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s the American workforce changes,
organizations Jook to the field of Orga-
nizational Development (OD) for strategies to meet and manage
these changes. In this article I contend that traditional forms of
OD are not adequate to this task. A new approach to change, called Multi-
Cultural Organizational Development (MCOD), is needed. ’

What is Organizational Development?

OD is a broad and diverse field, and has been the subject
of much study.! Its principal goals have included increased
profitability or efficiency for the organization and the
full utilization of human resources. The typical OD
strategy assumes the goals of individu-

als, groups and the organization itself can
be met with minimal conflict. OD views prob-
lems as the result of faulty communication, bureau-

cratic malfunctioning, or improper divisions of power, tasks
or specializations.
Traditionally, OD:
* is a long range effort to introduce
planned change;
* is based
on ‘

>

THE DIVERSITY FACTOR |




a diagnosis that is
shared by the
members of an
organization;
¢ involves the
entire organiza-
tion, or a signifi-
cant subsystem;
* aims for increased
organizational effectiveness
and self-renewal;
*® uses various strategies to intervene into
ongoing activities to facilitate learning and
choose alternative ways to proceed.?
The major tactics for achieving these goals include:
* training and coaching
* goal setting and planning
* process consultation
* survey feedback (or other data)
* intergroup problem solving
* technostructural intervention
team building

* crisis intervention

* quality of worklife programs
* quality circles; and
* total quality management programs.

Within the broad field of OD there is a continuum
of theory and practice that ranges from a consensus
model to a conflict model. For the most part, the princi-
ples and tactics listed above are consistent with a con-
sensus model.

Those theorists and practitioners whose views tend to
the conflict end of the continuum suggest, however, that
understanding and managing organizations requires a
political approach. They often see conflict as an inherent
aspect of all organizations, starting with the difficulty of
creating a harmonious fit between the needs of individu-
als and the priorities of the organization. A few people—
mainly union activists and academics—focus on surfacing
and using structural conflict among different organization
units, or between individuals of different social, racial, or
gender categories, or between workers and management,
to clarify and negotiate differences.

In practice, most OD includes elements of both con-
sensus and conflict models.

What is MultiCultural
Organizational Development?

The new field, MultiCultural Organizational Development
(MCOD), has been developed by theorists and practition-
ers who see limitations in traditional OD. Influenced by the
civil rights and feminist movements, these scholars and
practitioners charge that traditional OD has not paid close
enough attention to issues of race, gender, class and other
aspects of discrimination and oppression.4

According to Jackson and Holvino, “Traditional orga-
nizational development efforts have not made the kind of
impact on social oppression in the workplace that its
founders had hoped.”> Individual consciousness-raising
about prejudice and discrimination has not been effective
in creating lasting organizational change, nor have training
interventions in general led to comprehensive efforts to
alter organizational power and culture.®

Most innovations in organizations have involved the
reduction of the most overt forms of prejudice and dis-
crimination and the recruitment and hiring of people of
color and white women. Relatively few research or prac-
tice efforts have gone beyond Equal Opportunity and
Affirmative Action programs. These were important gains,
to be sure. But by and large, change efforts have been con-
centrated at the margins and lower levels of organizations;
they have avoided challenges to established power rela-
tionships and dominant white and male cultures.

Like OD, MCOD theories occur on a continuum
ranging from a consensus to a conflict orientation (see Fig-
ure One). Some writers and practitioners focus on diversi-
ty and the effort to understand and accommodate differ-
ences, while others focus on achieving equality and social
justice.”

Those who advocate a consensus-oriented approach to
MCOD stress the reform of organizational racism and sex-
ism through “understanding differences” and “valuing
diversity.” While these programs may help organizations
make important gains in educating white managers and in
recruiting, supporting and advancing white women and
people of color, they do not tackle issues of domination
and oppression.

On the other hand, those proponents of MCOD who
advocate a social justice agenda generally agree that:

* Racial, gender, class and other differences
have a powerful impact on people and organiza-
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racist and anti-sex-
ist. This approach
to multiculturalism
does not simply

Confct )

accept or celebrate

Disparate values differences, but
aims at a reduction
in the patterns of

racism and sexism

Competing organizational .
interests

Contest and struggle

in workplace that prevail in most
U.S. institutions

and organizations.

Exploitative authority

Coordination via control
) One advocate of

MultiCultural |
Organizational
Development

tions. This social diversity embodies differences in
attitudes, behavioral styles, ways of thinking, cul-
ture, and the like.

¢ In a society that constantly translates differ-
ences into ranking systems, some of the characteris-
tic styles of diverse groups are seen as better than
others. When diverse styles encounter one another,
white and male styles dominate those of people of
color and white women. People of color and white
women (among others) have been systematically
oppressed in the larger society, and thus in most
organizations as well. In turn, white males are sys-
tematically privileged, empowered and preferenced.

* When the oppressed resist their oppression,
overt interest-group conflict (racial, gender and
class) naturally ensues. This conflict is NOT pri-
marily the result of poor communication, inade-
quate managerial structures, poor coordination of
task roles, or poor fit between person and organi-
zation. It is primarily the result of systems of
oppression and monopolies of racial and gender
power in society and the organization.

The social justice approach to MultiCultural
Organizational Development is often frankly anti-

this approach is
Elsie Cross who
makes it clear that
her approach to
“managing diversi-
ty” includes the
amelioration of

Racial hostility
Deep gender bias

Problem: organizational
and societal oppression

Issue: reducing
dominance/discrimination

oppression. This

necessarily surfaces intergroup conflict.8

In my view, traditional organizational development, or
OD that includes racism and sexism “awareness” pro-
grams, or even MCOD that proceeds on a consensus basis
are not as effective as MultiCultural Organizational Devel-
opment which takes seriously the challenges of systemic
racism and sexism.

Effective MCOD

What tactics develop effective MCOD initiatives? While
there are various approaches, they all recognize the neces-
sity of challenging the culture and structure of white male
oppression. These can involve:

* informing and enlightening white male
managerial cadres through awareness or bias-
reduction training;

* development and mobilization of leadership
among employees/managers of color and white
women, and the formation of interest groups,
cadres and caucuses so members of oppressed
groups can support one another in their efforts to
change the organization; .

* change in human resource and person-
nel policies and programs to meet diverse

14
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populations’ needs;
* creation of new organizational mission

statements, symbols, myths and norms—as well
as changes in reward systems to punish or
reward managers for behavior on issues of
racism and sexism;

e creation of coalitions across race, gender
and status;

* negotiated decision-making and interest-
based bargaining as ways of using conflict pro-

approach:

Power and pressure—conflict

Not everyone is in this in the same
way or for the same things

Power brokers will not improve the
situation on their own

Lower-level members can and do
have a lot to say and do about it

A lot is wrong

Conflict is natural and can be a force
for change

Constituency organizing and
surfacing conflict

Persuade and pressure power brokers
with information :
with pressure
with incentives
with demands

Threaten managers
with disclosure
with embarrassment
with disruption
with lack of support
with a “way out”

Others of the constituency
or interest group

Internal cadres
External agents/agencies
Coalition

white women, and their allies to influence, threaten
or coerce the change process; and the use of pres-
sure and threat, including whistle-blowing, protests
and external agents; :

« multicultural forms of conflict resolution and
dispute settlement that lead to more democratic
management structures and procedures.?

Power is seldom “shared” or given away without chal-
lenge or pressure. When power changes hands, it is gener-
ally “taken”; therefore it is vital to develop new sources of

ductively; power among formerly oppressed and disempowered orga-
* generation of power among people of color, nizational members.
THE DIVERSITY FACTOR WINTER 1994 15
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While both traditional OD and MCOD use a variety
of organizational change tactics, one of the key differences
between conflict and consensus models of change involves
the relative emphasis on communication and trust, or on
power and pressure, as tactics.

Figure Two categorizes some common change tactics
by their relative congruence with the consensus (olive
branch, or trust and communication) model or the con-

flict (two-by-four, or power and pres-
L

Individual

consciousness-raising

sure) model. Careful choices must be
made among these various tactics and
tactical approaches. Consensus tactics
may work well in establishing a coop-
erative context for change, generating
racial understanding and creating
change in a relatively equal power sit-
uation. But in situations of great
power difference they may lead to
delay, co-optation, tokenism and
agreements to make changes that are
not implemented.

On the other hand, conflict—
power or pressure—tactics can bring

about prejudice and
discrimination has not
been effective in
creating lasting

organizational change.

hierarchy and white males have a strong self-interest in
maintaining that power and privilege. Serious change can-
not occur around these issues without serious struggle and
conflict. Those who hold the power and benefit from its
privileges are not motivated to “share.” Typically, power
sharing is quickly redefined by managers into “democratic”
or “participatory management,” and then further redefined
out of existence as “employee involvement.”

Second, issues of holding and
maintaining power and privilege make
the concept of working in the interest
of the “entire organization” absurd. As

" a political system, the organization is
constantly involved in negotiation
among competing interest groups.
When consensus-oriented ODers or
MCODers say they are working for the
good of the entire system, they are usu-
ally working for, and for the good of,
the managerial cadre—disproportion-
ately white and male—who hire and
fire consultants as well as employees.10
From this position, it’s difficult to work

long-repressed issues to the fore-

front, especially when the divisions between groups are
great or differences have become calcified. Conflict tac-
tics can command attention, speed up action, and pro-
vide the framework for monitoring implementation
efforts. Such tactics must, however, be backed by strong
leadership and power; otherwise they may create heat
and noise that drowns out dialog, and those elites who
experience threat may counter-organize and overwhelm
a change effort. »

While it is possible to identify the distinctions between
consensus and conflict strategies at the extremes of the
continuum, in reality the situation is much more compli-
cated; movement back and forth between the poles is
common. There is a continuum within MCOD just as
there is in OD.

0D does NOT equal MCOD!

There are both assumptive and analytic differences
between MultiCultural Organizational Development and
traditdonal OD. First, MCOD assumes that, on issues of
race and gender, power is embedded in the white male

for the interests of people of color and
white women (see Figure Three).

What happens, then, when traditional OD assump-
tions, analyses and tactics are employed in an MCOD
effort? Can OD be effective in reducing institutional
oppression? Can MCOD be done well without challeng-
ing the centers of monocultural power and norms?

When OD or a consensus form of MCOD is used in 2
MultiCultural Organization Change effort, the change tac-
tics often seek consensus prematurely rather than surface
and explore conflict. These tactics celebrate difference
rather than challenge dominance or oppression. They help
individuals adjust to monocultural norms and power sys-
tems, rather than alter the power systems and the culture.
They create individual changes, while maintaining organi-
zational structures and cultures of racial and gender power.
And they mask real struggle with a patina of enlightened
thetoric and tokenism that maintains or solidifies organi-
zational monoculturalism. :

The current popularity of this approach has led some
critics to label diversity programs and MultiCultural Orga-
nizational Development as the new “race industry”—an
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White males are unlikely to change without
: slgmﬁcunt ‘appeal (including threat) to thei

Ruce nnd gender oppression is the rule; it |
' u fundumemal ‘element in U.S. organiza-

rg
-people who differ from one nnoiher and are
‘in {overt or covert) conflict with one another
in 1mporl:mt wuys

;Orgdmzaﬂonal norms (nnd thus rewnrd sys-
‘tems) reflect the dominance of the white
male culiure und :ts power

People'wﬂh power who are threatened by
'struggle will resist change cmd \mll tounier
;uﬂuck (oveﬂly or :overﬂy -

The core power for dmnge will come from
people of color; women, and other

industry more interested in its own maintenance and prof-
it than in combatting oppression and attaining social jus-
tice.11 The consensus approach may well merit such
charges.

But is it feasible to adopt an approach that challenges
white and male power structures and cultures—an
approach that surfaces race and gender conflict and uses

 that conflict as the basis of the change effort? Can man-
agers and consultants who take this route survive econom-
ically and politically? _

The evidence is increasing that some leaders in major
U. S. organizations are reading accurately the danger of
current race and gender oppression. Whether prompted by
the anticipated demographic changes in “Workforce
2000,” by economic market necessities, by increasing racial

and gender conflict in workplaces and living places, or by a

A revised version of this article will appear in The
Promise of Diversity, forthcoming from Irwin Profes-
sional Publishing, a division of Richard D. Irwin, Inc.

commitment to “the right thing,” some major players
understand the assumptions underlying the MCOD
approach. Books on valuing or managing diversity and a

- diverse workforce are selling like hot cakes, and some writ-

ers contend that many corporate managers “are already
convinced that the multicultural model is the way of the
future.”2 It remains to be seen whether these managers
will act on that conviction, make long-term investments and
take the risks necessary to turn the conviction into reality.

On the other hand, there is also substantial evidence
that major stakeholders in many U.S. organizations resist
this approach and seek to defend their own and others’
racial and gender privileges. In these instances, managers,
consultants and academicians who take a social justice-ori-
ented MCOD approach must fight to survive.

Is it worth it? To protect our own self-interest, should
we continue to adopt the more consensus-oriented
approach and ignore the realities of the racist and sexist
bases of systemic discrimination?

Whose survival is important to us? And survival at
what level of economic or moral comfort or security?
Oppressed groups in the U.S. are having an increasingly
difficult time surviving—with or without MCOD. Eventu-
ally, none of us—or our society—will thrive unless we are
able to respond proactively and progressively to continu-
ing racial privilege and oppression.

Traditional Organizational Development theory and
practice, and consensus-oriented MultiCultural Organiza-

-tional Development, cannot lead our organizations to the

kind of change that is required. We must face the chal-
lenges of the real world—which include power struggles,
conflict and resistance—with courage and effective, appro-
priate strategies if we are to develop a socially just, eco-
nomically viable, and truly multicultural future. ]

End Notes

1. See, for example, Burke and Goodstein, 1980; French,
Bell and Zawicki, 1989; Friedlander and Brown, 1974;
Sashkin and Burke, 1987; Sikes, Drexler and Gant, 1989.

2. Principles are based on the work of Goodstein and Cooke,
1984; Pfeiffer and Jones, 1978; Sherwood, 1983.

3. For discussion of the differences between a consensus
model and a conflict model see Bolman and Deal, 1984;
Bowen, 1977; Burke and Hornstein, 1972; Chin and
Benne, 1969; Crowfoot and Chesler, 1974; Crowfoot and
Chesler, 1982; Espinosa and Zimbalist, 1978; Friedlander
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and Brown, 1974; Holvino, 1993; Patten, 1991; Ross,
1971; Thomas, 1976; Walton, 1965.

4. Such critiques of traditional OD have been offered by
Cox, 1990; Fine, Johnson and Ryan, 1990; Jennings and
Wells, 1989. For pioneering studies of race and gender
relations in organizations see Aldetfer, et al., 1980; Alvarez
and Lutterman, 1979; Fernandez, 1981; Kanter, 1977;
Sargent, 1976.

5. 1988, p. 1.

6. Jackson and Holvino, 1988; Katz, 1988.

7. See Cox, 1991; Jackson and Holvino, 1988; and Katz, 1988,

8. Cross, 1991.

9. Jackson and Holvino, 1988; Katz, 1988.

10. Bowen, 1977; Ross, 1971.

11. Mohanty, 1989-90.

12. See, for example, Jamieson and O’Mara, 1991; Johnston
and Packer, 1987; Loden and Rosener, 1991; Thomas,
1990; Cox, 1991, p. 40.
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