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Abstract


Participatory and process driven social interventions have a history that dates back to before 1945.  Hitherto this history has been presented within management theory as that of Organisation Development (OD).  An alternative history of OD is presented in this paper, focusing on the contributions of John Collier, Kurt Lewin, Ronald Lippitt and colleagues, and Edgar Schein.  This reveals how OD has been constructed from methodologies invented for economic and social development, and summarises the extensive and critical knowledge of intervention practice that OD provides.  This history, and the exclusion of development from orthodox histories of OD is seen to have lessons for the contemporary uses of OD and of participatory interventions in development, and for the creation of a new models of development management.





�Introduction



This paper presents a history of process and participative  social interventions within Western management, as embodied in the field of theory and practice called Organisation Development (OD).  This history reveals that some of the most important contributions to this field have been made through theorists’ and practitioners’ work in pursuit of development, i.e.  planned interventions that seek to promote the economic and social development of poor and disadvantaged people.� 



The relationship between development and OD is patchy.  Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA), another form of participatory social intervention, utilises none of the insights into, for example, small group processes (eg Cartwright and Zander 1960) or facilitator practice (eg Lippitt and Lippitt 1978) associated with OD.  PRA, PRA in organisations, and the relationship between PRA and management (Chambers 1994a, 1994b, 1994c) are discussed without reference to OD as a body of practice derived knowledge about participatory interventions.  Reviews of institutional development through organisations (eg Moore et al 1995), and of organisational capacity building, even when called organisational development (eg Fowler 1992) and abbreviated as "OD" (though not elsewhere in this article), are proposed with no mention of the management discipline of OD.  Such presentations of organisational development, which emphasise formal, overt aspects of organisation such as structures and systems, seem restricted and naive in comparison to managerial OD, for which an additional understanding of, and a willingness to address, informal and covert aspects of organisation - such as culture or power - are prerequisite.   Most importantly, there appears to be no acknowledgement of the caveats and ethical conditions OD attaches to organisational interventions (eg Mirvis and Berg 1977, Greiner 1979, Schein 1995)  in considerations of organisational capacity building in development, using PRA or not.



At the same time theorists and practitioners associated with OD have continued to apply core methodologies in development initiatives from, for example, Klein (1964) in 1961 to Weisbord (1992), both of whom worked on community development.  Cummings and Worley’s (1993:615-623) OD textbook has an eight page section on OD in "DO’s" (development organisations) in its chapter on international OD.  OD concepts are suggested for social change organisations (Covey and Brown 1989), and in development generally (Hage and Finsterbusch 1987).  Team based approaches to development project planning and management  draw from OD (eg Team Technologies undated:164, from Schein 1987:50), though this is sometimes unacknowledged.   The most thorough consideration of the uses of OD in development is by Srinivas (1995), who reviews both the empirical evidence of OD successes in developing countries and the theoretical literature on the application of OD in national development.  While this review shows that OD has achieved mixed results, a blind rejection of OD is argued against.  Instead, Srinivas calls for indigenous culture specific adaptations which would make OD more effective, but may change its nature.  Such adaptations, however, not only have to be grounded in an understanding of specific indigenous cultures and organisations.  They also require a critical understanding of that which is being adapted.� 



This paper seeks to provide that understanding, not only in support of Srinivas, but with the broader aim of providing an overview of OD for those development practitioners engaged in organisational interventions who are unfamiliar with OD and what it offers.   However, the approach contrasts with those who have tried to show what OD can do for development.  Instead, it shows what development has done for the formation of OD.  This allows a dynamic to become apparent which provides lessons both for the adaptation of OD in development,  and for the creation of new models of development management (Thomas 1996).  In order to make the argument a broad understanding of ‘development’ is utilised.  Although all the work examined here was carried out in the USA, it is nonetheless readily recognisable as addressing and encompassing the distinctive features of development tasks as identified by Thomas (1996:106): "...external social goals rather than internal organizational ones; influencing or intervening in social processes rather than  using resources to meet goals directly; goals subject to value based conflicts; and the importance of process...".



�What is OD?



French and Bell, in their authoritative text, (1984:17) define OD as:



	"...  a top-management supported, long range effort to improve an organization’s problem solving and renewal processes, particularly through a more effective and collaborative diagnosis and management of organizational culture - with special emphasis on formal work team, temporary team and inter-group culture - with the assistance of a consultant-facilitator and the use of the theory and technology of applied behavioral science, including action research."  



They note that different authors and practitioners have different, though broadly similar definitions, and that the field is evolving.  Others record, and are comfortable with, the existence of more than one definition.  For example, Burke (1987) uses several definitions of OD, and traces how such definitions have evolved, noting in particular the increasing emphasis on organisational culture from the mid 1980’s onwards.  Hanson and Lubin (1995:30) also provide several definitions, including one which illustrates the sequential nature of textbook OD practice, and the nature of the relationship between client and consultant/change agent:



	"In its broadest terms any attempt to improve the organisation through involving the clients in identifying problems, planning ways to deal with these problems, evaluating what was done, and assessing the extent to which new behaviours have been adopted and affect the culture is OD.  OD is not therefore a one shot intervention by an outside consultant, but an on-going, long term repetitive process in which management and others are trained to diagnose their organisation or work unit, plan ways to bring about needed change, and evaluate results." 



An alternative interpretation is provided by Pettigrew (1985), whose overview of OD summarises a number of historical and research reviews of the field, and provides an extensive and critical contrast to the OD orthodoxy (eg French and Bell 1984, Burke 1987, Hanson and Lubin 1995).  For Pettigrew (1985:3) there are almost as many definitions of OD as there are OD practitioners.  His research demonstrates a divergence between OD as identified in its literature and OD as practised, the latter often involving the application of an incoherent set of conceptual frameworks of unproven scientific validity, with there being limited empirical evidence of its efficacy.  One implication of Pettigrew’s review, which applies to this paper, is that analyses of OD are often based on an idealised model of what OD is.  Part of the intention here is to explore an overlooked dynamic in the creation of this model; at the same time the relative nature of any conclusions about OD must be recognised.



Any understanding of OD would be incomplete without reference to its inevitably espoused humanistic "values", articulated in terms of concerns for the empowerment of individuals, for democratic and participative managerial processes and for the mutually reinforcing nature of individual and organisational development, the one being required for the other.  These so called "OD values" have led some to argue that OD only works in countries where there are shared positive assumptions about democracy and participation, that is, in democratic cultures (Blunt 1995, Hanson and Lubin 1995:37, French and Bell 1984:4).  This is disputed by Golembiewski (1992), who argues that cultures at the micro level - eg organisational cultures - may be conducive to OD, even within hostile macro (eg national) cultures.  It has also been argued that OD values rest upon unitarist assumptions that there is an essential identity of interest and of goals between individuals, and between the individual and the organisation.   Dunphy and Stace (1988), writing from a pluralist perspective that acknowledges issues of power within organisations, present a summary of the debate within management theory on OD and organisational democracy, participation and change.  They then famously argue that there are cases where conflicts of interest can only be resolved through the use of authority or by coercion - through the imposition of a solution by a stronger party - and inter alia for a contingent approach to change management along a collaborative - coercive continuum.   At the same time they deliberately avoid questions of the legitimacy of those doing the coercing.  In more critical analyses of management, the espousal of principles of empowerment and participation are seen (at the risk of oversimplification) as a sophisticated form of managerial manipulation which seeks to ensure consent to the ideological hegemony of the powerful through a facade of democracy (eg McArdle et al 1995 re TQM).



�Histories of OD



French and Bell (1984) liken OD to a mangrove tree with three important trunk "stems"  - the action research stem, the survey research feedback stem, and the laboratory training stem, all with origins in the early to mid 1940s.  In parallel they also identify the systems work on socio-technical and socio-clinical approaches associated with the Tavistock Institute in the UK.  This review focuses on the contributions to action research and laboratory training of John Collier and of Kurt Lewin.  It goes on to consider the work of Ronald Lippitt and his colleagues, and of Edgar Schein, which built on action research and laboratory training to make key contributions to OD in the areas of change agency and of personal and organisational change.   This is a partial history; quantitatively these represent a very small proportion of those who can be seen to have made a contribution to OD.  However,  qualitatively their work can be seen to have provided core OD concepts and methodologies.� 





John Collier and the invention of action research



John Collier was Commissioner of the US Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) between 1933 and 1945.   He is cited (French and Bell 1984, Cummings and Worley 1993, Burke 1987) for his contribution to OD as the simultaneous but separate co-inventor (along with Kurt Lewin) of action research.  Action research brings to OD the fundamental principle of action informed by research, and its sequential data collection/feedback/data analysis/action steps.  It also brings the principles of interventions where the relationship between the intervener/researcher and  "subjects" is consciously addressed, with an espoused desire on the part of the researcher for a collaborative relationship.  The shared understanding of the organisational issue which the collaborative approach thus requires and achieves is based on data rigorously acquired through a process which claims scientific validity.  French and Bell (1984:114) quote from a 1945 Collier article (1945:275) in which he specifies the principles that guided the BIA during his Commissionership, illustrating his articulation of multi-disciplinary approach to action research:



	"Principle seven I would call the first and last; that research and then more research is essential to the program, that in the ethnic field research can be made a tool of action essential to all the other tools, indeed that it ought to be the master tool.  But we had in mind a particular kind of research, or if you will, particular conditions.  We had in mind research impelled from central areas of needed action.  And since action is by nature not only specialized but also integrative to more than the specialties, our research must be of the integrative sort.  Again, since the findings of the research must be carried into effect by the administrator and the layman, and must be criticised by them through their experience, the administrator and the layman must participate creatively in the research, impelled as it is from their own area of need".



Collier’s work is described in the OD texts, if at all, as being about race or ethnic relations and no more.  However there is much more to it, as the continuation of the section quoted by French and Bell in Collier’s original article suggests:



	"Through such integrative research in 1933, the Soil Conservation service originated directly in the ecological and economic problems of the Navajo Indian tribe."  



Appointed by President Roosevelt to the BIA as an Indian rights activist, Collier tried to replace the historic US government policy of assimilation with one that encouraged self government and autonomy.  Although ultimately unsuccessful (Philp 1977) he was arguably at the BIA the head of, to use our earlier term, a "DO", a development organisation, international albeit within the borders of the USA.  In the same 1945 article, Collier claims that the post-Columbian history of what he called the Indians of the Americas was the longest colonial period in the modern world, in which the colonists’ record was at times as genocidal as that of the Nazis.  He then lists the six principles  which precede "principle seven" cited by French and Bell, which guided the BIA during his office.  Summarised, they include working with established and regenerating new communities with democratic responsibility and power, rather than seeking assimilation; giving such communities control over land use; sustaining civil, cultural and religious liberties including the right to organise;  and support which passes responsibility to tribes, in organisation, education, the provision of cooperative credit, and the conservation of natural resources.   Action research is proposed by Collier not just for its instrumental effectiveness but the ability it offers to engage with, but not obliterate existing tribal cultures.  One action research success Collier (1945:285) identifies is a soil conservation project� with the people of Acoma where:



	"...no divorce was created between the old lasting life, its consecrations and its hopes, and the new life; instead the old life created the new, and no dichotomy arose at all, no split in the community organisation, no conflict between fundamentalism and science, and ‘no conflict between world views’"  



Of contemporary resonance is the contrast of such successes with the failure of the BIA’s "Technical Cooperation" department.  Set up in 1935, it contained soil and water specialists, agronomists, and anthropologists, who assembled a lot of data (at a cost of hundreds of thousands of dollars) but did nothing with it.   According to Collier this was because though the Technical Cooperation administrators were keen to adopt a participative action research approach "...their budget demanded quantity production and had to be spent in a limited time..." (Collier 1945:294).  



Restricted though this coverage of Collier’s work is, it is nonetheless  clear that it is only partly represented by OD writers.  His development and advocacy of action research is abstracted from its historical and social change context, and presented purely in terms of its generic applicability to the management of organisational change.  





Kurt Lewin - action research and the discovery of "process"



Kurt Lewin was a psychologist of established standing by the time he had, as a Jew, to leave Germany for the USA for an appointment at Cornell University in 1934.  (Marrow 1969, Lewin, M 1992) He moved to the University of Iowa in 1935, where his best known work included a social psychology experiment, directed by Margaret Mead, to change households’ meat eating habits (Marrow 1969).  He moved again in 1945 to MIT to establish and become Director of the Research Centre for Group Dynamics.  Lewin died in 1947.  Lewin’s contribution to OD is more widely acknowledged than that of Collier; indeed he is probably the most important single individual in OD’s history: "...there is little doubt that the intellectual father of contemporary theories of applied behavioral science, action research  and planned change is Kurt Lewin." (Schein 1980:239).  



At a popular level, Lewin is probably best known for his invention of "Force Field Analysis" - a mechanism for analysing the dynamics in change processes through identifying the drivers for and resistances to change, and for the "Unfreeze/move (or change)/refreeze" three phase model of the change process (both Lewin 1947).  This model argues that change has to be preceded by the development of a readiness to change ("unfreezing"), and followed by an embedding of the change ("refreezing").  Both continue to be cited as of contemporary relevance in sometimes simplified but still clearly recognisable form in contemporary OD, organisational behaviour, and general management texts (eg Blunt et al 1993).  Lewin also conducted, along with Lippitt (see below) and White experiments into group leadership which sought to compare democratic, laisser-faire and autocratic leadership styles (Lewin et al 1943).  The democratic values associated with OD, and a commitment to using democratic processes at all social levels to make democracy work pervade Lewin’s work, a reflection, it has been suggested, of Lewin’s experience of fascism.  Both his mother and his sister were murdered in Nazi death camps (Lewin, M 1992).



At a methodological level, Lewin’s contribution to OD is seen as a co-inventor of action research, as the inventor of the term "group dynamics" (Marrow 1969) and, at the risk of being too simplistic, as the discoverer of "process", or at least, the insight that the analysis of "the here and now" (a popular OD term - see Coghlan 1988:28, Hanson and Lubin 1996:9) processes in a group is a significant way of learning.  Whilst the contributions of others to the laboratory training stem of OD should be acknowledged, notably argues Greiner (1977) that of Carl Rogers in the early 1940’s, Lewin is widely recognised as the pioneer (Harvey and Brown 1988).  At a famous training workshop in 1946 organised by Lewin in New Britain, Connecticut the learning and change potential of providing feedback on processes within groups, in terms of intra-personal, inter-personal and group processes and dynamics became apparent.   Others running the workshop with Lewin came to be well known in their own right, as psychologists or social psychologists, or for their subsequent involvement in OD (eg Festinger, Lippitt, Bradford, and Benne).  



The experience of the New Britain workshop led to the establishment in Summer 1947, soon after Lewin’s death, of what became the National Training Laboratory (NTL) which initiated what it called Basic Skill Training events.  These developed generically into Training, or T-groups (Benne 1964),otherwise known as  sensitivity training.  These were unstructured events with a process orientation where the data for learning was provided by the behaviour of group members within the group, and facilitated by the trainer’s drawing attention to, that is providing feedback on, aspects of that behaviour.  The strong commitment to T-groups evident in early OD (eg in Schein and Bennis 1965) faded during the late 1960’s as researchers and practitioners began to question their efficacy (see Dyer 1987).  However a strong focus on group and team processes remains in OD and, as Hanson and Lubin (1995:8) point out, its team building and team development processes draw their focus on group dynamics and group leadership from T-group methods.



However the New Britain workshop was about more than the here and now of group process.  From a development perspective it was about social and community development.  Most OD texts do not mention the actual purpose of the workshop (eg French and Bell 1984), or do so in passing as being about race relations (Cummings and Worley 1993).  But Morton Deutsch, on the staff at New Britain, points out the workshop was a result of Lewin’s  establishing the Commission on Community Inter-relations of the American Jewish Congress (CCI), again with the involvement of Margaret Mead (Marrow 1969) and claims (Deutsch 1992:41):

	

"CCI did many innovative things.  It developed "action research"; "sensitivity training" and "T-groups" emerged from  a workshop conducted in New Britain...under the auspices of the CCI...; it produced procedures for handling bigots; its research helped break down legal segregation in the United States".



Of the 41 community activist delegates at New Britain 29% were African-Americans, 25% Jewish-American, 23% English-American, 13% Irish-American, 5% Canadian-American and 5% Italian American (Lippitt 1949:32); this at a time, as Deutsch has pointed out, when segregation was still legal in the USA .  The significance Lewin attached to the workshop was as an action-research project to help achieve societal change, implied in the title of the paper in which he provides his account, "Action Research and Minority Problems".  In it he argues that overcoming "minority problems", recognising that "...so called minority problems are in fact majority problems..." (1946:44), required a shift away from generalities to an approach which allowed those whom such problems affected to specify what the current situation is and what is to be done: "How is social and economic discrimination to be attacked if we think not in terms of generalities but in terms of the inhabitants of that particular main street and those side and end streets which make up that small or large town in which the individual group worker is supposed to do his job?" (1946:34).



Lewin answers his own question by suggesting first, a need for objective measures by  which to define problems and measure progress.  Such measures can only be made through rigorous social research, social research predicated on consequent social action.  Hence action-research, which had to include cross disciplinary (drawing on psychology, sociology and cultural anthropology) laboratory and field experiments in social change.  The article concludes not with final comments on what can be achieved through group processes, or even through action research.  Rather, there is a statement on United States colonial policy, which alludes to its effect on inter (ethnic) group relations within the US and calls for it to reflect Collier’s approach at the BIA.



Collier’s belief in action research was in its utility in mediating between the worldviews of science and of other cultures.  Lewin’s was the modernist’s belief in the ability of science to solve social problems.  Lewin also sought solutions grounded in immediate here and now experiences of such problems.   Nonetheless, as with Collier, Lewin’s work in its presentation in OD has been  abstracted from the societal change, that is, development, context in which it arose.  To state that Lewin’s seminal work was part of "an effort to change consumer behaviour" as does Schein (1980:239) is to misrepresent him.  Wells and Jennings  are an exception, claiming that contemporary US organisations are "neo-pigmentocracies" with "quasi-Herrenvolk democratic cultures" (1989:108),  and contrasting Lewin’s focus on race with OD’s failure to address, or even its overt avoidance of, the issue of racism.



�Ronald Lippitt and colleagues - change agency and the dynamics of planned change



Ronald Lippitt, as we have already noted was one of Lewin’s early collaborators, and one of those who went on to work with the National Training Laboratory.  His first book was a detailed account of the New Britain workshop, its title alone - "Training in Community Relations" (1949) - locating it in development more than management or OD.  Indeed Lippitt himself remained involved in community development until his death in 1986 (see Schindler-Rainman and Lippitt, 1992).  From an OD perspective Lippitt’s most significant, but by no means only contribution is seen as the book written with Jeanne Watson and Bruce Westley, "The Dynamics of Planned Change".  It is widely cited in some detail in the canon of OD and can be seen as making at least two key contributions, in its identification and exploration of the concept of the change  agent (Ottaway 1983) and its development from Lewin of a phased approach to planned change.  



Lippitt et al (1958:10) define the type of change they want to discuss in the book as: "...the planned change that originates in a decision to make a deliberate effort to improve the system and to obtain the help of an outside agent in making this improvement.  We call this outside agent a change agent".   They were not the first to use the term change agent; Lippitt et al note it was adopted by NTL staff in 1947 to describe a diversity of professional helpers.  Examples are provided of change agents at four different levels of "client system" � those working to help change at the individual level, the group level, the organisational level  and the community level.  This distinction between levels of client system is repeated in the structure of OD textbooks, and in taxonomies of OD and change processes (see Huczynski, 1987:5-16 for a summary); none of these however, include a level of analysis beyond the organisational level.



The objective of their work was through secondary comparative research into cases of planned change at each of these levels to come up with a general framework within which the range of change agent techniques and methods could be conceptualised, leading to, inter alia, ideas about how  change agent practice can be developed.  Lippitt et al (1958:15) make the limits of their work clear, stating first that they are concentrating on change in "...psychological process, social relations, inter�personal processes, problem solving procedures, and processes of social alignment of structure", excluding for example, technological change, or changing modes of economic behaviour.  Second, they only consider change where an external change agent is involved, excluding internally generated change.  Third, they claim that they consider only cases where a voluntary relationship between client system and change agent exists, omitting any consideration of coercive or authoritarian change agency.  



The framework proposed by Lippitt et al has a seven phase approach to the management of change, explicitly building on Lewin’s model, and is shown in Box 1.  The consideration of development in Lippitt et al’s work is in their consideration of change at the community level, from which, along with changes at the other three levels, they abstract their framework, and develop insights into change agent practice.  Examples of the many cases reviewed at community level include that of Alinsky� in Chicago trying to set up grassroots "People’s Organisations", the use of community self surveys to address problems of racism and a Commonwealth Government community action programme in Puerto Rico.



�PRIVATE ��	Box 1

	Lippitt Watson and Westley’s phases of planned change



Development of a need to change - the desire to change and to seek help from outside to do so ("unfreezing").



The establishment of a change relationship - establishing a working relationship between change agent and client.



3, 4, 5 moving:)



The clarification or diagnosis of the client system’s problem - gathering and analysing data about the client system.



Examination of alternatives and establishing goals - translating diagnostic insights into alternative means of action and then into definite intentions to change in specific ways.



Transformation of intentions into actual change efforts - turning specified intentions into achievements.



Generalization and stabilization of change - making the change remain a permanent and stable part of system ("freezing").



Achieving a terminal relationship - leaving the client system non-dependent on the change agent.



(adapted from Lippitt, Watson and Westley 1958:129-143)��Lippitt et al distinguish between different aspects of change agent practice at different levels, noting for example that those who work with community systems seemed more inclined than others to conceptualize their work in terms of internal power conflicts.  But while they use the distribution of power within the client system to partly explain change agents’ diagnostic orientations, there is no consideration of power relationships between the client systems and their external environment, or how broader societal power relationships impact on power within the client systems.  Lippitt et al make the psychologistic assumption that the measure of client system health is an alignment between the environment as it objectively exists and the perceptions of it within the client system.  Lippitt et al claim that there is little work that suggests any misalignment between community and environment.  This may be, they suggest, because larger systems create their own environment, because the numbers of people in them mean that shared delusions cannot be sustained, or because (1958:55) "...when alienation does occur on a large scale it is solved by some form of power struggle, not by the more rational means of consultation with a change agent".  Yet one of their key sources on community change, Alinsky, has unequivocal things to say about power struggles, not least that the purpose of grassroots organisations is to engage in them.   Distinguishing himself as a radical of the left, Alinsky sets out an agenda in the book Lippitt et al cite  which calls at one stage for the common ownership of means of production, and at another critiques the US labor movement for its racist collusion with monopoly capital (Alinsky 1969:25;29).  



Lippitt et al, however, avoid consideration of such analyses.  Early in the book, when discussing their methodology, they state (1958:31):



	"our conception of the role of the change agent obliges us to omit a great deal of material about the kind of change which  results in active participation in a power struggle.  We have committed ourselves to a study of the ways in which a change agent can help a client to help himself, and hence we have arbitrarily excluded any analysis of the ways in which a client may seek to help himself solely through the competitive use of power".



Change agency is, then, more rational than and an alternative to participation in any kind of power struggle.  There is thus a dichotomy in Lippitt et al’s work.  On the one hand, the distribution of power within the system is seen as a legitimate consideration.  The change agent is provided with guidance and choices with respect to how he (sic) might address power relationships within the client systems, allowed on occasion to be coercive (1958:76), advised to select allies (1958:119) and to be wary of vested interests.  All this is justified because the change agent’s role is assumed to be benevolent.  On the other hand, broader frames of analysis, which might explain power relationships within the system in terms of external forces, or inform who the change agent seeks as allies, or which interests he or she acts for are excised or excluded, and replaced by allusion to the change agent’s  sense of right and wrong, codes of professional ethics and the "Judeo-Christian democratic ethic" (1958:98).



In the discussion of Collier and of Lewin a dynamic was identified whereby elements of their work which could be applied in the management of change are abstracted from the broader context in which they were developed, which it is possible to construe as a development context.  The very methodology of the Dynamics of Planned Change presents the same dynamic in one volume, this time abstracting generalised approaches to the management of change at least in significant part from development processes, and at the same time precluding any critical consideration of the societal context in which such change is conducted.  





Edgar Schein - from coercive persuasion to process consultation



The final person considered in this selective history is the organisational psychologist Edgar H Schein.  His work includes standard texts on organisational psychology, organisational socialization and career development, and organisational culture and leadership (Schein 1980, 1988; summaries in Sashkin 1968, Coghlan 1988).   The last is important in OD, as is our focus here, Schein’s concept of process consultation.  For Coghlan (1988:27), Schein’s book "Process Consultation" (1987), first published in 1969  "is standard text and a classic in the field of organisational processes".   It was followed by Process Consultation volume 2 (Schein 1984).  As Coghlan points out, the term process consultation does not for Schein primarily describe the consultant’s work with group processes, as some OD writers imply (eg Harvey and Brown 1988), although this is covered in much of both volumes.  Rather it describes a particular mode of consultancy practice, which Schein contrasts with expert and doctor�patient consultancy.  



As an expert the consultant is paid by the client to use his or her expertise to fix a particular problem.  For expert consultancy to work there is first, a requirement that the client has diagnosed his or her own problems and their root cause correctly in the first place, and second the client has to accept the expert’s diagnosis.  If the client does not he or she will have no desire to implement the recommendations.   The doctor - patient mode involves some consultant � client interchange in arriving at a diagnosis.   The consultant will collect data from the client organisation, and thus to some extent involve  individuals in the client organisation in arriving at a solution.  However the  power and responsibility of diagnosis and of prescribing remedies rest with the consultant.  Doctor � patient consultancy still relies on the consultant’s ability to arrive at a full and thorough understanding of the organisation and its problems, sufficient to decide what is best in terms of management action.  Moreover, there is still the issue of acceptance of consultancy findings.



Process consultation recognizes three principles, according to Schein.  First, clients know as much or more about their own organisations as the consultant ever will.  Second the consultancy process needs to engender psychological ownership of the activities which result from it on the part of the client.  Third, the consultant should seek to develop clients’ capabilities to solve their own problems.  Process consultation is thus defined by Schein (1987:34) as: "...a set of activities on the part of the consultant that help the client to perceive, understand and act upon the process events that occur in the clients’ environment".  



Blunt (1995) suggests that although process consultation might appear to be an appropriate modus operandi for development assistance, it has cultural limitations.  He states that process consultation appears to have been "made in America", and uses China as an example of where it is culturally inapplicable.  This is ironic, because although process consultation was manufactured in the USA, Chinese components were used.  Schein’s early work was on China; during his time as a US army psychologist in 1950’s, he researched into the ability of the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) to achieve attitudinal and behavioral change using persuasion.  His  particular interest was the so called brainwashing of western prisoners during the Korean war, "...that is, the cases of genuine ideological conversion  seemingly accomplished by coercive means" (Schein 1961:9).  The resulting book - Coercive Persuasion (Schein� 1961) and articles (eg Schein 1968, Schein et al 1968)  are rarely cited  other than by Schein himself, or in reviews of Schein’s work as a whole (Sashkin 1968, Coghlan 1988).



Schein (Sashkin 1968) himself made the continuity explicit between this early work and his subsequent work on organizational socialization, in which he identifies similar processes of indoctrination.   The linkage between Coercive Persuasion and the Process Consultation volumes is harder to identify, but it exists.   Although Schein  has stated that his interest has "always been in inter-personal relations, in influence" (Sashkin 1968:409) he also implied that his work on process and in OD was influenced, among other things, by his post Coercive Persuasion experiences as an NTL T-group participant and trainer, by Goffman’s dramaturgical concepts, and by Bales and the so called Chicago School frameworks for the analysis of inter-personal processes (Sashkin 1968:409).  All are evident in the two volumes of Process Consultation, alongside and integrated with explanations of the practice of process consultation.  



Nonetheless, there are significant theoretical similarities between both volumes of Process Consultation and Coercive Persuasion.  The latter conducts an analysis which includes consideration of intra-psychic and interpersonal processes using language familiar from any consideration of OD.  Schein (1961:12) considers "...the sorts of person who are the change agents in the day to day business of producing ideological change", and the application of theory from the behavioral sciences: "...psychology, psychiatry, sociological  and other theories which pertain to the change process or the influence process...".  He evaluates a range of theories including, from psychology, Pavlovian conditioning and psycho-analytical frameworks, and from social psychology/sociology the work of Goffman and of Festinger, in terms of their adequacy of explanation of brainwashing processes.  Each, Schein suggests, provides a partial understanding.   But they only supplement the closest theoretical model Schein can find for the coercive persuasion process, a development of Lewin’s unfreeze/change/refreeze model.   In Process Consultation volume 2, the chapter on initiating and managing change presents a very similar model, which Schein makes clear was  developed for his brainwashing work (Schein 1987:92).  The  model, which can be seen as incorporating elements of Goffman’s and of Festinger’s concepts, and an allusion to  force field analysis, is quoted from Process Consultation volume 2 in Box 2, and explained thus in Coercive Persuasion:



	"it is a basic assumption of the model that beliefs, attitudes, values and behaviour patterns of an individual tend to be integrated with each other and tend to be organised around the individual’s self image or self concept.  This integration, even if imperfect, gives continuity and stability to the person, and hence operates as a force against being influenced, unless the change which the influence implies is seen to be a change in the direction of greater integration" (Schein 1961:118).





�PRIVATE ��	Box 2

	Schein’s Three-Stage Model of the Change Process



Stage 1 



Unfreezing: Creating motivation and readiness to change through



a	Disconfirmation or lack of confirmation

b	Creation of guilt or anxiety

c	Provision of psychological safety



Stage 2



Changing through cognitive restructuring: Helping the client to see things, judge things, feel things, and react to things based on a new point of view obtained through



a	Identifying with a new role model, mentor, etc.

b	Scanning the environment for new relevant information



Stage 3



Refreezing: Helping the client to integrate the new point of view into:



a	The total personality and the self concept

b	Significant relationships



(source: Schein 1987:93, table 6.1)��



Schein’s method of attitudinal and behavioral change is one of social disintegration (unfreezing), social reconstruction (change) and social reintegration (refreezing) of individuals’ cognitive frameworks.  It is proposed in a context of culture change in his later work, having been developed in a context of coerced ideological change in the earlier.  In Process Consultation the method  - the disconfirming information that important expected outcomes are not going to be achieved, the consequent creation of guilt, the provision of security that unfreeze, the provision of new relevant information, the role modelling that change - is applied, by implication, with benevolent intention by change agents with a correct understanding of the need for change and of the nature of change required.  



In contrast, Coercive Persuasion identifies an overtly ideological intent on the part of the change agent and an explicitly coercive context, which included physical maltreatment.  Yet such persuasion was still achieved through group processes, and more, through participatory group processes.  This offers two important overlapping insights.  First, the link between participation and democracy is broken.  Even though the situation was far from democratic for the prisoners, participative processes, and importantly, the appearance of participation were still required.  Second, the link between the use of group processes and benevolent ends is also broken.  Schein demonstrates in detail how group methods are used non democratically to achieve malign ends.



The overarching factor that distinguishes the China era of Schein’s work from his own later work, and from OD as a whole, is not however merely the context of the attitudinal change sought through coercive persuasion.  Rather, it is the sophistication and depth of the analysis of the context, which justifies its identification as development work.  In contrast to the two pages of change as modernisation - jet travel, vaccines, the conquest of nature, the ever increasing rate of change - in Lippitt et al’s introduction (1958:4-5), that typifies the OD genre, Schein provides an 110 page historical exploration.  This notes the importance of group discussion in the cells which hallmarked Leninist revolutionary organisation, and argues that the theoretical problems of creating an agrarian class consciousness and the practical problems of a guerilla war requiring a hospitable and protective peasantry combined to require the development of persuasive methods in which CCP cadres were given pragmatic licence to adapt ideological tenets to local conditions.  Post 1945 there was seen to be a need for the CCP to find mechanisms of social control mainly  through so called "thought reform", one of the implicit aims of which  was seen to be the creation of ideological unanimity.  Schein suggests, in a chapter entitled "The Passion for Unanimity" (echoes of Peters and Austin’s (1985) "Passion for Excellence") that this was built around the notion of an anti-western Asian way (Schein 1961:109), and the need to elicit motivation for rapid social and economic change (Schein 1961:82-84).  No summary can do justice to the completeness of Schein’s analysis.  In a general sense his argument is that methodologies developed to address these historical imperatives were then applied in dealing with prisoners.



In some ways Coercive Persuasion aligns most closely with Wilmott’s (1993) analysis of contemporary participatory management approaches as a means to totalitarian managerialist ideological ends, with Schein showing in detail how it is done at the personal, interpersonal  and group level.  Consideration of Schein’s work demonstrates yet again the dynamic whereby change methods are identified within a development context, within a context of social change, and abstracted from that context to be applied supposedly context free in management and in OD.  This time the dynamic is evident not only in the use to which OD has put Schein’s analyses, but within Schein’s body of work as a whole.





Conclusion



There are three sets of lessons for those  of us engaged in developing organisations for economic and social development, and who share Srinivas’ (1995) and Thomas’ (1996) commitment to the creation to distinctive models of OD and development management respectively.  The first arise from the evidence that there is a history of participatory process approaches beyond that cited within contemporary development literature.  Although found within management it is a history to which development has some claim.  Indeed, given the extent of development’s contribution to OD, there is some irony in the advocacy and selling of OD, or components thereof, to development as a new method which can improve development practice.  Part of the intention of this article has been to provide an overview which serves as a point of entry to OD for those to whom it is unfamiliar.  At the same time, those who have been prepared to engage in organisational interventions without a critical awareness of OD, (as distinct from organisational development as described in the introduction), should reflect on why this is so, particularly given OD’s development roots, and on whether the standards of rigor and expertise expected in other areas of development activity are applied when it comes to  management, organisation, and participatory social interventions for development.  



The second set of lessons is with respect to the relationship between structural forces and the agency of the change agent or manager.  In one way, all the identification of the exclusion of societal analyses from OD has done is bring us to a well established destination in critiques of OD.  This is that OD is ahistorical and acontextual (Pettigrew 1985:23), being wholly about the management of change and hardly about the analysis of any of the historical and immediate contexts of change (Wilson 1992:120).  The route in arriving at this destination is however new.  Its implication is that even overt attempts to ground change agent practice in analyses of structural forces are subject to a powerful contrary excluding dynamic.  That dynamic is sustained, again as Wilson (1992:122) notes, and as representations of the 1946 New Britain workshop epitomise, by the immediacy, indeed the here and now, of the "here and now".  Priority is likely to be given to means of addressing present, observable and supposedly addressable individual, group and organisational behaviour rather than to understanding those equally present, but less evidently observable and ostensibly still less addressable extra-organisational societal forces.  Moreover this is true of management generally as it is of change management.  New OD and development management syllabuses (and practitioners) therefore need, first,  a strong development grounding, as Thomas suggests (and pace Wilson (1992)) to provide a broader cross-disciplinary analysis of change and of management.  Second, there is a need for a reflexive awareness of pressures to create a here and now, instrumentally defined model of management, excluding understandings of how managerial discourse is created and sustained.  The immediacy of the managerial or change agent task is however in itself a here and now explanation of these pressures.  There is another explanation provided by  the critical analyses previously cited (Wilmott 1993, McArdle 1995), which see the maintenance of managerial legitimacy underpinned by the exclusion of perspectives perceivable as critical of the structures of society as a whole behind a facade of  democracy.  



This brings us to the third and final set of lessons.  OD’s espoused humanist values  closely resemble the style suggested by Thomas (1996) for development management.  There are further significant similarities in the emphasis on participation and empowerment, and on process.  Development management’s approach is distanced by Thomas from that of conventional management by stressing its derivation from a different, more radical participative tradition - that of Freire (1992), and of Participative Action Research (Fals-Borda and Rahman 1991) - of working against existing power structures.  However, as is demonstrated by the examples of Collier, Alinsky, and even Lewin, all of whom can be said to have worked against existing power structures, radical participative traditions can be appropriated for less radical ends.  This, and Schein’s China work showing how supposedly participative processes can be used for coercive, consciousness changing, ideological ends behoves a specification of how radical traditions of participation and empowerment are differentiated from the managerial tradition, and of how they will remain so, particularly  when incorporated into development management.  One response may be that the meaningful difference is in the context, that is in the ends for which participation is used, more than it is in the participatory processes themselves.  This reduces such processes to technique, or to use the language sometimes used by OD of itself, technology (Tichy 1983: 291-329) or social technology (Burke and Hornstein 1971).  Like other technologies, participatory processes are never value free or neutral in their application, but also not necessarily value or interest specific.  That is, these technologies can be used to promote values or interests other than those for which they were invented.  Thus, from a radical perspective, participatory processes may still be necessary, but they are no longer sufficient in themselves to identify what is happening as radical.  Participatory interventionists - whether they currently see themselves as managerial, radical, or both - would consequently have to be prepared to recognise themselves as essentially technocratic, and the use of the vocabulary of empowerment as potentially deceptive, and even self-deceptive.
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�.	Issues of defining development, which are addressed by Thomas (1996), are not entered into here.

�.	This paper is written from the author's position as an OD consultant and sceptical proponent of OD.

�.	Some have been excluded by somewhat subjective judgements of the significance of their work for OD, notably A K Rice and his contribution to the development of systems theories in Ahmedabad, India (Rice 1963).

�.	Collier took care to point out that this initiative had a woman BIA administrator.

�.	Alinsky was an inspiration to many development workers in the 1960s and 1970s, especially in NGOs (Elliott 1987).  However, the "back of the yards" grassroots organisations Alinsky helped set up in Polish communities in 1950s Chicago took a racist segrationist stance (Fisher 1990).

�.	Coercive Persuasion was written "with" I Schneier and C Baker.  Schein only ever cites himself as author in references in his own later work.
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