Appendix One
Beyond traditional ways of working with
Organisational Change

Introduction

Consider the following scenario, which is familiar to me both through my own practice as an organisational development consultant and from the accounts of other managers and consultants.

A senior management team has set time aside from their usual operationally driven concerns and agenda-packed meetings for an ‘awayday’ or ‘off-site’ meeting. It is thought that some ‘quality’ time needs to be invested in creating a different kind of organisational culture and a genuinely shared vision for the way the team will work together in the future. On the ‘awayday’, time is spent forging a compelling vision, using creative right-brain based techniques (eg visualisation, making a collage) as well as more traditionally based analytical techniques (eg SWOT, data from questionnaires, market research).

Often an overarching vision can indeed be created on occasions like this, one which appears to have the support of all team members. This can create genuine energy, passion and excitement. The team then use their newly minted vision to agree a strategy, which will take them from where they are now, the current state, to where they want to be (their future state). This might include agreements about how they will begin to work together differently. The team return to their work initially enthused by their new vision. As time goes on, though, patterns of behaviour and ways of working that were the target for change persist. Plans that had been set do not materialise. People express cynicism about the intended changes. The initiative fizzles out. 

This appears to be a relatively common scenario (Beer, Michael and Eisenstat, 1990). Various reasons can be put forward to explain the apparent failure of such initiatives to create lasting change. Typical reasons often given include:

· team members were not really signed up to the change

· key stakeholders in the change were  insufficiently involved or were excluded

· the proposed change was poorly communicated

· the change was not sufficiently well led and/or sponsored

· key leaders failed to ‘walk the talk’, that is to embody the change in their behaviour.

These are all potentially valid ways of making sense of how change did not occur in this scenario. But what if the reasons for the failure are to be found in the overall orientation to and way of thinking about change that this scenario embodies, rather than lying in any of the specific reasons outlined above?

‘Modernity’

This article will argue that the dominant and most common approaches to organisational change and development are rooted in a set of assumptions and practices whose underlying and deep-rooted rationale and legitimacy can be found in the worldview associated with ‘modernity’. ‘Modernity’ is used here to refer to the particular combination of technological, economic, cultural and institutional features ushered in by the scientific and philosophical revolutions of the seventeenth century and the social revolutions of the eighteenth century (Jameson, 1984; Giddens 1990; Toulmin 1990; Gergen 1999).

Different writers  locate the genesis of ‘modernity’ at different points (Toulmin, 1990). Yet most could subscribe to the description of  ‘modernity’ offered by the critic Cahoone (1996) as;

“The positive self-image modern western culture has often given to itself… …of a civilisation founded on scientific knowledge of the world and rational knowledge of value, which places the highest premium on individual human life and freedom, and believes that such freedom and rationality will lead to social progress through virtuous self-controlled work, creating a better material, political and intellectual life for all.”

This worldview, originating in the seventeenth century in the scientific work of Newton, Galileo and Bacon and the philosophical thought of Descartes has had a profound effect on shaping the patterns of thought and social institutions of the western world (Tarnas, 1991).

In the field of organisational development, such a worldview leads to an underlying perspective and set of related assumptions that change and development in organisations can be made to happen through the application of a set of rationally based principles, processes and practices.

In organisational change programmes and methodologies this typically takes the form sketched out in the scenario at the beginning of this article and summarised as follows.  First create a vision of the organisation’s future state. Such a vision should not just be analytically sound and intellectually rigorous and challenging but also serve to capture the hearts of organisational members. Then analyse and diagnose exactly the current state of the organisation - where the organisation is now. Next develop a change programme which will take the organisation from where it is now to the desired future state. This is the basis of many change models over the decades including force field analysis (Lewin, 1951), Gap Analysis (Ansoff, 1965), Egan’s model A and B (1988), and a variety of organisational culture change questionnaires that aim to identify both the existing and the preferred culture (eg Harrison and Stokes, 1992; Cameron and Quinn, 1998).

This underlying way of thinking finds further elaboration in Kotter’s (1995) influential model of change in which organisational transformation is characterised as moving sequentially through a predefined sequence of eight stages.

The underlying assumptions informing this way of thinking about change can be summarised as follows;

1. “Change can be engineered.”
Change is a process that can be actively planned and guided, and needs to be led by the most senior people in the organisation; it is best managed in a staged, linear sequence. The key point here is that change is a process that is done to an organisation - the underlying metaphor is of engineered change.

2. “Change can be usefully described in general universal theories.”
There are a set of universally applicable general principles, such as Kotter’s (1995) model, which can be cast in an abstract, propositional form that can be schematically used to guide organisations through change.

3. “Change is brought into being through creating a future vision.”

Change occurs through the positing of a preferred future state, a compelling vision, which is used to provide the “creative tension” (Senge, 1990, 1994), impetus, inspiration and energy to take people from the present to the desired future.

4. “Processes of organisational change can be described in politically and morally neutral, value-free terms.”  Such ways of thinking about and working with change as described in the above three assumptions are politically neutral in that they do not serve any particular ideological positions.

These assumptions are not separate but interlinked. They work to reinforce one another. They usually remain unquestioned. We are so familiar with them. They have established themselves as the typical mental infrastructure in which we think and act. They provide the usual starting point from which programmes of organisational change are initiated, designed, implemented and evaluated. 

And yet these assumptions are being increasingly questioned. The whole edifice of ‘modernity’ has been under a sustained critical attack in the twentieth century. Philosophically, the whole movement described as ‘postmodernism’ (Derrida, 1981; Lyotard, 1984; Harvey, 1989) has challenged and deconstructed the philosophical basis on which ‘modernity’ was founded. Postmodernism is not, of course, a unified movement. Chia (1998) characterises postmodern thought as;

“A loosely-clustered pot-pourri of ideas for grasping, amidst the unquestioned achievements of modern science and technology, the accompanying sense of loss, foreboding, rootlessness, fragmentation, and malaise precipitated by the very instruments of modernity over the past two hundred years or more.”

Within science, too, the developments first of quantum science in the early part of the twentieth century and chaos and complexity sciences in the latter half of the twentieth century have cast doubt on the mechanistic certainties of traditional scientific thinking.

In organisational development, there is, now, linked to this powerful critique of ‘modernity’, a growing body of organisational theory and practice arising which challenges the taken for granted nature of the four assumptions outlined above and the ways of working they both foster and are fostered by.

In this article, each of the four assumptions will be taken in turn and the basis of the theoretical challenge to them outlined. From this, some emerging directions for practice will also be indicated.

Assumption 1: “change can be engineered”

The basis of most organisational change programmes is guided, purposeful change. In fact at the heart of most definitions of the whole field of organisational development is the idea of planned change. Burke (1992) defines organisational development as “a planned process of change in an organisation’s culture through the utilisation of behavioural science technologies, research and theory.” Change programmes are expected to realise planned outcomes and much effort and energy is expended on ensuring that this happens. This is believed to be the basis of managing change well.

Underlying this is a view of an organisational world that can be ordered, predicted and controlled, and that certain actions can be taken which will have predictable and definite outcomes. And further underlying this view of organisational reality is the scientific worldview of modernity, a world of identifiable cause and effect linkages, which can be modelled and explained using the linear equations discovered by Isaac Newton.  The guiding metaphor for this world is that of a mechanism, whether that mechanism is that of ‘clockwork’ as originally formulated by Descartes (Capra, 1982) or more contemporary manifestations of this in computer-based information processing systems.

In recent decades, first the sciences of chaos, and then of complexity, have offered a fundamental challenge to this worldview of predictability and order.  Instead, complexity scientists working across many disciplines (Waldrop, 1992; Lewin, 1993) have emphasised the unfolding, open-ended, inherently unpredictable, self-organising nature of living systems existing in far-from-equilibrium conditions (Prigogine, 1984). The well known “butterfly effect” (Gleick, 1987) shows how tiny, apparently negligible, disturbances in one part of a living system can lead to significant unpredictable change in the whole system through continually iterative amplifying processes of positive feedback.

Despite this fundamental challenge to ideas of engineered change, most change methodologies still persist with the idea that certain actions if sufficiently well planned and well communicated will lead to guaranteed outcomes. Even Peter Senge who has done much to introduce ideas of systems thinking into organisations still persists, in ‘The Fifth Discipline’ (1990), with the idea that by understanding systems archetypes, managers will be better able to control and manage the systems they are part of. He quotes Archimedes approvingly saying  “give me a lever long enough and……single-handed I can move the world”.

Many of the ideas from chaos and complexity are now entering discourses about organisational change ( Wheatley, 1992; Morgan 1997; Brown and Eisenhardt 1998; Kelly and Allison, 1999; Pascale, 1999). Yet many of these theorists remain within an underlying frame of reference of control in which these ideas are still used in an instrumental way - at their crudest they are simply converted into yet another series of recipes or blueprints for organisational success.

Stacey, Griffin and Shaw (2000), in contrast, have used ideas from complexity to develop a different perspective. They argue that ideas from the sciences of complexity, many of which have been developed through computer simulations, cannot simply and uncritically be imported into understanding organisational life. They enrich thinking from complexity with ideas drawn from relational psychology, social constructionism and Hegelian philosophy to offer a perspective on organisations as socially constructed, self-organising processes of patterned, communicative action. Such a perspective draws attention to the way organisations are continually being made, sustained and transformed through self-organising ‘complex responsive processes’ of people relating together, and that the primary medium in organisational life through which this is taking place is through conversation.

Such a perspective has profound implications for practice. Shaw (2002) demonstrates how her organisational change practice is concerned with participating in the fluid, moment-to-moment, self-organising, daily ongoing conversational processes in which organisational life is being created and recreated. She stresses the importance of spontaneity and the paradox of both continuity and difference as intrinsic to the nature of change. From this perspective any notion of planned change is an oxymoron.

Assumption 2. “Change can be usefully described in general universal theories.”

It has become an axiomatic modus operandi of western thought to think in theories, which offer generalisations across different instances and specific contexts. Western scientific methods have been developed and achieved great success through making general deductions from observation and testing general hypotheses through further specific controlled experiments. One of the defining characteristics of ‘modernity’ has been the value placed on scientific inquiry and the belief that such inquiry provides rigorous, ideologically untainted and value-free grounds for knowledge which can be progressively developed and used for the good of humanity.

In his book ‘Cosmopolis’, subtitled ‘The Hidden Agenda of Modernity’, Toulmin (1990) provides a historical account of the social conditions in which modernity arose. He dates a critical dimension of modernity in the 1630’s arising from the concerns of thinkers like Descartes in logic and epistemology, and Galileo in science, to establish rationality and certainty as the firm foundations for knowledge and unequivocal criteria to base and implement decisions regarding human welfare. He argues that the key shift these thinkers, and then others such as Newton, Kepler, Locke and Leibniz, made was; 

“From a style of philosophy that keeps equally in view issues of local, timebound practice, and universal timeless theory, to one that accepts matters of universal, timeless theory as being entitled to an exclusive place on the agenda of philosophy.” (p. 24)

In a similar vein, he also says of these thinkers that;

“The three dreams of the rationalist thus turn out to be aspects of a larger dream. The dreams of a rational method, a unified science and an exact language, unite into a single project. All of them are designed to “purify” the operation of human reason, by decontextualising them: i.e. by divorcing them from the details of particular historical and cultural situations.”

For Toulmin, the scientific modernity ushered in during the seventeenth century makes a decisive break with the earlier more literary Renaissance humanism of the sixteenth century represented by figures such as Montaigne, Rabelais and Shakespeare who could have provided an alternative and complementary foundation for a different kind of modernity. Toulmin sees these literary figures advocating a more practically oriented sceptical philosophy, which is tolerant of the ambiguity, uncertainty and diversity that Descartes and others wanted to eliminate.

Toulmin’s historical reflections may at first sight seem a long way from pragmatic concerns about organisational change. But it is precisely his critique of the quest for certainty and rationality in the form of universal timeless principles that has subsequently dominated western science and philosophy and his reassertion of the relevance of the oral, the particular, the local and the timely found in Renaissance humanists that is also surfacing in the practice of organisational development. For example, an emphasis on the oral mirrors the concerns of others to place conversation at the centre of organisational (Isaacs, 1999; Shaw, 2002) and civic (Shotter, 1993; Zeldin, 1998) life.

The thrust of postmodern thinking, particularly exemplified in the work of Lyotard (1984) and Foucault (1980), has relentlessly challenged the grounds on which any theory can claim to provide universal, timeless general knowledge. Lyotard (1984) is sceptical of all, what he terms ‘meta-narratives’, whether these are scientifically, theologically, politically, economically, psychologically or sociologically defined. He resists the claims of any discipline, scientific or otherwise, to set up the ultimate grounds for knowledge from which all epistemological claims have to be validated.

Cilliers (1998) offers a useful summary of Lyotard’s thinking.

“Different groups, (institutions, disciplines, communities) tell different stories about what they know and what they do. Their knowledge does not take the form of a logically structured and complete whole, but rather takes the form of narratives that are instrumental in allowing them to achieve their goals and to make sense of what they are doing. Since these narratives are all local, they cannot be linked togther to form a grand narrative which unifies all knowledge. The postmodern condition is characterised by the co-existence of a multiplicity of heterogeneous discourses.” (p. 114)

As with Toulmin’s writing, there is a similar emphasis on the local, and the refusal to subordinate the local and specific to the universal and general.

This postmodern critique is important because it challenges the assumptions on which much organisational theory is based. Many theories of change are cast in similar but, less over-arching, meta-narratives. To use the example of Kotter’s model again, eight steps or principles of change are identified and put forward which are believed to be valid across all organisations at all times. The specific instances, the particular dynamics, emotional atmospheres, personalities and contexts are suppressed and subordinated to the general principles. Yet in actually working with organisational change, it is precisely the specific dynamics and contexts that are constantly met. Kotter’s model, despite being one of the more sophisticated of its type, seems a pale reflection of the colour and complexity of organisational life.

For example, I have been working on a relatively small assignment (in terms of consulting days allocated) with an organisation on the apparently straightforward task of helping to create a professional development programme for a team of people involved in a relatively high profile project. These people are employed on a freelance basis rather than a salaried basis. This task, in addition, occurs in the context of recent changes in senior people within a significant partner organisation, and an impending restructuring of the division in which the project is based. Furthermore this project embodies important gender and ethnic issues.  The holder of a significant post in the division has been away for two periods of maternity leave. Her replacement whilst away has been two people job sharing. The system of roles and relationships constituting this project is then further coloured by the particular alliances and disagreements, patterns of liking and enmity, and unresolved tensions, which characterise any organisational network of relationships. Any attempt, (such as the one that is now being made), to describe any particular situation in suitably abstract and decontextualised terms, and that does not break confidentiality or refer to the specific personalities of the key people involved, gets only a limited way to illustrating the real themes, issues and vitality of helping to facilitate change in this project.

By promulgating, or in the case of major consulting businesses, actively marketing and selling general, universally applicable, theories and methodologies of change, a particular view of thinking about change is set up - it is this way of thinking associated with modernity that is being addressed in this article. This treats thinking, in the words of Clark  (2002), from his introduction to the work of the German philosopher Martin Heidegger, like a “kind of inner tool kit, containing ‘ideas’ to be picked up and employed on problems as occasion requires.” These forms of thinking are so engrained it seems heretical or inviting ridicule to question them. Clark argues that Heidegger’s critique of modernity was a lifelong battle against “the technical interpretation of thinking”, that is subordinating thought to the principles of overall technical rationality which have come to dominate western philosophy. This point will be returned to and elaborated later in this paper.

A further significant dimension of western thought is that its concepts are cast in the form of propositional logic. This way of thinking goes back to Aristotelian logic in which any proposition had either to be true or not true. Tsoukas (1995) shows how this kind of logic has dominated organisational thinking despite the existence of other kinds of dialectical or paradoxical logic in which a statement can also contain its opposite. Tsoukas contrasts propositional forms with narrative forms. These are the forms by which people in organisations go about understanding themselves, their relations with others, and the context in which they work. Organisational life is then understood as a vast array of different, overlapping , competing and co-validating stories clamouring for attention. The ways that certain stories are told and permitted and others are silenced and marginalised is a social and political process.

All this points, in practice, to the significance of stories and narrative sense-making in organisations (Weick, 1995). There is a growing emphasis in working with organisational change to encourage people to tell their specific stories. For example, in the method of appreciative inquiry (Hammond and Royal, 1998), people are encouraged to tell detailed stories that exemplify what works well in their organisation. This is both a corrective to the traditional modernist mindset which looks for problems to fix, rather than appreciating what is working well, and also a means to further learning by recounting very specific stories. The value of the learning is often to be found in the precise specificity of the story and others’ particular responses to it rather than the attempt to extrapolate a general principle from it to be ‘rolled out’ to others or embodied in an organisational change programme.

Assumption 3: “Change is brought into being through creating a future vision.”

At first sight it seems self-evident that change is brought about through combining a sense of dissatisfaction with the present together with the ability to envision an alternative. This is, for example, the basis of the formula attributed to David Gleicher (Beckhard and Harris, 1987) for assessing whether change is possible. Kotter (1995), too, emphasises the importance for leaders of organisational change to generate dissatisfaction with the present. Furthermore, the imaginative capacity to generate and shape alternative futures is a much celebrated aspect of the human spirit. 

It is, however, worth scrutinising and critically examining what can happen when future visions are used to define organisational change efforts.

In these instances, as sketched out at the beginning of this article, the process of creating a vision is often creative and energetic. At best, it can provide an opportunity for genuinely imaginative and innovative activity and a more open-ended exploration of personal aspirations, future strategic directions and alternative scenarios. What can then happen, however, is that the process of creating this vision (or mission statement) becomes ossified into a product which then has to be rolled out or communicated or implemented across the rest of the organisation. The fluid activity of imaginative thinking together becomes literalised into a concrete product, which has then to be sold, marketed and promoted like any commodity.

In order to overcome this separation of vision/strategy formulation and implementation, a whole range of methods have been developed (Holman and Devane, 1999), of which, perhaps the most well-known are Open Space (Owen, 1997) and Future Search (Weisbord and Janoff, 2000). They are often described as large group interventions or whole system change (Bunker and Alban, 1997) and they have been devised precisely to enable significant numbers of people to shape the future of their organisations or communities in a way that promotes ownership, participation and involvement in change processes.

But there are further profound and more hidden difficulties with the way that future visions are used. As has already been outlined, the future vision acts as a reference point in relation to the current state of the organisation to enable a planning process to be conducted which focusses on how a course can be steered to take the organisation from the present to the future. This typically assumes the paradigm of planned change that has been critiqued earlier in this article and this runs into problems because the future, like the weather, at least in England, is constantly changing.

Furthermore, it also assumes a strongly linear perspective on time. Instead of the future, as Stacey (2001) points out, following Mead (1938), Husserl (1960) and Wittgenstein (1980), being “perpetually constructed” from the present, that is arising and emerging from the present which itself is perpetually arising from the past, it is set apart from the present and the past, and dissociated from them. The future in most change models is meant to act as a guiding beacon, a stretching and inspiring challenge, a suitably “big, hairy, audacious goal” (Collins and Porras, 1994). Senge (1990), for example, sees the “creative tension” between this kind of desired future and the limitations of the present as providing the motivation to bring about change. 

This projection of a preferred future to be realised through rationally based methods is a fundamental aspect of the intellectual heritage of the enlightenment and a further illustration of how much thinking and writing about change remains steeped within this tradition.

Some writers (Horkheimer and Adorno, 1947; Arendt, 1973; Foucault, 1980) have shown that this very way of thinking, rather than leading to social progress, has, in the twentieth century, equally well led to forms of totalitarianism and misplaced utopianism. Rather than the ideal future providing the light of a beacon, the desire to realise this ideal acts as an oppressive force subordinating the present to the demands of the future. Even on a personal level the positing of a preferred future  - to be fitter for example - can lead to a continual sense of dissatisfaction with the present, and can work counter-productively as a change strategy.  

To be clear at this point, I am not, in this article, advocating the need not to think about the future nor to plan in advance. That would clearly be stupid. I am though trying to make a point about how the future is thought of in organisational change programmes and its relation to the present and the past. As with the other assumptions outlined in this article, thinking about this differently has profound implications for practice.

Rather than trying to create a preferred future, methods such as Appreciative Inquiry (Srivistva and Cooperrider, 1999), social constructionist approaches (Campbell, 2000) and Gestalt based approaches to organisational change (Nevis, 1987) focus on what is happening in the present. Rather than needing to posit a future over and above the present, these methods draw attention as to how the present is actually being experienced and constructed and show how, paradoxically, by paying close attention to the ongoing present, the future can be changed. Through this people can indeed participate in the shaping of the future but from the basis of a focus in the present rather than extrapolating backwards from a preferred or ideal future.

Assumption 4: “Processes of change can be described in politically and morally neutral, value-free terms.”

Most theories of organisational change, again taking Kotter’s (1995) model as a prime example, are presented in value-free terms. They argue for the best or instrumentally most effective way to bring about change. They are assumed to represent an objective, unbiassed view of organisational life and not to favour the interests of any particular group. 

In so doing, like the other assumptions discussed in this article, they lie within the traditions of ‘modernity’ which assume that it is possible to investigate social and organisational reality using the methods and philosophy of traditional positivistic scientific inquiry. This places high emphasis on rational inquiry as the basis for all valid knowledge.

As already indicated, postmodern thought has challenged the basis on which scientific reasoning has established itself as the primary grounds and criteria of valid knowledge. In addition, feminist writers (Gilligan, 1982; Spretnak, 1991) have pointed out the gendered conceptions of this view of knowledge and how it serves to marginalise and silence other more traditionally female forms of knowing.

By arguing that there are no absolute grounds for truth (Lyotard, 1984), that all knowledge is socially constituted and constructed (Gergen,1999), that knowledge and power are inseparable (Foucault, 1980), and by following Kuhn’s (1970) lead in showing how scientific knowledge does not proceed as closer and closer approximations to an empirically verifiable truth, postmodern thought argues that knowledge cannot be divorced from human interests. Knowledge is always coloured by the assumptions, values, and worldview of the individual and the social context in which it is produced. There is no neutral place from which to construct objective, value free knowledge about the world. Within quantum science itself, Schrodinger demonstrated that the very act of observation changes what is being observed.

Habermas (1972) has shown how different kinds of human interests generate different kinds of knowledge. He differentiates between empirical-analytic knowledge based on a technical or instrumental interest, hermeneutic knowledge based on understanding and intelligibility, and critical knowledge based on an emancipatory interest. Habermas, here, is following and developing the work of an earlier generation of social theorists from what has commonly come to be known as ‘The Frankfurt School.’

A key focus of the work of the Frankfurt school was the critique of instrumental reason, what Grubbs (2000) calls “the production of purposive-rational knowledge by positivist social science”. Horkheimer (1993) argued that instrumental reason, following the tenets of positivistic science, separated knowledge from human values. This leads to a preoccupation with means – with efficiency and effectiveness – and a loss of the connection between means and ends. In so doing it assumes knowledge is universal and in the interests of all. In this way, far from being objective and politically neutral, instrumental reason serves the interests of the status quo and the dominant groups and elite in society. 

Horkheimer, like others referred to in this article, is offering a profound critique of instrumental reason which has become the dominant way of making sense of and working in social institutions such as businesses and the not-for-profit sector. The argument of this article has been that thinking in terms of this kind of instrumental reason or technical rationality lies at the basis of most approaches to organisational change. 

At the same time, though, that this kind of instrumental business and managerial language and way of thinking has come to dominate the public as well as the private sector, there is a growing groundswell of opinion that is challenging the preoccupation with means and exclusive focus on organisational efficiency and asking questions about the overall purpose of business organisations. This takes many forms in practice ranging from the militant activism of some NGO’s around environmental and social justice issues to the rapidly growing field of corporate citizenship (McIntosh, Leipziger, Jones and Coleman, 1998) within business itself. It is beyond the scope of this article to describe this in any depth but I will mention in brief two significant aspects here.

Writers such as John Elkington (1997) are arguing that the ultimate purpose of business should not be confined solely to the financial bottom-line. He advocates a “triple bottom line” embracing social and economic bottom lines as well as financial profitability.

There is too a growing critique of the supposed political neutrality of business. The increasingly vocal anti-globalisation movement claims that, far from bodies like the WTO and large transnational companies being politically neutral in their promotion of world trade and a free market economy, they are advocating the interests of the rich and powerful against the powerless.

Conclusion

This article has aimed to show how the most common and dominant ways of working and thinking about change can be traced to a perspective and set of assumptions linked to the worldview of ‘modernity’. 

In many intellectual disciplines, this worldview has been substantially critiqued, leading to what Gergen (1999) has called the triple crises of representation, value-neutrality and rationality. Similarly in the field of organisational development the assumptions and practices stemming from this worldview are being questioned. Given the nature of the challenge to modernist thinking, especially the critique of instrumental reason and totalising theories, it is not possible to group together all these new practices under the umbrella of a new grand theory or ‘meta-narrative’ in the form of a blueprint or set of recipes for change. This article has instead had the more modest ambition of indicating how different forms of organisational development practice are beginning to emerge that are not situated within the modernist tradition.
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