
But if my faculty doesn't understand,
doesn't believe in, doesn't agree with
mv ideas, regardless of merit, my ideas
haven't much chance of really being
carried out effectively-and so I wait. I
continue to work vigorously for those
things which I believe-those things
which seem to me to be best for the
young people with whom I work."

Without elaboration several other
questions about time, complexity, con-
flicts, and skills might be listed: How
does a school faculty find time to work
on problems? How are new teachers
inducted into a process which has been
underway for some time? How are
parents involved in or at least informed
regarding the school's purposes and
plans while these are in the process of
change? Hosw are conflicts in value
and differences of opinion resolved if

action is demanded? Hoer does a fac-
ulty su:umnarize, report, and evaluate its
efforts? What kinds of group skills are
desirable or necessarv so that the
process is effective and efficient:

The need for effective skills in the
group process increases as schools travel
farther along the path previously in-
dicated. The skill patterns seem com-
plex, but so are the behavior patterns
of a football team as it tries to reach
the opponent's goal. If the school fac-
ulty would spend the same aniount of
time analyzing and practicing individual
and group skills in making school
changes as the football coach and the
team do in preparing for the season's
schedule, much would be gained. Goals
vwkould be clarified, difficulties swould be
anticipated, morale would he con-
sidered, skills would be practiced, co-
operative effort Xwould be rewsvarded, and
discouragement would be reduced.
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HERBERT THELEN and WATSON DICKERMAN

Individuals concerned with productive group discussion and action
have been interested in the activities of the First and Second National
Training Laboratories in Group Development, held during the summers
of 1947 and 1948. Those concerned with research in this vital area of
group processes will be interested in this article growing out of the
Second Laboratory and its implications for leadership. The authors are
Herbert Thelen, associate professor of educational psychology, Univer-
sity of Chicago, and Watson Dickerman, assistant professor of educa-
tion, University of California, Berkeley. Both were Laboratory staff
members in 1948.

VARIED SOCIAL MECHANISMIS
differ in the explicitness of their policies
of operation. In an association which
operates according to a constitution,
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by--laws, and parliamentary procedure,
policies of operation are comparatively
explicit. In an informal group, such as
a club or discussion group, policies of
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operation are much less explicit. Mem-
bers do have concepts, frequently at a
stereotypic level, about policies of oper-
ation-how the leader is to be chosen,
how decisions are to be made, how
status among the members is to be de-
termined. But these concepts differ
considerably from member to member,
and often conflicts, which redtice
the group's productivity, result. These
conflicts are the more difficult to rec-
oncile because the members of the
group do not realize that they are the
direct result of the varving concepts
which the members hold about the
group's operational policies. Or, if they
realize this, thev assume that each one's
concepts about these policies are within
his area of freedom of belief and, thus,
nobodv's business but his own.

Groups in Action
What are these stereotypes about the

operation of groups and how are they
related to the stages by which a group
grows in productivity' Groups which
were in operation for three weeks at
the 1948 session of the National Train-
ing Laboratory on Group Development'
serve to illustrate stereotypes at various
stages of group growth. We shall try to
describe both the phases in the develop-
men of these groups and the stereotypes
about policies of operation w hich ac-
companied these phases. Our data are
the sound recordings of the discussions
of the eight groups at different stages in
their development and the daily written
records of the observer in each group.

In the light of what happened in these
eight groups at the NTL, a group mav

1Report of the Second Summer Session, Nati,n.al
Training Laboratory in Group Development, I)i-
vision of Adult Education Services, NEA, $1.25.
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perhaps be seen as going through four
phases as it grows in ability to operate
efficiently. In the first phase various
members of the group quickly attempt
to establish their customary places in
the leadership hierarchy. In effect, this
may be thought of as an attempt to
establish the "peck order" of the group.
Next comes a period of frustration and
conflict brought about by the leader's
steadfast rejection of the concept of
peck order and the authoritarian atmos-
phere in 'which the concept of peck
order is rooted. The third phase sees the
development of cohesiveness an0ong the
member-s of the group, accompanied by
a certain amolllzt of complacency and
smug7ness. This third phase seems to be
characterized byv a determination to
achieve and maintain harmony at all
costs. Insofar as this effort is successful,
it results in an atmosphere of deceptive
"sweetness and light," which, neverthe-
less, is sufficiently permissive to enable
the members to assess their own posi-
tions, modes of interaction, and attitudes
in the group. This phase is unstable be-
cause it is unrealistic, and it gives way
to a fourth phase. In the fourth phase
the 7m1embers retain the groutp-centered-
niess and sensitivities which character-
ized the third phase, but they develop
also a sense of purpose and urgency
which mnake the group potentially an ef-
fective social instrument.

We turn now to an effort to identify
some of the stereotypes about policies of
operation which seem to characterize
these four phases of the growth of our
groups.

Phase One-Individually Centered
· E*very group needs a strong, expert

leader.
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* Good group membership consists of
active, oral participation; those who do
not talk are not good group members.

* The group is wasting its time unless it
is absorbing information or doing some-
thing active-listening to lectures, re-
ceiving bibliographies, making long lists
on the blackboard, role playing, work-
ing in sub-committees, passing resolu-
tions.

* The group cannot become cohesive or
efficient until each ilemlber has certain
"necessary" information about the other
members-occupation, title, job respon-
sibilities, age, education, falily, hobb)ies.

* The group's observer makes his assess-
ment of the group's process b\ using his
intuition. He gives the members inter-
esting information about themselves.

* Any expression of feeling, particularly
of aggression or hostility, is bad. It up-
sets the group and should be squelched.

* The chief function of the leader is to
manipulate the group tow ard the goals
which he knows are appropriate for it
because of his competence and authority.

* Each member sees the other members
primarily as individuals rather than as
parts of a group. Each must be dealt
with individually through the kinds of
appeals which are persuasive for him.

Phase Two-Frustration
and Conflict Among Stereotypes

The stereotypic conflicts awshich char-
acterize this phase are perceived quite
differently by the members of the group
at the beginning of the phase and at its
end. At the beginning the leader is seen
as a frustrating figure because he has
refused to fit the stereotypes which
characterized Phase One. This results in
the direction of a good deal of hostility
against him, which mav be expressed
quite overtly. By the end of Phase Two,
this and other stereotypic conflicts are
seen as simply the verbalization of the
ambivalences of members of the group.
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In other words, the- are seen as repre-
senting unsolved problems which plague
all of us but x which wve manage to repress
if our group has a strong leader who is
wsilling to act as such. These conflicts
seem to the writers to pose some of the
miost fundamental problems that in-
dividuals have to solve before the\ can
become secure as members of a group.
Typical stereotypic conflicts ' which
characterize Phase T wo follow\\

\XVe must have a leader who is strong
to the point of being dominating and auto-
cratic versus W\'e must have a leader who
is permissive to the point of being laissez
faire.

POur troubles of operation would dis-
appear if only the leader would tell us the
theory of group dynamics *versus Our
troubles can disappear only when wve have
acquired skill in formulating a theory
about and assessing the operations of our
group.

I-l)cinocratic group process requires a
strong leader Awdho is subject to criticism
and recall by the group at any time versus
l)emocratic group process requires a chair-
nlan xvhose primary job is to conciliate
interpersonal conflicts among the active
members of the group.

NEfforts to assess our owvn group proc-
esses are an invasion of the sacredness of
individual personalities -versus Assessment
of group process is a sounder starting point
for intelligent group action than is atten-
tion to motivations and attitudes of indi-
vidual members of the group.

POur basic problem is that members do
not take enough initiative and responsi-
bility 'versus Members who exhibit initia-
tive and w illingness to assume responsi-
bility are competing with the leader.

)A decision by majority vote is binding
on all members of the group versus No
individual should be coerced into going
along with what he thinks is wvrong.
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PLeadership is a role vested in a single
competent member of the group versus
Leadership is a complex function which
should be distributed among all members
of a group.

The first problem, which runs

through most of these conflicts, ap-

pears to be the notion that the answer
must be either A or B. Such thinking is

most fruitless when neither A nor B is

satisfactory. Members of a group must

learn to ask, "Under what conditions is

this policy wise?" rather than, "What

policy is wise under all conditions?"
The latter alternative is, of course, a

legitimate question. But its answer
would require appraisal of each of the

alternative policies, followed by identi-

fication of the essential criteria for an-

swering the first question. The answer

to the second wo uld probably be: any

policy is wise if it satisfies this list of

criteria; and the list of criteria would

then have to be given.
It seems likely that the members of

a group must reorient their ideas about

how knowledge should be formulated.

The notion that a set of generalizations

about psychological phenomena can be

given is less tenable than the notion that

the legitimate content of psychological
knowledge is only description and ra-

tionale for a set of procedures by which

appropriate policy can be determined
in a given situation. We are asserting, in

effect, that content knowledge in

the area of group dynamics consists not

of generalizations about psychological

phenomena per se. Rather, it consists

of generalizations about how to proceed

in determining right conduct. General-

izations of the first kind enter into gen-

eralizations of the second kind only in-

sofar as they help us to speculate about
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whether or not a suggested method of

procedure will have the consequences
required by the criteria.

A second major problem which a

group faces, in the light of the conflicts

which have been described, is how to

ask the right kind of questions-those
which will lead to fruitful answers.

For example, an important question

is: What is the relationship between

an individual's rights and his duties

to society? An unfruitful way to get

at this relationship is to ask: What are

the rights of individuals? The question

might better be phrased: What are the

characteristics of individual participa-

tion which most facilitate those types

of interaction through which both the

individual and his society can develop

in desirable directions? The change in

wording makes a sine qua non of neither

the inalienable rights of individuals nor
the demands of society. Instead, it fo-

cuses attention on the kinds of individual

action which can contribute most both

to his own individual growth and to a

healthy society.
A third problem is partly one of in-

sight of the group's goal and the steps

necessary to reach it, and partly one

of skill in communicating such insight

to one another. Manv of the conflicts

arose because members of the group felt

forced to take untenable positions-

for example, on the nature of good lead-

ership or the characteristics of demo-

cratic group process. When one has

taken an untenable position, he is vul-

nerable to attack and is likely to be-

come defensive because even he can see

that his position is weak.
By the development of insight about

goals and of skill in their communica-

tion, could each member's responses
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have contributed to the sequential solu-
tion of the problems the group was try-
ing to solve rather than frittering away
the group's time and strength on in-
consequential flank skirmishes' For ex-
ample, it mav- be that these destructive
side battles could have been avoided if
the members had seen the group's goal
in terms of a series of sub-goals, each
of which w-as to be reached through
group action. One such sub-goal might
be the existence of enough permissivc-
ness so that niembers could alleviate
their anxieties rather than project them
into stereotypic conflicts. Another
might lbe orientation in the methodol-
ogy of action research so that meml)ers
would acquire more know,-how about
solving problems. Another might )be
the acquisition of skill in making group
decisions. Surmounting each of these
sub-goals xwould carry the group for-
\ard progressixvely toward the final goal
instead of encouraging endless and frllit-
less stereot!pic conflicts. ,

Phase Three-Attempted Consolidation of
Group Harmony

I)uring this phase. the group's illajor
purpose appears to be to avoid conflict
of the sort that was so debilitating dur-
ing the second period. This requires the
development of skill in playing sup-
portive roles, conciliating roles, integrat-
ing roles. It also requires the members
to become more responsive to subtle
cues and to take more responsibility for
indicating agreement or disagreement
wxith tentative notions, rather than flat
rejections or acceptances of proposed
solutions. Perhaps the major pitfall to
be avoided at this point is that of gloss-
ing over significant differences for the
sake of apparent harmon y.
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I)uring the third period, then, we find
the follow ing stereotypes dominant:

· The goal of the group is cohesiveness,
not productivity.

· Group-centered behaxvior is essentially
a kind of polite behavior w hich avoids
upsetting the group. Flach individual
must curlb his impulses in such a xvav
that conflict does not become open.

· The leader is essentialiv a laissez faire
chairomian.

e Planning or steering committees should
be used to malke concrete proposals for
the group's consideration.

* A person w ho is silent niust be brought
into the discussion so w-e can tell if he
is unhappy.
Our niost important goal is satisfaction
for each individual in the group. We
mnust work at this ol)jectively and wvith
considerable self-assessiient. The self-
assessment, how-ever, mnust not reveal
apparent individual w eaknesses but
rather the difficulties of a norimial indi-
vidual xwho is struggling xvith difficult
problemis.

* )ur leader imay be seen as a fairlx
worth! person to ha ve brought us to
this pleasant position but, nevertheless.
xxe \ ill divide the job of chairmanship
amlllong ourselves.

I)uring this third phase there is a
marked increase in the sense of individ-
tual responsibility for satisfying group
needs. One might see the preceding
period of frustration as one in which
cverv individual beccale highly- involved
enmotionallI in the group's process; in
it. it is n(o lon,-er possible to sit back
to judge or to be amlused. On the other
hand. the desire to avoid further bit-
terrness and conflifct acts as a strong
disciplining influence and stimulates the
developrient of skill xxwhich the mnembers
did not previously possess-those skills
x\ hich allow a person to participate and
vet avoid conflict. The former leader
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is now reinstated, not as a leader but X

as a resource person; and the group dis-

cussion shows fairly clearly that it is

rejecting the concept of leadership as a

personal role in favor of the concept of

leadership as one aspect of good group
membership-a function which is

shared by all.
In a very real sense, the test of

whether the preceding experiences of

the members of the group have resulted

in understanding may well be whether

they move out of this stage in which

"we all love each other with qualifica-

tions" but in which also significant skills

are developing, to a later stage in which

the group becomes a social instrument

geared for action, directed outward to-
ward improvement of its environment

rather than inward toward the adjust-
ment of members to the present envi-

ronment. Until this moving on to a

later stage takes place, it is as if the

group were operating with some ele-

ments of phantasy, primarily in regard

to its own goals. This phantasy is peril-

ously close to the institutionalization
of complacency on the one hand and

to fear of ideational and other conflicts

associated with solving action problems

on the other.
It is probable that the only way

in which this socially reinforced com-

placency can be broken down is

through each individual's objective self-

assessment. This will enable him to re-

alize that if this period is too prolonged
it will become an obstacle to any further

growth on his part. It is necessary, then,

for skills to be developed in a new func-

tional area-skills which will enable each

individual to realize his own needs for

action in the group as distinguished
from skills required for the individual to
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realize his needs for position and secu-

rity. Along with this, at the conceptual

level, must come the understanding that

security is not a sufficient goal in itself,

but is the necessary condition for effec-

tive action.

Phase Four-Individual Self-Assessment,
Flexibility of Group Processes, and
Emphasis upon Productivity in
Problem Solving

We present the apparent stereotypes

of this fourth phase with somewhat less

confidence than those of the other

phases because most of our groups did

not go on into the social action stage.

They did not actually tackle problems

of adjusting their own environment.

One had the feeling that the Laboratory

ended with the groups in the middle of

a phase, with things yet to happen. It

is quite possible, also, that even if there

had been time for this fourth phase to

completely develop, other still more ma-

ture phases may lie beyond it. There

are, however, a number of impressions

that most of the observers seemed to

concur in, which suggest directions such

as those described in the preceding

paragraph and which require the devel-

opment of skills beyond those required

in the third phase.
The two most obvious characteristics

of this fourth phase are the attainment

by the members of much greater objec-

tivity with regard to individual roles in

the group, and the attainment of much

greater ease in making decisions and

much more flexibility in controlling

group processes. For a third charac-

teristic of the fourth phase, namely, par-

ticipation as a group in problem-solving
activities designed to change or modify

the social scene through direct impact

Educational Leadership



on it rather than merely through the
changed attitudes and skills of individ-
uals, we have less evidence than expec-
tation. But there is some reason to be-
lieve that readiness for this kind of
activity is developing.

Another difficulty encountered in
trying to describe the stereotypes which
govern this fourth phase is that stereo-
typic thinking was much less frequent,
and in many of the group members there
was a definite feeling of revulsion when-
ever anyone attempted to produce a
capsule evaluation as to whether the
chairman wvas behaving in a "demo-
cratic" manner or not. It is as if the con-
ceptualization had been driven down
into a much deeper level, whose coin-
plexity made verbalization difficult. Per-
missiveness had developed at the level
of individual thinking; that is, individ-
uals are now free to theorize about these
processes in their own wvay.

It is the introduction of this element
which takes the method of control out
of the laissez faire area in which there
is considerable permissiveness of specific
behaviors but very little permissive-
ness of conceptualization and thinking
about behaviors. It is because of the
deeper, more personalized conceptuali-
zations that frustration and impasse due
to conflict can be avoided in a climate
having this second sort of permissive-
ness.

The stereotypes that we can identify,
then, in the fourth phase, should prob-
ably be thought of not as verbalizations
vwhose relation to operation is vague and

conflicting in the minds of members.
hut rather as principles of operation
which have developed inductively and
more or less consciously as by-products
of the individual's attempt to meet his
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own needs in the group. Among these
notions are:

· Each individual has a personality of his
own which is different from that of
other group members and is not to be
judged as either good or bad.

*The nature of this personality deter-
mines the efficiency and ease with which
individuals will be able to play different
roles in the group.

* If a member of a group is to grow in
ability to participate in the group, other
members must help him by demon-
strating their expectation that he will
grow and their approval of his growing
ability to formulate perceptions about
group process.

* This, in turn, means that all individual
perceptions and differences among them
have to be treated as realities. It also
means that we cannot assume that anv
one individual's perceptions are the
"right" ones.

* Contributions of each individual must
be assumed to be relevant to the prob-
lem under consideration. It is up to the
group to find out Nwhat the relevance is.
Only thus can the goal directions of
caclh individual be continually woven
into the goal direction of the group as a
w hole.

* Although the deeper meanings of each
individual's contribution cannot be taken
for granted, enough rapport has devel-
oped that the members know about what
to expect from each individual. It is only
when these expectations are violated by
the introduction of novel and threaten-
ing elements into the situation that a
serious problem arises.

* The question of "W\hat is our purpose
at this point? What is the problem we
are trying to solve?" is recognized as
one of the most helpful questions that
can be asked instead of one of the most
obstructing questions which should, at
all costs, be avoided and resented.

* In a sense, every member is expected to
play all roles at appropriate times. The
question of which roles should be form-
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ally structured by the group and

assigned to particular individuals and

for what periods of time remains un-

answered. The members seem to feel

that the answer lies in analysis of what

roles are needed by the group for the

solution of the problems at hand and of

the interests and needs of individuals for

playing these roles.
The place of ethics, as a source of guid-

ance for the group, lies in making the

formulation of criteria for success in

particular situations easier. It does not,

in itself, provide the policies for run-

ning the group.

A Hypothesis Proposed

The identification of the four phases

of group growth which have been

discussed amounts to stating a hypothe-

sis about the course of group growth:

Beginning with individual needs for find-

ing security and activity in a social en-

vironment, we proceed first to emotional

involvement of the individuals with each

other, and second to the development of

a group as a rather limited universe of

interaction among individuals and as the
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source of individual securitrv. Ve then

find that security of position in the group

loses its significance except that as the

group attempts to solve problems it struc-

tures its activities in such a way that each

individual can play a role which may be

described as successful or not in terms of

whether the group successfully solved the

probtlem it had set itself.

It is not our contention that these

four phases develop in sequential order.

XVe have attempted to identify some of

the stereotypes ws hich seem to us to

represent the perceptions of the mem-

bers of these groups at different stages

in the development into groups. We

do not clailm that this particular course

of development of stereotypes about

policies of operation would be found in

all groups under all conditions. We do

feel that identification of the members

stereotypes about policies of operation

would help many groups in their gro-wsth

as individually satisfying social milieux

and as effective social action instru-

ments.
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