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Group Dynamics and Personality Dynamics

Ronald Lippitt,
Hesearch Center for Group Dynamics

As you have viewsd the acceleratsd developient of research and

theory in social psycaclogy during recent years, I imagine many of you have
raisad the gquestion as to whelher fraitful research can be carried out and
whather important conceptual tools and applied techoiques can be forged throagh
atudies of interpersonsl relations and growp behavior which tend to neplect
more or less completely the dynamies of personality structure and functioning.
I believe this 1s a very important guestion vwhich needs to be examined by the
snilosopher of science, the research scientist, and the practicing therapist
or educator.  In. the brief period we have, I would liks to discuss several
aspacts of the question both as a scisntific problem and as a problem having
implications for the therazeubiec and educational practitionsr.

A two old task for scientific understanding and for therapy

I believe that both the scientist andthe therapoutic practitioner
may have one or both of two objectives:

1. He may have the objective of undar.tanding and prediciing
or influencing the behavier of the individual es he lives im, acts on, and
adjusts to his personal and social envirounmsnt,

2. Be may heva the objective of understanding and pradiciing
or influencing the behavior of the group as it functions as a problem-soiving
unit, interacting vwith and adjusting to its enviroument of othar persoas,
groups, @nd economitc, woliticsl, and technologleal structuras.

No matter which of these two "targets" for understanding and influence
we have, the ieterminants of hehavior are manifold and have thelr sources
to some degree in the intrapsychic foreces of persenality dynamics, and in the
forces of interpzrsenal interactions, and in the relationship of the member
to the group, and in the properties of the iroupy as a whole, and in the rela-
tionship of the group to its larger cultural, economic, &nd polilical environ~
msnt. Then we are focused on the behavior of a specific individual we face
the question of how mucn of the dynamic fileld of determining faciors is located
"inzide the skin" of ths person and how much of the determingtion actually
derives from axternal forces such &s the rclationship to the group, the charac-
teristics of the groups of waich the parson 1s a member, the powsr positlon
of the person as it is deternined by his pesiticn in the class structurs, ete.
“hen we are focused on the behavior of a specific group we face ths equally
important question of how much of the bshavior of the group can be understood
and Dredlctﬁd in terms of the propertles of group struchture end functioning
an+i the nature of the wvoup activiby, and how much of the group behvior deter-
mination must he discoverad through an analysis of the psrsonality dynamies
of the individuals making wp the groun. AL the prasent time the research
in the field of group dynamics is fecused both on the behavior of groups as
groups and also on the determinants of individual behavicr and adjustment which
derive from siwultaasous membership in groups making conflicting demands.



s

2,

Sufficient research has now bsen completed te mcke it .seem clear to us that
there 1s a vast area of fruitful research and theorlzing to be carried tarough
bere without becoming lavolved in the specific complexities of personality
structure and functioning. fHowever, our strong interest in the integration of
tre social sciences and in applied social science makes it of great intersst
tc us to try also to wateh continuously for the noints in research and theory
where group behavior theory anl group membership theory comes inte n:icessary
relaiionship with personeliiy tneory. Locating these points more precisely
will aid greatly in ensuring fruitful inter-disciplinary research and theori-
zing. Certainly much exciting collaborative research and theory development
cen be anticipated during the next few years.

Scme current emphases in group dynamics rasearch

Before focusing more fully on one or two illustrations of current
research ir order to examine ths question raised at the beginning of these
remarks, I would like to indicate briefly the types of phenomsna and problews
waich are currently being investigated in the field of group dynamics. These
illustrations come from the five research progrems of the Aesearch Center for
Group Jrnamics at the University of Michigan and from other research centers
such as the Laboratory for Human vynamics at the University of Chicago, the
Social delations Laboratories at Harvard and the University of Minneésota,
the Human delations ilesearch Center of Jeow York University, and the Conference
Research Program at the Universiiy of Michigan.

Some samples of group phenomena under investigation are the [ollowing:

1. How the cohesiveness of the groun determines the type and awount
of influence walch the group exarts on its members.

2. How thetype of sroup task deternines pattefns of competitien
and cooperation between membders.

3, How the presence or absence of certain roles in the group
influencas the degres of efficiency of group problem solving.

L. How inadequacies of communications detarmine distorted inter-
member and inter-group perceptions and attitudes.

5. How participation in a group ilecislon determines changes in
member attitudes and behavior.

6. The ways in waich groups resist attempts to change their ways of
functioning,

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

8. Determinants of high and low influence vpositions in the group
structurs.
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A variety of other studigs are focused on the analysis of individual
behavior as it 1s determined by the relationshlp of the verson to the grouap
and to other members. The following types of analysis have been made or are
being made in a sample of studies: ‘

1. The extent to which an individual's attempt to influence other
persons is determined by his parception of his own position in the group structure.

2. The extent to which a person's acceptance or rejection of
influehce from others is determined by oane's perception of power of tha other
person,

3. The ways in which influence natterns arz determined LY the naturs
of the interpersonal relationship.

h. The extent %o which a person's experience of spontanaous
creativity is determined by his perception of hls acceptance by the grouwp.

S. The relationship batween one's sensitivity to sociel stimuli
and the strength of one's need to belong to a gZroup.

Unlike the typical social psychological or sociologlcal projects
of five or ten years ago, most of these current projects invelve controlled
quantitative observation and experimental manipulation -- varying some parti-
cular aspect of the social situation in a planned way while controlling other
aspacts, and comparing the results with othsr groups where no experimental
variabl~ is introduced. These studies involve both laboratory sxperiments
in such facilites as an experimental club room for cnildren wlih one way
observation, and also controlled field experiments in such seitings as the
factory, the summer camp, the housing project, and leadsrship training work shops.

Although the experimental method is now being widely used in the
study of human behavior, including group bshavior, a great wany doubts have
been expressei as to whether experimentation will prove to be as helpful in
the solving of human problems as it has been in the saolving of physical
engineering problems of dealing with the physical universe. ™ xperiments
are too artificial; they can't actually create and study the kind of prob-
lems wa are most interesited in" is a frequent observation. It has become
evident to us that, Just as in physics, any good experiment must be arti-
ficial in the sense of vaeing different from each end avery unique social
situation going on in "real life". Only by pushing more deeply to try to
single out some ons or few basic common characteristics of all, or a sreat
number, of these "real life" social situations for intensive analysis can
an expariment hope to provide new understaniings of general principles of
individual and group behavior. In anothar sense the experiment must be pre-
vented from being "artificial”. The experiment must create situations where
individuals or groups are carrying out activitles which are important and
worthwhile -~ where hostilities, frustrations, and affections exist with
"real 1ife" intensity. %o our typical task in trying to study a particular
nhypothesis about the dynamics of group behavior, or of individual behavior



as influenced by the group, is to flgure out an 2 perimental situation which
will be adequately artificial in singling out one or a few basic common factors
of many real 1life situations to isclats and study, while holding censtant

many other factors which would be influsncing what happens in emy particular
real life phenomenon; but at the same time being sure that we creats situations
which are "real" in the intensibty with which life is lived in these experimental
situations. One other important aspect of current research methodclogy should
be pointed to, I think. This is the current recognition of the importance of
careful calibration of the human observer or interviewer &s a8 measuring instru-
ment. Methedological rusearch on the training of observers and interviewsrs

is throwing light on ways in which we can mesasure more and more complex
aspects of zocial phenomena with higher degrees of reliebility and validity

of guantification, and also throwing llght on the impossibility of doing
competent research with typical impressionistic record keeping procedure.

Two illusirations from current research

Now I would like to look mors concrately at the type of contribution
which research in group dynamics can make to our common task of individual
and social change without taking personality dynamics as the central framswork
for research analysis. I wonld like 4o use two illustrations from current
research, ong from research which is focussd on a group phenomenon and its
deterninants, and ths other which is focusaed on individual behavier and its
group determinants.

Illustration one: the funciioning of group standards

Personal sexperisnces or clinical observations would lead most of us
to assume that one of the ways in which grougs differ from esach other is in
the nature of the standards or codgs walch a particular group sets up to
guide and restrict the behavior of its members. On the other hand there
has been very littls actural research which has measursd the nature of group
standards and has studled the way in which these standards are formed and
maintained and actually op<rate to effect the behavior of group members.

A recent study by Pestinger, Schachter, and Back™ in a housing project has
revealad some interesting facts about the determinants of group standards.

In discussing the findings of this study, we will be defining a zroup standard
as a force or influence on the group member toward behaving or thinking or
feeling in a particular way or avoiding a narticular behavior,: and where this
influence comes from in the group (rather than parallel influences from the
environment on all members). We will have to distinguish between uniformities
of member behavior which are related to the influence of a group standard

and uniformities of membter behavior which might result from other causes such
as a comon stimulation from the enviromment, etc. The 100 families of the
westzate Housing Project were houged in nine courts of single dwelling units.
They were families of university veteran students and repraesented a remarikably
homogeneous pop.alation with no discoverable differences in the characteristies
of the residents of cne court as compared tc another. They had woved in at

1. Soecial pressures in informal groups: A study of & housing project:
New York; Harpers, 1950. :
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approximately ths same time and the assignment of houses to particular families
had not been made on any kind of a selective basis. In spite of this and
other types of homogeneity, an interview study revealed that differances
between the courts existed to a rather mariked degree on opinlons and activities
concerning participation in the Westgzate Tenants Orranization or neichborhood
couneil. tHepresentatlion on the ¢ouncil was on the basis of courts and called
for action from each court. “ome courts supported the organization, others
were overtly hostile, while others wers quite indifferent. It seem:d worih~
while to try to discover whether these differencas among the couris might

be related to differences in type and strength of group standards. Interviews
in all 100 of the houssholds four months after the organization of the .iwstgate
council made 1t possible to classify all residents as either favoral/la or
unfavorable in attitude toward the council and as either active or inactive

in their actual participation in council activities. It was possible to charac-
terize each court as predominantly favorable-activae or favorable-~inactive or
unfavorable-inactive. Once the predominant pattern for a court was located;
the number of people in the court who conformed to or deviated from the court
patiern could be computed so that it was possible to determine whether courts
ghoved any imortant degree of homogene ty within courts as compared 1o

among courts and whether this homegeneity could be attributed to the existence
of group standards. Analysis indicated that five of the courts showed a
favorable-active pattern, one court a favorable-inactive patharn, and threa
courts an unfavorable-inactive pattern. Net only did these wide differences
exist among the courts, but there was a high relative dezree of homogeneity
within courts indicated by tha small proportion of deviates from the court
attitude and activity pattern. There viere obviously oppesing. sub-groups within
the housing oroject with regard to both attitude and activity. The invesii-
gators felt it was reasonable to suspect that court standards ware operating,
but they could not fesel very secure about this until they could find soma
explanation of why different courts each composed of the same kinds of peo>le
in the same kinds of clrcumstances had reacted so differently from each other
toward the neighborhcod organization. 4s a next siep in revealing the dymamics
of this situation, the investigators hypothesized that in order %to bs able to
create and meintain group stsndards, a group musi have powser cver iis members.
This nower of the group to influence its members has beeassumed to reflect

the smount of group cohesiveness in this study. If the group uses this power
to make the members thiank and act in a particular way, i.e., to behave in terms
of group standards, théen the howogenelty of the attitude and activity patterns
of a partvicular court should be rslated to the degree of cohesiveness of the
group. If, therefore, a releticonshin was found to exist between the degree

of cohesiveness and the amount of homogeneity of the behavior pattern of
members, then it would te a further indicatlion of the existence of group
stundards and alsoc would give us insight into an important determinant of
group standards. One way of measuring the power of a group over its members
(and its cohesiveness) is to measure the desire of the members to stay in the
grounp, that is, the attractiveness of the group for the members. If a person
wants to stay in 2 ;roup very much, he will be susceptible to influences
coming from the group and will be willing to conform to the rulss which the
group sets up. The sociometric questiomnaire used in the housing project made
it nosgsible to determine the axtent to which the residents of a particular
conrt chose their friends within the court as compared t¢ directing their
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choices outside. The hypothesis that high group cohasiveress wo 1d determine
offective group standard;;, woild suggest that the higher the percentage of
in-group choices, the lower shoul: bs the number of deviates in attitude or
activity within a particular court. Thls hypothesis was upheld by a correla-
tion of -.53. The investigators were dissatisfied, however, with their
measure of group cohesiveness. The measure seemed to lack precision as a
genuine group concept. The major uncertainty lay in the inability to distin-
guish between the cohesiveness of the whele pgroup and the cohasiveness of
sub~grouns within the group. for example, a group of eight peopla 211 making
cholices within the group might not have high cohesiveness as a total group.
Asg an extreme illustration, there concelvable might be twe sub-groups of four
peopla each, every member within sach sub-group choosing every other member
but without any choieces at all between ibe sub-groups., In this case, each

of the sub~groups may have great cohresiveness but the cohesivensss of the
group as a whole would be quite low., lhis effect of tendencies toward sub-
group formation was taken into account by correcting for the number of mutual
choices which occurrsd. With this correction the correlation between degree
of group cohesiveness and amount of deviation from court standards vent up from
-.53 to =~.7h. It seams protty clear from this and other checks that the
investigators were actvnally 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 zroup standards in a second grow
phenomenon, group cohesiveness.

I imagine your curiosity follows that of the investigators in
raising the question as to why certaln individuals seem to be able to resisy
the influence of ths zZroup and why certain groups nave the power to develop
and maintain group standards to a higher degree than other grouwps. From
their field observations the investigators nostulated that there were pro-
bably at least three conditions conducive to deviancy of members from the
group staendard and lowered group cohesiveness. 4

1. First of all there might not be sufficient communication be-
tween the particular member and others in the group. Under these conditiona,
the member wight not learn of the =2xistence of a particular group standard
and pressures from the grour wight not be brought to bear on the msmber.

For example, Mr. and ¥rs. Z in Miller court remarked "We don't have much
tine for things like the tenanis® organization and haven't had anything to
do with it, Some are active and others aren't., There aren't any particular
people we are particularly friendly with. &veryone is in the same boat,
though, and people are generally friendly. It's been very nice living here
and peopls are nice, too. Wa live on the corner, though, and seem to be
laft out of a lot of things becsuse of that."

2. Another condition would bs that the influence of some other
group to which the person belonzs may be stronzer than ths influence which
the court group is able to exert. Under these conditions, the person who
appears as a Jeviate is a deviate only because we are measuring him as a member
of this particular group. He may not deviate with rgspect to some other group
to which he actually feels that he belongs and in which he 1s a conformer.
For example, Mr. and Mrs, M. in Carson court said "7e think the organization
is fine and Urs. M. is ths chairman of the Social Commitiee which is holding
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its first Hig event tomorrow night. I don't see much of the others in this
court. My real friends are in the next court, over there, in Tolman court.
there ars only two people living in ihis court that do anything for the or-
ganization. Ig's generally understood that the othsrs have different interests.
“‘he people in iolman court are more acbive. Carson court psorle aren t as so-
ciable as neonle in Tolman court.”

3. A third condition may be that thes group may not be sufficiently
atbractive to the mamber even though he is not actively a wmembar of othser
groups. Under these conditions the influence which the group can exert will
be relatively weak and will be unable to overcome personal consi:ierations
which may happen to be contraryv to the group standard. For example, Mr. and
Mrg. V. in eilliams court remark "¥e don t have sny opinion at all about the
organization. Ye're bad ones for you to interview. We have no nead for an
organization because we're pretty happy at home. Te're socially self-sufficient.
Others in the court felt it was wonderful and they discovered many that felt
that way., 7We have friends :n this and other courts, but our main interests
apg in the home."

In analyzing the first hypothesis, "the non-commuaication hypo-
thesis®, the investigators found that the thirty six deviates reported
considerably less communication with other residents in their cowrt than did
the sixty four conformers. On checking, the investigators algso found that
the deviates hal less communication with persons in other courts as well as
in their own court. A spacial study was made of the ten families whose houses
faced on the street running through the oroject rather than in toward the court-
yard arsas., It was fouad that seven of these ten rasidenis wire deviales and
that their relatively small degree of reogra hical isolation resulted in their
recei ing and giving only one third as many sociomeiric cnoices as was btrue
of others in the courts. The importance of relatively small degrees of ecolo-
gical isolation in determining non-communication and lack of adherernce to
group standards has ceen coafirmed in two other studies in apartment type
dwelling situations. Many of the deviates, however, did not have the disadvan-
tage of heding corner house dwellers. They had no physical barriers to commu-
nication. The second type of analysis showed that significantly mors of the
non-nhysically isclated deviates had itheir major social 1ife centered mainly
in groups outside of the houasing project, a s contrasted to a comparable grouwp
of non-deviates. :

In experimental laboratory studles which have tested certain nypotheses
growing out of this field study Schachter? has revealed the tendency of groups
with bhigh cohesiveness to be mdre active in the rejection of deviates than
groups of lower cobesivendss and Back> has shown that in groups with higher
cohesiveness, the members are more active in their atiempts to iafluence each
other and there 1s a greater total amount of change or aceceptance of these
influence attespts between members. Other experiments testing other related
hypotheses arz in progress at. ths present tinve.

2. Deviation, rejection ani communicetion. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan
Library, Ph. D. thesis, 1950,

3. The sxertion of influence through social communications Cambridge:
MIT Library, 19L9.



wWhere in these experiments have the investigators arrived at =2
noint of neading a more thorough analysis of individuwal dynawmics in order to
achieve a more adegualte interprstation of the phenomena uader investigation
by them? <his seems to me tc be a question wilch we wust ask fraquently if
we are to discover the points at which we can hope for the most fruitful
and motivated collaboraticn between ressearchers in group dynamics and students
of personality dynamics. In the study just reported, it seems to me the
investizators came to such points as ths following:

1. fhere were families in unfavorable ecological positions in their
neighborhoods who were not isclates in their social comminication and in their
conformity to the standards of the group. “hat characteristics did these
mersons have which enabled them to overcome the restraining forces to soclal
relations in this situation?

2. Also, some verscns were discovered in most courts who were de-
viates but who had favorable commumication locatlons ani who had no conflict-
ing loyalties due to membership in other groups. They just seamed to be
encapsulated in their soclal relations within the court and outside the court
and to show no evidence of a neod to hslong to the group. +hy should they
have this low group belongingness need?

We saem Lo be in need of systematic theorizing in the field of
personality dynamics on the determinants of need to belong to the group and the
determinants of high levels of initiative in overcoming barriers to the estab-
lishment and maintenance of soclal communication. I'm not sure whether these
will seem like very important theorefical and practlcal isswes to those of you
who are ploneering in ths field of personality dynamics. AlL I can report
is that problems of the personality varlables related to non—part‘icipat.ion,
non-commmnication, ani need to belong to a group arc osoints whers we have
found it important to seek for adiitional explanatory data frow tarsonality
dynamlcs.

e must move on to our second 1llustration.

Illustration two: changes in individualTbehaviof as datermined
by group varlables. :

In our first illustration we summariged an investigation of the
group phenomena of rroup standards and group cchesiveness and indicated ways
in which such ilndiv behavioral determinants as membership in more than
one growp, and comnunlcat1on-isolation had to be recloned with as important
determinants of these group phenomena. In the sacond illustration I would
like to take an example of an individuzl behavior shenomsnon and look at some
of the determinents which seem to be located in the group situation. Certainly
a very cormon problem for many of us is the protlems of stimulating change
in individual behavior toward moras effective functioning as the result of
training or therapeutic activiiies on osur part. I would like to review
some of the findings of recent research on certain grown deterﬂinants of indi-
vidual change or non-change in such situstions. In one study © thirty four
community leaders had their atiitudes and bhshavior measured before and after

. Lippitt, Ronald. Training in Community telations. New fork: Harpers, 193%.
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an intensive two-week work shop which aZmphasized human relations diagnosis
and skills. !igure I summarizes some of the findings on work shop effects’
at the time of the follow-up study six months after the training neriod.
This fizure summarizes the self observations of the thirty four tralnees and
the obuervations by sixty two commnity co-workers who collaborated as re-
search observers. .e found a significant change in the average level of
leadership activity per delegate and a peneral increase ia perception of own
power to take actions which would have siznificance for community welfura,
Our »rimary interssi, however, was in tryiag to discover some of the raasons
why certain leaders showed relatively little change and others showed greal
changes in “ehavior and attitude. Our research design was set up with the
hope of clarifying certain aspects of this question. .

One hypothesis we had was that the power position of the leader in
the community would have an important relationship to the extent to which
he accepted and utilized his t{raining, as it woulld be revealad by chanves in
leadership behavior. To test this hypothesis, leaders of differing power
position or "influence potential™ were recruited from a number of different
cormunities. An "influence notential™ index was computed for each leader
from pre-workshon data concerning his position in the hierarchy of his commuaity
organization, the position of that organization in the community structure,
and the number of different influential positions which the particular persm
held in the commnity. figure 2 indicates that community cower nosition
was a significant variable in determining the effect of the workshop on the
sctivity level of the community leaders. During the training period the
trainers observed that those in high power positions in thelr commumity struc~
tures seemad to have either a high readiness to accept the training or to
show a very sirong resistance, ons or the other. An interesting confirmation
of this observation comes from the self-cbservations of the trainees as to
their own change as the result of the workshop. “ixty six percent of the
hiigh power influence} trainees perceived thomselves as among the most changed,
while the other thirty three percent nerceived themselves among the least
changed. ‘lonz of them fell in the medium change cate ory which included
Tifvy percent of the medium power and fifty percent of the low power irainees.
It would seem then, that objective nower oposition in tha social structure
rasulted in a percention of own power to act which in turn was reflected
in a readiness to accept new learnings which implied changes of behavior in
the community or was reflected in strength to resist this training ianfluence
if it seemed undesiravnle for seme reason. Also, with the same amount of
reeducation those in more favorabls nover nositlons were avle to change their
behavior morg significantly in the comrunity arena.

A second hyvpothesls waich we had was that the individual leader is
too small o ualt of social structurs to successfilly create incvations in
the community pattern and to stand up under the community pressures and
frustrations which tend to block efforis at soclal change. For many tyves
of change 1n individual behavior the person is not the aporopriate unit of
therapy or ra-eduecation. Our hynothesis was that much greater effect would
follow and wonld be maintainedif teams of three or four or more lesaders from
the same communliy were irained to work together and to suwport each other.
To test this hypothesis teams of six community leaders wars recruited from
four communities which had roughly camparable problems of inter-group tension
and corxmunity pathology and single commnity leaders were recrulted from other
communities, ‘hese singleton leaders were comparable in power oosition to
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the most influential perscons in the four community teams. The teams and the
individuals received the same training program during the twio week period and
showed comparable acceptance of and resistance -to the program during that
pariod, as far as could be ascertainad from the observations of the trainers.
During this period two of the community teams wsre judged to have developed

a very cohesive team structure while the other two teams were judged to heve
developed a relatively weak cohesiveness. Figure 3 indicates the amount of
change in leadership pattern discovered six months after the training institute.
The average member of the strong tsams showed a significantly greater increase
in leadersnip score than the average wember of the weak teams which in turn
had a siguificantly higher increass than the average isolated leader. The
question had been raised during ths worikshop veriocd as to whgther the develop-
ment of cohesive teems might result in an increase 1ln lependence of the indi-
vidual team members in initiating activities on their ovm in the community
structure. The data revealed that although members of cohesive teams colla-
borated more frequently in the initiation of new activiities than in less
cohesive teams, they also initiated new activitles on thelr own as frequently
as members of the less cohesive teams and the community isolates. 1 am sorry
we do not have time in this brief presentation to discuss the growing amount of
evidence from other studies concerning the importanca of the sugportive face-
to-face group or aven larger units of sogial gstricture as the units of training
or therapy rather than primarily focusing on the individual.

Let’s pause in this summary to ask, where in this type of research
have we come up against problems of interpretation requiring sxtension of our
analysis into the field of personality dynamics To get more adequate understend-
ing of the total field of forces determining change in individual benavior?

Hers are samz of the points as 1 have observed them:

1. why did certain persons in high power positions show the strongest
resistance to personal change while others showed the greatsst openness to
change?

2. UShy did certaln persons show marked changes in their attitudes
and intentions but little change in behavior pattern while in other persons
inere seemed to be & close communication betwezen changed intentions and behavior
change? ’

3. ohy did certain of the commumity leaders, in fact most of them,
show a strong need to beleng to the training group and to accept influence
from the group standards ab:ut the learning situation, whereas a minority
were able to rasist this group influence and gave evidence of no strong need
te be accepted by the group?

L. There scems to be growing evidence that perception of self,
narticularly perception of own power to act, seems to be a highly important
variable in determining the extent to which a person will attempt to influsnce
others and accept influence from others. What are some of the important
determinants of this type of self perceptlon amd determinants of the extent
to which it is distorted or regalistiz?

Again I would be curicus to know whether these problems are important
ones from the »nuint of view of the theorist of parsonality dynawies? ‘o date,
in oir projects we have bteen relatively unsuccessful in attemphting to leap from
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personality tost analyses to social behavior in the group situation. The
rzeulis have been very disappointing and we are inclinad to believe that 2
large area-of intervening personality variables ralated to social functional
personality will have to be measured and coanceptualized befors we ars able %o
close many of the exciting gaps bstween our understanding of group dynamic
determinants of behavior and inira-psychic determinants of behavior, I would
certainly be aager to hear the thinking of some of you here today on this point,
(I am inclined to agree with Dz. Ackerman that research on the social and
inner-personal determinant of sccial role will prove to be one of the most
fruitfl areas for research in bridging the gap here.)

To summarize then,it does seem clear to us from such explorations
as the two illustrations reported Lhat it is possible to investigate systema-
tically the ways in which group properties and the nature of the member-group
relationship contribute to the determination of group behavior ani of indi-
vidual behavior. Such investigations is usually facilitated by exvorlmentally
holding other variables relatively constant — such as large variatioms in
personality structure (although the effect of this variable in reality may
be great) or by selecting situations for study whers the group factors
ars emphasized in their votency. In any particular educational or therapeutic
situation, however, we must face the diagnostic vask of discovering and inter~
preting the total range of personality and group and enviromnmental facters
which may be potent in a specific problem situations, and we must make some
Judgments concerning the relative importance and "treetability” of thesa
variables. It wmay seem to many of us a2t first thought that even though group
factors may be very important 1in destermining the problem situation of our
clisnt individuals or groups, still we must be content to deal largely with
the personality wariables that can be effected through active relationshiyp to
the individual or individuals involved. But here I think we are beginning to
see many new potentialities for therapeutic and sducational practice in meni~_
pulating group variables and getting much more satisfactory results than in
our previous practice which has focused more or less exclusively on persocality
centered variables. It seems nrobable to me that as we begin to recognize
scigntifically how petent these group centered variables are, we wi 1l bacome
more and more motivated to work out in professional practice mors adequate
techniques for geining access to these variables and working directly with them.
There are many evidences that this is slready beglnnlng 0 happen, as I woold
like to illustrate with one final exsmple:

Each summer the National Training Laboratory in Group Development
works intensively with 100 leaders from labor, iadustry, government, educsation,
and community services. Our diagnostic and traiaing staff includes psychiatrists,
clinlecal psychologists, social psychologists, soclologists, anthropologists,
and skilled soclal action practitioners. In our effeorts to help these 100
clients to change their patterns of functioning to more effective ones in
thelr various life situations we find thal certain changes in orlentatlon to
themgelves and their ovm motivational dynamics can be most effectively facili-
tated by parsonal counseling relations with osychiatric persomnnel. Other
needed changes in interpersonal behavior patteras can be best treated by the
orpanization of small groups that msaet for two or three hours a day, using
their experience in tne group as the clinical material for analysis under the
leadership of trained group psychologists. Still other needed changes in
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action-skills and social sirategy effoctivensss can be traated best hy amall
laboratory groups where problems of action are analysed and practiced by the
usa of role-taking techniques under the leadership of social scientists who
are trained in social action skills. 8till other nersonal changes can only
be stimulated if the total sub-culture of the cllent is temorarily alisred.
S50 we have located the summer laboretory in a very isolated setting where it
is possible to cresate a congistent "cultural island" where a style of lifes
and of cultural expectations can develop which will stimulzte and support
nersonal analysis and change. Leader .hip in this developmznt of a therapsutic
sub-culture is taken by anplisd anthropologists and professional community
organizers. The realities of organization and community structure are also
taken into account by having most of the clients come in teams of two or more
representing thelr particular setiings ~- communities, college staffg, hospi-
tals, agencles, etc. A statf of trained research scientists carry out a
variety of research vrojects at all levels of this social therapeutic process.

I beligve it will take a great deal of research by theraeutic
teams like this to discover what cowbination of environmsncal, group, and
personal factors must be worked witn in any particular type of change-problem
in ‘order to ensure therapeutic affectiveness.





