“For OD practitioners, a logic model can provide a powerful and simple way to articulate the
connections between our interventions and desired impact. It can be a helpful exercise to
ensure that the interventions proposed reasonably lead to the final desired impact.”
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Demonstrating impact is challenging for
organization development (OD) practitioners because we work in complex human
systems. Job fulfillment, employee engagement, improved trust and collaboration
are influenced by multiple factors, which
unfold over the long term, and are difficult to isolate into causal relationships.
As practitioners, we want to know that we
are making a difference; and our clients
want to see evidence of the value of our
work. While we can point to helpful shortterm outputs—anecdotal client feedback,
improvement in 360 assessments, greater
productivity output in a team—it can be
difficult to prove the long-term benefits of
our interventions on larger organizational
health factors, such as employee engagement, profitability, and growth.
Similarly, the nonprofit sector has
grappled with its long-term impact on communities, systems, and society. How does
an early childhood intervention contribute
to alleviating poverty? How do practices
in a homeless shelter contribute to people
being able to stay in their homes longer or
to avoid homelessness in the first place?
Over the last several decades, nonprofits
have been trying to prove the connection
between their interventions and long-term
impact, as philanthropic and government
funders want to see the social return on
their investment.
We both have worked extensively in
the nonprofit and philanthropic sector and
have seen how the sector has responded
creatively to the pressure to measure its

results. In this article, we consider three
approaches to exploring impact in the nonprofit sector: logic models as a classic
example of formative and summative
evaluation; developmental evaluation; and
an example of a blended approach, Theory
of Change. We discuss their applications to
our work as OD practitioners and understand them in the context of dialogic and
diagnostic OD approaches. We draw lessons from their strengths and limitations
and see the polarities that suggest a both/
and rather than an either/or approach.
We do not provide easy solutions in
this article. We found value in all three
well-regarded evaluation approaches.
Often the distinctions between the
approaches were less important than the
context and purpose of the evaluation.
Is the environment volatile or stable?
What is the systems’ comfort level with
ambiguity? Is the purpose of the inter
vention improvement or transformation?
Answers to these questions and others
guide which approaches are appropriate,
as we will explore.
Just as many of today’s OD practitioners blend diagnostic and dialogic OD,
mixing evaluation methodologies can
address clients’ unique needs and help
us better understand the difference we
make in our change efforts. Through the
following exploration of these evaluation
frameworks from the nonprofit sector, and
applying them to organization development, we hope to expand our choices as
OD practitioners to better serve our clients.
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Table 1. Logic Model
Resources/Inputs
Human, financial,
organizational,
community, and other
resources directed
towards the program

Program Activities
Processes, tools, events,
technology, and actions
that are part of program
implementation

Outputs

Outcomes

Direct products of the
programs (e.g., types
of services, attendance,
and completion
numbers)

Specific changes in
short-term participant
behavior, knowledge,
skills, or other metrics
Often divided into short,
medium, and long-term

Impacts
Fundamental desired
change as a result of
program
Generally, at
organizational or
community level
System impact

Planned Work

Intended Results
(Adapted from the W.K. Kellogg Logic Model Development Guide, 2004)

Philanthropic and Nonprofit
Evaluation Context

Reasonable Clarity: Logic Model

play critical roles in shifting and evolving
culture in their organizations (2004).
The logic model is a good example of a
These programs, when well-designed and
In the nonprofit context, the contemporary formative and/or summative evaluation
implemented, can shape the behaviors of
evaluation paradigm developed from “a
method. It provides a visual representaleaders, often leading to changed organizalongstanding assumption that there is a sci- tion of how a program works: the connectional culture and practices.
entific approach to solving large-scale social tions between the resources invested, the
Table 2 is an example of a logic model,
problems” (Kramer et al., 2007). Dating
activities pursued, and how they will lead
along with associated evaluation methback to early 20th century, iconic philto intermediate outcomes and the final
ods, adapted from a multi-organizational
anthropic foundations, such as Carnegie
impact desired. First created in the 1970s
leadership development program that
and Rockefeller, introduced the concept of
and 1980s, logic models became widely
Lu’s firm led. Participants were mostly
funding small-scale experimental interused in the 1990s in the nonprofit sector as first-time supervisors and managers. The
ventions for social change and testing for
a systematic way of linking program activi- program was designed to increase their
efficacy. If “proven” effective, the hope was ties to outcomes (McLaughlin & Jordan,
self-awareness, develop their basic managethat other funders or government entities
1999). They have guided nonprofits with
rial and leadership skills, and to strengthen
would replicate and scale the solution. The the planning, implementation, and evalua- their peer networks. The logic model prorole of evaluation is to provide the objective tion of their programs; and they have been vided a roadmap for evaluating the long“proof” (Kramer et al., 2007).
popularized with many easy-to-implement
term sector impact for the program.
Traditionally, this measurement was
guides, created by respected philanthropic
This model illustrates the reasonable
done through summative or formative
institutions, such as the W.K. Kellogg
connections between short and mediumevaluation and emphasized a scientific,
Foundation.
term outcomes of improved leadership
positivist approach. Summative evaluaWhile specific formats may differ,
competencies and leader networks to the
tion is performed at the completion of an
most logic models follow the general forlonger-term impact of a sustainable and
intervention against a set of predetermined mat in Table 1.
effective pipeline of leaders in the secoutcomes to determine eligibility for repliNonprofits determine indicators for
tor. Lu’s firm partnered with another firm
cation and scalability. Formative evaluation short- and medium-term outcomes. One
to conduct a three-phase evaluation of
is an intermediate phase in this process
can make logical leaps of faith to see the
this program via immediate participant
that focuses on program feedback and
connections between those outcomes and
surveys, 6-month manager interviews, and
improvement, in order to ready a program
the long-term impact, even if that final
12-month participant interviews. The evalumodel for the final summative evaluation
long-term impact is difficult to measure.
ation report observed positive outcomes,
(Patton, 2011). These traditional approaches Staying on track to achieve the indicators
including skill development in several
to evaluation reflect a positivist understand- in the intermediate stages strongly sugareas, increased commitment to the secing of the world in which one can predeter- gests that the nonprofit is achieving their
tor, and stronger leader networks. Table 2
mine outcomes, gather data, and establish
desired impact.
indicates that these short to medium term
an objective view of reality. These concepts
This logic model can easily be applied outcomes could contribute reasonably to
are all aligned with foundational premises
to organization development work. To
the longer-term sector impact.
of classic, diagnostic organization develop- illustrate its application, we will use the
For OD practitioners, a logic model
ment, which primarily emerged in the mid- example of a leadership development
can provide a powerful and simple way
20th century (Bushe & Marshak, 2009).
program, which can be a critical intervento articulate the connections between
tion that facilitates personal and organiour interventions and desired impact. It
zational change. Schein holds that leaders
can be a helpful exercise to ensure that
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Table 2. Leadership Development Program Logic Model
Inputs
Staff time for
marketing,
coordination, and
participant selection
Program design
Financial resources
for
• Facilitators
• Space rental
• Food
• Etc.

Activities

Outputs

Leadership
• Number of
development program
participants in
with key components:
program
• Three in-person
• Activities
immersion sessions
completed
• 360 evaluations
• Learning
Communities

• Level of participant
satisfaction

• Individual coaches

Outcomes
Short-term:
• Improvement
in leadership
competencies
Medium-term:
• Increased
leadership of
participants in their
organizations
• Benefit to
organizations:
(e.g., retention,
employee
satisfaction,
improved
leadership)

System Impact
• Greater retention in
the nonprofit sector
• Leaders with
improved skills,
knowledge, and
competencies in
the nonprofit sector
• Effective and
sustainable
leadership pipeline
in the sector

• Expanded leader
network
Possible
evaluation
methods

• Organizational
documentation

• Documentation of
program design

• Documentation of
participation

• Manager
assessments

• Observation

• Manager and/or
360 interviews

• Immediate
participant survey
feedback

• Participant
interviews/ focus
groups/surveys

• Long-term data on
participant career
paths
• Additional
interviews/focus
groups /surveys

• Organizational data
(Adapted from Rabin A., Freeman, T., Zane, N., and Vanderslice, V., 2013)

the interventions proposed reasonably
lead to the final desired impact. It allows
us to check implicit assumptions about
cause and effect relationships between
each stage of the model by verifying with
established behavioral science research.
And logic models can direct scarce
evaluation resources to targeted metrics
for evaluation.
Yet the strength of logic models may
also be their weakness: their simplicity may
be insufficient in capturing the impact of
OD work. Logic models, like other forms
of formative and summative evaluation,
generally depict simple linear cause and
effect modeling, which does not capture
complex dynamics occurring within social
systems, especially in rapidly changing
environments that more often characterize
our work contexts today (Marshak, 2010).

Emergent Exploration:
Developmental Evaluation
Addressing the aforementioned limitations of formative and summative methodologies, Michael Quinn Patton (2011),
a thought leader in nonprofit evaluation
and organization development, describes
a newer approach to assessment, which he
termed developmental evaluation. Patton
argues that traditional approaches to evaluation, such as logic models, are insufficient
and inappropriate in certain contexts.
These methodologies have required a fixed,
stable model for evaluation and replication.
They assume outcomes are agreed upon
at the outset and can be measured against
predetermined success indicators.
In contrast, developmental evaluation
offers an alternative approach in dynamic,
complex contexts in which ongoing development, rather than program consistency,
is the goal. This form of measuring impact

involves ongoing, iterative feedback, and
meaning-making by the system:
Developmental evaluation guides
action and adaptation in innovative
initiatives facing high uncertainty.
Where predictability and control are
relatively low, goals, strategies and
what gets done can be emergent and
changing rather than predetermined
and fixed. Continuous development
occurs in response to dynamic conditions and attention to rapid feedback
about what’s working and what’s not
working. (Patton, 2011, p. 36)
The concept of iterative feedback to and
from the affected social system during the
intervention recalls Kurt Lewin’s foundational work on action research in which
social scientists and organizational members collaborate in their use of problemsolving and research to bring about change

Reasonable Leaps of Faith: Learning about Demonstrating Impact from the Nonprofit Sector

19

Table 3. Educational Intervention Logic Model
Resources/Inputs

Program Activities

Parent time

Parents attend parent
education and support
Organizational resources
program in native
to implement activities
language.
Parents learn about links
between exposure to
native language literacy
and brain development
and school success.
Parents receive training
on how to increase
native language literacy
activities at home.

Outputs
Number of parents
participating in training
Parent satisfaction with
training

Outcomes

Impacts

Short-term attitude
change: Parents agree
to increase early literacy
activities at home and at
family conferences.

Positive impact on
achievement gaps
experienced by targeted
ELL students

Short-term behavior
change: Parents engage
in increased native
literacy activities at
home and report on
activities.

Better graduation rates
for targeted ELL students
Better college
attendance rates for
targeted ELL students

Medium-term skill
change: Participating
students demonstrate
increase in vocabulary
and concept knowledge.
Long-term: Students
with higher early literacy
scores succeed in
school.

Planned Work

Intended Results

and generate new learning (Burnes, 2004).
In addition to alignment with action
research, Patton identifies developmental
evaluation’s conceptual underpinnings
as: nonlinearity, emergence, adaptation,
coevolution, dynamic interactions, and
uncertainty (2011). These concepts draw
from a dialogic organization development
paradigm, in which change is emergent,
meaning-making is socially-constructed,
and solutions are co-authored by participants (Bushe & Marshak, 2009).
Much of Patton’s developmental
evaluation work has been with social
innovators tackling wicked societal challenges, which describe problems for
which there is no consensus on solutions,
traditional approaches have failed, and
multiple systems intersect and contribute
to maintaining the status quo (Patton,
2011). Examples of wicked challenges
include ending homelessness, closing
the achievement gap, shifting health care
from a curative to a preventative model,
etc. In these circumstances, Patton argues
that traditional evaluation approaches fall
short and that measuring results against
predetermined outcomes tend to confine
efforts to improvements and limit innovation. Peter Block offers similar cautions on
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the use of traditional evaluation approaches
when measuring impact in complex, transformational community change efforts.
“Emergent strategies focus on conditions
more than on behaviors or predictable
goals. Ironically, the act of predicting the
path may be the obstacle to achieving the
purpose” (2008, p.27). Both Block and Patton emphasize that traditional evaluation
methods are focused on improvement, but
do little or may even discourage transformative processes and outcomes.
To further understand applications of
developmental evaluation, we offer another
example. Johansson served as the Executive
Director of a dual immersion preschool,
which served equivalent numbers of native
Spanish-speaking, native English-speaking,
and bilingual families. Most of the native
Spanish-speaking families were recent
immigrants to the US and their children
were considered English-as-a-LearnedLanguage (ELL) students in the US school
system. The preschool used a classic educational intervention model in order promote
certain educational outcomes, as seen
through a logic model. Early education
research demonstrates that early literacy
activities and exposure to rich vocabularies, regardless of language, are linked to

early brain development and long-term
educational success. The richest vocabulary
typically would occur in a parent’s native
language; therefore, the preschool advocated for complimentary native language
literacy activities to be done by parents
in the home. The school promoted these
efforts, in particular in ELL households.
Table 3 explains the educational intervention logic model.
This logic model provides a reasonable
map of causal relationships at the individual level, yet omits the complex social
system represented by extended families,
cultural norms, peer, or classroom dynamics. Humans are complex social beings
and change does not occur absent a social
context. Lewin’s work on group dynamics
suggests that the focus of change efforts
should be on group behavior, rather than
that of individuals: “. . . the focus of change
must be at the group level and should
concentrate on factors such as group
norms, roles, interactions, and socialization
processes to create ‘disequilibrium’ and
change” (Burnes, 2004, p. 231).
Therefore, change in complex social
systems is hard to track in a simple causal
relationship model. For instance, what
is the prevailing attitude about reading

(Adapted from Patton, 2011)

Figure 1. Mapping Complex Social Influencers
among peer groups for parents and students? What are the cultural attitudes
regarding how families spend time
together? Does the family typically gather
around a book or a television program?
What attitudes or barriers might exist for
parents who have limited formal education? What narratives are immigrant
families told about speaking or reading to
their children in English versus their native
language? How is the dominant US school

systems structured with regards to testing
and treatment, perceived or real, of ELL
students? These complex social factors only
increase when considering achievement of
long-term impacts.
We can diagram these complex factors
that influence parent and student behavior,
and ultimately program outcomes, and
indicate their level of system (Figures 1
and 2).

•

•

•
•

(Adapted from Patton, 2011)

Figure 2: Levels of Developmental Evaluation Inquiry

Using developmental evaluation and
taking into account the whole system’s
context, Patton offers us an alternative way
to map a change initiative. This model is
more complex, tracking shifts in multiple
subsystems, testing initiatives, inquiring
about emergent impacts, and discerning small changes that may cumulatively
represent tipping points to an envisioned
changed system. It may look something
like Table 4.
In addition to focusing on complex system dynamics, developmental
evaluation emphasizes the use of inquiry
methods. It cites the usefulness of many
inquiry-based OD approaches from complexity science and dialogic OD, including
Appreciative Inquiry, Eoyang’s Evaluation
framework, participatory action research,
Wicked Questions, etc. (Patton, 2011).
In her OD work, Johansson often uses
the Technology of Participation’s (ToP®)
focused conversation method. The ToP
methodology is considered part of dialogic
OD approaches commonly referred to as
Large Group Methodology (Block, 2008)
or Whole System Approaches (Holman,
Devane, & Cady, 2007). These methodologies facilitate change, rely on emergent
group wisdom to generate solutions and
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Table 4. Mapping Change Initiatives in Complex Systems
Points of influence

Baseline analysis of
fundamentals & system
dynamics

Testing applications of
new fundamentals and
systems dynamics

Tipping point to new
fundamental and
systems dynamics
balance

Sustainable adaptive
balance of new
fundamental and
systems dynamics in
shifting context

The stakeholders or
system components
mapped:

Inquiry to give baseline
of existing simple
rules—how people
behave regarding
subsystems or dynamics
of the system

Designing and
implementing small
scale interventions,
pilots, catalytic actions,
test sites to shift
dynamics, and generate
lessons

As changes are tested,
people involved across
subsystems attend to
the developing depth
of understanding and
watch for movement to
the tipping point where
momentum begins to
shift to new thinking or
dynamic.

A new balance is
established that reflects
the shift in the system,
reflecting new behaviors
or thinking, while
continual adjustments
are made in response
to iterative feedback to
maintain new balance of
dynamics.

• Policy context (state,
organizational,
programmatic)
• Organizational
connections
• Professional
development
(practitioners)
• Families
• Programs

(Adapted from Patton, 2011)

for sense-making, and help participants
evaluate change efforts in an iterative fashion. This dialogic inquiry provides the basis
for participants to own the intervention as
“their work,” subsequently maintaining
the onus for determining the impact of the
intervention within the client system.
Some of the lessons from the developmental evaluation approach for OD
practitioners include the emphasis on iterative, real-time evaluation and feedback to
inform ongoing innovation or change. This
contrasts with the traditional diagnostic
OD approach, where generally the use of
data gathering is focused on an initial diagnosis of system dynamics and to measure
against anticipated outcomes at the end of
an intervention. The ongoing evaluation
and meaning making by the participants in
developmental evaluation means participants play a central role as co-creators in
change initiatives.
Yet, designing change initiatives that
are agile and include iterative adaptations
based on trial and error requires contracting with clients to include emergent
learning as a meaningful outcome in and
of itself. As Ed Schein writes about process
consulting, “central to any organization
improvement program is the creation of a
situation in which learning and change can
take place by individuals and/or groups”
(Schein, 1999, p. 4). We know there are
real pressures to successfully demonstrate
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pre-defined outcomes in our OD work.
Similarly, the nonprofit sector faces pressure to present results in a positive light
to get more funding. Patton captures this
quandary:
Many philanthropic funders say they
value learning, and want to know
what works and what doesn’t work,
then in the next sentence, they reaffirm their bottom-line thinking about
accountability: “You (and we) will
ultimately be judged by whether you
attain your goals and achieve results.”
This tension between learning and
accountability is seldom recognized,
much less openly discussed. Accountability messages trump learning messages
every time. As surely as night follows
day, this attitude leads those who
received funds to exaggerate results
and hide failures—the antithesis of
genuine reality testing and shared
learning. (Getting to Maybe, 2006,
p. 182)
This challenge highlights one polarity present in describing impacts, as explored next.
Measuring Impact:
Managing Polarities
Rather than either/or choices, polarities are
interdependent values, both of which are

necessary for a healthy system (Johnson,
1992). In our exploration of evaluation,
we encountered many polarities around
how we understand and communicate our
impact: learning and accountability; confidence and humility; diagnostic and dialogic
approaches, etc.
Organization development values
learning as part of growth and development; however, in today’s fast-paced,
results-oriented workplace, learning can
take a back seat to accountability to achieve
results. We noticed this polarity of accountability and learning, as mentioned earlier.
If we are honest with ourselves, just as
nonprofits face pressures to show positive
outcomes, we in OD are inclined similarly
to hold ourselves accountable to predetermined goals and present the results of our
intervention positively because we want
to extend our relationship with our clients
and maintain a good reputation for ourselves and for the field. Most organizations,
unless explicitly a learning organization,
have few structural or contractual incentives to highlight learning, especially those
we gain from failure. How might we be
exaggerating our results and hiding failures
as OD practitioners? Perhaps we can better
serve our field and ourselves if we embrace
learning and “failure” more openly, while
balancing the need to be accountable to our
clients’ goals.

We also navigate the both/and of confidence and humility, and diagnostic and
dialogic OD approaches. As OD practitioners, we anticipate how our work changes
people, influences groups, and shifts systems. We offer predetermined outcomes,
as are used in the summative and formative evaluation approaches, in which we
delineate causal relationships between our
interventions and predefined targets. We
are confident that the theory and practice of
our work has a valid history of producing
results and is rooted in human behavioral
sciences. This confidence draws from the
diagnostic philosophical roots of OD. In
contrast, the value for inquiry, adaptation, and a socially-constructed reality is
reflected in a developmental evaluation
approach, where we cannot presume to
know the myriad outcomes in advance. We
simultaneously recognize that people are
too complex, systems are too dynamic, the
future too unpredictable for us to declare
the exact results to expect. We promote
conditions and hold the container for possibilities to emerge. This humility draws
from the dialogic philosophical roots of OD
(Bushe & Marshak, 2009).
Managing these polarities suggests the
value of seeking a blended approach.

associated intermediary outcomes can lead
to a desired long-term outcome. Creating a
Theory of Change starts with formulating
the desired long-term outcomes, and then
articulating the set of conditions and/or
intermediate outcomes that need to be met
in order to achieve it. Only from there do
participants begin identifying the interventions that will lead to those outcomes.
The ToC illustrates the “theory” to connect
multiple sets of interventions, conditions,
and long-term outcomes, and identifies
indicators to show whether outcomes have
been met (Taplin & Clark, 2012).
Theory of Changes are created through
a participatory process, during which many
stakeholders come together to create the
map of connections. The group identifies
the elements of causal relationships, which
is a similar approach to those used in logic
models. Through this blended approach,
ToCs become a powerful tool for planning, intervention design, management,
and evaluation, and ultimately for system
change. Generating a ToC with a client
system can be considered an inquiry-based
OD intervention itself.
ToCs reflect developmental evaluation in several ways. It integrates complex
systems-thinking. The framework itself
facilitates consideration of a bigger picture,
Balancing Polarities:
longer-term outcomes, and other interTheory of Change
related system dynamics. ToCs help us
recognize that our intervention, or set of
The nonprofit sector navigates similar
interventions, must align with other efforts
polarities and has integrated traditional
and conditions in order for the desired
and developmental evaluation approaches. long-term results to be achieved. The
The Theory of Change model has grown
process fosters an opportunity to identify
in popularity and is an excellent example
complementary conditions that need to be
of this evolution of thought. Theory of
in place.
Change (“ToC”) and logic models are terms
We can revisit the leadership developfrequently used interchangeably in the
ment example using the ToC framework,
nonprofit sector, though they are distinct:
applying it to one client system, though
ToC illustrates a complex series of interven- in practice, ToCs are usually created for
tions leading to a final desired outcome
community level impact rather than orgaand nearly always involves a participatory
nizational level impact. At the start of the
process for its creation. ToC emerged in
program, or perhaps after an initial pilot,
the 1990s as a way of evaluating comprea design team could convene and identify
hensive community initiatives that were
long-term outcomes. The ToC approach
seeking to create change at individual,
might have us ask the group to identify
family, and neighborhood levels (Gutierrez what set of conditions would achieve their
& Tasse, 2007).
desired outcomes and begin defining
ToCs map the causal pathways
interventions that the group would see as
by which a series of interventions and
leading to those set of conditions.

Figure 3 shows a simplified ToC that
might result from such an exercise. This
ToC traces three primary pathways or
sets of conditions for the ultimate desired
impact of a healthy organization, where
competent and emotionally intelligent leaders are a critical long-term outcome.
This ToC model identifies “pathways” or sets of conditions that need to
be in place for a leadership development
program to yield the desired result of
emotionally intelligent and competent
leaders staying with the organization. In
contrast, a logic model for this leadership
development program would only describe
Pathway 3 and would not acknowledge the
other conditions that influence the desired
outcome. ToCs specify indicators for when
a condition has been met and explicitly
acknowledges assumptions. Note that the
ultimate goal of the healthy organization
is above the accountability line, a line that
distinguishes between the ultimate goal
and that for which people may want to hold
themselves accountable.
This ToC model can then be the framework for future evaluation and a roadmap
for further organizational changes. In
crafting a ToC, the design group is in effect
creating their own diagnostic tool for the
organization. Or to borrow from concepts
of dialogic OD, in creating a ToC, the group
is inquiring, envisioning, and co-creating
the components that will lead to their
desired future.
ToC models are a good example of
a blended evaluation approach, containing elements of formative, summative,
and developmental evaluation. Like the
logic model, a ToC still clearly specifies
outcomes, which respond to funder and
investor accountability. Created through a
participatory process, ToCs are live models
that can be revised as participants test
interventions and integrate lessons. If
outcomes are not achieved, participants can
ask why and make changes. If outcomes
exceed expectations, participants can learn
from that success and further accelerate
progress. Complex system dynamics and
interrelated conditions are captured.
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Conclusion

confidence. We can confidently say that
our work can make a difference and that
summative and formative evaluation
frameworks, such as the logic model, give
evidence for what we can achieve. At the
same time, we humbly say that neither our

We hope these nonprofit approaches
expand our options for recognizing the
impact of our OD work. We hope it will
help OD practitioners act with humble

work, nor ourselves alone, can achieve the
desired changes. We cannot predict the
meaning or the nature of all the emergent
outcomes. And our efforts are most effective when accompanied by our clients’
engagement, co-creation, reflection, and
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action. All evaluation strategies require
reasonable leaps of faith; we cannot always
prove our impact in an objective scientific
manner. Yet we can always reasonably
articulate—and invite our clients to join
us in imagining—the difference we might
make together.
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A New e-Book Resource for Practitioners
ORGANIZATION
DEVELOPMENT

Organization Development in Practice

IN PRACTICE

Editors
William J. Rothwell, Jacqueline M. Stavros,
Roland L. Sullivan, and John Vogelsang

WILLIAM J. ROTHWELL, JACQUELINE M. STAVROS,
ROLAND L. SULLIVAN, & JOHN VOGELSANG Editors

Available from the Organization Development Network
OD Network
Organization Development in Practice brings together experienced OD professionals who share their methods
for developing more effective and resilient organizations, enabling organizational and social change, and being
responsive to continuous change.

Some of the chapters include:
The Ebb and Flow of OD Methods
Billie T. Alban and Barbara Benedict Bunker describe
the first and second wave of OD methods and their
perspective on what is happening in the 21st century.
When OD methods first emerged in the 1960s, they were
considered innovative and exciting. OD practitioners
have shifted their methods with time and adapted to
current situations. However, Alban and Bunker question
which of the current methods are new and which are just
a repackaging of already existing practices. As the pace
of change has accelerated, they also wonder whether
the turbulent external environment has driven many to
think they need new methods when what they may need
is more creative adaptation of existing methods.

How the Mind-Brain Revolution Supports
the Evolution of OD Practice
Teri Eagan, Julie Chesley, and Suzanne Lahl believe
that the early promise of OD was inspired by a
desire to influence human systems towards greater
levels of justice, participation, and excellence. They
propose that a critical and integrative neurobiological
perspective holds the potential to advance OD in two
ways: what we do—the nature and quality of our ability
to assess and intervene in service of more effective
organizations and a better world; and who we are—our
competencies, resilience, and agility as practitioners.

Culture of Opportunity: Building Resilient
Organizations in a Time of Great Transition
Mark Monchek, Lynnea Brinkerhoff, and Michael
Pergola explore how to foster resiliency, the ability
to respond effectively to change or challenges. They
examine the inherent potential of resilient organiza
tions to reinvent themselves by understanding their
social networks, using design thinking, and utilizing

the fundamentals of action research in a process
called the Culture of Opportunity that leverages
the talent, relationships, knowledge, capital, and
communications that are largely fragmented and
disconnected in most organizations. They outline the
process of instilling a Culture of Opportunity within
three distinct organizations that hit crisis points in
response to changing environments and difficult
circumstances.

At the Crossroads of Organization Development
and Knowledge Management
Denise Easton describes what emerges at the
intersection of OD and Enterprise Knowledge
Management, where a collaborative partnership
accelerates the understanding, development, and
transformation of dynamic, techno-centric systems
of knowledge, information, learning, and networks
found in 21st century organizations. When OD is part
of developing knowledge management processes,
systems, and structures the organization not only
survives but thrives.

Accelerating Change: New Ways of Thinking
about Engaging the Whole System
Paul D. Tolchinsky offers new ways of developing,
nurturing, and leveraging intrapreneurialship in
organizations. Most organizations underutilize
the capabilities and the entrepreneurial spirit of
employees. Tolchinsky describes how to unleash the
entrepreneurial energy that exists in most companies.
In addition, he offers five suggestions organizations
can implement, drawing on several examples from
corporations such as Zappos, FedEx, HCL Technologies,
and companies developing internal Kick Starters and
crowd sourcing platforms.
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Journal Information
The OD Practitioner (ODP) is published by the Organization Development Network. The purpose of the
ODP is to foster critical reflection
on OD theory and practice and to
share applied research, innovative
approaches, evidence based practices,
and new developments in the OD field.
We welcome articles by authors who
are OD practitioners, clients of OD
processes, Human Resource staff who
have partnered with OD practitioners
or are practicing OD, and academics
who teach OD theory and practice. As
part of our commitment to ensure all
OD Network programs and activities
expand the culture of inclusion, we
encourage submissions from authors
who represent diversity of race, gender,
sexual orientation, religious/spiritual
practice, economic class, education,
nationality, experience, opinion, and
viewpoint.
The Review Process
The ODP is a peer reviewed journal.
Authors can choose between two
review processes and should notify the
Editor which they prefer when they
submit an article:
Process 1 (open peer review): Submit
articles with a cover page with the
article’s title, all authors’ identifying and contact information, and a
50– 80 word biography for each of
the authors; also include any acknowledgements. Two members of the ODP
Review Board will review the article.
They will recommend accepting
the article for publication, pursuing
publication after suggested changes,
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or rejecting the article. If they decide
the article is publishable with changes,
one of the Review Board members will
email or call the primary author to discuss the suggested changes. Once the
author has made the changes to the
satisfaction of the two Review Board
members, the ODP Editor will work
with the author to prepare the article
for publication.
Process 2 (double blind peer review):
This option is offered to meet the
standards for academic institutions.
Submit articles with a cover page with
the article’s title, all authors’ identifying and contact information, and brief
biographies for each of the authors;
also include any acknowledgements.
Provide an abbreviated title running
head for the article. Do not include
any identifying information other than
on the title page. Two members of
the review board will independently
receive the article without the author’s
information and without knowing the
identity of the other reviewer. Each
reviewer will recommend accepting
the article for publication, rejecting the
article with explanation, or sending
the article back to the author for revision and resubmittal. Recommendations for revision and resubmittal will
include detailed feedback on what is
required to make the article publishable. Each ODP Board member will
send their recommendation to the
ODP Editor. If the Editor asks the
author to revise and resubmit, the Editor will send the article to both reviewers after the author has made the
suggested changes. The two members
of the Review Board will work with
the author on any further changes,
then send it to the ODP Editor for

preparation for publication. The ODP
Editor makes the final decision about
which articles will be published.
Criteria for Accepting an Article
Content
»» Bridges academic rigor and
relevance to practice
»» Is accessible to practitioners
»» Presents applied research, innovative practice, or new developments
in the OD field
»» Includes cases, illustrations, and
practical applications
»» References sources for ideas, theories, and practices
»» Reflects OD values: respect
and inclusion, collaboration,
authenticity, self-awareness, and
empowerment.
Stylistic
»» Clearly states the purpose and
content of the article
»» Presents ideas logically and with
clear transitions
»» Includes section headings to help
guide the reader
»» Is gender-inclusive
»» Avoids jargon and overly formal
expressions
»» Avoids self-promotion
If the article is accepted for publication, the author will receive a PDF
proof of the article for final approval
before publication. At this stage the
author may make only minor changes
to the text. After publication, the Editor will send the author a PDF of the
article and of the complete issue of
ODP in which the article appears.
(continued next page)
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Preparing the Article
for Submission
Article Length
Articles are usually 4,000 –
5,000 words.
Citations and References
The ODP follows the guidelines of
the American Psychological Association Publication Manual (6th edition).
This style uses parenthetical reference
citations within the text and full references at the end of the article. Please
include the DOI (digital object identifier; http://www.apastyle.org/learn/
faqs/what-is-doi.aspx), if available, with
references for articles in a periodical.

Graphics
Graphics that enhance an article are
encouraged. The ODP reserves the
right to resize graphics when necessary. The graphics should be in a
program that allows editing. We prefer
graphics to match the ODP’s three-,
two-, or one-column, half-page or fullpage formats. If authors have questions or concerns about graphics or
computer art, please contact the Editor.

Policy on Self-Promotion
Although publication in the ODP is
a way of letting the OD community
know about an author’s work, and is
therefore good publicity, the purpose
of the ODP is to exchange ideas and
information. Consequently, it is the
policy of the OD Network to not accept
articles that are primarily for the
purpose of marketing or advertising
an author’s practice.

Other Publications
The ODP publishes original articles,
not reprints from other publications
or journals. Authors may publish
materials first published in the ODP
in another publication as long as
the publication gives credit to the
OD Practitioner as the original place
of publication.

Submission Deadlines
Authors should email articles to the
editor, John Vogelsang, at jvogelsang@
earthlink.net. The deadlines for submitting articles are as follow: October 1
for the winter issue; January 1 for the
spring issue; April 1 for the summer
issue; and July 1 for the fall issue.
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Products and Services
Publications

Professional Development

»» OD Practitioner, the flagship publication of the OD Network, is a peerreviewed quarterly journal.

OD Network professional development events offer cutting-edge theory
and practice. Learn more at
http://www.odnetwork.org.

»» Practicing OD provides practicerelated concepts, processes, and
tools in short articles by and for
busy practitioners.
Both publications and their submission
guidelines are available online at http://
www.odnetwork.org.

»» OD Network Conferences, held
annually, provide unsurpassed professional development and networking opportunities.
»» Regular webinars include events
in the Theory and Practice Series,
Conference Series, and OD Network
Live Briefs.

Member Benefits
Low annual dues provide members with
a host of benefits:
»» Free subscriptions to our
publications.
»» Free access to online job ads in the
OD Network Job Exchange.
»» Discounts on conference registration, OD Network products (including back issues of this journal), Job
Exchange postings, professional
liability insurance, books from John
Wiley & Sons, and more.
»» OD Network Member Roster, an
essential networking tool, in print
and in a searchable online database.
»» Online Toolkits on action research,
consulting skills, and HR for OD—
foundational theory and useful tools
to enhance your practice.

Online Resources
In addition to the online resources for
members only, the OD Network website
offers valuable tools that are open to the
public:
»» Education directory of OD-related
degree and certificate programs.
»» Catalog of OD professional development and networking events.
»» Bookstore of titles recommended by
OD Network members.
»» Links to some of the best OD
resources available.
»» E-mail discussion lists that allow
OD practitioners worldwide to share
ideas.
»» Lists, with contact information,
of regional and international OD
networks.
»» Case studies illustrating the value of
OD to potential client organizations.
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Mark your calendar!

2017 OD NETWORK
Annual Conference
THE CALL OF OUR TIME:

OD INNOVATINGforIMPACT
OCTOBER 14-17, 2017
LOEWS CHICAGO O’HARE
Learn more:

www.odnetwork.org/2017Conference

Sponsor & Exhibitor Opportunities are Open!
Visit www.odnetwork.org for details.

