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. with member attraction to the group,. ' *

A ]

A}
. Leadership;Etyles and Member ‘Attitudes in T'Gr_oups1

David C. Lundgren and David J. Knight - ' ) .

- L
© A striking phenomenon in T groups, as in other small group settings,:
¢ * [} N [ 1 7
1s tlie emergence of marked individual differences in participants’ ’

affective reactions to the leader and to the group as a whole. At
Various periods in group histoty, member attituded ‘toward the -trainer

range from antagonistic resistance to near~idolatry, while reactions to
- o\ ~

the group vary from overt’ gesentment‘to intense commitment. K

Althouéh:researcﬁ-concerning determin%nts of member attitudes in '

T groups has béen sparse, it is clear .that attitudes toward the trainer
)

and' the group play, an important roie 1n’ hrmber outcomes. Lieberman, .

~ -
’ ~

Yalom, and Miles (1973) have found-that individual change in a variety

&
of encounter group situations is stronOly asSOciated with positive member \ \
2 !0

attitudes toward the tJainer. Similarly, considerable evidence indicates
o'q, ° -'
that the power of a group to influence members is strongiy assoclated

-
- -

Bennis énd Shebard (1956} have proposed that individuals Jorientations
\ .
tovard authority‘ﬁnd intimacy are key factors influencing their atti*udinal

reactions to the trainer and the group.° Postu]ating two major stages of

‘

~ group development:, they suggest that members b°come polarized into competing

'R
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v '
subgroups of dependent dnd counterdependent individuals during an initial

stage, while the group subdivides into overpersonal and counterpersonal

s

Sgctions at .a later stage. ’ ¢ \ E ’

A\ T

’ - 13
1. This research was supported by National Sciegte Foundation Grant

/the NTL Institute

staff for their cooperation‘ /

N




o .

Y ::". . . * .
In'a recent, unpublished study by the first author of 7 short-term

) " s

training groups, it was, found that members tended to express highly

favorable attitudes toward~the trailder at both parly and later time .
’ 9
. points to the extent that their own needs for control were similar to

» "~

thoge of the trainer. Likewise member attitudes toward the group at

- -
1

» ‘ an.early time point tended to be positive to the extent that thelir

-

2
affection needs were similar to the trainer's. While a two-stage authoritj~

intimacy sequence was not evident, the short time duvation of the groups

may have hinderediits.appearance.\ !

s

The/bresent study examines further the relationship5vbetmeen inter-

A

Al

’
“ N

- . personal‘needs for oontrol und affection of trainers and members, on T;’
‘ the one hand, and member's evaluative attitudes toward the trainer/and/the
. / Y . _/
) e grouo, on the other. Data were gathered for a con;iderably larger .
/
' sample of two-week T groﬁps. It i;rpredicted th;t members will show

favorable.attitudes toward both the trainer and the group to the extent

P

B} " that their own control and affection needs are. similar to those of the

tra!ner. Further,’ on the assumption of an authority-intimacy tine

-

aequence, it is anticipated that members will be polarized in their

attitudes toward "the trainer as a function o£ similarity in control

needs to the trainer at ﬁn early time point, while member attitudes
toward the group will vary sharply as(a function of similarity in af%ection
needs to the trainer at a.luté point in groug‘history. Thus, with reapeot
\\to attitudes toward both the“trainer and the grogp; three~way interactions'

L]

. Co : / '
between trainer needs, member nee¢ds, and time are expected.

by

c Method . | ; ' L

Measures. To asgess members' and trainers' con.col and affection

> " 'needs, Schutz's FIRO-B scales were administered at the,beginning'of each




. T .

o
-

of the training laboratories. Following the prior study, control scores
K were computed by subtracting wanted control from expressed control, and
affection scores were computed by summing wanted and expressed arfection.

Member attitudes toward the trainer and the group were measured
o i .
with a post-meeting questionnaire, the Interpersonal React‘on Form (IRF)lﬂp,

e

which was modified from earlier research kLundgren, 1971).. Eighteen

/" . A

e

./"”'/
items frpm 3 positively correlated _subscales, dealing with perceptions of .

» gy
@ o

the group on, dimensions of openness, solidarity, and productivity, -

v

gere‘combined to measure attitudes toward the group. Thekpossible score\
- B w ~ .’ ‘v\ .

- range is from,18 to 126 An additional 6-item subscale, dealing with

global evaluations of the trainer, provided the measure of attitudes toward

the trainer. Scores could range from 6 to,42. The IRF was administered
' K . N * .

at the end of T group meetings in the middle of the first and sécond. weeks

. & -

of the laboratories. . ——

Participants, Data were gathered from 31 T groups during\6 Basic

Human Interaction laboratories at the NTL Institute's 1972 summer
program at Bethel, Maine. Nine T groups with co-trainers were deleted

from the sample, and in one case where a trainer led twq different groups,
- 0.
one group was' randomly selected for inclusion. . The ootained distribution -

of trainers' FIRO—B affection and control scoresgigre then used to compose . :

4 categories of’trainers. low control, 1ow affection (LoC-LoA); low control, .
;/' high affection (LoC-

HiA); high control low»affection (HiC—LoA); and high
1

control high affection (H1C-H1iA): Criterion points werf‘less than or

equal to 8 foy low affection, and less than or equal to +2 for low

a, \
control. One LoC-HiA trainer was then deleted to provide an’ equal o

number of 5 trainers for each category.

*

. Members- of the 20 groups were tlien subdivided in a similar manner, -

Criteria for classifying members as LoC, H‘Cr LoA,

5

and HiA were based upon




mean gcores for each of the T groups. Finally, within each set of 5 groups

»

divided by trainer categories (e.g., groups with LoC-LoA trainersi,

e P .
lQ/members’éére randonly select:d for each of the 4 member categories:

e »

- LoC~LoA, LoC-HiA, H1iC-LoA, and HiC-HiA members. Thus, a total of 160

.

memeers from 20 different groups were included in the analysis. Two

| ,
. members had missing data at oné time point, and, because they could not
) ' A . .
be dropped without unbalancing the design, least-squares estimates were

. .
__inserted for thelr scores. . .

\H . ) , ' Results 3 :

The data were analyzed using two separate thrtc—way analyses of

zagiance (Trainer‘Needs X Member Needs X Time), with repeated measures.

~on Time. The pre~planned comparisons involved the triple interaction

terms, but, since no such effects were observed, these were not performed,

¢

Appropriate post hoc comparisons were then made, care being.taken to main-

.tain an experimentwdse error.rate of lesa»than 10 percenE:

L . . .
Member attitudes toward the trainer, The two-way interaction between.

member needs and trainer needs was not significant (F=.46;'d.f.e9,142),

nor was the triple-order interaction between member needs, trainer needs,
4 !
and time (F=. ?8 d.f£.=9,142), Thué, the data do not suppqrt.the hypothesis
o

that members will tend to hold favorable attitudes toward the tralner as ,

-

a function of similarity of their interpersonal needs to -those of the
’ ~
trainer. Nor is there evidence of a time sequence, in terms of mzmbers
s .
being polarized in their attitudes toward the trainer at an early, but

not at a later, point in group life. ' : .

One significant effect was found with respect to attitudes toward

p.<.05). While trendé~were quite uniform for 3 sets of groups (those with

LoC-Hi4, HiC-LoA, and H1iC-MiA trainersi, the groups with ﬁoC-LoA’trainera"

{ N . G«

1 )

the trainer, i,e., the Trainer Needs x Time interact’on (F-3 80; d f =3,142;




-4

“showed a distinctive pattern. At Time 1, members of groups with

LoC~LoA trainers tended to be somewhat more positive than members of

-

. . ]
other groups (X member attitude scores = 36.5 for groups with LoC-LoA

trainers, 34. 6 LoC-HiA; 33 5, HiC- LoA, 35 4 HiC~HiA), although the

difference did not attain significance (F=3 337 d.f.=1, 142, p<.10). A

A}
post-hoc comparison of mean scores, for Times 1 and 3 reveals that

N
.

members with LoC-LoA trainers tended to become more negative toward
°

the trainér over time (F=4.50; d fo=l 142? .05<p> 025), although the

trend did not reach the .025 level. In direct contrast, members in

3

groups with LoC—HiA HiC—LoA and HiC<HiA trainers. became significantly

“

more favorable over time toward the trainer (F=6.57, d.f.=1,142, p<.025).

.At Time 2, LoCrLoA trainets were evaluated less favorably than were

A

trainers in the other 3 categories (Xs = 33,7, LoC-LoA; 37.0, LoC-HiA'
AN
36.5, HiC~LoA; 36.1, HiC—HiA) (F=6.68; d.f.=L,142; p<.025).

Member attitudes toward the grogo. The two~way interaction between
member and trainer needs falled to support the expectation that favora-
bility of member attitudes toward the group would be a function of
similarity between member and trainerlneeds.(F=.50; d.f/=9,142), and
the three-way interaction between member needs, trainer needs, and time

failed to support expectations regarding a temporal sequence (F=.22;

° .

d.f.-9;142)r
. i - . 3,\ . ;
Two significant effects were obtained, The main effect for member

, needs (F-4 59, d.f.=3,142; p<05) resulted from a more positive attitude

toward the group by HiA members (X-91 10) than by LoA members (%=83.39)

\
\

(F=5.56; d.ff.ul,lloz; <.02). T .

Parallel to th 'abovefresults, the Trainer Ne-is x‘Time‘interaction

‘ >
eflethaisq proved to be significant (F=12,86; d.f.=3,142; p<.05).

o,




» "

Members with LoC~LoA trainers held significantly more favorable attitudes
. toward the;gioup at Time 1 than did members of other group57(§87= 96.0,

. LoC-LoA; ‘83.1, LoC-HiA; 81,8, HIC-LoA; 85.2, HiC-HIA) (F=12.86; d.f.=3,142;

!
\
‘ .
|
\
\
|
\
\

pg;Oﬁ?. From Time 1 to Tiﬁe 2, however, memﬁers with LoC-ioA trainers

——

~

% —_ becaqé significantly more negative toward the group (F=25,20;

- cantly moﬁ? favorable in their attitudes (F=13.89; d.f.=1,142; p<.02).
’/ : = ts - \
, (At Time 2, members with LoC-LoA trainers were significantly less positive

. » toward the group than.were members with Loc4HiA, HiC—QpA, and HiC-HiA

o 'craingrs Xs = 156.2, '90.3, 91.9, and 93.4, resﬁectively) (F=6.95;

o d.f.=1,142; p<.02). A

i

Discussion- : \

4

d.f.=1,142; p<02), while members of the remaining groups became signifi- . ’
’ ! 2 . W v
. Trainer style and member attitudes. The most striking results concern

variations in member att@tudes toward both the trainer and the aroup as e
) ] \ )
a function of the interpersonal needs of the trainers. Ig‘pérticular, why |
L) ~ v . ;

did thé.LoC-LoA'trainers, in comparison with the/}lotber catégories,

\

|

|

\ tend to elicit the most favorable reactions from members at an early ,

: v . . , -

i . period in group life, yet the most negative reactions at a later time

{ . ‘/ /
' point? , 2

P \ .

- 3 u‘It‘iE\helpfulxto consider the present results in the; context of

more geﬁeral'léﬁdgrship theory.and research. Specifically; a meaningfui

>

identified in the Ohio %tate lédderéhip étudies, L.a., "ianiating
i

\
fit can be made with the two major dimeﬁsionS‘of leadérship behavior
- v .

/
structure” and "consideration". 1In present terms, HiA trainers would

s
L )

probably be high in éoﬁqidgration and would strive to create a warm,

»

supportive, and intimété group atmosphere, while LoA trainers would be
: /

k] / ~ |

4 [ . » ; .
more likely to prefer a more impersonal, lzss intimate atmosphere. HIC .
. /'; : ‘ . \!
) \)” trainers would tend to play a .more dominant role in structuring group
; s !

* ERIC . . |
" . ) 9 // |

N ! “0 . L) /‘ |




.activities and exerting influence upon individuala, while LoC trainer§ o
would be more prone to adopt a non-directiye style.
Within this framework, it would appear that the LoC-LoA trainers

* represent the only category of individuals who,nould‘be Iikely to be,

.

low in terms of both providing structure and fostering close and personal

L 1

relationships. The ultimate disenchantment of ‘members with LoC—LoA

- . S

trainers may well have been a consequence of their not being instrumental

in contributing to group -growth in terms of -either major leadership
fbnction. ” ) '
~ .

The generally favorable reactions of membera.to EoC-LoA‘traine at'
an early time point may. be partiall? explained by the relatively
sophisticated nature of the sample (approximatelf 50% being from one
or another of theihelping professions). Thus, ?/;on-directive style by L
the LoC-LoA trainers“umg have been quite,in,tune with members’ initial " ' k
expectations, while their lack bf press toward‘intimate or close relatione l
féhips may have reduced?tension'during unearl%Lstage of\group‘formation.

At a later tlme/point, however, when member ties were established | $
‘more firmly, trainers'nho;may have :sought. to avoid invol;ement and

_intimacy appear o have elicited relatineiy‘negative member reagtions.

Member-trainer,compatibility and developmental stages. Contrary to

the earlier T—group study, there is no 'evidence that compdtibility of

/
Kinterpersonal neads between members and trainers, in terms of either

\ ) similarity or complementarity, has an_important effect»upon members'
i aktitudes toward the trainer‘or the group. Similarly, there 1s no
support for the anticipatedfauthority-intimacy sequence. Thelf‘ndinga

concerning member needs suggest that intimacy (affeocion) issues may

have bgen salient throughout -the laboratories, while authority (control)




e .0 L S
issues were of minor importance. It is interssting to note that much

of the previous research on group development has stemmed from self-

|

. ' analytic groups in academic settings, here authority issues may be
'heightened by the status gap between faculty and students. Given ;
soohisticated sample of adults in an intensive 1aboratory\situation,

- : the de;ree to which authordty issues emerge to the fore may be quite

minor by comg:rison. Whilv these questions are clearly déserving of ,

~

.- 2 further ' earch,.the present study underscores the need to take into ,
N ‘ account both leader style and group composition in analyzing develcp—

A 2

., omental phenoména.in groups. . -

¢
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