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Organization Development
Objectives, Assumptions

and Strategies

1lP ORGANIZATION DEVELOPMENT refers to a long
range effort to improve an organization's problem
solving capabilities and its ability to cope with
changes in its external environment with the help
of external or internal behavioral-scientist consul
tants, or change agents, as they are sometimes called.
Such efforts are relatively new but are becoming in
creasingly visible within the United States, England,
Japan, Holland, Norway, Sweden, and perhaps in
other countries. A few of the growing number of
organizations which have embarked on organization
development (OD) efforts to some degree are
Union Carbide, Esso, TRW Systems, Humble Oil,
Weyerhaeuser, and Imperial Chemical Industries
Limited. Other kinds of institutions, including public
school systems, churches, and hospitals, have also
become involved.

Organization development activities appear to
have originated about 1957 as an attempt to apply
some of the values and insights of laboratory train
ing to total organizations. The late Douglas McGre
gor, working with Union Carbide, is considered to
have been one of the first behavioral scientists to
talk systematically about and to implement an orga
nization development program.' Other names asso
ciated with such early efforts are Herbert Shepard
and Robert Blake who, in collaboration with the
Employee Relations Department of the Esso Com
pany, launched a program of laboratory training
(sensitivity training) in the company's various refin
eries. This program emerged in 1957 after a head-
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quarters 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. 2

Objectives of typical OD programs. Although the
specific interpersonal and task objectives of organi
zation development programs will vary according to
each diagnosis of organizational problems, a num
ber of objectives typically emerge. These objectives
reflect problems which are very common in organi
zations:

1 / To increase the level of trust and support among
organizational members.

2 / To increase the incidence of confrontation of or
ganizational problems, both within groups and among
groups, in contrast to "sweeping problems under the
rug."

3 To create an environment in which authority of
assigned role is augmented by authority based on
knowledge and skill.

4 / To increase the openness of communications later
ally, vertically, and diagonally.

5 / To increase the level of personal enthusiasm and
satisfaction in the organization.

6/ To find synergistic solutions" to problems with
greater frequency. (Synergistic solutions are creative so
lutions in which 2 + 2 equals more than 4, and through
which all parties gain more through cooperation than
through conflict.)

7 / To increase the level of self and group responsi
bility in planning and Implementation."
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Difficulties in categorizing. Before describing
some of the basic assumptions and strategies of or
ganization development, it would be well to point
out that one of the difficulties in writing about such
a "movement" is that a wide variety of activities can
be and are subsumed under this label. These activi
ties have varied all the way from inappropriate ap
plication of some "canned" management develop
ment program to highly responsive and skillful joint
efforts between behavioral scientists and client sys
tems.

Thus, while labels are useful, they may gloss over
a wide range of phenomena. The "human relations
movement," for example, has been widely written
about as though it were all bad or all good. To il
lustrate, some of the critics of the movement have
accused it of being "soft" and a "hand-maiden of
the Establishment," of ignoring the technical and
power systems of organizations, and of being too
naively participative. Such criticisms were no doubt
warranted in some circumstances, but in other situa
tions may not have been at all appropriate. Para
doxically, some of the major insights of the human
relations movement, e.g., that the organization can
be viewed as a social system and that subordinates
have substantial control over productivity have
been assimilated by its critics.

In short, the problem is to distinguish between
appropriate and inappropriate programs, between
effectiveness and ineffectiveness, and between rele
vancy and irrelevancy. The discussion which fol
lows will attempt to describe the "ideal" circum
stances for organization development programs, as
well as to point out some pitfalls and common mis
takes in organization change efforts.

Relevancy to different technologies and organiza
tion subunits. Research by Joan Woodward" sug
gests that organization development efforts might
be more relevant to certain kinds of technologies
and organizational levels, and perhaps to certain
workforce characteristics, than to others. For exam
ple, OD efforts may be more appropriate for an or
ganization devoted to prototype manufacturing

\Vendell French is Professor of Management
and Organization at the Graduate School of
Business Administration, University of Wash
ington. He has published extensively in the
fieldsof organizational behavior, organization
theory, and personnel management.
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than for an automobile assembly plant. However,
experiments in an organization like Texas Instru
ments suggest that some manufacturing efforts
which appear to be inherently mechanistic may
lend themselves to a more participative, open man
agement style than is often assumed possible."

However, assuming the constraints of a fairly nar
row job structure at the rank-and-file level, organi
zation development efforts may inherently be more
productive and relevant at the managerial levels of
the organization. Certainly OD eHorts are most ef
fective when they start at the top. Research and de
velopment units-particularly those involving a high
degree of interdependency and joint creativity
among group members-also appear to be appropri
ate for organization development activities, if group
members are currently experiencing problems in
communicating or interpersonal relationships.

Basic assumptions. Some of the basic assumptions
about people which underlie organization develop
ment programs are similar to "Theory Y"
assumptions' and will be repeated only brietly here.
However, some of the assumptions about groups
and total systems will be treated more extensively.
The following assumptions appear to underlie orga
nization development efforts."

ABOUT PEOPLE

• Most individuals have drives toward personal
growth and development, and these are most likely to
be actualized in an environment which is both suppor
tive and challenging.

• Most people desire to make, and are capable of
making, a much higher level of contribution to the at
tainment of organization goals than most organizational
environments will permit.

ABOUT PEOPLE IN GROUPS

• Most people wish to be accepted and to interact
cooperatively with at least one small reference group,
and usually with more than one group, e.g., the work
group, the familygroup.

• One of the most psychologically relevant reference
groups for most people is the work group, including
peers and the superior.

• Most people are capable of greatly increasing their
effectiveness in helping their reference groups solve
problems and in working effectively together.

• For a group to optimize its effectiveness, the for
mal leader cannot perform all of the leadership func
tions in all circumstances at all times, and all group
members must assist each other with effective leader
ship and member behavior.
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ABOUT PEOPLE IN ORGANIZATIONAL SYSTEMS

• Organizations tend to be characterized by over
lapping, interdependent work groups, and the "linking
pin" function of supervisors and others needs to be
understood and facilitated."

• What happens in the broader organization affects
the small work group and vice versa.

• What happens to one subsystem (social, techno
logical, or administrative) will affect and be influenced
by other parts of the system.

• The culture in most organizations tends to suppress
the expression of feelings which people have about each
other and about where they and their organizations
are heading.

• Suppressed feelings adversely affect problem solv
ing, personal growth, and job satisfaction.

• The level of interpersonal trust, support, and co
operation is much lower in most organizations than is
either necessary or desirable.

• "Win-lose" strategies between people and groups,
while realistic and appropriate in some situations, are
not optimal in the long run to the solution of most or
ganizational problems.

• Synergistic solutions can be achieved with a much
higher frequency than is actually the case in most or
ganizations.

• Viewing feelings as data important to the organiza
tion tends to open up many avenues for improved goal
setting, leadership, communications, problem solving,
intergroup collaboration, and morale.

• Improved performance stemming from organiza
tion development efforts needs to be sustained by ap
propriate changes in the appraisal, compensation, train
ing, staffing, and task-specialization subsystem-in short,
in the total personnel system.

Value and belief systems of behavioral scientist
change agents. While scientific inquiry, ideally, is
value-free, the applications of science are not
value-free. Applied behavioral scientist-organization
development consultants tend to subscribe to a
comparable set of values, although we should avoid
the trap of assuming that they constitute a com
pletely homogenous group. They do not.

One value, to which many behavioral scientist
change agents tend to give high priority, is that
the needs and aspirations of human beings are
the reasons for organized effort in society. They
tend, therefore, to be developmental in their out
look and concerned with the long-range opportuni
ties for the personal growth of people in organiza
tions.
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A second value is that work and life can become
richer and more meaningful, and organized effort
more effective and enjoyable, if feelings and senti
ments are permitted to be a more legitimate part of
the culture. A third value is a commitment to an ac
tion role, along with a commitment to research, in
an effort to improve the effectiveness of organiza
tlons.'? A fourth value-or perhaps a belief-is that
improved competency in interpersonal and inter
group relationship will result in more effective orga
nizations.r' A fifth value is that behavioral science
research and an examination of behavioral science
assumptions and values are relevant and important
in considering organizational effectivness. While
many change agents are perhaps overly action-ori
ented in terms of the utilization of their time, nev
ertheless, as a group they are paying more and
more attention to research and to the examination
of ideas."

The value placed on research and inquiry raises
the question as to whether the assumptions stated
earlier are values, theory, or "facts." In my judg
ment, a substantial body of knowledge, including
research on leadership, suggests that there is con
siderable evidence for these assumptions. However,
to conclude that these assumptions are facts, laws,
or principles would be to contradict the value
placed by behavioral scientists on continuous re
search and inquiry. Thus, I feel that they should be
considered theoretical statements which are based
on provisional data.

This also raises the paradox that the belief that
people are important tends to result in their being
important. The belief that people can grow and de
velop in terms of personal and organizational com
petency tends to produce this result. Thus, values
and beliefs tend to be self-fulfilling, and the ques
tion becomes "What do you choose to want to be
lieve?" While this position can become Pollyanna
ish in the sense of not seeing the real world, nev
ertheless, behavioral scientist-change agents, at
least this one, tend to place a value on optimism. It
is a kind of optimism that says people can do a bet
ter job of goal setting and facing up to and solving
problems, not an optimism that says the number of
problems is diminishing.

It should be added that it is important that
the values and beliefs of each behavioral science
change agent be made visible both to himself
and to the client. In the first place, neither can
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FIGURE 1. AN ACTION RESEARCH MODEL FOR ORGANIZATION DEVELOPMENT
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learn to adequately trust the other without such
exposure-a hidden agenda handicaps both trust
building and mutual learning. Second, and perhaps
more pragmatically, organizational change efforts
tend to fail if a prescription is applied unilaterally
and wkhout proper diagnosis.

Strategy in organization development: an action
research model. A frequent strategy in organization
development programs is based on what behavioral
scientists refer to as an "action research model."
This model involves extensive collaboration be
tween the consultant (whether an external or an in
ternal change agent) and the client group, data
gathering, data discussion, and planning. While de
scriptions of this model vary in detail and terminol
ogy from author to author, the dynamics are essen
tially the same.!"

Figure 1 summarizes some of the essential phases
of the action research model, using an emerging or
ganization development program as an example.
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The key aspects of the model are diagnosis, data
gathering, feedback to the client group, data dis
cussion and work by the client group, action plan
ning, and action. The sequence tends to be cyclical,
with the focus on new or advanced problems as the
client group learns to work more effectively to
gether. Action research should also be considered a
process, since, as William Foote Whyte says, it in
volves "... a continuous gathering and analysis of
human relations research data and the feeding of
the findings into the organization in such a manner
as to change behavior,"> (Feedback we will define
as nonjudgmental observations of behavior. )

Ideally, initial objectives and strategies of organi
zation development efforts stem from a careful diag
nosis of such matters as interpersonal and inter
group problems, decision-making processes, and
communication flow which are currently being ex
perienced by the client organization. As a prelimi
nary step, the behavioral scientist and the key client
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(the president of a company, the vice president in
charge of a division, the works manager or superin
tendent of a plant, a superintendent of schools,
etc.), will make a joint initial assessment of the crit
ical problems which need working on. Subordinates
may also be interviewed in order to provide supple
mental data. The diagnosis may very well indicate
that the central problem is technological or that the
key client is not at all willing or ready to examine
the organization's problem-solving ability or his
own managerial behavior." Either could be a rea
son for postponing or moving slowly in the direc
tion of organization development activities, al
though the technological problem may easily be re
lated to deficiencies in interpersonal relationships or
decision making. The diagnosis might also indicate
the desirability of one or more additional specialists
(in engineering, finance, or electronic data process
ing, for example) to simultaneously work with the
organization.

This initial diagnosis, which focuses on the ex
pressed needs of the client, is extremely critical. As
discussed earlier, in the absence of a skilled diagno
sis, the behavioral scientist-change agent would be
imposing a set of assumptions and a set of objec
tives which may be hopelessly out of joint with ei
ther the current problems of the people in the orga
nization or their willingness to learn new modes of

behavior. In this regard, it is extremely important
that the consultant hear and understand what the
client is trying to tell him. This requires a high
order of skill."

Interviews are frequently used for data gathering
in OD work for both initial diagnosis and subse
quent planning sessions, since personal contact is
important for building a cooperative relationship
between the consultant and the client group. The
interview is also important since the behavioral
scientist-consultant is interested in spontaneity and
in feelings that are expressed as well as cognitive
matters. However, questionnaires are sometimes
successfully used in the context of what is some
times referred to as survey feedback, to supplement
interview data."

Data gathering typically goes through several
phases. The first phase is related to diagnosing the
state of the system and to making plans for organi
zational change. This phase may utilize a series of
interviews between the consultant and the key cli
ent, or between a few key executives and the con
sultant. Subsequent phases focus on problems spe
cific to the top executive team and to subordinate
teams. (See Fig. 2.)

Typical questions in data gathering or "problem
sensing" would include: What problems do you see
in your group, including problems between people,

FIGURE 2. ORGANIZATION DEVELOPMENT PHASES

IN A HYPOTHETICAL ORGANIZATION

----- 1st phose
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1st phase. Data gathering, feedback and diagnosis
consultant and top executive only.

2nd phase. Data gathering, feedback, and revised di
agnosis-econsultant and two or more key staff or line
people.

3rd phase. Data gathering and feedback to total top
executive team in "team-building" laboratory, with or
without key subordinates from level below.

4th and additional phases. Data gathering and team
building sessions with 2nd or 3rd level teams.

Subsequent phases. Data gathering, feedback, and
interface problem-solving sessions across groups.

Simultaneous phases. Several managers may attend
"stranger" T-Groups; courses in the management devel
opment program may supplement this learning.
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that are interfering with getting the job done the
way you would like to see it done?; and what prob
lems do you see in the broader organization? Such
open-ended questions provide wide latitude on the
part of the respondents and encourage a reporting
of problems as the individual sees them. Such inter
viewing is usually conducted privately, with a com
mitment on the part of the consultant that the infor
mation will be used in such a way as to avoid un
duly embarrassing anyone. The intent is to find out
what common problems or themes emerge, with the
data to be used constructively for both diagnostic
and feedback purposes.

Two- or three-day offsite team-building or group
problem-solving sessions typically become a major
focal point in organization development programs.
During these meetings the behavioral scientist fre
quently provides feedback to the group in terms of
the themes which emerged in the problem-sensing
interviews." He may also encourage the group to
determine which items or themes should have prior
ity in terms of maximum utilization of time. These
themes usually provide substantial and meaningful
data for the group to begin work on. One-to-one in
terpersonal matters, both positive and negative,
tend to emerge spontaneously as the participants
gain confidence from the level of support sensed in
the group.

Different consultants will vary in their mode of
behavior in such sessions, but will typically serve as
"process" observers and as interpreters of tbe dy
namics of the group interaction to the degree that
the group expresses a readiness for such interven
tion. They also typically encourage people to take
risks, a step at a time, and to experiment with new
behavior in the context of the level of support in
the group. Thus, the trainer-consultant (s) serves as
a stimulant to new behavior but also as a protector.
The climate which I try to build, for example, is:
"Lees not tear down any more than we can build
back together.'?" Further, the trainer-consultant
typically works with the group to assist team mem
bers in improving their skills in diagnosing and fa
cilitating group progress."

It should be noted, however, that different groups
will have different needs along a task-process con
tinuum. For example, some groups have a need for
intensive work on clarifying objectives; others may
have the greatest need in the area of personal rela
tionships. Further, the consultant or the chief con-
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sultant in a team of consultants involved in an orga
nization development program will play a much
broader role than serving as a T-group or team
building trainer. He will also play an important role
in periodic data gathering and diagnosis and in
joint long-range planning of the change efforts.21

Laboratory training and organization develop
ment. Since organization development programs
have largely emerged from T-group experience,
theory, and research, and since laboratory training
in one form or another tends to be an integral part
of most such programs, it is important to focus on
laboratory training per se. As stated earlier, OD
programs grew out of a perceived need to relate
laboratory training to the problems of ongoing orga
nizations and a recognition that optimum results
could only occur if major parts of the total social
system of an organization were involved.

Laboratory training essentially emerged around
1946, largely through a growing recognition by Le
land Bradford, Ronald Lippitt, Kenneth Benne, and
others, that human relations training which focused
on the feelings and concerns of the participants was
frequently a much more powerful and viable form
of education than the lecture method. Some of the
theoretical constructs and insights from which these
laboratory training pioneers drew stemmed from
earlier research by Lippitt, Kurt Lewin, and Ralph
White. The term "T-Group" emerged by 1949 as a
shortened label for "Basic Skill Training Group";
these terms were used to identify the programs
which began to emerge in the newly formed Na
tional Training Laboratory in Group Development
(now NTL Institute for Applied Behavioral
Science ).22 "Sensitivity Training" is also a term fre
quently applied to such training.

Ordinarily, laboratory training sessions have cer
tain objectives in common. The following list, by
two internationally known behavioral scientists, 23 is
probably highly consistent with the objectives of
most programs:

SELF OBJECTIVES

• Increased awareness of own feelings and reactions,
and own impact on others.

• Increased awareness of feelings and reactions of
others, and their impact on self.

• Increased awareness of dynamics of group action.

• Changed attitudes toward self, others, and groups,
i.e., more respect for, tolerance for, and faith in self,
others, and groups.
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• Increased interpersonal competence, i.e., skill in
handling interpersonal and group relationships toward
more productive and satisfying relationships.

ROLE OBJECTIVES

• Increased awareness of own organizational role,
organizational dynamics, dynamics of larger social sys
tems, and dynamics of the change process in self, small
groups, and organizations.

• Changed attitudes toward own role, role of others,
and organizational relationships, f.e., more respect for
and willingness to deal with others with whom one is
interdependent, greater willingness to achieve collabora
tive relationships with others based on mutual trust.

• Increased interpersonal competence in handling
organizational role relationships with superiors, peers,
and subordinates.

ORGANIZATIONAL OBJECTIVES

• Increased awareness of, changed attitudes toward,
and increased interpersonal competence about specific
organizational problems existing in groups or units
which are interdependent.

• Organizational improvement through the training
of relationships or groups rather than isolated individ
uals.

Over the years, experimentation with different
laboratory designs has led to diverse criteria for the
selection of laboratory participants. Probably a ma
jority of NTL-IABS human relations laboratories
are "stranger groups," i.e., involving participants
who come from different organizations and who are

not likely to have met earlier. However, as indi
cated by the organizational objectives above, the in
cidence of special labs designed to increase the ef
fectiveness of persons already working together ap
pears to be growing. Thus terms like "cousin labs,"
i.e., labs involving people from the same organiza
tion but not the same subunit, and "family labs" or
"team-building" sessions, Le., involving a manager
and all of his subordinates, are becoming familiar.
Participants in labs designed for organizational
members not of the same unit may be selected from
the same rank level ("horizontal slice") or selected
so as to constitute a heterogeneous grouping by
rank ("diagonal slice"). Further, NTL-IABS is now
encouraging at least two members from the same
organization to attend NTL Management Work
Conferences and Key Executive Conferences in
order to maximize the impact of the learning in the
back-home situation.s-

In general, experienced trainers recommend that
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persons with severe emotional illness should not
participate in laboratory training, with the excep
tion of programs designed specifically for group
therapy. Designers of programs make the assump
tions, as Argyris states them," that T-Group partici
pants should have:

1 / A relatively strong ego that is not overwhelmed
by internal conflicts.

2 Defenses which are sufficiently low to allow the
individual to hear what others say to him.

3 / The ability to communicate throught and feelings
with minimal distortion.

As a result of such screening, the incidence of
breakdown during laboratory training is substan
tially less than that reported for organizations in
generaJ.26 However, since the borderline between
"normalcy" and illness is very indistinct, most
professionally trained staff members are equipped
to diagnose severe problems and to make referrals
to psychiatrists and clinical psychologists when ap
propriate. Further, most are equipped to give ade
quate support and protection to participants whose
ability to assimilate and learn from feedback is
low. In addition, group members in T-Group situa
tions tend to be sensitive to the emotional needs of
the members and to be supportive when they sense
a person experiencing pain. Such support is explic
itly fostered in laboratory training.

The duration of laboratory training programs var
ies widely. "Micro-Labs," designed to give people a
brief experience with sensitivity training, may last
only one hour. Some labs are designed for a long
weekend. Typically, however, basic human relations
labs are of two weeks duration, with participants
expected to meet mornings, afternoons, and eve
nings, with some time off for recreation. While NTL
Management Work Conferences for middle manag
ers and Key Executive Conferences run for one
week, team-building labs, from my experience, typi
cally are about three days in length. However, the
latter are usually only a part of a broader organiza
tion development program involving problem sens
ing and diagnosis, and the planning of action steps
and subsequent sessions. In addition, attendance at
stranger labs for key managers is frequently a part
of the total organization development effort.

Sensitivity training sessions typically start with
the trainer making a few comments about his role
that he is there to be of help, that the group will
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have control of the agenda, that he will deliberately
avoid a leadership role, but that he might become
involved as both a leader and a member from time
to time, etc. The following is an example of what
the trainer might say:

This group will meet for many hours and will serve as a
kind of laboratory where each individual can increase
his understanding of the forces which influence individ
ual behavior and the performance of groups and organi
zations. The data for learning will be our own behavior,
feelings, and reactions. We begin with no definite struc
ture or organization, no agreed-upon procedures, and
no specific agenda. It will be up to us to fiU the vacuum
created by the lack of these familiar elements and to
study our group as we evolve. My role will be to help
the group to learn from its own experience, but not to
act as a traditional chairman nor to suggest how we
should organize, what our procedure should be, or ex
actly what our agenda will include. With these few
comments, I think we are ready to begin in whatever
way you feel will be most helpful.27

The trainer then lapses into silence. Group discom
fort then precipitates a dialogue which, with skilled
trainer assistance, is typically an intense but gener
ally highly rewarding experience for group mem
bers. What goes on in the group becomes the data
for the learning experience.

Interventions by the trainer will vary greatly de
pending upon the purpose of the lab and the state
of learning on the part of the participants. A com
mon intervention, however, is to encourage people
to focus on and own up to their own feelings about
what is going on in the group, rather than to make
judgments about others. In this way, the partici
pants begin to have more insight into their own
feelings and to understand how their behavior af
fects the feelings of others.

While T-Group work tends to be the focal point
in human relations laboratories, laboratory training
typically includes theory sessions and frequently in
cludes exercises such as role playing or manage
ment games. 28 Further, family labs of subunits of
organizations will ordinarily devote more time to
planning action steps for back on the job than will
stranger labs.

Robert J. House has carefully reviewed the re
search literature on the impact of T-Group training
and has concluded that the research shows mixed
results. In particular, research on changes as re
flected in personality inventories is seen as inconclu
sive. However, studies which examine the behavior
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of participants upon returning to the job are gener
ally more positive." House cites six studies, all of
which utilized control groups, and concludes:

All six studies revealed what appear to be important
positive effects of T-Group training. Two of the studies
report negative effects as well ... alI of the evidence is
based on observations of the behavior of the partici
pants in the actual job situations. No reliance is placed
on participant response; rather, evidence is collected
from those having frequent contact with the participant
in his normal work activities.s?

John P. Campbell and Marvin D. Dunnette.s- on
the other hand, while conceding that the research
shows that T-Group training produces changes in
behavior, point out that the usefulness of such
training in terms of job performance has yet to be
demonstrated. They urge research toward "forging
the link between training-induced behavior changes
and changes in job-performance effectiveness.":" As
a summary comment, they state:

... the assumption that T-Group training has positive
utility for organizations must necessarily rest on shaky
ground. It has been neither confirmed nor disconfirmed,
The authors wish to emphasize ... that utility for the
organization is not necessarily the same as utility for
the individual.33

At least two major reasons may account for the
inconclusiveness of research on the impact of T
Group training on job performance. One reason is
simply that little research has been done. The other
reason may center around a factor of cultural isola
tion. To oversimplify, a major part of what one
learns in laboratory training, in my opinion, is how
to work more effectively with others in group situa
tions, particularly with others who have developed
comparable skills. Unfortunately, most participants
return from T-Group experiences to environments
including colleagues and superiors who have not
had the same affective (emotional, feeling) experi
ences, who are not familiar with the terminology
and underlying theory, and who may have anxieties
(usually unwarranted) about what might happen to
them in aT-Group situation.

This cultural distance which laboratory training
can produce is one of the reasons why many behav
ioral scientists are currently encouraging more than
one person from the same organization to undergo
T-Group training and, ideally, all of the members of
a team and their superior to participate in some
kind of laboratory training together. The latter as-
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sumes that a diagnosis of the organization indicates
that the group is ready for such training and as
sumes such training is reasonably compatible with
the broader culture of the total system.

Conditions and Techniques for Successful Orga
nization Development Programs. Theory, research,
and experience to date suggest to me that successful
OD programs tend to evolve in the following way
and that they have some of these characteristics
(these statements should be considered highly ten
tative, however) :

• There is strong pressure for improvement from
both outside the organization and from within.P"

• An outside behavioral scientist-consultant is
brought in for consultation with the top executives and
to diagnose organizational problems.

• A preliminary diagnosis suggests that organization
development efforts, designed in response to the ex
pressed needs of the key executives, are warranted.

• A collaborative decision is made between the key
client group and the consultant to try to change the cul
ture of the organization, at least at the top initially. The
specific goals may be to improve communications, to se
cure more effective participation from subordinates in
problem solving, and to move in the direction of more
openness, more feedback, and more support. In short, a
decision is made to change the culture to help the com
pany meet its organizational goals and to provide better
avenues for initiative, creativity, and self-actualization
on the part of organization members.

• Two or more top executives, including the chief ex
ecutive, go to laboratory training sessions. (Frequently,
attendance at labs is one of the facts which precipitates
interest in bringing in the outside consultant.)

• Attendance in T-Group program is voluntary.
While it is difficult to draw a line between persuasion
and coercion, Of) consultants and top management
should be aware of the dysfunctional consequences of
coercion (see the comments on authentic behavior
below). While a major emphasis is on team-building
laboratories, stranger labs are utilized both to supple
ment the training going on in the organization and to
train managers new to the organization or those who are
newly promoted.

• Team-building sessions are held with the top execu
tive group (or at the highest point where the program is
started). Ideally, the program is started at the top of
the organization, but it can start at levels below the
president as long as there is significant support from the
chief executive, and preferably from other members of
the top power structure as well.

• In a firm large enough to have a personnel execu
tive, the personnel-industrial relations vice president
becomes heavily involved at the outset.
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• One of two organizational forms emerges to coordi
nate organization development efforts, either (a) a
coordinator reporting to the personnel executive (the
personnel executive himself may fill this role), or (b) a
coordinator reporting to the chief executive. The man
agement development director is frequently in an ideal
position to coordinate aD activities with other manage
ment development activities.

• Ultimately, it is essential that the personnel-industrial
relations group, including people in salary administra
tion, be an integral part of the organization develop
ment program. Since Ol) groups have such potential for
acting as catalysts in rapid organizational change, the
temptation is great to see themselves as "good guys"
and the other personnel people as "bad guys" or simply
ineffective, Any conflicts between a separate organiza
tion development group and the personnel and indus
trial relations groups should be faced and resolved.
Such tensions can be the "Achilles heel" for either pro
gram. In particular, however, the change agents in the
organization development program need the support of
the other people who are heavily involved in human re
sources administration and vice versa; what is done in
the .D program needs to be compatible with what is
.~ne in selection, promotion, salary administration, ap
~raisal, and vice versa. In terms of systems theory, it
would seem imperative that one aspect of the human re
sources function such as any organization development
program must be highly interdependent with the other
human resources activities including selection, salary
administration, etc. (TRW Systems is an example of an
organization which involves top executives plus making
the total personnel and industrial relations group an in
tegral part of the Of) program.w)

• Team-building labs, at the request of the various
respective executives, with laboratory designs based on
careful data gathering and problem diagnosis, are con
ducted at successively lower levels of the organization
with the help of outside consultants, plus the help of in
ternal consultants whose expertise is gradually devel
oped.

• Ideally, as the program matures, both members of
the personnel staff and a few line executives are trained
to do some organization development work in conjunc
tion with the external and internal professionally trained
behavioral scientists. In a sense, then, the external
change agent tries to work himself out of a job by de
veloping internal resources.

• The outside consultant(s) and the internal coordi
nator work very carefully together and periodically
check on fears, threats, and anxieties which may be de
veloping as the effort progresses. Issues need to be con
fronted as they emerge. Not only is the outside change
agent needed for his skills, but the organization will
need someone to act as a "govemor"-to keep the pro
gram focused on real problems and to urge authenticity
in contrast to gamesmanship. The danger always exists
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that the organization will begin to punish or reward in
volvement in T-Group kinds of activities per se, rather
than focus on performance.

• The OD consultants constantly work on their own
effectiveness in interpersonal relationships and their
diagnostic skills so they are not in a position of "do as I
say, but not as I do." Further, both consultant and
client work together to optimize the consultant's knowl
edge of the organization's unique and evolving culture
structure, and web of interpersonal relationships.

• There needs to be continuous audit of the results,
both in terms of checking on the evolution of attitudes
about what is going on and in terms of the extent to
which problems which were identified at the outset by
the key clients are being solved through the program.

• As implied above, the reward system and other per
sonnel systems need to be readjusted to accommodate
emerging changes in performance in the organization.
Substantially improved performance on the part of indi
viduals and groups is not likely to be sustained if finan
cial and promotional rewards are not forthcoming. In
short, management needs to have a "systems" point of
view and to think through the interrelationships of the
OD effort with the reward and staffing systems and the
other aspects of the total human resources subsystem.

In the last analysis, the president and the "line"
executives of the organization will evaluate the suc
cess of the OD effort in terms of the extent to which
it assists the organization in meeting its human and
economic objectives. For example, marked improve
ments on various indices from one plant, one divi
sion, one department, etc., will be important indica
tors of program success. While human resources ad
ministration indices are not yet perfected, some of
the measuring devices being developed by Likert,
Mann, and others show some promise."

Summary comments. Organization development
efforts bave emerged through attempts to apply lab
oratory training values and assumptions to total sys
tems. Such efforts are organic in the sense that they
emerge from and are guided by the problems being
experienced by the people in the organization. The
key to their Viability (in contrast to becoming a
passing fad) lies in an authentic focus on problems
and concerns of the members of the organization
and in their confrontation of issues and problems.

Organization development is based on assump
tions and values similar to "Theory Y" assumptions
and values but includes additional assumptions
about total systems and the nature of the client-con
sultant relationship. Intervention strategies of the
behavioral scientist-change agent tend to be based
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on an action-research model and tend to be focused
more on helping the people in an organization learn
to solve problems rather than on prescriptions of
how things should be done differently.

Laboratory training (or "sensitivity training") or
modifications of T-group seminars typically are a
part of the organizational change efforts, but the ex
tent and format of such training will depend upon
the evolving needs of the organization. Team-build
ing seminars involving a superior and subordinates
are being utilized more and more as a way of chang
ing social systems rapidly and avoiding the cultur
al-distance problems which frequently emerge
when individuals return from stranger labs. How
ever, stranger labs can playa key role in change ef
forts when they are used as part of a broader orga
nization development effort.

Research has indicated that sensitivity training
generally produces positive results in terms of
changed behavior on the job, but has not demon
strated the link between behavior changes and im
proved performance. Maximum benefits are proba
bly derived from laboratory training when the orga
nizational culture supports and reinforces the use
of new skills in ongoing team situations.

Successful organization development efforts re
quire skillful behavioral scientist interventions, a
systems view, and top management support and in
volvement. In addition, changes stemming from or
ganization development must be linked to changes
in the total personnel subsystem. The Viability of
organization development efforts lies in the degree
to which they accurately reflect the aspirations and
concerns of the participating members.

In conclusion, successful organization develop
ment tends to be a total system effort; a process of
planned change-not a program with a temporary
quality; and aimed at developing the organization's
internal resources for effective change in the fu
ture.
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