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Improving organizations requires understanding them.  Understanding anything as complex  as modern organizations points to the importance of good theory.  While this may sound academic to those who labor in the organizational trenches, good theories are pragmatic and grounded.  They explain and predict.  They serve as frameworks for making sense of the world around us, organizing diverse forms and sources of information, and taking informed action.  Theories come in all shapes and sizes.  They may be personal – tacit mental schemas that individuals develop over time from their unique life experiences.  They can be research-based B models that stem from formal exploration and study.  Whatever the origin, theories guide human behavior and choice.  The question is not whether to use theories.  It is which ones, how accurately they describe the richness of reality, and whether they enable us to view the trees without losing sight of the forest.  Kurt Lewin, father of the applied social sciences, was right: there is nothing more practical than a good theory.  

Good theories are at the core of effective organization development and change.  Every effort to improve organizations is based on assumptions about how they work and what might make them better.  Theory, therefore, facilitates the work of OD professionals.  It also presents them with a two-fold challenge: (1) sorting through the many models, frameworks, research studies, and findings that compete for attention; and (2) avoiding myopic or simplistic interpretations of complex organizational processes.  This chapter addresses these challenges.  It builds on the work of Bolman and Deal (2003) in proposing a multi-pronged approach to organizational diagnosis, development, and change.  

More specifically, the chapter begins by developing Bolman and Deal’s four frames as a diagnostic model that organizes the major schools of organizational thought and facilitates a comprehensive yet manageable approach to organizational complexity.  It then examines the role of reframing in effective organization development work, and explores ways to use the multi-frame model to expand understandings of planned change, intervention strategy, and organization development.  The purpose of this chapter is to enable OD professionals and others engaged in planned change to be more discriminating consumers of theory and advice, see new ways of working, and translate the myriad of prescriptions for organizational effectiveness into elegant diagnostic tools and intervention strategies.     

Sorting complexity: leveraging the pluralism in organizational theory 

Bolman and Deal (2003) view organizations as machines, families, jungles, and theater.  The images result from their work to synthesize and integrate the major traditions in organizational theory into four distinct areas:  theories about structuring organizations, human resource-related issues, political dynamics, and symbolic concerns. Each of the four areas – the authors call them frames B has its own delimited view of the organizational landscape, rooted in distinct academic disciplines.  Each also has its own points of focus, underlying assumptions, action logic, path to organizational effectiveness, and major advocates.  Each captures an important slice of organizational reality, but alone is incomplete.  Reliance on any one perspective can lead OD professionals to mistake a part of the field for the whole. Together, however, the four frames harness the pluralism in the organizational theory base, acknowledging its richness and complexity while organizing its major elements for easy access and application. 

The structural frame, with its image of organization as machine, views organizations as rational systems.  It reinforces the importance of designing structural forms that align with an organization’s goals, task, technology, and environment (e.g., Galbraith, 2001; Hammer and Champy, 1993; Lawrence and Lorsch, 1986;  Perrow, 1986).  Differentiation of work roles and tasks provides for clarity of purpose and contribution, but leads to the need for appropriate coordination and integration mechanisms.  The human resource frame, with its image of organization as family, captures the symbiotic relationship between individuals and organizations: individuals need opportunities to express their talents and skills, organizations need human energy and contribution to fuel their efforts. When the fit is right, both benefit. Productivity is high because people feel motivated to bring the best to their work.  OD and the human resource frame both have roots in seminal theorists, like Chris Argyris (1962), Abraham Maslow (1954), and Douglas McGregor (1960), who launched more than a half century of research and scholarship emphasizing the human side of enterprise and the importance of attending to the intra- and interpersonal dynamics in organizing.  The political frame sees an organization as a jungle, an arena of enduring differences, scarce resources, and the inevitability of power and conflict (e.g., Cyert and March, 1963; Pfeffer, 1994; Smith, 1988).  Diversity in values, beliefs, interests, behaviors, skills, and world views are enduring and unavoidable organizational realities. They are often toxic, but can also be a source of creativity and innovation when recognized and effectively managed.  Finally, the theater image of the symbolic frame captures organizational life as an on-going drama: individuals coming together to create context, culture, and meaning as they play their assigned roles and bring artistry and self-expression into their work (e.g., Weick, 1995; Cohen and March, 1974; Deal and Kennedy, 2000; Meyer and Rowan, 1983; Schein, 2004).  Good theater fuels the moral imagination; it engages head and heart.  Organizations that attend to the symbolic issues surrounding their own theater of work infuse everyday efforts with creativity, energy, and soul.  Figure 1 outlines a four frame approach to understanding organizations.  It summarizes the underlying assumptions and images of organization that underpin each perspective, as well as frame-specific disciplinary roots, emphases, implicit action logics, and routes to organizational effectiveness. [INSERT FIGURE 1] 

Figure 1: A Four Frame Approach to Understanding Organizations  

	Frame



	Image of Organization
	Disciplinary Roots
	Frame Emphasis 
	Underlying Assumptions 


	Action Logic
	Path to Organizational Effectiveness 

	structural 
	machine
	sociology, industrial psychology, economics 
	rationality,    formal roles and relationships
	1. Organizations exist to achieve established goals 

2. Specialization and division of labor increase efficiency and enhance performance

3. Coordination and control ensure integration of individual and group efforts


4. Organizations work best when rationality prevails 

5. Structure must align with organizational goals, tasks, technology, environment

6. Problems result from structural deficiencies and are remedied by analysis and restructuring                             (Adapted from Bolman and Deal, 2003, p. 45)
	rational analysis
	clear division of labor;  creation of appropriate mechanisms to integrate individual, group, and unit efforts 

	human resource
	family
	psychology,  social  psychology
	the fit between individual and the organization
	1.Organizations exist to serve human needs

2. People and organizations both need each other

3. When the fit between individual and organization is poor, one or both suffer: each exploits or is exploited 

4. When the fit between individual and organization is good, both benefit  
  
                                 (Adapted from Bolman and Deal, 2003, p. 115)
	attending to people
	tailor the organization to meet individual needs,  train the individual in relevant skills to meet organizational needs  

	political 
	jungle
	political science 
	allocation of power and scare resources
	1. Organizations are coalitions of diverse individuals and interest groups

2. Differences endure among coalition members: values, beliefs, information, interests, behaviors, world views

3. All important organizational decisions involve scare resources: who gets what

4. Scarce resources and enduring differences make conflict inevitable and power a key asset                                  (Adapted from Bolman and Deal, 2003, p. 186)
	winning


	bargain, negotiate, build coalitions, set agendas, manage conflict 

	symbolic 
	theater 
	social and cultural anthropology 
	meaning, purpose, and values 
	1. What is most important is not what happens but what it means to people 

2. Activity and meaning are loosely coupled: people interpret experiences differently

3. People create symbols for conflict resolution, predictability, direction, hope

4. Events and processes may be more important for what they express than what they produce 

5. Culture is the glue that holds organizations together through shared values and beliefs                                       (Adapted from Bolman and Deal, 2003, pp. 242-243)
	building faith and shared meaning 
	create common vision; devise relevant rituals, ceremonies, and symbols; manage meaning; infuse passion, creativity, and soul 


The power of these four frames for organizational diagnosis rests in the fact that organizations are messy and complex.  They operate simultaneously on these four levels at all times, and can require special attention to address problems in one area while remaining strong and functioning in others.  Organizations need a solid architecture – rules, roles, policies, formal practices, procedures, technologies, coordinating mechanisms, environmental linkages B that clearly channels resources and human talents into productive outcomes in support of key organizational goals.  At the same time, organizations must deal with the complexity of human nature by facilitating workplace relationships that motivate and foster high levels of both satisfaction and productivity.  Enduring differences of all kinds play a central role in organizational life. They lead to the on-going need for managing conflict, disagreement, and differential levels of power and influence in order to accomplish a larger good.  And finally, every organization must build and sustain a culture that aligns with organizational purposes and values, inspires and gives meaning to individual efforts, and provides the symbolic glue to coordinate the diverse contributions of many.  

Staying ever mindful of these four parallel sets of dynamics cultivates solid diagnostic habits in a field like organization development where effectiveness requires a comprehensive, systemic perspective on an ambiguous, ever-shifting organizational landscape.  But that is not always easy.  As human beings, we all rely on limited cognitive perspectives to make sense out of the world, readily fall back on habitual responses to problems and challenges, and remain blind to other options.  Developmental limitations (Gallos, 1989, 2006) collude to sustain beliefs that our way of thinking and seeing the world is often “the only way” B when we only know how to use a hammer, the entire world begins to look like a nail.  They keep us in our perceptual comfort zones and often away from the very experiences that challenge us to break frame and embrace “more complicated” socio-emotional, intellectual and ethical reasoning  (Weick, 1979).  In essence, good diagnosticians require multiple lenses to expand what they see and what it means.  They are less apt to use them, however, without a framework that nudges them beyond their developmentally-anchored propensities and into multi-frame thinking.       

To compound the issues, the ambiguity in organizational life leads to a host of possible explanations (and implicit solutions) for any problem.  Take the simple case of two co-workers who engage regularly in verbal battles at work.  Employing a human resource-based analysis of the situation, for example, might lead to seeing a personality conflict between the two, clashing interpersonal styles, incompetence, immaturity, anger management issues, or some other intra-personal problem for one or both of the employees.  In this situation B as in all others B if we set out to find a people-blaming explanation, we will.  And once we have determined that the problem requires people fixing, we will tackle it accordingly.  We may invest in education and development: counseling, coaching, and training for one or both partners to help them behave appropriately at work, expand interpersonal capacities, build new skills and understandings, or negotiate differences more productively.  Or, we could fire one or both employees, then hire and train new ones.  Both strategies are costly in their own way.   

On the other hand, the verbal battles may more accurately reflect overlapping job responsibilities:  honest attempts to do their work keep the two employees repeatedly stepping on each other=s toes.  While the expression of the problem is interpersonal, the cause is structural and relatively straight-forward to address. Rewrite job descriptions, clarify role requirements, eliminate the overlap, and the conflict should disappear B  no need to change people or their skills.  In their research across organizations, sectors, and nations, Bolman and Deal (2003) repeatedly found that the first and most common diagnosis of organizational inefficiency is interpersonal B blame people and explain everything that goes wrong as human error, folly, or treachery.  Faulting individuals may be second nature to us all.  But it blocks us from easily seeing structural weaknesses and other more subtle system dynamics.  The tendency to look first for the people problem should raise a red flag for diagnosticians like OD professionals whose values and traditions are strongly anchored in the human relations movement.  Research on perception and human development confirms that what we expect to see is exactly what we will.          

Looking beyond people or structure offers additional possibilities.  The verbal battles may be political, for example, rooted in the favoritism shown to one of the employees by a clueless boss who has unknowingly created a competitive work environment where the powerless grasp at any small share of the turf.  The best intervention in that case is with the boss who needs to learn to wield a supervisor=s power with equity and justice.  A focus on changing the co-workers or the structure by-passes the real source of the problem.  

A fourth diagnostic alternative is to use a symbolic lens and explore the local meaning behind the actions. The co-workers= behaviors, for example, may be a reflection of a playful organizational culture where such verbal sparring is welcomed entertainment B a creative distraction from otherwise monotonous work, an expression of shared norms or ethnicity, or a sign of deep affection between the two.  From a symbolic perspective, the verbal battles may warrant the organizational equivalent of a Tony Award for best performance in the theater of work.  They are a sign of organizational health, not trouble.   

A four-frame diagnostic model: issues, choice points, and areas of focus  

As the above examples illustrate, each of the four frames offers a diagnostic lens on a distinct set of organizational dynamics.  Each also points to a frame-consistent course of action for intervention and change.  If the problem is structural, tweak the structure.  If the problem is with the people, teach, train, coach, counsel, or hire new ones.  Issues of power and politics imply strategies to empower, renegotiate or share influence.  Symbolic analyses focus on the meaning of organizational events to insiders and suggest ways to support the development of a healthy organizational culture.  While any of the frames may account for what=s happening among those two co-workers, it is hard to know which really does without first looking at them all.  Any one frame may over-simplify a complex reality or send us blindly down the wrong path, squandering resources, time, and change agent credibility along the way.  

A comprehensive diagnostic picture is better launched with four questions.  What is going on structurally?  What is happening from a human resource perspective?  What=s going on politically?  What is happening on the symbolic front?  Taken alone, each question encourages deep consideration of a slice of organizational life.  Taken together, however, the four offer a systematic yet manageable way to approach and examine a full range of organizational possibilities. Figure 2 outlines key issues and concepts from each frame. It provides a checklist of sorts, identifying a range of possible frame-specific issues to investigate, as well as potential areas of focus for data gathering and intervention. [INSERT Figure 2]    
Figure 2:  Frame-Related Issues and Areas of Focus   

	Frame
	Potential Issues and Areas to Investigate  

	structural
	rules, regulations, goals, policies, roles, tasks, job designs, job descriptions, technology, environment, chain of command, vertical and horizontal coordinating mechanisms, assessment and reward systems, standard operating procedures, authority spans and structures, spans of control, specialization/division of labor, information systems, formal feedback loops, boundary scanning and management processes       

	human resource
	needs, skills, relationships, norms, perceptions and attitudes, morale, motivation, training and development, interpersonal and group dynamics, supervision, teams, job satisfaction, participation and involvement, informal organization, support, respect for diversity,  formal and informal leadership 

	political
	key stakeholders, divergent interests, scarce resources, areas of uncertainty, individual and group agendas, sources and bases of power, power distributions, formal and informal resource allocation systems and processes, influence, conflict, competition,  politicking, coalitions, formal and informal alliances and networks, interdependence, control of rewards and punishment, informal communication channels  

	symbolic 
	culture, rituals, ceremonies, stories, myths, symbols, metaphors, meaning, spirituality, values, vision, charisma, passions and commitments 


Finally, each frame can be understood as a unique set of central tensions that must be reconciled in making choices about structure, people, politics, and symbols. The tensions are universal and best thought of as two end-points on a series of continua with critical choice points in between that reflect tradeoffs and balance between competing forces.  For example, the design of an appropriate system of rules, roles, procedures, and structural relationships to facilitate organizational mission and purpose requires addressing four on-going tensions:
1. differentiation and integration: how to divide up the tasks and work to be done and then coordinate the diverse efforts of individuals and groups

2. centralization and decentralization: how to allocate authority and decision making across the organization   
3. tight boundaries and openness to the environment: how much to buffer and filter the flow of people and information in and out of the organization  

4. bureaucracy and entrepreneurism: how to balance the requirement for consistency, predictability, and clarity with the need for autonomy, creativity, and flexibility.      

Working through these choices to achieve the right mix for any organization is important and hard work.  But the four tensions listed above are only one piece of the larger work to be done.  Again, each frame has is own central tensions.  A look within the symbolic frame, for example,  identifies different, yet equally significant concerns:  
1. innovation and respect for tradition: how to foster newness and creativity while honoring the power and wisdom of the past   
2. individuality and shared vision: how to get the whole herd moving roughly west without sacrificing the originality and unique contributions of talented individuals     
3. strong culture and permeable culture: how to nurture shared values and norms while avoiding organizational repression and stagnation     
4. prose and poetry: how to balance an organization’s needs for accuracy, objectivity, and accountability with its requirement for beauty, inspiration, and soul.  

Figure 3 summarizes the central tensions for each of the four frames.  [INSERT FIGURE 3] 

Figure 3: Frame-related Central Tensions
	Frame
	Central tensions  

	Structural
	differentiation and integration

centralization and decentralization

tight boundaries and openness to the environment 

bureaucracy and entrepreneurism      

	human resource
	autonomy and interdependence

employee participation and authority decision making  

self-regulation and external controls 

meeting individual needs and meeting organizational needs 

	political
	authority-centered and partisan-centered

similarity and diversity

empowerment and control

individual and collective 

	symbolic 
	innovation and respect for tradition 

individuality and shared vision   

strong culture and permeable culture 

prose and poetry  


In working with these four sets of competing forces,  it is important to remember that there is value for organizations on both sides of each continuum.  The challenge for any organization is to find the balance between the two extremes that best fits its mission, purpose, values and circumstances.  All organizations need to divide up the work and integrate employee efforts.  They foster individual and unit autonomy and  the interdependence to accomplish common goals.  They build on shared experience, skills and values and utilize diversity to stay cutting-edge. They stay grounded in reality and embrace artistry and soul.   

The challenge for OD professionals then is to stay cognizant of the full range of universal dilemmas and tensions and open to working with each. We all have values or emotional preferences for one side of a continuum or the other.  And as change agents,  we may regularly push in only one direction. Those personal biases, however, do organizations a disservice.  
Organization development work, for example, has historically favored values like flexibility, autonomy, self-regulation, personal agency, and decentralization B positions that support individuality and entrepreneurial values and cast a negative shadow on the tight and  bureaucratic.  OD has historically preferred the poetry more than the prose.  At the same time, we know that organizations require predictability, regularity, and consistency, and that people are empowered and more productive with clarity of purpose, means, and contribution.  Rules, roles, policies and standard operating procedures are a route to that needed clarity.  Effective organization development work is aided by an appreciation of all the options and choice points along the road to improved effectiveness.  Attending simultaneously to the tensions in examining structure, people, politics and symbols reminds change agents that there are multiple facets to organizing, each with its own contribution and promise.  The four frames provide a map of the organization development terrain that aids practitioners in knowing where they are, where they might go, and what they might gain or lose in choosing one direction or another.  They also remind change agents that an important part of their job is reframing.

Reframing: using and teaching reflection and cognitive elasticity 
Thus far, this chapter has looked at the four frames as a device for bringing all that we know about organizations to the work of making them more effective. Using them well, however, means engaging in a process of reframing B the practice of deliberately and systematically examining a complex situation from multiple perspectives.  Reframing is a skill that requires both deep knowledge of alternative frames and practice in applying them to make frame-flipping second nature.  

Schon and Rein (1994) identify the important linkages among self-reflection, frames, and effective action.  In the same way that a picture frame outlines and highlights a limited image from a larger visual landscape,  our personal frames delineate and bound our experience.  But we often don’t realize this for a number of reasons.  People don’t automatically think of themselves as choosing to take a personal and limited slant at the larger reality.  They implicitly assume that what they see is what is and that any other perspective is distorted or wrong.  The tacit nature of our preferred frames keeps us from seeing how they shape our perceptions and preferences.  In addition, the nested nature of frames B frames can be individual, institutional, or cultural B compounds the issue.  Individual frames are shaped by personal experiences with institutions which in turn have been influenced by a larger social and cultural milieu B and vice versa.  These reciprocal influence loops reinforce and sustain each other.  Schon and Rein (1994) believe that individuals can develop a “frame-critical rationality:” personal capacities and strategies for understanding the content, impact, and limitations of their particular frame in action.  This is a crucial first step on the road to reframing.       

Reframing is a multi-step process.  Recognizing our preferred frame is important.  But individuals also need knowledge about alternative perspectives, appreciation for their potential contribution, opportunities to practice looking at the same situation through multiple lenses, and strategies for cross-frame diagnosis and reflection.  The multi-frame model developed in this chapter offers that.  It also expands the contributions of change agents beyond traditional diagnosis and intervention.  

In working with organizations to explore their structure, people, politics, and symbols, OD professionals are also assisting organizations in identifying their dominant institutional frame B the shared assumptions and logic that tacitly drive organizational actions and underpin reward systems and strategies.  While all organizations simultaneously function as machines, families, jungles, and theaters, few are skilled in regularly monitoring and managing the ongoing tensions and needs in all four areas.  Recognizing this and understanding the content and contribution of each frame enable organizations to expand their institutional lenses, identify areas and issues historically ignored, and better balance attention across frames.  Planned change now includes a useful meta-curriculum on reframing and developing cognitive elasticity, with change agents modeling the process and benefits of cross-frame discourse (Kuhn, 1996).  As a result, organizations enhance their capacities for multi-framed analysis and action while building new levels of organizational awareness and learning. There are parallel gains for the individuals who lead and staff them, as well.  Reframing demands a tolerance for ambiguity, an appreciation of the social construction of reality, and skills in relative thinking B developmentally sophisticated capacities (Gallos, 1989).  Teaching the art and craft of reframing actually encourages developmental growth.  Change agents then play a significant role in individual, as well as organization development.  William Torbert’s chapter in PART VII of this volume illustrates well the concept of simultaneous individual and organization development (Torbert, 2006).   
OD and the four frames: meaning and method 


The four frames suggest strategies for diagnosing and improving an organization, as well as fostering the flexibility and multi-level learning necessary to assure its long-term health.  They also offer a way to reconceptualize OD and the field of planned change.  Much has changed since OD=s humble beginnings in the human relations movement of the 1950’s. Technology, globalization, competitive pressures, economic models of human nature, and a host of social forces have altered the world of work, the ways we organize for collective action, and the meaning of organizational complexity.  The organizational theory base has expanded to reflect increased understanding of these changes and their impact and to propel others by influencing managerial practice and meta-conversations about effectiveness, organizing, and change.  While OD has evolved since its early days in response to a host of environmental and theoretical shifts (Mirvis, 1988, 1990; Marshak, 2006), many still see the field as foundering, splintered and unfocused (e.g., Burke, 1997; Burke and Bradford, 2005; Greiner and Cummings, 2004; Wheatley, et.al. 2003).  Harvey (2005) even calls for its quiet death.  This is no surprise.   
The complexity of OD=s task, points of system entry, and intervention options have expanded commensurate with the increasing complexity of the world and our ways of understanding it B and in ways that the field itself has neglected to embrace.  Practitioners argue among themselves about where the boundaries of the field lie, which methods of planned change can claim the OD mantle, and which can not (or do not).  Humanistic interventions of all kind, for example, are inside OD=s border while re-engineering and its industrial psychology-centered counterparts stand outside (Bradford and Burke, 2005; Burke, 1997).  Multiple definitions of OD exist, some claiming strong allegiance to the movement=s roots in human development while others embrace more technical interventions into strategy or structure (Cummings and Worley, 2005).  At the same time, OD methods like team building, feedback, data-based decision making, process consultation, and group problem solving are commonplace across organizational sectors and sizes, raising questions about the need for a field that promotes what has become obvious.  Without a larger integrating framework for both diagnosis and intervention,  OD risks becoming a series of incomplete or disconnected practices.  The four frames provide an integrating structure for a struggling field.  They situate OD practice within a larger conceptual map, helping practitioners to more clearly see the organizational processes, dynamics, and issues to be explored and addressed, as well as those largely ignored or still uncharted.  

In the language of this chapter, OD was conceived as a single-frame process to release human potential and facilitate ways to meet individual needs at work.  But the impact of a single-frame process is limited in a multi-frame world B and the organizational world is more multi-framed than ever.  Recognition of this requires an expanded and more generous definition of OD as a field that works with organizations as machines, families, jungles, and theater; appreciates the need for designing and managing multi-framed change processes that address this reality; trains its practitioners on how and when to intervene in and on these different levels; and has at the ready a broad array of practices and processes to facilitate a multi-pronged approach to planned change and system health.    

Solid values have always driven OD work, and the field must continue to support attention to the human side of enterprise, the fair and ethical treatment of people, and the creation of organizations that foster human initiative and dignity.  A look at the front page of any newspaper reminds us how relevant and needed OD=s values are today.  A four-framed definition of the field, however, does not reject the humanistic values that have long underpinned organization development work.  On the contrary, it offers a more realistic and manageable way to create the organizational structures, workplace relationships, empowering systems, and healthy cultures that foster the release of human potential, productivity, and joy.      

Approaching planned change: the paradox of the specialist and the generalist         

Richard Beckhard (1969) provides the seminal definition of organization development and identifies its five key components. OD is A(1) planned, (2) organization‑wide and (3) managed from the top to (4) increase organization effectiveness and health through (5) planned interventions in the organization's >processes,= using behavioral‑science knowledge (p.9).@   The model presented in this chapter suggests a multi-framed way to define this work and its outcomes. Figure 4 provides a summary.  It also raises an interesting conundrum for OD practitioners on how to optimize their breadth and their specialization.  There is value for effective change agents in both.  [INSERT FIGURE 4]
Figure 4: Multi-framed Organization Development      

	Frame
	Focus of OD  



	Change Agent Role  
	Possible Intervention Options 
	Intended Meta-outcome 

	structural 
	aligning structure to organizational mission and purpose  
	analyst, organizational architect 
	restructuring, infrastructure adjustments, vertical and lateral coordinating mechanisms, technology upgrades, environmental scanning, job design/redesign 
	clarity, efficiency   

	human resource
	facilitating the fit between individual and organizational needs  
	facilitator, teacher,  coach 
	training and education, job/work redesign, hiring practices, job enrichment, workforce development, quality of worklife programming, team building, process consultation, survey feedback, fostering participation, expand  information networks, empowerment, diagnosis of the informal organization, norms, decision making, counseling, coaching         
	satisfaction, motivation, productivity,      empowerment 

	political 
	attuning the distribution of power, influence and alliances to achieve  organizational goals   
	political strategist, community organizer, advocate   
	charting power relationships,  adjusting formal or informal networks, redistributing decision making, managing diversity, altering communication channels,  clarifying or forging  agendas, developing arenas to surface conflict, building or dismantling coalitions, rethinking formal and informal reward systems, advocacy and education 
	competitive advantage,  distributive justice 

	symbolic 
	creating a vision and  culture that support organizational goals and individual creativity  
	dramaturg, artist, poet    
	vision and values work, culture analysis, framing opportunities, reframing challenge or conflict, creating rituals or ceremonies, using organizational histories and stories, training on how to give voice to the vision/develop charisma, rewarding heroes and heroines, fostering humor and play    
	passion, spirit, creativity,  soul 


Each of the four frames suggests an area for specialized attention and intervention.  The advantages of specialization are that change agents can know more about a selected area, develop stronger skills in facilitating frame-related processes and diagnoses, and reflect their own values and talents.  Designing formal vertical and lateral coordination networks, for example, is a different piece of cake from fostering a culture that respects humor and play.  And given the reality of time, talent, and energy, it is basically easier to become a valued expert and resource on one set of dynamics than on them all.  

On the other hand, there are real risks. OD practitioners may find themselves challenged in facing issues outside their area of expertise. Specialization can also tighten frame blinders so that change agents just don=t see problems and options beyond their own perspective, the forest for the trees, or the benefit of reframing.  They are particularly at risk if the environment shifts unexpectedly during a cycle of planned change, raising issues beyond their frame skill, focus, or comfort, or suggesting alternative multi-frame courses of action.  Plus, all OD practitioners need to remain a generalist to some degree in their diagnostic work B at least long enough to understand what=s really happening and to assess how well their talents and skills match current organizational needs.  Competent OD professionals are specialists and generalists who need to embrace both sides of this core paradox.  

This may seem like contradictory advice. However, Fletcher and Olwyler (1997) would disagree.  Their work in understanding the role of paradox in optimal performance suggests the importance of simultaneously embracing two seemingly inconsistent paths without feeling the need to compromise on either.  The most successful sprinters, for example, are simultaneously relaxed and tensed to meet the competition.  Bill Gates is a genius in vision and in practicalities.  Fletcher and Olwyler’s work has been driven by recognition that highly successful people are universally contradictory but have learned to accept and use their contradictions for the creative resolution of what may seem like irreconcilable conflicts to others.  Just like good counterpoint in music, they have learned to play their competing melodies at the same time and celebrate the fact that each proudly holds its own.  OD professionals are aided in their work when they successfully embrace the paradox of the specialist and the generalist and bring the benefits of both to their work.     

In closing: a multi-frame future for OD  

This chapter begins with a promise to assist individuals committed to organizational improvement.  It builds on the work of Bolman and Deal (2003) in laying out a four-frame model to harness the plurality in the organizational theory base to strengthen planned change efforts.  It illustrates the possibilities and content of each frame; outlines key issues, inherent tensions, and areas of focus; proposes a four part approach to organizational diagnosis; highlights the power and benefits of reframing; and suggests frame-related strategies for intervention and change.  

The chapter ends with advocacy for an expanded appreciation for OD as a field that embraces complexity and paradox, fosters both individual and organization development, and brings a full range of understandings about the interplay among organizational structure, people, politics, and symbols to its work.  OD and its respect for the human side of organizing are needed more than ever.  The field fulfills its mission and legacy best when its methods are underpinned by multi-framed ways to understand and work with different layers of organizational reality; ask organizations to identify and expand their current lenses;  and model a process that embraces flexible thinking and a willingness to question “What else might really be happening here?”   
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