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ABSTRACT

LEADER INTERVENTIONS AND THEIR CONSEQUENCES

IN THE INTERPERSONAL PROCESS LABORATORY -

A HUMAN RELATIONS TRAINING GROUP

By

Felice Schulman-Marcus

This study examines the characteristics of effective and ineffec-

tive leader intervention behavior at certain critical points in a human

relations training group, the Interpersonal Process Laboratory. It also

examines the utility of several new concepts and techniques used to study

leader intervention behavior: the critical incident, the intervention

episode, and the stimulated recall technique. Effectiveness is defined

in terms of student and observer perceptions and changes in student

behavior/attitudes.

The Interpersonal Process Laboratory differs from many human re-

lations training groups because it is objective based, graded, and required

course-work. Students are expected to master eight interpersonal com-

munication Skills. The group leader has the responsibility of helping

students attain and demonstrate the skills, and evaluates student per-

formance on a Pass-Incomplete mastery model.

The intervention behavior of four volunteer leaders was studied,

each facilitating one group of 14-17 students. Intervention behavior was

studied in relation to ten critical incidents. These are events occurring

throughout the group life that involve issues important to the successful

functioning of the group, e.g., fear of self-disclosure. A new unit of

analysis was developed, the intervention episode.



Perceived effectiveness was determined by analyzing student self-

report data and observer ratings of the intervention's impact. Self-

report data on student perceptions of leader behavior and the Laboratory

were gathered by administering post-session questionnaires. A stimulated

recall technique was sometimes used that asked students to react to a

tape recording of a past episode to get direct feedback. An observer re-

corded nonverbal behavior and student reactions. The interventions being

studied aimed at changing students' detrimental behaviors or attitudes.

Data were gathered to see if the interventions were successful and desired

changes occurred. Intervention episodes were categorized as Perceived

Effective, Perceived Ineffective or Neutral. Further breakdowns focused

on the immediate and long-term impact of the intervention, and the effects

of two modifying variables studied: group Stage and the critical incident.

All sessions were tape recorded. Written transcriptions were

made of each intervention episode. Complex quantitative analyses of

intervention episodes in various categories were performed using a modi-

fied version of the Issacson Scale of Interaction Analysis (1976) and

other variables.

The quantitative analyses indicated that perceptions of leader

effectiveness depended upon adequate amounts of caring and cognition.

Failure to exhibit caring behaviors was strongly associated with perceived

ineffectiveness. Leaders also provided less cognitive information during

ineffective episodes. The group stage and critical incident had little

effect on the nature of perceived effectiveness or ineffectiveness. The

intervention episode, critical incident, and stimulated recall technique

all proved useful methods of studying leader behavior.



Further examination of the data based on clinical impressions

led to the formulation of a descriptive model of effective leader inter-

vention behavior which incorporated the original findings. The model is

composed of six categories of behavior called the Six C's of Effective-

ness: Caring, Cognition, Clarity, Communication, Consequences, and

Closure. Caring deals with the leader's verbal and nonverbal behavior

which reflects a genuine desire to understand and assist students. Cog-

nitive behaviors help students conceptualize and attach meaning to indi-

vidual and group experiences. Clarity refers to the leader's verbal

ability to clearly communicate. Communication behaviors increase the

personal nature and the amount of communication. Consequences deals

with behaviors which ensure students are presented with the negative

consequences of their behavior/attitudes. Closure involves behaviors

which make sure the central cognitive and affective needs of students

are adequately addressed. Behavior in the first four categories leads

to perceived effectiveness while all six categories result in actual

changes in behavior/attitudes.

The model has implications for training group leaders. It also

suggests new methods of teaching communication skills.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Over the last twenty years there has been a tremendous growth

in the use of human relations training groups in the fields of education,

business and the health professions. The group movement exploded onto

the American scene in the 19608 with the emphasis on humanistic ideals.

It seemed a perfect answer to the calls to develop heightened awareness,

interpersonal competence, and self-actualization. Group encounter,

sensitivity training, and marathon became common words in the home as

well as in psychology courses. Though there was a good deal of fadism

in the rising interest in group experiences, behind it lay a lasting and

deep-rooted realization that understanding of self and effective inter-

personal communication skills are necessary in our complex, stressful

society.

Education was also swept into the Zeitgeist of the 19603. There

was discussion on the need to educate the whole child; to meet his or

her affective as well as intellectual needs. Schools had to now do more

than impart information; they had to give the child personal and social

skills for living, which included coming to understand self and others.

This was not a new idea, but for the first time it began to weave itself

into the standard fabric of education. There was also the cry to human-

ize education, to make the school a place where feelings, creativity and

independent strivings could survive. Schools were described as cold,

unfeeling, harsh places where intellectual abilities and self-esteem were

1
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smothered instead of fostered. Open classrooms, alternative programs,

individualized learning, elective courses, and importantly, affective

education were all ideas proposed to make the schools responsive to the

needs and desires of students.

Teachers had to be competent in the areas of interpersonal com-

munication and group dynamics in order to deliver affective education

programs and be responsive to students' affective and cognitive needs.

They also had to be—aware of self, especially their values, since these

colored their interactions with students. This meant career preparation

programs were needed to give these skills and abilities to prospective

teachers. Educators turned to the group movement as the most visible

model of how to teach these skills, i.e., participation in a human rela-

tions training group. Consequently the first groups in teacher education

were patterned after so-called sensitivity or T-groups which originated

from the National Training Laboratory at Bethel, Maine (Bradford, Gibb &

Benne, 1964). This is evidenced by the fact that most of the reported

literature on groups in education is still listed in the journals under

the heading of "sensitivity" groups. The growth of human relations or

sensitivity training in schools of education is documented by Issacson

(1976). He found over twenty schools of education that reported some

type of training in this area. As he noted, the number is probably higher

since the figure only reflects reported usage.

Along with the rise in human relations training in teached edu-

cation programs, there has been increased questioning of the utility of

this training and its safety. These are important issues, particularly

when students are required to participate and are graded on their per-

formance. A failing grade can halt a student's progress through his or



her program of study, and continued failure can mean the student is pre-

vented from entering the field. Concerns over utility stem from the

paucity of research to validate that this training results in improved

teacher and, ultimately, pupil performance. Deciding to use this tech-

nique in spite of this lack of validation must be balanced against studies

that show how participants can suffer lasting emotional problems from

these experiences (Hartley, Roback & Abramowitz, 1976; Lieberman, Yalom &

Miles, 1973).

One of the primary concerns of those who question the use of

human relations training groups is the competency of the leaders. Group

leaders are usually empowered with a great deal of real and psychological

power in relation to participants. A major study of encounter groups

found that leadership style can have a profound positive or negative im-

pact (Lieberman et al., 1973). Yet very little is actually known about

the characteristics of effective leadership behavior in human relations

training groups. This is somewhat ironic given that most writers in

the field feel the leader is the central factor in bringing about changes

in group members (Lieberman, 1976). The dearth of information has and

still does create difficulties in the screening, hiring and training of

competent professionals. Relying on the leader's past experiences in

leading groups is insufficient because leaders may have developed their

skills in personal growth or therapy groups with populations and con-

straints that are different from those faced in academic settings. Even

if the leader's experiences are similar, there are limited methods and

criteria for actually measuring his or her abilities.

There are many aspects of human relations training in career

preparation programs that deserve attention. As suggested, one of the

fi
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key areas warranting investigation is determining the characteristics of

effective and ineffective leader behavior. The research project reported

here is a step toward meeting this need.

Purpose and Rationale for the Study

The nature of an intervention is of paramount importance to both

the understanding and control of group growth and development.

If the fact is accepted that there is a large measure of regu-

larity and consistency among groups over a period of time and if

there are identifiable classes of responses available to the

group leader, then an attempt to gather and systematize these

incidents and apply appropriate modes of response would seem to

be a necessity. (Cohen & Smith, 1971, p. 105)

While we acknowledge that there is more than one set of responses

to a given critical incident, we nevertheless assert that there

are certain preferred alternatives that can be evaluated on the

basis of empirical observations of their effects upon the group.

(Cohen & Smith, 1971, p. 104)

This study is based on the beliefs that leader interventions do

have differential effects, and that research can and should proceed to

define the characteristics of interventions that are facilitative and

inhibitory in nature. It examines the characteristics of effective and

ineffective interventions at certain critical points in a specialized

human relations training group, the Interpersonal Process Laboratory

(IPL). There has been a paucity of research on this particular type

group with its unusual characteristics of being objective based, graded,

and required coursework for teacher trainees. Such research is needed

because of the growth of similar group experiences in career training

programs. The required nature of these groups makes it especially im-

portant to provide the most effective leaders possible. As already dis-

cussed, there is a lack of substantive empirical data on the nature of

effective leadership behavior in human relations training groups. The

purpose of this study is to examine leader interventions at certain key

A



points in the IPL group to determine some of the variables associated

with positive and negative impact.

The literature on groups suffers from a lack of carefully designed

studies on the finpact of trainer interventions. Though the importance

of trainer or leader comments is constantly discussed, little work has

been done to determine which aspects of the trainer's interventions are

facilitative (Bradford et al., 1964; Cohen & Smith, 1971; Lakin, 1972;

Lippitt, 1971; Psathas & Hardert, 1966). Many writers have advocated

this type of research but few studies have been attempted because of

the difficult measurement problems involved (Campbell & Dunnette, 1968;

Lundgren, 1971; O'Day, 1968; Psathas & Hardert, 1966). The research

that has been done has focused on the T-group leader's behavior. The

only notable exception is the work on encounter group leaders by Lieber-

man, Yalom and Miles (1973). There were thought to be problems in gener-

alizing the results of these studies to the IPL leader because there are

significant differences between the IPL and the encounter or T-group,

differences that are reflected in the leader's role in each. An under-

standing of these differences is prerequisite to appreciating the need

for this study. The organizational and structural components of the IPL

will be described so that they can be compared to those of the average

T-group.

The Interpersonal Process Laboratory (IPL) is somewhat unique in

the general human relations training movement. First, it is objective

based, that is, there are a set of eight objectives that students are

expected to achieve in order to reach mastery level in the course. These

objectives involve interpersonal communication skills and can be briefly

summarized as follows:

‘ 



1. Interaction Analysis - the ability to assess if a verbal

message is primarily affective or cognitive and to respond

appropriately

2. Self-description - the ability to describe one's immediate

feelings and thoughts as they relate to the on-going process

3. Active Listening - the ability to execute the component parts

of this skill such as maintaining focus, paraphrasing, tenta-

tive sharing, and so on, in a manner that assists the sender

in exploring his/her feelings and ideas

4. Questioning - the ability to ask clarifying and exploratory

questions related to the sender's feelings, ideas and non-

verbal behavior

5. Feedback - the ability to give responsible positive and nega-

tive feedback according to the criteria outlined in the course

6. Observation Skill - the ability to verbalize the perceived

meanings and specific attributes of nonverbal behavior rele-

vant to interactions in the group

7. Values Awareness - the ability to verbalize and explore one's

belief system and the degree of consistency or inconsistency

between stated beliefs and actual behaviors demonstrated

8. Process Model - the ability to use the process model (Assess-

ment, Goal Setting, Strategies, Evaluation) in relation to

one's own interpersonal growth

The IPL has two other features that distinguish it from encounter

or T-groups: it is a required part of a career training program and par-

ticipants are graded on a mastery system. Specifically, it is part of

the curriculum for teacher trainees at Michigan State University.
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Grading on the mastery system means that the student either receives a

Pass indicating acceptable competency with the skills, or an Incomplete,

which requires the student to remain in the course. A more complete

picture of the IPL is necessary to fully understand the nature of the

experience.

Typically a group consists of 15-18 college sophomores and

juniors who sign up for the IPL as a required part of the teacher edu-

cation curriculum. This is the initial course in their teacher train-

ing program and few have past or concomitant teaching experience. Stu-

daus are told they will have to learn and exhibit certain interpersonal

communication skills in the IPL in order to receive a passing grade.

The group meets five hours each week in a two- and a three-hour time

block over a period of ten weeks or one term. A teaching assistant (TA)

is assigned as facilitator for each group. It is his responsibility to

present the skills and lead the participants through a varied series

of discussions aimed at attaining and demonstrating the skills.

An effort is made to develop an attitude toward the potential

value of the skills in the classroom, the transfer situation of interest.

At the same time students are encouraged to incorporate the skills into

their general manner of functioning so that they can maintain them until

the tflme they become classroom teachers. Acceptable student competence

in the skills is determined by the TA with the assistance of informal

and formal peer and self-evaluations. Twice during the term the TA gives

each student a written evaluation on their progress toward mastery. As

the brief description reveals, much of the leader's role is defined by

environmental factors and his position as teacher and evaluator.



 

This somewhat sterile representation of the IPL is misleading

since the actual process is far from that. In reality it is character-

ized by considerable enthusiasm, good feeling and learning as revealed

by process observations and end-term evaluations. An overwhelming major-

ity of the students (75-80%) report that retrospectively they would choose

to take the IPL even if it were not required. Other data indicate a

strong desire to participate in an advanced IPL or similar type group

and a positive attitude toward the inclusion of such experiences in

teacher training programs.

Contrast the IPL to the average T-group and the leader's role as

described by Campbell and Dunnette (1968):

Thus, the T-group learning experience has as its focal point the

small, unstructured, face-to-face group, usually consisting of

10-15 people. Typically, no activities or topics for discussion

are planned. A trainer is usually present, but he does not accept,

in fact he overtly rejects, the leadership role. The participants

are to discuss themselves and the way they portray themselves in

the group. . . . the focus is on the "here and now" . . . cogni-

tive aspects of problems are ancillary to [an] affect-laden orien-

tation. Focusing on the here and now is facilitated by the train-

er's abdication of the leadership role and his lack of responsive-

ness to the status symbols brought to the group by the participants.

. . . Frequently, the trainer merely specifies the length of time

the group will be meeting and that the major concern is with seek-

ing to understand one's own and others' behavior. He then falls

silent or otherwise refuses further guidance. (p. 76)

Typically, hostility and frustration snerge in this setting as

the group members try to determine their purpose and the norms they will

be operating under. The behaviors exhibited by the members in this proc-

ess become the initial topics for discussion. The trainer serves as a

catalyst, reflecting the group dynamics and occasionally posing questions

for the manhers to consider. Via this process the group comes to under-

stand the nature of the experience and to learn about themselves, their

behavior, feelings, perceptions of self and others. Issues discussed



 

usually center on the need for structure, feelings toward authority,

ways of decision making and, significantly, feelings toward the leader.

As this description reveals, the role of the leader in the IPL and the

T-group is notably different. These differences are highlighted in

Table 1.

The differences outlined in Table l are even more pronounced in

the encounter group situation because the objectives are looser and the

leader's role is less defined. The encounter group emphasizes experience

for experience's sake and sensation awareness. A wider range of behavior

is considered acceptable and exploration can lead into areas considered

outside the content boundaries of the IPL. In addition, such groups are

rarely required or related to on-the-job training or career preparation.

On a continuum of similarity the T-group would be much closer to the IPL

than the average encounter group.

It would be a misrepresentation to portray the T-group and the

IPL as totally different in nature. There are basic, important similari-

ties such as the emphasis on the here and now, the general nature of the

objectives, the focus on interpersonal feedback and communication skills,

and the content for analysis being the behaviors generated by group mem-

bers as they interact. If these similarities are underplayed it is to

emphasize the seeming limitations of generalizing research done on the

T-group leader to the IPL facilitator. In fact, it was the differential

functioning of the leaders in carrying out the similar intent behind

such groups that necessitated this study.

The importance of doing research on the IPL leader is accentuated

if one considers the growth of such experiences in career training pro-

grams. Because of their required nature, participants are often prevented

A
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1
.

L
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

2
.

T
e
a
c
h
e
r

3
.

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
o
r

4
.

O
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

T
h
e

T
A

i
s

t
h
e

l
e
a
d
e
r
,

h
e

g
i
v
e
s

t
h
e

g
o
a
l
s

a
n
d

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

t
o

t
h
e

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
,

b
r
i
n
g
s

i
n

a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

(
e
x
e
r
c
i
s
e
s
)

a
n
d

g
e
n
e
r
a
l
l
y

d
e
c
i
d
e
s

t
h
e

s
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
e

o
f

t
h
e

s
e
s
s
i
o
n
s
.

H
e

t
a
k
e
s

a
v
e
r
y

d
i
r
e
c
t
i
v
e
,

s
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
i
n
g

r
o
l
e
.

T
h
e

T
A

i
s

a
t
e
a
c
h
e
r

s
i
n
c
e

t
h
e

I
P
L

i
s

a

c
l
a
s
s

i
n

a
t
e
a
c
h
e
r

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
.

H
o
w
e
v
e
r

t
h
e

T
A

r
e
j
e
c
t
s

t
h
e

s
t
e
r
e
o
t
y
p
e
d

t
e
a
c
h
e
r
-
s
t
u
d
e
n
t

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p

a
s

t
h
e

I
P
L

i
t
s
e
l
f

r
e
j
e
c
t
s

t
h
e

p
u
r
e
l
y

c
o
g
n
i
t
i
v
e

o
r
i
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

o
f
m
o
s
t

c
o
u
r
s
e
s
.

T
h
e

T
A

i
s

a
n

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
o
r

a
n
d

g
r
a
d
e
s

t
h
e

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

o
n

t
h
e

a
m
o
u
n
t

o
f

l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g

t
h
a
t

h
a
s

o
c
c
u
r
r
e
d
.

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

a
r
e

n
o
t

g
i
v
e
n

r
e
g
u
l
a
r

e
x
a
m
s
,

b
u
t

t
h
e
y

a
r
e

g
i
v
e
n

w
r
i
t
-

t
e
n

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k

s
h
e
e
t
s

o
n

t
h
e
i
r

p
r
o
g
r
e
s
s

t
w
i
c
e

e
a
c
h

t
e
r
m
.

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

w
h
o

d
o

n
o
t

r
e
a
c
h

a
c
e
r
t
a
i
n

s
k
i
l
l

l
e
v
e
l

m
u
s
t

t
a
k
e

t
h
e

c
o
u
r
s
e

o
v
e
r

a
g
a
i
n
.

T
h
e

T
A

h
a
s

a
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c

s
e
t

o
f

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

t
h
a
t

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

a
r
e

t
o
m
a
s
t
e
r

a
n
d

h
e

d
i
-

r
e
c
t
s

t
h
e

g
r
o
u
p

s
o

t
h
a
t

t
h
e
y

a
r
e

l
e
a
r
n
e
d
.

T
h
i
s

i
m
p
l
i
e
s

t
h
e

n
e
e
d

t
o

t
r
a
n
s
m
i
t

a

c
e
r
t
a
i
n
b
o
d
y

o
f

c
o
g
n
i
t
i
v
e

k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e

a
b
o
u
t

t
h
e

n
a
t
u
r
e

o
f

t
h
e

s
k
i
l
l
s

a
n
d

t
o

p
r
o
v
i
d
e

c
o
n
d
i
t
i
o
n
s

f
o
r

p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
.

T
h
e

T
-
g
r
o
u
p

l
e
a
d
e
r

r
e
j
e
c
t
s

t
h
e

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

r
o
l
e

a
n
d

t
r
i
e
s

t
o

p
r
e
v
e
n
t

t
h
e
m
e
m
b
e
r
s

f
r
o
m

p
u
t
t
i
n
g
h
i
m

i
n

s
u
c
h

a
n

a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y

p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n
.

H
e

d
o
e
s

n
o
t

p
r
e
s
e
n
t

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

e
x
p
l
i
c
-

i
t
l
y
,

n
o
r

d
o
e
s

h
e

s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
l
l
y

s
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
e

g
r
o
u
p

s
e
s
s
i
o
n
s
.

H
e

t
a
k
e
s

a
n
o
n
d
i
r
e
c
t
i
v
e

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

r
o
l
e
.

T
h
e

T
-
g
r
o
u
p

l
e
a
d
e
r

i
s

n
o
t

a
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
b
y

v
i
r
t
u
e

o
f

h
i
s

p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n
.

H
e

w
o
r
k
s

t
o

p
r
e
-

v
e
n
t

h
i
m
s
e
l
f

f
r
o
m
b
e
i
n
g

c
a
s
t

i
n

t
h
e

t
e
a
c
h
e
r

r
o
l
e

o
f

g
i
v
e
r

o
f

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

a
n
d

s
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
e
.

T
h
e

a
i
m

i
s

t
o

h
a
v
e

t
h
e

l
e
a
d
e
r

p
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
d

a
s

a
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e

p
e
r
s
o
n

r
a
t
h
e
r

t
h
a
n

a
t
e
a
c
h
e
r

o
r

a
n
y

s
i
m
i
l
a
r

t
y
p
e

a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y

f
i
g
u
r
e
.

T
h
e

T
-
g
r
o
u
p

l
e
a
d
e
r

i
s

n
o
t

a
n

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
o
r

i
n

a
n
y

f
o
r
m
a
l

s
e
n
s
e
.

N
o

g
r
a
d
e
s

o
r

p
r
o
g
r
e
s
s

r
e
p
o
r
t
s

a
r
e

g
i
v
e
n
.

H
e

a
l
s
o

d
o
e
s

n
o
t

h
a
v
e

t
h
e

p
o
w
e
r

t
o

a
p
p
l
y

a
n
y

o
v
e
r
t

s
a
n
c
t
i
o
n
s

t
o

a
m
e
m
b
e
r

w
h
o

s
e
e
m
s

t
o

h
a
v
e

l
e
a
r
n
e
d

l
i
t
t
l
e
.

I
n

f
a
c
t

T
-
g
r
o
u
p

l
e
a
d
e
r
s

a
r
e

c
a
u
t
i
o
n
e
d

t
o

b
e

a
s

n
o
n
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
v
e

a
s

p
o
s
s
i
b
l
e

t
o

c
r
e
a
t
e

c
o
n
d
i
t
i
o
n
s

o
f
m
a
x
i
m
u
m

p
s
y
c
h
o
l
o
g
i
c
a
l

s
a
f
e
t
y
.

T
h
e

T
-
g
r
o
u
p

l
e
a
d
e
r

h
a
s

a
l
o
o
s
e
l
y

d
e
f
i
n
e
d

(
n
o
n
-
b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
a
l
)

s
e
t

o
f

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

o
r

g
o
a
l
s

t
h
a
t

m
e
m
b
e
r
s

a
r
e

t
o

s
t
r
i
v
e

t
o
w
a
r
d
.

T
h
e

l
e
a
d
e
r
'
s

r
o
l
e

i
s
m
a
i
n
l
y

t
o

i
n
s
u
r
e

t
h
a
t

m
e
m
-

b
e
r
s

a
r
e

w
o
r
k
i
n
g

w
i
t
h
i
n

t
h
e

c
o
n
f
i
n
e
s

o
f

t
h
e
m
e
t
h
o
d
o
l
o
g
y
,

e
.
g
.
,

h
e
r
e
-
a
n
d
-
n
o
w

f
o
c
u
s
,

b
u
t

t
h
e
r
e

i
s

n
o

b
o
d
y

o
f

k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e

t
o

b
e

t
r
a
n
s
m
i
t
t
e
d
.

10



T
a
b
l
e

l
.
-
O
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

 

R
o
l
e
s
&

R
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s

I
P
L
L
e
a
d
e
r

T
-
g
r
o
u
p

L
e
a
d
e
r

 

5
.

R
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y

T
h
e

T
A

i
s

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
l
e

f
o
r

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
i
n
g

t
h
e

f
o
r
L
e
a
r
n
i
n
g

c
o
g
n
i
t
i
v
e

c
o
n
t
e
n
t

a
n
d
m
a
k
i
n
g

s
u
r
e

t
h
e

g
r
o
u
p

i
s

w
o
r
k
i
n
g

t
o
w
a
r
d

a
t
t
a
i
n
m
e
n
t

o
f

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
.

H
e

a
s
s
u
m
e
s

s
u
b
s
t
a
n
t
i
a
l

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y

f
o
r
m
e
m
b
e
r

l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g
.

6
.

E
x
t
r
a

T
h
e

T
A

h
a
s

t
o

c
o
v
e
r

c
e
r
t
a
i
n

a
d
d
e
d

c
o
n
-

c
e
p
t
s

f
r
o
m

t
h
e

t
e
x
t
b
o
o
k
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

r
e
l
a
t
e
d

t
o

t
h
e

t
a
s
k
s

o
f

t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g

a
n
d

l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g

i
n

a
g
r
o
u
p
.

A
t

t
i
m
e
s

t
h
i
s

r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d

c
o
n
t
e
n
t

m
a
y

b
e

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d

i
n

a
d
i
d
a
c
t
i
c
m
o
d
e

f
o
r

c
o
n
v
e
n
i
e
n
c
e

o
r

i
t
m
a
y

b
e

g
i
v
e
n

v
i
a

T
A

i
n
t
e
r
v
e
n
t
i
o
n
s
.

T
h
e

T
-
g
r
o
u
p

l
e
a
d
e
r
,

b
e
c
a
u
s
e

o
f

H
i
s
m
o
r
e

n
o
n
d
i
r
e
c
t
i
v
e

r
o
l
e
,

h
a
s

l
e
s
s

o
b
v
i
o
u
s

r
e
-

s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s

f
o
r

l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g
.

M
e
m
b
e
r
s

a
r
e

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
l
e

f
o
r

t
h
e
b
u
l
k

o
f

t
h
e
i
r

l
e
a
r
n
-

i
n
g
.

A
l
s
o

h
e

h
a
s

n
o

s
e
t
b
o
d
y

o
f

i
n
f
o
r
-

m
a
t
i
o
n

t
o

d
e
l
i
v
e
r
.

T
h
e

T
-
g
r
o
u
p

l
e
a
d
e
r

r
a
r
e
l
y

g
i
v
e
s

t
h
e
o
r
y

l
e
s
s
o
n
s

d
i
r
e
c
t
l
y
.

I
f

t
h
e
s
e

a
r
e

g
i
v
e
n

a
t

a
l
l

t
h
e
y

a
r
e

d
o
n
e

o
u
t
s
i
d
e

t
h
e

g
r
o
u
p
b
y

a
n
o
t
h
e
r

p
e
r
s
o
n
.

H
o
w
e
v
e
r
,

h
i
s

i
n
t
e
r
v
e
n
-

t
i
o
n
s

o
f
t
e
n

s
p
o
n
t
a
n
e
o
u
s
l
y

g
i
v
e

t
h
e
o
r
y

o
n

t
h
e

d
y
n
a
m
i
c
s

o
f

h
u
m
a
n

l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g

i
n

a
g
r
o
u
p

s
i
t
u
a
t
i
o
n
.
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from entering the profession involved if they are not able to success-

fully complete their group experience, success being primarily evaluated

by the group leader. This endows the leader with a great deal of power

in relation to the sometimes unwilling participant, both psychologically

and objectively.

There is also resistance to such experiences by outside groups

as pointed out by Kaplan and Sadock (1973):

What is of concern is the growing tendency of relatively few ultra-

conservatives to put great pressure on boards of education and

school administrators to cut out of their curricula any innovative

procedures involving dialogue within groups of students, especially

if the dialogue or discussions allows freedom of expression of the

students' personal feelings and fantasies. All such group discus-

sions are now labeled sensitivity training by ultraconservatives

and then, by . . . implication become dangerous brainwashings,

group criticism, self-criticism and invasion of the privacy of

the individual. (p. 90)

If such programs are to continue to flourish they need competent personnel

and adequate procedures so that criticisms from outside groups can be

counteracted or acknowledged and dealt with.

There were also concerns in the selection and training of group

leaders. Though the IPL type group is considerably different from the

therapy or T-group, the leaders of IPL groups usually have their back-

ground experience in such settings and need help to adjust to their new

roles. This is typically done through modeling other experienced TAs

and participation in training sessions on relevant issues. Unfortunately

these practices had severe limitations because knowledge of the factors

involved in effective leadership of the IPL was lacking. Until these

factors were known there was little guarantee that the essential elements

of leader behavior would be modeled and that training sessions would con-

centrate on the most important issues and skills.

A
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There was and is an obvious need for refined research studies on

the impact of leader interventions in human relations training groups.

This study is valuable because it went beyond being a piece of action

research to meet the immediate needs of the IPL; it also explored a method

of examining leader interventions that has generalizability to other group-

oriented programs. Though the group work literature is replete with state-

ments about the importance of variation in leader interventions, few seri-

ous studies have been done to study systematically the nature of inter-

ventions and their hypothesized impact. This study was designed to remedy

partially this situation by providing information on the characteristics

and consequences of selected trainer interventions.

General Approach

Following Banet's (1974) contention that "not every grunt uttered

by the psychotherapist is an intervention," it can be argued that not all

TA interventions are of equal importance. Though there is merit in look-

ing at all interventions, this study examines only select cases of inter-

vention at points where they appear of special significance. The type

of intervention under consideration is one that aims at modifying, revers-

ing or otherwise changing some behavior or attitude. The points are marked

by certain "critical incidents" that serve as cues that an intervention

is called for. The incidents are seen as symptoms of significant under-

lying issues which need to be addressed if the group is to successfully

carry out its purpose.

A sequential unit of analysis is employed, the intervention episode.

Previously researchers looked at an intervention in two ways: emphasizing

its function, e.g., to convey theory, show support; or the sentences that

composed it, the verbal utterances of the leader (Benet, 1974; Cohen &

A
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Smith, 1976; Fiebert, 1968; O'Day, 1968). Both have limitations. By

concentrating solely on the function of the intervention one loses the

particulars that account for the variation among interventions with the

same purpose. However, when the sentence is the unit the psychological

import of the intervention can be lost. Neither allows the investigator

to look at the intervention as a series of verbal remarks or moves that

together account for the major impact of the intervention. The inter-

vention episode is designed to do this. This sequence unit is defined

by all the verbal exchanges that take place from the first TA utterance

following detection of a critical incident to the point where the episode

is implicitly or overtly resolved. Criteria for determining the terminal

boundary are discussed at a later point in this chapter.

The TA's verbal remarks during an intervention episode are studied

using a modified version of a content analytic system developed by Issacson

(1976) for the IPL. With this system the TA's remarks are placed into one

of nine categories which roughly correspond to the communication skills

taught in the IPL, e.g., active listening, positive responsible feedback.

Once a remark is categorized, its emotional tone is also rated as either

positive, neutral or negative. The content area of the remark is not ex-

amined because this is seen as less important and it is already restricted

since only interventions that pertain to certain topics are studied.

The impact of an intervention is assessed in several ways as it

is felt that a multiple dependent variable approach is best. First, an

observer in each group rates the overall flmpact of the intervention epi-

sode on the participants directly involved and the group in general. This

is useful because the participants' nonverbal behavior can be taken into

account. The observer is able to detect member hostility, comfort,

‘
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withdrawal and other emotions expressed nonverbally. This information

would otherwise be lost since only audio-recordings of sessions are avail-

able. This index suffers from all of the problems related to live ob-

server ratings; therefore data collected in this manner is intended to

serve as a secondary source to be used in interpreting other impact

measures.

Second, students are asked to fill out a post-session question-

naire at the end of each session. This form contains questions in four

areas: 1) student perceptions of TA behavior, 2) how they think others

see the TA's behavior, 3) perceptions of the level of group unity, and

4) overall reactions to the IPL experience. Questions are designed to

focus on the types of behavior TAs usually exhibit during intervention

episodes. Member responses should therefore be a reflection of the way

in which the TA handles an intervention episode during that session.

Again there are limitations on the conclusions that can be drawn from

these data since students may be reacting to aspects of the session other

than the intervention episode.

The third measure used involves a stimulated recall technique.

Where possible an intervention episode is rerun for the group at the start

of the next session. Participants are then asked to answer a series of

questions about how they felt when the interaction originally occurred.

This technique overcomes the limitations of the post-session question-

naire because participants are responding directly to the intervention.

The stimulated recall technique has been extensively studied by Regan

(1969a, 1969b, 1972) and results indicate that this procedure greatly

enhances the participants' ability to reinstate their feelings at the

time of the interaction.
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Finally, empirical data are gathered to assess the impact of the

interventions on participant behavior. For example, if the intervention

involved the need to self-disclose more, do the students involved now

exhibit a higher rate of self-disclosure? Wherever possible the tape re-

cordings are analyzed to determine if such behavioral changes follow inter-

vention episodes. To guard against the confounding effects of extraneous

variables, only the first three sessions following the intervention epi-

sode are examined for changes. The assumption is that if the intervention

did have an impact, the effects should show up quickly and changes that

occurred in the next few sessions could more safely be attributed to the

intervention itself.

In summary, the impact of an intervention is studied in several

ways, via perceived impact as determined by the observer and the partici-

pants, and empirically in terms of actual behavioral changes that appear

to be associated with the intervention. This is a more comprehensive ap-

proach to investigating impact than has yet been tried.

Two other modifying variables are studied to account for the fac-

tors that contribute to the effectiveness of an intervention: the group

stage and the type(s) of students involved. Whether an intervention occurs

in the early, middle or late parts of the group life may influence how it

should be carried out and the reactions of participants. Similarly, what

might be seen as an effective intervention with one type of student, for

example, a verbal, confident one, may not be perceived as such if the stu-

dent is shy and withdrawn. Questionnaire data are gathered at the end of

the third and seventh week to determine the perceptions students have of

each other. This information is used to see if student reactions to TA

behavior vary with the type of students involved in an intervention episode.
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Four TAs participated in this study, each facilitating one group.

They are volunteers selected from a larger group of TAs to ensure varia-

bility in style and effectiveness. All are reasonably experienced having

led groups for at least two years. Variability in style is desirable so

that a range of effective interventions can be examined.

Further Description of Major Methodological Compgnents

Critical Incidents1

In order to compare intervention patterns the situations or issues

to which they are directed need to be comparable across groups. Cohen

and Smith (1976) investigated such situations for the T-group and devel-

oped the concept of the critical incident. These incidents are said to

occur in almost all T-groups with varying modifications and their effec-

tive handling by the leader is felt to have a great significance for the

productive growth of the group. They define a critical incident as

follows:

A critical incident is defined as the confrontation of a group

leader with one or more members, in which an explicit or implicit

opinion, decision, or action is demanded of the leader. It may

also be observed conversation, a confrontation among members, an

event taking place, or a period of silence. The essential property

of a critical incident is that the phenomenon is judged hmportant

enough by a group leader to consider, consciously and explicitly,

a decision to act in a way assumed to have an impgrtant impact on

the group. This implies that the group leader is faced with a

number of "choice points" or alternatives in both the content and

style of possible responses. (p. 88, underlining mine)

As with the T-group, critical incidents occur in the life of an

IPL group that reflect the unique demands of that group situation. In

 

 

1Not to be confused with Flanagan's (1954) use of the term.

Flanagan coined the term "critical incident technique" during world war 11

while studying the critical requirements of activities such as combat

leadership and disorientation of pilots.

‘
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identifying these incidents certain features of a critical incident

were considered.

1. Implications - The proper handling of the incident by the leader

is assumed to have substantial impact on the member(s) involved.

It may also affect other group members via vicarious learning.

If not handled correctly, nonfacilitative behaviors and/or feel-

ings might ensue that would hamper the members from having a

successful group experience. An effective intervention might

also deflect or prevent negative behaviors or feelings from

ever developing.

2. Relationship to Group Objectives - The incident involves issues

that are significantly related to the objectives of the group.

3. Shared Meaning - The issues implied in the incident have rele-

vance for many group members because of their close connection

to the objectives and the nature of the group experience.

4. Frequency - The incident occurs frequently across groups.

The critical incident as defined refers to the precipitating

event that triggers an intervention episode. These incidents act as

cues or signals that an intervention is called for. They are critical

because they reflect underlying issues that need to be treated in a cor-

rective manner by the intervention. Work was done to determine some of

these critical incidents and underlying issues for the IPL.

A questionnaire was developed (see appendix B) consisting of ten

issues and possible corresponding critical incidents. The form was given

to seven experienced IPL leaders, all of whom had been conducting IPL

groups for several years. First they were asked to decide if the issues

and incidents qualified as critical given the criteria outlined above.



 

They were also asked to list any other issues they felt should be included.

Finally they were to rank the issues in terms of their frequency of occur-

rence across groups including in their ranking any issues they added.

Based on these data the ten most frequently occurring critical incident

issues were picked for this study.1

of corresponding critical incidents:

Issues Involved

l. Reluctance to Give

Negative Feedback

2. Nonparticipation by Group

Mamber(s) - Withdrawn,

Shy Mamber(s)

3. Failure to Own One's

Feelings

 

They are listed along with examples

Critical Incidents

discomfort expressed by members

about giving it

verbalizing that it means criti-

cism and someone might get hurt

expressing discomfort about group

process right after negative

feedback is given or trying to

change the topic

continually following their nega-

tive feedback with a "but" state-

ment and positive feedback

reluctance of members to give

opinions, feelings, especially in

a large group

feelings by some that they are

doing all the work, that others

are not contributing

verbalizations by some of feeling

pressured to speak or pressuring

others who do not want to

extended periods of silence in

the group

same members speak all the time

while the rest remain fairly silent

speaking for everyone, e.g., "This

is how we feel"

not using the term "I" but using

we, one, they, you, people in

general, etc. when discussing

ideas and feelings

blaming others for your feelings,

e.g., "You make me angry"

1Henceforth the term critical incident will be used to refer to

the critical incident issue, so that, for example, critical incident

number 4 would be Resistance/Hostility.



 

4. Resistance/Hostility

5. Refusing to be Responsible

for Changing Self

6. TA put in Authority

Position

7. Nonfacilitative Emotional

or Nonverbal Behavior

8. Overtalk/Inability to

Facilitate Self-Closure

20
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questioning the right of the TA

to evaluate their skill usage

claiming this is an artificial

setting which is why they are not

performing

saying they do it with children

which is where it counts

feeling constantly evaluated/ana-

lyzed

attacking verbally the TA's com-

ments, opinions

comments such as "I've always been

that way, I can't change," or

"That's just the way I am"

other statements to the effect that

the person has little control over

what they are, that their past or

present environment prevents them

from changing

continually addressing comments to

the TA rather than directing them

to the entire group

saying it is the TA's responsibil-

ity to make sure things are con-

structive, not theirs

being overconcerned about what the

TA has to say, his reactions and

feedback

nonverbal behaviors experienced

negatively by group members - e.g.,

uninvolved, angry, grim

cries or appears to be near crying

whenever confronted

exhibits aggressive actions when

disagreed with

member rejects or has difficulty

making nonverbal contact with

others

frequent and inappropriate giggling

when discussing ideas and feelings

person monopolizes conversation,

goes from one idea to the next

Others become frustrated and con-

fused

person presents a view and then

proceeds to elaborate and exhaust

all possibilities for discussion
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9. Failure to Stay with the 9 - continually trying to discuss

Here and Now topics outside the group experi-

ence, e.g., roommates, friends,

sports

continually rehashing past sessions

without relating them to the present

- continually telling how they use

the skills outside the group

10. Expectations for the Group 10 - expressing fears about what might

happen in the group

- sharing rumors about negative ex-

periences others have had in groups

continually expressing desires to

move the group more in the direc-

tion of therapy or encounter

This list does not include all the critical incidents that might

occur, but it does present many of the more common ones confronting the

leader.

The Intervention Episode

One of the major problems in the literature has been disagreement

in defining an intervention. Though interventions have been defined for

coding purposes, the rationale for most definitions seems to be based

more on practicality than theory, i.e., sentence units; remarks between

student comments (O'Day, 1968; Psathas & Hardert, 1966). Usually inter-

ventions are defined in terms of their general purpose, e.g., to show

support (Fiebert, 1968; Lakin, 1972; Lippitt, 1971). Characterizing the

intended purpose of an intervention is useful but this does not clarify

the attributes or dimensions along which various interventions with the

same general function can vary. Some attempts to do that have been made

(Cohen & Smith, 1976; Mann, 1967; O'Day, 1968) but these authors have

not established effective criteria for determining the boundaries of an

intervention. For instance, O'Day defined the boundaries in terms of

the “uninterrupted verbal intervention or comment made by the trainer

A
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between two student comments." He then goes on to break the intervention

into sentence units for coding purposes. This method seems incomplete

because there is no psychological or theoretical rationale for defining

an intervention in this manner.

As stated earlier, this study uses a sequence unit of analysis,

the intervention episode. It is a "tactical sequence unit" as discussed

by Dunkin and Biddle (1974): "tactical units concern the immediate give

and take among classroom members as they concern themselves with but a

single topic." This type of unit was chosen because it seems logical

to view an intervention as a series of verbal moves that have cumulative

impact. This view seems particularly applicable to the type of inter-

vention being studied because of its corrective intent. The aim is to

alter or modify a detrimental behavior or attitude which differentiates

this type of intervention from others with a different intent, e.g., to

clarify or direct.

Since the intervention episode is a tactical unit it pertains to

a single topic, i.e., one of the critical incident issues already pre-

sented. It also meets the need for a sequence unit with reliably dis-

tinct boundaries. To fully understand its boundaries it is necessary

to discuss the concept of an episode as developed by Smith and Meux

(1962).

Smith and Meux developed the concept of an episode to study

classroom interaction. They defined it as "one or more exchanges which

comprise a completed verbal transaction between two or more speakers."

It is topic-centered and has three phases which serve as its core. Vari-

ations can occur within phases, especially the second one. The phases

are as follows:
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1. Opening Phase - verbal entry move in the form of "a remark or

set of remarks (questions, assertions, etc.) signaling it will

be followed by discussion, and setting the direction of that

discussion" (p. 22).

2. Continuing Phase - "is made up of the remarks (verbal moves)

which are: a) either replies or answers to questions; b) claims,

comments or opinions; c) questions that sustain the entry under

discussion; d) anomalous questions" (pp. 22-23).

3. Terminal Phase - Overt or Implicit

a) Overt - "remarks which serve to cut off the flow of discus-

sion" (p. 24). They could be initiated by the student or

teacher.

b) Implicit - "the episode is taken as terminated by the occur-

rence of remarks which signal the opening of a new episode"

(p. 24).

The criteria Smith and Meux used to designate the opening and

terminal phases are used in determining the boundaries of the interven-

tion episode. The entry move in the opening phase begins with the first

verbal utterance of the TA as he moves into the ongoing interaction at

the point where he senses a critical incident. The terminal phase is

redefined in terms of overt and implicit resolutions. Examples of an

overt resolution might be a person saying he/she does not want to con-

tinue or that the problem has been resolved. An implicit resolution

results when the leader or a student prematurely redirects the focus

to another student or topic.
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Issacson's Scale of Interaction Analysis (ISIA)

A modified version of this content analytic system is used to

analyze the TA's verbal remarks during an intervention episode. This

instrument was chosen because it was specifically developed for the IPL

and it is proven to be valid and reliable. It focuses on the communi-

cation skills being used by the subject(s). Another advantage of the

ISIA is that it calls for low-inference judgments on the part of the

rater.

Interaction analysis requires that verbal interactions be broken

down into segments which are then categorized. Issacson calls each of

these segments an "event," defining it as "the shortest possible act

that a trained observer can identify and record." Each event is given

one of 33 possible codes depending on the type of communication skill

being used, who is speaking and whether the domain is primarily affec-

tive or cognitive. It is a multiple coding category system where each

event is coded twice. As Issacson explains it,

The codes (in most instances two codes per event) come from two

category clusters; the first category cluster (cluster A) identi-

fies who is speaking (either teacher, student or silence) and in

what domain the speaker is talking (either cognitive or affec-

tive). The second cluster (cluster B) identifies what particular

communication skill the speaker is using. Every event is coded

with one code from cluster A and one code from cluster B. . . .

The categories are listed below according to clusters.

Cluster A Cluster B

- Silence or confusion I - Positive Feedback

- Teacher - cognitive a. responsible

- Teacher - affective b. irresponsible

Active listening

Elicits Information

Directs or Suggests

Offers Information

Self-Description

Negative Feedback

a. responsible

b. irresponsible

(p. 203)

- Student - cognitive

- Student - affectiveb
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This system was designed to be used by a trained observer listen-

ing to audio-tapes or making live observations. The rater is expected

to identify and code events at a speed of one code every five seconds.

No record is made of who is speaking except to designate if it is a stu-

dent or the leader.

The ISIA was modified to meet the demands of this study. Since

only TA comments were of interest, it was not appropriate to use the

criteria of one code every five seconds since this would also include

student comments. It was also not acceptable to code each "event" since

coding would be done from written transcriptions and this would usually

result in one code per sentence. As discussed earlier, coding each

sentence has practical advantages but the TA's overall strategy is dis-

guised when the sentence is the unit of analysis. An event was there-

fore redefined as "a sentence or group of sentences having a single

code." Designating an event in this manner emphasizes the strategies

taken by the TA and reduces the problem of having to decide where a

sentence begins and ends for coding purposes. This is difficult to

determine at times since speech contains many overlapping, disconnected,

embedded and broken sentences. Using this definition the decision does

not have to be made as often.

Changes in the codes were also necessary. Though cluster B was

used in its original form, modifications of cluster A were made. It

was unnecessary to distinguish between student and leader comments since

this was done when making the transcription. However, it still was im-

portant to determine the domain as affective or cognitive, to be coded

A or C. Thus each event receives a two-part code consisting of a letter,

A or C, and a numerical code from cluster B, for example, A6; Cla; C5;

A2.
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The affective quality of each event is coded as mainly positive,

neutral or negative. This is a rather subjective judgment based on the

tone of the speaker and the way in which the message is delivered.

General criteria are established to help in making these decisions with

the guideline that when in doubt the event is coded as neutral. The

criteria used are based on the work done by O'Day (1968) to study the

affective tone of T-group leader intervention. They are as follows:

Positive (P) - Expressions of liking, trust, praising

- Expressions of satisfaction with member perform-

ance, showing support for a member's actions

or ideas

- Apologizing for prior hostility, denying the

intent to hurt to be hostile

Neutral (Nu) - No clear affective message comes through

Negative (Ne) - Expressions of anger, dislike, strong disapproval

- Expressions of indifference, frustration, feelings

of giving up on the individual(s) or group

- Guilt- inddcing behaviors, i. e., shaming, blaming

- Attacking members, partying members' suggestions

in an obvious attempt to "win"

Impact Measures

Very little has been done to determine the impact of leader be-

havior in human relations training groups. In large part this is due to

the difficult problems of assessing the impact of an entire session, let

alone a particular intervention within that session. When participants

have been asked to rate the leader it is usually on global variables

such as warmth, directiveness, or empathy. The researcher then infers

the reasons why the leader received the ratings. This study takes a more

focused approach to examining the impact of leader interventions. Several

types of outcome measure have been developed that direct the respondent's

attention toward specific leader behaviors and interventions. Information

is also gathered on a more consistent basis than is typical of most studies.
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In the past group members usually rated the leader once or twice during

the group's life which forced them to make generalized reactions. In

this case the participants are asked to make several ratings and an ob-

server is constantly present in the group. Also three different outcome

measures are used to compensate for the limitations of each. These

measures have already been diSCussed earlier in this chapter (see pp.14-l6).

Modifying Variables

It seemed to be misleading to speak of a single effective inter-

vention pattern since it might differ depending on situational variables.

Not all variables are of equal weight, though, and it is probable that

knowledge of the more significant ones is sufficient to guide the leader

in deciding how to intervene. With these key variables in mind, one can

discuss the nature of an effective intervention under certain conditions

although other environmental variables are still unknown. It is hypothe-

sized that group stage and the type of student(s) involved are two of

the most crucial modifying variables. Interventions that fail to con-

sider these should have less chance of being effective in terms of their

perceived and real impact.

Most authors in this field agree that groups go through a series

of developmental stages where different issues are of primary concern

(Bradford et al., 1964; Cohen & Smith, 1971; Fiebert, 1968; Lundgren,

1971). Though they differ on the number of stages and their exact nature,

all seem to agree that groups go through some initial stage where problems

of goal definition and self-disclosure are prominent, then a period of

conflict and frustration where the leader is often attacked, and finally

a period where the group seems to solidify and intensify constructive,

goal-directed behavior. These stages represent the development as it
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occurs in the T-group, but the idea of stages of development can be applied

to any similar type group experience. It is probably that the leader's

behavior is judged according to the dynamics operating during that stage

of the group's development. For instance, a strong, assertive interven-

tion in the early stages of the group could have negative effects on par-

ticipant risk taking. Correspondingly, the same type of intervention

during the eighth week of the term might be seen as highly effective and

constructive. To deal with this, student reactions to an intervention

episode are examined in light of the stage they occur in. Stages have

been somewhat arbitrarily defined by dividing the number of sessions

into thirds.

Group member perceptions of an intervention can also be affected

by the types of student involved. Three variables are being used in the

definition of student type: activity level, verbalness, and personal

security. At the end of each stage, approximately three and seven weeks,

students are asked to fill out a brief questionnaire on every other stu-

dent in the group. It contains eight 7-point semantic differential

scales keyed to the three variables. The number of items and variables

is limited since each student has to fill out the form twice on anywhere

from twelve to sixteen other group members. Even with eight items, this

comes to over 100 responses each administration, a somewhat time-consuming

procedure. However, past experience indicates that the variables chosen

have a significant impact on student perceptions of the "proper" approach

to making an intervention. For example, students feel that the TA should

take a tentative, gentle approach with peers seen as quiet and insecure.

Figure 1 presents an overall conceptualization of this study and

a summary of its component parts. An overview of the remaining chapters

is also given to guide the reader.
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Chapter 2, Review of the Literature, discusses the research that

has been done on human relations training group leaders, with a special

focus on the studies that examine effective and ineffective intervention

behavior. It reveals the need for further in-depth research in this area,

a need this study is designed to meet.

Chapter 3, Methodology, provides a further look at the Inter-

personal Process Laboratory and describes the complex methodology used

in this study. It includes a description of the sample, instrumentation,

methods of analysis, the research questions, and statistical procedures.

Chapter 4, Results, presents the findings from the quantitative

analysis described in Chapter 3. It also includes a description of the

modifications made in the methodology and the final set of research

questions explored.

Chapter 5, Discussion, begins with a summary of the findings from

Chapter 4. It then outlines a new descriptive model of effective leader

intervention behavior derived from clinical impressions and the results

of the quantitative analysis. It also examines the utility of the methods

used in this study.

Chapter 6, Summary and Conclusions, reviews the major findings

and methodology. It also examines the implications of the work for the

training of group leaders and teacher trainees.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Theories of personal change in groups emphasize the relationship

of the leader to participants. . . . In spite of fundamentally

different conclusions about what leader inputs are crucial, all

these theories agree on the centrality of the leader to the change

process. It is he who sets up the learning experiences, who makes

the interpretations or analyzes resistance, who establishes norms,

who is the "model," and so forth. The specific content of the

leader's actions and responsibilities may vary, but the underlying

assumption is that the central factor in changing people is what

the leader does or how he expresses himself.

(Lieberman, 1976, pp. 232-33)

One of the most widely held and unquestioned beliefs in the human

relations training movement is that what the leader does or does not do

will have an important impact on group process and participant learning.

As Lieberman points out, many theories view the leader as central to the

change process; that without him little or no learning would occur. Yet

there has been little substantive research to support these claims and

to examine how the leader's behavior affects the group. The result is

that the group leader is given little information on how and when to in-

tervene to promote group goals and prevent problems. It is only recently

that investigators are beginning to realize the need for more systematic,

in-depth studies of leader behavior and are developing the technologies

needed to carry out this complicated research.

Almost all of the research on human relations training group lead-

ers has focused on encounter and T-group leaders. As pointed out in chap-

ter 1, there may be problems in generalizing this research to the IPL

leader, who has different demands placed on him. One of the secondary
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goals of this study is to determine the extent to which the literature

on encounter and T-group leaders is generalizable to the IPL leader. In

order to do this, this chapter will present a review of the work done to

determine effective and ineffective intervention behavior for encounter

and T-group leaders. Unfortunately there have been few studies on the

impact of leader intervention behavior. More often the literature pre-

sents general guidelines and principles of intervening that leaders are

advised to follow, taking as a given that doing so will have productive

results. Though authors may not provide empirical proof to back up their

suggestions, their validity cannot be automatically discounted since they

are usually based on years of experience leading groups. Therefore these

suggestions will also be examined to see what information they provide on

the characteristics of effective and ineffective intervention behavior.

Discussion of the literature on guidelines for intervening will

be organized around three questions: what should the leader do, how

should it be done, and when should he do it? From discussing guidelines,

the chapter will continue with a review of several models for studying

intervention behavior. The last part will concentrate on those studies

dealing with the impact of leader behavior on group process and partici-

pant learning. This should yield a picture of what is known about effec-

tive and ineffective behavior, and what directions future research needs

to take.

What Should the Leader Do?

Relying on the subjective truths of their own observations, many

writers have outlined what they feel are the roles and activities the

leader should perform. Tannenbaum, Weschler and Maszrik (1970) presented

is list of activities that all trainers must engage in to some extent.

‘
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They are:

H . creating situations conducive to learning - this may involve

introducing structured verbal and nonverbal exercises.

2 establishing a model for behavior - a model of what is accep-

table, the ways to give feedback, what and when to self-

disclose, how to analyze group process.

3. introducing new values - in relation to the authority role,

personal growth, the value of analysis, risk taking, and so on.

The values will differ depending on the theoretical orienta-

tion of the leader and the group goals.

4. facilitating the flow of communication - to step in as a

moderator, to share perceptions about what is happening so as

to clarify communication processes and feelings, to act as a

guide.

5. participation as an expert - to provide theory, knowledge,

conceptual handles and a framework to help members extract

meaning and generalizations needed for transfer.

These basic activities have been addressed and expanded upon by

others. Relating to the first activity, creating conditions for learn-

ing, the role of the average T-group leader can be looked at from this

view. As discussed in chapter 1, the T-group leader refuses to take the

leadership role thereby frustrating the expectations of group members

(Bradford, Gibb & Benne, 1964). In trying to resolve this problem and

their feelings the members exhibit various behaviors toward the leader

and each other. These behaviors become the data to be analyzed with re-

sultant participant learning. Through his failure to take a traditional

role the leader can be said to create the conditions for learning. 0f
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course the leader can also do this by suggesting various strategies or

exercises that members can use to resolve an issue or reach further levels

of understanding (Cohen & Smith, 1976; Fiebert, 1968; Lakin, 1972; Lippitt,

1972). In this same vein, Psathas and Hardert (1966) point out that the

leader influences group process by affecting its normative structure.

They conducted a study to show that trainer interventions are actually

norm-sending messages on what should and should not be done. Though the

trainer himself is not solely responsible for establishing all the norms,

he influences them by reinforcing or punishing norms formed by group mem-

bers. He does not simply reflect what is happening, he creates or helps

to create it. The problem with this study is that although it establishes

that trainers send norm messages in their interventions, it does not exam-

ine the effect of these messages on what actually occurs. The authors do

present some indirect evidence of impact by showing that many of these

norm-sending interventions are seen as "significant" by group members.

Concerning the idea of the leader acting as a model, many writers

address this role (Bradford, et al., 1964; Culbert, 1968; Gordon, Jr.,

1972; Lakin, 1972). This modeling function is especially crucial in the

T-group where the participants are given very little structure and natu-

rally look toward the leader for guidance. Interestingly enough, this

reviewer was unable to locate any study on this phenomenon. Some work

has been done to examine the general area of modeling and vicarious learn-

ing without special reference to the leader (Lieberman, Yalom, &'Miles,

1973). They found that group members did see modeling and vicarious

learning as important to their growth. However, viewing modeling as

important did not distinguish between learners and non-learners although

it did show some relationships to long-term maintenance of change.
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As for the impact of the leader on participant values, the research

by Lieberman, Yalom and Miles (1973) throws some light on the validity of

this perception. Their study of seventeen encounter groups found that

"changes in values and attitudes were the most systematically related to

differences in leader style" (p. 249). For example, those leaders who

emphasized other-oriented values produced changes in members' valuation

of things external to themselves. In another instance it was found that

leaders who pushed the concept of growth and "experiencing" were success-

ful in instilling these attitudes in group members. Changes in values

and attitudes also persisted over time so that 6-8 months later they

represented the most stable areas of change. The leader's impact cannot

be attributed to the encounter nature of these groups because they in-

cluded a wide spectrum of types including T-groups, psychoanalytic, and

personal growth. As the authors point out, their findings show it is

not the group label but the leader's behaviors that are important. Labels

were not predictive of leader behavior or participant learning.

The leader is also seen as responsible for facilitating the flow

of communication. It is his responsibility to highlight and clarify group

processes especially when an impasse occurs (Bradford et al., 1964; Cohen

& Smith, 1976; Kaplan & Sadock, 1973; Lakin, 1972). An offshoot of this

role is the leader's function as protector of group members who may be

under excessive stress. This frequently occurs when members are given

large amounts of negative feedback resulting in a psychological "over-

load." It is up to the leader to determine if the person is okay and

to halt or modify the incoming feedback. The importance of this function

cannot be overestimated. Lieberman, Yalom and Miles (1973) found that

many of the psychological casualties attributed their problems to an attack
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by the group where the leader failed to intervene to stop the assault.

Finally the leader acts as an expert, someone who provides cogni-

tive input and a framework participants can use to understand the meaning

of group processes (Bradford et al., 1964; Cohen & Smith, 1976; Lippitt,

1972). As will be discussed later, this leader activity is significantly

related to participant learning. What is more, it has been found that

those who maintain their learning do so because they have the necessary

cognitive schema to transfer their learning to other situations (Lieber-

man et al., 1973). The more the leader can do to provide such schema,

the better and more long lasting the learning can be expected to be.

Other writers have emphasized the importance of the personal

characteristics of the leader, that is, the way he presents himself while

carrying out his activities or functions. Carl Rogers is the spokesman

for this viewpoint. As he sees it, it is the leader's job to facilitate

the growth of the participants, not to control the group process. The

leader must exhibit certain characteristics to be successful in facili-

tating growth. First, he must be congruent, which implies consistency

between words and behavior and the ability to communicate his internal

reactions. Next he must be empathic; able to understand the internal

states of others and to communicate this understanding. Finally, he must

have unconditional positive regard for group members. Positive regard

means a warm, accepting attitude and unconditionality implies that the

person will be accepted no matter what he does. This nonevaluative

stance is held to be a necessary condition for participant growth. T-group

theory also encourages the leader to be as nonjudgmental as possible

(Bradford et al., 1964). Other trainer characteristics thought to be

facilitative of member growth are honesty, genuineness, commitment and

self-disclosure (Gordon Jr., 1972).
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The concern with leader roles and activities is based on the premise

that his behavior will have a significant impact on participant learning

(Back, 1972). His interventions are held to carry extra weight because

of his position as an authority figure and someone who understands what

should be happening (Golembiewski & Blumberg, 1970; Lakin, 1972). This is

especially true in the T-group because members are initially given minimal

guidance on what to discuss and how to proceed. Members naturally seek

the leader's guidance and are likely at first to follow whatever sugges-

tions or directives he gives (Golembiewski & Blumberg, 1976; Lakin, 1972;

O'Day, 1968). Because of these factors, the leader's interpretations and

viewpoints are usually accepted by group members. Culbert (1970) addresses

this point:

Like individual behavior, group behavior is overdetermined. This

means that any single event can be accurately understood from a

number of perspectives. The trainer‘s comments can, to a large

extent, determine the primary interpretation that group members

assign to a group event. (p. 34)

The leader's interventions are seen as influencing which issues

are discussed and the level at which they are dealt with (Banet Jr., 1974;

Cohen & Smith, 1976). Appropriate interventions will promote participant

learning and move the group toward greater cohesion, growth and independ-

ence (Cohen & Smith, 1976; Lippitt, 1972). On the other hand, if the

leader intervenes at the wrong level or brings up issues prematurely, the

group process can be significantly fimpeded (Banet Jr., 1974; Stock, Brad-

ford & Horowitz, 1970). Cohen and Smith (1976) feel that the leader's

interventions are especially important at certain times during the group

life when "critical incidents" are occurring. For example, how the leader

handles an attack on his competency will impact on future expressions of

negative feelings toward him and others.
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Though many writers claim there is a significant correlation be-

tween leader behavior and participant learning, only one study by Lieber-

man et al. (1973) has produced acceptable evidence of this. They were

able to identify effective and ineffective leadership styles in their

study of encounter groups. A detailed discussion of their findings will

be included at a later point in this chapter.

How and Hhen_§hguld A Leader Intervene?

Accepting for the moment that the leader's intervention behavior

is important to the group, it is necessary to look at EEEE the leader

should intervene and Egg that intervention should be carried out. The

leader must know when to be caring, provide meaning, and so on, for even

the most seemingly positive action can be taken at times when it would

hamper, rather than enhance, learning.

Most writers have discussed the issues and problems the leader

should respond to. Usually these are albeit equivalent to the list of

roles or functions the leader is supposed to play, so that a leader is

told to intervene in order to:

1. help the group learn from its processes, to highlight important

issues or feelings that may otherwise be missed (Bradford

et al., 1964; Fiebert, 1968; Lakin, 1972; Lippitt, 1972)

2. help expose group and individual behavior for analysis

QArgyris, 1971; Gordon Jr., 1972; Lakin, 1972; Lippitt, 1972)

3. protect a group member who is being attacked or overloaded

(Cohen & Smith, 1976; Golembiewski & Blumberg, 1970, 1976;

Lakin, 1972; Lippitt, 1972)

4. give and model feedback and self-disclosure (Gordon Jr.,

1972; Lippitt, 1972)

5. convey understanding and acceptance to create psychological

safety (Gordon Jr., 1972)

6. invite members to share their feelings and ideas (Fiebert,

1968; Lakin, 1972; Lippitt, 1972)



40

Such general guidelines are useful in that they sensitize the

leader to important issues that might call for his intervention. However,

their utility is lflnited because they do not help the leader in deciding

Iggy to make the intervention. After all, there is a difference between

intervening and intervening effectively. A leader has to do more than

simply recognize that an intervention might be called for; he needs to

be aware that there are various ways of making that intervention that may

have differential consequences. Then he has to have some basis for choos-

ing among these alternative responses so that he can make the most appro-

priate, helpful response. Many writers feel that the first step in doing

this is to take group goals and situational factors into account, i.e.,

the group phase and the individuals involved.

It seems to be one of those self-evident truths that the leader

should take group goals into consideration when making an intervention.

The goals will naturally influence which issues are given priority and

whether the trainer focuses on group, interpersonal or individual con-

cerns (Bradford et al., 1964; Golembiewski & Blumberg, 1976; Lippitt, 1972).

Of course, there are other variables to be considered if the leader is to

successfully intervene to help the group reach its goals. One of the

most crucial variables is thought to be the individual(s) involved.

The question of who is involved can be looked at from two angles,

overall group composition and the personalities of specific group members.

Typically group composition is discussed in terms of volunteers versus

nonvolunteers. Mbst human relation training groups are composed of volun-

teers. This has several advantages. Such participants are less resistant

to change and experimenting with new behaviors. They are also more open

to influence from the leader and other group members (Lieberman et al.,
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1973). What is more, because they are looking for a positive experience

they are simply more likely to feel they had one. Such qualities make

the leader's job easier and he is usually not held as accountable as he

would with unwilling recipients. Nonvolunteers not only bring resistance,

they also raise ethical questions since they may be forced to participate

in training groups because of work-related or academic program require-

ments. This is not to say that volunteerism works entirely toward the

leader's benefit. Volunteers frequently have more emotional problems

than a random sample of individuals and such people can be especially vul-

nerable and/or disruptive to the group process (Back, 1972; Lieberman,

1976). This brings in the other side of "who is involved," that is, the

personalities of specific group members.

There is some evidence to suggest that certain types of indivuals

who voluntarily enter encounter groups are more likely to be harmed than

others (Hartley, Roback & Abramowitz, 1976). This is especially true

when they come into contact with aggressive, confrontive leaders who at-

tack them or leaders who allow attacks from group members. Lieberman et

al. (1973) carefully studied the characteristics of those encounter group

" A person was labeledmembers categorized as "psychological casualties.

as a casualty when he had an enduring negative psychological reaction

that was directly related to his group experience. The authors found

that characteristically casualties had:

1. low self esteem

2. unrealistically high expectations about what the experience

would yield, e.g., close friendships, solutions to important

problems

3. negative attitudes toward people in general

4. feelings of low interpersonal adequacy yet high interpersonal
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sensitivity. In other words, the misunderstood person who

understands others well

5.-a strong need for growth and change

It seems that it would be important for the leader to be especially cogni-

zant of his interventions toward someone exhibiting a similar profile.

These findings also point to the need to assess each member's expecta-

tions and personal internal resources so that potential casualties can

be identified and handled accordingly. Besides the study by Lieberman;

Yalom and Miles, very little has been done to study the types of people

that enter human relations training groups and how they are effected.

Until now research has concentrated almost exclusively on the average

level of improvement or the number of participants who changed. Future

research should aim to correct this situation.

Another factor to be considered in making interventions is the

group phase. It is hard to find a writer who does not agree to this

though they have different opinions on how the leader should modify his

behavior accordingly (Cohen & Smith, 1976; Dies, 1977; O'Day, 1968). One

interesting study by Dies and Cohen (1976) involved the interaction be-

tween group phase and leader self-disclosure. They gave subjects a list

of statements a leader might make involving his personal history and

here-and-now reactions. Subjects were then asked to judge how helpful

or harmful they thought it would be for the leader to share each state-

ment during the first, eighth and fifteenth session of a weekly group.

They found that subjects felt it was harmful for the leader to confront

the group or individuals early on, especially if the confrontation in-

volved the expression of angry or frustrated feelings. The data were

unclear on which self-disclosures were helpful during various phases.
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Fiebert (1968) deals with the issue of group phase and leader intervention

strategies. The emphasis is on strategies because he contends that con-

tent and style are less important than the overall intervention strate-

gies used. Fiebert conceptualizes the group as having three phases and

suggests that the leader adopt different strategies for each phase. At

first the leader should act as a catalyst to get things going in the

right direction. This means helping group members to understand how to

work effectively in the group by clarifying general procedures and norms,

i.e., emphasis on the here-and-now; concentration on feelings, not just

ideas; self-disclosure and risk taking. At this stage interventions

should focus on the group as a whole, the way it is operating, making

decisions and so on. During the next phase the leader becomes an

orchestrator working to help deepen interpersonal exploration and shar-

ing of feelings. The leader can suggest various structured exercises to

increase self-other exploration, for example, sensory awareness techniques

or the sharing of fantasies. Interventions are now directed toward inter-

personal feelings and relationships. Finally, in phase three the leader

becomes more of a ggggp member, self-disclosing and relinquishing his

control to the other participants. The number of interventions the

leader makes should also decline as the group progresses.

Culbert (1970) also addresses the question of group phase and

leader interventions but from a slightly different vantage point. He

proposes that once the group establishes a specific set of training goals

there are phases it must go through in order to reach its goals. Given

this assumption, the leader can use his interventions to influence the

group so that it moves productively through these phases. This means

taking responsibility to insure that resolution of one phase is completed
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before going on to the next and to prevent stagnation in any one phase.

Interventions are of two types, those required within a phase to increase

participant learning and those that shift the group's focus from one phase

to the next. Culbert offers some general suggestions on what to do when

intervening. For example, he suggests that when making a phase-shifting

intervention, the leader should give a rationale for the shift, summariz-

ing the process of the group until that point and the need to move on.

His contribution to understanding how to intervene is of less importance

than his acknowledgement of group phases and the need for the leader to

accommodate his interventions to them.

Blumberg and Golembiewski (1976) sidestep the whole issue of

leader interventions by saying it is difficult to make any general state-

ments on how and when to intervene. They feel that the number of factors

to be considered make generalizations meaningless. Despite this, they

present some ideas others have offered on interventions. For example,

they cite Harrison (1970) who feels there are two criteria to be used

in deciding how to intervene:

1. Interventions should be made at a level no deeper than is needed

to produce lasting solutions to the immediate problem. The idea

is to avoid interventions which focus on psychodynamic causes

unapparent to the person involved since "a person is more likely

to feel competent to deal with a problem that he sees and feels

at the moment, rather than working abstractly with some other's

interpretation of the problem" (p. 88).

2. Interventions need to take into consideration the energy and re-

sources of the person involved so that they are not pushed beyond

their capacities. Sometimes, it may be too costly to the person,

in terms of anxiety and personal upheaval, to make changes and the

leader needs to be aware of this and respect it. Excessive pressure

to change could be harmful in such situations.

Blumberg and Golembiewski also cite Argyris (1971) who emphasizes

that interventions should not take away from the group's responsibility
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for being their own problem solvers. Consequently, the leader should

intervene to help develop:

1. valid data on the problem

2. internal commitment to problem resolution

3. a climate of free choice

If these are present then the group will be able to resolve the

problem themselves without the leader doing it for them.

Models for Studyingflntervention Behavior

The articles discussed so far offer very nonspecific guidelines

on how to intervene, that is, the form and content of the intervention.

This is an advantage in that they allow for individuality of approach

thereby maintaining the spontaneous flavor of groups and leader flexi-

bility. But it is a decided disadvantage in that they do not help the

leader to choose among the various intervention responses that would satis-

fy such general guidelines. The need to choose is based on the assumption

that different types of intervention will‘ggg have the same effects. Up

to now the assumption seems to be the opposite, that different interven-

tions have similar consequences. Which of these is true and to what ex-

tent is still an open question that warrants investigation. If leader

interventions are as influential as many propose, then more needs to be

done to study the intervention itself and how variations can affect the

group process and participant learning. Three groups of researchers have

made an attempt to develop the technology needed to do this, i.e., Cohen

and Smith (1976), Psathas and Hardert (1966) and O'Day (1968). The most

promising work is that of Cohen and Smith.

Cohen and Smith feel that not enough guidance is given to the

group leader on how and when to intervene in the service of various goals.
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More needs to be done to help the leader learn how to respond in the

immediate give-and-take situations of group life. They disagree with

those who feel that effective trainer interventions are essentially a

matter of consistency, empathy, or being oneself. Rather they favor

"a systematic technological approach to leader intervention with a focus

upon specific outcomes and the probabilities of certain desired outcomes

of specific interventions" (p. 86).

A technological approach involves examining the dimensions along

with which an intervention can vary. They write that all interventions

can be categorized according to their:

1. Level - The focus is either individual, interpersonal or toward

the entire group. Focus depends on the individual re-

cipient(s), not the content of the intervention

2. Type - 3 major modes

a. Conceptual - "attempts to abstract or conceptualize

some significant idea or issue" (p. 91)

Provides theory and concepts for understanding group

process. It may be planned or a spontaneous reaction

to ongoing process

b. Experiential - involves the sharing of feelings about

the ongoing situation; the leader may share how he is

experiencing things and/or ask for student reactions

to the here-and-now of group life

c. Structural - use of structured activities including

verbal and nonverbal exercises. They may be very con-

ceptual and task oriented or emphasize the emotional

level

3. Intensity -The emotional level of the intervention - can be high,

medium or low. It involves "the extent to which the

underlying theme of behavior is exposed, interpreted

and directly communicated to the individual, group or

subgroups to achieve an awareness of the underlying

dynamic of the behavior" (p. 102)

These three dimensions are said to comprise an Intervention Cube,

"a model that can be used to observe, categorize and analyze interven-

tions by group leaders, regardless of theoretical and/or practitioner

orientation" (p. 87). Using this model, the leader or researcher can
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begin to examine the effects of various types of styles, i.e., combi-

nations of the dimensions. But comparisons require that situations be

comparable or nearly so. To deal with this problem Cohen and Smith

propose the critical incident model.

As discussed in chapter 1, it has been determined that there are

certain incidents (issues, problems) common to most groups. The leader's

intervention response to them is thought to have considerable significance

for group growth and development. Accepting this, it follows that re-

search should concentrate on examining the effects of different inter-

vention responses to these recurring incidents. Cohen and Smith propose

the critical incident model as a way of doing just that. The model "is

a way of arranging events in sequence, from those that led up to and im-

mediately preceded some critical incident to those that specify the con-

sequences of certain interventions" (p. 123). An outline of the critical

incident model reveals its component parts.

1. The context of the critical incident

a. phase of group - beginning, middle, end and session number

b. climate of the group - its mood, e.g., silent, hostile

c. brief description of person(s) involved - includes past

and current behaviors

2. Behavior and/or conversation immediately preceding the intervention

3. The surface issue(s) and the underlying issue(s) involved, e.g.,

the surface issue might be asking about how other groups have gone

while the underlying issue could involve feelings that this group

does not seem to be going well

4. The level, type and intensity of the leader's intervention response

5. The consequences for the group

a. the intended directional movement of the leader in.making

his response

b. the actual behaviors exhibited by the group members, e.g.,

agreement, silence, hostility
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This model has several desirable features. First, it incorporates

many of the modifying variables held to be important in making interven-

tions, i.e., group phase, immediate climate, individuals involved. It

also looks at consequences, something sadly lacking in the studies so

far reviewed. The critical incident model should serve as the basis for

substantive research into the effects of leader interventions. Of course

it may turn out that it is more profitable to examine dimensions of an

intervention other than the ones discussed.

Banet Jr. (1974) proposes a somewhat different scheme for cate-

gorizing the type of intervention. He breaks it down into five categories

as follows:

1. Meaning-attribution - describes or suggests a definite meaning to

the process event. It connects here-and-now events to the past

or context by means of theory, association or metaphor

2. Evocation - attempts to elicit specific emotional responses

3. Structural - exercises and all forms of the therapist's nonverbal

behavior in relation to the members

4. Experiential - self-disclosure in relation to group events

5. Prescriptive - telling patients to test behavior in another context

outside the group and report back on what happened

No doubt other researchers will come up with their own category

systems, but the comprehensiveness of the model should insure that its

basic outline remains intact. It is the overall approach, rather than

the individual categories, that seems to have considerable promise.

As discussed earlier, Psathas and Hardert (1966) have attempted

to develop a methodology for examining the norm message sent by the leader.

Norms refer to messages that imply or directly state what members should

and should not do. Their study was based on seven T-group meetings over

a two-week period. Participants and trainers were given a questionnaire
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after selected meetings that asked them to write down the trainer inter-

vention they considered the most significant. Later these chosen interé

ventions were isolated on tape for further study. The data collected in

this manner were combined with findings from the literature to develop

nommative dimensions into which leader interventions could reliably be

categorized. Space does not allow for a detailed description of these

categories but a brief list reveals the scope of the normative dimensions

to which the leaders addressed themselves. They are as follows:

1. Feedback - giving and receiving

2. Feelings - expression, acceptance, encouragement of

3. Acceptance Concern - promotion of trust, acceptance of self, others

4. Analyzing Group Interaction or Process - past and present member

interaction

5. Coal and Task Concern - definition of, purpose, procedural concerns

6. Behavior Experimentation - encouragement of

7. Leadership Behavior Among Members - power, struggles, sharing

leadership

8. Participation - nature of, responsibility, encouragement of

9. Trainer Membership Authority Problems - dependence, problems with

10. Decision Making - procedures for, problems

11. Structure Concern - member feelings, reactions to unstructured

atmosphere

These normative dimensions are characteristic of the T-group and

the list would probably vary with the type of group being considered.

Lieberman et a1. (1973) found many other norms operating in the encounter

groups they studied. The norms found in this study are of less importance

than the fact that it attempted to develop a methodology for examining

the norm messages being sent by the group leader. This method could be

used in conjunction with other measurements to determine the influence
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of these messages on the actual normative structure of the group. Such

a study would seem to be what Lieberman (1976) called for when he said

future research should focus on the leader's impact on the group social

system. Normative structure would certainly qualify as an important

intervening variable between leader input and member learning.

O'Day (1968) was also concerned with leader interventions in the

T-group. However, his approach was more comprehensive as he developed a

content analytic system for analyzing‘gll trainer interventions. Using

his system each intervention is classified in terms of three component

parts:

1. definitional - the issues being addressed, the content, e.g., de-

pendency, participation

2. behavioral - the way in which the content is expressed, the form,

e.g., a question, suggestion

3. emotional - the feelings being expressed, e.g., hostility, caring

Together these three components comprise a leader's intervention style.

Leader intervention style can therefore be examined in various ways, for

example, holding the issues constant and examining the behavior. Each

component has a complex set of categories under it that are derived from

the theoretical and empirical literature on T-groups. Many of the defi-

nitional categories reflect the typical concerns of the T-group, i.e.,

dependency and problems with authority. Because of this, O'Day's system

would not be applicable to other types of human relations training groups.

One interesting finding from his research was that the four T-group

leaders he studied behaved in theoretically inappropriate ways. O'Day

(1968) writes:

The description of training style derived in this study casts

doubts on the typical image of the trainer as completely tolerant,

accepting, self-assured and nondirective. . . . trainers frequently
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function as evaluators, authority figures and experts and also

express anxiety, depression and various forms of anger in response

to many of the issues which arise in the sensitivity-training group

experience. (p. 634)

This finding illustrates the important kinds of information that can be

derived from detailed study of trainer interventions.

Resistance and_§gpport for Research on

Effective Trainer Interventiggg

There are those who feel that research in the area of effective

trainer interventions is essentially fruitless. Like Blumberg and

Golembiewski (1976), they contend that the large number of situational

factors makes it virtually impossible to generalize about the timing and

quality of leader interventions. To them it is better to leave decisions

about interventions to the leader's discretion. Frequently these same

people make statements about the importance of the leader's contributions

to the successful functioning of the group. If such statements are true,

then it seems to this reviewer that a failure to engage in research on

interventions constitutes dereliction of professional responsibility.

Efforts to determine the nature of effective interventions must go on,

no matter how difficult the methodological problems.

Resistance to research in general is especially high among those

leaders who run encounter groups CBack, 1972; Hartley et al., 1976;

Massarik, 1972). Such groups are typically more experiential in nature,

emphasizing expression of feelings, nonverbal activities and risk taking.

Leaders of such groups frequently shun any kind of evaluation, saying

that it takes away from the "freeing" nature of their groups. They also

argue that formal evaluation is unnecessary because they are the best

judges of participant learning and the experience as a whole. The in-

validity of this idea was demonstrated by Lieberman et al. (1973) when
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they found that leaders were actually the worst predictors of positive

and negative participant outcomes. They tended to overestimate the amount

of benefit students experienced and seriously underestimated the number

of psychological casualties. Even after leaders were told they had casual-

ties in their groups they could only identify two out of sixteen of them.

For every skeptic of the value of research on trainer impact,

there are numerous writers who advocate more work in this area. Campbell

and Dunnette (1968) were among the first to call for more studies. In

their comprehensive review of T-group research they noted that no system-

atic studies had been done to relate variation in trainer personality or

behavior to outcome. Since then others have pushed for research to exam-

ine the trainer's influence on group process (Cooper, 1972; Lakin, 1972;

Lundgren, 1971) and ultimately on participant learning (Fiebert, 1968;

Harrison, 1970; Lieberman, 1976; O'Day, 1968). As recently as 1976, in

a review of the literature on change-induction groups, Lieberman writes

that though the concept of leader centrality remains prevalent, there is

still little research to support this claim. He feels that the lack of

findings is in part due to the tendency of many investigators to select

single, generalized leader variables (i.e., directive vs. nondirective)

for study. This approach has not produced results and is unlikely to

because it fails to take into account the social system of the group.

Instead of there being a direct relationship between leader behavior and

outcome, the leader influences the system in various ways which in turn

impact on the participants. He feels that future research needs to focus

on the intervening variables between leader input and.member outcome.

Also more should be done to explore leader interventions in depth to de-

termine variation in terms of time, frequency and type of intervention.
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Because of the extreme difficulty of doing this kind of research, Lieber-

man ends by saying that the "role of research on leader variables in the

group area is clouded" (p. 236). O'Day (1968) and Cohen and Smith (1976)

feel that many of the problems in doing such research will be alleviated

by the development of methodologies for describing leader behavior in

detail. Their work toward this end has already been presented. As O'Day

points out:

Before it is possible effectively to determine the impact of a

trainer on a T-group, it is necessary to have a methodological

procedure that permits a reliable and valid description of what

it is that the trainer does in a group.

The Trainer and Group Process

What does the leader do that affects group process? Some of the

attempts to answer this question will now be discussed.

Many authors have addressed the question of the impact of leader

self-disclosure. Encounter group leaders advocate it saying it makes the

leader more of a person, someone the participant can relate to. T-group

leaders typically are more reserved, especially in the early stages of

a group (Bradford et al., 1964). On the other extreme are the psycho-

analytically oriented leaders who refrain almost entirely from personal

self-disclosure. Unfortunately there is little evidence to support the

value of any of these positions.

Culbert (1968) studied the effects of trainer self-disclosure on

T-groups. Leaders were given two sets of instructions, to be self-

disclosing in one group and not in another. It was found that the group

members with the more self-disclosing leader viewed relationships with

the rest of the group as important to their learning. The group with

the less disclosing leaders more often cited the trainer and one other
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member as influential. Further, Culbert found that participants who

experienced the more self-disclosing trainers had a higher degree of

self-awareness in the early phases of the group though this advantage

was lost over time. He concluded that members model their leader's

self-disclosing behavior which leads to increased overall participation

and group solidarity. Modeling and participation together seem to affect

the rate at which self-awareness is achieved. However, and more impor-

tantly, they were not found to influence the total amount of self-

awareness because in the end both groups were equal.

Bolman (1971) found that leader self-disclosure was unrelated to

participant perceptions of learning for self or other group members. This

study, combined with Culbert's, seems to cast doubt on the value of leader

self-disclosure. But as Dies (1977) points out, both of these studies

have a fatal flaw in that they treat self-disclosure as a generalized

variable. He argues that it is a mistake to do this, that self-disclosure

is modified by group phase, content of the disclosure, leader personality,

and so on. The impact of the self-disclosure is contingent on these and

other variables and must be studied taking this complex relationship into

account. Dies' criticism echoes that of Lieberman (1976) when he writes

about the need to avoid research which limits itself to studying general-

ized leadership variables. To use a statistical metaphor, it is as if

they are saying that investigators should refrain from looking for "main

effects" and instead should concentrate on detemmining if there are any

meaningful "interactions." As it now stands, the impact of leader self-

disclosure is still undetermined.

Bolman (1971) studied the effects of other leader variables besides

self-disclosure. He constructed questionnaires that examined T-group
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‘member feelings about the leader, learning and group climate. Data were

collected and factor analyzed. Of several factors only one was found to

be important in that it correlated with member liking, identification

with the leader, and self-rated learning. The items making up this fac-

tor, labeled "congruence-empathy," are as follows:

1. The things he says seem to be highly consistent with what he is feeling

2. He is secure and comfortable in the group

3. He seems to be in close touch with howwmembers of the group are feeling

4. He sees things through the eyes of members of the group

5. He is quite comfortable and relaxed when the attention of the group

focuses on him

These descriptive statements picture the leader as secure, consistent and

empathic, qualities that Rogers (1970) has stated as important for anyone

in a helping relationship. On the surface this finding would appear to

be significant but unfortunately no studies have been reported that repli-

cate it. Even if future research does confirm Bolman's work, there is

still the question of determining the relationship of self-reported learn-

ing to actual change. The frequent inaccuracy of self-report data is

demonstrated by findings from the study of encounter groups by Lieberman

et al. (1973):

Positive testimony was inflated over our assessments of change.

. . . At termination only 57% of those who gave positive testimony

actually did receive positive benefit; however, at sixdmonth follow-

up, 762 of those giving positive testimony actually benefited. So,

just after the group there is a good deal of unfounded enthusiasm,

but if several months have elapsed, we can be more confident that

participants' views are trustworthy. (p. 427)

Another area of interest is the leader's effect on the normative

structure of the group. The work of Lieberman et al. (1973) provides

some information on this relationship. Unfortunately they were not able
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to provide any definitive answers because each leader taught only one

group. This meant that they could not determine if the leader was pri-

marily responsible for creating the group norms or they developed and

the leader only accommodated to them. Though the cause-effect relation-

ship was unclear, the authors felt they did have some evidence to suggest

the direction of influence. Prior to the groups, leaders and controls

were asked to decide which of a list of behaviors would be appropriate

during the group. These behaviors were supposed to reflect various norms

typically found in encounter groups. Using this information the authors

found that there was a relationship between leader expectations and the

actual norms developed but it was not a one-to-one relationship. Rather

the norms that developed seemed to reflect a combination of what the

leader expected and the expectations of participants. Groups where both

leader and participant norm expectations were met had the highest number

of learners. Still, confirmation of the leader's expectations was more

closely related to member learning. The authors sunmarize their findings

this way:

It is not the case that high-yield group leaders were solely effec-

tive in imposing their desired set of norms on the group. Rather,

they were simultaneously able to create conditions where their own

norms expectations and general cultural expectations were realized.

(p. 297)

Group norms were also found to play an important part in determining

learner outcomes. In fact their contribution was at least as important

as the leader's. Again this highlights the idea that the social system

of the group is crucial to the change process and more needs to be done

to explore the leader's effect on it.

The most convincing evidence for the influence of the leader comes

from the work of Lieberman et al. (1973). They found that leadership
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style was clearly associated with participant learning in the seventeen

encounter groups studied. This study merits special attention because

it represents the first noteworthy research to support the belief that

the leader's behavior has an effect on participant outcomes. Because of

its importance this research project will now be discussed in greater

detail.

Determination of leadership style was based on ratings of the

leader on four dimensions extracted from numerous evaluation instruments

filled out by participants, observers and the leaders themselves. Par-

ticipant change (outcome) was also assessed using a variety of measures

including peer ratings, self-report scales, outside observers and stand-

ardized tests. The four dimensions found to characterize leader behavior

were as follows:

1. Emotional Stimulation - eliciting, provoking, challenging members,

especially in regard to expression of feelings. Emphasis is on

modeling desired behaviors (e.g., self-disclosure of anger, love)

and on challenging group members

2. Caring - expression of warmth, affection, concern for group par-

ticipants. Leader gives large amounts of support, praise, encourage-

ment and protection

3. Meaning-attribution - those behaviors that help the participants to

conceptualize, to understand the meaning of processes in the group.

It "represents the naming function of leader behavior, wherein the

leader gives meaning to experiences that members undergo. It refers

to the translation of feelings and behavior into ideas" (p. 238)

4. Executive function - managing the group, setting rules, limits,

directing what will be done and how. It includes suggestions on

approaches the group might take to work through a problem (e.g.,

nonverbal exercise, paraphrasing) as well as eliciting and ques-

tioning group members on their opinions, feelings, etc.

When these dimensions were combined to create leader typologies

the authors found a significant relationship between leader style and

outcome. Certain styles were associated with high numbers of learners

while others were associated with few learners and psychological
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casualties. Table 2 shows the relationship between trainer type and

their ratings on the four dimensions. Table 3 shows the relationship

between type and outcome.

TABLE 2."Relationship Between Trainer Type and the Amount of Emphasis

on Trainer Functions

  
-.-. . , . _ __ ».-___._ _.__

Trainer functions

 

 

Emotional Meaning

Trainer type Stimulation Caring attribution Executive

1. Energizer High High Moderate- Moderate-

High High

2. Provider Moderate High High Moderate

3. Social Engineer Low Moderate High Low

4. Impersonal Moderate- Low Moderate Low

High

5. Laissez faire Low Low Moderate- Low

High

6. Manager LOW’ Mbderate Moderate High

 

SOURCE: A. Blumberg and R. T. Golembiewski, Learning and

Change in Groups GMaryland: Penguin Books Ltd., 1976), p. 77.
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TABLE 3."Leader Type and Outcome

 

 

weighted

High Moderate Un- Negative Drop- Casu- Impact

 

 

 

Leader Type N Learner Changer changed Changer out alty Average

A Energizers 59 8-14% 12-20% 19-32% 4-07Z 9-15% 7-12% .17

B Providers 37 8-222 13-3SZ 8-22% 3-08Z 3-08% 1-03% 1.03

C Social

Engineers 32 6-19Z 3-O9% 14-44Z 6-19Z 1-03% 2-06% .16

D Impersonals 18 0-00% 7-39% 3-17% 2-11% 4-22% 2-11% 00

E Laissez-

Faires 25 2-08% 1-04% 13-52% 0-00% 7-28% 2-08Z -.20

F Managers 11 0-001 0-00% 8-70% 0-00% 2-10% l-lOZ -.45

G Tape Groups 24 3-13% 5.21% 13-54Z 2-08Z 1-04% 0-00% .58

Total 206

SOURCE: M. A. Lieberman, I. D. Yalom and M. B. Miles, Encounter

Groups; First Facts (New York: Basic Books Ltd., 1973), p. 245.

As the tables reveal, Providers were the most successful leader

type in producing positive changes while minimizing the number of partici-

pants with negative outcomes. Social Engineers were next in line fol-

lowed by Energizers. However, Energizers also had a high number of drop-

outs and psychological casualties to offset the number who learned.

Overall, the authors felt these three leadership styles could be cate-

gorized as beneficial.

On the other hand, the three remaining styles were far from pro-

ductive. The Impersonal, Laissez-Faire and Manager types all had more

negative outcomes than they did positive or neutrals. The Impersonal

and Laissez-Faire leaders produced no high learners at all. This is in
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marked contrast with the 22% yielded by the Providers. The Manager was

the worst type of leadership style in that it yielded no high or moderate

changers and a few negative outcomes. However, it is difficult to make

generalizations about this type because only one leader exhibited this

leadership style.

High psychological casualty rates were associated with Energizers

and Impersonals. Both types "were characterized by aggressive stimulation

and relatively high charisma" (p. 246). The authors relate this to the

finding that casualties were often associated with direct attacks by

the leader or with the leader's failure to protect participants from

attacks by other group members.

Interestingly enough, the taped groups did relatively well, with

no casualties and only one dropout. They also had 34% high or moderate

learners making them fourth in the number of high learners and third in

moderate learners. The authors discuss these findings saying that these

leaderless environments were safe because they provided structure through

interventions (mainly Mbaning-attribution and Executive functions); yet

they avoided the high levels of leader stimulation associated with nega-

tive outcomes.

Clearly, what the leaders did, their style, was very important in

determining if participants had a beneficial or harmful experience. Just

how leaders influenced participant learning was less clear. There did

not seem to be a simple cause-effect relationship between leader behavior

and change. Rather the leader style affected the learning environment,

and factors in this environment (other members, norms, goals) were influ-

ential in inducing change. As the authors put it:
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Perhaps the most useful way of thinking about leader style is in

teams of the overall impact it has on learning rather than in

terms,of specific areas in which people may change. Leader style

creates conditions or a setting under which individuals can learn.

The particular kinds of change that take place are probably medi-

ated by many other conditions such as the individuals' initial

level and interests or the particular kinds of learning experiences

(mechanisms) that occur to the person in the group. (pp. 258-59)

anlity of the Research

Before concluding this chapter it seems obligatory to discuss

the quality of the research that has been presented. Just how valid and

reliable are the findings of the various studies discussed? The answer

must be, not very, for all of them suffer from various types of important

design problems. The list of problems is long: small sample sizes, lack

of random assignment, failure to use control groups, exclusive use of

self-report and other subjective measures of change, leaders having only

one group thereby confounding group and leader effects, insufficient at-

tention to the effects of testing, and so on. Even the major research

effort of Lieberman et al. (1973) has several glaring flaws. Uppermost

among these is the one group-one leader problem resulting in a confound-

ing of the two. It is surprising that the investigators did not foresee

and prevent this problem from occurring, given the large scale on which

this project was conducted. In addition, it is very likely that there

were reactive effects due to the extensive testing and observation of

the groups. Despite this, there are many positive aspects about the

design (e.g., use of controls, followbup, measures of change) and it

represents the best effort to date. It also pointed out the value and

necessity of doing large-scale, carefully designed research. The objec-

tive here is not to present an extended critique of the research done so

far; rather, it is to point out that the study of the group leader is

still in its nascent stages.
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Conclusions

This chapter began with the aim of exploring the literature on

human relations training group leaders to see what information was avail-

able to the group leader on the characteristics of effective and ineffec-

tive intervention behavior. A second aim was to determine the directions

future research in this area should take.

The review found that the only noteworthy and validated informa-

tion on effective leader behavior comes from the work of Lieberman, Yalom

and Miles (1973). Their research on encounter group leaders showed a

strong relationship between participant learning and a certain style of

leader behavior. Participants were more likely to learn when leaders

gave high amounts of cognition and caring. Though extremely useful as

a first step in defining effective leader behavior, the study did not

produce guidelines for determining when to give cognition and caring, or

even exactly how. Aside from the findings in this study, all the group

leader has to rely on are unsubstantiated claims by various authors that

using a particular technique or approach to intervening will prove effec-

tive. Though of some worth, these discussions of general principles for

intervening are inadequate when the leader is forced to make continuous

decisions about his behavior in the here-and-now of group life.

As for future research directions, it is clear that in-depth studies

are needed on the characteristics of effective and ineffective leader be-

havior. Research that focuses on generalized leader variables should be

abandoned. All this entails developing methods to isolate and study

leader behavior and its impact. This dissertation is designed to do just

that. It develops and explores the utility of various methods of study-

ing leader behavior and impact while trying to gather information on
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effective and ineffective intervention behavior. There are several

features which make it a unique contribution to the literature. Instead

of looking at the general effects of leadership style, it focuses on the

immediate and long-range consequences of selected interventions on group

members. In other words, it tries to determine the characteristics of

interventions that actually lead to changes in student behavior and atti-

tudes, as well as looking for the factors that contribute to perceptions

of effectiveness. In addition, it builds on the work of Cohen and Smith

(1976) in developing a methodology for studying leader behavior by exams

ining it in relation to critical incidents, while reformulating the con-

cept of an intervention as a series of verbal moves within a specific

time period called an episode. Finally, it attempts to study the effects

of two key variables which are purported to influence the nature of ef-

fective leader behavior, namely, group stage and member personalities.

Though on a small scale, this project is designed to overcome some of

the limitations of prior research by trying to deal with the complexi-

ties of leader behavior and its effect on group members. The findings

should constitute a meaningful addition to the knowledge available to

group leaders on how to intervene effectively. It will also be possible

to see if the guidelines and research on effective leader behavior for

encounter and T-group leaders apply to the IPL leader.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Review of the complex methodology used in this study will be

organized around six key areas as follows:

1. Characteristics of the Sample and Sampling Techniques

2. Description of Instruments and Observation Techniques used for

Data Collection - The Perceived Impact MEasures and Peer Perceptions

3. Description of Analysis of Perceived and Real Impact Measures

4. Description of the Analysis of Intervention Episodes

5. Research Questions

6. Statistical Procedures

Before discussing the methodology, it is appropriate to give the reader

a more complete picture of the IPL and the larger course of which it is

a part. Doing so will reveal many of the special problems TAs face in

conducting IPL groups, problems that other leaders of human relations

training groups do not have. Research to determine effective TA behavior

becomes all the more important in light of these obstacles.

Program Description
 

The IPL is one of two parts of a larger course, Education 200.

These parts are identified as the Personal Demands of Teaching and the

Task Demands. They are succinctly defined in the course outline given

to students at the start of each term.

64
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Because one seeks and wrestles with questions and answers regard—

ing self-growth differently from the way he deals with the growth

of others, the course is divided into two related but parallel sets

of experiences--the personal and task demands of teaching.

The personal demands of teaching are taught through Interpersonal

Process Labs (IPL) . . . . Here the learning experiences involve

direct interaction with people and ideas. . . . The focus is placed

upon self-learning, self-development, and personal growth.

. the task demands of teaching are taught through reading

materials, individualized carrel activities, tutorial sessions, etc.

Instruction is self-paced and students read the course handbook

on their own. Optional individualized carrel programs are available to

highlight the more important concepts in the text. When ready, the stu-

dent comes to a special testing room where unit exams are given. Testing

is based on a mastery model and the student must achieve an 80% level to

receive a Pass. When a student fails to reach mastery on the first try,

s/he can be reinstructed by a tutor on the concepts missed and then take

a parallel test on these concepts. There are four units in the handbook,

three of which cover the Tasks of Teaching. These tasks include Assess-

ment, Goal Setting and Objectives, Behavior Modification Techniques,

Mbdeling and Evaluation. In addition, Unit 1 examines the general con-

cepts of Teaching and Learning and what should be taught to children.

Though the course is divided into two parts, TAs are encouraged

to incorporate the handbook concepts into the IPL. They are also re-

quired to provide instruction on these concepts to prepare students for

the exam.

As already discussed, the IPL is distinctive in the human rela-

tions training movement. Three factors account for this. First, it is

required; all students must complete the experience to receive their

teaching certificate. This lack of volunteerism affects the group
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dynamics and the leader must work to overcome the resistance and scepti-

cism of many participants who doubt the relevance of the IPL to their

preparation for teaching.

Next, the IPL has an evaluation component. Contrary to the admo-

nitions of T-group practitioners to create an evaluation-free atmOSphere,

the IPL leader formally and consistently evaluates group members. Stu-

dents are actually graded although letter grades have been replaced by

either a Pass or Incomplete. A student with an Incomplete is required

to repeat the IPL the following term by participating in a regular group

or as a member of special groups established for Incompletes.

The mastery model grading system has several advantages. The

student's grade point average is unaffected if s/he needs more time to

complete the course. Also there is no need to repay for the course. Be-

sides these practical advantages there are the attitudinal benefits accrued

by helping students see that it is acceptable for people to progress at

their own rates and that a system can accommodate to meet these individual

differences. However, for many,receiving an Incomplete is psychologically

tantamount to failing even if it is not objectively equivalent. As a

result, the sense of being evaluated and having to demonstrate the skills

"to pass" is continually present and the TA.must effectively deal with

this if the group is to be a successful learning experience.

Finally the IPL is more goal directed than most training programs.

Its purpose is to impart certain interpersonal communication skills that

students need to be effective teachers. These skills are defined in be-

havioral objectives given to students along with detailed analyses of

the constituent parts of the skills. For example, students are taught

the behaviors associated with the skill of Active Listening, such as
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paraphrasing, maintaining eye contact, and sharing perceptions tenta-

tively. ‘Written materials describe and illustrate these concepts and

the IPL is used as the vehicle for practicing them and assessing their

impact.

The TA has primary reSponsibility for choosing the activities

of the IPL. He can use any techniques or strategies that will assist

the group to reach competency level on the objectives. Consequently,

though there is a common set of goals and objectives, the way in which

they are taught can vary considerably across laboratory sessions. There

are some boundaries since the IPL may not become a "sensitivity or ther-

apy" group, nor is it allowed to imitate the didactic characteristics of

a traditional classroom experience. This inbetween position is often

difficult to maintain and at any particular moment the demands of the

immediate situation may force the IPL to assume one approach or the other.

Though there is room for diversity, certain practices encourage

bounds on the techniques used. To begin with, each TA is given a manual

suggesting exercises to be used in the service of the different objec-

tives. These exercises have been drawn from the work done in the field

of human relations training and are similar to those used in many en-

counter and T-groups. Next, newly hired leaders are required to team

teach one term with an experienced instructor. This introduces them to

the basic IPL structure and provides guidelines on how to run their own

groups. Third, all new TAs are observed by administrative staff to ensure

that activities are appropriate to the IPL experience. Finally, a large

part of weekly staff meetings is devoted to sharing conmon problems and

useful strategies. All these elements work to increase the uniformity of

the experience across the thirty to forty sections of the course offered
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each term. This is not to say that all groups are run alike. On the

contrary, TAs are given considerable latitude in determining group process

and in implementing their unique style. This decision is based on the

belief that diversity is not only healthy but inevitable when dealing

with the individual differences of so many TAs and groups.

Other aspects of the course need to be considered. Since it is

given in a college environment, IPL meetings are typically scheduled in

classrooms with movable desks and chairs. Carpeting and comfortable

furniture are not available and the rooms are frequently rather sterile

in appearance. Because of this groups may move to more appealing surround-

ings such as lounges or apartments. MOre often this is not done because

of inaccessibility and time restrictions since students usually have other

classes before and after the IPL meetings.

One positive feature is the length of the IPL experience. Each

group meets five hours per week in a two- and a three-hour session. This

means over a ten-week term the group meets for approximately fifty hours,

much longer than most human relations training groups. But if there is

more time, it is needed because the nature of the IPL makes it difficult

to accomplish its goals in a short time.

In many senses the IPL is difficult to describe-—there is much

that approximates sensitivity training yet it is far from being that;

there is considerable freedom and emotion, yet pains are taken to main-

tain limits on these; students are urged to examine themselves candidly,

yet they are being graded at the same time; it is definitely a class, and

yet it is not a class in the traditional sense. The TA has the responsi-

bility to balance these features and achieve a positive learning experience.

He must guide and monitor the group to ensure that learning occurs and that
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neither cognition nor affect suffers at the expense of the.other. The

nature of the IPL experience makes this an especially difficult task.

Because of this it is important to understand the factors that contribute

to successful TA performance.

Characteristics of the Sample and Sampling Techniques

The Group Leaders

Four group leaders (TAs) were studied, each leading one group.

All were male, unmarried or divorced and physically attractive. Their

ages ranged from 26-34 years. Three were white, the other black. Each

had considerable experience leading IPL groups and was viewed as highly

competent by colleagues.

The Students

Sixty-three students comprising four groups were involved in the

study. Initially the number of participants in each group ranged from

14-17. However, two of the groups lost students during the term so that

three finished with 15 members and one with 14. One group, Nat's, was

distinctly different from the others because all the members had already

taken the IPL and received an Incomplete. In the other groups only one

or two students fell into this category. Nat's group was included because

the group originally intended for study was cancelled and another compa-

rable group was unavailable. It was felt that having a fourth group was

valuable enough to compensate for its somewhat unusual nature.

Several demagraphic variables were collected and analyzed to see

if differences existed between the groups. No meaningful differences

were found between the average age of participants, their level of edu-

cation, overall GPA, previous work experience or expectations for the course.
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In general, most students were young (20 years or under), white, sopho-

mores or juniors, single, and came from cities with populations less than

100,000. The average gradepoint varied somewhat with the majority being

between 2.5 and 3.5 on a 4-point scale. Expectations were mixed since

many reported hearing negative comments about the IPL. Also, some of the

students in Nat's group said their first IPL experience had been unpleas-

ant. Despite this most said they were adopting a wait-and-see attitude

or were looking forward to the experience. Interestingly, approximately

30-40% reported having some sort of group experience prior to or concur-

rent with the IPL, for example, group therapy, T-group, growth group.

Other descriptive variables have been summarized in Table 4.

TABLE 4.--Descriptive Variables for the Four Groups

 

 

 

Descriptive 1 groups and TA: 4

variables Nat Ken Hank Mark

Total Number of Students 17 15 14 17

Number and Percentage of

‘Male Students 6 (35%) 3 (20%) 7 (50%) 2 (12%)

Number and Percentage of

Female Students 11 (65%) 12 (80%) 7 (50%) 15 (88%)

Number of Minority Group

Students 1 - 3 2

Number and Percentage of

Students with an In-

complete 17 (100%) 2 (13%) l (7%) 2 (12%)

Number of Students Drop-

ping Course during the

Term 2 - - 2  
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Sampl ing

Since this was a required course there were certain constraints

on the experimental manipulation of subjects. Student and leader schedul-

ing demands made it impossible to randomly assign students to the four

groups. However, a natural randomization occurred because the student's

choice of a group is usually based only on finding one that will accom-

modate the rest of his or her schedule. In addition, students do not know

who will be teaching a particular section when they register so selective

bias is minimized. As it turns out, the groups were very similar on all

variables examined except the male-female ratio. It is impossible to

determine if these differences affected group process. There were active

and passive males in each group and male-female issues did not arise.

Because of this it is unlikely that the sexual composition was an impor-

tant factor in these groups.

More control was possible in selecting the group leaders (TAs)

for the study. Though all were volunteers, they were invited to partici-

pate on a selective basis from the larger group of TAs (approximately 20).

They were chosen to maximize homogeneity in the areas of physical attrac-

tiveness, experience, sex, and background. They were also asked because

they represented a diversity of styles, some being extroverted and active,

others introverted and passive. It was hoped this would lead to variation

in their intervention patterns.
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Instruments and Observation Techgiques Used for Data Collection

Perceived impact Measures

Observer Ratings

The researcher acted as observer, being present during each ses-

sion to record important nonverbal behaviors at the time of an interven-

tion episode. She also rated the overall impact of the intervention episode

on the participants directly involved and/or the class as a whole. Impact

was rated as either clearly positive (+), clearly negative (-), indetermi-

nate (I), or mixed (M), meaning some combination of the other categories.

A simple form was developed for the observer to use in recording obser-

vations and judgments (see appendix B). The observer also made note of

any unusual occurrences during each session that might affect student

reactions.

Post-Session Qgestionnaire (PSQ)

This 21-item form was developed to be given out to students at

the end of a session. It contained statements to which the students

indicated their level of agreement using a 5-point Likert scale ranging

from (1) Strongly Agree, to (5) Strongly Disagree. Questions covered

four areas of interest: (1) perceptions of TA behavior, both positive

and negative, (2) how the student thinks,g£h§g§ see the TA, (3) percep-

tions of group solidarity and openness, (4) overall reactions to the IPL

experience. Questions were both positively and negatively phrased to

prevent response sets and were randomly ordered within the four areas.

To guard against reactive effects students were asked to fill the form

out for sessions with and without intervention episodes.
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Though originally it was planned that students would complete the

form after each session, this did not always occur for a variety of rea-

sons. Sometimes the form was inappropriate given the nature of the ac-

tivities during a session, for example, students independently went on

a "trust walk," TA gave content lecture only, or students worked in small

groups without recordable input from the TA. On other occasions the TA

would hold the class overtime and some students would have to leave because

they were late for appointments. In these cases the student(s) leaving

would be asked to take the form home to complete. Unfortunately, few stu-

dents returned these forms and the low return rate made analysis impos-

sible. These two explanations account for the majority of missing data.

Two other sessions were missed because a replacement observer forgot to

distribute the forms.

Stimulated Recall Technique (SRT)

As discussed in chapter 1, this technique was used to overcome

some of the problems of the PSQ which asked participants to react to an

entire session. The idea of the SRT was to isolate an intervention epi-

sode on tape and rerun the tape segment for the group at the start of the

next meeting. Students were then asked to complete a l3-item.form with

questions on how they felt when the interaction originally occurred.

Certain of the questions were identical or equivalent to those on the

PSQ and the same Likert scale was used. This allowed for direct compari-

sons between student reactions when the episode originally occurred (on

the PSQ) and those given later during the stimulated recall (on the SRT).

Unfortunately, only two stimulated recalls were done, one with

Hank's group, the other with Nat's. Another was attempted with Ken's

group but the poor quality of the tape recordings made it impossible for
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students to hear the episode. There are several reasons for the small

number of recall sessions. One, student permission had to be obtained

before a segment involving that student could be replayed to the class.

In two instances this was denied. Instructors were also reluctant to

re-open some issues, especially when the episode had been lengthy or in-

volved sensitive issues. They felt it would be detrimental for the group

to go back to these incidents. Finally some episodes were either too

short or too lengthy to replay.

Peer Perceptions

As discussed, it was of interest to determine if group member

perceptions of an intervention episode would be affected by the type of

student(s) involved. Three dimensions were used in the definition of

student type--Activity Level, Verbalness, and Personal Security. At the

end of each stage (approximately three and seven weeks), students were

asked to fill out a brief questionnaire on every other student in the

group. Henceforth these administrations will be known as Time 1 and

Time 2. The form contained eight 7-point semantic differential scales

developed to reflect the three dimensions of interest. The eight scales

were:

1. Confident. . . . . . . . .Lacking in Confidence

2. Introverted . . . . . . .Extroverted

3. Secure . . . . . . . . . .Insecure

4. Outgoing . . . . . . . . .Shy

5. Quiet . . . . . . . . . .Talkative

6. Leader . . . . . . . . . .Follower

7. Aggressive . . . . . . . .Unaggressive

8. Pa881ve. O O O I I O O O eACtive

The data were factor analyzed for Time 1 and Time 2. Factor

analysis revealed two factors, not three as expected. The Activity Level

and Verbalness dimensions collapsed into one factor to be called Activity



Level. However, the Personal Security dimension, Factor 2, remained

essentially intact. The factor structure at Time 1 and 2 was slightly

different as seen in Table 5.

TABLE 5.--Factor Structure and Loadings for Peer Perception Data,

Time 1 and Time 2

  

Scales and Loadings

 

 

Time of

Administration Factor 1 Factor 2

a 2 - extroverted (.73) l - confident (.88)

1 4 - outgoing (.73) 3 - secure (.89)

(3 weeks) 6 - leader (.74)

7 - aggressive (.86)

8 - active (.82)

l - confident (.77) 3 - secure (.85)

2 - extroverted (.91) 7 - aggressive (.71)

2 4 - outgoing (.89)

(7 weeks) 5 - talkative (.85)

6 - leader (.84)

8 - active (.86)

 

8Scale 5 did not load significantly on either factor

Factor scores were computed for all students for both Time 1 and

2. The range of factor scores was then divided into thirds. A factor

score was assigned a l, O, or 2 depending on which third of the range it

fell into. A.l meant that the person was high on the factor, e.g., high

activity level, a 0 meant s/he was neutral, and a 2 indicated a low

status, e.g., low activity level. Thus each individual received a two-

part code for Time 1 and 2, e.g., 01, 22, 12. The code reflects their

ratings on the two factors of Activity Level and Personal Security. A

full list of students and their codes, by group, is given in Tables 6-9.
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TABLE 6.--Student Types at Time 1 TABLE 8.--Student Types at Time 1

and Time 2 - Nat's Group and Time 2 - Hank's Group

Student Student

Name Time 1 Time 2 Name Time 1 Time 2

Don 01 01 Rick 11 12

Jan 21 01 Lila 00 01

L 12 22 at 01 01

sign 00 21 fihckey 11 ll

Pam, 02 01 James 01 22

Mary 12 02 Shari 20 22

Lisa 20 " Peter 22 22

Jack 00 10 Kate 00 11

Carrie 22 22 Mack 11 10

Tim. 12 02 Dana 01 10

Joan 22 22 Joe 10 20

Sharrie 22 22 Sarah 00 20

Susan -- 20 Sandra Ol 00

Byron -- ll Doreen 21 00

Kurt -- --

TABLE 7.--Student Types at Time 1 TABLE 9.--Student Types at Time 1

and Time 2 - Ken's Group and Time 2 - Mark's Group

Student Student

Name Time 1 Time 2 Name Time 1 Time 2

Kitty 10 10 Sally 12 10

Jane 20 20 Ali 00 --

Betty 20 20 Liz ll 11

Lana 20 02 Sherry 00 Ol

Caron 22 02 Tess 12 00

Meg 22 02 Lana 01 01

Joshua 21 20 Ruth 22 22

Jerry 12 10 wa11y 22 22

Barry 22 22 Janie 01 11

Daisy 12 12 Suzie 22 --

Bess 10 ll Rhoda 00 01

Annie ll 11 Rozie 11 ll

Peg ll 10 Paula ll 12

Laura 02 20 Dawn 20 22

Dora 00 02 Noreen 01 01

Jill 22 22

A1 10 10

Note: 11 - High Activity Level and High Personal Security

12 - High Activity Level and Low Personal Security

21 - Low.Activity Level and High Personal Security

22 - Low.Activity Level and Low Personal Security
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Four student types were chosen for this study:

11 - High Activity Level and High Personal Security

12 - High Activity Level and Low Personal Security

21 - Low.Activity Level and High Personal Security

22 - Low Activity Level and Low Personal Security

It was possible for a student to belong to a "type" at Time 1 and not at

Time 2 and vice versa. Student type was noted so that it could be used

in the analysis of data from the impact measures.

Description of Perceived and Real_;mpact Measures

The impact measures were designed to collect information on stu-

dent reactions to the TA, the group, and the IPL in general. The aim

was to sort out those intervention episodes seen as effective and inef-

fective so that their characteristics could be determined. The PSQ

supplied the main data source for this categorization.

Post-Session Qpestionnaire (PSQ)

It was originally proposed to factor analyze the data from each

PSQ administration to determine if students had similar positive or nega-

tive views. This method was later rejected because of small sample sizes

and a fairly high level of consistency in student reactions found in the

raw data. Instead an alternative approach was taken. Further discus-

sion of the structure of the PSQ is needed to understand the analysis done.

As discussed earlier, the PSQ covers four areas: (1) perceptions

of TA behavior, both positive and negative, (2) how the student thinks

others see the TA, (3) perceptions of group solidarity and openness,

(4) overall reactions to the IPL experience. These can be viewed as

four scales and will henceforth be referred to as View'TA, Other TA,
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View Group and View IPL. The items for each scale are as follows:

Scale 1 -- View TA

1. The TA seemed accepting of viewpoints different from his own

2. At times the TA acted overly critical and disapproving

3. The TA made a real effort to help others gain insight into their

own behavior and/or feelings

4. At times the TA pushed too hard, beyond a point where it was pro-

ductive

5. The TA did a great deal to help build trust in the group today

6. At times the TA seemed too manipulative in getting others to react

the way he wanted

7. The TA made a sincere attempt to understand why people reacted the

way they did

8. The TA's actions did.pp£ help build trust in the group today

Scale 2 -- Other TA

9. Some people seemed to feel overly controlled and manipulated by the TA

10. Most members seem to trust the positive intent of the TA

11. Some members seemed to agree with the TA just for the sake of it

12. Most members seemed receptive to feedback from the TA

13. Most members seemed to feel that the TA.made an honest attempt to

understand and appreciate differences in opinion

Scale 3 -- View Group

14. Most members seemed to be guarded and hiding their feelings

15. Many members seemed uninvolved in the group

16. There is a strong sense of unity in the group

17. Many people seem to identify with one another's needs and/or problems

Scale 4 -- View IPL

18. I feel a low amount of trust towards this group

19. I feel I can rely on the TA to be understanding and constructive

towards me

20. I am hesitant about expressing my feelings in class because I don't

think the TA will give them fair consideration

21. I feel positive towards the IPL experience so far

Students were asked to agree or disagree with each statement

using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) Strongly Agree to (5) Strong-

1, Disagree. Statements were purposely value laden to assess if students

were reacting favorably or unfavorably. Scale scores were computed for

each administration of the PSQ. This meant reversing some of the item

scores so that a (5) always represented the most favorable rating and a

(l) the least favorable.
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It was initially reasoned that a scale score of 3.00 would repre-

sent the theoretically neutral point, that is, students were neither

clearly positive nor negative, or the positive ratings cancelled out the

negatives. Given this assumption, a two-tailedIE test could be used to

see if the actual mean scale score differed significantly from 3.00. If

it did then the score could be categorized as positive (+), negative (-),

or neutral (N).

Preliminary analysis proved 3.00 to be an inappropriate neutral

point. Student reactions were so negatively skewed that using 3.00 al-

most every score would be categorized as positive. Such categorizations

would be contrary to many observer ratings and student comments recorded

in the transcriptions. The negative skewness is probably due to the

tendency to give the TA and the IPL experience the benefit of the doubt,

that is, to give fairly high ratings even in cases where the respondent

is unsure or even feels slightly negative. As a result the distribution

of responses moves up the scale and so does the "psychological" neutral

point. Given this, a new neutral point, 3.50, was chosen. Analysis

proved this to be more appropriate and categorizations were more in line

with what would be expected from observer ratings and student comments.

Determination of BehaviorallAttitudinal Changes

The interventions being studied all had a corrective aim, that

is, to change some behavior and/or attitude that was inhibiting the

person(s)' full participation in the group. To be totally effective the

intervention episode should lead to behavioral and/or attitudinal changes

in the desired direction. It was important to identify intervention

episodes with real, as well as perceived, impact so that their character-

istic features could be examined. To do this a group of intervention
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episodes was studied to determine their impact on the participants

involved.

Only a select group of intervention episodes could be examined

because of financial and data-processing limitations. Selection was

based on several criteria:

1. There had to be three or more intervention episodes dealing with the

same critical incident issue, e.g., Reluctance to Give Negative

Feedback

2. Two or more TAs had to be represented

3. PSQ data had to be available for that session. In three instances

this cribaion was bypassed because there was clear evidence of the

impact and the episode was judged as important for study

Altogether twenty-four episodes representing eight critical incident

issues met the criteria.

In order to assess if change had occurred a baseline performance

level was established using the three sessions directly preceding the

intervention episode. Only the behaviors and/or attitudes of concern

in the intervention episode were monitored. Performance measures were

then taken on the three sessions following the episode to see if changes

occurred. In addition, an assessment of the immediate impact of the epi-

sode at the time it occurred was also made. In both instances the impact

will be described in paragraph form. The reasons for limiting the analy-

sis to three sessions pre- and post-episode have already been discussed

in chapter 1.
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Description of the Analysis of Intervention Episodes

Recording of Sessions

Audio recordings were made of all sessions using two standing

microphones placed at strategic places in the room. The researcher

(observer) sat in one corner to run the equipment, gather forms, and

answer questions, as well as collect nonverbal information at crucial

times.

Each group used a different meeting room. They were all regular

classrooms used at other tines by various deparhments. This made it im-

possible to use a permanent overhead microphone or to leave equipment

since security could not be guaranteed. The acoustics varied in quality

from good to poor. In one room interference from overhead lighting pro-

duced tapes of such poor quality that students were unable to understand

them when a stimulated recall technique was attempted. Future attempts

to use this technique with this group had to be abandoned.

Determination of an Intervention Episode

The researcher (transcriber) had the responsibility of determin-

ing when an intervention episode occurred and its boundaries. This was

done using the guidelines discussed in chapter 1 ( p. 23). Briefly,

the episode was said to begin at the point where the TA became sensitive

to the critical incident and made a move to address the problem. Conse-

quently, each transcription begins with a comment by the TA. The termi-

nal boundary of the episode could be either implicit or overt. To be

implicit, the leader had to redirect the focus to another student and/or

topic or a student did this. An overt resolution meant that at least one

of the parties involved verbally acknowledged the resolution of the con-

cern or asked to stop the interaction.
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On occasion one intervention episode was nested within another

so that they could not be separated without distorting the nature of

the interaction. When this happened the episodes were not separated but

a line was drawn across the transcription to indicate that another issue

was being addressed. When two episodes occurred on the same transcrip-

tion they were analyzed together. Episodes were separated for transcrip-

tion and analysis purposes wherever possible.

Transcriptions

Written transcripts were made of all intervention episodes. An

example of a portion of transcript is included to illustrate the stand-

ardized format used (see following pages).

Coding

As described in chapter 1, a modified version of the Issacson

Scale of Interaction Analysis was used to code the transcripts. Both

TA and student comments were coded although only data relevant to the

TAs were analyzed. Student comments were coded because future research

may examine the interaction and sequence patterns between TAs and stu-

dents. Given this possibility it seemed best to code all comments at

the same time.

The author was responsible for coding all transcriptions. This

was felt to be justified by reasonably high inter- and intra-rater relia-

bility figures. Inter-rater reliability was determined by having the

author and another graduate student code a sample of transcripts and

comparing the results. It was found to be .78. Intra-rater reliability

was determined by having the author re-code several transcripts after a

three-month interim.period. The extent of agreement was found to be .84.
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To prevent bias, all coding was done prior to the examination of

student reaction data. Some of the criteria for coding have already

been discussed in chapter 1. For a fuller description see appendix B

and Issacson (1976).

Summarization of Codes

Each transcript was coded using the modified version of the

Issacson Scale of Interaction Analysis. Once this was done the TA codes

had to be summarized. To do this each code was conceptualized as a

"verbal move" by the TA. It was then possible to determine the percent-

age of moves (codes) in a category, e.g., C3, A2, by dividing by the

total number of TA.moves (total number of codes). This was done for all

B cluster categories resulting in nine percentages for each intervention

episode.1 The affective quality of the move was ignored in this calcu-

1ation so that, for example, moves A2 (Affective Active Listening) and

C2 (Cognitive Active Listening) were placed in the same category. Other

percentages were calculated to examine different aspects of the TA's

behavior.

1. Percentages to look at the Domain of each move. It should be recalled

that the domain could be affective or cognitive depending on its focus.

Affective meant the focus was on feelings, cognitive that it dealt

with thoughts or anything not related to feelings. Two percentages

were calculated:

a) The number of Affective moves b) The number of Cognitive moves

The total number of TA moves The total number of TA moves

2. Percentages to look at the Affective nglity of each move (see chapter 1,

 

1see chapter 1, p.24 for description of B cluster categories.
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p. 26). Two percentages were calculated in this area:

a) The number of Positive moves b) The number of Negative moves

The total number of TA.moves The total number of TA moves

. Percentage of TA/Student Participation. This was done by comparing the

number of lines of text spoken by the TA to the total number of lines

of text in the intervention episode. The number of lines was used be-

cause it is much easier to calculate than time or words, yet it still

provides a good picture of the proportion of TA to student talk.

These percentages and the actual frequencies were placed on a

5" x 8" index card along with other descriptive data for each interven-

tion episode (see appendix B).

Information on Summary Index Card for Each

Intervention Episode

1.

2.

10.

of

Critical Incident Number (1 - 10)

Session Number

TA Number (1 - 4)

Group Stage (1 - 3)

The Number of Students Directly Involved (for future data analyses)

Total Time (to the nearest half minute)

Type of Student(s) Involved (ll, 12, 21, 22 and the number of each

type)

Frequencies for all Code Categories broken down by Domain and

Affective Quality

Percentages for all Code Categories plus the five special categories

discussed (maximum of 14)

Resolution Type (Implicit or Overt)

These cards now became the source for analyses examining the nature

effective and ineffective intervention episodes.
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Research Quesgions

This project was designed as a fact-finding, hypothesis-generating

piece of research on the characteristic features of effective leader

interventions in the IPL setting. A secondary aim was to examine the

features of interventions that have negative effects on the group. It

was also desired to obtain information on the utility of the untested

methods and the unit of analysis, especially the stimulated recall tech-

nique and the intervention episode unit of analysis. These aims are re-

flected in the original research questions of interest. As will be dis-

cussed in chapter 4, some of these questions were later dropped and

others were substituted.

1. LOOKING AT THE UTILITY OF METHODS AND THE UNIT OF ANALYSIS

a. Is the intervention episode a useful sequence unit of analysis?

b. Are there benefits to using stimulated recall techniques as

opposed to post-session questionnaires?

2. LOOKING AT THE CHARACTERISTIC FEATURES OF EFFECTIVE

INTERVENTION PATTERNS

a. What is the nature of those interventions perceived as effective

by students which also lead to behavioral/attitudinal changes?

(modifying variables are not controlled)

Dimensions of the intervention episode to be examined for this

and all other questions:

1. Total Time

2. Percentages for ISIA categories

3. Percentages for Domains - Affective & Cognitive

4. Percentages for Affective Quality - Positive & Negative

5. Percentage of TA/Student Talk

6. Nature of an Acceptable Resolution - Overt & Implicit

b. What is the nature of those interventions perceived as effective

by students but which do,pp£ lead to behavioral/attitudinal

changes?

(modifying variables are not controlled)
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c. Controlling for the critical incident issue only, what is the

nature of those interventions perceived as effective by students

which also lead to behavioral/attitudinal changes?

d. Controlling for the critical incident issue only, what is the

nature of those interventions perceived as effective by students

which do not lead to behavioral/attitudinal changes?

3. LOOKING AT THE EFFECTS OF MODIFYING VARIABLES

a. Controlling for the type of student only, what is the nature of

those interventions perceived as effective in each of the three

group stages?

b. Controlling for group stage only, what is the nature of those

interventions perceived as effective with different types of

students?

c. What is the nature of those interventions that lead to behavioral/

attitudinal changes with different types of students?

4. LOOKING AT INTERVENTIONS WITH NEGATIVE CONSEQUENCES

a. What is the nature of those interventions that are perceived as

ineffective by students?

Perceived effectiveness was based on the analysis of the PSQ

data. Though there were four scales in the PSQ, only two were of inter-

est in determining perceived effectiveness, View TA and View Other. Both

these scales focused on student perceptions of the TA's behavior. The

significance level for these scales was the same in all cases, i.e.,

there was a positive correlation between significance on one scale and

significance on the other.1 This uniformity meant that separate analyses

were not needed.

 

1In two cases the scale score for View TA was significant at the

.01 level while the scale score for View Other was significant at the .05

level. Since both were acceptable significance levels this did not pre-

sent a problem in categorizing the episode as Perceived Effective.
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ggatistical Procedures

Due to the small sample size and the exploratory nature of the

study, only descriptive statistics were employed. The data were organ-

ized into a series of tables according to the demands of the various

questions and the dimensions to be explored. These frequency data were

used to look for commonalities among effective and ineffective inter-

ventions. Commonality was assumed when at least two-thirds of the inter—

ventions being considered for a question shared a particular feature.

This type of examination was done for all questions with the limitation

that there had to be at least five acceptable interventions available

for study before any attempt was made to look for commonalities.

Differences among the TAs were also examined. These will be

discussed where appropriate to illuminate some of the factors that may

have contributed to effective and ineffective intervention patterns.

Findings in this area are based primarily on observer ratings and student

comments .



CHAPTER IV

RESUETS

Once the intervention episodes (I.E.'s) were identified it became

apparent that several research questions would have to be dropped because

of inadequate sample sizes. New research questions were added and the

methodology was modified to expand the possibilities for analysis of the

data that were available. It is therefore necessary to describe the data

and the methodological changes before proceeding to the final set of

research questions and the corresponding results.

Descriptive Statistics
 

Table 10 provides a breakdown of all I.E.'s by critical incident

and TA. As shown, altogether there were forty-eight intervention epi-

sodes. All of the critical incidents were represented to varying degrees

except number 5, "Refusing to be Responsible for Self." This exception

is noteworthy since several experienced TAs had identified this critical

incident as occurring frequently in groups. It may be that TAs see stu-

dents failing to take responsibility for themselves but that they do not

address this as a separate issue. Instead it is dealt with in the con-

text of other incidents such as "Resistance/Hostility" or "TA put in

Authority Position." Several other critical incidents were rare, number 3,

"Failure to Own One's Feelings," number 8, "Overtalk/Inability to Facili-

tate Self-Closure," number 9, "Failure to Stay with the Here-and-Now,"

and number 10, "Negative Expectations." In the case of numbers 3 and 9,
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the TA would usually ignore the incident or deal with it so briefly that

the interaction could not be categorized as an intervention episode. The

small sample size for number 10 is understandable since TAs typically

deal with student expectations once, at the beginning of the term, and

not after that. As for number 8, it seems this problem is just unusual.

TABLE lO.--Frequency of Intervention Episodes by Critical Incident

and Group Leader

 

 

 

 

Groups and Leaders

1 2 3 4

Critical Incidents Nat Ken Hank Mark Totals

1) Reluctance to Give

Negative Feedback - - 2 2 4

2) Non-Participation/

Withdrawn, Shy,

Nontalkers 8 3 - 6 l7

3) Failure to Own One's

Feelings l - - l 2

4) Resistance/Hostility 2 l 2 5 10

5) Refusing to be Re-

sponsible for Self - - - - -

6) TA Put in Authority

Position 1 3 l 2 7

7) an-Facilitative Emo-

tional or anverbal

Behavior 2 - l - 3

8) Overtalk/Inability to

Facilitate Self-Closure - 2 - - 2

9) Failure to Stay with

the Here-and-NOw - l - - l

10) Negative Expectations 1 l - - 2

Totals 15 ll 6 16 48  
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Lodking at overall frequencies, the highest number of I.E.'s

involved the critical incident "Nonparticipation/Withdrawn, Shy Non-

talkers," followed by "Resistance/Hostility" and "TA Put in Authority

Position." Together these accounted for 71% of the total number of

I.E.'s. These critical incidents also appeared in several groups indi-

cating the generality of the issues. They reflect the basic dynamics

of IPL groups: the need to verbalize versus resistance to being evalu-

ated and forced to participate, the desire for the TA to take reSponsi-

bility for running the class versus the inherent necessity that students

take a role in shaping the group if they are to diSplay and practice the

skills being taught. It is therefore not surprising that these critical

incidents occurred in larger numbers across all groups.

The table is broken down by TA to reveal that differences were

found in the type and frequency of critical incidents for each group.

However, it is beyond the scope of this project to fully explore the

significance of these differences. It is the aim of this research to

search for commonalities among the TAs in the way they handled the criti-

cal incidents and to relate these commonalities to the consequences of

TA behavior.

Changes in the Methodology
 

Perceived Effectiveness
 

As discussed in chapter 3, determination of effectiveness was

based on the analysis of data from the first two scales of the Post-Session

Questionnaire (PSQ). As Table 11 shows, there were many sessions where

PSQ data were not available, yet intervention episodes occurred.



94

TABLE ll.--Availability of Post-Session Questionnaire Data for Sessions

with Intervention Episodes by Group Leader, in Percentages

 

Groups and Leaders

Intervention Episodes] 1 2 3 4

PSQ Data Nat Ken Hank ‘Mark Total

 

Sessions with Inter-

vention Episodes &

PSQ data 6 4 3 4 17

Sessions with Inter-

vention Episodes but

 

  
£2 PSQ data 4 5 2 3 14

Total NUmber of Sessions

with Intervention 10 9 5 7 31

Episodes

 

The reasons for this lack of data have already been addressed. In order

to extract information from these sessions it was decided that observer

ratings of effectiveness would also be utilized. Analysis of intervention

episodes was carried out in two ways to account for the possibility that

the observer might judge I.E.'s differently from the students. First,

only those I.E.'s where PSQ data were available were analyzed for common

characteristics. Then I.E.'s categorized using observer ratings were

added to increase the size of the sample and another examination for com-

monalities was done. Results for each grouping will be discussed sepa-

rately unless otherwise specified.

Observer Ratings
 

Since observer ratings were used to categorize I.E.'s, it is

important to take a closer look at how the ratings were made. Ratings
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were based on direct observations, listening to tape recordings, and

examination of the transcripts for signs of impact on the individuals

directly involved and/or the entire class. Impact refers to the immedi-

ate reactions of those involved, be they positive, negative or indetermi-

nate. The idea was for the observer to try to assess how the students

were perceiving the I.E. The impact on the whole class was rated when

the class itself was the object of the intervention episode or when the

intensity of the episode was such that it had an indirect impact on

everyone.

Four different ratings were given: (+) clearly positive,

(-) clearly negative, (I) indeterminate, meaning the observer could not

be sure of the reaction, and (M) for cases where the class was the object

of the intervention and there were different reactions. A rating of GM)

meant there was some combination of the other three categories. Table 12

summarizes the observer ratings for all intervention episodes. As shown,

whenever a rating of CM) is given the underlying ratings are also indi-

cated. Table 12 also has two other features that need to be discussed.

Each intervention episode is uniquely numbered from 1 to 44.

These identification numbers will be used in all tables whenever a par-

ticular intervention episode is being referred to. They also appear in

the upper righthand corner of each transcript in appendix D.1 This

should make it easy for the reader to quickly locate the corresponding

transcript for any tabled intervention episode if so desired. The num-

bers also allow the reader to see when an intervention episode falls into

 

1Appendix D can be found in the Reference Library of the Institute

for Research on Teaching, College of Education, Michigan State University,

E. Lansing, MI 48824.
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more than one category, which is often the case.

Each student also has a unique number ranging from 1 to 61. The

list of correSponding names and numbers appears in appendix B.1 Since

student names are used in the transcripts they will also be used in the

text. Code numbers appear in certain tables due to space limitations.

Intervention Episodes and Behavioral Changg

One of the requirements of this study was to isolate I.E.'s with

real, as well as perceived, impact. Real impact meant that behaviors

or attitudes changed in the desired direction. This was done by looking

for changes that occurred over the three sessions following an interven-

tion episode. Once the analysis was begun it became evident that there

would be few I.E.'s for study given this approach. Therefore a decision

was made to look at immediate as well as long-range impact (over three

sessions). This could be justified on two grounds, one that it would

increase the sample size of I.E.'s with seemingly positive effects on

student behaviors/attitudes. Second, there was evidence to show that

positive immediate consequences are a supportive and possibly necessary

condition for change in the desired direction to occur. The evidence

comes from the research by Lieberman, Yalom and Miles (1973) and their

findings on the ”late bloomer" effect:

Encounter group practitioners often cite cases of "late bloom-

ing," probably in the belief that a period of "sorting out" has

to take place before learnings are stabilized. The findings

certainly do not suggest that this phenomenon is widespread.

Only‘ppg person in the sample succeeded in.moving from a nega-

tive change at Time 2 to positive at Time 3. . . . Thus, "late

blooming," offered as a possible expectation to a participant

 

1TA and student names have been changed to disguise the real

identity of participants.
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who has experienced poor outcomes, appears more a hope than a

probability. (p. 110)

Lieberman and his associates were referring to the effects of

an entire group experience, not a particular intervention. However, it

seems plausible to expect the same phenomenon applies to intervention

episodes, especially when they deal with emotionally laden issues.

It was up to the observer to judge the immediate consequences of

the I.E. The observer looked for indications that the participants at

least tentatively accepted the information or message of the episode. It

must be remembered that the interventions being studied had a corrective

aim, that is, to change some behavior and/or attitude inhibiting the

person(s)' full participation in the group. Though acceptance may have

been displayed through immediate behavioral changes, more often it in-

volved verbal acknowledgement. Indicators included comments showing in-

creased awareness, acceptance of alternative viewpoints, pledges to change,

and so on. Three ratings were given: (+) clearly positive, (-) clearly

negative, or (I) indeterminate.

The procedures for determining long-range impact have already

been discussed in chapter 3 (see p. 80). Again, it was up to the ob-

server to judge if change had occurred. These judgments were very dif-

ficult to make for several reasons. First, when the class would break

into small groups it was often impossible to follow students into these

subgroups to watch their behavior. This limited data collection and

therefore assessments of change. Determining if an attitude had changed

was even harder to do since direct evidence was usually unavailable and

the observer had to infer change from the person's behavior. Finally

there was the possibility that the individual was feigning change be-

cause s/he wanted to pass the course. Given these problems the observer
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chose to be conservative in making judgments of long-range change. Simi-

lar to the ratings for positive immediate consequences, there were three

possibilities: (+) clearly positive, (-) clearly negative, or (I) in-

determinate.

Research Questions

The criterion had been established that there had to be five

I.E.'s in a given category before any attempt to look for commonalities

would be made. Using this criterion several research questions had to

be dropped for lack of sufficient data. It was decided to substitute

other questions based on what seemed logical and potentially fruitful

given the data available. What follows is the final set of questions

which will be explored in this chapter.

Research Questions Pertaining to Methodology

1. Is the intervention episode a useful sequence unit of analysis?

2. Are there benefits to using stimulated recall techniques as opposed

to post-session questionnaires?

Research Questions Pertaining to the

Characteristics of Effective and

Ineffective Intervention Episodes

Perceived Effectiveness - Overall

1) What is the nature of those interventions perceived as effective based

on Post-Session Questionnaire data only?

2) What is the nature of those interventions perceived as effective based

on Post-Session Questionnaire data and observer ratings?

3) What is the nature of those interventions lasting over five minutes

that are perceived as effective based on Post-Session Questionnaire

data and observer ratings?
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Perceived Effectiveness bngritical Incident

4) For the critical incident, "Nonparticipation by Group Members," what

is the nature of those interventions perceived as effective based on

Post-Session Questionnaire data and observer ratings?

5) For the critical incident, "Resistance/Hostility," what is the nature

of those interventions perceived as effective based on Post-Session

Questionnaire data and observer ratings?

Perceived Effectiveness by Group Stage

6) For group stage 1, what is the nature of those interventions perceived

as effective based on Post-Session Questionnaire data and observer

ratings?

7) For group stage 2, what is the nature of those interventions perceived

as effective based on Post-Session Questionnaire data and observer

ratings?

Perceived Ineffectiveness - Overall

8) What is the nature of those interventions perceived as ineffective

based on Post-Session Questionnaire data only?

9) What is the nature of those interventions perceived as ineffective

based on Post-Session Questionnaire data and observer ratings?

Perceived Ineffectiveness by Critical Incident

10) For the critical incident, "Nonparticipation by Group Members," what

is the nature of those interventions perceived as ineffective based

on Post-Session Questionnaire data and observer ratings?

Perceived Ineffectiveness by Group Stage

11) For group stage 1, what is the nature of those interventions per-

ceived as ineffective based on Post-Session Questionnaire data and

observer ratings?

Positive Immediate Conseguences - Overall and by Critical Incident

12) What is the nature of those interventions that have positive immediate

consequences based on observer ratings?

13) For the critical incident, "Nonparticipation by Group Members," what

is the nature of those interventions with positive immediate conse-

quences?
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Perceived Effectiveness and Long-Range BehavioralZAttitudinal

Changes - Overall

 

14) What is the nature of those interventions perceived as effective

based on Post-Session Questionnaire data‘gpg observer ratings

which also lead to long-range behavioral/attitudinal changes?

15) What is the nature of those interventions perceived as effective

based on Post-Session Questionnaire data 32g observer ratings

which do‘ppp lead to long-range behavioral/attitudinal changes?

Foreword on Presentation of Results

The intervention episodes pertinent to each question were exam-

ined for common characteristics. Though tables were developed to display

these comparisons they are not included in this chapter but in appendix C.

Instead it was decided to present only the positive results, i.e., the

commonalities found. A further decision was made to present these find-

ings according to the eight major groupings outlined, rather than pro-

ceeding question by question. Consequently Tables 15 through 22 and 24

were developed to summarize the findings for each grouping. By comparing

across questions in a grouping it is possible to see if the same common-

alities appeared when slight modifications were made in the data source

being used for classification. In order to interpret these tables and

those in appendix C, it is necessary to discuss the concept of "common-

ality" and the use of single and double asterisks to indicate its dif-

ferent levels.

Commonality is said to occur when a specified percentage of

interventions in a category share a common characteristic or feature. The

characteristics or features are values or value ranges within one of eight

major variables: Total Time of the Intervention Episode; TA/Student Talk

Ratio; Domain - Affective or Cognitive; Affective Quality - Positive or

Negative; Communication Skills - ISIA Categories; and the Nature of the
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Resolution. Whenever a single asterisk (*) appears in the summary or

raw data tables, it means that 67% or more of the interventions share

this feature. The double asterisk (**) means that 50-66% of the inter-

ventions had some commonality in this area. Though it was originally

proposed to consider only the higher level criterion, a decision was

later made during analysis to include the second level. This was done

because it was felt that the 67% level might be too stringent. Given the

exploratory nature of the study it seemed reasonable to take a more liberal

stance in interpreting the findings so that possibly meaningful data would

not be overlooked.

A standard format will be used to present the findings for the

research questions comparing intervention episodes. Each of the variables

will be looked at in turn, discussing which if any commonalities were

found. Since there are two levels of commonality, single (*) and double

th) asterisks, each will be dealt with separately. The results are also

presented in the corresponding summary table. Where appropriate the sig-

nificance of the outcomes will also be addressed. Before presenting the

results for the questions comparing intervention episodes, the findings

for the questions on.methodology will be presented since these questions

are somewhat different in nature.

Results for Qpestions on Methodology
 

The Intervention Episode

The first question on methodology asks if the intervention episode

is a useful sequence unit of analysis. This question can be broken down

into two smaller ones--is it logically valid and useful, and does it have

reliably distinct boundaries? The issue of its logical validity and
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utility will be left for the discussion chapter. As for the reliability

of its boundaries, the transcriber found it very easy to identify the

opening move of an I.E. and somewhat more difficult to determine the

point where it was finished.

The opening move of an I.E. is defined as the first TA comment

following detection of an intervention indicator, i.e., a critical inci-

dent. Since the critical incidents could be readily identified, so could

the first TA move to deal with one. In contrast, there was no stimulus

to signal the end of an episode; the researcher (transcriber) had to make

this judgment. On occasion this decision was hard to make, especially

in the case of implicit resolutions where the topic drifted to someone or

something else. However, in general there was no problem in determining

that an episode was over although the exact point of termination could not

be specified with perfect reliability.

While the criteria for establishing the boundaries of an inter-

vention episode are fairly clear, further work is needed to refine the

criteria for distinguishing between overt and implicit resolutions. It

was frequently difficult to make this distinction. Also there probably

should be more than two types of resolutions to reflect the level of

closure brought to an episode, that is, are student concerns adequately

dealt with or are participants left "hanging."

§£igulated Recall Technigue

The stimulated recall technique (SRT) was used to overcome some

of the measurement problems of the post-session questionnaire (PSQ).

Whereas the latter required group members to react to an entire session,

the SRT asked for student reactions to a specified intervention episode.
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The SRT involved isolating an I.E. on tape, rerunning it at a later point

in the group, and asking participants to fill out a form with questions

on how they felt when the I.E. initially occurred. Five of the questions

on this form were identical or equivalent to ones on the PSQ form filled

out at the close of the session in which the I.E. occurred. The idea was

to compare responses to these equivalent questions to determine if the PSQ

data accurately reflected student reactions to TA behavior during the I.E.

It was important to have this information because classification of I.E.'s

as effective or ineffective was based on PSQ data. The findings would

also have implications beyond this study since post-session questionnaires

are a primary data source for research on leader behavior in groups. A

secondary aim in using the SRT was to make an assessment of the technique

as a research tool, its advantages and disadvantages. This assessment

will be left for the discussion chapter.

Two stimulated recalls were carried out, one with Nat's group,

the other with Hank's. T-tests were done to compare the mean scores for

the five parallel questions on the two forms. Tables 13 and 14 summarize

the results of these tests for the two groups. The findings will be re-

viewed separately, followed by some overall comments on the technique itself.

For Nat's group, statistically significant differences were found

on one question, "TA pushed too hard, beyond productive point." There was

stronger disagreement with this statement after listening to the I.E. on

tape. The standard deviation also decreased sharply with every respondent

marking either Category 4 (Disagree) or 5 (Strongly Disagree). This does

not necessarily mean that students changed their impressions since the

PSQ dealt with reactions to the entire session and other events could

have influenced the ratings on this question.
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TABLE 13.-- Mean Scores and Results of T-test Comparisons of Parallel

Questions on Stimulated Recall and Post-Session Questionnaires for

‘ Nat's Group

 

 

 

 

Statistics

Parallel Mean Standard "t" Significance

Questions Questions Score Deviation. Value Level8

1) TA over-controlling SRQ #2 3.73 1.03 -l.175 * (ns)

and manipulative PSQ #6 4.22 .79 ** (ns)

2) TA overly critical

and judgmental at SRQ #3 4.00 .77 - .346 * (ns)

times PS) #2 4.11 .60 ** (ns)

3) TA.made sincere at-

tempt to appreciate

others' feelings and SRQ #4 1.55 .69 - .346 * (ns)

ideas PSQ #7 1.67 .87 ** (ns)

4) TA actions helped

others gain meaning-

ful insight into SRQ #5 2.10 1.04 .437 * (ns)

behavior/feelings PSQ #3 1.89 1.09 ** (ns)

5) TA pushed too hard,

beyond productive SRQ #9 4.55 .52 1.920 *,p)1.05

point PSQ #4 3.67 1.41 ** (ns) 
 

NOTE:

SRQ 0

NOTE: Scale was as follows:

(3) Unsure, (4) Disagree, (5) Strongly Disagree

N'9 for all questions on the PSQ; N'll for all questions on

(1) Strongly Agree, (2) Agree,

8A single asterisk 0*) refers to a one-tailed test of significance,

a double asterisk (**) refers to a two-tailed test of significance.

In Hank's group statistically significant differences were found

for three of the five questions.

favorable direction than indicated by the PSQ data.

of the questions were somewhat negative.

In each case the movement was in a less

The ratings for two

The question focusing on over-

control and manipulation by the TA had a mean score of 2.71, which meant

that many students agreed with this after listening to the tape.
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TABLE 14.-- Mean Scores and Results of T-test Comparisons of Parallel

Questions on Stimulated Recall and Post-Session Questionnaires for

Hank's Group

 

 

 

 

Statistics

Parallel Mean Standard "t" Significance

Questions Questions Score Deviation Value Level8

1) TA over-controlling SRQ #2 2.71 .91 -l.969 * p) .05

and manipulative PSQ #6 3.43 1-06 ** (ns)

2) TA overly critical

and Judgmenta], at SRQ #3 3.21 .97 '- .136 * (ns)

times PSQ #2 3.26 .96 ** (ns)

3) TA.made sincere at-

tempts to appreciate

others' feelings and SRQ #4 2.36 .84 1.444 * (ns)

ideas PSQ #7 1.93 .73 ** (ns)

4) TA actions helped

others gain meaning-

ful insight into SRQ #5 2.43 .84 3.454 * p) .01

behavior/feelings PSQ #3 1.53 .50 ** p) .01

5) TA pushed too hard,

beyond productive SRQ #9 3.08 .86 -3.173 * p) .01

point PSQ #4 3.93 .48 ** p) .01  
NOTE: N-l4 for both questionnaires, except for SRQ #9 where

N'13.

NOTE: Scale was as follows: (1) Strongly Agree, (2) Agree,

(3) Uhsure, (4) Disagree, (5) Strongly Disagree

SA single asterisk refers to a one-tailed test of significance,

a double asterisk refers to a two-tailed test of significance.

For the question, "TA pushed too hard, beyond productive point," the mean

score was 3.08, with the majority of students marking either Category 2

(Agree) or 3 (Unsure). Though a significant difference was found for the

third question, "TA actions helped others gain meaningful insight into

behavior/feelings," the overall mean was still in the favorable zone (2.43).
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Several students commented that their impressions had changed after listen-

ing to the tape. They attributed this to being less personally involved

during the recall session and having to make their judgments based on

verbal interchange alone.

What do these findings reveal about the accuracy of PSQ data as

a measure of student reactions to TA behavior during I.E.'s? Looking only

at statistical changes it appears that at least in the case of Hank's

group, the PSQ did not prove to be accurate. However, this may be an un-

warranted conclusion if student comments that they changed their minds

are taken into account. The differences found might reflect these changes

as opposed to showing the PSQ to be an insensitive measure of student

feelings at the time of the I.E. Certainly the PSQ was sensitive for

Nat's group.

The evidence seems to justify a tentative conclusion that the

PSQ was an accurate measurement tool for the purposes of this research.

It also shows that post-session questionnaires can be useful data sources

for research on leadership behavior in general. One caution must be

raised, though; in both cases the I.E.'s were fairly lengthy and gener-

ated considerable emotional involvement from the other group members.

These factors increase the likelihood that student reactions would be

picked up by the PSQ. The same might not have been true with I.E.'s that

were shorter and less arousing. Unfortunately, stimulated recalls with

I.E.'s of this type were not available for study.
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Results for Questions Pertaining to the

Characteristics of Perceived Effective

and Ineffectiveglntervention Episodes

Qpestions on Perceived Effeggiyeness - Overall

The first three questions look at all I.E.'s classified as per-

ceived effective. Questions 1 and 2 are differentiated by the data source

used for classification of the I.E.'s, with the first one using PSQ data

only and the second, PSQ data plus observer ratings. Question 3 includes

only I.E.'s over five minutes in length, again using PSQ data and ob-

server ratings. It was asked because visual inspection of the data indi-

cated that these I.E.'s might have special characteristics. Actually

this was found to be true for only one variable. As explained earlier,

each of the variables will be dealt with in turn, discussing which if any

commonalities were found. Table 15 summarizes the results for all three

questions by major variables.

Total Time

A double ** rating was found for the value range ")'10 minutes"

for questions 1 and 3. The rating is not very meaningful for question 3

since I.E.'s under five minutes were selected out. However, the 53%

commonality for question 1 indicates a slight tendency for longer inter-

ventions to be seen as more effective. It may be that these longer inter-

ventions provide the needed time to successfully work through the issues

involved. Also longer interventions probably have greater impact on

student feelings. Consequently, there is a greater chance that their

reactions will be reflected in responses to the PSQ filled out at the

end of each session.
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TABLE 15.--Commonalities Across Intervention Episodes for Questions 1-3, by Major Variables.

 

 

Questions

 

Perceived Effectiveness

Overall-PSQ Data

(Question I)

Perceived Effectiveness

PSQ 8 Observer Ratings

(Question 2)

Perceived Effectiveness

Over Five Minutes

PSQ & Observer Ratings

 

 

    
 

Variables (Question 3)

Level 2 Comm. Level 2 Comm. Level Z Comm.

Comm. Comm. Value(s) Comm. Comm. Value(s) Comm. Comm. Valuegs)

Total Time ** 53% >10 min ** 61% :>10 min

TA/Student . . . ... ** 542 25-502

Talk Ratio

Affective * 801 0—25% * 85% 0-252 * 77% 0-252

Domain

Cognitive * 80% 75-1002 * 85% 75-1002 * 77% 75-1002

Domain

Positive * 100% O-ZSZ * 1002 0-252 * 1002 0-252

Affect

Negative * 100% O-ZSZ * 1002 0-252 * 1003 0-252

Affect

ISIA * 2,3,5,6 * ... 2.3.5.6 * ... 2,3,5.6

Categories *' 4,7a ** 7a ** 4,73

Nature of * 73% Overt * 85% Overt * 92% Overt

Resolution

Number of

Episodes 15 20 13

NOTE: A single asterisk (*) means that 67% or more of the intervention episodes shared the

characteristic(s).

the characteristic(s).

NOTE:

A double asterisk (**) means that 50—66% of the intervention episodes shared

Figures in the column, Z Comm., refer to the actual percentages of intervention

episodes sharing the characteristic(s).
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TA/Student Talk Ratio

A double ** rating was found for the value range "25-50%" for

question 3. Of greater interest was the Observation that in all but one

instance, I.E.'s in this value range also lasted over ten minutes. This

relationship was observed in later analyses for both perceived effective

and ineffective I.E.'s.

Affective Domain

A single * rating was found for all questions in the value range

"O-25%." Seventy-five percent or more of the I.E.'s for each question

fell within this value range. Putting it another way, only 15-23% of

the TA codes were rated as having to do with affective issues. Clearly

the image of the sensitivity training group leader who always deals with

feelings did not apply to these I.E.'s. In part the low percentages are

an artifact since not all of the TA codes can be affective. The ISIA

categories 4 (Directs and Suggests Solutions) and 5 (Offers Information)

can only be cognitive, and Category 5 was frequently coded. Still, the

3 to 1 ratio of cognitive to affective codes indicates that student and

observer perceptions of I.E. effectiveness were associated with a high

amount of cognitive input by the TA.

Cognitive Domain

Since the number of affective codes was found to be in the range

"0-25%," it necessarily follows that the remaining codes fell into the

"75-100%" range for this variable. The underlying percentages of I.E.'s

sharing this feature are also identical to the figures for the Affective

Domain.
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Positive Affect

A single * rating was found for the value range "0-25%" for all

questions. In fact 100% of the I.E.'s fell within this range. Actually,

most of the I.E.'s had pp positive affect ratings. Only 5 (22%) of the

23 I.E.'s represented across all questions had any coded remarks that

were rated as displaying positive affect. Does this mean that the TAs

were not warm, supportive, and caring in their manner? The answer is no,

because for the most part these ratings did not take into account the

nonverbal behavior that accompanied TA comments. It is well accepted

that nonverbals are crucial to interpreting verbal messages from others.

Given this it is probable that many remarks that were not rated as ex-

pressing positive affect were perceived by students as doing just that.

Observations showed that a good deal of positive affect was expressed

nonverbally during I.E.'s classified as perceived effective. TAs had

what could be called a caring attitude, characterized by smiling, at-

tentiveness, body posture and occasionally touching group members. More-

over, they showed their caring by trying to elicit student feelings and

by checking to make sure student concerns had been resolved. Some good

examples of this type of checking are shown by Ken in I.E. number 16.

Ken: Daisy, you expressed a while ago some non-closure and

not knowing where things are. Where we've gone, have

you resolved that?

and

Jerry just expressed something to you, what's your re-

action? Did that make you feel any differently? How

does it feel any different now than it did ten, fifteen

minutes ago? If so, what's different?

Based on this discussion, it may appear that the findings relating

to this variable should be dismissed as having little meaning. But in

fact they do provide a valuable piece of information because they reveal
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that TA verbal expressions of caring, liking, and trust are infrequent

among interventions perceived as effective. Again this is contradictory

to the general stereotypic image of the sensitivity group leader ef-

fusively spouting words of caring, trust, and the desire to form intimate,

personal relationships with group members. Instead these results and the

observer's notations showed the instructor-student role distinction to

remain in effect throughout the IPL experience although the boundaries

varied somewhat across TAs.

Negative Affect

Similar to the variable Positive Affect, a single * rating was

found for the value range "O-25%" with 100% of all I.E.'s having negative

affect ratings in this range. Only 2 (9%) of the 23 sessions represented

across the three questions had any coded remarks with attached negative

affect. In contrast to the interdependency of percentages for the vari-

ables relating to Domain, the ratings on this variable are essentially

independent of those for Positive Affect.

ISIA

Single * ratings were found for the values 2, 3, 5, and 6, corres-

ponding to the ISIA categories Active Listening, Eliciting Questions,

Offers Information, and Self-disclosure. Questions 1 and 3 had double **

ratings for ISIA Category 4, Directs or Suggests Solutions, while for

question 2 a double ** rating was found for Category 7a, Responsible

Negative Feedback. Though this gives some indication of the types of

communication skills used by TAs, it seemed equally if not more important

to know something about how frequently categories were used. Consequently,

a rank ordering based on frequency of usage was performed within and across
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the I.E.'s for each question. It turned out that cagegories 5 and 2

ranked first and second for all three questions. The third rank varied,

being 78 for question 1, a tie between 7a, 6, and 3 for question 2, and

no obvious third for question 3. The ISIA categories 5 and 2 merit

further comment.

Category 5 includes many behaviors typically associated with being

a teacher, i.e., establishing rules of conduct, offering cognitive infor-

mation, providing cognitive frameworks for understanding, summarizing

group process, and so on. Issacson (1976) defined it this way in his

manual:

This type of talk presents responses to questions or self-initiated

facts or information concerning the content, subject, or procedures

being considered. It consists of facts outside of one's own ex-

perience. . . . Very often during a group the facilitator or a

group member will comment on the ongoing interaction. These types

of statements are explanations or observations of the group beha-

vior and are called processing or critiquing in the field of

group dynamics. (pp. 219-20)

Issacson supplements these criteria with various examples and

guidelines to assist the coder in their application. For example, opinion

offered as if it were fact is coded 5; so are side comments and social

amenities. The inclusion of the latter tends to inflate to some degree

the number of 5 codes given. However, the bulk of 5 codes are applied

to the types of teaching behaviors just discussed.

The author expanded Issacson's definition to include all instances

where the TA is providing information in the role of the leader or teacher,

as opposed to being just another group member. A few examples should

clarify this distinction. In these examples the leader is supplying in-

formation about how he wants to lead the group, his style of operation.

They tell you something more about him as the leader, rather than reveal-

ing more of his personal self.
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Well, I'd like to get those things out in the open so we know what

we're dealing with, in terms of fears, expectations that you have.

I figure that's real.

2!.

I would really like to take the time at the end of a wednesday or

Friday to say, hey, what's going on for you, how did you feel

about the experience today.

or

Something that I hear a lot that really kind of frustrates me is

people saying that gee, all you have to do is go in and talk and

that is not where I'm coming from. For me it's not the quantity of

what we say at all, it's the way we say what we say.

Contrast these statements to those that would be considered self-disclosure

of a more personal nature.

And I believe that people, my bias is that people who believe in

themselves can cope in most any situation. People who can be

brilliant academically and do not believe in their abilities to

cope beyond the academics lack confidence, socially for instance.

I also would have some hassles with saying, I wouldn't call them

an internally secure person.

0.1:

You said something about people don't behave like this or you just

don't act like this and I guess I'd have to say I do. I feel that

the way I am in here is the way you'll see me wherever it is. .

I live the way I am.

Though this distinction seems fairly obvious from the examples,

in reality it was often difficult to make. Tone of voice and contextual

cues had to be used to decide if a statement should be coded as a 5 or 6.

Appendix B includes a summary of the guidelines used by the researcher

(coder) to assist in making decisions between ISIA categories.

As already discussed, Category 5 was first in the rank ordering

of ISIA categories based on frequency of usage in those I.E.'s classified

as perceived effective. What can be concluded from this? First, that

leaders in these groups do not relinquish their roles as instructors

despite the nature of the content and being in a group experience. Rather

they spend much of their time providing the cognitive framework students
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need to understand the experience. Second, a predominance of cognitive

input seems to be highly associated with those I.E.'s perceived to be

effective. But successfifl.leader behavior in these I.E.'s was not simply

a matter of giving information. Ranked second in frequency of usage was

Category 2, Active Listening. Here the leader acts to elicit information

and feelings from the students. Issacson (1976) defined this category

as follows:

For a statement to be coded B:2 it must meet two criteria: First

the statement should keep the focus of the interaction on the person

who has previously been talking and on the subject that person was

talking about. Second, the statement must encourage the previous

speaker to go further in the interaction, to elaborate on his/her

ideas or feelings. Active listening serves as a reinforcement to

the speaker in that it is communicating to the speaker that he has

been heard and that someone is interested in what he said and would

like to hear more. There are generally three types of statements

which are coded as active listening: paraphrasing, clarifying

statements, and exploratory statements. (pp. 212-13)

When actively listening the TA is trying to understand the speaker,

to clarify feelings and ideas the person is expressing. As with Cate-

gory 5, the high rank position for Category 2 reveals more than infor-

mation about frequency of usage; it shows that sincere attempts by the

TA to understand group members are an important contributor to student

perceptions of effective TA behavior.

Nature of a Resolution

All three questions had a single * rating for the value "overt."

The underlying percentages were high with approximately 73-92% of the

I.E.'s in each question qualifying as having an overt resolution. An

overt resolution.means that some closure has been brought to the I.E.

by the TA and/or those involved. In order for an episode to be rated as

having an overt resolution there had to be some indication that it was

completed. This did not always mean that the issues had been resolved,
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just that there was evidence to suggest that the episode was ended. Some-

times this involved a statement such as "That's all for today," "Let's

take a break," or "I want to move on to something else now." Usually an

attempt had to be made to check with those involved in the episode to en-

sure that some understanding had been reached before moving on to another

topic. For example, in I.E. number 9 Nat checks out with Sharrie to see

if she understands what he has been explaining to her before allowing the

conversation to change direction:

Nat: (after some discussion about Sharon's behavior) Does that

‘make sense to you?

Sharrie: Yeah, it does . . . (changes topic)

Or from I.E. number 21 with Ken:

Ken: I guess I want to know where you guys are, do you still

want more feedback,do you want to work out some more

things?

Joshua: No, I want . . . (changes topic)

A resolution was rated as implicit when the issues involved seemed

to be dropped without any indication of closure. Rather the topic just

seemed to drift to someone or something else. Often there was the im-

pression that the people in the episode had been left "hanging," their

concerns unaddressed.

Contextual and nonverbal cues often had to be used to decide if

a resolution was implicit or overt. Nonverbal cues were especially im-

portant in making these decisions since an episode might be closed by

giving nonverbal signals that further discussion on the matter was dis-

couraged, for example, shifting eye contact or nodding for someone else

to give their input.

Returning to the findings for this variable, it can be seen that

the highest percentage of I.E.'s with overt resolutions was found for
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question 3, PSQ data and observer ratings for I.E.'s over five minutes.

Two explanations can be given for this. First, longer interventions work

to increase the probability of closure since it would be awkward to let

the conversation drift off to another topic when so much time had been

committed to discussing the initial concerns. Second, the inclusion of

observer ratings works to increase the percentage of I.E.'s with overt

resolutions as demonstrated in question 2. This seems to indicate that

the observer found adequate closure to be one determinant of effectiveness.

Qpestions on Perceiged Effectiveness by Critical Incident

To review, a critical incident is the precipitating event that

triggers an intervention episode. It is critical because it reflects

some underlying issue that needs to be dealt with in a corrective manner

so that those involved can have a productive group experience. The issue

becomes the focus of the intervention episode. It was felt that there

might be some relationship between the issue or topic of an I.E. and the

characteristics of TA behavior perceived as effective. Sufficient data

were available to examine this hypothesis for two critical incidents,

"Nonparticipation" and "Resistance/Hostility." Table 16 summarizes the

results. Perceived effectiveness was based on a combination of PSQ data

and observer ratings. The findings for each variable will be presented

briefly. Discussion will focus on those areas where the results were

different from those obtained when all I.E.'s classified as perceived

effective were examined together.



120

TABLE l6.--Commonalities Across Intervention Episodes for Questions 4 and

5, by Major Variables.

 

 

Questions

 

Perceived Effectiveness

x Critical Incident 2

1 Perceived Effectiveness

x Critical Incident 4

 

 

 
  
 

Variables (Question 4) (Question 5)

Level % Comm. Level % Comm.

Comm. Comm. Value(s)r Comm. Comm. Value(§)

Total Time ** 50% > 10 min ** 50% > 10 min

TA/Student ** 63% 25-50% . .

Talk Ratio

Affective * 75% 0-25% * 83% 0-25%

Domain

Cognitive * 75% 75-100% * 83% 75-100%

Domain

Positive * 100% 0-25% * 100% 0-25%

Affect

Negative * 100% 0-25% * 100% 0-25%

Affect

ISIA * 2,3,5,6 * 2,3,5,6

Categories 7a

Nature of * 88% Overt * 67% Overt

Resolution

Number of E

Episodes 1 8 6

1

NOTE: A single asterisk (*) means that 67% or more of the interven-

tion episodes shared the characteristic(s). A double asterisk (**) means

that 50—66% of the intervention episodes shared the characteristic(s).

NOTE: Figures in the column, Z Comm., refer to the actual percentages

of intervention episodes sharing the characteristic(s).
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Total Time

Double ** ratings were found for both questions in the value

range ">10 minutes." The underlying percentage of 50% in each case is

equivalent to the figure calculated when all I.E.'s classified as per-

ceived effective were analyzed.

TA/Student Talk Ratio

A double ** rating was found for the value range "25-50%" for

question 4 on nonparticipation by group members. In contrast, no common-

alities were found for question 5 when the critical incident involved

resistance and hostility. All of the I.E.'s lasting over ten minutes had

TA/Student Talk Ratios in this range for question 4, though this was not

the case for question 5. Though commonality was not found for question 5,

a noteworthy observation was made. Whereas two-thirds of the I.E.'s for

question 4 showed the TA to talk 50% or less of the time, the trend was

exactly reversed when the incident involved resistance and hostility. It

may be that the leader feels a greater compulsion to take charge and

personally resolve the problem when a student challenges him and/or the

IPL experience. This response is not evoked when the critical incident

involves nonparticipation because the issues involved are less threaten-

ing to the leader.

Affective Domain

A single * rating was found for the value range "O-25%" for both

questions. This is in line with the finding already discussed that the

‘majority of leader comments are cognitive in nature.
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Cognitive Domain

Both questions showed single * ratings for the value range "75-

100%." The significance of high cognitive input from the leader has al-

ready been addressed.

Positive and Negative Affect

As shown earlier, 100% of the I.E.'s classified as perceived ef-

fective fell into the value range "O-25%" for both these variables. Since

the I.E.'s pertinent to question 4 and 5 are a subset of this larger group,

it necessarily follows that they also had to fall into the same value range.

ISIA

Again the findings for this variable paralleled those for the

overall group. Both questions showed single * ratings for the categories

2, 3, 5, and 6. Double ** ratings were found for Category 7a. The rank

orderings showed a tie between categories 5 and 2 for question 4, fol-

lowed by 7a. For question 5 the rank order was 5, 2, 6.

Nature of a Resolution

Both questions had a single * rating for the value "overt." Though

the underlying percentage for question 5 was low (67%), the small sample

size makes it doubtful that this difference is meaningful.

In conclusion, it can be said that at least in these two cases,

the type of critical incident involved did not seem to have much of an

impact on the nature of those I.E.'s classified as perceived effective.

Qpestions on Perceived Effectiveness by Group Stage

It was originally hypothesized that the group stage would have

 

some impact on member perceptions of effective TA behavior during an
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intervention episode. Many writers in the field contend that the focus

of group dynamics changes over time corresponding to what can be called

stages of group life. For example, in the early part of the group life

the dynamics involve the development of trust needed for risk taking and

self-disclosure. It was felt that TA behavior during an intervention

episode would be interpreted in light of the dynamics operating during

the stage in which the I.E. occurred. This might mean that in an earlier

stage TA behavior that was supportive and helped establish trust would be

particularly crucial whereas it might not be as important in later stages.

Though the groups were divided into three stages, there was sufficient

data to examine this hypothesis for only the first two stages. Table 17

summarizes the results of this analysis for commonalities. As the table

reveals, most of the commonalities and underlying percentages were simi-

lar to those found when all I.E.'s perceived as effective were examined

together. Consequently, instead of reviewing the findings for each vari-

able, only those with unusual results will be discussed.

Total Time

Stage 1 showed double ** ratings in two value ranges, "Oé 5 min-

utes" and " > 10 minutes." The underlying percentages showed an exact

50-50 split of I.E.'s in each range. Finding commonality in I.E.'s under

five minutes was unusual since the other analyses on I.E.'s classified

as perceived effective had not produced this result. No commonalities

were found for Stage 2 I.E.'s. A reasonable interpretation of the re-

sults for this variable is still unavailable.
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TABLE l7.--Commonalities Across Intervention Episodes for Questions 6 and

7, by Major Variables.

 

 

 

 

 

 

   
 

Questions

Perceived Effectiveness Perceived Effectiveness

x Group Stage 1 x Group Stage 2

variables ((Question 6) (Question 1)

Level % Comm. Level % Comm.

Comm. Comm. Value(s) Comm. Comm. Value(s)

Total Time ** (50%) 065 min . . . .

** (50%) >10 min

TA/Student

Talk Ratio . . . * 71% 50-75%

Affective

Domain * 100% 0-25% * 86% 0-25%

Cognitive

Domain * 100% 75-100% * 86% 75-100%

Positive

Affect * 100% 0-25% * 100% 0—25%

Negative

Affect * 100% 0-25% * 100% 0-25%

ISIA * 2,3,5,6 * 2,3,5,6

Categories ** 7a ** 7a

Nature of

Resolution ** 63% Overt * 100% Overt

Number of

Episodes 8 7

NOTE: A single asterisk (*) means that 67% or more of the interven-

tion episodes shared the characteristic(s). A double asterisk (**) means

that 50-66% of the intervention episodes shared the characteristic(s).

NOTE: Figures in the column, 2 Comm., refer to the actual

percentages of intervention episodes sharing the characteristic(s).
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TA/Student Talk Ratio

Though no commonality was found for Stage 1, Stage 2 showed a

single * rating in the value range "SO-75%." Further investigation re-

vealed that three of the five I.E.'s in this value range also had total

times in the range "0&5 minutes." The significance of this finding will

be addressed at a later point. The lack of commonality for Stage 1 de-

parts from previous analyses on I.E.'s perceived as effective.

Nature of a Resolution

Stage 1 showed a double ** rating for the value "overt" while a

single * was found for Stage 2. The underlying percentage of 63% for

Stage 1 is somewhat lower than that for all I.E.'s classified as perceived

effective, and considerably below the 100% for Stage 2. Investigating

further, it was noted that two of the three I.E.'s with implicit resolu-

tions for Stage 1 also had total times in the range"O£-5 minutes." A

survey of other questions produced the same sort of relationship; I.E.'s

with implicit resolutions were usually short.

Before summarizing the findings related to perceived effectiveness,

it seems appropriate to first examine the characteristics of intervention

episodes classified as ineffective. In this way a comparison can be made

to determine the features unique to both classifications. As will be

seen, most of the variables show the same commonalities for both classi-

fications, thereby disqualifying them as discriminating features. The

next section will address the questions related to perceived ineffective-

11888.
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Questions on Perceiygd Ineffectiveness - Overall

The next two questions examine all I.E.'s classified as perceived

ineffective. As before, they are differentiated by the data source used

for classification of the I.E.'s as ineffective, with question 8 using

PSQ data only and question 9 PSQ data plus observer ratings. Table 18

summarizes the findings.

Total Time

No commonalities were found for either of the two questions in

this grouping. The length of an I.E. did not seem to bear any relation-

ship to its classification as perceived ineffective.

TA/Student Talk Ratio

A single * rating was found for the value range "SO-75%" for

question 8, PSQ data only. It was Observed that of the six I.E.'s fall-

ing into this value range, four of them had total times under five minutes.

An examination of the transcripts for these brief I.E.'s showed that TAs

tend to be more controlling during shorter interventions; they do not allow

the topic to develop. Implicitly or explicitly they prevent other group

members from joining in and expanding the discussion. These behaviors

cannot be associated with ineffectiveness.though,for a review of shorter

I.E.'s classified as effective produced the same pattern.

No commonalities were found for question 9, which utilized PSQ

data and observer ratings. It should be noted that there were many dif-

ferences in the I.E.'s grouped under each question. Only four of the nine

I.E.'s for question 8 were included under question 9. This means that the

observer rated six I.E.'s as ineffective that were not classified as such

based on PSQ data. The reason for this discrepancy became obvious when
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TABLE 18o--Commonalities Across Intervention Episodes for Questions 8

and 9, by Major Variables.

 

 

Questions

 

Perceived Ineffectiveness

- PSQ Data only

Perceived Ineffectiveness

- PSQ & Observer Ratings

 

 

   
 

Variables (Question 8), (Question 9)

Level % Comm. Level % Comm.

Comm. Comm. Value(s) Comm. Comm. Value(s)

Total Time ...

TA/Student * 67% 50-75%

Talk Ratio

Affective * 78% 0-25% ** 60% 0—25%

Domain

Cognitive * 78% 75-100% ** 60% 75-100%

Domain

Positive * 100% 0-25% * 100% 0—25%

Affect

Negative * 100% 0-25% * 80% 0-25%

Affect

ISIA * 2,3,5,6 * ... 2,3,4,5,6

Categories ** 7a

Nature of ** 56% Overt ** 60% Overt

Resolution

Number of

Episodes 9 10

NOTE: A single asterisk (*) means that 67% or more of the interven-

tion episodes shared the characteristic(s). A double asterisk (**) means

that 50—66% of the intervention episodes shared the characteristic(s).

NOTE: Figures in the column, % Comm., refer to the actual percentages

of intervention episodes sharing the characteristic(s).
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the observer ratings were examined in detail. In order to classify an

I.E. as ineffective the observer had to make some determination of its

impact on the participants. As Table 12 shows, the observer gave a rat-

ing of indeterminate to four of the five I.E.'s for question 8. This made

it impossible for them to qualify for question 9. In the remaining case,

I.E. number 26, the observer gave a rating that was different from the

PSQ data.

Affective Domain

A single * rating in the value range "0-25%" was found for ques-

tion 8, PSQ data only. The underlying percentage of 78% is comparable to

that for I.E.'s perceived as effective (80%). However, a difference was

noted when the data source was PSQ and observer ratings. Though there

was double ** commonality, the underlying percentage dropped to 60%,

considerably below any of the figures for I.E.'s perceived as effective.

No meaningful significance has been attached to this finding as of yet.

Cognitive Domain

As already discussed, the value ranges with commonalities for

this variable are a mirror reflection of those for the Affective Domain.

Consequently, a single * rating was found for the value range "75-100%"

for question 8, and a double ** in this range for question 9. The under-

lying percentages are identical to those for the Affective Domain.

Positive Affect

Both questions showed a single * rating in the value range "0-25%."

Interestingly enough, the percentage of I.E.'s with positive affect codes

was higher than it was for those classified as perceived effective. For
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question 8 it was found that 50% of the sessions had some positive affect

codes, while the figure was 30% for question 9. An interpretation of

this finding will follow after discussion of the results for the next

variable.

Negative Affect

Again both questions showed a single * rating in the value range

"0-25%." The percentage of sessions with negative affect ratings was

also higher than it had been for the questions related to perceived ef-

fectiveness. For question 8 it was found that 33% of the I.E.'s had

negative ratings, while for question 9 the figure was 60%. Looking at

all the I.E.'s together, 40% had some negative affect ratings.

It was not difficult to understand the higher percentage of nega-

tive affect ratings since this was expected given the classification of

these I.E.'s as perceived ineffective. However, the figures for positive

affect did present a problem. A.review of the transcripts involved

quickly brought an answer. The I.E.'s with positive affect occurred im-

mediately after some interaction where the TA behaved or was seen as

behaving in a harsh or threatening manner. The I.E.'s involved some at-

tempt by the leader to deny or compensate for this behavior. Conse-

cpently'more positive affect was expressed as a way of apologizing, deny-

ing, or in a sense "making-up" for this prior hostility. A good example

of this is seen in I.E. number 2 involving Nat. After making several

strong, almost harsh and challenging remarks to the group, he asks for

student reactions. Byron says he feels pressured and that he disagrees

with Nat's implication that extroversion is superior to introversion.

Nat, realizing that he may have pressed his point too far, changes both



130

his tone and words. He supports Byron and modifies his position as follows:

Part of the message that I think came across and I wasn't, I wasn't

intending to send it across so much, an extrovert has some ad-

vantages in that people know where they are coming from and that

is an advantage most of the time. . . . YOu are introverts, but I

want you to learn some extroverted behaviors. There are some very

definite advantages to being an introvert.

The PSQ ratings which classified this I.E. as perceived ineffective

probably relate more to the preceding events than to the I.E. itself.

This brings up an important point--once the leader is seen as aggressive

or threatening it is very difficult to reverse this impression. Negative

comments by the leader are keenly felt and remembered. This brings us

back to the original finding that a high percentage of I.E.'s classified

as perceived ineffective had negative affect ratings.

Students are extremely sensitive to hostility from the leader.

This is because he has a great deal of real and psychological power in

relation to them due to his role as evaluator and authority figure. In

addition,the TA is often the most admired person in the group so that

rejection or attacks from him are doubly upsetting to students. Hostil-

ity does not always have to be of the aggressive type. It can also be

displayed in situations where the leader seems unaccepting of individuals

or unwilling to give them a chance to explain themselves. Still, the

more blatant the hostility, the higher the threat value.

ISIA

Both questions showed a single * commonality level for the values

2, 3, 5, and 6, corresponding to ISIA categories Active Listening, Elicit-

ing Questions, Offers Information, and Self-disclosure. Question 9 also

had a single * rating for ISIA Category 4, Directs or Suggests Solutions,

and a double ** for 7a, Responsible Negative Feedback. The results to
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this point are aimost identical to those obtained for the I.E.'s perceived

as effective. However, differences were found between the category rank-

ing based on frequency of usage. For question 8, there was a tie rank

between categories 5 and 2. On question 9, Category 2 was ranked first

followed by number 5. In contrast, Category 5 was undeniably in first

place for those I.E.'s perceived as effective. The rank ordering did not

reveal a clear pattern of skill usage that could be associated with per-

ceived ineffectiveness whereas a pattern was found for those I.E.'s

classified as perceived effective.

Nature of Resolution

Both questions showed a double ** rating for the value "overt."

The underlying percentages were 56 and 60%, noticeably lower than the

ones found for those I.E.'s classified as perceived effective. Though

I.E.'s rated as perceived ineffective are more likely to have implicit

resolutions, the association is a weak one since a double ** rating was

found for the overt value.

Questions on Perceiyed:lneffectiyeness by Critical Incident

The concept of a critical incident and the rationale for exploring

its relationship to student perceptions of effectiveness or, in this case,

ineffectiveness, has already been presented. When all I.E.'s classified

as ineffective were reviewed, sufficient data were available to study

this relationship for one critical incident, "Nonparticipation." Per-

ceived ineffectiveness was based on a combination of PSQ data and observer

ratings. Table 19 summarizes the results. Discussion will concentrate

on the differences between the results and those obtained when all I.E.'s

classified as perceived ineffective were used. Since this critical
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TABLE 19.--Commonalities Across Intervention Episodes for Question 10,

by Major Variables.

 

 

 

 

 

Perceived Ineffectiveness

x Critical Incident 2

Variables (Question 10)

Level % Comm.

Comm. Comm. Value(s)

Total Time ** 60% £10 min

TA/Student ** 60% 50-75%

Talk Ratio

Affective ** 60% 25-50%

Domain

Cognitive ** 60% 50-75%

Domain

Positive * 100% 0-25%

Affect

Negative * 100% 0-25%

Affect

ISIA * ... 2,3,5,6

Categories ** 4

Nature of ** 60% Implicit

Resolution

Number of

Episodes 5 
 

NOTE: A single asterisk (*) means that 67% or more of the interven-

tion episodes shared the characteristic(s). A double asterisk (**) means

that 50-66% of the intervention episodes shared the characteristic(s).

NOTE: Figures in the column, % Comm., refer to the actual percentages

of intervention episodes sharing the characteristic(s).
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incident was also examined for perceived effective I.E.'s, comparisons

to those findings will be made as well.

Total Time

A double ** rating was found in the value range "5£:10 minutes"

with the underlying percentage being 60%. This is unusual since no com-

monality was found when all I.E.'s classified as perceived ineffective

were looked at. The value range for I.E.'s perceived as effective was

also different, being ">10 minutes."

TA/Student Talk Ratio

A double ** rating was found in the value range "SO-75%" with an

underlying percentage of 60%. This is consistent with the findings for

all perceived ineffective I.E.'s. In contrast, a double ** rating was

found in the value range "25-50%" when perceived effective I.E.'s were

examined.

Affective Domain

A double ** rating was found in the value range "25-50%." Again

this is different from that found for all I.E.'s classified as perceived

ineffective and for perceived effective I.E.'s involving the critical

incident "Nonparticipation." In the latter two cases a single * cosmon-

ality level was detected in the value range "O-25%." The transcripts

reveal that the increased focus on affective issues can be attributed to

two factors. First, the nature of the critical incident of "Nonpartici-

pation" is such that it naturally fosters discussion about feelings. For

the most part lack of participation is related to affective concerns

such as fear of self-disclosure, not wanting to be judged, and anxiety
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about saying the right things. Second, several students became highly

emotional during the I.E.'s so that the TA was forced to deal with their

affect.

Cognitive Domain

Corresponding to the higher percentage of TA remarks in the

affective domain, the number in the cognitive domain was lower, being

in the range "SO-75%."

Positive Affect

Similar to the finding for all I.E.'s classified as perceived

ineffective, a single * rating was found in the value range "0-25,"

with all I.E.'s falling in this range. However, the high percentage of

sessions with positive affect ratings was not replicated. In fact only

one of the five I.E.'s had any positive affect ratings. Overall the re-

sults were more consistent with those found for perceived effective I.E.'s

involving this critical incident.

Negative Affect

Again the findings were identical to those for all perceived in-

effective I.E.'s when it came to the value range, but different in re-

spect to the number of sessions with negative affect. A review of the

relevant transcripts showed that though little negative affect was

associated with the TA's comments, the content message was often threat-

ening. For example, consider these two excerpts from I.E.'s number 3

and 10.

When we get all through with that, no matter how important that

is to you, it doesn’t mean one damn thing as far as graduating,

getting out of here, passing Ed 200. . . . I see a whole bunch

of introverts sitting here and I'm.telling you you're going to
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learn some foreign behaviors or you're going to be here again. . .

yeah, it's hard, but you can do it, if you want to. If you don't,

that's cool, but own it. Why invest more money, why invest more

time, why set yourself up for pain? If you're not into doing that

then bail out cause that's real. There's a lot of things to do in

the world besides teach. (I.E. number 3)

Such comments could be interpreted as threatening at any point in the

group; given they occurred in the first session, it is highly likely that

many students were upset by them. Now, from I.E. number 10:

I feel a need for a break. I want to pose one thing before we

take off. It feels like to me we've gone through some stages in

the group and spent some time getting to know some folks. . . .

spend a lot of time waiting for me to do some things. I don't

feel like too many of you are much further now than you were when

you first came in the group as far as passing. . . . I think each

one of you is going to take some personal investment, some dis-

comfort and accept that that's the way it is going to be for a

while. I hope that you can begin to tell each other that is what

you're doing and that you appreciate others doing that too, to

give them support so you can receive support. But if we don't

turn that corner, then you considering that you're going to pass

200 is rather pointless.

Naturally several students were seriously concerned about this message

even though it was delivered in a nonaggressive, almost matter-of-fact

way. The manner of delivery did not mask the fact that the TA was giv-

ing the group a warning and a challenge to change. Both of these excerpts

come from I.E.'s with Nat, as did four of the five I.E.'s for question 10.

Nat's confrontive style did not seem to be very effective as evidenced

by the fact that he was still dealing with the issue of nonparticipation

on a group level by session 8. Because only one TA is involved it is

not possible to conclude from the data that early, aggressive confron-

tation of this issue would usually be ineffective. However, logic sup-

ports this even if the data are inconclusive. Most group members do not

participate because they are afraid of something, trying to threaten

them into participation only adds to their fears instead of diminishing

them.
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ISIA

Single * ratings were found for the categories 2, 3, 5, and 6 and

a double *4 for Category 4. Ranking based on frequency of usage showed

the typical 5, 2 pattern. The results for this variable did not produce

anything new.

Nature of Resolution

A double ** rating was found for the value "implicit." In con-

trast, commonality was found for the value "overt" for both I.E.'s per-

ceived as ineffective and those that were effective.

Though several noteworthy differences were found in the nature

of those I.E.'s pertinent to this question, the small sample size of

five makes the results questionable.

Qpestions on Perceivedilpgffectiveness by Group_§tage

Unfortunately data to examine this relationship were only avail-

able for Stage 1. The results of the search for commonalities are sum-

marized in Table 20. As with question 10, discussion will concentrate

on the differences between the results and those obtained when all I.E.'s

classified as perceived ineffective were used. Comparisons to the

Stage 1 commonalities found for perceived effective I.E.'s will also be

made.

Total Time

A double ** rating was found in the value range ":>10 minutes"

with 50% of the I.E.'s falling in this range. This is different from

the results for perceived ineffective I.E.'s overall or from.that found

for Stage 1 when perceived effective I.E.'s were looked at.
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TABLE 20.--Commonalities Across Intervention Episodes for Question 11,

by Major Variables.

 

 

Perceived Ineffectiveness

x Grdup Stage 1

 

 

   

Variables (Question 11)

Level % Comm.

Comm. Comm. Value(s)

Total Time ** 50% >10 min

TA/Student ** 507. 25—507.

Talk Ratio

Affective * 67% 25-50%

Domain

Cognitive * 67% 50-75%

Domain

Positive * 100% 0-25%

Affect

Negative * 83% 0-25%

Affect

ISIA * . 2,3,4,5,6

Categories 7a

Nature of * 67% Overt

Resolution

Number of

Episodes 5

NOTE: A single asterisk (*) means that 67% or more of the interven-

tion episodes shared the characteristic(s). A double asterisk (**) means

that 50-66% of the intervention episodes shared the characteristic(s).

NOTE:

of intervention episodes sharing the characteristic(s).

Figures in the column, % Comm., refer to the actual percentages
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TA/Student Talk Ratio

A double ** rating was found in the value range "25-50%." Though

different from that found for perceived ineffective I.E.'s overall, it

is consistent with the observations that I.E.'s over ten minutes are

associated with ratios in this range. No commonality was found when

perceived effective I.E.'s in Stage 1 were analyzed.

Affective Domain

A single * rating was found in the value range "25-50%." This

differed from the results for perceived ineffective I.E.'s overall or

for Stage 1 perceived effective I.E.'s. In the latter instances com-

monality was found in the value range "0-25%." A review of the tran-

scripts pertinent to this question revealed an explanation for the

differences. There was strong emotional involvement on the part of

students and the leader in those I.E.'s with a high percentage of TA

comments in the affective domain. Students expressed anger toward the

TA or other group members in all of these I.E.'s which probably accounts

for the increased attention to affect by the leader.

Negative Affect

A single * rating was found in the value range "0-25%." In this

respect the findings are the same as those for Stage 1 perceived effec-

tive I.E.'s. However, consistent with the results for all perceived in-

effective I.E.'s, a high percentage of the I.E.'s for this question

showed some negative affect expressed by the TA. As already mentioned,

there were several angry, emotional interchanges during these I.E.'s.

When the TA was the target of the anger he tended to retaliate in kind.

The negative affect was much weaker when others were the target.
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ISIA

A single * rating was found for the values 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7a.

Basically the same results were found for perceived ineffective I.E.'s

overall and for Stage 1 perceived effective I.E.'s. The rank ordering

based on frequency of usage showed Category 2 to rank first, followed by

Category 5. This ordering is identical to that found for all perceived

ineffective I.E.'s. It may be that the higher number of instances of

negative affect force the TA to deal with the students on a more personal

and exploratory level. This means the TA has to question and paraphrase

more, behaviors characteristic of ISIA Category 2.

Nature of Resolution

A single * rating was found for the value "overt." The overt

resolution was also found to be common to all perceived ineffective I.E.'s

but to a lesser extent. It was also common to Stage 1 perceived effec-

tive I.E.'s.

§pmmary,of Findings on Perceptions of Effectiveness

or Ineffectiveness

Table 21 summarizes the results for all of the research questions

dealing with perceptions of effectiveness or ineffectiveness. As it

shows, there were few differences in the commonalities for the overall

groupings of perceived effective I.E.'s versus those classified as per-

ceived ineffective. There was an increased number of differences when

the overall categories were broken down by critical incident and group

stage, especially within the perceived ineffective category. It is doubt-

ful, though, that these differences are meaningful given the small sample

sizes and the inability to generate reasonable interpretations of some
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findings. It is therefore tentatively concluded that the modifying vari-

ables of group stage and critical incident have little impact on the

characteristics that lead to perceived effective or ineffective leader

behavior during an intervention episode. This conclusion runs contrary

to expectations since it was hypothesized that they would have an.impact.

Given the disappointing lack of differences between the common-

alities for the overall categories, the question now becomes, "Does this

study reveal anything of importance about the characteristics of effec-

tive leader intervention behavior?" The answer is yes, if one looks be-

yond the immediate analyses to the transcripts which provided the raw

data for study. Information gathered from this source has been combined

with the findings already presented to produce a comprehensive model

for understanding the behaviors that lead to perceived, and real

effectiveness. This model will be discussed in the next chapter.

Looking back to the findings that have been presented, they do

provide some interesting information about TA behavior in general. To

begin with, the majority or a very high percentage of TA remarks during

I.E.'s had to do with cognitive issues. This showed that TAs frequently

function in a manner similar to teachers of more traditional subject

matter, providing students with a body of knowledge they can use to bet-

ter understand themselves and their surroundings.

Another general finding was that TAs exercise considerable control

over group process, at least during I.E.'s. As the TA/Student Talk Ratios

reveal, TA input far exceeded that which would be expected if the TA was

acting as an equal member of the group. Students acknowledged the TA's

position as controller by deferring to him whenever he attempted to stop

or otherwise modify the flow of the interaction. Even though TAs said
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they would like group members to assume a greater share of the responsi-

bility for processing, this usually did not occur. Nor did the amount

of TA control change very much over time. Rather TAs seemed to adopt

a certain level of control which they kept throughout the term. Ken's

group was an exception to this. He did take a lesser role in process-

ing as the term went on. Nat and Hank were initially very controlling

and remained so throughout the term. In contrast, Mark said from the

start that he was not going to take much responsibility for running the

group and he stuck to this posture despite student pressure to change.

Lastly, as already discussed in the text, several interrelation-

ships among the variables were found. During short I.E.'s, under five

minutes, the leader dominated the conversation with his input being

almost exclusively in the cognitive domain. With long I.E.'s this was

much less likely to occur and leader input decreased substantially,

usually to within the 25-50% range.

It is interesting to note that the IPLs were, and they remained,

classes in teacher education. The touchy-feelly, high risk, encounter

group atmosphere was basically absent. One of the IPLs bore a close

resemblance to a T-group but none was of the encounter type. Despite

this, the findings that caring and cognition were associated with effec-

tive leader behavior is just what Lieberman, Yalom and Miles (1973)

found when they studied encounter group leaders. They described the

most effective encounter group leaders this way:

Leaders of this type specialize in Caring and'Meaning-Attribution.

. . . These were individually focused leaders who gave love, as

well as information and ideas about how to change. They exuded

a quality of enlightened paternalism. They subscribed to a sys-

tematic theory about how individuals learn which they used in the

group but did not press. (p. 243)
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The parellels between effective leader behavior in the encounter

group and the IPL is noteworthy because of the differences in the two

settings, as just discussed. It may be that the qualities for effective

leadership in human relations training groups are essentially independent

of the group's theoretical orientation. The emphasis and goals may change

but caring and cognition still need to be given by the leader.

The final part of this chapter will focus on the immediate and

long-range consequences of I.E.'s on participants.

Results for Questions on the Immediate Consequences of

‘Igtervention Episodes and Long-Range

Behavioral/Attitudinal Changes

 

One of the unique features of this project was that it sought to

examine the characteristics of I.E.'s with real, as well as perceived,

impact on students. As discussed, impact would be looked at in two

respects: the immediate consequences of the I.E. for those involved

and the long-range changes in behavior/attitudes that occurred as a

result of the episode.

Twenty-five I.E.'s across the four groups were selected for study.

The observer rated the immediate and long-range consequences of these

I.E.'s according to the criteria outlined on pages and . Table 22

summarizes the observer ratings. Once the ratings were made it was pos-

sible to examine the I.E.'s that fell into certain categories. Specifi-

cally, a search was made for commonalities among I.E.'s with positive

immediate consequences and perceived effective I.E.'s that did and did

not result in long-range change in the desired direction. The next sec-

tion of this chapter will report the findings from these analyses.
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l
y

S
h
a
r
r
i
e

-
s
a
y
s

s
h
e

o
f
t
e
n

e
s
p
e
c
i
a
l
l
y

i
n

l
a
s
t

s
e
s
s
i
o
n
.

S
u
s
a
n

h
a
s
m
a
d
e

a

f
e
w

c
o
m
m
e
n
t
s

b
u
t

i
s

s
t
i
l
l

a
l
o
w

c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
o
r
.

B
y
r
o
n

i
s

a
c
t
i
v
e
,

a
h
i
g
h

c
o
n
-

t
r
i
b
u
t
o
r
.

S
h
a
r
r
i
e

f
r
e
q
u
e
n
t
l
y

g
i
g
g
l
e
s

i
n

u
n
c
o
m
f
o
r
t
a
-

b
l
e

s
i
t
u
a
t
i
o
n
s
.

D
u
r
i
n
g

f
i
r
s
t

s
e
s
s
i
o
n

J
e
r
r
y

c
o
n
f
r
o
n
t
e
d

K
e
n

s
a
y
i
n
g
h
e

w
a
n
t
s

t
o

m
a
k
e

s
u
r
e

h
e

g
e
t
s

h
i
s

m
o
n
e
y
'
s

w
o
r
t
h
.

M
i
s
s
e
s

2
n
d

s
e
s
s
i
o
n
.

D
u
r
i
n
g

t
h
i
s

s
e
s
s
i
o
n

h
e

h
a
s

b
e
e
n

m
o
n
o
p
o
l
i
z
i
n
g
,

"
n
i
t
—

p
i
C
k
i
n
g
.
"

T
—

1

u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
s

N
a
t
'
s

e
x
p
l
a
n
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

h
e
r

f
a
i
l
u
r
e

t
o

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
-

c
a
t
e
.

S
u
s
a
n
-
s
a
m
e
.

B
y
r
o
n

—
s
a
y
s

h
e

c
a
n

s
e
e

t
h
a
t

h
e

m
a
y

b
e

c
l
o
s
e
d

t
o
n
e
w

r
e
l
a
-

t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
s

b
u
t

c
a
n
n
o
t

t
e
l
l

i
f
u
n
d
e
r
l
y
i
n
g

b
e
l
i
e
f
s

h
a
v
e

c
h
a
n
g
e
d
.

R
e
a
l
i
z
e
s

w
h
y

s
h
e

g
i
g
g
l
e
s
.

S
a
y
s

s
h
e

w
i
l
l

t
r
y

t
o

s
t
o
p
,

g
i
g
g
l
e
s

s
o
m
e

d
u
r
i
n
g

t
h
e

i
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

b
u
t

m
u
c
h

l
e
s
s

d
u
r
i
n
g

r
e
m
a
i
n
d
e
r

o
f

s
e
s
s
i
o
n
.

I
n
i
t
i
a
l
l
y

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
s

w
i
t
h

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k

o
n
h
i
s

b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r

f
r
o
m

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

P
u
t
s

o
t
h
e
r
s

o
n

t
h
e

d
a
d

f
e
n
s
i
v
e
.

W
h
e
n

K
e
n

c
o
n
f
r
o
n
t
s

h
i
m
h
e

c
h
a
n
g
e
s

h
i
s

b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
,

b
e
c
o
m
e
s

a
c
c
e
p
t
i
n
g
,

a
p
o
l
o
g
e
t
i
c

a
n
d

t
h
a
n
k
-

f
u
l

f
o
r

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k
.

 
 (
+
)

(
+
)

(
I
)

(
+
)

(
+
)

 S
h
a
r
r
i
e

-
c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
e
s

l
i
t
t
l
e

d
u
r
i
n
g

n
e
x
t

t
w
o

s
e
s
s
i
o
n
s
,

t
h
e
n

b
e
c
o
m
e
s

c
e
n
t
e
r

o
f

a
t
t
e
n
t
i
o
n
.

S
u
s
a
n

-
r
e
m
a
i
n
s

f
a
i
r
l
y

q
u
i
e
t
.

B
y
r
o
n

-
m
a
i
n
t
a
i
n
s

a
c
t
i
v
e

l
e
v
e
l

o
f

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n
.

L
e
s
s

g
i
g
g
l
i
n
g
,

h
o
w
e
v
e
r

h
e
r

l
e
v
e
l

o
f

i
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

i
s

a
l
s
o

l
o
w
e
r
.

M
o
n
o
p
o
l
i
z
i
n
g

b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r

b
e
g
i
n
s

t
o

d
e
c
r
e
a
s
e
.

K
e
n

s
t
o
p
s

h
i
m

o
n
c
e

f
o
r

t
h
i
s
.

J
e
r
r
y

s
e
e
m
s

m
o
r
e

o
p
e
n

t
o

t
h
e

g
r
o
u
p
.

 (
N
C
)

(
N
C
)

(
N
C
)

(
+
)
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T
A
B
L
E
2
2
.
-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

  

I
E

C
I

#

G
r
o
u
p

#
S
e
a
s
.

M
e
m
b
s
.

B
a
s
e
l
i
n
e

I
m
m
e
d
i
a
t
e

C
o
n
s
e
q
u
e
n
c
e
s

R
a
t
-

i
n
g
a

L
o
n
g
-
R
a
n
g
e

I
m
p
a
c
t

R
a
t
-

i
n
g
b

 

1
7

2
0

2
1

2
2

 

C
l
a
s
s

K
i
t
t
y

J
o
s
h
u
a

C
l
a
s
s

  
 K

e
n

h
a
s

a
s
k
e
d

f
o
r

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k

o
n

t
h
e

g
r
o
u
p

t
w
o

o
r

t
h
r
e
e

t
i
m
e
s

a
n
d

r
e
c
e
i
v
e
d

l
i
t
t
l
e
.

H
a
s

b
e
e
n

f
a
i
r
l
y

a
c
t
i
v
e
,

e
s
p
e
c
i
a
l
l
y

i
n

s
m
a
l
l

g
r
o
u
p
s
;

h
o
w
e
v
e
r

s
h
e
w
a
s

r
e
s
e
r
v
e
d

i
n

f
i
r
s
t

f
e
w
m
e
e
t
i
n
g
s
.

M
o
d
e
r
a
t
e

l
e
v
e
l

o
f

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
-

p
a
t
i
o
n
.

G
a
v
e

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k

i
n

t
h
e

c
o
n
t
e
x
t

o
f

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k

e
x
e
r
c
i
s
e
s
.

M
e
m
b
e
r
s

s
t
a
y
w
i
t
h

t
h
e

h
e
r
e
-

a
n
d
-
n
o
w
m
o
s
t

o
f

t
h
e

t
i
m
e
.

 T
w
o

m
e
m
b
e
r
s

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
;

P
a
m

s
a
y
s

s
h
e
w
i
l
l

t
r
y

t
o

b
e
m
o
r
e

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
v
e
,

s
o

d
o
e
s

J
e
r
r
y
.

O
t
h
e
r
s

r
e
m
a
i
n

s
i
l
e
n
t
,

c
a
n
n
o
t

j
u
d
g
e

t
h
e
i
r

r
e
a
c
t
i
o
n
s
.

S
e
e
m
s

o
p
e
n

t
o

t
h
e

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k
,

a
s
k
s

f
o
r

m
o
r
e
.

S
a
y
s

s
h
e

w
o
r
r
i
e
s
“

t
h
a
t

o
t
h
e
r
s

w
i
l
l

t
h
i
n
k
-

s
h
e

d
o
e
s

n
o
t

t
r
u
s
t

t
h
e
m
b
e
c
a
u
s
e

s
h
e

d
o
e
s
.

A
f
t
e
r

i
n
i
t
i
a
l

r
e
s
i
s
-

t
a
n
c
e

h
e

s
e
e
s

v
a
l
u
e

o
f

s
h
a
r
i
n
g

h
i
s

f
e
e
l
i
n
g
s

m
o
r
e

s
p
o
n
-

t
a
n
e
o
u
s
l
y
.

S
a
y
s

h
e

i
s

g
l
a
d

f
o
r

t
h
e

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k
,

i
s

a
w
a
r
e

o
f

t
h
e

p
o
s
s
i
b
l
e

n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

c
o
n
s
e
q
u
e
n
c
e
s
.

(
I
)

(
+
)

(
+
)  

A
f
e
w
p
e
o
p
l
e

s
u
p
p
o
r
t

t
h
e

n
e
e
d

t
o

r
e
t
u
r
n

t
o

(
+
)

t
h
e

h
e
r
e
-
a
n
d
-
n
o
w
.
0
t
h
e
r
s

a
r
e

s
i
l
e
n
t

t
h
o
u
g
h

s
o
m
e

n
o
n
v
e
r
b
a
l
s

s
h
o
w

a
g
r
e
e

m
e
n
t
.

D
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
o
n

r
e
-

t
u
r
n
s

t
o

h
e
r
e
-
a
n
d
-
n
o
w
.

 D
a
t
a

o
n

n
e
x
t

t
w
o

s
e
s
s
i
o
n
s

i
s
m
i
s
s
i
n
g

s
o

c
a
n
n
o
t
m
a
k
e

a
c
c
u
r
a
t
e

a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t

o
f

c
h
a
n
g
e
.

H
i
g
h

l
e
v
e
l

o
f

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

l
a
r
g
e

a
n
d

s
m
a
l
l

g
r
o
u
p
s
.

O
p
e
n
l
y

e
x
p
r
e
s
s
e
s

c
a
r
i
n
g
,

w
a
r
m
t
h

t
o
w
a
r
d
s

o
t
h
e
r

g
r
o
u
p

m
e
m
b
e
r
s
.

J
o
s
h
u
a
'
s

l
e
v
e
l

o
f

s
p
o
n
t
a
n
e
-

o
u
s

s
h
a
r
i
n
g

i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
s

m
a
r
k
e
d
l
y

o
v
e
r

t
h
e
n
e
x
t

f
e
w

s
e
s
s
i
o
n
s
.

C
l
a
s
s

d
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
o
n
s

r
e
m
a
i
n

i
n

h
e
r
e
-
a
n
d
-
n
o
w

w
h
e
n

i
n

l
a
r
g
e

g
r
o
u
p
.

H
o
w
e
v
e
r

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

t
e
n
d

t
o

s
t
r
a
y

t
o

o
u
t
s
i
d
e

e
v
e
n
t
s

w
h
e
n

i
n

s
m
a
l
l

g
r
o
u
p
s
.

(
I
)

(
+
)

(
+
)

(
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T
A
B
L
E

2
2
.
-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

  

I
E

C
I

G
r
o
u
p

I
m
e
d
i
a
t
e

R
a
t
-

R
a
t
-

#
#

S
e
a
s
.

M
e
m
b
s
.

B
a
s
e
l
i
n
e

C
o
n
s
e
q
u
e
n
c
e
s

i
n
g
a

L
o
n
g
-
R
a
n
g
e

I
m
p
a
c
t

i
n
g
b

 

2
3

2
l
9

D
o
r
a

C
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
e
s

i
n
f
r
e
q
u
e
n
t
l
y
.

N
o
n
-

T
h
o
u
g
h

r
e
s
i
s
t
a
n
t

a
t

(
+
)

I
n
n
e
x
t

c
l
a
s
s

(
l
a
s
t

o
n
e
)

(
+
)

v
e
r
b
a
l
s

o
f
t
e
n

s
h
o
w

d
i
s
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
.

f
i
r
s
t
,

n
o
w
w
a
n
t
i
n
g

t
o

s
h
e

t
h
a
n
k
s

t
h
e

g
r
o
u
p

S
h
e

d
o
e
s

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e

w
h
e
n

t
h
e

b
e

"
p
h
o
n
y
,
"

s
h
e

f
o
r

t
h
e
i
r

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k
.

S
a
y
s

e
x
e
r
c
i
s
e

d
e
m
a
n
d
s

t
h
i
s
.

b
e
g
i
n
s

t
o

s
e
e

n
e
g
a
-

s
h
e
n
o
w

r
e
a
l
i
z
e
s

s
h
e
m
a
y

t
i
v
e

c
o
n
s
e
q
u
e
n
c
e
s

f
o
r

h
a
v
e

b
e
e
n
m
o
r
e

c
l
o
s
e
d

h
e
r

b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
.

A
t

t
h
e

t
h
a
n

s
h
e

t
h
o
u
g
h
t
.

a
n
d

s
h
e

t
h
a
n
k
s

t
h
e

g
r
o
u
p

f
o
r

t
h
e

f
e
e
d
-

b
a
c
k
,

s
a
y
s

s
h
e
w
i
l
l

g
i
v
e

i
t

t
h
o
u
g
h
t
.

2
5

l
3

K
a
t
e

N
o
n
e

h
a
v
e

g
i
v
e
n

n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

f
e
e
d
-

K
a
t
e

-
e
x
p
r
e
s
s
e
s

c
o
n
-

(
I
)

D
o
e
s

n
o
t

g
i
v
e
n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

(
N
C
)

M
a
c
k

b
a
c
k
,

e
i
t
h
e
r

s
p
o
n
t
a
n
e
o
u
s
l
y

o
r

c
e
r
n

a
b
o
u
t

g
i
v
i
n
g

i
t
,

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k
.

G
a
r
y

a
s

p
a
r
t

o
f

a
n

e
x
e
r
c
i
s
e
.

b
u
t

d
o
e
s

n
o
t

i
n
t
e
r
a
c
t

D
a
n
a

f
u
r
t
h
e
r
.

C
a
n
n
o
t

t
e
l
l

M
i
c
k
e
y

i
f

h
e
r

c
o
n
c
e
r
n

i
s

L
i
l
a

t
a
k
e
n

c
a
r
e

o
f
.

M
a
c
k

-
f
e
e
l
s

n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

(
-
)

D
o
e
s

n
o
t

g
i
v
e
n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

(
N
C
)

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k

i
s
m
i
l
d

a
t
t
a
c
k

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k
.

a
n
d

s
t
r
a
t
e
g
y

s
h
o
u
l
d

b
e

m
o
d
i
f
i
e
d

t
o

g
i
v
e

p
e
r
s
o
n

m
o
r
e

c
o
n
t
r
o
l

o
v
e
r

w
h
a
t

h
a
p
p
e
n
s
.

G
a
r
y
-
f
e
e
l
s

t
h
r
e
a
t
e
n
e
d

K
-
)

D
o
e
s

n
o
t

g
i
v
e

n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

(
N
C
)

b
y

t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
.

S
a
y
s

e
x
-

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k
.

e
r
c
i
s
e

n
e
e
d
s

t
o

b
e

S
a
y
s

h
e

i
s

s
t
i
l
l

s
o
m
e
-

c
h
a
n
g
e
d
.

S
t
a
n
d
s

f
i
r
m
i
n

w
h
a
t

f
e
a
r
f
u
l

o
f

h
u
r
t
i
n
g

h
i
s

b
e
l
i
e
f
.

o
t
h
e
r
s
.

D
a
n
a

-
s
a
y
s

s
h
e

i
s

p
e
r
-
(
I
)

D
o
e
s

n
o
t

g
i
v
e
n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

(
N
C
)

s
o
n
a
l
l
y

e
x
c
i
t
e
d

a
b
o
u
t

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k
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—
C
o
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t
i
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e
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I
E

#

C
I

G
r
o
u
p

#
S
e
s
s
.

M
e
m
b
s
.

B
a
s
e
l
i
n
e

I
m
m
e
d
i
a
t
e

R
a
t
-

C
o
n
s
e
q
u
e
n
c
e
s

i
n
g

R
a
t
-

L
o
n
g
—
R
a
n
g
e

I
m
p
a
c
t

i
n
g
b

 

2
5

2
8

 1
C
o
n
f
i
n
u
e
d  P

e
t
e
r  

 P
e
t
e
r

i
s

v
e
r
y

r
e
s
e
r
v
e
d
,

d
o
e
s

n
o
t

t
o
u
c
h

a
n
y
o
n
e
,

m
a
l
e

o
r

f
e
m
a
l
e
.

 r
e
c
e
i
v
i
n
g

n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k

b
u
t

f
e
a
r
f
u
l

o
f

g
i
v
i
n
g

i
t
.

B
e
l
i
e
v
e
s

H
a
n
k
w
i
l
l

n
o
t

l
e
t

s
e
s
s
i
o
n
s

g
e
t

d
e
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
v
e
.

M
i
c
k
e
y

-
f
e
e
l
s

f
e
e
d
-

(
I
)

b
a
c
k
n
o
w

i
s

l
i
k
e

a
n

a
t
t
a
c
k

b
u
t

w
i
l
l

n
o
t

b
e

l
a
t
e
r
.

C
a
n
n
o
t

t
e
l
l

i
f
h
i
s

c
o
n
c
e
r
n

i
s

a
d
d
r
e
s
s
e
d
.

L
i
l
a

-
m
i
x
e
d

e
m
o
t
i
o
n
s
,
(
I
)

w
a
n
t
s

s
o
m
e

h
o
l
d

o
n

t
h
r
e
a
t

l
e
v
e
l

b
u
t

t
h
i
n
k
s

i
t

m
a
y

b
e

g
o
o
d

t
o

c
h
a
l
l
e
n
g
e

d
e
f
e
n
s
e

m
e
c
h
a
n
i
s
m
s
.

P
e
t
e
r

g
e
t
s

v
e
r
y

d
e
-

(
—
)

f
e
n
s
i
v
e
,

u
p
s
e
t

t
o

p
o
i
n
t

o
f

t
e
a
r
s
.

M
a
i
n
-

t
a
i
n
s

h
i
s

p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n

t
h
a
t

h
e

d
i
d

n
o
t

h
a
v
e

t
o

t
o
u
c
h

t
h
e

g
i
r
l

d
u
r
i
n
g

t
h
e

r
o
l
e

p
l
a
y

a
n
d
w
o
u
l
d

n
o
t

t
o
u
c
h

b
o
y
s
.

  D
o
e
s

n
o
t

g
i
v
e

n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

(
N
C
)

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k
.

D
o
e
s

n
o
t

g
i
v
e

n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

(
N
C
)

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k
.

D
o
e
s

n
o
t

c
h
a
n
g
e

h
i
s

(
N
C
)

b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
.

I
n

S
e
s
s
i
o
n

1
5

h
e

s
a
y
s

h
e

t
h
o
u
g
h
t

a
b
o
u
t

i
t

a
n
d

d
o
e
s

n
o
t

e
x
p
e
c
t

t
o

c
h
a
n
g
e

b
u
t
m
a
y

g
i
v
e
n

t
h
e

s
i
t
u
a
t
i
o
n
.
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T
A
B
L
E
2
2
.
-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

  

I
E

C
I

#
#

S
e
s
s
.

G
r
o
u
p

M
e
m
b
s
.

B
a
s
e
l
i
n
e

I
m
m
e
d
i
a
t
e

C
o
n
s
e
q
u
e
n
c
e
s

'
R
a
t
-

L
o
n
g
-
R
a
n
g
e

I
m
p
a
c
t

i
n
g
b
 

2
9

4
1
5

3
1

2
3   

 P
e
t
e
r

J
i
l
l

P
a
u
l
a

J
a
n
e

R
u
t
h

 N
o
t

p
o
s
s
i
b
l
e

t
o

e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
.

A
l

—
m
i
s
s
e
d

o
n
e

s
e
s
s
i
o
n
.

D
u
r
i
n
g

n
e
x
t

h
e

t
a
l
k
e
d

f
r
e
e
l
y

a
b
o
u
t

s
e
l
f
.

I
s

q
u
i
e
t

f
i
r
s
t

p
a
r
t

o
f

t
h
i
s

s
e
s
s
i
o
n
.

J
i
l
l

-
h
a
s

n
o
t

s
p
o
n
t
a
n
e
o
u
s
l
y

c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
e
d

d
u
r
i
n
g

f
i
r
s
t

t
w
o

s
e
s
s
i
o
n
s
,

d
o
e
s

d
u
r
i
n
g

t
h
i
r
d
.

P
a
u
l
a

-
l
o
w

l
e
v
e
l

o
f

i
n
t
e
r
-

a
c
t
i
o
n
,

p
r
i
m
a
r
i
l
y

i
n

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e

t
o

c
o
g
n
i
t
i
v
e

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
.

 _—-..r-.--—--  P
e
t
e
r

s
e
e
m
s

f
a
i
r
l
y

r
e
l
a
x
e
d

a
f
t
e
r

t
h
e

e
p
i
s
o
d
e
.

S
a
y
s

h
e

r
e
a
l
i
z
e
s

t
h
a
t

m
a
y
b
e

n
o
t

e
v
e
r
y
o
n
e

w
a
n
t
s

h
i
m

t
o

c
h
a
n
g
e
.

A
l

-
s
h
a
r
e
s

f
e
e
l
i
n
g
s

o
f

f
r
u
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n
,

c
o
n
—

f
u
s
i
o
n
,

d
i
s
c
o
m
f
o
r
t
.

C
a
n
n
o
t

t
e
l
l

i
f

h
i
s

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
s

a
r
e

t
a
k
e
n

c
a
r
e

o
f
.

J
i
l
l

-
a
f
t
e
r

i
n
i
t
i
a
l

d
i
s
c
l
o
s
u
r
e

o
f

f
e
a
r
,

d
i
s
c
o
m
f
o
r
t
,

s
h
e

c
o
n
-

t
r
i
b
u
t
e
s

l
i
t
t
l
e
.

C
a
n
n
o
t

t
e
l
l

i
f

h
e
r

f
e
e
l
i
n
g
s

h
a
v
e

c
h
a
n
g
e
d
.

P
a
u
l
a

—
g
e
t
s

a
n
g
r
y
,

d
e
f
e
n
s
i
v
e

a
t

M
a
r
k
'
s

a
t
t
e
m
p
t
s

t
o

p
r
o
b
e
.

H
e
r

f
e
a
r
s

a
b
o
u
t

t
a
l
k
-

i
n
g

d
o

n
o
t

s
e
e
m

r
e
s
o
l
v
e
d
.

 (
I
)

(
I
)

(
-
)

 

(
I
)

N
o
t

p
o
s
s
i
b
l
e

t
o

e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h

i
f

h
i
s

f
e
e
l
i
n
g

o
f

p
r
e
s
s
u
r
e

t
o

c
h
a
n
g
e

a
r

s
t
i
l
l

t
h
e
r
e

o
r

n
o
t
.

C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
s

a
c
t
i
v
e

r
o
l
e
.

S
a
y
s

c
l
a
s
s

h
a
s

t
o

b
e

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
l
e

f
o
r

o
w
n

l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g

b
u
t
w
a
n
t
s

M
a
r
k

t
o

b
e

m
o
r
e

d
i
r
e
c
t
i
v
e
.

D
u
r
i
n
g

n
e
x
t

t
w
o

s
e
s
s
i
o
n
s

(
+
)

s
h
e

b
e
c
o
m
e
s

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t

o
f

a
n
g
e
r
w
h
e
n

s
h
e

e
x
p
r
e
s
s
e
s

b
o
r
e
d
o
m
.

S
h
e

m
i
s
s
e
s

S
e
s
s
i
o
n

6
.

M
o
d
e
r
a
t
e

l
e
v
e
l

o
f

c
o
m
m
u
-

(
+
)

n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
.

C
l
a
r
i
f
i
e
s

o
t
h
e
r
s
,

g
i
v
e
s

p
o
s
i
t
i
v
e

a
n
d

n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k
.

 (
N
C
)
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d

  

I
E

E
I

#
#

S
e
s
s
.

M
e
m
b
s
.

G
r
o
u
p

B
a
s
e
l
i
n
e

I
m
m
e
d
i
a
t
e

C
o
n
s
e
q
u
e
n
c
e
s

R
a
t
-

i
n
g
a

R
a
t
-

L
o
n
g
—
R
a
n
g
e

I
m
p
a
c
t

i
n
g
b

 

l

1

3
1

C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

3
5

4

3
6

2   
 R
u
t
h

 J
a
n
e

-
m
i
s
s
e
s

f
i
r
s
t

c
l
a
s
s
.

H
a
s

m
o
d
e
r
a
t
e

l
e
v
e
l

o
f

i
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

d
u
r
i
n
g
n
e
x
t

c
l
a
s
s
.

R
u
t
h

-
h
a
s

m
a
d
e

n
o

c
o
m
m
e
n
t
s
.

D
a
w
n

-
h
a
s

m
a
d
e

n
o

c
o
m
m
e
n
t
s
.

A
l

h
a
s

s
u
p
p
o
r
t
e
d

t
h
e

g
r
o
u
p

t
a
k
i
n
g

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y

f
o
r

l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g

-
a
c
t
i
v
e

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
.

V
e
r
y

q
u
i
e
t
.

O
n
l
y

s
p
e
a
k
s

w
h
e
n

s
p
o
k
e
n

t
o

a
n
d

s
t
i
l
l

g
e
t
s

v
e
r
y

n
e
r
v
o
u
s
.

 J
a
n
e

—
s
a
y
s

s
h
e

f
e
e
l
s

b
e
t
t
e
r
n
o
w

t
h
a
t

s
h
e

i
s

s
h
a
r
i
n
g
.

F
e
e
l
s

p
e
o
p
l
e

w
i
l
l

o
p
e
n

u
p

w
i
t
h

t
i
m
e
.

R
u
t
h

-
v
e
r
y

n
e
r
v
o
u
s

w
h
e
n

a
s
k
e
d

t
o

s
p
e
a
k

a
b
o
u
t

s
e
l
f
.

A
s
k
s

t
o

h
a
v
e

f
o
c
u
s

c
h
a
n
g
e
d
.

E
x
p
r
e
s
s
e
s

t
h
a
t

s
h
e

w
a
n
t
s

t
o
w
o
r
k

o
n

o
p
e
n
i
n
g

u
p

i
n

l
a
r
g
e

g
r
o
u
p
s
.

H
a
s

a
p
o
s
i
-

t
i
v
e

a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e

t
o
w
a
r
d
s

t
h
e

g
r
o
u
p
.

D
o
e
s

n
o
t

s
e
e
m

s
a
t
i
s
-

f
i
e
d
w
i
t
h
M
a
r
k
'
s

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
,

t
u
r
n
s

t
o

t
h
e

g
r
o
u
p

f
o
r

s
u
p
p
o
r
t
.

R
e
a
c
t
s

w
e
l
l
.

S
a
y
s

s
h
e

f
e
e
l
s

b
e
t
t
e
r
n
o
w

t
h
a
t

s
h
e

i
s

s
p
e
a
k
i
n
g
.

G
i
v
e
s

p
o
s
i
t
i
v
e

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k

t
o

,
A
l
.

r
_ (
+
)

(
+
)

  R
e
m
a
i
n
s

a
t

l
o
w

l
e
v
e
l

o
f

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n

t
h
o
u
g
h
m
a
k
e
s

a
f
e
w

c
o
m
m
e
n
t
s

e
a
c
h

c
l
a
s
s
.

(
N
C
)

R
e
m
a
i
n
s

v
e
r
y

q
u
i
e
t
.

O
n
l
y

(
N
C
)

s
p
e
a
k
s

w
h
e
n

s
p
o
k
e
n

t
o

a
n
d

s
t
i
l
l

g
e
t
s

v
e
r
y

n
e
r
v
o
u
s

.

M
a
k
e

a
f
e
w

c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n
s

e
a
c
h

c
l
a
s
s
.

(
+
)

N
e
x
t

s
e
s
s
i
o
n

A
l

a
g
a
i
n

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s

M
a
r
k
'
s

a
p
p
r
o
a
c
h
.

A
l

s
e
e
m
s

f
r
u
s
t
r
a
t
e
d

a
t

t
i
m
e
s

w
i
t
h

t
h
e
w
a
y

t
h
e

g
r
o
u
p

i
s

g
o
i
n
g
.

P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n

p
a
t
t
e
r
n

(
N
C
)

c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
s

a
s

b
e
f
o
r
e
.
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T
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C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

 

 

I
E

C
I

G
r
o
u
p

#
#

S
e
s
s
.

M
e
m
b
s
.

B
a
s
e
l
i
n
e

I
m
m
e
d
i
a
t
e

C
o
n
s
e
q
u
e
n
c
e
s

R
a
t
-

i
n
g
a

R
a
t
-

L
o
n
g
-
R
a
n
g
e

I
m
p
a
c
t

i
n
g
b

 

4
1

l
1
2

P
a
u
l
a

4
3

4
1
3

L
i
z

4
4

2
1
6

S
a
r
a

 
 

 
 M
o
d
e
r
a
t
e

t
o

a
c
t
i
v
e

l
e
v
e
l

o
f

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n
.

G
i
v
e
s

p
o
s
i
t
i
v
e

a
n
d
n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k
.

H
i
g
h

l
e
v
e
l

o
f

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n
,

s
h
a
r
e
s

f
e
e
l
i
n
g
s
,

i
d
e
a
s
.

H
i
g
h

l
e
v
e
l

o
f

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n
,

s
h
a
r
e
s

f
e
e
l
i
n
g
s
,

i
d
e
a
s
.

M
u
c
h

e
a
r
l
i
e
r

i
n

g
r
o
u
p

e
x
p
r
e
s
s
e
d

a
n
n
o
y
a
n
c
e

t
h
a
t

o
t
h
e
r
s

w
e
r
e

n
o
t

c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
n
g
.

G
e
t
s

a
n
g
r
y
,

d
e
f
e
n
s
i
v
e
.

D
o
e
s

n
o
t

s
e
e
m

t
o

a
c
c
e
p
t

w
h
a
t

o
t
h
e
r
s

s
a
y
.

A
s
k
s

t
o

e
n
d

t
h
e

d
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
o
n
.

S
e
e
m
s

t
o

a
c
c
e
p
t

t
h
a
t

u
s
i
n
g

s
k
i
l
l
s

w
i
l
l

b
e

a
w
k
w
a
r
d

a
t

f
i
r
s
t
.

P
a
r
t
i
a
l
l
y

a
c
c
e
p
t
s

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k

t
h
a
t

s
h
e

d
i
s
a
p
p
r
o
v
e
d

o
f

p
e
O
p
l
e
,

n
o
t

t
h
e
i
r

b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
.

B
u
t

s
t
i
l
l

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s

i
f

i
t

i
s

n
o
t

t
h
e
i
r

f
a
u
l
t

t
o

s
o
m
e

e
x
t
e
n
t
.

 
 (

-
)

(
+
)

(
I
)

 I
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

l
e
v
e
l

d
r
o
p
s
.

(
-
)

G
i
v
e
s

l
e
s
s

n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k
.

M
a
i
n
t
a
i
n
s

h
i
g
h

l
e
v
e
l

o
f

(
+
)

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n
.

M
i
s
s
e
s

n
e
x
t

m
e
e
t
i
n
g
.

(
+
)

P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
s

d
u
r
i
n
g

l
a
s
t

s
e
s
s
i
o
n
,

n
o
m
o
r
e

e
x
p
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

o
f

a
n
g
r
y

f
e
e
l
i
n
g
s

t
o
w
a
r
d
s

t
h
o
s
e

w
h
o

d
o

n
o
t

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
.

 
 

N
O
T
E
:

I
E

#
s
t
a
n
d
s

f
o
r

I
n
t
e
r
v
e
n
t
i
o
n

E
p
i
s
o
d
e

N
u
m
b
e
r
;

C
I

#
s
t
a
n
d
s

f
o
r

C
r
i
t
i
c
a
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Positive Immediate Consequences

Question 12 dealt with all I.E.'s with positive immediate conse-

quences. Question 13 only included those that pertained to the critical

incident "Nonparticipation." A decision was made to put the results from

questions 12 and 13 into one table, number 23, since they both dealt with

the area of positive immediate consequences. It was also of interest to

compare the findings for the two questions since the I.E.'s for question

13 are actually a subset of those for question 12. As the table shows,

the commonalities for both questions are very similar to those found for

all perceived effective I.E.'s. This is because 79% of the I.E.'s with

positive immediate consequences were also classified as perceived effec-

tive. Consequently the results will be only briefly outlined since

their significance has already been addressed as part of the discussion

for all perceived effective I.E.'s.

Total Time

Question 12 showed a double ** rating in the value range ">’10

minutes" with exactly 50% of the I.E.'s falling into this range. There

were also a sizeable number of I.E.'s under five minutes (43%). It is

difficult to interpret the meaning of this split and it may simply be a

matter of chance. The split in value ranges was also seen in question 13.

However, this cannot be viewed as additional evidence for some trend

since the I.E.'s for question 13 are a subset of those for question 12.

TA/Student Talk Ratio

No commonalities were found when all the I.E.'s were examined

together for question 12, but a double ** rating was found in the value

range "25-50%" for question 13. As observed in the past, there was a
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TABLE 23.--Commonalities Across Intervention Episodes for Questions 12

and 13, by Major Variables.

 

 

Questions

 

I.E.'s with Positive

Immediate Consequences

I.E.'s with Positive

Immediate Consequences x

Critical Incident 2

 

 

   
 

Variables (Question 12) F 4' _(Question 13);

Level 2 Comm. Level 2 Comm.

Comm. Comm. Value(s) Comm. Comm. Value(s)

Total Time ** 50% >10 min ** 50% 065 min

** 50% >10 min

TA/Student

Talk Ratio ** 50% 25-50%

Affective

Domain * 93% 0-25% * 100% 0-25%

Cognitive

Domain * 93% 75-1002 * 100% 75-100%

Positive

Affect * 100% 0-25% * 100% 0—25%

Negative

Affect * 100% 0-25% * 100% 0-25%

ISIA * . 2,3,5,6 * . 2,5,6,7a

Categories ** 7a ** 3

Nature of

Resolution * 71% Overt * 67% Overt

Number of

Episodes 14 6

NOTE: A single asterisk (*) means that 67% or more of the interven-

tion episodes shared the characteristic(s). A double asterisk (**) means

that 50—66Z of the intervention episodes shared the characteristic(s).

NOTE:

of intervention episodes sharing the characteristic(s).

Figures in the column, 2 Comm., refer to the actual percentages
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strong relationship between I.E.'s lasting over ten minutes and TA/Student

Talk Ratios in this range. In the case of question 13 there was a per-

fect correspondence.

Affective Domain

Both questions had a single * rating in the value range "O-ZSZ."

The underlying percentages were extremely high, being 93 and 100%. Of

the 14 I.E.'s represented across the two questions, 4 (29%) had no rat-

ings in the affective domain. As suspected, it was found that three of

these I.E.'s were under five minutes, and their TA/Student Talk Ratios

were in the value range "SO-75%." As already noted, this pattern of

short, heavily cognitive I.E.'s dominated by the leader appears in many

questions. This combination of features seems to be independent of per-

ceived effectiveness or ineffectiveness as is the relationship of long

I.E.'s to TA/Student Talk Ratios in the value range "25-50%."

Cognitive Domain

Corresponding to the ratings for the Affective Domain, both ques-

tions showed single * ratings in the value range "75-1001."

Pesitive Affect

Both questions had single * ratings in the value range "0-251."

Only four (29%) of the I.E.'s for question 12 had positive ratings. For

question 13 the number was even less, with only one (17%) of the I.E.'s

showing any ratings.

Negative Affect

Again both questions had single * ratings in the value range

"O-ZSZ." Negative affect ratings were found in one I.E. for question 12

and none for question 13.
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ISIA

Single * ratings were found for the values 2, 5, and 6 for both

questions and double ** ratings for 7a in question 12 and the value of 3

in question 13. As for the rank orderings, ISIA Category 5 was unequivo-

cally in first place for both questions. There was a tie for second place

between Category 2 and 7a for question 12, whereas it clearly went to 7a

for question 13. TAs seemed to give more responsible negative feedback

(7a) during these I.E.'s than was found for perceived effective I.E.'s.

Nature of Resolution

Single * ratings were found for the value "overt" for both ques-

tions with the underlying percentages being 71% and 67%. These per-

centages are slightly lower than those found for perceived effective

I.E.'s overall but the differences are probably not meaningful. Looking

at the data, it was noticed that three of the four I.E.'s with implicit

resolutions also had total times under five minutes. Further exami-

nation of all I.E.'s in the study showed that 69% of the I.E.'s with

implicit resolutions were under five minutes. The relationship was not

as strong in the opposite direction, that is, only 53% of all I.E.'s

under five minutes had implicit endings. These observations are only

of tangential interest to this investigation since no relationship was

found between length of an I.E. and perceived effectiveness or positive

immediate consequences.

Long-Range Changes

The ultimate test of the effectiveness of an I.E. with a correc-

tive intent is to see if changes in the desired direction occur. Ques-

tions 14 and 15 were aimed at detenmining the characteristics of I.E.'s
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of this type. This could be done only with I.E.'s that were also per-

ceived effective since only one perceived ineffective I.E. had positive

long-range consequences.

Of the twenty-five I.E.'s selected for study, fifteen were classi-

fied as perceived effective. Of these seven were found to lead to long-

range change in the desired direction, while five produced no change or

a negative one. It was not possible to determine if change had occurred

for the remaining I.E.'s. It was desired to compare the commonalities

found for these two sets of I.E.'s to see if any distinguishing features

would be obtained. Table 24 summarizes the results of this comparison.

Only those commonalities which are different for the two groupings will

be reviewed.

TA/Student Talk Ratio

A double ** rating was found in the value range "25-50% for those

I.E.'s that lead to long-range change whereas no commonality was found

for those that did not. It is doubtful that this difference has sig-

nificance because of the small sample size for question 15 (5 I.E.'s).

ISIA

Single * ratings were found for the categories 2, 3, and 5 for

both questions. However, a single * rating was also found for cate-

gories 6 and 7a in I.E.'s leading to change compared to those that did

not. It may be that TA self-disclosure and responsible negative feed-

back increase the chances of influencing those involved. The rank order-

ing of 5, 2 applied to both questions.
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TABLE 24.-~Commonalities Across Intervention Episodes for Questions 14

and 15, by Major Variables.

 

 

Questions

 

Perceived Effective I:E.'s

that Lead to Changes

Perceived Effective I.E.'s

but No Changes

 

 

   
 

Variables (Question 14) (destion 15)

Level 2 Comm. Level 2 Comm.

Comm. Comm. Value(s), Comm. Comm. Value(g)

Total Time ** 57% >10 min ** 60% >10 min

TA/Student

Talk Ratio ** 57% 25-50% ... .. .

Affective

Domain * 86% 0—25% * 100% 0-25%

Cognitive

Domain * 86% 75-100% * 100% 75-100%

Positive

Affect * 100% 0-25% * 100% 0-25%

Negative

Affect * 100% 0-25% * 100% 0-25%

ISIA

Categories * ... 2,3,5,6,7a * ... 2,3,5

Nature of

Resolution * 100% Overt * 80% Implicit

Number of

Episodes 7 5

NOTE: A single asterisk (*) means that 67% or more of the interven-

tion episodes shared the characteristic(s). A double asterisk (**) means

that 50-66Z of the intervention episodes shared the characteristic(s).

NOTE: Figures in the column, Z Comm., refer to the actual percentages

of intervention episodes sharing the characteristic(s).
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Nature of Resolution

The most interesting difference between the two groups was found

in the nature of their resolution. All the I.E.'s leading to long-range

change had overt resolutions. In contrast, four of the five I.E.'s that

did not lead to desirable change had implicit resolutions. It may be

that lack of adequate closure leaves students with unresolved concerns

so that they are less likely to change.

Positive Immediate Consequences and Long-Range

Conseguences,(Changes)

A few words are needed on the relationship of positive immediate

consequences to long-range consequences. While six of the seven I.E.'s

with long-range positive consequences also had positive immediate conse-

quences, so did three of the five I.E.'s which did not result in changes.

This shows that positive immediate consequences do not always lead to

long-range changes in the desired direction. However, only one case,

I.E. number 7, was noted where long-range change occurred in the absence

of positive immediate consequences. This I.E. involved resistance]

hostility and it is clear from reading the transcript that the student

changed because he feared the TA. So, it appears that positive immed-

ate consequences are a necessary but not sufficient condition for

desirable long-range changes in behavior and attitudes.

There also seemed to be a strong relationship between positive

immediate consequences and perceived effectiveness. Of the fourteen

I.E.'s with positive immediate consequences, twelve were rated as per-

ceived effective I.E.'s.



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

A discussion chapter serves as a bridge between the past and the

future. The author looks back over the project and tries to explain why

things did or did not occur as expected, as well as summarizing the re-

sults and exploring them in greater depth. The focus then turns to impli-

cations of the work for future research. This chapter will try to fulfill

both these roles. First, discussion will center on the findings for the

eight major groupings of research questions outlined in the Results chap-

ter. Then additional information and findings based on Observational

data and examination of the transcripts will be presented. This quali-

tative data will help to clarify and expand upon the quantitative data

analysis conducted. Finally, issues of methodology will be addressed

along with the implications for research on leadership behavior in human

relations training groups.

Review of Findings for Researchgguestions

Qgestions on Perceiged Effectiveness - Overall

The counonalities found among the intervention episodes classified

as perceived effective showed that leader behavior during these episodes

was characterized by high amounts of cognitive input, followed by behavior

aimed at eliciting and exploring studentS' feelings and ideas. Little

positive or negative affect was expressed in the leader's (TA's) comments.

Most of the episodes in this category had overt resolutions, meaning that

160



161

closure had been brought to the episode by the TA and/or those involved.

There was a sense of completion although the issues precipitating the

intervention episode may not have been resolved. The length of the epi-

sode and the proportion of time the TA spoke were unrelated to perceived

effectiveness.

High cognitive input was seen in the rank ordering of the ISIA

categories based on frequency of usage. Category 5, Offering Information,

was ranked first. This category includes behavior such as establishing

rules of conduct, offering cognitive information, providing frameworks

for change, and summarizing group process. These behaviors attach mean-

ing to group dynamics and individual behavior. Category 2, Active Listen-

ing, was ranked second in frequency of usage. This code was given when

the TA demonstrated active listening behavior by asking clarifying and

exploratory questions or by paraphrasing student comments. Active listen-

ing helped the TA to understand student feelings and thoughts and it let

the participants know that the leader was listening to them. The high

rank position for Category 2 shows that sincere attempts by the leader

to understand group members are an important component of perceived

effective leadership behavior.

Contrary to expectation, TA verbal expressions of caring, warmth

and support were very infrequent. However, the TAs did exhibit nonverbal

expressions of positive affect by smiling, being attentive, and occa-

sionally touching group members.

Questions on Perceived Effectiveness by Critical Incident

The aim of these questions was to determine if the nature of

intervention episodes and TA behavior perceived as effective would change
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with the type of critical incident involved. Data were available to exam-

ine this interaction for two critical incidents, "Nonparticipation by

Group Members" and "Resistance/Hostility." Contrary to expectation, no

differences were found in the commonalities for both critical incidents.

Considering the dissimilarity between the issues at the core of the two

critical incidents examined, it is likely that the same result would be

found for other critical incidents. The characteristics that are associ-

ated with perceived effectiveness seem to be independent of the issues

discussed during the episode.

Questions on Perceived Effectiveness by Groupgggege

The literature on.human relations training groups suggests that

groups go through several stages of development where particular issues

are of central concern. The leader is advised to modify his behavior

in accordance with the special needs of participants in each stage. It

was therefore hypothesized that student perceptions of effective TA be-

havior would differ according to the stage in which the intervention

episode occurred. Analysis of intervention episodes in Stages 1 and 2

failed to confirm this hypothesis. Like the critical incident, group

stage did not seem to affect student perceptions of effectiveness. Some

care must be taken in making this conclusion,though, because of small

sample sizes and the inability to examine intervention episodes across

all three stages for this reason. There is also another factor that

may account for the lack of differences and merits discussion.

Almost all of the literature on stages in.human relations train-

ing groups comes out of the laboratory training movement, i.e., T-groups.

Though each T-group is somewhat different from the next, they share a

basic approach that identifies them as belonging to this theoretical
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orientation. The essence of the approach is that the leader fails to

accept the traditional leadership role thereby setting certain fairly

predictable processes in motion. Given this structure the group will

move through various stages, first trying to define its purpose and goals,

then attacking the leader, and finally resolving its problems and engag-

ing in constructive goal behaviors. Though this simplifies things, the

important point is that the structure leads to a predictable sequence of

stages. The problem with the Interpersonal Process Laboratory (IPL) is

that there really is no IPL structure. The groups studied shared the

same goals but the way they were carried out and the overall leadership

styles of the TAs were quite different. Nat provided little structure,

yet he was very controlling and directive. Ken was also directive but

he structured the experience through many large and small group exercises,

including didactic presentations. Activities in the early stages were

heavily cognitive and didactic. In contrast, Hank concentrated on the

development of trust so that the objectives were not even formally pre-

sented for several sessions. Finally, Mark ran his group as if it were

a T-group, offering little structure or guidance on how students were to

proceed. Whereas Mark's group went through a stage where definitional

questions were prominent, and then where the leader was attacked, this

was not the case for the other three groups.

There may be certain issues that all groups confront regardless

of their structure, for example, trust. The attempts to resolve such

issues could be seen as stages of development. However, it seems probable

that the stages through which a group moves are also determined to a large

degree by the structure of the group. Accepting this, it may be that

there were no differences in student perceptions of TA behavior during
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each stage because there is no such thing as Stage 1 or 2 in an IPL

group. It cannot be defined because there is so much variability in

structure across groups.

Questions on Perceiyedelgeffectiveness - Overall

Leader behavior during intervention episodes classified as per-

ceived ineffective was characterized by a high level of affective expres-

sion, either positive or negative. Analysis of commonalities showed that

40% of the intervention episodes in this category had TA comments with

attached positive affect, and the same percentage had attached negative

affect. In marked contrast, the figures for perceived effective inter-

vention episodes were 22% with positive affect and 9% with negative affect.

Analysis also showed that while TAs still provided cognitive input, they

spent more time actively listening to students than was true for perceived

effective intervention episodes. Though the majority of episodes had

overt resolutions, the percentage with implicit resolutions was noticeably

higher than it had been for perceived effective episodes. An implicit

resolution meant there was incomplete closure because the focus had been

inappropriately shifted to another person or topic. The length of the

intervention episode, the proportion of time the TA spoke, and the empha-

sis placed on cognition or affect were all found to be unrelated to per-

ceived ineffectiveness.

In order for a TA comment to be coded as having attached positive

affect there had to be clear verbal or nonverbal evidence that it expressed

liking, caring, trust, support or apologies for behavior. An explanation

for the surprising level of positive affect in several of the episodes

was found by reviewing the transcripts. They showed that positive affect

usually followed an unpleasant interaction between the TA and group members
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in which the TA had been particularly hostile or disapproving. The positive

affect was therefore a way of apologizing or making reparations for the

negative behavior. Ratings on the post-session questionnaire (PSQ) dis-

tributed at the end of the session seemed to reflect student reactions

to the negative interaction, rather than to the intervention episode that

followed it where the TA was especially agreeable. Since the PSQ data

were used as the basis for making classifications, these intervention

episodes were categorized as perceived ineffective.

Expressions of negative affect involved hostility, rejection,

indifference or nonsupport of some kind. Often there were angry exchanges

between the TA and one or more group members and power struggles. Besides

being hostile, TAs were often unaccepting, pressuring and insensitive to

student feelings. Students reacted with angry words and tears. In the

end the TA almost always "won" because of his objective and psychological

power over the students as evaluator and leader.

The increased attention to active listening probably results from

the high level of emotionality that characterized many of the episodes.

The leader was forced to deal with strong student feelings which necessi-

tated active listening behavior to explore and understand these feelings.

Cognitive information was also given but its utility was lessened given

low student receptivity to such information in a negatively charged

atmosphere.

geestions on Perceived Igeffectiveness by Cgitical Incident

Questions in this grouping focused on the impact of different

critical incidents on the nature of perceived ineffective leader behavior

and intervention episodes. Data were available to examine this relation-

ship for one critical incident, "Nonparticipation of Group Members."
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A comparison of the commonalities found in this analysis to those for all

perceived ineffective intervention episodes revealed two notable differ-

ences. Leaders in these episodes addressed more of their comments to

affective issues but expressed less positive and negative affect.

The increased emphasis on affective issues is attributed to two

factors, the nature of the issues involved and the emotional level of

student participation in some of the episodes. Lack of participation

almost always stems from affective concerns, not cognitive ones. The

individual or group is inhibited by fears of some sort, such as fear of

rejection, failure or ridicule. Therefore discussions about the reasons

why people are not participating naturally focus on affective issues.

The feelings behind the lack of participation are often intense, as wit-

nessed by the emotional reactions of some students when the TA confronted

their behavior and asked them to change.

As for the finding that few TA comments had attached positive or

negative affect, this departure from the findings for all perceived in-

effective episodes was explained by reviewing the transcripts. There was

little positive affect because none of the intervention episodes in this

category was of the kind where the TA is trying to compensate for past

behavior. The lack of negative affect was more puzzling and disconcert-

ing given the categorization of these episodes as perceived ineffective.

The transcripts showed that though the TAs did not express negative af-

fect, the content message they gave was often threatening. In more than

one instance the leader calmly, but pointedly, told students they would

have to change their behavior or else,the or else being receipt of an

Incomplete and possibly never getting the chance to become teachers. The

blunt honesty with which these messages were delivered was almost certainly
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viewed as pressure and insensitivity to student feelings.

One other difference was noted between intervention episodes in

this category and the entire group of perceived ineffective episodes.

Whereas the majority of all ineffective episodes had overt resolutions,

the trend was reversed for episodes in this category with the majority

having implicit resolutions. The inadequate closure associated with

implicit resolutions and the threatening nature of the content messages

seem to be important reasons for the classification of these episodes

as ineffective.

It is difficult to generalize about the impact of critical inci-

dents on the nature of perceived ineffectiveness since only one incident

was studied and the sample size was small. What this analysis did high-

light is that perceived ineffectiveness can be due to the content part

of a message, as well as the manner in which the message is delivered.

estions on Perceived Ineffectiyenese by Group Stage

A sufficient number of ineffective episodes were found in Stage 1

to examine the relationship between group stage and the characteristics

associated with perceived ineffectiveness. A comparison of the common-

alities for episodes in this stage to the entire group of perceived in-

effective episodes showed the former to be distinguished by the high

number of TA comments that focused on the affective domain. This pattern

was noted in two-thirds of the episodes in Stage 1. Review of the

transcripts showed these episodes to be marked by emotional exchanges,

with student expressions of anger toward the leader or group members in

almost every case. The group leaders were equally emotional, especially

when they were the target of student attacks. Their reactions are ex-

emplified in the high percentage of TA comments with attached negative



168

affect. Given these situations it is not surprising that TAs addressed

many of their comments to affective issues.

The attention to affect was matched by increases in active listen-

ing behavior. The rank ordering of ISIA categories based on frequency

of usage showed that Category 2, Active Listening, was in first place,

followed by Category 5, Offers Information. This is consistent with

the findings for all perceived ineffective intervention episodes. Like-

wise, the majority of episodes in Stage 1 had overt resolutions.

Again it is difficult to generalize about the effects of group

stage on the characteristics of perceived ineffectiveness since only one

stage was examined. However, it can be expected that the aggressive,

hostile TA behavior exhibited in these episodes would be seen as ineffec-

tive regardless of the stage. Of course one can speculate that the con-

sequences of this behavior are more severe in the early stages of group

life but the data do not present evidence to test this hypothesis. As

with critical incidents, the data on the effects of group stage on per-

ceived ineffectiveness are inconclusive. Despite this, if the nature

of TA behavior perceived as ineffective is considered, i.e., hostility

and insensitivity, it is highly likely that these characteristics are

fairly independent of both group stage and the critical incident involved.

Qgestions on tge Characteristics of Intervention

Episodes with Positive Immediate Consequences

These questions looked at intervention episodes that were classi-

fied as perceived effective and also rated as having positive immediate

consequences. The observer gave this rating when there was some indi-

cation that those involved at least tentatively accepted the information

or message the TA was trying to convey. .Acceptance could be shown through
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verbal acknowledgement or behavioral change in the desired direction.

The commonalities for intervention episodes with positive immedi-

ate consequences were found to be almost identical to those for the entire

group of perceived effective intervention episodes. Only one meaningful

difference was noted: TAs gave more responsible negative feedback in

these episodes as revealed by the rank ordering of ISIA categories based

on frequency of usage. Category 73, Responsible Negative Feedback, ranked

second in usage for one of the questions in this grouping and it tied

for second place in the other question. In comparison, Category 2, Active

Listening, was clearly ranked second in usage for all perceived effective

episodes. This finding suggests that a sufficient amount of responsible

negative feedback is a key ingredient in getting students to change their

behavior and attitudes.

Questions on ghe Characteristics of Interventigg

‘Episodes thau_pguand_po Not Lead to Long3r§uge

Chauges in Attitudesueud Behavigg

The purpose of each of the intervention episodes studied was to

bring about some long-range change in behavior or attitudes. Therefore,

episodes that led to such changes would be the most successful. It was

of interest to determine if these episodes had any special character-

istics that might account for their success. Toward this end a compari-

son was made of the commonalities for perceived effective intervention

episodes that did and did not result in long-range changes in behavior

or attitudes. Long-range meant that change in the desired direction

occurred within three sessions following the episode.

Two differences in the commonalities merit discussion. The rank

ordering of ISIA categories based on frequency of usage showed that a

higher percentage of episodes leading to changes had TA comments in the
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categories of Self-Disclosure and Responsible Negative Feedback. It

seems reasonable to assume that these TA behaviors increase the chances

that the TA will be able to influence the participants to change. Of

greater significance was the finding that while 100% of the episodes

leading to changes had ggegg resolutions, 80% of those that did not lead

to changes had implicit resolutions. This dramatic difference provides

a clue to the importance of reaching adequate closure with a student or

group if the TA expects the intervention to have lasting impact. By

working with students to achieve closure the leader ensures that all

their concerns are addressed and that they clearly understand the reasons

why change is needed.

Qualitativeegata

The quantitative analysis led to several important findings on

the nature of effective and ineffective intervention behavior. Perceived

effectiveness was found to be associated with high cognitive input and

active listening, while ineffectiveness was related to expressions of

negative affect. Behavioral and attitudinal changes were more likely to

occur in episodes with overt resolutions where adequate closure had been

reached. Review of pertinent transcripts shed additional light on the

meaning and significance of the findings. Despite this, the findings

seemed limited because they failed to reflect many of the insights gained

from observing the groups and examining transcripts. There was still

much to be said on effectiveness and leadership behavior.

The second portion of this chapter will focus on the insights

gained from observational data and transcripts. These insights form the

basis of a new, more comprehensive descriptive model of effective and
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ineffective intervention behavior. It is grounded in clinical impressions

formed over countless hours of attending group sessions and examining

transcripts. The model also incorporates the findings from the quanti-

tative analysis.

It is proposed that perceived effectiveness is a function of TA

behavior in four categories: Caring, Cognition, Clarity, and Communi-

cation. Furthermore, in order for an intervention to lead to behavioral

and attitudinal change, the TA.must address two other areas, Consequences

and Closure. These will be known as the Six C's of Effectiveness. Per-

ceived ineffectiveness occurs when the leader omits one or more needed

categories of behavior or acts in ways that are antagonistic to the

desired behavior.

None of the six categories of behavior is mutually exclusive.

The leaders gave cognition in caring ways, just as they blended conse-

quences and cognition, or communication with clarity and closure. The

categories have been separated for discussion and teaching pruposes, but

in reality most behaviors served the goals of at least two categories.

Still, the primary goal of the behavior could be isolated allowing classi-

fication into one or another category. Each of the six C's will be dis-

cussed in turn by describing the category, and giving positive and nega-

tive examples of representative behaviors from the transcripts.

Caring

This category deals with the TA's verbal and nonverbal behavior

which reflected a genuine desire to understand and assist students. Non-

verbal expressions included attending to the speaker, nodding in support,

smiling, and maintaining a gentle, accepting tone of voice. Verbal ex-

pressions centered on active listening behavior aimed at eliciting
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This involved paraphrasing for understand-

ing, asking clarifying and exploratory questions, and generally showing

an interest in what the students had to say. Positive feedback, words

of encouragement and concern are also indicative of this category. How-

ever, direct expressions of caring, trust and liking were infrequent al-

though they would qualify.

this category is found in transcript number 13 (lines l-39).

A good example of the use of behaviors in

The TA,

Nat, is discussing the feelings of a female student who has been extremely

quiet in class for most of the team.

(1)1

(3)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(11)

(12)

(23)

(25)

(26)

(27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

(32)

(33)

(34)

(35)

(36)

(37)

(39)

Nat:

Joan:

Nat:

Joan:

Nat:

Joan:

Nat:

Joan:

Nat:

Joan:

Nat:

Joan:

Nat:

Joan:

Nat:

Joan:

Nat:

Joan:

Nat:

Joan:

Nat:

What happens for you here that it is satisfying for

you to be quiet? (in a gentle tone of voice)

I don't know. It's just always been, just to sit

back and listen . . . other than that. I just do

that, I do it all the time.

Are you comfortable with it?

Most of the time, yeah.

Does that mean you're comfortable with it other

than in here?

. . Yeah.

Okay, so then I would say that you have a pretty

good reward system built in for you to remain rela-

tively quiet. Ybu're not punished for being quiet.

You probably are given some rewards. I'm not sure

what they would be for you but some rewards for

being quiet. Family expectations are that you will

be relatively quiet and rewards you for being quiet.

My family is pretty quiet most of the time too so.

Easy to become noisy all of a sudden, huh! (supportive)

Yeah. ‘

You're married too, aren't you?

Yeah.

Is your husband quiet?

Not really, he's a lot more extroverted than I am.

That makes it helpful.

Yeah.

You look as though you're nervous.

I am.

Am I helping you be there, nervous?

No, it's just because the focus is on me.

red, isn't it?

No, you're doing a good job.

My face is

 

1Line numbers here reflect those in the original transcript where

there were fewer words on a line. As a result, the numbers do not always

correspond to the actual number of lines presented in this text.
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The leader explored and clarified the student's feelings and

behavior at points 1, 7, 9 and 34. He also asked if he was making her

nervous, showing concern for her feelings. Lastly, he demonstrated

understanding and gave support at points 25 and 39. This conversation »

continued with Nat giving Joan positive feedback that she should give

herself credit because she had tried and made progress although she was

not receiving a passing grade. She thanked him, saying he had helped

to raise her spirits. The leader showed keen sensitivity to the student's

low self-esteem and her struggle to speak in class.

Expressions of caring were not always as obvious. Sometimes they

constituted sentences as simple as, "Did that help?" or "That's a good

suggestion, glad you said it." Concern for student feelings and needs

was shown in other ways, as in Ken's response to a student who felt judged

during intervention episode number 18 (lines 29-43).

Ken: I've heard that before in some IPLs, a hesitancy to

explore some feelings because somebody in the group or

Ken might label that as a change of focus or nonownership

or something like that. At least I want to share my

position with you that the intent is not to be judgmental.

I'm sure not going to be locked into that, I don't feel.

But I hope you will share any inconsistencies you see

happening with me so that I can become aware of that.

That's the kind of attitude I have rather than to lock

you into a bad place. I just wanted to share that in

terms of an awareness thing.

Of course verbal statements about being open and supportive can-

not stand alone; the TA had to act in accordance with them.or else they

became empty words. Students were quick to pick up on such inconsisten-

cies as evidenced by the fact that they remained wary of TAs who followed

interactions where they had been hostile or unaccepting with especially

positive messages. The negativism was not easily forgotten or probably

forgiven, which brings up the area of Perceived Ineffectiveness.
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The most prominent feature of the episodes rated as perceived

ineffective by students and the observer was the TA's expression of nega-

tive affect. Not only was a caring atmosphere absent from these episodes,

it was replaced with hostility, cold indifference and frequently a "win-

lose" type of game.

episode number 6 (lines 127-60).

One of the best examples of this game occurs in

Nat tries to tell Mary that she is

giving up control of her life to others when she does not talk because

she fears they will be bored. He begins to lose patience when she does

not understand and he has to repeat himself, as shown by his tone of

voice and facial expressions.

tears 0

Nat:

Mary:

Nat:

Mary:

Nat:

Mary:

Nat:

Mary:

Nat:

Mary:

Nat:

Mary:

Nat:

Mary:

Nat:

Do you see where you are giving up control of your life

to me, Don, Bill?

Yes, but I think that's my choice if I want to. (defen-

sively)

Yeah, I agree with you but I'm wondering if you know

what you're doing?

Yeah, I know what I'm doing. (defensively)

Okay, then I'm wondering then if you're comfortable

with the consequences of doing it?

I suppose I am or else I wouldn't do it. (nervously)

Okay, then you're making an intelligent decision about

how you're behaving.

I can't say it is intelligent. It may be bad in the end

but if I feel comfortable with it. (no longer defensive)

Well intelligent means you know what the hell you are

doing (laughs softly). Now whether it brings you had or

good is a whole different matter. Okay, what I hear you

saying is you're content to give up control of your life

to other people. (somewhat irritated)

(interrupts) I'm content to a certain point but if I feel

I have something really important to tell everybody, I

will. (defensively)

Okay, and if you don't?

I'll shut up.

Then if you don't and therefore you shut up the majority

of the time in here you understand the consequences of

that. (threateningly)

Yeah, that's what happened last term.

That's called a deferred, that's right. (threateningly)

This interaction continued with Mary becoming angry and close to

As the excerpt reveals, Nat pursued her until he had made his
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point and "won the game." He wins both logically and emotionally since

she was reduced to tears and a child-like defensive stance. The leader

failed to show the student that he understood her position and continued

to challenge her despite clear signs that doing so was unproductive.

This intervention episode had a pronounced impact on the other group mem-

bers because it occurred in the second session of a group where many mem-

bers had similar problems in speaking. In the third session (I.E. num-

ber 7, lines 1,23), Nat actually got into a shouting match with a student.

Jack got up in the middle of class, slammed the door, and then sat back

down and asked for feedback.

Nat: Yeah, it pisses me off.

Jack: Okay, my point is,

Nat: (interrupts) It better be good cause I'm going to be very

angry. (threateningly)

Jack: It is, okay, if I can get this down. Last term in my

class that happened. A guy came back and asked for feed-

back as if he was asking for feedback and showing that

he can ask for feedback.

Nat: (interrupts) I don't give a shit what happened last

term! (angrily)

Jack: Can I get to what I said, you asked me to explain it.

(angrily)

Nat: I want to know what is going on 39!! (angrily)

Jack: That's what I'm.telling you, right now, that's what's

going on in my mind right now.

Nat: Jack, you're getting close. You're talking about last

term and I want to know why the fuck you went over there

and opened and shut that door and what is right now.

You got it?! (angrily)

Jack: Yup.

Nat: Lay it out!

This interaction continued in a negative vein for some time.

Later students reported feeling frightened, defensive, tense and angry

at either Nat, Jack or both of them. Following so closely the interaction

with Mary, this episode created an atmosphere of distrust and fear that

persisted for several sessions. Fortunately Nat began to modify his

challenging type of behavior and he showed greater sensitivity to student
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feelings during later intervention episodes. Correspondingly, his ratings

as perceived effective rose steadily over the term. However, group unity

remained at a low level and most of the members received a grade of In-

complete because they failed to speak up in class and exhibit the skills.

The conclusion must be reached that Nat contributed to this by failing

to exhibit appropriate behaviors in this category during the early stages

of the group.

Coguition

Leader behavior in this category helped students to conceptualize

and attach meaning to individual and group experiences. The leader identi-

fied and labeled events, pointed out the principles governing interpersonal

processes, and provided students with the cognitive framework needed to

bring about changes in themselves and others. When the leader was exhib-

iting these behaviors he was most recognizable as the teacher. This cate-

gory is equivalent to what Lieberman, Yalom and Miles (1973) called the

Meaning-Attribution function of the leader. They summarized the category

by writing that it deals with "the translation of feelings and behaviors

into ideas" (p. 238). More specifically, they described the category

this way:

Meaning-Attribution involves cognitizing behavior--providing con-

cepts for how to understand, explaining, clarifying, interpreting,

and providing frameworks for change. . . . attaching meaning to a

person or a group's behavior. . . . [When leaders display this

function] they offer explanations for consideration. These lead-

ers name experiences individual members or the group are having,

they may suggest that they look into the experience or they may

tell a person directly what he's feeling. (p. 238)

The authors found that the most successful leaders were high on this

variable. Likewise, perceived effective leadership behavior in this

study was associated with high levels of cognition as reflected in the
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rank ordering of ISIA categories based on frequency of usage. The ISIA

Category 5, Offers Information, was clearly ranked first in the analysis

of all perceived effective intervention episodes. Cognition was also

provided in the ineffective episodes, but to a lesser extent.

The significance and impact of cognitive input seemed to vary in

direct proportion to its specificity and immediacy to the group situation.

For example, in episode number 17, Pam.says that she has not been talking

because she feels uncomfortable because no one else is talking. Ken

gets Pam.to see her behavior in a new light by explaining its negative

consequences (lines 50-75).

Ken: Uh huh, the silence is uncomfortable.

Pam: Yeah, I don't want to be the one to break it.

Ken: So that reinforces the silence, that the silence remains

because that temporarily takes you out of the limelight

but the discomfort is still there. I know some of you

have said it in your journals, gee, I'd like to become

more active and share more responsibility. Iim.feeling,

I feel the best time to do that is when you feel discomfort.

Pam: That's fine with me. (seems happy and relieved)

Ken: I'm looking at some of the best growth experiences are

the result of some discomfort and some anxiety that has

been worked through. . . . I'm saying that as soon as you

find yourself in an uncomfortable situation, the more you

can do to take control, to deal with it, so that discom-

fort is gone and you can respond to your needs as well as

where the other person is, I think the more you can do to

get there is going to be helpful.

In this excerpt Ken has done more than explain what is happening,

he has given the student suggestions on how to change in the group and

outside of it. Cognitive input which included such features had the

greatest impact on participants.

Another good example of making the information relevant to the

here-and-now of group life is found in episode number 9 (lines 106-15,

134-40). Nat intervenes with two students who are having trouble express-

ing the reasons why they find it hard to talk about their feelings in a



178

group of strangers. He makes them aware of some of the dynamics which

are probably underlying their fears.

Nat: I think . . . what you are both saying and maybe I can

be helpful there. I think your terms cognitive and affec-

tive are getting away from your feelings of if I self-

disclose somebody's not going to understand. I think it

might be easier for both of you to look at what kind of

personal investment you have. There is less personal in-

vestment in cognition than there is in feelings. . . .

If you say something you have a personal investment in

and people kind of look at it and say what the hell is

that, so what, there is pain there, cause of your personal

investment so where we are is that most of us have learned

to keep the personal investment back inside.

Both students found Nat's comment enlightening. However, their behavior

changed little. Nat had made the information relevant and immediate,

but he failed to teach them.how to overcome their fears, or at least to

point out the negative consequences of allowing the fears to rule them.

Also included in this category are comments that tied group ex-

periences to the students' future situation as classroom teachers. These

maintained the focus on the long-term goals of the IPL, to train partici-

pants to deal with the social-emotional needs of their pupils when they

became professional teachers. For example, in episode number 7 (lines

927-32, 984-92) Nat tries to explain that it is necessary for them to

deal with anger because it will occur in their classrooms.

Nat: Anger is painful, tears are painful. And so a multitude

of things teach us those concepts, those values if you

like, and we find different ways of being angry, differ-

ent ways to confront without being up front about it. . . .

YOu're going to get angry. You get angry all the time.

There are healthy ways to express that. That is to own

that you're angry. You're going to have kids get angry

at you when you're a teacher. If you get freaked out by

anger, well how are you going to handle that? How are you

going to handle your anger and anger coming back at you?

Unfortunately this information came after a particularly destructive

interaction between the TA and a student so that its impact was diminished
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in the emotionally charged environment. Still, it represents a good ex-

ample of making the bridge between the IPL and the students' future roles.

When the leader failed to provide the necessary cognition the

group often floundered and negative consequences ensued. Mark was par-

ticularly deficient in this category. On several occasions he explored

student feelings but did not give information which would help students

understand what was happening and how to change things. Sometimes he

failed to do either. For example, in one of the early sessions a few

students grew impatient with other members for not participating. Two

students said they did not see any reason why people should be appre-

hensive about talking and appeared very unaccepting. They expressed this

in the form of a question to Mark, who answered, "For their own reasons,

they have their own reasons." The students' opinions were clearly left

unchanged and the feelings of other group members were never probed. A

more appropriate response would have been to give some cognitive infor-

'mation about why people do not talk while exploring the feelings of the

quiet group members who were being singled out for criticism.

Problems arose also when students were given insufficient infor-

mation on the goals and procedures of the IPL. Again Mark was the primary

offender. He ran his group on the T-group model which meant he was sup-

posed to give little guidance initially on how to proceed. This model

requires the leader to skillfully make theory and process interventions

that gradually reveal the nature of the experience. Unfortunately Mark

was not adept at doing this and there were recurrent discussions and

problems around the issues of goals and procedures. The confusion gener-

ated by the lack of cognition led to diminished student learning. It is

interesting to note that at the end of Mark's group, the main thing that
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people said they learned from the experience was to risk.more, meaning

to self-disclose their inner feelings and ideas and to take chances.

Few students seemed to have developed the cognitive schema needed to go

into other interpersonal situations and understand and affect what is

happening.

Clarity

This category is slightly different in that it does not deal

with specific behaviors as much as it describes the leader's verbal

ability to clearly communicate his messages, whatever their nature.

Clarity therefore cuts across the other categories since one can dis-

cuss it in relation to caring behaviors, offering cognition, and so on.

In general, leaders who had abilities in this area spoke clearly, logi-

cally, specifically and did not get off on tangents. This was true

whether or not they were dealing with their own personal feelings or

presenting cognitive information. These abilities seemed to give stu-

dents a sense of confidence in the leader, that he was knowledgeable

and in control of things, which probably contributed to their perception

of him as effective.

The impact of leader abilities in this area was particularly

noticeable in relation to the category Cognition. As discussed, the cen-

tral message in the intervention episodes studied was to change some be-

havior or attitude. Although the TA did not always have sole responsi-

bility for giving negative feedback and handling episodes, he usually had

the primary role in facilitating the interaction and students looked to

him to furnish needed cognition and guidance on how to proceed. There-

fore it was important that he had the ability to clearly state what the

problem was, how he felt about it, what needed to be changed and why.
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Leaders who were able to do this seemed to have more of an impact on

students.

The detrimental consequences of lack of clarity were also avail-

able. ?Mark had the most trouble expressing himself clearly and specifi-

cally. He often spoke awkwardly, and in general terms that made it

difficult for students to understand. For example, when someone asked

him why he felt he had to label things and did he think it would help the

group, Mark responded this way:

Mark: In a way, some things I think it's important to label,

others not so. It's hard to give a clear answer on

that. I hears what you were saying about that (pause),

. . . have to stop and make sure (pause). I'm not try-

ing to label for the reasons that you say.

(I.E. number 34, lines 331-37)

MBrk.never really addresses the student's question. In a sinilar instance

a student asked for guidance on what she should talk about in class be-

cause she was unclear on this.

Mark: Okay, if you can, I hear you sharing your feelings about

a question you have, and sharing your thoughts about that,

okay. That can help me to clarify some things that can

help you make decisions. That's an appropriate thing to

say, I would say. Um, it's hard early on too. One thing

I'm keeping a lot of responsibility out onto members of

the class early on, trying not to let it get too frus-

trating. Each person has their own places they need and

their own way they are going to develop and places they

need to go and steps along the way. I don't know what

all of those are. (I.E. number 34, lines 559-73)

Contrast this to Ken's response when he was asked by students what he

expected them to do.

Ken: For me, I would like to see some labeling, that was a

change of focus, that was paraphrasing, being able to

identify those kinds of skills and being able to use

those skills in appropriate times. . . . I would really

like to take the time at the end of a Wed. or Fri. to

say, hey, what's going on for you, how did you feel about

the experience today. Okay. I see that as a pretty ap-

propriate time to say, 'Annie, when you were talking to
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Pam I thought you were really constructive in the way you

helped her deal with the question. I felt you really

maintained the focus.'

(I.E. number 15, lines 303-7, 312-20)

Ken provided students with specific examples of what they were expected

to do whereas Mark responded with vague, somewhat confusing guidelines.

Students frequently asked Mark this question and received the same sort

of "nonanswer." The result was that in session 8 students were still

confused about what they were supposed to be doing in the IPL. It is

highly likely that some group members never did fully understand the

purpose of the class.

Communication

Behavior in this category served to increase the personal nature

and the amount of communication.among group members. The personal nature

of communication increased as students shared.more of their personal feel-

ings about each other and themselves. Leader behavior which fostered

this included asking people to talk directly to each other instead of to

him or the group, making sure they shared their feelings about each other

not just their observations, ensuring that others responded to people who

make risky self-disclosures, and generally building an atmosphere where

it was appropriate and safe to share sensitive impressions and feelings.

When the TA acted as a catalyst to increase the amount of com-

munication he was also exhibiting behaviors in this category. This was

done by questioning students on their opinions, feelings and nonverbal

behavior, making sure one or two people did not monopolize conversations

and importantly, seeking feedback about the group process and his own

behavior as the leader. When a TA responded appreciatively and accept-

ingly to this feedback, the students were encouraged to continue giving it.



183

Additional behaviors in this category include suggesting that students

share their feelings inside the group, not outside, and providing struc-

tured as well as unstructured opportunities for doing this. Intervention

episode number 16 provides several good examples of leader behavior in

this category. The leader's comments occurred at various points through-

out the lengthy episode. They show how he continually and unobtrusively

worked to increase the personal nature and the amount of communication.

Ken: What happened as a result of the discourse between Jerry

and 1? (lines 1-2)

Kitty, can you help us identify why that frustration is

there for you? (lines 242-43)

Why don't you check that out with other folks? (lines 360-61)

How can we break the circle? (line 295)

Jerry's just expressed something to you, what's your

reaction? Did that make you feel any differently? How

does it feel any different now than it did? (lines 633-38)

Daisy, you were going to say something? (lines 652—53)

What I heard Jerry say is that it would be helpful if you

feel some distancing is happening due to the way he's

speaking to you or discussing things, that it's helpful

to him to say, this is happening for me. I want to check

it out with other people. I feel very comfortable doing

that. I'm feeling some of you might not be as comfortable

at least at this point, saying Jerry, that's really

starting to put me off. (lines 577-87)

These examples also show how the leader enlisted the help of the

group in dealing with a particular student. Instead of taking total

responsibility, Ken tried to make it the group's problem by asking for

their reactions and using the term "we." Another approach taken by

some leaders was to work with troublesome students by themselves for a

while, and then ask for input from other group members. This seemed to

lessen student input when they were finally given the chance to respond.
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The group was also reinforced that the leader would take care of their

problems; they did not have to deal with them.

Overt appeals to the value of communication were useful, but of

greater impact were occasions where the leader pointed out how open com-

munication might have prevented a problem. For example, in episode

number 21 (lines 242-48), Ken pointed out the value of sharing immedi-

ately with two students who were trying to work out some old concerns

but could not recall the details of the interaction.

Ken: I'm feeling you both said you both felt something but

you never checked it out with each other. So it's the

seventh week and you finally get at it and by the seventh

week things have changed a whole lot for both of you so

it's hard to be specific.

Without the flow of communication undercurrents of feelings re-

mained and prohibited student growth. It was therefore a central func-

tion of the leader to keep the flow of communication as open as possible.

This flow is a fundamental part of a human relations training group since

without it there are limited opportunities for students to receive feed-

back on their behavior and to learn about group dynamics.

Conseguences

Whereas the first four C's led to perceived effectiveness, two

additional categories were needed to explain why change did or did not

occur following intervention episodes. The first category, Consequences,

deals with TA behaviors which ensured that students were presented with

the negative consequences of their behavior. This could be done solely

by the TA or in combination with feedback from other students. Partici-

pants had to be shown why change was needed and just how their current

behavior or attitude prevented them.from obtaining some desired goals,

such as developing relationships with others or being a responsible
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professional. Making students fully aware of the negative consequences

was found to be strongly related to changes in the desired direction.

In episode number 24 (lines 286-307), Ken points out to Dora how her

inconsistent participation has created problems for others and herself.

Ken: The trouble I have with highs and lows and activity and

nonactivity and ups and downs is that god, I never really

know how to react cause I don't have that ongoing infor-

mation like Jerry was talking about. You say that's

really important, that you get off on sharing spontane-

ously with people in a very honest, right on way, but

then sometimes I don't have that information either and

that doesn't seem to be an honest, open, ongoing way so

that leaves me with a question mark. . . . I want to

open a lot of doors so that we can become more aware of

our thoughts and things and it seems like you don't

choose to walk through a lot.

Ken goes on to explain that though he respects Dora's choice, it has

consequences in the group and may also later as a teacher if she remains

inconsistent. This excerpt reveals several features that added to the

effectiveness of giving negative consequences. The TA gave his personal

feelings, showed how the behavior or attitude was actually hurting the

person, but still left the recipient with some degree of choice on

whether to change or not.

As with the category Cognition, the more inmediate and specific

the feedback, the greater its impact was. This meant the recipient was

given specific instances where their behavior or attitude had caused

difficulties in the immediate group situation. Though some leaders took

total responsibility for doing this, the most effective technique in-

cluded soliciting examples from the group members as well. The recipient

now had concrete, real examples to deal with rather than postulated ones

of future negative consequences. While it was easy for students to re-

fute conjectures about what was likely to happen, it was much harder to

deny present realities. For example, a student in Ken's group firmly
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denied there were negative consequences to his sporadic participation

and passive nonverbal behavior because he had never been criticized for

either in the past. However, once group members told him they had felt

hurt and confused by this behavior, the student said he would reconsider

his position. His behavior underwent a noticeable change in the next

few sessions.

Students were also more likely to consider changing when given

specific information on what they were doing incorrectly, when they did

it, and how it impacted on others. General comments on the order of

"You haven't participated enough" or "You don't seem interested in what

others have to say" were ineffective with most students. Often group

members were unable to recall the details of past interactions and it

was up to the leader to supply the missing data or help students to re-

member. Ken gives an excellent example of specific feedback in this

excerpt from episode number 21 (lines 1-21):

Ken: I'm feeling at times I see you physically withdraw, like

you'll be a foot and a half back from a lot of folks in

the circle. The consequences for me is that I sense in-

tuitively less involvement. . . . it's a distraction in

the sense that I'm concerned about what's going on for

you and up to the last couple of times you haven't been

very vocal about what's going on for you. So it seems

like for someone who does not know your intent or does

not know where you are coming from, that could really be

misinterpreted and it might be a distancing factor. .

I see those consequences as being something you might

really want to look at.

It was very important that students were presented with the nega-

tive consequences but not made to feel guilty about past behavior. Lead-

ers who showed some understanding for why the person may have behaved

in a certain way made it easier for the recipient to accept the negative

feedback.
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Leaders who were inadequate in this category failed to make sure

that students were presented with the negative consequences of their

behavior or cast the consequences in the guise of, "If you do not do

this you will not pass the course." Such threats had marginal success,

especially when basic personality changes were being discussed. Failure

to make examples specific and immediate to the group situation was also

a problem, as was admonishing students for their past behavior without

showing some understanding of why they felt or acted that way.

Closure

This category includes all TA behavior which ensured that the

central cognitive and affective needs of students during an intervention

episode were adequately addressed if not resolved. The importance of

TA behavior in this category increased with the length of the episode

and its affective quality. Completeness of closure was found to be

associated with long-range changes in behavior and attitudes.

Leader behaviors that addressed cognitive needs included check-

ing to see that students knew what they were or were not supposed to do

in the future, asking for content questions, summarizing what had hap-

pened, explaining the relationship of an episode to the IPL goals, and

giving students a reasonable chance to continue discussion if they re-

quired additional information and feedback.

In dealing with affective needs, TAs asked students how they

were feeling, if they had other feelings they would like to share, and

whether they felt ready to move on to another topic. They also asked

for reactions from silent members and questioned participants on the mean-

ing of their nonverbal behavior. Leader behavior aimed at achieving

closure on affective needs was especially crucial during episodes where
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the discussion had involved highly emotional or sensitive issues.

Review of the transcripts showed that the process of bringing

closure to an episode actually began some time before its end. By con-

tinually addressing the students' affective and cognitive needs, in addi-

tion to questioning for understanding, the leader would slowly bring the

intervention to an end and closure. At that point any questions or

statements falling into this category of behavior were almost formali-

ties because the leader was already fairly certain that closure had been

reached and it was appropriate to move on. However, if the leader had

not done these things all along it was imperative that he do so in the

final part of the episode if adequate closure was to be reached.

Inadequate closure was characterized by several features: pre-

mature changes in focus, dealing only with cognitive or affective needs,

and failure to make sure understanding had been reached. The impact of

inadequate closure was shown in the quantitative analysis where 100% of

the episodes leading to changes had overt resolutions, while 80% of

those not leading to changes had implicit resolutions, i.e., poor closure.

An example of inadequate closure occurs in intervention episode

number 8. A student, Kurt, says that he does not see why they have to

analyze people all the time and that he wants the group to be more struc-

tured so he can get something out of it. Nat tries to help him.aee that

he can.make the group process concrete and orderly by looking at in in

terms of reinforcement theory. {After Nat presents an example of this,

Kurt gives some evidence that he gets the point by saying, "I see what

you mean." Nat then continues for several minutes on the general prin-

ciples of reinforcement theory and how it applies to their group and

classroom teachers, but he never returns to Kurt to see if his initial
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concerns are still there, nor does he ever deal with the feelings behind

the concerns.

The type of situation just described was characteristic of the

intervention episodes not leading to change. It was difficult to tell

if the recipients of negative feedback in these episodes did accept or

fully comprehend the feedback. Their comments were usually brief, on

the order of "Yeah, I see what you mean" or "I get it, yeah, you're

probably right." Unfortunately the leader did not follow up to make

sure the person did understand the feedback in its entirety. Since the

individuals continued to behave in the same way it is likely that there

was some misunderstanding or nonacceptance. This might have been avoided

if the leader had acted differently.

The Six C's and Modifying Variables

In the quantitative analysis, the factors contributing to per-

ceived effectiveness and ineffectiveness seemed to be fairly independent

of the group stage or the type of critical incident involved. Clinical

impressions of the data supported this conclusion. Behavior in each of

the categories outlined was required to achieve perceived effectiveness

regardless of the group stage, critical incident, or even the student

type. However, it did appear that it was more detrimental to omit cer-

tain categories or exhibit undesirable behaviors at some points than at

others. For example, the exhibition of hostile and noncaring behavior

by Nat in the early sessions of his group seemed to create an atmosphere

of distrust that was never fully overcome. In contrast, when Hank acted

similarly during an episode at a later point in group life, the negative

effects on his group were short in duration. Students had already de-

veloped a trusting atmosphere and positive regard for Hank so that they
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could weigh his behavior against their prior experiences.

Caring behavior was also particularly needed with students per-

ceived by their classmates as insecure and passive. There were angry

reactions to any signs that the leader was pressuring these students or

was insensitive to them. In truth, these students did respond best to

interventions with a preponderance of caring behaviors, whereas students

who were secure and verbal responded better to interventions which empha-

sized cognition and consequences.

Integuetion of the Six 6'3 and Strategies

Perhaps due to the overlap of categories, it was hard to pick out

any particular leader strategies of combining the categories of behavior

that proved more or less successful. No special sequences of usage could

be found either, apart from frequently addressing the category Closure

toward the end of an episode. However, as already discussed, there were

some strategies that seemed to further or hinder the goals of behavior

in a category. For example, working with students one-on-one and then

asking for student input was a less effective way of increasing communi-

cation than encouraging and integrating student input throughout the epi-

sode. Similarly, getting students to give examples of negative conse-

quences was better than having the TA alone provide them, Using examples

from the group situation was also more effective than hypothetical ones.

Though an in-depth search for strategies was not undertaken, this would

appear to be a promising avenue for research efforts.

Though no overall strategies of combining strategies could be

discerned, it was possible to identify cases where the leader exhibited

behavior in all the categories to achieve a successful intervention.
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Episode number 16 provides the best example of this and has been included

in appendix C for reference and illustrative purposes.

Generalizabilitz of the Model

This model of effective leadership behavior is based on studying

intervention episodes where the aim.was to change behavior or attitudes.

Just how generalizable it is to other episodes with dissimilar themes

is still unknown. Asking someone to change involves different dynamics

than discussing a philosophical or procedural issue, for example, and

the latter may therefore require other types of behavior. It might also

be hard to set criteria for objective success in such episodes, though

measures of perceived effectiveness could still be obtained. In the

episodes studied objective success was defined in terms of immediate

and long-range changes in behavior or attitudes.

Though the evidence is not yet available, it seems reasonable

to suppose that five of the C's--Caring, Cognition, Clarity, Communication,

and Closure-~are fairly central to effective leadership in a wide variety

of episodes. The sixth category, Consequences, is very specific to cases

where in fact there are negative consequences to some behavior or attitude.

The issue of generalizability not only applies to other types of

intervention, it also relates to different types of group experiences.

Some evidence of generalizability comes from the work of Lieberman, Yalom

and.Miles (1973) who also found that caring and cognition were important

components of overall effectiveness. Despite this, the extent to which

the model is generalizable to other group experiences is undetermined.

One other facet of the model needs discussion. It is based pri-

marily on the analysis of leader behavior during intervention episodes
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where the focus was on one or two students. It is possible that a slightly

different model would be developed if one examined effective leader be-

havior during episodes where the group was the focus. Group problems are

harder to deal with since the leader is often alone in his perceptions

of the causes and is usually a major contributing factor himself. Un-

fortunately this study produced few examples of effective leader behavior

in dealing with group problems so answers on this issue await further

research.

Discussion of the Mbthodology

Many of the methods used in this project to study leader inter-

ventions are uncommon. Therefore it is appropriate that these methods

be discussed to assess their utility for further research. Five aspects

of the methodology will be dealt with: critical incidents, intervention

episodes, the variables, ISIA, and the stimulated recall technique.

Critical Incidents

The assumption behind the interest in critical incidents is that

how the leader handles an incident will have a significant impact on the

individuals involved and the group. If this is true, then it is crucial

to identify critical incidents and evaluate alternative leader responses.

Doing so should provide valuable information on the nature of effective

and ineffective intervention behavior. The findings from this study

support the validity of this assumption and the utility of following

this course of action.

Looking at the critical incident from the standpoint of methodol-

ogy, one realizes that not only is it important to identify critical

incidents so that alternative leader responses can be examined to see
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what factors account for effectiveness, but it would be almost impossible

to make this comparison without a concept like the critical incident.

Making comparisons between intervention responses demands that they be

directed toward a common source or type of stimulus. The concept of a

critical incident provides these sources, for it implies that there are

certain kinds of events which occur with regularity across groups that

can be equated on the basis of the issues involved. Once this assump-

tion is accepted, it becomes possible to compare intervention responses

to these varying events as if they were all directed toward some common

event. The methodological benefits of doing this are obvious.

Since identifying critical incidents promises to be a central

component in further research on leader intervention behavior, it was

comforting to find that the critical incidents in this study were readily

identifiable. Also leader responses in relation to them did seem to have

a profound impact on the group, especially when the incidents reflected

the basic issues of the IPL, such as fear of participation or resistance

to being judged. Even when the issues were less central to group process,

the manner in which the incident was handled often had a profound effect

on the group. The best example of this is episode number 16. Here the

critical incident was "Overtalk/Inability to Facilitate Self-Closure."

The TA.masterfully guided the group through a potentially disastrous

confrontation with a group member. By carefully working through the

feelings of group members, giving constructive positive and negative

feedback and ensuring that adequate closure was reached, he modeled all

of the IPL skills and demonstrated their value. As Ken put it at the

end of this episode (lines 1134-39, 1149-57):

We might not have resolved where we began, but at least there

is more understanding. And the only way to facilitate that
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understanding is having the patience and the skill to methodi-

cally work that through, and sometimes that's a lengthy process

but that's the only way that I'm aware of where we can construc-

tively come to an understanding. . . . to skillfully work through

what we did and if it ever arises again, to more skillfully deal

with it before it ever reaches that point is what we're all about.

And to learn concepts to be able to label what went on, what ex-

actly happened, what people did that was skillful and not skill-

ful, that's what the class is about.

Other examples could be given, many negative as well as positive.

Perhaps the best evidence of the impact of leader behavior is that inci-

dents that were not dealt with effectively kept recurring. This was

true in both Nat's and Mark's groups, where the incidents involving par-

ticipation and resistance/hostility kept coming up, session after session.

One is forced to speculate that this would not have happened if the leader

had taken a different approach to dealing with these issues.

In summary, identifying critical incidents and evaluating al-

ternative responses is a fruitful method of studying intervention beha-

vior and should be pursued. As will be discussed in chapter 6, the study

of alternative responses to critical incidents can also serve as the

core of a training program for future group leaders.

Intervention Episodes

To review, the intervention episode is a sequence unit of analy-

sis which conceptualizes an intervention as a series of verbal moves re-

lated to a single topic that together have cumulative value or impact.

These verbal moves form an episode, the boundaries of which are speci-

fied according to established criteria. The idea of an intervention

episode grew out of the limitations of previous conceptualizations.

Being a new concept, a research question was included which called for

an evaluation of the intervention episode as a sequence unit of analysis

and a method of viewing leadership behavior. Such an evaluation can be
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made on logical and practical grounds. The two flow together as one

examines the advantages of utilizing this concept.

Observations of groups show that much of the interaction can be

seen as a series of discussions, each with its own central topic. It

therefore makes sense to study these discussions to determine the pat-

terns that emerge as participants attempt to deal with an issue. Exam-

ining the sequence of verbal moves within each discussion seems logi-

cally superior to treating comments as if they were unrelated. The

intervention episode is really a more formalized version of the dis-

cussion.

By looking at an intervention as an episode composed of verbal

moves, it should also be possible to uncover the strategies different

leaders use when addressing similar topics. The consequences of these

strategies can then be compared to see which approaches are beneficial

or harmful. As discussed, certain strategies were found to be more

effective in facilitating the goals of the six C's. An intervention

episode should not be equated with a strategx,though,since an episode

is a unit of analysis, not an approach to dealing with some issue.

Actually, a leader can employ several strategies within an intervention

episode.

Another advantage of the intervention episode is that it has

reliably distinct boundaries. Previously the question of boundaries was

often ignored or decisions were made on the basis of ease of coding. In

contrast, the intervention episode has a definite set of criteria for

determining its boundaries.

It is necessary to remember that the intervention episode is a

423;; of analysis, not a method of analysis. This means that the researcher

can use various methods to study the interaction of verbal moves within
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the episode. Thus s/he has the advantages of a sequence unit with reliable

boundaries and the flexibility to apply different methods of analysis to

the content.

Overall, the intervention episode is a valuable concept and should

be used by other researchers in the study of leadership behavior.

The Variables

There are numerous dimensions along which interventions vary.

It was therefore a difficult task to select which variables would be best

to include in this study of the characteristics of effective leader

interventions. While not wanting to take a shotgun approach, it was felt

that several variables should be included to maximize the chances that

some would prove to be good discriminators of effectiveness. The final

choices were based on suggestions from the literature on leader behavior,

intuition, and the desire to concentrate on the objective characteris-

tics of interventions. This would reduce the need for high-inference

judgments when classifying events. The fewer inferences the coder had

to make, the more reliable and less biased the categorizations were likely

to be. The requirement of high-inference judgments was a flaw of past

research where raters were asked to categorize interventions on variables

such as "Ego State of Trainer," "Quality of Enactment," or "Distribution

of Power and Control" (O'Day, 1968). Based on these criteria, eight

variables were chosen: Total Time of the Intervention Episode; the

TA/Student Talk Ratio; Domain - Affective or Cognitive; Affective Qual-

ity - Positive or Negative; Communication Skills - ISIA categories; and

Nature of Resolution - Overt or Implicit.

The results showed most of the variables to be poor discrimi-

nators of effective versus ineffective interventions. Observed differences
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on some variables did hint at discriminating characteristics. These

hints were followed up by studying the transcripts to further identify,

define and elaborate these characteristics. Three variables of this

type were ISIA, Affective Quality - Positive or Negative, and Nature of

a Resolution. The ISIA will be discussed separately. In the new'model

proposed, Affective Quality has been incorporated into the category

Caring, while Nature of a Resolution went into Closure. It is suggested

that any refinements and development work be done on these new categories

of behavior, instead of the original variables.

The detailed quantitative analysis pointed out some of the limi-

tations of using variables that call for low-inference judgments. In

the quest to make the coder's judgments more reliable, there is the risk

that the phenomenon under study is broken down into categories that have

little meaning. This problem of interpretation was true for all of the

variables chosen. It was necessary to constantly return to the original

raw data and.make inferences about the meaning of the results. Using

high-inference variables may decrease reliability, but it aids interpre-

tation since they usually correlate better with the criterion.

Ifilé

The ISIA deserves special mention because of its complexity and

the fact that it is a system in itself. It was picked for several reasons.

First, consistent with the criteria for selecting variables, it required

low-inference judgments of the communication skills being used by the TA.

Second, the instrument is reliable and valid in the sense that it was

developed specifically for the IPL situation. Its validity as an instru-

ment to study leader interventions would be tested in the study. Previous

research had never intensively examined the leader's communication skills,
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probably because reliable instruments for this purpose were unavailable

until recently. Finally, it seemed reasonable to ask the question, what

does the leaderIQQ during effective and ineffective intervention episodes,

does he self-disclose, provide cognition, give responsible or irresponsible

feedback, etc.? It was decided to concentrate on the behavior since the

overall topic of the intervention episode would be known.

As it turned out, simply identifying the communication skills

used by the TA provided little information on the characteristics of ef-

fective leader intervention behavior. Leaders exhibited the same skills

in perceived effective and ineffective intervention episodes. A.rank

ordering of the skills based on frequency of usage proved more fruitful

in revealing patterns associated with effectiveness, i.e., the heavy

emphasis on cognition followed by active listening (caring behaviors).

The ISIA should not be used in future studies to detenmine the charac-

teristics of effective leader behavior. Instead a content analytic sys-

tem is needed that would reflect the Six C's of Effectiveness. One can

envision a system where each of the C's would be a major variable with

its own set of values. Criteria for making judgments about the classi-

fication of events would be established. Researchers could then look

at the level or type of caring behavior exhibited, for example, and begin

to identify which types were most facilitative. An instrument developed

along these lines would call for higher-inference judgments since the

focus would be on the goal of the leader's behavior, e.g., to increase

communication, show caring, ensure closure.
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Stimulated Recall Technigue

The stimulated recall technique (SRT) was found to have several

advantages and disadvantages as a research tool. On the plus side, it

provided the TA with specific and direct feedback on his behavior during

the intervention episode being reviewed. Both TAs who used the SRT said

they valued the experience and saw things in their behavior they were

previously unaware of. They also modified their behavior toward the

individuals involved in the intervention episode by demonstrating in-

creased understanding and sensitivity to their needs during future inter-

actions.

The SRT gave students a chance to share negative feelings about

TA behavior in a more socially acceptable and therefore less threatening

environment. Whereas few had given negative feedback to the TAs at the

time of the intervention episodes, several students did so after the tape

recordings were played. The questions on the form students filled out

following the recall also served as the basis for giving specific, re-

sponsible feedback, as well as helping students pinpoint the reasons for

their negative or positive reactions. Overall the students had little

trouble reinstating their feelings and seemed to enjoy the recall experi-

ence, with almost all calling it worthwhile and interesting.

Several disadvantages were also noted. The audiotape recordings

provided only partial information about the intervention episodes since

nonverbal behavior was missing. Several students remarked that this

omission probably influenced their responses to some degree though they

could not specify in which direction, more or less favorable. The im-

portance of nonverbal behavior cannot be overlooked since it plays a

crucial role in our interpretation of events as helpful, threatening,
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and so on. If such techniques are used in the future, videotaping should

be done.

Another disadvantage is the length of time it takes to rerun the

tape, fill out the forms and discuss reactions. It is questionable if

the time investment is worth the gains. Such recalls might prove benefi-

cial during the early stages of the group to encourage open expression

of feelings, particularly negative ones. However, later in the group life

this encouragement is needed less and the time could be better used in

other ways. The problem is that though it could be helpful at times to

replay and process episodes, having this option necessitates recording

all sessions. This is difficult and costly when many groups are involved

because of equipment and additional personnel requirements. Though it

does seem worthwhile to continue using the SRT for research purposes, at

present the evidence does not suggest that IPLs should be taped as

standard procedure.

Implications for Research on Leader

Intervention Behavior

Reviewing, the following aspects of the methodology show promise

for research on the characteristics of effective intervention behavior:

1. identifying critical incidents and evaluating alternative responses

and their consequences

2. the intervention episode as a unit of analysis and a way of con-

ceptualizing interventions

3. a content analytic system.based on the Six C's of Effectiveness

which would replace the ISIA and the remaining variables used in

the study

4. the stimulated recall technique
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Other suggestions for future research investigations emerge out

of the limitations of this project; consequently both will be discussed

together.

1. Replication of the Results with Larger Samples.

Sample sizes were very small for many of the questions which lessens

the reliability of the findings. Several of the questions originally

posed could not be answered completely because of insufficient data,

i.e., the interaction of all critical incidents, group stages, and

student types with group member perceptions of TA behavior. It is

therefore especially imperative that attempts be made to replicate

the outcomes of the quantitative analysis and assess the validity of

the clinically based descriptive model in other situations.

Use of High-Inference Variables and Elaboration of the six C's.

The findings from this investigation suggest the abandonment of low-

inference variables in research on leader behavior. Almost all of

the low-inference variables were poor discriminators and it was hard

to make meaningful interpretations of the differences that were found.

It seems unlikely that future research using low-inference variables

would prove more fruitful. Instead research should concentrate on

elaborating and defining the six categories (C's) in the new descrip-

tive model proposed. Doing so would substantially increase their

utility in teaching and research efforts. As it now stands, they

are only rough guidelines for intervening effectively.

Further Use of the Stimulated Recall Technique.

Unfortunately only two stimulated recalls were carried out. A more

thorough test of this technique's research potential is needed. This

should include various ways of using the SRT, for example, with
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videotapes, immediate versus delayed recalls, open discussions versus

questionnaires.

Developing Post-Session Questionnaires.

Such questionnaires can be a valuable data source for the study of

leader behavior if care is taken in selecting the questions. Of

course there are limits on the number of questions that can reason-

ably be asked and the areas covered on one form. In this investigation

the forms were well designed to single out problems of TA overmanipu-

lation, aggressiveness, and excessive pressure. On the positive side,

they looked at trust building, acceptance and helping students gain

insight into their behavior. However, the questions were not sensi-

tive to TA behavior that was detrimental in a passive sense. One of

the leaders was extremely nondirective and this often led to hostil-

ity, confusion, and other negative consequences. This was not de-

tected by the post-session questionnaires because they focused on

assessing active behaviors. Given that it is unreasonable to include

questions on several areas because of length restrictions, the follow-

ing suggestion is made. Since students tire of answering the same

questions session after session, it is suggested that some of the

questions on the forms be switched on an alternating basis to increase

the amount of information gathered. This would allow the researcher

to collect data on a wider range of TA behavior.

Study of Leader Impact on the Total Learning Environment.

Research on the characteristics of effective interventions is a worth-

while pursuit. But it is important not to take a narrow view of the

leader's influence as occurring only during these intervention epi-

sodes. The leader's influence extends far beyond these interactions.
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As Lieberman (1976) suggested, research should concentrate on the

leader's impact on the total learning environment. This is especially

true in the IPL because the lack of volunteerism and the evaluative

component vest the leader with.more power than in other types of human

relations training groups. They were the ones who set the norms via

their position as teacher and authority figure. Like any other class,

students came in, wanted to know the requirements and then how they

should behave to meet those requirements. The TA could create what-

ever type of learning environment he wanted to. Though it cannot be

explored in detail here, the data showed that not all of the environ-

ments were equally successful. The leaders were tremendously influ-

ential in determining the course of each group and TA effects were

far greater than those due to individual student differences. More

needs to be done to establish which learning environments are most

conducive to the attainment of the IPL goals and how to help TAs

create them.



CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The chief purpose of this dissertation was to answer the question,

"What are the characteristics of effective leader interventions at cer-

tain critical points in a human relations training group for future teach-

ers, the Interpersonal Process Laboratory?" A related purpose was to

detennine the characteristics of ineffective interventions. In order to

accomplish this a complex quantitative analysis of leader interventions

at these points was performed using several variables including a content

analytic system which examined the leader's communication skills. A new

unit of analysis was developed, the intervention episode, to isolate the

time in which the leader's remarks would be examined. Effectiveness was

determined by analyzing student self-report data and observer ratings

of the impact of the intervention.

As reported, the research had limited success in answering these

questions. The quantitative analysis did suggest that certain leader

behaviors were associated with effective and ineffective interventions,

but the results were not at the level of specificity expected. Further

examination of the data based on clinical impressions from reading

transcripts and observing sessions led to the formulation of a new de-

scriptive model of effective leader behavior which incorporated and ex-

panded upon the findings from the quantitative analysis.

The original analysis indicated that student and observer per-

ceptions of leader effectiveness depended upon adequate amounts of

204



205

cognition and caring. Cognitive information helped students increase

their awareness, understanding and control over individual and group dy-

namics. Caring behaviors were needed to develop an atmosphere of trust

and concern so students would be willing to accept the feedback and infor-

mation being given. This was especially important since the intervention

episodes being studied all had a corrective aim, that is, there was some

attitude or behavior the leader (TA) wanted to modify because it had

detrimental consequences. It was therefore necessary to give negative

feedback to those involved. Transcripts and observer notations showed

that two more categories of behavior were needed to account for percep-

tions of effective intervention behavior, clarity of expression, and

communication. Together these categories form.part of a six-component

model of effective leader behavior, called the Six C's of Effectiveness:

Caring, Cognition, Clarity, Communication, Consequences, and Closure.

Interventions that included behavior from the last two categories had

real as well as perceived effectiveness, i.e., students were more likely

to change their behavior or attitudes after the intervention episode.

A brief description of each category reveals its distinguishing features.

The Six C's of Effectiveness

Caring

This category deals with the leader's verbal and nonverbal beha-

vior which reflected a genuine desire to understand and assist students.

NOnverbal expressions included attending to the speaker, nodding in sup-

port, smiling, and maintaining a gentle, accepting tone of voice. Ex-

amples of verbal expressions included paraphrasing for understanding and

asking clarifying questions. As if following the old bromide, "Listen to
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what a man does, not what he says," so students appeared to be influenced

more by the leader's honest effort to elicit and appreciate their feel-

ings and ideas than they were by verbal expressions of caring. This was

confirmed by the observation that students continued to be wary of lead-

ers who expressed positive intentions and support following angry or

otherwise hostile actions.

Failure to exhibit caring behavior was strongly associated with

perceived ineffectiveness. Leaders not only omitted this category of

behavior, they frequently replaced it with hostility, cold indifference,

and verbal games aimed at "winning" rather than helping.

Cogpition

Leader behavior in this category helped students to conceptual-

ize and attach meaning to individual and group experiences. Examples of

behavior in this category included labeling events, providing frameworks

for change, pointing out the relationship of group process to the stu-

dents' future responsibilities as teachers, and explaining group pro-

cedures and goals. Offering information or cognition was the most fre-

quently used communication skill for all interventions rated as having

real and perceived effectiveness. Cognition was also provided in the

ineffective episodes, but to a lesser extent.

Lack of cognition led to confusion about group process and why

the Interpersonal Process Laboratory (IPL) was being included as part of

the preparation to become classroom teachers. The end result of inade-

quate cognition was that fewer students grasped the basic, underlying

principles of interpersonal communication, principles that could be

applied to almost any situation.
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Clarity

Clarity refers to the leader's verbal ability to clearly communi-

cate messages to the students, be they of an affective or cognitive nature.

Behaviors in this category were needed to give direction to group process

and to instill confidence in the leader as someone who was knowledgeable

and in control of things. Leaders with abilities in this area not only

spoke clearly, they were logical, specific, and stayed with the topic

instead of getting off on tangents.

Lack of clarity diminished student trust in the leader. It led

to confusion, frustration, interruptions in the flow, and a generally

less productive experience. One of the four leaders studied was notice-

ably deficient in this category and his group floundered for the majority

of its existence because he was unable to clearly explain what he wanted

them to do.

Communication

Leader behaviors in this category served to increase the personal

nature and the amount of communication among group members. The personal

nature of discussions was increased as students shared more of their

personal feelings about each other and themselves. Some of the leader's

behaviors which fostered this included asking people to express their

feelings, praising and protecting students who made risky self-disclosures,

and bringing up issues which focused on feelings.

The amount of communication increased with the frequency of stu-

dent participation. Leaders encouraged participation by asking students

questions about their ideas and feelings, soliciting and rewarding feed-

back on the group and their own behavior, and providing structured oppor-

tunities for many people to express themselves. Leader behavior in this
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category served a vital purpose since open.communication is a fundamental

part of having a successful human relations training group experience.

The personal nature and amount of communication were decreased

when leaders consciously or inadvertently punished students for expressing

themselves, or allowed other students to do so. Other leader behaviors

which depressed open communication included allowing the group to spend

time discussing outside, irrelevant issues, taking care of problem.situ-

ations himself instead of encouraging student input, and failing to pro-

vide structured opportunities for participants to share feelings and ideas

about each other, themselves, and the group experience.

Conseguences

This category deals with leader behavior which ensured that stu-

dents were presented with, and fully understood, the negative conse-

quences of their current behavior or attitude. The leader could furnish

examples of negative consequences himself and/or encourage other students

to do so, the combination being the best approach. Specific examples

drawn from.the group experience were more effective in getting students

to change their behavior and attitudes than were hypothesized examples

of future negative consequences. Pointing out the rewards for changing

was another powerful inducement.

Leaders who were inadequate in this category failed to make sure

students were fully aware of the negative consequences of their behavior.

They concentrated more on giving examples of possible negative conse-

quences instead of looking for the ones that had already occurred. In

addition, they often admonished students for their past behavior or

sittitude without demonstrating understanding of the reasons why the

students felt or acted that way.
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Analysis of transcripts showed that making students aware of the

negative consequences of their behavior, particularly within the group,

was strongly related to changes in the desired direction. It was one of

two features which distinguished intervention episodes that led to changes

from those that did not. The other feature was the degree to which closure

was reached.

Closure

Included in this category are leader behaviors which made sure

the central cognitive and affective needs of students during an inter-

vention episode were adequately addressed if not resolved. Examples of

leader behaviors which addressed cognitive needs included summarizing

what had happened, asking for content questions, and explaining the re-

lationship of the episode to the goals of the Interpersonal Process

Laboratory. Examples of attempts to deal with affective needs included

asking students how they felt as a result of the episode, if they still

wanted to share feelings, and whether or not they felt ready to move on

to another topic. The importance of leader behavior in this category

increased with the length of the episode and its affective quality. .At-

tempts to reach adequate closure was one of the features which distin-

guished intervention episodes with real effectiveness from those with

only perceived effectiveness.

Behaviors which led to inadequate closure included allowing or

personally making premature changes in focus, failing to deal with both

cognitive and affective concerns, and failing to check that students fully

understood what was expected of them. The leader might ask the student(s)

if they understood, but he settled for a yes-no answer instead of probing

to make sure understanding was reached.
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Integration of the Six C's and Strategies

Most behaviors served the goals of more than one category since

the categories were not mutually exclusive. For example, a piece of cog-

nition could be given in a clear and caring way. However, it was possible

to identify the primary goal of the behavior thereby allowing classification.

Strategies of combining the categories did not seem to affect per-

ceived or real effectiveness to any significant extent, although some

strategies within a category appeared superior to others in furthering

its goals, e.g., to increase communication, present consequences. Addi-

tional work is needed to identify and study the effects of varying

strategies.

The Effects of Modifying Variables

One of the objectives of the study was to assess the effects of

different modifying variables on student perceptions of leader behavior.

Three modifying variables were looked at, the type of student(s) involved

in the intervention episode, the critical incident, and the group stage.

Student type was determined by having the group members rate

each other on a series of semantic differential questions twice during

the term. The data were analyzed to enable classification of students

into several types. Unfortunately it was not possible to systematically

examine the effects of student type on perceptions of leader behavior

because of small sample sizes when the data were broken down by type and

episodes perceived as effective or ineffective. In spite of this, clini-

cal impressions did indicate that student type was significant when the

individual was perceived as insecure and passive.

As for the effect of critical incidents and group stage, the

quantitative analysis showed the factors contributing to perceived
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effectiveness and ineffectiveness to be fairly independent of these

modifying variables. Clinical impressions supported this conclusion in

the main. Still, it is somewhat premature to conclude that the critical

incident and group stage have little impact because of small sample sizes.

However, the findings indicate that their impact is far less than many

writers in the field have suggested.

Methods for Studying Leader Intervention Behavior

Several different methods or approaches to studying leader inter-

vention behavior were used in this project. Those with promise for future

research include: the critical incident, the intervention episode, the

stimulated recall technique, and post-session questionnaires.

Critical incidents are events occurring throughout the group life

that involve issues which are important to the successful functioning of

the group. Since these incidents can vary with the type of group, efforts

were made to identify some of them for the IPL with its unique demands.

Ten were finally selected. It is assumed that how the leader handles

these incidents will have a significant impact on participants and will

therefore further or impede attainment of group goals. The findings

support this assumption and argue for continued work to identify critical

incidents and evaluate alternative leader responses.

The intervention episode is a new unit of analysis created for

this dissertation. It looks at the intervention as an episode composed

of verbal moves related to a single topic that together have cumulative

impact. The topics in this case were the critical incidents. Criteria

were established which enabled reliable determination of the boundaries

of the episode. This new way of conceptualizing an intervention has
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logical and practical advantages and should be used in other investigations.

The stimulated recall technique is based on the work of Kagan

(1969a, 1969b, 1972). Students were presented with a tape-recorded seg-

ment of a previously recorded intervention episode and asked to give their

reactions to the leader's behavior in written and oral form. This recall

session provided the opportunity to gather specific, direct feedback on

leader behavior. An evaluation of the advantages and disadvantages of

the technique argued for its continuation as a research tool, but not as

a routine part of human relations training groups like the IPL.

Post-session questionnaires were distributed at the end of each

session to assess student reactions to the leader's behavior during that

session and the IPL in general. The fonms were designed to focus on

leader behaviors which were likely to occur in intervention episodes and

influence student perceptions of effectiveness or ineffectiveness. The

data from these forms were used to classify intervention episodes into

one of three categories: perceived effective, perceived ineffective, or

neutral. A comparison was made of answers to these questionnaires to

those given during recall sessions. Few significant differences were

found indicating the questionnaires were sensitive to the phenomena

they were designed to detect.

Implications of the Results
 

Training_Group Leaders
 

One of the reasons for this study was the need to upgrade the

training given to IPL group leaders. Training was left to modeling ex-

perienced leaders CTAs) and general staff discussions of the "what to do

when" type. These practices had limited utility because of the lack of
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knowledge about effective leadership in the IPL. Without this, there

was little.guarantee that new TAs would.mode1 the essential elements of

effective leader behavior or that training sessions would impart needed

information and skills. This study partially remedies this situation by

providing information on the factors associated with effective leader

interventions. It also suggests methods of training group leaders which

are superior to those currently used.

The study of critical incidents and alternative ways of handling

them can serve as the basis for a systematic training program for IPL

group leaders. They could view videotaped critical incidents and then

discuss alternative ways of approaching them. All kinds of critical

incidents could be shown, those that are problematic and others that

simply reveal opportunities to facilitate attainment of group goals.

The training program would have several objectives. First, it would

help TAs learn to recognize problems and opportunities as they arise.

Then it would assist them to identify possible underlying causes or is-

sues behind the surface behaviors, and finally, the program would train

them to intervene in a way that maximized their chances of being suc-

cessful, thereby moving the group/individuals in the desired direction.

Besides critical incidents, the videotapes could show effective and in-

effective intervention responses, pointing out the behaviors that lead

to both. These behaviors would be the ones identified in this study as

the six C's. Role-playing exercises could supplement viewing tapes and

discussions. Another advantage of pre-recorded videotapes is that they

can be designed to slowly increase the complexity of the issues and fac-

tors to be considered in making an appropriate intervention. A training

program designed along these lines would far surpass current practices.
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It would help develop a shared conceptual framework that would give new

meaning to.staff discussions and co-training experiences.

A comprehensive training program might also include reviewing

tape recordings of the TA leading his own group. Every so often a TA

could tape-record a session and bring this back to a supervisor or sup-

port group for discussion and analysis. Though somewhat threatening,

if handled correctly this would give the leader valuable feedback. To-

gether they might decide that the TA should carry out a stimulated recall

with the entire group. Reviewing tape recordings with supervisors is a

standard part of many counselor training programs. There is every reason

to believe it would be useful for training group leaders as well. Occa-

sional observations of the TA, which is the technique currently used in

IPLs, does not provide the leader with the in-depth kind of feedback on

intervention style that is needed if improvements are to occur. Also,

listening to a tape-recorded interaction can be a beneficial experience

in and of itself, as the two TAs who were part of the stimulated recalls

found out.

This type of training program is based on the belief that train-

ing someone to intervene can be done in a similar fashion to teaching

other complicated skills. The discriminations, rules, and responses re-

quired may be exceedingly complex, but the standard methods of teaching

can still be applied. Even if one accepts that modeling and learning by

doing are necessary to becoming an expert leader, this does not diminish

the value of formal, systematic training to help leaders identify the

behaviors to model, or the factors that account for effectiveness in one

case and failure in another. Certainly this is what occurs when the TAB

teach the IPL communication skills to the students in their groups.
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Students are taught when and how to respond to numerous verbal and non-

verbal cuea. They learn concepts, discriminations, principles and rules

of generation. The skills required by a leader go beyond those dealt

with in the IPL, but the basic approach to imparting these skills should

still be the same.

Of course a TA.has to knowwmore than how to intervene effectively.

As discussed, the learning environment established by the leader is also

crucial. Research is needed to determine the type(s) of learning en-

vironment(s) that best lead to attainment of the IPL goals. Once known,

leaders can be trained to create this atmosphere.

Lodking beyond the immediate situation, the IPL is similar in its

goals and many of its methods to other human relations training groups

in career preparation programs for the health sciences, social service

fields, and business. The idea of imparting interpersonal communication

skills through participation in a group experience is widespread in most

fields where the job requirements entail dealing with people. Developing

methods to ensure the competency of the leaders of these groups is there-

fore something of interest to responsible professionals in many areas,

not the least of which is education. The training program proposed

would be a major step toward meeting this end.

Teaching Communication Skills
 

It may be time to seriously examine the approach of using human

relations training groups as the sole vehicle for teaching interpersonal

communication skills and group dynamics. Just as group leaders can bene-

fit from more formal, systematic training which guarantees that certain

things will happen and be taught, so can teacher trainees benefit from
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this type of training. This training would be similar to that given to

group leaders except in this case the critical incidents would be replaced

by examples of regularly occurring classroom situations that require the

teacher to effectively utilize interpersonal communication skills. As

before, there would be discussions and examples of effective and inef-

fective responses. Training of this type would be more likely to transfer

to actual classroom behavior when students entered the field. It should

be viewed as a supplement to participation in a group experience rather

than a substitution since the latter is needed to give students feedback

on their behavior and increase self-awareness. Finally, it would ensure

that all students were receiving the same core body of knowledge and

training, instead of having the leader's abilities and decisions determine

what is learned.

To conclude, it is hoped that this study will serve as the impetus

for the development of training programs along the lines discussed,

eSpecially for group leaders. It is incumbent on those who require

group experiences as part of career preparation courses of study to pro-

vide the most competent personnel possible. Not only do students deserve

this on moral grounds, the instructional benefits of the experience will

increase proportionately to the skills of the leader. Efforts to in-

crease the effectiveness of human relations training group leaders will

surely have positive consequences.
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Directions:

For all questions above the dividing line (nos. 1-19),

make sure to base your answers on today's session only!

For all questions below the dividing line (nos. 20-23),
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Post-Session Questionnaire (PSQ)
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basegyour answers on your feelings in general.

Please use the following scale when making your decisions:

Strongly Agree Agree Unsure Disagree Strongly Disagree

IS.

16.

17.

1 2 3 h S

The TA seemed accepting of viewpoints different from his own...........

At times the TA acted overly critical and disapproving... ...... ........

The TA made a real effort to help others gain insight into their own

behaVior and/01" feelings...-ooeeeeeoeeeeeeeeeeoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee

At times the TA pushed too hard, beyond a point where it was productive

The TA did a great deal to help build trust in the group today.........

At times the TA seemed too manipulative in getting others to react the

way he wanted...u.u............o.o....”...o.......o..............o..

The TA made a sincere attempt to understand why people reacted the way

they did.......OOOOOOOCOOOOOIOOO.........0.0.000.000.0000.............O

The TA's actions did not help build trust in the group today..........-

Some people seemed to feel overly controlled and manipulated by the TA.

Host members seem to trust the positive intent of the TA...............

Some members seemed to agree with the TA just for the sake of it.......

Most members seemed receptive to feedback from the TA..................

Most members seemed to be guarded and hiding their feelings............

Host members seemed to feel that the TA made an honest attempt to

understand and appreciate differences of opinion.......................

Many members seemed uninvolved with the group..........................

There is a strong sense of unity in the group..........................

Many people seem to identify with one another's needs and/or problems..

 

18.

19.

20.

21.

I feel a low amount of trust towards this group........................

I feel I can rely on the TA to be understanding and constructive

tom ”......OOOOOOOCCCOO......OOOOOOOO0.0.........CCOOOOOOOOIOIOOOO

I am hesitant about expressing my feelings in class because I don't

think the TA will give them fair consideration.........................1

I feel positive towards the IPL experience so far......................

 

Mat" VF” ."uo wanna. ”er 1 is :-
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Stimulated Recall Questionnaire (SRQ)

 

Directions:

You have just heard a portion of the previous meeting.

Try to recall the feelings you had at the time the incident

occured and answer the questions based on your reaction at

that time.Ca

Please use the following scale when making your decisions:

 

Strongly Agree Agree Unsur Disagree Strongly Disagree

10.

11.

12.

13.

1 2 3 h S

The TA seemed to have a good understanding of the issues/problems

in\'01ved in title situationQOOOOOOOOOO......I0......OOOOCOCOOOOOCOOOOOO

The TA seemed overly controlling and manipulative in getting those

involved to react in the way(s) he wanted............................

The TA seemed overly critical and judgmental at times during the

interactionOOOCOOI0.00.I......OOOOOOOO..............OOCOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

The TA made an honest effort to understand and appreciate the

feelings and ideas Of those invOlved.0.0.000.........QOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

The TA's actions seemed very helpful in getting those involved to

gain meaningful insight into their behavior and/or feelings..........

The TA put too much pressure on the individual(s) to change..........

I felt the TA handled the situation very skillfully..................

The TA seemed to be sensitive to the feelings of those involved

as the interaction proceeded.........................................

The TA pushed too hard, beyond a point where it was productive.......

I think this interaction ma have some destructive conse uences for
Q

those invol'ledIO0.0.0.0.0...I0.00............OOOOOOIO......OQOOOOOOOO

I felt those involved in the interaction had a positive experience...

The issues/problems being discussed were ones I could personally

relate to.0.0.0.0...0....O.......ICUOOOOIOOO...I...‘.........OO...OOO

This incident produced strong feelings in me when it occured.........
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Semantic Differential Peer Perception Form

Directions:

TA #

SC I

Clsssmste's Name:

For each of your classmates, please decide which of the adjectives

best describes that person using the seven point scale below.

Base your answers on the way you have seen the person behave in

the group plus your general impressions of the person.

 

 

 

Confident 1 2 3 b S 6 7 Lacking in Confidence

Introverted 1 2 3 h 5 6 7 Extroverted

Secure 1 2 3 h 5 6 7 Insecure

Outgoing 1 2 3 b S 6 7 &w

Quiet 1 2 3 h 5 6 7 Tslkative

Leader 1 2 3 h 5 6 7 Follower

Aggressive l 2 3 h S 6 7 Unsggressive

Passive 1 2 3 h 5 6 7 Active         



APPENDIX B

DATA ANALYSIS FORMS AND MATERIALS
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Observer Rating Form

TA # Session 5

Critical Incident Issue

lo. of Students Directly Involved

Unusual Occurences During the Session

Non-Verbal Reactions - Those Directly Involved

Positive Impact for how many students

Behaviors indicating this reaction:

leutral Impact for how many students

Behaviors indicating this reaction:

Negative Impact for how many students

Behaviors indicating this reaction:

Non-Verbal Reactions - for Entire Class

Positive

Behaviors indicating this reaction:

Neutral

Behaviors indicating this reaction:

Iegative

Behaviors indicating this reaction:



I
n
t
e
r
v
e
n
t
i
o
n

E
i
s
o
d
e

C
o
d
i
n

F
o
r
m

 

 

C
(
fl
X
K
c
a
x
I
n
c
u
‘
fl
fi
‘
t

g
c
s
s
'
m
n

1
"
—

T
A
*

 

G
'
s
-
0
%

S
i
e
g
e
.

1
*

9‘
5“
.
.
S
‘
A
-
fl
m
i
-
s

T
o
‘
u
d
T
u
n
e
.

 

“
(
p
a

e
h
-

S
k
A
u
A
-
s

\
\

_
.
_
_

\
1
_
_

2
t
_

1
1
 
 

A
N
e
u
i
-

9
.
;

N
2
3

C
.

N
e
w

P
o
:

N
o
.
3

'
7
.

o
i
-
k
v

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
s

 

\
Q

‘
a
'

T
A
1
S
¥
Q
J
Q
fi
+

—

 

u
.

u
.

T
o
“
:

«
a
s
.

-
 

 

 

U“—

n

«H»

  

c’

0

.2

VI

0‘3

 

N“

H

IF

g

,2

  

T
‘
s
.
‘

1
0
0
?
.

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

(
.
1
3
T
0
5
)
.

N
o
.

0
&
-
‘
T
A
(
m
i
c
s

_
,
_
.
.
_
_

 
 
 

N
o
t
e
:

A
=

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

D
o
m
a
i
n
;

C
=

C
o
g
n
i
t
i
v
e

D
o
m
a
i
n
;

P
o
s

=
P
o
s
i
t
i
v
e

A
f
f
e
c
t
;

N
e
g

-
N
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

A
f
f
e
c
t
;

N
e
u
t

-
N
o

c
l
e
a
r

a
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

m
e
s
s
a
g
e
.

 

_
A
_
=
T
h
e

n
o
.

o
f

T
A

a
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

d
o
m
a
i
n

c
o
d
e
s

C
=

T
h
e

n
o
.

o
f

T
A

c
o
g
n
i
t
i
v
e

d
_
o
l
m
a
i
n

c
o
d
e
_
s
_

T
T
o
t
a
l

n
o
.

o
f

T
A

c
o
d
e
s

T
o
t
a
l

n
o
.

o
f

T
A

c
o
d
e
s

‘
1
"

P
o
s

=
T
h
e

n
o
.

o
f
T
A

p
o
s
i
t
i
v
e

a
f
f
e
c
t

c
o
d
e
—
s

N
e
g

=
T
h
e

n
o
.

o
f

T
A

n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

a
f
f
e
c
t

c
o
d
e
s

T
T
o
t
a
l

n
o
.

o
f

T
A

c
o
d
e
s

T
T
o
t
a
l

n
o
.

o
f
T
A

c
o
d
e
s

 

 

 

223



224

Guidelines Used in ISIA Coding
 

Codingof Affective and Cognitive Domain
 

Affective

refers to the person's feelings or the feelings of someone else.

includes statements saying how the person would feel hypothetically

if they were in someone else's place.

includes affective states such as worried, concerned, upset,

excited, troubled, even though some of these may be mild.

if a person says I am __z_, for example, you have to decide if they

are telling a fact about themselves or actually describing their

affective state at the moment. If the former, it is cognitive;

if it is a description of their state at the moment, interpreted

as "I'm feeling shy," then code it affective. the it correspond

to what the speaker hears, not what the person meant.

lock for feeling words.

 

Cognitive

statement of fact or what the person believes to be fact. Can talk

about the facts related to feelings, e.g., people get frustrated

when they let others control their lives.

how the person thinks about something, e.g., I think it is good

that peOple share their feelings.

statements that do not include how the person is feeling.

most statements where you can substitute "I think" for "I feel,"

except where there is also a feeling word.

all B—5 and B-4 statements are cognitive.

Groundrules

1. If a person is talking effectively and someone actively listens

to that person, keeping the subject the same, code the active

listening affective even if the person doing the active listening

does not refer to the speaker's feelings directly.

This groundrule by Issacson implies that you do not make a distinc-

tion between whether or not the listener reSponds to the cognitive

or effective part of the message being given. I have departed from

this at times when the listener is clearly responding to the cog-

nitive part of the message and the listener reaponds cognitively

as well.

. In situations where there has been a flow of conversation that has

been affective, do not change the coding to cognitive unless the

subject is changed.
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Idea: In situations where the group knows the topic is about

someone's feelings, that speaker does not need to label that

feeling all the time for the statement to be coded affective.

If the speaker labels the feelings and then goes on to discuss the

reasons why he/she feels that way, the cause of the feeling, it

is left as affective.

If the Speaker gives the reasons for a feeling, and then states it,

it is left as effective, e.g., "When Jane did.........I felt happy."

If the essence of an interaction has been cognitive, and there is

only a brief reference to the person's feelings, unless clearly

stated and distinct, it is not coded as affective but cognitive

to go with the flow of the interaction.

. Feedback is affective if it is directed toward the receiver's

affective behavior (sharing of feelings, manner in which he shares

feelings) and/or if it indicates the sender's feelings associated

with the stimmlus behavior.

B. Active Listening_(Category 2)
 

the focus must be kept on the person or topic currently under

discussion.

the statement must encourage the person to go further with the

interaction, to elaborate on his/her feelings or ideas. The

following should be coded as active listening:

a. paraphrasing - includes brief observations of person's actions.

If the observation is long and includes some information that

changes the focus to the person speaking, it is coded 5, but if

it is very brief it remains active listening.

b. clarifying questions

c. exploratory questioning - may ask the person to look at some

new information or think about things in a different way.

will include such brief statements as "Yeah," "for sure," words or

phrases that occur as another person is talking, that provide con-

firmation and are likely to support the other person so that they

will expand on what they are saying. If, however, the person does

.225 expand it may be that the TA's nonverbal behavior indicated

that he wants someone else to go on. This is a difficult judgment

to make.

when a person actively listens often the person will not understand

and will ask the listener to clarify, e.g.:

How do you feel about what happened? (listener)

I don't know what you mean. (speaker)

How do you feel about what nary said to Jane? (listener)

In this situation the codes should read: A:2, 0:3, A:2

All re-statements are in the same category as the original statement.

This goes for all codes.
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Elicits Information (Category 3)
 

anytime the focus of the interaction is changed to another indi-

vidual or topic, or from group to individuals, the question is

coded 3.

questions or statements phrased like questions about the content,

process or procedures or subject under discussion. The information

is for the person asking, not to act as encouragement for the other

person to continue talking. Hard to judge between this and B:2.

When doubt exists, code as 3.

if several questions follow in a row (person is throwing out several

questions), just code this once.

if a question starts a conversation or topic, code it 3.

 

Directs or Suggests Solutions (Category 4)
  

gives directions, suggestions, instructions, orders or assignments

with which the person is expected to comply.

compliance is tricky as sometimes the person may give a suggestion

that seems to provide an answer to the problem, but there is no

mechanism for compliance. Suggestions that are given firmly and

which are attempts to answer the problem and cut off further dis-

cussion, even if unsuccessful, are coded 4.

statements which are part of active listening, and direct the

person to a specific solution, tending to cut off further explora-

tion, are coded 4. However, if only put as a possible alternative

then they are still coded as a 2.

Offers Information (Category 5)
 

all cognitive information, theory.

what a student or TA saw happening, observations of group process

and others. Code all these 5 unless there is clear evidence of

support or non-support, then it would be feedback. If the person

is relating to it personally, saying, for example, John did this

and this and I felt ..... then it is self-disclosure, but if the

observations are made more matter-of-fact or as "this is what I

saw happening," code it 5.

when someone is talking about something with a tone that seems to

convey their opinion like it is fact, even though they may say "I

think," code it 5. Often this offering opinion as if it were fact

is evident because the first sentence starts with "I think" but

other sentences are like facts.

when the IA is talking about how he will run the class, his role

as the TA, the leader of the group, rather than himself as a person,

code it 5.

This is often hard to tell. One way to think about it is how are

the students responding, what are they probably perceiving, the TA

talking or a person talking.

statements that relate the ongoing situation to the teaching situ-

ation are usually coded 5 unless the TA is talking about his personal

experiences. But if he says, "I think teachers ought to do this,"
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"As a teacher you need to ....," then he is acting as the TA,

the instructor, so code 5.

information that does not tell you much about the speaker as a

person, what he is experiencing or has experienced. Ask how'much

of the "person" is in the message. Often this is carried by the

manner in which the statement is made, the personal investment in

the message.

Self-Disclosure (Category 6)
 

whenever someone says how they were feeling or are feeling and it

is not part of a feedback message.

does not include statements such as "I knew someone who" unless

the person includes their personal reactions, feelings about it.

You have to ask if the essence is to tell a story about someone

else or is the person trying to reveal their own feelings. Must

go on how the message is received, not the intent.

opinions, beliefs, values, that are stated as such, as belonging

to the person and not facts.

when a person fails to "own" something or is inconsistent in owning,

switching from you to I, if it is obvious that the person means

"I," code it 6. If it is unclear if the person really means "I"

or believes it is true for all people, code it 5, since they are

offering opinion as if it were fact.

brief self-disclosures during active listening are ng£_coded as

such unless they are extended and change the focus.

Feedback (Categories 1 and 7)

if support or non-support of a behavior is given. Include in this

the consequences for not changing the behavior.

the person does not have to state the behavior for it to be responsible

feedback if the individual knows what is being referred to.

consequences of feedback often include statements that seen to fall

into the 5 category. If the description of consequences becomes

exceptionally long, as if the focus is no longer on the person

but on teaching, not for the person's benefit, but general dis-

cussion with the group, code it 5. Otherwise these statements

are considered part of the feedback.

feedback is to a person, his behavior or actions. Simple agree-

ment or disagreement with what someone is saying, their position,

is not feedback, rather it is usually self-disclosure.
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Student Names and Code Numbers

  

Student Name Code No. Student Name Code No.

Don Ol Betty 32

Jan 02 Lana 33

Lynn 03 Caron 34

Bob 04 Meg 35

Kurt 05 Joshua 36

Pam 06 Jerry 37

Mary 07 Barry 38

Lisa 08 Daisy 39

Jack 09 Bess 40

Carrie 10 Annie 41

Tim 11 Peg 42

Joan 12 Laura 43

Sharrie 13 Dora 44

Susan 14 Sally 45

Byron 15 Ali 46

Rick 16 Liz 47

Lila l7 Sherry 48

Gary 18 Tess 49

Mickey l9 Lana 50

James 20 Ruth 51

Shari 21 wally 52

Peter 22 Janie 53

Rate 23 Suzie 54

Mack 24 Rhoda 55

Dana 25 Roz 56

Joe 26 Paula 57

Sarah 27 Dawn 58

Sandra 28 Noreen 59

Doreen 29 Jill 6O

Kitty 30 A1 61

Jane 31
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Form for DetermininggCritical Incidents in the IPL

TA Name Years of Experience

teaching the IPL

Directions:

Below you will find a definition of what is called "a critical incident."

Please read the definition carefully, paying close attention to the four

criteria listed that are to be used in deciding if an incident qualifies

as being "critical."

After reading this, please turn to page two where you will find a list of

hypothesized critical incidents. I would like you to make two types of

judgments regarding this list.

1. Based on the defintion below, decide if each of the incidents listed

ualifies as being a ”critical incident. " If you feel one does not,

please put an X next to it and indicate which of the criteria (1, 2 ,3,L)

you feel it fails to meet. In addition, if you feel that some other

critical incidents have been left off the list, please add them in the

space provided.

2. Using all the incidents, including any you added, rank order them in terms

of the-f—equgncy_of occurence. Frequency of occurence should be viewed

ifi terms of how often the incident occurs across groups. For instance,

if you have taught ten groups and an incident occured in nine out of the

ten, it would have a high frequency of occurence. However, if it occured

in only one out of the ten groups, but in that groups it occured five

times, it would still have a low frequency of occurence.

 

Definition of a Critical Incident

”A critical incident is defined as the confrontation of a group leader with

one or more members, in which an explicit or implicit opinion, decision,

or action is demanded of the leader.... The essential property of a

critical incident is that the phenomenon is judged important enough by

a group leader to consider, consciously and explicitly, a decision to

act in a way assumed to have an important impact on the group."

The criteria to be considered when judging if something is a critical incident are:

1. Implications - The proper handling of the incident by the leader is assumed

to have substantial impact for the member(s) involved. It may also effect

other group members via vicarious learning. If not handled correctly,

nonfacilitative behaviors and/or feelings might prevail that would hamper

the members from having a successful group experience.

2. Relationship to the IPL objectives - the incident involves issues that are

significantly related to the IPL objectives.

3. Shared Meaning - the issues implied in the incident have relevance for many

group members because of their close connection to the objectives and the

nature of the group experience.

h. Frequency - the incident occurs frequently across groups.



Freq. of

Occurence

&

l.

2.

3.

h.

5.

6.

7. ____

8.

Issue(s)

Involved

 

Fear of Self-

Disclosure/

Lack of Trust

Reluctance to

Give Negative

Feedback

Failing to Own

One's Feelings

by Speaking for

Everyone

Failure to stay

with the Here and

Now/Focusing on

PeOple, Events

Outside the Group

Withdrawn, Shy,

Non-talkers

Resistance/Hostility

Approval Seeking

Behavior

Nonfacilitative

Emotional Expression
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Potential Indicators leading to an Intervention

by the TA and a Critical Incident

Actual verbalization of such by group member(s)

References to the artificiality of getting to

know someone in such a setting

Reluctance of students to give opinions, feelings

when asked.

Discomfort expressed by members about giving it

Actions that support irresponsible positive

feedback after negative feedback has just been

given to someone.

Continually beginning negative feedback with sentences

such as, "Of course I could be wrong about this,"

Uses phrases such as "this is how we feel",

"why do we have to do this","everyone seems

confused."

Self-disclosure is limited to past events

Continually bringing in problems about events,

people, outside the group, ex. "Hy roommate is

always... how can I change her?"

Group comments on why certain individuals aren't

contributing

Verbalizations of feelings of pressure to Speak

Non-contributing members in large group only

Comments about the cleavage of the group into

talkers and nontalkers

Continual questioning of the usefulness of such a

group for them as potential teachers

Denial of the need for the skills

Questioning of the right of the TA being an evaluator

of their skill usage

attacking verbally the TA's comments, opinions

continually looking at the facilitator for non-verbal

acceptance

Cued questions that continually ask for support, ex.

"You all feel the same way, don't you?"

aggressive actions if disagreed with

frequently crying is someone gives the person

negative feedback

(continued)
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gieq' Of Issue(s) Potential Indiactors leading to an Intervention

gzgfince Involves by the TA and a Critical Incident

9. Refusal to take - Says, ”I've always been that way, I can't change."

Responsibility - Other statements that reflect that the person

for Changing Self has no choice about what they are, that the

environment keeps them that way

10. Overtalk/ Inability - Person rambles when they talk, going from one

to facilitate idea to the next without giving others a chance

Self-Closure. to respond. Others become frustrated and confused.

- Person presents a view and then proceeds to elaborate

and exhaust all possibilities for discussion.

(Other)

11.

 
 

 
 

 

(Other)

12.

 
 

 
 

 



APPENDIX C

DATA.ANALYSIS TABLES AND SAMPLE TRANSCRIPT
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TABLE Cl.--Comparison of Intervention Episodes Perceived as Effective based

on Post-Session Questionnaire Data Only - Question 1.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Intervention Episodes

Common-

Variables 8 9 11 12 1s 16 20 21 29 36 37 42 43 44 45 alitya

05 5 Min. - - - - -' - x - - x x ~ - x - -

Total Time 5510 Min. - - x x - - - - - - - - x - - -

>10 Min. x x - - x x - x x - - x - - x **

TA/Student O - 25% - - - - - - - - - - x x - - - -

Talk Ratio 25 - 50% - x x - x x - x x - - - - - x -

50 - 75% - - - x - - x - - x - - x x - -

75 - 100% x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

O - 25% x x x x x x x x - x x x - x - *

Affective 25 - 50% - - - - - - - - x - - - x - x -

Domain 50 — 75% - - - - - - - — - - - - - - - -

75 - 100% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

0 - 25% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -,7 -

Cognitive 25 - 50% - - — - - - - - - - - - - - -I> -

Domain 50 - 75% - - - - - - - - x - - - x - x -

75 - 100% x x x x x x x x - x x x - x - -

0 - 25% x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x *

Positive 25 - 50% - - - - - - - - - - — - - - - -

Affect 50 - 75% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

75 - 100% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

O — 25% x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x *

Negative 25 - 50% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Affect 50 - 75% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

75 - 100% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

la - - - - - x - x - - - - x - x -

1b - - - - - - - - - — - - - - - -

2 x x x x x x - x x x x x x x x *

ISIA 3 x x x x x x - x x - - x x x x *

Categories 4 - x x x x x - - x - - x - — x **

5 x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x *

6 x x x x x x - x x - - - x x x *

7a - x x x - x x x x - - x - - x **

7b - - - - - - - x - - - - - - x -

Nature of Overt - x x x x x x x x - - - x x x *

Resolution Implicit x - - - - - - — - x x x - - - -  
 

 

8A single asterisk (*) means that

this feature. A double asterisk (**)

share this feature.

67% or more of the episodes share

means that 50-66% of the episodes
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TABLE C2.--Comparison of Intervention Episodes Perceived as Effective based on Post-Session

Questionnaire Data and Observer Ratings - Question 2.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   
 

 

Intervention Episodes Lo

Variables 8 9 ll 12 13 15 16 17 18 20 21 23 24 27 29 30 37 38 43 44 mmonalitya

O ‘ Shin. - - — - - - - x x x - - - x - - x - x -

Total Time 5 510M1n. - - x x - - — - - - - - - - x - - x - -

>10Min. x - - - - - - x - x ~ - - - - 1 -

I

O - 25% - - - - - - - - - - - x - - - - x - - - -

TA/Student 25 - 50% - x x - - x x - — - x - - x - - - - - -

Talk Ratio 50 - 75% - - - x - - - x - x - — - x - - - x x -

75 -100% x - - x - - - - x - - - - - - x - - - - -

O - 25% x x x x - x x x x x x x x x - x x x - x *

Affective 25 - 50% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - — x -‘f -

Domain 50 - 75% - — - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - — - - I -

75 -100% - — - - - - - - — - - - - - - - — - - - 1 -

i

O - 25% - - - - - - - - — - - - - - - - - - - - ‘ -

Cognitive 25 - 50% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . -

Domain 50 - 752 - - - - x - - - - - - - - - - - - x - f7 -

75 -lOO% x - x x x x x — x x x - xii, *

1

0 - 25% x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x?r *

Positive 25 - 50% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - — —

Affect 50 - 75% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

75 -100% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - — - -

0 - 252 x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x *

Negative 25 - 50% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Affect 50 - 75% - - - - - - — - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

75 -100% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

1a - - - - x - x x — - x x x - - - - - x - -

1b - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - x - - - - -

2 x x x x x x x x - - x x x - x x x x x x *

ISIA 3 x x x x x x x x x - x x x x x - - - x x *

Categories 4 - x x x x x x - - - - - - x x x - - - - -

5 x x x x x x x x x x x x x - x x x x x x *

6 x x x x x x x - x - x x x x x x - x x x *

7a - x x x x - x x x x x - x x x — — - - - **

7b - - - - - - - - - - x - - - - - — - - - -

Nature of Overt - x x x x x x - x x - x x x x x - x x x *

Resolution Implicit - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

8A single asterisk (*) means that 67% or more of the episodes share this feature. A double

asterisk (**) means that 50-66% of the episodes share this feature.
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TABLE C3.--Comparison of Intervention Episodes Perceived as Effective Last-

ing Over Five Minutes, based on Post-Session Questionnaire Data and Observer

Ratings - Question 3.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

f Intervention Episodes

Common-

Variables 8 9 ll 12 13 15 16 21 23 24 29 30 43 ality?

06 5 Min. - - - - - - - _ - _ - _ - _

Total Time 5e10 Min. - - x x x - - - - - - x x -

>10 Min. x x - - - x x x x x x - — **

O - 25% - - - - - - - - x - - - - -

TA/Student 25 - 50% x x - - x x x - x x - - **

Talk Ratio 50 - 75% - - - - - — — - - _ - - x -

75 -100% x - - x x - - - - - - x - -

0 - 25% x x x x - x x x x x - x - *

Affective 25 - 50% - - - - x - — - - - x - x -

Domain 50 — 75% - - - - - - - — - - - - - -

75 -100% - - - - - - - - - - - - -

O - 25% - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Cognitive 25 - 50% - — - - - - - - - - - - - -

Domain 50 ‘- 75% - - - - x - - - - - x - x -

75 '-100% x x x x - x x x x x - x - *

O - 25% x x x x x x x x x x x x x *

Positive 25 '- 50% - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Affect 50 '- 75% - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

75 '-100% - - - - - - - - — - - - - -

0 '- 25% x x x x x x x x x x x x x *

Negative 25 - 50% - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Affect 50 - 75% - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

75 '-100% — - - - - - - - - - - - - -

la - - - - x - x x x x - - x -

1b — - - - - - - - - - - x - -

2 x x x x x x x x x x x x x *

ISIA 3 x x x x x x x x x x x - x *

Categories 4 - x x x x x x - - - x x - **

5 x x x x x x x x x x x x x *

6 x x x x x x x x x x x x x *

7a - x x x x - x x - x x - - **

7b - - - - - - - x - - - - - -

Nature of Overt r- x x x x x x x x x x x x *

Resolution Implicit x - - - - - - - — - - - - -   
 

8A single asterisk (*) means that 67% or more of the episodes share

this feature. A double asterisk (**) means that 50-66% of the episodes

share this feature.
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TABLE C4.--Comparison of Intervention Episodes Perceived as Effective

based on Post-Session Questionnaire Data and Observer Ratings for the

Critical Incident "Non-Participation" - Question 4.

 

 

Intervention Episodes

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

Variables 9 11 13 20 21 24 37 Commonalitya

0g 5 Min. - - - x - - x - -

Total Time 5510 Min. - x x - - - — _ -

>10 Min. x - - - x x - x **

O - 25% - - - - - - x - -

TA/Student 25 - 50% x x - - x x - x **

Talk Ratio 50 - 75% - - - x — — - - _

75 -100% - - x - - - - - -

0 - 25% x x - x x x x - *

Affective 25 - 50% - - x - — - - x _

Domain 50 - 75% - - - - - — - - -

75 -100% - - - - - - - - -

O - 25% - - - - - - - - -

Cognitive 25 ' 50% - - - - - - _ - -

Domain 50 r 75% - - x - - - - x —

75 '100% x x - x x x x - *

0 - 25% x x x x x x x x *

Positive 25 - 50% - - - - - — - - _

Affect 50 - 75% - - - - - - _ - _

75 -100% - - — - - - - - -

0 - 25% x x x x x x x x *

Negative 25 - 50% - - - - — - - - -

Affect 50 '- 75% - - - - — - - - _

75 «—100% - - — - - - - - -

1a - - x - x x - x -

lb - - - - - - - - -

2 x x x - x x x x *

ISIA 3 x x x - x x - x *

Categories 4 x x x - - - - x -

5 x x x x x x x x *

6 x x x — x x - x *

7a x x x x x x - x *

7b - - - - x - — x -

Nature of Overt x x x x x x - x *

Resolution Implicit - - — - - - x -L —  
 

RA single asterisk (*) means that 67% or more of the episodes share

this feature. A double asterisk (**) means that 50—66% of the episodes

share this feature.



237

TABLE C5.--Comparison of Intervention Episodes Perceived as Effective

based on Post-Session Questionnaire and Observer Ratings for the Critical

Incident "Resistance/Hostility" - Question 5.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Intervention Episodes

Variables 8 23 29 3O 36 44 Commonalitya

0g 5 Min. — - — - x x -

Total Time 5510 Min. - - - x _ - _

>10 Min. x x x - - — **

O - 25% - x - - — - -

TA/Student 25 - 50% - - x - — - -

Talk Ratio 50 - 75% - - - - x x -

75 -100% x - - x - - -

O - 25% x x - x x x *

Affective 25 - 50% - - x - - — -

Domain 50 - 75% - - - - — - _

75 —100% - - - - — - -

Cognitive 0 - 25% - - - - - — _

Domain 25 - 50% - - - - — - -

50 - 75% - - x — - — -

75 -100% x x - x x x *

Positive 0 - 25% x x x x x x *

Affect 25 - 50% - - — - - - -

50 - 75% - - - - - - -

75 -100% - - - — — - -

O - 25% x x x x x x *

Negative 25 - 50% - - - - - - -

Affect 50 - 75% - - - - - _ -

75 -100% - - - - - - —

1a - x - - - - —

1b - - - x - - -

2 x x x x x x *

ISIA 3 x x x - — x 9:

Categories 4 - - x x - - _

5 x x x x x x *

6 x x x x - x *

7a - - x - - - -

7b - - - - - - -

Nature of Overt - x x x - x a

Resolution Implicit’ x - - - x - -   
 

8A single asterisk (*) means that 67% or more of the episodes share

this feature. A double asterisk (**) means that 50-66% of the episodes

share this feature.
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TABLE 06.--Comparison of Intervention Episodes Perceived as Effective

based on Post-Session Questionnaire and Observer Ratings for Group Stage 1

- Question 6.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Intervention Episodes '

Variables 8 9 15 16 17 18 27 37 Comonalitya

O 5 5 Min. - - - -- x x x x **

Total Time 5 £'10 Min. - — - — - - - - -

>10 Min. x x x x - - — - ea

0 ' 25% - - - - - - — x _

TA/Student 25 - 50% _- x x x - - - - —

Talk Ratio 50 - 75% E - - - - x - x - -

75 - 100% ;x - - - - x - - -

l

O - 25% {,x x x x x x x x *

Affective 25 - 50% E- - - - - - - - -

Domain 50 - 75% L: — - - - — - - -

75 - 100% E - - - - - - - - -

0 - 25% '~:7 - - - - - - - —

Cognitive 25 - 50% L: - - - - — - - _

Domain 50 - 75% L7 - - - - — _ - -

75 - 100% : x x x x x x x *

O — 25% x x x x x x x x *

Positive 25 - 50% Z- - - - - — - - .-

Affect 50 - 75% 3 - - - - — - - - -

75 - 100% 5- - - - - - - - -

I

0 - 25% f,x x x x x x x x *

Negative 25 — 50% 1- - — - - — - - -

Affect so - 757. l- - - - - — - - -

75 - 100% - - - - - - - - -

1a - - - x x - - - —

lb - - - - - - - - —

2 x x x x x - - x *

ISIA 3 x x x x x x x *

Categories 4 - x x x - - x - —

5 x x x x x x - x *

6 x x x x - x x - *

7a - x - x x x x - **

7b - - - - - - - - -

Nature of Overt - x x x - x x - **

Resolution Implicit x - - - x - - x -   
 

8A single asterisk (*) means that 67% or more of the episodes share

this feature. A double asterisk (**) means that 50-66% of the episodes

share this feature.
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TABLE C7.-Comparison of Intervention Episodes Perceived as Effective

based on Post-Session Questionnaire Data and Observer Ratings for Group

Stage 2 - Question 7.

 

 

Intervention Episodes

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variables ll 12 20 21 38 43 44 Commonality?

0 g 5 Min. - - x - x - x ..

Total Time 5 g10 Min. x x - - - x - -

>10 Min. - - - x - - _ ..

0 - 25% - - - - - — - -

TA/Student 25 - 50% x - - x - - - -

Talk Ratio 50 ' 75% - x x - x x x *

75 - 100% - - - - - - - -

O - 25% x x x x x - x *

Affective 25 ' 50% - - - - - x - -

Domain SO - 75% - - - - - - - -

75 - 100% - - - - - - - -

O - 25% - - - - - - - -

Cognitive 25 r 50% - - - - - - - -

Domain 50 - 75% - - - - - x - -

75 - 100% x x x x x - x *

0 — 25% x x x x x x x *

Positive 25 - 50% - — — — - — - -

Affect 50 - 75% - - - — - - - -

75 — 100% - - - - — - - -

O - 25% x x x x x x x *

Negative 25 - 50% - - - - - - - -

Affect 50 - 75% - - - - — - - -

75 - 100% - - - - - - - -

la - - - x - x - -

lb - - - - - - - -

2 x x - x x x x *

ISIA 3 x x - x - x x *

Categories 4 x x - - - - - -

5 x x x x x x x *

6 x x - x x x x *

7a x x x x - - - **

7b - - - x - - - -

Nature of Overt x x x x x x x *

Resolution Implicit - - - - - - - -   
 

8A single asterisk (*) means

A double asterisk

share this feature.

this feature.

that 67% or more of the episodes share

(**) means that 50~66% of the episodes
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TABLE C8.--Comparison of Intervention Episodes Perceived as Ineffective

based on Post-Session Questionnaire Data only - Question 8.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

’ Intervention EpisSEes

Variables l 2 3 4 6 25 2 28 Commonalitya

O 9 5 Min. - x x x - - - x - _

Total Time 5 610 Min. - - - - x x - — - -

>10 Min . x - - - - - x — x _

0 - 25% - - - - - - x - — -

TA/Student 25 - 50% x - - x - - - - _ _

Talk Ratio 50 — 75% - x x - x x - x x *

75 - 100% - - - - - - — - - _

O - 25% x x x x - - x x x *

Affective 25 - 50% - - - - x x - - - -

Domain 50 - 75% - - - - - - - - - _

75 - 100% - - - - - - - - - -

O - 25% - - - - - - - — - -

Cognitive 25 - 50% - - - - - - — — - -

Domain 50‘ - 75% - - - - x x - - - -

75 - 100% x x x x - - x x x *

O - 25% x x x x x x x x x *

Positive 25 - 50% - - - - - - - - - -

Affect 50 - 75% - - - - - - — - - -

75 - 100% - - - - - - - _ - -

O - 25% x x x x x x x x x *

Negative 25 - 50% - - - - - - - - - —

Affect 50 - 75% - - - - - - - - - -

75 - 100% - - - - - - — — - -

la x x - - - - - - — -

1b - - - - - - — - _ _

2 x - x - x x x - x *

ISIA 3 x x x x x x x x x *

Categories 4 - - x - - x x - x -

5 x x x x x x x x x *

6 x x x - x - x x x *

7a - - - x - x x - x -

7b - - - - - - - - - -

Nature of Overt x - - - - x x x x **

Resolution Implicit - x x x x - - - - -  
 

 

2A single asterisk (*) means that 67% or more of the episodes share

this feature. A double asterisk (**) means that 50-66% of the episodes

share this feature.
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TABLE C9.-—Comparison of Intervention Episodes Perceived as Ineffective

based on Post-Session Questionnaire Data and Observer Ratings - Question 9.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

. ’ Intervention Episodes

Variables 3 6 7 10 14 25 28 32 33 41 Commonalitya

O: 5 Min. X " -' - X - - - — x -

Total Time Se 10 Min. - x - x - - - - x - -

1>1O Min. - - 'x - - x x x — - -

O - 25% - - - - - x - - - - -

TA/Student 25 - 50% - - x - x - - x x - -

Talk Ratio 50 - 75% x x - - - - x — _ - _

75 ’ 100% ’ - - X - - - — — x -

O - 25% x - — x x x x - - x **

Affective 25 - 50% - x x - - - - x x —; -

Domain 50 - 75% - - - — - - — - _ -f -

75 - 100% - - - - - - - - - -? -

o — 257. - - - - - - - - - F. -

Cognitive 25 - 50% - - - - - - - - - -71 -

Domain 50 - 75% - x x - - - - x x - -

75 - 100% x - - x x x x - - x, **

T

0 - 25% x x x x x x x x x x *

Positive 25 - 50% - - — - - - - - - :4 -

Affect 50 - 75% - - - - - - - — — _E -

75 - 100% - - - - — - - — _ -7 -

0 - 25% x x - x x x x x x x *

Negative 25 - 50% - - x - - - - - - x -

Affect 50 - 75% - - - - - - - - - - -

75 - 100% - - - - - - - - - - -

1a - - x x - - - - x - -

1b - - - - - - - - - - -

2 x x x x - x x x x - *

ISIA 3 x x x x x x x x x x *

Categories 4 x x x x x x x - - - *

5 x x x x x x x x x x *

6 x - x x x x x x x x *

7a - x x - x x x - x - **

7b - - - x - - - - - - -

Nature of Overt - x x - x x - x - **

Resolution Implicit x - - - x - - x - xl -   
 

7A single asterisk (*) means that 67% or more of the episodes share

this feature. A double asterisk (**) means that 50-66% of the episodes

share this feature.
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TABLE lO.--Comparison of Intervention Episodes Perceived as Ineffective

based on Post-Session Questionnaire Data and Observer Ratings for the

Critical Incident "Non-Participation" - Question 10.

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Intervention Episodes a

Variables 3 5 6 10 3 Coggpnglitx

0 9‘ 5 Min. x - - - — _

Total Time 5 g 10 Min. - x x x - **

>10 Min. 1r - - - — x ..

O - 25% i- - - - - -

TA/Student 25 - 50% - - - - x -

Talk Ratio 50 - 75% x x x - - **

75 - 100% - - - x - _

0 - 257. x - — x - -

Affective 25 - 50% - x x - x **

Domain SO - 75% - - - — - -

75 - 100% - - - - - -

0 - 25% - - — — - -

Cognitive 25 - 50% 7:7 - — - - -

Domain 50 - 75% - x x - x *A

75 - 100% x - - x - _

0 - 25% '1x x x x x *

Positive 25 - 50% - - - — - _

Affect 50 - 75% - - - — - -

75 - 100% f- - - - - -

0' - 25% "E x x x x *

Negative 25 - 50% - - - — — -

Affect 50 - 75% - - - - _ -

75 - 100% - - - - - _

1a ' - — - - — —

lb ' — - - - - -

2 3“; x x x x *

ISIA 3 1‘3 x x x x *

Categories 4 Y x - x x - **

5 x x x x x *

6 x x - x x *

7a - - x - - -

7b - - - x - -

Nature of Overt - - x x — -

Resolution Implicit x x - - x **   
 

8A single asterisk (*) means that 67% or more of the episodes share

A double asterisk (**) means that 5066% of the episodes

share this feature.

this feature.
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TABLE Cll.--Comparison of Intervention Episodes Perceived as Ineffective

based on Post-Session Questionnaire Data and Observer Ratings for Group

Stage 1 - Question 11.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

Intervention Episodes

Variables 3 25 32 33 Commonalitya

O 2 5 Min. x - - - _ _ _

Total Time 5 £10 Min. - x - - - x —

>10 Min. - - x x x - **

0 — 25% - - - x - - *3!

TA/Student 25 - 50% - - x - x x -

Talk Ratio 50 - 75% x x - - - - -

75 .100% — - - - - _ _

0 - 257. x - - x - — -

Affective 25 - 50% - x x - x x *

Domain SO - 75% - - - - - - _

75 -1002 - - - — _ - -

0 - 25% - - - - - - —

Cognitive 25 - 50% - - - - - - g -

Domain 50 - 75% - x x - x x A: *

75 .100% x - - x - — -

O - 25% x x x x x x l *

Positive 25 - 50% - - - - - _ _

Affect 50 - 75% - - - - - _ ‘ _

75 -100% - — - - - - -

O - 25% x x - x x x *

Negative 25 - 50% - - x - - - -

Affect 50 - 75%

75 —100%

la x x -

lb - - - - - - -

2 x x x x x x *

ISIA 3 x x x x x x *

Categories 4 x x x x - - *

5 x x x x x x *

6 x - x x x x *

7a - x x x - x *

7b - - - - - - -

Nature of Overt x x x *

Resolution Implicit - — - 
 

8A single asterisk (*) means that 67% or more of the episodes share

this feature. A double asterisk (**) means that 50-66Z of the episodes

share this feature.
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TABLE C12.--Comparison of Intervention Episodes with Positive Immediate

Consequences based on Observer Ratings - Question 12.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     
 

 

 

 

  

Intervention Episodes

Common-

Variables 3 8 9 12 16 20 21 22 23 24 26 29 37 44 alitya

O: 5 Min. x - - - - x - x - - x - x x —

Total Time 5910 Min. - - - x - - - — — - - - - _ -

>10 Min. - x x - x - x - x x - x - — **

0 - 25% - - — - - - — — x _ _ _ x - -

TA/Student 25 - 50% — - x - x - x - - x - x - - -

Talk Ratio 50 - 75% x - - x - x - x - - x - - - -

75 -100% - x — - - — — - - - _ - - - -

O - 25% x x x x x x x x x x x - x x *

Affective 25 - 50% — - — - _ - - - - - _ x - - *

Domain 50 - 75% - — - — - - - - - - - _ _ _ -

75 -100% - - - - - - - - - _ - - - -1 -

T

l .

O - 25% T; - - - - - - - - - - - - -i -

Cognitive 25 - 50% TL — — _ - - _ _ - _ - _ - -: _

Domain 50 - 75%

75 -1002

O - 25%

Positive 25 - 50%

Affect 50 - 75%

75 -100%

O - 25%

Negative 25 - 50%

Affect 50 - 75%

75 -lOOZ

la - x x

lb - - - -’

2 x x x x

ISIA 3 x x x x

Categories 4 x x - -

5 x x x x

6 x x x x

73 x x x -

7b - - — —

Nature of Overt x

Resolution Implicit 
 

8A single asterisk (*) means that 672 or more of the episodes share

this feature. A double asterisk (**) means that 50-66Z of the episodes

share this feature.
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TABLE C13.--Comparison of Intervention Episodes with Positive Immediate

Consequences based on Observer Ratings for the Critical Incident "Non-

Participation" — Question 13.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Intervention Episodes a

Variables 9 20 21 22 24 37 Commonality__ _

02 5 Min. - x - x - x . **

Total Time 56 10 Min. - - - - - - -

‘>10 Min. x - x - x - **

0 - 25% - - - - - x -

TA/Student 25 - 50% x - x - x - **

Talk Ratio 50 — 75% - x - x - - -

75 - 100% - - - - — - -

o, - 25% x x x x x x *

Affective 25 - 50% - - - - — _ -

Domain SO - 75% - - - - — - -

75 - 100% - - - — - - -

O - 25% — - - - - - _

Cognitive 25 - 50% - - - - — - -

Domain SO - 75% - - - - — - _

75 - 100% x x x x x x *

O - 25% x x x x x x *

Positive 25 - 50% - - - - - — —

Affect SO - 75% - - - - - - —

75 - 100% - - - - - - —

O - 25% x x x x x x *

Negative 25 - 50% - - - - - - -

Affect 50 - 75% - - - - - — _

75 - 100% - - - - - - -

la - - x - x - -

lb - - - - - - -

2 x - x - x x *

ISIA 3 x - x - x - **

Categories 4 x - - - - - -

5 x x x x x x *

6 x - x x x - *

78 x x x x x - *

7b - - x - - — -

Nature of Overt x x x - x - *

Resolution Implicit - - - x - x -  
 

 

2A single asterisk (*) means that 67% or more of the episodes share

this feature. A double asterisk (**) means that 50-662 of the episodes

share this feature.
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TABKE C14.--Comparison of Intervention Episodes Perceived as Effective

based on Post-Session Questionnaire Data and Observer Ratings which also

lead to Long-Range Behavior/Atttitudinal Changes - Question 14.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Intervention Episodes

Variables 12 16 20 21 24 44 45 Commonalitya

Oé 5 Min. - - x - - x - -

Total Time 52 10 Min. x - - - - — - _

>'10 Min. - x - x x - x **

O ' 25% — - - - - - - -

TA/Student 25 - 50% - x - x x - x **

Talk Ratio 50 — 75% x - x - - x - -

75 - 100% — - - - — — _ -

O - 25% x x x x x x - *

Affective 25 - 50% - - - - - - x -

Domain 50 - 75% - - - - - - - _

75 - lOOZ - - - - - - — -

O - 25% - - - - - — - _

Cognitive 25 - 50% - - - - - — - -

Domain 50 - 75% - - - - - — x -

75 - 100% x x x x x x - *

O - 252 x x x x x x x *

Positive 25 - 50% - - - - - - — -

Affect 50 - 75% - - - - — — - -

75 - 100% - - - - - - - -

0 - 252 x x - x x x x x *

Negative 25 - 50% - - - - — — _ -

Affect SO - 75% - - - - - - - _

75 - 100% - - - - - - - -

13 " x - x - - x ..

1b - — - - - - - —

2 x x - x x x x *

ISIA 3 x x - x x x x *

Categories 4 x x - - - - x _

5 x x x x x x x *

6 x x - x - x x *

7a x x x x x - x -

7b - - - x - - x -

Nature of Overt x x x x x x x *

Resolution Implicit - - - - — - - -   
 

9A single asterisk (*) means that 672 or more of the episodes share

this feature. A double asterisk (**) means that 50-66% of the episodes

share this feature.
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TABLE ClS.--Comparison of Intervention Episodes Perceived as Effective

based on Post-Session Questionnaire and Observer Ratings which did not

result in Long-Range Behavioral/Attitudinal Changes - Question 15.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Intervention Episodes

Variables 8 9 36 37 42 Commonalitya

0 9 5 Min. - - - - - -

Total Time 5 9 10 Min. - - x x - -

>10 Min. x x - - x **

O - 25% - - - x x _

TA/Student 25 - 50% - x - - - -

Talk Ratio 50 - 75% - - x - — -

75 - 100% x - - — - -

O - 252 x x x x x *

Affective 25 - 50% - - - - - -

Domain 50 - 75% - - - - - -

75 - 100% - - - - - -

O - 25% - - - - - -

Cognitive 25 - 50% - - - - - -

Domain 50 - 75% - - - - — -

75 — 100% x x x x x *

O- - 25% x x x x x *

Positive 25 - 50% - - - — — -

Affect 50 - 75% - - - - - _

75 - lOOZ - - - - - -

O — 25% x x x x x *

Negative 25 - 50% - - - — - -

Affect 50 - 75% - - - - - _

75 - 100% - - - - - —

la - - - - - -

lb - - - - - -

2 x x x x x *

ISIA 3 x x - x *

Categories 4 - x - - x -

5 x x x x x *

6 x x - - - -

7a - x - - x -

7b - - - - - -

Nature of Overt - x - - - -

Resolution Implicit x - x x x *   
 

8A single asterisk (*) means that 67% or more of the episodes share

this feature. A double asterisk (**) means that 50-662 of the episodes

share this feature.



I
n
t
e
r
v
e
n
t
i
o
n

E
p
i
s
o
d
e

N
u
m
b
e
r

1
6

 

A
)

K
e
n

E
)

J
e
r
r
y
h
a
s
b
e
e
n

a
r
g
u
e
i
n
g

o
v
e
r

a
l
l

t
h
e

w
o
r
d
s

a
n
d

c
o
n
c
e
p
t
s

b
e
i
n
g

d
i
s
c
u
s
s
e
d
.

a
r
g
u
e
s
w
i
t
h

K
e
n
.

A
s

h
e
k
e
e
p
s

o
n

d
o
i
n
g

t
h
i
s

t
h
e

c
l
a
s
s

s
h
o
w
s

n
o
n
v
e
r
b
a
l

s
i
g
n
s

o
f

i
m
p
a
t
i
e
n
c
e
.

f
i
n
a
l
l
y

s
a
y
s

t
h
a
t

h
e
w
i
l
l

p
u
r
s
u
e

t
h
i
s

d
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
o
n
w
i
t
h

h
i
m

a
t

a
n
o
t
h
e
r

t
i
m
e
,

b
u
t

n
o
t

n
o
w
.

a
n
d

K
e
n

K
e
n

B
)

S
e
s
s
i
o
n

3
C
)

5
2
m
i
n
u
t
e
s

t
h
e
n

t
u
r
n
s

t
o

t
h
e

c
l
a
s
s
.

D
)

C
r
i
t
i
c
a
l

I
n
c
i
d
e
n
t

8
—

I
n
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

t
o

F
a
c
i
l
i
t
a
t
e

S
e
l
f
-
C
l
o
s
u
r
e

H
e

e
s
p
e
c
i
a
l
l
y

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s

 

HNM-fl’lfiWb—QQOHNMJMWPQQOH

r-lc-it—Ir-II-ll-‘lo-lr-IHI-INN  K
i
t
t
y
:

I
t

J
u
s
t

s
e
e
m
s

l
i
k
e
w
e

s
p
e
n
t

a
n

t
w
o

w
o
r
d
s
.

I
t

J
u
s
t

s
e
e
m
s

l
i
k
e

t
h
e

s
a
m
e

s
t
o
p

a
n
d

s
a
y
,

w
a
i
t
,

I
d
o
n
'
t

a
g
r
e
e
,

o
n

e
v
e
r
y

s
i
n
g
l
e
w
o
r
d
w
e
'
r
e
u
s
i
n
g

t
o

d
e
f
i
n
e

i
t
,

i
t
s

g
o
i
n
g

t
o

t
a
k
e

s
o

l
o
n
g
,

a
n
d

i
t
s

g
o
i
n
g

t
o
b
e

s
o
b
o
r
i
n
g
.

(
n
e
g
)
/

A
n
n
i
e
:

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
(
i
n
a
u
d
i
b
l
e
)

D
o
r
a
:

I
f
e
e
l

l
i
k
e
w
e
'
r
e

g
o
i
n
g

a
r
o
u
n
d

i
n

c
i
r
c
l
e
s
.

I
f
e
e
l

l
i
k
e

.
.

.
a
s

a
r
e
s
u
l
t

o
f

a
l
l
t
h
e

t
a
l
k
i
n
g

a
b
o
u
t

w
o
r
d
s

a
n
d

I

r
e
a
l
l
y

d
o
n
'
t

f
e
e
l

l
i
k
e

I
n
e
e
d
e
d

i
t
.

I

J
u
s
t

f
e
e
l

l
i
k
e

i
t
s

g
o
i
n
g

a
r
o
u
n
d

i
n

c
i
r
c
l
e
s

a
n
d

I
'
m

r
i
g
h
t
b
a
c
k
w
h
e
r
e

I

s
t
a
r
t
e
d

f
r
o
m
.
/

D
a
i
s
y
:

I
f
e
l
t

l
i
k
e

I
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
o
o
d

a
l
l
t
h
e

t
e
r
m
s

b
e
f
o
r
e

t
h
i
s

s
t
a
r
t
e
d
/

a
n
d
t
h
e
n
y
o
u

  h
o
u
r

d
e
c
i
d
i
n
g

t
w
o

d
e
f
i
n
i
t
i
o
n
s
,

d
e
c
i
d
i
n
g

.
.

.
A
t

l
e
a
s
t

I
f
e
e
l
,

a
n
d

i
f
w
e

h
a
v
e

t
o

 C
5

0
6

C
6

 W
h
a
t

h
a
p
p
e
n
e
d

a
s

a
r
e
s
u
l
t

o
f

t
h
e

d
i
s
-

c
o
u
r
s
e
b
e
t
w
e
e
n

J
e
r
r
y

a
n
d

I
?

(
n
e
u
t
)
/

 C
3

 

248



  a
n
d
J
e
r
r
y

g
o
t

i
n
t
o

i
t

I
J
u
s
t

f
e
l
t

u
n
c
o
m
-

f
o
r
t
a
b
l
e
b
e
c
a
u
s
e

n
o
b
o
d
y

e
l
s
e

i
t

s
e
e
m
e
d

w
a
s

u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g

o
r
w
a
n
t
i
n
g

t
o

l
i
s
t
e
n

t
o
w
h
a
t
y
o
u

g
u
y
s

s
a
i
d
.
/

.
M
E
E
:

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

I
k
n
e
w

g
o
i
n
g

i
n
t
o

t
h
i
s

c
l
a
s
s

w
h
a
t

t
h
e
y

w
e
r
e
,

b
u
t

n
o
w

I
'
m
t
o
t
a
l
l
y

c
o
n
f
u
s
e
d
.
/

I
d
o
n
'
t
k
n
o
w

a
b
o
u
t

t
h
e

r
e
s
t

o
f

y
o
u
?

(
g
e
n
t
l
y
)
/

A
n
n
i
e
:

W
h
a
t

K
e
n

s
a
i
d
b
e
f
o
r
e

c
l
e
a
r
e
d

u
p

t
h
a
t

t
h
i
n
g

a
b
o
u
t

m
o
r
a
l
i
t
y
b
u
t

I
d
o
n
'
t

k
n
o
w
,

I
f
e
e
l

l
i
k
e

I
k
n
o
w

a
l
l

I
w
a
n
t

t
o

k
n
o
w
n
o
w

a
b
o
u
t

t
h
a
t

t
e
r
m
.

(
c
l
a
s
s

l
a
u
g
h
s
)
/

I
k
n
o
w

t
h
e
r
e
'
s

a
l
o
t

m
o
r
e

t
o

i
t

b
u
t

w
e

c
a
n

s
i
t

h
e
r
e

f
o
r

t
h
r
e
e
h
o
u
r
s

a
n
d

d
i
s
c
u
s
s

m
o
r
a
l
i
t
y

I
s
u
p
p
o
s
e
.
/

B
e
s
s
:

I
s
u
p
p
o
s
e

t
h
e
w
o
r
d
m
o
r
a
l
i
t
y

s
o
u
n
d
s

a
l
i
t
t
l
e
b
i
t

V
i
c
t
o
r
i
a
n
,

s
t
a
n
d
-
o
f
f
i
s
h
.

L
i
k
e

i
t

d
o
e
s
n
'
t

r
e
a
l
l
y

c
o
m
e

h
o
m
e

t
o

y
o
u
.

I
t
s

n
o
t

r
e
a
l
l
y
,

i
t
'
s

a
w
o
r
d

t
h
a
t

d
o
e
s
n
'
t

 

s
o
u
n
d

l
i
k
e

i
t
s

p
a
r
t

o
f
w
h
a
t
'
s

r
e
a
l
l
y

d
e
e
p

d
o
w
n

a
n
d
n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y
b
u
t
,
/

I
t
h
i
n
k

a
d
i
f
-

f
e
r
e
n
t
w
o
r
d
m
i
g
h
t

h
a
v
e
b
e
e
n

b
e
t
t
e
r
.

.
.

.

I
t
h
i
n
k

I
g
o
t

s
o
m
e

u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g

a
b
o
u
t

u
s
i
n
g
y
o
u
r

c
o
n
s
c
i
e
n
c
e
,

y
o
u
r

o
w
n

J
u
d
g
m
e
n
t

p
l
u
s

t
h
e

s
c
h
o
o
l

a
n
d

t
h
e
b
o
a
r
d

o
f

e
d
u
c
a
-

t
i
o
n
.

.
.

.
a
n
d
t
r
y
i
n
g

t
o

c
o
m
e

u
p
w
i
t
h

o
n
e

t
h
a
t
w
o
u
l
d
b
e
m
o
s
t
b
e
n
e
f
i
c
i
a
l

f
o
r

t
h
e

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
.

U
s
i
n
g
y
o
u
r

o
w
n

c
o
n
s
c
i
e
n
c
e
,

/
b
u
t

t
h
e
w
o
r
d
m
o
r
a
l
i
t
y

i
s
k
i
n
d

o
f

.
.

.

e
v
e
n

t
h
o
u
g
h

I
a
g
r
e
e
w
i
t
h
w
h
a
t

i
t

r
e
a
l
l
y

m
e
a
n
s
,

b
e
i
n
g

h
o
n
e
s
t
,

b
e
i
n
g

k
i
n
d
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
I
t
h
i
n
k
y
o
u

s
h
o
u
l
d

a
l
w
a
y
s

t
r
y

t
o

b
e

i
t
,

b
u
t

t
h
e
w
o
r
d
m
o
r
a
l
i
t
y

i
s

a
l
i
t
t
l
e

b
i
t
.

 A
6

A
6

C
3

C
6

C
5

C
5

0
6

0
5

 S
u
r
e
.
/

I
f
e
e
l

l
i
k
e
m
a
y
b
e
w
e
'
r
e

k
i
n
d

o
f
b
a
c
k
i
n
g

 C
5

 

249



 

  D
o
r
a
:

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

O
O

O
O

O
O

O
O

I
O

O
O

O
i
n
a
u
d
i
b
l
e
)

I
I

t
h
o
u
g
h
t

I
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
o
o
d
w
h
a
t
w
a
s

g
o
i
n
g

o
n
.

 

(
i
n
a
u
d
i
b
l
e
)

.
/

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.
(
i
n
a
u
d
i
b
l
e
)
/

‘
P
g
m
;

I
d
o
n
'
t
t
h
i
n
k

I
'
m

f
u
r
t
h
e
r

c
o
n
f
u
s
e
d

a
t

a
l
l
.

I
t
h
i
n
k

I
k
n
o
w
w
h
a
t

t
h
e
b
o
o
k

d
e
f
i
n
e
d

a
s
m
o
r
a
l
i
t
y

a
n
d

I
t
h
i
n
k

t
h
a
t

c
o
n
-

c
e
p
t

i
s

g
r
e
a
t

a
n
d

I
r
e
a
l
l
y
t
h
i
n
k

t
h
e
r
e
'
s

a
l
o
t

o
f
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

t
h
a
t

d
o
n
'
t

h
a
v
e

t
h
a
t
,

h
a
v
e

t
h
a
t

s
t
r
a
i
g
h
t
f
o
r
w
a
r
d

t
h
i
s

i
s

t
h
e

w
a
y

i
t

i
s
,

a
n
d
t
h
a
t
'
s

t
h
e
w
a
y
p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
l
y

I
w
a
n
t

t
o

c
o
n
d
u
c
t
m
y
w
h
o
l
e

l
i
f
e

b
u
t

t
h
a
t
'
s

s
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g

e
l
s
e
.
/

A
n
d

I
t
h
i
n
k
w
h
a
t

w
e

g
o
t

o
n
w
a
s

s
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g

e
l
s
e
.

I
t
h
i
n
k

w
h
a
t

y
o
u

a
n
d
J
e
r
r
y
w
e
r
e

t
a
l
k
i
n
g

a
b
o
u
t

w
a
s

n
o
t

t
h
i
s
m
o
r
a
l
i
t
y

o
r

t
h
a
t

m
o
r
a
l
i
t
y
,

b
u
t

a
w
o
r
d

g
a
m
e
.
/

D
o
r
a
:

S
e
e
m
s

l
i
k
e
w
e

k
i
n
d

o
f

g
o
t

o
f
f

t
h
e

s
u
b
J
e
c
t
.
/

£
2
5
5
1
:

C
a
n

I
r
e
s
p
o
n
d

t
o

t
h
i
s
?
/

 

M
y

i
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

o
f
w
h
a
t

t
h
e

p
e
o
p
l
e

a
r
e

s
a
y
i
n
g

i
s

t
h
a
t
w
e
l
l

I
J
u
s
t
w
a
n
t

t
o
k
n
o
w

w
h
a
t

t
h
e
b
o
o
k

s
a
y
s

s
o

I
c
a
n

g
e
t

t
h
r
o
u
g
h

C
6  C
6

c7
23
)

C
5

C
3

 a
w
a
y

f
r
o
m
w
h
a
t

I
a
s
k
e
d
y
o
u

t
o

l
o
o
k

a
t
.

I
'
m

s
t
i
l
l
t
r
y
i
n
g

t
o

l
o
o
k

a
t
h
o
w
y
o
u

f
e
l
t

a
b
o
u
t

t
h
e

i
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

t
h
a
t

w
e
n
t

o
n
.

I

h
e
a
r
d

D
a
i
s
y

s
a
y
t
h
a
t

s
h
e

g
o
t
m
o
r
e

c
o
n
-

f
u
s
e
d

a
n
d
p
e
o
p
l
e
w
e
r
e

d
e
f
i
n
i
n
g

.
.

.
.

.

.
.

I
h
e
a
r
d

M
e
g

s
a
y

s
h
e

f
e
l
t

s
a
d
,

t
h
a
t

s
h
e

h
a
d

s
o
m
e

u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g

a
t

t
h
e
b
e
g
i
n
-

n
i
n
g

a
n
d

l
o
s
t

i
t
,

o
k
a
y
.
/

U
n
d
e
r
s
t
o
o
d
w
h
a
t

s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
l
l
y
?
/

.
.

.
w
h
a
t

p
e
o
p
l
e

a
r
e

s
a
y
i
n
g
/

 C
S

C
2

C
4

 

250



 t
h
e

c
o
u
r
s
e

a
n
d

g
e
t

o
u
t

o
f

h
e
r
e

a
n
d

I

d
o
n
'
t

c
a
r
e

i
f

i
t
s

r
i
g
h
t

o
r
w
r
o
n
g

i
n

t
h
e

l
a
r
g
e
r

c
o
n
t
e
x
t
.

T
h
i
s

w
i
l
l

p
a
s
s

m
e
,

a
n
d

C
S

I
'
m
h
a
p
p
y
w
i
t
h

t
h
a
t

s
o

d
o
n
'
t

h
a
s
s
l
e
m
e

a
n
d

d
o
n
'
t
t
r
y
t
o

t
e
a
c
h
m
e

a
n
y
t
h
i
n
g
m
o
r
e

t
h
a
n
w
h
a
t

I
n
e
e
d

t
o
k
n
o
w

t
o

g
e
t

t
h
r
o
u
g
h
/

a
n
d

f
o
r

m
e
,

I
g
u
e
s
s

t
h
a
t

r
e
a
l
l
y
b
o
t
h
e
r
s

m
e

a
n
d
t
h
a
t
'
s

t
h
e

r
e
a
s
o
n
w
h
y

I
b
r
o
u
g
h
t

A
6

i
t

u
p
.
/

(
T
h
e

c
l
a
s
s

a
l
l

t
r
i
e
s

t
o

a
n
s
w
e
r

a
t

o
n
c
e
)

C
a
r
o
n
:

I
d
o
n
'
t

t
h
i
n
k

a
n
y
o
n
e
w
a
s

s
a
y
i
n
g

t
h
a
t

a
t

a
l
l
.

I
k
n
o
w

I
w
a
s
n
'
t
.
/

A
l
l

t
h
e
s
e

C
6

t
o
p
i
c
s

a
n
d
t
h
i
n
g
s
w
e
'
r
e
t
a
l
k
i
n
g

a
b
o
u
t
,

s
u
r
e
w
e

c
a
n

s
e
e
t
h
e
m

i
n

t
h
e

b
o
o
k
b
u
t

e
v
e
r
y
t
h
i
n
g
w
e
'
r
e

t
a
l
k
i
n
g

a
b
o
u
t

h
o
l
d
s

a

v
e
r
y

p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
m
e
a
n
i
n
g

t
o

e
v
e
r
y
o
n
e

a
n
d

e
v
e
r
y
o
n
e

i
s

g
o
i
n
g

t
o
m
a
k
e

a
p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l

C
S

m
e
a
n
i
n
g

o
u
t

o
f

i
t
.

L
i
k
e

e
v
e
r
y
o
n
e

i
s

b
o
t
h
e
r
e
d
b
y

c
e
r
t
a
i
n
w
o
r
d
s
,

w
e
l
l

e
v
e
r
y
o
n
e

i
s
b
o
t
h
e
r
e
d
.
b
y

a
l
l

k
i
n
d
s

o
f
w
o
r
d
s
.

T
h
a
t

i
s
w
h
a
t
w
o
r
d

c
o
n
n
o
t
a
t
i
o
n

m
e
a
n
s
.

B
u
t

u
h
,

e
v
e
r
y
o
n
e

h
a
s

t
h
e
i
r

o
w
n

i
d
e
a
,

e
v
e
r
y
o
n
e

c
a
m
e

i
n
t
o

t
h
i
s

c
l
a
s
s

w
i
t
h

t
h
e
i
r

o
w
n

i
d
e
a
s

a
b
o
u
t

a
l
l

t
h
e
s
e

d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t

w
o
r
d
s

a
n
d
w
h
a
t

t
h
e
y
'
r
e

h
o
p
i
n
g

t
h
a
t

t
h
i
s

c
l
a
s
s

i
s

g
o
i
n
g

t
o

d
o

i
s

o
p
e
n

o
u
r

m
i
n
d
s

t
o
w
h
a
t

t
h
e
s
e

w
o
r
d
s

c
a
n
m
e
a
n

a
n
d

d
o
m
e
a
n

a
n
d
t
o
t
h
i
n
k

a
b
o
u
t

t
h
e
m
,

t
o

i
n
c
o
r
p
o
r
a
t
e

i
n
t
o
w
h
a
t
w
e

o
r
i
g
i
n
a
l
l
y

t
h
o
u
g
h
t

a
b
o
u
t
w
h
a
t

w
e
'
r
e

l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g

a
b
o
u
t

i
n
t
h
i
s

c
l
a
s
s

a
n
d

h
o
p
e
-

f
u
l
l
y

l
e
a
v
e
w
i
t
h

a
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t

u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
-

i
n
g

a
n
d

a
m
o
r
e

O
p
e
n
m
i
n
d

a
s
t
o
w
h
a
t

w
e
'
r
e

g
o
i
n
g

t
o

d
o
.
/

I
k
n
o
w

I
'
m

n
o
t

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d

.
.

.
.

.
I
a
l
r
e
a
d
y
p
a
s
s
e
d

t
h
e

f
i
r
s
t

C
6

t
e
s
t
.

I
d
o
n
'
t

s
e
e

a
s

t
h
e

b
i
g

t
h
i
n
g

t
h
a
t

I
'
m

g
o
i
n
g

t
o

l
e
a
r
n

i
t

f
o
r

t
h
e

t
e
s
t
.

I

 
  

 

251



 1
2
9

1
3
0

1
3
1

1
3
2

1
3
3

1
3
h

1
3
5

1
3
6

1
3
7

1
3
8

1
3
9

1
h
o

l
h
l

1
1
:
2

l
h
3

l
h
h

1
4
6

1
h
?

1
h
8

1
h
9

1
5
0

1
5
1

1
5
2

1
5
3

1
5
h

1
5
5

1
5
6

1
5
7

1
5
8

1
5
9

1
6
0

 a
m
.
n
o
t

h
e
r
e

f
o
r

t
h
a
t

r
e
a
s
o
n
.

I
d
o
n
'
t

k
n
o
w

i
f

e
v
e
r
y
o
n
e

i
s

t
o
o
.
/

I
t
h
i
n
k

t
h
a
t
'
s

J
u
s
t

a
g
r
o
s
s

g
e
n
e
r
a
l
i
z
a
t
i
o
n

o
n
w
h
y

e
v
e
r
y
-

o
n
e

i
s

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
/

U
h
,

n
o
,

I
d
o
n
'
t

f
e
e
l

t
h
a
t

w
a
y
/

a
n
d
h
o
w

I

p
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
d

e
v
e
r
y
o
n
e

e
l
s
e
,

I
d
o
n
'
t

t
h
i
n
k

t
h
e
y

f
e
l
t

t
h
a
t
w
a
y

e
i
t
h
e
r
.
/

E
g
g
;

I
t
h
i
n
k
w
h
a
t
m
a
y
b
e

a
n

i
s
s
u
e

f
o
r
y
o
u

a
s
m
o
r
a
l
i
t
y
,

a
s

a
n

i
s
s
u
e

f
o
r
y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f

p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
l
y
,

i
s

n
o
t

a
n

i
s
s
u
e

i
n
m
y

m
i
n
d
.

W
h
e
n

I
w
e
n
t

t
h
r
o
u
g
h

t
h
e

b
o
o
k

a
n
d

r
e
a
d

t
h
e

s
e
c
t
i
o
n

o
n
m
o
r
a
l
i
t
y
,

m
o
r
a
l
i
t
y

h
a
s

a
l
o
t

m
o
r
e

i
m
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s

f
o
r
m
e

t
h
a
n
w
h
a
t

w
a
s

i
n

t
h
e

b
o
o
k

a
n
d

I
'
m

o
p
e
n

t
o

l
i
s
t
e
n

t
o

a
n
y
b
o
d
y

e
l
s
e
'
s

m
o
r
a
l
i
t
y
,

b
u
t

f
o
r

t
h
e

p
u
r
-

p
o
s
e
s

o
f

t
h
i
s

c
l
a
s
s
,

s
i
n
c
e
w
e

d
o

h
a
v
e

a

t
e
s
t
,

u
h
,

I
t
h
i
n
k

t
h
a
t

w
e

s
h
o
u
l
d

s
t
i
c
k

t
o

t
h
e

t
e
x
t

a
n
d

i
f
t
h
e
r
e

i
s

a
n

i
s
s
u
e
,

t
h
e
r
e

a
r
e

r
e
a
l

i
s
s
u
e
s
,

t
h
e

.
.

.
.

.
.

,

b
u
t

w
e
'
r
e

u
s
i
n
g

t
h
e

t
e
x
t

a
n
d

i
n
m
y

o
p
i
n
-

i
o
n
w
e

s
h
o
u
l
d

s
t
i
c
k

t
o

i
t
.

T
h
e
r
e
'
s

a

l
o
t
b
e
y
o
n
d

t
h
a
t

b
u
t
.
/

B
e
s
s
:

M
a
y

I
a
s
k
y
o
u

(
J
e
r
r
y
)

a
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
?

H
a
v
e
y
o
u

r
e
a
d

t
h
e

t
e
x
t
?
/

J
e
r
r
y
:

N
o
.
/

L
a
n
a
:

W
e
l
l
,

I
t
h
i
n
k
w
h
a
t

y
o
u

a
c
c
u
s
e
d

u
s

o
f

.
.

.
.

.
p
r
e
t
t
y

s
e
l
f
i
s
h
b
e
c
a
u
s
e

I

t
h
o
u
g
h
t

t
h
e
b
a
s
i
s

o
f
t
h
i
s

w
a
s
,

w
h
a
t
y
o
u

s
a
i
d
w
e
'
r
e

g
o
i
n
g

t
o

d
o

t
o
d
a
y
,

w
a
s

t
o

f
o

  

a
b
a
s
i
c

u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g

o
f
t
h
e

c
o
n
c
e
p
t
s

a
n
d

u
n
l
e
s
s

w
e

a
l
l

h
a
v
e

o
n
e

c
o
m
m
o
n

o
n
e

w
e

 C
7
a

0
6

C
S

C
6

C
3

C
6

 Y
o
u

d
o
n
'
t

f
e
e
l

t
h
a
t

w
a
y
.

(
n
e
u
t
)
/

 C
2

 252



5
1
6
1

r
e
a
l
l
y

c
a
n
'
t
w
o
r
k
w
i
t
h

i
t
b
e
c
a
u
s
e

i
f

a
l
l

1
6
2

o
f

u
s

a
r
e

g
o
i
n
g

t
o

h
a
v
e

s
o
m
a
n
y

d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t

C
T
a

1
6
3

o
n
e
s
,

w
e
'
d

a
r
g
u
e

i
t

f
o
r

s
i
x

h
o
u
r
s
.

.
.

.

1
6
4

h
a
v
e

t
h
e

t
e
x
t

t
o
w
o
r
k
b
y

o
r

e
l
s
e
w
e
'
l
l

1
6
5

n
e
v
e
r

g
e
t

a
n
y
w
h
e
r
e

b
e
s
i
d
e
s

c
i
r
c
l
e
s
.
/

1
6
6

‘
g
g
r
g
y
:

I
g
u
e
s
s

i
t
s

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
i
n
g

t
h
a
t
w
i
t
h

1
6
7

m
o
r
a
l
i
t
y

o
r

e
t
h
i
c
s

o
r

v
a
l
u
e
s

o
r
w
h
a
t
e
v
e
r

1
6
8

w
e
'
r
e

t
a
l
k
i
n
g

a
b
o
u
t
,

w
h
a
t
e
v
e
r
w
o
r
d
y
o
u

1
6
9

w
a
n
t

t
o

u
s
e

h
e
r
e
,

e
v
e
n

i
n

d
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
n
g

i
t

C
5

1
7
0

a
l
l

o
f

u
s

h
a
v
e

u
s
e
d

v
a
l
u
e

s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
s

a
n
d

1
7
1

i
t
s
,

i
t
s

r
a
t
h
e
r

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
i
n
g

o
r

h
a
r
d

f
o
r

1
7
2

m
e

t
o

s
i
t

b
a
c
k
,

c
a
u
s
e

p
e
o
p
l
e

s
a
y
w
e
'
r
e

1
7
3

d
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
n
g

o
b
J
e
c
t
i
v
e
l
y
w
i
t
h
o
u
t

v
a
l
u
e

1
7
4

s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
s

a
b
o
u
t

a
c
o
n
c
e
p
t

t
h
a
t

h
a
s

t
o

1
7
5

d
o
w
i
t
h

v
a
l
u
e
s

a
n
d
w
e
'
r
e

n
o
t

d
o
i
n
g

t
h
a
t
.

1
7
6

A
n
d

i
t

s
e
e
m
s

t
o
m
e

t
h
a
t

p
e
o
p
l
e

d
o
n
'
t

1
7
7

r
e
c
o
g
n
i
z
e

t
h
a
t

a
n
d
.
/

1
7
8

D
i
d
y
o
u

h
e
a
r

a
n
y
o
n
e

s
a
y

t
h
a
t
?

(
n
e
u
t
)
/

1
7
9

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
:

N
o

(
i
n
u
n
i
s
o
n
)
/

C
6

1
8
0

.
g
g
g
g
y
:

P
e
o
p
l
e

d
o
n
'
t

s
a
y
t
h
a
t

s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
l
—

1
8
1

l
y
b
e
c
a
u
s
e

t
h
e
y

d
o
n
'
t

r
e
c
o
g
n
i
z
e

t
h
a
t
.
/

C
S

1
8
2

A
n
n
i
e
:

I
t
h
i
n
k

t
h
a
t
'
s
y
o
u
r

o
w
n

f
a
n
t
a
s
y

1
8
3

a
s

t
o
h
o
w
y
o
u
'
r
e

p
e
r
c
e
i
v
i
n
g
w
h
a
t

t
h
e

1
8
4

o
t
h
e
r
p
e
o
p
l
e

a
r
e

s
a
y
i
n
g

a
n
d
y
o
u

c
a
n
'
t

1
8
5

r
e
a
l
l
y

s
a
y
t
h
a
t
'
s

t
h
e

t
r
u
t
h

c
a
u
s
e

i
t
s

C
7
a

1
8
6

y
o
u
r

o
w
n
b
e
l
i
e
f

c
a
u
s
e
y
o
u
'
r
e

n
o
t

i
n
s
i
d
e

1
8
7

a
n
y
b
o
d
y

e
l
s
e
'
s

h
e
a
d

l
o
o
k
i
n
g

o
u
t
.

1
8
8

(
d
e
f
e
n
s
i
v
e
l
y
)
/

1
8
9

J
e
r
r
y
:

I
s
a
i
d

t
h
a
t
,

r
i
g
h
t
,

i
t
s
m
y

b
e
l
i
e
f
.

1
9
0

I
l
o
o
k

a
t

i
t
p
a
r
t
i
a
l
l
y
,

m
y
b
e
l
i
e
f

i
s

t
h
a
t

1
9
1

w
e

c
o
m
e

f
r
o
m

a
c
u
l
t
u
r
a
l

c
o
n
t
e
x
t

a
n
d
m
y

C
6

1
9
2

b
e
l
i
e
f

a
l
s
o

i
s

t
h
a
t

m
o
s
t

o
f

u
s

h
a
v
e

n
o
t

1
9
3

g
o
n
e

o
u
t

o
f

o
u
r

c
u
l
t
u
r
a
l

c
o
n
t
e
x
t

t
o

l
o
o
k

1
9
4

t
o

s
e
e
w
h
e
t
h
e
r

t
h
i
s

d
e
f
i
n
i
t
i
o
n

g
i
v
e
n

t
o

1
9
5

u
s

i
n
t
h
e

t
e
x
t

.
.

.
.
/

 

 
 

 
 

253

  



 1
9
6

1
9
7

1
9
8

1
9
9

2
0
0

2
0
1

2
0
2

2
0
3

2
0
h

2
0
5

2
0
6

2
0
7

2
0
8

2
0
9

2
1
0

2
1
1

2
1
2

~
2
1
3

2
1
h

2
1
5

2
1
6

2
1
7

2
1
8

2
1
9

2
2
0

2
2
1

2
2
2

2
2
3

2
2
h

2
2
5

2
2
6

2
2
7

2
2
8

2
2
9

2
3
0

 A
n
n
i
e
:

B
u
t
y
o
u

h
a
v
e
n
'
t

r
e
a
d
/

C
S

J
e
r
r
y
:

(
i
n
t
e
r
r
u
p
t
s
)

W
a
i
t

a
s
e
c
o
n
d
.

I
'
v
e

l
o
o
k
e
d

a
t
t
h
e

t
e
x
t

e
n
o
u
g
h

t
o

k
n
o
w

t
h
a
t

t
h
i
s

t
h
i
n
g

a
b
o
u
t

h
o
n
e
s
t
l
y

a
b
o
u
t

s
e
l
f

a
n
d

o
t
h
e
r
s
.

I
h
a
v
e
n
'
t

r
e
a
d

t
h
e

6
0

p
a
g
e
s
.

T
h
a
t
'
s

w
h
a
t

I
m
e
a
n
t

w
h
e
n

I
s
a
i
d

I
d
i
d
n
'
t

r
e
a
d

t
h
e

t
e
x
t
.

B
u
t
w
e

h
a
v
e
n
'
t

g
o
t

o
u
t

C
6

o
f

o
u
r

c
u
l
t
u
r
a
l

c
o
n
t
e
x
t

t
o

l
o
o
k

a
t

t
h
e

d
e
f
i
n
i
t
i
o
n

g
i
v
e
n

i
n

t
h
e

t
e
x
t

t
o

f
i
n
d

o
u
t

i
f
t
h
i
s

d
e
f
i
n
i
t
i
o
n

r
e
a
l
l
y
m
e
a
n
s

a
n
y
t
h
i
n
g

a
n
d
w
h
a
t

I
'
m

s
a
y
i
n
g

i
s

t
h
a
t

I
d
o
n
'
t

t
h
i
n
k

w
e
'
v
e

r
e
a
l
l
y

d
e
f
i
n
e
d

a
n
y
t
h
i
n
g
.
/

B
e
s
s
:

.
.

.
i
t
m
a
y

n
o
t

m
e
a
n

a
n
y
t
h
i
n
g

i
n

a
n
o
t
h
e
r

c
u
l
t
u
r
e
.

I
t

c
e
r
t
a
i
n
l
y

d
o
e
s
n
'
t

i
n
S
p
a
n
i
s
h
-
A
m
e
r
i
c
a
n

c
u
l
t
u
r
e

o
r

m
a
y
b
e

i
n
n
e
r

c
i
t
y

c
u
l
t
u
r
e

o
r

a
n
o
t
h
e
r

c
o
u
n
t
r
y
,

C
5

b
u
t

i
t

d
o
e
s
.

I
t
s

a
n

a
t
t
e
m
p
t

t
o

p
u
t

s
o
m
e

o
r
d
e
r

a
n
d

s
o
m
e

g
e
n
e
r
a
l
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
s

t
h
a
t

I

d
o
n
'
t

t
h
i
n
k
w
e
'
r
e

m
a
d
e

u
p

J
u
s
t

f
o
r

e
f
f
e
c
t

.
.

.
/

‘
fl
g
g
;

I
t
'
s

J
u
s
t

a
d
e
f
i
n
i
t
i
o
n
.

.
.

.
.
t
o

e
x
p
l
a
i
n

t
h
e
w
h
o
l
e

w
o
r
l
d

m
o
r
a
l
i
t
y
.

(
f
r
u
s
-

C
5

t
r
a
t
e
d
)
.
/

P
a
m
:

I
t
h
i
n
k
B
a
r
r
y
w
a
n
t
s

t
o

s
a
y

s
o
m
e
-

t
h
i
n
g
.
/

C
5

B
a
r
g
y
:

I
h
a
v
e

a
s
u
g
g
e
s
t
i
o
n
.

I
t
s

p
r
a
c
t
i
-

c
a
l
l
y

1
:
0
0

s
o
w
h
y

d
o
n
'
t
w
e

J
u
s
t

t
a
k
e

a
C
4

b
r
e
a
k

a
n
d

s
t
a
r
t

o
v
e
r
b
e
c
a
u
s
e

I
d
o
n
'
t

t
h
i
n
k
w
e
'
r
e

g
e
t
t
i
n
g

a
n
y
w
h
e
r
e
.
/

3
9
9
;
:

G
o
o
d

s
u
g
g
e
s
t
i
o
n
.
/

C
l
a

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
:

Y
e
a
h
,

g
o
o
d
.
/

  

 

  W
a
i
t

a
m
i
n
u
t
e
.

I
'
m

f
e
e
l
i
n
g
t
h
a
t

i
t
m
i
g
h
t

b
e

a
l
i
t
t
l
e

u
n
c
o
m
f
o
r
t
a
b
l
e

r
i
g
h
t

n
o
w

f
o
r

s
o
m
e

f
o
l
k
s

a
n
d

t
h
e

e
a
s
i
e
s
t

t
h
i
n
g

t
o

d
o

C
5

w
o
u
l
d
b
e

t
o

t
a
k
e

a
b
r
e
a
k

r
a
t
h
e
r

t
h
a
n

  

254



 2
3
1

2
3
2

2
3
3

2
3
%

2
3
5

2
3
6

2
3
7

2
3
8

2
3
9

2
h
0

2
h
1

2
h
2

2
h
3

2
h
h

2
h
5

2
h
6

2
h
?

2
h
8

2
h
9

2
5
0

2
5
1

2
5
2

2
5
3

2
5
h

2
5
5

2
5
6

2
5
7

2
5
8

2
5
9

2
6
0

2
6
1

2
6
2

2
6
3

2
6
h

2
6
5

 D
a
i
s
y
:

.
.

.
a
v
o
i
d

t
h
e

i
s
s
u
e
.

T
h
a
t
'
s

w
h
a
t

s
t
r
i
k
e
d
m
e

a
s
,

J
u
s
t

a
v
o
i
d
i
n
g
.
/

A
n
n
i
e
:

I
t

c
a
l
m
s

p
e
o
p
l
e

d
o
w
n
.
/

D
a
i
s
y
:

I
d
o
n
'
t

t
h
i
n
k

a
n
y
b
o
d
y

i
s

r
e
a
l
l
y

u
p
s
e
t
.
/

‘
E
g
g
:

I
a
m
.
/

K
i
t
t
y
:

I
'
m

g
e
t
t
i
n
g

f
r
u
s
t
r
a
t
e
d
.
/

A
n
n
i
e
:

I
d
o
n
'
t

k
n
o
w
,

I
'
m

J
u
s
t

t
a
k
i
n
g

i
t

a
l
l

i
n
.
/

S
h
o
u
l
d

I
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y

i
t
?
/

B
e
c
a
u
s
e
,

o
k
a
y
,

e
v
e
r
y
b
o
d
y

i
s

g
e
t
t
i
n
g

a
l
l

u
p
t
i
g
h
t

a
n
d
,
/

I
g
e
t

t
h
e

v
i
b
s
.

(
c
l
a
s
s

l
a
u
g
h
s
)
/

Y
e
a
h
,

a
n
d

i
t
s

a
l
l
b
e
c
a
u
s
e

o
f
.

I
d
i
d
n
'
t

w
a
n
t

t
o

g
e
t

i
n
t
o

i
t
b
e
c
a
u
s
e

I
d
i
d
n
'
t

w
a
n
t

t
o

g
e
t

i
n
t
o

d
e
e
p

t
h
i
n
g
s

u
n
l
e
s
s

I

J
u
s
t

w
a
n
t

t
o

s
i
t

d
o
w
n

a
n
d

d
o

i
t

b
u
t

t
h
i
s

c
l
a
s
s

i
s

n
o
t
.

I
d
o
n
'
t

w
a
n
t

t
o

g
e
t

i
n
t
o

d
e
e
p

t
h
i
n
g
s

w
i
t
h

t
h
i
s
m
a
n
y

p
e
O
p
l
e
.

I

g
e
t

i
n
t
o

d
e
e
p

t
h
i
n
g
s

w
i
t
h

o
n
e

o
t
h
e
r

p
e
r
-

s
o
n
,

g
e
t

i
n
t
o

i
t
,

g
o

r
e
a
l
l
y

d
e
e
p
,

d
e
f
i
n
e

e
v
e
r
y
w
o
r
d
,

a
r
g
u
e

a
b
o
u
t

e
v
e
r
y
w
o
r
d

y
o
u
'

r
e

s
a
y
i
n
g
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.
B
u
t

w
i
t
h

t
h
i
s

m
a
n
y

p
e
o
p
l
e

y
o
u

J
u
s
t

c
a
n
'
t

d
o

t
h
a
t

a
n
d

i
t

J
u
s
t

s
e
e
m
s

w
e
'
r
e

w
a
s
t
i
n
g

o
u
r

t
i
m
e

a
n
d
w
e
'
r
e

g
o
i
n
g

a
r
o
u
n
d

i
n

c
i
r
c
l
e
s

a
n
d

i
t
s

r
e
a
l
l
y

f
r
u
s
t
r
a
t
i
n
g

f
o
r
m
e
.
/

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
:

Y
e
a
h
.
/

 

 C
5

C
5

C
5

A
6

A
6

c
6

A
3

A
6

A
6

A
6

 r
e
a
c
h

s
o
m
e

c
l
o
s
u
r
e

a
s

t
o

w
h
e
r
e

w
e
'
r
e

g
o
-

i
n
g
,

a
n
d

u
h
,

t
h
a
t
'
s
m
y

f
e
e
l
i
n
g
.

(
n
e
u
t
)
/

K
i
t
t
y
,

c
a
n
y
o
u
h
e
l
p

u
s

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
w
h
y

t
h
a
t

f
r
u
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

i
s

t
h
e
r
e

f
o
r
y
o
u
?
/

Y
e
a
h
.
/

E
v
e
r
y
b
o
d
y

i
s

g
e
t
t
i
n
g

a
l
l

u
p
t
i
g
h
t
.
/

A
r
e

y
o
u

u
p
t
i
g
h
t
.
/

 C
4

A
2

 

255



 2
6
6

2
6
7

2
6
8

2
6
9

2
7
0

2
7
1

2
7
2

2
7
3

2
7
h

2
7
5

2
7
6

2
7
7

2
7
8

2
7
9

2
8
0

2
8
1

2
8
2

2
8
3

2
8
h

2
8
5

2
8
6

2
8
7

2
8
8

2
8
9

2
9
0

2
9
1

2
9
2

2
9
3

2
9
h

2
9
5

2
9
6

2
9
7

2
9
8

2
9
9

3
0
0

 K
i
t
t
y
:

H
o
w
w
e
'
r
e

g
o
i
n
g

t
o

o
p
e
r
a
t
e

a
s

a
g
r
o
u
p
?
/

O
k
a
y
,

w
e

g
o
t

a
c
h
o
i
c
e

i
n

t
h
i
s
,

o
u
r

c
l
a
s
s

i
s

a
l
l

o
u
t
l
i
n
e
d
.

(
e
x
p
r
e
s
s
i
n
g

l
a
c
k

o
f
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g
)
/

R
i
g
h
t
,

i
t

J
u
s
t

s
e
e
m
s

l
i
k
e
w
e
'
r
e

g
o
i
n
g

a
r
o
u
n
d

i
n

c
i
r
c
l
e
s
,

I
h
a
d

t
h
e

f
e
e
l
i
n
g
.
/

D
a
i
s
y

I
t
h
i
n
k

i
f
w
e

s
t
o
p
p
e
d
,

J
u
s
t

d
e
-

f
i
n
e
d
,

J
u
s
t

s
t
a
r
t
e
d

a
t

t
h
e

t
o
p
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i
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d
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u
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h
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u
e
.
/

A
s

a
g
r
o
u
p
,

a
r
e

w
e

g
o
i
n
g

t
o

s
i
t

d
o
w
n

a
n
d

g
e
t

i
n
t
o

p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l

v
a
l
u
e
s

a
s

t
o
w
h
a
t

t
h
e

w
o
r
d
s

m
e
a
n
,

s
p
l
i
t
t
i
n
g

h
a
i
r

a
s

A
n
n
i
e

s
a
i
d
?

A
r
e

w
e

g
o
i
n
g

t
o

a
d
d
r
e
s
s

s
o
m
e
m
a
J
o
r

i
s
s
u
e
s
,

s
o
m
e

m
a
J
o
r

c
o
n
c
e
p
t
s

a
n
d

c
o
m
e

t
o

a
c
o
m
m
o
n
a
l
i
t
y

o
f

u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g

o
n
w
h
a
t

t
h
o
s
e
m
e
a
n

a
n
d
m
o
v
e

f
r
o
m

t
h
e
r
e
?

H
o
w

a
r
e

w
e

g
o
i
n
g

t
o

a
p
p
r
o
a
c
h

i
t
,

t
h
a
t
'
s

a
g
r
o
u
p

t
h
i
n
g

f
o
r
m
e
.
/

O
k
a
y
,

f
o
r
m
e

I
s
e
e

u
s

h
a
v
i
n
g

t
o

d
e
a
l
w
i
t
h

t
h
o
s
e

c
o
n
c
e
p
t
s

a
n
d

c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
v
e
l
y

c
o
m
i
n
g

t
o

a
n

u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g

a
s

t
o
w
h
a
t

t
h
o
s
e

c
o
n
c
e
p
t
s

a
r
e

a
b
o
u
t
,

o
k
a
y
.

I
d
2
_
t
h
i
n
k
w
e

h
a
v
e

a
c
h
o
i
c
e

i
n

t
e
r
m
s

o
f

s
a
y
i
n
g

I
'
m

f
e
e
l
i
n
g

t
h
a
t

t
h
e
w
a
y

t
h
e

g
r
o
u
p

i
s

o
p
e
r
-

a
t
i
n
g

i
s

p
r
o
h
i
b
i
t
i
n
g

t
h
a
t

a
n
d

t
a
k
i
n
g

a

l
o
o
k

a
t

h
o
w
w
e

c
a
n

a
c
t

b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
a
l
l
y

m
o
r
e

c
o
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
v
e
l
y

s
o
w
e
'
l
l

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
/

H
o
w

c
a
n
w
e

b
r
e
a
k

t
h
e

c
i
r
c
l
e
?
/

 C
5

C
5

C
S

C
2

256  



 3
0
1

3
0
2

3
0
3

3
0
4

3
0
5

3
0
6

3
0
7

3
0
8

3
0
9

3
1
0

3
1
1

3
1
2

3
1
3

3
1
4

3
1
5

3
1
6

3
1
7

3
1
8

3
1
9

3
2
0

3
2
1

3
2
2

3
2
3

3
2
4

3
2
5

3
2
6

3
2
7

3
2
8

3
2
9

3
3
0

3
3
1

3
3
2

3
3
3

3
3
4

3
3
5

 y
e
a
h
w
e

c
a
n

d
i
s
c
u
s
s

i
t
.
/

B
u
t
w
e
'
r
e

s
t
a
r
t
-

i
n
g

i
n

b
l
i
n
d
.

W
e

J
u
s
t

s
t
a
r
t
e
d

i
n

t
a
l
k
i
n
g

a
b
o
u
t
m
o
r
a
l
i
t
y

o
r
m
a
n
i
p
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
,

o
k
a
y
,

t
h
e
n
w
e

w
e
n
t

t
o
m
o
r
a
l
i
t
y

a
n
d
w
e

w
e
r
e

r
e
a
l
l
y

a
r
g
u
e
i
n
g

o
v
e
r

t
e
r
m
s

t
h
a
t

a
l
l

o
f

u
s

h
a
v
e

e
s
s
e
n
t
i
a
l
l
y

d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t

f
e
e
l
i
n
g
s

a
b
o
u
t

a
n
d

i
t

s
e
e
m
s

k
i
n
d

o
f

r
i
d
i
c
u
l
o
u
s

u
n
l
e
s
s

w
e

c
o
m
e

t
o

a
n

u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g
,

a
l
l

o
f

u
s
.
/

A
n
n
i
e
:

Y
o
u
'
r
e

n
e
v
e
r

g
o
i
n
g

t
o

g
e
t

e
v
e
r
y
-

b
o
d
y

t
o

a
g
r
e
e
.
/

D
a
i
s
y
:

T
h
a
t
'
s

t
r
u
e
,

I
k
n
o
w
.

B
u
t

a
t

l
e
a
s
t

w
e
'
l
l

h
a
v
e

s
o
m
e

u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g

o
f
w
h
a
t

e
v
e
r
y
b
o
d
y

e
l
s
e

t
h
i
n
k
s
.

T
h
i
s
w
a
y

i
s

s
o

u
n
r
e
l
i
a
b
l
e
.
/

J
e
r
g
y
:

W
h
a
t
'
s

t
h
e

d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
b
e
t
w
e
e
n

y
o
u
r

w
a
y
,

w
h
a
t

y
o
u
'
r
e

s
a
y
i
n
g

i
s

y
o
u
r

w
a
y
,

a
n
d

w
h
a
t

t
o
o
k

p
l
a
c
e
?
/

I
s
e
e

t
h
e
m

a
s

t
h
e

s
a
m
e

t
h
i
n
g
.
/

D
a
i
s
y
:

W
h
a
t

t
o
o
k

p
l
a
c
e
w
a
s

r
a
n
d
o
m
,

i
t

w
a
s

t
o
t
a
l
l
y

r
a
n
d
o
m

a
n
d

e
v
e
r
y
b
o
d
y
,
/
I

c
o
u
l
d
n
'
t

g
a
t
h
e
r

i
n
w
h
a
t

e
v
e
r
y
b
o
d
y

t
h
o
u
g
h
t
.

I
w
a
s

t
o
t
a
l
l
y

c
o
n
f
u
s
e
d
.
/

I
f
w
e

g
o

t
h
r
o
u
g
h

a
n
d

w
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i
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i
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c
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c
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c
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c
a
u
s
e

a
l
l

o
f

a
s
u
d
d
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,
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p
p
e
n
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g
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.
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c
k

i
t

o
u
t
w
i
t
h

s
o
m
e

p
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p
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b
l
e

d
o
-

i
n
g

t
h
a
t
.
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s
o
m
e

o
f
y
o
u
m
i
g
h
t

n
o
t

b
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p
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i
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t
h
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t
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r
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l
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p
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t
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.
/
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c
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l
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p
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c
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p
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c
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b
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u
r
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p
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b
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p
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b
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p
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c
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c
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e
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c
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r
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c
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c
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c
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.
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i
r
s
t
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f

a
l
l

i
t
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p
s
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e

a
n
d

I
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o
,

o
h
w
o
w
,

w
e
l
l

w
h
y
.
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y

s
a
y
i
n
g

t
h
a
t
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o
u
'
r
e

s
a
y
i
n
g

I
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o
n
'
t

l
i
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e

t
h
i
s
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I
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o
u
l
d

p
r
e
f
e
r
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o

b
e

c
l
o
s
e
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u
.
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h
e
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I
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,
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o
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I
w
a
n
t
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o
b
e

c
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o
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u
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c
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.
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c
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p
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i
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b
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h
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f
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w
e

w
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i
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.
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i
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i
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p
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r
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i
d
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t
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i
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i
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u
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d
e
a
l
i
n
g

w
i
t
h

a
n
y
k
i
n
d

o
f

s
i
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d
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i
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.
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p
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r
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f
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d
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f
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f
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i
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d
i
f
f
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n
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?
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i
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v
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r
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.
/

D
a
i
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t
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t
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i
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e
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i
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i
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p
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p
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p
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p
l
a
i
n
w
h
y
y
o
u
'
d

s
t
o
p
p
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d
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f
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t
w
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m
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e
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t
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b
e
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i
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u
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d
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/

Y
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h
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I
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f
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e
l
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r
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e
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p
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b
r
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w
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i
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g
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i
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g
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u

f
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?
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b
e

m
o
r
e

r
e
c
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g
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e
e
l

y
o
u
'
r
e

t
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l
k
i
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g

d
o
w
n
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o
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e
?
/

I
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o
n
'
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d
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r
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d

t
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t
.
/
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u

f
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l
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e
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d
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r
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d
s

n
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w
?
/

I
'
d
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e
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o
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o
.
/
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o
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e
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o

r
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e
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w
e

w
e
n
t
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p
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t
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e
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e
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f
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g
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h
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.
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f
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.
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p
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d
t
o

i
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n
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p
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i
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i
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h
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i
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i
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r
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p
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b
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n
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b
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f
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i
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h
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e
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f
r
o
m
,

o
k
a
y
.

I
s
e
e
h
i
m

o
p
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b
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c
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c
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c
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p
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r
e

s
a
y
i
n
g
y
o
u
'
d
w
e
l
c
o
m
e

t
h
a
t

k
i
n
d

o
f

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k

a
n
d
y
o
u

r
e
a
l
l
y
w
a
n
t

p
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