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Group Dynamics and Personality Dynamics 

Sonald L i p p i t t , 
Research Center f o r Group Dynamics 

As you have viewed the accelerated development of research and 
theory i n social psychology during recent years, I imagine many of you have 
raised the question as to whether f r u i t f u l research can be carried out and 
whether important conceptual tools and applied techniques can be forged through 
studies of interpersonal relations and group behavior V i h i c h tend to neglect 
more or less completely the dynamics of personality structure and functioning* 
I "believe t h i s i s a very ir/tportant question which needs to be examined by the 
philosopher of science, the research s c i e n t i s t , and the practicing therapist 
or educator.' In-the b r i e f period ̂ e have, I would l i k e to discuss several 
aspects of the question both as a s c i e n t i f i c problem and as a problem having 
implications f o r the therapeutic and educational practitioner, 

A_ two f o l d task for_ s c i e n t i f i c understanding and fo r therapy 

I believe t h a t both the s c i e n t i s t and the therapeutic pra c t i t i o n e r 
may have one or both of two objectives: 

1* He TQ£iy have the objective of understanding and predicting 
or influencing the behavior of the in d i v i d u a l as he l i v e s i n , acts on, and 
adjusts to his personal and social environment. 

2. He fflay have the objective of understanding and predicting 
or influencing the behavior of tho group as i t functions as a problem-solving 
u n i t , interacting with and adjusting to i t s environment of other persons, 
groups, and economic., p o l i t i c a l , and tochn-jlogica! structures* 

No matter which of these two "targets" for understanding and influence 
we have, the determinants of behavior are manifold and have t h e i r sources 
to some degree i n the intrapsychic forces of personality dynamics, and i n the 
forces of interpersonal interactions, and i n the relationship of the member 
to the group, and i n the properties of the rroup as a whole, and i n the rela
tionship of the group to i t s larger c u l t u r a l , economic, and p o l i t i c a l environ
ment. When we are focused on the behavior of a specific individual we face 
'the- question of how much of the dynamic f i e l d of determining factors i s located 
"inside the skin" of the person and hoiv much of the determination actually 
derives from external forces such as the relationship to the group, the charac
t e r i s t i c s of the groups of w.-iich the person i s a member, the power position 
of the person as i t i s determined by his position i n the class structure, e t c 
".'hen we are focused on the behavior of a specific group we face t h 3 equally 
important question of ho\7 much of the behavior of the group can be understood 
and predicted i n terms of the properties of group structure end .functioning 
and the nature of the roup a c t i v i t y , and hov; much of the group bohvior deter
mination must be discovered through an analysis of the personality dynamics 
of the individuals making up the group. At the present time the research 
i n the f i e l d of group dynamics i s focused both on the behavior of groups as 
groups and also on the determinants of individual behavior and adjustment which 
derive from simultaneous membership i n groups making c o n f l i c t i n g demands^ 



S u f f i c i e n t research has row been completed to make it.seem clear to us that 
there i s a vast area of f r u i t f u l research and theorising to be carried through 
here without becoming involved i n the specific complexities of personality 
structure and functioning. However, our strong interest I n the integration of 
the social sciences and i n applied social science makes i t of great interest 
to us to t r y also to watch continuously f o r the points i n research and theory 
where group behavior theory ani group membership theory comes into necessary 
relationship with personality theory. Locating these points more precisely 
w i l l a id greatly i n ensuring f r u i t f u l i n t e r - d i s c i p l i n a r y research and th e o r i 
zing. Certainly much exciting collaborative research and theory development 
can be anticipated during.the next few years* 

Some current emphases i n group dynamics research 

Before focusing more f u l l y on one or two i l l u s t r a t i o n s of current 
research i n order to examine the question raised at the beginning of these 
remarks, I would l i k e t o indicate b r i e f l y the types of phenomena and problems 
which are currently being investigated i n the f i e l d of group dynamics. These 
i l l u s t r a t i o n s come from the f i v e research programs of the Hesearch Center f o r 
Group jvnand.es at the University of Michigan and from other research centers 
such as the Laboratory f o r Human ̂ -ynamics at the university of Chicago, the 
Social delations Laboratories at Harvard and the University of Minnesota, 
the Hunan delations itesearch Center of flew York University, and the Conference 
Research Program at the University of Michigan. 

Some samples of group phenomena under investigation are the following 

1. How tho cohesiveness of the group determines the type and amount 
of influence which the group exerts on i t s members. 

2. How thetype of group task determines patterns of competition 
and cooperation between members. 

3> How the presence or absence of certain roles i n the group 
influences the degree of eff i c i e n c y of group problem solving* 

a. How inadequacies of communications determine distorted i n t e r -
member and inter-group perceptions and attitudes. 

2. HOT/ p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n a group ie c l s i o n determines changes i n 
member attitudes and behavior. 

6. The ways i n wnich groups r e s i s t attempts to change t h e i r v^ays of 
functioning. 

7. The conditions under which there i s or is not a contagious 
spread of ideas and behaviors through a group. 

8. Determinants of high and low influence positions i n the group 
structure. 
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A variety of other stadias are focused on the analysis of individual 
behavior as i t i s determined by the relationship of the person to the group 
and to other members. The following types of analysis have been made or are 
being made i n a sample of studies: 

1. The extent to which an individual's attempt to influence other 
persons i s determined by his perception of his own position i n the group structure. 

2. The extent to which a person*s acceptance or r e j e c t i o n of 
influence from others i s determined by one !s perception of power of the other 
person. 

3. The ways i n which influence patterns are determined by the nature 
of the interpersonal relationship. 

U. The extent t o which a person's experience of spontaneous 
c r e a t i v i t y i s determined by his perception of his acceptance by the group • 

5- The relationship bstween one's s e n s i t i v i t y to social s t i m u l i 
and the strength of one's need to belong to a group. 

Unlike the t y p i c a l social psychological or sociological projects 
of f i v e or ten years ago, most of these current projects involve controlled 
quantitative observation and experimental manipulation — varying some p a r t i 
cular aspect of the social s i t u a t i o n i n a planned way while c o n t r o l l i n g other 
aspects, and comparing the results with other groups where no experimental 
variable i s introduced. These studies involve both laboratory experiments 
i n such f a c i l i t e s as an experimental club room f o r children with one way 
observation,, and also controlled f i e l d experiments i n such settings as the 
factory, the summer camp, the housing project, and leadership t r a i n i n g work shops* 

Although the experimental method i s now being widely used i n the 
study of human behavior, including group behavior, a great many doubts have 
been expressei as to whether experimentation w i l l prove to be as helpful i n 
the solving of human problems as i t has been i n the solving of physical 
engineering problems of dealing w i t h the physical universe. ?ri xperiraents 
are too a r t i f i c i a l ^ they can't actually create and study the kind of prob
lems we are Tjost interested i n " i s a frequent observation* I t has become 
evident to us that, j u s t as i n physics, any good experiment must be a r t i 
f i c i a l i n the sense of being d i f f e r e n t from each and every unique social 
s i t u a t i o n going on i n " r e a l l i f e " . Only by pushing more deeply to t r y to 
single out some one or few basic common characteristics of a l l , or a rreat 
number, of these "real l i f e " social situations f o r intensive analysis can 
an experiment hope t o provide new understan lings of general principles of 
i n d i v i d u a l and group behavior. I n another sense the experiment must be pre
vented from being " a r t i f i c i a l " . The experiment must create situations where 
individuals or groups are carrying out a c t i v i t i e s which are important and 
•worthwhile — where h o s t i l i t i e s , f r u s t r a t i o n s , and affections exist with 
" r e a l l i f e " i n t e n s i t y , ^o our t y p i c a l task i n t r y i n g to study a p a r t i c u l a r 
hypothesis about the dynamics of group behavior, or of individual behavior 
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as influenced by the group, i s to figure out an a perimental situ a t i o n which 
w i l l be adequately a r t i f i c i a l i n singling out one or a few basic common factors 
of many real l i f e situations to isolate and study, while holding constant 
many other factors which would be influencing what happens i n any p a r t i c u l a r 
r e a l l i f e phenomenon; but at the same time being sure that we create situations 
which are " r e a l " I n the i n t e n s i t y w i t h ?/hich l i f e i s l i v e d i n these experimental 
situations. One other important aspect of current research methodology should 
be pointed t o , I think- This i s the current recognition of the importance of 
careful c a l i b r a t i o n of the human observer or interviewer as a measuring i n s t r u -
mento Itlethodological research on the t r a i n i n g of observers and interviewers 
i s throwing l i g h t on viays i n which we can measure more and more complex 
aspects of social phenomena with higher degrees of r e l i a b i l i t y and v a l i d i t y 
of q u a n tification, and also throwing l i g h t on the i m p o s s i b i l i t y of doing 
competent research w i t h t y p i c a l impressionistic record keeping procedure*. 

Two i l l u s t r a t i o n s from current research 

Now I would l i k e to look more concretely at the type of contribution 
which research i n group dynamics can make to our common task of individual 
and social change without taking personality dynamics as the central framework 
f o r research analysis. I would l i k e to use two i l l u s t r a t i o n s from current 
research, one from research which i s focused on a group phenomenon and i t s 
determinants, and the other which i s focused on individual behavior and i t s 
group determinants. 

I l l u s t r a t i o n one: the functioning of group standards 

Personal experiences or c l i n i c a l observations would lead most of us 
to assume that one of the ways i n which groupfs d i f f e r from each other i s i n 
the nature of the standards or codes which a pa r t i c u l a r group sets up to 
guide and r e s t r i c t the behavior of i t s mem'oor3. On the other hand there 
has been very l i t t l e actural research which has measured the nature of group 
standards and has studied the way i n which these standards are formed and 
maintained and actually operate to e f f e c t the behavior of group members. 
A recent study by Kestinger, Schachter, and Back"1 i n a housing project has 
revealed some interesting facts about the determinants of group standards. 
I n discussing the findings of t h i s study, we w i l l be defining a group standard 
as a force or influence on the group member toward behaving or thinking or 
fee l i n g i n a p a r t i c u l a r way or avoiding a pa r t i c u l a r behavior, and where this 
influence comes from i n the group (rather than p a r a l l e l influences from the 
environment on a l l members), Vfe w i l l have to distinguish between uniformities 
of member behavior which are related to the influence of a group standard 
and uniformities of member behavior which might r e s u l t from other causes such 
as a common stimulation from the environment, etc. The 100 families of the 
Viestgate Housing Project were housed i n nine courts of single dwelling units* 
They were families of university veteran students and represented a remarkably 
homogeneous population with no discoverable differences i n the characteristics 
of the residents of one court as compared to another* They had moved i n at 

Social pressures I n informal groups: A study of a housing project: 
Mew York; Harpers, 1950. 



approximately the same time and the assignment of houses to p a r t i c u l a r families 
had not been made on any kind of a selective basis. I n spite of t h i s and 
other types of homogeneity, an interview study revealed that differences 
between the courts existed to a rather marked degree on opinions and a c t i v i t i e s 
concerning p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the Weatgate Tenants Organization or neighborhood 
council. Representation on the council was on the basis of co.urts and called 
f o r action from each court* ôroe courts supported the organization, others 
were overtly h o s t i l e , while others were quite i n d i f f e r e n t . I t seemed worth
while to t r y to discover whether these differences among the courts might 
be related to differences i n type and strength of group standards 0 Interviews 
i n a l l 100 of the households four months a f t e r the organization of the -.v;stgate 
council made i t possible t o cla s s i f y a l l residents as either favoraVAa or 
unfavorable i n attitude toward the council and as either active or inactive 
i n t h e i r actual p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n council a c t i v i t i e s * I t was possible to charac
t e r i z e each court as predominantly favorable-active or favorable-inactive or 
unfavorable-inactive* Once the predominant pattern f o r a court was located* 
the number of people i n the court who conformed to or deviated from the court 
pattern could be computed so that i t was possible to determine whether courts 
showed any important degree of homogene' t y w i t h i n courts as compared to 
among courts and whether t h i s homogeneity could be attr i b u t e d to the existence 
of group standards. Analysis indicated that f i v e of the courts showed a 
favorable-active pattern, one court a favorable-inactive pattern, and three 
courts an unfavorable-inactive pattern*. Not only did these Aide differences 
e x i s t among the courts, but there was a high r e l a t i v e degree of homogeneity 
w i t h i n courts indicated by the small proportion of deviates from the court 
a t t i t u d e and a c t i v i t y pattern. There were obviously opposing, subrgroups w i t h i n 
the hous:ng project with regard to both a t t i t u d e and a c t i v i t y . The i n v e s t i 
gators f e l t it.was reasonable to suspect that court standards were operating, 
but they could not f e e l very secure about t h i s u n t i l they could f i n d some 
explanation of why d i f f e r e n t courts each composed of the same kinds of people 
i n the same kinds of circumstances had reacted so d i f f e r e n t l y from each other 
toward the neighborhood organization. As a next step i n revealing the dynamics 
of t h i s s i t u a t i o n , the investigators hypothesized that i n order to be able to 
create and maintain group standards, a group must have power ever i t s members« 
This power of the group to influence i t s members has beenassumad to r e f l e c t 
the amount of group cohesiveness i n t h i s study. I f the group uses t h i s power 
to make the members think and act i n a par t i c u l a r way, i . e . , to behave i n terms 
of. group standards, then the homogeneity of the att i t u d e and a c t i v i t y patterns 
of a p a r t i c u l a r court should be related to the degree of cohesiveness of the 
group. I f , therefore, a relationship v/as found to exist between the degree 
of cohesivenesB and the amount of homogeneity of the behavior pattern of 
members, then i t would be a further i n d i c a t i o n of the existence of group 
standards and also would give us insight i n t o an important determinant of 
group standards. One way of measuring the power of a group over i t s members 
(and i t s cohesiveness) i s to measure the desire of the members to stay i n the 
group, that i s , the attractiveness of the group f o r the members* I f a person 
wants to stay i n a Troup very much, he w i l l be susceptible to influences 
coming from the group and w i l l be w i l l i n g t o conform to the rulos which the 
group 3ets up. The sociometric questionnaire used i n the housing p r o j e c t made 
I t possible t o determine the extent to which the residents of a particular 
court chose t h e i r friends w i t h i n the court a3 compared t o d i r e c t i n g t h e i r 
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choices outside. The hypothesis that high group cohosiveness wo -Id determine 
ef f e c t i v e group standard;, woald suggest that the higher the percentage of 
in-group choices, the lower shoul i be the number of deviates i n attitude or 
a c t i v i t y w i thin a p a r t i c u l a r court* This hypothesis was upheld by a correla
t i o n of -„!?3o The investigators were d i s s a t i s f i e d , however, with t h e i r 
measure of group cohesiveness. The measure seemed to lack precision as a 
genuine group concept* The major uncertainty lay i n the i n a b i l i t y to d i s t i n 
guish between the cohesiveness of the whole group and the cohesiveness of 
sub~groups within the group, ^or example, a group of eight people a l l making 
choices w i t h i n the group might not have high cohesiveness as a t o t a l group. 
As an extreme i l l u s t r a t i o n , there conceivable might be two sub-groups of four 
people each, every member within each sub-group choosing every other member 
but without any choices at a l l between the sub-groups. I n t h i s case, each 
of the sub-groups may have great cohesiveness but the cohesiveness of the 
group as a whole would be quite low. This eff e c t of tendencies toward sub
group formation was taken in t o account by correcting f o r the number of mutual 
choices which occurred. M t h t h i s correction the correlation between degree 
of group cohesiveness and amount of deviation from court standards went up from 
-.53 t o -.7U. I t seems p r e t t y clear from this and other checks that the 
investigators were actually measuring the existence and strength of group 
standards as determiners of member behavior and had discovered one of the 
important determinants of the strength of group standards i n a second group 
phenomenon, group cohesiveness* 

I imagine your c u r i o s i t y follows that of the investigators i n 
r a i s i n g the question as to why certain individuals seem to be able to r e s i s t 
the influence of the group and why certain groups nave the power to develop 
and maintain group standards to a higher degree than other groups. From 
t h e i r f i e l d observations the investigators postulated that there were pro
bably at least three conditions conducive to deviancy of members from the 
group standard and lowered group cohesiveness. 

1. J?irst o f a l l there might not be s u f f i c i e n t communication be
tween the p a r t i c u l a r member and others i n the group* Under these conditions, 
the member might not learn of the existence of a p a r t i c u l a r group standard, 
and pressures from the group might not be brought t o bear on the member. 
For example, Mr. and Mr3* Z i n M i l l e r court, remarked "We don't have much 
time f o r things l i k e the tenants 5 organization and haven't had anything t o 
do with i t e Some are active and others aren't. There aren't any p a r t i c u l a r 
people we are p a r t i c u l a r l y f r i e n d l y with. Everyone i s i n the same boat, 
though^ and people are generally f r i e n d l y * I t ' s been very nice l i v i n g here 
and people are nice, too. Vie l i v e on the corner, though, and seem to be 
l e f t out of a l o t of things becsu.se of that." 

2. Another condition would be that the influence of some other 
group to which the person belongs may be stronger than the influence which 
the court group i s able to exert* Under these conditions, the person who 
appears as a deviate I s a deviate only because we are measuring him as a member 
of t h i s p a r t i c u l a r group. He may not deviate with respect to some other group 
t o which he actually feels that he belongs and i n which he i s a conformer-
For example, Mr. and Mrs. M* i n Carson court said "We think the organisation 
i s f i n e and Mrs. M. i s the chairman of the Social Committee which i s holding 
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i t s firs>t big event tomorrow night. I don't see much of the others i n this 
court. My real friends are i n the next court, over there, i n T0lman court. 
*here arc only two people l i v i n g i n t h i s court that do anything f o r the or
ganization. I t ' s generally understood that the others have di f f e r e n t ( i n t e r e s t s > 
Ahe people i n folraan court are more active. Car3on court people aren t as so
ciable as people i n Tolman court*" 

3. A t h i r d condition may be t h a t the group may not be s u f f i c i e n t l y 
a t t r a c t i v e to the irtamber even though he i s not a c t i v e ^ a member of other 
group3. Under these conditions the influence which the group can exert w i l l 
be r e l a t i v e l y weak and w i l l be unable to overcome personal considerations 
which may happen to be contrary to the group standard* For example, Mr. and 
Mrs* if. i n " i l l i a m s court remark "We don t have any opinion at a l l about the 
organisation* Vie're had jnes f o r you to interview, iVe have no nead f o r an 
organization because we're pretty happy at home, "Se're s o c i a l l y s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t * 
Others i n the court f e l t i t was wonderful and they discovered many that f e l t 
that way. .Ye have friends In t h i s and other courts, but our main interests 
are i n the home*" 

I n analyzing the f i r s t hypothesis, "the non-communication hypo
thesis", the investigators found that the t h i r t y s i x deviates reported 
considerably less communication with other residents i n t h e i r court than did 
the s i x t y four conformers. On checking, the investigators also found that 
the deviates hai less communication with persons i n other courts as well as 
i n their own court. A special study was made of the ten families whose houses 
faced on the street running through the project rather than i n toward the court
yard areas. I t aas found that seven of these ten residents were deviates and 
that t h e i r r e l a t i v e l y small degree of geographical i s o l a t i o n resulted i n t h e i r 
recei ing and giving only one t h i r d as many sociometric choices as was true 
of others i n the courts. The importance of r e l a t i v e l y small degrees of ecolo
g i c a l i s o l a t i o n i n determining non-coirrnunicatlon and lack of adherence to 
group standards has been confirmed i n two other studies i n apartment type 
dwelling situations. Many of the deviates, however, did not have the disadvan
tage of being corner house dwellers* They had no physical barriers to commu
nication. The second type of analysis showed that s i g n i f i c a n t l y more of the 
non-physically isolated deviates had t h e i r major social l i f e centered mainly 
i n groups outside of the housing project, a s contrasted to a comparable group 
of non-deviates* 

I n experimental laboratory studies which have tested c e r t a i n hypotheses 
growing out of t h i s f i e l d study Schachter 2 has revealed the tendency of groups 
with high cohesiveness to be more active i n the rejection of deviates than 
groups of lower cohesiveness and Back^ has shown that i n groups ivith higher 
cohesiveness, the members are more active i n th e i r attempts to influence each 
other and there i s a greater t o t a l amount of change or acceptance of these 
influence attempts between members* Other experiments testing other related 
hypotheses are i n progress at the present tin©* 

2~B Deviation, rejection and communication- Ann Arbor: University of Michigan 
Library, Ph. D„ thesis, 1950. 

3. The exertion of influence through social communication^ Cambridge: 
MIT Library, 19lj9* 
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<'here i n these experiments have the investigators arrived at a 
point of needing a more thorough analysis of individual dynamics i n order to 
achieve a more adequate interpretation of the phenomena under investigation 
by them? x h i s seems to me to be a question which we must ask frequently i f 
we are to discover the points at which we can hope f o r the most f r u i t f u l 
and motivated collaboration between researchers i n group dynamics and students 
of personality dynamics. I n the study j u s t reported, i t seems to me the 
investigators came to such points as the following: 

1* Efaere were families i n unfavorable ecological positions i n their 
neighborhoods who were not isolates i n t h e i r social communication and i n t h e i r 
conformity to the standards of the group. »hat characteristics did these 
persons have which enabled them to overcome the r e s t r a i n i n g forces to social 
relations i n t h i s s i t u a t i o n "< 

2. Also, some persons were discovered i n most courts who were de
viates but who had favorable communication locations and who had no c o n f l i c t 
ing l o y a l t i e s due to membership i n other groups. They j u s t seamed t o be 
encapsulated i n t h e i r social relations w i t h i n the court and outside the court 
and to show no evidence of a need to belong to the group. 2'hy should they 
have t h i s low group belongingness need? 

Vie seem to be i n need of systematic theorizing i n the f i e l d of 
personality dynamics on the determinants of need to belong to the group and the 
determinants of high levels of i n i t i a t i v e i n overcoming barriers to the estab
lishment and maintenance of social communication. I'm not sure whether these 
w i l l seem l i k e very important theoretical and p r a c t i c a l issues to those of you 
who are pioneering i n the f i e l d of personality dynamics., A l l I can report 
i s that problems of the personality variables related to non-participation, 
non-communication, ani need to belong to a group arc points where we have 
found I t important to seek f o r additional explanatory data from t a r s o n a l l t y 
dynamics* 

tie must trove on to our second i l l u s t r a t i o n . 

I l l u s t r a t i o n two: changes i n individual behavior as determined 
by group variables* 

I n our f i r s t i l l u s t r a t i o n we summarised an investigation of the 
group phenomena of group standards and group cohesiveness and Indicated ways 
i n which such inoUvlduai' behavioral determinants as membership i n more than 
one group, and communication-isolation had to be reckoned with as important 
determinants of these group phenomena,, I n the second i l l u s t r a t i o n I would 
l i k e to take an example of an i n d i v i d u a l behavior phenomenon and look at some 
of the determinants which seem to be located i n the group situation* Certainly 
a very common problem f o r many of us i s the problems of stimulating change 
i n i n d i v i d u a l behavior to7fard more effective functioning as the r e s u l t of 
t r a i n i n g or therapeutic a c t i v i t i e s on our part. I wo>ild l i k e t o review 
some of the findings of recent research on certain group determinants of i n d i 
vidual change or non-change i n such situations* I n one study ^ t h i r t y four 
community leaders had t h e i r attitudes and behavior measured before and after 

lu L i p p i t t , ftonald. Training i n Community ^elation.i. New York: Harpers,"193? 
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an intensive two-week work shop which emphasized human relations diagnosis 
and s k i l l s , Figure I summarises soma of the findings on work shop effects 
at the time of the follow-up study six months af t e r the t r a i n i n g period. 
This figure .summarizes the 3 e l f observations of the t h i r t y four trainees and 
the observations by s i x t y two comnrunity co-workers who collaborated as re
search observers. \e found a s i g n i f i c a n t change i n the average le v e l of 
leadership a c t i v i t y per delegate and a general Increase i n perception of own 
power to take actions which would have significance f o r community welfare* 
Our primary interest, however, was i n t r y i n g to discover some of the reasons 
why certain leaders showed r e l a t i v e l y l i t t l e change and others showed fireat 
changes i n behavior and a t t i t u d e . Our research design was set up with the 
hope of c l a r i f y i n g certain aspects of t h i s question-

One hypothesis we had was that the power position of the leader i n 
the community would have an important relationship to the extent to which 
he accepted and u t i l i s e d his t r a i n i n g , as. i t would be revealed by changes i n 
leadership behavior* To test t h i s hypothesis, leaders of d i f f e r i n g porcer 
position or "influence p o t e n t i a l " were recruited from a number of d i f f e r e n t 
communities. An "influence p o t e n t i a l " index, was computed f o r each leader 
from pre-workshon data concerning his po s i t i o n i n the hierarchy of his community 
organisation, the position of that organization i n the community structure, 
and -the number of d i f f e r e n t i n f l u e n t i a l positions which the p a r t i c u l a r person 
held i n the community* Figure 2 indicates that community power position 
was a s i g n i f i c a n t variable i n determining the e f f e c t of the workshop on tne 
a c t i v i t y level of the community leaders. During the t r a i n i n g period the 
trainers observed that those i n high power positions i n t h e i r community struc
tures seemed to have either a high readiness to accept the t r a i n i n g or t o 
show a very strong resistance, one or the other* An interesting confirmation 
of t h i s observation comes from the self-observations of the trainees as to 
t h e i r own change as the r e s u l t of the workshop, ^ i x t y s i x percent of the 
(high power influence) trainees perceived themselves as among the most changed, 
while the other t h i r t y three percent perceived themselves among the least 
changed. Hone of them f e l l i n the medium change category which included 
f i f t y percent of the medium power and f i f t y percent of the low power trainees* 
I t would seem then, that objective rower position i n the social structure 
resulted i n a perception of own power to act which i n turn «as reflected 
i n a readiness to accept new learnings which implied changes of behavior i n 
the community or was r e f l e c t e d i n strength to r e s i s t t h i s t r a i n i n g influence 
i f i t seemed undesirable f o r some reason* Also, with the same amount of 
reeducation those i n more favorable power positions were able to change t h e i r 
behavior more s i g n i f i c a n t l y i n the coirmunity arena. 

A second hypothesis waich we had was that the individual leader I s 
too small a unit of social structure to successfully create inovabions i n 
the co'mnunity pattern and t o stand up "under the coramunity pressures and 
fr u s t r a t i o n s which tend to block e f f o r t s at social change• For many types 
of change i n individual behavior the person i s not the appropriate u n i t of 
therapy or re-education. Our hypothesis was that much greater e f f e c t would 
follow and would be maintained i f teams of three or four or mora leaders from 
the same community were trained to work together and to support each other* 
To test t h i s hypothesis teams of six community leaders wars recruited from 
four communities which had roughly comparable problems of inter-group tension 
and community pathology and single community leaders were recruited from other 
communities* ^hese singleton leaders were comparable i n power position to 
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the most i n f l u e n t i a l persons I n the four community teams. The teams and the 
individuals received the same t r a i n i n g program during the two week period and 
showed comparable acceptance of and resistance to the program during that 
period, as f a r as could be ascertained from the observations of the trainers. 
During t h i s period two of the community teams were judged to have developed 
a very cohesive team structure while the other two teams were judged to have 
developed a r e l a t i v e l y weak cohesiveness* Figure 3 indicates the amount of 
change i n leadership pattern discovered s i x months a f t e r the training i n s t i t u t e . 
The average member of the strong teams showed a s i g n i f i c a n t l y greater increase 
i n leadership score than the average member of the weak teams which in t u r n 
had a s i g n i f i c a n t l y higher increase than the average isolated leader« The 
question had. been raised during the workshop period as to whether the develop
ment of cohesive teams might res u l t i n an increase i n iependerice of the i n d i 
vidual team members i n i n i t i a t i n g a c t i v i t i e s on t h e i r own i n the community 
structure. The data revealed that although members of cohesive teams c o l l a 
borated more frequently i n the i n i t i a t i o n of new a c t i v i t i e s than i n less 
cohesive teams, they also i n i t i a t e d new a c t i v i t i e s on t h e i r own as frequently 
as members of the less cohesive teams and the community isolates. 1 am sorry 
we do not have time i n t h i s b r i e f presentation to discuss the growing amount of 
evidence from other studies concerning the importance of the supportive face-
to-face group or even larger units of social structure as the units of training 
or therapy rather than primarily focusing on the ind i v i d u a l . 

Let's pause i n t h i s summary to ask, where i n t h i s type of research 
have we come up against problems of in t e r p r e t a t i o n requiring extension of our 
analysis i n t o the f i e l d of personality dynamics to get more adequate understand
ing of the t o t a l f i e l d of forces determining change i n individual, behavior? 
Here are some of the points as I have observed them: 

1. Why did certain persons i n high power positions show the strongest 
resistance to personal change while others showed the greatest openness to 
change? 

2. Why did certain persons show marked changes i n t h e i r attitudes 
and intentions but l i t t l e change i n behavior pattern while i n other persons 
there seemed to be a close communication between changed intentions and behavior 
change? 

3° "hy did certain of the community leaders, i n fact most of them, 
show a strong need to belong to the tra i n i n g group and to accept influence 
from the group standards ab^ut the learning s i t u a t i o n , whereas a minority 
were able to r e s i s t t h i s group influence and gave evidence of no strong need 
to be accepted by the group? 

1*. There seems to be growing evidence that perception of s e l f , 
p a r t i c u l a r l y perception of own power to act, seems to be a highly important 
variable i n determining the extent to which a person w i l l attempt to influence 
others and accept influence from others* Vtfhat are some of the important 
determinants of this type of s e l f perception and determinants of the extent 
t o which i t i s distorted or r e a l i s t i c ? 

Again I would be curious to know whether these problems are important 
ones from the point of view of the theorist of personality dynamics? 1o date, 
I n o ;r projects we have been r e l a t i v e l y unsuccessful In attempting to leap from 
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personality t o s t analyses to social behavior i n the group s i t u a t i o n . The 
results have been very disappointing and we are inclined to believe that a 
large area-of intervening personality variables related to social functional 
personality w i l l have to be measured and conceptualized before we are able to 
close many of the exciting gaps between our understanding of group dynamic 
determinants of behavior and intra-psychic determinants of behavior» I would 
c e r t a i n l y be eager to hear the thinking of some of you here today on t h i s point* 
( I am inclined to agree with Dr, Ackcrman th a t research on the social and 
inner-personal determinant of social role w i l l prove to be one of the most 
f r u i t f u l areas f o r research i n bridging the gap here.) 

To summarize then, i t does seem clear to us from such explorations 
as the two i l l u s t r a t i o n s reported that i t i s possible to investigate systema
t i c a l l y the ways i n which group properties and the nature of the member-group 
relationship contribute to the determination of group behavior and of i n d i 
vidual behavior. Such investigations i s usually f a c i l i t a t e d by experimentally 
holding "other variables r e l a t i v e l y constant — such as large variations i n 
personality structure (although the e f f e c t of t h i s variable i n r e a l i t y may 
be great) or by selecting situations f o r study" where the group factors 
are emphasised i n t h e i r potency* I n any p a r t i c u l a r educational or therapeutic 
s i t u a t i o n , however, we must face the diagnostic task of discovering and intei*-
p reting the t o t a l range of personality and group and environmental factors 
which may be potent i n a specific problem situations, and we must make some 
judgments concerning the r e l a t i v e importance and " t r e a t a b i l i t y " of these 
variables,, I t may seem to many of ua at f i r s t thought that even though group 
factors may be very important i n determining the problem si t u a t i o n of our 
c l i e n t individuals or groups, s t i l l we must be content to deal l a r g e l y with 
the personality variables that can be effected through active relationship t o 
the i n d i v i d u a l or individuals involved. But here I think we are beginning to 
see many new p o t e n t i a l i t i e s f o r therapeutic and educational practice i n mani
pulating group variables and getting much more satisfactory results than in 
our previous practice which has focused more or less exclusively on personality 
centered variables. I t seems probable to me that as we begin t o recognize 
s c i e n t i f i c a l l y how potent these group centered variables are, we wl 11 become 
more and more motivated to work out i n professional practice more adequate 
techniques f o r gaining access to these variables and working d i r e c t l y with them. 
There are many evidences that t h i s i s already beginning to happen, as I would 
l i k e to i l l u s t r a t e with one f i n a l example? 

Each summer the National Training Laboratory i n Group Development 
works intensively with 100 leaders from labor, industry, government, education, 
and community services* Our diagnostic and t r a i n i n g s t a f f includes psychiatrists, 
c l i n i c a l psychologists, social psychologists, sociologists, anthropologists, 
and s k i l l e d social action practitioners* I n our e f f o r t s t o help these 100 
c l i e n t s to change t h e i r patterns of functioning to more effective ones i n 
t h e i r various l i f e situations we f i n d that certain changes i n o r i e n t a t i o n t o 
themselves and t h e i r own motivational dynamics can be most e f f e c t i v e l y f a c i l i 
tated by porsonal counseling relations with psychiatric personnel. Other 
needed changes i n interpersonal behavior patterns can be best treated by the 
organization of small groups that meet f o r two or three hours a day, using 
t h e i r experience In the group as the c l i n i c a l material for analysis under the 
leadership of trained group psychologists. S t i l l other needed changes i n 
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a c t i o n - s k i l l s and social strategy effectiveness can be treated best by small 
laboratory groups where problems of action are analysed and practiced by the 
use of role-taking techniques under the leadership of social scientists who 
are trained i n social action s k i l l s - S t i l l other personal changes can only 
be stimulated i f the t o t a l 3ub*culture of the c l i e n t i s temporarily altered* 
So we have located the summer laboratory i n a very isolated setting where i t 
i s possible to create a consistent " c u l t u r a l island" where a style of l i f e 
and of c u l t u r a l expectations can develop which w i l l stimulate and support 
personal analysis and change. Leader hip i n t h i s development of a therapeutic 
sub-culture i s taken by applied anthropologists and profess tonal community 
organizers. Ins r e a l i t i e s of organization and community structure are also 
taken into account by having rro3t of the c l i e n t s come i n teams of two or more 
representing t h e i r p a r t i c u l a r settings —» communities, college s t a f f s , hospi
t a l s , agencies, etc. A s t a f f of trained research s c i e n t i s t s carry out a 
vari e t y of research projects at a l l levels of t h i s s ocial therapeutic process* 

I believe i t w i l l take a great d9al of research by therapeutic 
teams l i k e t h i s to discover what combination of environmental, group, and 
personal factors must be worked with i n any particular type of change-problem 
i n order to ensure therapeutic effectiveness* 




