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CHAPTER I

IRTRODUCTION

History

About 22 years ago, the Hational Training Lsboratory in Group
Development was organiged by Dr. Leland P. Bradford and a group of like-
minded individuals. The Fational Training Laboratoriee (NTL), az 1t is now
called, -ae founded to conduct training laboratories under the sponsorship of
the Natiocral Pducetion Association (and, ‘or & time, the Research Center for
Group Dynamics, then located at M,I.7., but later affiliated with the
University of Michigan).

NTL's organizers vere primarily interested in experimenting vith a
technique for improving an individusel's self-zvareness, -nowledge of group
dynemics, and leadership skills. This technique had itz early beginnings in
the 1930'e, vhen CGerman-horn psycholozist Xurt Lewin and a graduate student
of his named Ronald Lippitt conducted experiments at the University of Iove
vhich indicated that democretic work groups were not only more pleasant to
participate in, but often were more efficient than authoritarian groupi.l

‘nother important step in the evolution of the unstructured training
group occurred in the summer of 1946 on the cempus of State Teachers College
in New Britein, Connecticut. The Connecticut Interracial Commission, the
Connecticut Department of Education, o~nd the Reaearch Center for Group
Dynamice sponsored & training-research enterprise to develop more effective

local leaders in an effort to facilitate understanding of and compliance with

lspcncer Klav, "Two Weeks in a T-Group,” Fortune, cl:1i7, fugust, 1961.



the Fair Employment Practices Act., The training leaders were Kenneth D,
Benne, Leland P, Bradford and Ronald Lippitt. Present for the purpose of
research were Kurt Lewin, Ronald Lippitt and three pbservers who were
graduate students in sceial psychology at the time.e

It vas planned that three small groups would discuss "back home" (there-
and-then) problems. Research observers and trained staff members were
meaeting evenings to discuss, analyze, and interpret leader, :ember, and group
behavior as cbserved in the meetings held during the day. A few at first,
then virtually all of the participants started coming to the evening sessions
on a voluntary basis. Open discussion of the participanta' behavior and its
obgerved consequences hed a marked effect on both the participants and the
treining leaders. Participants indicated that they were galning important
understanding of their own behavior and of the behavior of their group.
Thus, without having provided for the analysis of here-and-now behavior as a
source of learning, what appeared to be a potentially powerful ianovation in
re-education had been discovered inadwertently.3

HTL was the scle organizer and developer of training laboratories for
several years. Since 1952, laboratories have been organized under other

auspices as wnll.h Y¥ow entering its third decade NTL has established a

ZKenneth D. Benne, "History of the T-Group in the Laboratory Setting,"
in T-Group Theory and Laboratory Method: innovation in Re-Education, eds.
L. P. Bradford, J. R. Gibb, and K. D. Benne (New York: John Wiley and Sons,
1964), p. 81.

3;bid., pr. 81-83

hL. P. Bradford, J. F. C¢ibb, snd K. D. Benne, "Two Educationsl Innova-
tions," in T-Croup Theory and laboratory Method: Innovation in Re-Education,
eds. L. P. Bradford, J. R. Gitb, and K. D. Benne (New York: John Wiley and
Sons, 196k4), p. 3.




secure reputation and is atill the leading orgeanizer and sponsor of training

laboratories.

The Problem

In the past few years, hundreds of corporations have sent thousands of
executives to workshops and conferences dealing with leadership and group
functioning, all of which have at their core the intensive group experience
developed by HTL. DBecause of the rapidly increasing interest in this rela-
tively newv training method, the author was stimulated to undertske this
report to investigate some of the advantazes attributed to sensitivity
training and the criticiams leveled at the technique, particularly in the
instance of its use a3 a management development tocl. Of interest were such
questions as: '"What are the effects of the T-group experience on the indivi-
dual?”, " Are some more able to benefit from the experience than otherst’,
and "How does the organization benefit?". To a lesser extent, this report
examnines some of the related techniques wvhich were either & direct outgrowth
of the T-group method or ware influenced ir some way by the prior development

of the T-group approach to individusl development and orgenizaticzal chaange.

Definition of Terms

In referring to the intensive group experience, several different names
are used interchanzeably such as "ST (for sensitivity training) group”, "
{for diagnostic) group”, and "basic encounter group”; it coz:cnly used are
"D {for training) group” and "laboratory tralning group”.

In the written material rasearched for this paper it was found that the

terms "human relations laboratory', "training laboratory”, and “"workshop" :=re



used in a more comprehensive sense to refer not only to the intensive group
experience, .ut to formal sessions, lectures, the showing of films, and all
of the other activities planned to enhance the T-group experience.

he term "feedback™ in this context refers to participants' discussions
of one another's behavior, feelings vhich may underlie that behavior, -nd
personal reactions to that behavior.

The terms “tralner”, "educator”, =nd "facilitator" arc used to refer to
the trained staff member who guides and participates in the intensive group
axperience.

An "intervention” is a comment offered by the trainer to the group. In
order to support the required leadership vacuum these are held to a minimm
and usually are for the purpose of protecting weak members or steering the
group towvard the desired ends.

"Observers” are trained staff members who attend the training groups to

aid the trainer.
Research roach

Information for this rsport waz gathered through library research, with
emphasis on periodicals. Additionally, two mimeographed papers obtained from
the Kansas State University Counselingz Center were incorporated. While the
research vas extensive, it vas not exhaustive on the general subject of
sensitivity training as this report focused on business applications of the

technique.



CHAPTER II

WHAT IS A T-GROUP?

Description

A general human relations T-group of the type originally developed by
HTL is ordinarily composed of eight to twelve members, 2 trainer, and on

occasicn, an observer or two.l

ITL T-groups meet twice daily, two hours at
a tima, for two wtekn,e but there are a variety of designs in operation now
in vhich the durations of the sensitivity training sessions vary widely.
Some groups sqQueaze twenty or more hours of tralning into a two and one-half
day weekend while others extend to three or four weeks, :zix to eight hours
each day.>

Participants for a general human relations T- ro.i. -2/ be drawn from
one or more of several different populations, depending on the design and
intended purpose of the laboratory. Early laboratories worked with occupa-
tionally heterogeneous groups of participants. Over the years, ueveral
laboratory desigzns have been developed to deal with different types of

populauona.k

IGeorge A. Hoy, "Sensitivity Training," Factory, 122:i.:hk, S:ptember,
19gh; and Ted Johns, 'T-Group Traumas," ’ersonnel, (io.1lox), 133, June,
1968,

2
Hoy, loec. eit.

3Car1 E. Rogers, "The Process of the Basic Encounter Group," - colla,
alif.: Western Behavorial Sciences Inatitute, ;. i, [n.i.]. (Mimeographed. )

kienneth D. Benne, Leland P. Bradford, ionald Lippitt, “The Laboratory
Method," in T-Croup Theory and Laboratory Method: I.novation in Re--ducation,
eds. L. P. Bradford, J. R. Gibb, and K. D. Benne (Hew York: John Wiley and
Sons, i9€k), .. 19.




Laboratory training, :aving been tailored for many different situations
and populations, cannot be regarded as being a uniform process. (cunsequently,
it is difficult to speak in terms of specific procedures within the designs
of all types of groups, ccllectively, <ithout omitting some important excep-
tions.

In the material researched for this report, the type of group most
often discussed as & management development tool was occupationally homoge-
neous, vwith the participants drawn from several different organizations. In
this type of group the emphasis is on individual, rather than group or teanm,
development. In the implementation of this design, cerc is usually taken to
not include in the same group any two individuals who have an established
hierarchical relationship outside the group, 3s 2 lcadership vacuum is con-
sidered desirable. To reduce to & minimum the feelings of risk associated
with exposure of feelings and emotions not generally discussed, .TL labs,
like those conducted by many others, are composed of individuals who are
strangers to one anothor.s Using this design, = deliberate attempt is made
to reduce status differences among the participants, [irst names are used
and the wearing of casual clothing is encourasad.6

Laboratory training evolved around an assumption that individual learn-
ing through perticipation in a carefully designed series of social process
events could improve the quality of the trainee': membership in various

associations and help the trainee to participate in a fuller richer way in

Sped Johns, "T-Group Traumas,” Persomnel, (l.ondon), 1:3Z, 168,

6Ibi.d.



human affairs in general.T

In some situations however, the individual is not the most appropriate
unlt for achleving action or change. A team, :ome natural unit already
functioning, or even an entire organization may be selected as a target for
improvement. In such instances, more vocationally oriented special labora-
tory programs, often called “family programs,” -.ave been designed around the
concepts underlying a lsboratory approach to learning and change. <hen this
approach is taken, opportunities for personal development and team develop-
ment are integrated into a laboratory design of slightly different rocua.a

While it was originally thought that sensitivity training could best be
conducted on a "cultural island,” such as HTL's site at Bethel, ‘iine, it is
now common for sesalons to be convened in all manner of settings. iy still
use the off-geason resort area, cut more and more laboratories are being con-
ducted in universities and even in the client company': meeting rooms.
-essions are conducted from coast to coast in the U.S. and in several foreign
countries.9

The T-group is designed to offer a permissive, supportive and uninhib-
iting environment. It is expected that an atmosphere of trust within the
group will develop as the group progresses. The function of the group is to
allow the trainees to observe at firsthand, the psychological forces that

operate in groups, and further, to evaluate experimentally the likely outcome

Txhnnlth D. Benne, Leland P. Bradford, Ronald Lippitt, "The Lsboratory
Method,” in T-Uroup Theory and Laboratory Method: Innovation in Re-Education,
eds. L. P, BFadrord, J. R. Oibb, and K. D. Denne. (New York: John Wiley and
Sons, 196L4), pp. 15-16.

Bnidng ppo 17-180

s

jnogcrn. loe. cit.
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of behaving in different ways in different situations. Zre chilosophy

behind this approach is that the individual benefits more if he discovers

concepts for himself than if they are presented to him, ss in a lecture

format. Thus, participants teach themselves about bthavior.ll

Alms of the T-Croup

Dr. Bradford wrote the most simple and concise definition of what the
technique of sensitivity training hes as its goal. The aim of laboratories
is "to bring about change and improvement in the way the learmer behaves
back on the Jobs"lz In contrast,  unnette and Campbell extracted the essence
of favorable outcomes desired of the method from several sources and composed
& rather detailed list as follows:

l. Increased self-insight or self-awareness concerning one's own
behavior and its meaning in a sccial context . . .

Z+ Increased sensitivity to the behavior of others . . .

5+ Increased awareness and understanding of the types of processes
that facilitate or inhibit group functioning and the interaction between
Eroups . . .

b, Heightened diagnostic skill in social, interpersonal, and
intergroup situations . . .

5. Increased action skill--the ability to intervene successfully
in inter- or intra-group situations in order to increase member satis-
factions, =ffectiveness, or productivity. . . .

5« Learning how to learn--this refers not simply to an individual's
cognitive spproach to the world, but instead, =nd far more importantly,
to his ability to analysze continually his own interpersonal behavior in
order to help himself and others achieve more effective and satisfying

107ed Johns, "T-Group Traumas,"” Personnel (London), L:40, June, 1968;
Spencer Klaw, "Two Weeks in a T-Croup,” -ortune, 541114, Aucust, 1961; aud
"HTL's Hew Main®Training Center: A Retreat But No Sanctuary,” Training in
Business and Industry, -:47-3, May, 1959.

Lepris Argyris, "T-Groups for Organizational Effectiveness,” Harvard
Business Review, :2:62, March, 1964,

Izﬂponccr Klaw, "Two Weeks in a T-Oroup,” Fortune, ch:1lil, August, 1701,



interpersonal relationships.13

Hature of Proceedings

As touched upon in the introduction, sensitivity training is at the core
of workshopa and conferences. As the participant arrives he typically attends
a meeting with all other participents wherein a statement of purpose is made.
At the end of this general session is usually when the first T-group session
occurs. Throughout the conference or workshop, T-group sessions are aug-
-ented by lectures, films, and discussions, all designed to help the partieci-
pants understand wvhat is teking place in the T-group and to aid the individual
in relating this learning experience to the situation "back home at the
plant."lh

As & member of an organization involved in conducting a training program,
the trainer is cormitted to achieving the goals established for the group.
Therefore, & definition of the trainer's role in the T-group tends to para-
shrase the aims of the T-group itself. Ume source indicated the trainer's
function is to provide that asaistance necessary to help the members:

« » + become aware of their present (usually) low potential for
establishing authentic relationships,

« + » become more skillful in providing and receiving nonevaluative
feedback,

« + o minimiging their own and others' defensiveness,
.+ « » pecome inereasingly sble to experience and own up to thelr

fhelinga.15

13%arvin D. Dunnette and John P, Campbell, "Lasoratory Education: _mpact
;;ﬁ?bapla and Organizations,” Industrial Relations Journal, o:9-T, cicber,
8.

lhﬁoorge A. Hoy, "Sensitivity Training,” Factory, 122:125, September, i96h,

15Aryriu. op. eit., p. 65.
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In the group itself, the trainer gives an explanation of the purposes of
T-group training and anncunces that he will try to help the group to learn
from its experiences. Usually without explicitly stating that he is doing so,
the trainer avoids a leadership rele in the srmxp.lﬁ The trainer's behavior
then tends to generate a rather lengthy and uncomfortsble silence in the
group. This is followed by polite surface interaction, "coc:tall party
talk," frustration, and e lack of continuity.’ 4t this point, the group has
no leadership, no agenda, end the zmembers sre not acquainted with one
another., It is up to the group to recognize that it has no structure and to
establish vhatever structure it decidez is necessary. Ii:cre are no ground

8

rules with vhich to begin.2® Eventually, the questions arise: "xio is the

leader?”, "Who is responsible?”, "Who i a member of the group?”, "“hat is
the group expected to <!A'J!’"3'9

The members expect leadership from the trainer for three reasons: (a)
in ocur culture an educator tends to take this role, (b) participants fear
they are incompetent to deal with the situation and cultural conditioning has
lead them to expect that a more knovledgesble member of the group (the
trainer) will step in with help, and (c) the participants have not at this
point developed much trust in each other.?0 The trainer, sovever, coutinues to

support the leadership vacuum by refusing to act in the conventional role

j'6.1“5}!::“:. op. eit., p. 38.

1Tcarl R. Rogers, "The Process of the Basic Encounter Group,” ia Jolla,
.alif.: Western Behavorial Sciences Institute, ;. 7. [ ii..ographed.}; Ceorge
A, Hoy, "Sensitivity Training,” » 122:125, Jeptember, lith; and Ted
Johns, "T-Oroup Traumas,” Personnel (London), 1:38, June, 1.68.

mé.rmia, op. eit., p. 63. 19Rogers. iae: oft.

“Oppgyris, op. cit., .. 6k,



of teacher. a

In time, the trainer may intervene to focus the group's zitention on
the "here and now" by asking questions about behavior or feelings generated
by behavior in the group. Other items the trainer might ask about include:
the method of selection of an agenda or a leader; iow decisions, if any,
vere made; or patterns of participation. The group is urged to discuss the
group as a group and to discuss the various individuals' behavior in the
group procns.az

Intervention by the trainer may be met with stunned silence, cetensive
retorts, or hostility. Wwhere appropriate, the trainer will indicate that he
understands the participants' feelings. The trainer encourages expression of
feelings and emotions, and endeavors to help the participants see the effect
their behavior is having on him. In the instance of hostility, the trainer
reassures the group that he is not callous about thelr feelings and that his
own behavior is not intentionally hostile. He then tries to explore the
hostility of the participants, not only toward himself, -ut toward the other
participants as well, Argyris has indicated, ". . . such exploration can
provide rich data for the group to diagnose and from which to leun.“zj’

As Argyris describes it, the process beging with a dilemma, that being

& condition vhere there is no sound basis for selecting among alternative

2lionns, loc. eit.

22ru1ius E. Eitinston, "T-Group Learnings for Group Effectiveness,"
iraining and ggnt Journal, 23:ik, May, 1269; Georze i. oy, "Bensiti-
vity Training, 122:*25, Zeptember, 1964; and Ted Johns, "7-Group
Traumas ," Permnnel ilaondon}, 1:h0, June, 1968.

23cnris Argyris, "T-Groups for Organizational Effectiveness," :arvard
susiness Review, L2:45, March, 196h.



courses of action. As the traditional methods for organizing a group are
tried and they faill, conditions become ripe for inventive action. This
situstion leads to the abandonment of old behavior patterns at a time when
new behavior has not been formulated. In response to this erisis, -artici-
pants experiment with invented behavior. Learning, i: the dilemma-invention
model, occurs wvhen the participant receives feedback, enabling him to
evaluate the effectiveness of his invented behavior; =nd vhen the individual,
or better still, the group, is able to generalige about the extent to which
the new behavior pattern fits situations outside the group or "back home,"2"
Dr. Carl Rogers has formulated from his own experience, the experience
of others, and from written material in the field, a list of common elements
which occur in the T-group. They oceur more or less in order, s=s rresented
in the appendix to this report, but may overlap somevhat or ocecur in
slightly different sequences for different groups. ~he list is a compilation
of naturalistic observations rather than an empirical or theoretical deserip-

tion of the group proceal.zs

24114, , pp. 62-63.

250&:1 R. Rogers, "The Process of the Basic Encounter Group," Lz Jolla,
Cali{f.: Western Behavorial Sciences Institute, p. 1, [n.d.] . (iimcographed.)



CHAPTER III

WHAT ARE THE EFFECTS OF THE T-GROUP EXPERIENCE?

Competence and Self-Awareness

In order to make more explicit the benefits which are derived from
sensitivity training by the individual, it is necessary first to develop
scme thoughts on the relationship between individual competence and indivi-
dual awareness.

The "self” includes all the needs, values and abilities of the person
vhether conscious or unconscious. The "self-concept,” on the other hand,
includes only those aspects of the "self" of which the individual is avare.
The closer the "self-concept” to the actual self, the better the individual
1s able to understand and control his own behavior.t

If what the individual experiences in his environment is in conscnance
with his self-concept, he will be biased toward seeing it in an undistorted
manner. If there is a significant disagreement between the individual's view
of reality and his self-concept, e will have an inclination to regard the
discrepancy as a threat. Such threats tend to generate defenses which have
the effect of distorting the individuel's view of reality. ‘hese defenses
and their resultant distortions are an effort on the part of the individual
to cause his perception of reality to coincide more closely with his con-

ception of reality. When the threat is great enough that the defenses cannot

1Chris Argyris, Integrating the Individual and the Organization (New
York: John Wiley and Sons, 1535;, P. 23,
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Therefore, an suthentic self-concept is necessary to accept reality and deal

competently with it. 2

The self-concept can only become more authentic through increased awvare-
zess of self, Self-awvareness is generated by the individual being adle to
accurately perceive fesdback from others about how ﬁhey see his self and how
his self affects them. In order for the feedback to be effective it must be
accepted by the individual with minimuwm distortion. To accemplish this, the
individual must have "self-esteem,"” that 1s, :e must value himself snough so
that possibly threatening messages can be raeeim.3

Thus, it would seem possible to draw the inference that a given degree
of self-avareness allows a given degree of competence in dealing with
reality, which in turn would tend to generate a given degree of self-asteenm,
Having thus generated additional self-esteem, tu= change in the individual's
defense requirements would permit him to acquire some additional self-
awareness. The additional self-avareness would let the individual funetion
with a greater degree of eompetence.

The significant point in this argument is that the individual's level
of competence, other things being equal, zppears to be associated with his
level of self-avareness. It is expected, irtended and claimed that labora-
tory training gives the participant an opportunity to increase his self-
swareness and in so doing, increase his competence in many areas of his

existence.

21bid., p. 25.

31vid.



:esearch Controversy

In October, 1968, a vigorous discussion developed as to whether
research had provided a valid measure of the effects of the T-: roup experi-
ence.

Dunnette snd Campbell were critical of both the research methods and
the conclusions of the studies they reviewed. ' .cir criticisms are summa-
rized below:

1. Control groups were not included in five of the nine
studies. . . . The changes occurring could easily be attributable to the
passage of time or to the mere act of taking the teat a second time. . . .

2. Eight of the nine studies falled to collect data about possible
interaction effects between the evaluastion questionnaires or tests and
the training program. . . merely taking the instrument in the pretest
session often serves as kind of an alerting mechanism for trainees to
alter their responses to the questionnaires when they take them again
later.

3. Finally, the actual magnitudes of changes obtained in these
studies (even vhen control groups weren't .:sed and interaction effects
wveren't checked) are small, and it would be unwise to argue that these
minor attitudinal changes indicate, 1: any substantial vey, ise accom-
plishment gf the broad dehavioral goals and objectives of laboratory
education.

Dunnette and Campbell concluded, by reason of the research methodology
utilized in these nine studies, ". . . that research has not yet demonstrated
that T-group training and/or laboratory education has any marked effect on
one's 'scores' on objective measures of attitude, crientatiom, cutlook, or
ltyle."s S8imilarly, in a review of seven studies on the effects of labora-

tory training on self-awareness or interpersonal sensitivity they concluded

h}hﬂin D. Dunnette and John P. Campbell, "Laboratory Education: Impact
o;sPeople and Organizations,” Industrial Relations Journal, C:12, October,
1968.

SIvid.

———
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that ". . . evidence in favor of any claims that laboratory education can
increase or change interperscnal awvareness, 'zelf-insight', or interpersonal
sensitivity is very nearly nonexistent, . . .” for much the same reuonl.i;
They also arrived at negative conclusions with regard to the research con-
cucted to measure behavior changes of participants baeck on the Job and the
research to measure the effect of laboratory education on organizationsl
outcomes. |

In rebuttal, irgyris differentiated between pure science research which
is an effort to expand total knovledge and deseriptive research which
attempts only to explain or measure some phenomena about which we already may
have some knowledge. It was his contention that the purpose is different and
for this reason and because of practical considerations the design for the
latter may be less r.‘.gm?v:ﬂ.ll.3

Much of the research related to lsboratory training suffers from limita-
tions. The training is, after all, juite expensive and time consuming.
Companies that bear the expense and the lost time of their executives, =nd
the organization responsible for the execution of the training program,
impose restraints, implied and explicit, on the researcher. Thus, some con-
trol measures which would result in additional time in training, or other
factors vhich might have a negative effect on the training process, are

discouraged., Limitstions may also extend from reluctance to allow ocutside

interference due to fear or cultural conditioning. As Argyris pointed out:

6Ibia., pp. 13-16.  TIbid., pp. 16-23.

BChris Argyris, "Issues in Evaluating Laboratory Education,” Industrial
Relations Journal, 8:28, October, 1968.
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Fearing that researchers vill tend to create difficulties within
their organization, ome practitionerz charge that ":ow is not the tize
because there is some sort of crisis” =:./or zake the position that
education is such a good thing that it does not require research! . . .
Dunnette and Campbell criticized the validity of the measurement of the

effects of sensitivity training--not the technique itself. Indeed, in res-
ronse to an article by Chris Argyris which discussed their initial attsck on
research methodology, they stated explieitly that ". . . she T-group is an
interesting end important subject for research. . . -,13 .u2is eontroversy
then, rather than negating or supporting the value of laboratory training,

peints to a continuing need for extensive research in this ares.
Anecdotel Evidence

Thers is a difference of opinion on the value of anecdotal material about
the T-group experisnce. Dunnette and Campbell attacked it as being toc sub-
Jective, not systematically ccllected, subject to bias, ot easily claasified,

1 House describes the

«nd difficult from which to drawv generalizations.
subatantial amount of poat-training recall and casual observation as being
contradictory and confuling.lz In support of the rather unscientific colliec-
tion of such information some authors point to the lack of hard evidence on

many aspects of laboratory training.13

91bid., p. 30

loxnrvin D. Dunnette and John P. Campbell, ". rosponse to Argyris,”
industrial Relations Journal, 8:44, Cctober, 1:uB.

11Dunnette, op. cit., p. 8-9.

lzadbcrt J. House, "T-Oroup Education and Leadership Effectivenesa: ..

Reviev of the Empiric Litersture and & Critical Evaluation,” Personnel
Psychology, 20:3, Spring, 196T.

13Spcncar Klaw, "Two Weeks in a T-Group," Cortuns, 5M:103, August, 1961.
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It seems entirely appropriate that the collection of anecdotsl evidence
and other types of naturalistic observation have preceded research efforts
and the formation of theory. If anecdotal evidence has not provided bench-
marks for researchn, certainly it has given direction to such efforts.

As for the information conveyed by this type of evidence, the comments
below are some sttempts to formulate general statements from and about
collections of such material.

An ATL survey revesled much enthusiesm and some disappointment. A
minority of post-training responses revealed ". . ., sacpticlsm end . . . =ven
resentment for having been subjected to unpleasant ax;;w.-.'r-i.em':eel.""‘”.i

opencer Klaw stated that participants generally indicated changes for
the better in the way they feel. Many say that the lmportant thing for them
was not a change in behavior, but that they fael more comfortable with them-
:elves.ls In a later study, Klaw found that a majority reported changes for
the better. However, some participants liked themselves less and were left
with a feeling of not knowing what to do about it.lé

A post-training opinion survey in 1960 indicated that one-third of the

participants viewed the program they had undergone as helpful; it:e other two-

141, P. Bredford, .xplorstion in Human Relations Training, Washington,
D.C., Hational Education Association, 1953, cited by Robert J. lousez, "T-
Group Education and Lesdership Effectiveness: .. Heview of the Empirie
L;Eerature and a Critical Evaluation,” Personnel Psychology, 20:3, Spring,
l TI

Ukaw, toe. cit.

165pencer Xlaw, "Inside a T-Group,"” Think, November-December, 1965,
cited by Robert J. House, "T~Group Education and Leadership Effectiveness:
;. Review of the Empiric Literature and Critical Evaluation," 7=rsonnel

Psychology, 20:%4, Bpring, 1967.
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thirds viewed the program as slightly more helpful than useless.lT

Jobns found that reactions of T-group participants seemed to stress a
deep personal significance in a non-specific way. ./e concluded that obtain-
ing comments about behavioral changes from colleagues, superiors, or sub-
ordinates would be a more valid approach.ls

It is hoped thaet the representative samples above are sufficiently
characteristic to give the reader a feeling for the nature of this evidence.
For the most part, individual responses were more detailed and specific.
Though no scientific measurement wvas made, the anecdotal evidence reviewed

by this author appeared to occur in a ratio of approximately 60% highly

favorable, 205 favorable with reservations and 20% unfavorable.

Regearch Evidence

It should be stated at the ocutset that a rigorous enumeration and dis-
cussion of each applicable study conducted since 1947 would have been quite
beyond the scope of this report. The author relied upcon generalizations
from surveys of research findings.

Hany studies tend to support the hypothesis that participants change

their behavior after undergoing laboratory training as was indicated by both

1TPoundation for Research on Human Behavior, in Actizi dcsearch Program
for Organization Improvement, Ann Arbor, ..ichigan, ii.U, citzd by Robert J.
House, "T-Group Education and Leadership Effectiveness: & ieview of the
Empiric Literature and Critical Eveluation,"” Personnel Psychology, 20::,

Spring, 1967T.

la'red Johns, "T-Group Traumas,"” Personnel {(London), 1:%1, June, 1961,



Stock and Johns in their surveys.lg

It was Stock's finding that a number of researchers were able to deter-
mine that about 60 to 75 percent of the participants realized some degree of
improvement from laboratory training. As is usual in research of this
nature, the authors of the various papers examined in her survey were quick
to point out the inherent difficulties of interpreting such data. In her
review of studies, she found that the following aspects of behavior had been
shown to be influenced by laboratory training:

. « « various perceptions of the self, affective behavior, con-
gruity between self-percept and ideal self, self-insight, sensitivity
to the feelings or behavior of others, role flexibility, sensitivity to
group decisions, diagnostic ability, behavioral skill, ::iligation of
laboratory techniques, self-confidence, and approach to diagnosigg
organizational problems. And this is only a partial list. . . .

After examining studies concerned with events throughout the training,
studies concerned with T-group effects, =nd studies that dealt with the
effects of T-groups on behavior, .iouse arrived at the following conclusions.
It was his evaluation that laboratory training is capable of indueing an
intended anxiety as a funetion of the treining process; that the induced
anxiety may result in an unsettled, upset, zud frustrated state for the
trainee; and that the process may also affect the trainee in such a way that

he becomes more considerate of subordinates, less dependent on others, less

demanding for subservience from others, :nd able to communicate better due

19porothy Stock, "A survey of Research on T-Groups,” in T-Group Theory
and Leboratory Method: Innovation in Re-Education, eds. L. P. Bradford,
J. R. Gibb, and K. D. Benne (Hew York: John Wiley and Sons, .. o), p. W34,
and Ted Johns, "T-Group Traumes," Persomnel (London), 1:4i, June, 1968.

20
stock, lOCo t‘.it-, pp. h33—k'



21

to more adequate and objective liataning.zl

Perhaps the one area of greatest agreement found in the surveys inves-
tigated was that much additional research is necessary. There is a phenomenon
at work in this and other areas whereby, 23 one question ie asked and ansvered,
cther questions become clear, vith curiozity about issues outstripping
methcdological resources. Stock invited each reader to provide his own end-

ing to the incomplete sentence, ". . . Why doesn't someone study
?"22

"Fade-out"” or Slippage

Dr. Bradford of NTL suggested to trainees at the close of a Management
Work Conference that they:

+ « « could now act, vith due modesty and caution, as "change
agents.” That is, he said, they could try to create "a climate of
learning in the back-home situation” that would help others to learn
some of the things they themselves had learned . . .23
But, can the trainee successfully carry his new-found behavior patterns

back into his parent organization? Argyris indicates that the formal values
inherent in most organizations give rise to an organizational norm that tends
to coerce individuals to suppress their feelings or disguise them in the form
of rational, technical or intellectual probleas.;h e uas enumerated the

debilitating pyremidal values thusly:

2lpobert J. House, "T-Group Education and Leadership Effectiveness: -
Review of the Empiric Literature and a Critical Evalustion,” Fsrsonnel
Psychology, 0:23, Spring, 1967.

“®Stock, op. cit., p. 43T.
23Bpeneer Klaw, "Two Weeks in a T-Group,” lortuze, oh:10J, August, 19¢1.

zhChris Argyris, Interpersonal Competence and Organizational Effective-
ness (Homewood, Ill.: Richard D. Irwin, 1962), ». &3,
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1. The important human relationships . . . are those vhich are
related to achieving the organization’s obJective, i.e., getting the Job
done . « .

- - - . L] - - & L] - - - - - - - - . L] - L] - L » - - - L] - L] - L] L] - - L L

2. Effectiveness in human relationships increases as behevior
becomes more rational, ‘ogical, snd clearly communicated; but effective—
ness decreases as behavior hecomes more emotional. . . .
3. Human relationships are most effectively motivated Ly carefully
defined direction, authority, and contrel, as well as appropriate rewards
and penalties that emphaslize ratiopal behavior and achievement of the
obJacti?e.25
For the tralinee t0 malntain improvements in interpersonal competence
achieved in the laboratory, the pyramidal values existing in most organize-
tions must be altered so that the organization can accept the changes in the
individual.2®

Regardless of whether the organization is receptive to change, it 1is
easier for the trainee to reassume the unemotional role than to do the work
necessary to open relaticnships. Also, some participants attend laboratories
with the attitude that the experience will provide a point of reference,
glving comforting and useful perspectives on normal routines., That 1s, they
lack the intention or the motivation to instigate change upon their return to
the parent nrganization.aT

Argyris conducted a study of 20 top excutives of a corporate division
which indicated a significant shift toward a set of values that encouraged

the executives to handle feelings and emotions, deal with prcblems of group

gschris Argyris, "T-Croups for Organization Effectiveness,"” Harvard
Business Review, 42:61, -arch, 196kL.

261p1d., p. Ti.

2Tcar1 R, Rogers, "The Procesz of the Basic Encounter Group,” .a Jolla,
California: Western Behavorial Sciences Institute, .. 17, [n.d.].
(Mimeographed. )
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maintenance, and develop greater feelings of responsibility on the part of
subordinates for the effectiveness of the organization. -is study indicated
that the effects of their laboratory education, continued on a high level for
a period in excess of slx months. During the tenth month a fade-out began to
appear.ee A study by Roger Harrison tended to support Argyris' coneclusion
that the executives failure to apply their learning in the back-home situa-
tion wvas due to organizational caunttrpreasurea.zg

A study by Dr. Cerl Rogers, in which 425 participants vere questioned
within a year of thelr training experience, was a little more optimistic in
its results. Sixty-five percent felt the laboratory training had made a
continuing positive difference in their behavior. Of the number, a few
reported that they believed it had ceused some negative changes along with
the positive. Two participants reported only negative changes. Fifteen
percent reported no changes. But, 16Y reported change which did not last and
left only a small residual positive efftct.3g

Orgenizational family-group training seems to offer a solution to the
probles of fade-out. For seversal years, training organizations avoided this
approach becamse of the additional risk the individual understandably feels

about opening up in the presence of his boss, ..is peers, and his subordinates.

This risk is not present to the same extent in a group composed of strangers.

‘?Bﬁrmin, op. cit., pp. TO-Tl.

Inris Argyris, Interpersonal Competence and Organiszaticnal Zffective-
ness {(Homewood, I1l.: Richard D. Irwin, 1962), p. EEEEEiE.

30Rogeri, op. cit., p. 20.



Stranger-group training was more widely used under the asaumption that
it would offer the trainee an opportunity to gain sufficlent skill and con-
fidence to open relations upon returning to the parent organization.
Unfortunately, the same feelings of riask which were considered to be
unacceptable in the supportive atmesphere of the laborstory were even more
difficult for the trainece to overcome in the back-home situetion, The pre-
vailing organizational norms often discoursged the trainee from doing the
work necessary to open relationships.

Therefore, in the logicel progression of events the natural group, ur
work team, has been brought intc the supportive atmosphere of the laboratory
in an effort to open their relationships to examination and revision. Unlike
stranger-group training, -here the participant returned to the organization
unsupported, the promising aspect of this approach is that the group con-
vinues to function as a group after the training is eampleted.jl

Sinee successful organizational change is dependent upon factors such as
structure, pelicies, practices, and controls, all of which are governed by
upper echelon executivea, it would seem appropriate that a change effort involv-
ing & large segment or all of an organization would begin at the top and work
its way down through the hierarchical relationships. “his approach would give
top management and opportunity to become familiar with the concerts of change,
to assess the deslirability of change, and, if accepted, i< izad the organiza-

tion through the tramsition. Insteed of a struggle by lower and middle managers

lyerbert A. Shepard, "Explorations in Observant Participation,” in T-
Group Theory and Laboratory HMethod: Innovation in Re-‘dueation, =ds. L., 7,
Bradford, J. R. 0ibb, =nd K. D, Benne (New York: Jo.n Wiley and Soms, 196k),
P. 389-
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to push the necessary concepts up the chain of command they could be filtered
downward (the naturel direction of flow). Instead of having to buck hostile
traditional values and organizational norms, middle and lower level managers
could more easlly step into nev roles and assume new management styles, aided
by a progressive top management. Such an approach should lessen the problem

of fade-out or llippnge.32

Organizational Applications

The T-group is not intended as a model for group action in the back-home
situation. Yet, it can be a useful source from which individuals or groups
may discover management learnings which have on-tie-}icbhb applicability.

“n the organizational level of the individual, :any executives receive
little feedback about the effects of their own behavior, =z:c2; t in the lab-
orstory where everybody is giving and receiving. /= executive's success
depends, to one degree or another, on the approval and cooperation of sub-
ordinates and assccistes. It can, therefore, improve an executive's
effectiveness if he learns, through the T-group experience, tiat he should
alter an inappropriate behavior pattern. HNew behavior, zcguiredl in the lab-
oratory, can help the trainee make more efficient, «ffective, cnd meaningful
contributions toward achieving organizational goala.33

Avareness of the subtle signals being transmitted to him by others may

allow the sensitive manager to avold unnecessary human problems,”  :xhibit-

32chris Argyris, Interpersonal Competence and Organizational Effective-
ness (Homewood, Ill.: Richard D. Irwin, 1962), 1p. 281-2.

33Georsa A. Hoy, "Sensitivity Training,” Factory, 122:1:5, September, 196k,

344, B. Rogers and Buck Milakovich, "Do It Yourself Semsitivity Training
Improves Performance,” Factory, 124:82, June, 1700,



ing & pattern of awareness of the needs of others tends to blunt the edge of

unavoidable problems; subordinates and associates will know that the sensi-

tive manager has made an effort to cope with the uituation.35
Klav advanced the hypothesis:

+ +» « members of a T-group may . . . zain some notion as to vhy
many people are not [italics in the orisinal] sensitive and modest and
grm.tp-ninded--md thereby become more ready to listen to the ant
boor who nevertheless, happens to know what he's talking sbout .3

Likewise, he inferred that the trainee, through learning about group process,

becomes more able to resist group pressures than the individual who has not

had the T-group exparience.w

On the group level in the parent organization there is often a handicap
due to a lack of openness. Orgenizational norms preclude the discussion of
emotional factors in the decision-making process. 7his reluctance to "open
up” or “level” in group discussions reduces the effectiveness of the group
in two important ways. It serves to foster the continued existence of a
“hidden agenda,” consisting of the personal needs and fears of the group
mhers,3a and it tends to deny a pattern of full pa.rticipstion.fﬁ

“he hidden sgenda in a group may include an item (or items) for every
member of the group. Or, several members may have a common unexpressed need,
zuch as a need for status, which they are working to fulfill, Iitems on this
agenda may alsoc include such things as a fear of being demoted or a fear of
being laid off. Personal interests of this nature can stand in the way of

rational group processes. The ability to recognize and deal effectively with

BHoy, loc. eit. IOKlew, loe. eit. 3Tmpia. 38Hoy, oo cit., p. 122

39Julius E. Eitington, “T-Group Learnings for Group Effectiveness,"
“raining and Development Journal, 23:47, ‘ay, 1969.




these unexpected personal interests allows the group ". . . to get the hidden
agenda out on the table, where it can be dealt with. . . ." and progress
toward the accomplishment of organizational goals through better sclutions to
the rational, intellectual, and technicel problems with which the group must
aea1, 0

In the task oriented group, the importance of participation is fre-
juently overloocked, The potential benefits of a pattern of full partieipation
include: +tapping the total resources of the group; =iding the growth of both
the more verbal and the recessive members; securing s consensus and & com-
mittment to support group decisions; bullding an atmosphere of trust snd a
feeling of fresdom in the group to speak out on controversial toplcs, c<xpress
emotions or give feedback t0 another group member; z=:d causing the work group
experience to be an intimate, measningful, =nd aatisfying axperience.kl

Bringing the work group into the laboratory in the form of a family
group may offer a method for erriving at a more effective and cohesive work
group vhich can overcome the problams of hidden agendas and limited partici-

pa&iun.he

hoﬁoy, op eit., pp. 122-123. hlEitington, op. eit., op. Lh-i7.
521014, , p. 47.



CHAPTER IV
ARE SOME MORE ABLE TO BENEFIT

FROM THE T-GROUP EXPERIENCE THAN OTHERS?

Hard evidence or even agreement on the ansver to the question posed is
difficult, if not impossible to find. There has been a fair amount of
speculation by several authors on the applicability and acceptance of such
training as applied to individuals and organizations.

The Restrictive Opinion

The restrictive or more negative view as espoused by Johns, irgrris, and
Clueck, is that some individuals and organizations are more sulted to achieve
beneficial change through sensitivity training.

For instance, Ted Johns made two observations about change in regard to
the organization:

+ » oResearch into the effectiveness of the T Group system in
British companies bears out the findings obtained in other countries,
namely, that considerable benefits can result if T Groups are employed
in the promotion of organization change, -ut that these benefits are
considerably enhanced if the organizational climate is favourable to
change.

+ « « bescause company structures in different technological and
sociologleal areas are guite different, one can only speak of the right
way to manage within the context of a specific situation. Thus it is
quite feasible that in some organiszations training in centralised
decision making would be quite appropriate 3 vhile others would benefit
from training in participative techniques.-

in so far as the individual 1s concerned, three attributes in particular,

have been sald to characterize those individuals best able to learn from the

lred Johns, "T-Group Treumas,” Personnel (London), 1:41, June, 1968,



T-group experience!

1, A relatively strong ego that is not overvhelmed by internal
conflicts.

2. Defenses which are sufficiently low to allow the individual
to hear vhat others say to him (accurately and with minimal threat to
his self), without the aid of a professional scanning and filtering
system (that is, the therapist, the educator).

3. The ability to communicate thoughts and feelings with minimal
threat 1s that the individual does not tend to distort greatly what he
or others say, nor does he tend to condemn others or himself,<

Glueck, after firsthand experience in a T-group, indicated that in
addition to willingness or ebility ‘o expose ona': personality to others,
" « . the degrees of interpersonal effectiveness necessary for successful
performance on the Job . . ." should be considered in the selection of
participants. Thus, in Clueck's estimation, ". . . The most likely executive
for a T-Group . . . 1s one who 1s open about himself, <nows little about the
importance of interpersonal relations on a job, =it who job requires inter-

personal expertise.">

The Expansive Opinion

Bredford, :ibb, Benne, and Lippitt, for instance, take the viewpoint
that laboratory training has value in a wide variety of applications.
Benne indicated:
+ « » the T Group has been found to be a more robust and resllient
medium for & wide range of re-educative effects than would have been

considered possible durinﬁ the period of its relative segregation with
laboratory designs. . . .

2Chris Argyris, "T-Groups for Organization Effectiveness,” .arvard
Business Review, L42::57, October, 1968.

willian F. Glueck, "Reflections on a T-Group Experience,” Parsonnel
Journal, 47:50k, July, 1968,

Y%ennetn D. Benne, "History of the T Group in the Laboratory Setting,”
in T~Group Theory and Laboratory Method: Innovation in Re-:ducation, =ds. .. T.
&raﬂgﬂ'ﬁ +R.ULBY, 8@ K. D, Benne (NeWw York: Johi Wiley and soms, 10k},
ot 12 »
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“hile the T-group was originally considered as a means of increasing the
potential of normal sdults, its application has extended to use with children
and even abnormal participants. Dr. Carl R. .o:crs made mention of the use
of this technique in the rehabilitation of drug eddicts by Synanon, = west
Coast orsani:atian.s

A falrly concise statement of opinion was coauthored by Bradford, cenne,
and Lippitt:

Experience thus far indicates that the laboratory design for
learning can make a significant contribution to many populations, rang-
ing from children to eross cultural groups concerned with international
relations., Experience shows further that the basic ingredients of the
learning process are the same, although some of the specific learning
cutcomes receive different emphasis. The laboratory method of education
is based on the conviction that there are generic chnganteristies of
learning experiencas that are common for all clients,

This view then assumes that azong the individuals to be trained, univer-
8al characteristies cause lsboratory training to be a valuable and viable

approach for all.
Summary

There is disagreement as to whether some can benefit more than others.
“he divergence in viewpoints does not appear to be s0 great that it cannot
be scmewhat reconciled.

The restrictive view might be of some value if we were corporation

finance officers trying to maximize the return on our investment. By care-

Scarl R. Rogers, "The Process of the Basic Encounter Group,” La Jolla,
Calif.: “estern Behavorial Sciences Institute, u. 1. [n.d.] . (/iiscographed.)

sxnnneth D. Benne, Leland P. Sradford, iczald Lippitt, "The Laboratory
Method," in T-Group Theory and Laboratory Method: Innovation in Re-Education,
eds. L. P. Bradford, J. R. Cibb, and ¥. D. Benne (New York: Jcun Wiley and
Sons, 196L), p. 21.
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fully choosing those individuals who match characteristics with Argyris' list,
cited sbove, :nd insuring an organizatlonal climate favorable to change, it
would seem reasonsble to expect a greater degree of benefit for each man-hour
or dollar invested than if these measures were not followed.

.he case for the restrictive view seems to hinge on what degree of
benefit can be derived and which type of individual can benefit more. If
we could combine the two positions we might contend that some do benefit
more than others--but, mest can derive some benefif. Argyris has said that
it is rare for a participant not to learn something in the extended time frame

usually occupied by laboratory training n:sians.T

Tehris Argyris, "T-Groupe for Organization Effectiveness,” uarvard
Business Review, 42:63, ‘arch, 196k.



CHAPTER V

CRITICISMS OF SENSITIVITY TRAINING

The Danger of Participation

Perhaps ‘the major criticism of sensitivity training is that the stresses
generated by the intense discussion of feelings and emotions in the T-group
can cause participants to suffer emotional disturbences which occasionally
lead to the need for professional assistance.

In contrast to this viaw, Argyris contended that the tensions, dis=-
illusionments, snd emotional Jostlings of everyday work relationships are
greater than those of laboratory training; in the laboratory the individual
is more able to exerciae control over how much he wishes to learn and vwhat
he is willing to pay for it. It was his opinion that even though laboratory
training must focus on feelings, it dces not have tc be dsnseroua.l

#hile Dr. Carl Rogers recognized the fact that psychological damage to
a participant would be a serious matter, it was his opinicn that ecritics of
the intensive group experience had not viewed this problem in the proper per-
spective. His experience indicated that damage of this nature was a rare
occcurrence. 2

At the RTL training site in Bethel, :‘sine, during thel968 summer sessions,
there were about 1,000 participants. Dr. L. P. Bradford estimated that of

that number only 30 trainees found their meetings emotionally disturbing

lchris Argyris, "Issues in Evaluating Laboratory Education," Industrial
Relations Journal, 8:69, Cetober, 1968.

2car1 R. Rogers, "The Process of the Basic Encounter Group,” Ls Jolla,
calif.: Western Behavioral Sciences Institute, o. 20, [n.d.] . (Mimeographed.)
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enough to cause them to approach the resident psychiatrist for support. About
one person in 1,000 becomes sufficiently disturbed to cause them to withdraw
from laboratory training. Dr. Bradford reasoned that, ". . . The participants
we get at NTL usually have a role in society and such persons usually have
enough ego strength to get along. . . ." However, in recognition of the
potential for emotional disturbance inherent in the technigue, STL maintains
a resident psychiatrist at their Bethel, Maine training site when there are
groups in senicn.3
Ethical and reputable sensitivity training leaders have recognized that
there is some danger to the participants. BSteps taken to overcome this
particular problem include the study of past laboratory sessions to develop
concepts and techniques for dealing with particularly stressful incidents
vhiech occur in such groups and the careful screening of participants to
exclude individuals who are likely to be harmed by the training exp.r:lonca.h
A related charge suggests that the danger of sensitivity training lies
in the fact that it iz a sort of disguised psychotherapy presided over or
conducted by inadequately trained leaders. This misconception is fostered by
the fact that sensitivity training, like psychotherapy, is fostered by the
fact that sensitivity training, like psychotherapy, rejuires intense discus-
sions of feelings and emotions. There are, however, zor= dizsimilarities than
similarities between the two procedures. The function of psychotherspy is to

heal individuals who have exhibited significant symptoms of illness. ensiti-

3“¥TL's Nev Maine Training Center: : Retreat But No Sanctuary,” iraining
in Business and Industry, 6:49, ‘ay, 1969.

h‘.muu C. Greening, "Sensitivity Training: Cult or Contribution,”
Personnel, 41:22, May-June, 1968.
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vity training, on the other hand, is designed to expand the potential of
individuals who are already functioning in a relatively normal and usually
productive way in society. Thus, the purposes, expectations, and type of
participants found in the two techniques are quite different.s

Perhaps it would be advantageous in some respects i1f every trainer were
a social or clinical psychologist or a psychiatrist. Certainly, some train-
ing is required of the individual who functions as a leader or trainer for a
T-group. There has been a cooperative effort to establish standards for
professicnal sensitivity trainers and to develop staff training programs.6
This effort has come about in response to the eriticism offered above and to
reduce the use of this technique by the few unethical profiteers who have
gravitated into this lucrative field.

Yet, it is intended that the discussion with the group deal with the
current behavior in the group, and do so in laymen's terms. The expectation
is that the focus of group discussions will develop on a "there-and-taen"
content and gradually evolve to a "here-and-now" content. Discussions of
childhood traumas, unconscious motivations, or personal histories are not
considered to be desirable or of value in the T—graup.T

The feedback received from other participants, tiue feelings of risk
associated with opening up in the presence of strangers (or even more, opening
up in the presence of the boss, peers, and subordinates) may generate consid-

erable anxiety. But Dr. Carl Rogers has observed that the ability to help

5Ted Johns, "T—Group Traumas," Personnel (London), 1:40-41, June, 1968.

SGreening, loc.cit.

Tenris Argyris, "Issues in Evaluating Laboratory Education,” Industrial
Relations Journal, 8:69, October, 1968.
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others in stressful situations is found widely distributed in the peopulation
of participants. The realization of & "caring” attitude on the part of the
group members and the "helping" experience gained by the individuals in the T-
group are valuable parts of the training proeeas.s The presence of a trained
psychiatrist or psychologist might reascnably lead the group to expect him, as
a more knowledgeseble member of the group, to take the initiative in a stress-
ful situation. 8Such action, or the expectation of such action, could cause
the group to miss this valuable aspect of the laboratory experience.

Thus, in terms of the training process it does not appemr necessary or
even desirable that the leaders all be psychologists or psychiatrists. In
practical terms, it is doubtful that there are enough psychologists and psy-
chiatrists to meet the growing demand for this type of training. Trained (and
perhaps one day licensed) leaders can perform the more mundane group direction
and intervention, freeing the highly trained psychiatrists and psychologists
for tasks more relevant to their capabilities.

-he presence of a “resident psychiatrist,” 2s ‘s the practice during NTL's
sessions at Bethel, Maine, i{s an admirable safeguard against untreated damage.
it would seen a desirable practice which might advantageously be emulated by
all who conduct sensitivity training. Playing the percentages (even when they
appear as small as 3%) with something as serious as the emotional disturbance

of a trainee appears to be unacceptable.

Hidden Manipulation

Critics have speculated that the laboratory approach to training consists

anog:rs, loe. eit,



of a system of covert controls and manipulative processes which are used to
"brainwash” participants. The inherent openness and flexibility of the lab-
oratory process causes this criticism to be groundless. The participant
actually develops skills in the laboratory which increase his ability to
question, to examine, and to m&ify.g The laboratory procass obviously
cannot enhance the trainee's abllity to be aware of himself and others by
pulling the wool over his eyes.

An example of hov wide of the mark this criticism can be, ig the
instance of a company undertaking a sensitivity training program to win its
executive corps' approval of a set of policies (either established or nev).
Often, the executives will return to the organization with greater disillu-
.sionment or perhaps even nev reasons for disagreement with the organizational

policies.

VWeak Leaders

It has been suggested that some managers, wvhen subjected to sensitivity
training, become s0 sensitive that they cannot carry out the responsibilities
of their Jjobs. That is, they tend to get so involved in considering all the

possible consequences of potential alternatives that they fall to arrive at

10

timely and realistic decisions™ or, they tend to become unable or unwilling

to discipline, demote or fire subordinates when such action is a.prpmpriute.n

Hoy eontends that this is not the case, that sensitivity training is

9

Argyris, op. eit., p. 68. A

Johns, op. eit., p. Ll.
uGeorge A. Hoy, "Sensitivity Training," Factory, 122:123, September, 1964,
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designed to expand the potential of successfully functioning individuals, and

that sensitivity thrives in an atmosphere of success, and vice versa.Lz
Argyris states:

+ « « leaders who learn at a& laboratory do not tend to throw away
their directive skills. Rather, they seem to use directive leadership
wvhere and when it is appropriate. . . . The most laboratory education
can do is help the individual see certain unintended consequences and
costs of his leadership, and help hig to develop other leadership styles
if [italies in original] he wishes.

Therefore, if there are major faults in a given manager's leadership
style following laboratory training, it would appemr that the manager probably
had wesknesses in his leadership style before undertsking the tralning and

elected to make no significant changes during the training period.

Other Criticisms

A phenomenon as potent a8 sensitivity training attracts eritical comment
from many sources. Because the sources are subject to varying degrees of bias
and qualification, the criticisms vary somewhat in quality. They appear to
fell in a continuum extending from the significant to the insignificant. What
seemed to be the more important of the criticisms have been dealt with sepa-
rately in this chapter. A sampling of the others, along with a brief rebuttal
for each, is presented below.

1. Social order and personal stablility are based on propriety, realistic

1k
defenses and some degree of facade. Stripping them away is inappropriate.

12144,

1344111am F. Glueck, "Reflections on a T-Group Experience," Personnel
Journal, 47:23, July, 1968.

lhThoma.a C. Greening, "Sensitivity Training: Cult or Comtribution,”
Personnel, 41:23, May-June, 196k4.
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This statement is in error because people with truly untenable and
transperent facades tend t6 have 4difficulty in thelr soeisl and work relation-~
ships. They expend much ¢f theiy availeble energy and time in the maintenance
of defenses. The reduction of facades and defense mechanisms lets the
individual acknowledge his self, zcknowledge the subtrefuges in his behavior,
and function in a more competent and natural way.

2. Openness degenerates into destruective eriticism, =o:tility, and hurt
rmlmgt.l5 ‘

Quite to the contrary, Dr. Carl Rogers has observed that feedback, open-
ness, and the consequent authenticlty of group members engendered feelings of
trust and cohesiveness in training groupu.ls Hostility or hurt feelings
ineidental to the initial attempts at openness and feedback do not tend to
persist as the training group progresses toward feelings of trust and cohe-
siveness.

3. Laboratory education teaches people to be callous, Jisrespectful of
soclety and to dislike those who live s less open life.l?

irgyris' comment on this idea was particularly to the point:

If one truly bveglns to accept himgelf, = will be less ineclined to
condemn nmongenuiness in others, but to see it for what it is, a way of
coping with a nansazigine world by a person vho is (understandably) a non-
genuine individual.

4. Sensitivity training is en emoral invasion of privacy.™’

intuitively, it would appear that the greateat benefit could be derived

1pia, 16Rogers, op. eit., p. 17. 1TArgyris, loc. eit. 8Iuid.

19zrecutive Group Therapy is Scored,” 1= Iron Age, 155:23, June 29,
1969.
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from full end complete exposure of the self. There is nc explieit requirement,
sowever, or a participant to make full and complete disclosure of his inner-
most private thoughts or for him to reveal personal matters. Taz Iindividual
is given a choice as to whether or not he will become a trainee and in the
group he still has a choice as to his degree of participation. iny "invasion”

occurs only with the agreement and cooperation of the participant.
‘eal Deficiencies

Ironically, sensitivity training is not as often criticized for its
actual deficiencies as it is for imagined menaces spawned in the minds of the
fearful, the ignorant or the uninformed. Unfortunate chaaracteristics of sen-
sitivity training include:

=xpense. The organizer usually charges a sizable amount per person for
the training plus a generous amount for the expenses of meals, lcdzing, ete.

Time. Many programs are organized for a two-week period. GSome are even
longer. Recently there has been a move tovard marathon, lonz weekend sessionms.
At least in the short run, training time represents a loss of productive
effort for the parent organization.

_ffectiveness. Studies seem to indicate that only about 60 to 75 percent
of all participants benefit in a significant way.

Slippeze. There seems to be a tendency for the effects of sensitivity
training to fade after about 6-10 months. Often this appears to be caused by
an organizational climate or atmosphere which is not favorable to change.

The fact that there will be expense and time involved in the use of this
training technique appears to be relatively unalterable. The loss or invest-

ment involved might well be considered justifisble at this point but,
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zartainly the cost-effectiveness ratioc will become more favorable when the
continuing efforts of HTL and others result in increases in effectiveness and
decreases in slippage. The material researched seemed to indicate: modifi-~
cations in laboratory designs for a closer fit to the requirements of the
trainee populations: melective screening of participants; and altered
approaches to orgenizetional change with an awareness of the slippage problem,

ere leading towerd gains in effectiveness and reductionsz of fade-out.



CHAPTER VI

BPINOFF -- COMPLIMENTS TO THE BASIC CONCEPT

The success and widespread acceptance of the intensive group experience
as developed by HTL has given rise to the development of several related
techniques. The complimentary techniques to be discussed in this chapter
are in some cases adaptations or modifications of the initial idea. Others
are closely related yet significantly different techniques. These related

concepts have evolved to satlsfy a variety of needs.

The HManagerial Grid

HManagerial Grid is one of the newest approaches to achieving more effec-
tive organizational development. This program was conceived and deaveloped by
Drs. Robert Blake and Jane Mouton of Scientific Methods, ine., Austin, T"exas.
The Grid is s multiphased program involving six steps and extending over a
three-to-five year period.l

The Grid program derives its name from a reference frame which figures
prominently in the training. This reference frasez is based on two key
variables found in organizations. The horizontal variable reflects concern
for production. The vertical values represent degrees of concern for people.

Each is expressed on a scale ranging from 1 (minimal) to 9 (maximal). Using

1Georgatte Foster, "The HManagerial Orid in Action at Wards," Stores,
L8:42, .ecember, 1966.

2Robert K. Blake and Jane 8. Mouton, [he Managerial Grid (Houston, iexas:
Sulf Publishing Company, 1963), -. 10.
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this 9 by 9 freme of reference it is possible to represent 81 mixtures of the
two variables, Feor simplieity, discussion of the managerisl styles usually
starts with five "pure” styles represented by the extremes at the four
corners of the grid and the moderate style at the center of the grid.

At the lower left is the 1,1 style. This style is a mixture of minimm
concern for people and production. At the upper left is the 1,3 style,
reflecting a minimum concern for production coupled with & maximum concern
for people. At the lower right is the 9,1 style vhich has a maximum concern
for production and minimum concern for people. At the center of the reference
grid is the 5,5 style vhich is a mixture of an intermediate amount of both
kinds of concerns. At the upper right is the 9,- style, where concern for
both people and production reaches a maxim.3

“he grid program attempts to familiarize managers with the fact that
there is a range of alternative approaches which can be used in supervising
people to accomplish organizational goals. That is, the 81 mixtures in the
9 by 9 grid represent a continnum of possible sets of sssumptions wvhich can
be used by the manager to integrate ps=ople and production tnnetions.z‘

“here appsars to be room for some dissentlon in the Crld Theory. with
81 mixtures of concern for people and concern for production from which to
choose for a given situation, convineing arguments could be supplied for the
naintenance of some flexibility in the choice of menageriel style. A given
situation, because of urgency or because of lack of apparent connection with
actual production, might seem to indicate a need for more or less concern for

one of the two variables. Yet, it is expected that a realization of the

brpid., p. 12.

s

31pid.
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continuum of possible managerial styles will lead inevitably to the cholce of
the 9,9 managerial style. As Blake and Mouton put it:

Managerial styles based on 9,. direction with compliance, or 3,5
conformity with compromise, or on 1,9 security and comfort through
convenience, or on 1,1 scquiescence and complacency, or tue "clever"” tut
corrupt relationships produced by facades or by debilitating paternalism,
are, =t best, second best. Actually they are quite unaceceptable, long-
term. In comparison with performance contributed under 9,7 with its
condition of candid communication based on conviction and commitment
which results in grontivity, other bases for work relationships seem to
fall short. . . .

The six phases of the Grid can be thought of as being in two major parts.
The first part, phases #1 and #2, {cals with management development. The
second part, phases #3 through #6, deals with organizational development."

Faase Fl is a management seminar conducted over a one~week period. All
management personnel of a participating organization undergoc this phase.
Ireparation for the Orid wveek takes place over a six-wz=z pericd. There is a
textbook and a set of 60 questions which require about 50 hours of homework.
lhe basic work team in phase #1 is a cross section of the organization.
zxisting hierarchical relationships are not included. .u:e emphasis is on
individual dsvelopnunt.T

Phase #2 deals with the existing work teams in the organization. In this
phase the boss-subordinate confrontations start to produce the results the
program is reaching for.a The emphasis shifte from individual development to
team development.

Phase #3 deals with intergroup relations.’ This phase examines the

interests and relations of groups on several levels. BSuch group relationships

6

SIbid., p. 318.  CFoster, loc. cit,  !Inid., p. b3

“Ibid., p. 42-3. JIbid., 5. k2.
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include: work groups with other work groups; civisions with other divisions,
ieadquarters-plant relationships; union-management; and manaament-vage
earner relationships.

Phase #i i{s long range planning and phase #5 is carrying out those plans.
Phase #6 involves stabilizing the entire program. ’

this is a comprehensive development program, (esigned to help both the
individual and the organization to function more effectively. In this wvay,
Grid training differs from sensitivity training in its scope.

The Managerial Grid also differs from sensitivity tralning in its focus.
Grid training provides the trainee with a frame of reference and a vocabulary
vhich clearly steers the trainees away from personal evaluations. Rather,
iiscussions tend to center more on the styles of management employed by group
members in an impersonal way.ll It is expected that by using this approach
the members can be relatively candid with one another without arousing undue

anxiety.

Tean Improvement Laboratory

The Team Improvement Laboratory (T.I.L.) was an outgrowth of the
Managerial Grid and Work Simplification concepts. This program was developed
by Steinberg's Limited of Montreal, Canada to meet the needs of their organi-
zation. 2

After more than 1,200 middle and senior managers had participated in the

Hanagerial Grid, it was decided that a less expensive and altered form of

O0mig,  rpia., p. bh.

laIrving Borwick, "Team Improvement Laboratory,"” Perscanel Jouraal,
48:18-19, January, 1969.
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training should be devised to train the more than 9,000 regular and 8,000
part-time non-managerial employees of the organizeation. “hus, the T.I.i.
vas deulopcd.n

It is a 38-hour program, ineluding preparstory reading, four lectures
(which oeccupy only 2 hours of the total), three films, slus general and team
mtinaa.lh Approximately one-third of the program is devoted to learning
the concepts of management and manegement styles; tvo-thirds of the program
is devoted to problem solving and msnagerial training.’’

Zarly in the program a list of 9 assumptions is introduced. Acceptance
of these assumptions is the foundation for the employees assuming managerial
responsibility in their 50‘!:5.16 They are:

1, People don't resist change; they resist being changed.
2. Every Job is capeble of being improved.
3« Every employee has the basic ability to improve his job.
4, People like to improve their work.

People like to participate in groups.

5.

6. Improvements are best made by those vho perform the job.

T. Employees should be provided with the basic skills for job
improvement through an educational prograa.

8., The role of the supervisor is one of advisor, consultant, and
ecordinator.

9. The role of the employee is manager of his own area of
responsibility.17

Also introduced early in the program is the S-ztep pattern, = simplified

problem solving technique. This technique is offered as a set of procedures

for use in the analysis and improvement of existing job nthndl.m The steps

Bn4a.  npga., p. 18-20. 514, ». 19.
J'GIrvd.ng Borwick, "Team Improvement Laboratory,” P‘srsonnel Journal, 48::20,
January, 1969.

4., 5. 2h, 18

‘m&-. Pe 210
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in the pattern are:

1. Belect a job to improve.

2. Get all the facts.

3. Challenge every detail.

4. Develop the preferred mthodi
5. Install it —- check results.-’

After the 38-hour leboratory training is completed, sarticipants continue
to meet in the same group in their work areas. .l:zo, tiey are given addition-
‘al manegerail responsibility within their own work areas on their return from
the training. These two factors tend to reinforce the concept that this pro-
gram is a continuing effort rather than a one-shot srtd.r.zo

As for the effectiveness of the program, Irving Borwick, Director of
Personnel at Steinberg's states:

+ + +» in terms of the human objectives, i.e., ciaaging attitudes,
zducating employees, developing managerial skills and introducing control

of change, . . . the program has been successful. In terms of Team Im-

orovement Laboratory effecting great cost savings on increased sales, no

adequate measures have been developed to give ample proof that this is
the case.

Confrontation Design:

This technique might be termed a short-cut, fasily trpe, latergroup con-
flict resolution program. It is an attempt to capitalize on the learning
potential assoclated with T-groups without becoming involved with the expense,

lost time, and intense individual interactions which are also characteristic

of the T-sroup procen.az

A change agent or human relations consultant might consider instituting

this type program when there appears to be minimal problems within groups

19m44., p. 24, 20mB4d., p. 23. 2lppid., p. 24,

“2hobert T. Golembiewski and Arthur Blumberg, "The Laboratory Approach to
Organizational Change: Confrontation Design," icadewy of Management Journal,
11:200-1, June, 1968,
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accompanied by a lack of openness and understanding or the presence of debll-
itating frictions between groups.

The Confrontation Design involves two or more organiszational entities
vhose members have unresolved issues. Each of the work teams is instructed
to select organizational units with which more effective relations would be
considered advantageous to the execution of their own jobs. Farticirants are
then told to develop "3-dimensional images” .2:ed on these questions:

i+ Low do we see ourselves in relation to the other work team?

2. How does the other work team see us?

3. How do we see the other work team?

Each work team prepares its imsges in isolation. Willing work teams confront
one ancther and share their prepared images in time periods scheduled by the
consultant, 23

This design assumes that problems in the organization are freguently
caused by blockages in communications. This design is an effort to encourage
authentic interaction and thereby bring into effect some problem solving
behavior on the part of the participaata.ah

The confrontation design reported in the Golembiewski and Blumberg
paper required only 12 scheduled hnurn.25 Stranger-group sensitivity train-
ing, which typically has & lesser degree of relevance 0 the lmmediate
solution of specific organizational problems, usually lasts two weeks. "he
Confrontation Deaign thus represents a considerable savings in time and con-

stitutes a much more direct attack on the problems of the organization.

a3 24

Ibid., pp. 202-3. Tbid., . 203. <J1bi4d.

rr————— e —
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Because of the brief duration of the confrontation design it does not
usually result in the complete and permanent solution to all corganizational
problems. Rather it is regarded as a reference point and springboard for
future action. Areas of agreement, accommodation and compromise reached in
the confrontations are used as & basis for continued action on organizational
issues. Usually groups continue to meet after the confrontations have taken
place,

The intent of the confrontation desizn is to bring out into the open
unacknowledged problems which the organization must resolve. :liso, it is
expected that the experience will induece a greater commitment and effort
toward the development of behavior which will ninimize or eliminate the devel-
cpment of such problems,

Golembiewski and Blumberg concluded that data collected supported the
effectiveness of the Confrontation Design. Qualifications of their conclusion
included:

1. The dats probably understated the potency of the design.

<. Additional and more refined research will be necessary to measure the
implied behavioral and attitudinal changes suggested by the data collected for
their paper.

3. Some organizations are probably not culturally prepared for the con-~
frontation design. But, if a consultant provided this experience for an
unprepared organization, the most likely result would be ". . . the loss of a
useful opportunity for development. . . .“26

k, BHo special skills are necessary on the part of the participants.

Eélbid., p. 209.
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Skilled consultants should, nowever, ve present for the scheduled confronta-

tions. In the planning stage it was thought that the presence of consultants
would be necessary to protect weak organizational units from harsh attacks:in
the confrontation. Virtually the opposite was found in the execution of the

design. The consultant's value was found to lie ". . . in encouraging the

participants to confront one another at 'deeper levels.'. . ."ET

Do-it-Yourself Feedback sis

This method of self-analysis resulted from a recognition of the fact
that there is value in becoming more aware or tuned in on the environment and
those with which one comes in contact. At the same time, it was recognized
that formal sensitivity training is costly and time consuming. The suggested
do-it-yourself program can be virtually costless and much of it can be executed
in 0dd moments which might otherwise be relatively valueloas.es

Tuere are four steps to the self-sensitizing program as described by
Rogers and Milakovich:

1. Study and chart the characteristics of persons whose lives affect

yours at the plant.
2. Ask their candid opinions of you, and analyze these. Don't

argue - listen aggressively.

3. Probe for hidden factors that might color their opinions making
them regard you as they do.

4. Reconsider your self-image -- and take ection.2?

In the preparation of charts for those who will be asked for evaluations,
items of interest include: ". . . performance standards, nobbies, aabits, likes,

and dislikes. . . ." Other significant details are: their family members and

2T1bid., pp. 209-10.

28y, =, Rogers and Buck Milakovich, "Dg Tt Yourself Sensitivity Training
Improves Performance," Factory, 12k:82, June, 1766.

291bia.
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and ages; their sports interests; and memberships in religiocus, =ceial, or
fraternal organizstions. Days or even weeks spent in accumulating this
information through conversations is time well used because it is necessary
to understand these people well before their evaluations can be interpreted
in & meaningful vay,-"

The suggested method of image evaluetion involves preperastion of a
questiomnaire with 15 items to be evaluated: ". . . 1) This never describes

him; 2) This seldom describes him; 2} This describes him about 507 of the

time; 4) This ususlly describes him; ) This always descrides him, . . .“31

items to be rated in the example ghown were:

i+ He's cheerful.
2. I would like to work with him.
5. He's truthful.
4. He's objective.
5. I would like to work for him,
L. He's loyal.
T. He's ambitious.
8. He's aggressive.
7 I would like him to work for me.
0. He's creative.
11. He's selfish.
12. He's fairminded.
13. He's unylelding.
14. EHe's too easily pushed around.
i5. I don't know enough sbout him, -~

it is proposed in the paper that an anonymous and candid evaluation be
solicited from each of 5 or £ individuels. The group from which evaluations
are to be obtained would typically include the individual's immediate superior,
cne or more peers, & close friend or perhaps the individual's wife, zuc one or

more subordinates. When the "imeage evaluations” 1cve been filled out, compu-

3034,  ‘lrped., oo 83. 321p4a,

e
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ting an average score for each of the 15 items and comparing that average with
a self-rating, allows the individusl to determine how others' concept of his
self and his own concept of his self match up. “here the average of opinions
and the self-rating differ by two or more points, further analysis is sug-
gested. These represent aress in which the individual is weak or
misunderstood. 33

Four avenues of further analysis are suggested. First, ithe individual
might discuss, as objectively as possible, the average opi:_:ionl expressed
with a close friend or his wife. BSecond, the individual might turn to his
plant colleagues, perhaps as a group, -0 gain insights on differences indi-
cated in the evaluation. Third, the catalogue of information prepared on the
group of evaluators might be searched for indications of motives or interests
which, through past actions could have inadvertently put the individual at
odds with members of the group. Finally, after utilizing the three methods
described above to gain additional insights, it is suggested that the indivi-
<ual epproach his superior for an objective discussion sbout the evaluation
and the individual's potential for improvement.>"

Of course, there are three possible outcomes for each of the items on
the evaluation sheet. In comparison to the aversge of opinions solicited
from the group, the individual's self-evaluation can be more positive, the
sane (or approximately the same), or less positive. riogers and :ilakovich
found that many people lacked self-confidence and therefore tended to

evaluate themselves less positively than the group did. In such cases, the

3B3n,14, 34r34., p. 8.
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elimination or reduction of the discrepancy is simplified. It iz only
necessary for the individual to allow his self-confidence and self-ccucept to
expand to more cloasely fit the evaluation of the grmxp.35

It is suggested that this self-sensitizing program be used in coajunc-
tion with a well-defined and carefully thought out "=aster plan™ whicn
extends from the present into retirement. The authors also indicated that
for maximum benefit the process of self-evaluation should be repeated
annually.

In June of 1966, about 300 supervisors at Lockheed had used the do-it-
yourself sensitivity training plan. Eighty percent reported increased
efficiency, -ore revarding people relations, and increased motivation. Ma:-
agement reported that middle manager's attitudes shifted from an employee
perspective to a management perspective and that turnover in the sensitized
group decreased. Despite the more optimistic self-reports, tie fads-out in
this program was high with only 35 to 40% of the trainees retaining their new

behavior patterns .36
The Hierolabd

The Microlab is a series of exercises designed to help a stranger-group
in the beginnings of a small group relationship. It is intended to be only
the initial experience of an on-going program and, a: such, there is no
expectation that the Microlab will replace other group development techniques.
sather, the Microlab would ideaslly be used in econjunction with such programs,

S1via. 361pid.
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to facilitate the establishment of a rapport, openness, and cohesiveness

between members of a group prior to the undertaking of one of the established

designs for group doﬂlopm:nt.?r

Mierolabs have been 'eonductod for as few as one group of 5 participants
each and as many as sixty groups of § participants each. Tucse labs have
taken place in a variety of settings. Lowv levels of illumination seem less
inhibiting to participants and for this reason much or all of the Miecroladb
ie frequently executed under this cond:ltion.ig

ihe list of exercises employed in the lMicrolab is limited only by the
imagination of the director or leader. Many are drawn from research or
theoretical literature on group processes. Jacre are three basic categories
into vhich the exercises might be sorted: introductory exercises, exercises
in becoming more open, and exercises in sharing.39

The first type, the introductory exercises are relatively safe exercises
vhich lead to minimal interaction and sharing of the natural apprehension
present in such groups. Introductory exercises are, as the name implies,
simply a way to begin. The leader decides when the group relationships have
developed sufficiently to let it progress to the next category of mreiuo.ho

The second group of exercises deals with self-revelation and self-yresen-
tation. These exercises tend toward here-and-novw discussion of feelings with
feedback from one or more of the group. When the leader feeds that required

levels of trust and adequate feelings of safety have been reached, the groups

3Tsneldon K. Edelman, Bert R. Biles and the Microlab Group, "The Microlab
in Communications: “heory and Technique,” (Manhattan, ‘auzas: ‘he University
for Man, :ansas State University, 1968), p. 1. (Mimeographed.)

3Ibid., p. 2. 391ni4., pp. 2-9. %riid., pp. 2<h.
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move on into exercises in -hlring.hl

The sharing exercises require participants to give and receive more
openly than in the first two categories. This third group consists of
exercises involving feedback, non-verbal trust, non-vertal czlonzing,
zxereises in self-direction, attempts to learn more about others in the group,
and exercises in feeling clole.ha

Unlike the trainer in a T-group, the leader in a Microlab makes it clear
at the beginning that he is in charge. _he leader, z2{:=d by an observer or
observers when several groups are involved, watches the progress of the
participants with a view toward the selection of appropriate exercises.
;xercises are introduced by the leader and he offers comments to help the
participants understand what has taken place in the exercises when they are
completed. Here, as in other techniques, the leader assumes responsibility

for the safety of the participants during and after the labeoratory exparienco.h3

Swmary

Having restricted this discussion to business applications of sensitivity
training, there are numerous spin-off techniques which are not appropriately
covered here. It should be noted that the examples cited in this chapter are
by no means the only directions taken by creative innovators in the field.

Jf the five techniques described in this chapter, th: Lest known and most
widely used is the Managerial Grid. The reason for this is that it is a com-
prehensive and well thought out program designed for more or less universal

application. Each of the others evolved for rather specialized application and

hlIbid-, P h"‘S. harbidc' PP. 5-9- hsrbid.‘ Te Heo
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have not, therefore, been promoted with the same vigor or attention as was the
case with the "Crid.”

Although there was undoubtedly some careful thought and planning involved
in the do-it-yourself program, approaching one's colleagues, and especially
one's subordinates for an "image evaluation” ocutside the supportive atmosphere
of the training group would appear to be an act requiring some degree of
courage. Such activities could lead to, 2t best, raised eyebrows.

ihere is probably more value to the Microlab than might be recognized on
cursory examination. The opening sessions of sensitivity training are usually
described as being anxiety ridden, ‘raught with confusion, ond largely a waste
of time. Exercises, as used in the Microlab, =izit advantageously be used
to reduce this period of floundering to a minimum.

it would appear that spin-off techniques, both for universal and specific
application will be developed en a continuing basis. Even within the ranks
of the established sensitivity training organizations there are persistent
efforts to refine and improve the approaches used, 0 that the applications
are more effective, efficlent, and lasting. It is perhaps in the area of
complementary techniques that answers to the problems of cost, effectiveness,

and fade-out will be developed.



CHAPTER VII
CONCLUSION

There is a substantial amount of criticism and controversy surrounding
the concept of sensitivity training and even more centering on the measurement
of the effects of this technique by researchers.

There is a considerable amount of evidence that 60-75% of all partici-
pants derive improvements from sensitivity training. There is a like amount
of evidence that many of the apparent improvements are lost 6-10 months after
the trainee returns of his parent organization. Persistent efforts to improve
the percentage of trainees deriving benefits and to decrease slippage are
continuing programs being carried out by NTL and others.

Most of the individuals who write on the subject appear to agree that
sensitivity training is a potent technigue--worthy of continued research.
And, there are more questions,by far, than answers.

Demand for sensitivity training by organizations has increased greatly
in recent years. The organizational need for management development programs
like sensitivity training and the Magnagerisl Grid might be explained somewvhat
by Maslow's hierachy. HMaslow's generally accepted heirarchy of needs suggests
that man's highest need is self-actualization, "the full expression of the
individual's present potential and the striving to expand it." !aslow has
also stated that man does not tend to work toward the fulfillment of higher
needs until the lower level requirements are fulfilled. And, a satisfied need

is not a motivator.l Therefore, at this point in time, to the extent that

15, H. Maslow, Motivation and Personality, jiarper, New York, 1954, cited

by Chris Argyris, Integrat the Individual and the Organization (New York:
John Wiley and Sons, 1 s B 32,



the lower level needs have been relatively satisfied, crzanizations should
be attempting to provide motivation for their members through stimulation of
the individusl's need for self-sctualization.” As sensitivity training tech-
niques have come to be recogniged as a method of bringing about increased
participation, competence, creativity, and other forms of personal develop-
«ent, organizations are becoming interested in the concept of reeducating
their executives.

There is demand for sensitivity training by individuals, a5 well, In an
age when conversation is fast becoming a lost art due to the influence of
television and the increasingly fast pace of our daily lives, in a culture
which reduces the individusl to = group of multi-ii-ized telephone, License,
eredit card, zip code, social security, armed service identification and check-
ing account numbers, zensitivity trainingz appears to be an important force in
opposition to the contemporary dehumanization and isclation of the individual.
Or, ;erhaps it is simply an intuitive dislike of phoniness which causes large
numbers of people to not only accept but desire sensitivity treining. The
author, in working on this paper, ~as impressed by the number of friends and
acquaintances who indicated a desire to undergo sensitivity training.

~rnest Havemann quotes Charles Seasore, & psychologist with ETL, a: zaving
stated that 85 to 95 percent of all individuals feel that they are not as close
t0 people as they would like to be, or that they're not as open and honest about
feelings as they'd like to be, or that they have an anxiety over submitting to

or exercising authority or that their lives are too boxed in and narrovwly

°Chrie Argyris, Integrating the Individual and the Orgenization (New York:
John Wiley and Sons, 1 » Ps 32,
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predictable from day to day. Charles Seashore also said, "“ince the group
encourages intimacy, honesty, and adventure, it's a great experience even if

its effects are only tmporuy."'?'

One could generalize that having become sated in our desires for the
material things, many people are ready to twm toward human values for per-
sonal satisfaction. Sensitivity training offers some hope of rehumanizing
our work and social contacts with others.

Btranger-group training, the design most often discussed in the material
researched and in this paper, is oriented toward individual development. The
major drawback of this training design appears to be fade-cut. :TL, onece
willing tco accept one person from a business organization, uow tried to get
two or more trainees from each firm so that they will have benefit of mutual
support upon their return to the back-home tit.untion.h

it would appear that the training of work teams, or Jwiily group training
offers greater risks and greater potentisl for lesting effects.’ With
stranger-group training being oriented toward individual development, und
family group training effecting beneficial changes in an entire work team 'u
well as seeming to have a beneficial effect on the duration of the improve-
ments gained through training, it appears to be desirable that a combination
of these two designs be used. A comprehensive organizational development
program should probably be designed to effect change in several steps includ-

ingt (1) the development of the individual; (2) the development of the work

3Ernest Havemann, "Alternatives to Analysis,” Flaybey, 1é{1i):2ls,
:iovember, 1969.

hrb‘-d!, P 220.

Scaris Argyris, "T-Groups for Organization Effectiveness,” :arvard
Business Review, L2:7h, Mapch, 196k,
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team and; (3) the development of relationships between work teams.

Caution and careful consideration are called for in the selection of an
individual or organization to be employed for the purpose of condueting a
nanagenent development program of the type discussed in this paper. While it
appears to be gensrally accepted that sensitivity traininz is not therapy,
some of the methods used in the T-groups are gquite similar in character to
those used in therapeutic processes. It is unfortunate that not all T-group
leaders are qualified to recognize and deal with the complex paychological
and szociological variasbles brought into play within the T-group.

~shen sensitivity treining is to be used as a part of a management
development program, 1t is suggeated that a reliable source, such as the
Anerican Managemeni Association or the Hational Training Laboratories, be

contacted for information sbout reputable training organiszations.
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A List of Elements Common to Most T-Groups

Formulated by Dr. Carl Rogersl

1. Milling around. As the leader or facilitator makes clear that
this is a group with unusual freedom, ihat it is not one for which he will
take directional responsibility, there tends to develop a period of
initial confusion . . . In this situation, confusion and frustration is
natural. Particularly striking to the observer is the lack of continuity
between personal expressions, . . .

2. Resistance to personal axpression or exploration. Iuring the
milling period some individuals are likely to reveal some rather personal
attitudes. This tends to develop a very ambivalent reaction among other
members of the group.

. . - - - . . - - - - . - L] L] L] - . . . L] . . L L} L] L] . . L] . - L] L] - L L]

3. Deseription of past feelings. In spite of ambivalence about the
trustworthiness of the group, and the risk of exposing oneself, expression
of feelings does begin to assume a larger proportion of the discussion.
The executive tells how frustrated he feels by certain situations in his
industry, the housevife relates problems she has experiencedwith her
children.

. L] L L] L . L] L] L . L] L] - . L L L ) - L] - . . - . L] - - - - . . . L] L - - .

L, Expression of negative feelings. Curiously enough, the first
expression of genuinely significant "here and now” feelings is apt to
come out in negative attitudes towvard other group members or toward the
group leader. . . .

Frequently the leader is attacked for his failure to give proper
guidance to the group. . . .
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What are the reasons that negatively toned axpressions are the first
current feelings to be expressed? Some speculative answers might be the
following. This is one of the best ways to test the freedom and trust-
worthiness of the group. Is it really [underlined in the original]| a

1carl R. Rogers, "The Process of the Basic Encounter Group,” _a Jolla,
Calif.: Western Behavorial Sciences Institute, :p. 3-19, [a.d.]. (Mimeographed.)
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Place where I can be and express myself, rositively and negatively? 1Is
this really a safe place, or will I be punished? Another quite different
reaszon is that deeply positive feelings are ruch more difficult and
dangerous to express than negative ones. If I say I love you, I am vul-
nerable and open to the most awful rejection. :(f I say I hate you, I am
at best lisble to attack, against which I can defend. “hatever the
reasons, such negatively tone feelings tend to be the first "here and
nov" material to appear.

5. Expression and exploration of personally meaningful material. . . .
the event most likely to cecur next is for some individual to reveal him-
aelf to the group in a significant way. The re=sson for this no doubt is
that the individual member has come to realize that this 18 in part his
group [underlined in the original]. He can help to make of it what he
wvishes. He hes also experienced the fact that negative feelings have
been expressed and have usually been accepted or assimilated without any
catastrophic results. He realizes there is freedom here, albeit a risky
freedom. A climate of trust (Cibb 1964)2 {g beginning to develop. -0 he
begins to take the chance and the gamble of letting the group know some
deeper facet of himself. . . .
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6. The expression of immediate interpersonal feelings in the group,
Entering into the process sometimes esrlier, :cometimes later, is the
bringing explicity into the open of the feelings experienced in the irmme-
diate moment, by one member toward another. These are sometimes positive.
sometimes negative. Examples would be: "I feel threatened by your
silence.” "You remind me of my mother, with whom I had & tough time." "I
tock an instant dislike to you the first noment I saw you.” "To me you're
iike a breath of fresh air in the group." "I like your warmth and your
smile.” "I diglike you more every time you speak up." .ach of these
attitudes can be, and usually is, explored in the increasing climate of
tmt .

T. The development of a healing capaecity irn the group. One of the
most fascinating aspects of any intensive group experience is to observe
the manner in wvhich a number of the group members show a natural and
spontaneous capacity for dealing in a helpful, facilitative and therapeutie
fashion with the pain and suffering of others. . . . This kind of ability
shows up so commonly in groups that it has led me to feel that the ability
to be healing or therapeutic is far more common in hwaan life than we might
suppose. Often it needs only the permission granted by a free flowing

2. R. Gibb, "Climate for Trust Formation," i: sraifors, Uibb, ssane, (eds.),
T-Group Theorgy and Laboratory Method, Ch. 1. (New York: Wiley and Sons, 1964},
p. 279-309, cited by Carl R. Rogers, "The Process of the Basic Encounter Group,”
& Jolla, Calif,: Western Behavorisl Sclences Institute, ;. u,[ n.i. s
(Mimeographed. )
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group experience to become evident.
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8. Belf acceptance and the beginning of change. Many people feel
that self acceptance must stand in the way of change. Actually, in these
group experiences, as in psychotherapy, it is the beginning of change.

Some examples of the kind of attitudes expressed would be these. "I
an a dominating person who likes to control others. I do want to mold
these individuals into the proper shape."”

“I really have a hurt and overburdened little boy inside of me who
feels very sorry for himself. I am [underlined in the original] that
little boy, in addition to being a competent and responsible manager."

- - . - - - - L] - . L - - - L] L ] - L] - - - L] L] . L] » - . - - - . L] - L ] - -

« « + another person reporting shortly after his workshop experience
says, "I came away from the workshop feeling much more deeply that 'It is
all right to be me with all my strengths and weaknesses.' ‘y wife has told
me that I appear to be more authentic, ors real, =cre genuine.”

~“his feeling of greater realness and authenticity is a very common
experience. It would appear that the individual is learning to accept
and to be himself and thus is laying the foundation for change. He is
closer to his own feelings and hence they are no longer so rigidly
organized, are more open to change.

- L] » - - . - - L] - L IR - - - L] L] . L] - - - [ ] . Ll - L] . * L] L] L . . L] . -

7« The cracking of facades. . . . As time goes on the group finds
it untearable that any member should live behind a mask or a front. The
polite words, the intellectual understanding of each other and of relation-
ships, the smooth coin of tact and coverup--amply satisfactory for
interactions outside--are just not good enough. The expression of self by
some members of the group has made it very clear that a deeper and more
basic encounter is possible [underlined in the original], and the group
appears to strive intuitively and unconsciously, toward this goel. Gently
at times, almost savagely at others, the group demands [underlined inm the
original | that the individual be himself, that his current feelings not be
hidden, that he remove the mask of ordinary social intercourse. . . .

L3 Ll L] - - . L L - - . - L . - . . L - - L] L * - . L L] . - L - - - L - - L]

10, The individual receives feedback. In the process of this freely
expressive interaction, the individual repidly acquires a great deal of
data as to how he appears to others. The "hail fellow well met"” discovers
that others resent his exaggerated friendliness. The executive who weighs
his words carefully and speaks with heavy precision may find that others
regard him as stuffy. A woman who shows a somewhat excessive desire to be
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of help to others is told in no uncertain terms that some group members
do not want her for a mother. All this can be decidedly upsetting, -ut
s0 long as these various bits of information are fed back in the context
of caring which is developing in the group, they seem highly construe-
tive.
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11. Confrontation. There are times when the term feedback is far
too mild to describe the interactions which take place, <hen it is better
said that one individual confronts Enmderlined in the original] another,
directly "leveling” with him. Such confrontations can be positive but
frequently they are decidedly negative . . .

- * - - L] - L ] L] - - - . - - [ ] - . - . - - - - - L L] . L] - - - - L] L] - L] .

12. The helping relationship outside the group sessions. Ho account
of the group process would, in my experience, be adequate if it did not
make mention of the many ways in which group members are of assistance to
each other. Ho infrequently, one member of a group will spend hours
listening to and talking to another member who is undergoing & painful new
perception of himself. GSometimes it is merely the offering of help which
is therapeutie. . . .
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13. 7The basic encounter. FRunning through some of the trends I have
Just been describing is the fact that individuals come into much closer
and more direct contact with each other than is customary in ordinary life.
This appears to be one of the most centrel, intense and change-producing
aspects of such a group experience. To illustrate what I mean I would
like to draw an example from a recent workshop group. A man tells, through
his tears, of the very tragic loss of his child, a grief which he is
experiencing fully funderlined in the original] , for the first time, oot
holding back his feelings in any way. Another says to him, also with tears
in his eyes, "I've never felt so close to another human being. I've never
before felt a real physical hurt in me from the pain of another. I feel
completely with you.” This is a basic encounter.
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14. The expression of positive feelings and closeness. . . . as the
sesslons proceed there is an increasing feeling of warmth and group spirit
and trust bullt, not out of positive attitudes only, but out of a realness
which includes both positive and negative feeling. . . .
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1i5. Behavior changes in the group. It would seem from observation
that many changes in behavior occur in the group itself. =estures change.



‘he tone of voice changes, Lecoming sometimes stronger, sometimes softer,
Jsually more spontaneous, less artificial, more Teelingful., Individuals
shov an astonishing amount of thoughtfulness and helpfulness toward each
other.

Our major concern, ‘owever, is with the behavior changes which ocecur
following the group experience. It ia this which constitutes the most
significant question and on which we need much more study and
r.““ch- L ] - »
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ABSTRACT

In the past few years, hundreds of corporations have sent thousands of
executives to wvorkshops and conferences dealing with leadership and group
functioning, =11 of which have had at their core the intensive group experi-
=nce developed by National Training Laboratories (NTL)., iescause of the
rapldly increasing interest in this relatively new training method, this
report was undertaken to investigate the advantages attributed to sensitivity
training and the criticisms leveled at the technique, partizularly in the
instance of its use as a msnagement development toocl. 7o a lesser extent,
this report examines related techniques which were either a direct outgrowth
of the T-group method or were influenced in some way by the prior development
of the T-group approach to individual development and organizational change.

Information for this report was gathered through library research, with
exphasis on periodicals. Additionally, two mimeographed papers obtained
from the Kansas State University Counseling Center were incorporated. =while
the research was extensive, it was not exhaustive on the general subject of
sensitivity training as this report focused on business applications of the
technique.

It was found that there is a substantial amount of criticism and con-
iroversy surrounding the concept of sensitivity training. HMost individuals
who write on the subject appear to agree that the intensive group experience
is a potent technique, worthy of continued research. Evidence seems to
indicate that 60-75% of all participants derive improvements from sensitivity
training. Unfortunately, many of the apparent improvements are lost 6-10

months after the trainee returns to his parent organization. Farticipants in



stranger-group training seem to be subject to the problem of fade-out to a
greater degree than participants in family~group training. It would appear
that family-group training, the training of existing work teams, coffers
greater risks and greater potential for lasting effects. Fzralatent efforts
to improve the percentage of trainees deriving benefits and to decrease
slippage or fade-out are continuing programs deing carried out by NTL and
others.

It was found that the criticisms usually voiced against sensitivity
training are for the most part untrue. Ircuically, there are shortcomings
in terms of effectiveness, fade-out, expense, and time wvhich are rarely
mentioned by critics of the technique.

Since approximately 3% of the trainees find the intensive group experi-
10 be emotionally disturbing, ceution and careful consideration are called
for in the selection of an individual or an organization for the purpose of

conducting a management development program of the type discuased in this

paper.



