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ABSTRACT

An essential basis for all theoretically informed social
practice is the establishment and clarification of relationships
between relevant knowledge and effective action. The dévelopment
of a framewcrk outlining the conditions necessary for such
clarification represents an important problem for the student of
communication. This thesis p%oposes a‘methoa of geperating such
a model within one area of applied social science, namely
Laboratory Education - a human relatioms traiﬂing methodology
based on theories of group dynamics and communication.
| It is argued that the conceptual regquirements of applied
social science in general differ from those of pure theory, and
that the present Jevelopment of theory in several fields does
not fulifill practical needs. Abstracting from the work of derome
Bruner in Education, we examine the nature of the practitioner's
requirements and propose a method of conceptually linking theory
and practice to meet these requirements. This method is then
used to construct what is termed a 'Model of Intervention®' for
the field of laboratory Education in order to examine the
model-building process entailed in the method.

A three phase process of model construction is followed as
a means of explicating conceptual links between theories of
group dynamics and practices of Laboratory Fducation. The first

step inﬁolves a redevelopment of group theory %o specifically
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address the laboratory context, including an integration and
synthesis of relevant research. The next step draws upon this
theoretical formulation and‘upon a conception of the laboratory
learning process to examine significant relationships betweern
these. Pinally, specific guidelines are elaborated with respect
to practical s*rategies of program design and intervention
suggested by the above steps.

Concluding remarks focus on the guestion of evaluating the
conceptual framework that has been developed, and on the
effectiveness of the model building process in fulfilling the
practitioner's conceptual requirements. Although no formal
procedures of validation are carried out, an informal evaluation
suggests the utility of the method, and implications for
additional applications within other applied social science

fields are discussed.
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I. CHAPTER ONE: Betveen Theory and Practice: The Nature and

Requirements of a Heuristic Bridge

Introduction

In virtually every afea of scientific enterprise
distinctions are drawn between the pure theoretical and applied.
components of the discipline; every field has its empirical
researchers and theoreticians, and its technologists and
practitidners. Such distinctions are no less evident in the
social and behavioral sciences than they are in the natural
sciences. We have for example, experimental psychologists,
sociologists, small group researchers, and organizational
theorists on the one hand, and clinical psychologists, social
workers, group training specialists, and organizational
consultants on the other. Although one might suggest that these
distinctions are merely a matter of professiomnal emphaéis and
inﬁerest, it is doubtful that such arguments could account for
an apparent divergence of theory and practice in many of these
fields.

In these and other areas, the techniques and methods used
by practitioners to affect change in various social contexts

appéar to have outgrown their original basis in theory. For



example, Bruner (1966) argues that the theories of learning and
develcpment upon which the teaching profession is based do not
adequately inform the instructor about the most effective way of
teaching particular subjects; as a result, teaching practices
have arisen which often have no explicit basis in theorye.
Similarly, the fields of psychotherapy and small-group human
relations trairing have both been identified as areas in which
ﬁpractice has also outrun credible theory" (Schein and Bennis,
1965, p-.271). In each of these areas the development of
practical strategies for the application of relevant theory aad
research has moved beyond the boundaries of pure science and has
given rise to a separation between theory and practice.

Accord ing to Gouldner (1966), a major factor in the
separation and differential growth of pure and applied social

science is a fundamental difference in the theoretical and

conceptual needs of each area. In general, pure research and

theory undertakes to identify various forces underlying social

phenomena and to account for the impact of those forces; applied

social science on the other hand is concerned with improving or
changing social functioning rather than describing it.
Ultimately, according to Gouldner, the applied scientist is
"concerned with identifying those independent variables which
can not only account for, but which can remedy...'social
problers*'" (Ibid. p.84). What is required here are theoretical

frameworks which inform the practitioner not orly about the



nature of various social processes, but also about the most

effective means of influencing or intervening in those

processes.
Because the concerns of the practitioner go somewhat beyond
those of the pure theorist, Gouldner argues, the particular
theoretical and conceptual needs of applied social science "are
not well met by the present development of pure theory" (Ibid.
p-84). Bruner exemplifies this argument within an educational
perspective, suggesting that "theories of learrning and
developnent are descriptive rather than prescriptive” and do not
provide a basis for actior within a teaching context (Bruner,
1966 p.40). Although Bruner speaks specifically of problems in
education, his argument has force in the larger perspective of
applied social science as a whole. Most social or behavioral

theories are essentially descriptive of the forces and dynamics

underlying processeé of human behavior and interaction and do
not prescribe appropriate action for influerncing or changing
thcse processes.

In certain respects, the lack of prescriptive focus in
social theory can be linked to current methods of research and
theory construction. Most efforts to describe or explain socigl
phenomena are based on methods which "decompose" complex
processes and examine specific relationships between discrete
variables (Richards, 1980). In general, these methods follow a

"covering law" model of explanation; attempting to account for



social behavior by identifying generalized descriptions of
relationships *hat are independent of external influences and
which hold for all cases. While such research may provide useful
information concerning the interral mechanisms underlying
specific phenomena, it omits certain components that are crucial
within an applied or prescriptive framewvork.

One component lost in this type of research is the element
of context. In studying relationships between discrete pairs of
variables, numerous external influences which are normally
active must be éxperimentally constrained or s*tatistically
taveraged ont' as a way of deriving information that can be
generalized to an entire class of phenomena. In doing this, wve
often remove the particular phenomenon from its functional
context and ignore factors which might affect its operation in
specific cases. In an applied setting however, these contextual
elements are of special importance. Practitioners are less
concerrned with entire classes of phenomena (for example, the
class of all small groups) than they are with examples of that
class within a particular context (groups in educational
settings for example), or with particular cases (such as a
particular training group). By removing phenomena from the
cortexts in which they normally occur, some important
prescriptive information is lost.

A second component necessary for prescription but often

lacking in current theory is reference to the specific notives



and values underlying research and action. While investigations

are often initiated in the context of specific practical

. problems and value orientations, these are seldonm expliéitly
recognized ir the research process; typically, these are
replaced by the value of 'knowledge for the sake of knowledge'.
The development of theory within +his framework tends to ignore
the specific context for which knowledge 1is requiied, generating
instead a body of knowledge relevant to, but not directly
addressing, the problems which initiated it. To prescribe action
however, it is important *o be cognizant of the ultimate goals
or values toward which action is directed; and our current
'value free' science tends to ignore this impor*tant element.

In these respects then, the current form of most social
theory ?resents a problem with respect to the prescription of
practitioner action. Although theory is one of the principal
tools used by the applied scientist, in many cases it lacks the
contextual and motivational basis for deriving appropriate
action. These missing elements deprive the practifioner of an
important conceptual link between theory and practice and create
a gap that the practitioner must otherwise bridge if practice is
to be truly informed by theoretical knowledge. In the absence‘of
these links between theory and practice , a number of séecific
problems arise for the practitioner. New developments in theory
and research for example are not easily translated into

practical technigues; and new ways of improving the



effectiveness of interventions that arise from practical
experience are not easily incorporated or accounted for within
theoretical frameworks. In short, the lack of conceptual
connections beiween theory and practice creates a communication
gap of sorts between pure and aplied scientists - a gap which
leaves many of the practitioner's conceptual needs unmet.

In a broad perspective, the central problem in various
applied fields might be construed as a lack of conceptual
frameworks which provide a heuristic bridge between theories
about particular subject matiters (eg. theories of individual
learning and development, group dynamics, or organizational
theory) and the practices which professionals use to facilitate
change and development in specific settings (eg. practices of
teaching, psychotherapy, human relations *raining, or
organizational consulting). Although there are natural and
inevitable relationships between the two, few attempts appear to
have beer made to clarify those relationships vithin any
particular field, or to propose a framewoik in which such an
attempt could be made.

This thesis examines the problem of developing a conceptual
framework to bridge theory and practice within one particular
area of applied social/behavioral science. The central focus of
this study is the field of laboratory education, a human
relations training nethodology which utilizes theories of group

dyramics and communication as a basis for developing



interactional effectiveness in individuals and groups. We begin
by reviewing a number of general considerations which Bruner
(1966) identifies as centrai requirenents for effective
practitioner action in relevant applied settings; these are then
used to suggest an apprecach that will facilitate the
clarification of relationships between theory and practice in
the field of laboratory education. Specific attention is given
to the re-casting of current group theory to address more
specifically the particular context of laboratory education, and
to an elaboration of this theoretical framework in light of the
goals and values of this training format. The major part of the
thesis involves the actual construction of an appropriate
formulation for this field based on the given approach. Our
principal purpose is to provide\a conceptual framework which
latoratory practitioners can use as a basis for designing and
conducting effective training programs on the basis of current
group theory. While not a central focus of this thesis, we will
also informally evaluate the suggested approach in terms of its
effectiveness as a guide for constructing such a frameuork, and
will suggest other possible applications. These secbndary

considerations are discussed in the concluding chapter.



The Nature and Regquirements of a Conceptual Bridge

The Concept of a Heuristic Model of Intervention

As suggested, one of the principal differences between pure
and applied social science is that, while the pure scientist
attempts to describe and explain social processes, the applied
scientist seeks to intervene in those processes. In general, the
unnet conceptual needs of the practitioner are primarily
concerrned with the derivation of appropriate interventions fronm
relevant social theory. In constructing a conceptunal framework
to meet these requirements in the field of laboratory education
then, we are in effect constructing wha*t might be termed a
*+heory' or 'model' of intervention to act as a bridge between
pure theory and practice.

The principal purpose for such a framework would lie, not
in the explanation or prediction of laboratory phenomena, but in
the provision of guidelines to suggest appropriate modes of
practitioner action. In this way, the conceptual nodel we seek
is not a 'theory!' or 'model' in the formal sense of an
explanatory system, but a framework that is primarily of
heuristic value. We are looking fof a conceptual system capable
of plarifying relationships betweenrn pure theory and strategies

of intervertion and change, and thus of providing a basis fron



which tb generate new forms of urderstanding and action. Our use
of the terms 'theory' ard 'model' is therefore to be taken in an
informal, heuristic sense. In this light, we can characterize

our conceptual bridge as a "Heuriszic Model of Intervention".

The Requirements for a Model of Intervention

Although we have stated in general terms that such a
formulaticn would have *o fulfill certain conceptual
rTequirements demanded by the practitioner, wWwe have not as yet
idgntified in detail what those requirements are within the
context of an educational practice such as laboratory education.
The present section will serve to clarify these reguirements,
and to outline the principal criteria *o be satisfied in the
construction of an intervention model for this context.

A number of clues to the nature of these requirements can
be found in the work of J. Bruner (particularly Bruner, 1966).
Bruner identifies four principal requirements for -what he terms
a "Theory of Instruction" - a framework which "sets forth the
most effective way of achieving knowiedge or skill" in studernts
(Ibid. p.u0). Vhile‘Bruner's theory is developed for a specific
teaching ccntext, it explicitly examines the relationship
between theory and practice and attempts to address the unmet
reggirements of the practitioner in a more general framework. It

is useful therefore in identifying the nature of various



conceptual 'missing links®' in a somewhat wider range of applied
social and behaﬁioral sciences. Several applied fields share
with education the goal of facilitating change and growth in
specific clients through direct professional intervention. In
many of these areas, including those which utilize laboratory
methods, change is enacted by facilitating the development of
new cognitive and behavioral responses in clients on the basis
of interaction be:tween client and practitioner; these form a
class of applied fields which we can characterize as
'educatioral' in a broad sense.! Considered within this broader
range of 'educational' practices, many of Bruner's ideas are
suggestive of the overall requirements that a theory of
intervertion for any of these areas would usefully fulfill.z
These are outlined below:

1. The Re-Contextualization of Theory

In teaching a particular subject, Bruner argues, an
instructor must organize information in a way that recognizes
the specific learning capabilities and needs of a particular set

of students. In doing this, the teacher relies on theories of

t Included in this class of applied fields would be various
forms of psychotherapy, small-group human relations training,
organizational development consulting and social work, as well
as most forms of childhood and adult education.

2ghile it is suggested that these rTequirements are common to a
broader range of social science applications, this thesis does
not aim to examine these in depth nor to propose a method of
intervention modeling to serve all these areas. Our purpose here
is simply to outline a set of heuristic guidelines relevant to
the set of applied fields in which laboratory education 1is
located.

10



learning and development to provide information about the
developmental rrocesses characteristic of a given student
populatior and the learning abilities and limitations that these
might entail. To fulfill this imporitant function, rtelevant
theory must supply information not'only about learning processes
in general, but about the specific nature of these processes in
a particular setting (for example, within a particular age
group). In short, thé theories which educators use to organize
information for their students must be capable of addressing the
specific context in which they are to be used.

Viewing this in the broader context suggested above, we can
identify a first general reguirement for a model of
intervention. Each of the above fields utilizes a particular
body of theory as a basis for action within a specific social
setting. To be effective however, any actions taken must
recognize the mature of ongoing social processes within the
particular context and must appeal to those processes, just as
the teacher must recognize the students' learning capabilities
and structure information appropriately. Theories employed as a
basis for practitioner action must provide access to the
characteristics and functioring of the particular client
context. A first general requirement for the application of
theory in trese fields then, is that it be capable of addressing

the specific setting in which it is to be applied.

11



2. The Relationship Between Theory and a Specific Change Process

The second element of Bruner's 'theory of instruction' is

the specification of educational experiences which predispose an -

individual to learn. Given a formulatiorn of learning and
developmental theories relevant to the particular teaching
context, the imnstructor has available a general account of the
major dyramics of the teaching context. In order to utilize this
information as a basis for instruction however, an additional
step must be taken to specify how these dynamics will be brought
into play to affect processes of learning in individual
students. The instructor must specify, on the basis of general
theory and information about the particular context, the
specific goals to be addressed within this context and a
particular set of educational experiences that will enable
students to meet these goals., In essence, this step is
accomplished through the specification of relationships between
theories of learning and development and a specific learning
process deemed important within a particular educ&tional
orientation.

Viewing this in a more general context, we can identify a
second basic regquirement underlying practitioner action within
our particular area of concern. The educator defines a set of
teaching experiences based on the relationships between relevant
theory and specific learning processes suggested by his or her

educational values, or in more general terms, establishes

12



connections between theory and the particular change process
that is desired. Other applied social scientists are also
corcerned with affecting specific types of change on the basis
of particular theoretical and philosophical frameworks. In
general, as in the educational example, this is accomplished on

the basis of the particular elements of the overall theory which

specifically relate to the enaciment of a particular type of

change process defined as valuable within a éarticular value
syster. The second requirement for a model of intervention for
these settings then is the establishment cof specific objectives
and the clarification of relationships between relevant theory

and the specific change process desired for the given context.

3. Guidelires for Action Strategies

The third and fourth features of Bruner's instructional
framework both deal with the specification of particular
activities and processes through which learning is to be
achieved. On the basis of the two previous steps, the teacher is
able to derive a number of guidelines suggesting épecific
classroom activities and a specific mode of teacher functioning
to bring learning about. With an understanding of how various
factors of learning and development operate to affect learning
in a particular group of students, the instructor can defiﬁe,

first, the seguencing of experiences which will most effectively

impart a body of knowledge, and second, a strategy for rewarding



and punishing students at appropriate times to enable specific
learnings.?® Guidelires concerning the seguencing of learning
experiences provide an overall design or strategy for this
intervention, and those concerning rewards and pumnishments
provide a basis for specific teacher behaviors through which thev
intervention is realized.

Similar procedures are salient in other social science
applications. Given a particular formulation of relevant theory,
the practitioner can derive recommendations for action in terms
of both the overall strategy of intervention and the particular
betavioral tactics.used to implement that strategy. A final
requirement for a general model of intervertior in this area
then is the specification of guidelines for particular
intervention activities based on the conceptual background

supplied by the first two stages.

A Suggested Approach for Intervention Modeling

To summarize briefly, we have argued that the applied
social sciences ir general have particular conceptual
requirements in bridging the gap between pure theory and

practice. It was suggested that one means of meeting these

3Bruner's use of "rewards and punishments" emerges from the'
specific teaching context for which he is writing and from the
specific theoretical background {ie. instrumental learning
theory) relevant withinr that context. Considered in a broader
framework, these can be taken as examples of practitioner
behaviors and interventions appropriate to the given setting.

14



regquirements within a particular range of social science
applications broadly conceived as educational in nature, might
lie in the development of a 'model of intervention' dravwing
conceptual 1links between knrowledge and action in spgcific
educational contexts. Abstracting from the work of Bruner, we
identified three principal requirements for such a model: the
first being the development of theory to suit the particular
context of application, the second involving the establishment
of relationships between the theory and the desired change
process, ard the third involving the selection of intervention
strategies and actions on the basis of the previous steps.

Our discussion suggests therefore a three-phase process for
constructing a 'model of intervention' wi*hin a given range of
applied fields. The ma jor components outlined above provide
three relatively distinct conceptual stages leading from pure
theory to specific modes of practitioner action in these areas.
By following each of these stages in sequence, it should be
possible to develop a coherent framework providiné a heuristic
bridge between theory and practice and thus fulfilling an
imrortant set of requirements for these practitiorers. Ihé major
steps in this process are illustrated in Figure 1-1 belovw.

If this approach does in fact satisfy the practitioner's
requirements, it should be possible to construct, within the

field of laboratory education, a model of intervention for

15



Figure 1-1: General Procedure for Constructing a Model of Intervention.

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Organization of Establishment Specification of
relevant theory of relationships guidelines
to address the between given concerning overall
specific inter- v theory and the intervention
vention context. desired change strategy and

: process. specific inter-

vention behaviours.

guiding practitioner action on the basis of relevant theory. If
successful, such a model would provide a coherent angd
conceptually organized basis for the formulation of
interventions that would effectively implement particular change
processes in particular client contexts. By clearly explicating
relationships between the theoretical kncwledge of +he pure
scientist and the practical methods of the applied scientist in
this area, sﬁch a framework would also be useful in
understanding the effectiveness of particular‘interventions, in
evaluating current methods and practices, and in suggesting new
forms of intervention.

The role of such a model would no* be to usurp the place of
practical experience in guiding the practitioner's wvork, but‘to
provide a link between this experience and the o:ganizedl |
knouledge of the theorist. Most practitioners rely on extersive

practical experience to provide a necessary background for

16



action; such experience is indispensible in developing a "feel®
for appropriate action and in acgquiring the "art" of effective
intervention. At the same time however, experience must be
informed and organiied by a coherent conceptual background;
relevant theory provides a "scientific"™ basis on which
consistent and effective practice can be grounded. In a sense
then, our proposed model seeks to provide a bridge between the
science of social theory and the ar* of social practice, and to
help integrate these potentially divergent areas.

In the remainder of this thesis we will follow the
suggested approach to construct a heuristic framework for
intervention in laboratory education. Following the guidelines
outlined, we undertake to construct a relevant model of
intervention conceptually lirnking elements of group ﬁheory and
research with the practices and methods characteristic of this
training format. Our principal concern will be %to develop a
cohceptual framevwork which practitioners can use as a guide for
laboratory intervention. Although we will also coﬁment,on the
value of the suggested approach as a basis for intervention
modeling, this will not be a major focus and is treated only
informally. In our evaluation of the modeling procedure, we w;ll
focus on the extent to which the implications we derive are
consistent with current theory and methods of practice, and on
the'ability of our framework to provide a coherent bridge

between these areas.
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Gaps Between Theory and Practice in Laboratory Education

Thus far we have identified a wide-reaching problem within
tﬁe applied social sciences and have outlined the principal
conceptual requirements for a potential solution to that problenm
ig a selected set of applied‘social science fields. Before we
can initiate the development and evaluation of that solution
within the specific context of laboratory education however, it
is essential to examine the particular ways ir which
practitioners of this method encounter the overall problem and
to suggest a means of approach that will satisfy the above
requirements within this specific setting.

Laboratory education can be defined as an experiential form
of adult education designed to enhance individual awareness of
the cognitive, behavioral, and emotional components of social
interaction, and to facilitate the developrent of human
relations skills for collaborative group functioning. While
laboratory approaches are found in a variety of téaching
contexts, ranging from university education to management
training, they share four principal characteristics which set
them apart from other *raining methods: (1) a reliance on the‘
here-and-now, experientialldata generated fronm participation in
grcup interaction, (2) a focus on the integration of cognitive,
behavioral, and emotional elements of experience, (3)

participation of all members in planning and directing groug

18
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activities, and (4) the involvement of resource persons
specifically trained in the social and behavioral sciences. As
the laboratory group develops from its initial state as an
aggregate of independent individuals to am effectively
functioning social urit, participants gain first hand experiencé‘
of various forces affecting individunal and collective behavior.
Through the interventions of a skillsd group leader or
*trainer!, these experiences become the basis for an increased
understanding of social behavior and for the development of new
and more effective social skills.

Although the role of the practitioner or trainer within
this context varies somewhat as a result of the particular
leatning objectives bf the client and *the particular style of
the individual trainer, the performance of that role is commonly
recognized as fulfilling a specific set of functions. Piguring
highly among these functions are those of facilitating the
development of the group as an effective and autonomous
collective, providing participative experiences aé a basis for
generating data about group and menmber functioning, and raising
group awareness of the social forces underlying its own
interactional processes (Lippitt and Schindler-Rainman, 1975) -
In general, the trainer acts as amn independent resource person
who intervenes in ongoing group activities to provide an optimal

environment for laboratory learning.
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In fulfilling this role the trainer draws upon an
understanding of group functioning and experiential learning
based partly on theory and research and partly on his or her own
experience and training in the field. Although small groups.may
represent a relatively simple arena of social interaction in
comparison to full-scale social systens, they nonetheless
demonstrate a complex interplay of forces and dyramics invol?ing
several levels of human behavior and interaction (Mills, 1973).
As a result, the theoretical background required by the trainer
must include various aspects of individual, interpersonal,
group, and organizational behavior, insofar as these affect the
latoratory context, and must provide an account of how factors
at each of these levels impact the group learning process. The
integration of this informatior presents a number of major
problems for the laboratory practitioner.

Contextual Problems in Group Theory

The first area where such difficulties arise is in relation
to the nature of current group theory, and is parficularly
evident in the initial training of laboratory practitioners. To
the extent that it is currently possible, neophyte trainers are
introduced to various theoretical models which provide a
framevwork for understanding the nature of group functioning, and
for organizing practical training experiences. In the most |
common forms of leader training these models supplement

extensive practical experiences in actual group situations and
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provide a basis for integrating these experiential learnings
(Lippitt, et al, 1975). In their current state of devélopment
however, available theoretical models do not adeguately fulfill
this important function.

The development of conceptual models of group functioning
has taken place largely within arn experimental and descriptive
theoretical framework ({Bednar and Kanl, 1979). On the whole,
group theorists have been concerned with the forces and dynanmics
underlying groups in general, and not with specific types of
groups such as those in laboratory training. In addition, it
appears that most theorists have concentrated their attention

toward specific elements of group behavior rather than overall

functioning, by abstracting particular levels of bahavior (eg.
dyadic interactiop, group-level dynamics, or organizational
behavior), or focusing on particular types of group activity

{eg. decision making or corflict resolution) within the dynanmic '
whole. A5 a result, group theory is often presented in the form
of several interrelated, though not necessarily iﬁtegrated,
models.

While the use of several models in conjunction may provide
an adequate conceptual basis for introducing practitioners to
various elements of the wholé, it is largely inadequate as a vay
of integrating experiential learning. Practitioners experience
group situations not as discrete and isolated events and

activities, but as flowing, dynamic processes. If theory is to
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help integrate this experience, it should address the dynamics
of group functioning, not in piecemeal fashion as current models
do, but in a coherent and unified manner. While present theory
does not preclude the integration of experiential learning by
the trainer, its present form does little to facilitate this
process. As a result, the training of laboratory practitioners
is often piecemeal'and lacking in conceptual integration and
coherence.

A second problem arising here concerns the lack of specific
focus on laboratory group functiorning within‘group theorya
Because most current models focus on the dynamics thought tec
underlie groups in general, they provide no statements of those
factors which are particularly salient within the laboratory
setting, and perhaps more importantly, provide no information
about the specific manifestation of those dynamics within this
context. By addressing these dynamics irn an indirect and
generalized fashion, current theory fails therpractitioner by
not providing a necessary body of background information.

Relating these specific problems to our earlier discussion
of 'educational' practices in a broad sense, we can see that
current grcup theory does not fulfill the first regquirement of
the proposed approach. As it is presently available, group
thecry and research does not address group functioning in a
coherent fshion, nor does it provide information specific_to the

laboratory corntext. As a result, current *heory does not provide
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practitioners with direct access to the information they
require, and leaves the trainer dependent on continued practical
experience to provide the necessary cosceptual integration.

To overcome these problems, our proposed model suggesis a
redevelopment of current group theocry and research to
specifically address the nature of laboratory group functioning.
This can be accomplished by reviewing current group dynamics
literature and by providing a synthesis of material that is
specifically relevant to the laboratory context. This will be a
first area of concern in the development of an intervention
model for laboratory education.

The Relationship Beiween Group Functioning and Laboratory

Learning

B second problem area arises with respect to the
relationships between various elements of group functioning and
the specific process of individnal and group change that the
trainer attempts to facilitate. Laboratory trainirng aims to
engender changes in individnal and collective social behavior
through the involvement of participants in a variety of
experiential learning activities and through an examination of
the forces and dyrnamics affecting group and member performancg
within these activities.* These learning experiences depend\on
the dynamic functioning of the group %to provide both the data on

*The specific system of educational goals and values which
underlie this method is outlined in detail in Chapter Two.
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wvhich an examination of social functioning is based, and the
process through which individual and group changes can be
brought about; in this context, elements of grounp functioning
provide both the content and the process of learning. As a
result, the practitioner utilizes group theory in two
interrelated ways: (1) as a basis for understanding phenomena
within the laboratory and attributing meaning to various group
events; and (2) as a basis for setfing up specific activities to
function as learning experiences.

In its current form however, group theory is inadequate,
particularly for the latter function. Presently formulated as a
generalized accunt of group dynamics, currernt theory dces not
clearly specify the role that various group factors play
'regarding processes of learning and change taking place in the
laboratory setting. Although several authors have outlined the
specific conditions and activities through which laboratory
education is enacted (eg. Bradford, et al, 1964; Benne, et al,
1975), the relationshifps between these elenments of laboratory
education and the dynamics of group functioning have not been
nmade explicit. As a result, the role that such factors play in
the facilitation of learning is often obscure and misunderstopd.
For the inexperienced traiger, there may be no apparent
rationale for many of these important elements, and a number of
critical design errcrs may be made in setting up laboratory

programs; even for veteran trainers, many of these components
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may be taken for granted and not given adegquate attention as a
result of poor conceptual integration. Thus, as a basis for
setting up effective laboratory conditions and activities,
current group theory does not fulfill ancther of the
practitioner's major requirements.

Following earlier discussions we can identify this
inadequacy as a failure to specify relatiorships between
theories of group functioning and the learning process that is
enacted in the laboratory setting. In overcoming this problem it
will be necessary to outline the ways in which various elements
and factors of group functioning affect the learning process. We
will require not only the specific development of group theory
discussed above, but an account of the particular processes of
learning and chtange characteristic of laboratory education.
Considering these two components in relation to one another, and
in relation to the value orientation of the laboratory approach,
we will be able to specify relationships betwegn group theory
and a particular change process, and thus to fulfill the second
ccmponent of the inter?ention model suggested above. This will
comprise a second major focus of the thesis.

The Role and Behavior of the Trainer

A third area of difficulty arises with respect to the role
of the laboratory trainer and the particular behaviors through
which that role is enacted. In providing an environment which

meets the learning needs of a specific client group, the trainer
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must facilitate particular kinds of interaction within the group
and must also engage in particular kinds of interaction.between
him/her-self and the group. The role of the trainer has
traditionally been construed as that of observer and facilitator
of group interaction; h§uever, this formulation leaves
unanswered a number of gquestions concerrning the most effective
way of performing these functions and the impact that various
behaviors ¥will have on the groﬁp's learninge

Some theories of laboratory group dynamics and learning
recognize trainer behavior as an important factor in laboratory
effectiveness (eg. Bradford, et al, 1964; Schein and Bennis,
1965) , and considerable research has been done to examine the
impact of this factor (eg. Lundgren, 1979; Smith, 1380a); |
however, much 65 this information remains unavailable to the
trainer in a usable form. On the whole, current models fail to
provide a clear integration of this material, and more
importantly, fail to demonstrate how trainer behavior acts as an
influence on the laboratory learning process. As a result, the
trainer has no coherent means of understanding the impact of his
or her behavior, and no means of formulating appropriate
interventions on the basis of theory.

Again, we can identify this problem as a failure to meet
the conceptual requirements of the practitioner as suggested
above. The lack of theoretical frameworks which outline those:

factors specifically affecting laboratory group dynamics, and
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the lack of explicit relationships between these factors and the
specific learning process, makes it virtually impossible for
practitioners to derive coherent guidelines for action. 3s a
result, trainers must rely entirely on their own experiential
learning to discover effective intervention strategies, and gaiﬁ
little guidance from theory in this process.S

Given an adegnate formulation of these factors and
Telationships, trainers could derive a number of guidelines
concerning the design of effective laboratory programs and could
specify particular kinds of intervention that would facilitate
the learning process. While this would not set out a 'cookbook'
of specific interventions, it would provide a coherent basis on
which the effectiveness of interventions could be understood,
and new forms of trainer behavior could be derived. In the’
construction of our intervention model then it will be essential
to incorporate various factors concerning the role and behavior
of the trainer and to link these with processes of learning and
change. On this basis we will then be able to fulfill the third
requirement of the model by deriving specific recommendations
for trainer behavior in terms of overall laboratory design and
specific interventions. The specification of such

recommendations will be a third major focus for this thesis.

5 This is not to suggest that experiential learning is
inadequate or wrong, but that it can be usefully suplemented by
the use of coherent conceptual frameworks to organize and
integrate experience. The central aim of this thesis is to
provide such a framework.
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Toward A Model of Intervention For Laboratory Education

The above discussion demonstirates the particular ways in
which laboratory practitioners experience the conceptual
problems outlined earlier. ¥e have seen how current group theory
fails to meet the general requirements of the practitioner
within a broad conception of 'educational' practice, and how
various difficulties are created by these inadegquacies. In turn,
we have suggested a means by which a coanceptuwal bridge, in the
form of a model of intervention, could be cbnstructed to provide
a link between theories of group functioning and the specific
methods of laboratory practice.

The suggested approach is a specific application of the
three~phase modeling procedure outlined earlier. Our examination
of theory and practice within the specific perspective of
“laboratory education thus identifies more concretely the nature
of the steps required for the construction of‘an intervention
model for this context. These steps, ou*tlined in Figure 1-2
below, provide a general characterization of the approach to be
used in this thesis to coastruct such a model. As we begin to
develop that model in the chapters to follow, these steps will
also serve as a basis for organizing and structuring our
conceptual framework.

Before undertaking construction of the in*ervention nmodel

per se, it will be useful to review some of the relevant
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Figure 1-2: Procedure for Intervention Modelling for Laboratory Education.

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Review and synthesis Specification and Specification of
of theory and clarification of guidelines for
research related to relationships between laboratory design
the Taboratory group laboratory group and trainer
context. dynamics and the intervention.
laboratory learning
process.

conceptual and empirical li“*erature upon which é great deal of 7
later discussion will be based. We therefore begin, in Chapter
Two, with a review of background information concerning the
historical and conceptual underpinnings of laboratory education.
This outline is continued in Chapter Three with a review of
major theoretical and empirical literature within ‘he field of
group dynamics, with particular emphasis on constructs and
research findings relevant to the laboratory context.

In Chapter Four we begin constructicn of our intervention
model by proposing a re-development of group .theory td address
the dynamics of the laboratory group. Chapter Five undertakes
the second componert of the modeling process by drawing
relationships between conceptions of the learning process and
the theoretical framework ou*tlined in Chapter FPour. Chapter :Six
then outlines a number of recommendationrns stemming from earlier
discussion with respect to guidelines for laboratory design and

specific trainer interventions, and provides an illustration of
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how these can be used for intervention planning.

Finally, a summary and conclusion of the modeling process
is provided in Chapter Seven. Our principal concerns here will
be to assess tte developed model in terms of its consistency
with current theory and practice, and to discuss the
implications of the modeling process for other applied contexts.

Regarding methodological issues, this thesis is prinbipally
concerned with processes of theoretical and conceptual
deveiopment rather than the more empirically-oriented aspects of
inquiry. As a Tesult, no empirical data are generated in this
thesis, either for purposes of model construction or validation.
The data base for the present work is dravwn from the body of
published research which already exists in this field, and which
our discussion has identified as lacking in conceptual
organization. Criteria for the selection and use of this data
are discussed in relevant parts of the thesis.

Tﬁe extensive concern of this study with ;onceptual
development also necessitates the exclusion of any formal
procedures of validation. The importance of this aspect of
research is acknowledged however, and it 1is recognized that-
further work will be required before the conditions for
implementation are fully met. However, an informal conceptual
validation of the developed model is provided in *the final

chapter of the thesis.
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I¥. CHAPTER TWO: The Laboratory Method of Learning and Change:

The Applied Perspective

Introduction

To begin a discussion of background literature it will be
useful to outline the principal foundations on which laboratory
training is based. We start with a brief overview of the

historical development of laboratory education and its emergence

as a major technology for human relations training. From there

we turn to the major philosophical uaderpinnings on which the

laboratory method is based, beginning with an outline of the
educational goals toward which the method is directed and
 followed by a discussion of the underlying assumptions and value
orientations maintained by laboratery proponents. We then move

to an examination of the conceptual basis of the laboratory as a

methodology for learning and change, and to a review of some
theoretical accounts of the learning process taking place in

this context.
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Historical Overview

In the summer of 1946, State Teachers College in New
Britain, Connecticut sponsoﬁed a vorkshop on "Inter-group
Relations" in which a prototype of the laboratory method was
first used. 2s an adjunct to regular workshop sessions, a staff
of trained research observers were present who fed back to the
pattiéipants their cobservations about individual and group
behavior following each meeting. It was discovered, és a result
of this novel technigue, that the feedback of data from trained
observers did rmrore to-stimulate the interest of *hose involved,
and produced more insight, more learning, and more behavioral
change than the vorkshop sessions themselves. Given an
opportunity *to explore and examine their own behavioral data
within the supPortive workshop climate, participants gained
access to a means of personal learning that seemed more
effective than any other method. The recognition that this
technique was a powerful means of stimulating and supporting
learning gave impetus to the elaboration cf the tfaining(
methodology now known as "Laboratory Education" (Benne, et al,
1375) .

As a result of their experiences at the Connecticut
workshop, a group of researcherst! organized the National

!The principal members of this group were K. Llewin, L. Bradford,
K. Benne, and R. Lippitt. Despite Lewin's untimely death in
1947, his influence, and that of the others, has continued to
shape the development of the Laboratory method.
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Training Laboratories for Group Development (now simply called
NTL) as a means of further developing and experimenting with
this novel form of group learning. The initial goals of this
orgarnization were: (1) to péovide training experiencés'similar
in form to the Connecticut workshop through which participants
could enhance their understanding of individual and group
behavior; (2) %o explore the dyramics and processes of
individual and group change within the group context; and (3) to
undertake programs of combined research and social action using
the Labcratory approach. Toward these ends the NTL group devised
a workshop format in which participants would work together in
small training groups (T-groups) and in which a
'trainer/observer' would be present to provide observational
feedback and guidance. Additional sessions were also included in
which participarts were introduced to small group theory and
given an opportunity to engage in *skills-practice' exercises
and in discussions of change efforts in their back home groups
and organizations. This basic laboratory design was first
inrrlemented as a three-week residen*ial vworkshop in 1947, and
has been given, in a variety of formais, ever since.

During their first few years of operation the NTL
laboratory programs proved extremely successful. Participants
found the workshops a valuable source of learning, both in terms
of their own individual behavior and with regard to the dynamics

of group functioning. The laboratory appeared to have a
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significant impact on learning, par%icularly in the areas of
self-insight, sensitivity to the effects of individual and group
behavior, enhanced interpersonal effectiveness, and the
diagnocsis and solution of organizational problems (S:tock, 1964).
In addition, the understanding of social change generated in
these ﬁorkshdps was often carried forth by pafticipants to form
the basis of important innovations and changes in their own
group and organizational settings (Benne, et al, 1975).

As these successes became known, a rapid growth took place
in both the number of people inﬁolved in laboratory training and
the range of applications for which the method was employed. By
the early 13960's, laboratory-type programs had been set up in a
number of universities, both for research and educational
pu:poses; and several other educational organizations began to
offer trairing programs following the NTL model.2? From its
initial purpose as a vehicle for generalized human relations
training, the laboratory approach soon developed a number of
more specialized applications, involving adaptations to groups
with specific occupational interests and focusing on selected
aspects of group functioning (Benne, et al, 1375). The basic
laboratory design remained a consistent model for effective
group training in such applications, with modifications nade

2Tt is interesting to note that one of the earliest extensions
of the original NTL model was developed in the province of
Saskatchewan, under the auspices of the Qu'Appelle Valley
Training Center.
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primarily as a means of meeting the particular learning needs of
the client.

¥ith continued expansion and development over the last
three decades, the laboratory approach ncw enjoys widespread
recognitior as a successful educational tool and as a viable
technology for individual and social change. Current
applications encompass a variety of fields, including
psychotherapy, adult education, social work, business management
training, and organizational consulting, with the focus of
change efforts ranging from individual behavior, through
interpersonal and group dynamics, to the level of full~-scale
organizations. Throughout this range of applications the
essential laboratory format of providing observational feedback
about participants' own behavior remairs the primary source of
data on which learning and change are based. In addition, the
goal of concurrently enacting and s*tudying change efforts within
this context cbntinues to provide a degree of unity among the
numerous practitioners now occupying the field. Thus, while the
original laboratory concept is often varied to suit the
particular needs of the client or the particular style of the
trainer, the initial goals of the NTL group continue to provide
a comnmon thread tying together what is now a very broad and

diverse areae.
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The Laboratory Philosophy of Educatiorn

The Goals of Laboratory Education

The laboratory method offers access to a number of
possible outcomes or educational goals. The specific goals
addressed by a given laboratory program will normally be a
subset of this overall rangé, deperding on the particular
context and client group for which the program is developed.

Schein and Bennis (1365) outline a scheme for identifyingv
and classifying potential laboratory goals based on three
fundamental dimensions: the subject of learning, the level of

learning, and the ultimate client for the laboratory experience

{See Fiqure 2-1). Seven categories for 'subject of learning' are

Figure 2-1: A Scheme for Classifying Laboratory Goals (fram E.H. Schein
and W. Bennis, Personal and Organizational Change through
Group Methods: The Laboratory Approach. New York: John
WiTey & Sons, 1965, p. SB}.
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presented, ranging from individual behavior, through

interpersonal and intergroup dyramics, to the level of the whole

organization, and deal with both personal and role-related
functioning. The 'level of learning' dimension recognizes three
potential goals, beginning with increased individual awareness
and progressing to attitude change and finally to behavioral
change. Two possible client systems, the individual and the
6rganization, are also specified.

Although this scheme outlines a broad rarge of possible
laboratory goals, there is a great deal more unity of purpose
among laboratory programs than the above might suggest. Many
proponents of the laboratory method argue that these numerous
specific outcomes are supplanted by a more concise set of
"meta-goals" which guide virtually all programs of this type
{Bradford, et al, 1964; Schein and Bennis, 1965; Benne, et al,
1975). One account of these more general purposes outlines the
following: (Paraphrased from Bradford, et al, 1964)

1. Increased awareness of and sensitivity to the interplay of
emotions, values, and actions in human interaction.

2. Greater ability to perceive and to learn from the
consequences of one's actions through the use of feedback
from others.

3. Clarificatior and development of personal values and goals
consonant with a democratic and scientific approach to
social and personal action.

4. Greater ability to utilize concepts and theories of \
interpersonal and group behavior as a basis for linking
goals and values with consistent action.

S. Achievement of behavioral effectiveness in transactions with
the environment.

6. Application of personal learnings to extermnal, ‘'back-hone'
situations.
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7. Learping to learn - development of abilities %o utilize
individual and organizational resources as a basis for
further learning.

Althoﬁgh stated in terms of the individual learnér, the
authors maintain that these goals apply equally to group and
organizational contexts, where the focus of learning is on teans
rather than on individual persons. As Bradford, et al, comment,
these{goéls are "designed to help some unit of human
organization assess its needs for change and to support that
unit in inventing and testing ways in which change may be
achieved" (Bradford, et al, 1964 p.18). Thus, vwhile the specific
focus of learning may vary from case to case, these central
goals provide ar overall basis for learning and change within

the laboratory approach.

Basic Assumptions and Value Orientations

The goals outlined above arise from a particular set of
assumptions about human learning processes and from the
particular value orientations maintained by laboratory
proponents. Despite individual differences ir the writings of
various authors, general agreement is evident concernring these
basic foundations of laboratory education. The essential
components of this overall framework are outlined below.

Although the urderlying conception of laboratory education

was first articulated in the late 1940*'s and early 1950's, the
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primary assumptions on which this conception is based can be
traced to earlier systems of educational thought. Malcdlm
Knowles suggestshthat the educational pilosophy of John Dewey is
perhaps the most significant of these previous works (Knowles,
1973) . Krowles outlines four of Dewey's premises that appear to
have had a major impact on the laboratory movement. These are:

1. the notion of "continuity" in learning = "every experience
both takes up something from those which have gone before
and modifies in some way the guality of those which come
after" {Dewey, in Knowles, 1973 p.69). This suggests the
idea of growth and development as a principal funciion of
all education.

2. the view that "all education comes about through experience"
(Ibid. p.69). The prcvision of present experiences that can
serve to enhance subsequent behavior is seen as the central
problemr in education.

3. the nature of teaching and learning as a social proécess -
Learning takes place in the context of social intercourse in
vhich the capabilities, needs, and past experiences of the
learner contribute toward the development of cooperative
enterprise. Here, according to Dewey, "the teacher loses the
position of the external boss or dictator, but takes on that
of leader of group activities” {Ibid. p.73).

4. adherence to the values of democracy - Dewey mairntains "the
belief that democratic social arrangements promote a better
guality of human experience, one which is nore widely
accessible and enjoyed, than do non~democratic and
anti-democratic forms of social life"™ (Ibid. p-69).

These four elements of Dewey's educational philosophy have
significantly influenced the development of the laboratory
conception of learning. Both explicitly and implicitly,
laboratory proponents have borrowed and elaborated these primary
assumptions in the development of their method. Examples of how

these premises have beern adopted and incorporated into the
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laboratory approach are outlined below:

Dewey's principle of continuity receives expression in

virtually all laboratory formulations. Perhaps the clearest
statement of this is found in Carl Rogers' writings on group
education and therapy (Rogers, 1951,1969), where major emphasis
is placed on a conception of the learner as a growing,
developing individual. In Rogers' words, "the organism has one
basic tendency and striving to actualize, maintain and enhance
the experiencing organism"” (Rogers, 1351 p.479). This view of
the learner as a proactive and developing organism is a central
nnderpinning of laboratory methods, which strive to raise the
learner's awareness of his or her own individuality as a basis
for integrated development. ¥ithout such awareness, it is
maintained,

"a humar being's goals, values and actions become

incongruent with his reality as a total person. He fails

to recognize, and so to achieve, the development of his

gfié)Potential as an individual" (Bradford, et al, 1964

The second of Dewey's principles, that of the experiential

nature of learning, is also reflected and elaborated within the
laboratory approach. Experiential learnings are seen as the key
source frcm which the development of an awareness and
understanding of one's own social functioning car be achieved,
and new forms of behavior evaluated. The experiences of
laboratory training, according to Bradford,

"are designed...to help participants to discover and
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diagnose disintegrities in their patterns of
participation {and] to provide help from others in
inventing and testing more integrative and less
crippling patterns of response" (Bradford, et al, 1364
p-16) «

Experience then, is viewed as the principal basis for individual

development and growth.

Dewey's view of education as a social process is adopted in
laboratory education as a third major assuﬁption. In most
laboratory formulations *he provision of interactive learning
experiences is the central means of achieiing the development of
self-avareness and the enhancement of social functioning. This
is evident in several aspects of the laboratory methodology,
including an emphasis on mutual responsibility among
participants and leaders for defining learning needs and
planning activities, and the extensive use of observation and
analysis of interactive behavior in developing an understanding
of social processes (Knowles, 1970;Bradford, et al, 196#4).

These primary assumptions from Dewey's conception of
education provide the foundatior on which muchvof fhe laboratory
approach is built, and form the essence of the laboratory
conception of human learning. laboratory proponents also adhere

to many of the value orientations espoused by Dewey. Several

auvthors explicitly recognize and embrace a set of values

generally associated with Democracy and democratic ideals

(Sclein and Bennis, 13965;Bradford, et al, 1964; Benne, et al,

1975; Knowles, 1973). Schien and Bennis outline three basic
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values related to a concern for democracy: (1) a respect for the
individuality of persons and for the enhancemen:t of individual
growth; (2) the importance of freedom of choice and
sel f~determination in learning; ard (3) the value of authentic
and honest communication and collaboration in social affairs
{Schkein and Bennis, 1965).

Proponents of laboratory education also place a high value

on a scientific approach to learning. Various aspects discussed

in this regard are: (1) the utiliza*ion of the behavioral
sciences as a basis for understanding social behavior; ({2) the
utilization of objectively collected data as a basis for social
planning and action; and (3) the exploration and expansion of
alternative means of creating and managing change {Benne, et al,
1975).

In addition to the above, the pioneering work of Kurt Lewin
in the areas of group dynamics and social change (eg. Lewin,
1351) has also had a major impact on the laboratory approach to
education. Lewin's original theories concerning pfocesses of
social change, and his interest in 'acticn-research! as a tool
for social improvement, underscored much of the early
development in this area and have strongly influenced the nature
of laboratory education (Benne, et al, 1975) . Some of Lewin's
principal contributions are discussed in later sections of this

chapter.
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In sum then, the conception of learning employed by
laboratory proponents rests upon three principal assumptions:
the notion of the learner as a proactive and developing
organism, the idea that learning takes place primarily on the
basis of experience, and that education is a social processa.
This formulation of the learning process is brought into
operation within a particular value orientation based on the
ideals of democratic social interaction and a scientific spirit

of inguiry toward individual and social change.3

Conceptual ard Theoretical Foundations

An Overview of the Laboratory Training Methodology

The laboratory training format was developed as an optimal
means of providing collaborative, experiential learning. Drawing
upon the conception of learning contained in the above
assumptions, the laboratory format sets out to provide
conditions and activitieé in which such a 1éérning prdcess can
flourish. The particular workshop characteristics utilized by
the originators of fhe method in meeting this aim are examined
below. —

3 The goals and values outlined in this section constitute the
major motivational and philosophical context in which most
laboratory programs are conducted. In the remainder of the
thesis we will treat these as a given element underlying the
development of our model.
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It should be recognized, to begin, that the laboratory
approach was originally developed as a methodology for adult
education-.® In this light it is commonly thought of as a
"re-educative™ method, Tather than one ccncerned with primary
learning (Bradford, et al, 1964). This view stems from the
assumption that learners are constantly involved in a process of
development and growth. Of the values, concepts and behaviors
which people have learned in earlier development, some will be
"socially functional”, and others "dysfunctional" or
"inarticulated"; the laboratory setting is devised to provide an
opportunity for "re-learning", "re-organizing", and exploring
new alternatives in these areas (Ibid. p.19).

Several authors u*ilize Kurt Lewin's
"gnfreeze-Change-Refreeze" formulation of this learning process
as an overall mcdel for structuring laboratory programs (Lewin,
1951; Schein and Bennis, 1965; Bradford, et al, 1964; Benne, et
al, 1975). This approach suggests that a period of 'unlearning!'
must occur prior to the development of new learning, and that
any changes adopted require consolidation and reintegration if
they are to persist. Many characteristics of laboratory training
are designed as a means of implementing this basic model of
change.

Accounts of the specific conditions and activities built

®Among the originators of laboratory education, L. Bradford was
specifically trained and experienced in Adult Fducation.
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into the laboratory format are provided by Bradford, et al,
(1964), Schein and Bennis (1965), and Benne, et al, (1975).
Although these differ someﬁhat with regard to specific aspects,
an overall set of primary cggracteristics is apparents

A1l three sources recognize a first essential element as

being the creation of a cultural island - a learning situation

which removes participants to some extent from their normal
routine activities. Such situations normally involve some degfee
of ambiguity regarding the structure and leadership of the
event, uncertainty concerning individual roles and expectations,
and the presentation of vaguely defired or ambiguous group
tasks. The removal or blurring of various components of expected
social behavior creates a "itension" or "vacuum" which serves to
heighten part*icipants' awareness of the immediate situnation and
to stimnlate behavior (Bradford, et al, 13964). These conditions
contribute to the 'unfreezing' of particirants' expectations,
providing them with an opportunity to observe‘and evaluate their
own responses to the situation.

The notion of a 'cultural island® as an initiating
condition for learning is discussed extensively by M. Miles
(Miles, 1964). Miles argues that, because of various forces
maintaining stability in social systems, the deliberate
induction of change requires the creation of a "temporary
systen” to allov innovation to take place. The laboratory

situation provides such a system by setting up special purposes,
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and time-limited relationships outside the boundaries of normal
social expectations.

Within this temporary system the group begins to develop
its own interral patterns of functioning as a normal consequence
of interaction. Here a second major characteristic of the
laboratory format arises, with the trainer attempting to
facilitate the deveiopment of group expectations in the
direction of the general norms and values of the laboratory
tradition. Attitudes of responsible participation and
collaboration, open and homnest communication of feelings and
ideas, and a climate of trust, mutual support and exploratory
inquiry are encouraged (Benne, et al, 1975).

The 'change' stage of the laboratory process is provided by
three additional aspects of the training format. The first is

the encouragement of behavioral observation and feedback among

participants. Direct observation of behavior and 1its
consegquences, and the feedback of others! reaqtions to
individual behavior provide data from which each participant can
discover and evaluate the impact of their own social functioning
{Schein and Bennis, 1965).

A second element of the change process, the provision of

conceptual and theoretical models of social behavior, provides a
cognitive dimension to enhance individual understanding and
awareness. These models supply a concep*ual framework within

which observed and experienced behaviors can be analysed
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(Bradford, et al, 1964).

The third aspect of the 'change' stage involves individual

exploration and experimentation with new patterns of behavior

and response as the group works on collective tasks. The trainer
often functions here as a model of alternative forms of action
and risk-taking. This experimentation provides participants with
an opportunity to expand their behavioral repertoire and to
broaden their understanding of social processes.

In concert, the three design elements of
observation/feedback, conceptual models, and behavioral
exploration serve as the basis on which individual participants
can undertake to develop and evaluate alterrative courses of
action and to adopt those changes that prove useful or
satisfying.

The 'refreezing' stage of the change process is provided
for by the incorporation of activities which focus on the

transfer of learning and change. The planning of activities by

participants themselves, particularly in the latter stages of
the laboratory, is often utilized as a means of developing
skills for coniinued learning (Benne, et al, 1975). Considerable
attention is also given to the generalization of learnings and.
to their application in back-home situations. \

Inr general then, the laboratory training format utilizes
six principal elements in providing the conditions necessary for

learning and change. These are:
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1. creation of a 'cultural island®*,

2. develorment of group rorms consonant with laboratory
objectives, ,

3. encouragement of observation and feedback,

4. provision of conceptual models,

5. encouragement of risk-taking and exploration of ne
behavior, and :

6. planning for transfer of learning.

Together these serve to enact a process of

"unfreezing-change~-refreezing” as a basis for the re-education

and development of participants.

A Theory of Llakcratory Learning

Although much has been written concerning the nature of
laboratory learning {Bradford, et al, 1964; Bennis, et al, 1961;
Harrison, 1965; Schein and Bennis, 1965; Benne, ei al, 1975),
few concise theoretical accounts of the learning process are
available. On the whole, this material tends, as in the above
discussion, to focus on the specific conditions and activifies
through which learning is enacted, or to be highly general and
anecdotal. There appears to have been a general lack of
attention to the characteristics and underlying nature of the
learning process itself.

Exceptions to this general rule are found in the work of R.
Harrison (1965) and Schein and Bennis (1965), which together
provide the basis for an overall conceptior of laboratory
learning. Harrison sets forth a model of individual cognitive
fugctioning and outlines a conception of laboratory learning

based on this model. This formulation specifically addresses the
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guestion of individual learning and change within interpersornal
and group situations and provides a central core around which an
overall conception of laboratory learning can be developed. 2
major Wweakness in Harrison's work hovwever is a lack of specific
attention to the behavioral and emotional components of learning
and to the interrelationships of these within the overall
process of change. These issues are treated more adequately by
Schein and Bernnis, vwhose attention focuses specifically on the
integration of cognitive, affective, and conative elements of
learning. While highly consistent with Harrison's model, their
formulation provides a useful complement to round out a basic
conception of laboratory learning. The central elements of this
combined formulation are outlined below.

Individual Cognitive Learning

We begin with Harrison's (1965) model of individual
cognitive structure and development. In order to function within
a social or interpersonal environment, Harrisorn maintains, each
individual utilizes a number of cognitive categories or concepts
which discriminate between various elements of the phenomenal
uérld and provide an internal representation of salient
environmental gqualities and phenomena. The set of concepts an
individual applies to a given class of phenomena are organized

and interrelated within a conceptual system which provides an

integrated means of interpreting and responding to those

phenomena. These cognitive systems provide a basis for ordering
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perception and guiding behavior; in other words, they act as

'cognitive maps! through which the individual negotiates

transactions and relationships with other people (Harrison,
1965) .

Harrison identifies a number of characteristics of

conceptual systems. First, each concept within a particular

system will differ in its degree of salience. Concepts which are
“critical in making decisions about a given phenomenon are
considered more salient than others; these tend to channel more
of the energy involved in the individual's relationships with
that class of phenomena and often serve as higher-crder,
integrative elements within the conceptual system.

Second, conceptual systems may vary in their degree of

differentiation.

"The differentiation of a systemn refers to the variety
of characteristics of the phenomena in gquestion which
may be responded to within the system, and to the
fineness with which differences in these characteristics
ray be discriminated.” (Ibid. p.65) ’
On the whole, the greater the level of overall cognitive
development, the greater the differentiation of individual
conceptual systens.

A third characteristic is thkat of integration. The

integration of a conceptual system "refers to the consistency
with which phenomena can be located within it" (Ibid. p.65). A
lack of integration is evident in logical inconsistencies

arising when the same data are treated differently by tvwo
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elements of the same system, or by two related systems.

Inconsistencies of this kind give rise to cognitive dissonance

tress, the degree of which will generally depend on the

oz

salience of the concepts involved: the more central a concept
is, the greater the degree of stress resulting from a lack of
integration. 2lso, the more developed the overall conceptnal
system, the moTe integrated it will be, and the less the
individuoal will be subject to this stress.

Harrison also outlines various dynapic processes by which

conceptual systems change and develop over time. Because

cognitive structures are to some extent a reflection of salient
environmental properties and phenomena, their development is
partially dependent on the degree of variety and change %ithin
the environment (Ibid. p.67). As the individual experiences new
characteristics and phenomena for which concepts are not
available, or when such phenomena give rise to contradiction or
dissonance within the present structure, conceptual systems
expand and become increasingly refined to accomodate newv
information.

This development takes place through a dialectical process

which Harrison calls the "elaboration of opposites" (Ibid.

p-66). Initial responses to new information attempt to fit
unfamiliar phenomena into the existing system (thesis); if this
is met with disconfirmation or contradiction, attempts are made

to explore alternative hypotheses, usually at an opposite polar
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extreme to the first (antithesis); after extreme hypotheses have

been explored, new concepts are elaborated which incorporate the

oppesing hypotheses in a more abstract, integrative synthesis.

In this way new information is incorporated into an increasingly

more differentiated and integrated syster of concepts capable of

providing a broader and more unified repertoire of responses. In
addition, according to Harrison,
"conceptual systems also develop from concepts which
define the self in terms of its environment towards
concepts which define the self in terms of iis own
intrinsic gualities as a self." (Ibid. p.b6b)

Through the dialectical process of develcpment then, conceptual

systens become increasingly integrated and autonomous, and

provide a basis for increasing degrees of individual competence
within the social environment.

The process of conceptual development may be inhibited‘or
arrested by several factors:

1. A stable or consistent social environment where nevw
phenomena and information are seldom experienced provides
little stimulus for change. If the current conceptﬁal systenm
adegquately handles all phenomena to which a person is
exposed, stresses are minimized and the need for change does
not arise.

2. Exposure to phenomena which are so dissonant with the

) current conceptual system ‘that they are perceived as

threatening will also arrest development. The stress of
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disconfirmation is so high here that various defense
mechanisms, such as perceptual distortion or isolation of
inconsistent sub-systems, often arise to keep the present
system intact. |
3. Certain conceptual systems may be so salient and carry so
nuch of the individual's energy that even slight
inconsistencies will be met with defensive behavior in order
to maintain the status quo. |
In short, there is an optimal level of stress to which
conceptual systems will respond favorably; when the anxiety of
dissonance is too high, due either to internal or external
factors, the response is generally one which negates development
rather than promoting it.

The Laboratory as a Force Toward Learning

¥e now turn to an examination of how the laboratory
functions to facilitate processes of growth and change. Although
we will again be drawing primarily upon Harrison's formulation,
we now begin to incorporate some of Schein and Bennis' concepts
to provide a more balanced account.

Harrison identifies Laboratory training as a situation

“where "some phenomena and concepts whictk make up an important

part of the interpersonal conceptual systems for most people are
rendered irrelevant arnd/or inappropriate", and where "conceptual
inadequacy is intentionally produced for educational purroses"

(Ibid. p.68-93). Because the focus of laboratory training is on
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concepts and attitudes which pertain to the self and to
interpersonal relationships with others - attitudes which‘are
central to the individual's self-concept and often resistant to
change - this initial disconfirmation provides the necessary
impetus for removing forces that block natural development, and
for initiating the learning process. According to Schein and
Bennis, the creation of dissonance is designed to "unfreeze"
such blockages and to prepare the participant to engage in
processes of change (Scheir and Bennis, 1965 p.275). Following
Harrison's model, we can outline how this is accomplished.

As individuals enter the laboratory situation, each brings
a particular conceptual system which serves as a cognitive map
for charting relationships with others and understanding events
in the group. 3 great deal of everyday interpersonal experience
takes place within the context of a "hierarchical, dependency”
mode of social behavior; consequently, *the conceptual systems of
most people will lead them to expect similar forms of
relationship within the laboratory {Harrison, 1965 p-71) - The
role and the behavior of the trainer however, and the overall
design of laboratory activities, take place within a
non~hierarchical, collaborative framework, and thus tend to
create a certain amount of dissonance for participants. Schein
and Bennis refer to this as the presentation of 'dilemmas' or
'disconfirming information® which call into question some of the

assumptions and preconceptions which participants bring to the
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laboratory (Schein and Bennis, 1365 p.272).

Disconfirmation creates a certain amount of cognitive
dissonance or stress; participants find themselves in something
of a "puzzle-box" for which few of their conceptual systemns secen
adequate (Harrison, 1965 p.69). Although this stress arises on a
cognitive level, its major effect is the arousal of various
emotional responses which Schein ard Bennis refer to as a form
of "social anxieiy" concerning the iﬁdividual's role and
identity within the group (Schein and Bennis, 1965 p.275). The
heightering of emotional responses here is an essential part of
the 'uhfreezing' process; placing participants in a sfate of
expectancy and readiness for change.

Spurred by the experience of cognitive and emotional
stress, the group now begins to explore various alternatives as
a means of working their way out of the 'puzzle-box'. While
there are numerous potential ‘'escape routes' from this
dissonance provoking situation, and no demand made for
participants to follow any particular path, the designers of
laboratory education recognize and advocate a particular
approach to the solution of cognitive stress. Trainers encourage
participants to explore new ways of handling the situation and
attempt to provide alternative cognitive maps in the form of new
concepts and behavioral responses. The directioﬁ of this
‘influence is generally away from the hierarchical, dependerncy

mode of response and toward a nmore collaborative approach in
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which individual autonomy and freedom of expression is promoted.
Schein and Bennis suggest that a major component of

emotional learning is accomplished here, primarily in the form

of changed attitudes toward the nature of learning in the
laboratory setting {Schein and Bennis, 1965). The major impact
of the trainer here is not to provide a particular solution for
the group, but to encourage a general sirategy of attending to
and working with the here—and;now data generated within the
group. Acceptance of this overall approach reduces the anxiety
of disconfirmation and prepares participants for the particular
kind of learning the laboratory offers.

Once participants recognize and accept this approach they
then begin %*o engage in learning activities through the process
Harrison identifies as the 'elaboration of opposites'. W¥ith many
social conventions removed, the laboratory presents a situation
that is "cognitively rich"; that is, "there is an abundance of
phenomena which do not fit the conceptual systems which most
participants are able to apply"” {(Harrisomn, 1965 p;73).,The
tyrical emphasis on work and productivity characteristic of most
group situations is negated here in favor of questions of
interpersonal and emotional functioning; typical patterns ofs
influence and power are guestioned, as are ways of expressing
affection, hostility, and intimacy. As the laboratory group
faces eéch of these issues, participants initially attempt to

apply current, concepts and models in order to make sense of the
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situation. As many of these prove unsuccessful and give rise to
dissonance, alternative responses are attempted, often taking
the form of extreme and streotyped opposites to the initial
response. Exploration of varicus al*ernatives eventually gives
Tise to a more adegquate, and on the ﬁhole, nore functional
response. In this way, involvement in group activities entails a
dialectical exploration of new patterns of behavior and affects
the 'change’ élement of the 'unfreeze-change-refreeze' pattern
of learning. By working through various elements of *he
laboratory context, participants thus come to adopt new
conceptual maps and new forms of response reflecting a greater
understandirg and greater conpetence in collective human
interaction.

Schein and Bennis describe this same process in terms of a
Tepeating "learning cycle” which integrates cognitive, emétional
and behavioral elements of development (Schein and Bennis, 1965

p-272) (See Figure 2-2). Each new phenomenon within the

laboratory presents some degree of cognitive disconfirmation to
participants!' conceptual systems. This disconfirmation gives
rise to heightened emotional responses which are resolved

titude toward that phenomenon. Attitude

[V

through changés in ‘
changes in turn permit nev forms of behavior to be elicited and
experimented with. New behkavior provides additional data for the

group to examine and thus helps to raise individual awarenes

and understanding. This new information may in turn present
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further disconfirmations, and thus initiate a repetition of the

cycle.

FIGURE 2-2: The Laboratory tearning Cycle (fram E.H. Schein and W. Bennis,
Personal and Qrganizational Change through Group Methods: The
Laboratory Approach. New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1965, p. 274).

A dilenn)a or same Attitude change about
disconfirming information self and others

|

Attitude change about New behaviour, hence
how to learn (acceptance new information

of meta-goals) l

Generation of new behaviour Increased awareness and/or
which makes new information new disconfirmation

available L

lncregsed awareness and/or further attitude change
new disconfirmation until termination or
equilibrium

Each iterationm of this cycle allows participants to
explore alternative forms of behavior with respect to particular
phenomena and to incorporate these within an increasingly more
differentiated and integrated éonceptual system. Over the
duration of the laboratory, several repetitidns of this cycle
allov not only the addition of new information to various
conceptual systems, but also the integration of emotional and
behavioral components within these systems and within the person
as a vhole. In this way, the laboratory facilitates learning‘at
both a micro level, with *he addition of new concepts and ﬁodes

of . response, and at a macro level, involving the integration of

the entire systen.
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In sum, the goals of laboratory training are achieved by
intentionally inducing a state of cognitive dissonance, by
providing alternative cognitive maps for particular aspects of
interpersonal and group behavior, and then by facilitating
natural processes of change and development with respect to
these. Initially, this process focuses on the upfreezing of
forces which block natural development and on the provision of
alternative mearns of approaching the learning context. As
participants' attitudes about how to function within this
situation change, the process becomes centered upon specific
corponents of behavior and understanding which individuals find
inadeguate within their conrrent conceptual systems. A repeating
cycle of disconfirmation-attitude change-nev behavior-new
information is enacted as participants attempt to deal with
induced dissonance, gradually changing various emotional,

behavioral and cognitive elements within individual cognitive

systems. As new concepts and behaviors are adopted, macro-level
changes also occur with respect to the organizatién and
integration of the cognitive system as a whole. These overall
changes serve to refreeze new learnings within a more fully
developed and competent cognitive map and thus to complete the
process of change. The majqr components of this process are
illustrated in Figure 2-3 below. As the illustration suggests,
laboratory training utilizes the natural patterns of cognitive

development described by Harrison as a basis for enacting an
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overall process of unfreezing, changing, and refreezing
conceptual systems. The'major design elements of the laboratory
format function here primarily to initiate and facilitate this
natural process and so *to provide an effective approach to

individual learning and develcpment.

- {(Figure 2-3) -
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Summary

In this chapter we have reviewed the major conceptual and
theoretical foundations on which the laboratory method is based.
We ountlined the historical development of the method, its goals
and assumptions, and some of the major conceptual underpinnings
that characterize this form of education and learning. An
overall characterization of the laboratory learning process was
developed, and is summarized in Figure 2-3.

In addition to providing a useful background for further
discussion, much of this material will be of major importance in
the construction of our intervention model. In particular, the
conception of iaboratory learning processes outlined above will
play a significant role in clarifying how the dynanmics of
laboratory group functioning contribute toward learning and
change in this context. Before we can deal with these issues
however, an examination of various forces and facfcrs underlying
laboratory group dynamics must be undertaken. Chapter Three
begins this examination by re#iewing some of the major
theoretical and empirical literature on which this examinétiop

will be bacsed.
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IIY. CHAPTER THREE: Conceptual and Empirical Studies of

Laboratory Education: The Theoretical Perspective

Introduction

The previous chapter provides an overview of laboratory
training with respect to its use as an educational methodology.
This supplies a useful background in terms of the applied or
practical components of this field. In summarizing that
discussion ¥we suggested that a second major source of background
informa*ion for the construction of our intervention model would
consist of an examination of the dynamics underlying laboratory
group functioning. Since nuch of the laboratory learning process
relies on interactional activities and processes within the
group itself, an understanding of these dynamics will be an
essential prerequisite for later discussions. The present
chapter provides a basis for this understanding by reviewing the
major conceptual and empirical literature concerning small group
dynamics irn general; and the nature of laboratory group
functioning in particular. In short, we will examine laboratory
education from the perspective of theory and research.

¥e begin ﬁith a brief overview of laboratory education as a

field of scientific research. Following that we outline the
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principal concep*ual frameworks which have guided the study of
group dynamics in general. Finally, we Treview a number of
research findings pertaining to the overall effectiveness of
laboratory programs, and the impact of various factors on group

functioning.

Theory and Research in Laboratory Education: An Over}ieu

The initial objectives adopted by the originators of
labcratory education included those of studying the dynamics and
processes of individual and social change, and of combining
prograns of labcoratory training with programs of research.
Originally, the labofatory was as much a context for research as
it was for training. Although this dual function was ac*tively
fulfilled during the first two decades of laboratory bperation,
Tecent advanceskin the area of researchk and theory have Leen
somewhat less significant than those within the applied realnm.
At some pcint in its development, most probably in the
mid-1960's, the laboratory approach experienced a'separation of
theory and practice.!?

A considerable amount of research was conducted in

conjunction with laboratory programs during the 1950's and early

1This separation was coincidental with and perhaps related to
several other events, including the adoption of the laboratory
method by 'West Coast' therapists, the growth of the Human
Potential movement, the re-organization of NTL, and a general
shift in emphasis in laboratory education away from groucg
functioning per se and toward individually or organizaticnally
fccused programs.
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1960's. Many of *hese investigations concerned the impact and
effectiveness of the method itself, while others focused on the
behavioral dynamics of groups in general (Gibb, 13975). Research
of the former kind has contributed to the progressive
improvement of the labcratory design and significantly aided the
development of competent professional staff; the latter
investigations revealed a wealth of new data about group
functioning and helped to move the field of small group research
from a stage of infancy to the articulation of its first
tentative theories of group dynamics and social change {eg.
Bennis, Benne and Chin, 196%1). In spite of this initial flurry
of research and theory however, the last fifteen years have seen
a steady decline in bcth the guantity and originality of small
grcup studies; this once burgeoning field now appears to be in a
state of relative inactivity (Zander, 1979).

The decline of small group research since the mid 1960's is
evidenced by several recent reviewvs (eg; teiner, 13745
Goodstein and Dovico, 1979; Zander, 1979). For example,
Goodstein and Dovico (1979) examine the number of articles
concerning small group theory and practice published in the
field's major journals during this period. In general, they nqté
a sharp decrease in articles where the srall group is treated as

a unit of analysis in itself. In one journal specifically
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identified as a "small group" publication?, this decrease was
particularly marked, dropping from approximately 52% in 1965 to
less than 10% in 1978 (See Figure 3-1). Examining the cortent of
these publications, the authors sugges* that the greatest
decline has been in studies whick address the dynamics of g-oup
'functioning per se, with studies focusing on the application of
group methods for individual or organizational change beconing
relatively more prevalent. Thus, while an interest in applied
research has been maintained, 3 the study of groups as unigue

social systems has fallen off sharply.

55 -
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Figure 3-1: Percentage of group theory and research articles
published in the Journal of Applied Behavioral
Science from 1964 to 1977 (Goodstein and Dovico, 1979)

2 Journal of Applied Behavioral Science

3 ‘Much of the research conducted during this period has focused
on aspects of the trairing methodoogy such as labora*ory
structure (eg. Lundgren, 1971; Tompkins, 1372), or trainer
behavior (eg. Culbert, 1968; Cooper, 1369; Lieberman, 1373).
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In a recent review issue of one of the field's leading
journals,* several authors undertake an examination of the
current lull in group research as a means of taking stock of
what has transpired and of looking forward to new directions for
Tesearch. ¥hile part of the present inactivity is attributed to
changes in the intellectual zeitgeist and in patterns of
rTesearch funding since the 1950's (Zander, 1979), several
authors suggest that inadegquacies in the development of theory
are more likely the principal cause (Zander, 1979; Rack, 1979;
Mills, 1979). Despite the wealth of empirical data which emerged
in the first two decades of group research, only a few broadly
conceived theoretical formulations of group dynamics were
developed in this period. Since then, the elaboration of these
models seems to have been virtually neglected.

Ore consequence of this neglect is that current research
suffers from a lack of conceptual clarity and innovation. As one
review comments, current research is often cogducted on the
basis of "concepts originally developed within a theoretical
framework - but now treated primarily as self-evident"
(Goodstein arnd Dovico, 1979). A more pertinént consequence
however, at least from the perspective of the practitioner, is
the fundamertal separation and differential growth of the
theoretical and applied aspects of this field. As early as 1956,

for example, Griffiths noted a separation of *heory and

¢Journal cf Aplied Behavioral Science, 1379,vol. 15(3)

67



application in group dynamics and suggested that the development
of this area has emphasized application to the detriment of
theory (Griffiths, 1356). This is reflected more recently by
Bednar and Kaul (1979), who, speaking figuratively about the
differential growth of group research and practice, find "tvwo
distinct species evolving, each shaped to its own environment
and neither able to survive in the others'" (Ibid. p.315).
Ccnmenting further on the "species - researcher”, they note an

"undeniable impression that the field is more aware of

the subtle points of research design and data analysis

than cf some of the more fundamertal conceptual problenms

plaguing theories of group work"™ (Ibid. p.313).
Apparently, the development of coherent conceptual models has
not kept pace either with the accumulation of empirical data or
with the broadening application of group training methods.

The current situation in group research is therefore 6ne in
which a significant body of empirical findings has accumulated,
but for which relatively little theoretical integration or
synthesis has been undertaken. Of the available theoretical
formulations, few have been developed within the last fifteen
years, and as a result, do not incorporate the findings of
recent studies. Concurently, most present research tends to
assume the validity of these earlier models and often lacks
conceptual innovation and originality. As the reviewers of group
theory suggest, the time seems ripe for a re-development of the

field's conceptual foundations.
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Our Current Understanding of Group Functioning

Although current theories and models of grour dynamics may
not be entirely adequate, they have contributed sigrificantly to
our understanding of the factors and forces underlying group
functioning. The framework of basic concepts contained in these
formulations and the extensive research that has been conducted
on the basis of these provides an important corpus of background
irformation to be considered in the development of our
intervention model. As a basis for the restructuring of group
theory, it will be useful to review this nraterial and to outline
the contributions that have been made toward our current

’understanding.

Basic Concepts of Group Dynamics

The field of group dyramics is concerned with
"investigating the formation of and changes in the structures
and functions of groups, and with discovering and formulating
the prirciples that uﬁderlie the behavior of groups"™ ({Bany and
Johnson, 1964). It attempts to understand the forces and
conditions operating on the group as a whole and to explain the
impact of group functioning on individual behavior.

The subject matter of this field has been defined in
various wvays by different authors. Shaw (1971) outlines six

typical definitions, each focusing on one or more of the
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following characteristics: (1) perceptions and cognitions of
group merbers, (2) motivation and need satisfaction, (3) group
goals, (4) group organization, (5) interdependency of members,
and (6) interaction. Although these definitions represent
different approaches to the concertualization of groups, Shaw
suggests that "different authors are simply looking at different
aspects of the same éhencmenon" (Ibid. p-5); a considerable
amount of overlap is evident.

Since the present study is mainly ccncerned with asgects of
group interaction which affect learning, we will adopt a
definition based primarily on the interactive nature of group
functioning. The formulation provided by Homans is useful in

this regard:

"WYe mean by a group a nurber of persons who communicate:
with one another often over a span of time, and who are
few enough so that each person is able to communicate
with all the others, not at second hand, through other
people, but face to face." (Homans, 1950 p.1)
While this does not explicitly deal with certain aspects of
laboratory groups, such as their special structures and goals,
it does address characteristics that are central to this study.

As the term 'Group Dyramics' suggests, this area of study

is primarily concerned with the flcow of activities and processes

characterizing the functioning of the group over time (Bany and
Jchnson, 1964). The unit of analysis is the group as a whole,
and interest is directed to the forces which underlie the

dynamic operation of this social unit. As a result, the approach
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that is takern is g;ggggggg; in nature, seeking to account for
the interrelated and mutually dependent operation of various
forces affecting the whole. A variety of concepts have been
utilized to fulfill this aim; among the most useful of these are
the following:

1.§1ggwggggg as Systemf- Based on the work of von»Bertalanffy
(19503 on biological systems, and Katz and Kahn (1966) on social
organizations, many students of group dynamics have employed the
concept of 'system' in examining group functioning. Viewed as
Ssysters, groups are seen as integrated wholes which function on
the basis of the interdependence of their constituent elements,
in this case, *the group members (Glidewell, 1975). A systemic
approach tc group behavior attempts to account for the dynanmics
of the collective by identifying the structural and functional
characteristics of the whole.

" 2. The Concept of Levels - Both the structural and functiornal

characteristics of groups and the interactional processes which

energe fron fhese are affected by a complex set of'factors.

Students of group dynamics have found it useful to categorize

these according to different conceptual levels. Early
m}ormulations {(eg. Horwitz, 1953) recognized three levels of
factors impinging on group interaction: (1) the characteristics
of the individual members, (2) the social factors within the

group itsel¥®, and (3) various aspects of the larger social or

irstitutional context in which the group functions. More recent
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developments in the field of human coamurication suggest
additional levels: the dynamics of two-persomn, or dyadic,
relationships, and those of intergroup relations (Rarker, et al,
1979) . O0f course, the dynamic functioning of a group involves a
complex interplay of factors from each of these levels; the
recognition of discrete levels is an arbitrary distinction
useful primarily as a cognitive tool.

3. Member Characteristics - The characteristics of individual

menbers are significant to the study of groups insofar as they

&waffect patterns and processes of group interaction. The impact

of individual factors has been examined from various
perspectives, two of which seem particularly important. The
first concerns those characteristics which are relatively stable
and unchanging. Shaw {1971) outlines such aspects as the age,
sex, and intelligence of members, as well as personality
characteristics like emotional stability, conformity,
assertiveness, and social sensitivity as factqrs in this
category. The second set of factors are somewhat more transient
and dependent on situational influences. Of central importance
here are the personal and interpersoral needs influencing an
individual's orientation to other group members, such as the
needs for inclusion, control, and affection outlined by Schqtz
(15¢8) .

4. 'Group Composition - Students of group dynamics have also

found it useful to look at the effects of the different mixes of
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traits composing particular groups. The aspect of group
composition that has received the most attention has been that
of the ho rogeneity of groups with respect to a variety of
demcgraphic and personality‘variables (Stock, 1964). The
similarity or diversity of member characteristics within groups
is seen as having a major impact on a nurber of dimensions of
group interaction and performance {Shaw, 1971).

5. Member Concerns ¥ith Aﬁthoritz and Personal Relations - In an

)attempt to characterize the interac*tive behavior of individuals
within the group setting, group theorists have examined
Telationships between the individual and the group in terms of
their concern with authority and personal relations such as
intimacy {(Bion, 1961; Beanis and Shepard, 1956). It is suggested
that gfoup partiéipation raiseg‘two areas of uncertainty for
individual menmbers: (1) how they will relate to authority and
{(2) how they will develop personal relations with theilr feers.
Effective participation is seen as relying on a successful
negotiation of these issues within the group, and much group
activity occurs in relation to this process.

Bennis and Shepard propose a scheme which outlines some of

+he prircipal relatioral modalities characteristic of individual

behavior concerning these issues. Individuals who tend tcward
the establishment arnd maintenance of authority structures are

called dependents; those who reject authority are

counterdependent. In terms of persoral relations, Bennis arnd
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Shepard identify persons who seek intimate relationships with

the rest of the group as overpersonal, and those who avoid

intimacy as counterpersonal. A category of independents is also

specified, including those members who are neither highly
personal nor counterpersonal, but who are able to adapt to the
situation in ar 'unconflicted' way on the basis of individual
needs and goals. Degrees of assertion within these categories
are also recognized, with assertive individuals generally being
more impactfunl.

5#6e Group Goals and Tasks - The nature of the goals that groups
R e

work toward and the tasks involved in meeting those goals are
also examined as a factor in group dynamics. Shaw (1971)
outlines several aspects which affect interaction in this
regard, including the complexity or difficulty of the task, the
required degree of cooperation, and the differential focus on
vdiscussion, problem solving, or production required by different
tasks. Attention is also given to the degree qf ccmpatibility
between overall group goals and those of individual members as a
factor influencing group functioning.

7. Task and Maintenance - Not all group behavior is directly

task or work-oriented; a certain amount of activity appears to
have its central objective in the maintenance of the group as an
effectively functioning social unit. In recognition of this,
group dynamicists have utilized a distinction between

task-oriented behaviors, concerning the procedures, methods, and
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functions undertaken to achieve group goals, and
maintenance-oriented behaviors, which attend more to _the
socio-emotional concerns of individual members and of the group
as a vhole (Bradford, 1978). All group behavior is viewed as
influencing, either positively or negatively, one or both of
these two interrelated dimensions.

8. Group Structure - In general, the term *'group structure'

refers to the "pattern of relationships among the differentiated
parts of the group" ({Shaw, 1971 p.234). Because of individual
differences in group participation, members become
differentiated along a number of dimensions, including the
amount and direction of communication, the degree of influence
and control, the performance of specific roles, and the
execution of leadership. Each of these areas is utilized in
examining the nature and effects of group structurea

9. Norms and Boundaries - Groups are often viewed as microcosms

of larger social systems and thus subject to many of the sanme
forces and dynamics (Slater, 1966). One aspect of-this view is
the notion that groups develop their own indigenous normative
system as a basis for cocperative interaction. In the same way
that behavioral expectations and limits to acceptable behaviqr
are maintained in society as a vhole, groups develop and
maintain their own.structural standards and boundaries for
appropriate action, and often enforce these through pressures

toward conformity (Shaw, 1371).
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10. Group Climate and Cohesion - As a general assessment of

group interaction, students of group dynamics often find it
useful to speak of the overall "climate" of the group (Bradford,
et al, 1964). Arising from the interplay of numerous other -
factors, the group climate or atmosphere can range from cne of
anxiety, mistrust, and conflict, to one of trust and cohesion.
The degree of cohesion present in a group impacts group
functioning primarily through the perceptions of iis members;
the greater the degrée of perceived cohesion, the more likely
that members will be willing to contribute toward collective
goals.

Bion (1961) identifies three major response modalities

which are useful in characterizing group climate. A flight
response refers to a withdrawal or avoidance of issues; fight
refers to an aggressive, challenging response; and pairing
refers to the seeking of support and comfort in more or less
intimate sub-groups.

11. Group Development - One of the most powerful concepts in

group dynamics is the notion of phases or stages 1in the
development of groups. Several authors have argued that a series
of predictable stages are passed through as a group moves fron
its starting point as an aggregate of independent individuals to
a cohesive, productive social ﬁnit (Bennis and Shepard, 1956;
Schutz, 1958; Mills, 1964; Tuckman, 1965}. Bradford (1978)

suggests that the study of these developmental stages provides a
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view of the overall dynamic functioning of a group and an
opportunity to assess the integrated operation of several more
specific factors affecting group interaction.

12. External or Contextual Influences - Few groups exist in

isolation from a surrounding environment; most function as a
component of scre larger institution, in relation to other
groups, or, at the least, within a larger social or cultural
milieu. Although external to the group per se, several elements
within a group's environment have a sigrificant impact on its
functioning, for example: (1) tke values and attitudes of group
members are shaped by social and cultural experience, {2)
members typically have affiliations with extermal groups which
influence ttkeir commiiment and ability %o contribute, and (3)
parent organizations and institutions place both demands ard
corstraintes on group activities (Schein and Bernnis, 1965).
Although irterest in these contextual factors has only recently
developed, their impact is currently recognized as significant
and requiring further study.

This list provides only a brief overview of some of the
major concepts currently utilized in the study of group
dynamics. The intention here is not to supply a comprehensive
discussion of the field, but merely to outline some of the
principal components employed in the analysis of group
functioning in general. Because the concern of this thesis is

centered on one particular type of group with very specific
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purposes, a discussion of the general theories of group dynamics
developed on the basis of these concepts will not be required;
our major concern is with those elements of group functioning
specifically relevant to laboratory tréining and learning. What
is required for present purposes tlken is an examination of group
factors which are seen to affect processes of laboratory
education. This examination will be undertaken in the section %o

follow by reviewing research findings relevant to this context.

Research Findings

Laboratory Outcomes

A great deal of research has been conducted in an effort
o0 assess the actual outcomes of laboratory training.
Comprehensive reviews of this work have been compiled by Stock
(1964) , Campbell and Dunnette (1968), Gibb (1975), and others
(Scheir and Bennis, 1965; Bunker, 1965). The following
discussion provides a summary of findings drawn from these
reviews.

The most commoﬁly nsed methodologies for evaluating
laboratory outcomes have utilized either pre- and post- measures
of participant characteristics and skills, or interview and
questionaire techniques administered at various points during

and after training (Gibb, 1975). Both self-report and
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objective-rater methods have been employed {Bunker, 1965).
Scheirn and Bennis discuss various methodological problens
associated with this, and other forms of evaluation research,
buf note a irend toward increasing sophistication, and with it,
a growing quy of positive evidence (Scheir and Bennis, 1965).

In general this evidence suggests that the most significant
impact of labora*ory training for individuwal learners is in the
areas of personal awareness, attitude change, and interpersonal
competence. Gibb cites changes such as

"increases in expressed warmth, self-acceptarnce,

internal con*rol, risk taking, empathy, expressed

caring, interpersonal sensitivity, problem solving
skills, expressiveness, and openness; and decreases in

anxiety, rigidity, racial prejudice, discomfort with
feelings, dogmatism, and aliepation™ (Gibb, 1975 p.62).

Stock reports similar findings, but notes that specific changes
are evident only "for some people, under certain conditioné"
(Stock, 1964 p.u34). Apparently, the nature and extent of such
changes is related to the initial state of the learner,bwith,
for example, withdrawn individuals often gaining in
assertiveness, and aggressive persons becoming more socially
sensitive. These findings indicate "the degree %o which
laboratory training‘outcomes tend to be individual and varied"”
and suggest that "there is no standard leérning outcome and 1o
stereotyped ideal toward which conformity is irduced" (Bunker,
196§ p-264) .

In addition to personal and individuwal changes, several
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studies cited have examined changes in on-the-job performance
for laboratory participants, while others have looked at the
effect of trainring on group~-level performance. Studies of the
former type indicate positive changes irn such areas as
sensitivity to group processes and to others' behavior, and a
greater tolerance for new informatior (Bunker, 1965)-\Group
performance studies showed improvements in role flexibility,
group decision making processes, and in the diaghosis of
organizational problems (Stock, 1964; Campbell and Dunnette,
1968) .

Several studies compare these labora*tory outccmes wuwith
those of 'no treatment' control groups. Of one hundred and
twenty-six such studies reviewed by Gibb, three reported
negative outcomes for the laboratory group, twenty-one found no
difference, and the remaining one hundred and two reported
significant positive differences favoring the laboratory groups
(Gibb, 1975). These results are taken to indicate that the
laboratory method contributes to a rate of change'far above the
'tno treatment' base rate.

Oon the whole, these findings support the claim that
laboratory *raining methods are effective in bringing about
change in both individual and group functioning, and that the
induced changes are in the expected direction of increased

social and organizational effectiveness.
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The Rcle of Specific Factors
Although studies of laboratory outcomes are instructive, a
more significant body of findings has emerged from research

conducted to determine the effects of various factors on the

nature of those outcomes. Reviews of this research have been
carried out by Stock (196u),_House (1967), Shaw (1971), and Gibb
(1975). RAlthough the amount of research covered by these reviews
is impressive, the range of variables dealt with is somewhat
disappointing. As Zander comments, "a relatively limited nunber
of topics have been explored out of the humber available for
investigation" (Zander, 1979 p.281). Perhaps, as Ee suggests,
important problems are

"set aside because there are no basic data on the

matter, reliable measures cannot be made of the

phenomena involved, the theoretical issues are not

clearly stated, or the project is too costly in time,

energy, and number of human subjects needed" ({Ibid.

p-281).

The number of useful studies is further limited when, as in
the present study, the focus is specifically on group dyramic
facéors. Relatively few studies address such issues directly,
although many have relevant implications. In reviewing this
material for present purposes then, attention will be given
specifically tc studies that examine elements of laboratory
group dynamics or which have such implications. In presenting

this research, we will follow the conceptual categories outlined

earlier in the discussion of group dynamics concepts.
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Member Characteristics - Several studies examine the

influence cf member characteristics on interaction within the
group setting and on general group functioning. The majority of
these have not been unndertakenr specifically in laboratory
grouaps, but are considered generally relevant for all group
interaction (Shaw, 1971). Mos%t studies focus either on
demographic variables or various personality characteristics, as
measured by standardized inventory scales, and most employ
trained observers to examine the effects of‘these variables on
various categories of group interaction and performance ({Stock,
1964; Gibb, 1975).

The most common demographic variables studied have been
those of age and sex, and the effects of these are examined
primarily with regard to individual participation and
interaction. In general, increases in the age of group members
are positively related to increases in the amount of
participation, and the complexity and differentiation of
involvement for individual members (Shaw, 1971). Increasing age
is also positively associated with emergent group leadership
(Stogdill, 1948) and negatively related to conformity behavior
(Costanzo and Shaw,A1966). Sex differences have been found to
influence individual asserti?eness and competition, as well as
conformity (Shaw, 1971).

R number of personality variables have also been found to

affect member participation. General intelligence is positively
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associated with the amount of individual activity ard with
emergent leadership, and negatively associated with conformity
to group pressure (Shaw, 1971). Individual assertivemness is
related to a number of behavioral variables, including
leadership, participation, and conformity to group norms, and is
seen as a positive factor in promoting group cohesion and
influerncing group decisions (Borg, 1960). Highly anxious people
are found to functidn negatively on a number of behavioral
variables, and so to inhibit effective group functioning (Shaw,
1971).

Stock (1964) and Gibb {1975) both report studies of two
related variables which are found to have a major impact on
individual participation in laboratory groups. Individual
orientation towvard interpersonal as opposed to task concerns is
reported to increase individual participation and to affect both
individual learning and overall group performance (Harrison and
Lubin, 1965). Similarly, individual needs for structure and
direction in laboratory events are found to affecf the degree to
which the laboratory format is accepted, and thus to influernce
learning (Stock and Luft, 1960).

On the whole, these studies support the notion that the
characteristics of individual members play a role in determining
how members will function within the group setting. Shaw (1371)
suggests that various individual characteristics function in

concert to affect the needs which seek satisfaction within the
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group, and that membership and participation in groups is based
on the satisfaction of these needs. Stock (1964) argues further
that the type of needs an individual brings to a laboratory
etting may be a major determinant of the degree and kind of
individual learning and change.

Group Composition - The factor of group composition is

specifically relevant to laboratory training, and bhas been a
majer design consideration since the incerption of this training
format. Por this reason, a great deal of early research has
focused on the influence of this variable. Two major
methodologies have been employed; the first is to determire
group composition in advance by rating potential members on
selected criteria and then %to construct groups according to sone
principle of composition; in the second, the composition of -
existing groups is specified by identifying the distribution of
relevant personality characteristics among group members. Once
group composition is known, its effects are examined, either by
observational amnalysis, or through the use of bothlindividual
and objective ratings of group performance (Stock, 1364).
Findings from these studies indicate that conmposition
a%fects grcup performance and functioning in a numker of ways.
General effects are noted regarding the amount of individual
participation (Shaw, 1971), group problem solving effectiveness
(Gibb and Gorman, 1954), *the nature of selected group tasks and

goals (Gradolph, 1958; Hill and Stock, 1958), and the degree and
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kind of emotionality (Leiberman, 1958). These differences have
been studied primarily with regard to the homogeneity or
heterogeneity of groups along a numnber of dimensions.

Homogeneous groups in general tend to have lower levels of
affect, a greater orientation toward issues external to the
imrediate group situvation {ie. back~-home problems), and are more
efficient in task performance and problem solving (Stock, 1364) .
Groups composed primarily of individuals with a strong
oriertation toward task as opposed to interpersonal concerns
show particularly low affec* and a tendency to aviod the
develcprent of strong interpersonal bonds (Stock and Hill,
1958) . Groups that reflect a consistent preference for low
structure tended to engage in more self-analysis, while those
prefering a high level of ;ﬁructure gravitate away from
self-analysis and toward the development of specific group tasks
{Stock and Luft, 1960). Homogeneity onh a variety of individual
personality factors is also reported to reduce‘affect and to
increase task effectiveness (Hoffman and Maier, 1961), and
groups composed of all male or all female members show greater
levels of overall conformity (Reitan and Shaw, 1964).

One particularly interesting finding with implications for
trainer behavior is that in mary cases trainers tended tc adjust
their behavior to compensate for missing elements in group
composition; for example, the trainer in a low structure group

attempting to introduce structural componernts (Lieberman, 1958).
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Anocther study suggests that the association of the trainer with
one sub-group within a dichotomous or polarized group may be
detrimental to overall group functioning (Gibb and Gorman,
1954) .

Taken within the context of laboratory training, these
findings suggest a number of implications éoncerning the effect
of composition on learning. It is argued for example, that the
tendency of homogeneous groups to.-have lovwer levels of affect
and less of a concern with interpersonal issues makes them less
suitable for laboratories which focus primarily on the
development of individual and interpersonal skills and perhaps
moTe suitable for learning skills relevant for particular
organizational or occupational interests {(Scheir and Bennis,
1965). The results of research on group composition are thus of
central irpcrtance in designing laboratory programs.

Group Goals and Tasks - The effects cf group goals and

tasks on group functioning have recieved little attention in the
literature. 0f the few studies reported, the majofity have
focused on group functioning in general and not specifically on
latoratory training groups, and are thus only indirectly
relevart. In general this research has attempted to ascertain
the irpact of various kinds of group activity on overall group
performance rather than on specific parameters, and
observational analysis has been the most common means of data

gathering.
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The effects of various types of group tasks, in terms of
their differential focus on discussion, problem soving, or
production, have been examined by Hackman (1968). This study
showed highk levels of 'issue involvement' for group members, an
orientatior toward action, and a higher degree'of originality
Tespectively for each type of task. Carter, et al, (1950) found
that the type of leadership emerging within groups is also a
function of the type of task, as a result of differences in the
skills and abilities reguired. On the dimension of task

difficulty, it is found that increasing difficulty tends to

impair overall performance and effectiveness {Shaw, 1971), but
to enhance individual attempts to provide leadership ({Bass, et
al, 1958).

One study with direct implications for laboratory training
(Shaw, 1371) suggests that group tasks play a role in securing
individual participation to the extent that they provide a
compatible avenue for individual goal attainment. Groups with
overall tasks which were compatible with individuél goals tended
to be generally more effective and provided greater satisfaction
for individual members.

An examination of task activities specifically within a
laboratory group revealed that groups develop differentiallj
with regard to their emphasis on task issues, but that most
evehtually reach a point where approximately seventy percent of

activity is task related, and thirty percent is related to

87



emotional and maintenance issues (Back, 1348). The same study
found that emotional issues tend to be proportionally higher in
early stages of group developement but that the actual amount
varies from group *to group.

It is ﬁifficult to draw firm conclusions from these
findings. In general, it appears that group tasks and goals are
significant in determining member involvement and activity. For
laboratory education, the development of *tasks which will
. fulfill a broad spectrum of individual goals and thus bring
about greater involvement might be suggested as an important
design consideration.

Group Structure - Group structure as a factor affecting

group performance has been extensively studied both within the
laboratory set*ing and without. Two major methodologies have
been employed; the first being experimental and the second a
more naturalistic form of siudy.

Experimental studies of group structure are exenplified by
the work of Bafelas (1948, 1350) and Leavitt (1351). Structure
was manipulated in these studies by varying the amcunt and
direction cf communication in which menmbers were allowed to
participate; in some groups eachk member could talk directly to
all others (decentralized network), while in others, information
had to pass through particular members before it could reach the
rest of the group {(centralized network). Several effects were

noted: (1) decentralized networks tended to be more efficient in
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the solution of.complex problems, (2) centralized networks
performed better on simple tasks, and (3) in ceantralized
networks, members occupying the central position tended to be
given leadership status moré than others (Leavitt, 1950). Within
the laboratory context, these findings are useful with régard to
emerging communication structures and their potential impact on
group performance and member participation.

Studies conducted within laboratory groups are of greater
significance however, since many of these have addressed the
relationships between the structure of the learning environment
and the degree of learning and change. These studies use a
naturalistic design comparing the effects of a more highly
structured format (in *erms of the amount of trainer control
over activities and exercises) with less structured ones, using
a variety of learning outcome measures. Gibb (1975) summarizes
twenty-three studies in which an unstructured T-group format was
compared‘;ith more didactic, structured controls. Seventeen of
these studies indicate greater learnring for the uﬁstructured
format, three show no difference, and three favored more highly
structured methods. The significance of these findings is
contaminated however by differences between comparison groups.
regarding the content of group activity. Studies comparing
different degrees of structure within a general experiential
learning format were less conclusive, but nonetheless showed

similar effects (Gibb, 1375). In all cases, very high degrees of
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structure and control on the part of the trainer had a negative
effect on learning.

More specific studies of laboratory structure report
additional relevant findings. The provision of siructure early
in the event was found to reduce anxiety and resistarnce in
participants (Lundgren, 1971) and to enhance decision making
ability (Tompkins, 1372). The reduction of structure during
laboratory programs was found to increase problem solving
effectiveness and to.elevate the expression of feelings and
emotions {(Hull, 1971). In general, Shaw {1971) rTeports that the
greater the extent to which members are allowed to communicate
with one another, especially regarding feelings, the more that
overall group performance will be enhanced.

B final area of research relevant to the factor of
structure is that in which 1aborat§ry trainers have been
replaced by instruments or tape-recordings which guide groug
activity..Although such studies have attempted to reduce
structure, Gibb (1975) argues that such instrumenfs actually
have the opposite effect by providing strict protocols for group
behavior. In generai, programmed training of this type is found
to be less effective than leader-led training {(Gibb, 1375).

The amount of structure t; incorporate is thus a major‘
consideration for the design of laboratory programs and for
guiding trainer behavior. On the whole, reduced structure

appears to enhance laboratory learnring, except where it
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interferes with such basic needs such as meals, lodging, etc.
This is probably related to the noted increases in emotional
expression and member involvement in decision making and problem
solving. The introduction of structure at strategic points
however, particularly in the early stages of the laboratory,
seems to have a beneficial effect.

Group Norms and Boundaries - Despite the importance given

by laboratory theorists to the norms of laboratory training,
relatively lit*le research has been conducted to determine their
actual role in laboratoery group interaction and learning.
Perhaps the work of earlier social psychologists on conformity
bekavior {(eg. Asch, 1951; Sherif and Sherif, 1956) has been
treated as given and not requiring elaboration. Early studies
concerting the impact of group norms on conformity appear to
provide a basis for most current laboratory theory. The overall
findings of this work suggest that: (1) there is a tendency
toward conformity to group norms (&sch, 1351; Frye and Bass,
1963), (2) groups exercise coercive measures to eﬁforce norms
(Schachter, 1951; Homans, 1950), and (3) the greater the
ambiguity of the situation, the more norm seeking and conformity
behavior is evident (Shaw, 1971).

It was noted earlier that both the characteristics of
individual members and the composition of the group influence
+he kinds of activities and interactions engaged in by

laboratory participants. Although this research does not
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explicitly address the question of group norms, it is likely
that these influences are related to the establishment and
maintenance of behavioral s*tandards for the group. Bennis, et
al, {1957) Lave demornstrated that norms develop early in the
life of a group and that, once formed, they tend to persist.
Group preferences for particular types of activity and
interaction are thus likely to be established as norms early in
group formation.

One study gives clear evidence of‘the impact of the trainer
in setting group norms. Back {1948) notes that the laboratory
trainer is strongly influential in setting group norms,
particularly regarding the kinds of affective expression engaged
in. With a lack of research relating such norms to specific
training outcomes, the relevance of this aspect of trairer’
influence remains unclear.

Much more research is needed in this area before clear
conclusions can be drawn. From what is available, it appears
that group norms do influence the functioning.of both individual
members and the group as a whole, and that trainers are
influential in establishing these norms. One might speculate, on
this basis, that groups which embrace the rorms and standards
typical of laboratory education will generally show a greater
degree of learning in those areas specifically treated as

laboratory goals. No clear evidence is available however to

support such a clain.
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Group Development - Numerous studies have been conducted

into the nature and impact of group development, and this is one
of the few areas of group research where significant theoretical
develcpment has taken place. The movement of groups through
several more-or-less distinct phases of development has been
recognized as one of the most pervasive aspects of group
functioning and has spawned the elaboration of several accounts
(eg. Bennis and Shepard, 1956; Schutz, 1358; Mills, 1364;
Tuckman, 1965). Unfortunately, the results of empirical studies
in this area continue to provide only inconclusive evidence for
the primacy of any one of these formulations (Gibb, 1975).

At least part of the problem for researchers lies in the
fact that the concept of group development is abstract and
difficult to define operationallj. Although researchers carn
consistently recognize developmental phases when +they look
retrospectively at observational data, it has been difficult to
identify specific behavioral»criteria which support these
observations (Stock, 1964). Because each group is a unigue mix
of people in a urique situation, the manifestation of various
develormental stages seems to be different in every case. Fhile
it is possible to predict that certain issues and activities
will arise at various times during the life of a group, it seens
virtually imposssible to predict just when such issues will
emerge and in what specific behavicral form they will arise

(Stock, 1964).
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Despite these problems, the basic nction of developmental
phases, and the major interactional dynamics seen to underlie
these, are widely accepted. Although differing in terminology,
nost aunthors recognize issues of member dependence and
interdependence as the>basis of group development, and relate
various stages of group formation to changes ir member concern
with these issues. The following brief account of group phases
is based largely on the work of Bennis and Shepard (1978).

In the initial stages of group develoment the major concern
of group members has to do with each person finding acceptance
and inclusion within the group; most behavior at this stage
reflects a preoccupation with dependency, often evidenced by the
establishment of tentative group structures and boundaries as a
means of regulating behavior. When membership is established,
the central concern of members shifts to that of making
effective contributions to and exercising influence over group
activities. Pover struggles among members and a rejection of the
trainer or leader are often present here, reflecting a.
counterdependent mode of response. One consequence of these
concerns is the emergence of a more effective group structure
with definite status and authority roles. A third stage norma;ly
entails the integrated functioning of the group on the basis of
established norms and structures, with a central concern for
members being irterdependence. This third stage is oftern short

lived however, 1f it is realized that initial s%ruc*ures and
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norms are inappropriately restrictive or unfair. Such a
disruptior will mormally piace the group and its members in
crisis, bringing about a reconsideration of earlier issues and a
renegotiationlof grovp structures as a means of allaying
uncertainty and anxiety. In effect then, crisis points in the
life of the group may bring about a recycling through these
stages in an attempt to rTeorganize group efforts and continue
group develcpment.

Although it has been difficult to investigate these
patterns of fnnctioning empirically, research has provided a
number of findings which have an important bearing on
interaction and learning within *he laboratory context. Studies
suggest, for example, that group development has an effect on:
{1) the kind of work and emotionality present in the group at
any time (Stock and Ben Zeev, 1958; Liebowitz, 1372), (2) the
formation of group norms (Bernis, et al, 1957), (3) the
development of cohesiveness and productivity (ﬂorwitz and
Cartwright, 1953), (4) the development of trust (Draeger, 1968),
and (5) changes in group climate (Bass, 1962). In addition,
indications of the impact of member/trainer relations as a
component of the developmental process are evident in Back
{1948), Mann (1965), and Lundgren (1973).

Because of its abstract nature, the concept of group
development embraces a number of other, more specific aspects of

group dynamics. In this sense it is an extremely useful concept
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in tying together various elements of group interaction and in
assessing overall patterns of group functioning. Perhaps because
of its imprecision as a research concept however, it has not
been widely used in this fashion. Employed in this way, it might
well prove to be an important conceptual device for determining
appropriate strategies for group design and intervention.

Trainer Behavior - While it might be argued that trainer

behavior is not strictly speaking an element of group dynamics,
the trainer has an inevitable impact on laboratory group
interaction and learning and is therefore usefully included in
the present discussion. The importance of this factor in
latoratory education was recognized in early research; however
it has only beer in recent years that the salience of trainer
behavior has been recognized and a concerted effort made to
reveal its influence {Lundgren, 1979). The principal research
gquestion addressed in current investigations is - "khat
characteristics of trainer behavior are necessary and sufficient
to bring about effective laboratory learning?". The most common
research strategy has been to relate various trainer
characteristics, as measured by a number of standardized tests,
to the learning outcomes of laboratory groups which they lead
(Smith, 1980a}).

Research of this kind encounters a number of probems in
obtaining a clear picture of trainer effectiveness. Variability

among trainers with regard to-the training designs they use, the
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particular behaviors employed to fulfill various functions, and
the goals established for individual laboratory programs, as
vell as difficulties in obtaining adeguate samples of trainers
and groups and in measuriné outcomes have plagued the drea.
However, recent methodological advances, according to Snith

"generate some confidence that we can describe the

characteristics of an effective trainer with somewhat

greater precision than previously"’(Smith, 1980a p.65).
Findings which support this claim are outlined below.

The role of the trainer with regard to group development
and the provision of structure and norms has already been
discussed. These fndings will not be further elaborated except
to say that the trainer often functions as an authority figure
and a symbol onto which a variety of group responses may be
projected. Trainers are often emulated, treated with deference,
challenged, rejected, or scapegoated, depending on the
particular themes and stages of group interaction (Bennis and
Shepard, 1978).

The principal gquestion of "Do trainers influence learning?”
has been extensively researched, and although the results are
varied, there is general support for an affirmative answver.
Groups using programmed cr *ape-recorded instructions in lieu of
a trainer chowed significantly less learning than trainer-led
groups; however éompletely leaderless groups often shoued.some
of the same gains as leader-led groups and occasionally

out-performed them (Gibb, 1975). While these findings call into
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guestion the nature of trainer influence, other studies provide
clear evidence that the trainer is a prominent figure in group
interaction and exerts a significant impact on learning. Smith
(1980a) has demonstrated that the trainer is viewed by
participants as more influential and more trusted than other
merbers. Additional evidence suggests that the trainer
influences member perceptions of others {(Lohman, et al, 1953),
member goals (Vansina, 1961), and personal‘learning {Peters,
1973) .

More recently, researchers have been less concerned with
knowing if trairers have an influence and have taken greater
interest in examining *he guestion 6f how trainers affect
learning. Schein and Bennis (1965) suggest that two primary
forms of learning %fake place within the laboratory, one based on
identification with and modeling of trainer behavior, the other
through scanning the grcup environment for potential behavioral
alternatives and then trying selected behaviors and seeking
feedback from others. Farly research tended to eméhasize the
modeling aspect of trainer influences (Back, 1948) ; however,
more recent research reveals that an emphasis on the scanninag
mode by trainers tends to increase and to provide better
transfer of learning. Cooper {1969), for example, found that
groups whose trainers emphasized scanning over modeling

performed better on follow-up tests than their counterparts.
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In an attempt to uncover the dimensicns of trainer
influence, several studies have undertaken to examine the
functional nature of specific trainer behavio;s. In an extensive
factor-analytic study, Lleiberman, et al, (1973) identified four
major components of leader behavior that are found to affect
learning: (1) stimulation of group activity, often involving the
creation cf tension as a driving force; (2) provision of caring
and support for members; (3) attribution of meaning to group
activities; and {(4) an executive function, mainly concerned with
+t+he administration of the event. While all four factors were
deemed important, the combination of the 'caring' and 'meaning
attribution' dimensions were found the most impactful for
learning. Studies by Smith {(1980b) had similar results, but
suggest that the combination of caring/support with the
induction of tension through confrontation is +the most powerful
training style. Additional evidence is provided with respect to
other trainer behaviors, indicating that trainer self-disclosure
{(Culbert, 1368), and an orientation to group proceéses as
opposed to individual rembers (Pino, 1969) is beneficial for
learning, and that the tendency of trainers to provide rewards
and punishments has negative effects (Bolman, 1971). 3

. ——— - - — - -

SW¥hile Bolman's findings might be seen as contradicting Bruner's
notion of rewards and punishments discussed previously, it is
important to remember that laboratory trairing is primarily a
methodology of adult education and that it differs fronm
FProcesses of primary education. Knowles (1973) has argued that
the reinforcements for adult learning (ie. rewards ard
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One final study deserving mention focuses on the nature of
group influences on leader behavior. Smith (1980a) found that
the particular 'climate' or 'culture' within the group at any
particular time plays a significant role in determining which
general functions and which specific behaviors trainers will
deem as appropriate. The most effective trainer behaviors are
those which réspond to the needs of the group at a given time;
for example in a group with a high degree of tension, trainer
support and caring is called for, whereas groups which are fixed
at a point of mutual support and admiration require the trainer
to induce tension via confrontation.

On the whole then, trainer behavior car be seen as a major
factor influencing group interaction and learning. X number of
dimensions of this influence have been identified and some-
suggestion of how these relate to ongoing group dynamics is
provided. ¥While our understanding of this factor is not complete
and considerable research remains to be done,:recent studies
bave provided a significant addition to our understanding of
trainer influences on laboratory group dynamics and learning.

External Influences - Perhaps because of its formulation as

a 'cultural island', few researchers have addressed the issue of
external factors operating to affect laboratory learning. FWo

social grouping however, regardless of its purpose, exists in

S(Cbnt'd)punishments) are intrinsic to the situation and to the
adult learner, and that extrinsic reinforcements are unnecessary
and often detrimental. ’
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isolation; like any other component of society at large, the
laboratory operates within a context of environmental and
organizational constraints which must exert some influence on
laboratory processes. The lack of research regarding such
factors leaves an important area of group dynamics virtually
untouched.

Scme of the effects of cultural values and attitudes
present in society are apparent from earlier discussions of
member chqracteristics. The particular attitudes, values, and
interpersonal orientations that each person brings to the
laboratory are often reflective of those held generally in
society. Some of these, for example, an orientation toward
persons rather than things, and positive attitudes toward
minimally structured learning, are seen as facilitative to the
latoratory process, while others may be a hindrance.

The impact of various aspects of the organization orx
institution sponsoring a laboratory program are outlined in a
theoretical discussion by Schein and Bennis (1965). On the
whole, organizations are suspected of maintaining a number of
attitudes and norms which militate against laboratory
effectiveness, including an emphasis on hierarchical social
structures, status relations based on position and authority, a
lack of experimental attitude (especially regarding personal
behavior), and an emphasis on promotion via 'pleasing the boss'

(Ibid. p.282). In addition, the goals which 'organization-bound!
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individuals bring to the laboratory, or with which they are

in
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o+

|

by the organization itself, may not coincide with the goals of
the laboratory or the trainer. For example, individuals may
attend a laboratory with a view toward gaining solutibns to
organizational problems but are unwilling to examine or work on
the human relatjons components of those problems; or an
individual may be sent to a laboratory program primarily for
assessment and not for personal or professional development.
Finally, a lack of willingness to change within the sponsoring
institution may tend to negate the learnings which participants
take back to the work context. |
Singer, et al, (1975) recognize a similar set of issues, and
discuss these largely within the perspective of the ethics and
responsibilities of persons and organizatiorns who sponsor or
conduct laboratory programs. ¥hile this information is useful to
the practitioner, it does not provide a clear picture of when
and how these factors are likely to present themselves.’The lack
of empirical research addressing these issues is én unfortunate
onission, and studies are desperately needed to fill in this

important area of laboratory research and theory.
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Summary

This chapter serves to outline some of the major
contributions that have been made by empirical research to an
understanding of laboratory group dynamics. Some areas, like
those of group structure and development, and leader behavior
have been reasonably well covered and prcvide a gocd deal of
useful information; others, like group goals and tasks, group
norms, and various external influences, appear to have been
largely neglected by researchers. Although research in this area
is far frcm conrplete, there is much that can be said about
various aspects of laboratory group dynamics; however, the
narrow focus required of the researcher leaves much of this
material unconnected and diffuse. The need for conceptual
organization is apparent.

In the following chapter we will begin to address the
question of a ;eorganization of group theory as an initial step
in the construction of our intervention model. Using the present
review as a basis, we will explore various implicétions arising
from this discussion to propose an organization or structure of
group theory and research to specifically address the lakoratory
context. The aim of this reordering will be to provide an
integration and synthesis of the material reviewed in the

present chapter.
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IV. CHAPTER FOUR: A Re-Casting of Group Theory

Introduction

Having explored the conceptual underpinnings of the
laboratory methodology and some of the major theoretical and
empirical literature concerning laboratory group dynamics, ve
can now begin construction of a heuristic model of intervention
as outlined in Chapter One. While considerable research has been
done to address relevant issues, and various thedretical
formulations have attempted to place this research within a
coherent framework, current models do not provide the conceptual
bridge that we have arqued for. What is regquired here is a
synthesis and extension of past research within a conceptual
framework that will allow practitioners to devise forms of
intervention which effectively implement laboratory programs.

As suggested in Chapter One, a first step in fulfilling
this need would be the re-developmernt of group theory
specifically addressing the laboratory group. This will be
under taken here by identifying interactional factors that past
researck has identified as relevant to the laboratory context,
exapining and extending the relationships between them, and by

pro?osing an organized conceptual system in which they can be
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framed. To begin, we briefly review the criteria by which this
re-development will be guided, and examine certain concerts of

group dynamics which will be useful as a heuristic basis for

this task. ¥e then propose a particular conceptual framework,
based on the abecve, to provide a scheme for re-casting this
material. Pinally, this framework is employed in examining

current theory and research to identify salient factors and

- relationships and to carry out the re-development. The chapter

corcludes with a summary of the results of this first stage of
model building.

It is important to note that the model building process
undertaken here is not intended to provide a complete and fully
developed theoretical s»rﬁcture. pur aim is simply to suggest,
primarily on pragmatic grounds, a way of synthesizing current
group theory and research in a way that facilitates practitioner
access to those elements that are salient for the laboratory

context.

Criteria and Guidelines for a Re-Casting of Group Theory

To fulfill the functions of our intervention model, the
re-develorment of group theory must fulfill a number of speci?ic
criteria. As a starting point for model construction, it will be
useful to clarify these and to suggest a means of approach that

will ensure theilr satisfaction.
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The first criterion is that an optimal scope cf factors be

included. To serve as a basis for understanding laboratory group
processes, our structure must incorporate a broad erough range
of influences to account for central dynamics, but should
include only those that are of specific and major importance.
Second, our model should be simple enough to provide quick
access *o relevent information. As a basis for immediate
intervention planning and action, we need a framework which
represents salient dynamics in a concise, easily accessible
fashion. A final criterion is an appropriate degree of

unification. ¥We reguire a conceptual scheme which integrates

group theory and demonstrates functional'interrelationships
among relevant factors. This again would provide a concise and
useful theoretical basis for intervention planning.

To provide a structure of group theory which meets these
criteria we require an overall conceptual basis that will allow
us to orgarize and integrate the body of material reviewed in
Chapter Three. ¥hile no hard-and-fast guidelines'are available
to specify apropriate principles for theory construction
(Hempel, 1966), it is possible to suggest certain general
characteristics of group functioning which provide a useful,\
albeit heuristic, basis for the present task. Such
characteristics appeal to overall patterrs of group behavior
based on the functicnal interrelationships of other, more

specific factors, and are thus valuable as a basis for
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synthesis.

In Chapter Three vwe identified the concept of 'group
development' as one such construct that is useful in .this
regard. Several aunthors have employed the notion of a
devel ocpmental segquence in group behavior and have found it
useful as a way of integrating and conceptually organizing other
aspects (eg. Bennis and Shkepard, 1956; Schutz, 1358; Mills,
1964: Tuckman, 3965). While the specific factors dealt with and
the particular formulation of developmental phases differs
somewhat among these various theories, each demonstrates the
utility of 'group development'! as a basis for theoretical
synthesis.

In addition to its value as an integrative theoretical
construct, group development has also been useful in the applied
realm. Neilsen (1378), for example, outlines a scheme in which
developmental ratterns are employed as a basis for managing an
educational program in which group technigues are used.
Develcpmental concepts-;ere found to offer useful clues for
teacher behavior in this context, suggesting that similar
applications might be made in the area of laboratory education.

A focus on developmental patterns in laboratory groups thus
appears to be a promising avenue of approach for the present
study. In both the theoretical and practical realms this concept
has proven valuable as a means of organization and integratioxn.

To make use of this construct for present purposes however, ve
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will require an explication of various relationships between
specific elements of group functioning and the overall process
of development. This will cons*titute our principal focus in the

section to follow.

A Developmental Model of Laboratory Group Dynamics

The re-working of group theory relevant to laboratory
training is carried ou{ here in three parts. The first proposes
a conceptual framework specifying a particular formulation of
group developmental phases and a scheme for categorizing
interactional factors in relation to these phases. Using this
framevwork we ther examine several specific relationships betwesen
various factors and group development, based on our review of
previous theory and research. The final step provides a

theoretical synthesis and orgarization of this material.

A Conceptual Framework

As cited, a number of theoretical works have specifically
addressed the guestion of group development as a means of
integrating other factors and influences. Despite areas of
overlap, each tends‘to focus on a particular type of group, and
on a specific set of factors. As a result, none of these
formulations provides a sufficiently comprehensive integration
of factors to fulfill present aims. Moreover, few developments

have taken place in this area in the last decade, and most
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models fail to incorporate the findings of recent research. For
present purposes then, we will need to devise a framework of our
OoWn.

#hile none of the current developmental models are
completely adegquate, each has particular strengths that are
relevant to the present study, ard which provide the basis for a
composite framework. Drawing upon the particular strong points
of these models, we can identify elements that will compose a
more complete mcdel. To use these elements however it is
essential that they have a 6ommon basis and that they fulfill
the criterion of 'relevance to laboratory trainirng'; in short,
all nmust address the nature of group development specifically in
the laboratory context. On these grounds we are able to reject
some schemeé as inappropriate, for example that of Tuckman
(1965), which is based on psychotherapeutic groups, and to
select others that are useful, specifically those of Bennis and
Shepard (1956), Schutz (1958), and Mills (196&).

Next, we identify *he specific elements of these models
that can serve present purposes. Each of the three schenes

listed above outlines a series of developmental phases. Bernis

and Shepard (1956) suggest a scheme utilizing two major phases
with three sub-phases in each. Although relatively complex, this
schene does no%t include an explicit termination phase, which
others have identified as essential (Mills, 1964) . Schutz (13958)

proroses a three-stage model based or a theory of need
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fulfillmert in individuval members. Although Schutz presents
cogent arguments for his first tvwo stages, the third is cnly
partially developed, and, on the whole, the model neglects
numerous elements, including group structures and norms. Mills
(1964) specifically addresses these inadeguacies in previous
works and appears to provide a more suitable approach. His
five-stage model, ilustrated in Figure %-1 below, includes
elements of group norm formation and termination, and
incorporates several factors from the earlier works. Although
Mills' scheme has its own inadegquacies, particularly with
respect to the data gathering methods used in its development
{(Hare, 1973), these are not viewed as critical, and the scheme
aprears to provide the most useful alternative for present
purposes. Mills' formulation is simple enough to allow an easy
classification of group phases, and yet inclusive of a

relatively broad range of factors.

+ = (Figure 4-1) =
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This scheme provides a first element of our conceptual
framework by setting forth a specific pattern of developmental
phases to structure our analysis. To complement this scheme, it

will be useful to develop a means of categorizing group dynamic

factors in relation to these phases. This will provide a means
of characterizing the salient aspects of group functionirg for
each phase. Of the three models being considered here, Bennis
and Shepard's appears to provide the most comprehensive
analysis. Schutz's model deals primarily with individual member-
characteristics and tends to overlook a number of salient
group-level factors; Mills' is similarly less inclusive,
neglecting factors such as role differentiation among members
and group structures (Mills, 1964). The Bennis and Shepard
formulation utilizes a set of six major categories to organize a
relatively broad range of factors. These categories include:

1. Emotional Themes

2. . Content Thenmes

3. Characteristics of Dominant Menmbers

4. Group S tructure

5. Group Activity
6. Factors Facilitating Group Movement

These will provide the basis for the scheme to be used here.
Although relatively comprehensive, this framework does not

explicitly deal with certain factors that recent research

suggests as important. Among the elements not addressed by

Bennis and Shepard are: group norms and values, “he role of
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Various external factors, the effects of group composition, and
specific aspects of trainer behavior. To provide a more adegquate
framework, appropriate additions to the existing categories are
required, either through the incorporation of such factors into
the existing structure, or through the creati&h of new
categories. Group norms and trainer behaviors for example can be
accomodated vwithin elements of the present framework, while
factors of group composition %ill require the formation of an
additional section.

An additional problem with the Bennis and Shepard

formulaticn corcerns the organization of categories. Sone

elements, for example, *group structure', 'group activity' and
tdonrinant member characteristics', refer to specific factors

affecting the interactional dynamics of the group; others, like

'epmotional themes' and 'content themes' suggest a focus on more

~general outcomes or consequences of the interplay of other
factors. The latter two abstract general patterns from the
totality of group interaction and express these,aé thenes
related to particular Jdevelopmental phases. These are not unlike
what ¥hitman (1965) refers to as "Focal Conflicts", though at a
more general level; we might refer to these abstract thenes ;hen
as *he "Focal Themes" of group interaction.

As a means of further refining these categories and
providing a somewhat greater level of integration then, the six

categories from Bennis and Shepard's model, plus an additional
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one addressing 'group composition' will be restructured
according to two overarching categories of "Focal Themes" and
"Interactional Factors"; the former including emotional and
conient themes, and the latter embracing the remaining five
categories. As a further simplification, Bennis and Shepard's
éategories of 'dominant member characteristics' and 'factors
facilitating group mbvement' will be considered together under a
new category of 'Energizing Factors'. In conjugction with Nills?
scheme of group developmental phases, this strocture provides a
means of characterizing a broad range of dynamic factors
operating within the group at particular times; it thus provides
a relatively simple and unified framework in which to organize
various elements of group theory. Ar ou*line of this scheme is
presented in Figure 4-2 below, which summarizes our framework to
date. The particular elements of group theory incorporated
within this framework are listed according to the category in
which they are included.

The value of this scheme is twofold: As a way'of organizing
theory for the practitioner, it provides a unified and easily
accessible overview of salient group factors and processes. The
"Focal Themes" component serves-as a convenient key for
identifying the developmental phase in which a group is
operating, and then for determining the specific interactional
factors salient in that stage. Many of the practitioner's

requirements are thus satisfied by this schene.
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Secondly,. . this framework will also be useful for organizing
further stages in the development of our intervention model. By
structuring the discussion of relationships between group theory
and laboratory learring, and the outline of recommendations
according to the same framework of develcpmental stages, the
model will clearly explicate a seguence of conceptual links
between theory and practice , and will *hus provide an

appropriate bridge between these areas.

Grecup Factors in the Developmental Process
Using this framework, we can now identify some major

factors operating at various stages of laboratory group
development and specify how these factors vary in relation to-
one another as the developmental process unfolds. For each of
the major categories in Figure 4-2, we will qutline salienf
factors and relationships affecting group functioning in each
developmental phase, and will examine these in light of the
theory and research reviewed earlier. In doing so -we will gather
information to fill out various components of the frame work
suggested above, and thus provide a synthesis of group theory
outlining the major characteristics of laboratory group
functioning.

While our concern here is to identify the major
cha;acte:istics of group functioning apart from the effects of

various trainer interventions, some mention of the impact of
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trainer behaviors will be unavoidable. The role of the trainer
is cne of the principal factors affecting group functioning in
this context, and its impact cannot be ignored. For present
purposes however, we will limit our discussion to the general
effects of these behaviors which serve to implement the basic
laboratory design; in other words, we will be concerned only
with those behaviors which are primary elements of this
particular type of 'temporary systen'. A.more detailed
discussion of trainer interventions is presented in later
charters.

STAGE 1: The Encounter

¥e previously (Figqure 4-1) identified this first stage as
one in which members asséss the requirements and benefits of
membership and begin to feel out other members for initial -
expectations and commitments. While participants are generally
aware of the overall goals of the laboratory, the specific
activities and procedures to be employed are usually unknown.
Based on previous experiences, members typically 5ring,with then
a number of assumptions and preconceptions about laboratory
training and small group functioning which serve to allay this
uncertainty by providing a basis for inritial irnteraction. Mucy
of the group's functioning at this point reflects these
preconceptions and assumptions.

" A. Interactional Factors

1. Group Tasks and Activities
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The principal group activities in this stage involve a
superficial sharing of background data, and an initial (and
usually premature) thrust into task activity (Mills, 1964), both
of which are responses to the uncertainties of the situation.
Memters begin to introduce themselves and to talk about previous
experience and background in an attempt to overcome initial
feelings of uncertainty and unfamiliarity. This discussion‘is
usually guarded and superficial howvwever, with the focus of
concern being *the safety of the self rather than a sincere
exploration of others.

At the group level, the response to uncertainty generally
takes the form of a push *o initiate concrete tasks. Both the
form and the content of these tasks reflect the preconceptions
which group members have of group functioning, often invclving a
return to procedures and activities that have been successful in
the past. The use of voting as a decision-rmaking process and the
-election, either overtly or covertly, of a 'leader' are typical
responses in this stage, and the contents of discﬁssion and
action are focused on external issues and cOncCernsa

2. Ernergizing Factors

The ambiguous nature of the laboratory's goals and
structures, and the influence of menbers' past experience with
groups are *the most significant energizing factors in this stage
(Schein and Bennis, 1965), with other external factors exerting

a somevhat lesser impact. On the basis of past experience,
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members typically expect the trainer to 'lead' the group by
providing concrete tasks and roles. The laboratory's

disconfirmation of these preconceptions creates a tension or
vacuur which group members attempt to f£ill by acting on the

basis of previous assumptions. External factors suchk as goals

set by a sponsoring institution or organization may also
influence group activity (either positively or negatively) by
focusing member attention toward specific areas and setting
general expectations.

Previous member experience and personality are also factors
determining which individuals will arise as dominant in this
phase of development. Members who are perceived as influential
and high in status orn the basis of their visibili*y in group
interaction, often £ill the gap left by the trainer by offering
an alternative authority source; The behavior of these secondary
'lecaders' significantly influences the mode and content of group
activity in this phase.

3. Group Structure

Group structure here is virtually non-existent. Because the
overriding concern of group rembers is with *the establishment of
initial expectations and commitments, +the group consists
primarily of independent and undifferentiated individuals; few
relational or communicational patterns have begun to emerge.
Although there is a push toward task activities, this is done

without giving consideration to required roles and procedures,
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and is more a means of working out individual/group relations
than a serious attempt to develop the group as a functioning
unit. In their concern for establishing an identity with respect
to the rest of the group, members rely on the task as a means of
'feeling out' other members and defining initial loyalties.
Toward the end of this process dyadic relationships begin to
form among members based primarily on similarities and shared
assumptions.b

4. Group Composition

The effects of group composition are felt in a variety of
ways. In general, groups that are homogeneous with respect to
background experience and occupational affiliation tend to deal
with issues of member inclusion and introduction somewhat
earlier than do heterogeneous groups. This stems from *the fact
that.there is a broader range of shared assump*ions and
expectations in this type of group; heterocgeneous groups
generally have fewer shared assumptions and need more time to
establish a basis for group/member relaticnships (Schein and
Bennis, 1965).

The state of anomie characteristic of this stage also
differs as a result of group composition. Homogeneous groups
experience uncer*ainty primarily because of the disconfirmation
of social expectations that are shared by virtually all members;
the ‘preconcepticns of the group as a whole are at variance with

the given situnation. The state of anomie in heterogeneous groups
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on the other hand arises more on an individual level, with each
person being uncertain, not only about the requirements of the
situation, but also about the expectations of other group
members {Schein and Bennis, 1965). Levels of uncertainty and
anxiety are accordingly higher in heterogemeous groups.

B

FOCAL THEMES

Fach of the above factors plays a role in influencing the
interactional dynamics of the group. In concert, these factors
affect both the content of group activity and the principal
modes of interaction and relationship within the group as a
whole. By identifying the overall 'Focal Themes' emerging from
these components of the interactional prccess, we can obtain a
general description of group functioning characteristic of this
first .stage of development.

1. Content Thenmes

The principal content theme concerns the assessnent of
membership expectations by each individual and the testing out
of members' abilities to contribute meaningfully fo the group
and to gain frcem involvement in the laboratory {Mills, 1S64).
The focal point lies essentially with individual participants as
they attempt to establish an initial identity as a prospective
group member and thus to overcome initial uncertainty. This is
reflected in the group as a whole through its response of "naive
activism" (Ibid. p.70). The group beéins to allay uncertainties

abcut membership expectations by establishing concrete and
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structured activities and *tasks.

2. Emctiornal Themes

The major emotional themes characterizing the group at this
time are 'Inclusion' and 'Deéendency' {Bennis and Snepard,
1978). ¥eeds for acceptance by the group and a sense of
belonging are crucial for individual members (Schutz, 1958).
Uncertainties witﬁ respect to these needs give rise to an
overall resporse of dependence, with members seeking
satisfaction and comfort through the directiorn and structuring
of an authori*y figure. The dependency mcdality is further
evident when the group seeks to establish its own concrete,
structured *ask as a means of providing a familiar and
predictable structure. This response is characterized as a
*flight' from the immediate situnmation {(Bennis and Shepard, 1379
p-17) - in a sense, not facing salient group and individual
issues and fleeing from these by concentrating on a concrete,
externally oriented task.

STAGE 2: Tes*ing Boundaries and Modeling Roles

The transitiorn into the second stage of group development
is usually predicated on two general outceomes of the first
stage. First, as a result of initial activities, group members
become familiar with onre another and feel enough of a sense of
belonging “o make a commitment to remain in the group and pu:sue‘
muotiaal goals. In other words, the initial inclusion needs of

group menbers have beer met (Schutz, 1958). Secord, the early

122



push forward into concrete tasks becones problematic‘as a result
of unfealistic or conflicting assumptions about how the task
should be pursued. Recognizing these inadequacies, individual
members begin to reassess their previous assump*ions about the
group and attempt to come to some understanding of the situationv
at hand. This is accomplished through a process of testing the
limits of acceptable behavior and defining the range of freedoms
within the group, and by assessing +the impact of new behavioral
roles.

A. Interactional factors

1. Group Tasks and Activities

Activities in this stage consist primarily of attempts to
propose overall group goals acceptable to the majority of
menbers and to determine the extent of individual freedom and
influence with respect to those goals (Mills, 13684). Earlier
tasks, although they served to diffuse imnitial anxiety and
provide a basic level of member inclusion, are generally the
result of only one or two dominant members?® inputé and not of
total group pa:ticipation; It the rresernt stage, other members
begin to assert *heir own positions and interests, and the group
as a whole is forced to reconsider its aims. Much discussion
centers around the develcpment of goals and procedures to
accomodate the learning needs of all members, with different
interest groups often vying for influence and control. With a

considerable amount of uncertainty still remairning in the group,
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the goals and tasks proposed corntinue to reflect the biases arnd
preconceptions of members' past experiencea

Having generally satisfied individual inclusion needs in
earlier sessions, members now begin to ccrncern themselves with
the issues of being actively involved and having an influence on
the group (Schutz, 1958), and with establishing appropriate
degrees of intimacy with other members (Bennis and Shepard,
1978). With mno preset roles or guidelines, the forms in which
influence and involvement can usefully be expressed are unclear.
Members begin to seek oui appropriate ways of behaving in ‘
relation to others and to assess the impact of different roles
and behaviors. Frustration and confusion are commonly present
here, resulting from the lack of direction and structure, and
members typically direct these feelings toward the trainer or
other authority figures rather than openly confronting each
other. The first recognitiorn of group maintenance needs often
arises in this stage, and rudimentary forms of member feedback
and support begin to emerge (Mills, 1964). |

2. Energizing Factors

Several energizing factors are apparent in this stage. The
ambiguity of group leadership continues to leave a vacuum fo;
which the grour must devise its own solution and response. In
testing the limits of the freedom they have been given, memkers
often-challenge the trainer by taking freedom to an extreme, or

test the leadership role through subtle manipulaticn. In this
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stage as well, the trainer very often becomes the focus of
projected anxiety and frustration resulting from the lack of
structure, although much of this is expressed indirectly and not
as an open challenge.

Exterral factors such as a sponsoring institution, inasmuch
as they may represent sources of authority and constraint, are
also a subject of group challenge in this stage. In many cases
the organization becomes the overt focus of group anxiety and
hostility, acting as a scapegoat for challeﬁges which might
othervise te directed at the trainer or other members (Schein
and Bennis, 1965).

The previcus social and cultural expectations of indivigdual
members continue to provide a basis for actiorn within the group,
although this influence chifts somevwhat as members begin to
Tecognize and reassess assumptions that have proven inadequate.
¥hile questiored in this stage of development, these influences
continue to affect individual and group activity until processes
of role mcdeling and evaluation begin %to suggest ﬁew
alternatives. Conflicts among members' interests and personal
goals are also a source of group energy as the attempt is made
o select appropriate overall goals.

Group members who dominate this stage as energizing factors
are primarily those who are assertively dependent or
counterdependent {Bennis and Shepard, 1978). Members who are

actively dependent continue to seek highly structured and
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concrete tasks as a means of overcoming the uncertainties of the
group at this point. Counterdependent members often react
against such suggestions, pieferring to {ake on the challenge of
freedom from aunthority. In attempting *o establish overall group
goals, these members are often in conflict, with each trying to
exercise influence and contronl over the group (Ibid. p.26). As
the group is still guite new and members have not yet developed
a means of openly dealing with this conflict, much of the force
of this clash is channeled to external bodies such as the
trainer or sporsoring organization. Many of the less assertive
members withdraw from active involvement as uncomfortable
feelings of animosity and conflict emerge.

3. Group Structure

Stemming from the conflict described above, group structure
begins to take on a more definite form. Dyads formed earlier
become strengthened as members seek comfort and security in
alliances with participants who share similar goals and’
assunptions. This process eventually spreads, witﬁ irpdividual
alliances developing into small sub-groups or cligques within the
whole. Often in oppositio# to one another, these cligues tend to
develop strong internal tonds and act as power blccks for the‘
advancement of particular interests and goals, as well as to
support certain sets of appropriate roles and behaviors (Ibid.

p-256) -
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4. Group Composition

A number of compositional effects are apparent in this
stage. Homogeneous groups, by virtue of their more commonly
shared expectations and assumptions, tend to put up greater
resistance to testing and changing group boundaries and roles.
The greater the unification of the group, the more support there
will be for maintaining preconceptions. In turn, homogeneous
groups will tend to challenge the authority and leadership of
the trainer more strongly and more directly, and to focus more
on issues concerning the external organization, as a result of a
Tesistance to examining within-gréﬁp boundaries and roles
{Schein and Bennis, 1965).

Heterogeneous groups, with a lesé unified composition of
menker experience and preconceptions, will tend to enter into
boundary and role testing earlier and moré actively. Without the
presence of a supporting majority and status quo, the issues of
behavioral limits and appropriate foles are more salient and
moTe likely *to emerge as dominant concerns. A wider range of
differences among members will generally lead to higher levels
of conflict and more expression of emotiod in resronse to the
situation (Ibid. p.316).

B. Focal Themes

‘1. Content Themes
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In terms of the content of group activity, the major thene
is the testing of limits for acceptable behavior, principally in
relation to issues of authority, levels of intimacy among
members, commitment *o the group, and overall groupr goals
{Mills, 13964). Or the whole, these issues represent the major
concerns of individuals as they attempt to discover appropriate
vays of behaving in relation to other members and to the group
as a whole. The process of boundary and role testing, for
individual participants, represents a reassessment of prior
assumptions and preconceptions about their involvement as group
memkbers.

2. "‘Emotional Themes

On the emotional level, major themes of influence and
cortrol and counterdependence are apparent. Thé earlier
satisfaction of individual inclusion needs brings to the fore
issues concerning member power and control irn the situation
(Schutz, 1958). The testing of boundaries and ;oles reflects, on
an individual level, a desire %o influence the group and to.
establish group goals and procedures that are in line with
personal preferences. This becomes evident at the group level
through the rejectionvof outside authority and a push for
self-determination within the group. Rlthough arising from
issunes of influence and control within the group, the major
+hrust of these counterdependent activities is directed towérd

external figures, apparently because the group is not yet in a
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position to confront or challenge its own functioning.

Responses to these emotional themes commonly appear in the
'£1ight' or 'pairing' modalities (Bennis and Shepard, 1978).
Conflicting interests and goals are challengéd, although often
implicitly, and a great deal of indirect opposition is often
apparent. Members seek to support and strengthen their influence
by forming dyads and cliques. This pairing response leads both-
to the establishment of power blocks within the group, and to
the s*rengthening of interpersonal bonds within portions of the
whole.

STAGE 3: Negotiating an Indigepous Normative Sysiem

The third stage of group develoment is characterized
ini%*ially by a continuation of earlier conflicts and menker
attermpts to influence *he direction of group functioning.
Emerging from the second stage however, the group has at least
implicitly established some basic boundaries for acceptable
behavior and developed rudimentary roles for irdividual
participation. On the basis of these, the group can now begin to
examine its own patterns of functioning and to set forth general
criteria for governing member participation. Conflicts among
individual goals are usually overcome here and realistic group
aims are accepted by the majority of members. Norms for
'responsible' member behavior emerge as a means of guiding and
regﬁlating individual and collective action.

A. Interactional Factors
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1. Group Tasks and Activities.

In terms of specific group tasks and activities, an almost
egual emphasis is evident in pursuing concrete tasks and
addressing issues concerning processeé of group interaction
(Mills, 1964). Recognition of the importance of maintenance
issues and an increase in behaviors focusing on the groug
process as opposed to content are major new developments here as
the group begins to take on a more self-analytic mode of
functioning. Many of the leadership roles previously perceived
as held by the trainer are now taken on by members (Bennis and
Shepard, 1978), and open discussions of personal expectations
and boundaries become more common. Group tasks become more
concrete and realistic, with an accompanying clarification of
specific task roles and responsibilities for individual members
(Mills, 1964%). The incorporation of previously conflicting goals
into a single overall framework often leads to a spurring of
creativity and for the first time group members begin to
overcome earlier preconceptions and to take on neﬁ forms of
behavior.

2. FEneragizing Factors

The major energizing factors operating here again concern
the *rainer, various external forces, and the behavior of
dominant members. Initially in this phase, confroatation and
challenge of the trainer is openly expressed and dealt with.

This reassessment of the trainer's role takes the focus of group
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anxiety away from external authority symbols and places it
sguarelj within the group itself. Members bécome more aware of
the dynamics of pover and influence within the group itself and
seek to negotiate acceptable norms for working together (Schein
and Bennis, 1965). |

Following the renegotiation of the trainer's role, a
parallel clarification of the‘relationship between the group and
the parent organization or institution takes place, with
external projection of group anxiety and hostility subsiding
(Neilsen, 1978). The group now begins to realistically examine
the external constraints under which it is working and to
incorporate these into the group's overall goals and tasks.

Initial conflicts among dominant members are also a factor
moving the group through this stage. The discorfort of conflict
within the group provides é major impetus for establishing norms
and boundaries to regulate membér behavior, and the
reconciliation of differences resulting from this spurs a great
deal of creative work. The result of this process ls usuyally
evident in the development of closer interpersonal relationships
and an increasing level of cohesion within the'group-

There is a major shift during this stage with regard to t@e
energizing group members. Initially, assertive dependent and
overpersonal, and assertive counﬁerdependent and counterpersonal
menbers are the most salient as issues of authority and intimacy

are faced and dealt with. As the conflicts among these members
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are gorked out, other members begin to eiert a more profournd
influence. Assertive 'independents' in particular arise here and
‘play a majcr role in negotiating norms acceptable to the group
as a whole (Bennis and Shepard, 1978).

3- Group Structure

Characteristics of group structure follow a similar,
shifting pattern during this stage. The cligues and sub-groups
formed in the earlier stage initially contirue to maintain their
strength and control, Communication patterns at this point
clearly evidence the splitting of the group into warring
factions. As conflicts are gradually resolved however, members
not strongly associated with the sub-groups begin to act as
liasons and to provide linkages between previously divided
members (Ibid. p.32). As these members emerge, the cligues
gradually break down in favor of a more inclusive network of
relationships embracing a widening number of other participants.

4. Group Composition

The formation of group norms and changes in group structure
are strongly affected by the composition of the group (Schein
and Bennis, 1965). For homogeneous groups, péssage through this
stage is often rapid and relatively uneventful. Because of
shared common concerns and interests, conflicts tend to ke less
pronounced. The formation of group norms often comes easily for
these grours, arnd on the whole, these norms tend to be

consistent with earlier assumptions and preconceptions and are
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relatively conservative in nature. The general orientation of
homogeneous groups toward goals and tasks *hat have an external
focus also facilitates the development of task roles and
structures. On the whole hovwever, these groups tend to be less
self-apalytic.

Heterogeneous groups on the other hand generally spend a
considerable amount of time in negotiating norms and structures.
More conflict is apparent in these groups, due to-greater
differerces in member goals and orientations, and greater effort
is required to establish common norms. Considerably more time is
spent here in examining issues of group maintenance as a means
of assuring the accomodation of all members. Norms emerging from
this process tend to allow greater degrees of risk-taking and
facilitate a climate of self-analyéis'in the group.

B. Focal Thenes

Considering this phase in terms of focal themes, it appears
that many of the issues of the previous phase continue to occupy
the group. Rather than being focused externally héwever, these
issues are now examined directly in relation to the group
itself.

1. Content Themes

The content themes of the group continue to center around
issues of authority, intimacy, and commitment, but rather than
testing these isssues in relation to an external authority, the

concern is now with establishing specific internal criteria to
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regulate member behavior in relation’to these issues (Bennis and
Shepard, 1978). The central issue here is the definition of
responsible membership as a guide for individual behavior. A
secondary issue for individual members within this bverall thene
is the integration,of personal goals with those of the group as

a wholed

2. Enmotional Thenmes

The emotional themes in this stage also continue to center
around the issues of influence, control and counterdependence
that were apparent earlier (Ibid. p.32). Focusing these
specifically within the group however, individual members now
become directly concerned with their owr response to influence‘
and control by other participants. ®With an interest in
fulfilling individual goals, negotiation of pover issues takes
place as a means of establishing a basis for mutual influence
and mutnal satisfaction. The development of norms thus
represents the group's attempt to overcome dependency on
external authority and to deal with its own internél issues of
contrcl and influence.

The major response to this emotional climate is that of
*pairing' (Ibid. p.32). Members seek to deal with power concerns
by developing stronger inte:personal bonds with other persons.
Initially this takes place in sub-groups which support
individual preferences; later breakdown of these cliqueé in

favor of the whole group represerts a widening scope of pairing
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relationshiés and a growing degree of intimacy with more and
more other participants. A growing level of understanding
emerges within the group as a conseguence of this process, with
an enhanced ability to creatively pursue collective tasks and
goals a major secondary outconme.

STAGE 4: Production

With a set of norms in place and an overall structure of
roles and relationships within the group, concerns with task
accomplishment now become central. The particular resources of
each member, in the form of skills, information, etc. are called
forth and put *o use in collective activity. Although the
emergent structure of the group becomes the basis for this
productive stage, a degree of flexibility concerning roles and
norms gradually develops as individual meambers begin to explore
and experiment with new behaviors (Mills, 1964). The task itself
often becomes only a vehicle for learning rather than an end in
itself.

A. Interactional Factors

1. Group Tasks and Activities

The principal group activities here are strongly oriented
toward working on and completing overall group tasks. Morale %s
vhigh as members feel they are 'finally getting down to
business'. The resources of individual members are called forth
or volunteered and attempts are made to integrate as many of

these as possible. Group maintenance, although not a central
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issue, is addressed when appropriate, and feedback and support
among members becomes more common. Minor conflicts which arise
in completing the work are occasionally 'overlooked' in favor of
the task, bu*t more serious conflicts are openly confronted and
dealt with.

2. Energizing Factors

As an energizing factor, the external organization ray play
a significant role in this stage, often becoming the central
focus for the group's activity. Group tasks commonly undertake
legitimate actica with respect to a sponsoring institution,
attempting to come %to grips with human relations problems within
an organization and proposing changes to ameliorate these.

Perhaps the most salient source of energy here however is
the group itself. Having overcome various internal problems and
developed itself into a well-functioning social unit, the group
feeds primarily off its own momentunm ahd the input of its
members. High spirits and a strong commitment to the group as a
whole, as well as a growing feeling of success in.bothvgroup and
individual goals, spurs most of the group's movement.

3. Group Sitructure

For the first time in 'its history, there is a more-or-le§s
equal distribution of participation and influence within the
group (Bennis and Shepard, 1978). Assertive individuals in
general often take on emergent leadership roles, but

considerable effort is taken to secure the input and
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participatioh of others. On the whole, the functions of group
menbership are well distributed, with each member participating
accordihg to his or her own skills and interests.

Group structure in this phase of development is highly
cohesive. On the basis of established roles and norms, member
influence and participation is .fairly integrated, with emergent
leaders usually providing the focus of conmunication flow within
the group..sub-groups are also evident in many groups, forming
as a means of undertaking specific components of the overall
task and generally being in coordination with other components.
In addition, a degree of role flexibility and an acceptance of
deviant memnbers or behaviors arises, particularly in the latter
stages of task completion. On the whole, structural
- characteristics in this phase appear to be based primarily on
the functional regquirements of the task, and not, as before, the
result of sterectyped preconceptions or bids for power.

4. Group Composition

Compositional effects are notable here particularly with
regard to the content of group task activities. Homogeneous
groups generally develop tasks reflecting a strong orientation
toward externally or organizationally related problems. The
majority of group activity focuses on these specific tasks, and
relatively few maintenance behaviors become salient for the
group. Heterogenous groups, by contrast, tend to focus more

directly on interpersonal problems, par*icularly those which are
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salient within the immediate situation. Expressions of emotion
and affection among members are typically more cormon in
heterogeneous groups as well (Schein and Benris, 1965).

B. Focal Thenmes

Placing these within the context of focal themes, we can
identify a major change from the last phase to the present. The
turmoil of the previous phase, resulting in the establishment of
group norm and role structures, has given way to a smoofh but
active mode of func*ioning.

1. Content Thenmes

Major themes occuring or the content level are the push for
goal attainment and the utilization of members' resources to
complete the given *ask. Operating within the context of
eétablished norms, the principal concern for individuval members
lies in making vseful and responsible contributions, ard at the
same time, enhancing individual learning. For the group as a
whole, a balance is struck between responsibility to the group
and responsibility to individual needs and interesﬁs, from which
thg flexibility noted above arises (Mills, 1964).

2. Emotional Themes

Emoticnal themes primarily concern integraticn and
interdependence (Bennis and Shepard, 1978). The overall feeling
or climate in the group at this point is cne of cooperative
intérrelationship; each member contributing accordiag to his or

her ability and others responding in kird. Feelings of
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comradeship and affection are widely expressed as each member
finds him/herself to be part of an integrated and more-or-less
efficiently functioning unit. The 'Pairing! response grows to
encompass almost all members of the group.

STAGE 5: Separation

¥ith tasks completed and overall goals at least partially
met, the laboratory event is terminated. The group as a whole
begins to disband, first into cligues and sub-groups, and then
inté intimate dyads. Members gradually withdraw from the group
milieu to consider their own learnings and to place these in the
context of the external world. A major focus here is on the
confirmation of learnings and their transfer to back-home
situations. Sentimentality is often apparent, and failing
attempts are often made to keep the group together after the
event.

A. Interactional Factors

1. Group Tasks and Activities

Group activities typically involve final preéentations and
evaluations of task accomplishments, with positive evaluations
far exceding negative ones. Any unfinished business or left-over
concerns are usually dealt with here as well. A major concern
for individuals appears to be obtaining positive confirmation of
their part in the group's task and in the laboratory as a whole
(Bennis and Shepard, 1978). A great deal of intimacy is

expressed among participants, and discussions focus on how the

139



learning relates to external situations.

2. Energizing Factors

Although this is a stage of winding-down, it is activated
or energized by several factors. The trainer is 1ooked‘to both
for confirmation of individual and group learning, and for
interpretation of the experience. Not uncommonly, the trainer is
asked to evaluate the group as a 'good' one, or to reveal his
'secret hidden agenda', reflecting perhaps a resurfacing of
earlier preconceptions and assumptions in anticipation of
returning to more rigidly structured social contexts. External
organizations or situations in participants' lives are thus also
significant here in providing a source of criteria for
evaluating the experience and suggesting further rossibilities
for transfer of learning (Schein and Bennis, 1965). Additional
support and confirmation also comes from other members as they
discuss the experience and share reactions.

3. Group Structure

The dissolution of the group's structure reduées the level
of integrated functioning and once again particular individuals
arise as dominant. In conirast to earlier stages hovever, where
tconflicted!' members tended to take the fore, salient members
here are generally *he assertive and 'unconflicted’ inde;endents
{(Bennis and Shepard, 1978). These members are likely to have
energed as group leaders in the latter stages and are now

visible focal points for other members. Their evaluations and
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reactions to the experience take on particular importance for
other members. Some overpersonals are also significant here as
well, though not domirant fér the group as a ¥whole.

¥ith the structure of the group gradnally dissipating,
individuals withdraw from the mainly task-oriented s*ructure,
and spend the last portions of the laboratory in small cliques
and eventually in dyads. This is esseﬁtially the reverse of the
process which characterized the initial formation of the group
structure (Schutz, 13958), and sugges*s a particular pattern of

stages in structural developnent.

4. Group Composition

Group composition has an effect on this stage primarily
through the emphasis that is placed on different types of
1earniﬁg {(Scheir and Bennis, 1965). Homogereous groups, due to
their major concern with external, organizational problens,
place a greater emphasis on learning that car be applied to such
areas. Heterogeneous groups tend to emphasize learning which
focus on personal and interpersonal 1eve1$ Tather fhan
organizational concerns. These differences are consistent with

and a reflection of the dyramics of earlier stages.

B. Focal Thenes

1. Content Themes

Content themes focus primarily on completion of task
activities, evaluation of the learning experiernce, and the

disssolution of group boundaries. For individual members, these
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themes represent a need for positive confirmation as an
effective group member and a concern about the value and
transferability of the experence. Reflected on the group level,
these take the form of overall positive feedback and discussion
of back-home problems and concerns, with the trainer being
1ooked to for support and interpretation of learnings.

2. Emotional Themes

Emotionally,'the central theme of this prase is that of
intimacy. Having worked together through periods of strong
frustration, anxiety, and conflict, groufp members feel strong
bonds with other participants; expressions of intimacy and
affection are common in the final stage of most latoratories as
a reflection of these bonds. The concerns which members feel
about the learning experierce are shared ir small cligques and
dyads primarily as a means of perscral support ard confirmation.
This can be viewed as a 'pairing' response to the eventuality of
termination and separation (Bennis and Shepard, 13978).

Caveats to the Model

The develcpmental process described above represents an
idealized and generalized account of the contents and sequences
of events found to characterize group functioning in a number of
laboratory situations. As with humarn development however,
ccomplete growth and maturation is seldom achieved. Often, "the
treatment of later issues reveals inadequacies in the resolution

of earlier ones", and groups will from time to time "regress as
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well as progress" {Neilsen, 1978). Some groups appear to get
stuck or fixated at particular levels, some seem to operate in
tvwo stages at the same time, while still others #will move
forward in spite of having ignored issues at an earlier stage.
Developmental variations of this kind often tend to leave the
groué in a more-or-less dysfunctional state, but by no means
preclude group effectiveness for particular kinds of activities.
The major inadequacy of this, and other models of gzroup
, developmént is the imposition of a linear sequence of events
onto what is essentially a non-linear phenomenon. Although the
exact sequencing and the particular manifestation of
developmertal issues may vary from group to group however, the
rattern outlined above appears to provide an account of the
major 'benchmarks' that virtually all groups will frass at sone
point between the start and the end of laboratory events. The
model thus provides a gereral account of the fozms of
developmental phases, though perhaps not the exact contents or
sequences characterizing a particular group. In effect, the
model presents a *statistically normal®' picture of group
development, not a specification of 'correct' or 'true'®
develcprent. The path of develoment in any one group can only‘be
measured or evaluated in terms cf the group's own goals and

aims.
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Sumpary

Using the conceptual framework specified in the beginning
of this chapter we Lave outlined patterns of laboratory group
functioning ir relation *o a series of five developmental
phases. For each stage we examined a variety of interactional
factors underlying individual and group behavior and have
specified how these factors operate in relation to each other.
The overall faunctioning of the group based on these
interactional dyramics is specified in terms of the overriding
*focal themes' emerging in each developmental phase. Themes on
both the content and emotional or relational levels have been
outlined.

This discussion provides a general account of the major
factors affecting laboratory group functioning and an abstracted
characterization of the overall dynamic processes which arise on
+his basis. In sum, this discussion presents an overall model of
laboratory group dynamics in relation to group development. This
model is summarized in Figure H4-3. Focusing spécifically on
factors affecting laboratory group dyramics and using the
concepts of group development and group focal themes to provide
a simplified and unified framework, this model satisfies the
criteria outlined earlier. By providing a re-develcpment of
group theory specifically addressed to the laboratory context,
the 'model thus comprises the first step in the construction of

an intervention model for laboratory educaticn. Fe are now ready
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to consider the second stage of model construction by turning to
an examination of relationships between this theoretical
structure and the processes of learning which characterize

laboratory education.

 add
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V. CHAPTER FIVE: Relationships Betweem Group Theory and

Laboratory learning

Introduction

The present chapter undertakés the second stage in the
construction of our intervention model. As set out in Chapter
One, this phase entails the specification of relatiorships
between the theory we are using and the specific change process
the practitioner attempts to enact. More specifically, our
purpose here will be to relate various aspects of group
functioring, as outlined above, to the processes of learning
that are defined as valuable within the laboratory framework.
The value of this part of the model, as suggested, will rest
upon its ability to provide an account of how varicus factors
inherent in the laboratory context contribute toward this
particular learning process. The central criteria to be
fulfilled ir this stage then are a specification of the major
components of group functioning which affect laboratory
learning, and ar explication of their imfpact.

As a basis for the present discussion, we will draw upon
the conception of laboratory learning reviewed in Chapter Two,

which outlines the major characteristics of the change process

147



occuring in this context, and the primary value orientations on
which that process is based. Considering these in relation to
the developmental model of laboratory group dynamics proposed in
Chapter Four, we will identify various group factors which act
to facilitate the given learning process. Relatioﬁships be%ween
group functionirg and laboratory learning are initially
identified by examining the learning process in the coantext of
various stages of group development; tﬁese are then elabcrated
by outlining the role that various factors play in facilitating
learning in various stages. As a summary of this discussion, we
identify a number of éoints whick characterize the major
relationships between group functioning and laboratory learning.
Since our discussion nov begins to focus on %the process of
learning taking place in the laboratory, it will be useful here
to examine in more detail the role and the impact of the
trainer. Several important elements of this learnirg process are
initiated or facilitated by trainer behaviors; it is of value
therefore to incorporate these influenrnces into‘the'present

discussion.

The Learning Process as a Function of Group Develorment

First, we #ill outline the components of the learning
process that are salient in each of the five developmental
stages, and the principal interactional factors which operate to

fulfill these.

148



PHASE 1. The Encounter

The first step in the learning process outlined in Chapter
Two consists of the presentatior of disconfirmation as- a way of
unfreezing participants' conceptual systems. Several factors are-
active in this first stage of laboratory development to
accomplish %this:

As a 'cultural island!, the laboratcry removes many of the

rToutine activities and normal social relationships which tend to
stabilize concefptual systems. lLaboratory participants face an
environment where, unlike most social situations, appropriate
betavior is not clearly defined by convention or ritual. In

addition, the presence of other individuals who are relative

strangers and who often come from guite dissimilar backgrounds
presents a second source of uncertainty and disconfirmation. R

third and perhaps more significant source of disconfirmation

lies in the role and the behavior of the *rainer. Virtually all
participants have initial expectations of the teaéher/student
relationship based on a typical pedagogical prototype; the
trainer's abdication from this role, through the refusal to
provide definite structures and tasks, negates a central elemgnt
in the cogrnitive maps of most participants and presents a major
source of dissonance.

The absence of forces which stabilize conceptual systems

and the presence of others which tend to negate social
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expectations creates a state of anomie which prepares
participants for learning and change with respect to particular
types of belkavior. Two kinds of conceptual systems are
particularly salient in this first stage of the laboratory:
those concerning individual behavior ir interpersonal and group
interaction, and those pertaining to the nature of the learning
process. Due to the predcminance of inclusion reeds for
individual members and a concern for understanding the
membeTship requirements of the learning group, these two aspects
of individual functioning are a cerntral focus for participants
as they enter the laboratory. As a resunlt, it is these systems
in particular that are unfrozen, and it is in these areas where
the majority of learning will take place.

As Harrison's model of learning suggests however, the
initial response to disconfirmation is not an immmediate
reordering of these conceptual systems, but an attempt to fit
anomalous phencmena into the existing structure; the first
response is to reaffirm the 'thesis' {(Harrison, 1365 p.38). Much
of the grcup's activity within this first stage of development
reflects this: Individuals begirn to share background data with
one another using highly superficial and ritualized forms of
interaction, and relationships begin to emerge on the basis of
shared interests and backgrounds. The trainer continues to be
treated as a source of s*ructure and guidance and as a focal

point of individual concern, and when the *rainer fails to
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provide sought-after support, the group sets up a task structure
and begins to pursue activities typical of a 'work-oriented’?
group, with assertive members being looked to for leadership. In
the presence of disconfirmation then, the group reacts with an
ini+*ial attempt to assert previous conceptual maps and to force
the ancmalous situation into an established cognitive and
behavioral structure.

Here again however, disconfirmation arises from several
sources as a further element of conceptual unfreezing. As ve
have seen, the group's initial reaction of 'naive activism' is
generally unsatisfactory for the majority of members. The
expression of dissatisfaction by high status members, as well as
the questicning of group methods and the suggesticn of
alternative means of approach by the %frainer are instrumental
here ir bringing these inadequacies to ligh%t and thus in
discornfirming the initial thesis. The first stage of group
development thus contains several elements which facilitate the
initial unfreezing components of the learning proéess.

PHASE 2. Testing Boundaries and Modelirg Roles

In terms of Harrison's model of laboratory learning, the
najor focus of activity in the second stage cf group develorment
could be called an exploration and elaboration of the
'antithesis' to earlier responses (Harrison, 1965 p.39). When
the initial dependency response proves inadeguate for most group

members, the group begins to experiment with its opposite:
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counterdependence toward the trainer and the situation. Members
btegin to test the limits of acceptable behavior with respect to
issues of authority and intimacy by playing out extreme roles
and engaging in stereotyped behavior. In the area of authority
for example, individuals often challenge the leadership of the
trainer by flatly rejecting all of his or her suggestions. For
the most part, such behavior represents an attempt to determine
what the boundaries of the situation are and to assess the
impact of extreme behavior.

Group activities within the second stage of developrment
play a crucial role in facilitating the learning process for
individual members. As a result of disconfirmation and
dissonance emerging in the previous phase, considerable
cognitive and emotional stress is present with regard to
appropriate behavior. Since an excess of this stress tends to
induce defensiveness and rigidity, the trainer plays a major
role here in reducing psychological stress and in providing the
basis for an acceptable overall approach to 1earning.

Several elements of the trainer's role are significant in
fulfilling this component of the learning process: First, norms
for open and honest expression of feelings are encouraged to
provide participants with a constructive outlet for emotional
expression. By espousing and practicing an open and
non-threatening expression of feeling, the trairer provides a

model which participants can follow. Second, norms for
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experimentation and exploration are proposed which encourage
participants tc experiment with new forms of action and assess
their impact. Third, the trainer also encourages and models an
objective analysis of behavioral data generated within the
group. Participants are introduced to interpersonal and group
theory and thus given a conceptual basis on which behavior can
be discussed and examined. Finally, the trainer demonstrates
trust and support for group activities. Even ir the face of open
challenges to his or her leadership, the trainer attempts to
shovw respect for the group's interactional processes and a
willingress to allow the group to follow its own path of
exploration.

Trese actions serve to provide an overall approach to the
learning situation and an alternative cognitive map with which
individual members can engage in processes of exploration. Given
a conceptual framework for understanding interpersonal phenomena
and a set of norms to guide learning activities, the threat and
anxiety of disconfirmation is reduced and particiéants are thus
prepared to engage ir laboratory learning. Acceptance of this
overall approach is usually preceded however by a considerable
amcunt of testing by individual members in order to establish
the validity and import of the trainer's suggesticns. Much of
the counterdependence and boundary testing evident in this stage
of ‘development takes place with respect to these irainer inputs

and allows participants to fully explore the extent and the
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implications of the approach that has been suggested. This
facilitates an elaboration of the 'antithesis' to the initial
dependency response and helps move the learning process forwvarde.

In short, activities within *the second phase of group
development serve to provide an elaboration of responses at an
opposite extrere to the group's initial preconceptions and opens
the way for further exploration. This stage thus fulfills a
first component of the 'elaboration of opposites' process as a
major element of the learning process.

PHASE 3. XNegotiating an Indigenous Normative System

In the previous stage, major components of learning have
taken place in terms of the elaboration of alternative and
*antithetical' responses concerning the nature of individual
involvement in the learning process, with *he resultant adoption
of new attitudes toward learning. The present stage entails a
éimilar process, occuring now in relation to actual behavior
within the group. Patterns of relationship and interaction wshich
were apparent in earlier phases as an expressibn 6f
participants' initial systems of interpersonal behavior now
beccme the 'thesis' for which new alternatives are sought.

Barly in thisvphase, participants engage in behaviors which
attempt to explore polar opposites to the initial dependency
response and to test the limits of acceptable alternatives for
group interaction. Conflicts tetween dependent and

cocunterdependent, and overpersonal and counterpersonal
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individuals are often apparent here as a result of this testing
process. Mo*tivated in part by the preseance of this conflict, and
in part by new attitudes toward learning however, the group now
begins to define criteria for responsible behavior within the
learning context. 2As this phase of develorment progresses, the
group goes through a process of testing alternatives to initial
behavior, which eventually gives rise to the working out of an
acceptable synthesis. New behavioral patterns begin to emerge
which suggest a more functional alternative than either the
o:iginal dependency thesis or its counterdependent antithesis,
and these provide a basis on which the group can work together
in an effective and productive manner.

The third stage of group development thus constitutes a
major 'elaboration of opposites' process from which new and more
satisfactory approaches to group interaction begin to emerge.
Taking place largely with respect to issues which help to define
appropriate relationships between the individual and the group,
{({ie. issues of authority, intimacy, commitmenf, efc.), this
process provides a major component of learning concerning the
nature of collaborative work and learning. As a result, the
group as a whole develops an internal structure that is
appropriate for its own goals, and individuals begin to explore
new forms of behavior ir relation to the group.

The major elements of learning in this phase are

facilitated almos:t entirely by interactional dynamics within the
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group itself. The natural development of an indigenous structure
of norms and relationships withir the group provides both the
content and process dimensions of learning; members learn about

group functioning by experiencing and participating in the

development of functional patterns of interaction and
relationstip. This learning is facilita*ed to some extent by the
trainer, who ac*s méinly to provide emotional support to menmbers
and to raise various interactional dynamics to group awareness
by intervening with relevant theory and feedback. For the nost
part however, trainers will entrust the learnring process to the
group itself, intervering only when necessary *o maintain the

beneficial direction of the process.

As tte grou§ enters the fourth stage, appropriate
individual attitudes toward learning and functional
relatiorships have emerged, and the group is novw able to begin
functioning as an effective social unit. Arising from earlier
developments in the learning process, a synthesis.has occured
with regard to indvidual and group functioning within the
laboratory context, and, for most participants, new cogrnitive
maps have begun to take form. In the present stage these new
elements of understanding and behavior provide the basis for
group activity and become the subject of further elaboration and
integration. Members now begin to work on group tasks as a way

of putting these new behaviors into practice and assessing their
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impact. Often, this period of group activity is ore in which new

attitudes are experienced, new behavioral skills are practiced,

and greater awareness developed. IL short, the subtleties and
nuances of the nevwly emerging synthesis are explored.

Again, learning processes in this stage are facilitated
largely by the interactional dyranmics occuring.within the group
itself. With nbrms of open and honést communication among
members and an atmosphere of open exploration in place,
participants ate free to experiment with new behavior and to
provide feedback to other members concerning the impact of their
actions. Individuals have access to a great deal of new
informatiorn about social and interpersoral behavior and about
the impact of various modes of action, which allows participants
to evaluate new patterns of behavior and provides a basis omn
which new cognitive maps can be more fully developed and
integrated within the person as a whole.

The role of the trainer in this part of the learning
process is again to ensure that group activitiés follow a course
that is functional in terms of the elaboration and exploration
of new cognitive maps. The attribution of meaning to various
group events, the provision of support and encouragement for
merbers, and the facilitation of open interaction among
participants are examples of interventions that are useful in
this stage. As before however, the major part of the learning

process is enirusted to the group's own interactional process.
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The fourth phase of group development thus entails a
process of elaborating and experimenting with new forms of
tehavior based or the synthesis derived earlier. This
exploration takes place mainly in terms of individual patterns
of behavior and response within the group context. The major
elements of learning here pertain mostly to the embellishment of
new cognitive maps for guiding behavior within the immediate
group situation and to the integratioﬁ of new informé&on in%*o
the existing cognitive systems of the individual.

In the final phase of group development most of the time
and activity is spent in the completion and evaluation of the
event. While group activity gquickly winds down in this last
stage, certain very important aspects of the learning process
continue to take place. In the previous phase, participants have
effectively completed a seguence of learning which enrabled thenm
to adopt new cognitive maps and new patterns of behavior within
the context of the laboratory group. Although ﬁncﬁ has been done
to facilitate a refreezing of this material within individual
cognitive siructures, this integration remains largely within
the 'cultural island' framework of the laboratory. In the fimal
phase of learning ther, steps are taken to facilitate the
‘transfer of this learning to outside contexts.

The abundance of positive, confirming fegangck among group
members ard between members and the trainer serves here to

1
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enhance refreezing. Discussion of back-home problems and the
potential for transfer of learning also serves to prepare
participants for the application of new learning within other
settings. In cases where participants have initially identified
specific problems or situations as a focus for laboratory
activity, these will be reviewed here and the implications of
nev learning explored. Often, some form of follow-up is formally
established, or at least informally encouraged.

Elements of this final stage of learning take place
primarily within cliques and dyads which emerge as the group
structure breaks down, or in interaction between group members
and the trainer. The supportive and intimate exchange within
cliques is a major source of confirmation for individual
learning, and the interpretations and feedback provided by the
trainer supply a strong affirmation of the changes that have
taken place.

The major component of learning taking place here is a
finai integration and confirmation of earlier ieafning,
Interactional dynamics within the group in this stage are
functional in providing confirmatory feedback, as are the
evaluations and interpretationz given by the trainer. Phile
these activities serve to conclude the laboratory learning
process, a major goal here is to leave participants with a
continuing ability *o take charge of their ownr learning and to

facilitate a continuing process of develcpment beyond the scope
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of the laboratory. In this way, the laboratory experience is not
limited to the learning of specific behavioral skills within the
framework of the particular event, but provides the participant
with a basis for long-tere learning and an ability to understand
the nature and dynamics of change in human behavior in a variety
of settings. Thus the overall laboratory goals of facilitating
the continued development of individuals and the enhancement of
collaborative social action are net.!

In sucmary, we have seen how developmental processes within
the laboratory group closely parallel various stages of
Harrison's model of laboratory learning. In each developmerntal
phase, elements of group interaction become salient to
facilitate particular components of the learning process. These
elements and their relationships to the learning process are
summarized in Figure 5-1 below. The activities and developmental
processes arising naturally within the group setting are a major
force in the creation of new learning; the design of the
laboratory program and the behavior of the trainef are
significant here mainly as a means of initiating and
facilitatirng %this natural process of learning and of ensuring

that it dces not become blocked or arrested at critical points.

1The use of the term "refreezing" to describe the process of
irtegration occuring in this final stage may be scmewhat
misleading. The aim here is not to replace old conceptual
systems with new ones that are equally rigid, but to incorporate
greater flexibility and to enhance skills for self-initiated and
self-directed change. "Jelling" has been suggested as a nmore
appropriate term for this process.
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The Rcle cf Specific Pactors

The above discussion outlines some general relationships
between group functioning and the process of learring that takes
place in laboratory edﬁcation. While this fulfills a significant
part of the modeling undertaken here, it will be useful to
extend our analysis somewhat further by exanining the role that
certain majcr factors play within this context. In this section
we will examine in some detail the operafions of selected
factors that play a significant role in the learning process
over the l1life cf the group. While these factors have been
discussed in previous sections (see Figures 4-2, 4-3 and 5-1),
the present discussion goes beyond the operations of these.
factors at specific developmen*al phases and explores the
broader implications in terms of léboratory design and
methodologye.

1. laboratory and Group Structure - The irpact of structure is

significant within the laboratory learning process in two

distinct ways: first, in terms of the structure of the learning

sitvation that is imposed by the laboratory design and fcrmat,

and second, in *erms of the emergent social structure within the

group itself. Although these are interdependent, we will

consider them separately for present purroses.
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In order to fulfill various components of the learning

process, certair characteristics of imposed structure are

specifically built into the laboratory format. As a 'cultural
island' or ‘temporary sjstem', the laboratory format sets up a
situation in which many of the structural components of everyday
experience are removed in order to nnfreeze participants®
expectations and allow experimentation outside of’typical social
patterns. In this sense we might view the laboratory as a
situation that is lacking, at least initially, in imposed
structure.?2 The lack of structure'here preéeﬁts, in effect, a
blank screen onto which the assumptions and preconceptions of
group members are projected, bringing these underlying
conceptual maps to group awareness and allowing them to Le
explicitly tested.

As these become subject to disconfirmation however, and
participants begin to experience stress and anxiety, the
learning process begins fo call for different strategies in
terms of imposed structure. For example, the provision of a
minimal structure at this point is useful to prevent stress from
becoming excessive, enabling the group to pass a difficult
transition point and to continue with the learning process. This

might be acccmplished by providing conceptual input or by

2 As noted previously, the removal of structure does not include
the basic physical needs of participants such as eating,
acconmodation, etc., but concerns mainly *the interactional and

e e e e e
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suggesting various ways of exploring participants' expectations
and assunmptions, as a way of initiating group activity.

As the group begins to engage in various learning
activities, the need for imposed s*ructure is again reduced.
Here, as we have seen, the group begins tc develop its own
indigerous structure, and the working out of this process forams
a major component of the learning experience. Very little
'structuring is required here, except where the group becones
blocked or where anxiety or cornflict is hkigh; in these cases,
the provision of minimal structure by *the trainer is usually
sufficient o move the group forward. In later stages then, the
lack of imposed structure allows the group to develop its own
patterns of interaction and to learn from its own structuring
process.

The emergent structure arising on the basis of group

development also contributes toward the learning process.
Arising in response to changing member needs during the life of
the group, indigenous patterns of relationship'and communication
provide both an avenue for the satisfaction of these needs and a
vehicle by which to experience various components of social
behavior. As group structure grows from initial dyads and
cliques to sub-groups and finally to a unified network on the
basis of shifting rneeds for inclusion, control and integration,
participants come to understand the interpersonal dynamics

underlying group functioning and begin to recognize the impact
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that these factors have on their own belkavior. Eachk change and
transition in the develorment of arn indigenous group structure

thus provides an opportunity and a vehicle for learning.

2. Group Tasks and Activities - The tasks and activities which

cccupy group attention at various points in the laboratory are
significant in the learning frocess from the standpoint of the
content which they supply, as vwell as frcm a process
perspective. While the particular activities undertaken in
labbratory programs will vary as a result of the overall goals
of a particular evernt, the trainer's particular expertise and
assessment of group learning needs, and the interests and
preferences of the group, these activities serve to fulfill
certain general components of the learning process.

As we have seen for example, the initial movement of the
group into premature task activities serves a major function in
raising group avareness of the inadequacy of certain
preconceptions about interpersonal and group iﬁteiaction-
Recognition that these tasks do not fulfill the needs of most
members is instrumental in the disconfirring and unfreezing
process, and helps to initiate learninge.

Later task developments initiated by the group also
facilitate learning. The bfeakdown and disconfirmation of
initial *asks which leaves the group in a state of anomie and

heightened anxiety, is a major factor in the adoption of new
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approaches to learning. The resultant development of norms for
the open expression of emotion, and the recognition of various
socio-emnotional concerns as legitimate components of group
activity facilitates the emergence of maintenance-oriented
behkavior within the group, and provides a major step forward for
both individual and group developmen*. Also, as new structures
and patterns of interaction develop, group tasks begin tc emerge
whiéh nmore adegquately fulfill the needs and interests of most
members. As the iaboratory progresses, group activities continue
to become more integrative and capable of fulfilling the needs
of individual members, and thus of securing their active
involvement.

The emergence and development of tasks and activities
within the group itself thus comprises a major element of
learning, in terms of both the specific information being deglt
with, and the experiencing of new ways of working and
interacting in groups. In addition, tasks and activities
initiaéed by the trainer also contribute towafd’the learnirng
process.

Two forms of trainer influence are particularly significant
here: First, the trainer continwally introduces and models a
sirultaneous attention to both the content and process 1evels‘of
group activity. That is, participants are encouraged not oniy to
actively involve themselves in group tasks, but also to monitor

their own behavior and that of other members as these tasks are
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pursued. Continual emphasis on this combination of doing and
observing helps participants become more fully aware of
interacticral rrocesses and to learn from their own experiences.

Second, the trainer may occasionally introduce structured,
temporary tasks or exercises as a peans of facilitating group
development or providing specific kinds of conceptual and
experiential input. Depending on the personal style of the
trairer and on the particular goals of the laboratory, these
exercises may be uéed only as a means of moving the group
through difficulﬁztransition points, or as a major component of
training.

On the whkole +then, group tasks and activities, whether they
are iritiated by the group itself or by *he trainer, play a
significant role in facilitating the learning process. They .
provide not only the content of learrning, in the form of
conceptual and experiential input, but also the major means, or

process, of laboratory training and education.

3. Dominan* Group Members - Members who ererge as dominant in

various stages of group develoment aiso play an important role
in facilitating the learning process. Orn the whole, four major
learning functions are fulfilled through the agency of these |
individuals: (1) the provision of a focal point around which\
‘various group concerns are addressed, (2) the modeling of new

behaviors, (3) the initiation and provision of input for group
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tasks, and (4) the provision of feedback for other members.

The rtole of dominant members as a focal point for group

concerns is particularly salient in the early stages of the

laboratory. Members with previous human relations and

organizational experience are often attributed high degrees of

status in the laboratory, and become a central point around

which a great deal of early activity takes place:
of an active trainer these members often become a
figure cf authority in relation %o the dependency

assertive members identify with these individuals

In the absence
secondary
Tesponse; less

as a way of

finding security and fulfillment of inclusion needs; and initial

goal setting is often influenced by these people.

In later stages other assertive individuals emerge as focal

oints for the working through of various salient
p g g

group 1issues.

The development of conflicts between highly dependent and

counterdeperndent individuals for example reflects

general

concerns within the group as a whole with issues of appropriate

authority and intimacy. By representing and dealiﬁg with these

concerns, these members provide a forum in which the general

concerns of other members can be worked out, and in which major

developmental issues can be resolved.

Domirant members also function in the modeling of new

behavior

and roles. In the second and third stages, where many

group members remain uncertain about appropriate behavior, the

presence of dominant individvals who actively take on new
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behaviors is useful in providing a model for new forms of
action. An exanmple of this function occurs as the group begimns
to set up its own indigenous structure: many of +he leadership
behaviors previously held by the trainer are often taken on here
by dominant members, demonstrating to other members varicus
alternatives for appropriate behavior. This not only helps to
move the group forward in its development, but also provides
behavioral information from which othér renbers can learn.

The impact of dominant members continues with respect to

initiating tasks and supplying relevant information anpd input.

Although group tasks and activities change significantly over
time as the cont*ributions and needs of other members are
accomodated, initially *hese tasks are introduced and advanced
+through the input of a few. By proposing activities and taking
on a responsibility for getting things started, these members
fulfill an important function not only in facilitating group
development, but again in supplying behavioral and experiential
data for group learning.

Finally, domirant members also serve as a focal point for
the initiation and exchange of feedback among participants. The
visibility of high stafus members makes them a natural focal
poirt for the expression of reactions and the airing of
complairts and criticisms. Through these early exchanges me@bers
begin to gair skills in the giving and receiving of feedback,

and to recognize these interactions as acceptable and useful
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within the group. The status of these members also creates a
situation where the feedback they engender becomes highly
significant for other members; exchanges of feedback involving
these members functions as an impor*tant source of learaning for
other members. By initiating and providing a focal point for
feedback then, dominant members again help to facilitate
learning.

As a consequence of the status given to dominant members, a
number of important compoﬁents of the learning process are
facilitated. while the particular individuals who emerge as
dominant ir various stages may vary, the simple presence of soame
members to serve as a focal point contributes significantly to

the effectiveness of the laboratory.

4, Emotional Climate - The emotional climate or atmosphere

withir the laboratory group at various s*tages also contributes
to the learning process. The presence of heightened emotional
responses early in the laboratory serves as a majér force
activating and motivating participants to get involved in the
process. In addition to providing energy for the group, the
elevation of affective responses also helps to initiate the
expression of feelings and to legitimate *his as an appropriate
part of laboratory activi*y. Participants begin %fo recognize
that the airing of emotional reactions can be useful for the

develcpment of the group, and *his contributes to the later
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emnergence of group maintenance behaviors and open feedback among
group menmbers.

During the second and third stages of group development, an
emotional climate of conflict is often present as a result of
boundary testing and the initial development of new group
structures. The tension arising here motivates the group to deal
with issues of authority and intimacy and eventually spurs a
resolution of conflict through the establishmernt of effective
group norms and structures. In working out a resolution of’these
issues, group members experience and learn new behavioral
strategies for dealing with the affective components of group
functioning, and at the same tinme fulfill a number of group
maintenance requirements which help to facilitate further
development.

In the latter stages of the laboratory the emotional
climate shifts from agitation and conflict to one of intimacy
and caring. W¥ithin an integrated and effective group structure,
members experience feelings of closeness with othefs, as well as
feelings of success in terms of the task. Expressions of support
and warmth typically emerge here, which facilitate behavioral
experimentation and risk-taking and provide a basis fér open apd
meaningful feedback. This both encourages new learning and helps
~to provide confirmation and support for refreezing.

" As a major energizing factor and as a stimulus for

addressing the affective dimensions of learning then, the
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enotional climate of the laboratory group is a significant

facilitating factor.

S. Trainer Behavior -~ Although trainer behavior has a

significant impact on group learning throughout the laboratory,
the nature of this influence shifts radically from stage to
stage in response o changes in the learning needs of the groupe.
The trainer's initial inactiviity and abdication from an expected
leadership role is functional in the first stage as a way of
disconfirming expectations and facilitating the unifreezing
process. lLater in this stage, the provision of alternative
conceptual maps in the form of information about social
behavior, new norms, and new behavioral approaches within the
labcratory context helps to reduce the anxiety of
disconfirmation, to satisfy inclusion needs, and to enable
participants to engage in the learning process.

In the second stage, with the group needing to deal with
issues of influence and control but not yet abie fo address
these within the group itself, the *rairer acts as a focal point
through which the group can initially come to grips with these
issues. The uorking through of adthority issues with the trainer
allows the group to test alternative forms of action and to
assess the limits of appropria*e behavior, thus moving the group

toward the emergence of its own internal structure.
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As this structure develops in the third'and fourth stages,
the trainer becomes less active in helping to move the group
forward in favor of other roles which serve to facilitate
individuval and group learning. Here the trainer acts primarily
as an observer, providing feedback to the group in orxder to
raise awareness of varioué social forces and processes and to
place these within a meaningfﬁl framework. Occasionally the
trainer will intervene in group activity during these stages,
primarily as a means of helping the group to move beyond
difficult transition points.

In the final stages of the laboratory the trainer is
primarily active in providing emotional support and feedkack to
the group. In response to individual needs for confirmation and
as a means of refreezing learning, these behaviors play a
significant role in facilitating the in*egration of new
information and behavior and ir enabling the transfer of
learning.

Thus as the group progresses through variéus étages of
devlopment, and as different components of the learning process
tecome salient, the behavior of the trainer shifts accordinglye.
By responding to and fulfilling the learning needs of the group
at particular points, the trainer rlays a significant role in
moving the learning process forward and allowing participants to
mraximize the potential benefits of the laboratory experience. In

+his way, trainer behavior is perhaps the most importanit factor
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influencing the effectiveness of laboratory education.
¥hile the specific roles and behaviors of the trainer vary

from stage to stage, we can identify five major functions that

these fulfill with respect to the learning process. First,

trainers act as a focal point for individual and group

responses, alowing these to be publicly expressed and made
available for conscious examination. This function is
particularly salient in the initial s%ages of the laboratory,
where the projectidn of participant assumptions onto the trainer
and their subsequent disconfirmation helps to initiate the
learning process; and later where the expression of
counterdependency *oward the trainer facilitates the exploration
of alternative, antithetical responses.

A second function, one that is more widely spread

throughout the laboratory, is the provision of cognitive maps.

The proposal of nev approaches and norms for learning in the
early part of the laboratory, and the attribution cf meaning to
later group activities are examples of this funcion.

Third, trainers act to facilitate group development at

critical points. By helping the group to move beyond points of
blockage, the trainer helps to keep the learning process flowing
and thus to maximize learning for iadividual participants.

Fourth, the provision of emotional support also serves to

facilitate learning. This function is important in emnabling the

group to deal effectively with issues concerning the development
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of an indigenous structure, in encouraging risk-taking in the.
exploration of new behavior, and in allowing group members to
use feedback constructively for examining and integrating new

behavior.

Finally, the trainer also serves to establish and mairtain

a functional level of tension within the group. Tension is often
a natural conseguence of laboratory activities and a major
factor in moving the group forward. Too little tension is often
a sign that salient issues are not being confronted and dealt
with; too much tension maf be indicative of dysfunctional
behavior or a blockage in group development. The maintenance of
an appropriate level of stress serves a major function in
facilitating and managing the learning process.

The performance of these functions varies not only cver
time during the laboratory, but also as a function of each
*rainer's particular style and approach. A major determinant of
trainer effectiveness lies in an ability to recognize when these
various roles are reguired and to formulate intervéntions which

will adegquately fulfill the reguired function.

6. Group Composition - The factor of group composition has an

important impact on learning, both as a direct influence on
particular conponents of the learning process, and through the
modification of interactional factors which indirectly affect

learning. The principal direct influence occurs early in ttke
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laboratory where group composition affects the initial
disconfirmaticr of participants' assumptions and preconceptions.
Most laboratory groups are intentiomnally composed of individuals
who are relative strangers to one another as a way of
facilitating unfreezing. This process is heightened in
heterogeneous groups where shared background expeiiences are
even further limited and uncertainty is accordingly more
pronounced. Heterogeneous groups thus tend to experience
disconformation and anxiety earlier and to a greater degree than
homogeneous groups, and often tend *o unfreeze more readily at
deeper levels.

Other effects of group composition arise more indirectly
through their impact on group interaction. Because of their more
widely shated expectations for example, homogeneous groups tend
to establish norms and structures éooner and with fewer
instances of conflict and competition. As a result, these groups
often become more unified in their resistance to change, in
their challenge to the trainer, and in their focus-on external
problems. The impact of these effects on learning is a general
rfeduction in the amount of emotional expression due to
conflicting frames of reference, less‘emphasis on here~and-now
interpersonal dynamics, and a stronger task focus. Because of
these factors, homogeneous groups are often less suitable for
leatning on a personal or interpersonal level, ard fare much

bet+er in terms of organizational-level problems and concermns.
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Heterogenous groups, by contrast, tend to exhibit interactional
characteristics of virtually an opposite kind, ard are thus more
suited for laboratories focusing on the development of personal
and interpersonal skills and for the teaching of group dynanmics.
By affecting the interactional dynamics of the group then,
group composition tends to influence the nature of the learning
process in several ways. These effects work to modify and to
some extent limit the kinds of learning that are easily
obtainable in particular groups. The effects of group
composition are therefore significant, and are a major factor in

laboratory effectiveness.

summary and Implications

In this chapter we have focused on the second major step
in the construction of our interventionr model for laboratory
education. We began by examining Harrison's dialectical model of
cognitive development in social learning ir light of the
five-phase developmental model of group dynamics éutlined in the
previous chapter. This suggested a number of relationships
between the theory which group practitioners use and the change
process they attempt to enact. These relationships were
initially identified by examining the components of learning
that take place in each developmental phase, and were then
elaborated by outlining how various group factors operate within

the labcratory context to affect the learning process. To
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summarize these relationships we will now outline a number of
characteristics suggested by this discussion concerning the
general nature of the 1aborato;y learning process as a function
of group interaction.

In outlining these characteristics we consider two major
areas: first, those which address the general nature of the
learning process in relation to group functioning, and second,
those which suggest sone 1imitatiohs to the range of
applicability of this form of learning.

A. The General Nature of Laboratory Learning

1. laboratory education requires the establishment of a
'temporary social system' *o make irnovation and change more
easily accessible.

Laboratory education takes place within a 'cultural island’
specifically designed to facilitate processes of learning and
change. This is accomplished through the use of particular
arrangements cf social structure in which the rolés and actions
of members are not previously defined. The creation of tthis
temporary system outside of typical social expectations and
patterns provides an envirorment in which irnrovation and change

become easier to achieve.

" 2. Laboratory learning focuses on the group's cwn

interactional process and on the nature of individual
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behavior within that process.
Unlike many other forms of education, the laboratory

approach sets up a situation in which participants becone

directly involved in and experience first hand the subject they
/

are studying. It is through this involvement and experience that
individual participants learmn about theit own behavior and about
the nature of group functioning in gereral. Within this unique
context the trainer is not required to take on a didactic role,
but functions rather like a conductor in an improvisational
orchestra =- providin§ general guidanée and direction, but
allowing participants to develop and coordinate their own parts

in relaticn to the rest of the group.

3. The nature of group interaction allows laboratory
education to address two different levels or types of
learning.

The first type of learning occurs on a content level and
pertains to the specific concepts and ideas learnéd and the
particular attitudinal and behavioral changes occurring as a
result of participatior in laboratory activities. The addition
of new information and behavioral responses to participants’
conceptual systems occurs primarily at this level.

The second type can be characterized as learning at a
process level. In addition to learning new concepts and skills,

participants also acguire new cognitive and behavioral
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strategies 1in terms of their own processes of learning and
development; in effect, they learn par*ticular approaches to
leatning. This component of laboratory education is similar to
that referred to by Bateson as "deutero-learning" (Bateson, 1972
p-273). Learning on this second level allcws participants to
become engaged in continued personal develcpment beyond the

.termination of the particular laboratory event.

4. The interactional dynamics occuring as the group develops
its own indigenous structure provide the major content and
process of the educational experience.

The particular issues and activities in which the group

becomes involved during the laboratory provide the basis for
many of the specific contents of learning. ¥While the particular
nature of these activities may vary from group to group, such
activities generally reflect the ccncerns of individual members
with certain underlying components of behavior that are common
to virtually all social interaction. As the group'deals with its
own variation of these basic interactional themes, participants
gain an understanding of these primary issues and begin to
develop behavioral competencies in relation to them.

The major process throughk which this learning is
accomplished is the group's own development as it faces and
comes to grips with *hese issues. The experience of working

through these concerns as the group grows and matures as a
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functioning social unit provides the principal basis on which

understanding and competence are developed.

5. The nature of group interaction allows laboratory
education to address the cognitive, emo*ional, and
behavioral dimensions of individual functioning and to
integrate these within the person.

Laboratory educatibn is designed to involve participants
not only in cognitive learning but also in the emotional and
behavioral aspects of individual and group functioning. BY
directly experiencing all three components of learning within
the group context, and by having an opportunity to exploré and
experiment with a1ternati§e modes of response, participants gain
a more inclusive unders*tanding and competence 1in social
interaction. ‘ |

Often, one of the principal sources of disconfirmation
arising within the laboratory is the experience of discontinuity
and dissonance between cognitive, behavioral and emotional .
elements of individuwal coceptual systems. Typically, for
thing, they actually do another; or while they think one thing,
they may feel something quite different. Awareness of these
discrepancies gives ;ise to a great deal of new learning and

ultimately to a more satisfactory integration of the self.
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6. Observation of behavior withir *he group and the

provision of feedback among members are central components

in the learning of new behavioral patterns and responses.

Although tke laboratory format is designed to elicit new

behavior, the adoption of new responses and patterns of social
functioning can only take place on the basis of (1) the
availability of alternative behaviors, and (2) an assessment of
the impact of these. By observing how other members react to
various situatiors and by seeing the impact that these behaviors
have, individunal participants have a chance to see behavioral
alternatives in action and to judge the viability of these for
themselves. Once new behaviors are enacted, feedback fror other
members allows individuals to gauge *their effectiveness and *o
decide whether or not to continne experimenting with those forms
ofbaction-

B. lLimitations on Laboratoryv Education

1. The effectiveness of laboratory education depends on the
willingness of participants to confront issues of
interpersonal and group interaction and *to explore
betavioral alternatives with respect to these.
One of the essential étarting points for laboratory
training is the acceptance of particular norms to guide activity
in *the learning context. Willingness %o "pay attention toAand

valve the here-and-now data" generated by the group, "to be more
g
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authentic in relationships" with cthers, and to engage in
labcratory activities in a "spirit of ingquiry" are essential for
effective learning {Schein and Bennis, 1965 p.273). Only to the
extent that participants' basic value arnd belief systems allow
these norms to be accepted will members be able to gain from the
latoratory experience. Thus the values and norms adhered to by
particular individuals or cultural groups may tend to negate

laboratory learning.

2. Because the learning of specific concepts and skills is

based on experience, the range of this learning is ir many

vays limited to issues and behaviors that arise within the

groupe

While various concep*ual and theoretical issues may be

brought up by the trainer, actual experiential learning can only
take place when such issues become a focus of group attention
and activity. Material presented on a conceptual level may lead
to cognitive learning, but it is only on the basis of
experiential exploration tha* this material is dealt with on
behavioral and emotional levels. Although a certain amount of
generalization can be made from various experiential learnings,
the full benefit of laboratory learning is limited to those

issues and concerns actually addressed within the group.

3. Because of heightened emotionality in various components
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of the learrning situation, laboratory education may be
unsuitable for some individuals.

Persons who are highly 'conflicted' with respect to certain
aspects of social behavior, or whose social development has been
seriously arrested or distorted by early experience tend to
react to only slight disconfirmation with a great deal of
defensiveness and resistance. For these 'neurotic' individuals
the laboratory experience may be highly stressful and nay
actually be detrimental to growth and development. The behavior
of these individuals may alsb interfere with the developnmerntal
process withirn the group and thus negate learning for other
participants. RAlthough the laboratory on the whole may have a
number of therapeutic effects, it is generally limited to
"therapy for normals". The use of the laboratory format for
intensive psychctherapy requires a number of specialized

adaptations and particular skills on the part of the trainer.

These points provide an overall characteriza£ion of the
laboratory learring process as it relates to the general pature
of group functioning. As a summary of the earlier and more
detailed discussion of relationships between group theory and
laboratory learning, this completes the second stage in the
process of constructing an intervention model for laboratory
education. ¥We are now ready to proceed with the third and firal

stage in our model building process.
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VI. CHAPTER SIX: Recommendations and Guidelines for Practitioner

Action

Introduction

¥ith tvo major components of our intervention model
developed in Chapters Four and Five, we are now réady to
undertake the third ard final stage of the modeling process.
Having set forth a particular organization of group theory and
outlined vartious relationships between this theory and the
laboratory learning process, our concluding step will be to make
explicit a number of recommendations which stem from these
discussions.

In general terms, the mair purpose of this portion of the
model is to outline specific connections between the largely
descriptive account of laboratory group functioning outlined
above and a se* of guidelines specifying practitioner action; it
is here that we move from a descriptive to a prescriptive mode.
As the general introduction to this thesis suggests, the move
from descriptive to prescriptive moaalities requires, first of
all, the reintroduction of contextual elements into general
theory, and second, reference to a particular value orientation

with respect to the subject at hand. These allow us to specify
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respectively, "what the current situation is" in a given context
of application, and "what we are trying to accomplish" or "what
ought to be” within that coﬁtext. From this basis we can then
ontline specific steps that will inform us about "how to get
there from here". Our earlier discussions largely fulfill the
first two elements of this bridge; the present task is to rake
the prescriptive connections explicit for specific areas of
practitioner ccncern.

2s outlired in Chapter One, this final stage is intended to
provide a basis on which the laboratory practitioner can devise
appropriate action steps for intervening in given group
processes., The general introduction suggested that this was to
take place on two different levels: (1) a specification cf the
general strategy which interventions might take, and (2)
identification of specific behavioral tactics through which
interventions can be effectively implemented. In the present
context, these two levels correspond to (1) the design of
overall laboratcry programs as strategies for implémenting the
learning process, and {2) the enactment of specific

interventions by the traimer to effectively realize this

strategy. The concern of this chapter will therefore be to
outline various recommendations pertaining to these two areas,
based on earlier discussions.

our aim here is to provide a set of guidelines which

practitioners can use to identify appropriate interventions
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given a particular group situation. Since the appropriateness of
interventions will depend on the specific situmation for which
they are devised, this discussion cannot provide strict
protocols for trainer behavior during the course of a laboratory
program; a "cookbook" approach of this kind would negate many of
the irdividual and situational factors which make each
laboratory a unique experience. What this discussion does
provide however, is an outline of various considerations that
are important in devising interventions to suit particular
situations. While these guidelines are necessarily generai, they
nonetheless provide a basis for identifying specific behavioral
strategies to meet the requirements of the given learning
process in specific laboratory contexts. They are designed to
facilitate the trainer's planning of laboratory interventions,
not to replace that planning with pre-set behavior.

Due to the generality of these guidelines, it will be
useful to include in this chapter additional information about
how they might be put to use as a guide for inierﬁention
planning. Following the discussion of recommendations and
guidelines, therefore, we will ountline a possible seguence of
steps for intervention planning givern a specific laboratory
sitvation. This will allow us to illustrate one way in which the
model could be applied, and *o demonstrate its utility in the

planning of interventions.

187



I. Reccmmendations and Guidelines for Laboratory Design

In this section we will be concerned with recommendations
that pertain to the setting up of laboratory programs as a
vehicle for imrlementing the particular learning process
characteristic of this context. These are identified in four
major areas relevant to laboratory design: (1) the setting of
objectives, (2) the selection of particirpants, (3) structuring
the 'temporary system?, and (4) the role of the trainer.

v

A. Reccmmendations for Setting lLaboratory Obijectives

The following pertain to the establishment of learning
objectives that are appropriate for laboratory programs. These
represent considerations that stem from the particular nature of
laboratory learning and the value orientations characteristic of
the laboratory tradition, and are useful in formulating

objectives that are consonant with that orientation.

1. Because of the specific focus of laboratory education,
learning objectives should be consonant with fhe basic
laboratory format and obtairable within tha* context.
Since laboratory education is a specialized form of

teaching/training focusing specifically on patterns and
processes cf collaborative social interaction, appropriate
objectives will take into account the particular strengths
“and weaknesses of this format and should aim only toward

relevant and realizable goals. The experience of
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inappropriate or unfulfilled objectives may be more
detrimental +*o individual development than no %*raining at
all.

In addition, objectives should also be set in:
recognition of the particular time and location constraints
for *he given laboratory. A lack of time or facilities to
complete tasks may be a major disappointment for

participants and may tend to negate learning.

2-.Since laboratory effectiveress depends on the active
participation of the people involved, the setting of
laboratory objectives should be undertaken with the irput

and consent of participants.

Laboratory training is effective only to the extent that
participants can become actively involved in working on issues
which they feel are important. The imposition of irrelevant
objectives will undoubtedly reduce the value and the extent of
learning. Consultation with participants in settiﬁg laboratory
objectives, ir addition to ensuring relevance, ¥ill also tend to
raise participants' interest and readiness to engage in

laboratory activities.

3. Due to the open, participative nature of the laboratory
"learning process and its strong group orientation,

participants should have prior knowledge of the objectives
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and general format of the laboratory and should be given the
option of not attending.

Because learning depends to a great extent on participants’
anthentic and active involvement in laboratory activities,
attendance at the laboratory should be fully voluntary and with
prior knowledge of learning activities. Once the group begins to
form, group pressures toward conformity may make it difficult
for individuals %o opt out if the objectives or methods prove
unsatisfactory. Prior knowledge of objectives and some degree of
self-selection will ensure that participants are not brought

under these pressures.

4. In corder for laboratory learning to address participants'
specific learning needs, the setting of objectives should

include consideration of the appropriate content and focus

of learning.

In formulating laboratory objectives it is important to
consider whether the major focus of learning will'be on an
individual, interpérsonal, or group level, or some combination
of these. While laboratory activities typically occur on all
three levels simultaneously, most programs tend to focus on
particular components of social behavior. In light of the
learning needs suggested by participants, the trainer should
defire an appropriate focus of training and some of the rmajor

content features that should be addressed.
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S. The reliance of laboratory learning on patterns of group
functioring requires that objective setting take into
account any compositional corstraints that may affect the
nature of the laboratory group.

Although trainers often have the ability to select
participants for laboratory programs, training is occasionally
conducted within previously established groups {(eg. work
groups) . In such cases it is important to recognize the
limitations that compositional effects might have with respect
40 the learrning process. Groups that are homogeneous with
respect to age, sex, or other variables will hLave different
focuses of interest and different interactional dynamics whkich,
as we have seen, will affect the nature of the learning.

B. Pecommendations for the Selection of Participants

Becanse of the particular rature of the laboratory learning
process and of laboratory group interaction, consideration
should be given to the selection of participants. The following

are relevant in this regard.

1. Because of various compositioral effects on group
functioning, groups should be composed in accordance with
established learning objectives, where selection of

participants is possible.
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Given a set of objectives, certain configurations of group
compositicr can be established to complement and facilitate the
learning process. The generél tendency of heterogenous groups to
have higher levels of emotionality and conflict and to be moTe
self-analytic makes them particularly well suited for personal
and interpersonal levels of training; homogeneous groups are
generally more appropriate for dealing with particular
occupational or organizational concerns. Depending on the
particular focus and objectives of the laboratory, the trainer
might want to vary the balance of particirants with respect to

age, sex, organizational status, or other variables.

2. Given the specific value orientation of the laboratory
approach, the selection of individual participants or groups
should strive for a match between the basic values and

~ beliefs of the individual or group and those of the
1aboratory format.

Laboratory training is conducted within aASPécific and
openly recognized value orientation. Much of the effectiveness
of training derpends on the extent to which participants can
accept the norms and expectations of the laboratory context. For
individuals or groups»who do not share or are unwilling to
explore these values, *he laboratory will be latrgely
unsuccessful. A management group for, for example, whose

principal interest is in raising production levels in an
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organization without any interest in or commitment to imfproving
social relations may be inappropriate for laboratory education.
Similarly, certain cultural groups whose backgrouhd experience
places a negative value on open expressicn of ideas and feelings

may also be less suitable for *this type of training.

3. To facilitate the "cultural island" nature of laboratory
learnirg, participants who are relative strangers to one
~another should be selected.

The involvement of participants who are relatively
unfamiliar with one another is one of the main components of the
initial unfreezing process. Selection of participants who are
not likely to share preconceptions and social expectations will

facilitate this process.

4. Because of heightened emotionality and cognitive stress
in certain parts of the laboratory experience, effort should
be made to discourage highly conflicted or‘neﬁrotic
individuals from attending the laboratory.

As we have seen, individuals who are experiencing
psychological problems or who may be seeking a form of the:apx
may react negatively to the laboratory experience. Unless the
laboratory is set up specifically as a therapy group and the
trairer has the necessary expertise to conduct therapeutic

sessions, these persons may disrup* reqular laboratory
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activities, or more importantly, may be damaged by the

experience.

(=

5. Because of the dependence on interactional activities in
laboratory educa*ion, consideration should be givern to the
nunber of participants who will be involved in the group.

Since individual learning depends on direct involvenment and
interaction with other members, degrees of learning will be
affec*ed to some extent by the size of the group. If groups are
toc large (eg. more than twenty people), natural sub-grouping is’

likely to restrict patterns of interaction within the group as a

whole, with participants losing the benefit of fully collective

activity. At the same *ime however, groups that are too =mall

{(eg. less than six members) may not demonstrate a wide variety

of interactional dynamics and may again restrict the guality of

learning. An appropriate size for most laboratories is therefore
between six and twenty participants. When larger groups are
involved, the creation of smaller 'teams' or sﬁb—éroups for

major portions of the laboratory is often advisable.

C. Recommendations for Laboratory Format and Structure

An essential prerequisite for laboratory learning is the
setting up of a 'temporary system' or 'cultural island' in which
learning can occur. The following considerations are relevant in
establishing arn appropriate structure and format for this

temporary system, and follow from our discussior of
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relationships between group functioning and the laboratory

learning process.

1. an essential component of laboratory design should be the
creation of a *emporary 'cultural island' in which
participants can explore social behavior outside the
boundaries of typical social systems.

For participants to experience and gain an understanding of
various forces and processes underlying social behavior, a
situation is required in which these forces car be raised to
awareness and examined. As a cultural island, the laboratory
should remove participants from the typical everyday activities
and relationships which stabilize social systems, and should
create a blank screen on*o which participants' assumptions and
preconceptions can be projected. Typical notions of authority,
status, intimacy, and so on, which underlie most social bekavior
_ become apparent within this situation and become the subject of
group examination. Without the benefit of prescribed social
behaviors and relationships, the group comes to grips with these
issues, ofter through the development of new and creative
responses to collective work; participants thus ccme to
recognize and understand the processes on which social

interaction is basead.
2.An emphasis on collective work and activity within the

135



laboratory is required to facilitate the develcpment of

group structures that are appropriate for interactive

learning. |

The focus of laboratory learning requires that participants
examine the nature of behavior within an interactive social
context. Since a major part of the learning in this situation
results from the involvement of participants in the development
of appropriate working relationships with others, an emphasis on
collective work by the group as a whole is helpful in providing
an effective learning environment. By collaborating with cther
members on commeon *tasks, participants take part in the
development of uvseful group structures and thus become involved
in a significant process of social learring. The emphasis on
collective work may be facilitated at various points by the

provision of group-oriented tasks by the trainer.

3. The duration and intensity of the laboratory must be
established in accordance with the nature of tﬁe learning to
be accomplished.

For particular aspects of individual and groufp behavior to
be affected by laboratory training, relevant conceptunal systegs
must be unfrozen, changed and refrozen. When learning object;ves
appeal to relatively deep; underlying aspects of behavior, such
as basic interpersonal orientations or values, the degree of

unfreezing required often necessitates an exterded and intensive
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laboratory experience. laboratories of relatively short duration
{(eg. 1-3 days{ are often effective only for a superficial level
of skill-attainment; longer durations (eg. 1-2 weeks) tend to
unfreeze participants at a deeper level and can thus appeal to
more significant changes. To achieve significant changes in a
relatively short period, intensive 'marathon' groups are often

used as a way of maximizing the intensity and effectiveness of

the alloted time.l

4. The close relationship beiween the group's learning
process and its patterns of developmént suggest that the
need fcr imposed structure should vary during the lakoratory
in response to the group's developmental process.

As we have seen, the group's passage through various
developmental phases facilitates the emergence of various
components of the learning process and serves to move that
process forward. In the early part of the laboratory, for
example, where processes of conceptual discorfirmation are
active, the withdrawal of imposed structure is a major
facilitating force. As unfreezing is acccmplished and
participants begin %o seek out alternatives, the provision of‘
s*Tucture becomes useful as a way of se*ting approfrriate norms

for learnirg and reducing the anxiety of dissonance. Once the

12t the same time however, marathon groups are often highly
stressful, requiring a great deal of skill on the part of the
trainer in marnaging tension levels.
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group has adopted nev approaches to learning, it is again useful
to remove structural constraints so that the group can proceed
with the develorment of its own internal structure. Finally, in
the latter portions of the laboratory, the provision of
structure is again useful to facilitate the confirmation of
learning. 2s the group develops then, the structural

requirements of the learning environment changea

5. To fulfill the goal of mee*ing participants' specific
learning needs, patiterns of structure within the basic
laboratory format should be varied according to the
particular objectives of the progranm.

Although the general pattern of structuring ou*lined above
is appropriate for most prograns, i+t may be useful to vary this
format in order to fulfill certain learning objectives. If, for
examrple, the principal focus of the laboratory is to develop a
particular set of skills in participarnts, more siructure may be
required in the middle sections of the program;'The provision of
specific skill-building exercises to complement the group's
develcpment may be a more functional approach here. Particular
sets of objectives will thus play a role in determining the type
ard amournt of structure required at various stages, althoughxthe
basic pattern is likely %o remain largely ir effect.

" Structural variations also provide a means of managing

levels of group tension and anxiety. Generally, the reduction of
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structure, for example through the withdrawal of %rainer
direction, gives rise to increased tension and allows the group
to directly experience a number of salient dyramics. Again,
these structural variations should be made relevant to the
particular goals arnd aréas to be explored.

D. Recommendations Concerning the Role of the Trainer

As we have seen, several important elements of the overall
laboratory learning process are facilitated through the role of
the trainrer. Based on our discussiorns of laboratory learning
processes and overall ‘laboratory values and objectives,
implications concerning the performance of that role and its

potential impact on learning can now be outlined.

1. To implement the laboratory format as outlined above, the

role of the trainer should involve the fulfillment of five

major functions:

1. to provide a focal point for group and individual

responses : :

2. *o provide cognitive maps

3. *o facilita*e group development

4. to provide emotional support

5. to maintain a functional level of tension

Although the particanlar manner in which these functions are

fulfilled may vary from trainer to trainer or from situation to
situation, much of *he trainer's effectiveness stems from the
performance of these functions in some way or other. As we have

seen, each of these elements of the trainer's role is

significart in particular portions of the learning process. Oa
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the whole, these functions serve to initiate and orchestrate the
learning process rather themn actually controlling it. In this
sense the trainer fulfills the role of a facilitator rather than

a provider of Xnowledge.?2

2. In consornance with general laboratory values and
objectives, the particular way in whidh each *rainer
fulfills the five major functions should depend in- par:t on
the trainer's individual behavioral style and his or her
areas of expertise.

In keeping with laboratory norms for authenticity and
openness in interaction, and as a model of those norams, each
trainer must develop ways of fulfilling the major functions that
are in consorance with his or her own style of social
functioning. For many participants +the trainer is ferceived as a
highly significant group member and often provides a model for
various group behaviors. A lack of authenticity on.the part of
the trainer will be perceived as negating laboratory norms and

will reduce +he trainer's effectiveness.

3. Because trainer style may affect learning for individual

2The effectiveness of these functions depends to some extent on
a legitimation of the laboratory process and the trainer's role
by the group. It has been suggested that the trainer's position
as a high status (ie. highly educated, professional, etc.)
"cultural representative" helps to sanctiorn the particular
learrning process and to provide this legitimatione.
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participants, it is often useful to use two individuals as
co-trainers.

In fulfilling the trainer's role within the context of
particular individual s*yles, each *rainer will tend to te more
active, and more effective, in *the performance of particular
functions. Some *rainers are better supporters; others tend to
take a more cognitive approach. Since the learning styles of
individual participants will also vary, some trainers are likely
*to be viewed as more effective than others by individuail
menters. The degree of fit between participant and trainer
styles may thus have a significant effect on learning. The use
of two individuals with different *raining styles as co-trainers

is often useful in reaching a wider range of participants.

4. To facilitate the fulfillment of specific participant
learning needs, the particular pattern or configuration of
functions performed by the trainer should vary according to
the particular objectives of the laboratory.

Although all five prirncipal functions are likely to be
performed in any laboratory program, the particular objectives
of individual events may call for an emphasis on particular
functions. In groups which focus specifically on the
understanding of group processes, for example, the trainer might
be Jless active in facilitating group development than he or she

might be ir an individuvally-focused skill building group. BY
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de-emphasizing this function the 'process! group would
experience more directly the play of forces underlying group
devel opment and would learn more about *that particular aspect of
social behavior; for the skill development group, this approach
would draw attention away from the specific objectives and could
impair skill attainment. Variations in trainer functioning are
therefore vseful for specialized types of laboratory education.
summary

In terms of the recommendations for laboratory design, we
have reviewed a number of poin*s which can serve as guidelines
for setting up laboratory programs as a way of enacting the
given learning process. These recorzmendations provide a tuseful
set of guidelines upon which the establishment of laboratory
programs can be carried out in light of specific conditions and
contingerncies. In this way, the model of intervention provides
an appropriate basis for practitiorer action with respect to the
planning of an overall strategy for particular‘laboratory
events, and thus fulfills a major objective of‘our modeling

processa.

JTI. Reccmmendations for Intervention Planning

This section deals with considerations concerning the
forrulation of specific trainer interventions. As a way of
implementing general training strategies desigred on the basis

of the above considerations, particular actions are required on
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the part c¢f the trainer. These actions or interventions serve to
guide and facilitate group processes so that learning can be
maximized. In effect, trainer interventions are the key to
laboratory effectiveness.

The following discussion examines recommendations im two
major areas. The first provides an overview of some general

characteristics of interventior and some major considerations

affecting their cverall role in the learning process. The second

outlines a number of group factors which are unsefnl as clues to

the nature of appropriate interventions; these provide
information that is useful in the diagnosis of group training
needs and *the fermulation of specific trainer actions on the
basis of our previous discussions.

A. General Characterist*ics of Intervention

The following considerations concern the overall role of
trainer interventions and some principal characteristics

relevant to *their enactiment.

1. Because of the trainer's involvement in ongoing groug
activities as a leader or guide, the most useful means of
fulfilling trainer functioms is through interventions into
the group's interactional process.

As ve suggested above, the prirncipal tool that trainers
‘use to affect the learning process is to interject specific

kinds of input into *he group's interactional process. To
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put a partiéular laboratory design into effect and to
facilitate the more or less natural process of learning,
interventions are required in the five major areas outlined
earlier. Fulfillment of these functions does not implement
the learning process per se, but guides and focuses that

process in particular ways. Most trainer input will occur as

a means of performing these basic functions.

2. As a way of meeting specific learning objectives,
interventions can fdcus on any or all of the individual,
interpersonal, or group levels of behavior.
At any particular time during the laboratory, important
dypamics take place on all three of these levels; each plays
into and affects behavior at the other levels. For various

coemponents of learning however it is oftern useful to focus on

particular levels in order to raise group awareness of sgecific

social forces and processes. The selection of appropriate levels

of interverntion depends in part on the learning objectives of
the laboratory, and on the particular circums:tance. The
principal consideration in this selection however is the
identification of the most effective 'leverage point' for

fulfilling the desired function.

‘3. The laboratory's reliance on direct experience as a basis

for learring requires *hat specific interventions address
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the immediate and salieni learning needs of +he group and
should help fulfill those needs.

At each point in the laboratory, individual members and the
group as a whole have particular learning needs as a result of
the experiences occuring at various times. Some of these needs
arise as a function of normal group interaction and develcpment,
others arise from the particular objectives of the group within
the context of the learning process. As group development
"proceeds, and as various elements of the learning process emerge
and are fulfilled, these needs change; the patitern of salient
needs will vary at different points in the laboratory. An
impecrtant consideration in intervention planning is the
recognitior of dominant needs and the selection of approrpriate
means of fulfilling these so that immediate experiences can be

utilized for learning.

4. The laboratory's reliance on experiential ;earning also

requires that the timing of intervenfions ét points of

transition and blockage within the learning process should

allow participants to~experience and make initial attempts

to solve the probler but not be delayed so long that

resignatior and 'flight!' occur.

Points of blockage and transition within the group present

majbr difficulties for members, but also hold a great potential

for learning. By intervening too early in these situations, the

205



trainer does not allow participants enough time to experience
the problem or to attempt solutions. Leaving the problem go on
foo long will create unnecessary frustration which may give rise
to problem-aviodance and set a pattern for further difficulties.
Appropriately timed interventions will allow the potential

learning to be realized.

5. ¥here the trainer is unsure about the approprriateness of
particular interventions or when the group's problems are
not critical, the withholding of interventions may be the
most functicnal approach.

Assuming *he trainer has an appropriate level of training
and experience, the need for particular interventions will be
ieadily apparent on the basis of the group's interactional
dyramics. Unless the need for intervention is obvious, éither
because of developmental blockage or the need to facilitate
‘particular components of the learning process, a pclicy of
non-intervention is often the best route to take. As long as
problems do not becomé intractable, the group's exgerience of
working through various issues on its own will generally enhance
learning. Because of the trainer's central position, a lack of
assuredness while making intefventions is easily perceived by
the group and may seriously undermine intervention
effectivenress.

B. Group Factors for Diagnosis and Intervention Plannring
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Stemming directly from our earlier discussions concerning
the relationshifp between laboratory learning and group
functioning, the following are important considerations for
diagnosing the learning needs of the group and for selecting

appropriate interventions in specific situations.

1. In general, observation and analysis of the group's
develcpmental process provides useful information for
selecting an appropriate focus for intervention.

As we have seen, the progression of the group through
various developmental phases closely parallels and facilitates
various elements of the learning process. An understanding of
the develormental seguence 1in relation to learning provides
several clues regarding the salient learning needs of the group
at particular points and helps in the formulation of appropriate
interventions. In the initial stages for example, individual
needs for 'inclusion' are often dominant; inte:ventions‘which
focus on individual needs and which help bring‘members into the
group may be particularly useful ﬁere- In later stages, where
needs for control and influence emerge, intervertions focusing
on the interpersonal level may be more apbropriate. As the group
develops its own structure in later stages, needs for
integratior become salien*, and useful interventiors may appeal
more to group-level behavior. Thus the developmental process

provides major clues for the formulation of interventions.
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2. The emotional level or climate wWithin the group at
particular points provides Cclues concerning the underlying
behavioral issues and dynamics occuéying the group's
atfentioa.

Both the type and the level of emotionality vary from tinme
to time in the group as a reflection of different issues and
corcerns underlying group activity. Initially, for example,
levels of anxiety and frustration are often quite high as the
group faces dissorance and attenpts to fulfill needs for
inclusion withcut the benefit of expected structnres. Later a
climate of conflict often emerges as issues of control and
influence become salient. The type of emotionality present thus
helps to identify the principal interact*ional issues or thenes
nﬁderlying group activity and provides clues to the reguired
content and function of interventions. '

As well, the level of emotionality will also help to
identify whether or not interventions are actually necessary and
what form they should take. Too little emotion may be indicative
of the fact that ttre grbupvis avoiding important issues and may
reguire irterventions to clarify and deal with such blockages.
Too much emotion may suggest dysfunctional patterns of
interaction within the group or an irability *o find appropriate
alternative behaviors. The reduction of tension, the provision

OETSprort for members, or the modeling of new behaviors might

be appropriate interventions here. Moderate levels of
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emotionality are often functional for the group and may not

require intervention at all.

3. The nature of group tasks and activities provides a major
indicator of the dominant conceptual and behavioral issues
faced by the group.

The ccontent aspects of group functioning are often a useful
indica*or of the issues and problems being dealt with. Many of
+he forces underlying individual and group behavior are
reflected in the actual activities of the group. Conflict
between dominant dependent and counterdependent individuals for
example often rteflects an underlying concern with issues of
influence and control within the context of rorm and boundary
setting; challenges to the trairer of*en indicate an overall
counterdependence within the group in tesponse to initial
disconfirmation. Once the dominant content themes of group
interaction have beern identified, decisions can be made

regarding appropriate interventions.

4. The group's response to and treatment of dominant members
also helps to identify salient interactional issues.
Bs central figures in the group, dorinant members often
become a focal point through which various issues and concerns
are dealt with. Reactions of dependency, scapegoating, and

emulation for example are typically indicative of the group's
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attempt to come to grips with general issues by focusing on a
highly visible member. By exploring behavioral alternatives with
respect to this person, the group can openly deal with issues
that are of general concern but which may be difficult tc work
on within thée current group structure. The group's treatment of
dominant members is thus a useful indicatcr of more widespread
concerns.

Ir this light, dominant members may also present a useful
'leverage point' for implementing particular interventions. BY
initiating a solution of partiqular issues in relation to these
members, a more general solution may arise vicariously; or by
focusing attention on the underlying issues which are directed
toward these members the group as a whole may becche more aware

of and more carpable of dealing with the issue at hand.

"IXXI. Recommerndations for Enacting Interventions

A final set of recommendations are relevant as guidelines
for the enactment of specific interventions. Given the above
considerations concerning the general characteristics of
interventiors and the diagnosis of intervention needs, specific
behaviors must be selected to fulfill the desired functions.
Several recommendations concerning these specific behaviors are
outlined below in *erms of (A) the provision of aprropriate
structures for group interaction, and (B) some specific forms of

intervention behavior.
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A. Recommendations for Providing Appropriate Sitruciures

A central element of intervention effectiveness is the
provision of an appropriate structure for group activity at
specific points in the laboratory. The recommendations below
outline tﬁe structural requirements of the laboratory group at
various points in the learning process and suggest appropriate

ways of fulfilling these.

1. As a wvay of inducing cognitive dissonance, a lack of
st;ucture early in the laboratory is useful for facilitating
the‘unfreezing process.

Thé disconfirmation of expectations and the removal of
fariliar elements of social behavior early in the laboratory
provides some degree of cognitive dissonance for participants.
The experience ¢f dissonance unfreezes the individuals and
prepares them for active involvement in processes of learning
and change. Provision of this dissorance can be fapilitated by
the trainer's withdrawal from an active 'leadership' role and

the guestioning of ambiguous group goals.

2. The provision of appropriate norms for learning and
conceptual frameworks for +the analysis of behavior following
the unfreezing of participants helps *o reduce psychological
fthreat and to provide a general approach to the learrning

situation.
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The provision of rorms and conceptual frameworks by the
trainer is an important and effective structural component of
the laboratory at this point. Paced with heightened anxiety and
lacking alternative approaches to the situation, participants
find this part of the laboratory both stressful and frustrating.
The suggestion of particular strategies for dealing with the
situation allows participants to engage in the learning process
with an attitude of open and authentic inguiry. This can often
be affected thrcugh the use of particular structured

experiential exercises.

3. Once group activity is underway, it is generally
functional for fhe trainer to reduce the imposition of
Structure.

Significant cornponents of learning take place as the group
develops its owrn indigenous structure of norms and working
relationshps. It is here that a great deal of novelty arises in
terms of new forms of individual and group behavior. To the
extent that the group feels free to experiment with and explore
new behavior, a great deal of learning *takes place naturally in
this stage. The withdrawal of the trainer from an active

structuring role is thus beneficial here.

‘4, The provision of structure in the final stage of the

laboratory is functional in terms of the refreezing process.
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A principal need of group members in the final stage of the
event is the receipt of support and confirmation for learning
that has taken place. The fulfillment of this need is an
important part of the processes which refreeze and integrate
learning, and which aid in the transfer of nev information and
behavior to other contexts. Confirmation by the trainer is
particularly significant here, and is an. important consideration
for intervention. Closure exercises aré an example of the kind
of structuring that is useful here.

B. Specific Forrs of Intervention Behavior

The following outline specific forms of intervention
behavior and discuss the appropriateness of each for particular

stages of laboratory group developnent.

1. Interventions which supply conceptual input are useful in
providing the group with a cognitive framework with which to
understand and organize experiential learnings; these are
most apprﬁpriately used following interactions in which
major issues have been expe:iehced and dealt with.

BRlthough much laboratory learnirg relies orn experience,
such experience is only useful to the extert that it can be
understood and integrated within a cognitive framework. The
provision of conceptual inputs immediately following the working
+trough of important behavioral issues provides a meaningful

framework in which experience can be organized. Appropriate
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situations for this type of intervention may arise throughout
the laboratory as various issues and dynamics arise; however,
this form of intervention is particularly useful in the early
stages when members are searching for alterrnative cognitive maps
to guide interaction, and near the termination point where the
integration of learmning is crucial. Conceptual input

‘ interventions should be btrief and succinct, and be phrased in a
manner that is appropriate for the particular group (Freedman,

1978) .

2. Where the group becomes blocked as a consequence cf not
having appropriate behaviors available to deal with
particular issues, interventions which serve to model new
forms of behavior or to coach participants in taking on such
action are useful.

At certain points in the laboratory participants may not be
aware of forms of behavior that would be useful in overcomming
interactional problems; lacking viable alternafivés, the group
becomes blocked in its development. A%* such times the enactment
of interventions which demonstrate functional behavior or which
help participants discover and use such behavier provides a
basis on which problems can be resolved. This type of
intervention is especially useful in the early parts of the
laboratory %to help in the establishment of functional patterns

of interaction and appropriate norms for participation, as well
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as following certain conceptual inputs to exemplify related

behavior.

3. Interventions in which the trainer feeds back to the
group observations about their own interactional process are
useful irn raising group awareness of forces and dynamics
underlying group functioning and of the implications arnd
consequences of individual behavior.

One of the principal objectives of laboratory education is
to help participants become aware of the interactional dynamics
in which they are involved and to improve their understanding
and competence concerning those dynamics. Involvement in group

ties in itself may not be sufficient to bring *his about

.

activ
however, unless group members take *ime tc consciously examine
their own working process. By feeding back observations about
the patterns and characteristics apparent in group interaction,
the trainer facilitates learning in several ways. Members become
more avware of the distinction between *the content and process
dimensions of interaction and begin making their own process
observations; +he impact of specific behaviors is recognized and
discussed; and possible changes in the group's process or
structure may be considered and inmplemented. Process-observation
interventions thus facilitate the learning of new behaviors by
raising various dimensions of here-and-now group functioniﬁg to

awareness and explicitly examining *them. This form of
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intervertion is often appropriate during the middle portions of
the laboratory where the majority of new behavior is generated,
and to some extent early in the laboratory as a model for

functional group behavior.

4. Wwhen the group's progress is blocked by levels of tension

‘and emotionality that are either too high or too lovw,

interventions which seek to mairntain an appropriate balance

may be functionalé

A certain level of anxiety and emotionality within

laboratory groups provides one of the majof sources of enerqgy to
move the group through processes of development and learning; a
moderate level of tension uswally indicates *hat the group is
actively working on salient issues. When levels of emotional
energy become very high, or wher things seem to be working too
smoothly, it is likely that issues and problems are being
addressed in a dysfunctional manner, or not at all. In either
case it is useful for the trainer to intervene‘to alter the
energy level in an appropriate direction. Challenging issues or
confronting group behavior is often useful in raising tension to
a functional level; providing emotional support, mediating
conflicts, or providing structured exercises to deal with
problema*ic issues may all help to release tension and to move

the group forward.
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5. For problems or issues which the group finds particularly
difficnlt to deal with directly because of their current
state of development, the provision of temporary siructures
in the form of experiential exergises can be a useful
interventiorn.

Often in the earlier portiorns of the laboratory group
structures and patterns of interaction have not yet developed to
a point where they provide an adequate basis for dealing with
particular issues. As a result, these issues can becone
problematic and create a state of blockage. The use of
structured exercises to temporarily change group interaction and
to allow new forms of behavior to be generated and examined
often helps the group face these issues and thus to facilitate
their develcpment. This form of intervention should be used
sparingly so as not to create an artificial dependency on the
exercise format or the trainer as a means of working through

protlems.

6. As a means of facilitating group development and modeling
func£i0n31 behaviors, the irainer may choose to fulfill
particular group roles and functions.
One of the major stumbling blocks for group development is
the recognition and fulfillment of particular roles which allow
the group's communication process to function effectively. The

learning of these roles is ofter an important part of laboratory

217



training, and nntil the group is able *to fulfill them on its
own, it is often useful for the trainer to model such Toles. By
performing necessary group functions, the trainer helps to
further the course of development in the group arnd at the same
time provides behavioral data which the group can examine.
Ideally, these roles will be taken up by group members as they
begin to accept greater responsibility for the group's
functioning. As before, these irterventicns are best used only
in the middle parts of the laboratory in order to discourage a
dependency on the trainer.
Summary

The above section outlines a number of recommendations for
practitioner action in terms of specific interventions. It is
ttrough such interventions that a major part of the laboratory
learning process is enacted. ¥e have examined several points
arising from earlier discussions which provide a tasis for the.
selection of appropriate forms and methods of intervention.
Using these as guidelines, the trainer can idehtify appropriate
actions to ensure that the learning process does not beccne
arrested at critical points and to help participants maximize

their learning.
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A Procedure and Example of Intervention Planning

Based on discussions in the previous chapters, we have
made a number of reccmendations which suggest specific action
steps to be taken by practitioners in the design and
irplementation of laboratory education programs. These provide
specific guidelines for establishking programs to initiate the
laboratory learning process and for selecting appropriate
trainer behaviocrs to facilitate that process. This in effect
fulfills the third conponent of our intervention model and
completes the bridge between the theories upon which the
latoratory approach is based and the actual methods used in
laboratory practice.

Although our intervention model is essentially complete, it
¥ill be useful to include as a final ster some additional
information that will be of value in putting this frameswork to
use. As cited, our outline of recommendations and guidelines
serves primarily to call attention to a number_of considerations
that are salient in laboratory design and practice. We have
avoided placing these within a particular programatic framework
in order to steer away from a *'cookbook! approach to
intervention planning. To illustrate how these guidelines might
be employed however, we will outline a possible segquence of
'steps that a trainer might follow in planning interventions for
a particular group situa*ion. We also provide a case example to

illustrate each step. In our example we assume that the
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laboratory is already in progress and that appropriate design
considerations have been made - our focus is on the selection of
specific actions given a situation in which intervention seens
to be required. We begin with a general description of the group

situation which will serve as our exanmple.

Description of a Group Situation

The example used in the following discussion is a specific
situation that occured in a laboratory group ir which the author
acted as trainer or facilitator.3

The group consists of twelve undergraduate students of mixed
seX, age, race, and academic background. They have been
meeting one night a week for approximately £ive hours each
session, and are in the seventh week of a thirteen-week
course focusing on interpersonal and group dyramics. The
group has established a goal for itself - "the experierntial
and theoretical exploration of issues concerning group
effectiveness” - and have decided to work toward enhancing
their own functioning as a group. To this point they have
spent time in getting to know one another, finding common
interests, and working out an appropriate relationship with
the facilitator. They have been working on a series of
exercises to examine various elements of group behavior; on
the whole their treatment of these experiences has been
largely intellectual, with little concerted effort being
given to the examination of these issues withirn the group
itself. Communication remains, in general, superficial,
awkward, and guarded.

Two major sub-groups have emerged, one strongly
oriented toward task activities and the other concerned more
with socio-emotional issues; several members remain gquiet
most of the time. Two dominant members have arisen as
Yleaders'; each seems to be aligned with one of the
sub-groups, and often acts as the spokespersor for that
group. Thus far, the task-oriented group has beer the most
active in set*ing group goals and activities. '

3The example used occured in an undergraduate course in
Interpersonal and Group Processes conducted in the Department of
Communication, Simon Fraser Oniversity, in the Spring Semester
of 1981.

220



The specific situation occurs late in the evening
following the completion of two exercises. The first
exercise was initiated by a member of the 'task' group and
deals with a general, group-level issue that is relatively
intellectnal and non-threatening; the second looks at a more
personal issue of individual feedback; the 'socio-emotional’
group wants to discuss this in terms of here-and-now group
processes.* Time will only permit the discussiorn of one
exercise, and the group begins to decide on how the time
should be spent. A conflict breaks out between the two
sub-groups, focused primarily on the leading members of
eachs An impasse is reached.

Procedure for Intervenition Planning

STEP ONE:; Determine Current Phase of Development and Salient

Group Characteristics

Throughout our discussion we have argued that processes of
laboratory learning are closely tied to the functicnal dynanmics
of the group and that these dynamics are best represented in
terms of the developmental seguence occuring over the course of
the laboratcry. In constructing the model we used the
developmental theme as a way of accessing the salient dynamics
of the group at particular times. In applying the model then,
the first step is to determine the current phase of development
within the group and to analyse the current situation in terms
of its salient interactional characteristics. This is
accomplished in the following steps:

. #The particular conient of such issues is usually immaterial;
they serve primarily as "rallying points" around which the more
basic issues of group processes are addressed. These are the
icssves that the trainer wishes to surface.
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A. Ydentify the Focal Themes of group irnteraction

An examination of group interaction in %terms of (1) the

salient emotional themes and (2) the content themes, provides us

with an overall characterization of group functioning. Using
Figure 4-3 (p. 139) we can then relate these themes to a
particular developmental phase.

Example: The group appears to be facing two principal
issues: (1) the exercise of power for control cf group time
and activity, and (2) the appropriate means of dealing with
personal issues suchk as the expression of feelings. One
group wants to pursue a task-oriented approach, the other
wants to address fpersonal concerns. Members align themselves
with one group and push for a particular position. In terms
of content themes, this can be seen as a testing of the
anthority/intimacy issue within the group; the emotional
theme seem t0 be primarily that of control and influence,
with the main relational modality being a 'pairing’
response. In Figure 4-3 these themes are related to Phase
Two; but since the group seems to be addressing these in
terms of its ovwn functioning, we might suggest that the
present situnation occurs at a *ransition point between
Stages Two and Three.

B. Analyse the situvation to determine the current state of

salient interactional factors

Giver a particular phase of development, Figure 4-3 also

provides an outline of pertinent ipnteractional factors and a

general characterization of the expected state of those
influences in that phase. Using this as a guide, we can exadine
the given situnation in terms of the factors outlined and can
determire how these are manifested in the group at hand. This

analysis allows us to identify the main interactional
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characteristics affecting the situation.

Example: For the latter part of Stage Two ir Figure U4-3,
several factors are outlined which appear to be relevant to
the present case. In terms of task activities, we can see
that the group continues to use past experience (ie. use of
structured exercises) as a basis for action, ard that issues
of group mainterance are beginning to emerge; members also
appear to be modeling roles concerning leadership and
appropriate activity. Structurally, the group consists of
one sub-group which follows a dependency approach, and
another that is more counterdependent and personal; these
sub-groups are in conflict. Assertive dependent and
counterdependent individuals lead each group, and the
conflict between them is a major energizing factor.

STEP TWO: Assess Current Group Learning Needs

The second part of cur model specifies relaticnships
between the interactional dynamics of *he group and the specific
process of learning occuring in the laboratory. Once we have
examined group functioning and determined its principal
characteristics, we can utilize this part of the model to
diagnose the learning requirements presented by the situation at
hanpd. This is accomplished through four major steps:

A. Identify Operative Components of the Learning Process

Based on earlier s*teps, we can now turn to Figure 5-1
{p- 154) to identify ﬁhe general components of the learning
process salient for the particular phase of development we havé
identified. This informs us abou* the major learning steps that
are taking place ard the major reguirements that need to be

fulfilled.
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Fxample: Since we have identified the current situation as a
+ransition between Phase Two and Phase Three, we cal exahine
" Figure 5-1 to identify the learning components taking place
in this period. We find, on this basis, that the group is
involved in the exploration of a counterdependent antithesis
to0 their earlier responses, and beginning to irnitiate an
"exploration of opposites™ process regarding the
interactional dynamics of the group.

B. Identify Interactioral Factors Salient for *his Learning

IS

mponent
Figure 5-1 also outlines for each developmental phase a

number of group factors which we expect to be operating to
facilitate relevant parts of the learning process. Usng this we
can idertify various factors that should be apparent in the
current situaticn to help activate the present learning process.
Various guidelines in Section II-B earlier in this chapter are
also useful in this analysis.

Example: Fcllowing Figure 5-1 for the phase we have

identified, we find that the conflict between sub-groups and

expressions of counterdependence are major interactional

factors affecting learning. Being a transition phase, we can

also identify the rresent situation as involving the early

emergence of functional group roles and a working out of
group nROTMS.

C. Identify factors from B above which are pertinent to the

specific objectives of the given laboratory.

Of the factors ou*lined in Figqgure 5-1 for the given phase

of development, some may be irrelevant for the particular
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objectives of individual laboratory programs. This step allows
us to determine which factors are relevarnt to the gresent
sitvation. Guidelines in Sections I-A and I-D are useful here.

Example: Since the group is primarily concerned with gToup
processes, we need to select factors from above that are
relevant to these objectives. Here we find that the conflict
surrounding the issue of task vs. mainterance and the early
formation of group norms are important to present aims, and
thus require special attentiorn.

D. Identify interactional factors that may be klocking or

othervise not fulfilling given obijectives.

On the basis of the above steps we can now diagrnose the
learning needs c¢f the present situation. By identifying factors
from above which appear to be hindering the learning process, we
can specify areas in which interventions might be usefully

applied to fulfill learning needs and *hus to facilitate the

learning process. Guidelines in Section II-B above are pertinent
in this regard.

Example: Since the group is just beginning to enter the
third phase of development, the issue of group norms is not
yet a crucial one for the group; it is unlikely that the
current situation could be clarified by intervening in this
aspect. If the group is %to successfully pass into the third
stage however, clarification of the task/maintenance issue
will be an important prerequisite. The current group “
situation suggests that this factor is not being managed in
a functional manner by the group, and may be blocking
further development. '
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STEEF THREE: Select an Appropriate Interverntion

Having diagnosed the learning needs cf the given situation,
Wwe can novw take steps to select an appropriate intervention.
Thic selection is aided Lty various gquidelines ou*lined in the
third portion of our model, and takes place in five major
stages:

A. Determine the appropriate regquirements for structure in

the given siiuation.

A1l trainer interventions entail the impositicn of =ome
form of structure onto group interaction, first consideration
for intervention selection addresses the structural reguirements
of the situation. This is aided by guidelines in Sections I-C
and III-2.

Example: In *he present situation, the group is actively
wo'klng on its own development; they have clarified various
issues concerning the role of the trainer and are now
beginning to work toward the development of their own
structure. Too much structuring by the trairer at this point
might be detrimental to the group's development, so we
require an intervention that will not 1mpose constraints on
group interaction.

B. Determine the principal trainer function to be served by

the intervention.

In general, interventions serve +o fulfill at least one of
the five principal trainer functions. In selecting an

intervention appropriate for a givenm situation, it is important

to consider which of these functions is most useful. Guidelines
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in Sections I-D and II-A are useful in this selection.

Example: Given the state of group activity described above
Wwe can sSee that the group is in a state of high tension and
conflict as a result of a developmental blockage. The
trainer functions most appropriate here are thus: (1) the
facilitation of group development, and (2) ithe reduction of
tension.

C. Select arn appropriate level of focus for the intervention

In accordance with overall laboratory objectives, and
taking into consideration the regquirements of the situation, an
appropriate focus must be selected. The choser focus should be
ore which presents the most accessible and appropriate avenue
for fulfilling a particular function. Recommendations in Section
II-2 are relevant to this gquestion.

Fxample: The issue presently occupying group attention is
one which focuses on group-level dynamics; the entire group
is involved in *the conflict between sub-groups and it is the
interactional patterns within the group as a whole which

Tequire attention. Thus an appropriate level of focus is
group-level functioning.

D. Determine an appropriate 'leverage point' to affect the

desired function and focus.

Here we are concerned wifh identifying some aspect of group
functioning, an individual_member, sub-group, or activity for
example, which presents an effective avenue for introducing the
intervention. In selecting a leverage poin%t, it is important to

identify an element of group functioning that is visible to
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mecbers and has a significant impact on the dynamics to be
changed. Guidelines in Section II-B are relevent here.

Example: In the present group the conflict is played out by
dominant members acting as spokespersons for the sub-groups.
These individuals are functioning as a focal point for more
general concerns, and thus present a useful leverage point
for intervention.

E. Select specific intervention behaviors to affect the

desired change

Firally, on the basis of the above steps, we can select a
specific form of behavior to enact the given intervention.
Section III-B outlines several common forms of intervention and
is uvseful in making this selection.

Example: To fulfill the function of facilitating group
development in a way that imposes a minimum of structure,
which focuses on group-level dynamics, and which utilizes
the two dominant memkters as a leverage point, we select an
intervention which utilizes the feeding back of group
-~ process observations. One example of this type of
intervention might be the following: "We seem to be divided
into %*wo groups, each with different ideas about what's
important to do. Half of us wan* to discuss the risk-taking
exercise, the rest prefer the one on feedback. Does the
agrumen * between 'Bill' and 'Tom' (the two dominant
antagonists) suggest anything to you about this split, or
abou*t what might be happening below the surface?"S Another
aprroach might be: "We seem to be arguing, at one level,
over which exercise to discuss, but I sense that something
else is alsc happening. It looks to me as if 'Bill's’
SThis particular intervention was used in the actual group
sitvation. Although the impact was ac*tually an increase rather
than a reduction in group tensior, it did serve to mediate the
conflict and to help the group face the task/maintenance issue.
This later became the tasis of group norms which explicitly
recognized the equal importance of both task and maintenance
concerns ard which helped to dissolve the sub-group straocture.
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exercise and 'Tom's' exercise might mean more to the group
at the process level than is obvious at a content level. ANy
comments?" By making observations about group functioning
and by focusing these on the two dominant menmbers, we raise
the issues of task/maintenance to group attention, and at
+he same time do not interfere drastically with the ongoing
process. Whether or not the interverntion succeeds, and in
turn whether additional, follow-up irterventions are ,
required, is then dependent upon how the group decides %o
handle the new information and what changes they decide to
make on that basis.

Fach of the above steps draws upon a portion of our
intervention model and allows us to make specific choices and
decisions leading to the formulation of appropriate
interventions for a given group situation. This procedure thus
exenplifies how the model can be employed as a basis for
intervention planning and guidance. It also demonstrates the
usefulness of the model in providing a bridge between the |
theories of group functioning which allow us to describe
laboratory dynarics, and the actual practices of laboratory
training. While additioﬁal procedures might be formulated for
other purposes, *the present discussion serves to show that, for
the planning of specific interventions, cur model appears to be
successful. ¥e can cbnclude therefore, albeit tentatively, *hat

our model provides a valid connection between theory and

practice and tha* it fulfills its intended function.
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Conclusion

9

In this chapter we have drawn from earlier portions of the
nodel a number of recommenda*ions outlining various salient
corsiderations for laboratory design and intervertion. As
guidelines for frainer action, these constitute the +hird and
final component of our intervention model. By outlining a
procedure through which these quidelines could be employed in
the planning of specific interventions, we have showa that this
portion of the model fulfills its principal function as an aid
to practitioner actior and that the final component of our

conceptual bridge has been successfully ccupleted.
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VIY. CHAPTER SEVEN: Evaluation and Conclusion

Introduction

¥e began this thesis by arquing that fundamental
differences in the conceptual ard theoretical needs of pure and
applied social science have given rise to a divergence and
separation of these éreas in several fields. It was suggested
that these differential rTequirements are at least partially
responsible for a 'communication gap' between theory and
practice in the field of laboratory education in which many of
the practitioner's reeds remain unmet. We proposed the
develcopmert of a heuristic-conceptual framework to bridge theory
and practice as a means of addressing unmet reguirements in this
area, and set out to conétruct such a framework *to fplfill
these.
| We began by outlining the principal requirements fhat a
conceptual bridge would have to fulfill for various fields
broadly ccnceived as 'educational' ir nature, and by proposing a
series of model building stages that would accomplish this for
laboratory education. Abstracting from the work of J. Brumer
{1966), we suggested a three-step procedure for ccnstrucfing

what we have termed a "model of interven*tion" - a conceptual
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framework designed to establish a heuristic link between
theories about group functioning and the methods vused by
practitioners to intervene in and influence group processes. The
major part of *his +hesis has Conceatrated on the development of
such a framework using that procedure.

Following a review and examination of background literature
concerning laboratory education as an applied methodology, and
ther as an area of social research and theory, we began the
construction of the model. The first step consisted of a
Te-casting of current group theory as a means of integrating the
body of available research findirgs and providing a framework
specifically addressing the laboratory context. Next, we
examined this framework in light of conceptual acccunts of the
laboratory learning process as a means of drawing relationships
between theories of group functioning and the specific change
process that practitioners aim to enact in the laboratory
setting. Finally, on the basis of these relationships, ve
derived a number of recommendations which were‘suggestive of
particular action steps a laboratory practitioner might take as
a means of designing and conducting training programs.

¥ith these stages completed, our goal of providing a
heuristic framework to facilitate the development of specifig
quidelines for practitioner ac*ion from group theory appears to
have been me*. By providing a series of conceptual stages

leading from theories of group dynamics to specific practices of
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laboratory training, our intervention model seems to provide the
linkage we argued for earlier, and thus to fulfill the
requirenents of the practitioner in this area.

As we initially suggesied, the purpose of this thesis is to

focus on and explore the model-building aspects of inguiry in

this area. ¥ithir that context, our intentions have been
fulfilled. No process of theory or model building is comglete
however without a thorough conceptual evaluation and empirical
validation to establish the consistency and accuracy of the
derived framewcrk. Although space will not permit any formal
process of verification here, it will be useful to outline
several ways in which this could be accomplished. To conclude
this paper *hen, we will suggest various ways in which
verification conld be undertaken, And briefly and informally
examnine the derived model, where possible, according to some of
those procedures. I* is important to recognize that this
validation is necesarily incomplete and that it can only be
suggestive cf some of the results one might expeci from a more
thorough analysis. From an ethical standpoint, it is also
essential to note that proper verification should precede
extensive application of the model. The purpose of the presen?
discussion is to demonstrate some of +he approaches that might

be taken in this regard and to anticipate scome of the potential

results of these.
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Conceptunal FEvaluation

The principal criteria for the evaluation of models on a

conceptunal level are: (1) the degree of internal conceptual

consistency within the model itself, (2) the corsistency of the

model with other related models or theories, and (3) the extent

to which it provides a complete account of the phenomenon in
guestion. Validation according to these criteria does not
Tequire any particular formats or procedures, but is often
‘conducted on the basis of "thought experiments"” in which one
simply pursues in a logical fashion the implications of the
given framework and assesses their soundness (Kaplan, 13¢4
p-160). An exanmple of how such experimerts could be used to
conceptually validate cur intervention model is presented below.
¥hen we construncted our intervention model, one of the key
elements which helped to provide the bridge beiween theory and
practice was the specification of relationships between group
theory and the laboratory learning process. Within that
component of the model we outlined how various‘inferactional
factors withir the group affect learning. If the model is

internally consisten%t, we would expect that variations in

factors affecting group interaction should correspond logical;y

to changes irn the events which constitute the learning process.
To test this, let us take one particular factor - the

provision of structure by the trainer - and see if such a

corresporndence is actually apparent. Acccrding to our conception

234



of the learning process, imposed structure is required at
different points in response to the group's learning needs: the
onfreezing stage requires an initial removal of key structural
elements, followed by an increase in structuring in the form of
learning norms to reduce psychological threat; as the grounp
begins to develop its own sysitem of norms and relationships, the
need for structure is again reduced, and in the firal stage,
structure is again important to affect refreezing. We expect
therefore an alternation in imposed structure as the laboratory
proceeds; and this is in fact suggested by our intervention
guidelines. Thus, in terms of this particular factor, the model
seems to be internally consistent. A full examina*ion would
require similar consideration of various other salient factors.

With respect to the consistency of the model with other

related theory, the model appears to be on reasonably firm

ground. Rather than initiating theoretical development 'from
scratch?!, so to speak, the model is explicitly based on other
conceptual frameworks. We have used for example, éurrent
theories of group development and experiential learning as a
major basis for the present work. Sirce we have taken steps to
incorporate these other models into our own, ard have explicitly
drawn connections betweer them, the issue of external
consistency is unlikely to be a problen.

One possible criticism ir this regard however might be that

the current model is only valid to the extent that these other
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nodels provide an accurate and consistert framework. Since some
inadequacies have already been identified in these models, both
here and elsevhere (eg. Zander, 1979; Back, 1973), the curfent
framevwork may suffer from the same deficiencies, althouglk we
have atiempted to overccrme some of these problems in the
construction of the model. An evaluation of this aspect would
require an overall examination of theory in this field and
perhaps might suggest changes within the general conceptual
framework of group dynamics as a whole. This however goes beyond
the context in which the current model is proposed.

In the same way that the ‘accuracy and consistency of other

frameworks might affect our own, the completeness of other

models will have a similar impact. As we suggested in ouUT Teview
of laboratory research, certain areas, the impact of external,
contextual factors for example, appear to have been neglected by
researchers. In the absence of clear evidence regarding these
influences, it has been difficult to include such information
within our framework. A%t the same time however} i£ is also
impossible to know whether or not these factors have a
significant enough impact to affect the completeness of the
model. Perhaps the best that might be said at this point is that
within the framework of research and theory that is currently
available, the model appears to present a relatively complete

account of the factors and processes which sigrificantly affect

laboratory dyramics and learning.
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On the whole then, except for
data base from which we have been
be conceptually valig. wifhin the
theory and research, the modeling

conceptual framework that is both

certain deficiencies in the
working, the model appears to
specified context of available
procedure has given rise to a

interrally and externally

consistent, and relatively complete.

Toward Empirical Evaluation

To validate the model empiri
examination of the extent to which
events and processes within the 1la
a useful basis for the derivation
interventions. The limited focus o
a detailed examination of the nmode
will outline some potential method

accomplished.

Perhaps the most obvious stra

cally would eﬁtail an

it accurately reflects actual
boratory context and provides
and formulation of effective

f this thesis does not permit
1 in *his respect; hovwever we

s through which this could be

tegy for this type of"

evaluation would bhe to set up laboratory programs based on the

model, to have trainers follow the
various interventions, and then to
rrocess. ¥hile this approach might

assessment of the model, it raises

given guidelines to generate
measure the outcomes of this
very well provide an

a number of ethical questions

concerning experimentation with human subjects. If the model

were inaccurate and inappropriate,

negative effects on the participan
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A number of other strategies are available however which,
although not as conclusive, would provide provide a basis for
preliminary evaluation befofe engaging actual human subjects.
One approach, for example, would be to take documented cases of
laboratory activities ard interventions and determine whether or
not the model is useful in providing a coherent analysis of
+hese. Since one of the major purposes of the model is to
provide conceptual linkages between theory and actual practice,
this approach would help to assess the ccherence and
completeness of these links. Such examples as that provided in
Chapter Six to illustrate an intervention planning procedure
might serve this purpose.

Another approach might be to devise a set of observation
categories based on the model, which, at least theoretically,
would provide a complete and accurate means of characterizing
intervention behavior. If the model did in fact provide a
meaningful conceptual link between theory and methecds of
practice, we could expect high levels of agreemenf and
correspondence among several observers using such categories to
analyse specific interventions. Sigrificant disagreements would
indicate that the derived categories are insufficient %o
describe the given behavio:, or that *the distinctions made in
+the model do not accurately capture salient aspects of
intervention. In either case the validity of the model would be

called into gquestior.

238



A final means of testing the model empirically would be to
rovide experienced trainers with hypothetical group situvations
and ask them to devise appropriate interventions on the basis of

the model. RAgain, if the model were useful as a means of
relating theory to practice, we would expect agreement and
correspondence among several trainers or this task. Of course
the specific behavioral tactics would be expected to vary from
trainer to *rainer in such a case as a result of individual
style preferences, but on the whole, we should expect that the
gereral functions served, and more importantly, the rationale
given for particular interventions should be relatively
consistent. Strong disagreements would again tend to negate the
validity of %the model.

None of these methods would be capable of providing
conclusive verification; however each would help tc support the
overall consistency of the model in terms of actual intervention
practices in the laboratory context. Sirnce the'development of
the model has drawn upon typical laboratory practice as one of
its principal underlying components, and appears to be |

conceptually valid, one might expect that many of these tests

would show positive results. Until such examinations have been
conducted however, the model remains hypothetical and open to

empirical test.
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Conclusion

Although we canno* draw any firm conclusions concerning
the specific intervention guidelines'suggested by the model, it
may be useful to comment on the value of the general method of
‘model-building that we have used. We set out initially to
explore the problem of developing a conceptual framework that
would serve to bridge theory and practice in the area of
laboratory education. A particular model-building methodology
was suggested as a means of accomplishing this, and we have
focused our atterntion on the actual construction of an
"intervention model!' according to this framework. Let us review
what has been accomplished in pursuing this approach.

The first stage of model construc*ion required that ve
reformnlate current theory and research in the area of group
dynamics in a way that would specifically address the laboratory
context. In doirng this we were abie to not only pull together
various theoretical accounts of group functioning into a single
model, but to incorporate into that nodel a Significant amount
of recent research which has not yet been fully integrated into
current theory. The structure of group theory we have developed
here, although it is specific to only one context, thus
rTepresents a significant synthesis of material which has
previously beern diffuse and unconnected. In itself, this
synthesis fulfills a number of important theoretical

regquirements for the effective application of group theory.
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The second stage of model development undertaken here 1is
perhaps the key component of the model and the locus of the most
important accomplishments of this thesis. It is here that we
have been able to make explicit a nurber of relationships
between the factors and processes affecting group functioning
and the particular process of learning provided by laboratory
programs. The overall parallel drawn between learning processes
and the various stages of group development provides a major
conceptual link between these two phenomena and is a sigrificant
addition *o both theory and practice. 0One could not say that

this thesis has discovered these relationships, for group

practitioners have been applying these connections for years;
the purpose of this work has been to clarify those
relationships, to make them explicit, and to place them within a
coherent conceptual system. On this basis the practitioner can
better understand the effectiveness of particular interventions,
can conceptually evaluate trainer behavior, and perhaps can
invent new forms of actior for this context. In tﬂis way some of
our principal gcals in bridging theory and practice are met in
this second stage of model development.

The firal component of the model, the specification of
particular guidelines for practitiorner action, is essentially an
extension of the relationships explicated earlier. The value of
this part of the model lies not so much in %the particular

reccnhmendations made, although for some *rainers these might
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present significant new ideas, but in demonstrating that the
model does in fact lead to specification of particular
strategies for trainer intervention and that these are
consistent with current methods of practice. The fact that we
are able to draw such imrlicatiorns from the model is an
important test of the viability of the modeling method in use,
and shows that this method does in fact fulfill the reguirements
that it was to address.

It is apparent then, that within the context of laboratory
education, the procedure we have used to construct our
intervention model has been successful in providing the kind of
conceptuwal bridge we set out *o build. By following this
procedure we have been able to forrulate a framework which
explicitly links group theory and laboratory practice and thus
ful€ills scme of the principal conceptual needs of the
laboratory practitioner. Rlthough the specific intervention
guidelines we have drawn remairn to be empirically tested, the
conceptunal consistency apparent in the model aé a whole suggests
that this procedure is useful in providing a coherent system of
connections be*ween pure theory and its application in this
field - bringing together, in effec*, the science of group
theory and the art of laboratory practice.

With the value of this modeling procedure tentatively
established ir the context of laboratory education, it is

interesting to speculate about additional applications in other
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fields. Since the overall procedure was derived originally from
education, and our own model-building has been in an area that
could be viewed as education in a broader sense, other teaching
contexts are an immediate possibility for additional
appliéations. Here, one would be drawing on a different, and
perbaps brocader field of theory and research, and would be
concerned with a somewhat different process of learning and
change. Nonetheless, with appropriate attention %o these
differences, a similar model could be formulated *o0 act as a
bridge Ltetween educational *theory and teaching practices, and so
to fulfill the conceptual needs of the instructor.

One can easily imagine additional models in still other
fields - in psychotherapy, for example, or social work, or
organizational consulting, all of which are 'educational' in the
sense suggested earlier. In each particular case the essential
steps outlined by the overall framework could provide a basis
for conceptually linking the theories used to explairn relevant
phenomena and the practices used to implement chanée in those
phenomena. Practitioners in each field could in turn benefit
from the provision of an integrated framework and perhaps might
devise more appropriate and more effective metheds of practice.
While it is unlikely that the current modeling procedure could
adequately address all applied social science fields, it could
be potentially valuable for bridging theory arnd practice in a

variety of fields which utilize direct practitioner intervention
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to affect some form of education in specific clients.
On a more abstract level however, one might also envision

the possibility of formulating a general theory of intervention

which would provide for an even broader range of applied social
sciences what the present model does for laboratory education.
If it were possible to identifz the characteristics of
intervention in general - perhaps in the form of factors and
processes affecting interaction and relationships between
intervenor and client in any particular case - major advances
might be possible in severél aspects of social theory and
practice. The integration of theory and practice at this
abstract level could have significant potential for ameliorating
several problems curren*ly facing these areas. The tremendous
economic and human costs of poorly formulated social progranms
for example might be significantly reduced if more appropriate
reans of devising such programs were available. Although by no
means a panacea, such a development could have_major
implications for improving the effectiveness of aprlied social
science as a whcle, and making more produc*ive use of our
theoretical knowledge.

In sup then, to use a metaphor we introduced earlier, the
modeling me*hod we have explored here aprears to be a useful
means of bridging communication gaps between the pure theorist
and the practitioner of applied social science. Whether or not

this helps to improve either theory or practice remains to be
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seen. Our work has been *o open the channel; whether or not the
channel works efficiently or is used to capacity remains an open

gquestion.
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