executives who have high seJf-insight and considerable "psychiatric wisdom"
relative to subordinates. The "staff strategy refers to the employment in
organizations of social scientists who analyze situations and make policy
recommendations. "Scholarly consultations" is a method of change involving
"...-exploratory inquiry, scholarly understanding, scholarly confrontation,
discovery of solutions, and finally, scientific advice to the chent." The final
method described by Bennis is "circulation of ideas to the elite." One of the
illustrations given is the Council of Correspondence, a chain letter which linked
rebel leaders in the American Revolution [3].

Organization development efforts depart substantially from these methods
of organizational change. Of particular relevance are the two organizational
consultation methods as categorized by Bennis, "staff and "scholarly
consultations." In both strategies an inside or external expert studies a
situation and makes recommendations; this is the traditional way of consulting.
Organization development efforts are different. To oversimplify, the OD
consultant does NOT make recommendations in the traditional sense; he
intervenes in the on-going processes of the organization.

We see, then, seven characteristics which we think differentiate
organizational development intervention from more traditional interventions:
(I) an emphasis, although not exclusive, on group and organizational processes
in contrast to substantive content; (2) an emphasis on the work team as the key
unit for learning more effective modes of organizational behavior; (3) an
emphasis on the collaborative management of work team culture; (4) an
emphasis on the management of the culture of the total system and total
system ramifications; (5) the use of the "action research" model; (6) the use of
a behavioral scientist "change agent" or catalyst; and (7) viewing the change
effort as an on-going process. Another characteristic, (8), a primary emphasis
on human and social relationships, does not necessarily differentiate OD from
other change efforts, but is nevertheless an important feature.

If we agree that these seven characteristics do differentiate OD from other
kinds of interventions, how do we classify programs like "management by
objectives" (MBO) and "job enrichment"? Increasingly, these terms are used
under the umbrella of "organization development," and, we think, erroneously.
They CAN be part of, or an outcome of, OD efforts, but to equate them has
the consequence of confusing or misleading people about what OD is about.

"Management by Objectives." it seems to us, is an extension of, or part of,
the OD "ball park" providing it grows out of action research - i.e., gathering
data about the problems being experienced by the client group, data feedback
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to the group involved, and careful diagnosis as to the nature of those problems.
Our hunch is that most MBO programs are imposed by hne managers and/or
personnel departments and without much joint diagnosis. Further, our hunch is
that most MBO programs do not use a team approach, that they do not provide
for sufficient acknowledgement of interdependency between jobs, and rather
than helping examine team culture, tend to reinforce a one-to-one leadership
style. Incidentally these are some of the basic faults pointed out by Harry
Levinson in his recent HARVARD BUSINESS REVIEW article [41.

"Job enrichment" is another kind of program aimed at improving
organizations and which frequently does not square with the characteristics of
OD as described earlier. Like MBO, it CAN be highly congruent with
organization development. For example, some job enrichment is inherent in the
action-research model - the minute subordinates are asked to help prepare an
agenda for a problem-solving workshop, their jobs are being enriched. Further,
job enrichment may very well be the consequence of the action plans which are
a part of the action-research cycle. But, again, job enrichment can be an
imposed program which is not based on a collaborative diagnosis. As a matter
of fact, Herzberg ET AL., almost seems to say that job enrichment SHOULD
be imposed from top-side:

". . . . So far as the process of job enrichment itself is concerned, experimental
constraints in the studies dictated that there could be no participation by jobholders
themselves in deciding what changes were to be made in their jobs. The changes
nevertheless seemed to be effective. On the other hand, when people were invited to
participate - not in any of the reported studies - resuUs were disappointing. In one
case, for example, a group of personnel specialists suggested fewer than 30 fairly minor
changes in their jobs, whereas their managers had compiled a list of over 100 much
more substantial possibilities.

"It seems that employees themselves are not in a good position to test out the
validity of the boundaries of their jobs. So long as the aim is not to measure
experimentally the effects of job enrichment alone, there is undoubtedly benefit in the
sharing of ideas . . . ." [5].

However, before we would conclude that Herzberg's experiments really were all
that unilateral, we would want to know much more about the preliminary
stages of his job enrichment programs. There may be more joint diagnosis and
joint planning involved than is immediately evident.

Our purpose here is not to quarrel with the successes or failures of
programs like MBO or job enrichment, but simply to state that sometimes they
may be highly congruent with organization development and sometimes quite
different. In the main, whether such programs arc OD in nature depends upon
what processes are used in their adoption and utilization.

Given these comments about what we think OD is, we now tum to a
history of those kinds of organization improvement programs which fit our
definition of organization development.
A HISTORY OF ORGANIZATION DEVELOPMENT

Systematic organization development activities have a fairly short history
and, to use the analogy of a tree, have at least two important trunk stems. One
stem is the application of laboratory training insights to industrial
organizations. The other stem is survey research and feedback methodology.

THE LABORATORY TRAINING STEM
The first stem, laboratory training, essentially unstructured small-group

situations in which organizationally unrelated participants learn from their own
interactions and the evolving dynamics of the group, began to evolve about
1946 from various experiments in the use of group discussions to achieve
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changes in behavior in back-home situations.
Over the next ten or twelve years, as trainers in the laboratory training

and group dynamics movement began to work with social systems of more
permanency and complexity than T-groups, they began to experience
considerable frustration in transferring laboratory training skills and insights
into the solution of problems in these organizations. Skills learned in the
T-group simply were very difficult to transfer to complex organizations. The
late Douglas McGregor, working with Union Carbide beginning about 1957, is
considered to be one of the first behavioral scientists to begin to talk
systematically about and to help implement the application of laboratory
training skills to a complex organization [6] . In collaboration with McGregor.
John Paul Jones, with the support of the Union Carbide's executive vice
president and director, Bimy Mason, Jr, (later president of the corporation),
established a small internal consulting group which in large part used behavioral
science knowledge in assisting line managers. Jones' organization was later
called an "organization development group" [7] .

During the same year, Herbert Shepard joined the Employee Relations
Department of Esso Standard Oil as a research associate on organization. In
1958 and 1959 he launched three experiments in organization development at
major Esso refineries: Bayonne, Baton Rouge and Bayway. At Bayonne an
interview survey and diagnosis were made and discussed with top management,
followed by a series of three-day laboratories for all members of management.
Paul Buchanan, who had been using a somewhat similar approach in Repubhc
Aviation, collaborated with Shepard at Bayonne, and subsequently joined the
Esso staff.

At Baton Rouge, Robert Blake joined Shepard, and they conducted a
series of two week laboratories attended by all members of "middle"
management. At first, an effort was made to combine the case method with
laboratory method, but the designs soon became similar to NTL Institute's
present Management Work Conferences which emphasize T-groups,
organizational exercises, and relevant lectures. One innovation in this training
program was an emphasis on intergroup as well as interpersonal relations.
Although working on interpersonal problems affecting work performance
clearly had organizational overtones, between-group problem solving had even
more organization development imphcations in that a broader and more
complex segment of the organization was involved.

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

At Bayway there were two significant innovations. First. Shepard, Blake,
and Murray Horwitz utilized the instrumented laboratory, which Blake and
Jane Mouton had been developing in social psychology classes at the University
of Texas, and which they later developed into the Managerial Grid approach to
organization development [8] . (An essential dimension of the instrumented lab
is the use of feedback based on scales and measurements of group and
individual behavior during sessions.) [9] Secondly, at Bayway more resources
were devoted to team development, consultation, intergroup conflict
resolution, etc.. than were devoted to laboratory training of "cousins," i.e.,
organization members from different departments [iO].

As Robert Blake stated, "It was learning to REJECT T-group
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stranger-type labs that permitted OD to come into focus." As he has further
commented, it was intergroup projects, in particular, which "triggered real OD"
[ I I ] . As is evident from the Esso and Union Carbide activities, Shepard, Blake,
McGregor and others were clearly trying to build on the insights and learnings
of laboratory training toward more linkage with and impact on the problems
and dynamics of on-going organizations.

It is not entirely clear who coined the term» organization development,
but in all probability it was Robert Blake, Herbert Shepard and Jane Mouton
[12]. The phrase "development group" had earlier been used by Blake and
Mouton in connection with human relations training at the University of Texas
and appeared in their 1956 document, "Training for Decision Making in
Groups," which was distributed for use in connection with the Baton Rouge
experiments [13]. (The same phrase appeared in a Mouton and Blake article
first published in the journal, GROUP PSYCHOTHERAPY, in 1957.) [14] The
Baton Rouge T-Groups were called "Development Groups," [15] and this
terminology, coupled with the insights which were emerging, undoubtedly
culminated in the concept of organization development.

It is of considerable significance that the emergence of organization
development efforts in the first two firms to be involved, Union Carbide and
Esso, included employee relations-industrial relations people seeing themselves
in new roles. At Union Carbide, John Paul Jones, who had come up through
industrial relations, now saw himself in the role of a behavioral science
consultant to other managers 116]. At Esso, the headquarters human relations
research division began to view itself as an internal consulting group offering
services to field managers rather than as a research group developing reports for
top management [17]. Thus, in the history of OD, we see both external
consultants and internal staff departments departing from traditional roles and
collaborating in quite a new approach to organization improvement.

THE ACTION RESEARCH-SURVEY FEEDBACK STEM
Of particular importance to the history of organization development is a

specialized form of action research which we will call survey research and
feedback, which refers to the use of attitude surveys and data feedback in
workshop sessions. Survey research and feedback constitutes the second major
stem in the history of organization development.

The history of this stem, in particular, revolves around the experience
which staff members at the Research Center for Group Dynamics, founded in
1945 by Kurt Lewin, were gaining over a period of years in action research.
The Center was first established at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology
and subsequently moved to the University of Michigan after Lewin's death in
1957. A few of the key figures involved at M.I.T. in addition to Lewin were
Marian Radke, Leon Festinger,Ronald Lippitt, Douglas McGregor, John R. P.
French, Jr., and Dorwin Cartwright [18] Names conspicuous in the work at
Michigan in recent years include Floyd Mann and Rensis Likert.

One example of the action research approach is the 1948 project at the
Detroit Edison Company where researchers began systematic feedback of data
from a company-wide employee and management attitude survey [ 19]. In this
project, data from an attitude survey were fed back to participating accounting
departments in what Mann calls an "interlocking chain of conferences" [20].
Some of the insights which emerged from this process have a very
contemporary OD ring. To illustrate, in drawing conclusions from the Detroit
Edison Study, Baumgartel stated:

"The results of this experimental study lend support to the idea that intensive,
group discussion procedure for utilizing the results of an employee questionnaire
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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 subordinate 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" [21].

KURT LEWIN
If the people involved in laboratory training and survey research

constitute the two main stems in the organization development tree, then
certainly Kurt Lewin and his work in developing a field theory of social
psychology was the taproot. His passionate interest in applied behavioral
science was the main thrust to both laboratory training and survey research.
Lewin was a central figure in the origin of both the National Training
Laboratories (now NTL-Institute for Applied Behavioral Science) and the
Research Center for Group Dynamics. Although Lewin died only two years
after the founding of the Research Center and just before the first formal
session of NTL, he had a profound influence on both organizations and the
people associated with them, and his influence continues today [22].

CONCLUDING COMMENTS
In conclusion, what we are calling organization development has a number

of unique characteristics and a unique history which differentiates it from
other change programs. In particular, it should not be confused with MBO or
job enrichment, although such programs can be outcomes of, and can be highly
congruent with, organization development.

The history of organization development, as we have defined it, has
emerged largely from the social psychology of Kurt Lewin and his associates.
One main stem, laboratory training, which is largely the history of NTL,
culminated in the pioneering industrial applications of Douglas McGregor,
Herbert Shepard, Robert Blake, Jane Mouton and others, in which actual
organizational problems of work teams and broader systems were encountered.
Part of that history includes organizational staff departments viewing
themselves in new roles.

Another stem, survey feedback, emerged from the Center for Group
Dynamics and the subsequent work of Floyd Mann and others in the use of
attitude surveys and working with overlapping work teams in the utilization of
the survey data.

If there is one central technique in all of this history, it is the
action-research model. If this feature, plus some others which have been
mentioned above, are not present, a change effort may be an organization
improvement program but it is not "organization development" in the
historical meaning of the term.
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Congruence in Organization Development
Frank Friediander

School of Management
Case Western Reserve University

In order to discuss seriously the form and potential of organization
development, it seems necessary to conceptualize first some model of an
organization and its components. We're never quite sure what we are trying to
develop or change - or the reasons for this development or change, until we
have some notion of the inter-related parts and processes which are an
organization. After presenting a framework of an organization, and its
components, I'll discuss the meaning and relevance of OD in the light of this
framework, and finally suggest some major challenges to OD.

A FRAMEWORK FOR ORGANIZATION AND CHANGE
If we view an organization as a coahtion of PEOPLE, interacting in some

STRUCTURAL form or set of relationships, on a set of TASKS, then these
three major components of the organization emerge: people, tasks, and
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