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. triets, involved in OD projects to find effecti_v_e_practices. The Yeam alsd con-

. T FOREWORD - N
- - . ’
In a wgrld sometimes: pessimistic about the chances of serious improvement in
education, the advocates of organization development (OD) remain hopeful that -
“ideds drawn from the-behavioral-sciences-can-help’ any-work group-achieve-its—
goalThe National Institute of Education (NIE) has sponsored numerous appli- - ]
catigns of such approaches to plannea -change over the. past few_vears. These
have included a major research and development center at ihe University of
Oregon; as ‘well as OD efforts in high schools in New York City and elsewhere.
Among the results of such NIE support are case studies, articles, handbooks, and
a hational network of active consultants. Occasional links have also been forged
with the widespread practice of:j}ilar ideas m business, industry, government,
and other social services, i ) ;
Educatdrs -have expressed continuing interest in the merits of the OD
approach; at the same time, scholars, researchers, and  practitioners have noted
their continuing uncertainty about how best to study and develop OD strategies.
In' response, the Institute asked.Matthew Miles and Michael Fullan to consider
the state of the OD field, to report on jts present condition, and to suggest new
directions people in the field reight take to improve educational organizations.
With their colleague Gib Taylor, the te_am surveyed consultantsand schojl dis-

ducted on-site case studies of three school systems using OD approaches and
reviewed the many OD-related writings now ‘avaiiable. Their five-volume report
shows-extensive activity in ‘a wide range “of educational settings, with many
satisfied advocates. Problems of definition, of practice, and of measur ent and
research are numerous but not insurmountable, say the authors in a concluding
volume of recommendatiows for diverse audiences.

This volume is a reprint of the study summary prepared for the- American
Educational Research Association journa‘l, Review of Educational Research, and
is but one means of further developing the implications of the study and making
them available to a wide readership. The Institute sponsored a meeting of.a
doz=n p-ople ‘active in OD in education with two of the study authors. A report -
of suggested directions for new research and development on the subject grew
from those discussions and from prepared papers. That re“p'ort, authored by
Righard Schmuck, is now available. v o
" This reprint the second in a series of‘research reviews and syntheses spon-
sored by the institute’s School Management and Organization Studies unit. An
earlier publication by Richard Elmore, Complexity and Control, is based on
studies of program implementation. A planned publication will deal with women
and minorities in the. principalship. Through these reviéws, we hope to bring
dareas of research and practice into focus for diverse audiences of scholars,
researchers, and practitioners. We welcome readers’ comments.and reactions.

. .o t .. Fritz Mulhauser
. - Head, School Management and Organization Studies
NIE.Program on Educational Policy and Organization ,

s
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. . Organization Development in Schools,:d )
The State of the Art S

) ‘
e . . ~
.

Organizltien Development (OD) is a change s’lra;cgy JSfor organizational
self development and renewal. Adapted from businzss settings; ir has been-used
in schools over the past 15 years. There are widely different images of what )

- OD is, and widely different claims made for its value or worinlessness. The )
fteld of OD in education is badly'in reed of stock taking. In this review we ' L.
assess the state of the aft of OD in four respects: (1) critiquing and clarifying -
the values. goals, and assumptions of OD in general and as applied 1o
education; (2). identifving and analyzing the various models and operating
characteristics of OD in practice (conditions and strategies affecting- its
initiation’¥ implementation, ard continuation); (3j assessing the impact or’
outcomes of OD on achievement, productivity,and atitudes; and (4) regonsi;
dering OD’s future, and suggesting policy implications for educational agencies

oo different levels. - - . L. Py

. 7

. _ - .

. Organization ‘Development (OP)’is a change strategy . for organizafional self-
development and renewal, which as been used more and more widely in many types
of settings over.the past twenty years, starting in business organizations and moving

. to public agencies and schools. Although OD has bc_ée;l/ap'plied'to schools since the -

mid 60's, to our knowledge there are no comprehensive theoretical and empirical
reviews of its use in education available.! VAR - :
Our 'reviq\'v of the field was prompted by the broad concern to determine what OD.
is, not only its conceptual base, valuss, and goais/,"but also its characteristics in use,
. -5 .

- rid
The preparation of this review was in pari suppetted by National Institute of Education,. ™.
Contracts 400-77-0051 and 0052. No endorsement by NIETs implied. We would like to thank .
Joan May for heér administrative help in completing ihis review. )
' The most thoroughgoing is  Schmuck and Runkel’s work. which they formulate using -
systems theory and which they document in consitlerable detail (Schmuck, Runkel, Arends, &
~ Arends, 1977). Howe -er. their review-consists of a summary of their own work. not of OD in
education as a whole, ; e ' :




and its'impact.” In order-to understand the currat state of OD in-education. we
found it necessry to analyze the general literatuze on OD as well as particular
_ applications in education. The general literatire on OL is quite large. but fortunately— - |
has been the subject of several critical theo;}’ical and emypirical reviews. These are '
analyzed in a “review of reviews™ mode. For the -ediicational liizrature we have .-
included all major recent empiWs ‘we could locate.- both published and
unpublished, as well as critiguesdnd commentaries on OD and its application in

. schools. e . . * )

- We discovereda burgeoning research literature with many more examples of the
use of ODin education than we had anticipated. although obvious coherence was

_notits strong suit. The bibliography contains over 100 sources approximately equally

* divided in three categories: critiques or, commentgries on OD: overview, empirical
and/or conceptuial reviews of the field: and empirical studies on educational OD. We
have also included for reference.a small number of textbooks (e.g.. French.& Bell.

- 1973; Huse. 1975; Nadler. 1977: Schmuck et al.. 1977). -
Among the critiques and commentaries. typicel sources are Blumberp (1976):
Crockett K978): Derr (1976a. 1976b). Miles (1976).-Petrella (1977). and Weisbord
. (1977. 1978a. 1978p). Soie of the major sources of overviews. corfceptual syntheses.
and empirical reviews of OD are Alderfer (1977). Burke (1978): Franklin (1976):
- Friedlander and Brown (1974); Kahn (1974): Margulies. Wright. and Scholl (1977).
Morrison (1978). Nicholas (1979). Pasmore and King (1978): Pate. Nielson. and
Bacon. (1977); Porras and Berg (1978). Porras and Patterson (1979). The eﬁ1pirical )
studies include analyses or reviews of recent educational OD programs in education
=+ written by the principal investigators of projects: the most well kngwn. comprehen-
sive. and well documented one being the work of Schmuck. Runkel and colleagues
at Oregon (see Runkel & Schmuck. 1974. 1976): We also review all other recent
gpirical studies of schiool districts which we could locate. in particular; Cohen and
Gadon (1978); Cooke and Coughlan (1979). Keys (1979): Keys and Bartunek (1979). -
Keys and Kreisman "(1978); Mohrman, Mohrman, Cooke and-Duncan (1977): and
Miles. Fullan. and Taylor (1978a.b): Scheinfeld (1979). »B\assin"é’rﬂ“Gfdés (Note 1)
Coad. Miskel, and van Meter (Note 2). Included in ihese studies are new applications
of OD (e.g.. new approaches and/or settings). : N

Our aim in analyzing the above literature was to provide a systematic and cohertnt
summary of what is known about OD and its use in education. To tbis end. the
review centers on four main categories: (1) Values. Themes and Goals of OD
{including assumptions. values. definitions. and diiferent approaches and goals of"
OD). (2) Operating Characteristics (including entry conditions and other factors that
facilitate and inhibit :OD in operation. such as the role of internal and external
< consultants. time line. resources, and so forth: in short. those characteristics that

distinguish successful and unsuccessful uses of OD). (3) Outcomes of OD (conse-

. .

* This review of the literature is pan of a larger assessment of the state of the art of OD in
education. which we conducted for NIE. See Fullan. Miles. and Taylor (1978a.b.c).. Miles.
Fullan, and Taylor (1978a.b). This paper is an expanded ycrsibn of Yolume Il including
additional sources. as well as & summary of our own empirical studies of over 300 OD
consuliants and 76 school districts, and case studies as reported in Volumes 111 and 1V. S¢2 also
I‘allan and Miles (1978): Miles and Fullan (1980a); and Miles ard Fullan (1980b). for expanded

summaries. '
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'l Values Thbmes, and GoalsofOD : S Lo e

. Iem-solvmg and renewal processes, particularly through a more effective and collab-

~of the lht:ory and technology of applied behavnor science, including action research.

_relauons (P I9I)

-
0 . .

quences and impact on orgamzauon 1 climate and ﬁmcuomng on leacher sa,usfac-
tion, and on students). (4) The Ful&e of OD d:onclusnons. unresolved quesllons
pol.)cy implications for OD in education).

.
- ..
.

There are a’ number of ambiguities and dilemmas involved in oblamlng a clear
picture:of what OD is. Perhaps the best starting .point is to identify the various
definitions of OD contaiged in the sources we reviewed. We will then turn lo several
more problematic lssues/hmer headings that ificlude criticisms of OD, OD’s .appro-_-
priateness for schools, and value and assumption dilemimas. The concludmg section
offers a summary of the main problems of defmmg oD, and proposes a more
comprehensnve working definition.

oD defned ‘ ' '

:The range of meamng of OD is contamed in the followmg represenlauve defini-- -
tions: . . 2

In an earlier review, Miles and Schmuck (1971) described OD as “a p‘anned and
sustained effort to apply behavioral science for system imprgyement usmg reﬂexlve
self-analytic'methods™ (p. 2). .

In one of the mosl recent reviews 6 years Ialer. Aldelfer (1977) refers o the pracuce
of OD as "aimed toward i 1mprovmg the quality of life for members of uman systems
and increasing the institutional effectiveness of those syslems" (p. 272).

I‘rench and Bell (I973) include the following elements i in their.definition:

.

Organization development is a Iong-range effort to improve an organization's prob-

oratiye management of orgamzauon culture—with special emphasis on the ciilture
of formal work teams—with the assistance of a change agent-or catalyst, and the use

(p- 50) - -

— i

on

.

Derr (1974) states: T e ] ' . o
OD is a theory, a method and a value “System (oflen hidden) for. improving the
human side of organizational life and thereby improving ‘the task- -goal accompllsh-
ments oflhelr complex orgamzauons (p. II) o

Klmberly and Nielsen (1975) begln lheir anicle with the following d%scripli'on'/

Orgamzauon developmerit (OD), a philosophy of a lechnolcgy for producmg orga-
nizational change. has been implemented in a variety of organizations. Growing out
cf the human relations traditions in the forties and fifties, it is actually a pastiche of
techniqifes developed in lhe behavioral sciences which focus on problems of orga- .
nizational learning, motivation, problem solving, communications, and mlerpcrsonal .

In specifying some of the goals of OD intervention,”Schmuck, Murray. Smith, o
Schwantz, and Runkel (I975) list six exphcnl objectives:
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(1} develop clear communication through néw communications skills and new
procedures for clearer, more open communication. v -

(2) build trust and increase understanding by opening close, personal com-~
munications so that hidden agendas and covert feclings can be dealt:with

’ in-a climate of openness and authenticity.

(3) involve more people in decision-making by encouraging information shar-
ing and the identification of related responsibilities. . - :

(4) create an open. “problem-solving climate by helping companion groups
identify more clearly the problems con"rontmg them and to develop
collaborative, workable plans for solving them.

(5) incredse group effectiveness by helpipg members analyze and i 1mprove the
procedures for carrying out group tasks.

(6)_uncover conflict by providing participants with procedures that allow

. »" conflict to emerge. (p. ll)

-

"Fnedlander and Brown (l974). use two basic themes or approaches to charactenze
OD: people oriented (human processual) approaches, which attempt to change

orgamzatlonal processes in order to increase human fulfillment, (primarily) and fask .

accompllsh'nent {secondarily, if at all), and technologyoriented- (teclmo-structural)

approaches aimed at changing ofganizational strugtures in order to increase_task,—,

accomplishment (primarily) and human filfillment (sécondarily, if at'all).

Bassin and Gross'(Note 1) have developed a high school renewal program working .

in hlgh schools m-New York City and define the program as OD based, with this
_main goal: . - . _ . . .
To have the school . mstltutlonalrze a systemattc, participative process of problem
solvmg and improvement as a regular. ongoing_finction-within the school) “(p-5)

)

They also llst a number of. assumptnons based on tradltloual oD practlceﬂeg ,l

pamclpatlon, systematic process, etc.) and list three_assumptions, which they claim
‘deviate from traditional OD: practicality (short-term tangible results), presencgof
outside catalyst, and political skills. Of these thres, only the latter one is not at all
referred to in other definitions, although practlcallty isnot expllcltly stated.

Weisbord (1977) struggles with the problem by asking, “How do you know it.

works, if you don’t know what it is?" He fesponds by suggesting that OD consists of
- three main components ' l’ o y
- v ® : -« ’ A

There is only one nght goal forlDD To confront ... the tension "betwéen Jreedom

and constraint. Secondly, OD’s unique selling proposntlon is the task/process rela-*

tionship. .. Above all, we should assert, and be prepared to prove this relationship—
the obvious (and not so obvious) ways “process issues™ block task accomplishment.
. Thirdly, OD’s contract is to help people achieve vajid data, make free chonces, and
develop internal commltment to act. (pp. 4—6) ‘ .

l

i

He concludes:
I3

i~

no matter what the 1ntervent|on is named unless it addresses all lhree rssues—not .

any one or any two; but all three. - S e B . .

freedom/consﬁ'aﬁlt/_—_

Te

-'-”\f

\k




]

. task/process ‘ . ' ;
. data/choice/commitment '
it is not.-cannot be, and should not be called:“OD." To Work on- only one or two of
the three ¢quations is to work €60 Bgrd for too little return—to be oyerly ambitious
about what’s possible, overly impressed with techniques and melhods, and unappre-
ciative of OD’s limitations as well as its potential. (p. 7)

4

the question of balance between individual quality of life in the work place and

organizational productivity. Both claim lhal concern with the 1nd1v1dual has been

relatively feglected. : . . -
Petrella writes: '

t - ) e
" Most organizalion§ are “about output and producuvnly Howssatisfied people are in
< their work is really a secondary value... If you wint to be shown the exit, start
. talking atout humanizing work or the quallly of working life without showing that
you are deeply concerned about producuvuy (p 2)

. Bul he goes on to say:

.
'

Yel I see_ OD as trying to do somelhnng that will find a-new balance in the work
selung (P-2) B . ) *

.

A’nd later:

i

_ In my view, lhe core of our mission in OD is 1o help people look IN HERE——lnlo

examine his/her own ‘thoughts and feelings, helping a pair of people understand and
work.on their own relationship, helping a group or orgamzauon understand its real
operaung norms. . . By helping individuals and organizations discover their IN HERE
“ truth, we:can help them discover that they have some power, at their disposal to
_create a new and better future. -3

Crockeu (l978)'slales the'sar'ne theme: e

The place for oD to make permanenl changes- upon the syslem is 1o deal with lhe
_way people behavein’it... The issue is the nature of human beings, and "he eir Ties
the long-term, challenge ol' OD . .

Our orgamzauons aré not only in‘a place of conslanl

“are ' Bad placesTfor human beings. OuF organizatiohal challenge is not just to help
them become bigger, richer and more cive, but to hélp lhem become better
places for people (p l2)

"

r-} B
. .

Crockett (1978) and Petrella (1977) provide l"unbher suppon for the need to examine

" their own convncuons—for another species of truth. .. £ snmply mean helping a person

ge. but all 100 often they

To summdrize 1 e'precedmg in an aggregate manner the key words whnch deﬁnc
oD’ 1nc\ude/p anned change; long range orgamzauonal 1mprovemenl in problem
}L\cmg,/ communication, coIIaborauon parnapaﬂon, trust, and uncovering and confrom-' :

ing. conflict, a focus on. human processes. and fechnostructural fac'ors in order 0,
improve bolh task accomphshmem and the qualuy of li ife of mdlwduals* assxstance of Y

e
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4 changeagent ordataly. \I ‘use of hchawural science lechniques to galher valld dara in
a reflexive, self- dnalyuc fashion.* -

Furthermore, OD inyolves all of these elements being used in a relational or :
balanced way (see \Kn\bord 1977). If this is not the case. a development program,:
regardless of its label. if not OD unless it simulianeously is planned; long-range:
mvolves a change ageni agents; focuses on organizational processes._lasks and

', 'structures addresses-the de elopment o{mdmduals as well as the organization; and
"uses behavior science techniques lo generale vahd data for mformmg boih individual

and orgamzauonal dec1s ons) . '

If we apply lhe'!i’ggregﬁue dﬂﬁ‘nmon to the individual deﬁmuons we 1mmed1alely
recognize that certain keyielements are not explicitly addressed. For example, several
definitions.do not make reference to individual dévelopment or to the quality of lifé

, for individual$ (French & Bell -1973; Kimberly & Nielsen. 1975; Schmuck & Miles,

1971; Schmuck et al, l975 Coad et al.. Note 2). Some do not. refer to task

' accomplishment (Klmberl_y & Nielsen. 1975; Schmuck et al.). Several authors de-

scribe_ OD's goals, but say nolhmg of its melhods (Alderfer;"1977; 1974; Crockett, .
1978:. Dar?’ 1973, Klmberly‘& Nielsen, 1975; "Weisbord).. Only, two authors {French .
=l 923 Schmuck &-Miles, 1971) explicitly state that it is a “long range effort”
or “sustained” attempt. Such inexplicitness makes it more likely that key eleents
are neglected or not addressed in a balanced manner with the ther elements.

. A

C riticisms of OD ©:

Critiques of OD range from exasperauon at the number of definitions of OD to
questions abou! its underlylng values, :

Friedlander and‘.Brown (1974) ‘in their revnew summarize some of lhe ‘mam
criticisms. ‘Note that lhey refer. to both espoused values and values in pracuce (see
also Fullan, 1976). .

The future of OD rests in part on its values:and the dégree to whlch its practice,
theory. and research are congruent with those values-Thus far. most OD is initiated
by the orgamzauon—for the purpose of funhenng suc izational goals as
increased performance. ... Though most OD practitioners and researt in’ some

- P

*This latter property is explicitly alluded to by Petrella (1977). Schmuck and Miles (1971),
Schmuck et al. (1975). and Weisbord (1977). It remains tacitly clear in most of the other '
definitions that OD is pol a technocratic. expert-advice-giving model of planned change, but
one in which organization members themselves participate directly in organizational sludy
diagnosis, and change. This perhaps more than any other feature of the various definitions,

* distinguishes OD from other efforts to improve organizational life, such as managcmcnl

consulting; training, hiring/firing, reorganizations, and so forth. ;

* Most of these concepts are self-explanatorg. but the reference to the dcvclopmcnl of
individuals warrants special emphasis. 1f by the “human side of lhlng’s" we mean group
processes (communication. | group trust, eic.), we dre not fiecessarily addressing directly the
development of individuals in the organization. In our view. the limitations of the: earlier
individualistic "approaches (e.g.. T-groups) have led some proponents of OD and systems

oriented approyches to overreact and neglect the imporiance of individual development in the

-context of the organization. This is. in part, what'Weisbord refers to when he claims that OD

must halance freedom and constraint. S .

-

Q
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. capitalistic economic and politica

2

degree valuc bolh orbammuondl task accompllshmenl and human fulﬁllmenl there

- Js an orbammlmn.ll press in favor of the former. OD as a field runs-ihe risk of

enwumgmg and implementing subtle but persuasive forms of exploitation, curtail-
ment of freedom, control of personality, violation-of dlgmly, intrusion of privacy—
all in the name of science and of economic and technological efficiency.- Within the
hierarchial fabric of everyday organizational power struggles, OD researcher/con-
sultants typically represenl the ‘control needs of management. The needs of those

.lower in the organizatiog for a higher quality ‘of life, for an expanded range of -

occupational.life choicés may seldom be known or acled upon by the consultant. (p.
335)

v Forbes (1977) lists the kéy words from definitions of OD (planned change.
behavioral science, problem solving, etc.) and contrasts these with thie reality of OD
as he has experienced it .

fa

1 have found that many OD consultants, employed by members of- mﬁnagemenl for
use in their organizations, seem actually to function as re-stabilizing agents rather

" . than change agents: Their real purpose within the organization is not to foster growth
“and lmprov«.menl but ralher 10 restore a lost homeostatic balance. :

He goes on to produce a contradictory set of key words:

protector of the status quo; reactive change; political and common sense knowledge,

hurt reduction, vrganizational survival, controlled from the middle..., (p. 12)

Crockett (1978) makes essentially the same observation that OD's covert objective
often seems to be ™“to manipulate people into a ‘kappier state', or to gain grealer _
productivity from them™ (p. 12). <o

Lundberg (Note 3) states-the problem’in more. Marxlan terms:

Most of OD's assumpuons (rules of,;humb") would have us uncritically accept a

| structure, uncnucally adjust 10 economic and
technological growlh and uncritically accept the m'.ponance of social class and the
centrality of work in people's lives; Most OD “assumptions” blind theorizers to the
differences and pluralism of orgamzauom and the real, structural sources of conflict.

(p.-9)

Bowers (1977) descnbes more mundane bul nonelheless real dllemmas in Orga-
nization Developmenl——superﬁcnahly, commercialism. and mlslak assumptions

" about the consultant’s role. In particular, supeficiality refers to short term. one-shot

workshops, if lhey are not linked to ongoing activities of the o?gamzauon, or if they
only involve a few members of the organization. Superfi¢iality also occurs when OD- -~
activities are preprogrammed and are experienced as artificial in. relauoﬂ”to the real
needs of the org&nization. In short, superficiality means that too few of the organi-
zation’s resources;are brought to bear on the real problems (Bowers, p. 54). Com-
mercialism mclud’es such things as overadvocacy (makmg exaggerated claims about

“appropriateness and payoff) and consequent aversion to rigorous evaluation (Bowers,

p- 54). The mistakén assumption often made about the consultants’ role defines it as
a catalytic one of freeing up the “natural” capacity of the group rather than a linkage

)
.
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a clear conceplual base (Kahn, 1974). oo _’/ ,« ‘

L -

one that maiches the needs of the- group to 2z varlely of outside resources, (Bowe
1977). - [

lones and Pfeiffer ( l978) llSl. several s1m1lar problems about lhe use,and11ﬁs/e of

 with intact work groups. the conf"sron of “team burldlng wnlh OD the latter

focusing on the organization as a whole), overemphasns on éemotiongal issues over

orgamzauonal problems. and the use of inapprcpriate melhods and jargon. which

confuse parucrpanls ‘ et e T :
Many of the problems of inappropriate uses or misuses of r_e_la_le to the lack of

. ;

Orgamzauonal developmenl is not a concept, at least not in lhe scientific sense of the -

word: it is not precisely defined; it is not reducible to speplﬁc uniform, observable
behaviors: it does not have a prescribed and venﬁable place in a network ofloglcally
related concepts, a theory. (p. 490) . =~ . /

- 3

‘;'

‘Kahn cites several definitions and contends that they are *“too inclusive to be

helpful” (p. 490), and that when OD treatments aré used we get only a sense of .

global packages rather than preciSe independent variables in relation to potential
effects. In examining Franklin's (1973) bibliography of OD, which contained 200
items. Kahn concludes: “I have found no examples of sustained refinement of
independent v_anables in the articles .. although some beglnnmgs have been. made
from time to time.” (p. 492). \

Lundberg (Note 3y agrees that one of the main sources ‘of the problems of defining
and worklng with OD relales to its poorly developed state of 0D lheory

The term “theory” is varlously used. “Theories™ in OD are mulllple and there is no
general overarching one. The “theories” probably leave many gaps in our knowledge.

These_theorles’"onlybegln 10 Teastre up to the ¢anonsof so-called rtgorous science.
These “theories™ are more focused on the “whats™ rather than the “hows" of change.

(p-3)

Toa large extent, these problems probabl)l reflect the poor state of ‘organizational

amblguous definitional nature, and because it is applied to a variety of types of

organizations (e.g:,. business and service). This raises the troublesome quesuon of

whether OD is apphcable (and it so under what conditions) to schools—an issue to
which we now turn.® ~
OD's appropriateness for schoois t .
. { - . . . ‘ . . '
. Schools. of course, are orgamzauons——subsy\'&Qsmc;f larger organizations called

school districts. They presumably’are subject to the¥ils for which OD is a potential .
“cure, have money 0 pay for professional 1nlervenllon efforts 1flhey deem the effort

- .

e e 1

* The problems of OD are not unique to’ North America: secc Mulford (Nolc 4), who analyzes

the increasing use of OD in Australian schools‘as reflecting eight major dllcmmas, all'of which
are familiar in our review (c.g.. obscure definition of OD overdependence, overenthusiasm,

etc.).
.

|
- . P

" theory™ in general. but they seem particularly problematic for OD because of .its: - |~

- 4 . -
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to be pnunlmlly beneficial, and may bé able to accomplish their missions with raore;
effectiveness, as a result. 1t is possible, however, that proportionately fewer schools
thun other nonprofit agencies, and than profit-making organizations, are using OD.

OD in schools, like OD itself, is only about two decades old. The first activity that

‘might redsondbly be labelled OD (as contrasted with human relations training 6f

individuals) is probably the w0rk at_China Lake Naval Ordnance Test, Station by
Buchanan and others in 1954 (see Miles & Schmuck, 1971). The Esso developments ,
in the late 50's were the first in-company work with any momentum. As in industrial
settings, T-group work within schools began as earlygns the mid-50's, but the first
OD project as such in schools was that mounted in 1965 (Miles & Schmuck, 1971,
Project on'Organization Development in Schools, Columbia University). Subsequent
projects and centers that had a strong effect on the devclopmenl of educational OD
were the USOE-finariced COPED project (1964), the- 'sustained program at the
Center. for Advanced Study in Educational Administration at the University of
Oregon (1968 onward), the briefer efforts of the Educational Change Team (Univer-
sity ,of Michigan 1967-70), and the Program in Humanistic Education, (SUNY:
,\lhany 1969-73). For mcre hlSlOl’lCdl detuil, the reader is referred to Miles and
Schmuck (i‘)7l) . . -

- ‘The-National Training Laboratories (NTL. Institute) began the first systematic
lmmmg program for OD pracuénoners .in 1965; the national OD network has grown
from about 375 members in 1970 to 1,131 presently. OD in education, as might be
expected from the chronology ; ./1bove has developed more slowly. By 1978 Schmuck
and Miles located 187 practitioners who said they had carried out OD work with
schqols lasting a year or more, but they could not find more-than *a handful” of
school districts where an actual institutionalized OD capability existed: Miles, Fullan.
and Taylor (1978) located 308 consultants and 76 school districts using OD. Blumberg
(1976) pointed out that only one-half of 1 percent of the members of the OD Network .
in 1974 listed public school districts as their affiliation. :

Blun’bcrg went on to predict that diffusion of OD to any substantial extent among
schools was unlikely, because of such features as the interpersonal orientation of

school administrators, the individually oriented style of staff-development programs..

the lack of “hard data” on educational OD outcomes, and current economic
constraints. - ‘ ' ' ,

Derr (1976a), after several years of practicing OD in education and observing its
use, also concluded that QD may not be appropriate for schools. Derr atgued that
certain properties of schools as organizations made them mcompallble with several

oD concepls Specifically, he identified five sets of incompatibilities:
A

S thool Organizaliun OD Concept Violated
A. Lack of Common Indicators of Per- - A. Readiness - o
Sformance must feel a need for improvement

“¢lient system must sense ils own problems in
order to be committed to warking them..,

‘B. Nature of School Environment B. Improvement Orientation
survival guaranteed - it is worth time, effort. $ to improve
public relations orientation must continuously learn from experience (self-
crisis orientatiorn renewal)

long-term effort




C. Autonomy Needs of Employees
D. Low Required Interdependence’  *
don't have to work together

benefits of collaboration not grcatcr_

than costs
E. Civil Service Mentality
some goal displacement; “employ-
ment v. educational systems
job security conscious ™
inbreeding

C. Collaborative Theory and Melhod
D. Systemic Oriexyation
also, collaborative values and mclhoda in OD
. real incentives to stress opporunity costs of non-
collaboration -
E. Exiernal and Imernal Capabllny Improvemem
Orientation’

must employ best internal OD spccnallsls from .

whatever background ~

both exterial'and internal OD specialists

roles and structure fluid and dynamic; choose
best men of group for a given job

norms of risk taking and improvement should

. prevail ’

F. Adequale Resources Necessary

' (from Derr, 1976a p 236)

.

F. Few Resources:,. . -

Simply stated, according to Derr, the nature of school organizations is incompatible

with the assumptions-of OD. But Miles (1976) challenged-Derr's view, pointing cat -

that (a) OD is not properly defined. as “collaborative” necessanly, but simply the

“sustained, reflexive use of behavioral-science-based efforts to improve a system's’ ,’

- "ent or closely collaboraive™, (b) personality variables such as “civil service mentallty
are less relevant to OD diffusion‘than system-structural variables; (c) OD is as often
pursued for reasons such as perceived pain. injustice, or system stress as for goal
achievement failures as;\such (d).“anatomy isnot destiny” @in the sense that certain
" properties of schools doom"OD to failure). .

feniclioning,” whetherzq;t functioning is “competitive, negotlanve. low-mterdepend-

OD to different types of organizations. He claims that OD works better in *“output-
focused™ -systems like business organizations, which are characterized by concrete

goals and. task mterdependence, and are amenable to clear performance measures -
compared to “input-focused” systems like schools, which have the opposnte charac- .

- teristics (cohesiveness, clarity of goals-and performance, and collaboration are more

remote). In some ways Weisbord's analysis agrees with Derrs’ that OD is much more’

unlikely to' work in schools, but in other ways it supports Miles: one must base OD
efforts in schools with these pamcular properties in mind (indeed, must build them

v Weisbord (1978b) provides a more elaborate explanatlon of dilemmas-in applymg ,

in as part of the strategy of analyzing readiness conditions for OD and in focusing on , -

specific problem areas). (See also Goodstein, 1978 for a discussion of the use of OD ‘

in public “bureaucracies.) :
In any case, schools do have special propemes that make them mterestmg and
condifion efforts at facilitativé intervention. First, there is goal diffuseness: the
organization’s mission is usually abstractly stated, with output measurement a
difficult. matter (Miles & Schmuck, 1971), partly because of the long time- lmc
involved. Second, technical capablhly is often suboptimal; the knowledge base un-
derlying educational practite is relatively weak, and/or not well diffused to practi-
tioners (Sieber, 1968; Lortie, 1975). Third, there are typically-coordination problems;”
schools and school districts tend to be low-interdependent, “loosely-coupled” systems
(Bidwell, 1965; Weick, 1976) where goals do not connect well with means, and where

. «
. . . - . -
©
.~
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o - . . . .
accoqnlz{bilily is low and autonomy high.” Fourth. schools have boundary manage- -
ment problems; the skin of the organization seems unbearably thin, over-permeable
to dissatisfied stakeholders. Fifth. an associated reality is that schools (at least. public
schools) are “domesticated.” owned by their environments. apd are non-competitive
for resources (Carlson, 1965). Survival is guaranteed. and as Pincus (1974) has
suggested. the incentives for innovation-are feeble. Sixth, schools form a constrained,
decentralized system: though in the Unitéd States there are 16.000 districts and 89.000
separate buildings. each nominally autonomous. there are many national constraints
exerted by standardized testing, -a haljonal textbook market. various accreditation
and certification requirements. and a variety,of legislation (Miles,/ 1977). -
+ We can expect. then, that schools might ,éek assistance with problems generated
- . by one or more of these properties— for example. help with goal-setting. coordination
~on problems of collective concern. or environmental buffering—or, less optimistically
for OD's future in schools, avoid seeking help because of these very propetties (if
Y goals are diffuse and survival is guaranteed. why aim for self-renewal?).

An empirical stud; by Miles. Fullan.-and Taylor (1978a) of 76 OD-using school
districts in the U.S. and Canada found that (a) school districts do initiate OD because
of goal achievement difficulties, coordination issues. and technical insufficiency or
backwardness; (b) boundary management issugs are less frequent as a start problgy.
and districts may require minimal environmeﬁal turbulence before launching suc+-

" cessful OD; (c) the noncompetitive, “guaranteed survival” aspect has less effect than
might be expected. since most of the successful districts began with. perceived
educational and task-oriented organizational issues, along with projected structural
changes: (d) decentralization of ‘school_districts is probably a feature slowing or .
minimizing the diffusion of OD to. at presént, less' than 1 ‘percent of districts. On
balance. we conclude that the special properties of schools'do not necessarily unfit
them for adopting and implementing OD, and OD is not “inherently’ a bad fit for
schools as organizations. But schools do present special problems. which must guide
OD efforts (see section I1). _ ' o )

* OD’s values and assumptions

Before attempting 1o reconcile the various viewpoints expressed 1n this section, 1t
is nécessary to probe in more detail the quéstion of the underlying values and
assumptions of OD including observations about “values in“practice.” (We draw
mainly on Alderfer. 1977; Bowen, I977;fFﬁedlhnder&_l976:i Tichy. 1978a. 1978b;
Tichy & Hornstein. 1974; and Walton & Warwick. 1973; see.also Huse 1975 pp. 21-
24.) : _ - R

Friedlander (1976) begins to explain the underlying dilemmas of OD by suggesting '
that three sometimes contradictory value schemes form the essential basis of OD:
rationalism. pragmatism. and existentiafism. Depernding on the blend of these three
values. various precursors of OD were spawned: T-groups. laboratory human rela—
tions training, survey research, action research and feedback. MBO and other syst&fs

< L}

[ U S

- * As Miles (1977) points out, such a feature is not necessarily to be deplored: loose]y-couple
systems’ tend 10’ be more flexible and adapiive. less a prey to environmental threat. and lesh* *
vulnerable to incompetence than are more tightly-coordinated systems.

Q
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pcrspeclwes, and so forth. (Fnedldnder. 1976, pp. 8-16)."” When lhe link belween

* laboratory training and transfer to organizational sellmgs was forged, OD came into

existence. Friedlander states that current tensions 1n OD can be traced to the uneasy
combination of the three ancestral values:

Rallondhsm pushes contemporary- OD toward becomlng more scientific, more the-
oretical ‘and conceptual, more logical and .mathematical: toward abstract models,
toward building theories: toward understanding the determinants of our organiza-
tional. social. and personal worlds. Pragmatism pushes OD in the direction of
becoming ‘more useful-—how does OD increase effectiveness, performance, produc-
tivity. . .. Existentialism within OD pushes the organization to become more human-
istic, more aware, more emerging, more person growth oriented. (p. 18)

Friedlander claims that OD gets into trouble when it neglects one or more of the

‘three values. If the rationalist part is neglected. OD fails to operate with a coherent,

conceptual base: if the pragmatic part is ignored, OD becomes distant and irrelevant:
and if existential values are denied, OD becomes depersonalized (p. 20-21). Improper -
blends of the three values, states Friedlander, account for OD’s being “frequenlly
denounced for failures™ (p. 21). (Recall also Bassin & Gross, 1978, who' argued for
the importance of pragmatic results.) "

‘Alderfer (1977) also discusses the relauonshlp between values and OD. The twd
main values of OD, according to Alderfer concern the desire to “humanize” orga- .

nizations and to improve the “effectiveness” of organizations. Alderfer indicates that

earlier uses of OD assumed that the two sets of values were compatible, but *“as the
field has grown,.increasing numbers of questions have been raised about just how
easy it is to pursue both kinds of values with approxnmately equal vigor” (p. 198).
The problem of power lies at the-hedrt of the issue: *OD professionals must struggle
with whether their professional competence (power) is being used to advance humane
values and with.avhether they can harness enough power to bring-about desirable
changz in human crganizations” (p. 199). The OD consultant must be sensitive to
and deal explicitly with these essentially political processes. Failure to take account
of the potential-valye conflicts and political processes can result in OD’s being used
to dehumanize social processes rather than to humanize them (p. 199). .

As evidence for the reality of the problem, ' Alderfer cites Tichy and ‘Hornstein's
(1974) | re§earch which found that the actions of QD consultants as a group were
lncongruenl with their espoused values and intentions. By and large, OD consultants
said that their goal was to promote individual freedom and power equalization, but
reported that they actually worked primarily to improyg productivity’ and problem-
solving capacity of the organization (Tichy & Hornstein, 1974). )

In an earlier article, Walton and .Warwick (I973) discussed in some detail lhe
ethical dilemmas of OD as falling under three. now familiar headmgs power.
freedom. and professional responsibility. .

Under power the first question they raise concerns jusuce

u

* Note that all these precursors have a strong reflexive, sclf—analyllc core; the emphasis i 15 on
inquiry. learning from experience. using data for planning change.

.
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“1seit fair that those who already possess power and Control wealth have much more
access in our society to the “social lechnology" of OD than do olhers (p. 684) (See

- . also l-ull,m. 1976.) ! ' “

L
They suggest. lhdl‘ even though most OD consultants claim that they are workmg
for the entire orgdmzauon. the fact that they are usually hired by management is far~
' from inconsequential. They advocate that OD' consultants should be expllcllly
sensitive to those problems’and should deal with power openly. :
Secondly. Walton and Warwick contend that OD sometimes implicitly violates
" the values of frecdom (again see Fullan, 1976). If freedom mvolves awareness of ;

options, knowledge of their, consequences and the abxllly to act upon them (and .

consequently fréedom from coercion, manipulation, and misuse oflnformaluﬁl)'lhere /%/

are certain ethical dilemmas faced by OD consultants (Walton & Warwick, 1973, pp.

688-689). In uung examples, the two aulhors raise several ethical- problems
. 'f P
i nformed consent: : ’

- Jany gmployees have only the vaguesl notion of what OD means at the time
{hey agrce to or are persuaded to paruclpale (p. 689)

(2) Voluntarisn i
when Mrwsor introduces the possibility of participating in a “voluntary”
program. it is “'very difficult for a subordinate to imagine that there would be no
penalty for declining to participate™ (p 690).

Professignal irresponsibility: J

when an OD consultant “allows a chent to expect more than can.be deln ered”
(p. 694). *.. .. allows or promotes -overdependency or its opposite, shows insuf-
" ficient wmmllmcnl 10 the orgdnlnllon and/or violates conﬁdentlallly in suBlle
. or nol so subtle ways" (pp. 696-697). . :

- -

S

Other cxdmples by Walton and Warwick show how promises of privacy and
freedom can be violated through persuasion, pressure, and manipulation. The authors. * | -~
conclude by advocating greater self-analysis, dialogue, and setungofelhlcalslandards
by OD consultants and practitioners. (See also Miles, 1979.)

.Bowen (1977) also discusses the vaiue-dilemmas in OD identified above. and = &
- {.  ~suggests that the use d-&rgym (1970) pnmary task model (valid information, free
" choice, and internal commitment) would minimize the main value ¢onflicts. However.
the difficulties and elusiveness of coming to a resolution are emphasized by Van de’_
Vliert (1977, pp. 561-562), who argues that dilemmas in Argyris' “"freedom of choice™ /
are inadequately addressed, and that Argyns practice evidences an identification
with top management.

C oncl(mon

_Given all the variations and emphases in the goals of OD andnls underlymg

values, one may be forgiven for echoing Fillmore's (1974) plea: “OD: No More

. Definitions, Please,” or for vnewmg current thinking on OD as Weisbord (1977)
characlenzes it:

..
Dependmg upon whom you talk to and what you read you wnll learn lhat OD works, g i
* doesn’t work is extremely complex sclentlﬁc and mysterious. defies description,
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san’t be evaluated. should always bé®valuated, risks becoming professionalized risks
not becoming professionalized. doesri't really exist. once existed but is becaming

- extintt, is metamorphosing into somelhlng else which also works, doesn’t work. is
-exlremely complex, sc1enuhc and myslenous. defies descnpuon. etc.. etc., etc. (p. 2)

On the other hand. a careful reading of the definitions and value dilemmas
contained in the preceding pages enables us to pinpoint some of the basic problems
and to understand what OD is and why it has come under attack. Three issues stand

~out: (1) OD is atjacked because many uses of OD probably do not meet_all the

criteria we have summdn?ed ‘(i.e., are not OD at all); (2) even when pamcu‘l\ar oD
programs theoretically meet the criteria, there is often a dlscrepancy between the
espoused values and the values in practice; and (3) OD is intrinsically difficult
because it involves balancing elements of the organization, which are inherently in
conflict or tension, and are extremely 'complex to understand and work with. These

-three issues are discussed in turn.
First. if we return to our aggregate deﬁmuon. we can lmmedlalely rule out all

those limited lnlervenuon activities, which address .only parts of the organization or

~ the problem (e.g., communications workshops), or which are in Bowers’ (I977) term

superficial (one-shot lralmng of a small portion of the organization). OD in this sense
has failed because many activities that go under the label of OD are not really OD
at all. Mlslabellmg has contributed both to confusion about what OD is, and to the
view that'ODjs irrelevant or inconsequential. The presence of OD-labelled activities

that do not*meet the general-definition can also be seen as'a kind of vulgarization’

stemming from Ners' eagerness to appear up-to- -date, innovative, and so forth, along
with unwillingness to expend the time aﬁd resources needed for serious effort.
Second. the values i practice or use in OB programs may not in fact address the
hum side of development much as they address the organizational side, despite the
intentions. of OD consultants. The various critiques of the underlying assumptions

~and values may be accurate concerning'the practice and consequences of many OD

efforts, even if those consequences are not intended (indeed, even if the espoused
goals are opposite to the eventual consequences)

Third, since OD not only has to address, but also to balance a number of complex
factors—individual and organization, content and process. task and structure, and so
forth—over a long penod of time, it is-understandable that OD has had uneven

success, especially since most definitions of OD do not stress the problem of balance.

-Even if these three concerns are met, we still would not know if OD is successful
and under.what conditions (that is a task for sections I and III), but at least it helps
us to sort out legitimate from illegitimate uses of OD as a precondition for investi-
gating the ‘potential “of OD. In conclusion, general definitions of OD mask the

complexities, specific componenls and dilemmas-involved in the use of OD. The

implications of our discussion of the goals and values.of OD are Ilwofold First,
potential OD programs and consultants should be scrutinized, and should scrutinize

{
themselves, to determine that -each of the major.components of OD are'in fact

included in the OD effort. Second, vigilance and verification are necessary to ensure

that the value dllemmas in OD are constantly being: ‘checked and kept in balance
‘and that each of the Values of OD is actually being, implemented in practice. g

It may help to summarize this section if we offer a working definition of OD as

N
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abplied in'schools. 1t extends and specifies lhe,“aggregéled" definition of OD-in-
general offered above: : : ' :

n . [3

-

- Organization development in school districts is-a coherent, systematically-planned;

sustained effort at system self-study and improvement, focusing explicitly on cliange

in formal and informal procedures, processes, norms or structures. using behavioral

science..concepts. The goals of OD include improving bth the quality of life of

kY

indirect focus pn educational jssues.

individuals as well as organizational functiohing and performance with a direct or

Some emphases should be noted. The requirement of coherence and systematic

* planning may be 00 normative, but does serve to distinguish OD from haphazard

efforts casually labelled “OD,” as increasingly seems to be the case. The emphdsis on
explicitness indicates that OD deals directly with organizational phenomena and

- their alteration, rather than inducing changes in}ireclly through some other vehicle.

The inclusion of both formaliand informal organizational issues makes for more,

thoroughness. and excludes simply *“official” rearrangements. The emphasis on

.quality of life of individuals and on' organjzational performance highlights-the dual

such work is a primary tesk of school districts, and indicates that curriculum-focused'

goal of OD and potential problems ia pursuing -these goals in a balanced, value-.

congruent way. The permissive inclusion of educational content acknowledges that

work is not necessarily OD' in the absence of the precéding qualifiers: The label
“sustained” is perhaps best left upspecified, though an 18-month figure or more is
probably useful as a guide, given the year-by-year planning often characteristic of
school districts, and other evidence cited later. ‘ .

All of this is not to claim that there is only one distinct form of QD in schools. THe

' underlying principles may be met in different ways, or the same program may suffer

different fates, depending on characteristics of the settings in which it is uséd. In
order to identify more specifically the djfferent operating characteristics of OD
literature bearing on these characteristics. - _

The next twe sections are closely related: we examine the nature and conditions of
successful and unsuccessful OD in operation (section 1I) and then focus on the
questioy of success by considering the evidence on the actual impact of OD programs,
(section 1II). Scction 11 identifies issues.pertaining to usirig OD ‘and some of the
different OD approaches in operation, while section 111 analyzes‘the impaci of OD
as a whole. o

programs, and the varying conditions undér which dhey work, we reviewed the’

II. Operating Characteristics_

The consideration of operating characteristics consists of several typgs of issues:
the nature of different OD approaches; conditions for entry and initiation of OD
programs. and various operating issues including the role of consuliants, time

investment and time line, and types of people involved, support required, costs, and

others. :

The review of research in both sections 11 ana 111 is organized around two main

categories: Empirical Case Studies in School Districts, and Overviews and.Compar-
ative Reviews of the Fiéld of OD. = . :

0

)
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i reldled 1o readiness. Runkel and Schmuck (1976) state:

A. Empirical Studies in School Districts

{In identifying empirical studies in school districts we were particularly interested °

" in recent studies that had made deﬁmlc efforts to lmplemenl OD. were reasonably

well documented. and worked with muluplc schools in a given district (i.e.. engaged.
the district organization in the €ffort). The following ten studies provide substantial
data on the use of OD in schools: Runkel and Schmuck (Y974, 1976). Bassin and
Gross (Note 1) Milstein (Note 5. Note 6); Cohén and Gadon (1978); Scheinfeld * -
(1979): Keys (1979). Keys and Bartunek (1979). Keys and Kreisman (1978). Cooke *

“and Coughlan (1979). Mohrman et al. (1977). Coad et-al. (Nole 2). Miles et al.

(19784} and-Fullan et al. (1978c)."

Wllholu. doult. the most intensive and substantiated work on OD in schools has
been carrigd oyl by Schmuck, Runkel and colleagues at the University of Oregon.
who have been wotking with school districts since 1967 (see Schmuck & Runkel,
1972 Schmuck et al., 1975: ‘Schmuck et al.. 1977 Runkel & Schmuck, 1974, I976)
Fortunately. they have carried out their own review of research findings based on
their work in a number of elemenlary andjumor high schools (Runkel & Schmuck.
1976). An analysis of the research findings on thefr various OD programs enables us’
to identify an initial list of the conditions that lhey have found t» be important for
the operation of OD. They classify these in four categories: start-up. transition.
maintenance. and effects. All but the last will be summarized here (effects will b’
examined in section 111). These four categories will also be used as the framework for

revnewmg the other studies.

2
Entry. start-up. This is one of the main themes.in the OD literature, as we will see

. il nearly all the studies. It includes both the system conditions or state of readiness

for OD. as well as the way in which OD is introduced. In summarizing Several factors

v
.

- Our evidence indicates that success in OD consullauon in facilitating slruclu;al

change is strongly influenced by the. social-psychological readiness of the client
organization to change. Readiness is greatest where- openness of communication is
valued and_communication skill is high, wherc thére is a- widespread desire for
collaborative work. where the administration -is supportive or at lgast not negative
toward the intervention. where there is a good agregment at the outset about the
educational goals to be reached by,restruciuring. and whére the staff does not have
a history of one “innovation” after another that has failed to produce rewarding -

" outcomes. (p. 13)

" Taken logcihcr, we can estimate that these studies represent seridus OD efforts in over 100

" school districts and in well over 300 schools—Schmuck and Runke! summarize 20 differem '

studies, which they and their colleagues conducted. Bassin and Gross worked with over 30 high
schools in New York City. Milstein with nine schools i in Buffalo. Cohen and ‘Gadon with one
small school district. Scheinfeld with two schools in Cthng Keys with nine schools in a
Chicago parochiai system, Cooke and Coughlan with seyen (and three which received partial
treatment) in Northgrn lllinois, Mohrmaa et al. with nine in an urban school district, Coad et
al. with four and Miles, Fullan and Taylor wnh 76 school dnslncls (with multipfe schools in
each district). Xeven of the 10 studies consisted of work in single.smostly large. school districts,
while three involved multiple school ditricts (Runkel & Schmuck, Cooke & Coughlan and

- Miles, Fullan, & Taylor). The districts and schools ranged- from rural and suburban to large

vrban’settings. - .
A Y .
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Au.ordmt, to Runkel and Schmuck, a certain amount of organnauonal readiness

. is important as a precondition 10’ whether OD will get started and/or be producuve
- a desire or value toward open communication and collaborauon administrative support,
goul clarity and the absence of negative history of innovation,” In olher places in their"

writings lhcy emphasize that strong district support from central administrators is

necessary, as well as the principal’s commitment, support, and lnvolvemenl at thg |

district level (see also Schmuck et al, 1975). "
Two other factors listed as essential are the need to focus on subsystems, anq

adequate time for participation in the decision by all subsystem members (Runkel S

& Schmuck, 1976):

The successes of OD consullauon w¢ believe, are due in large measure lo our

insistence upon bringing entire subsystems into.the consultation. . . . It is of utmost
-importance to give adequate time for mlroducmg what OD is and how it works ioa
'polenlml client organization. (p. 13) . - . . . )

: ioe g

:J
v

In their comparison of successful and unsuccessful expen%un six elemenlary

schools.(Schmuck et al, 1975), the same point is made more sp cifically:

:

. ridden or totally change-resistant districts simply do not have any extra resources of time, -

| . o

A crucial aspect of thege early davs, we are conyinced, was the way group and
individual decisions were made to participate in the project. We:believe strongly that"
- the total staff should hold at least three or four meetings overa penod of about two

months to discuss OD. (p. 356) .

.

- Transition, initial, operation. Under this category, Runkel and Schmuck include’- -
_events during the initial use (e.g.. the first year) of an-OD program, the amount. of

consultation and time, use of consultants, conunully ‘of leaders. and the sequence_
and paung of dddressmg system problems. "3 . .

In working in relatively smali or medium sized organizations (moelly elementary’

schools) Runkel and Schmuck have found that approximately .160 hours' {about 27
days per staff member, based on Runkel and Schmuck’s estimate of 6-hour’ days) of
staff time in direct OD training and work over the period of a year is necessary for.
major results to occur. In fdct, at the other end of the scale théy found that ’staffs:
rLLelvmg fewer. than' 24 hours (4 days) of OD- help actually declinéd in. their

‘communicative adequacy” (p. 19). They cite some schools that evideénced’ positive.

changes after only®46 hours or €éven fewer, but caution that’ 24 hours or so-is

dangerously low because it opens problems, which cannot 'bé resolved in a short b

time. Thus, a single workshop or two or three workshops lolalmg 4 days or less fit ~

lhe latter time frame.

’Thxs finding, like that of Mllstem S (1978) lhm more-troubled schools‘dld not choose an
offered OD program, is reminiscent of the finding that psychotherapy is miost effective with
persons of high ego strength, good verbal ability, and so forth. The usual cant is that “the

people who need help the most don't take it.” But this is too simple a version. Rather. it seems

that reasonable resources and capabilities are needed to ensure OD success: really weak, crisis-

energ, or muncy to carry out an OD effort. . '

17
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Recallmg our Larhu dmusslon of the deﬁmuon of OD Runkel and Bell (1976)
comment on the dangers of superﬁual programs that use only a small number of
hours . . . .

. . .

In pnu.lncal terms. lhls result means that the isolated two day workshops that are

only too common as laboratory training for organization development will probably

hdve moderatley destructive resull% 1p. I32)

-
'

Dlssen.mons by Schmuck and Runkel’s sludc'ns provide’ delalled evidénce for this .

: hndmg Wyant (1974) shqwed that time involved in OD can play a ' major role in its-

impact. His data indicated that between 1 to 3 days of OD training in communication,

and problem’ solvmg can have deleterious effects on staff collaboration, while more -

than 3 days or so typically is associated with a facilitating effect. He: -argued that

-small amcunts of OD training may serve 10 surface problems, but do not allow for

sufﬁcnenl time tp lét the staff deal conslrucllvely ind'thoroughly with ‘problems. With

moreé than 3 days allotted, however, the OD training tends to be effective in helping ~

the staff to devise new patterns oflmeracuonlhal'faoﬂllale lhe open and conslrucuve
communication of valid and lmponam information.

'51-.~~'-—r BeII (I977) also pl;esenled data on the relevancé. of time expendllure in an @D

pro_|ecl He showed that elemenlary schools with'complex structures—those involving
tedms, parent advisory committees and_the like—benéfited yniore from OD tan did

* elementary schools with simple social structures. His data indicated that for schools

with 3-days or less of QD. the relationship between structural complexity and

- effectiveness of climate was negative, whereas as the amount of time devoted to oD -
. rose above 3 days, the deleterious effect of increased complexity was eliminated.

On the use of consultants—an’issue we pursue lhroughoul our review of OD—
‘Runkel’ and Schmuck (I976) claim: .

Consultation,in OD is more Iikely to help a school modify its organizational structure
when the staff makes’ frequent, knowledgeablé, and proacuve (not passnve) use of
‘outside.consultants. (p. I9)

“

They alsolcile that continuity of the principal is important; in particular, that'he

or'she stay with the orgamzauon until at least a year after the outside consultants
leave. o
The last aspect of the lransmonalpenod concerns sequence and pacing. Accordmg
to Runkel and Schmuck, constant communication, especnally rapid feedback of
diagnostic information on communication, is necessary as a basic condition for
further development (pp. 20-21); and the sequence ofchange works best if it proceeds
from eommunication and problem solving skills to structurak-and curricular changes
(Runkel & Schmuck, 1976, p. 21: Schmuck et al, 1975, p. 362) But, see our discussion.
of Bassin and Gross later for contrary suggesuons under dlﬂ'erenl conditions of

" readisiess.

Mairitenance, institutionalization. Runkel and Schmuck make only oné major
observation here: that maintenance of the OD program requires a team or cadre of
‘inside organizational specialists who will ‘operate as a built-in subsystem of OD
consultants: *n their own work in some school districts they have built the program

on the trainirg of OD cadres within the disu}clvwbo operate.in a stafT relationship ta- -

2z
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: —.renewal program with over 30 high schools in New York City. The entry issgeé.

. . . L
the needs of the organization (see Runkel & Schmuck, 1976,-and especially Schmuck
et al., 1977. chap. 12). S L
The other studies (cited abovg) of OD programs in school diStricts provide mostly

* supportive evidence. but also suggest some additional factors and alternative designs,
The Schmuck and ‘Runkel review framgwork——sla;l-ug. transition or initial opera-
tion. and' maintenance of institutionalization—is -useful for analyzing these other
studies. ' : o . : S e

(1): Entry and Start-up . - L -

Several of the studies throw pew Iighr on the question of organizationalreadiness.. °
In a general cc nmentary (i.e. not an empfrica! sludy).'gur and-Demb (1974)

" essentially take tne theoretical position that the congitions in urban school' systems
make it highly unlikely that. OD will even be-givef a try. Pressing task and crisis
issues. financial pressures to use resources for more angible needs (while OD is an

_ unproven commodity). lack of requited inlérdepgnd: e (no need for co_[!abo}alion.'

. oratleast presencé of high subsystem autonomy), and general mistrust and skeptici§m
that outside help and in particular OD help will be useful, aH mitigate against the
likely use of OD. If Derr and Demb’are correct, Schmuck and Runkel's conditions
for start-up—positive orientation to communication and Heboration, support from
administrators, begioning with process skills—do not e:'ix in" most city school
districts. Conway(Note 7) and Milstein (Note S) agree With Derr and Demb by
suggesting that n'ew_approqches to OD are necessary. which can work with educa-

» tional organizations characterized by “adversarial relations” (i... as in contemporary
urban educdtional systems). Alternative approaches (to that of Schmuck and Runkel) -

- in three of our case studies both identify and respond to the conditions in large cities - -

~ "(Scheinfeld 1979, Bassin & Gross. Note 1: Milstein. Note 5. Note 6; Conway, Note "~

- "7, Note 8). \ , ' , e

Bassin and Gross have established what appears to be a fairly successful OD based

which they raise, show some similarities to those identified by Schmuch and Runkel.
but also some essential differences. ' . : _
The similarities both in terms of assumptions and evidence are that administrative
support, especially by principals, is essentgl. So are focus on self-help, use of outside .
and inside consultants; widespread participation, systematic planning. data gathering,
and action (Bassin & Gross, p. 6-10). S '

- - The main difference at the e'nlry'siage (and in subsequent stages) concerns the
emphasis on rask and planning issues and on definite short-ierm results. Bassin and
Gross view entry (which is the first step in (heir 7step model) as one of convincing.
preparing, and negotiating with the principal and key stafl members to induce the -
belief that lheil; i_nvol\}'e‘meneriII' resul; in task-specific work with some' short-term
payoff, without Tajor financialcosts. Further, these expectations are formalized in.
specific terms: “The entry si¥ge is compteted by-the joint development. of a written -
Renewal design or outline™ (p. ). - _ o
-They refer to their task/short-term orientation as “practicality”: an assumption
“which deviates from traditional OD practice.” , : : e

.Practicality—In orcer to isixcceedj»n the complex urban-school setting l:g-newal must
~ above all else be practical. People™in.schools simply have no tolerafice for any .

o
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approach for improvement which cannot produce lan’giblc. practical results within a
. short time (6 months) and with a minimgal money investment. (p. 10)

DY . . -
Bassin and Gross so cite two other assumptions and orientations varying from
. those in traditional OD: One is that an outside catalyst (not the OD consultantz but
. an ex:ernzi to the school district agency) can be important. In their case it was an
+ organization of business people, the Economic Development Council (EDC) of New -
York City. The other factor concerns the emphasfs- on political skills of the OD
consuitant and the training process:, D '

.
.-

I'n addition to training people within the schools in the process of political skills
. itself, these consultants must have the ability to help negotiate . with occasional
- opponents of the Renewal process and to help enlist the.support of the administration
to o<rcome opposition. Sometinies the Renewal process meets with opposition from
the administration itself, in which case tha consultant must’ serve as an effective ~
" mediator. Without effective management of political opposition the process. is in -
jeapardy of dying. (p. !1) R o :
Perhaps the other major difference which should be mentioned is that Bassin and
*Gross represent one of the few cases where students are directly involved in the OD - -
program as trainees (but alsg see Schmuck, 1974). . : o
The work of Milstein and colleagues in the city of Buffalp raises similar issues; .
‘many in the-negative sefse (i.e., factors which were not or could not be overcome at
the entry stages). In May 1977. the Buffalo Public School District.was awarded a
_Federal grant (ESEA Title [V-C) 1o facilitate the implementation of a-court-ordered
de.ée'grégaliop program. [t involved reassigning children to schools “'so that all schools
. wouid reflect the approximate racial composition™ of the entire district. The grant
proposal was to cstablish and train an OD-based internal district team:of change
agents (called the School Improvement Résources Team—SIRT), which )woulq
facilitate desegregation as well as work on cther organizatiorally specific issues. The-
history of the start and entry of the project, amply described by Milstein (Note 6, p. .~
. 2-11). indicates a number of events or issues that inhibit successful entry. =
sFirst, Milstein discusses an issue to which we return throughout our study: the
need not only for support or approval from central and building administrators: but
for their active involvement in the process:

The central office’s support of SIRT, at thie general leyel has been constant, but lack- -
of involvement has meant, also, lack of: sensiyvity to the goals and processes.
employed. OD is ﬁol'somexﬁng‘lhal can be™‘explained,” it must be experienced. *.

1
Several examples are cited as to the lack of understanding and involvement. Just

. before the sclection of SIRT members the central leaders made a decision to keep all
central office personnzl on duty throughout the summer, which effectively prevented,
any central office personnel from being members of SIRT teams. Three weeks before
the training-was to begin, “central office plannérs unilaterally’ decided to establish ...

- small groups 6f administrators and teachers in each of nine schools that it felt would - -
. . - . - A4 - N
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be most affected by the desegregation effort” (p: 10). and assigned these nine groups
(called liaison teams) to be trained by SIRT in the summer. e

The selection of SIRT members was also an important issue. The procedure, used
meant that the most “committed” not necessarily the most representative or respected
members of district staffwere selected (pp. 6-7).

Some of the evils of external grants (which we follow up in the section on
maintenance) were evident from the start when the grant was awarded in May. and
the summer training session was due to commence in the summer, necessitating a
hasty application and selectian process for the team (Milstein..p. 5).

. . . L}
In sum. several of the ‘assumptions of effective entry and start-up seem to have

been violated in the Buffalo case: lack of specific support and involvement of central
and building administrators, excessively rapid start-up, inadequate communication
and participation in decisions about the nature of the program. or even whether to
do it at all. We would add an assumption of our own: total reliance on external
funds. (See also Cohen and Gadon. 1978, p. 63 for further indication that specific
and active forms of support by top management must be openly in place, especially
in small school systems.) ' )

Scheinfeld’s (1979) OD project in two large urban schools confirms many of the
findings of the previous case studies and emphasizes the need for different, more
issue oriented approaches to OD in urban settings. He suggests that OD. if it is to be
successful in-urban schools. must simultaneously intervens in three central aspects of
school life: the clussroom. the organizational climate of the school, and school-
community relations (p- 115). The author argues'lhal OD in schools needs to focus
on specific developmental goals for children in the classroom which teachers value.
if it is to move to-organizational climate issues. ~ .

The two schools in which:Scheinfeld worked also provide interesting support for

 the nature and importance of particular start-up conditions. In school 1. the area

superintendent gave geheral;informél agreement. and teachers agreed to participate

" in the project. which was wholly developed and funded by the external team. After

s.experiencing considerable.difficulty in ‘implementing the project. the external {eam

.

redesigned their start-up strategy in'school 2. In thie latter situation. they moved more .

slowly and explicitly to (a) obtain active. specific (material) support from the district
superintendent: (b) involve the principal as an-active partner.with the external team.
teachers. parents. and so forth; (c) carry out a needs assessment by the school and

community; (d) have the teachers, principal. and parents write the proposal for funds

containing specific goals: (e) establish.a short. rial renewable contract with the
school: and (f). have a workshop structure. based on teachers’ interests and supple-

- mented by follow-up with teachers on a one to one basis in the classroom (Scheinfeld.

1979.p. 117). The OD project was far mote successful and in a shorter period of time~

in school 2 compared with school 1. “

Py A

Keys".work in diﬁ'erenu&specls of an urban parochial school system (Keys, 1979;

Keys & Bartunek. 1979: Keys &-Kreisman. 1978) illustrates the complexity of

carrying out OD in ‘multiple schools in an urban setting. As usual, the active
participation of a central leader {Associate Superintendent of* Curriculum) was
needed. along with a careful, detailed. informative and participative selection process

-at each individual school in which staff decided whether they wanted to commit the

time and energy to the project. A task force selected (on the criteria of-readiness

P
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rather than urgency) nine of the 12 schools who applied to participate in the project .

(see Keys. 1979, p. "100). Other issues of readiness and subsequent impact of the
program on different schools are discussed below.
Cooke and Coughlan (1979) used an elaborate “Survey-Feedback. Problem Solv-

ing-and Collective Decision-Making Model™ to train school leaders and staff to_ _

promote faculty participation and ‘on-going problem-solving activities in the school.
Twenty-four elementary schools from five nonurban school districis in Northern
{llinois participated in a modified experimental design. One group of seven schools
received full treatment. a group of three received survey feedback only. and two
groups of seven schools 5erved as conlrols Seleclivily and condilions of suppon

(p. 84). The program had moderate success as we will report below. but the initial

" conditions of support and entry at the district and building level on the part of

principals were major explanatory variables in accounting for success.

Mohrman et al. (1977), using the same SF-PS-CD model. provide even more
convincing evidence on problems of support. and on the question of whether process-
oriented forms of OD by themselves are appropriate in large urban districts. They

.1denllhed the entry problems. which they encountered as lukewarm central admin-
istrator support. lack of participation by staff in deciding to initiate the program (the

decision was made by a central cabinet of administrators and principals). and a
prehistory of wasted attempts at innovation. Administraiors viewed the teachers as
wanting to put in as'little time as possible. and teachers viewed administrators as
having made decisions to.start many new ‘programs involving outside’ groups:
programs which led to very little Jbecause the district office attached little lmporlance
to them in’ terms of follow-through. On top of all this. the supennlendem left the
district before the program was started and “the interim supennlendenl agreed to

. cooperate. but withoyg enthusiasm™ (Mohrman et al.. p. 165). The one slight saving

{
grace was that eventually the decision to participate was made on a school by school
basis. with the outside consultants presenting information about the proposed pro-
gram to the staff {nine of 22 schools in the district decided to parlncnpale) In effect.,

success depending on the initiative of a few pringipals and teachers in a context of
mlnlmal central office support.and understanding. Under these conditions, many of
the nine schools participating encountered serious problems during- implementation
(see section 11). '

Discussion of entry conditions is conspicuous by its absence in the report i i the

training program launched by Coad et al. (1976) in four inner-city schools. The

training consisted of a 2-week preservice workshop in August for the staff of the four

.district-wide involvement was impossible under the conditions of entry. with future *

schools (the mornings were spent-on OD [goai setting. commumca}nons. problem-

. . A . . »
solving skills. ete.] and the afternoons on curriculum issues) and 4-day-long sessions

- interspersed through the school year. There is little discussion of entry conditions or

approaches other than the reference to the schools being “selected by acministrators.™

“The fack of impuct. in fact the negative impact (see section 111) may be traced to

inadequate attention to entry and other operali_ng characteristics reviewed in this
section. - -
Finally. Mllcs. Fullan. and Tdylor (1978a). in their study of 76 U. s. and Canadian

- v
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districts where OD had been in place for at least 18 months. found that the conditions
" which enabled the initiation of OD were most frequently associated with top
management support. commitment. and initiative: funding availability; the existence
of organizational problems: and the stimulation of inside change agents. They also

. noted. that the problems dealt with most frequently in early phases were those

mvolvmg organizational task issues and secondarily socioemotional and “output"
issues. ’ . ~ _

Fullan. Miles. and Taylor (1978c) also carried out three case studies. which showed
the critical role of central management in initiating and supporting OD progra:as
(for further dlscussmn of these case sludles see the following’ section on initial -
operauon) .

In summary. entry conditions and approaches are crucial to the subsequenl fate of
OD programs. The conditions of OD readiness and whether OD is appropriate for.
certain types of situations also indicate some guidelines. We leave a summary of
these conditions until the end of this section when we have reviewed all of the
operating characteristics. - :

. Issues of entry. of course. carry over into the initiation phase and lhe first year of
operauon. and several new issues become lmporlanl A !

) ) Transzlzon (Initial operation) - '

As we have seen. Runkel and Schmuck. in consndenng mmal operauon. referred
to amount of time. use of consultants. continuity of leaders. and sequence and pacing
of problems from initial skills training in communication and. problem solvmg to
structural- and ‘task -changes. Fhese ﬁndmgs and others will be reviewed in the ..
empirical studies that have been discussed in the previous section: (Milstein. 1978} °
Cohen & Gadon. 1978; Scheinfeld. 1979; Keys. 1979. Cooke & Coughlan. 1979:
Miles. Fullan, & Taylor. 1978a: Bassin & Gross. Note I; Coad et al.. Note 2).

"Bassin and Gross elaborate on the importance of focusing on task issues during
the initial-phases. with training being built into rather than preceding task work.

\“ ) s ) e e e
. Schmuck and Runkel's model utilizes intensive training'of school staff as an initial’
-step ... Renewal-utilizes a planning sequence as the first major intervention in a

school. and does training simultaneously as the planning cycle unfolds in the school

. The reason Renewal began. with actual problem-solving work rather than

intensive training is the lack of tolerance and time among inner city school personnel
for activities that do not generate lmmedlale langible results-{pp. 3-4)

Bassm and Gross emphasize the importance of working on specific tasks. although -

it should be stated that their case examples do not indicate that educational tasks are

a priority. Like Schmuck and Runkel. they indicate that “attention has turned to -

curriculum issues after the Renewal process has seemed reasonably secure™ (p. 81).
The task focus at the “beginning is likely to be on nighly specific. organizalional
problems. which affect the work life of the members of the school: security. relation- .
ship to custodial staff. and so forth. On the process/task balance it is worth noting in
passing that one of the major initial problems in the massive Louisville OD program.
was reported to be the emphasis on interpersonal skills and relallonshlps without
linking these to specific curnculum and classroom needs (see Doll. Love. & Levine.
I‘973 p- 526) - , : S

// : . ) . . (_




Other opu‘mnt, factors identified by Bassin and Gross tend to.support SChipuck
and Runkel's findings. They indicate that it is 1mporlanl to focus on entire subsystems
or systems, 'and that the school is the unit of change. The conditions for dyccess. *
according to Bassin and Gross. also depend on the presence and fulfillment of key
roles: the principal. an external change agent (called the renewal consultant). an
internal change apent (called the renewal coordinator). a core coordmaung and
decisionmaking group within the school. and the involvement of department heads.
“teachers. students'and parents. and corporate representatives from EDC. We do not
have the space to describe all these roles. In brief, it seemed important for the
principal to provide specific support (released time, etc.) and oversee communication
And assignment of responslbllmes 1t is noteworthy that in the evaluation of imple-
mentation there were more cases of the pnncnpal s playing a negallve or nonsuppor- .
tive role lh.m a supporq\vc one: ‘ - .

Typu.allv. the problem is that the principal is seen as failing to provnde sufficient
SUpPport to ensure lhe implementation of Renewal projects and plans. (p. 50) __

On the other hand. there were some examples in which principals were seen as
g effective. In these cases. the principal “made time and sought out Renewal people to
= keep informed.” “facilitated and initiated communication of Renewal activities to
. the faculty.” provided time through regular faculty meetings or conference days.
provided a small piece of the schools’ budget in the form of teacher time released,”
‘and “provided guidance in the development of feasible plans, approvcd the plans

and assured their 1mplemenlauon" (pp- 50-51).

The external consultant provided training and support to the principal ind inside
change agent and team with a view to having the inside group become independent
of the external consultant, that is. the emphasis was on establishing the internal
capability of the school leaders and staff. Bassin and Gross also note that no school .
had an effective program if the mlernal coordinator was not effective in relating to

“all the various subgroups in the school and community (see Porterfield and Porterfield
(1979) for self descriptions of their work as internal coordinators.in the project). The
role of the corporate represenlauve was to provide an ongoing relationship to the ;
business community and to help in obtaining additional external resources and

- funds.. . '

The question of the amount of llme necessary for renewal is also explicitly
addressed by the authors:

Renewal is not a one-shot intervention but rather a sustained cffort to help a school .
develop and improve. its own problem solving capacity. The first cycle of Renewal
(movement through the six stages of the model from entry to evaluation) takes
-+ anywhere from six months to a year. It usually takes two 1o three years to move. '
" Renewal beyond two levels within a school. The external Renewal consultant plans
1o stay with a school on an intensive (once: per week basis) for two or three years and
then move lo a maintenance (as needed) relallonshlp (Bassm & Gross p 26)

Regardmg the llme for pcople wnlhlme school, Renewal allempls lo minimize:

the time demands. In total; the time investment for the core group seems to be on the
» order of 60-90 hours per year—most of it on released time, 4Ilhough lhlS varies -
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according to eltfort. Thc rest of the staff is involved at various points dunng the year

using professional devclopmcnl conference time. but”the total time involved is
unspecified. Most Renewal work is carried out during school time except for some of
the work for core group members. Even with the emphasis on mrnrmrzrng time
demands excessive expendrlure of time was the most frequenlly cited prgblem by
stalf in’ rmplemenung the program.

" The nature of financial support for the program is another important fealure of
the use of OD. In the early years of the projecl (I974) each of the eight Renewal

schools (at the time) received 3.5 positions for teacher released time-and $10,000—

$20.000 per yéar for research and development. Funds came from the federal
~government (NIE) and the New York City Board of Education. Currently, Renewal

schoals each receive oné-fifth to one-half of a position from the Board, and $57

from the EDC. There are.two major issues here. One is that there has been a major
shift towaid minimizing external funds: the financial support from EDC is small.
The individual school must support the program with only a small amount of support
from the Board and from EDC. The second issue is that the minimal support makes

it difficult 1o involve very many of the staff for any given meeting or event.

This scems to be especially problematic because the program began with subslanlral

~ external funds, whi(‘.h have now been draslrcally cut. Bassin and Gross point out:
d toe h { t

Those people who aré now aboul to embark on the Renewal process without exlernal ;

funding are likely to find it easier than those who had the funds. learned to use them
.. producllvely and then suﬂ'ered the IoSs (p-47) . .

’
'

As we turn to Milstein's work mosl of the transitional problems follow from the

" entry and start-up issues identified if the previous section, so we need only tefer 10

them here. By the end of the first week of its summer (raining the SIRT team had

" lost five of its 16 mémbers. Although the individual reasons seemed valid, the

problem secmed parlly due. to ‘the rapid start. overload of responsibilities, and in
general the ineffective decisionmaking and support relationship between the central
office feaders and the SIRT program. Second. the rapidity and confuston of the start-
up resulted in overdependence on'the outside consultant who found himself doing
specific designing for school based activities. “It also appears to have set a pattern of
team dependency. requiring that I continue that role” (Milstein, Note 6. p- 13
Cohen and Gadon (1978), in formulating_propositions from their case. sludy
reinforce many of the findings we have been discussing: the importance of the
consultant’s relating equally to different subgroups: the need for demoralized groups

‘o have early success. if- change is 1o be sustained: feelings of inzdequacy and

dependence when system members’ perceive consultants as superior. Cohen and
Gadon, as did Bassin and Gross, suggest that explorlrng power relationships may be
neccssdry depending on the condrlrons exrslrng in the system:

When there is much mistrust and suspicion among members of a client syslem. use

of existing power. relationships in the early (days of the project can heip to gel the,
project started; wrlhoulfpermanenl negative consequences (p-73) '

.

However, they stress that rnmal power related decrsrons must be’linked to subse-

quent’ participation, and-to an -understanding.of the purpose and natureof the
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" to achieve it. (p 75)

-project. On the former, Cohen and Gadon ads cate an ekﬁit “trial contract where
some forms of initial involvement may be required with subsequent frée- choice after
sufficient data have been acquired by participants. Regarding'the underslandmg of
the project, Cohen and Gadon indicate that understandmg by leadership should be *™-
“specific-(not just, as in Milstein’s case, going-along in general), es;pecnally if major
organizational change is expected: - . , =

to alter leadership slyle from authoritarian to participative a manager is likely to
need a conceptual model that clarifies the value ofchanged behavior and the means

" There were several operaung features of the OD approach employed by Scheinfeld
(1979) that accounted for initial success. in the second urban school in which they
worked: the one-to-one help at the classrooni level (i.e., a focus on practical
educational issues), as well as work at the organizational climate and school-com-

" munity levels the establishment of a clear, short-term renegotiable contract; the use

of full-time 'teacher advisors; on-going, weekly relationships with teachers in the
school including workshops and one-to:one contact;. an incremental approach to
change starting with relaiively small successes and gradually moving to more -
comprehensive efforts; involvement of parents in concretedaily activities (as distinct
from general decnsnonmakmg or advisory roles), although the issue of “political”
versus “‘service’ .roles of parents is quite complicated. Reflecting the “catch 22"
character of OD (organizations that have certain OD capacities to begin with are
more llkely to benefit from further OD), Scheinfeld (p. 121) states that effective OD

- and teacher development depends on three organizational climate factors: thej quality
" of working relationships among teachers (collaboration, trust, etc.), partncrpatlon by

teachers in decnsnonmaklng, and the relationship between principal and teachers (“no .
doubt the key relationship.in the overall climate of the school” p. 121)._In contrasting
the two schools in which' Scheinfeld’s group worked, the different roles of the two -
principals seemed a major cause of sub§equent success or failure. Finally, ongonng '
active involvement at the-district level was’ important: in -one school (the less
“successful) the district supennlendent gave general endorsement; in the other school

. (the more successful) the district superintendent participated actively “in planning -
_and evaluation, contributed the services of district resource personnel, allocated
- - neceéssary material resources, and provided released time for teachers” (p. 122).

Keys worked on different aspects of OD with several different schools in the school
system of the Archdiocese of Chicago, Keys and Bartunek (1979) carried out a goal -

- focus/process skills intervention in seven elementary. schools. One of the basic -

features was the training or 8-member principal-teacher teams from each school who -
in- turn conducted tralmng in their schools. The training involved two in-service
worksl\ops, 3 and 2 days in length, with a focus on interpersonal and, organlzatlonal
skills, .goal analysis, and conflict utilization. These were followed by bnef training
sessions in each school conducted by team members. The results of the intervention .~
(which are reported in section III) indicated moderate success including the diffysion
of training to-new staff members. This study confirms some of our earlier findings:
the important role of central administration in supporting the project; the active role
of the’ principal, and the multiplier effect of the training of insiders (by an external
consultant) to function as relatively self-sufficient internal trainers of others! The
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time commitment seems comparatively small, but may be underreported. More
details are given in related studies by Keys (1979) and Keys and Kreisman (1978).
The characteristics of a parochial compared to-a public system may also have been
“more tonducive to OD once it was endorsed by leaders.""

Itis not clear whether Keys' (1979) study involved all of the same schools as in the
Keys and Bartunek report. The Work is based in the same district. and at least some.
new schools are invglved as welpas different foci and additional time lines. The study
suggests operating conditions for OD essentially in line with our previous observa-
tions, and adds material on interschool support mechanisms. For example. in addition
to the basic workshops, the use of a league or network or schools was central to the
design. and the nine schools were selected based partly on their willingness to
participate in the network: an intensive in-service training program was established

innovations was the focus; and the design was adapted to allow s¢hool clusters with
mutual interests to work on dive;gle'nl goals. - ' . .
*-._Finally. Keys and Kreisman report on their work in three schools. Again it is not
clear whether these overlapped with the schools in-the previous two studies {they
probably did).-but much of the focus was different: it related the OD program ‘to
impact on’ classroom -climate and grade level. We can briefly comment. on the
operating characteristics, which included 8 days of OD training, follow-up consul- . -
tation and:in-service courses. The principal andstaff in one of the three school¢ were
initially ambivalent about adopting OD premises, achieved less success and even-

Lually withdrew. The other two were successful as we report later.

7 Cooke and’Coughlan (1979) and Mohrmaa et al. (1977) ‘used the same OD
problem-solving model in two different sets of school districts. In -addition to
reporting the usual finding‘that school-by-school success varies according to the -

©. principal (and recommending active involvement-and OD training for principals in
the projeé), the two sets of studies provide interesting contrasts. Cooke and Coughian
Teportmore success in working with small city districts than do Mohrman et al. in
-orking with a large urban district. Conditions for readiness and propensity.to make
~12'sustained effort varied considerably in the two projects. The model used does not
< primarily\addregs practical educational issues per se as do the Bassin and Gross and

‘Scheinfeld approaches in similar large scale urban settings. In-other words, schools

"in Iz{rge urban situations may not have the time.<energy or motivation to participate
mpi'oces's oriented OD. if it does not demonstrate some short-term practical payoff

+on issues oficongern to the staff. while schools in smaller urban districts may be less

“insistent on.immediate-payoff. ) : ‘ _

# Toelaborate further on the Mohrman et al. experiénce: sihce the problems of start-

T up were severe and unresolved. resistance and skepticism by district administrators

~i-and staff affected the various training phases: the'trai ing/orientation of principals .

" and of teacher leaders (in' the nine schools which hna‘fopied,lo participate) and the —:
relation of principals to teacher leaders and school staff. Data on the implementation

of ‘the program (i.e.. the‘degrg_e_e to which staff members of the schools used llhe-

S E
- [
"

Keys (1979) discusses some of these conditions: a more homogenous and optimistic value . =~
-orientation among staff. less turbulence, and presence of debilitating urban problems faced by
- public schonls, ete. ’ ’ : :

)
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process model, etc.) corroborated the existence of uneven follow-through in using the
program. Only four of the eight elementary schools employed the process guidance
(the problem solving) model during the first year of implementation. During the
second year, the one high school and-one of the eight elementary schools dropped
out of the program, while only three of the other seven schools actually implemented

the program (Mohrman et al., p. 174). In the one school where the program worked -

best, the authors state that four factors were responsible: (1) the principal let the staff
know that he was highly in favor of the program, and reinforced their problem-
< solving efforts, (2) participation in program meetings was voluntary (and resulted in
100 percent attendance), (3) the school leader took special measures to communicate

*..with and invclve all staff, and (4) the school was small (18 tcachérs) with no great

divisiveriess (Mohrman et al., p. 180). Looking at all their schools, the authors also

add: = : i o ' )

even when teachers were neither divided or predisposed against the program, ncgatiﬁ

or uncertain attitudes of the principals led the faculties to doubt jhe legitimacy of the
' problem-solving groups. (p. 182) . '

As in the previously reported studies, the respect and objectivity of the in_tcma]
staff leader (a teacher j;lcctcd for that role) was important in the successful school—

as before, this shool began with a relatively simple specific problem before proceeding
to more complex issues. There was the tieed for somu: fnitial “success” before the

. slower, more compléx process of the complete problem-solving model could. be .

entertained. . .
Tise role of finances'is once again instructive. The program was supported-by NIE

with released time and other operating expenses of the program being more or less "

totally paid for by these external funds. Apparently, school districts will go along

with external OD programs that “pay the shot”, but under these circumstances may

not have the commitment or understanding necessary to implement them.
The initial operating characteristics are not described in any detail by Coad et al.
(Note 2). The OD consultants met with each staff, described the program and asked

for volurtary pafticipation; 71 percent agreed.to participate. Although participation . '

was volsntary, it appears that the presence of the program in the particular four
schools was désignated by administrators without consultation. The lack of partici-

pation by 29 percent of, the staff may be connected to the initial entry strategy.(or

lack of strategy) and is one of the possible reasons the authors cite -for program

. failure.. There is no reference to the support or involvement of administrators. The

authors also note that the éight external cohsultants did not operate as a team (thev
used their own particular approaches rather than implementing the design). The

program implementation as it turned out “may well have been a fragmented, less .

intensive experience for the four faculties than was suggested by the earlier description
of the program” (p. 13). We also find out that the four ad hoc day-long follow-up
sessions during the year ‘may not have provided adequate time for any meaningful

renewal of commitment, further development of skills or activities relating to the oD -

" emphasis” (p. 13). Thus, the OD effort was not “sustajned” during the period of
implementation. Rather, the program operated in'a series of brief, discontinuous
sessions. The lack of any internal change agents or consultants (at either the building

)

“not identified with any particular subgroups” (p. 183). Again _
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or district level) and the lack of coordination at the district level point to the absence
of other operating factors that are crucial to both the transitional’and institutionali-
zation stages. Finally, the costs of the program and source of funding are not
explained, but- there is an allusion to federal assistance, and the phrase “well
financed™ is used (p. 14). , S : ' -

Miles, Fullan, and Taylor (1978a) collected extensive data from their sémple"'on'
operating characteristics. The 76 programs studied used outside consultants (median
number, 3, with the most salient one spending about. 15 days) over a 3-year period,
and many more inside conspltants (median.number, 12, with the most salient one
spending 200 days). The insiders were primarily line managers, with little or no
formal or informal training in the’conduct of OD programs, and little or no linkage
1o othef OD professionals.' - ' :

As the programs proceeded, task-oriented and output-oriented concerns remained
high, while socioemoliqﬁél issues received less attention. . :

About half the districts had district level coordinators, an OD steering group, and
released time available to support the effort. Specially trained cadres and building-

. level coordinators were rarer. Training manuals (cf. Schmbuck et al., 1977) proved the
most crucial sort of materials. The operating dollar costs involved varied widely, but

the median amount spent annually was only $5-10,000, a very modest amount. The
time costs were more substantial: about .10 days per year for at least a quarter of the
total staff. Only about half the programs had a formal evaluation attached to-them, -
and few of these were systematic or thoroughgoing.

The three case studies (Fullan, Miles, & Taylor, 1978c) revealed further details .
about the specific operation of OD programs in schools: one case was a cembined .
-survey feedback and professional-development approach in a large urban district
(Winnipeg, Manitoba); the second was an MBO-linked approach in a moderate-sized .
suburban U.S. district (Adams County, Colorado); and the third was a curriculum-
based approach in a small rural district (Garden City, Kansas). Many themes from

. the 76-district study were recorifirmed in the cases, particularly the roles of top-

management support needed for program’ initiation, the need for structural and

’educational task emphasis, the importance of strong and sustained inside change -

-agent presence and the low dollar cost and high time costs. But some neéw themes
appeared: (1) the importance of a clear, coherent program vision, accompanied by
careful front-end planning; (2) the possibility that OD programs are easier to launch

- when the external environment is not turbulent; (3) the importance of a close working

partnership between a sophisticated inside change agent.and the top manager of the
district; (4) the idea that the OD program is not an “add-on™ but a “way of life” in |

~ the district; and (S5) the importance of “multiplier” effects achieved by outsiders’

steady attention to the training of jnternal trainers.

.

(3) Maintenance (or Institutionalization) . .

We have already foreshadowed the main issues concerning institutionalization of

Y -

" Miles, Fullan, and Taylor (1978a) also conducted a siudy of 308 copsultants who had
carried out OD with schools in the U.S. and_Canada, about two-thirds based outside school .
districts. Strikingly, only about half had received formal training through university or NTL .
Institute auspices. Abou1 one quarter were university-based. The average consultant spent only

15-20 days annually in work with schools.

29



the OD programs in the school district empirical studies, which we can now briefly
state. Bassin and Gross claim that after four years some of the schools are movigg -
toward maintenance: ‘ ) ‘ '

~ The final step of Renewal is inslilulionalizaiidn, the ultimate goal of the Renewal
_process. Of the twelve schools in the sample'for the Assessment, only three have

institutionalized thé Renewal process. Those three schools had all participated in the

" program for more than three years. Institutionalixation was manifested by an effective

recycling of entry and implementation, bolstered. by all the other steps of the process!
(p-75) ‘ o : : . :

THe other OD projects show similar positive or negative evidence that the quality

of the entry and initial operation stages determine the longevity of the OD effort.
Within the first 2 years, schools that have participated on weak bases invariably drop
out or lose interest (e.g.. Mohrman et al., 1977; Céad et al., Note 2). others with’
st{onger starting bases and sustained attempts to train insiders and build in OD as an
ongoing part of the district’s work take at least two years to implement the programs,
and seem to take 4 or 5 years before OD can be considered as reasonably well
institutionalized." o o

* Miles, Fullan, and Taylor (1978a) found that 78 percent of their U.S.-Canadian
sample of districts expegted more or less institutionalized continuation (recall that all
had had g)Jpinimum of 18 months of sustained work). The most frequent explanations
offered were results obtained, commitment and hard work, and top’ management
support. Regression analyses showed that large-scale, heavily funded OD programs
were -less. likely to become institutionalized (4. finding echoed -in Berman and
McLaughlin's (1977) study of federally-supported change programs). Other correlates
of institutionalization included the presence of strong structural-change emphasis (as
contrasted with lraining‘of individuals), focus on educational issues, use of training,

" materials and manuals, and minimal reliance on outside charige agents. Generally
. speaking, it appeared in,these.districts that firm institutionalization of OD programs
. could be ‘expected-to take 4 to 5 years. ’ : '

~

Summary -

We can sum up our knowledge about the use of OD programs in school districts,
based on the studies just reviewed: Effective entry is critical, and depends on strong +
specific ‘support from ‘top management. Either a certain level of organizational

readiness must exist, or the OD program must be designed/presented in a way which_
convinces S'c,hoc_)I people that it istask ‘relevant, practical in the short run, and not
unduly costly in‘time or money. On the other hand, Rurikel and Schmuck (1974,
1976) provide strong a'nd convincing evidence’ that a minimum time expenditure’
(upwards of 4-perscn days per staff) is important to warn people about. There must
be some willingness to invest a certain amount of time and energy. Moreover, OD
$0st some money, and programs that are totally dependent on outside money
will lik§ly not receive the commitment from the beginning. Some financial investment
™ There are not many documented examples of institutionalized oD in schools, but some.of -
Runke! zlng Schmuck's (1976) cises, and Adams. County (Fullan, Miles, & Taylor, 1978c)
approximate this. ' '

v.

T30

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

S
o~

.l




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘effective change decis

4

of the district.and the schools (and here we are not 1alking about large sums) \buld
seem to be an accurate indicator of potential success of the program. Decisionmaking
about whether to become involved in an OD program is somewhat complicated. It
appears that different routes are possible depending on the conditions. Ideally. early
participatian by all administrators and staff is best. There is some evidence. however.
that administrators and teachers could be involved in some prestart OD activities as
a precondition to decisicns to participate at 2 later time during the early transition
phase. Also, political skill and orientation to working with the power relations in the
setting is explicitly advocated by some authors (see also Beer. 1976).

Duting the transition or initial use, active involvement. support, and understanding

of the program by top management. and by principals are essential. When this was

present (Runkel & Schmuck. several aspects of Keys: Scheinfeld. I979 Bassin &

‘Gross. Note 1) the programs seem io have gotten off to a ‘good start. When ‘it-was

absent (Milstein. 1978; Mohrman et al, 1977; Coad et al. Note 2). the program
expenen’éed problems or went nowhere. Sustained training and work over a period
of 2 years alsb seems necessary for implementing oD programs during the lransmon
phase. The establishment and use of internal OD consultants (preferably with liaisoh
or involvement responsnbxlllles at the school level as well as at the level of coordinating
the district effort) combined with proactive - uat’of ‘external consultants is also
important. Programs that do not build this internal capacity. and/or that build up a
dependency on one or more external consultants are probably heading for trouble.

‘(Harvey, 1975.°p. 4 and Weisbord. 1977. p. 6 also stress the-point that the external

OD consultant should not be viewed as or operate as a change agent. His or her job
is 1o enhgnce the capabilities of internal managers and other personnel 10 make
%{ls within-their own organuauon a claim which makes a

great deal of sense.) -
Prospects for longer term msmuuoral:zauon (e.g.. after the first 2 years of aclnvnly)
can be traced to the previous'two phases. If active involvement of administrators. use
of -district funds (as opposed to total reliance on external funds). interaction of OD
with educational issues of concern to teachers and administrators. and development

of internal consultant capabilities at the coordination and school levels have not been

the foci of the entry and transition phases. it is unlikely that the program will survive
beyond the first 2 years or so. If it does survive, institutionalization will be achieved

when OD becomes a standard part of the district budget. run largely by internal staff
- who continue to train others. and when it permeates the system asan indistinguishable

part of organizational life.

Conclusion”

By way of conclusion. it is important lo;relurn to the questions of readiness
conditions and OD’s appropriaieness for public service agencies such as schools. We
have found enough variety of appllcatlons and examples of success to indicate that
OD in pnncnple can be useful to school districts, but several qualifying or contin-
gency-based obsérvations should be made. Classical OD (organizational process and
problem. oriented approaches as in Schmuck & Runkel. Cooke & Coughlan. etc.)
seem to depend on fairly stable environmental conditions. and a certain level of =

favorable attitude and initial propensity for collective problem soiving. Thus.. lh_is'"
‘form of OD probably does not represent the most appropriate strategy for change in




Y

turbulent urban school districts. Second, alternative OD designs which place equal

- (or initially. primary) emphasis on concrete educational issues may be appropriate if

endorsed by top administrators. and if introduced in a way which both demonstrates
its payoff. and provndes for short- term renewal‘gle pamcnpalnon»d‘ecnslons

B. Overwem and Comparanve Reviews of oD

Allhough there are no comprehensive empirical research reviews 5f OD in schools.
(hence our own review). there have been a number of recent good overviews and
Lomparauve reviews of OD in general. Our intent is to-review in this settion the
issues concerning the operating characteristics of OD, and to suspend until section
H1 the guestion of the assessment or impact of OD. The main overview studies
relevant to this review are Alderfer (1977), Bowers (1973, 1977), Bowers, Franklin.
and Pecorella (1975), Dunn and Swierczek (1977), Franklin (1976), Friedlander and
Browa (1974). Margulies, Wright. and Scholl (1977), Morrison (1978). Neilsen and
Kimberly (1976). Pasmore and King ( 1978), Pate, Nielsen, and Bacon (1977), Porras
(1979). Porras and Berg (1978), Porras’and Patterson (1979).

Friedlander and Brown (1974) in one of the earliest reviews, classnfy oD broadly
‘as being directed at either the human processual aspects, or the techno-structural -

aspects of the organization. By and large our review leaves out the OD research on

sociotechnical systems per se (job desngn job'enlargement, job enrichment), because
these techniques have not been used in schools as such (although we have included
cases where structural and job changes are involved, such as Schmuck et al., 1975).
Friedlander and Brown list three different types of human processual approaches to
OD: survey feedback, group ‘development (team building). and intergroup develop-
ment. They cite evndence that survey feedback by .itself (without follow-up and
internal supporl) " does not seem to lead to change and that collaborative mvolveme;n
of participants and consullanls with a focus on specific action sleps are necessary.
.Team building examples of OD provided little data on the’ conditions df effective
~ use, and.even less on the impact of team building  group on the team’s relauonshlp
to the rest of the orgamzauon. Similarly, there were only limited data on.the ~
operating charcteristics and 1mpacl ofmlergroup intervention.

Friedlander and Brown (1974) do summarize some of the first examples of
comparative research in OD. For example, Bowers' (1973) s,cmpanSOﬂJ:flne eﬂ'ecls
of four types of OD (xurvey feedback, interpersonal process consultation, task process’
consultation. and i. "-oratory training) and two control types (data handback and no
treatment) in 23 organizations is cited. Impact on various organizatioral aspects was
-assessed over time (criteria included impact on such aspects as comimunication,
.decisionmaking, leadership support, goal emphasis, peer relationship. and satisfac-
tion). The results indicated that survey feedback was associated with the greatest
number of changes, interpersonal process consultation was also high on impact, task
consultation was Reutral,;and laboratory training, no treatment, and data handback
were associated with a decline on most measures. These findings warrant three’
comments. First, most of the results are compatible with our earlier-observations: for

@

- example, laboratory training by itself can lead-to negative impact. Second, although

survey feedback can lead to pusitive impact. we know that this depends on a number

" This corresponds to what Bowers' (1973) labels “dataVEandback ™
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of other operating characteristics such as careful problem-solving efforts and supports. _

defined by Bowers as part of survey feedback. The fact that Bowers’ results were
positive is possibly associated with the fact that all of the cases of survey feedback .
were carried out by Bowers and his colleagues (i.e.. relatively homogeneous and
presumably effective operating characteristics were in- practice): Third. the finding
on neutral impact of the task approach is contradictory to -other_data we have
presented (e.g.. Bassin-& Gross. Note 1. who advocate the need for 4 task focus in
schools). We are more inclined to agree with these other dala because'they are more
recent (1978 is different than 1966. when Bowers commenced his project. Currently
there is a more urgent concern for task and short-term payofT. at leastin schools.).
they are based on studies in schools (business organizations and schools may differ).
“and they are more specific. (We know the operating characteristics of Bassin and
Gross’s model. but not of Bowers' task appraach. Furthermore, the fact that Bowers

is an advocate of survey .feedback compounds the quesiion .of whether the task

approach was as homogeneous. or was carried out as toroughly as the survey
feedback approach)." In a later review Bowers (1977. p. 59-60) describes three'cases
of success. and summarizes their common themes: the cen'panies made resources
available, the program was integrated with ‘exjsting roles au. . structure, the effort was
carefully introduced. evaluation was emphasized. consultant style emphasized knowl-
edge transmission and feedback of data on performance. some degree of survey
feedback was used: substantial-improvements took 2 to 3 years to appear. All of
these findings are quite.consistent with our earfier review of school district empirical
" studies. - o S R -
Pasmore and King (1978) carried out their own longitudinal comparative _suidy of
different OD approaches in working with a national food processing company. They
designed the intervention in a way that would enable them to make three compari-

sons: (1) the impact of survey feedback alore. (2) the impact of survey -feedback .

combined with sociotechnical change. and (3) ihe tmpact of survey feedback com-
.bined with job design. The restlts of the study are summarized in section IIL. but we
note here that it is one of the few documented studies of longer term OD: it took
place over a period of 2!2 years, .

In classifying the themes and techniques-of OD. Alderfer (1977) refers to five
- different approaches:'” téam building, survey feedback. structural approaches, envi-
ronmental interfaces (working across organizational boundaries). and cognitive
development (focus on the cognitive orientation. of the individuals within the

~

" Margulies et al. (1977 p. 438) make a similar critique of\the Bowers study: (1) lack of

comparability-between groups, (2) inadequate diagnostic process ‘yrior to the various interven-

tions. (3) unclarity as_to whether-it was expected that lab trainirg Would improve the situation
in the total organization. and (4) unclarity as to the “total” situation\n each of the comparison
groups. . . o ]
. ""We should note that Alderfer's list. like many others describir!OD strategies. mixes up
the organizational foci of attention (e.g.. teams and environmental interface) and the inftervention
mode (e.g.. survey feedback. and structural approaches). Schiauck .ad Miles (1971) have
* separated these. and added a third dimension (diagnosed probler-  <h as decisionmaking, role
definition). The three dimensions can be displayed in an 3D cune” within which any particular -

" OD strategy can be placed.” - .

v
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organizatioh)."‘ He claims that OD isno longer concern{ed.jdsl with small group and

. irlerpersonal processes. but with a wide range of organizational and environmental

issues.(Alderfer. 1977. p 210). Forecasting some of the concerns we raise in secuon
I, Alderfer states that few of the techniques have been evaluated.

Franklin (I976) in a funher vxammauo'r of the data from Bowers’ sample (with
two organizations added) represgns one of the first examples of more specific
‘analytical comparisons of OD in operation. He compares OD in 11 organizations
that had successful OD programs with OD in 14 organizations that had unsuccessful
programs. Success and unsuccess were based on changes in.16 survey indices (climate,

~ practices,. leadership behavror satisfaction, etc.). Franklin was able to investigate
~ cight different calegones of operating characteristics, most of which are familiar and

relevant to our review: (1) chdracteristics of the environment, (2) characteristics of

the organization. (3) initial contact with outside consultant, (4) formal entry proce-_"%

dures. (5) data gathering.activities. (6) characteristics of internal change agents. (7)
chatacteristics of external ch:inge agents, and (8) exit procedures Most of the results
corroborate .our earlier review of empirical studies in schools. The most appllcable
results, seen in successful cases were: the organization had an innovative reputation:
there was prior' contact with external consultants; specific rather lhan general
problems were expressed: there was a commitment to syrvey feedback top managers ,
extended greater support to the effort: introctiti~n of the program as part of a lolal
development effort rather than as an add-m - th 21 was commitment 1o no more than
4 years of development work on the parti. 1:r g c;ect: internal change agents were

- carefully selected (but, interestingly the quasiy of previous change agent training

was inversely related to success, with the most successful ones being trained for the. .
first time for the development effort at hand, in skills of diagnosing and prescribing:
specific interventions). In addition, change agents in the unsuccessful organizations
were more likely to_be members of personnel departments. No differences were
found regarding the characteristics of external change agents. Another puzzling
finding was that pace, attitude of upper level managcrs'loward project termination,
and reasons for termination (on the basis of perceived project failurey did not vary
between the successful and unsuccessful cases.

In summarizing. "ranklm states that three general afeas seem to differentiate
success from lick of success: growth or change in the environntent, specific interests

" and commitment by top management, and careful selection of internal change agents

who possess assessment-prescriptive skills (see Franklin, 1976, p. 480-490 for addi-

.tional discussion). These three sets of findings are largely compauble or not incon-

sistent with our previous results.'” The findings on termination remain a puzzle, but
the particular variables we identified earlier were not directly measured (internal,
capabililv versus dependcnce. source of ftnancing). The finding on the skills of
y's work ;‘974 1978a.b). Tichy and Hornstein (1976). and 7 ic‘n)' and Nisberg (1976)
on’the Lognitive orientation of consultants fits this approach. . .

r Mo ofl Rpirical studies of OD in scHools provided no daia on cnvrronmcmar changes.
Miles, and Taylor, ( 1978a.b. c)‘suggcslcd that cnvnronmcmal slablhly

have a guatamccd market! and environmental changes lcnd to make for stress and dlsrupuon.
rather- lhan driving orgamzauonal changc clTorts .
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internal change agents as indicated by Franklin is-consistent with Bowers. Franklin,
and Pecorella’s (1975) analysis that intervention should vary depending on whether
the main problem concerns information, skill or structural factors.
~ Margulies. Wright. and Scholl (1977) continue the expansion of more sophisticated
analytical comparisons of OD efforts. They reviewed the literature between 1964 and
" 1976 and classified 30 cases of six types of OD intervention: organizational sensitivity

training (e.g.. laboratory training). team building, survey feedback. job redesign.’

_sociotechnical, and structural (the latter refers to changes in the management system).
which reported systematically collected data on-OD research results. At the outset.
they remark that despite the hundreds of reports on OD in.the literature. only 30
conformed to their criteria'(e.g.. based on direct research, employed a before/after
and control design. etc.)’ We-leave aside a close look at the impact of the six
interventions until section 111 in order to consider first- the findings on operating

‘

characteristics. First. they do not draw any firm cqnclusions about laboratory training

- because variations in'operation were not known. akd the effects of other simultaneous

changes were not known. Their assessment of the most successful characteristics of
team building programs sounds familiar: ‘ ‘

(1) the need for a thorough diagnostic process to determine:the appropriateness of

using the team building technique, (2) the need for voluntary and/or participative

involvement in the decision to use team building. . .and (3) the need to establish in-

house capability to sustain and support team-building efforts as the need arises. (p.
37) ) ) ' '

h Regafding survey feedback. Margulies et al: conclude that the six‘sludies lhey.‘

reviewed “cannct answer the question of what conditions survey feedback works best
under or who benefits most from the intervention—the management or operatives,”
but that “survey feedback is a valuable siasting point in the diagnostic process™ (p.
439). o ' }',

As 1o the other three types of OD. there are no new clear findings applicable to
our review. ) ' ‘

Pate. Nielsen, and Bacon (1977) conducted a similar comparative review of 38 OD
research studies (18 of the 30 Margulies et al. studies are included in the Pate et al.
review). However, they used different comparison variables. Instead of comparing
types of OD. they used more analytical categories relating to types of variables that
characterized the studies. Eight dimensions were compared: length of study time (less

- than a year. or longer); extent of organizational inVolvement; nature of intervention
(this is the variable used by Margulies et al; thoughthe categories are rot totally
identical they do show considerable overlap); nature of independent variables; nature
of dependent variables; referent measures; statistical analysis; and research design.
“This study adds no new information other than to reinforce the conclusions that OD
involves a variety of intérventions. and a variety:of independent and dependent
variables that are not clearly correlated empirically; that the appropriateness and

conditions under which different interventions should be used is not known: and

n Only one of'the 30 cascs.involvcs schools (Schmuck_& Runkel's work) reflecting the late

development of OD in sthools. As we have seen. several more cases in school districts have

been carried out and written up since 1976.
! :
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that there is limited evaluative information on intervention impact, with most of the
existing data based on questionnaire reports. _

. In an award-winning paper (1976 Douglas McGregor Award), Dunn ard Swier-
czek (1977) carried out one’ of -the more complete reviews of case stuniies of :
organizational change €fforts. They reiterate the charge that despite a large amount
of reséarch literature on organizational change, there is little knowledge about the

- relationship between theory and practice. They used a grounded theory approach to
do a content analysis of 67 case studies drawn from the literature since 1945 on OD,
sociotechnical design, paricipative management, and institution-building. The sam-
ple was selected by stratifying cases on three dimensions: (1) type of organization

(economig/service/commercial), (2) societal type (modern/modernizing), and (3)
outcome (successful/unsuccessful). They ended up with 67 cases that met the criteria
and contdined adequate empirical data on the independent and dependent variables
on which they proposed to test some leading hypotheses in the change literature. The
1z independent variables included such familiar items as type of organization, .
environment, change agent orientation, and mode of intervention. The two dependent
variables were effectiveness (reported impact no matter who reported it, e.g., case
writer, clients) and degree of adoption, (i.e.. degree of institutionalization). They
tested 11 well known hypotheses using cross-tabulations. . :

" Theé upshot of their research was that only three of the 11 hypotheses received
support, while several other prominent ones did not. In brief: results supporizd the
hypotheses that (1) change efforts that are collaborative {between change agent and
client) are much more successful than those that are unilateral (change agent
determinés goals), delegative (delegated sub-group or organization determines goals), -
or subordinate (ciient determines goals); (2) participative change agent orientation
(involvement of the client in planning, diagnosing, etc) is moderately associated with
effectiveness compared to nonparticipative orientations (expert or technical based),
and (3) participative change efforts (OD and participative management)_are more

effective than nonparticipative ones (sociotechnical or socioorganizational design—
though in principle, these latter methods do not preclude pafticipation).

Some of the main hypotheses that received little or no support were surprising, -
For example, change efforts by internal change agents are not more successful than -
those by externals.' Nor was stability of environment, type of organization (economic
versus service), or mixed versus single change focus™ strongly associated with
outcomes. The only one of these that is.really out-of line with our previvus findings
is mixed versus focussed.?’, We would expect that efforts that simultaneously ad-

-

1% Note that this referred 1o either one change agent or the other—collaboration between
insider consultants and outsiders was not mcasured, but may be partially inferred from the

three other hypotheses that were supported. * s
# »Single” change focus meant human, technological. structural, or task emphasis, while
*mixed” included two or more of these. o . .

! The change agent hypothesis is not well tésted because it fails to measure combined insider/
outsider forms;and thus does riot even consider proactive use of outsiders by insiders; type of
organization (cconomic versus service) is not necessarily a good indicator if “perceived” success
is the criterion, and in any case success probably depends more on the various operating
characteristics (way in which the program has been introduced and impiemented) rather than
the type of-organization. Finally, a close look at the stability ef environment finding shows that

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~

dressed the relationship between different aspects of the orgamzauou would be more
effective. The evidence was in the direction expected (mlxcd focn accountcd for more
successes) but was weak.

Dunn and Swierczek’s (1977) research, as the authors thenseives stalc. should be
viewed with considerable caution—variables are crudely measured, and the number
‘of cases is sma!'..The study does show promising lines of research, provides support
for some of ¢ . previous findings, is not strongly incompatible with them, but all jn
all probably says more about the weaknesses of existing orgamzatlonal (mcludmg
OD) theory and research than anything else.

Morrison's (1978) review of 26 OD studies, which included cvaluatton. componcnts,
. revealed two main problcms relevant to our interest in operating characteristics.

First, Mortison questions (as we discussed in section I). whether many activities

“labelled OD are really OD at all. Morrison. (p. 64) found that only three of the
twenty-six studies met the criteria in French and Bell's (1973) dctu:.mou of OD. In"
many cases labeled OD, the change agent demonstrated:a greater reliance on the ad .

hoc use of OD techniques than on the integrated technology of OD (which she defines
as the process of continuous action planning, data collection, feedback, action,
evaluation, etc.). Morrison concludes that “the change agent appeared to lack the
theory to support his/her efforts” (p. 64). The sefond familiar problem identified

was that few cases were Iong-rangc efforts—only three spanned more than 3 years. -

In the most recent review, Porras (1979) and Porras and Berg (1978) continue the
assault on the inadequacies of OD research by analyzing 35 empirical OD studies in
-the penod 1959 to mid- 1975 including many of the ones contained in the three
previous reviews. chcral important findings on the operating characteristics of OD
are noted. First, 60 percent of the ODinterventions were less than one year in
dwation (Porras & Berg, 1978, p. 165) while only 20 percent took place for-more
than 2 years—a revealing finding in light of the consensus that OD in organization
takes more than 2 years to establish. A related finding was.that the amount of time
(number of days) in “official” OD activities by individual participanis was similarly
very small (p. 165): 66 percent reported involvement up to 10 days, 9 percent involved

" 111020 days, 17 percent were “continuous”, and 9 percent reported no data. Second,:,
the OD research confirmed the commonly held belief that a dlspropomonatc amount

of OD work and data gathering occurs at the’ managcmcnt or administrative levels
of the ofganization: 91 percent of the studies report using managers as their data
source (49-percent managerial level solely and 42 percent managers along with
others; only 9 percent focussed solely on nonmanagerial profcssnonals (p- 160).2

Third, the OD studies showed a heavy emphasis on working with the individual as
the unit of analysis (58 percent) compared to small groups (22 percent) or larger
organizational units (19 percent)—a finding that calls into question whether the

rograms actuall mcct the criteria of OD reviewed in section 1.” Fourth, an ana sis -
prog

'—'\ . . .
effecuve cases are more likely to occur in long-term stable and in short-term unstable situations,

more so than under lonig-term unstable, and short-term stable condmons——a fmdmg thal makes

sense.
# These excepuons came from service organizations (hospitals and schools). Our ea"lier

. revnew indicates that teachers are often the focus of OD in school districts.

" See also our comparison of types of OD approaches and their different impacts in our
school district sample. Miles, Fullan, and Taylor (19783)
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of the types cf intervention used and changes over time is very instructive (p. 162)..
Regarding the former, 52 percent of the programs were based on Iaboralory training,

(two types were used—task and process lab training), 6 percent on counseling, and
5 percent on cognitive training, for a total of 63 percent primatily focused on' the
individual as the unit,of change sLess than one third resembled ¢ iganizationally based

OD (15 percent survey feedback 7 percent structural change I percent intergroup
relations. and 8 percent process. consullauon—lhe latter belng ambiguous as to its
focus). .

oY v e Ee

Concerning changes over time, Porras and Berg (1978) compared the pre- I970 ’

studies (N = 15) with the post-1970 ones (N = 20). Among the findings three stand
out: First, most cases used more than one intervention techniquei—two-thirds re-
ported using two or more techniques, and the average number of lechnique's used
has increased from 1.9 prior to-1970 i0 2.8 post 1970 (p. 164). L

Second, there has been a substantial increase in the use of survey feedback (from
20 percent pre-1970 to 45 percent of the post-1970 cases). Also, task- focused Iab
training versus process-focused lab !ralmng has clearly increased:

Pnor 1o 1970, 33% of the studies used process training and 27%.used task training. o

Since then process training has dropped to 15% while task lralnmg has.risen to 50%.

' (Porras& Berg, 1978, p. 163) -

* The authors attribute thange to the lack of iimpact of process lralmng and the .

relative efficacy of task-for* ~d training.

Third, there has been a shift in working with larger units (sindll groups and

orgamzauon (sub)systems) rather than individuals. Before 1970, 73 percenl of the
studies focused on the individual, while after 1970 48 percent did so. Work- with
small groups-and organizational units increased: approximately equal proportions of
the remaining 32, percent focused (after 1970) on small groups (28 percent) and
organizational units (24 percent). Thus, the data suggest an encouraging movement
in lhe direction of more authentic OD, but it is fait t0'say thatonly a minority of OD
projects meet the various criteria we:have' reviewed in sections T and IL. .

In a later reanalysis of the same data, Porras (1979) attempted to test 11 hypotheses
derived from the ODliterature as they relate to the impact of OD. His measure of
impact is so weak (the number of slalislicall); signiﬁcanl positive changes as a
percentage of the number of changes attempted) given the wide range and small
numbeér of cases in most categories, that we place little credence in the findings.**

. To conclude, the review of comparative reviews confirms that the state of lheory
-and research in OD needs.considerably more work. In pamcular, none of the réviews
allowed us to test, in a rigorous specific way, the relationships between the various
factors discussed in section I and those identified in section II. There are some qulle
promising beginning findings, which have appeared in rapid succession in the past
tv:o or three years. These results tend to suggest that OD is most effective when it
includes (1) support and specific involvement of top and lower level administrators,

# The reader may want to examine the study directly. Most of the hypotheses were not
conﬁrmed and in fact most were not directly focused on variables we have been dlscussmg

"~ Those that were tended to gam partial support.
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(2) use of internal change agents using external resources in a proactive way, (3)

. survey feedback, and/or other- orgdnizationally focused efforts ‘rather than lab

* . training or isolated small grc')qp work, (4) focus on spéciﬁc problcms' rather than
. general ones, and (5) participative and collaborative modes of intervention. We also °

" note that efforts formally labelled “OD" may not meet the criteria of “authentic

OD” laid out in our definitional discussion in section I, and that a minority of OD
efforts takes place for more than 2 years (a time.considered by many to be the
minimum necessary for implementation as a stepping stone to institutionalization).®®

There does, however, seem to b¥a slight trend toward rore sophisticated and

- authentic use of OD (that is, a closer’ congruence between the components of OD

defined in-seciion I'and their presence as operating characteristics). Finally, the

contribution of the findings in the reviews (based mainly in indus_»trial organizations)

to our knowledge of OD in schools is generally supportive or reinforcing, but largely

not specifically helpful. Few of the cases involved schools, and the detailed variables

and their operation in the school-based studies, which we reviewed earlier, were not

tested at a ‘specific level, because the variables were more crudely mieasured than

- would be necessary for such a test. B T

" III. Outcomes . .

- Most people consider questions about the real impact of OD on organizations and
its members to be the most fundamental to its long-term worth for social systems.
Depending on oné’s values and. interests, these questions range from effects on
human processes in organizations to member attitudes and satisfaction, to organiza-
tional performance and productivity. We have touched on some of these issues in

+ section II, but it is important to éxamine the effects of OD-more fully and explicitly.
As in the previous sections, we first analyze the empirical studies in school systems
and then move to the larger comparative reviews to draw conclusions about the state:
of our knowledge of the results of OD. ) ' -

A. Empirical Studies in School Districts

Runkel and Schmuck (1976) cite'a wide range of effects on OD from the variou
projects (some 20 studies in all) in which they have been involved: ~
Our research and the analyses of others indicate that OD methods (properly chosen,
sequenced, and applied) can increase a school’s spontaneous production of innovative
social structures to meet internal and external challenges, improve the relationship
between teachers and students, improve the responsiveness and creativity of staff,
heighten the influence of the principal without reducing the influence of the staff
(and vice-versa), expand the participation of teachers and students in the management

® This is a finding based on published research. .1t may be that many OD pracitioners are

involved in more sustained OD efforts, but are not oriented or do not take the time to write up

their results, while academically oriented external tonsultants are more likely-to become _‘

engaged in shorter interventions and more likely to publish. Alderfer, 1977, comments on this T

gap betweeri OD practice and OD research,. and’ our own -empirica! study of OD in schoo! . [*

. districts (Miles, Fullan, & Taylor, 1978a) uncovered many instances of “hidden” sustained OD
programs, which had never been reported in professional journals. '

-
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. curriculum planning, and in.some cases “spill-over’ eﬂ'ecls on the relations between'

" Schmuck studies are well conducled and their sheer number provxdes confidente i in .
" the 50 percent figure. . ‘ l O ,'".,
* An external assessment was conducled of Bassm and Gross s (Note 1) High School

—

- post evaluations or other quantitative data on student achievemeht, and data collec- ;

-ot the school and al(cr Mlludes and olher morale factors lownrd more harmomous
~ and suppomve expet.lauons P23 . ¢ : : ¢

-the model encourages participants to work on specific programmatic projects rather than . +
gcncral orgamzauonal level issuks may also ageount for the goal diversity noted. =

-."'- . ° -’ -~ .
. . h R
‘A

o ' ‘ .
- . ' KB '\_k;'.

Among olher examples. lhey refer to one of their main prOJects Wthh involved
OD training for six elementary s¢hools changing from a traditional structure of self-
contained . classrooms to differentiated staffing with“a multiunit slruclure (see .
Schmuck et al., 1975). The results showed that three of the six schools were hlghl‘y
successful in developing and malnlalmng the organizational relauonshlps and‘mem-
ber satisfaction in the new multiunit structure.

Other findings suramarized by Runkel and Schmuck include both supportive apd "
unsuppomve evidence (some successes and some failures or no-change suyauons) '
concerning more effective. collaboration among teachers, increased parucnpauon in

teachers and students. The latter is of special interest to us. The student . effects ,
evidence is. sw'lewhal .skimpy: such effects were not measured in vefy any cases,
and their measurement sometimes depended on perceptions of leachers As with . *
adult effects, examples of success and lack of success are both reported o o
All in al: Runkel and Schmuck claim that the rate of success (which might be
somelhlng around 50 perceit in their opxmon) is noteworthy *‘considering the’ large o

number of failures currently being reported in the- literature™ (p. 25): The Runkel- ,

o

Rénewal Project. Data were collected in a sample of 12 oflhe,24 schools active in thé
program in 1976. The evaluator measured both process-orieated and product- lype Y
outcomes of the program. Bassin .and Gross (p- 41) themselves indicate the major x" .
limitations in the evaluation: lack of quantitative summaries across schools, no pre- :.

tion only from the minarity of persons in'each,school who were dlreclly mvolve{hn
the project. o

- Bassin and Gross present the ﬁndlngs from the exlernal evaluator i in quahtauve
terms. First, the evaluator found that there was a diversity of definitions about what
the Renewal Program was, although there was some’ agreement about;some of the {
main goals (involving students. bringing in outside resources, lnvolvmg leachers in
planning, making communications more open). We take the diversity to mean that
a clear, underlying conception of the essential values and characlensucs of lhe

program (see section I) had not been communicated to participants. Thus people A
.'might well identify with one pamcular goal or another depending on the ‘circum-+, .

stances. If our earlier conclusion is correct (that thiere must be a clear relationship -

between the underlying values and conception of OD and its specific goals.and .. '

operating characteristics in order to bring.about a balanced and consistent oD . ;
effort). lhen tne Renewal program is stifl at the initial stages. This consistency ln
L : :
* The Bassin-Gross modei has a very cxphcrl 7-step conception of OD strategy. but it does -
not provrdc integrating concepts on the functioning of schools as organizations., The fact that

\
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bringing about changes of organizaiional members’ conceptions of their work and
working relationships is one of the most difficult problems facing OD. and is oné of
the probable keys to long-term success when OD is used. (sec Sarason. 1972 for a

- particularly illuminating account of the role and importance of conceptions in

bringing about organizational change). In assessing the degree of use of the 7-step

renewal model. the evaluator found that three of the 12 schools had institutionalized

the process--not'a bad rate of success, given the brief use in some of the ‘schools: and -

the extreme odds against eslabhshmg such a process. in urban high schools in New .

York.
The prOJecl ﬁndlngs were also reponed in quahlauve terms: 1mproved communi-

cdtion in “'many of the schools.” dramatic improvement in school security. develop- '

ment of mort effective oricntation strategies for incoming students. attention to

" curriculum changes in reddlng mathematics. Enghsh and so forth (Bassin & Gross.

p- 8.
When conimenlmg on the slgmﬁcance of the ch.mges the authors say:

Over the thirty schools. the significance of change varies from very substantial to
nothing at all. However. both very great and nothing are extremes. In most schools
there are changes that do affect hundreds of students. For the most part. the schools
remain basncally the same. with 1mprovcmenls mlerspcrsed lhroughoul {p- 87)

In short. on the one hand we gel a sense of prodﬂcliye development and expansion .

of the renewal program under the most adverse conditions: severe financial and
social constraints. On the other hand. there are no quantitative data reported, even
for those individuals in the 12 schools who were directly involved in the program.

* We-have a case of seeming success of OD—even striking success under-the circum-

stances evident in New York City high schools—but firm data are missing. The study
does conclude that clearcut success dépends on “the right match of varciables™: strong
support from the principals.’a strong coordinator.’an energetic core: group..and no
.strong divisiveness between teachers and administration (Bassin & Gross, p. 88).
The OD program in Buffalo” had compleled almost | year of puration when

s .

Milstein and colleagues made their first réport (Milstein. Note 6). This program was

also evaluated externally. although the evaluator (Gonway. Note 8) had worked with
Milstein ‘before on the same project and is in-the same depanmenl “-om the main
“evaluation we learn that team members of SIRT did 1mprnve in so. .¢ skiil areas
(e-g- paraphrasmg asking for ideas and information. etc.} > and nol ir others, (e.g..
risk taking/confronting, etc). .

The evaluator also-made 'a subjective estimate on nine dimension” 7 he organi-

_ zational health of the group at three points in tir~ (dimensions incl: : .e 4oalJocus,
.communication, power equalization, problefs: solving. etc). The vas:  sjority of these

dimensions at all three phases were estimated to 'oe.‘fwwll PR S I‘onwaS'. Note
8: Appendix I). . - ~ :

But the conclusions we draw from reading the reports are much more {entative
than those reached by Conway and Milstein. We do not have any dicect evidence

' lhal the new skllls were evident in their relationship to exteznal groups. Further. it is

also too early t0 tell whether there will be much of an impact on the schools in the
district. Sqme. schools will be folloying through with the program: time and ater

i

Jevaluative data will be needed. In the meantime. the: best we san say is that mest '

L)
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SIRT group members have probably increased some of their own individual and
group skills, but we do not know if they have been eﬂ'o.ctlve in transfemng these
skills in their work with school groups.?” - 4

Cohen and Gadon (1978) report that after two years ofOD work new management '

changes were “firmly entrenched” (p. 68). Evidence for this statement seems to come

_ from the observation that new committees were operating regularly artd dealing with .

key issues not previously dealt with. Quantitative data are presented on the (admin-
istrator-) perceived accomplishment of 12 system goals at two points in time:
September of the second year of .the contract with April-of the sccond year. These

_results show gains (of one-half a point or more on a 7-point scale) for three of the 12
goals, (Cohen & Gadon, Table 2, p. 67). So the accompllshments are not large, based

- on the data presented.

Scheinfeld (1979) describes positive outcomes from the three pronged approach
used (cOmmunity, organization, and one-to- -one teacher assistance). :In "School 1’
where the start-up steps were less than facilitative, the staff as a whoie.never became
fully involved, so the strategy shifted to workirig with 12 (of 30) teachers who showed
some interest. Scheinfeld describes a number of class-related changes brought about

by these teachers. In School 2, where a.more enlightened approach was used (refer-

to section II) all:21 teachers became involved, many of whom made major changes

in their classrooms. However, the data presented are not systematic or_ detailed. -

There are also no direct data on organizational climate as an outcome.(as distinct

‘ from an existing precondition).

The three studies of parochial schools (eported by Keys are much more thoroughly

" documented, and one study shows the relationship of OD to classroom climate. Keys

and Bartunek (1979) used a modified experimental design to show. that (a) there
were no significant differences on goal agreement between experimental and control

school staff prior to OD training, while gain scores on actual §oal agreement for the .

experimental §chodls were significantly greater after the training; (b) there were also
significant differences in participation and conflict utilization skills of teachers in
experimental compared to control schools; and (c) new teachers who' joined D
schools after the. trammg also showed greater increases in skills (these newcomers
apparently benefited from the normative climate and continued training, which the
internal staff team (principal and seven teachers) provided).

Kevs (1479) in a follow-up evaluation involving many of the same schools (and
some additional ones) describes other outcomes in comparing nine experimental
schools w:tn 11 comparison schools: greater skills in planning, decisionmaking and

.probiem solvm aorms of greater openness, increased student perceptlon of a

7 positive ulassrocm clanawe, In a l-year follow-up, after the externally funded project

ended, K_eys found continued suppon for the earher findings, and evndence that

¥ The causts of d!’ccttve and ineflective impact, of course, would not only depend on the
quaht) of training, &t on the whisie host of operating factors that pertain to how the program
was intr-wduced and lavached (ses section II). In another study, Beurgenthal and Milstein (Note
9) claim that O3 reievait tratuitg can be a factor leading to changes in the attitudes and skills
of individuals wis have retcived the training. How this training is used depends on all kinds of
ather factors ihat arz 5ot wiciuded in their study. We agree with Derr (1976) that the distinction

between OT {orgasnizational training) and OD is important. Many forms of trauung whlch are

labeled OD ate simply not OD as formulated in section L.

s i
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experimental schools reported the use of more educational innovations than did
control schools. lending support to the hypothesis ‘that improved 'organizational

climate leads to greater innovativeness, a finding to which we shall return. In a °

further, more anecdotal follow-up 2 or more years later, Keys found that three of the

nine schools had withdrawn from the project (which was now internally driven). '

Two of the three had had ambivalent faculty from the béginning, and a third left dye
to difficulties with the local pastor.-Five of the remaining six schools reported that
they continued to use organization development methods for school improvement,
and introduction of new curricula. This eventual success rate in five of the nine initial
schools approximates Schmuck and Runkel's findings that a 50 percént success rate

may be achieved even when there'is a high degree of selectivity to begin with, and

even when the OD program is reasonably well introduced and administered.

The other study presented by Keys and Kreisman (1978) is of particular interest,
because the impact of organizational level OD on classroom climate as pefceived by
students is independently assessed, comparing three experimental and three matched
control schools. They found that students in experimental schools tended to perceive
their learning environment as less competitive, more coopéralive and more indivi-
dualistic. They also found interaction effects by grade level (six through eight) noting

_ that all three findings held for grade six, two, for grade seven (individualism showed

€

no difference). with negligible differences for- eighth graders on d'ny"of the three.
factors. Overall, the ﬁndings#show‘some support for the claim that OD generated
changes at the teacher-teacher level can have an impact on students, but they also

“raise doubts that such indirect.diffusion can be depended on as grade levels increase

beyond grade seven—a noteworthy implication that suggests that traditional forms
of OD may not be the most appropriate at the high.school level.*

. Cooke and Coughlan (1979) also used a modified experimental design in compar-
ing four types of schools: seven schools that received full treatment in the problem.
solving model. three schools that received survey.feedback only, seven control schools
that were pre- and posttested, and seven control schools shat were posttested only.

Collective structures were implemented in five of the seven schools, and experimental® .

schools showed more ‘effective performance. (perceived "adequacy of the use of
collective processes), and more positive changgés:ifi- teachers’ work attitudes (p: 87).
‘We have already reported the relevant data (section IIy ffom the other school-

-based study, which used the SF-PS-CD model (Mohrman et 'al!, 1977). If we take the

+, cffective for elementary and Secondary schoolsé._;». o

seven (of nine) schools that proceeded to the second year of the program, we find
that the 7-stage process model was in use in three of the seven schools, and feedback
sessions were conducted in four of the seven schieols. What these data tell us is that
the program was implemented in three-or-four schools. They do not indicate the’
effects of this implementdtion on membet: satisfaction; or o any kind of organiza-

tional performance criteria'(save for a few.comments regarding ore of the elementary
. schools and one of the subgroups within_

-

¢ N
2 high school, p. 176-177). At best we can’
* In fact, most OD programs involved clcmémary schocﬂs'—an,imcrcsling observation in its
own right. When high schools do participate Along with elementary schools they seem ‘more
likely to drop out of the project tas‘in Keys, 1979; Mohrman et al., 1977).' Bassin and Gross
represent the only major OD program for Ligh schools, and used an alternative OD Strategy.

Much more research and practice needs to be conducted on w‘hclhcr different forms of OD are
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say that some behavioral changes mxght have occurred.in thrcc or four of the schools
(which might not be a bad record given the history of the start-up of the project).

Coad, Miskel, and van Meter (Note 2) measured theimpact of their OD program .
on.satisfaction, group process, climate, leadership and even on student achievement,’
uging.a control group for comparison. Ironically, on almost every measure the control
group scored higher than the trainee group: on many measures both groups declined,
but the trainee group declined at a greater rate. As we have seen in the-previous )
sections, probable explanations. for the fallunj: to produce desired outcomes stem’
from the absence of necessary entrjzand operating conditions. It is doubtful whetaér
the program meets our definition of OD (see the earlier discussion of the Coad et al.
case), and the ncgatlvc findings provide support for Runkcl and Bell's (1976) finding
that a little OD is a dangefous thing,

Miles, Fullan, and Taylor (1978a), in their 76-dlstnct study, found that the primary
areas of impact lay in the socioemotional domain, fellowed closely by-ask-oriented
organizational improvement. Changes in output, educational program and structure
were also noted. Student effects, often unspecified and based on “soft” data rather -
than “hard” test data, were mentioned by 70 percent of districts. (Altogether, only
one- thlrd of districts mentioned specific “soft effects” and another 9 percent, achieve-
ment gains.) Most districts reported some negative effects, such as resistance, threat,
or increased workload, but these seemed to be nonfatal, more or less routiné aspects
of tﬁc work. Finally, it was very clear that the OD programs were associated with an
mcrcascd rate of educational ¢hange (adqptnon of instructional- mnovatlons) in the
district. That is, as Miles ( 1965) speculated, improved orgamzatlonal health in schools
seems to generate increased innovativeness. '

Miles, Fullan, and Taylor also found that experience wnth oD’ programs was’
associated with positive user attitudes about wider use. Only half said they would
have done anything dlffcrcntly Two-thirds of the districts thought that OD should
“definitely” be used more widely in their country’s schools, and the majority had
explained their program to others at workshop$ and conferences, and through
inférmal contact. About one-third of the districts had visited other districts to explain

" their work, had sent out rcports, or had written amclcs Thus program users tended

to proselytize. .
The study also found that both posmvc attitude and program unpact were strongest

_in. programs with a systematically conceived, structurally oriented ¢mphasis, and

weakest where.the approach was not coherent; or was focused only.on the training

of isolated individuals. For example, only 29 percent of the 14 cases that had an

individual training focus showed high impact, compared to 66 percent of the 27 cases

that were oriented to system lcvcl problcm solving (Miles, Fullan, and Taylor, 1978a
42). o :

B. Overviews and Comparauve Reviews of oD

Thc consensus of every overview and comparative analysis of the impact of OD is
unequivocal in decrying the unavallablhty of high-quality research and knowlcdgc
about the effects of OD programs (see all of the comparative references in section II,
pp 135-159). We will briefly review these sources in order to clanfy the main issues.

In 1974, Friedlander and Brown concluded a, review of the human processual

_ approaches, by saying that “there is little evidence ... that organizational processes

'
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actually i:h'an!ge. or that performance or effectiveness is increased™ (p. 335)‘ In one of .
__the latest reviews,- Alderfer (1977) indicates ‘thats%hia‘ti‘on studies in OD are

- seems to lag behind OD practice (i.e., there is a great deal of unevaluated unreponed

sophisticated and consistent implementation of the “operating characteristicsZ of. the

‘treatments (survey feedback, process consultation, task consultation, laboratory

_examined by Franklin (i.e., entry, support of top management, etc.- -see section II),

~ other school related studics are reviewed (one falls in 1the middle and the other in least rigorous

- ’ -

becoming increasingly*more rigorous and sophisticated, although OD' research still

0D practice.)

Even when OD cwaluatlon studies are carried out, there are major preblems.
Mortrison (1979) reviewed 26 OD evaluation studies (i.e., ones that purported to
include evaluation) and found that only three mit all {2 criteria for validity suggested
by Campbell and Stanley (1963).% Morrison states that “most of the studies ... did
not utilize designs rigorous snough to adequately determine the outcomes of the oD,
process” (p. 42). )

Bowers (1973) as indicated previously, found that survey feedback (contrasted
with other forms of OD) had’ significant impact on 16 indices of organizational.
climate’ (communication flow, influence, goal emphasis, support, satisfaction, etc.).
Pretest data collected before the intervention were compared ‘with posttest data
gathered. | year after-the intervention. Statistically significant posttest gains were -
found for nearly all survey feedback on 16 dimensions. "Methodological lnmuatnons
with such a design are discussed later, but the-evidence of change is more impressive
than in most studies, especially’given the fact that OD programs in 23 orggnizations
were involved. We should also remember that any success probably depended on the

pamcular survey’ “feedback model developed by Bowers (1973) and his colleagdes.™
In examining the sgme data (pius 2 cases), but including all four types of OD

training) Franklin (1976) concluded that 11 of the organizations could be character-
ized as havifig undergone successful change (based on the 16 dimensions) and 14
classified as unsuccessful. Taking Bowers and Franklin together, the type of treatment
is not clearly separated or analyzed in comparison with the operating variables

but we can infer that the successes were not quite as frequent as the unsuccesses (44
versus 56. percent),"and that when .they did occur they were more likely to be_
associated with survey feedback Qpproaches :
Pasmore and King (1978) compared the impact of dlffcrent combmatlons of OD
interventions on employee attitudes and on productivity over a 2%-year OD research
project. In working with two units within a company, they found that both human
process (survzy feedback) -interventions and- technostructural interventions (soci-
otechnical redesign and job redesign) had positive impacts on employee attitudes;
that combined interventions (survey feedback and either of the two technostructural
interventions) had even greater impact on attitudes; but that only the technostructural
interventions improved productivity. On the praductivity finding,’ ' there¥are two
problems related to applicability to schools. First, asthe authors indicate, the impact

* One of the three h'to_st rigorous sl;dics was Cooke and Coughlan’s (1979) prdjcct. Two

i

categories used by Morrison (l978)—both are case studies of single schools and are not mcludcd
in our review). ts -

% Also see the discussion by Golembiewski and Munzenrider (1976 p. 139) of possible major
methodological flaws in Bowers’ study.

!
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on productivity may only apply to capital intensive settmgs (Wthh schools are not)
Second, it isimpossible in their study to determine whether increases in productnvnty
came solely from changes in technology (i.e., regardless of the “socio™ part.of the

_ change).

- -+—Margulies, Wright, and Scholl (1977) focus directly on the question of the “impact
on change” of ®D techniques. Their general review of the literature led to the
conclusion that,“although there is an abundance of literature on OD, there is very
little research .on its ‘effects that can withstand ¢ rigorous - testing . most social

N scientists would expect”. (p. 428) They fou y 30 studies that reported empirical

results. In a general sense, the data/presented by Margulies et al. (see Table 2, p.

433-434) show that 20 of the casés could be characterized as successful, eight as no

change or mixed results, and two as producing negative results (our calculations

based on their table). Only one of the 20 cases mvolves schools the measures of
impact are -crude, and one always wonders whether failures afe reported in the

) literature as faithfully as are successes™(see Mirvis & Berg, 1977): The authors-

i themselves draw three main conclusions from their analysis. Fist, there are such

' inherent difficulties in measuring change that the validity of findings is questionable

(e.g.. change may be an artifact of the method of measurement—a point which we
take up below). Also, most of the OD research projects_were of suck a short time
duration that their true long-term impact could not be traced: “Little effort was spent
in studying the long-term effects of the interventions. It is doubtf8l, from the evidence
available, whether any change reported was sustained” (p. 433). Second, where
changes were reported, it was questnonable whether they could be attnbuted to the :
OD intervention, since other events not controlled for could have caused the change;
further, ‘most .of ‘the inferventions were multifaceted, so that it was difficult to .
determine which variable actually caused. the change. Third/ ’the authors question
whether the sorts of changes that do occur (eg., in climate or in organizational
" processes) actually have an impact on the organization’s effectiveness in terms of
goal achievement, ‘whether costs justify the changes, and whether 1mpact lasts over
time-(p, 444). °
Marguhes etal. (1977) make two types of recommendations. First, that organiza-
* tions 'engaged in OD -should support and insist on well-planned research and
evaluation of the impact of programs; second, that OD practitioners and consultants
take greater care to design, conduct, and repor} reseaich on OD' programs. The -

: authers’ characterization of the importance of such tesearch conveys the futlhty of

’ " much of the current debate on the worth of ODx

. Until the positive effects and the negative costs of OD interventions are substantiated

. the outcomes will remain at the level of speculation and theory and will be

cxaggerated by the proponents of either position. (p. 444)

Pate, Nielsen, and Bacon (1977) dlso show that “the number of reported attempts
to conduct systematic research on the- 1mpact of ‘effectiveness of OD has been
appallingty slim™ (p. 449). For example, all 37 case studies-in their sample used some
form’ of attitude or perception questignnaire and 18 of the 37 did not employ any
other data collection method (other than questionnaires). Attendant problems in-
cluded lack of infgrmation on reliability or validity, and measurement error associ- .
ated with questionhaire methods. They recommend the use of multi-methods with.

i
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time-series research Gesigns planned prior.to_the_ OD_ intervention. The authors do-

not provnde any data that would enable us-to Lalculale the nature or propomon of

. successes versus failures. '

Dunn and Swierczek's (1977) sample of 67 successful and unsuccessful change
efforts shows essentially the same problem: effectiveness could not be determined
except “on the basis of the point of view of perceivers— who might be sponsors,
external evaluators, or change agents themselves” (p. 141). “Success” was defined as

-both (}) scoring in the top two categories of a 4-point “effectiveness scale” based on
Judgemems of researchers. _sponsors, or users, and (2) including ‘adaptation or - .
institutionalization of.changes (not just mslallauon or rejection). Based-on this * |
_meacure,. 87 percent of the (18) OD programs were classified as successful, 100

percent of the Participative Management programs were successful (p. 148), while
the other three types of change programs: Sociotechnical design, Socnoorgamzauonal
design, and Institution Building, were lower in success rates, averaging 61 percent
(the average rate for the rotal sample seems to be 75 percent successful/25 percent
unsuccessful). Thus, there is a definite trend in favor of OD-type programs, but there
are Tjor unanswered qQuestions: What is the exact nature of the OD programs in
operation? (we have seen that operating characteristics can vary widely). How reliable
and valid\is the measure of success (half of which is based on subjective measures-
often o};ﬁq from the sponsor or consultant of the program)?

Porras and Be§ {1978) provide further evidence.of the problematic quality of OD
evaluations, with some indication of improvement over time (post-1970 compared ta
pre-1970). All 35 studies in their sample collected d hrough’ questicnnaires (57
percent used only questionnaires) and nonguestionnair& behavioral data were seldom

collected or quantified when.they were referred to (the main source of nonquestion- - . .

naire data was company perfom{an"e records.{pp. 158-159]). Oa the other hand, a
majority of the studies used quasi-experimental designs, and relatively complex
statistical methods of analysns (analysis of variance, correlations, regrwslon). both

~features have increased in use since 1970. The authorsapplaud the trend, and suggest

that further development should include the use of multiple measurement approaches
(especially, going beyond questionnaires), longer time frames, and more raultivariate
data analysis procedures (pp. 170~171). The authors analyzed the sludnes&n terms of
their research design and metkodological properties. They. did not calculate or
provide data on the nature of impact or.on proportion of successful éfforts.

Any faith that one may have in relying solely on questionnaire data should be
eliminated through a careful reading of the methodological issues raised by Golem~
biewski and others (Golembiewski, Billingsley, & Yeager, 1976; Golembiewski &
Munzenrider, 1975; see also Kimberly & Nnelsen. 1975; Nielsen & Klmberly/l976
Ross & Deal, Note IO)

Golembiewski and Munzenrider (1975) use Likert's Profile of Organizational
Characteristics (which is typical of many instruments measuring organizational
climate) to show that variations in “social desirability” sets influence how people
respond to quesuonnalres about their organizations. Reople high on “social desira-
bility” will vespond in terms of what is socially acceptable rather than what exists,
thereby confounding the validity of the measure-and the mcamng of the impact data .
from before/after research designs.

Even more problematic is Golembiewski et m76) convincing contention that
there are at least three types of changes-in relation 10 organizational climate. or any-

\




data bused on perceptions. They refer to the three types of éhanbes as alpha, beta. or
gamma t.hange Alpha change refers to a true change in the existential state of the
organization companng two. points in time. Beta change involves some existential
change. but is complicated by the fact that the respondent’s perception of the
meaning of the points on the scale (and the distance between interval points) has
changed possibly as a result of the OD intervention. For example. initial (preinter-
vention) reports of “the degree of participation. in decisions™ as high, may show
downward trends after the OD intervention. which might have changed the cultural
conceptibn of the meaning of part’.ipation. To state it another, way.-a downward
chinge in reported participation may be caused by one of two quite opposite
possibilities (Golembiewski et al.. 1976, p. 136-137). The downward chznge may be

. caused by an objectively real decrease (alpha change); in this case the intervention

has failed. On the other hand. the same data showing a downward change may result

from a more accurate respondent perception of the meamng (of the scalej and of the
. actual level of participation in the ofganization, The-respondentcomes tu ‘knotw more
about the meaningand-eriteria- of participation and utilizes a more strict criterion for

‘interpreting the level of participation (the conceptual meaning of the distance

_ between intervals “'stretches™). In this case..the intervention may have succeeded. in
* that the respondent has a more realistic description for subsequent action (and indeed
the level of actual participation could have increased even though a comparison of

.|  pre- and postscores might have shown a decrease). In any case, the appareffrdecrease
in scores is a‘resull of change in the mlerprelauon of the meaning of the scale rather
‘ than of actual changes in the organization.” Gamma change. which does not centrally
- | . concern us in this review (not becdﬁi it is unimportant. but because there is no way™
’ -of assessing it in the studies reviewed). involves a quantum change in redefining the
cnosl 1mporlanl variables to the extent that completely new dimensions (oulcomes)

- have occurred. which were not included in the’ pretest because they wer: not
conlemplaled or known zt the early state (and may remain unknown. if they are not” |
detected). Thus. gamma changes are “off the sc ale. -—or’rﬁﬁé’pfnﬁs—cﬁf would
‘necessitate enurcly’d/lﬂhmnl scales. .

The distinction belwcen alpha and beta change is exlrcmely lmponanl. because
— seeming successes may aclually» be failures. and seeming failures or no-change
situations may be successes. One potential indicator of the latter may occur when
. interviews suggest that change has occurred. but questionnziredata show no change,”

" - Golembiewski et al. (1976) give one.example of this possibility (p. 138). Ross and

° ~

a

' This problem is not umquc to OD studies. of coursé (though it inay be more severe because

. OD programs explicitly teach their participanis about social processes). Scale mcamng shifts
¢+ doubtless cccur inany planned-change or treatment process. however. Most investigators have

preferred to avoid: the issue and maintain®the illusion, .of standard scales and standard

respondents. The problem is especially acute in survey feedbatk designs: it is typical for
—]__tespondents to have thoroughly dlst.uxsed the meaning of particular outcome measures. and to
know their means and dxsmbuuons Researchers should. of course, “hold back “some measures
which could in principle remain uncomammalcd by participant dnst.usmon and review. but to
‘our knbwledge have rarely done so.

¥ Of course. the questionnaire dam may be more accurate in any given case. bul the point is
that we do nof know. and knowmg is essential to making a valid irterpretation of program

. lmpdt.l i . ‘ 4y
19K - : . .

e

'THE _ .

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- ment and feedbzck should be established as an integral part of aii OD designs (i.e..
" participants and Lonsullanls should be involved in the design and use of assessmem

“tended consequences: designs geared, to the testing of rival hypotheses: independent

‘barriers to evaluation and provide a corresponding model of assessment. which

assessment process and procedure as ali of these relate to the prodiict. 2 L

- academits is the most feasible or appropnalc approach to evaliation for OD -

, passes): and the process as a thiyth because of loose-coupling of schools (the myth is maintained -
" that participation has increased or is good. it in reality nothing has changed).

Deal (Note 10) discuss 1t at more length after finding such a discrepancy. They
comphcale the issue even further by oﬂ'ermg four allemauve lnlerprelanons. includ-
ing the possibility-of “beta” c¢hange.™

Several recommendations of-our review authors (cited above) address lhf‘ limita-
tions of relying solely on questionnaire data. Porras and Berg {i978) advise:

a strong shift toward the use of interviews, quanuﬁed process observauons unobtru- v
sive measures, and phcnomenologlcal approaches to supplemenl (not replace) the
queslnonnanre method of dala collecuon (pp: 170- I7I) L.

~

Nielsen and Kimberly (l976) suggesl five criteria for uc,xgmng an effective
assessment approach:-(1) identifying the kinds of information available. and the skills -
necessary to analyze it: (2) deciding what to assess (defining the .precise impacts

expected). (3) measuring the consequences, in.terms of specific oulcomes._(.4)_15mg__“
'time series data collection (i.e.. data collection appropriate to OD): and (5) makxng

explicit the cause/effect assumptions being made./In general, they urge that. assess-

dala) 3
Several. other authors recommend guidelines and models for lmprovmgl oD
evaluation designs and practices.(Morrison, 1978: Nicholas, 1979 Porras & Palle‘rson
1979). Morrison's suggestions include the-need for-an explicit focus on evaluation
built into the contract and tite design: encouragemenl of OD practitioners to wnle u
their results. mcludmg both successes and failures. along with intended and umn-'_'
evaluations.. multiple measures and muluple methodologies: and-more long-range
evaluation efforts, N1choizls offers a framework for evaluation to encourage deliberate
evaluation mLorporallng most of Morrison’s guidelines. Porras and Patterson identify

concentrates on the mlerrz,lauonshlps of the assessor. the assessed largel and lhe

.

We doubt if an elaborate evaluauon model formulated by OD researchers and .

practitioners. But, the assessment of the state of the art of OD evaluation research
has certainly demonstrated that more allenllon is bemg pald to cvaluanon over the
past few years. Much more is needed.

" Summary o - '

We might'summarize section 111 as a- whole as follows. Fi)'sl. the probability that ___

“The other possible interpretations concern methodological shoricoiﬁing.'s:'ithc processasa
garbage: can (people”participate in cycles and discard the program as soon as the pressure

‘. ’
N . . L
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any given OD program, in or out of schools, will be “successful™ is perhaps .5 or less.
Failures are as likely as successes. : .

But this conclusion must be gitalified in se veral ways. First, not afew OD programs
that have heen studied appear to have ‘been ineptly condncted; they focussed on
individual training rather than CD, they dealt with superficial issues, they lacked a
i coherent model, or they did not match interventions to diagnosed problems. Exclud-
ing these studies would improv: success rates, of course, vut-tie fact is that any
. domain of professnonal practice must in part “e judged by how well the-average.or
typical practitioner qoes.

Second, many studies of Ol) have had meth- * !rgical \.«eaknesses including
measurement errors and artifacts, over-reliance on questionnaires, lack of adequate
controls, and failure to follow the program for a sustained peciod. Here it is less clear,
what the effects on success rates ave: it is entirely possible tha: requiring more
research stringency would reduce the proportions of OD programs, found to be
successful So-we must be cautious about makmg large claims for OD,-in-or out of
——t—-<cho

’ We should also nofe tirateven-where-success was claimed (or even reasonably well -
validated), it appears difficult to make precise explauatory statements of obtamed
results. This is in part because OD's underlvmg theory is not particulasly crisp, in
part because of the inherent complexity of studying organizational intervention, and
in part because clear process measures, capable of bemg linked to outcome, were
often absent. .

Knowledge about OD cumulates slowly Any given project takes at least 2 to 3
years;* the N of any glven project is for practical purposes I; the complexity of
organizations and change processes, and the diverse state of present organization
theory retards the development of good OD theory. It seems likely that OD practice
in some respects is more sophisticated and-competent than what has been written’
about it. But this is speculation, not well supported.

The 'assessment of OD’s impact in schools as such suffers from all the problems
outlined above. Schools also have an extra problem: their “bottom line™ outcomes
are supposedly those of improved cognitive, atiitudinal, and behavioral outcomes in”
students. But (a) these goals are often diffuse, general, and only measurabie with
difficulty (see also Milstein, Note 11 for a discussion of the difficuliies of school-
based measurement); (b) students are often not directly involved in OD programs as
participants, but are expected to benefit somehow in a “trickle-down™ fashion from
human-system or educational programmatic changes introduced among and by the
adults of the system. Student benefits certainly need not be the only justification for
OD's value in schools—adults ir schools have a legitimate claim for a better quahty
of their, working lives—but cannot be' ignored as a criteriot of OD’s success: in

-

.

# The conventiondl widsom-on the effects of psychotherapy, a planned-change intervention
with a much more focused and limited client system than OD is that about one-third of patients
get better. A recent study (Smith & Glass, 1977) concluded after examining 400 studies of
" psychotherapy that the dverage chent is moved from the 50th to the-75th percentil= on ouigome
measures as a result of therapy.’ . .

* ¥/e speculate that puthcauon pressures have led some academnc researchers to move into
print more rapidly” than this: hence the- presence of partial or mcomplete cases, and the

infrequency of longer-term studlcs of sustained OD
/

. . ot
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.even more difficult to link programs to outcomes. Nonetheless, it is possible to gather

is limited perception of need on the part of administrators and teachers; and (c)  —

schools. So far. impact of this sort has been less frequently reported than impact on
adults. And, as with OD in other settings, the explanation of outcomes is weak. We
might speculate that coordination problems and “loose coupling” in schools make it

more direct evaluation information on the operation of OD programs in schools and
on' reported outcomes, especially if multiple methods of data gathering are used.
Such data would extend considerably the moderate confidence that can now be.
placed in the usefulness of OD for schools.™ '

1V. The Future of OD )

We have already summarized the main findings in each of the major subsections.
Having completed an assessment of the field, what can we say about the future of
OD. especially its future in schools? What are the current and likely future trends in
OD? What are the implications for policy?

Op’s Future . : ]

Some people have concluded that OD in schools has no future, or is in such a
weak state that it is bound to die off in the harsh environmental conditions of the
foresceable future. Perr (1976) states that the OD movement in educgtion “has come
and gone™ like many other administrative fads. Pointing to the limitations on the use
of OD in schools (narrowly defined training in group and human relations, limited
attention to structural changes) Deal and Derr (Note 12, p- 11) refer to the OD in
schools movement as “*almost a past-tense phenomenon.” Both Blumberg (1976) and
Derr (1976) suggest that OD has no future in schools because (a) it has been
misapplicd: (b) some of the assumptions of OD (interdependence. collaboration,
visible indicators of performance. etc.) simply do not apply in schools and+thus, there

current- economic ‘and environmental conditions in schools make -it unlikely that
something as amorphous, long term, unproven, and removed from direct studerit o
achievfment as OD will be even tried, lét alone fried with the time, energy. and
commitment necessary for it to work. - o ‘

Various reviews in sections 1 through 111 also have suggested that the future of
OD. more generally. is dubious due to several powerful factors:,

(1) The lack of a real theory of OD (Lundberg; Note 3, etc.) .

(2) Unclear goals‘and the lack of a coherent and comprehensive congeption of
just what constitutes OD (Kahn, 1974; Weisbrod, 1977, etc.) :

(3) Fundamental dilemmas and discrepancies among the values and assumptions
of OD. and between espoused’ values, actual practices, and their consequences
(Bowen. 1977: Friedlander, 1976; Friedlander & Brown, 1974).

(4) Superficial and parti.d uses of OD (Bowers, 1977, eic.). .

(5) Using OD without proper diagnosis, entry, start-up procedures, time frames,
and other necessary operating characteristics (see-all of section 1l):—————
(6) Lack of attention to OD research and evaluation and failure to substantiate
some claims (sée section 111). .

. . - } L
" Sec also King. Sherwood. and Manning, 1978 for recommendations on_how to expand
OD's research base. - o




1Y) lelled documented dlﬂ'usmn of OD programs and results. In general, the
problem can be characterized as the predommancc of diffuse OD practice with
limited or unknown rigor and limited exchange of-information about the experience
of OD.* /

In our view the problems are not mtnﬁsnc ones (although they still could be fatal). , -
That is, there is nothing intrinsic to the values or assumptions of OD which would "~
make it inapplicable to organizations generally, or schools specifically. -

The empirical results of the Miles, Fullan, and Taylor study (i978a),- plus the
earlier studies reviewed (especially those by Schmuck and Runkel) suggest that OD
programs, 5[ they afe done right, have a favorable cost-benefit ratio for schools. But
only about 1 percent of North American schools are usmg OD, and the increase in
the diffusion rate is very gradual (although ‘this figure is comparable to Tlchys
(1978b p. 85) estlmate that only 1 percent of business organizations use OD).
© OD is a relatively complex, poorly “packaged,: < poorly understood, and labor-
intensive innovation—and an innovation which, once adopted, is likely to cause
substantial changes inthe adopting ‘organization. THat these- changes seem generally

~_positive: does ‘not. obscure the fact that the “bureaucratic costs” of the innovation

(Plhcus, 1974) are-high. The incentivés for adoption are not universally present in

- school districts. OD appears to increase participation by all levels of personnel, and

to improve various aspects of task and socioemotional functlonmg But not all
districts (or their communities) want to innovate; not all administrators wish for more
influence by teachers; and not all districts feel a need for better functioning, even

.though external observers might claim that any social system can be improved; and

many urban districts may be so crisis ridden that they do not have the.energy to
engage in the time-consuming complex process of OD. OD in its tradmonal form
may not be the most appropriate change strategy in many of these settings.

In any case, the future diffusion of OD in school districts is clouded by the relative
scarcity of well- articulated programs and practices that are consistent with OD
values. And it is possible that narrow and ineffective applications of OD have created
a reputation among-school people, which will 9e lmp0551ble to overcome. ® Such a

¥ It could be pointed out that lhough these conditions apply 10.OD in generad, the practice
of OD shows little sign ofdc"hmng. and in fact has increased over the past decade. Though this *

" maintenance and cxpansnon is, in. part, a function of the creation of an OD- supporuvc

"profcssnon we might ‘also infer that organizations using OD do find it. helpful in many
respects, in spite of its svientific and intellectual disorderliness. > .
We should also note that the great bulk of this criticism comes from “the internal left™: tha}
is. from OD consultants themselves. We detect few instances of criticism charging that OD'isa
“'menace, * a situation Quite different from that involving T-Groups, encounter groups, and the
range of treatments created in the. “human potential” movement. There has always been
plentiful criticism from both right and left of what has gone on in intensive group settings.
Allhough OD may not be a “menace,” we have noted that it may be a “‘pacifier,” dcpcndmg on
how it is used, and as such, may operate as'a conservative force favonng the status quo in

organizations-(see tion-1)- L

* While this may be occurring in some regions or mslanoeq of *1se, our gcncral unprcssmn is
rather that most school pcrsonncl have a vague and mcomplclc impression of what OD s like
and what it may do for them. Thal impression probably arises both from poorly conccptuahzcd
and executed programs, and from weak, undcvclopcd channcls of dissemination about OD’s -
processes and effects in schools. ’

- . - '|‘,
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'repul'alion.‘ coupled. with more stringent and adverse environmental conditions
around schools, and the press for more short-term direct survival, may create a
situation in which most school people will no longer turn to OD for help. - '
Some increasingly sophisticated; versions of OD in schools have been developed’
and used (e.g.. Schmuck, Runkel, Arends, & Arends, 1977; Bassin & Gross, Note 1),
but the examples of problematic use remain at least equally prevalent (e.g... Mohrman

* et al., [977; Milstein, Note 6). A close look at these and other programs shows that
. models of OD being used are indeed more comprehensive (less narrow)han previous

- operation (seclon II) as at the levéi of definition and goals (although the latter

versions, and%hal Pproblems encountered are as often at. the level of entry and

remains an i rtant problem). ) .

The comparative empirical réviews of OD also indicate increasing rigor in the
“nature and use of OD (section II). The problems may still outweigh the progress, but
there is a definite trend toward more comprehensive programs (use of multimethods
of intervenvion, going beyond lab training, use of more sophisticated ‘research and
evaluation designs). Good and well documented uses of OD probably remain in the
minority, but the trend is there. ) . ;o R

There is a clear need 10.distinguish between real OD and partiz! or mis-labelled
OD. Authentic OD, according to our review in section I, consists ! planned change
programs which are coherent, systematic, long-rangé, and reflexively oriented. Such
OD programs are directed at the improvement of both organizational performance
and the quality of life of individuals and groups within the organization. They focus
on human processes, technostructural factors, and tasks in the organization using
behavioral science concepts and' methods, usually with the assistance of internal and
external change agents, and with"the emphasis on the transfer and development of
the capabilities of interrial change agents and other organizational members. That is
a long list, but we believe that balanced and equal atteniion to all factors is essential,

- asis the actual implementation of espoused values. In short, programs should not be

called OD unless they possess these characteristics, and if OD'in schools-is to work
well, every effort should be made t0 develop and implement programs with.such
characteristics. : " B

Partial forms <.{ OD-related activities (one-shot workshops, training of indi'v_iduals. .
etc.) may be valuable, but they should be clearly distinguished from OD itself. Derr
(1976, p. 239) states that most of. these activities are really OT (organizational *

training) rather than-OD:-He"indicates that such forms may be useful as demonstra- - |

tion workshops, if they are used as a precondition for deciding whether to proceed
to OD. Presumably they may also be helpful in developing new auitudes and skills
of individuals, but the available data suggest that they have little positive.impact on
the organization. They can have a negative impact on the image of OD, if ‘people
think that they are OD, and if there is any expectation or promise that they will

. bring large benefits in organizational functioning. ) .
The OT label could be usefully applied more widely to help differentiate various.

~ types of programs. In fact, much of the problem hinges on the need for careful

elaboration of the meaning of the O and the D of OD. Programs that do not focus’

. On a significant proportion of the organization qua organization (as distinct from

focusing on individuals or isolated subgroups) are probably not OD. Approaches
that involve training without linking it to the development of structuds and processes

-
. *
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deslg,ned to. |mprovc ozganizational functioning and the quality of life of its members
age also not OD in-the sense intended by most theorists and practitioners when they
define OD. . A :

¢ Locating the presence or absence of lhe various definitional, entry and operating
chdracteristics of OD described in this review. and 1denufy1ng whether or not these
featurés are implemented in a way in which practice is congruent with espoused values
or intentions, could contribute significantly to an understanding of why OD works
in some situations, but’not in others. ODinvolves the use of particular technologies
and techniques. but these are not its main distinguishing features. In the first ‘place.

“itds largely a value decision™ whether or not to get into OD (Weisbord, 1978b. p. 5).

In the second place. OD requires the development of *“a conception or -way of
thinking™ about the organization and the individuals in it: that is, the use of self-
monitoring and conceptually gunded activities vis-a-vis the componenls of OD
defined in this review.

Part of the. problem as uncovered in this review is *hal OD as a relauv;ly recent
and evolving phenomenon is still ina state of flux. ‘Partial, ad hoc uses. dlternative
designs, lack of documentation und dissemination (especially of the work of OD -
practitioners). changing urban conditions in schools.-and su forth. add up to problems

of ambiguity and ambiv#lence about the field by both insiders and outsiders. Porter
(1978) claims that “practice is all over the map.” Tichy (197840} in a longitudinal -
comhgarison (1971 versus 1976) of four types of change agents (outside pressure type. -
OD type. people-change. and analysis-for-the-1op types). found that OD change
agents evidenced the greatest flux, -diversity of goals and frequency of change
Critiques of QD reviewed in this paper point to similar Iack of coherence in OD
* practicés. but poml to some clear implications.

One of the basic messages in this review is that the values. and lhe conceptual hases

which uhderl Iy OD are far more important than its technofogy and technigues. The use
of OD lec.hnology without a clear underlying conception. which controls this use. is
probably harmful to the reputation of OD. or to the people exposed to these verstons.
or to both. The future of OD will require conlendmg with both mlsrepresenlauon
(labelling something OD when it is not) and misuse (applying llp’lechnology wnlhoul'
its value and Lonceplual base as the primary guiding features). -

This discitssion is also relevant to the issué of institutionalization of OD programs:
Jones and Pfeiffer (1978) claim that to institiitionalize an OD unit is to create a
- vested interest group in the organization which competes for scarce resources, and

. loses its ability to be helpful.. Our review helps to illuminate the meaning of
- institutionalization. It does not necgssarily mean the establishment of a separate unit.

_More generally. we take institutionalization to mean the establishment in ‘the

organwauon of a way of doing things consistent with OD principles and operating

characteristics; for example, building the capacity of internal managers and other
members t6'the. point where OD becomes a “way of life” in the organization. This
can be whnevcd cither lhrough the eslabllshmem of an OD unit. or lhrough bulldmg

” Mam o lhcse pmms are supported by Jones ahd Pfenller(l978) Preitfer and Jones ( 197(\)
and Harvey (1975): the latter author claims that once OD becomes “a caplmlucd noun™ it
becomes reified and impotent. We do not agree that this is inevitable. but clearly the existence
of superficial use is evident. A reading of section | helps.to clarify the more hasu meaning of
OD (e.g.. Weisbord. 1977). - :
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.| itin.as part of the line function of organizational members.** Again, the implemen-

< tdtion 6f the valués and conceptions of OD (as defined in this review) are the primary
il + critérid of institptionalization. ' . . ’
'['~ " - .When we turn more specifically to the use of OD in schools we have a growing
séqse of 4 'spgeific number of crucial entry and other operational factors that are
essential to the success of OD in school districts (see especially, section 11, empiricai
-studies and policy ‘advice to Jocal schools). It also seems that more attention will
. " have 1o be paid to clarifying and measuring the possible benefits of OD. Whatever
. the range of OD impacts may be, OD would be better served if outcomes were inore
clearly stated and substantiated and included a focus on stidents and parents as well
as on teachers and administrators.*! _
Thelarger question of whether OD is more effective than other change straicgies
~in dealing with organizational problems is impossible to answer at present. This s
true partly because there are many paths to organizational improvement iacluding
(a) firing ineffective. personnel; ¢b) hiring mor€ effective personnel; (c) training
. individuai nersonnel for. increased effectiveness; (d) reofganization or redesign; (€)
" introduction of new technology; (f) designing a new organization from the stast.
None of these necessarily involves the increased reflexiveness we have zeen as ceptral
1o OD. We'have yet to see any systematic review comparing reflexive, self-amalytic,
OD-like approaches to the more traditional change strategies noted, ¢ither in schools
or other organizations. _ - : < e .
7 Most reflexively onented change strategics have a common core of features they
R ‘require data, they involve many of the, organization’s participants, they minimize
' expert prescription. etc.). It is probably desirable, as OD goes forward, that a range
of different approaches be utilized. Labeling something “OD” or “not OD" as we
have implied is probably less crucial for knowledge development than being aware
of the core factors in OD, which we have-ottlined, and taking these inio account in
v both practice and research. Still, things do" have names, .and our preferesice is still
*+ that a change effort should be called “OD" when it is réflexive, sustzined. coherent,
:':1%-organizalion-chused. catalyst-aided, éciencé-using, and oriented to both system and
individual improvement—and calied something else, like "OT,” or “curriculum .
change,” of “innovation adoption,” or “performance improvernent” when it is not. o
¥ “Sharpening- the meaning and practice of OD seems preferable to dropping the fabel
- (as suggested by Harvey, 1975, and Derr. 1976a)* and"o adopting even more diffuse
labels such as organization consultation or “change.” in any case, a mofe accurate
and fully dgveloped'descriplion of the values and l.heorelical and practical features
of “‘authentic™ OD is perhaps one of. the main oulcomc:"s of our review of literature.

N . . .

* The Adams County case sudy (Fullan, Miles, & Taylor, 1978c) illustrates how OD can
become integrated ir the organization. . e L

<+ * As with other educational innavations, school districts do not necessarily make decisions .

' . to adopt or continue a program based on cvaluation data, but such data can distinguish between B
implemented and nonimplemented programs and their outcomes, and in the 16ng run can help. ;
prove whether ur not OD is another unfounded educational innovdtion..Good evaluation data -
can also contribute to hetter (less superficial) forms of diffusion. - :

oy
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! cost-effective means for school improvement for many school districts; (2) that

|+ system will be facilitated if systematic reusable program components of packages are -

Policy Implications Y

We believe that reviews of this sort should nol simply conclude with a plea for
more research. as desirable as that may be. There are some clear policy 1mphcauonsv
for local school districts and units existing beyond them. Generally speaking. we are

- maderately confident that (1) well-conceptualized and executed OD programs can be

- {urther diffusion of OD in North American schools will sequire stimulatjve effort -
from units beyond local school districts. Our advice to local schools and other units
is as follows.

Loc¢al school districts. OD -seems heneﬁcnal to dlSll‘lClS regardless of their size.
wealth. location. or socioeconomic chafacter (but note the question of readiness
ériteria arid the need for adaptation in urban settings). Districts that define_their '
needs in' task-oriented. educationally focused terms and consider structural changes
a possibility are more likely to be successful. particularly if, lhe super;,mendenl
supnlles strong initial support. .

« reasonably be expected to improve organizational climate and functioning, increase
instructional innovations. and’ improve student outcomes. Dollar costs are often less
than one-half of 1 percent of total budgel, easily comparabie to inservice education
costs: personnel time investment is larger (10-20 days a year per person).-and
proframs require about 5 years*for firm institutionalization. Program effects such'as
resistance. defensiveness. and insecurity are natural but do not seem to jeopardize
program success (for documen.auon of these assemons see Mifes. Fullan. & Taylor.
1978a).

" More effective OD programs are systematic. with a well- developed framework

" aimed at structural change rather than just personnel training. They are steadily
supported by top management. must be carefully planned at initiation. and have a -
district-level coordinator probably spending at least one-third time. Compelenl
outside consullanls (perhaps 20 days a year) canaid With early planning and progtam

_ development. and with developing well-trained inside consultants (both administra-
tors and leﬁchers)—an essential component for OD effectiveness and continued use.
The internal consultant’s work in extending the OD program to all parts of the

developed -and locally adapted. A full-time OD specialist. working closely with’the
superintendent. is probably desnrable in dlslncls of 1, 000 or more staff (Miles, Fullan.
& Taylor. 1978a). .

Intermediate units. For. agencies provndmg regional agsrslance to local districts,
useful OD services would include supplying consultation. and developing training :
(and network development) for competent OD consultants, so that a better “infra-
structure”” emerges. They could also sponsor awareness conferences for local admin-
istrators. and aid adoption and implementation of validated OD approaches using
“methods like those employed by the National Diffusion Network in the United

(a) progrém initiation and planning; and (b) locally mounted “lateral” dissemination

~efforts. in which district§ prepare materials, hold workshops for other dlSll‘lClS, report
their work. and send consultants o other districts.

Umversmes Much early OD work in schools was umversnly initiated, and up to a

" OD programs have a favorable cost-benefit ratio: in many situations they can -

- States—Modest_matching-grant-suppert-might-alse-be-previded-to-loeal-districts-for—
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1. (@ Study of OD discontinuance, and lts causes.

quarter of all educational consultants are university based. Universities could usefully
develop training programs for external and internal OD consultants, stimulate
awareness/interest in their area through. conferences, and carry out experimental
projects in collaboration with local districts. especially with accompanying research.
To work. such-programs should be field based, working collaboratively with school
districts. . , . :
State/provincial departments of education. For those departments with -a clear
interest in supplying support and facilitation to local districts (as contrasted with the
historic regulatory role), OD has promise as a method of district capability enhance-’
ment. OD should not be mandated’ but departments; should work for enabling
legislation, which would permit the use of state funds for local system improvement.
A small grants program for experimen:al projects would also be usefiil. OD also
should be used wjth state/provincial departments of education rhemselves. both to
improve their functioning, and to provide “knowledge of acquaintance™ with OD for
department personnel. ) ‘ g :
Federal edycation agencies. Federal agencies can most usefully aid the responsible
progress of OD in schools at this point by supporting research and development work
and/or_by providing matching funds to school districts. We have noted that large
external grants by themselves mdy do more harm than good by encouraging hasty,
ill-planned efforts. and are certainly not associated with successful institutionaliza-
tion. Specifically, we suggest support of (a) improvement of OD-supportive materials
through contracts for review of existing materials and the development of new
materials; (b) development of prototype training programs for OD consultants.
particularly those working within local districts; (c) operation.and documentation of
OD practitioner network development. so that OD change agents have supportive

analysis; (e) better evaluation of.OD efforts. both through review of existing studies,
and funding local district evaluation efforts: (f) more extensive dissemination efforts,
including the production of case studies, awareness conferences, a clearing house,

" and lateral dissemination by districts; ¢g)-research on a wide range of questions on-

- OD adoption. implementation, and outcome; (h) experimental diffusion projects
using a model like that developed in the National Diffusion Network;~(i) direct
operational grants for OD to local districts (though thismay not be advisable ‘for
several years, until the knowledge and practice base and the number of users has
expanded considérably).

proved OD practitibner competency. along with some dissemination effort. If there
is a larger.i responsible base of coherent OD practice in schools, more-intelligent and
illuminating research can be carried out. Some research topics which seem potentially
most valuable are: : . ' . ' :
(a) Case studies of OD programs and their coping strategies over time.
* (b) Survey of a national probability sample of superintendents assessing their

——awaréness-of interestin and use of OD. L .

u

(d) Analysis of role demands on inside consultants, and_derivation of training’
implications. : . ) e
(e} Study of insider/outsider collaboration strategies in-more successful programs.

.. A . ”

colleagueship for their efforts; (d) improved conceptualization through reviews and ’

Primary priority should be given 1o development of support materiald and im-
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() Examination of state-mandated accountability schemes, to assess their similarities

.and differences to OD (as in our revised definition) and their consequences more

broadly. . - R

(g) Study of OD programs that emEhasize student outcomes, and with concentration
on improvements in classroom educational practice. .

(h) Empirical analysis of what is meant by “administrator support” for OD programs:

~ critical mechanisms, behavior, decisions, and so forth.

(i) Detailed study of the antecedents of successful institutiqnalization; depiction of
thoroughty-instituticnalized OD ‘programs.
(j) Support of studies of alternative models or forms of OD and the testing of them

‘according to their appropriateness for different conditions (e.g., elementary/second-

ary focus, stable/unstable environment, crisis/non-crisis situations, etc.).
Clear information on such topics"'would undoubtedly increase the confidence with

. which OD could be fecommended as a school improvement strategy, and the skill

with which it is carried out: Both outcomes are in our view desirable.

Conclusion

Given our existing state of knowledge, we conclude that OD is a uscful strategy
for school improvement. The best general guidelines for.use seem to be threefold: (1)
use OD in school districts that meet (or can come to meet) certain readiness criteria, *-
and introduce OD in these settings following guidelines suggested in-this review;*
(2) develop and adapt new models of QIJ, which are more appropriate to chianging’
contemporary conditions and to divergent settings (see- Scheinfeld, 1979; Tichy, ™-|.
1978b; Bassin and Gross, Note 1), and (3) use other strategies (planned curriculum.
change, new hiring, new policies and legislation, political lobbying) for organizational
change. where (1) or (2) cannot be achieved (although components of OD, especially
its underlying principles, such as reflexivity, valid data, participatory problem-solving
processescan be incorporated into any change strategy).

Whether the future of OD in education will result in its ‘demise, absorptiod, or

" renewal’ (Tichy, 1978b), there is little doubt in our minds about its significance as a
‘change strategy—a strategy which will, if its own reflexive, self-evaluative character

is maintained, become increasingly well-adapted to the task of improving schools. -

. . d
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