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Introduction

>

The purpose of this documentary reseérch is twofold. First, it is
intended to provide the rcader with a succinct description of fhe Group Rela%ions
Cohference.i Second, it i~ intended to provide comparisons between the Group
Relations Conference oriqginated by the Tavistock Institute and the Human Relations
Laboratory as developed by the National Training Laborafories.2 This paper
is divided into two se;fidns which foilow direcf%yafroh the twofold purpose
of the docuhentary res;arch. The second section of the paper also provides !
considerable descriptive material on the Group Relations Conference. e
The descriptions and comparisons ﬁade hare are based both on my girect
experience as a particinant in these two types of learning programs and on
written materials describing and analyzing these *wo programs. | ha;e at+tempted
to ndvance-brnad—scale scienfjfic inquiry into Thése learning programs by
combining the mefhodofogy of participant observation with the descriptions
and analygé% of the same programs by other social scientists. In carrying
out this documentary research, | have relied on my own experience to identify
areas and dimensions which are central to the two types of training and to
miake sensitive interpretations of the refevance of what has been written aéouf

them. 1 have proceeded in this way to avoid as much as possible results that

reflect the idiosyncracies of my own learning needs and my experiences as a

participant. | . ‘ , i
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Historical Background of the Group Relations Conference

The roots of this particular type of Iearging event go back to sf;dy
qroups conducted in England in the mid.!940'5.3 fThis therapeutic work with
aroups, using non-directive methods, has been ;o%finued to the present by
Tavistock Institute. In 1957, Tavistock began the particular opera%ion cut
of which the present group relations corferences have evolved. Tavistock's - .
first effort fo‘d§SSEminafe this form of training conference came through
a collaboration with the Adult Education Department of the University of
Leicester, England. )

In 1965, the first conference of this parfgcuqu type was held in‘
the United States. 1t was jointly sponsored by the Tavistock Institute,
the Washington School of Psychiatry, and the Department of ?sychiafry of
Yale University's Sthool of Medicine. The sole sponsor of the c;nfef;nce

| attended was the Washington School of Psychiatry, which now sponsors

this form of training in the United States:®

Description of Conterence Activities

An initial way to gain a feeling for the varicus emphases of the conference
is to examine the amount of conference time devoféd to different activities.
Programmed coﬁferenc; time consisted of 4?;'one and one-half hour units spread
over {4 days. Delow is a breakdown aé +§ héw this time was alloqafed between

s

di tferent conferance events.
There is a qeneral quality which characterizes these major events. In
the design of each event, a qreat deal of emphasis is put on defining care-

fully the primary task of the event and the organizational structure necessary

to provide a framework for achieving this fask. *An essential element of this




TABLE |
) Number of sessions Percent of total
Activities of | 1/2 hours conference time
Study Group o, 22.9%
Large Group 6 12.5
Intergroup Exercise | 73 3.3
Intergroup Exercise 2 8 -
; . Application Group 8 16.56 i
) Conference Review 2 4.2 é
Conference Opening i 2.1 oy,
. Lectures 10.4 . !

i

G

j .
structure is the overall conference structure and, in particular, definitions

cf statf.members' authority and resppnsibility. In the opening session of the

#
i

confereacé, the organization is described in terms of the above events, their
purposes, and the authority sfrucfu;e.of the conference. In the opera%ion of
«  the evenfs,‘eﬁphasis is placed on %he staff members adhering to the primary i
task and the defined oégani}afion. i~
Throughout these eve%i;, special attention is given to three sets of

phenomena: ,

. Covert processes.in and among groups and their effect on group task , .
performance.

i T + 2. Functions of leadership (ard membership response) toward authority. ;
3. Processes and events related to the existence or non-existence of
defined organizational boundaries within the conference and
control of transactions across them. ' i
To describe in more concrete detail the events of the conference, the
fé!lswing description of each of the major events is provided.

Study Groups. These groups consist of 8512 members and 3 consul~

tant. The primary task of the group is to provide and utilize an




- opportunity to learn.about the interpersonal life of a group as it

takes plac.  The consulfant's leadership is oriented to this task.
¥

In this role, the consultant is not concerned with ingividual

"ol

behavior except in so far as it is a clue 7o, or & manifestation of,

the groun's operation. To fulfill this role, the corsultant controls

. the boundary of the group. In doing this, he provides security for
t+he members by staying within his own defined role, by 'starting
. and stoppir 3 group meetings on time, and by maintaining confidentiality

oufside of the group. Interventions are to be made only when thay
will illuminate what is happening and, in practice, are quite parsimonious.
. In the context of this qréup, the members struggle with keeping to the

task, understanding the consultant's role, relating 1o +he consultant,
G ’ g

PSRRI,

and developing and experiencing various ways the groud copes with

this tagk. The study qroup is the first main conference event and

e

continues to its comp!;figgtgyriﬂg‘éﬁﬁdé}rer the cther there and now'
events have peen coé;];fed. The study qroup itself terminates,
however, well before the end of the conference.
Large Group. This group consi.ts o% the entirs conference mem-
bership (55 in the June conference) and several consultants (4 in the .

June conference). The primary task of the large group is To learn

i about interpersonal relations in a setting larger than the small

P ——

=
group. The consultant's role in this sefting is quite simisar to

R
L

his role in the small group except that he is now a member of a team of

[ TR

@

consultants. fhe members face some of the -same phenomena as in the

small group but, in addifion,'fhey tace conditions of further complexity.

LTI

o . S ey

The large group's task contrasts wi'h the small group's task in terms
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primitive impulses. . In struggl ing to oraganize themseives to carry . :

of the constraints on task performance. In the farge gr0up,‘The

individual can'% readily see all other individuals nor is he as

readily recognized by others. At the seme time, the individual

is faced with éany opportunities for in+erperso§a! ;eiaTions and

wifﬁ numerous rapicly shifting subgroups.. In this setting, it is

very difficult to establish boundaries and the effect of one's

sense of the lack of structure on the individual's sense of reality '

is acute. These conditions make achievement of *he task difficul+ .

and, at the same time, they are conducive to strongly expressed

oui the task in +h:é setting, the group demands different qualities i
of leaders and different patterns of communication than did the smal]
aroup. Also, the group puts more intense pressures'on the consultanis, - |
Fof examp!e,‘adger 45 more directly expressed toward the consultants

-

and ~he level of such overt anger is very high. - -

o————

Infergroup Exercises. With the beginning of the first, intergroup

exercise, fury 3r complexity is added to the learning situation preségfed |
to the members. The primary task of these events is simply to study

intergroup oehavior. In the most recent conference, there were two !
intergroup exercises. The main difference between them was that,

in %b! first exercise, the staff of the conference (referred fo as

"the management' in this context) did not participate as a group, while

in the second exercise they did participate as a unit. In both of

these exercises, as in other events, clear rules or conditions were

established. In the frist exercise, the total membership was informed




that five rooms were available for Thg exercise and were given the

names of the consuifaﬁ#s assigned to these rooms. One ruom was

desiqnated explicitly as a place for intergroup meetings or contacts.

in the seconé'exercise, an additional room was added for staff

meet ings a;d the members were given-a list of consultants who, on

request, might be used (in this case consultants were not automatically
i present in the rooms provided for the exercises). These ground rules,
along with the availability of consultants, were the only input

= . i . :
structures to the exercise. The role of the consultant was to focus

Potumme v

; ; on the 'here and now' behavior of the group in relation fo the

environment (th remainder of the event). The staff role in the second

of these exercises was complicated by the fact that the staff membar had

-

both his consultant role and a plenipotentiary role with regard to the .

. 5 . . .
¥ conference management. The latter group operated as a team in This

exercise.

.

; .
f i ) In these intergroup exercises, the members must iearn to deal ) 2

with the problems involved in political influence, and this new issue,

. 4 . A o .

in contrast L6 other conference events, also requires different patterns
. /

j . . . . . \ . ,

{ of internal group leadership and task organization. Since the second
exerc’ ‘a permits the consultanis to act as a team, the members have

the opportunity fo examine, appraise, and velate directly to the ;

conference manaqement as a whole. These exercises usually end with a

plenary review session which is intended To bring together data and

fromusn

[N

interpretations from ihe different groups operating in the exercise.

i
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Application Groups. These small groups consist of a consultant

‘

and six to eight members who come from the same work organizations back
home, The primary fa;k of rhis group is T; experiment with the
application of EonfereSCe learnings to the members! ongoing‘work
situations, In this effort, %wo distinct subtasks Qere involved;

(1) the assessment of the utility and relevance of conference fearnings,
and (2) preparation for *he return to the 'real world.' In the most -

o

regenf conference, the execution of these tasks by different application
qroups seemed to féilow two different models. In one model, phenomena
seen by members as confusing or unsetling were explored, conceptualized,
and then related 1o the everyday work situations of the participants.
In the socond model, case materials related to work situations were
the inftial focus”of attention, and conferenée learnings were related to
these materials., In application groups, the consultant's roie is to
assist members to relata conférence learning to their work environment
and vice versa. A part of this role reauires aiding the application
qroup to work effectively as a qgroup. Being an expeff in the particular
type of work of the participants is not seen a; a ngcessary part of
the consultant's role, )

As » Tinal element in the bagic description of this conference,
4 flow chart of {he conference program is provided. This chart provides

information as 1o how the various conference events are ordered and inte-

arated,

[ ——
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Part Two - COMPARISON OF THE TWO TYPES OF TRAINING
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The goal of this section of th& report is to provide-comparjsons

between the grou; relations conference developed by Tavistock Institute
‘ described in part one, and the human relafions quorafory develoﬁgd by

¥

National Trainina Labora\“ories.6 In this part of the report, several areas

of comparison are dev&loped, These areas are denoted by the section
% - . )

2

" headings. ) i &

A

P’

. 1

The Problems of Comparison .

-

gr The comparison Qj-fwo‘fypéé’of training is.a challenging conceptual

. . Y. : Z .
and experiential task under any circumstances, Often ‘tomparisons are done

* ’ - 8 - '. » . -
L -

AN © . witha very‘disfincf purpose in mind--to test a Specific,ﬁypq+ﬁgsf§ or to

pag—

T

3

explain some data. Suchyan approach to comparison defines one's perspectives
toward what is being colpared and indicates the dimensions that must be

treated. Since | am npf.affempfing to 128t any hypotheses’but rather to
. , - > . '
provide a broad comparison that might be useful to individuals asking a wide

variety of questions abou# these types of training, | will examine the two

£y

» ~ -
training programs from several perspectives. One problem in comparison is the

fact that thé two types of training imply particular goals and assumptions

which are often quite different. Comparing different events often means

that extensive inferences fust be made in order that a perspective be applied

in arecas where it does not 'naturally' fit. A further challenge in consistently

b

Bt

i i o applying a perspective toward both types of events is to avoid being trapped i

in either the simjlar words used to describe d{fferenf phenomena, or the

Pt

1} .E .
different terms used to refer to virtually identical phegomena.7 In attempting
L .
to do this, it also will be necessary to attempt to keep one's subjective

Sty
—— OEIIND W
.

‘experience of the 'two events in focus.‘-Th{é is difficult for me because I
B L4

P % experienced Thé two training progre.s witn different degrees of personal maturity

#

and conceptual sophistication.
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| have fried to avoid any overly simplified labeling which would
desiéna?e one or the other type of training, or parts §f the training, as
9008 or bad. The real issues, as is apparent to those who have concerned
themselves with this eva§1a+ive problem, are: training for what, :nder
what sort of con+racT,fand with what values with respect to éhange. Those

who are interested in comparisons of different types of training inevitably

take different positions on these key issues and often change their posifiaﬁg
in the face of different si+ua+ions.i The comparisons in this report are
t 4

intended to provide useful materizl to individuals who have positions on these

issues and who desire to arrive at conclusions about the relevance, usefulness,

or applicability of various forms of training. It is hoped that this mgfer%éfr

will be useful both to those with a theoretical-research Q;ienfé??on t6 training

e
and those interested in its application for social change.

b “ -

Goals of- Trainding . T

One‘way +0'5€§}n making general comparisons between different types of
experignce-based learning events is to place them on dimensions designed to
differentiate the goals of the eventes In attempting to describe systematically

the goals of different varieties of laboraTory;%raining; Schein and Bennis

[y
i

(1965, pp. 58-63) have developed a rumber of dimensions for classifying
laboratory goaks. Two of these dimensions are of interest in +his section:
- B

“what is the learning apout" and "what is the level of learning." The mejor

. categories of "what *he learning is about" are self, ofhers, relationships in

.small groups, role, role relationshins, intergroup relationships, and total

organization. tor the purposes of our comparisons here, one added category is

needed: "qroup operation," which falls between "relationships in small groups"




%
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and "role" as a level of unalysis,” The cateqgories within the dimension of

"level of learning" include awareness, changed attitudes, and increased

competence,

s

Different latoratory training events in the NTL tradition have goals
which coincide with all categories and combinations of cafegories within
th. dimension "what the learning is abquf.; -In general, howev?r, it can be
said that NTL human relations laboratories focus at the levels of Self, other,
relationships in small qroups, and group opera;ion. Even with the particular
laboratories which operate under this name, there is a good deal of variance
as to particular qouals. There is variation as to whether the group or
individual .end of fhis.;+fenuafed continuum gets primary attention, but seldom
do these laboratories focus on role, role relafionsﬁips, intergiroup relation-
ships, and the total organization. I+ has been pointed oQT'(Harrisqn, 1967,
p. %) that, ovéé fime, there has been a tendency in laboratory training to
plnc? less focus on the decision-making group and a greater emphasis gn individual
arowth, Ry co;trnsf, conferences in the Tavistock tradition focus consciously

and exclusively on the categories of group operation, role, role relationships,

interqroup relationships, and total organization, - . ..

On the dimension of "level of learning" there also ig a difference
between the NTL laboratory Iraining and Tavistock conferences. Laboratory
training encouraqges all three ca}eéories of this dimehsion as its goals but,
in particular, emphasizes increased competence Throdgh behavioral change.
Conferences, by contrast, focus on awareness and less on the other two categories.
the conference 1radition seems to assume that this is the key aspect of

learning and one that potentially can be achieved in an uxperienced-based

4
4

training event of the type designed. If asked about this focus, conference




¢

leaders probably would say thal awareness and understanding are the central
asbccfs in learning and that behavior change easily follows fairly directly
from this. |[|f behavior change doesn't follow easily, i% probably involves
the type of chanqge that must be.worked at over a lonaer period of time in The
individual's «uy-tg~day situation. . :

Documentation of the differences on the fwo dimensions discussed ca
7 )

Le obtained by a careful comparative reading of the brochures which the
two types of trainming use for advertisement. A typical brochure for an |
NIl human relations laboratory states:

Human' relations training focuses on the individual, the

small group, and the organization. A major *raining goal

i increased interpersoral competence in 'the roles each. :
participant plays--on the job, in fhe community, even in’ !
the family., The objectives include both the individual
satisfactions derived from the full use of one's capacities
and the organizational strength achieved through good
working relagtions. The training activities of the
laboratory combine to make it possible to experiment with B
more effective ways of learning and new ways of behaving

B (Schein and Bennis, 1965, p. 1),

M

B

S

the following is taken from a recent conference brochure:

Ihe purpose of the conference is To provide the members
with opportunities for increasing awareness and under-
standing of intra-and inter-group processes. Greater
cffectiveness of task groups and greater satisfaction for
those-engaged in task performance are clearly socially
desirable goals.... Understanding, insight, and the
ability to use theoretical knowledge are more likely to take
place if learning is based on direct experience. The )
Conference attempts to provide a setting in which experience f
can be studied and at least partially understood as it

! occurs. The emphasis in the Conference is upon learning ~ ‘
which is felt as an experience and which is translatable
into action in work and community settings (Washington
“chool of Psychiatry, 1968, p. 2).

3
; These, excerpty have been included to give a better sense of the differences

thai were describod in terms of the two analytic dimensions.

‘ Before leaving comparison on the dimension®"what the learning is about," !

it is useful 1o consider the placement on this dimension of other experience- ‘
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based learning events. A number of learning events which ar& currently

-
getting a great deal of attention are those concerned with th§ enhancement

of "human potential" (Life Magazine, July 12, 1968, p. 48ff). Vncluded

in this group are events sponsored by Esalen on the Wesfzébasf and by

Orison in Washiﬁgfon and elsewhere in ;he East. Like NTL, Esalen

sponsors a wide variety of d}fferenf !earni&g events but, iﬁ general,

Esalen's oufcoﬁe goals focus on the "self."9 Another type of learning

event which shares the same focus on self is the recénf!y deve loped

Creative Risk~Taking Laboratories (Bird, 1967). These types of fraining

will not be further referred to in this paper because of rheir wide deparfureL
in goals and techniques from the Tavisfock conference of general laboratory

training which is the focus of this report. However, it would further our

% systematic knowledge of experience-based learning fto have a sensitive and
£ -

’ -

detailed comparison of these types of training.

Experience-Based Learning

Both laboratory training (i& the NTL Tradifions and the conferenée
(in fﬁe tradition of Tavistock Institute) onerate with the premise that
maximum learning and the best use of 5now!edge in the areas focused on by
the ;raining require direct experience. Both forms of training are designed
to provide opportunities for this experiential learning and prac}ice. In
this section, similarities and differences‘in the quatities of experiential
learninq:wili be described. Also, differences in assumptions about ‘the
learner,lrhe place of cognitive input, and the role of skill development will
be descr%bed.
The similarities and differences in the qualities of experience of the

delegates to the two events can be detected by examining the opening hours

—ay

p=
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of the respective events. Participants in both, on the basis of advance
brochures, are informed that learning is based on experiencing the phen-
- St

oména lo be learned aboul and, at the same time, taking part in creating the

. phenomena to be learned frem. From what has been written, my own observations,

f

and my own experiencc, it is evident that the delegates arrive %f the

opening sessions of the two training events in much the same'psychologica!

state. Delegafeérenfer the first .session having made initial attempts
I since arrival to clarify their expectations with other delegates. They
are anxious and have difficulty comprehending what is said to them in the
opening session. Both types of training-events typically start with a
short orientation session for all members and staff of the events. In
both types of training, this opening session is followed by a small group
meeting, either a study groué or-a T-group.

What is said in the opening\§ession gives clues as to how the two types
of training will emphasize different aspects of the participant's experiences.
Schein and Bennis (1965, p. |3) proJide a description of the typical opening
session of a human relations laboratory }n terms that were accurate wffh
respect to my own experience. %he dean of the laboratory explains that

the goal of 'the training is to provide opportunities for the delegate to

learn about self, others, groups, larger systems, and the learning process.

He also stresses how the method of the laboratory (learn from analysis of
one's own experience) differs from the traditional learning experience. The
dean also explains the daily schedule and makes any necessary administrative

announcements. In this session, the dean and laboratory staff, as well as

most members, are attired in casual dress. An attempt is made fto start the

o

session on time, but there is no emphasis on starting at precisely the

i

. designated hour.
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The opening session of the Tavistock conference is chdracterized by =

musre formal ity and important differences in content., The full staff, men

.

attired in suits and ties and ladies in dresses, sit in a line across the
front of- the room. The climate of this session and the conference can be
. "felt in Rioch's (undated) description of the conference style:

The style of the conference is disciplined and austere.
The message which this style i intended to convey is the
‘ seriousness of the undertaking, the single-niindedness
- . . A with which the staff is prepared to devote itself to the
L task which it Has set itself, the recognition of the dif- 1
| ficulties inherent in its task, and its intention not to ’
look aside from any conflicts which occur (p. 3J.

There is a noticeable effort to begin the session precisely at the designated

hour. Advance information received by the delegates emphasized the starting

time and urged early arrival so that one could be unpacked, etc., prior to

the first session. The director begins by giving the names-of the staff

and making a few administrative announcements. He then describes the

z

training as a learning opportunity in which experience plays the primary part.

[T

?‘15 He states that the important experiences will arise from situations construc-
ted in such a wéy that some factors of everyday life are elfminafed and
othars confrolled in ordef'fo examine the underlying précesses. The examination
will check fget?nqs and fan?asies‘againgf real ity and will often involve

checking between staff and students, groups which often have different per-

spectives. He states that learning in part would be about anxiety, fear,

.

and stress. After autlining the learning opportunities, he b}iefly describes

R

a— e .

each conference event in terms of its primary learning focus, itg place in
i

¥

i

the overall sequence of .scheduled sessions, and the location inﬁwhich it will
) \

»
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take plaée. “The final part of this opening session focuses on T%e organiza-

A

; tion of the conference. The director describes the source of the director's
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and staff's authority and the responsibility that goés.aiong wifh'fheir
respective authority. He stresses that scheduled sessions will begin at their
printed times. He explains that separate "common rooms" (rooms for informal
;ocializinq) are available for staff and for members. The reasons given
for this separation are that, at times, each will want to feel free to
discuss.fhe other. There is also a common social area available near the
bar. He c!oggs by saying that an opportunity for learning is provided and

3

the quesfion of how quickly it will be used is up fo ‘the individual.

Both érienfafion sessions focus on the nature of the learning and the
fact that it involves experience. In the Tavistock session it is made
clear that learnings will {nvolve checking fantasies against reality and that

fearnings will involve anxiety, hostility, etc. |In this part of the intro-

duction, the more psychoanalytic orientation to individual behavior and

experience is evident. The Tavistock opening also emphasizes the task structure

and the authority structure; staff roles are explicitly related 1o these
structures. This indicates the organizational focus of this type of training,
and that the learning is intended to be about groups and group behavior. With
this introduction of structural realities, it is clear that they are conference
givens. 1t is also clear that, apart from These givens, the delegate is
autonomous and has responsibility for his own acts and his own lear-nings.!O

The two types of training differ in their model of the learner and their -
understanding of the learning process. The dominant model of the individual
learner in the Tavistock conference is the psychoanalytic model. Given the
acceptance of this model, the most apparent contrast with#laboratory Tr;%ning
is with respect to assumptions abou% +Qe role of the unconscious. \The central

5 .

conference role given to the unconscious iiidemonsfrafed in a statement made by

Rice:

[T ——
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The assumption that is made throughout the book is that

i individual behavior is affected by unconscious forces,
and, as a corollary, that individuals and group of
‘ . individuals always behave in ways that are not wholly

i explicable in terms of their rational and overt intentions.
It is also assumed that, in any group or institution,
’ unconscious motives affect the decisions that are taken;
: that any committee meeting, . tor example, has both a
written and an unwritten agenda and it is the unwritten agenda
that takes up much of the t'me; and that jealousies, guilt,
anxiety, and undisclosed and often unrecognized struggles
for power have a profound effect .on the acceptance or
: rejection of solutions to apparently straight forward
: problems (1965, p. 9).
. .
Because of this position, closer attention is paid in the conference to

the influence of unconscious or suppressed factors upon overt behavior. As

At ¢

»

[engrane—ry

one participates, one becomes aware of this vantage point in the consultant's

s

continual affenffnni*o suppressed hostility and the influence of unconscious

Semasm b
.

defenses in authority relationships.

-

At i, |

Certainly, the noticeable dominance of the psychoanalytic orientation

was heightened in the copference | attended by tne large proporiion of the

§ eaRLY
B

client population which came from the mental health professions. But even
. aside from the influence of this particular population, the-learner's

experience is conceptualized in terms of psychoanalytic theory. Theory

inputs on what is happening in the study group represent extensions of Bion's

psychoanalytical ly~based conception of groups. Some of Melanie Klein's
interpreiations of object relations are presented as they relate to what
.. occurs to individuals in the large group. This orientation is not limited to

theory inputs; it is closely reflected in consultant inferventions in the

P ‘ group sessions.

A , In the context of the conference itself, there is little stress on

conceptualizing the learning. process. The conference assumptions about

this process are well presented by Rice:

-

et T B e

e e WL IMORSA, T

L
-

I
3




-19-

3

-..much of the learning takes place at the unconscious
and experimental Jevel. Learning also takes place in
post conference and in intuitive recognition of similar
experiences in other situations at other times {p. 27).,
The process of learning is a process of 'internaliza-
fon,' or incorporafing felt experierce into the inner
world of fantasy and reason. The individual has the
right to determine how quickly this process should go.
He will resjst fearning if the process makes him anxious
or frightened or if the rewards are insufficient, " Byt
successfyl learning and resistance are cumulative, and
learning can be a part of a readiness for change that is
inherent in any growing and maturing organism (1965,
pp. 24-25).
These statements by Rice follow in a consistent fashion from the conference's
psychoana!yfically-based model of the learner,

I'n laboratory training and in theories about it, there is a greafef concern
about the Iearninq process as a conscious and articulated process: This is
most apparent in iabofafory's training's stress on "learning how to learn."
As Bradford, Benne, and Lippitt (pp. 22-36) point out, this understanding of
the learning process s drawn from many sources ("formal schooling and related
learning theory," "psychiatry and counseling," etc.). The contrast to the
favistock conference's assumptions is evident when these authors specify the
contribution of psychiatry, counseling, and pe%sonalify theory to the under-
standing of the tearning process in IaboraToryfTraining. They point to the
phenomena of resistance to new learning and rela+3onships as a central factor
in learning. There is no mention of the unconscious, defenses, etc.
Laboratory training's model of the learner is evident in its efforts to deal
with the learner’s conscious intents and the discrepancies between these
intents and results brought about by behavior. This type of training focuses

on consciously modifiable elements of behavior and piaces a heavy reliance

on the efficacy of verbal feedback. Within the Tradition of |aboratory

[y LT —
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training, effort is beingtmade to conceptual ize more clear;y and completely
the individual learning process that occurs in Thé laboratory. This effort
is reflected in the work of Schein and Bennis (1965, pp. 271-276, pp. 255-
310) and Miles (1957, 1960). The influence of the positivistic social
scienceéié*he education profession, and the relatively strong focu's on
individual learning in the tradition.of LewinTan social psychology have
brought about !abor;?ory training's attention *6 the learning process as
well as fh{s'parficular model of the learner,

Accompanying this differeﬁce in perspective on the Ie;rnér and the
learning process are.differences in empHasis with respect to cognitive
inputs and skill practices. gaborafory training has consisiently made
a case for the importance of cognitive input in better equipping the
learner to upders*and what is occurring andlin applying his learnings in
other situations. Despite fhis\gene}a! emphasis, in the design of
laboratory training evenfg there is often a great deal of difference of
épinion about the importance of cognitive input, its maximal!y useful form,
and its placement in the schedule. o

In the past, ‘the Tavistock conference has always had a lecture series
as one of the scheduled conference events, l+§ place in the conference
gnd what it achieves hés raised contention among fheus*aff; in fac-t, there
seems to be a growing mood to do away with the lectures entirely. The
form of these lectures has generally been a one hour Iécfure to the full

membership of the laboratory followed by a short quesT50n~and—answer)period.

in the most recent conference, these lectures were largely read by the

presentors. The combination of their length, complexity, mode of presentation,

- . L
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and the lack of availability of transcribed versions was a source of ffustra-
tion to the deleqa?és. There seemed to be little inclination on the part of
. the staff to think about ways of ‘experimenting with the presentation ot cog-
nitive input, nor with ways of researching its actua! usefulness.
The skill practices in laboratory ftraining have no parallel in the
Tavistock-conference, Thége skill practices typically included observation

=

exercises, practicing different forms of helping behavior, assuming particular
\ 5 §
roles in problem situations, etc. In my estimation,this difference
arises from several features of the Tavistock conference. In the first
- place, the conference does not focus on learning about the self. ,Moréeve?{

the conception of the individual employed as a psychoanalytic one. In this

frame of reference, social learning of the kind worked on in laboratory frain-

U
N

ing skill practices has a less central pface. Since the conference does not

focus on changes in'individﬁa} behavior, fheré is no emphasis on giving and
receiving feedback that would support behaviora! experimentation and changes.l‘
The primary goal of the conference, as it is conceptualized with respect to
the individual, is insight and understanding of group and intergroup behavior.

The cutcomes of insight and understanding are supposed to be brought about

3

in situations which allow for very free interaction, including opportunities
to attempt new behavior. The amount of prestructuring in the conferences is
-y minimal (e.g., the conference infergroupfexercﬁse as compared to a typical

- laboratory intergroup exercise is very low in structure) and therefore the -t

resulting phenomena and the individual learning experience is complex.

b )
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Bases of Definition of the Two Types of Training

Basic to the definition of laboratory training is-extensive philosophy
of learning which includes an explicit value system. The design and operation
. of a particular training event in this tradition is based on this philosophy.

The basis of definition of conference training in the Tavistock tradition

-

is a particular organizaTioﬁél design with its attendant roles, authority

. structure, boundaries, etc., a cluster of inféfrélafed, highly specified

primary tasks, and a value position concerning human behavior in organizations

and groups. These conference tasks are basic to-groviding the learner

with the experience of certain key phenomena. A full analysis of the impli-

_ cations of this contrast will illuminate many of the basic differences,between
§ them,

Before making such an analysis, one implication of this contrast is
apparent. The differeace between the two training programs with respect
fo their bases of definition partially accounts for the relatively greater

heterogeneity of events which come under the designation of lahoratory

1‘raininq.'2 By contrast, within the Tavisiock tradition .there is a quite r

homogeneous quality to the training events. A ful! expléna%ion of this ' .

difference with respect to hetegogeneity of training events would alsc require
. ] %

a comparison of the underlying orientations to experimentaticn and dissemina-

tion of the two kinds of training as well as their histories of development.

The fact that the basis of definition of laboratory training is a

particular philosophy of learning (and its attendant value system) does not

P
3 ’

mean that this kind of training lacks particular organizational patterns and

particular +§§k COK?igurafiéns. By the same token, trdining in the Tavistock «
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fradi%ion,'whkle not defined from the same perspective as laboratory training,
has an implicit and to some degree explicit philosophy of learning and an
affeﬁdanr value sysfem.|3 The differiAg perspectives in fpe definition of
these two types of training means that a clegr comparison must be teased out
by bringing to bear the perspective of one of the particular definition of the
other. 1o accomplishgfhis, Pwill work from NTL's (i.e., laboratory

training's) definition of its value §§s+em and bring to pé%r the Tavistock

tradition's perspective on these values.

Differences in Underlying Values

The rote of values in laboratory training is sticcinctly stated by Brad-

ford, Gibb, and Benne: .

The training laboratory was thus designed to increase
intelligent commitment to three sets of values beleagured and
inadequately utilized in contemporary society. These are
the values associated with the social and behavioral
sciences, with democracy, and with the building of the
helping relationship among people. It was these values
seen in interrelationship, that the laboratory. innovators
believed were best calculated to guide efforts fo meet
the unmet learning needs of a changing, industrialized
society. And these values have continued to guide labor-
atory traifhing during the seventeen years of its develop-
ment (1964, p. 12).

Although Schein and Bennis (1965, pp, 30-35) organize the values in question
differénfly and at greater lenqgth, they are in substantial agreement with the
above statement. According to them, the values of science that are involved
are the "spirit of inquiry... expanded consciousness and choice... [and] ...
authenticity in interpersonal relations." The yalues of democracy which

. undergird laboratory training are those of "collaboration'" and "conflict

resolution through rational means."




LI

) g

PA—

by

. | ‘ m Wﬁwmmmzl;

TEreRta o

e

» : *

" The Tavistock conference is built on +he commitment that in order to
live and wérk, and particularly To lead in orgamrizations, it is important
"to learn about particular phenomena (described in the first section of this

While not having as completely ordered and articulated set of

5

values, the conference does have certain explicit values which underly the

presentation of these phenomené for learning purposes. . Rioch has stated

" some of these values:

-~

A major value to which the leadership is committed
is ruthless honesty in thinking about oneself and one's
group without any assumption that such honesty will
necessarily lead to smooth resolution of conflict.
Thought, intellect, and rationality are highly valued,
as are clear and firm decisions made in the service of

a stated goal....

There is recognition on the part of the leadership of
the Conferences that human beings readily, all too
readily, form groups, that they form mobs which lynch,’
groups which glorify fanatical leaders, groups which
easily slip into orgiastic experiences or into the
warm glow of togetherness. On the other hand, the for-
mation of a human group seriously and consistently
dedicated to a serious task, without fanaticism or
illusion, is an extremely difficult process and a
relatively rare occurrence...: One of the major aims
of the Conferences is to contribute to people’s ability
to form serious work groups committed to the performance
of clearly defined tasks. Whether or not members of such
groups feel friendliness, warmth, closeness, competit-
iveness, or hostility to each other is of secondary
importance. |t 'is assumed that these and other feelings
will occur from time to time, but this is not the issue.
The issue is the common goal to which each individual
makes his own differentiated contribution (undated, pp. 4-5).

5

There is a further value of the conference in recognizing underlying conditions

- *

of different styles of group operation and leadership and inherent dangers

- in each of these styles.

‘ From the perspective of the Tavistock conference, certain of the

values of laboratory training inhibit or lead to inappropriaie learning

-

*

‘
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in the conferencp seffing.’B Also from this perspective, cérfain of the
guiding values of,!aboréfor; training lead to in?ppropriafe personal and
transitory solutions of "there and“rhen" préblems, i.e., societal and
organizational problems. In a later section, | will describe Thg difference
between the focus and conclusions regarding societal problems of these

two types of training, In this section, there remains the task of delineating

from the Tavistock perspective particularly critiques of the guiding values

of laboratory training.

One of the guiding.values (a part of its valuation of democracy)

of laboratory training is collaboration. In so far as possible, the
" &
traditional autheritarian student-teacher retationship is minimized and par-

ticipation, involvement, and self control of the delegate is emphésized.

The staff works toward a relationship of trust and confidence wiTH the
delegate. The inTeﬁdepenQénce of staff and delegate in the learning process
is emphasized and, as the laboratory proceeds, more joint planning by

delegates and staff is undertaken. ,

B

From the conference perspective, several things are wrong with this

promotion of cdllaboration as an input value to the experiential learning

]

event. A training event operating with this value tends not to lead the

LR

learners to inquire about what are the antecedents of coltaboqafion, e.g.,
what does it really mean, under what conditions does it arise, what needs
does it satisfy, etc. The implementation of this value tends to put peer

relations and quasi-peer relations, as well as the feelings of warmth'and

- openness or hostility and defense (which tend to grow out of co!laborafion):

ahead of learning about authority reilstions. It is this Iearﬁing context that
% )

3
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is central for the conﬁgrence. I+ is committed to helping human groups

achieve the task designated; to attain the conference's purpose precludes

3

an Institutionalization of the.shared decision-making style which laboratory Q\:

training attempts to develop. A key part of the conference organization

PReSTV

is the assumption of the legitimized authority and eiper?ise of the consultants.

{ .
’ The power of the consultant which arises from this source, and the responsib-

ility that goes with it, remains in place throughout the conference. While
3

L]
Bt o |
+

this precludes shared decisfdn-making, it does not preclude staff-delegate.

informal ity and friendship outside of these activities.

dhg of the values of science which guides laboratory training is the

Prr

Hed

"spirit of\{pquiry." This means that laboratory training values experimentation
and the Tes+i g of perceptions and new styles of behavior. In discussing the

i implementation of this value, Schein and Bennis point out that delegates are
"prodded and rewarded by staff members to question old and try new behaviors
(1965, p. 32)." In the Tavistock conferencé, such values are operative for
some individuals (aﬁd some subgroup nofms arise around these values), but

these arise from individual learning goals”és they are formed and altered by
the members within fhe'confefence activities. In this regard, the conférence

makes room for more individual initiative; if the individual decides to esveri-

1 .

& C -
ment, he does it without the supportiveness oi the consultant apd often

without peer aid. The consultant has accepted a task rpsponsibilify and

i A . -
' ' authority that does not place the same discipline on members. In the theory

of the conference, he can't sanction and reward members; learning must serve

as its own reward. In practice, consultants attempt to avoid rewarding or

sanctioning in ividuals despite members' attempts, particularly in the early

2

days, to give the consultant an evaluative function.

.
PP o
R B

s
o

mh\&
O




An area of major difference arises from laboratory training's value
of conflict ré%olufion through rational means. This orjentation to conflict
is based upén a problem-solving orientation as contrasted to other approaches

based on bargains, power plays, repression, etc. An approach based on this

value and strategy requires recognition of the conflict and its management

‘and resolution through understanding its causes and consequences, and bringing

a

to bear as much data as possible which are relevant to understanding the

‘conflict. In this approach, resolution of conflict takes the form of consulting

with ‘all relevant individuals and groups and exploring, under conditions of
trust, all possible élferqarives for solution. Thisdvalue and the approach
growing out of it defines the general orientation of laboratery training
toward interpersonal, organizational, and intergroup conflict.

In the case of the Tavistock conference, the focus is upon an examination
of all conflicts generated within a well—def{ned organization (this d;es.nof .
mean compleféfy defined but, rather, all given parameters being clzarly
delineated). This examination does not presume shared values and common
goals growing out of these values which are the assumptions of laboratory
troining. The primary confiict examined is that which arises from dealing’
with a &efineq, legitimate authority based on experfige, This type of authority,
which is common in a Highly organized comﬁlex soéiefy, is simulated in its
barest essentials in the conference so that the underlying processes of
individual and group relationships to authority can be examined. Intergroup

conflict is also examined. The conference orientation to these conflicts .

emphasizes examining conflicts %hat_grise in these situations in order to
) |

identify projections that are occurring, their antecedents, and consequences.
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It is apparent that the conference and laboratory Training have different
orientations vo training clients for conflict. In the case of laboratory
)
training, thé emphasis is on confronting conflict openly in a situation

developing toward col laborative relationships, and learning a strategy of

conflict resolution based on certain values. The primary emphasis of the

conference js to study and cope, within the given structure, with conflict

1

which arises out of a simulation of a classically defined bureaucratic (used
here not in a pejorative sense) authority s‘rruc‘rure.20 (The simulation of
bureaucrécy differs from the real thing in that it opens the door to full blown
conflict or attempts to suppress it and permits study of the conflict by vir-
tue of the undefined role of the delegate.) Also emphasized is conflict arising
out of éffemp%s to cope with undefined infergfoup rela%ions, formulation ofg
groups in a turbulent environment, and face-fo-face relations in a large
group. These types of conflict can also ‘be understood as simu!?fing basic
processes which occur within large bureaucracies as they operafé in relationship
to their environ&enfs.zj

Current deyelopmenfs in experiential Iearﬁing make it important to see
the commonal ity ;¥ the laboratory and conference approaches to conflict. These
current Trainfﬁg ef*orfs to which | refer are attempting to’ teach an under-
standing of conflict and skills for coping with contlict in areas of intense
societal conflict.” Both Qpproaches have in common the fact that they are
limited (albeit in different ways) with respect to examining @ full range of
power relationships and a *ull range of strategies for responding to conflict. e

1

The many important dimensions of power relafuonshnps as they relate to conflict

are bases of power, degrees of established power patterns, degrees and types

of slack resources, different degrees of goal consensus, etc. There also

exist many strategies for conflict resolution which range from the area of v

£ ¥
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‘interpersonal skills to social structural designs. A full treatment of i
conflict demands working on as many of these 9imensions of variance as possiblef

A limited treatment, to be at all valuable and not misleading, must include o
learning about the circumscribed nature of the phenomena being considered |
and the limited appropriateness of the strategy which is taught or allowed :
to develop. Neither the laboratory nor the conference provide fearnings

concerning the limited treatment of conflict which they provide. Neithei one ;

is explicit with regard fo%fheir selective assumptions with regard to conflict.

A second commonality of these two approaches to conflict can be seen by

placing them in the context of a theoretical understanding of power. Gamson

(1968) distinguishes between two perspectives on the power relationship (i.e., z

. the relationship between authorities and pofgnfial par;isaps). A perspective * l
on this relationship from the vantage point of the authorities is termed i
the social control perspective. This perspective emphasizes the processes by \
which collécfive goals are achieved, the Iegifimacy of the authorities is

maintained, and compliance with their decisions is attained. The second

perspective on the power relationship is the influence perspective. Here the

-

focus of attention is the clash of competing interests, the existence of
discontent, the mobilization of resources for political support, and the

achievement of structural change. This perspective focuses on the power of

_actors in the system and not the maintenance of The system as a whole.
,Currénf developments in experientia} learning are increasingly focusing

on conflict from the vantage point of an influence perspecfive.22 In
these applications, the questions of conflicting interests and lack of consen-

sus, altered decision-making structures (redistribution of power), bargaining,

etc, are phenomena of primary concern.
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Both the laboratory Téaiﬁing and the confe?enéé approaches fo conflict
are based on the social control perspective. Labsrafory training focuses
on résoiving conflict through arriving aft consensus abou; collective goals
and achleving them Through rational problem-solving behavior. The focus

y structure.

R
on conflict in the conference occurs within an unalterable authorit

The study of conflict in the conference takes the form of coming to ugdersfand
the potential partisans' and authorities' projective distortions and their

antecedents, as well as consequences in this given structure.
In the conference | attended, the conference management was confronted

by the members on the issue of altering the power structure to include member

parTicipéfion in decision-making. This arose out of specific learning issueé, ;

ideclogical commitments, and confemporary events occurring outside of the

The membership, in the context of the second intergroup exercise,

23
conference,
The

confronted management and attempted to bargain with them on this issue.

conference management took the position that This‘acfion was outside_the

established structures of the¥ganference and would, given the design of this

o the detriment of learning about relations to authority

structure, operate T
sul ted

in the way in which fthe conference staff considered central. This re

in part of the membership establishing a parallel conference -for a day and a

A Sy :
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One of the values of science which, according to Scheip and Bennis,
y training is a value on authenticity in interper-

serves to guide laborator
in line with this value, individuals and staff are encouraged

sonal relations.
y with themselves and outwardly

t+o be themselves and to communicate inwardl
in the context of the .conference,

with others as freely as possible.
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‘a focus often advances liking and closeness in ways which may work to the
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some individuals do expgrience'more aufhenfkc relationships but this is not

a primary goal of the conference. The conference stresses an increased facility
to accomplish tasks as a result of experiencing and understanding the underlying
processes (exposed when traditional structures are simulatéd in order to

focus on the here and now). Freeness to be oneself and to communicate

P
openly is facilitative of this learning about underlying processes but does

not necessarily facilitate everyday task accomplishmeﬁf. In fact, such

\_7
detrimeht of task achievement.

Implementation of the Two Types of Training

Implementation of laboratory frainiﬁg and the Tavistock conference is
based upon the definition of the respective events referred }o earlier.

This section will include treatment of the different app?oaches of the two
events to specification of the éssenfial conditions of training and learning.
Since a key aspect of implementation of any Training design is the roles of
the staff members who conduct the training, differences in the roles of
laboratory trainer and conference consultant will be desc;ibed.

Both fypes-gj‘+raining have designed events for generating a behavioral
output to be used for analysis and learning, but each has unique orientations
with respect to this behavioral output. Laboratory training considers
i+ essential that this output take place under conditions conducive fo
testing ﬁé?fernsAof individual behavior that may need improvement or change.
There are several components to these conditions; chief among them is a

climate of permissiveness and inquiry. The central means by which this climate

3
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is established is the creation of group.norms on the basis of trainer madaling-
The trainer models or encourages among members ap attitude of inquiry fo
prevent patterns of moralizing or squelching of deviant members and to
facilifafélfhe openness and acceptance necessary for individual chaﬁge. This
modeling includes otfering or seeking feedback and accepting it in order tor,
establish further trust among the members. Therefore, in laboratory .
training the phenomena generated must include the development of group

norms in part arising from trainer acfipn; ofherwise it does not serve fhg

learning purposes of the laboratory.

|
+
1
3

i . for study.

The Tavistock conference also has events to generatega behaviorat output

...The basic conference method is to construct situations
i . in which conventional defenses against recognizing or
i acting on interpersonal and infergroup hostilities and
rivalries are either removed or at least reduced. This
permits examination of the forces at work. The method
consists therefore-of lowering barriers to the expression
of feeiing both friendly and hostile; of providing oppor=
tunities for a continuous check cn one's own feelings,
and for comparing them with those of others, about given
. situations. Or, fo put it another way, it is to check ;
i fantasy against reality. 1 means that the anxiety of
P learning is enhanced, and that therefore the ways in
which anxiety is generated and controlled become parf
g of the learning opportunity (Rice, 1965, pp. 26-27).

PU————
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The conference also has a particular orientation fo this output. Basic to much

g of the learning in the conference is learning about the anxiety of making

-

decisions under the conditions described in the above quote. The technical
problem for the conference is to provide situations that provoke anxiety

about behavior and decision-making and allow' The members to learn as much as
£

e, %

s 1 they want to learn at the rate they want to learn it, The conference answer
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to this question is its !nsfifufionai framework which includes its program
of evenfq;;The roles taken by the staff, and the conference setting. )in
short, in eétablishing itfs qrientation to the generated behavioral output,
\ ¢ . the conference relies on organizational structiure’which i's put into placenby
the staff on the basis of their aufhorffy. This authority is delegated to
# them through the director by the board of directors of the conference. They

-

are also given the authority to recruit members forl}hig ‘organization,'

\ i.e., the conference. One aSpeé+ o{ the grganizafionai structure is an
explicitly defined and sfrongly_arficulafed task for each event. Another ——
aspect is defined consultant role behavior (which, seen from the‘vantage point
of an influence relationship, is based primarily on legitimate and expert
power). A fuéfher aspect is the explicitly defined authority structure .-
(which also defines staff responsibility) of the conference. |

in-contrast to this overt reliance on oryanizaticnal structure, laboratory
training esfablishés its orientation to the génerafed behavioral output by ‘
rélying on trainer modeling to establish group norm;.24 From the perspective
of an influence relationship, the trainer's base of power is largely referent
and, to a lesser degree, expert. This difference between the two types of
training leads to major differences between trainer and conSu}TanT roles.,

This difference will be further developed later in this section.

This difference with respect to orientation toward the generated

behavior can be put into a broader framework, | do this in order to indicate
both its wider antecedents as well as some of its implications. The work on
organizational change includes several strategies (based on the point of

intervention, organizational unit to be worked with, technology o be employed,

etc.). Historically, two of the many strategies employed have involved either
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establishing gnd/or altering. the peer group processes, or analyzing,
designinq,‘and operationalizing socio-technical systems. The contrasting
orientations of these two strategies are precisely what | have just pointed
out in the comparison of these two training 9venT§;/ﬁ;t’one thinks this-tie-in
far fetched, it is only to be noted that {aboraﬁé?y training and some of

: - . + i
its prominent nractitioners have been dominant ?ﬁﬁihg‘former strategy of

organizational change, and that Tavistock institute and, in particular, A.

A

K. Rice have dominated the latter approach to organizational change. In

fact, the comparison o these two types of training is very informative with

respect to how these two orientations to organizational change specify what

©

sort of training for organizational members is essential to supporting

%

iheir respective change strategies, It is also possible to relate these two
types 6f ffaining to the requisites specifiedwby the normafive empggses of
various organizational theories, in particular, it does not take much
extrapolation to relate these types o% frainiﬁg to Shepard's (1965), Likert's

(1961) and Rice's (1967) theories of organization.

<

To carry one step further the connection of the conference to the
theoretical and practical work done from the socio-technical system perspec-
tive, it is possible’fo show how particular descriptions of the conference
can be understood in terms of this perspective. One description of the

conference is as follows:

...the absence of structure save for that of the staff,
forces members either to set up an 'organization' for

) themselves or to abandon the task. It is in the attempt
to set up 'organizations' and in the taking of roles
in them that mémbers have the opportunity to experience
from themselves the forces that are brought to bear on
them when they take roles requiring leadership, and
the forces they bring to bear on others who demand
their following (Rice, 1965, p. 25),




One way of conceptualizing what is described here is to think of the

delegates as faced with a problem of creating a socio-technical system. The

"

conference staff in its design of the conference orqaniz;%ion {(boundaries,
authority structure, etc.) formu!aﬁ‘on of primary tasks cast in terms of
events, definition of specified staff roles, and recruitment of membership
have provided the key parameters of a socio-fechnical system. The operating
technoloqgy itsel f is the staff members in their defined roles carr&ing out
the de;iqned tasks »f studying particular behavioral phenomena. Here the
notion of fec?nojogy is that of software, as contrasted folfhe more popular
notion based on hardware. |In this situation the members have the problem of
orqaniz{nq the socio-technical Sys+ea within the given limits fo utilize
this 1echn;!oqy to produce membér learning., There are sub-problems of
developing and shifting socio-emotional alliances, different variances in the

fechnology itseif, impingements from the environment, etc.

To further show how structure is emp!oyga to define and operationalize
-the conference orientation To the generated behavioral output, iTlis necessary
+o describe the major features of this structure as viewed from the perspective
of the gonfeﬁence tradition. The use of the structure in establishing the

major conference boundaries is as follows:

The staff desiqn the program and set a pattern ol behavior,
and by the nroqram and their own behavior create an
institution that gives protection to the members to
oxperimenti. |In effect, four main 'boundary controls' are
imposed: the total conference institution--visitors

are admitted only under very special conditions, and no
reports are ever made on individual members; the events--
the primary task of each is defined, and one event is nof
allowed to overlap any other; staff roles--staff stay 'in
role' and do not carry one into another; and time--events
start and stop on time so that members know for how long
the study of behavior will last, and for how long staff
will maintain particular roles (Rice, 1965, p. 25).
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The one major elemert of boundary control needing further treatment is
that of staff roles. fhis wiil be dealt w}Th,when we compare frainer and
consultant roles.

One very apparent outarowth of the use of structural parameters to
establish an orientation to the generated behavior is the behavior of
members and staff in the informal periods of the conference (i.e., outside
of the scheduled events and staff meetings). In these time segments of the
conference, there is less conf?qua?ion of the "work" that goes on in the
qroups. lhere is ﬁuch more of a typical informal social character to this
aspect o; the conference culture than is the case in laboratory fraining.

In laboratory training, time boundari;s are not defined the same way nor as
sharply. Also the staff roles are not defined the same way nor as distinctly
in rel.tionship to the membership.

%here are other differences between the two types of training with
respect to conditions they define as essential to training and learning.
Laboratory frain:ng considers it essential that the staff work {oward the
development of collaborative relationships. Because of the attention | have
already given to the contrast in values on this point befween the fwo events,

| will reiierate only one point in this regard. from the point of view of

ihe conference, any staff initiative to set up consultative machinery would

convey that usefutness(if this procedure for solving problems of interpersonal

and interqroup relations need not be questioned. Needless tfo say, from the
perspective of the conference this assumption does need questioning. At any
rate, ihe essential thing for the conference is that the member initiative,

s
or lack of it in such a direction, should be studied.

1
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Laboratory training donsiders it eésenfzal for learning~that adequate
models for data collection and study be presen?ed.t The consultants in '
ifhe conference qroués demonstrate an ability to do this and in this sense
provide sucn a model. Beyond this, *he conference does not go to the lengths
that laborarory training doed to provide such models and help people acquire
skills in usirg them. This is connected to another essential learning

-

condition of iabgratory training which.has no conference parallel. The

4
& . -

laboratory considers it essenfiél that the member have an opportunity to
consider the self as change agen+. This is not an explicit emphasis of the
conference, although pé}ficuiar iéaividualsain ;ngecfing on their role'in
ditferent conference situations surely see fhémse!ves from such a perspective.
Since | have commented elsewhere on the differences with respect to cognitive

inputs, | will not givé further treatment to this necessary condition (from

the laboratory perspective) of learning and training.

Compa "ison of the Roles of Trainer and Consultant

| will conclude this section by\comparing the roles of trainer and
consultani. The most impressive difference between these roles is in their
definition of relationship to the members of the training events. A
characterization which may give a feeling for this difference is that the
irainer-member relationship resembles a peer relationship and the consultant-
member relationship resembles the more +raditional authoritarian rela*ion:
ship of teacher and student. Both role definitions are built around the
staff member's expertise as a resource for learning. As a result of differing
values and goals, the ways that are attempted in the two events to bring

LN

about the bfilizaTion of this resource are different,




Laboratory training takes the avenue of developing col laborative relation-

ships between the trainer and group éor activity) members and, on the basis
of this model, between members. This is intended to bring about the laboratory
qoal of.increased,«individual, interpersonal competence. The accent is on.
trust, flexibility, openness, informality, and a climate of "let us see each
. other's resources; let us use them via Joint decision-making and goal setting;
. let us help each other be more effective group members; and let us not get

. sidetracked by authority or status which will get in the way of fully using

our resources openly, and which will not allow us the fullest possible satis-

i faction." This way of using expertise is of fered as being essential for learning

in the laboratory and as a pattern to be emulated outside of +he laboratory.

.

The conference takes the avenue of building task-oriented organizational
i roles as i%scmeans of. choice for achfeving the goal of conference learning,
‘ increased understanding of organizational phenomena (authority relations,
"Ieadership and {ollowershjp, and boundary definition and transaction). In
the coéference approach the accent is on clarity, consistency, oéenness,
and formality (i.e., maintaining the role definition); and a climate of "consul-
tasts and members are different; let us—see the differences clearly;’lef us
' ;ndersfand how the group operates in light of the prevailing understanding of

3 the diiference and other factors; let us work hard to use all the resources

in this group to further our learning about what is going on in this group."

[

This way of utilizing expertise is held to be essential for conference learning

but not necessarily appropriate for all situat/®ns outside of the conference.
&

What are the implications of these two different ways of utilizing

operating in these roles in bringing about the learning goals of the respective

=4

l expertise? The key question in this regard is the effectiveness of experts
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events. Tfhis ®s a question that needs to be answered by further-research;
however, as manv researchers have pointed out, it is an exceedingly difficult
question to anower. Part of the quite considerable volume of research on
Idgorafory training a}femp?% to deal with this question. Reviews and
bibiicqraphies'of tnis research have been made by Stock (1965), Harrison

(1967), etc. |1 qoes beyond the task of this report to discuss this research

at length. Suffice it to say that trainers operating in the laboratory

setting do effect some changes of the rype desired’in members' behavior. Some
¢ i

of the best (re: canons of research) recent researph’¥ork which shows such
positive results has been done by Miles (1960) and Bunker (1963). From what |
have been able to learn, no comparable'research has been done on the conference.25

Aside from the key question of the effectiveness of these two roles,

there are ofhe{ implications of the differin¢ roles of trainer and consultant
which should bé‘ﬂéscribed in order to enhance a comparative picture, For labor- !

atory training, one implicaT?on7is“¥HEH§F66+3m*o$«muJijgle roles for the trainer

and potential conflicts which may arice from member confusion about these roleé.

Am——
'

i

This comes about in the face of the fact thet, as far as the design and imple-

pR e—

meniation of this tearning event, he is more than just a collaborator. One
implication of this "more than" is the power frhat goes with his position in {
planning and implemertation.and the legitimacy of his designation as trainer. H
At the same time *that this is descriptive of the situation, an attempt is being
A

made by the staff to become more truly collaborative with the members. The [
confusion is highlighted im the attempt to avoid dependency and ébunfer
dependency and to allow the member to exercise full\confrol over himself,

firadford, flenne and Lippitt point to the basic factors in this situation in

the }ollowinq way:
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. In an effective laboratory, the staff member utilizes
. a variety of roles in facilitating learning. He functions

alternatively as a participant, encourager, or reality
tester, and as observer and interpreter of group and in-
dividual behavior. He may find it desirable to serve
from time to time as consultant and as counselor. e
usual ly finds it necessary to supply concepts and
knowledge needed to analyze experiential situations.

These various functions may at times be in conflict in
his own mind as well as in the minds of participants.

- The laboratory design must provide opportunity for the
“rainer to work through problems emerging in his relation-
ships with learners. Staff designing should also include
time for each staff member to consider, singly and with
other staff members, the variety of functions he may be

" required to fulfill, the impact of his personal needs,
personal ity characteristics, and trainer style, and ways
by which he may better assist the group to develop a
collaborative relationship with him and to cope effectively
with his behavior (1965, pp. 47-48).

Laboratory training considers it possible to work through the problems arising

"

from this multiple role situation and its attendant conflict, As has already

been implied, the proponents consider this role definition as compatible with

laboraTory values 'and well suited for achieving the kind of learning they have
as their goal.

What are the impliéafions of the particular consultant role which the
conference has developed? On one hand, the clearfy defined role can be a*
helpful support to the consultant in sticking to his task and iélevaluafing
this task. On the other hand, it can provide the consultant with protection
that permits him to distance himself from both group phenomena and group
members and, therefore, not use fully his feelings in his work and not

facilitate full inquiry into his own role and behavior in the group. The

- -

danqer inherent in Thig role is the potential of an automaton dispensing

mechanized theoretical knowledge at a distance from the basic processes that

-
ey

are occurring. | suspect that the reader of this report (given any degree of

z

e
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subscription to the value and tone of col laboration and/or rejection of the

3

virtues of rational bureaucratic organization) might be prone to see this

danger as inevitable and following naturaily from this role as it is seen

from the reader's vantage point. From my experience and'observafions‘ this

problem was not major but did apply to a few consultants. Rice's comment is

informative as to how the architect of this role envisions its operation:

A member of the staff, acting as a consultant in any
conference event, has his own conceptual framework within
which he observes the behavior in front of him, including
his own. He also has his 'knowledge-of-acquaintance'
from his own 'learning experience.' But when he is at
work as a consultant he is a person who, in Rickman's
words, 'At the moment of his most creative endeavors, lets
these disciplines sink into the background of his
consciousness and senses the direction of a process or
the degree of freedom in the organization of persons
seeking his advice.' |In other words, he uses his own
feelings to sense what is happening. He cannot observe
with a detached objectivity that relieves him of the respon-
sibility of taking account of what he is feeling himsel f.
If he finds himself becoming embarrassed, anxious, angry,
hurt, or pleased, he can ask himself why he is feeling,
and can attempt to sort out what comes from within himself
and what is being projected onto him by conference members.
So far as he is sure that some of the feeling is being
projected onto him and is not the result of some idiosyncrasy
of his own personality, he can use himself as a measuring
instrument--however rough and ready--to give him'information
about the meaning of behavior, both conscicusly and uncon-
sciously motivated. |f he can t. :n find an explanation of
the projection in terms of the specific task set for rhat
event he can make an 'interpretation about the behavior of
those present, including himself.' The interpretation may
be accepted, rejected, or ignored--but whichever it is, con-
sultant and members are then faced hy another piece of
behavior related to his intervention (1965, p. 26).

v

Rice further points out that the consultant's behavior is as important for

learning as his words.

:

A further implication of the conference consultant's role, which offers

some contrast' to the laporatory trainer, is the way that it is designed into
-
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the conference organization. The main point of contrast revolves around the

role of the director in the different phases of conference operation (planning,
The model of activity

preconference administration, and conference operation).

in the planning phase is thal of a group of colleagues with a chairman. In

the actual operation of the conference, thera are always contingencies and the

staff cannot always act as a qroup with the speed and decisiveness needed.

The staff members also lose some perspective on the whole conference bé;ause

of their deep involvement in their own groups., To meéf this situation, there
ié the role of director who has the authority and carries the responsibility
to act in what he believes to be the best interests of the members
irrespective of previous decisions and roles. By contrast, the office of
dean of a igborafory more closely follows the modgl of a chairman among
Also,

colleagues throughout the planning and operation of the laboratory.

the dean'generally functions as trainer of one of the T-groups, while the

chairmen of the conference does not have study group responsibilities.

Relationship Between Training and Therapy

r

How are the two types of training fto be understood in their relationship
to aroun therapy? This is a difficult quesfidﬁﬂwhich at its most basic level
involves definitions of group therapy, detailed analyses of the trainer and

consultant roles, and the interventions made by these group leaders. In the

-

context of this report it is impossible to treat in depth these important
~‘attendant issucs. A1 ihe same time, because of the importance of the relation

of training to therapy, it is necessary to make some general comments on this
§ g

issue.
R}




In comoaring the fwo types of training with respect to this issue, an
understanding »f the history of their development is helpful. Lgborafory
training did ro t have its origins ig grgup therapy whilevfhe Tavistock
conferénce uid.. Rice (1965), in tracing the history of development of
the Tavistock conferencé, points out that this tradition arose from a partic-
ular type of group therapy. This form of groub t éraDy takes as its approach
the focus of attention on the group. Individua4/iehavior of group members is seen no |
as a product of individual psychological makeup, but rather as a manifestation
of a group proéess. This is to be distinguished from group therapy in which
the focus of attention is on the individual and the individual's relationship
to the group as the group péovfdes the background for the individual. It has
been understood that the conferences in the Tavistock tradition are distinct
from group fherapy al though the staff has beer aware, in practice, of fhe
inevitat-le haziness of this distinction. The majority of conference consultants
{(particularly in the United Sfafe§) are clinicians and psychiatrists.

In the course 6* its history, laboratory training has developed particular
designs and %Qme general patterns which have moved it much closer to group
therapy. The model of group therapy with which it has affinity is that type
in wh}ch the individual is the focus with the group in background. The majority
of staff memhers in laboratory frain}ng events are not clinicians or psychiatrists.

Rice (1965, pp. 155-156) recognizes that fraining during the conferences
con in some ways be ssen on a continuum with peychotherapy. The judgment of
similarity arises in his eyes because of the similarity between the study groups

L]

and therapeuttc groups (with regard to size and techniques). This judgment,

as he points out, overiooks the important distinction of the vastly differing

=
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institutions in which these groups operate. The study group is a group of
students="taken" by a consultant in an educational institution. The responsib-
ility of the consultant, his authority, and +hé sanctions under which he operates
are different than in therapy groups. These aspects of the consul tant's role
all stem from the primary task of the conference to provide opportunities for
members to learn about leadership and membership in different group settings
within a carefully defined overall organization. The conference as an
institution understands its members to be mature adults who qualify for
conference membership by;ho!ding Jbbs invo!ving»!eadership and management.
While emphasizing é distinction based on institutional differences,
Rice does not dodge fhé fact that this learning opportunity involves psycho-
logical stress which implies risk. There is the possibility that some members
and staff wi!l be unable to tolerate this stress. He emphasizes staff respon-,
sibility for individual groblems that arise. At +he same time, he points out
that dealing with problems of breakdown and withdrawals is one of the tasks
of leadership in general and an appropriate conference learning task as well.
In describing laboratory training in general, Schein and Bennis (1365,
p. 4) state that it contains elemgnfs of.bo+h education and therapy but, at
the same time, maintains its distinctiveness from therapy. As one confronts
the heterogeneity of types of laboratory +raiﬁing it becomes clear that some
types more than ofhers can be seen as distinct from therapy. Jerome Frank
(1964), o practicing group therapist, has systematicallv contrasted group
therapy 1o a T-group in a general human relations !aboratory. He dffferepfiafes
the T-group from the +he}apy group in terms of its membership, its goals, the

type of attitudes it attempts to modify, the role and functioning of the leaders,

*
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and the mode of operation of the group. In the T-group there are |imits to the

content which is grist for the mill. Motivations are pursued only as they

-relate to Averf behavior, and the focus is not on individuals bul on the group.

Individuals' comments are examined for the light they shed on group process !

and not for what they indicate about the individual. Further, Frank points out

that the trainer typically intervenes with respect to the group (e.g., may

describe attitudes ioward the trainer without identifying the members involved). E
T ' :

He does document similarities between the T-aroup and group therapy but , i

emphasizes the differenqes.

Other laboratories, still within the general human relations framework,

give less clear evidence in their T-groups of maintaining such a distinctiveness

with respec{ to therapy. In these groups, there are not the distinctions with
respect to the role and functioning of the trainer and fewer, if any, restrie-
"tions on the conTenT; The focus is on indiv{duals, and overt behavior.is used
to elucidate underlying motivations. The T-groups which | have personally ‘
experienced extend in orientation from a focus on iqgiv?dpal motivations
within limits (not qgjng into sexual conflicts; avoiding lengthy, intense
periéds of focus on‘any one individual} etc,) to T-groups in which Gestalt
fherapy, with its intense focus on acting out and resolving individual motiva-
tional conflicts, is a dominant aspect of group activity. ‘
The smill qroups of the conference are similar in some important ways

to the T-group described by frank in which the distinctiveness from group

therapy was maintained. Most importantly, in the conference's small groups

the focus is not on individuals but on the group (what the group is doing
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‘with respect to the phenohenon of focus at the time) This emphasis in the

conference on small groups even goes beyond that of the T-group analyzed by

n +he way the consultant .intervenes

! Frank. Anothet important similarity is

individuals. The conference

with respect to the group and not with respeci to

small qroups are not.similar to +the T-groups,whose mode of operation Frank

desrribes toward individually-oriented group therapy.

With reqard to fthe relationship between training and therapy, it
g P

important to look further at frends over Time. Bradford, Benne, and Gibb trace

! .
what they see as key chanqes that have occurred over the seventeen years from
about them. They state:’

the beginning of T-groups to their particular article

- One change is a deeper vision of the problems of
( individuals confronted by demands for change and
! adapfafton which threaten their needs for autonomous
growth as persons.... .The re- -educative task has
deeper therapeutic dimensions than the founders of
the- laboratory realized... (1964, pp. 6-7).

They state that the heightening of this dimension has occurred through the

self selection of learning emphases by the participants, the involvement %iE

more clinically oriented professionals in the iraining network, and the
1

and organizational life which have focused on individuals .
;

studies of social
arrison more recently

questing for identity in a fragmented sociely. Roger H

-
|

- . has documented this same trend: ,
= " Amond practitioners there appears to be a historical |
trend from & normalive approach focused cn the develop-

ment of democratic ideology in the democratic decision-
making group to a concern with individual growth as the
desired outcome. The individual growth position with !
respoct to outcome would probably focus on the receiving

of feedback in the T~-group as the basic learning process
The process begins when the

i} - . in laboratory training.
individual exposes his characteristic sfylee of relating - ;
- 1o others in the T-group and receives feedback about the |
reactions of others to his behavior (1967, p. 5). .
! - - . 1
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-of training done in the conferences is much smaller than that done in

- types of qroup therapy. One more +han the other relies on the institutional

-47-
Recently, Argyris (1967) pointed out potential problems in this course of
deve lopment and-sounded certsin cautions. This continues to be an issue
of debate in laboratory training and a source of regiénal differences in
the NTL network.
The basic relafionsﬁip of Tﬁe conference to group Therapy has been

more stable over time. !n this regard, it must be noted that the volume

laboratories. Also, it has continued to be the case that fﬁg majority of
consultants are psychiatrists or clinical psychologists. The frend over time
of the conference to add activities in addition to the basic small group
activity which was the' initial focus indicates a furfher movement away from
an individual fogus (witﬁ its inevitably closer;. hazy relation to therapy)
toward an increased emphésis on a variety of organizational phenomenon.

In summary, the two types of training have a different hisforic_relafion—
ship to therapy. As an outgrowth of this hisfory,'fhe staffs involved in
this- Fraining have different associations with the mental health professions.

The two types of training fend fo juxtapose themselves to two quite distinct

framework and roles of the iraining event and techniques stemming from it to
define its boundary_with respect to therapy. The two types of ftraining appear
to some extent to be moving in opposite directions in,}hé?r re!afionsﬁib to
group therapy. Perhaps most importantly, the two types of fraining encourage
different degrees of heterogeneity in the ways particular events may relate

to therapy.
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Research on and Dissemination of Training

In regard to research on training and dissemination of training
experiences, there are clear differences between the two types of programs.
As | pointed out in an earlier‘secfio;, laboratory training practitioners .
and advocates héve encouraged quite a gif of research on the procedures and
oufcomes{of laboratory training. Laboratory training has justified such
research as an extension of %he emphasis on an affifude of inquiry which
includes the elements of objectivity and hypothesis testing. The difficulty
of }esearch in this area and the scarcity of finances for such projects have
resulted in a far smaller volume of research relative to éracfice than is
desirable for a full validation of the effectiveness of the training being
done. Nonetheless, this reséarch currently is being done on a larger scale
and there is better dissemination of results. :

Virtually no published evaluation research tas been done on the
conference and much less is written about the coﬁferencq than about laboratory
fraininq.' The difference with respect to the amount written must be

attributed largely to the difference in the scale of operatidn between the two

training events. The difference with respe¢t fo research . ../t be attributed
fully to this cayse. In a recent discussior at 'the conference, A.K. Rice
expressed the opinion that the conference deeded to be well established before

evaluation research is undertaken. His s+é+emen+ was to the effect that you

can't plant something and keep pulling it up by the roots to see how it is doing.

Certainly, the point can be made that good evaluation research in a learning

event like the conference is a massive undertaking of considerable cost .
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{both in terms of money and ivailable personnel) and that its iaplemenfafion
of necessity causes certain in*cr%eregceﬁ in conference operation,

Another f.ctor contributing to this lack of hféh priority for conference
evaluaftion research can be detected in the conferencé‘27?;5;33\iThe orienfafion' -

t - : ¢

to social science fha% pervaded the conference was more that of the case study '
than that of quantitative empi?ﬁca! sfudy. At the same fime; | had less the
feeling in the conference seffﬁnq of a cult phenomenon -or a movement than |
had in the laboratory Trg}ning setting of Béthel. This may.have mo;e to AO
with the differing emphasis vetween the two events on the promotion of particular
values (such promotion being basic to laboratory traiwing). [t is a debatable

question, given our current sophistication in evaluation research, whether or
5 ’ - -
not evaluation is furthered more by highly empirical research carried on

1

tangential to the training, or by training carried out in a noncultish,
critical, and scrutinizing climate. A case can be made that utilizable
cvaluation (utilizable in terms of exercising an effect on the practice of |

training) is furthered moré by the latter situdtion than by the former.

P booa

1

The attitude toward dissemination held by the two types of Trainiqg is

W—
-

quite different. Laboratory training values dissemination very highly as
evidenced By the development of its trainer of trainer programs, its consul-

tations, and the heterogeneity of the National Training Laboratory's organiza-

-

tion. The cdnference is dominated by an attitude of slow, controlled dissemination
in the interest of veing able o allow a relatively small group of individualyg

to work on the homogeneous-development and refinement of the conference

operation in a systematic way.

‘W bt e
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This leadas to a further contrast between the conference and the

o

laboratory with respect to their approach to developing the Trafn}ng. in
Iabordfgiy training a high priority is put on experimentation and innovation
with respecftfo laboratory deslign. This priority prevails to such a degree
that there is virtually never the replication of a complefe_laborafory~des?gﬁ.
It is the norm to vary more elements of a desiqn from laboratory fo laboratory
than are held constant. By contrast, the conference is consarvative with
;éspecf to desiqn innovation. A primary emphasis is placed on the necessity
of repeating the desiqn with different populations to become as . Iy familiar ™~
as poscible in a qiven design with wnhat occurs and how to handle the
opportunities presented for learning. This is not to say that there have nof
been significant inpovations in confere;ce design; onioqsiy, +here have been,
such innovations. One of the primary values of the documentation provided

)

by Rice's book (1965) is a description of some’of these changes and what

brought them about.

Problems and Resources Stimulating the Development of Training

The two types of trainina in their origin sought to speak to difterent
social condition,. This different orientation to socizl conditions extends
“intn Fhe oresent althounh, due to development and flux, it is impossible
10 find as «triking a contrast in their Conrémporary implementation.
Liboratory training beaan in the area of aault_ education on the basi.
¥ -
of a pércepﬂion }hnf LOF?d}a fearning needs éf individuals were heing inadequately
.mef and,'?n this condition, nertain cherished value, were being threatened by

_hisforical evenls (Bradford, Gibb, and Benne, 1965, np. 4-5). The founders

of this form of lraining de:ected that individuals were being compelled to change

M .
-
.
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by pressurce from the nxtural sciences and rélated technologies.

anvironment.

. organizational effectiven:

and qroups.

.

ayes, individuals were nprepared to work nut adaptations to these changes

%

with sensitivily and effect ivenest in terms of themselves and their relationships.

Both the individual and social Structure were involved in anis situation and the

small qgroup laboratory «triining event was seen as an avenue to individual

rehahil¥tation and a meand to prepare for reconstru®tion of thc social

!

intended to alleviate was that these conditions arose out of a
separation of action, reseirch, and education. .

In contrast to laboratory training, the conference grew out of a more

\

general and, al, the same time, more circumscribed concern. |t was assumed that

*

¢ of central importance, particularly to those in leadership positions, is The

experienge of learning how to work more eff~ctively with others as individuals

s

and as members of grouns. it was felt that this is particularly useful to

-

managers, aainistrators, and professionai workers. Rice refers to tnis

concern with respect to these individuals?

«.. a5 a minimum they have fto come to terms with
thomselves, and with personal and group characterisTics

of those who man wnhe institutions in which they work,

To be successful they have to make consiructive use ’
of their own nersonalities (1965, p. 7).

concern of the conference is with the effectiveness of indiviauals in
given institut onal and orqanizational roles.

Certainly « major qufor triggering this concern apout the individual's

23

§§ was a realization that there existed an unutilized
Jask:

{ s

body of knowledge involving an understanding of the behavior of individuals

Laboratory fraining alwo saw that there were unutilized resources

which could be employed to meet the problems its founders perceived.’

¥

In the founders!

The laboratory's diagnosis as to the root causes of the conditions
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The particular ~rheres of unutilized knowledge and resources which fhe
two types of training wought to employ were different. A cursory look at

these resource. helps to understand further 1he difference between these two

types of training. Laboratory training drew on three areas fcr ifs resources:

-
A DN R s e

social science, philosophy, nnd developments in social nractice. The social

l science input was dominated by Lewinian social psychology and the re!afed
; i specialization of qgroup dynqucs and action research, This input was, at
. ’ the time, an element in the mainstream of American academic psycho!oqgy i
g which contained research and theoretical orientations as well as a concern for e
g social change. The developments from social practice included innovations in
3 , : .
i qroup therapy (Moreno), as well as leadership iraining carried out bty
g organizations. The pnilosophical input was dominated by‘fhe orientation of :
‘g‘ John Dewey's followers.,
i
h ) ’ As | pointed out in an earlier section, one of the resources on which the
i conference drew was aroup therapy done in the fradition of Bion, and the
. development of this tragition in Britain by Tavistock !nsfifdfe. Another, not
) unrelated, resource that haw been very influential in the cqnference is organiza-
tional psycholody and conceptualizations abouft cogio-technical change that have
been done at lavistock, lwo things about fhis work are important: (1) in the
.. past, there has been a tight link between organiza%iona| change and psychotherapy
é as is manifest in the works of Jaques, Rice, and others; (2) much of the
i lavistock organis:tional erperience grows out of consultation contracts and relies !
more heavily on case work and descriptive matericls than do many comparable
' cfforts in the United States.  This approacn is evideni in the work of Burns
‘ anr hfalkoﬁ (1961) and Miller and Rice (1964), from this brief treatment,
Q
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it can be seen that the two training events in some respects drew on different
resource areas and where they drew on comon areas, they turned to differing
traditions, 7 |

Certainly, a factor distinquishing the *wo types of Trai%?ng (at least
in their origin and probably even currently) is that one had its origin in
the United States and another in Great Britain. Currently, laboratory training
is being dong in Furope and conferénces are ooerafiﬁg in the United States:
presumably, They are beinqg adapted to these new settings. Nonetheless, a comparison
of norms (é.q., on social change, personal involvement in organizations, etc¢.)
and.prob!ems (e.q., fragmentstion and alienation in pluralistic society,
organizational effectiveness in a highly sccialistic society, etc.) could provide
a further understanding of the differences between the two traditions of
Fraining. It is both beyond the scope of this report and the capabilities of

this author 1o pursue further +his area of differentiatio..

Conclusion

It has been shown trat laboratory training and the Tavistock conference,
two types of cxperienfidl‘!earnfng, contrast and differ in important ways.
They are designed to respond to different societal issues and make different
types of responses to these issues. The two types of training define themselves
differently, assume dffférenf models of the learner and the learning process,
attempl to accomplish comewhat di fferent goals, and employ somewhat diffe;enf

“technologies to achieve their qgoals. The state of research on the two forms

of training is different, as is their orientation toward dissemination of the

training.
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- fhe a++emp+ fo provude fhe léarner dlrecf opporfunu?;es for learnx

‘hus experuence.- Bofh forms of Trann;ng utitize fra:ners fo guxde fhe Iea n ing

) of frannlnq have been réiséa. 1t shou!d be clear #haf bofh +ypes have. advanfages
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process, Si MxlarIT:es 16 group Therapy are presen? in both forms of Tralnzng
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Throughouf Thus comparaaon problema?n éé with respﬂcf +o both-. Ty
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I S B A brief dESCr;pftOn bus!f on a documen?a?ton of fhe Croup Relaf;ons :

'»Conference was .developed .because. of the unfam:llarafv of Amer;ca sodial .
scientists with fhis form of *raan:ng A more detailéd, but somexhat dated
r(re!afxve to recenf developmenfs) descr:pfzon of thé Group Reiaf:ons Conferené
is ava:!ab!e sn A K. R:ce book Learntnq for Leadershaa, !965

e o e

;i:; 2. The Human Reia?xons Laborafory as- developed by Naf:onar Traxn:ng

. 30
’sychoanaiy%f WvR B:on. : 1
?13 tonfatned ih Exgernences*wn;Groups (l96!9

"4 1he aufhor ¥as .a par }v:
Moani Ho!yeke Céilege,'ﬂo!yoké Mass.
i:¥~5§§7 thJ-p!en:pofenT+aty,rola grovnded fhe consultanf wnfh freedom To :"::K
do swhat he rould in The condnf;ons encounfered tn The groug. ThlS freedom

s .-

The parT;cu!ar NTL laboratory fralntng evenf mosf comparab!e ?o fhe -
;Laborafory (con- )

ir own unexamlned preferences :n +h§S’area.r'u f‘

“ - f30
?@ pc¢sab!e goals af a. s?ranger learn;ng even?
,7nns+ offen appl;ed lf to iabarafsrles uif\ dlf{erenf fype popu!af:ons (cfrang

. :9.' NTL Sponsors personal growth labcrafor:es %hach a!so share fh;s
chus, as wp!l as »ommon Techﬁiques and sfaff -

R — = -

IO The d;fferences wh;ch become apparen? in the cpen:ng s6s5i6n are fu‘
Jneafed in- the confrasf:ng roles assumad: by laboratory Trainef and conférence
sylfant in the néxt séssion of thé fWQ fypes of ?ra;nnng This confrasf Wikl
1rea+ed !afer in ?h;a reporf ’ . {

) !! ' The g;v;nq and rece;vnng of personai feedback did ocgur in fhé 7
-6 nference. Participants - seemed to angage in such. interaction in responsé to
: ;emof;onai intensity. that +hey wefe: experaenc;ng.f Such. feedback often did.

of meef fhe crsTerlén wh Ch iabcra?ory ?raunnng specrf;es as ‘necessary in ordéf o

ool
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12, One iﬁbiicé%ieh of the difference in heterogeneity is that the par=
ticipants in the conference | attended knew more about what conférence activities
to expect. They had,learned this information from participants at previous
conferences. Participants in the laboratory | attended did not have the ‘same
dagree of knowledge as to the exact activities in which they would participate.

: PR ¢ . :
13, It was my?impression that there was more resistance to the experiential
léarning of the laboratory than of the conference. MWhile this might have been

‘due merely to differences in ‘the participant populations, It could also have

resul¥ed from the explicitness of the laboratory's phitosophy of learning.
v . ’ . ! . - . “
- 14, : The differences In These statements of- value should lead to’the events

. G¥fracting differing types of «individuals. My aftendance af only one event.
. &f each tvpe did not provide me with adéquate infogmation on this issue.

t

15, By,tﬁé sare token, from +h§§per§§éc?ive.éf laboratory training fHe -

. yalues of the conference are quite limited and do not iead 1o ‘learnings in-many

areas considered essential by laboratory training. -

‘ 16.. 1 am indebted to Margaret Rioch, a past staff member af_+he conference
and the current diréctor, for reading-and commenting on this report. She has
made an important comment on my treatmént -of the issué of “collaboration."

She states: "I think that the conference method is oné of collaboration between

. .staff and members, with the difference from laboratory training being that we & -

fhink of collaboration as between

people who have ‘diffgréntiated rolés. who by

" this- very differentiation come to a significant kind 6f collaboration; whereéas

in_laboratory training the collaboration seemed to me to be a kind of ‘homogéni-

. zation of role (Rioch, 1968)."

, 17. - Participants in both types of training formed infef@ai-re1a+§§nsh§§s
with staff members. ‘In so far as | could observe, these relationships did not

" seem markealy different excépt for the fact that the availability of ¢onference

cgtaff of- the conference acfﬁvif%es seemed to be more structural and pérhaps:

purposeful. For instance, on certain evenings during unscheduled time the

. ‘conference staff as a whole socialized with participants.’

18. 1 found ?hat‘par&?cipants in Themcenfereﬁée seémed to giffeéggfiafe

O the role of staff and participants to a greater extent than did participants in
.- the laboratory. Participants in The laboratory seeméd to more fréquently think

.ot the staff as learners as well as participants.

9. The staff refuses fo participate in any action.that violates.or’
_attempts.to change the defined organization of the conference including the
detined authority. This stance by the staff arises out of their commitment
to 'the defined tasks of the conference and the organization established to
_facilitate the. realization of these tasks. I : ’
20. In this .context, Margaret Rioch (1968) has pointed out as a difference
the fact that in laboratory training there is an’assumption that conflict will
be resolved if people are open,and in the conferences this assumption is not |
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21. In the laboratory experience | felt removed from the world of large-
scale organizations. The culture of the laboratory had a component which was
anti large-scale buresucracies. In the conference, | felt myself to be-
within an organization which was not totally dissimilar from the large-scale
organization of every-day life.

22. FExamples of these developments include the project on high school ' .
crisis carried out within the Center for Research on the Utilization of Scientific a
Knowledge (Chesler, et. al., 1969) and the work on a natioral clearinghoiuse
on c¢risis, conflict, and change in secondary schools being conducted by the
Educational Change Team of the Umiversity of Michigan (Chesler and Guskin, 1970).

23. lhese commitments concerned the moralify and learning utility of
members participating in the control of the educational organizations of which
) they are a part. -
24.> The laboratory also is organized,‘buf the total organization of the
laboratory is not explicitly designed with members' learnings in mind.

?5. In a later section, | will describe the attitude of tnese two evenis
%, toward research.

A
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