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Jn a description of two 'kindé of undergraduate

-

courses involving development groups, the author differentiates .
between one course format that alternates a lecture-laboratory *
approach and one |that makes)no distinction between lecture /and

. laboratory ‘components. Both’categories, cover a variety of cognitiWe..

material such as persona11ty theory, general psychology, therapeutic
.technique, family Telationships, and marriage. Most groups -use a

. modified 'sensitivity group or therapeutic approach, :but role playing,

autoblographles“ journals, interviewing other and fantasy trips .
constitute supplemental teghniques. While the purposes of the groups .
range. from enhancing self-awareness to improving specific'behavior,
all groups share some comzcnalities: 1) students receive credit for
taklng the course;  2) .students must learn specific course content;
apd 3) students use direct observation of their own behavior as a

‘point of departure. (Author/LAd)
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The recent plethora of doctorhf niSSeratations-dealing'uith

the use of ;roup tecnnxques in the Lollege classrocm is apparently

.

. indicative of | .increasing experlmentatlon with new currlcula in

psychology which take advantage of the surging interest in group

procedures (qud, 1962;‘Grqver, 19713 Likhardt, 1958; Orsborn,
1967; Rand, 1969). More specifically, the- rqunt;phehoﬂenon '_ ¥

which has been appearing with ihcreasing fpequgnéy.in the liter-
. . S A

. . . ) ‘ . [ . .
ature 1s concerned with small classroom groups.which focus on in-
b4 > ) ;

screased gwareness of their own personalitiesg to learn cognitive

material, ‘
. . : ‘
S Although the 1aboratpry method of teaching personality and

-

adjustment is not g newcomer to the campus, it does seen’to be

-

< gaining mgpentum; The ratlondle is that rather than f~achlnn
* L 4
-only the cognltlve materlal one hould also foster emotional
e s h

‘development and enhance perceptlons of oneself and others at

the same time, . The effect is b1fura1 the student tynlcdlly'

o

learns somethlng about h;s own peroonallty and also 1earﬂ§ a’

.~
great deal about persopallty theory, therapeutlc tochnlqueu, or’ '
' whatever the couroe ig Heant to teach. Although the coursea are
. v \
D not offered or nieant as osvchétherapy, students enthu51ast1ca11y
Ng)
- affirm this technlque andqclaln to gain subrtantlal developmental
~ N . ‘~. _ . ‘.
E: *Presented at Uestern Psychologlcal Convention, April 1u,
- 1973, Anaheim, Callfxrnla. Ll
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"benefits from the small group classroom settinge But the§ do not

called a psychotherapeutic method of %eaohing‘psychoiogy.: One

\\undred and two students enroli%d in a general psycholovy course

-A and C were employed on altﬁrnate davs. A number of measures .

-

_as opposed to-traditional lecture in teaching clinical insipght was .

S N S S

$

v . ’

experlenne the stlgma whlch counsellnr or psychotherapj sometimes
. ’ .
denotes (lladisen, 1972; Kennedy ¢ Danskln, 1968)

As early as-1&49,_Faw=(19u9) published data on- what he

®

- i L4

Y

met four days a week. two class perlods per week wéfe general'
lecture-perlods for the entire ciass, while the other two days-

they separated into three dlscusslon groups of equal size. ;7roup

A was Jed in a manner descrlbed as a Rogerian therapy Froup, hh11é e

Group C was conducted more along the lines of trad1t10na1 1ectures-

focusin;; on course cdontent.’ In Group B, methods used in Groups

were used including overall.grade poin} average, course examinations,

L]

and class participation. Students in Group A averaged more

comments per student per day(than'either B or C, and many more

[}

students participated each day in Group A than in either of the .
~

4
) o

other two sgroups. Mean course examination ‘scores were significantly

/
. -

higher for students in Group A than in'broup C even though students
in Grecup C had higher over-all Grade Point_Averages. Furthernore,
students in Crouo 3 who had been exposed to hoth teachin..methods .u .
enjoyed the non-directive teaohing methods more. Faw concludes !
that the intellectual growth of members in the therapeutic.section

dfd not suffer but was enhanced by the improved over-ali relationsh;p

Another\early'experinent to test the use of group techniques

performed by Bovard (1952). The subjects were two sections of 7%

AY



. ' ‘ ¢ " ( . .
students each’ enrolled in an elementary psycholopv course, Course
) \
\ : content, assignments and examlnatlons as well .as the 1nstﬁuctor
. ] . ' [
+ ,were the same for both ﬁroups with the level of~1nterac\gon Fnd_
- K] "9- ¢ - .

1eader role befng'the Drimery dependent variables. To test clinicalﬁ
» .
1n51ght 1nto perspnalltv dynamlcs 1n the two groups, Bovard recorded

. “

‘'student’ reactlon to a film deplctlng pcrsonalltv dynamics of #é-

‘
¢

]ect;on. Twoixypescripts of class‘sessions were\supmitted tq'

'clinical psychologists for their independent_evaluation of the

degree of‘cijnicél insight evidenced inieach typescript.; Both o { E

- ’ Sudges.agreed that thebzrodp centered section disoiayed éreate% - _Q‘ ﬂ:
. clini.cel insight into personaiity dynamics thgn those:students,ind o,
the.lesder-centered section. " :t’ §  A Lo o o o

- ~ - - L] *

. My colleayue, Peter ‘Madison, must also be given ‘credit as

£y

o g
, one of the early expérlmenters with the develophental technique
of teachlnan However, he will présent hlS paper-folloylng‘thls v
+ _ v - ' " g- s
one so I will alloy him to describe his own experiences with the.

/

‘technigue.. . .. RN

kY

oftén introductory courses attempt %o co;Xey some self-in-

sight but do hot have this function as a stated goal (Costin,, 1959), -

- . N

‘However, Glbb and Cibb (1952) experlmented \lth "partlclpatlve action"

v

groups in -a general psychology course whereln students made” statl
‘tically 51gn1f1capt gains in role flexiblllty, selfixnsrhht, and
group memb rship skills. _Fleven sectlons of a general D ychoiogy

- class, which, were roughly equivalent in sex, age, mqgor,.and ex- !
- ‘ . ’ - ’ o \
# pectations as to teaching methods, met three days each week for . .

33 weeks.‘fTen of the sections were taught by .lecture discussion - -

L ~ :
- » v ®
o
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e >' nethods, while the eleventh section was taught by the "partxcxpa- '

. e’ .

tive actipn", method. Students in the.experimental group were re-

quired Yo read two’standard texts, selected articies, and a novel.

The fnstructor gaVe tralnlng in role playeng, p?oblem centerlnp,

. L 4
eva tion of individual performance, and other methods developed

'in a group dynamlcs,laboratory. ,The above men;;onéd—ga}ns in ¢
role fléxibility, self;insight, and grOuP'henbership skills Shown
., .—on pre- and post-test measures were acquired with no apparent loss

- . of normal content acquisition as measured by traditional,.ohjéctive,_
i . . N R B “ . H ) - N q )

* - and essay examination, -~ . ° N e .,
. . . S ° .®
Pratt (1969) presents evidence in favor of the develop-

.r - - . . L 0 Y .
} //' N . e
.- mental %eaching apQroach in an experiment designed to measure not

* ‘only the cognitive attainment 'of .students but also their achieve~
' . .. ~
ment O0f developmental tasks. The subjects for the {tudy were four

[ X n ' . »
groups of 25 $tudents each enrolled in four sections of intro-

3

ductory psycholopy ‘and a control group of 25 student enrolléd

. . 1in an Pmerlcan hlstory sectlon. Two, sectlons of psychologv were
. . r '

taught by each of'two ‘teachers, one of -whom used the‘developmentax
. : . A} - . : .

-

. aﬂﬁroach to‘teaching,'while the other used a lecture method., One’
sectlon taupht by, each teacher was requlred to atténd a one hour

weekly T-group laboratory. /fre- and post-tests, Tennessee Self-~
. i - .
concept Scales, and Edwards Personal Preference Schedules were given

-

j} all.the'students. In addition}”the_psychology students: were

2iven a 9ogn1t1ve pre- and post- test. There were no significant

dlfferences on any of the instruments between any of the five

~groups of students 1n,the area of developmental growth. However;

-«
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the group taught by.the lecture methods combinea with a T-group

experience did show significant positive diffeﬁenoes in cognitive
. i -
%

attainment over the other two Zroups. -

- Rogers (1971) considers a course he offers as a demonstration
of huménfstic psycholo}ical principles. : ]ﬁb\requifes the
. Py .

. student to make a contract fer the courseSand ﬂn.ﬁrst part. of the
contract 1nvolves setting poals, such as learnlng about themselves

Ve
= or learnlng the material in the texts. The second part of the

s t
= NN contraet is to define methods of achieving those goals, sdeh as -

N personal journals, “¢ssays, or individual experiments. ‘The class

/“ meets. as a\vdh'ole‘on dné day each week for lecture and discussion

.

KL‘ : presentatioxs, and then meets™ in distussion groups on another -

< -—- day of the wee3T~ The discussion groups are ﬁeither encounter
P

/ nor sensitivit roups, but .rather arw groups foz*student reactien
and to make the course material more, perSondlly meaningful.

. The studles mentioned above have'used the developmental

- technique%primarily for teachinsg introductory psycholosy or per-

sonality theory, but Heiner 11970) at empted to apply T-nroup )

methods to the teachins of tamily refationships. Sixty students

completed four measures: Leary's/Interpersonal Checklist, a
o ' 1'\ .
N . . : o . .

T-g?oup e%perlence questionnaire, a modified sociometric measure,

LS

e . . : -
and The Positive Verbal Index Scale. 1Iwo important conclusicns -
. : . . .'

were gathered from the_study. Tirst, the T-group experi~znce
"significantly modified the verbal Leh~vior of participants, and

‘ .. this behavior transferred to the back-home classrcom setting.

. Furthermore, the T-group participants from the experimental

[ . . - . » .




population quified'the verbal behaviortof their ﬁzers'in the back-
Y . o e ‘ .
N home setting so thht _the peers’verbal-behavipr resembled thelr owne

Thus, Heiner sees'the‘;wekmmental group method as a vaLgable method

Y . - .
" in the teachlng of famlly group sxtuatlons. ‘
) ) ,
’ The prev:ous sfudies that I have mentxoned have taken ad-
¢ v

t
vantage of class lecture in comblnatlon with group procedures.

v

,i . Clesely assocxated with thls technlque! but dlfferent 1n~that Ehere'

is no dlstlnctxon between classroom and groyp meetings, is agothcr.

group of ptudles. ‘Culbert and Culbert $1968) desaeribed a leader-

ship prlnélples coufse giQen‘iﬁ the business curriculum at UCLA_.

w&th an 1ntrapersona1 emphasis, as we11 as teachlnp conceptual

. princi éﬁ Al though the primary method of meblllzlng se1f~poten-
tial within the course is 1nvolvement in’ a.sensxtxvxty ‘group, there

has also been expen;mentatlon thp/art, non-verbal communication,
. .
body movement, and, fantasy. Attenﬂxon is glven to the influence
. ¢ P * . : ‘
’ - of stereotypes, blocks in communléatlon, authorltv relationships,

'hnd sexual identity as sources of conf11thh3|they influence per=-

sonal 1nvolvement in 1nterpersona1 and group strugples. Evaluation
‘l ~N .
relles in %?rt on traditional course qxamlnatlons. Although the

authors see experlence based learning as an important trend, they
) ° . [ '
note -limitations. ¢

The Uhiversity of Texas is offering a new course called)"The

University Experience as Personal Growth," The course is limited
- to 15 members who geep daily journals describing feelipus ex-
! .. perienced in reaction to day-to-day situations. In order to

’

facilitate ‘emotional adjustment, the students then talk in class

' about topics surfacing in the journals. - h e

ERIC  * . - .

T ) S . ¢




setting. - ' . ' L - i>

McGrory (1967) feels that the ability to fccus,on.oneself
must be taught along uith cognitive material -in order¢tc avoid

the formation of illogical thinking'and'irrational’ideas. Ina ,
human relatxons class strpngly‘uttllzzng the rat10na1 emotxve
tecﬁnxques of Albert Lll;s. he experxmented with teachlng the

bas;g of 1ntrospection§ Twelve students énrolled in'a business

curriculum met twice a week for 12' weeks. Besides various journal

-

articles and reaction papers or journals in which the ‘student .

focused on his own feellngs. essay examlnatxons of factual materlal

were given. In a course- evaluatxon. a11 students praxsed the»

course highly and the majority found the ‘content helpful. McGrory"
. - : K)

concluded that active participation in rational-eﬁotiveJbrinciﬁles
. P’ ‘ ‘

seemed to work as well in a classroom,as tnebvdo in a/counseling

Although of a different theoretical orientation.‘Friedman
. R ] )
and Zinberg (1964) concur with McGrory's.rationale for usimg -f

therapeutic techniques in the classroom as they state: “Complicating
‘ : ‘ -
the student's task when he first tries to understar.d the dyramic

-~

unconscious and its workings in human behavior is ‘the fact that
it works in him too.™ In an.anlysisof an inhterpersonal behavior

course at Harvard Cdllege. an unstructured mroup experience was

\

used by Frxedman and Zlnberg to teach psychoanalvtlc theory and

procedure. A group of 18 male and female undergraduate students

©

met three times a week for a totdl of 72 sessxons‘throuqhout.thet‘

academfc’year. They'were given a reading list whith was similar

tc one used in a more trad1t10na11y taught courseqand ‘a set of

16 case studies which had been wr1tten by students in preced1ng N - e
. / '

/

/
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‘ 1 .
i
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ygars.‘ They were *old that grades for the course would be based

on seven assigned papers in addition to a midyear and final examin-

-

-ation. -The only other instruction about procedure was that the -

.instructor. would not be participating’ or answerxng questxons but

LI W ~c

would givé some dxrectxon.later. They were encouraged to focus

upon what. was happenxng w1th1n the oroup and wzthxn themselves.

The authors present 1ns1ghts into group: themes, group 1nteractxon,
real and percexved roles of the instyuctpr, as well as transference. .

. They report very, high attendance of the weekly sessions, and

encourage further experimentation with this style of teaching.

Based on an approach by Rerman (296%), “intédrg hat ‘edited a

L3 .

book which deals in part'with the use of group approaches in

,teachxng nurses (Zznberg, ahapzro. Gruen. lSBM). psychiatrists . '

i

c (Zznberg ¢ Shapiro, 196u). and educators (anberg, 196u) n a
'more recent publication _Zinberg ¢ Vrledman( 1967) report on

,'problems and difficulties 1n l;}dlny these educatxonal thera-

peutic groups. *
-
’ Summary
. ]
. /

There are then two different kxnds of undergraduate courses

L4

wh1ch tnvolve development groups./,Ig: first follows an alter-
'natxng lecture-laboratory format whiYe the other makes no dxs-
tlnctxon between lecture and laboratory. i.d., each clasa meetxng s

structure is sxmxlar to ‘the’ last. Whithin each of the two general

.

categories, there‘is a great varxety of cognitive subject material

taught. Personalxty theory. general psychology, therapeutxc

technlque, famxly relatlonshlps, and marriage courmses are but a

Q . ' ! ) ‘ . )

-



., few of the subjects presented by this methéd. Most of the g roups

"use a modified T-group or therapeutic épproach. but thgﬁij%s,a
freat var%ety of supplementary speciél téechniques used, e.g., rolé
piaying; autobiographies, jourqals, interviewing bthers. and"
f&ntas& trips, .T . Y

Many of, the references éited in this review have been
simply'coupse Qescriptions with neither objective nor subjective
-evijydtién of their'érocess o§.0u¥come. There have, ﬁoﬁever.
been a number of ;tqdieshwhich have used reasonably good experimental
controls in order to dif%erenxiate séiween developﬁenfal teaching
) Methods and m%re tradltﬁfnal lecture techniques. . Ushallv‘vthese
v studzgs utl}lze a control g_4~g/as well as pre- and post-psycho-
logicai testing.s Althouyh dlfferences on personality testlng do
not seem to y1e1d uuff1c1ent lnfornatlon so as to ‘substantiate °

[ \
clalms of gross personality changes taklng place‘ylthln the

classroom, course examination scores used in caﬂhuntxon wzth self-
reports are more posztlve. Students do, seem to feel the c¢ourse

_material has been made more relevant and there has been no detri-

mental effect in the learning of copnltlve mater1a1 as shown on
course examznatidﬂs. Thus, the prlme value of developmental
teaching may lie in making the material more relevant and fun to

' \| :
learn. Any other long-teﬂ% effects which developmental teaching

t . Py

"may foster seem to be frost!ng on the cake.
S _ ¥ . E i
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