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ABSTRACT

This is the report of a "human relations" lab which
was held on a rural estate where the staff and participants lived for
eight days. Both six months after and five weeks betore participation
in this intensive T-group experience, the participants were described
by themselves, one intimate, and one colleague on a variety of
personality measures which reduced--as anticipated from theory-- to
independent measures of Self-Acceptance (SA) and Other-Acceptance
(OA) . Covariance analysis of perceived changes (postlab score minus
prelab score) revealed significant gains on both dimensions as well
as significant variations in Self-Acceptance gains by T-groups.
Within-lab ratings of trainers by T-group members on effectiveness,
Self-Disclosure, and Feedback-Seeking generally correlated positively
and significantly with changes in both Self-Acceptance and
Other-Acceptance by T-group units. Senior trainers who were Diplomats
in clinical psychology were notably most effective. The need for a
greater emphasis upaon the acceptance of others was indicated by the
much smaller overall gain in OA than in SA. (Author/BW)
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In a review article, Campbell and Dusnette (1968) noted the
paucity of research evidauce regarding the differential effects of
trainers on T-groups. In a current study, Bolman (1971) identified
ouly two priar pubﬁished investigations of this topiec and only Yalom
and Lieberman's (1971) study of encounter group casualties concerns
aftereffects. As Carl Regers (1369) characterized the verbal encounter
cr T-group as probably “the most important social invention of this
century" and depicted the public demand for such experiences "as
utterly beyond belief," the need for fuller research exploration of
the impact of T-groups seems manifest.

Studies which appraise the effects of T-groups along prépotent

dimensions are cbviously of greater potential value than studies which

embrace less important variables. Because diverse evidence indicates

that the bipolar dimensions of acceptance versus rejection of the
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self and others best encompass interpé;sonal behavior, these wers
explored in this study. It is principally empirical data, prather

than theoretical speculations, which has thrust these two variables
‘into prominence. Although then labeled Autoncmy-Control and Love-
Hostility, Schaefer (1959) found that these dimensions accounted fox
many of the relationships among narrower meaéures of maternal-child
lnteraction. roa (1961) reached a similar conclusion from convergences

in a broad variety of research concerning behavior in groups. Adams

(1964) obgerved that since the time of Hippocrates these two polarities”
have repeatedly been used as a comprehensive basis for clasaifying |
haman behavior. Also, that the axis of Dominance-Submiszsiveness
defined 'the degree of acceptanée or rejection.of the self while the
(orthogonal) Affection-Hostility axis defines the deéree of acceptance
op rejection of the other." HRarris's (1969) popular book, I'm OK=-
Xbﬁ“ie 0K, is also a direct tribute to these same dimenmsions.

While the reports of the first-~hand parficipants in any type
of experience ‘have an undeniable felevance,the self-reported changes of
nembers of T-groups or psychotherapy.groups arebcummonly suSpected of
having a self-~serving bias. Consequently, this study igcl@ded d;fq
about how the associates of T-group parficipant§ appraised changes
in addition tc similar data from the participants.

Another goal was to ascerfain if the T-group trainers diffor-

entislily effected the postlab behaviors of their T-group members,

In addition to assecssing the perceived effectiveness of the trainers,
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the variable of selr~disclosure was investigated in view of Culbert's
(1968) finding that tr.iner seif-disclosvre influenced the gains
of T-group mambers, The prominence of the "feedback" phenomena in
descriptions of T-groups also led to the inclusion of a related
maasure in the vesearch design.
Method
This "human relatioss" lab uns held on a rural esfate-where the

staff and participants lived for eight-days. The emphasis was upon

~ growth, rather than upor psychotherapy, although there is probably

much overlap between these two concepts from a communication view-

point. The primary goal of this lab was enhancement of the participant's

awareness of strengths and limitaticns iu intevpersonal communication
skills. Lectureties, skill practice sessions, and special subgroup

" meetings were Intersperced with T-groups. Nonverbal. activities
occurred primarily within T-groups and were not highly emphasized.
Verbal interactions were given a distinctly higher priority. Special
efforts were made to help the participants relate 'new learnings"
acquired durirg this lab to their "back home" emvironment. The
setting facilitated extensive informal activities, including swimming,
volleyball, extra hours discussions, etc., among both the staff and
participaats,

Group Composition

There were fivs T-groups of tem participanis and two trainers

~each, In all T-group sessiocns the trainers workgd in pairs consisting
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of a more seasoned senior trainer and a less experienced junior

co~-trainer. All senior trainers were Ph.D.s, three In clinical
psychology and one each in counseling and social psychoxbgy.' Four
senior and one junior staff members ‘had completed eight-week
summer internships, sponsored by the Natiopnal Training Laboratories
(NTL), in Bethel, Maine. Both staff levels included four malas apd
cne female., Trainer pairings maximized differences in backgrounds and
aCross sexes. | |

All participants were recruited through the State of Michigan
Training Laboratories, Inc. (SMTL), a university-linked network of
behavioral science professionals which had sponsored aimilar labs
gemi-annually in Michigan for several years. The lab fee was $200.
plus $65. for room and beard.’ The 50 participants included 13 junior
or senicr high school teachers, 1l graduvate studeuts--principally
in social work or psychology--, 5 school principals, 5 pastors or
priests, 4 school counselors, 2 each of housewives, professors,
gsocial case workers, and school system superintendénts. Also, one
achbol curriculum-consultant, one psychiatrist, one director of
marketing, and ome school art coordinator. This group cbnsisted
‘of 33 males and 17 femalas. The participants were assigned to
T-groups in a manner which minimized the degree of priar acquaintance
among the members of each T-group and tended ;o.balance the male-
female ratio within each T-group. |
Procedura

Both about five weeks before this lab and again about six months |

afterwards data packets containing 10 personality variables were

4
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distributed by mail to all participants. At these times the
participants were also riquested to pass along nearly identical data
packets to two other persons of tgéir choice, one of whom was a
personal intimate and the other of whom was a colleague. All
respondents were advised that all information would be kept confidential.
All data packets weve posted directly to the researchers rather |
than being returned to the participants. Prelab data packets were
received from 48 pafticipants, 48 intimates and 46 colleagues.
Posflab packets were ccupleted and returned by 48 participants, 41
intimates, and 38 colleagues. T-group assignments were made without
knowledge of these data.,

The 10 personality variables in all d%ta packets included:
three simple rating scales labeled (1) Openness, (2) Data Seeking,
and (3) Data Giving--each requesting the respondent to select a
point along continua from 1 (minimum) through 5 (average) to 9
(m;ximum) that represented their percsption of the participant;
(4) similar ratipngs as to how OK (Berne, 19€6, p. 270) the participant
regarded hiuself and (§) other persons~~for which the continua
ranged from 1 (not OK) through 4 (neutral) to 7 (0K); three

factorially indeperdent variables, each based upon nine bipolar -

semantic differential scales from Herrison's (1965) Person Description
Instrument ¥: (6) interpersaral warmth and acceptance, (7) power
and effectiveness in work, 2ud (8) activity and expressiveness;

"and the two principal factors froﬁ a true-faise modification of the

.
DGR ARl WP it 0 1 tan s e



Interpersonal Check List (ICL; LaForge, 1963) of 128 scored items:
(9) Dominance~$ubmissiyeness, a mapkcr variable of self acceptance-
rejection, and (10) Love-Hate, a marker measure of other acceptance-
rejection.

During the lab participants géééra¥ely rated their two trainers
on Days 2 aud 7, about 24 hours after the lab's beginning and bofore
its end. Used for these appraisalé Qére Self~Disclosure ratings
{Hurley, 1957) and éeedback—Seeking (?é;ce, 1969) ratings. This
Sclfwnisclosuﬁe scale has been showﬂ:géup;gy £ Hurley, 1968) to correlzte
substantiall; with other non-self—reporteé ﬁeasures of self-disclosure,
but the Feedback-Secking instrumeﬁ? gga newtl High scores on this
latter measure were intcanded £o refléct a commitment to Boliciting
feedback (positive and negative) and to use it constructively, while
lower scores were intended to reflect either a lessened interest in,
or 2n inability to tolerate, such messages.

Abnout 18 hours before the lab's end the participants were also
asked to separately appraise their two trainers for effectiveness.

This instrument requested that each trainer be rated on each of the
foliowing items as very effective, quite affective, somewhat effective,

’
or not effective as repressnted, respectively, by scores of 3, 2, 1,

-and 0.

a. How wuch did this tréingy act in ways which helped the
T~group to be more effgc;ive? . '

b. How effectively did this trainer help me to become more
aware of my per.js'o.na.l ‘}\ang'pps and of ways in which I might
change my behaviorél

c. How effectively did this tralner understand me as an individual?

6
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T.mlings and piscussion’

Self-Acceptance and Other-Acceptance

To explore the possibilitles of reducing the data generated by
the personality variables, product-moment correlations were separately
determined among these 10 measures fox the participants, the intimates,
and the colleagues at hoth prelab and postlab. Differences among
these 135 [45 correlations X 3 comparisons (participaﬂts vs, intimates,
participants vs. colleagues, and colloagues vs. intimates)] paired
corfelationa at prelab and 135 more at postlab re;ched statistical
significance (p < .05) in only 1% instances vefsus the 13.5 ingtances
to be expected by chance.. Since the hypothesis of no differences
among the sets of intercorrelations across these three respondent

~ groups -could not be rejected, these prelsp and postlab data wgie_,
separately ééoled. Each pool yielded two identical clusfers,
Self-Acceptance and Other-Acceptance.

Theléelf-Acceptance cluster contained the variables of Openness,
Data Sgeking, Data Giving, How OK.-I am, Power and Effectiveness in
Work, Activity and Expressiveness, and Dominance-Submissiveness.

Each of these seven variables were positively intércorrelated at

beyond the .05 leval with all others except for preleb Power and

JConservaxive two-tailed tests were used throughout. Because . :

there were only five T-groups, 'across-group relationships which

attaiﬁed the .10 level are regarded as'significant because a more. . i

restrictive significance level would have produced tests of very. i

low pé)wer .
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Effectiveness, which fell -below this level in . two of slx possible

instances. The variables llow OK I think others are, Interpersonal
Warmth and Acceptance, and Love-Hate defined the Other~Acceptance
clugster. These three variables intercorrelated positively and
significantly at both prelab and poetlab; Total scores on each
cluster intercorrelated -.06 at prelab and -,05 at postlab. Over the
geven month interv;l from prelab to postlab, the Self;Acceptance
total scores correlated .76 (p < .001) and total Other-Acceptance
scores correlated .82 (p <.001). The relevance, the independence,
and the stability of the dimensions of acceptance-rejection of. the
self (Self-Acceptance) and of others.(OtherfAcceptance) seemed
firmly'established by these findings. . .

A total of 48 participants, 41 intimates, and 36 célleggues
contributed matched prelab and ppst;&b descriptions of the
participants on this series of personality variables. The mean

Self-Acceptance scores of these respondents at prelab, postlab,

and poéflab minus prelab (change)s respéctively..were: Participants =

102.71, 1l1.28, and 8.57; Intimates = 109.38, 112.87, and 3.49; and
Colleagues = 118.34, 116,08, and ~2.2¢. For Other-Acceptance the
respondents' mean prelab, postlab, and change sgoﬁes, respective%y,
‘were: Participants = 45,40, #6.91, and 1.51; Intimates = 47.12,
45.09, and -2.03; Colleagues = 46.51, 48.18, and 1.67. In all
instances the colleagues and intimates described the participants
'more fayorably oﬁ both Self-Acceptance and Other-Acceptance than

did the self-reports. Thus, the participants generally described

themselves less favorably than their "others" described them.
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To appraise the overall cffects of participation and also of

bogsaible differential changes across T-groups, analyses of variance were

applied to these data using prelab scores as the covariate. All
omitted or missing data were replacédkﬁy the mean change score of
the same respondent class separately by f—groups. The overa;l
~gains on both variables were statisticélly significant. The F values,
with df = 1 and 44, were: Solf-Acceptance = ".70 (p < .01) and
Othqr-Acceptance - 19.9& (p < oooi). Between T-groups, the F values,
with df » | and Lk, were£ Self-Acceptence =« 3,90 (p < .01) and
Other-Acceptance = 1.24 (NS). Although both overall increments were
statistically significant, the 0.28 mean total Other-Acceptance

gaia wés notably smailer than tbe méan total Self«Acceptance gain of
3.10 by a 1 to 1) ratie. Assuming that both dimensions are equally
fmportant to interpersonal relationships, it appears that increased
attention to the acceptance cof others would be beneficial to the
participants.in T-groups. It also seems clear that these T~gfoups
varied importantly in their impact upon Self-Acceptance, while the
lesser differentiation across T-groups in Gther-Acceptance may be
partially attributable to limitations of the measure.

Ratinge of Trainer Effectiveness

An overall c¢ffectiveness score for each trainer was determined by
adding the mean scores received from the participants in his T-greup
over items a, b, c. Producf«moment correlations were determined
batween the overall scere and the mean‘score of the ten traiyers on
each component item. All three items were found to be significantly
linke&‘to this tétal seors: p o = .86 (p < ,01); By, = .92 {p < .Ql);.

9
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and 1 %.?67ﬁ‘2-< .05)e By avengg{pg:fhoae overall effectiveness
scores for %he fair of trainers 19@¢{pg‘eaoh T:gp?up, total effective-
ness scores for the five T-groups were determined. These wers next
correlated with tﬁe mean total (partici?ﬁpsmtyéntimate + colleague) ;
change score for each T-group, as asseséed,six m&ﬁ;hs later, on the
Selkacéeptance and Other-Acceptance dimensions. These proﬁuct-

moment correlations were: Effectivencss versus Self-Acceptance =

.98 (p < .Ol) and ﬁffectiveness versus Other-Acceptance = .74 (2_<'.10).'
ThuS. the within-lab trainer effectiveness rating predigted up to

96% of the aix month postlab gains of these T-group according to the
pooled reports of the participants, their intim;tqs._and their
colleagues. '

This strong 1iﬁkage between traiger effectiveness and participant
gains, both aasessed by T-group uvnits, does not seem attributable to
any procedural artifact. First, the use of change, rather than of |
direct, eccpés on SQlfmAcceétapcé ébd Other-Acceptance minimized the
possible influeﬁee of."rospdnse set" variables, sugh as acquiesence,

a preference for éxtré;é fééﬁéﬁses, ganerqgity,.etc. Secondly, only
the participants made fﬂe #atinés of traiver effectiveness, while
both the infimates aud colleagues also contributed to the change

_ secres. ' | |

Hhile'thq'présent study focused upon poéitive changes iather
than upon casualtiés like.fhe ia;om and Lieberman (1971) -nvastigation,
" both stucies indicate thaf the style of the group leader is a very

powerful. influence. They éuggesf that older afud{es which depicted

FrEIPr
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" quite early in their lab experience.

11l

the group paystmiberipist is pl.ayi::xg a lesse;‘ role in outcome, such as
fﬁe'fiﬁdings of Berzon, Pious, and Fgrgon (;963), may be restricted
to anmore inert leadership style. It is alsq,trué tﬁ;t evidence of
the differential effects of leaders is less likely to be ohserved
with more inédeqpate measures of outcome:

Trainer Self-Disclosure and Feedback-Seeking

Theée'twb eight anchoring-point rating sqgle; were administered
about 24 hours after the lab opened (Day 2) and aga@p near its end
;(ﬁaf 7). Although each trainer was separately rated by the members )
of his T-group, the ratings of each trainer pair.weretaveraged to
represent the T-group unit. The product-moment correiations between
the six month postlab total change scores aéd these Day 2 trainer
ratings were:"SelfrDisclosure.versus Self-Acceptance = ;86 (2;; .07},
Self—Disélosure versus Othev-Acqeptance = ,72, Feedback-Seeking versus
Self-Acceptance = .87 (p < .06), and Feedback-~Seeking véésus Other-
Acceptance = .85 (p < .08). For Day 7 these r's were: Self-Disclosure
versus Self-Acceptance = .83 (p < .09), Self-DiscI;sure versus

Other-Acceptance =..57, Feedback-Seeking versus Other-Acceptance =

. +86 (p < .07). "Beyond.identifying self-disclosure and feedback-

seeking as Kighly important trainer behaviors, these large corvelation:
. béfﬁéehfihe‘pOstlab outcome measures and these trainef ratings as
ei;lﬁféghbay’Q'bf'the lab suggest that the differences between more

‘and less effective trainer behaviors became apparent to the participants

R S
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In this perspective it Was %o be anticipated that these
within-lab ratings of trainer behavior would correlate subsfantially
with the overall effectiveness ratings of the trdiner pairs on Day 7.
These correlations, by T-group units, were: Day 2 Self-Disclosure =
.87 (p < .06); Day 7 Self-Disclosure = .64 (p < .08); Day 2 Feedback-~
Seeking = .85 (p < .08); and Day 7 Feedback—Seeking = ,97 (p < .01).

These findings indicate that the participants' gains from prelab
+c postlab were highly related to their within-lab perceptions of the
trainers on overall effectiveness, Self—Disclosufe, and Feedback-
Seeking. The present thecretical orientation suggests that these
relationships may be surface outcroppings of the hidden operation of
variables such as trainer's Self-Acceptance, bther-Acceptance, or
even their cross-product term, which Hurley and Force (1571) i;beled
interpersonal competence. There are many alternative possibilities.
No resolution of this problem is permitted by the limitations of
fhe present data, although tﬁese results strongly suggest the importance
of studying the personality and behavior; of the T-group trainer
and group psychotherapist at least as thoroughly as such attributes
of the group members. It seems worth noting, however, tha£ Culbert -

(1968) and Pino and Cohen (1371), using very dissimilar but quite

. rigorous methodologies, independently found that trainer self-disclosure

was importantly related ' to the gains of T-group members.

'l\.l
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Differenceqs Amony T-Groups

For the five T-groupe the meaﬁ total change scores, with each
" | entry representing 10 each of participants, intimates, and colleagues,
in Self-Acceptance and Other-Acceptance, respectively, were: A) -0.22,
-1.92; B) 7.39, 2.90; C) 3.81, -1.10; é}.~1.65. ~0.86; and E) 6.18,

2.38. These data show net losses on both measures for T-groups A

and D but net positive changes for T-groups B, C, anc'l.g_.2 Major
. 8ains occurred only within T-groups B and E, both of which had senior
tr#iners who wére Diplomates in clinical psychology (American Board
of Professional Psychology)--the only two on the staff of this lab.
Both Diplomates weré rated more highly on gverall effectiveness by
the members of their T-groups than were any.other trainers. In seven
of eight (2 occasions X 2 trainers X 2 measures) possi£i§ instances,
these Diplomates were rated highgr than all other trainers on Self-
Disclosure and Feedback-Seeking. Both Diplomates also had considerably
_greater amounts of experientce as group psychotherapists and in the

~ general mental health sector than any other staff members.

2These change scores were much more conservative than data

from the samé'respondents assemﬁled from writteqbdescriptions of

" change or from direct ratings of change colleqted at six months
postlab. Thus, the proportions of positive to total (positive +
neutral + negative) changes by these method§.were: personality data=

52%, written descriptions = 78%, and direct ratings = 91%.

-
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A Deficiency in the Acceptance of Others?

Like many other psrsocnality theorists and psychotherapists,
Gibb (1364) depicted acceptance of the éelf as a necessary antecedent
of the acceptance of éthers{ A coutrary position seems clear in
H. 8. Sulliven's (1953, p. 17) support of G, M. Mead's view tlLat the

self evolves largely from the "ceflected sppraisals of others." It

. in difficult to Imagine how the self-image can be conztructed except

through the progressively more selective assimilation of and veaction
to other's feelings and behaviors toward the individual. While it
gseems important to deiermine which of these processes comes first
froa the stendpoint of theory, the pressnt empirical evidence, like

much other research data, strengly indicates that little if any

geperal correlation exists among the adults in our society between

the acceptance of self aud the acaeptaﬁce of uthers.

Sometimes an apparent contiradiction in lab-rﬁiated changes on
Self;ﬁ¢ceptance and Cther-Acceptance was clear in the descriptions
of change collected at six months postileb. One participant wrote,

"y am'happy with the fact that I can‘ncw show anger wore readily . . .
(but) being more assertive witﬁ my wife has brought on some inter~
personal problems." Another participant's wife wrote, "1éss

rativnal in dealing with problems at home. . & Soﬁetimés 'lashes cut!

at. family. This rarély happened.béfore the 1ab."” Although her respense
was the most negative written report réceived, at the same time hev _

hushand wﬁote, "I feel a great deal move open and confident since
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the lab. . . « I am more honest. . . . and wore gonﬁent with myself."
These'ex¢erpts suggest that Self-Acceptance gaing do not necessarily
produce au increased acceptance of others. The fact that tha general
Other-Acceptande gain of all T-group participants avgraged less than
1/11 (0.28 over 3.10) of the Self-Acceptance gaiq Sugggqfs the
advisability of placing a higher priority upon T-group scfivities
which will enhance the participants' sensitivity to the needs of
others. Surely competence in interperscnal relationships cannot be
enhanced for all persons by only Increasing one's acceptance of the
gelf. Given owr traditional cultural emphasis upon self-sufficiency,
at least z3 many individuals must have deficiencies in their acceptance
of others. The present evidence indicates, however, that T-groups
pay often be insencitive to this issue.
| Surangry

Both six months after and five weeks before participation in
an.intensive eight-day T-group experience, the partiéipants weve
described by themselves, one intimate, and one colleague on a
variaty of personality measures which reduced--as apticipated from
theory~~to independent measures of Self-Acceptance and Other~Acceptance.
Covariance analyses of i:erceive& changes (poétlab Score mimus prelab score)
revealed significant gains on both dimensioﬁs as well as significant
variations in Self-Acceptance gaimns by T-groups. Within-lab ratings
of trainers by T-group members on effectiveneés; Salf-Disclosure,

and Feedback~Seeking generally correlated positively and significantly
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with changes in both Self-Acceptance and Other-Acceptance by T-group

units. Senior trainers who wera Diplomates in clinical psychalogy

were notably most effective. The need for a greater emphasis upon

the acceptance of cthers was indicated by the much smaller (1/11)

overall gain in Other-Acceptance than in Self--Acceptance.
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