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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The need to understand group processes in the classroom
and to use them to develop more effective learning is
growing among educators.

Works by Glasser (1969), Gorman

(1969), Schmuck (1966) and Lippit (1967) have helped to
underscore the importance of understanding group processes
in learning.

These writers and others have claimed that,

though learning is an individual condition, it cannot escape
the influence of the group.

The group and its dynamics

comprise significant conditions for learning and work
either for or against the individual's development.

One

of the most significant learning developmental characteristics
that is readily influenced by group variables is the
individual's ability to solve problems.

These writers have

claimed that not only is problem solving ability influenced
by group variables, but it is through group process methods
that this ability is most effectively learned.
solving is believed to be a social skill.

Thus, problem

That group variables

do indeed so readily affect one's ability to solve problems
was the subject of this study.
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This investigation attempted to demonstrate that
problem solving ability was affected by group variables.
Specifically it was to show that an individual who is
effective in a group (i.e., helps to lead a group to the
achievement of its objectives) is a better problem solver
than one who is not as effective in a group.

It was an

exploratory study using college students and attempting to
demonstrate this important and relatively new concept of
relationship.

In this way, the study was to contribute to

the growing development of a body of concepts relating
group dynamics to the building of various learning skills
such as problem solving ability, decision-making and
inquiry techniques.

Background of Theory and Research
Problem solving ability and effective small group
behavior have for the most part taken unassociated paths of
development in theory and research.

But there are some

similarities in their respective developments and a growing
awareness of the possibility of their association.
For one thing, both receive much attention in relation
to educational objectives.

Problem solving, and the whole

area of methods of inquiry and thinking processes, appear to
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have come to the foreground of educational objectives arising
out of the curriculum development projects as early as the
woods Hole Conference in 1959 (Bruner, 1960).
The avowed goal in many of these curriculum projects
has been the treatment of a subject in terms of modern
ideas and research-inquiry methods used by the research
scholars of that field as the crucial learning focus with
a deemphasis on the treatment of a subject in terms of the
facts to be remembered.

Methods of inquiry and the thinking

processes arise as the key educational objectives of the
new curriculum projects (Goodlad & Others, 1966).
One underlying reason for the emphasis on the processes
of problem solving (rather than information acquisition)

in

the new curricula has been an increased awareness of the
rapidity with which the knowledge of a subject field
changes in our information--exploding world.

In practically

all fields research scholars are aware of the extent to which
many of the "facts" of the subject undergo transformation or
are superseded by new facts or ideas in a relatively short
period of time.

The methods of inquiry in a subject field

are likely to be more stable and transferrable than the
knowledge of facts in the subject field at any one point
(Thelen, 1960; Schwab, 1963).
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Many writers have given the development of effective
small group behavior almost equal consideration with
development of methods of inquiry as a significant educational
objective (Gorman, 1969: Glasser, 1969: Ottaway, 1966: Bany
and Johnson, 1964: Sclunuck, 1966 and 1971: Lippit, 1967.)
For example, Gorman (1969) has shown that group variables
and effective group behavior are important to educational
objectives in these comments:

• • . people tend to work toward their
potential in a warm, supporting setting
where they can concentrate on learning
without too much worry about their social
needs • • • the building of a cohesive
group, which is a challenging learning
situation in itself, teaches students to
be more self-directing, happier human
beings • • • Creation of a group by a
collection of individuals releases the
creative potential of the total membership

L-P•

21_-t.

Problem solving and effective small group behavior are
similar also in theoretical and research development in that
both have received much attention in research but relatively
unsystematic theoretical development.

Concerning problem

solving and higher mental processes in general, Johnson
(1955) made this comment:

5
• • • the scientific investigation of
thinking .C-to include problem solving_7
is unsystematic and in general, unsatisfactory. Many psychologists express an
interest in thinking, and some make raids
on it. The field is littered with disabled
wisdoms cast off by hit-and-run theorists

LP·

1_/.

Since Johnson's statement in 1955, however, some progress
has been made in the theoretical development of problem
solving.

Newell, Simon, and Shaw (1958) provided a spring-

board for experimental and theoretical studies with their
theory of problem solving based on concepts of information
processing and computer programming.

These theorists were

primarily interested in the process of problem solving and
argued that computer programs could serve as exact, specific
theories about the way humans process information to solve
problems.

Along this theoretical line, Simon and Paige (1966)

have developed computer programs which are capable of solving
problems in algebra as well as other fields.

This, again,

was an attempt to explain and analyze human behavior in
problem solving situations through comparisons with computer
processes.

The importance of this information processing

theory was not its validity, but the fact that it was a theoretical position for students to acclaim or assail, and the subsequent controversies that arose led to some progress in
explaining the problem solving process.

6

One such controversy arose from the S-R theorists and
operant-behavior analysts who disavowed any interest in
the problem solving process in terms of internal processes
as implied by the computer model.

Rather they preferred

to explain problem solving in terms of "mediating responses"
or nothing at all intervening between stimulus and response
in the problem situation.

They argued that complex behavior

is not different in kind from simple discrimination learning, and proceeded to analyze problem solving in the
language of operants, habit family hierarchies, and chains
of association.

(See, for example, the following, all

reprinted in Anderson and Ausubel, 1965:

Staats, 1961;

Kendler, 1963; Cofer, 1957; Maltzman, 1955; Schultz, 1960.)
Green (1966) discussed at some length the differences
between these two most significant views of the problem
solving process.

He favored the information processing

model because problem solving and other complex human behavior
cannot be explained on the basis of simple S-R contingencies
or even chains of such contingencies as the operant behavior
analysts would have it.
gencies were needed.

Rather hierarchies of S-R contin-

Supportive evidence of his argument

was provided by Staats'

(1961) failure to adequately explain

verbal behavior in terms of S-R chains and by studies of
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grammar by Miller, Chomsky and others.

Miller (1962)

strongly indicated that some kind of hierarchical organization
is crucial in any adequate theory of verbal behavior.

These

organized hierarchies of activities were the substance of
computer programs.

Thus the language of programming (flow

diagrams, list structures, subroutines, etc.) provided a
convenient model for viewing complex behavior.

Operational

evidence of this model can be seen in the work of Millenson
(1964), who has shown that a hierarchy of S-R contingencies
can be readily translated into hierarchy of TOTE units
(Miller, Galanter, and Pribram, 1960), or into other
programming representations.

But, according to Green, the

behaviorists still focus their interest on simple S-R units,
whereas the information processors attend mainly to the organization of units into hierarchies.
Whereas the information processing model considers
problem solving as a one stage process, additional formulations
have broken problem solving into several stages or processes.
Kleinmuntz (1966) gave one such formulation involving four
stages:
preparation, in which the elements of the
problem are studied and the implications
are investigated; incubation, in which the
frustrated problem solver turns to other
tasks without having solved the problem;
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inspiration, in which the solution
suddenly appears in consciousness either
spontaneously or when the subject
intentionally returns to the problem;
and finally, verification, in which
the subject checks that his bright idea
is in fact a solution to the problem
117.

a,.

A second "stages" model constructed in terms of human
abilities involves an assimilation of the problem statement,
the perception of relations among the problem elements, and
then production of the proper arrangement of elements.

While

there has been some support for this formulation (Bunderson,
1965), it is not clear whether these stages occur serially
or simultaneously.

Thus, the model failed to adequately

describe the process.

Of the former formulation, Kleinmuntz

(1966) stated that the stages model has been passively
accepted but has led nowhere.
Perhaps a third formulation along these lines could
be derived from Guilford and Merrifield's (1960) factor
analytic model of the intellect.

In this context, problem

solving could be considered a combination of these
processes:

cognition, the discovery, awareness, rediscovery

or recognition of information about a problem in various
forms--comprehension or understanding, memory, the retention
of this information, convergent production, generation of
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information regarding the solution from given information,
where the emphasis is upon achieving unique or
conventionally accepted or best outcomes (i.e.,using the
data logically to answer the questions), divergent
production, generation of information from given information, where the emphasis is upon variety of output from
the same source (i.e.,one uses possibilities and hypotheses
to question answers), and evaluation, reaching decisions or
making judgments concerning the goodness--correctness,
suitability, adequacy, desirability--of information in
terms of criteria of identity, consistency, and goal
satisfaction.

Perhaps the best way of explaining the

problem solving process would be the use of a "processes"
model like this in combination with an information
processing model.
From these formulations concerning problem solving
ability, one easily pictures it as a very complex variable
in the beginning stages of development in theory and
research.
Despite this lack of a definitive view of the nature
of problem solving,numerous investigators have studied it
in a variety of contexts {Duncan, 1959; Maier, 1970; Gagne,
1964; Newell and Simon, 1965).

These investigators simply

10
assumed problem solving to be the resolutions of specific
problems.

For the most part, these were correlational studies

relating problem solving behavior to some other behavior
and operationally definig problem solving as the resolution
of one problem.

The present investigation continued this

line of correlational studies, but it enlarged upon the typical
problem solving operational definition to include a broadly
defined situation in which the problem solver was required
to make a large number of solution decisions regarding
several dimensions of the problem.
Studies of effective small group behavior have been
considerably more extensive than those of problem solving,
but have suffered a similar lack of systematic development.
While there are considerable collections of theory and reseach
work on numerous dimensions of group processes (Schmuck and
Schmuck, 1971; Golembiewski, 1962; McGrath and Altman, 1966;
Bradford and others, 1964; Hare, 1966; Bonner, 1959; Homans,
1961; Lewin, 1951; Cartwright and Zander, 1969; Blau, 1960;
Kelman,1961), only modest formulations of what constitutes
effective small group behavior and its relationship to other
variables, particularly learning variables, have been
investigated.
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Although several of the above writers have considered
effective small group behavio¼ the most recent summary of
this subject is presented by Hall and Williams (1970) in
their consideration of decision-making groups.

They state:

Previous research findings suggest that
decision-making groups will perform
more effectively when--

1.

Democratic or 'participant' leadership is employed so that:
a.
the interpersonal climate will
be relatively free of powerbased constraints,
b. all members feel that they
share equally in the opportunities for influencing the
direction of the group effort.
c.
there is opportunity for
'emergent• leadership based on
relevant expertise and group
needs.

2.

Flexible patterns of communication
are used so that:
a.
all members are able to participate
equally and at will.
b. minority opinions are encouraged
and, consequently, more likely
to be voiced.

3.

A cooperative 'problem-solving'
approach to discussion is employed
rather than a competitive 1 winlose1 approach, so that:
a. disagreement may be viewed
as substantive rather than
affective and therefore,
tolerated.
b.
individual members become more
sensitive to the ideas and
reactions of others.
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4.

Members deal openly and candidly with
one another so that:
a.
'hidden agendas' or personal needs
do not disturb the handling of the
task.
b. feelings of resistence or doubt
can be discussed and resolved at
the time they are experienced,
rather than remaining latent
barriers to commitment.

5.

Decision techniques which favor a
sharing of responsibility via a
protection of the individual rights
are used, rather than techniques
which place the responsibility
clearly in the hands of but a portion
of the group membership so that:
a. all share equally the burden of
performing the necessary task
and social maintenances
functions required by the above
actions.
b. all members feel a sense of
responsibility for group success
LPP· 40-417.

Schein {1965) also has been able to shed light on this
subject by specifying some aspects of group maturity.
Specifically he identifies these criteria for group growth:
1.

Possesses the capacity to deal realistically with its
environment and is independent of its environment to
an optimal degree.

2.

Has basic agreement within the group about primary goals
and values.

3.

Group possesses great capacity for self-knowledge, it
understands why it does what it does.
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4.

There is optimum use of resources available within
the group.

5.

Has the capacity to learn from it's experience.
assimilate new information and learn from it.

Can

Supplementary to the above research findings and
theoretical formulations are various other research findings
arising unsystematically from a number of different sources.
Bass (1962) showed that sensitivity scores (from a sentence
completion fil.m reaction test, "12 Angry Men") correlated
significantly with influence in small group discussion.
This suggests that if a person is to be effective in small
groups he must have "sensitivity" to others--whatever that
is.

Several investigators (Seashore, 1954: Blake, 1962:

Schmuck, 1966) have shown that cohesion of groups are
related to their effectiveness.

Seashore showed that

highly cohesive industrial work groups perform either very
high or very low depending upon the norms held by the group.
That is, groups whose norms opposed high output performed
poorly and vice versa.

Blake et al. (1962) factor analyzed

eleven scales used to describe training groups and identified
three factors:

"cohesion", constituent items expressing

identification with group interests: "group accomplishment",
representing evidence of striving to be effective: and
"group development feedback", concerning how individuals
and the group are functioning.

This, of course, explains
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differently the contradictory results concerning a direct
relationship between cohesion and group productivity
explained by Seashore as related to the type of norms held
by the group.

Here the two aspects, norms and cohesion,

were shown to be independent factors.

Schmuck showed that

highly cohesive classroom groups, which are related to
dispersed influence and friendship patterns in classrooms,
support rapid solutions to interpersonal problems--and in
that way relate to effective group behavior.

Harrison

et al. (1965a) gave some evidence that strongly suggest
that homogeneous groups do not provide the confrontation
needed for optimum learning.

This, of course, implies that

heterogeneous groups are more effective than homogeneous
groups.

In another study Harrison et al., (1965b), showed

that people seen as learning and changing most in the T
group are those who are described by colleagues as open
to the ideas of others, tolerant and accepting of others,
listening with understanding to what others say, and those
who do not attribute organizational problems to the
inadequacies of others or of the organization.

A study by

Kolb et al., (in press) showed that level of commitment
(to group goals) and the amount of relevant feedback affect
the degree to which a personal change project is successful.
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Key components of effective group behavior identified
by the studies mentioned above are brought together in various
measuring devices, usually rating scales, by some investigators so that an overall description of group behavior may
be obtained.

Argyris (1965a) devised such an'instrument

through the development of a set of behavioral categories.
The behavioral categories were organized on an individual,
interpersonal, and cultural norm level, and within each level
behaviors were scaled and weighted with differential weights
given to ideational or feeling components of the behavior.
The primary plus categories on the individual and interpersonal levels were owning up to openness and risk taking.
On the norms level they were individuality, concern, and
trust.

This scale has been used by Argyris (1965b) to

evaluate the relative effectiveness of lecture versus
laboratory education in the subject areas of interpersonal
relations and group dynamics.

It effectively showed that a

laboratory approach, with its emphasis upon exploration and
confrontation, produced more behavioral change than did the
lecture technique.
A second scale to measure group effectiveness was designed
by Harrison (1966).

This scale was composed of four sub-

scales; rational-technical competence, verbal dominance,
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consideration, and emotional expressivenes~ and could be
filled out as a self-description or as a description of a
specific other.

Harrison was able to show that the degree

of involvement in the laboratory and the characteristic
personal style of group behavior (control, dependence,
fight, support) seem to be related to specific kinds of
changes on the scale.

He called it the Organizational

Behavior Describer Survey.
Perhaps the most comprehensive instrument used to
measure effective group behavior was designed by Pettit
(Appendix C) from an adaptation of a scale by Schein (1965)
measuring group maturity.

This was composed of 14 key

components of group development derived from studies mentioned
above and set up on 9-point bipolar scales designed to be
used as self-description or description of other group
members.

Some of the key components included in this

scale were:

adequacy of feedback mechanism, decision

making system, cohesion of group, flexibility of organization,
use of membership resources, communication, clarity of and
commitment to goals, feelings of interdependence, shared
participation in leadership, acceptance of minority opinion.
This scale was used in the present study.
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Making the assumption that the development of both
problem solving ability and effective small group behavior
are valuable and significant education goals, several writers
have begun to advocate the association of both in educational
settings (Gorman, 1969; Glasser, 1965, 1969; Lyon, 1971).
For the most part these authors advocate the use of interactive processes with learners and teachers (i.e., small
group processes) for the development of "thinking skills"
such as problem solving, decision-making, as well as resolutions of behavioral problems and the development of an
effective social atmosphere.

Along the former lines, several

writers have specified particular arrangements to accomplish
these goals such as the use of interactive student learning
groups, with the teacher acting as guide and facilitator
(Kay, 1968; Gurnee, 1962; Goaling et al., 1967; Hall and
Williams, 1970), or the use of role-playing techniques
(Shaftel and Shaftel, 1967; Chesler and Fox, 1966; Austin,
1970; John, 1970)--to name some examples.
As is typical, the testing of the above ideas has not
been as extensive and developed as their formulations.
But there have been a number of educators and investigators
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who have applied various small group exercises and role
playing to specific learning situations and evaluated their
effects.

Here are a few examples of what these investigators

found:
(1)

Smith (1959) made these conclusions regarding the

findings of his study:
When 'group approaches' and 'traditional
approaches' in teaching were compared
there was often little difference in the
amount of knowledge (facts) acquired
by pupils, but activity group pupils
showed significantly higher skills in
reading tables and locating information;
drawing conclusions from statistical
tables, graphs and logical arguments;
and applying generalizations to new
problems in social studies and science.
Competent persons in educational psychology
interpret such changes in pupils as
resulting from increased motivation
aroused by extensive participation, and
more extensive involvement, practice in
utilizing knowledge and skills, and more
immediate and obvious confirmation of
successful and unsuccessful attempts.
Research has given support to the idea
that the group, structured by teacher
expectations for problem solving and major
participation, can help the individual
pupil to develop skills in critical and
independent thought .fp. 197.
(2)

Jay Hall and Martha

s.

Williams (1970) compared

30 groups trained in group dynamics with 30 untrained
groups with respect to their performances on the "12 Angry
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Men" decision-making task and found that trained groups
consistently performed more effectively than untrained groups
on measures of decision quality, utilization of superior
resources, and creativity.
(3)

Claire E. Austin (1970), in her evaluation of the relation-

ship between role-playing and futuristic thinking with ninth
grader~makes these observations •
• the ability to solve problems and
make decisions for which there exists no
precedence, requires competence in human
relations • • . Part of the problem solving
must be awareness of the effects on others-sensitivity to others' feelings. And role
playing enables one to act the part of
another and thus enrich one's perception of
the problem.'
Her study tested these
hypotheses--9th grade children who
participate in a series of role playing
sessions will learn to perform better in
the following ways then children who do not
have these sessions:
(1) the solutions
they propose to problems will be more
realistic; (2) they will propose more
solutions to a problem; (3) they will
become more sensitive to the feelings of
others; (4) they will describe long range
effects of the solutions. All hypotheses
were supported with statistical significance
(for #2, .03; for #3, .10; for #4, .05)
except hypothesis #1 .fp. 187.
These investigators, by attempting to demonstrate an
association between group variables and the development of
thinking skills, have indirectly made the assumption that
such skills are social phenomena.

This assumption, particularly
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regarding problem solving ability, was basic to the present
study.

It was believed that problem solving ability was not

an engineering phenomenon, but a social phenomenon involving
a complex of variables for which new concepts had to be developed.

It was further believed in developing new concepts

explaining the problem solving process that not the factor
of duality of right or wrong solutions were to be considered,
rather, problem solving included the consistent development
of meaningful options (or hypotheses).

That is, the best

problem solver was the one who could consistently develop
the most valuable and quantitatively the most options to
looking at and solving problems.

And these options, by

their very social nature, grow out of a group setting
characterized by enough cohesiveness (and so on) such that
it promotes freedom, creativity, full use of member resources,
etc.

So it was obvious that one who promoted such a group

condition--was effective in groups--was also a good
problem solver.
Summary
Valuable and workable views of the problem solving process
have been formulated by the information processing and the
S-R theorists.

Insight into process has also been given by
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several stages or multi-process models.

But to this date,

the details of the problem solving process have not been
fully explained and verified by research or even extensively
formulated by theory.
Effective small group behavior is at a similar stage
of research and theoretical development.

Though several

components have been identified that contribute to the
effectiveness of a group--cohesiveness, heterogeniety,
flexible communication pattersn, shared leadership, oppenness
and sensitivity of members, etc.--a full identification of
effective group behavior remains unspecified.
So, at present, these two variables remain not fully
understood.

And several writers have acknowledged the

complexity of both problem solving and effective group
behavior.

However more pragmatically oriented investigators,

making assumptions regarding both variables, have proceeded
with correlational studies testing whether or not these two
variables are related primarily for purposes of enhancing the
effectiveness of the educational process.

If indeed, skill

in group processes is closely related to the development of
thinking skills, they have argued, then group processes
should be a key aspect of the learning process.
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The present study was a continuation of this latter
line of investigation, testing whether skill in group processes
was related to problem solving ability

In this way, the

development of new concepts treating problem solving as a
social phenomenon relying heavily upon the influence of the
group may eventually emerge.

Definitions
Before specifying the hypotheses to be tested by this
investigation these definitions are necessary.
1.

Problem solving ability:

This was operationally defined

as a single score on a test that evaluates an individual's
ability to solve 48 different problems arising in an experimental teaching situation.

This situation is specified

in the Teaching Situation Reaction Test (TSRT) which will be
described in the "Instruments" section.
2.

Effective group behavior:

This was operationally defined

as a mean rating score of 14 group behavior characteristics
on a self and peer rating scale, the Effective Group Behavior
Rating Scale (EGBRS).

This instrument is also described

below.
3.

Group maturity:

This was defined operationally as a

mean rating score of 14 group maturity characteristics on a
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group rating scale, the Mature Group Rating Scale (MGRS).
This instrument is also described below.

Hypotheses Tested
The principal prediction of this study was that greater
effectiveness in group processes was associated with an
increase in problem solving ability.

This prediction

included several specific hypotheses that were tested.
First, regarding the development of effective small group
behavior:
1.

Individuals in groups led by trained group leaders are
rated higher in effective small group behavior than
those in groups led by untrained group leaders after
the group experience.

2.

Groups led by trained group leaders are rated higher
in group maturity than groups led by untrained leaders
after the group experience.

Regarding problem solving ability as measured by the TSRT:
3.

Individuals in groups characterized as "mor·e mature"
perform higher on the TSRT as compared to individuals
in "less mature" groups.

4.

Individuals in groups led by trained group leaders perform
higher individually on the TSRT than individuals in
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groups led by untrained leaders.
5.

High individual scores on the measure of effective
group behavior show high positive correlations with
high individual scores on the TSRT.

Regarding changes due to experimental treatment:
6.

Individuals in groups led by trained group leaders
show greater growth in (A) effective small group
behavior and (B) problem solving ability than
individuals in groups led by untrained leaders.

7.

Groups led by trained group leaders show greater
growth in group maturity than groups led by untrained
leaders.

CHAPTER II

METHOD

Design
In this study control and experimental groups were
evaluated on all three variables--problem solving ability,
effective group behavior, and group maturity before and
after the experimental group experience.

The independent

variable was twelve hours of training in group processes of
the leaders of the experimental groups.

It was expected

that experimental groups would show higher levels of problem
solving ability, effective group behavior and group maturity
after the group experience, and a greater growth in these
three variables from pre- to post-test than the control
groups.

Subjects, Sampling and Control Devices
The population from which the participants of this
study were drawn were Central Washington State College
students enrolled in two classes; Introduction to Education
(Ed. 307) and Seminar in Educational Problems (Ed. 490).
All members of the 490 class, as a requirement for the class,
led discussion groups from the 307 class.

Ten of these
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leaders were selected and divided into two groups of five
each designated as the experimental and the control group
leaders.

To the degree possible these two leader groups

were matched in sex, and area and level of teaching
specialty.

The subjects of the study were introductory

education students.

They were assigned to these two groups

of leaders as they selected their discussion groups.

There

were four to thirteen students in these discussion groups.
These students, totalling 75, were the subjects involved
in the study.
An additional 62 Ss from other discussion groups in
two Human Growth and Development Classes (Psych. 309)
participated in reliability studies of the group process
measures.
As a means of controlling differences between the
control and experimental groups, the leaders of the
experimental groups who underwent the training were asked
not to discuss or share in any way the group skills they
learned in training with the leaders or members of the
control groups.

According to reports from these leaders

at the conclusion of the experiment, these controls were
kept.

To further control differences of the two groups,

leaders of the control groups underwent no intentionally-
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designed training.

Rather, they were intentionally given

a minimal amount of any assistance with their groups.
This involved meeting with the supervising professor on a
weekly basis to answer any questions they might have
regarding their groups.

The professor simply responded to

their questions and provided minimal direct information
regarding group dynamics.

Instruments
There were three instruments used in this study for
evaluation before and after experimental treatment.

The

instrument used to evaluate problem solving ability was
the Teacher Situation Reaction Test (TSRT).

The other two

instruments, the Mature Group Rating Scale (MGRS) and the
Effective Group Behavior Rating Scale (EGBRS), were used to
evaluate effectiveness in groups.

Teaching Situation Reaction Test
The TSRT is a situational problem solving test.

It

presents the testee with an experimental educational situation in which he is to solve 48 different problems of
planning, classroom management and teacher-pupil relationships.
The situation is an experimental classroom which the testee
is to teach.

For each problem, the test provides four
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possible solutions which the testee is to rank according to
his priority of use.

The score on the test is derived from

a comparison of the testee's ranking of possible solutions
to the correct ranking given by the key.

The score is the

total number of correct decisions (ranking decisions that
matched the key ranking) out of a possible total of 288.
The TSRT, which was originally constructed in 1957
and has gone through three revisions, has been shown to
very adequately discriminate between good and poor preservice
or inservice teachers in several predictive validity studies
(typically to .05 and .01 levels of significance).

In

studies of construct validity, both of the last two revisions
of the TSRT have been shown to have low enough correlation
with the California Test of Mental Maturity (CTMM) and the
Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAI) to suggest that
the TSRT is not measuring intelligence as defined by the
CTMM or teacher attitude as defined by the MTAI (correlations
are typically between .20 and .30).

Also it doesn't seem

to be measuring critical thinking as defined by the WatsonGlaser Critical Thinking Appraisal (correlation with this
test in one study was .14).

Some TSRT items were shown to

discriminate to the .20 level and beyond between high and
low scorers on both the Barrett-Lennard Relationship
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Inventory and the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, which suggests
that the test does measure some aspects of open-mindedness
and human relations.

(As an aside here, it is interesting

to note that a problem solving test would measure some
aspects of human relations.

This fact appears to lend

some support for the contention made earlier that problem
solving is a social skill.)

Though there is much work

remaining in this area, generally one can say that the
TSRT does measure some factor that is specifically related
to the resolution of educational problems.
Reliability of the TSRT has been tested frequently and
was shown to be typically high (.84 appeared frequently).
Since study samples have scored differently in different
areas, normative data for the TSRT is needed.

Until such

data is available, generalizations about the performance
of diverse groups on the TSRT cannot be intelligently made.
All the above information regarding the TSRT was taken
from Hou~h and Duncan (1965).
Group Maturity Rating Scale and
Effective Group Behavior Rating Scale
Both the group measures were used for the first time
in ~his study so there is no evaluative statistical data
available.

Both measures were adapted from Schein's (1965)
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scale which measured aspects of group maturity.

These

aspects plus additions and changes made by Pettit are
based on existing research findings and theoretical formulations.

They appear in the literature as being the key

characteristic of groups that provide for the achievement
of group objectives (see review of literature section).
Both tests are nine-point bipolar rating scales consisting
of fourteen items including these aspects of the group:
feedback of group efforts, decision-making system, cohesion,
flexibility of organization, use of member resources,
communications, clarity of and commitment to goals, feelings
of interdependence with authority figures, participation in
leadership functions, acceptance of minority views and persons, surfacing of critical issues, and problem solving.
On the GMRS, the testee rates his group on each dimension
on a Oto 9 scale.

On the EGBRS, the testee rates himself

and each member of his group as he did the group on a
similar Oto 9 scale.

The wording for each item differs

on the EGBRS from that on the GMRS so that it includes the
member's contribution to the development of each aspect of
group maturity.

The scores for each test is the mean rating

of all fourteen items as scored by all members of the group.

31

See Appendices Band c for copies of these two
instruments.
Procedure
1.

All Ss were given the Teacher Situation Reaction Test

(to determine problem solving ability) before the experimental treatment at the beginning of their class (April 5,
1971) and within the last two weeks of the school term at
the end of the experiment (May 26, 1971).
2.

All Ss were given the measures of effectiveness in small

group processes and group maturity after their first discussion group session (April 14, 1971) and within the last
two weeks of the school term at the end of the experiment
(May 24, 1971).

In each case the measures were applied

after a group consensus task.
3.

The five discussion group leaders of the experimental

group underwent training in small group processes for
approximately two hours each week for six weeks.

As part of

this training there was consultation concerning their discussion groups which involved demonstrations of techniques
or various other assistances by the trainer and the training
group.
4.

All discussion group leaders kept a session-by-session

log of activities of their respective groups.
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5.

A separate reliability study of both group measures was

conducted involving members of other discussion groups
(described above) who were not Ss of the experiment.

These

instruments were administered on two successive days,
May 11 and May 12, during the regular group meetings of
these groups.

There were 16 groups that participated.

CHAPTER III
RESULTS

The reliability study indicated that the Effective
Group Behavior Rating Scale (EGBRS) had a test-retest
reliability coefficient of .94 by the Pearson r formula
(Guilford, 1965, p. 97).

A reliability coefficient of .93

was found using the Spearman Rho formula (Guilford, 1965,
p. 305).

Using the same two tests a reliability coefficient

of .87 with both formulas was obtained for the Group
Maturity Rating Scale (GMRS).
A two-way analysis of variance appropriate for use
with groups of unequal size was done to evaluate the
development of effective group behavior, group maturity
and problem solving ability.

Results of these analyses

are shown on Tables 1, 2 and 3.
Two of the ten groups used in the study had to be
eliminated because several of the members of each group were
unable to take the post-tests.

Therefore, one Experimental

group was eliminated, making the total number of Experimental
subjects 23, and one Control group was removed, making the
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TABLE 1

THE DEVELOPMENT OF EFFECTIVE GROUP BEHAVIOR ANALYSIS OF
VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE

Source of
Variation

ss

df

MS

F

0.16*

Between Subjects
A

{between Control
and Experimental
Groups)

Subjects within
groups

0.29

1

0.29

96.73

54

1.79

48.85

1

48.85

3.14

1

3.14

40.12

54

0.73

Within Subjects
B

AB

(Pre- and Posttest)
Interaction

BX Subjects within
Groups

*
**
***

66.01***
4.24**

not significant
significant difference beyond the .05 level of confidence
significant difference beyond the .01 level of confidence
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TABLE 2
THE DEVELOPMENT OF GROUP MATURITY ANALYSIS OF
VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE

Source of
Variance

ss

df

MS

F

0.06*

Between Groups
A (between Experimental
and Control Groups

0.04

1

0.04

4.27

6

0.71

(Pre- and Posttest)

2.96

1

2.96

3.65**

AB

Interaction

0.28

1

0.28

0.35*

BX

Groups within
Experimental and
Control Groups

4.88

6

0.81

Groups within
Experimental and Control
Groups

Within Groups
B

* Not significant
** Significant difference beyond the 0.25 level of confidence
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TABLE 3

THE DEVELOPMENT OF PROBLEM SOLVING ABILITY
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE

Source
of Variance

ss

df

MS

F

128.99

1

128.99

0.074*

3139.14

19

1744.17

545.88

1

545.88

0.0567*

6.25

1

6.25

0.0006*

182869.16

19

9624.69

Between Groups
A

(between Experimental
and Control Groups)

Subjects within Groups

Within Groups
B

(Pre- and Posttest)

AB

Interaction

B X

Subjects within
Groups

* not significant
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total number of Control subjects 33.

Thus, four Experimental

groups and four Control groups were used led by leaders
matched in sex and area and level of teaching specialty.
Table 1 shows that individuals in both the Control and
Experimental groups significantly increased in their effective
group behavior during the experiment.

The increase in

these scores from pre- to post-test was significant beyond
the .01 level of confidence.

But there was no significant

difference of effective group behavior scores between members
of the Experimental groups and those of the Control groups
on either the pre- or post-test.

There was, however, a

significant difference in the amount of increase from preto post-test of effective group behavior scores between the
Experimental and Control group in favor of the Experimental
group.

The Experimental group increased from a mean rating

of 4.52 on the pre-test to 6.14 on the post-test (a gain
of 1.62) whereas the Control group increased from 4.91 to
5.91 (a gain of only 1.00).

That difference was significant

beyond the .OS level of confidence.
Table 2 shows that groups of both the Experimental and
Control groups increased only slightly in their levels of
group maturity during the experiment.

The increase in these

scores from pre- to post-test was significant only to beyond
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the .25 level of confidence.

There was not a significant

difference in group maturity on either the pre- or post-test
between the groups of the Experimental group and those of the
Control group.

Though the Experimental groups increased in

group maturity by 1.14 in mean rating and the Control group
increased only by 0.58 during the experimental treatment,
the difference in increases between these groups was not
significant.
It was predicted in this study that there would be a
high positive correlation between scores on the measure of
effective group behavior and scores of the TSRT, the
educational problem solving measure.
confirmed.

This prediction was not

Rather, the correlation between the two measures

was only.097 by the Pearson product moment correlation
formula (Guilford, 1965, p. 97).
A two-way analysis of variance was done to evaluate the
development of problem solving ability as measured by the
TSRT.

The results are shown on Table 3.

There were no

significant differences on either the pre- or post-test
scores between the Experimental group and the Control group,
between the scores of the pre- and the post-tests, or between
the amount of increase in scores during experimental treatment between the two groups.
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Because groups were not significantly different in
their group maturity, it was not meaningful to characterize
groups as "more mature" or "less mature".

Therefore,

individuals in such groups could not be compared on TSRT
scores.

Hypothesis #3 could not be answered.

Little objective evaluation can be made of the sessionby-session logs kept by the eight discussion group leaders.
Subjectively, one can say that those groups that increased
most in effective group behavior were the groups that
appeared to deal the most with interpersonal behavior of
teachers as a topic in their groups.

Those groups also

appeared to be the ones which were most organized, did not
have authoritarian leaders and seemed to have the most
varied activities.

CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
Reliability Study
The reliability coefficients of both the EGBRS and the
GMRS were sufficiently high enough

(.94 and .87) to conclude

that both measures consistently measure those dimensions of
group effectiveness indicated on the measures.

More specifically,

the information obtained from this test-retest reliability
check in the context of this study--which involved a 24
hour testing interval--was that both group effectiveness
measures have substantial short term stability of scores.
This very brief testing interval could be the target
of much criticism of this study.

It could readily be

argued that reliability coefficients were elevated as a
result of individuals remembering and repeating their ratings
with only a one day time lapse between tests.

This argument

could be countered, however, by the fact that every member
had to rate his group on group maturity, himself and five or
six other group members on effective group behavior, and all
seven (or so) of these ratings involve fourteen dimensions.
Thus each person would have to recall an average of at least
98 ratings.

Only the most agile memories could master this
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feat.

So the author contends that the high reliability

coefficients are valid and one may reasonably expect at least
short term stability of scores on both measures.
To determine longer term stability of scores, a reliability study could be done involving relatively stable groups
such as a school board, an industrial executive board or any
other group that met on a regular basis and did not have as
its primary goal the development of group effectiveness.
The rationale in this investigation for using only 24 hours
as the testing interval was to avoid score changes as a
result of expected group growth.

The growth was expected

because the learning objectives of the classes used were to be
achieved through the development of effective group processes.
Long term consistency of scores would indeed be difficult to
determine for any group because of expected growth in
effectiveness.

For regardless of the type of group, there

is some expectation that the group will become more effective
as time passes, even if this expectation remains implicit.
What about other methods of determining reliability
besides the test-retest technique?

It is acknowledged here

that internal consistency evaluation by item analysis and
factor analytic methods is needed for both these measures.
However, if effective group behavior involves a number of
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factors as has been shown by previous research (see review
of research section), then the most valid test would likely
be a heterogenous one.

Guilford (1965) recommends test-

retest reliability checks for such heterogenous tests stating
this is the "only meaningful estimate of reliability" .fp. 4507.
The validity of both measures, of course, has not been
established as ye~ though there is an element of construct
validity simply by virtue of using on the rating scales
dimensions of the group that have been shown by previous
research to be influential in the development of effective
group behavior.

For example, the construct of group

cohesiveness related to group effectiveness has been
demonstrated by research.

So if it is simply shown to be

measurable in other studies, this lends some support to its
construct validity.

To determine this in the present study,

an item analysis would have to be done.

Needless to say,

however, there is a need for much validity evaluation of
both these instruments before they could be used with
confidence in determining effective group behavior.
Establishing normative data for both instruments is also
needed before they can be used with confidence.

Though the

lack of evaluative data is acknowledged here, it is believed
that both these instruments will stand up under examination
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as they did in reliability here, and will become valuable
measures of effective group behavior.
The Development of Effective Group
Behavior and Group Maturity
It was shown that both the Experimental and the Control
groups increased in effective group behavior.

The Experi-

mental group was shown to increase significantly more (to
the .05 level of confidence) than the Control group.

This

indicates that the participation in discussion groups,
in general, increases one'e effective group behavior.

The

fact that the Experimental groups increased more suggests
that group leaders trained in group dynamics make a substantial positive difference in the development of effective
group behavior.

With closer scrutiny of the data it was

evident that there was a direct relationship between amount
of increase in effective group behavior of groups and the
amount of training in group dynamics of the group leaders.
Leader #1 of the experimental group, who had the most
experience and training in group dynamics, led a group which
increased in average rating 2.64 points on the scale measuring
effective group behavior, Leader #3 with the second most
group dynamics training led a group which increased 2.30
points, Leader #4 with the third most training produced an
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increase of 2.00, and Leader #2 with the least training
produced an increase of only 0.24.

In the Control group the

increases were 0.81, 0.43, 2.08 and 1.09.

The leader which

produced the 2.08 increase, it was discovered later, was
working with another leader not intentionally a part of the
experiment who had experience in leading groups.

So one

may conclude with confidence that in order to produce a
substantial increase in effective group behavior, the group
should be led by a person who has been trained in group
dynamics.
It was shown that there were no significant differences
between pre- and post-test scores between the Experimental
and Control groups.

To account for this and justify the

significant difference in increase between the two groups
one has to observe the meas ratings.

The Experimental group

simply started lower (pre-test mean rating of 4.52) than did
the Control group (pre-test mean rating of 4.91) and increased
more (to 6.14 on the post-test) than the Control group (posttest mean rating of 5.91).

Most noteworthy here is that most

groups seemed to increase in group effectiveness over time
regardless of the group dynamics training of their leaders,
though with trained leaders the increase was greater.
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A possible weakness of the study was that the groups should
have been equated initially perhaps by reassignment to groups
according to pre-test results or by randomly assigning
them to the various groups.

Instead, here they were assigned

to the group that they selected which likely involved more
than random selection and made it difficult to equate
initially.
A similar significant difference between groups on
increase in group maturity scores was not found.

This plus

the facts that there was no significant difference between
groups and only slightly significant difference (to the 0.25
level) between pre- and post-test scores on the group maturity
measure, suggested that the experimental treatment made
little or no difference in the development of group maturity
in groups~ groups.

Groups led by Experimental group leaders

and Control group leaders did not mature significantly during
the experimental period, though individuals in these groups
did significantly gain in group effectiveness.

It appeared

to take much more to develop whole groups than it does to
develop individuals within groups on dimensions of group
effectiveness.

Further research in this area is likely to

be valuable in discovering training techniques for developing
groups versus techniques for developing individuals.
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The Development of Problem Solving Ability
Contrary to prediction, there doesn't appear to be a
significant relationship between problem solving ability as
measured by the TSRT and effective group behavior.

As shown

by the very low correlation of 0.097, quite the opposite may
be true.

That is, this type of problem solving and effective

group behavior may be two distinct factors of behavior.

But

this observation must remain inconclusive because only 21 of
the 56 subjects of the experiment took both the pre- and posttest of the TSRT.
21 EGBRS scores.

So only 21 TSRT scores were compared with
It is impossible to predict the relation-

ship of TSRT scores with the remaining 35 EGBRS scores.

The

reason that several subjects did not take the TSRT was that
it was a voluntary activity of the class.
There were no significant differences between groups,
between pre- and post-tests and increases of TSRT scores
during experimental treatment.

This was expected from the low

correlation coefficient obtaining in relating TSRT and EGBRS
scores.

These results suggested that a person effective in

groups is not necessarily a good problem solver (as defined
by TSRT scores.)

But this observation must also remain

inconclusive for the same reason as above--lack of complete
TSRT data.
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It may be hypothesized that effective group behavior is
a complex variable too broad to specifically relate to problem
solving ability.

It may also be hypothesized that problem

solving involves more or different dimensions of behavior than
effective group behavior.

The contention made earlier that

problem solving is a social skill was not supported by the
results and the limitations of this study.
was inconclusive.

But this finding

Therefore, a more tightly controlled and

definitive study could easily reverse this finding.
Here are some suggestions for a more definitive
replication of this study: (1) provided more adequate data
processing services are available, more evaluative information
about the two group effectiveness measures could be obtained
by inter-rater reliability checks and item analysis: also a
more sophisicated analysis of data could be done, (2) subjects
could be more nearly equated initially by assignment to groups
randomly or according to pre-test evaluations, (3) group leaders
could be more adequately differentiated by objective evaluation
of group dynamic skills--perhaps by using the EGBRS, and (4)
assure that each subject is evaluated on all measures by
either (a) closer supervision of test taking, (b) requiring
test taking for the class,
observational methods.

Qr

(c) make evaluations by

CHAPTER V
SUMMARY
This study investigated the relationship between
effective group behavior, group maturity and problem solving
ability.

Effective group behavior and group maturity were

defined and evaluated by scores on two new rating scales
adapted from Schein's (1965) sclae that evaluated group
maturity.

A reliability test of both these measures was done

as part of the study.

The Effective Group Behavior Rating

Scale (EGBRS) was shown to have a reliability coefficient
of .94.

The Group Maturity Rating scale (GMRS) had a reli-

ability coefficient of .87.

Reliability of both measures was

tested by a test-retest technique with a testing interval of
one day using 62 students of sixteen groups from two Human
Growth and Development classes.
Problem solving ability was defined and evaluated by
scores on the Teaching Situation Reaction Test (TSRT).
All three measures were given to 56 introductory teachereducation students before and after experimental treatment.
The experimental treatment involved participation in
groups led by leaders previously and/or experimentally trained
in group dynamics. Four groups of 23 total subjects were led
by these leaders and four groups of 33 total subjects were
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led by untrained group leaders.
As predicted, the groups led by trained group leaders
increased more in individual effective group behavior.

Con•

trary to predictions, however, there were no significant
differences between groups on post-tests of effective group
behavior, group maturity and problem solving ability.
Also contrary to prediction, scores of the TSRT (problem
solving ability) and scores on the EGBRS (effective group
behavior) were found not to be related.

This suggested that

problem solving ability was not a social skill as contended.
But, due to severe limitations of TSRT data, this finding
must remain inconclusive.
It was suggested that relations between effective group
behavior and problem solving ability may be more effectively
discovered if specific dimensions of both variables were
examined.
It was also suggested that more and perhaps different
techniques are required to develop whole groups in group
maturity than what is required to develop effective group behavior in individuals.
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APPENDIX A
TRAINING OF THE DISCUSSION
GROUP LEADERS

The leadership and group dynamics training of this
study with appropriate modifications could readily be
applied to the training of teachers or leaders of groups
in a variety of situations.

For this purpose and for the

further explication of the study, the training format is
briefly presented here.
The goals of the training were:

(1)

to increase the

skill of the five leaders in using small group processes
as a means of promoting learning in their respective
groups, (2)
and (3)

to increase their group leadership skills,

to increase their understanding of group dynamics--

particularly those dynamics which must be dealt with in
order for the group to move toward the accomplishment
of its.goals.
The process by which an attempt to achieve these goals
was made involved twelve hours of training accomplished
over a period of six weeks in two-hour weekly sessions.
The basic format of each session included (1)
of group dynamics information, (2)

distribution

demonstrations of
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small group exercises by the trainer, (3) practice in using
these exercises by members of the training group and (4)
consultation with members concerning difficulties and
processes within their respective groups.

Primary resources

used in the planning of this training were Pettit's ideas
and a handbook of group exercises by Pfeiffer (1970).
A breif session-by-session description of the training
program follows:
Session 1
1.

The trainer gave an overview description of the study

and explicitly identified the roles of the trained leaders
(experimental group leaders.)

He also described the goals

of the training and the processes by which these goals were
to be achieved.
2.

A "get-acquainted" exercise involving the use of dyads

was demonstrated by the trainer.

This involved each leader

pairing off with another leader whom he knew least well;
each was to find out as much about the other person as
possible within ten minutes.

When this was completed, the

infonnation they had found out about other persons and about
themselves in doing the exercise was discussed.
3.

A leader was then asked to practice conducting this

exercise in the training group using different partners but
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this time limiting the inquiries to matters of education.
Partners were also asked to try a"different inquiry approach"
then what they previously used.
4.

An open group discussion of what was thought to be impor-

tant in education was pursued in the context of relating
what was learned from partners in the second dyad experience.
5.

A hypothetical situation was then set up by the trainer.

Each leader was to design a five minute evaluation procedure
in which they, acting as school principals, were to select
potential teachers for their schools.

Among the designs

suggested were asking a few very important questions such
as "What do you have to offer as an educator?"
is your philosophy of education?"

and "What

In the process it was

also suggested that the selector be very sensitive to nonverbal cues even to the extent of designing some (unspecified}
non-verbal evaluative exercise--perhaps something like
hand-mirroring.
6.

The final minutes of the training session were used•in

discussing how the foregoing exercises might be implemented
in their groups.

Additional get-acquainted type exercises

were discussed--such as triad group& or having each member
describe himself to the group.

These were discussed in the

context of how the groups had developed in terms of their
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initial development.
Session 2
1.

Information regarding the characteristics of an

effective group and an effective group leader was distributed
and briefly discussed.
2.

The trainer demonstrated the use of the "continuum of

opinion" exercise using the topic of busing school children
to different schools in order to achieve integration.

This

involved having the group members stand on a designated
for-against continuum set up in the room.
in a circle and discussed their stands.

They then sat
After the discussion

they returned to the continuum to see if there were any
changes.
3.

Changes were then discussed.

One of the leaders then practiced using the continuum

exercise as he led the training group.

This time the topic

was the traditional grading system.
4.

The trainer demonstrated the use of buzz groups.

A

buzz group was set up with the task of deciding what one
needs in preparation for student teaching.

When the group

produced a rough list of the needs the exercise was terminated.
5.

Again one of the leaders practiced this same exercise.

This time the buzz group was to produce a list of alternative

61

ideas to replace traditional grading systems.
6.

The leaders practicing these two exercises were then

criticized concerning their leadership abilities specific
to the use of these exercises and generally in the context
of what they were doing in their groups.

Suggestions were

made for improving the interaction of their groups.
Session 3
1.

The task of integrating a new member into an ongoing

group was practiced by one of the leaders.

He elected to

simply ask the new member to introduce himself and tell a
little about himself.

He then briefly summarized what had

gone on in the group.

His leadership in this task was

criticized by the group.
the process.

Suggestions were made to improve

They included a brief demonstration of a few

previous exercises--the continuum and the buzz group--and
introduction of the new group member by get-acquainted triads
involving all group members (with partners not previously
selected.)
2.

The trainer conducted a demonstration of a problem

solving exercise.

This involved distributing six envelopes

containing assorted information, which contributed to the
solution of the problem, to each of the members of the group.
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With no other instructions beyond those contained in the
envelopes, the group was to solve the problem.

What was

learned about the problem solving process was then discussed.
3.

Each member was given the envelopes and instructions

for this exercise so they could use it in their groups.
One leader then practiced an introduction to the exercise
with the training group.
4.

His introduction was then criticized.

There was an open discussion of how their groups were

developing.

Problems were discussed and suggested solutions

were demonstrated.

These were practiced or simply discussed.

Some suggested solutions were as follows:

(a)

A fishbowl

exercise: this involved two concentric circles in which the
inner circle group discusses an issue and the outer group
observes individuals in the inner group.

At the end of the

discussion feedback to group members about what they did in
the discussion is provided by the observers.

Then the two

groups are reversed and repeat the task using a different
issue.

(b)

The five-chip exercise: each person has five

poker chips and has to "buy" talking time by throwing a chip
into the center of the circle.

(c)

Book discussion groups.

Some of the more experienced leaders made some suggestions
and described what they were doing in their groups.
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5.

To further explore the problem-solving process of groups,

a second problem solving exercise was demonstrated and discussed.

This involved trying to make five squares from

mixed up geometrical pieces distributed to each of the group
members.

The only rule was that pieces could be exchanged

only by giving them to other members.
communications were allowed.

No talking or non-verbal

This was briefly discussed as

it related to problem-solving in their groups.
Session 4
1.

Information concerning "What to observe in a Group,"

"Feedback and the Helping Relationship," "Communication,"
and "Facilitative and Non-Facilitative Communicative
Activities" was distributed.

The leaders were asked to read

the first three of the packets for preparation for the following
session.
2.

Again discussion regarding the development of their

groups occurred.

This time the focus was upon a group led by

the least experienced leader.

Several suggestions for

improving interaction in his group were given:

(a) minor

behavioral changes by the leader: (b) the "ball of string"
exercise, which involved tracing the communication network
of a group by using a ball of string from speaker to
speaker as speech takes place and, (c) the "first and
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second track information" exercise which involved having
group members mill around and talk with each other while they
held, or had pinned on them, cards which gave information
about themselves that they felt free to show anyone on the
front side and information they wished not to share on the
reverse side (when or if they felt comfortable to share "reverse
side" information they could do so.)

One other suggestion was

demonstrated by the trainer and practiced by the leader
being helped.

This was role playing group roles (i.e.,

"initiating," "information and opinion seeking," "clarifying",
"seeking consensus," etc.)

The role playing occurred

during a discussion of "teaching the American Way."
3.

A "listening triad" exercise was demonstrated by the

trainer and practiced by another one of the leaders.

This

involved three people playing three different roles, the
speaker, the listener and the referee.

The speaker made a

comment on a selected educational topic, then the listener
had to paraphrase his comment and add a comment of his own.
The paraphrase was judged and corrected if necessary by the
referee or the speaker.

Then the process was repeated with

the listener being the speaker and vice versa several times.
The exercise was then discussed focusing on how it could be
used in the groups and what was learned regarding listening.

65

4.

The final task of the training session involved a fish-

bowl exercise that was described earlier.

It involved the

study of interruptions, interjections and interventions.
These three communication mechanisms of facilitation and
non-facilitation were defined, identified experientially
and discussed.
Session 5
1.

The trainer demonstrated the use of a communication

exercise involving instructions for setting up a design with
blocks.

One leader sat behind a screen and gave instructions

initially without questions or comments from the leader on
the other side of the screen following the instructions
for "one-way communication".

In the second phase of the

exercise the latter person was able to ask questions and make
comments (two-way communication).

The use of this exercise

was then practiced by one of the leaders.

Then the advantages

and disadvantages of various methods of instruction-giving
and one- and two- way communication were discussed,
particularly as it related to education.
2.

How to deal effectively with an over-talkative group

member was next discussed.
(a)

Several suggestions were made:

use the poker chip or ball of string exercise described

above, (b)

use the "beach ball" exercise (this involves
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passing a beach ball or some similar object from group
member to group member and the one holding the ball is the
only person who can speak), or (c) use an exercise that
involves lining group

members up according to their rate of

talking, the most talkative ones are then instructed to say
no more than the least talkative ones, this process then
works its way down the entire line until (hopefully) everyone
is talking.

How to set up some of these exercises in the

groups were then briefly practiced.
3.

Two other communication exercises were then demonstrated,

practiced and discussed.

They were the "one word-three word"

exercise and another "one-way, two-way" exercise.

The latter

involved a similar process as that described above but instead
of using blocks this time instructions were given regarding
the drawing of a geometric configuration.

The other exercise

involved using one word for every time one talked and then
using just three words.

The discussion of the exercises in-

cluded suggestions as to the use of them in their groups.
Session 6
1.

The final exercise of the training called the "feedback

bullring" was the activity of the group that required the
entire two hour session.

This involved all group members,
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both trainer and leaders.

Each was given feedback regarding

his or her capabilities as a discussion group leader and as
an educator.

In the case of the trainer it involved his

capabilities as a group trainer.

After each member received

his feedback, he paraphrased what was said.

If needed,

the paraphrasing was then corrected to the satisfaction of
the other members.
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APPENDIX B
MATURE GROUP RATING SCALE

As you see your group rate it 2:!! a group on the
various dimensions of group maturity that follow.
write

_2!!

these pages.

Do not
---

Put the scale number that you select

on the answer sheet in the space provided.
1.

Adequate mechanism for getting feedback about group

efforts
0

1

non-existent

2.

l
no system
exists

0

0

poor

4

5

fair

6

7

8

9

excellent

superior
feedback
systems

2

3

poor
system

4

5

6

8

fair

7

excellent

9

superior

Cohesion of group
1

cohesion
nonexistent
4.

3

Decision making system

0

3.

2

2

3

poor

4

5

6

7

fairly
cohesive

high
cohesive

4

6

8

9

very high
cohesive

Cohesive components
1

2

3

resisting
distrustful
relationdeceitful
ship
"using" group
for individual
gain

5

somewhat
positive,
some trust

7

trusting
contains
respective
relationships

&

8

9

optimal
conditions
open-trust
individuality
preserved
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5.

Flexibility of organization

1
inflexible

2

0

6.
0

slightly
flexible

0

fairly
flexible

4

2
3
slightly
used

1

2

1

3

8

7
good use

4

6

5

8

6

8

superior

4

5

6

fairly clear

9
7
8
clear completely
clear

Commitment to goals
2

3

poor
commitment

4

5

fair
commitment

7
good
commitment
6

8

Felling of interdependence with authority persons

0

1

2

nonexistent

3

5

6

fair

7

good

8

9

excellent

Shared participation in leadership functions

1
unshared

2

3

little
sharing

4

5

fair sharing

6

7

good sharing

8

9

very good
sharing

Acceptance of minority views and persons

3
1
2
nonlittle
acceptance acceptance
0

4

little

9

very high
commitment

10.

12.

9

Clarity of goals

1
0
uncommitted

0

9

very
good use

7
excellent

5

fair

1
2
3
very unclear not clear

11.

9

very
optimal
flexible flexibility

fair use

poor

0

9.

7

Communications

very poor
8.

6

5

Use of membership resources

virtually
no use
7.

4

3

4

5

fair
acceptance

6

7

8

9

very good
good
acceptance acceptance
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13.

Effectiveness in surfacing critical issues

1
2
3
ineffective
little
effectiveness

0

14.

4

5

6

7

fair
effective
effectiveness

8

9

very
effective

Effectiveness in problem solving

0
1
2
3
ineffective
little
effectiveness

4

5
6
7
fair
effective
effectiveness

8

9
very
effective
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APPENDIX C
EFFECTIVE GROUP BEHAVIOR RATING SCALE

Please do not mark on this page!
This is a self and peer rating scale adapted from the Mature Group Rating Scale (MGRS).

It is designed to assess a

single group member's contribution to the maturity of the
group.

While the items which indicate the components of

group maturity are the same as those on the MGRS, the wording of each item has been changed so that it will apply
to individual members of the group.

First rate yourself,

putting the selected scale number in the space provided on
the answer sheet.

Then rate each of the other members of

your group putting that member's name in the space provided
above his rating.

1.

This person helped to provide adequate feedback about

group efforts

0

1

not at
all
2.

2
3
very little

4

5

some

6

7

8

9

a great deal most in
the group

This person helped to establish and maintain a good

decision making system
0

1

not at all

2

3

very little

4

5

some

6

7

a great deal

8

most in
group

9
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3.

This person helped the group to become cohesive

1
0
not at all

4.

2

4

3

very little

5

6

7

9

8

a great
deal

some

most in
group

This person helped to bring about which of these co-

hesive components
0
1
2
3
distrust
resisting
deceit
relationship
"using"
group

5.

9

2

3

4

very little

5

6

7

a great deal

some

8

9

most in
group

2

3

4

very little

5

6

7

a great deal

some

8

9

most in
group

2

3

4

very little

5

some

6

7

a great deal

8

9

most in
group

This person helped to clarify the group goals

0
1
not at all

9.

8

This person helped to develop good communications

1
0
not at all

8.

7

This person helped to use membership resources

0
1
not at all

7.

6

trusting
optimal
& contains
conditions:
respective
openrelationships trusting,
individuality
preserved

This person helped the group to become flexible

0
1
not at all

6.

4
5
somewhat
positive,
some trust

2

3

4

very little

5

6

7

a great deal

some

8

9

most in
group

This person was committed to group goals

0
1
not at all

2

3

very little

4

5

some

6

7

a great deal

8

most in
group

9
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10.

This person helped to bring about feelings of inter-

dependence with authority persons
1
not at all
0

11.

2

4

3

very little

5

7

6

a great deal

some

9

8

most in
group

This person helped to develop shared participation in

leadership functions
1
not at all

0

12.

2

4

3

very little

5

7

6

a great deal

some

9

8

most in
group

This person helped to develop acceptance of minority

views and persons
0
1
not at all

13.

2

3

4

6

5

very little

7

9

8

a great deal

some

most in
group

This person helped to develop effectiveness in sur-

facing critical issues

0
1
not at all

14.

2
3
very little

4

5

some

6

7

a great deal

8
9
most in
group

This person helped to develop effectiveness in problem

solving
0
1
not at all

2

3

very little

4

5

some

6

7

a great deal

8

9

most in
group
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APPENDIX D
EFFECTIVE GROUP BEHAVIOR RATING SCALE
RELIABILITY STUDY

Mean Rating Scores
1st

2nd

1st

2nd

S-1

6.62

6.50

s-18

5 .43

5.36

S-2

5.71

5.62

S-19

7.88

7.79

S-3

5.86

6.25

S-20

6.74

6.96

S-4

5.66

5.59

S-21

4.66

4.80

S-5

5.61

5.08

S-22

5.86

5.84

S-6

5.32

5.49

S-23

6.10

6.22

S-7

4.15

3.82

S-24

5.76

5.73

S-8

5.96

5.82

S-25

6.68

6.69

S-9

5.84

5.79

S-26

6.53

6.31

S-10

5.91

5.69

S-27

6.04

6.39

S-11

5.87

5.82

S-28

5.50

5.43

S-12

5.91

5.79

S-29

6.28

6.20

S-13

5.11

5.07

S-30

5.90

5.66

S-14

4.29

4.37

S-31

6.67

6.34

s-15

4.88

5.09

S-32

5.61

5.56

S-16

4.93

5.20

S-33

5.80

5.37

s-11

6.76

7.01

S-34

5.50

5.51
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Mean Rating Scores
1st

2nd

S-35

5.52

5.40

S-36

6.43

S-37

1st

2nd

S-55

6.04

6.63

6.12

S-56

5.37

5.48

5.57

5.62

S-57

5.64

5.73

S-38

6.00

6.11

S-58

6.39

6.52

S-39

6.49

6.61

S-59

6.86

6.84

S-40

6.43

6.74

S-60

6.31

6.22

S-41

6.71

6.90

S-61

6.55

6.36

S-42

6.40

6.73

S-62

6.43

6.32

S-43

4.97

5.01

S-44

5.45

5.36

S-45

4.81

4.93

S-46

5.55

5.38

S-47

5.47

5.75

S-48

5.61

6.08

S-49

5.04

5.57

S-50

7.57

7.14

S-51

6.18

6.36

s-s2

5.57

5.68

S-53

6.66

6.38

S-54

6.25

6.43
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APPENDIX E
GROUP MATURITY RATING SCALE
RELIABILITY STUDY

Mean Rating Scores
Groups

1st

2nd

1

5.38

5.79

2

4.91

4.66

3

5.67

5.56

4

5.86

5.21

5

5.12

5.07

6

6.02

5.96

7

6.00

5.76

8

4.09

4.53

9

5.88

5.72

10

6.23

6.60

11

4.95

5.16

12

6.36

6.38

13

5.00

4.58

14

6.00

5.99

15

5.77

5.65

16

6.31

5.79
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APPENDIX F
EFFECTIVE GROUP BEHAVIOR RATING SCALE
AND TEACHING SITUATION REACTION TEST
EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

EGBRS Mean Rating Scores and TSRT Total Scores
Experimental Groups
EGBRS

Control Groups
TSRT

EGBRS

TSRT
130
131

S-1

Pre
Post

4.92
7.08

S-1

Pre
Post

5.43
5.53

S-2

Pre
Post

4.83
7.25

S-2

Pre
Post

4.64
6.48

S-3

Pre
Post

3.36
6.68

S-3

Pre
Post

5.58
5.77

S-4

Pre
Post

3.37
6.21

S-4

Pre
Post

4.43
5.56

s-s

Pre
Post

3.76
6.72

s-s

Pre
Post

2.44
1.12

S-6

Pre
Post

3.92
6.20

S-6

Pre
Post

5.34
4.49

S-7

Pre
Post

4.12
6.66

S-7

Pre
Post

5.59
2.96

S-8

Pre
Post

4.93
5.80

S-8

Pre
Post

4.48
5.39

S-9

Pre
Post

6.72
5.40

s-9

Pre
Post

4.57
5.04

S-10

Pre
Post

5.23
6.04

S-10

Pre
Post

4.47
3.59

145
137

138
129

153
138

127
123
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EGBRS Mean Rating Scores and TSRT Total Scores
Experimental Group

Control Group

EGBRS

TSRT

EGBRS

TSRT

S-11

Pre
Post

5.13
6.01

137
135

S-11

Pre
Post

0.60
4.80

145
137

s-12

Pre
Post

5.28
6.06

145
121

S-12

Pre
Post

5.15
5.03

123
100

S-13

Pre
Post

5.06
6.26

S-13

Pre
Post

5.56
5.68

S-14

Pre
Post

4.93
6.51

140
150

S-14

Pre
Post

4.50
6.97

S-15

Pre
Post

5.00
6.75

135
139

S-15

Pre
Post

4.57
6.35

S-16

Pre
Post

2.82
2.54

S-16

Pre
Post

6.53
7.22

S-17

Pre
Post

4.83
6.00

S-17

Pre
Post

5.59
7.22

130
116

S-18

Pre
Post

4.81
7.04

S-18

Pre
Post

5.85
7.02

150
150

S-19

Pre
Post

4.63
6.09

S-19

Pre
Post

6.11
7.04

S-20

Pre
Post

4.65
6.76

S-20

Pre
Post

5.43
7.06

S-21

Pre
Post

2.81
6.06

S-21

Pre
Post

4.74
6.99

S-22

Pre
Post

3.39
4.78

146
123

s-22

Pre
Post

4.61
6.92

S-23

Pre
Post

5.48
6.26

146
129

S-23

Pre
Post

4.17
6.24

145
120

143
140

140
148
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EGBRS Mean Rating Scores and TSRT Total Scores
Experimental Group
EGBRS

Control Group
TSRT

EGBRS

TSRT

Mean

Pre
Post

4.52
6.14

S-24

Pre
Post

4.15
6.08

Var.

Pre
Post

0.88
0.92

S-25

Pre
Post

4.06
6.06

S-26

Pre
Post

5.64
6.88

S-27

Pre
Post

5.55
7.53

S-28

Pre
Post

5.68
6.65

S-29

Pre
Post

4.94
6.50

s-30

Pre
Post

5.22
6.64

123
138

S-31

Pre
Post

5.29
5.84

140
146

s-32

Pre
Post

6.07
6.16

135
117

s-33

Pre
Post

5.16
6.15

Mean

Pre
Post

4.91
5.91

var.

Pre
Post

1.20
1.84

APPENDIX G
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APPENDIX G
GROUP MATURITY RATING SCALE
EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

Mean Rating Scores
Experimental Groups

Control Groups

1

Pre
Post

4.83
7.47

1

Pre
Post

5.38
5.80

2

Pre
Post

6.16
5.39

2

Pre
Post

5.67
7.21

3

Pre
Post

4.55
6.17

3

Pre
Post

5.20
4.29

4

Pre
Post

4.68
5.76

4

Pre
Post

5.43
6.70

Mean

Pre
Post

5.06
6.20

Mean

Pre
Post

5.42.
6.00

var.

Pre
Post

0.56
0.82

Var.

Pre
Post

0.04
1.64

