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ABSTRACT 

This is an exploratory study designed to see if a 

program of freshman developmental groups could be estab

lished at The University of Arizona using non-professionals 

as leaders and demanding minimal student time involvement. 

Thirty freshman students were randomly selected 

from volunteers from dormitories and an Introductory 

Psychology class for participation in a student development 

group. There were three groups of 10 members each. 

Thirty control students were also randomly selected from 

the same sources. 

The program was established and run for one 

semester. Much of the content of this paper is an outline 

of how to set up such a program, what difficulties arose, 

how they were handled, and how they could have been 

handled differently. 

The groups were led by graduate students in clinical 

psychology with minimal group experience. Group effective

ness was measured by qualitative methods--observation, 

interviews, and end-of-session reports, and by quantitative 

methods--Cattell's l6PF, the "How I See Myself" scale, 

session ratings, and a questionnaire. The results are not 

clear-cut. Students stated benefits ranging from meeting 

people to learning to talk in front of people, to being 
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able to deal more openly and effectively with all aspects 

of their lives. Quantitative measures showed an increase 

in self-reliance as a result of group participation. 

However, the controls rated themselves as more emotionally 

stable and less homesick than did the experimenta.ls. The 

controls also scored higher in .intelligence. It is 

hypothesized that these seemingly negative differences may 

indicate a greater willingness to express negative feelings 

as a result of participating in a group where such expres

siveness is not punished. 



INTRODUCTION 

Since President Kennedy's 19&3 speech in which 

mental health was, in large part, turned back to the states 

and local communities, preventive measures have been one of -

the chief areas of focus in the mental health fields. 

Local communities could not afford to provide staff and 

buildings for extensive inpatient facilities. Thus, it 

became necessary to prevent people from reaching the stage 

where hospitalization was required. This emphasis on 

prevention has reached even institutions which previously 

did not see the mental health of their members as a primary 

concern. One of the most important of these institutions 

is the American college and university. 

The need of college students for mental health 

services has long been evident. It has been pointed out 

that at least 10 per cent of all college students need 

psychiatric services (F.arnswor th, 1959a; Angell, 1933; 

Kerns, 1927; Morrison and Duhl, 192^; Cobb, 1922). This 

figure indicates the need for help with emotional as well 

as academic development is real. The need for preventive 

measures is also becoming apparent. Universities lose 

approximately one-half of their students in the four years 

after matriculation--even correcting for the number of 

students who transfer to other universities and finish 
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there (Kysar, 1 9 6 6 ) .  According to Farnsworth (1959b), more 

than half of these dropouts leave because of emotional 

conflicts. Suinmerskill (1962) found, in a series of 23 

studies, that only one out of three dropouts occurred for 

academic reasons. This finding is corroborated by Trent 

and Medslcer (1958) who found that money and aptitude do not 

account for most withdrawals from college. 

It would appear the traditional explanation of 

academic failure must be revised. New explanations of the 

dropout phenomenon need to be considered. Kysar ( 1 9 6 6 )  

suggests we ought to quit thinking in terms of the failure 

of students and start thinking in terms of the failure of 

institutions to meet the needs of their students. 

If we are to think in such terms, ideas as to what 

constitutes a university may require some change. Primary 

among these is the idea that a university's only function 

is to help a person develop skills and acquire knowledge 

that will ensure him or her satisfactory occupational 

adjustment. Several researchers in the field have 

maintained that one important, previously neglected, aspect 

of the college experience is personal growth which includes 

not only intellectual growth, but also emotional and 

motivational growth (Kysar, 1966; Madison, 1969b). This is 

not to say that emotional development has been totally 

ignored. It has been recognized by some that college 

students are beset by a large number of problems and 
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anxieties. Many of these problems are beyond the 

comprehension of people who live outside the academic 

environment. Therefore, the student who, in the past, has 

turned to family or friends for comfort in times of 

distress may find a lack of understanding. 

There have been several types of response to the 

needs of students for help with their developmental 

problems. One is to deny the problem. After all, this 

view maintains, college students represent an elite group, 

selected for superior qualities. Why should they need 

help (or "coddling" some would say)? Emotional problems 

are seen as unnecessary, soft, and having no part in an 

academic setting. The "kids" are viewed as going through 

a "phase." The conflicts, fears, doubts, depressions, 

etc. that are a part of the life of many college students 

rival those of clinical patients (Madison, 1969a)* Yet, 

the student who cannot cope with these problems without 

too much ado is viewed as the exception. Most students 

then suffer through to a greater or lesser extent, and this 

is viewed as normal. Beard (1930), for example, said, 

"There are so many agencies in large colleges and univer

sities engaged in getting the student adjusted and 

acquainted that he hardly needs to do more than take an 

interest to be successful. He . . . becomes a victim of 

overattention . . . which results in a loss of initiative 

and self-reliance" [p. ̂ 76]. He also felt it is not 



desirable for adjustment to be continuous or standardized. 

He ended by quoting Aristotle, "No excellent soul is exempt 

from a mixture of madness." While Beard wrote this kO 

years ago, such philosophy can be found in any newspaper 

today. There are increasing numbers of statements to the 

effect that students are mollycoddled and what they need 

to "get them straight" is a few more hard knocks. The 

whole area of problems of students, including their mental 

health problems, gets mixed up in political, religious, 

etc. philosophy. If, however, one accepts a college educa

tion as a desirable goal, one must deal with the emotional 

and motivational problems of students if one wishes to keep 

them in college. 

In addition to keeping students in school, the 

quality of their work.should be considered. Emotional 

adjustment is related to intellectual achievement. It has 

been found, for example, that as regards grade point 

average, students with higher intelligence and low conflict 

were the most successful (Merger and Suther, 1956). 

Intelligence alone will not do the job. 

Student problems persist despite the puzzlement of 

parents, deans, and conservative alumni as to how it is 

that our best can be so afflicted. Recognizing that they 

are nevertheless afflicted, universities maintain counsel

ing centers and student health clinics where professional 

services are available. However, these centers are small 



and cannot possibly provide services for very many 

students, certainly not all those who, according to 

Farnsworth and Summerslcill , need help. There are two 

reasons-why such professional services can never meet the 

need. One is financial—no university has ever been 

willing to expend the large sums required to provide 

professional services on a scale that is commensurate with 

the need. Counseling and psychiatric centers have always 

been on skimpy budgets and there is no reason to suppose 

that administrators will cut instructional funds to enlarge 

such services—nor would any faculty tolerate such a 

diversion of resources. 

More fundamentally, and this is the essence of the 

"community psychology" movement (or the "public health 

service approach"), we have come to realize that emotional 

problems involving such large numbers must be solved by 

altering the social institutions that produce them rather 

than hiring more professionals to pick up the pieces 

afterward. 

Partly in recognition of the above considerations 

of budgetary realities and the need for institutional 

change, a trend has developed toward introducing new types 

of curricula that incorporate health-producing influences 

in the instructional program itself. One example is 

Driver's (1952) program. Driver uses small group 

techniques to teach interpersonal relationships as part of 
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an Introductory Education course. A more recent and more 

comprehensive effort is Madison's (1969a) program of 

"developmentally integrated teaching" which is an effort 

to combine intellectual, motivational, and emotional 

development. This program has two major goals: (l) the 

promotion of personality growth, and (2) an attempt to 

apply personality theory on "live" students in a group as 

a better way of teaching personality theory. This is 

accomplished by combining classroom lectures with a 

laboratory which functions as a small group. This is also 

a solution for dealing with the problem of student dis

satisfaction with the irrelevance of the curriculum. 

There are still other possibilities (among which 

the present study represents one) that need to be in

vestigated. We need alternatives to professional services 

and curricular approaches. Instructional programs are as 

yet untested and may prove to have limitations as severe 

as the attempts to solve the problem by expanding pro

fessional services. Even if student development labora

tories prove to be feasible in psychology department 

programs, this leaves the needs of the vast majority un

touched. It seems unlikely that any institution would 

tolerate the expansion of instructional programs serviced 

by psychology departments on the needed scale. The 

solution is likely to involve a whole series of approaches. 

We will continue to need small professional staffs in 
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counseling and psychiatric centers. If instructional 

programs prove their worth, they will meet a certain pro

portion of the need. Eventually the dean of students' 

office may develop both sophistication and programs of 

their own, and health-producing alterations in the college 

social system will be made by yet unknown groups. 

The present study explores yet another possibility 

inspired by the growing interest in utilizing non

professional persons as therapeutic agents. Gruver (1971) 

has recently summarized evidence suggesting that college 

students may be peculiarly effective as non-professional 

therapeutic agents. He found many case studies showing 

students to be as effective as professionals when working 

with hospitalized patients. There are few objectively 

measured successes, but there are some (Holzberg, Whiting, 

and Lowy, 1964; Holzberg, Knapp, and Turner, 1967)* 

College students have also counseled delinquents, families, 

retarded children, emotionally disturbed children, etc., 

with some success. Zunker and Brown (1966) even found 

that student counselors were more effective in counseling 

other college students than were professional counselors. 

The present study is, in part, an attempt to see 

whether relatively untrained graduate students could be 

used as therapeutic change agents (or, rather, as 

"personality development agents") much as the studies 

reviewed by Gruver suggest. To be feasible such programs 



must not only involve inexpensive sources of manpower but 

must also make minimal demands upon the student's time. 

As Heath (196^) has shown, students who are given four 

years of developmental attention experience marked benefits, 

but such programs are as unfeasible as are proposals to 

expand professional services. If students are to be helped 

in large numbers with today's allocation of resources in 

higher education, ways must be found to do it that involve 

more reasonable time committments on the part of students. 

In part, the present study tests out whether a minimal time 

program from the student's standpoint, as well as a non

professional program from the change agent standpoint, can 

be worthwhile. In line with the foregoing considerations, 

the therapeutic or change agents in the present study were 

graduate students in clinical psychology who had little or 

no professional training relevant to the technique employed 

(group procedures), and the amount of demand upon student 

time was minimal. 

In addition to questions of whether subprofessionals 

can do the job and whether a program involving minimal 

demands on student time is worthwhile, there are questions 

of technique—by what means is the student's development to 

be influenced? The present study uses student development 

groups as a change-producing modality because such student 

development groups have been shown to be effective in 

dealing with a variety of student problems. For example, 
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Goodstein (1967) found significant increases in grade point 

average of group-counseled students. Super (19^9) found 

group experiences to be effective in dealing with the 

problems of some students, but not all. Madison (1969a) 

has discussed the worth of the student development groups 

with regards to a variety of personality problems. Lundgren 

(1968) found (depending on the type of student group) 

movement of the student's subjective public identity (how 

one thinks others see him) towards the objective identity 

(how others actually see him). Warren (1968) found an 

increase in perceived and ideal self congruence as an 

outcome of counseling. Others have found group-counseled 

students had better study habits, became more certain of 

goals, were less lonely, and were generally better adjusted 

(Derrer, 1968). This is not to imply that such groups 

uniformly show positive results. This is certainly not the 

case. In a series of research studies, Truax (1961) found 

that a large amount of counseling arid psychotherapy is 

psychonoxious or harmful, and that much of the lack of 

positive results is due to this rather than to faulty 

instruments, poor design, etc. Indeed, negative results 

are sometimes shown. For example, Underwood (1965) found 

that a T group procedure produced a higher percentage of 

unfavorable changes with respect to the members 1 rated 

effectiveness on the job. In another study, students were 

found to be less sure what kind of people they were after 
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T group participation than before (Stock, 196'l) . More 

frequently, however, research fails to show any effects on 

group members. For example, Bennis et al. (1957) found no 

differences between actual and self descriptions as a 

result of group participation. Several investigators have 

found that students are no better able to predict attitudes 

and values of others after encounter group participation 

than before (Lohinan, Zenger, and Weschler, 1959; Gage and 

Exline, 1953)* Nor do personality changes result from 

group participation when standard personality tests are 

used (Campbell and Dunnette, 1968). Nevetheless, enough 

positive results have been obtained to indicate that 

student development groups may have potential. 

It should be emphasized that the present study is 

not simply an investigation of whether group methods are 

effective in producing favorable effects upon students, but 

whether a group approach applied by relatively untrained 

persons for very limited time periods is worthwhile. Under 

present budgetary conditions, such a program would be 

financially feasible, and the time demands upon students so 

little that there is no question but what such a minimal 

program would be practical. The question is, will such a 

stripped-down program work well enough to encourage 

systematic study of its possibilities? 

If the groups are effective, what changes would be 

expected? To determine this, one must first have an idea 



of what constitutes the "typical" freshman. Most studies 

agree that, in Sanford's (1962). words, the ". . . picture 

of the freshman's psychological situation is essentially a 

picture of an authoritarian personality structure" [p. 26l]. 

He is alert, rigid, has a punitive conscience, and can deal 

only with absolutes. He has not had time to develop a 

value system based on his own experiences (Freedman, 196l; 

Beach, 1966; Newcomb and Feldman, 1968). These investiga

tors have also found that in four years of college, the 

student becomes less authoritarian, less rigid, etc. It is 

doubtful that changes over a four month period are 

detectable, but these traits were examined to see if trends 

could be discovered (as measured by the 16PF scales of 

conformity, conservatism, group dependency, low ego 

strength, submission, acceptance of moral platitudes--all 

facets of the authoritarian personality). 

In addition, measures were made to determine what 

changes four months of college plus a group experience 

would produce. If a change is detectable, it was 

hypothesized that the experimental group would be lower on 

the measures of authoritarianism than the control group. 

Modes of expression were also measured with the 

16PF. Sanford (1962) states, "The impulse life of the 

freshman is restricted by the persistence of childish 

modes of expression" [p. 2733* They continue to respond 

to people not as individuals but as mere representatives 
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of the important figures of their childhood. This facet 

of personality can be approximately assessed by means of 

the affectothymia versus schizothymia scale (which measures 

tendencies to respond or relate emotionally to others or to 

view them with emotional detachment), and with the parmia 

versus threctia scale (which measures the subject's 

readiness to mix freely and to engage in social interaction 

versus shy avoidance of interaction). It was hypothesized 

that both the experimental and control groups would score 

higher in the direction of interacting more freely with the 

experimental doing more so than the control group. 

It was also hypothesized that as a result of group 

interaction, the experimental group would tend to be more 

outgoing (16PF, Factor A), more socially bold (Factor H) , 

more trusting (Factor L) , and more relaxed (Factor Q^)• 

Other hypotheses (as measure by the rating scales 

and the questionnaire, see Appendix A) were: (l) there 

would be a significant difference in the amount of home

sickness admitted to between the groups with the experi

mental group being lower than the control group as they 

would be intimately involved with people here at the 

University (their group); (2) the experimental group would 

see themselves as having more contact with people; (3) the 

experimental group would perceive themselves as more 

mature; (4) the experimental group would perceive other 

university students as more friendly and more satisfying 
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than would the control group; and (5) the experimental 

group would view the University as being less impersonal 

than the control group. These positive differences were 

hypothesized on the assumption that students who partici

pate in a group will by virtue of this intimate contact be 

more satisfied with their immediate surroundings. 

The "How I See Myself" scale (see Appendix A) was 

used to test the hypothesis that students who were members 

of a developmental group would view themselves more 

positively than would control group members. The experi

mental group would have the opportunity to see that their 

problems were not unique. Thus, it was hypothesized that 

these students would see themselves as less weak, less 

slow, etc., than the control group. 

Other information was collected: feelings about 

content, professors, living quarters, etc., but hypotheses 

about differences or direction of differences did not have 

a clear-cut rationale. It was hoped some information 

could be gained on these subjects. 

In addition to the above considerations, the 

present study also investigated the administrative aspect— 

how are such programs established? How does one go about 

getting permission from a University to set up such a 

program? Who must be contacted; what channels must be 

gone through? This involves, in part, becoming familiar 

with the University's administrative superstructure. Who 
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has the power of decision in this area? Do they really 

have the power, or do they just think they do? 

The next question deals with procedure once 

official permission to carry out such a project has been 

given. Does upper level consent necessarily mean that 

lower level operations will be open to a person trying to 

establish such a program? Or will lower level personnel 

have absolute authority over their area of jurisdiction? 

The answers require a familiarity with the University's 

lines of authority and the identification of sub-systems 

which are self-contained and answerable for their actions 

under ordinary circumstances only to themselves. At the 

same time, one must look not only at the power structure, 

but the everyday routine, red tape, procedural aspects of a 

university's functioning. What this involves will be 

important to anyone trying to establish a new program-

deadlines, papers to be filed, time conflicts, room 

scheduling, dormitory hours, dormitory requirements, etc., 
o 

etc. What one must know are not only the regulations but 

also who is in charge of their application and where they 

are to be found. 

Again, attention must be paid to procedural aspects 

in getting volunteers, in scheduling sessions, and in 

scheduling testing. In short, discovering all the things 

that must be done or avoided--in detail—that will ensure 

that a program has a reasonable chance of being established. 



METHOD 

S ub ,j e c t s 

Three experimental groups of 10 freshmen each (from 

The University of Arizona) with approximately equal numbers 

of girls and boys were randomly selected from a group of 

volunteers from dormitories and introductory psychology 

classes. Each group had 6 females and k males. According 

to Hinckley (1953) a slightly smaller group is preferable 

--approximately 8 members. However, some dropout was 

expected, so it was decided to start with a larger number. 

Thirty additional students, also randomly selected 

from the same sources, were used as a control group. There 

were 12 boys and 18 girls in this group. 

Freshmen students were used for a variety of 

reasons. It is believed that this is the class undergoing 

the most stress and changes. For the most part, these are 

students living away from home for the first time. They 

are newly experiencing a good deal of freedom as well as 

being faced with many new duties--handling their own 

money, laundry, health problems, etc. They are also newly 

arrived in an environment which will expect that they put 

forth great effort to learn. They must also make a social 

adjustment in a whole new environment of strange people. 

These stresses are present in other years, but it is at the 

15 
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freshman year that these stresses are most novel and most 

likely to be seen as problems. If one thinks in terms of 

prevention, this would be the time to deal with emotional 

and motivational problems before maladaptive ways of coping 

are firmly entrenched and lead to more serious personality 

problems. 

Apparatus 

Both the experimental and the control groups were 

given pre- and posttests. The testing consisted of 

Cattell's 16PF (pre and post), a questionnaire and rating 

scales developed to measure satisfaction with and involve

ment in college life (post), a "How I See Myself" rating 

scale (post), and the Barrett-Lennard Inventory (post— 

experimental group only). See Appendix A for copies of 

the last three tests. 

The selection of tests to measure change was 

difficult. Indeed, it is a major question among workers 

in group therapy as -to how to make objective ratings of 

various aspects of group interaction. In many instances, 

the therapist is forced to rely on some subjective 

evaluation of his own, couched in terms such as "better" 

or "worse." A number of techniques have been developed to 

deal with the problems of group measurement--the Bales' 

IPA (Interaction Process Analysis) and all the modifica

tions of it (Waxier and Mishler, 1966); Rosenberg's (1962) 
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"Group Protocol Analysis Fine and Zimet's (1961) 

Participation Rating Scale; self rating scales; etc. As of 

yet, however, no system has managed to eliminate or account 

for all sources of variance in measuring the events and 

outcomes of group interaction. Outcome measures are 

particularly disappointing;- group interaction measures 

appear somewhat more encouraging. However, in this study, 

group process was not the focus. The focus was upon 

whether or not such groups can be practically established 

university-wide, and secondarily, upon the question of the 

effects of such groups. Outcome measures are more suitable 

in this case, and more practical in terms of time, 

personnel, and equipment requirements. 

Many studies have found that standard personality 

tests do not reflect changes which are a result of psycho

therapy. These tests are designed to measure relatively 

stable verbal attitudes which bear little relationship to 

observables on a behavioral level, which is what group-

based measures should deal with (Windle, 195^)• According 

to Berdie (1958) changes resulting from counseling, etc., 

are related to specific problems rather than to broader 

personality variables. Making the task even more difficult 

was the lack of knowledge as to what kinds of changes 

should take place. Even if quantitative measures show 

changes as a result of group interaction, defining what is 

"favorable" change is another and equally difficult task. 
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For example, one of the most frequently mentioned benefits 

of encounter groups is the increased openness of emotional 

expressiveness of members. It should be noted that in

creased expressiveness could be a negative change. For 

example, the fellow whose job depends on his subservience 

to his boss may find his expression of anger will cost him 

his job. Proponents of encounter groups would say the man 

is better off for having expressed his feelings, will 

probably view himself more favorably for having done so, 

and will likely get a more responsible position elsewhere. 

Such outcomes, however, are not well documented, and it 

remains to be seen if society actually does reward openness. 

It may be that openness per se is not always beneficial, 

but may depend to some extent on what the individual does 

with it. Another question is the benefit of openness as 

regards an individual's further development. For example, 

if an angry person is more open with feelings--expresses 

more hostility, fear, dependency, or whatever, will this 

be beneficial to his development? It is possible that 

instead of reducing hostility, the person will become more 

hostile, fearful, dependent, etc., than before since the 

content rather than the openness may be reinforced by group 

support. These are all aspects of group functioning that 

could be tested, but have not yet been due to the relative 

newness of the encounter technique. 
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Keeping in mind the above mentioned measurement 

problems, it was decided to examine changes regarding 

specific problems (see the questionnaire, Appendix A) as 

well as to look at personality variables by means of a 

standard personality test which was better researched and 

validated, but perhaps less likely to show change. In 

selecting a personality test, many were considered but 

rejected as unreliable, non-discriminating, etc. (Auble, 

1957; Stone and West, 1956). Cattell's l6PF was finally 

chosen; it is as good as most in detecting change and has 

the additional asset of being based upon dimensions 

derived from factor analysis. It should be noted, however, 

that there is a problem when using factor analyzed tests. 

This involves the naming of factors. This is an inter

pretive process , and different researchers will interpret 

factors differently. This means they will name the factors 

differently. For example, on the l6PF, Factor C is named 

by Cattell the low versus high ego strength scale. Low 

ego strength connotes emotional instability. It is 

possible for this factor to be interpreted as "openness to 

experience" in which case, one could speak of increased 

sensitivity to experience and high sensitivity to emotion. 

This is a more positive connotation. It is also possible 

that population could effect connotations. For example, 

in a sample of hospitalized chronic schizophrenics, scoring 

low on Factor C could very well indicate emotional 
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instability. With college students, however, low scores 

may mean something else. At any rate, it is clear that 

obtained differences will have to be carefully examined as 

to meaning. 

The questionnaire and rating scales were developed 

to provide concrete measures of various aspects of 

university life. The "How I See Myself" scale was used as 

a measure of self perception because it was already in use 

by researchers involved in similar group work, and it was 

thought desirable to have some common measures for 

comparative purposes. In addition, it is a quick and easy 

instrument to use. The Barrett-Lennard Relationship 

Inventory was chosen as it gave a quick, easily scorable 

overview of a group's interaction. 

More qualitative measures were also used. Weekly 

end-of-session reports were collected to determine how 

each session affected an individual, what the most 

frequent topics of discussion were, and to get ratings of 

satisfaction with each session. See Appendix A for a copy 

of this report. A structured interview (Appendix A) was 

also conducted with experimental group members to determine 

their perceptions of the worth of the group experience, 

how it affected them personally, and how it could have 

been made more effective. 
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Procedure 

Work on this project began in July, 1968. At this 

time, the author contacted, by letter and by personal 

visits, the Deans of Men and of Women and the Assistant 

Deans at The University of Arizona. The project was 

explained in detail to these people. The purpose of these 

visits was to obtain permission to solicit volunteers from 

the various dormitories. When permission was granted, the 

author set about getting volunteers. 

To get female volunteers, the author arranged with 

the head residents of two large women's dormitories to come 

and speak to the girls at their dormitory meeting during 

orientation week. These were very large gatherings with 

several hundred or more present in which a good deal of 

business had to be transacted. This necessitated a very 

brief introduction to the project with a short time set 

aside for answering questions. A sign-up sheet for the 

project (students were told that there were three 

possibilities: [l] they would become' members of an en

counter group, [2] they would be part of the control 

group, or [3] they would not be selected for either group) 

was left in each of the dormitories to be posted on the 

bulletin board. In addition, the author's phone number 

(work and home) was left with the sign-up sheet in case 

there were further questions. These sheets were left 

posted for approximately 5 days and then collected by the 
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author. Volunteers were also solicited from a third 

women's dormitory in the same manner as men were solicited 

(see below) since the size of this dormitory made 

impossible a dormitory meeting with all the girls. There 

was no room large enough for such a gathering. 

Men were recruited in a different fashion. The 

men's dormitories do not all have dormitory meetings. 

Those that did had them infrequently and had held them 

almost immediately at the beginning of freshman orientation 

week. Due to some misunderstanding, the author did not 

attend any of these meetings. However, the men's 

dormitories did hold weekly hall or corridor meetings. By 

contacting the head residents of the 10 men's dormitories, 

it was arranged for each of the hall leaders to receive a 

brief description of the project and a sign-up list. These 

monitors turned in any names they received to the head 

resident who turned them over to the author. This proved 

to be an effective way to recruit subjects (see the 

Discussion section). At this point, there was a surplus 

of female subjects and too few male subjects. It was 

decided to recruit additional subjects from a large 

introductory psychology class. Dr. Peter Madison 

addressed the group with a brief discussion of the project 

and collected names of those interested. 

Students who had signed up were contacted by tele

phone and assigned a time for pretesting (they could 
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choose one of three testing sessions; see Appendix B). At 

the conclusion of testing, the 30 controls and the 30 

experimental subjects were selected randomly. They were 

notified of this selection by form letter (see Appendix B). 

Next, three group meeting times were selected (Monday 

from 6:30 to 7:30 p.m., Wednesday from 6:00 to 7:00 p.m., 

and Thursday from 6:00 to 7:00 p.m.), and each experimental 

subject was contacted by telephone and a group time 

selected. An attempt was made to balance the number of 

boys and girls although the number of boys in the initial 

pool was much smaller. Three of the girls were unable to 

make any of the three meeting times, so their names were 

discarded and three new ones chosen from the initial pool 

of subjects. In the telephone conversations, each subject 

was asked to give all the times he or she could possibly 

attend. When the final groups were made up, each subject 

was notified by mail (see Appendix B) as to his or her 

group's meeting time and place. The psychology department 

of The University of Arizona has a group room, but due to 

scheduling difficulties, this room was available to only 

one of the three groups. The other two groups met in 

classrooms in other University buildings. 

The selection procedure took a great deal of time, 

and the first group meeting did not take place until the 

second week of October (classes begin the third week of 

September). Meetings were held weekly for an hour. A 



longer time was considered desirable, but so many of the 

students had evening classes that it was impossible to 

schedule more than an hour without conflicting with many 

class schedules. From October to January, Group I met 8 

times, Group II met 11 times, and Group III met 9 times. 

Due to Thanksgiving and Christmas vacations, there were 

weeks when the groups did not meet. 

The groups were not highly structured and were run 

along encounter lines. 

. . . "encounter group" refers to the use of 
procedures that attempt to increase self-
understanding and personal development in normal 
individuals through regular participation in a 
small group wherein free expression of feelings 
and attitudes are encouraged and the person's 
response to other group members is used as a 
means of identifying his own characteristics 
and of influencing them in ways that promote 
individual development (Madison, 1968, p. 12). 

The direction that each session took was left up to the 

members with the leaders becoming directive only when talk 

became irrelevant to what was happening to the group or to 

a member of the group. A here-and-now orientation was 

emphasized, but not to the exclusion of important happen

ings in a member's life outside the group. 

The author, a third-year graduate student at the 

time, was the leader in each experimental group. A 

first-year graduate student acted as co-leader in Groups I 

and II. Group III had two such co-leaders. All five 

leaders were graduate students in clinical psychology with 
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minimal prior group experience. This was intentional since 

the study was, in part, an investigation of whether or not 

non-professionals could practically handle such groups as 

it is not feasible that experienced clinicians carry out 

such work if costs to the university are to be minimized. 

There was no special training of the co-leaders. The co-

leaders for the project were self-selected. As part of a 

small graduate seminar, the students were expected to 

become involved in some research project. A number of 

projects were presented to them, including the present 

study. Students could volunteer for the project they were 

most interested in. Four students volunteered and all four 

became co-leaders in the groups. 

Graduate students in clinical psychology were used 

for several reasons: (l) they were readily available; and 

(2) although in their first semester of graduate work (with 

the exception of the author), they had some basic theoreti

cal knowledge of human behavior. The literature (see the 

Introduction) suggests the latter condition may not be 

important. An enlarged program would use students from 

many disciplines with service orientations—sociology, 

cultural anthropology, political science, education, etc. 

At the end of the group sessions, the experimental 

groups were given the posttests and asked to complete them 

at home and return them the following week. The control 

group was contacted by mail (see Appendix B). and asked to 
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appear for posttesting at one of two specified times. They 

were also given a phone number to call in case they were 

unable to attend at any of these times. For those who 

could not make the testing sessions, individual testing 

arrangements were made. After these two sessions, a 

reminder was sent to those who had not yet been retested 

and two more sessions were set up. 

In addition to the pre- and posttests given 

(outlined in the Apparatus section), weekly end-of-session 

reports were gathered at all except the first meeting. 

Along with these, the students' ratings on a seven-point 

Semantic Differential scale, ranging from very satisfying 

to very unsatisfying, were collected on each meeting. In 

addition, in February after final exams, the author had a 

structured interview (Appendix A) with each group member 

who could be contacted. 

In spite of all these efforts, data were not 

collected from all subjects. For example, full data were 

not collected from those who dropped.out of the groups, who 

had dropped out of college, who had moved and left no 

address, and those who continually failed to appear at the 

scheduled times. Fully one-third failed to complete some 

aspect of the testing. 



RESULTS 

Statistical Tests 

A t-test of uncorrelated means was done on each of 

the l6 factors of Cattell's 16PF (Form A) to test for 

significant personality differences between the experi

mental and control groups prior to participation in this 

research project. This was a partial check on the random

ness of the sampling procedures. Only students who 

completed both pre- and posttesting are used in these 

statistics. The number (N) for the control group is l8; 

l4 for the experimental group. Table 1 shows the results 

of this first set of t-tests. 

No value in Table 1 is statistically significant, 

suggesting that the assumption of randomness in regards to 

personality factors was accurate. 

Although Table 1 indicates no statistically 

significant differences on the 16PF before group partici

pation, there are some differences. In order to correct 

for these initial differences, an analysis of covariance 

was done in which adjusted means were used on the posttest 

comparisons. The posttest comparisons (F scores) between 

the experimental and control groups can be found in 

Table 2. 

27 
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Table 1. Pre-Project Comparisons Between the Experimental 
and Control Groups on the l6PF 

Factor 
Mean 

experiment al 
Mean 
control t-value 

A - Affeetothymia vs. 
Schizothyinia 5.^3 5.22 • 29 

B - Intelligenc e 6.93 7.11 • 31 

C - Ego Strength 4.50 5.39 1 .44 

E - Dominance vs. 
Submissiveness 6  .50  6 .67  .20 

F - Surgency vs. Desurgency 5.50 6  .06  .66 

G - Superego Strength 5.14 4.39 .86 

H - Parmis vs. Threctia 4.i4 5  .00  1.25 

I - Premsia vs. Harria 6  .00  5.56 .56 

L - Protension vs. Alaxia 6.14 5.33 . 81  

M - Autia vs. Praxernia 6  .^3 6. 56  .17 

N - Shrewdness vs. 
Artlessness 5.3-4 4.94 .27 

0 - Guilt Proneness vs. 
Untroubled Adequacy 5-57 5.78 .29 

Q1 " 
Radicalism vs. 
Conservatism 6 . 21  6 .89  .88 

Q2 -
Self-sufficiency vs. 

Group Adherence 5.50 6.22 • 92 

Q3 -
High Self-concept vs. 
Low Integration 5-29 4.50 1.14 

q 4  - High Ergic Tension vs. 
Low Ergic Tension 6.21 •

 

in 

l .17 
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Table 2. Post-Project Comparisons Between the Experimental 
and Control Groups on the l6PF 

Factor 
Adjusted Mean 
Experiment al 

Adjusted Mean 
Control F-value 

A 5.29 5.13 . 12  

B 7-31 6. 03  6. 31*  *  

C 5-65 4.66 4.05 

E 7.00 6 .14 1 .65 

F 6.33 6  .22  . 06 

G 4.94 4.87 .02 

H 4.91 4.69 •15 

I 5.59 6 .18  1.35 

L 5 .16  5.30 •07 

M 6.41 6.41 .00 

N 4.66 5.07 •35 

0 4.69 5.76 1 . 67  

Q1 
6. 25  6 .03  .10 

Q2 5. 60  6. 80  4.80* 

S 
4.91 5 .26  .32 

Q4 5.69 5.83 •07 

*p < .05. 

**p < .025. 
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Table 2 shows two significant differences. The 

first difference is on Factor B. The results indicate that 

the control group was higher on "intelligence" than the 

experimental group at the end of the semester. Factor B, 

intended as a measure of general intelligence, actually 

taps a set of verbal abilities, somewhat unreliably, that 

lend themselves to measurement with items consistent with 

questionnaire format. 

Another significant difference in Table 2 was on 

Factor or self-sufficiency versus group adherence. This 

indicates that the experimental group showed more self-

sufficiency at the end of the semester than the control 

group. Self-sufficient here means that the subject (S^) 

prefers making his own decisions; he is resourceful, as 

opposed to being a "joiner" and follower. 

Another difference was found on Factor C, ego 

strength. This difference (F = 4.05) does not quite reach 

statistical significance at the .05 level (F = 4.l8), and 

thus is considered a trend. The control group had more ego 

strength than the experimental group. Ego strength in this 

context involves a dimension of emotional control involving 

the ego. Cattell depicts the low scorer as being affected 

by feelings, emotionally less stable, and easily upset. 

The high scorer is emotionally stable, faces reality, and 

is calm. 
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The next test analyzed was the "How I See Myself" 

scale. Table 3 shows the results of the t-tests of 

uncorrelated means. T-tests were done on each of the 10 

scales (see Appendix A); on the evaluative factor as repre

sented by the scales—honest-dishonest, happy-sad, and 

pleasant-unpleasant; on the potency factor as represented 

by the scales--strong-weak, shallow-deep, and tough-

fragile; on the activity factor as represented by the 

scales—fast-slow, hot-cold, and active-passive; and on the 

total score. To use a t-test on the different factors, the 

scores for the three scales involved were averaged. 

The only trend (significant at the .10 level) was 

on the strong-weak scale. The experimental group rated 

themselves as being weaker than the controls rated them-

s elves. 

Table k shows the statistical results of the 

questionnaire (see Appendix A) which was given to both the 

experimental and control groups at the close of their first 
o 

semester in college. 

Table k indicates two significant differences. The 

first significant difference (at the .01 level) shows up on 

scale one, "I was homesick at the beginning of the 

semester." On a seven point scale, the control group mean 

was 1.39, and the experimental group mean was 3.lk. The 

experimental group admitted to more homesickness at the 

beginning of the year than the control group. 
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Table 3* Post-Project Comparisons Between the Experimental 
and Control Groups on the "How I See Myself" 
Scale 

Scale t-value 

1. Tough-fragile • 55 

2 . Deep-shallow •
 

\J
\ 

to
 

3- Strong-weak 1.71 

4. Useless-useful • 35 

5 • Hot-cold .94 

6. Slow-fast 1.08 

7. PIeasant-unpleasant .02 

8. Happy-sad 1.25 

9- Honest-dishonest .43 

10. Active-passive .14 

11. Evaluative factor .52 

12. Activity factor .64 

13- Potency factor • 95 

l4. Total score .08 
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Table k. Post-Project Comparisons Between the Experimental 
and Control Groups on the Questionnaire 

Question 
2 t-value 

or x value where indicated 

1  3.12**  
2  1 .85  
3  2 .12*  
k 1 .22  
5  1 .10  
6  males 1 .00  

females 1 .19  
7  males . 54  

females 1 .15  
8  .65  
9  •  93  

10  1 .48  
11  1 .3^  
12  .23  
13  .86  
ik 1  .Ok 
15  •  63  
16  .78  
17  .4o  
18  •  47  
19  .60  
20  .32  
21  •  43  
22  •  53  
23  •  51  
2k . 88  
25  .09  
26  a 1 .06  
27  1 .82  
28  .21  
29  .23  

1  • 

X 2  =  * 5 8  
2  X* =  -13  
3  X? =  -01  

x 2  = .30  
5  .12  

*p  <  .05 .  

**p  <  .01 .  



Another difference (significant only at the .10 

level) was on scale 2, "I am still homesick." The control 

group mean was 1.28, and the experimental group mean was 

2.00. There is a trend for the experimental group to admit 

to more homesickness than the control group. 

The second significant difference (at the .05 

level) was on scale 3, "I am worried about this semester's 

grades." The control group mean was 3*83 arid the experi

mental group mean was 5*21. The experimental group was 

significantly more worried about their first semester 

grades than the control group. It is important to note 

that these data were collected just prior to final examina

tions. 

Another trend (at the .10 level) can be detected 

on scale 27, "This university is too large and impersonal." 

The experimental group mean was 3«07, and the control group 

mean was ^.36. The control group viewed the university as 

more impersonal than the experimental group did. 

The last question on the questionnaire—name the 

3 best and the 3 worst things about your first semester-

produced no significant differences. Responses were 

divided into 3 categories: (l) people oriented—teachers, 

friends, etc.; (2) place oriented—size, climate, location, 

etc.; and (3) academic oriented—courses, class content, 

etc. For category 1, the experimental group had 13 "best" 

mentions and 2 "worst" mentions. The control group had 12 
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and 7. In category 2, the experimentals had 11 "best" and 

9 "worst." The controls had l6 and 10. In category 3, the 

experimentals had 9 "best" and 15 "worst." The controls 

had 10 and 15. 

A final comparison between the control group and 

the experimental group was on dropout rate. In a check of 

students registered the following year (1969-1970) at The 

University of Arizona, it was shown that l4t girls and 8 

boys from the experimental group were still enrolled. Four 

boys and four girls in this group were no longer enrolled. 

In-the control group, 13 girls and 7 boys were still 

enrolled; 5 boys and 5 girls were not. These differences 

are not significant. 

The remainder of the Results section deals with 

data derived from the experimental subjects. A comparison 

was made among the three experimental groups on the 

Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory to determine if the 

groups had been differentially effective. The Relationship 

Inventory yields scores on four scales—level of regard 

(R), empathic understanding (E), congruence (C), and 

unconditionality of regard (U). "Regard refers here to the 

affective aspect of one person's response to another. This 

may include various qualities and strengths of 'positive' 

and 'negative* feeling [Barrett-Lennard, 1962, p. 4]." 
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E is 

. . conceived as the extent to which one person 
is conscious of the immediate awareness of another. 
It is an experiencing of the consciousness "behind" 
anothers outward communication, but with continuous 
awareness that this consciousness is originating 
and proceeding in the other (Barrett-Lennard, 1962 , 
P. 3) • 

The degree to which one person is functionally 
integrated in the context of his relationship with 
another, such that there is absence of conflict or 
inconsistency between his total experience, his 
awareness, arid his overt communication, is his 
congruence (C) in this relationship (Barrett-
Lennard, 1962, p. 4). 

U  .  . I s  d e f i n e d  a s  t h e  d e g r e e  o f  c o n s t a n c y  o f  r e g a r d  

felt by one person for another who communicates self-

experience to the first [Barrett-Lennard, 1962, p. 'l]". 

Tables 5 and 6 contain the results of the Barrett-

Lennard Relationship Inventory. 

Table 5« Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory Means of 
the Three Experimental Groups 

Group R E U C 

I 16.0 3.zi -2.0 6.0 

II 22.0 8.6 -6.0 9-7 

III 13.0 -1.0 -7*2 -.6 
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Table 6. Comparisons of the Barrett-Lennard Relationship 
Inventory Means of the Three Experimental Groups 

Groups 

t-values of 

Groups R E u c  

I and II 1.73 

CO 
« .57 .5Z± 

I and III • 37 . 60  .75 • CO
 

II and III • 95 1 .63  

CO H
 • 1.13 

Table 6 indicates that none of the differences 

between the means are significant even though the absolute 

differences are quite large. This possibility can be 

considered that significant differences might have been 

shown had sample sizes been larger (Groups I and III had 5; 

Group II had 7). 

The average ratings of each session on a seven 

point scale from very unsatisfying (l) to very satisfying 

(7) are given for each group in Table 7« 

The t-tests of uncorrelated means for the averaged 

scores of all the ratings of the sessions are given in 

Table 8. 

Table 8 shows two significant differences. The 

first difference indicates (at the .05 level of signifi

cance) that Group II rated the weekly sessions higher, on 

the average, than did Group I. The second significant 
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Table 7« Session Ratings of the Three Experimental Groups 

Group I Group II Group III 

10/14 - no data 10/16  - no data 10/17 - no data 
10/21  - 2.11 10/23  - 4.00 10/24 - 4.75 
10/28  - 4.50 10/30  - 6.71 10/30  - 4.60 
11/4 - 5.67 11/6  - 5.33 11/7 - 5.25 
11/11 - 4.86 11/13  -  6  .20  n/l4 -  5 .86  
11/18 - 4.71 11/20  -  6  .60  11/27 -5.50 
12/9 - 4.80 12/4 -  6. 60  12/5 - 5.60 
1/6 - 5  .00  12/11 - 5-14 12/12 - 5-75 

12/19 - 4.00 1/9 - 5.33 
1/8 -5.25 
1/15 - 4.6o 

Table 8. Comparisons of Mean Session Ratings of the Three 
Experimental Groups 

Groups t-value 

I and II 2.4l* 

I and III 2.23* 

II and III .32 

*p < .05. 
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figure indicates that Group III was more satisfied with the 

weekly sessions than was Group I. There were no signifi>-

cant differences between Groups II and III as regards 

satisfaction with the weekly sessions. 



DISCUSSION 

The focus of this study is a practical one. It 

seeks to explore a number of questions. The most important 

question being, can a system of student development groups 

be set up to give students an "encounter" experience within 

the University setting using the facilities and expertise 

at hand. It was the assumption (an unproven one) that such 

groups are a useful aid in promoting the emotional-

motivational growth of students which was seen as a 

desirable adjunct to academic growth. Thus, this study 

seeks to outline an approach to the problem of students 1 • 

emotional and motivational needs using encounter groups. 

From a mental health standpoint, groups such as 

these represent a "community psychology" approach in which 

the effort is to modify the primary institutions of the 

society (in this case, the educational system) in such a 

way as to prevent "mental health" problems from development. 

This primary prevention approach differs from the usual 

adjustment groups in a counseling or student health service 

which follow the traditional philosophy of waiting for the 

social system to produce casualties and then stepping in to 

rescue and rehabilitate them. While involving changes in 

the educational system, the approach used in this study 

does not involve the radical modifications proposed by some 

40 
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educators. Changes are involved primarily in making better 

use of already available resources. Great expenditure or 

additional professional staff would not be needed. 

The students for this project were chosen on a 

random basis from volunteers. They had not been defined by 

anyone as "problem students." Nor were the groups pre

sented as problem solving or mental illness curing groups, 

but rather as an opportunity to gain more knowledge about 

oneself. The students volunteered on this basis, and for 

the most part, those participating could be described as 

normal college students. This is not to say that they did 

not have problems or that problems were not dealt with in 

the groups. Some came to the groups with problems of long 

standing—primarily a result of interaction with their 

families. Most had some problems as a function of being 

thrown into a new social milieu (the University, dorm life, 

a new town, etc.). There was much variety as to the extent 

the new environment presented problems. Some coped with 

minimal difficulties; some coped only with great diffi

culty; and some could not cope at all and left the Univer

sity. Recognizing that the freshman year would inevitably 

cause some degree of upset in each new student's life, one 

goal of student development groups is to develop awareness 

of potential for coping and feedback as to consequences of 

different coping methods for their members. In other 

words, such groups seek to prevent maladaptive methods of 
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handling the tensions, anxieties, etc., of the freshman 

year, and to do so using the resources at hand and as 

little student time as possible. 

With these assumptions and goals, the object of 

this study was to see if such groups could be practically 

established at The University of Arizona. Effectiveness is 

another question. 

Encounter, sensitivity, and developmental groups 

are new techniques that have just begun to be systematically 

explored. Some of their goals are increased openness, more 

sensitivity to experience, and freer expression of emotions. 

These are assumed to be desirable goals. Are they? Or, 

are they always? The majority of these groups have been 

composed of discontented housewives, rigid businessmen, 

people with marital problems, etc. It is quite possible 

that the student's receptivity to experience differs vastly 

from the above mentioned groups. Will encounter techniques 

be effective with students? The answer to this is not 
o 

known, and the possibility that such groups will have no 

effect or even that they are harmful must be considered. 

For example, are' freer expression of emotion and more 

openness desirable goals? Is it adaptive to teach a stu

dent to vent his anger, simply because expression of 

feelings feels good, when it may cause him to be dropped 

from a course, or later in life to be fired? It may be 
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that openness is not the main factor, but rather how such 

openness is utilized. 

The whole area is fraught with problems due largely 

to ignorance. In borrowing encounter techniques for the 

recognized problem of students' needs for guided emotional 

and motivational growth from people in other situations who 

have found them useful, we are on uncertain ground. This 

is even more true of a program like the one presented here. 

For, not only have encounter techniques been borrowed, but 

also the idea of nonprofessionals as change agents. The 

combination is rather unique, is untested, and may produce 

unexpected results. Furthermore, group interaction time 

has been severely limited in order to minimize student time 

involvement. Thus, for the most part, the outcome of such 

groups could not be predicted with much accuracy. Where 

hypotheses can be made (e.g., increased openness), it is 

not even certain that such goals are desirable. In addi

tion, there are numerous problems in quantitatively 

measuring such changes (see the Method section). In this 

discussion, much attention is paid to students ' statements 

of personal changes. Qualitative statements of this sort 

become important in suggesting new areas of research when 

one is dealing with unknown territory. 



Program Establishment 

The project met with problems from the outset. As 

in any large institution, much red tape was involved before 

any action could be taken. First, approval for the project 

had to be obtained from the University's administration. 

This was done without much difficulty by Dr. Peter Madison, 

the intermediary between the author and the school 

officials. Dr. Madison had previously established a 

student development program connected with his teaching 

classes in personality psychology. This program has a good 

reputation at the University and is rated favorably by the 

students. The fact that the author worked closely with 

Dr. Madison probably accounts for the quick approval by the 

administration. 

The next step was to get volunteers. The author 

decided to solicit volunteers from dormitories rather than 

classes since all freshmen (with the exception of those 

living at home in Tucson) are required to spend at least 

the first two weeks in dormitories. Thus, a representative 

sample would more easily be obtained than by going to 

classes. This proved to be a lengthy, time-consuming 

procedure. First, an outline of the project was submitted 

to the offices of the Dean of Men and the Dean of Women. 

Next, the author made visits to the Deans and Assistant 

Deans and answered questions and then solicited their aid 

in getting subjects. Both offices (Dean of Men and Dean of 
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Women) were very cooperative, but each wanted the matter 

handled differently. The Dean of Women wanted each 

dormitory head resident consulted individually as to 

whether or not she would allow the author to solicit 

volunteers at a dormitory meeting. A personal visit was 

made to the head residents of the three largest women's 

dormitories. All were agreeable that the author speak at 

a dormitory meeting. However, they all stipulated that 

this take no longer than 5 minutes. The reason being that 

during freshman orientation week meetings, there was a lot 

of business to transact, a number of speakers to be heard, 

etc., all in an hour's time. The author spoke at two of 

these dormitories, answered questions, and left sign up 

lists which were picked up 5 days later. The third 

dormitory was so large that they gave up the idea of having 

a dormitory meeting and instead, held hall meetings. In 

this dormitory each hall counselor was given a brief 

description of the project and asked to read it and sign up 

interested students. . More than enough girls signed up as a 

result of these talks, but the author came to feel this was 

not a good way to get volunteers. To begin with, the 

project had to be described so briefly that many students 

did not have a clear idea of what they were volunteering 

for. Few questions could be answered. In addition, the 

groups addressed were so large that not all the girls could 
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fit into the meeting, and many never heard about the 

project at all due to the noise level. 

The recruitment of male volunteers was somewhat 

different. The Dean of Men's office preferred to approach 

their own head residents rather than have the author do 

this. The Assistant Dean of Men had a meeting scheduled 

with the head residents of the men's dormitories at the end 

of freshman orientation week. At this meeting, he brought 

up the author's plan to present the project and ask for 

volunteers at a dormitory meeting. The results of this 

meeting were discouraging. The head residents were willing 

to cooperate, but they did not hold regularly scheduled 

dormitory meetings. The only scheduled meeting was during 

freshman orientation week which had just passed. It was 

decided to proceed in the manner described for the third 

women's dormitory. The head residents of the ten men's 

dormitories were contacted and arrangements for the hall 

leaders to solicit Volunteers were made. It was found that 

five of the dormitories planned to have hall meetings 

within the next week; the men's dormitories are not 

required to have weekly hall meetings as are the girls• 

dormitories. The head residents of these five dormitories 

were given materials describing the project to give to the 

hall captains. This method proved to be very ineffective; 

very few volunteers were obtained. Several of the head 

residents said that some of the reluctance to sign up had 
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been due to embarrassment. They felt the freshman boys had 

looked upon the idea of dealing with feelings in an 

encounter group as being unmasculine. Those who did sign 

up had been subjected to joking. Again, not being present 

to answer questions was a handicap. Another factor was the 

unpopularity of hall meetings which were kept as short as 

possible by the students who ran them. The author has some 

question as to how the project was presented in many cases, 

and if, it was presented at all in several others. 

To sum up this phase of the project, the solicita

tion from dormitories was very time consuming, tended not 

to give a full picture of the project, and was very ineffec

tive in getting volunteers in the cases where the project 

could not be explained by someone directly involved who 

could answer questions'. 

It has been stated that dormitories were chosen as 

a way of reaching students from many disciplines. At The 

University of Arizona, all entering freshmen must live in 

dormitories. This is true for the girl's entire first 

semester; after that, she has the choice of staying in a 

dormitory or moving to her sorority if she pledged. The 

men must stay in a dormitory until the completion of rush 

and freshman orientation week. Some of the men had already 

moved out by the time the project was finally presented in 

the hall meetings. 
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At any rate, there were not enough male volunteers. 

It was decided to try to get more volunteers from a class 

which many freshmen took. There is no course which all 

freshmen are required to take. Most are required to take 

English, but some of the brightest freshmen are exempted 

from taking English first semester. Also, freshman English 

was divided into three courses (X, 1, and 2) on the basis 

of ability. Since there were numerous sections of each 

division, it would have been too time consuming to visit a 

representative number of sections even if permission to do 

so could have been obtained. By the time it became apparent 

that there would not be enough volunteers from the dormi

tories, time was of the essence. Another possibility was 

introductory psychology which is a popular course and 

reaches students from many disciplines. A meeting was 

arranged with the instructor of a large course, Dr. W. H. 

Thweatt, in which the project was discussed. He gave 

permission to use class time to get volunteers. This was 

done by Dr. Peter Madison, and this was the source of the 

rest of the volunteers. 

How could this time consuming, frustrating process 

have been handled more effectively? One method would be 

prior publicization of the program. Each freshman 

routinely receives literature describing the activities of 

freshman orientation week. In this literature, freshmen 

are directed to department conferences, sessions describing 
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registration, etc. It would be possible to include in 

this packet a brief description of the student development 

program and to set up times and stations (manned by 

graduate students in clinical psychology as part of their 

mandatory registration duties) where students could go for 

further information. In this way, all incoming students 

could be reached. This would prevent groups from being 

heavily weighted with people from one academic discipline 

or from dormitories (as opposed to those living in 

fraternities or at home). In this manner, recruitment of 

volunteers would be more uniform, involve going through 

fewer channels (once permission for inclusion of a program 

description in the packet had been given), and information 

could be given on a more personal basis. Students would be 

told, in the packet information, to attend sessions by 

alphabetical order. For example, all persons whose last 

name begins with A would attend session #2 at 1:00 p.m. 

Tuesday in room 2k0 in the Psychology building. The number 
» 

of sessions could be planned on the basis of the number of 

incoming freshmen and the number of persons in each alpha

betical category. The University has this information for 

registration procedures and there is no reason to suppose 

they wouldn't share it. Sessions could be quite brief with 

time allowed for questions. 

If it was decided to include students other than 

freshmen, the procedure would be somewhat different. They 



would know of the existence of student groups through the 

literature received when they were freshmen. In addition, 

announcements could be made about the groups in the school 

newspaper, in psychology classes, on bulletin boards, etc. 

Interested students could attend the sessions at registra

tion time described above. 

At the end of such sessions, those interested in 

participating would give their names, post office box 

numbers, addresses, and phone numbers. One drawback is 

that students will not yet have their own class schedules. 

This was true of the way the program was actually run, and 

it turned out to be quite a problem. Once the names of 

volunteers had been obtained, there remained the problem of 

fitting those selected for the experimental groups into 

session times, and of getting both controls and experi-

mentals to come in for pretesting sessions. For' this 

project, testing was done before experimental and control 

groups were selected on the assumption that if groups were 

established beforehand, there would be many dropouts, 

changing randomization, and making it virtually impossible 

to structure groups with approximately half boys and girls. 

How was the testing actually done? The author 

guessed that a better turnout would result if each volun

teer were scheduled for a particular testing session. The 

five graduate student group leaders called each volunteer, 

and assigned a testing session that would fit in with the 
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student's schedule. This method worked very well in that 

the students contacted and scheduled usually showed up for 

the testing session. It did not work well in other ways. 

The majority of students lived in dormitories. Contacting 

them became a very time consuming and frustrating process. 

In each women's dormitory, there were at least several 

hundred girls and only a couple outgoing telephone lines. 

The result was lines that were constantly tied up. It 

frequently took over an hour to get through to a dormitory, 

and then, as likely as not, the girls were out. Messages 

to call back were not always heeded. The boys' dormitories 

were run even less efficiently than the girls' dormitories. 

These dormitories are smaller, and the lines were not as 

frequently tied up, but neither was someone always at the 

switchboard. Switchboards closed early, before many of the 

boys were in. In addition, many of the students (being 

new) gave wrong telephone numbers and failed to give an 

address. Much time was spent in tracking these students 
« 

down. This was a difficult task. Registration was not 

complete, so a student directory was unavailable. The 

method finally adopted was to call all the dormitories and 

check with their lists to see if they had any of our mis

placed students. Most of the students were located in this 

manner. As can be seen, the telephone method, first thought 

to be the quickest and surest way of contacting students, 

turned out to be time consuming. 
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In view of the above, scheduling posttesting 

sessions was handled differently. A mimeographed letter 

(Appendix B) was mailed to all control members. By this 

time, accurate addresses were available for all except 

those students Afho had moved or dropped out of school. The 

students were asked to come to one of two testing sessions, 

whichever suited their convenience. This was quick and 

easy. However, many control students did not show up for 

either session. So, another letter (Appendix B) was hand 

delivered. This time copies of the questionnaire and the 

"How I See Myself" scale were sent along to be filled out 

at home thus shortening the time of the testing session. 

In addition, special testing sessions were set up for those 

who could not make the group testing sessions. The 

students were also allowed to pick up test materials and 

complete them at home if the time of the testing sessions 

interfered with their schedules. Those who still failed to 

show up were contacted by telephone. Nevertheless, a 

sizeable number (see Procedure section) were not retested. 

The experimental group was tested as part of the group 

proceedings and given take-home test materials. Even these 

proved difficult to get back. 

A great deal of thought has gone into devising more 

effective ways to secure student cooperation in attending 

testing and group sessions. It is understood that if this 

were a University-wide program with an emphasis on service, 



there might not be the concern of scheduling. In this 

case, if a student did not want to take the trouble to 

avail himself of a service, that would be his loss. How

ever, this is not the case with a research .project where it 

is important that there not be many data gaps. What then 

could be done? If funds were available, the policy of 

paying students for the testing sessions, as many research 

projects have, could be adopted. 

Another possibility would be to set up the groups 

as part of the curriculum as Dr. Peter Madison has done 

with his student developmental laboratories (which are part 

of a personality psychology course). Here the student gets 

credit for participation and is more cooperative with test 

taking as his grade depends on it. If it could be arranged 

to get developmental groups accredited (one unit), they 

would be better fitted for research purposes. This would 

also be true with participation in developmental group 

sessions. This idea would be very difficult to implement 

inexpensively on a University-wide basis. 

Other things that would help (if the procedure for 

recruitment outlined above was followed) would be to have 

students sign up for already set up testing sessions when 

signing up for the project. Techniques that would help 

here would be to write down rooms and times on a slip of 

paper so that the student would have concrete reminders, 

to send reminder notices of times set up (and numbers to 
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call if class schedules interfered with the scheduled test 

time), and placement of mimeographed notices of testing 

times in strategic places--donnitory bulletin boards, the 

school newspaper, the psychology bulletin board, etc. The 

reason this was not done in this project was that students 

do not know their class schedule until after freshman 

orientation week and it was felt that scheduling test times 

under these conditions would be difficult. However, it 

would be possible to pick times when the majority of 

students would be free regardless of class schedules--for 

example, dinner time, lunch time, or early evening. If 

this could be done, there would be no need for a second 

contact (by mail, telephone, or personal visit) before the 

testing sessions. Of course, there would always be indi

viduals who could not make the sessions, and they would 

have to be either given the tests individually oJr elimi

nated . 

After students have been tested and randomly placed 

in either the experimental group or the control group, 

there remains the problem of setting up the actual groups. 

In this project, each student selected for the experimental 

group was contacted by telephone after completion of test

ing. By this time registration was complete, and students1 

schedules were firm. Each student was told the times of 

the three group sessions (set up in the evening due to the 

fact that the author was working as well as taking classes 
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in the daytime) and asked to: (l) eliminate those times in 

which they could not attend due to scheduled classes, and 

(2) to rank the remaining hours by preference. Then the 

groups were made up according to: (l) the girl-boy 

structure, and (2) as far as possible, the student's time 

preference. Each student was notified by mail of the final 

time selected and the date and place of the first session 

(see Appendix B). Again, there were problems with tele

phone communication. A better approach would seem to be to 

schedule testing sessions after the completion of registra

tion and to have each student go through the above two 

steps at the testing session. Then random selection could 

be done, with those ending up in the control group so 

notified by mail (as they were in this project), and those 

selected for experimental groups notified of their group 

placement. 

It can be seen that if the procedures outlined 

above were used, considerably less time would be spent in 

setting up the groups. After the brief introduction in 

the orientation packet, there would be only one meeting 

with the students at registration time where they would be 

assigned to testing sessions. At the testing sessions, 

scheduling information would be collected and selection for 

groups, etc., would be sent by mail. Except in individual 

cases, telephoning would be eliminated. 
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There were other problems. Realizing that many-

students would be attracted to the project out of curiosity 

and would not be so interested when the weekly meetings 

were not always fun, magically revealing, conflicted with a 

social event, etc., the students were asked not to sign up 

for the groups (this was done both at the initial contact 

and at the pretesting sessions) unless they were willing to 

commit themselves to attending a minimum of six sessions. 

If at the end of this time, they were not satisfied with 

the group, they could leave. Each person agreed.to do 

this, and in each group, there was at least one person who 

never showed up, and some who attended only one or two 

sessions. It was hoped that group pressure would cut down 

on absenteeism, and, indeed, it did in the latter stages of 

the project. However, in the first few sessions, group 

involvement was minimal and did not prevent people from 

dropping out. The result was that three or four students 

were lost to each group in the first few sessions. The 

groups were then quite small and any absenteeism had a 

magnified effect on group functioning. There are a number 

of possibilities as to why these people left. Presumably, 

the group wasv either uninteresting or threatening. This 

could be a factor of the individual personality or it could 

be a result of the inexperience of the group leaders. Under 

the conditions of the project as it now stands (use of non

professionals and minimal student time involvement), 
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neither of the two factors suggested above could be 

changed. 

It is difficult to know how to handle this problem. 

One possibility is to emphasize to ail group members that 

group involvement is not a magical thing and will take some 

time. Second, one could be resigned to the fact that some 

students will drop out no matter what happens. This could 

be dealt with by starting with a much larger number of 

students (15 or more) with the expectation that dropouts 

and absenteeism will reduce the group to a more workable 

size . 

Test Data Interpretation 

Having described the establishment of the groups, 

we will now look at the actual functioning of the groups— 

what was done, what happened, and how the groups could have 

been made more effective. The data available are the 

author's observations, comments by the co-leaders, the 

interviews from the-students at the close of the group 

sessions, and the statistical data. 

We will begin with the test data. The l6PF was the 

only pretest. (In actuality, the Guilford-Zimmerman 

Temperament Survey was also given, primarily to see if 

factor analyzed personality tests would give different 

results. However, the pretesting proved to take longer 

than stated test times, so the Guilford-Zimmerman was 
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eliminated in the posttesting as there was now a number of 

other tests to give.) T-tests .were done to see if there 

were any significant differences between the experimental 

and control groups on the l6 personality factors before the 

onset of the student groups. This was attempted to check 

randomization. Table 1 of the Results section indicates no 

significant differences. 

Next, an analysis of covariance was done on the 

16PF posttest results of the experimental and control 

groups. Factors B and showed a significant difference. 

Cattell calls Factor B the "intelligence" scale. The 

experimental group decreased on this scale with the result 

that the control group was more "intelligent" than the 

experimental group at the end of the semester. How could 

participation in a "feeling" oriented group lower one's 

intellectual ability? The explanation may lie with Factor 

B itself. Factor B has a nonsignificant correlation with 

the Wechsler Intelligence Scales (Karson and Pool, 1957) 

which suggests it may not be measuring "intelligence" as 

commonly conceived, but rather some kind of verbal 
t 

abilities that could be affected by changes in interac

tional modes—from more intellectually oriented to a 

"feeling" orientation. It may be that scoring high on 

Factor B involves a set of carefully and painstakingly 

working through the question. Perhaps spending time in a 

feeling orientation leads to a different set--that of 
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spontaneity--which leads to a decrease in score. No 

definite statement can be made here as the definition of 

Factor B is not clear. Another possible explanation is 

that the results obtained were due to chance as Factor B 

has a very low test-retest reliability (LaForge, 1962). It 

would be interesting to check out this finding with a more 

reliable test of intelligence. 

The significant difference on Factor indicates 

the experimental group showed more self-sufficiency as 

measured by the 16PF at the end of the group sessions than 

before. The control group did not show this change. It is 

hypothesized that the change shown by the experimental 

group was a result of the problem solving orientation of 

some of the group work which made the individuals more 

confident of their ability to solve problems. It is 

interesting that involvement in a group results in less 

group adherence rather than more. 

Another trend showed up on the posttest compari

sons—on Factor C. The experimental showed lower ego 

strength than the control group did. Low ego strength 

connotes emotional instability. However, it is possible 

for this factor to be interpreted as "openness to 

experience" in which case, the experimental group could 

be perceived as having increased sensitivity to experience 

and having high sensitivity to emotion. This is a more 

positive connotation. As was stated in the Introduction 
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(p. 19), however, use of the l6PF with a normal population 

may mean the factors should be interpreted differently. 

While it is possible that students actually did become more 

emotionally unstable as a result of being involved in 

emotionally charged interactions, the former hypothesis is 

favored in light of other test results which seem to indi

cate more openness on the part of the experimental group 

members. 

What do these results tell about the hypotheses 

made in the Methods section? It was hypothesized that if 

differences did occur, they would be in the direction of 

less authoritarianism (for both groups and more so for the 

experimental group). This was to be measured by the con

formity, conservatism, group dependency, ego strength, 

submission, and acceptance of moral platitudes scales. The 

results are not uniform. The experimental group did become 

more self-reliant, but at the same time they decreased in 

ego strength. The control group did not show these differ-
0 

ences. It would seem the time involved was too short to 

make any clear cut tendencies apparent. 

Another hypothesis was that both the experimental 

and the control groups would interact more freely (as 

measured by the parmia versus threctia seale--readiness to 

mix freely versus shy avoidance of interaction, and the 

affectothymia versus schizothymia scale--emotional 

responsiveness versus emotional detachment). This 
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hypothesis was not borne out. No significant differences 

were found. The time may have been too short, and the 

the measures too insensitive to subtle changes for any 

significant differences to appear. These scales measure 

rather stable components of personality. The parmia versus 

threctia scale may also have a sizeable constitutional 

component, suggesting inherent high or low tolerance for 

social stress. It is possible with different measures, 

changes would have been shown. Only further investigation 

will tell. 

Next, the results of the "How I See Myself" scale 

will be considered. It was hypothesized that experimental 

group members would view themselves more positively than 

would the control group members. This hypothesis was not 

borne out. There were no significant differences. The 

only trend was on the strong-weak dimension with'the 

experimental group members seeing themselves as weaker 

than the control group members (significant at the .10 

level). There are a number of possible explanations for 

this difference. One is that dealing with problems, 

anxieties, tensions, etc., and bringing these out into the 

open may have overwhelmed the experimental students and 

made them feel less in control, weaker. Another explana

tion could be that the experimental group members had 

opened up more and become more vulnerable or weaker. The 

connotation need not be negative. The second explanation 
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is favored in light of the finding on the l6Pl? that the 

experimental group members had become more self-sufficient; 

this would not seem congruent with the "overwhelming" 

aspect of the first explanation. 

The results from the questionnaire are next. The 

first hypothesis was that the experimental group would be 

less homesick at the end of the semester due to group 

involvement. This hypothesis was not borne out. Indeed, 

the opposite was found. The experimental group members 

admitted to being more homesick at the beginning of the 

year than did the controls as well as tending to be more 

homesick at the end (significant at .10 level). It should 

be noted that there was no actual rating of homesickness 

done at the beginning of the semester, but only a judgment 

on that feeling five months later. The experimental group 

members were more open in admitting negative feelings. 

They also worried more about grades than did the control 

group. Again, it is hypothesized that what is being 
a 

measured is openness in expressing negative feelings as 

these tests were taken right before semester examinations 

when some worrying would be natural, and perhaps adaptive. 

It would seem that the experimental group learned that it 

was all right to express negative feelings by trying such 

expression out in the group setting and not being "punished" 

for it in any way. In addition, the experimental group 

tended to see the University as less impersonal (as was 
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hypothesized) them did the control group (significant at 

the .10 level). One would not expect this result if the 

experimental group members had actually felt more home

sickness than the control group members. It would seem 

that the experimentals: (l) were more open about feelings, 

or (2) had the set that they should be somewhat lonely now 

and should have been lonely and lost upon arriving at the 

University. Since homesickness was often a topic for dis

cussion in the groups, either explanation would seem 

feasible. 

Other hypotheses from the questionnaire were not 

borne out. The experimental group did not view the other 

students at the University as more friendly than the 

control group members saw them, did not see themselves as 

more mature than the controls saw themselves, and did not 

see themselves as having more contact with people than the 

controls. Changes were in the directions predicted, but 

differences were not significant. 

In addition, there were no significant differences 

between the experimentals and controls as regards dropouts, 

number of extracurricular activities participated in (if 

the group itself is not counted), decisions as to whether 

or not to stay in school, choice of major, or number of 

incidences of disciplinary action. 
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Qualitative Observations 

As can be seen in the following section, the three 

groups though randomly selected from the same population 

functioned very differently. Group I met only eight times 

from October to January. This group never meshed, and 

there was defensiveness about self revelation to the end. 

Few sessions ran smoothly. The co.-leaders often had to 

take the initiative in getting things started. Whenever 

the leaders drew back, the members quickly moved the dis

cussion away from matters of a personal nature and 

studiously avoided the here-and-now type of confrontation. 

The group members recognized this when it was pointed out, 

but the drift seemed inevitable unless carefully monitored. 

The group was a disappointment to most of the members and 

some were openly hostile to it. Why did the group fail to 

congeal? First, there was the time factor. The group met 

a total of eight times. Thanksgiving and Christmas vaca

tions fell at such times as to necessitate more cancelling 

of this group than of the others. The two most productive 

sessions (in that students expressed deep feelings about 

matters of concern to their lives) were right before and 

after Thanksgiving vacation. At this point, many left for 

Christmas vacation, and the group did not meet again until 

January. Thus, whenever some action would get started, 

there would be a recess, and when the group got together 

again, it would be like starting anew. 
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Another problem was attendance. One of the 

requirements for participating.in this project was a 

promise to attend at least six sessions before deciding to 

drop out. Although the necessity of this was explained to 

each individual before he volunteered ([l] it often takes at 

least this long before a group really meshes and becomes 

open enough for its members to benefit; and [2] this was a 

research project and for accurate conclusions to be drawn, 

the groups must be functioning), absenteeism was a factor. 

Average attendance for this group was 5*88 (compared to 

5.81 and 5-56 for the other groups). The attendance 

promise was not adhered to, and there was no way to enforce 

it. One member never appeared, and two came only once. 

This problem was complicated by the fact that it was a 

different member who was absent each week (as opposed to 

Group II whose overall attendance was not that much better, 

but it was the same people who were absent almost every 

week). This was particularly troublesome in the first few 

sessions. Members would open up a little at one session 

only to have to start afresh the following session because 

different people would be there. Or, some action would get 

started and could not be continued the following week 

because one of the principals was absent. This became 

annoying to some of the members and it was a topic of dis

cussion, but it was never resolved satisfactorily because 

even some of those who complained were offenders. This 
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situation resulted in a decrease of openness as it was not 

followed up. 

Another problem arose which was common to all the 

groups. This had to do with homogeneity. All the students 

were freshmen—18 or 19 years old. They were all under 

similar stress situations. True, their upbringings and 

resulting personalities were quite different, but they had 

the big communal bond of being new to college. In one way, 

this was a positive factor. It led to understanding and 

feeling for the problems of others as they could identify 

these struggles in their own life (homesickness, teachers, 

grades, exams, roommates, dates, etc.). The drawback was 

that there were no models for methods of coping with 

problems. There was no one to say, "I usually do this 

. . . , " or "That happened to me and what I did was . . .," 

or "I know what you mean, but . . . ," etc. The fact that 

most of their problems were not unique was comforting to 

many, but directionality was not provided. 

This also became important in the area of personal 

growth and development. Most of the students were very 

naive, defensive about their naivete, intolerant of 

inadequacies and anything they defined as weakness. This 

was especially true of Group I, a mixture of sorority girls 

and fraternity boys who considered themselves quite 

sophisticated, and shy, quiet, independent girls, and "hip" 

boys. Each group was defensive of the others. With time 
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and contact (made difficult by the patterns of attendance), 

some of the defensiveness decreased, but there was no model 

to show that being open with feelings was not a weakness. 

There was a strong tendency in this group to shut down 

feelings. One incident descriptive of this tendency 

occurred at the sixth meeting. One of the boys, Dave (no 

real names are used in this paper), was very depressed and 

explained that his girlfriend had broken up with him. The 

group reacted with an embarrassed silence, followed by 

another boy asking for the ex-girlfriend's telephone 

number. Next, the girls in the group went on at length 

about how easy it would be to get a new girlfriend. They 

ignored Dave's tears. When the leaders commented that no 

one was paying any attention to what David was feeling 

other than to say that he should not feel that way, the 

group members became angry. They were angry that Dave was 

openly emotional. He was not adhering to their concept of 

"a man." This conception of the he-man is particularly 

strong in high school and often softens somewhat in later 

years of college. This is particularly true of young 

students today among whom men are allowed to express more 

feelings (indeed, are encouraged to) in areas that were 

previously limited to females. Nevertheless, the result 

of this session, despite leader efforts, was that David was 

"put down" for being weak. He never really opened up 

again. If the group had not been so homogeneous, perhaps 
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some support of the expression of feelings would have come 

from people who had undergone enough growth themselves and 

who were secure enough themselves that they could allow and 

encourage the expression of such emotions. It is also felt 

that if this incident had gone in a different direction, 

the future of the group would have been different. More 

people would have been encouraged to open up. 

The second group met eleven times during the course 

of the study and was the only group to continue on at the 

end of the semester by request of the members. These 

group members became very involved with each other, seeing 

each other outside the group. They were concerned if a 

member should miss a session. What made the difference 

between this group and Group I? Average attendance (2 

never came and 1 came.only twice) was even less than for 

Group I, but there was a small core of members who never 

missed. The absenteeism was mostly from two members. This 

is reflected in the higher C ratings on the Relationship 

Inventory (see Tables 5 and 6). The .integration of the 

relationships of these group members was such that there 

was a lack of conflict or inconsistency in the communica

tion, in the total experience. This cannot be said for 

Group I. 

This group may also have functioned more effec

tively than Group I because the problems of group members 

were less homogeneous. Group I had pretty middle class 
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upbringings and were generally well adjusted. The members 

of Group II had more problems that were not connected to 

being new in a University setting. For example, Charlene 

had been thrown out of her house by her mother who still 

despised her. Another, Donna was living at home and hating 

it, but afraid to move out. Ellen had been forced to come 

to this University because it was the only place she could 

get into. People with a pressing problem tended to get the 

group moving fast. The others had problems, to be sure, 

grades, dates, etc., but there was the realization that 

most of these problems were common ones. They could not 

become too emotional or upset about these problems because 

others had the same problem and were controlling their 

feelings. The person with a unique situation, however, was 

more likely to be perceived as legitimately "having a 

problem," and would immediately have an attentive ear which 

drew the group closer together. 

Another reason this group may have been more 

effective than Group I was that the members did meet out

side (not as a whole group, but in twos and threes) and, 

thus, had more opportunity for sharing feelings and 

experiences. 

The third group was in between the other groups 

with regard to effectiveness. This group met a total of 

nine times and had the same problems as Group I with poor 

and irregular attendance. It did not have the openness and 
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warmth of Group II, but was more cohesive than was Group I. 

The difference may again lie in the presence of "pressing 

problems." Group III, unlilce Group I, had a couple of 

students with pressing problems--e.g., one boy was a 

seriously disturbed schizoid personality. Much group time 

was spent on this boy, and desire to help him did unify the 

group members to some degree. Still, the problems were not 

generally as pressing or were not perceived by the students 

to be as pressing (with the exception of this one boy) as 

did Group II's problems seem to them. The members of 

Group III had to dig a little more to find areas of their 

life which they would like to change whereas these were 

right on top with the members of Group II. 

The differences noted in the groups did not show up 

as statistically significant on the Relationship Inventory, 

but trends can be hypothesized, and there is a chance if 

the samples had been larger that the differences might have 

been significant. Group II scored higher than Groups I and 

III in level of regard, empathic understanding, and con

gruence. Groups II and III scored higher than Group I in 

unconditionality of regard. The defensiveness of Group I 

about self revelation would seem to fit in with the latter 

statement. 

The group ratings also fit in with the author's 

observations. The groups rated each session on a seven 

point scale from deeply unsatisfying to deeply satisfying. 



The ratings for each session for each group were then 

averaged. Group I sessions had an average rating of 4.32. 

Group II was 5«^3, and Group III was 5-30. The differences 

between Groups I and II and between Groups I and III are 

significant at the .05 level. Groups II and III do not 

differ significantly. It would appear that Group I members 

saw the functioning of their group pretty much as the 

author has described it--a failure to congeal into a 

working, satisfying, mode of communication. 

What did Group I have to say about the sessions? 

The first session was attended by only six of the ten 

members. This first meeting was quite active. The second 

meeting, however, nine people came. These extra people 

slowed the action down; there was confusion as to where to 

start as the new people did not know what had happened the 

previous meeting. As one member put it, "New people were 

introducing themselves to the group that had already 

established itself last session and no real problems came 

out. The discussion was stunted by this fact." This 

session received a 2.11 rating (2 equals moderately 

unsatisfactory). The next session, only four people came, 

and the tone seemed to have been set. Perhaps, if the 

therapists had been more skillful, the tenseness in the 

second session could have been worked out during the hour. 

Or, possibly, those not showing up at the first meeting 

should not have been allowed to take part in the group. 
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The next session, a little more trust was built up, and it 

was this session which received the highest rating--5«67 

(slightly to moderately satisfying). It was perceived as 

an opening up session. This trend continued for the next 

two sessions. Then there was a vacation break. The 

session after the break, only five members came, and it 

was a rather hostile session. As if realizing that time 

was running out, those who had not been participating were 

confronted. It was a good session in that some of the 

members realized they would have to give more if they were 

to get anything out of the group interaction. It was also, 

unfortunately, the session in which David opened up and got 

shot down. The next session was cancelled due to a flu 

epidemic and people leaving early for Christmas vacation. 

It was almost a month .before the group met again, and the 

action never got started again. 

Group II functioned differently. As with Group I, 

there seemed to be a determination in the first session to 

take the plunge and (on the part of some people) to open 

up. The second session was slower. There seemed to be a 

reaction to what happened in the initial session. It is 

like, "I've told these strangers some important things 

about myself and now I'm stuck in here with them for six 

sessions. Can I trust them with that knowledge?" The 

members were disappointed that this session did not move 

more smoothly. They did not, however, have the problem of 
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new members and having to start from scratch. The rating 

of this session was 4.00 (neutral). One member came to the 

session stoned, was put down for it by the group (most of 

whom had or did smoke pot) and never came back. Trust was 

not yet well-developed. 

The following session was the most highly rated 

one--6.71 (between moderately and deeply satisfying). 

Trust began to develop. This was indicated by statements 

like, "Individual's problems were singled out and taken 

apart but the individual was not." Also, 11. . .1 felt by 

hearing other people's problems, I'm becoming more aware of 

other people and I'm beginning to realize that everyone has 

emotional problems not just a certain few." And, "I think 

we talked out some things that had been bothering us which 

we were unable to talk over before. It helps to be able to 

discuss some problems with others." This session was 

facilitated by having members write down a secret anony

mously which was then discussed. Most of the members 

volunteered whose problem was whose once discussion had 

started and no one was shocked, disgusted, etc. Even so, 

members wanted more opening up and more quickly. "I 

didn't feel as frustrated as last time, because I think we. 

are making some progress, however, I would like it to be 

faster—more accelerated. I wish we had more time, and I 

would be willing to give up some spare time if it would 

facilitate anything." 
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This group continued to open up. From the next 

session, came this comment from a girl who had felt it 

would be impossible to express feelings in front of 

strangers, "Tonight I seemed to start telling everyone or 

trying to, about how I feel. This really surprised me, 

because I didn't think that I was ready to be so open." 

The others generally responded well to Joyce's opening up. 

For example, "I felt very good inside during the session. 

I had sort of a good feeling about Joyce, the way she 

plans to handle herself" (Lee). And, from Ellen, "I could 

identify with a few of Joyce's feelings, but I couldn't 

identify with what she and Lee wanted out of life. I 

don't know what I want, but I want to flounder around 

until I find it." 

The next session covered both personal and more 

academically oriented problems. Some of this discussion 

was enlightening. For example, Joe stated, "I don't know 

if it is my place to make judgments, but it seems as though 

college is not a place of learning. It seems more of a 

problem center. By being put into a college, people with 

problems are not able to work these problems out. The 

pressures of college and education only help to multiply 

personality problems." There was further opening up. Lee 

said, "I felt--I must say—very good. Everyone seemed to 

offer some help to my problems. It made me feel sort of 

happy to talk about myself and find out how everyone feels. 
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Kind of a relief of a burden I was carrying with me." From 

Charlene, "There is more of an atmosphere of trust and 

concern. I felt sympathy and empathy from everyone. I 

really wanted to try to give, too." Some were still having 

trouble accepting feelings expressed. From Ellen, 

I am sometimes as Lee was tonight. That is--
trying to make excuses for things I don't do, 
because I am too lazy. I didn't feel any 
sympathy for him, but he'd better start applying 
himself if he does want to graduate. When 
Charlene told of her family--how it was broken, 
etc., I really felt sorry for her which I'm sure 
she doesn't want. She's not the type that tells 
her story to grab people's hearts. 

Ellen had trouble throughout the sessions listening to 

other people's feelings. She would get very upset about an 

injustice done to another member and carry the feelings 

with her. She became a prolific writer, preferring to 

write her after-session reports in the evening after the 

group rather than at the end of the group. These reports 

were quite lengthy and were apparently her way of working 

out the feelings raised by the group. For example, the 

next session continued with a discussion of Charlene*s 

relationship to her mother. Ellen wrote, "A thing like 

what Charlene's mom is doing to her is certain to abso

lutely ruin any weak minded person. I really can't express 

what bitterness and contempt I feel for Charlene's mom." 

Charlene had called her mother to wish her happy birthday, 

and her mother had refused to talk to her. Of her own 

parents, Ellen wrote, "I never thought I'd appreciate their 
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concern, but it's really nice. It's also nice to have 

someone accept the charges and then proceed to talk to me. 

I am most lucky and fortunate." Lee said about Charlene, 

"I find that I take interest in her problems, and maybe I 

can help out." Also, "I feel very good inside, I guess 

it's because everything has been right so far." Concerning 

this session, Charlene felt she was getting more sympathy 

than empathy, but nevertheless felt there was better 

communication than before. 

In the following sessions , group members began to 

change some of their ideas and life patterns and used the 

group to: (l) get ideas on where to go, and (2) share new 

feelings and get reactions. Joe, for instance, who came 

from a very conservative family began to have his own ideas 

and was ecstatic to think he might be as right as his 

father. One night he announced some of these ideas to us. 

Previously, Joe had been reluctant to talk because he felt 

he was "being studied." That night was different. For 

most of the hour, he talked enthusiastically and was 

listened to. He later wrote, "What I said was meant to 

express the good feelings in me. What I said also brought 

some smiles; these I hope expressed happiness on the part 

of other members of the group. For the first time I left 

our meeting thinking we had done something, or talked about 

something constructive." The others expressed happiness 

for Joe, and it was a good feeling session. 
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Other sessions dealt with Ellen's desjjair with The 

University of Arizona; she was unable to forget she hadn't 

been able to get into the school she had wanted to attend, 

and that, in Arizona, everything was so different from New 

York. She complained that social life was overshadowed by 

fraternities and sororities, that the professors were not 

good, the rules archaic, the freshmen requirements ridicu

lous, etc. Ellen kept trying to transfer. The group kept 

pointing out to her that she was creating her problems. By 

December, Ellen said that she might stay . . if these 

Encounter groups are continued. I think they are £jo help

ful. " Ellen did stay and was to write a paper in her 

sophomore year on the changes she had undergone during her 

freshman year and the effects of the group interaction. At 

this time, she was happy in school and actively working on 

some of her problems. 

By December 11, Charlene said, "We are very much a 

group now. We are really concerned about each other--our 

everyday lives and big problems. We are upset when we 

can't help someone like Lee. We miss each other. It's not 

superficial even when we discuss things such as rules. We 

are honest with each other and consider it necessary for 

the group." Donna said, "I felt happy to hear and see 

those who were in a good mood tonight and it was even good 

to see those who weren't." Christmas break came and went 
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and did not have much effect on this group, other than some 

short-lived reticence in the. first session back. 

This group elected to continue on into the second 

semester. Joe and Sally had to drop out because of 

scheduling difficulties, but there were new members (from 

the control group). It is interesting that the new members 
v 

coming into this group did not have difficulty establishing 

themselves (as had happened with Group I) nor did they dis

rupt the group. Group II members had become quite close 

and secure in their openness. Of the first meeting after 

semester break, Charlene said, "I felt really great. I was 

really happy to see all the old members and glad there were 

new members, too, because I hope they can feel that same 

feeling that we have." A new member stated, "I felt that 

people wanted to get to know everyone else. The kids that 

had been here and had participated in the group before were 

very helpful and seemed to enjoy the group." Another said, 

"Uneasy at first, but as I relaxed I enjoyed the session. 

I wanted to stay longer." Another factor, of course, was 

that the co-leaders were more at ease and had a better idea 

of how to get things going than they did in the first 

semester. This group ran for two more months as did 

another group made up of control group members and old 

group members. 

What then happened with Group III? They had some 

of the same problems as Group I. For example, at the first 
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session, six people showed up, Eind at the second session, 

eight came (two never came at all). Again, there was 

uneasiness at the second session, trying to fit the new 

people in. This group worked around the uneasiness by 

talking about people outside the group--primarily dating 

and dating problems. One girl, Eileen, started talking 

about her own personal dating problems, but drew back 

because no one else was responding with more openness. As 

one boy put it, "It seems that no one really wants to talk 

about themselves, but have interesting stories told to 

them . . . ." 

The next session continued along the same lines; 

trust was not really being built up. The group felt the 

presence of group leaders who were studying their inhibited 

openness. The next session led to some angry discussion of 

this issue. The group had three co-leaders and eight 

members. The members felt overwhelmed. This discussion 

led to the impulse questioning of the group as to whether 

« 

or not they felt they would feel better if the leaders left 

for the evening. They responded affirmatively. The 

leaders left. This action had a number of effects. One, 

it. led to a lively discussion which could be heard down the 

hall as we left. Two, it led to an increase in satisfac

tion with the meetings (from ^.60 the previous session to 

5-25 to 5•86 in following sessions). Three, it eliminated 

the excuse for lack of openness that the group members had 
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been using (some stated that while: this session was very 

active, the people were not much more open), and four, it 

led to some dissension among the co-leaders. It was the 

author 's suggestion for the leaders to leave if the group 

so desired. One of the other co-leaders felt this was not 

a good move, but did not object to it at the time. It was 

two weeks before the issue came up. It became clear that 

the co-leaders were not communicating enough. For example, 

it came out that the same co-leader felt the author was too 

direct, too confrontive, and too behaviorally oriented, as 

well as dominating the group too much. This co-leader was 

the only one with prior personal involvement in groups, and 

he was used to a more non-directive approach. His comments 

were very useful as the author had been under the impres

sion she was letting the group structure the interaction. 

It became clear she was doing more leading than she 

realized. She had responded to the students' extreme dis

comfort in the first session--what are we supposed to do, 

what should we talk about, how do we start, etc.--by 

structuring the process with questions. This process put 

the group members at ease, but became a problem for the 

other co-leaders as it made them unsure of their position 

as "equal leaders." Once the difference in orientation and 

ways of approaching group interaction were discussed, some 

of the confusion was worked out with the group leaders. 

Problems continued to arise, however, and it is clear that 
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a few minutes' rehash after each session was not suffi

cient. Longer meetings for co-leaders seem to be indi

cated . 

The next session led to one of the members, a 

severely withdrawn, apathetic boy, telling about himself. 

There was more openness, but it seemed to focus on Archie 

and a desire to "help" him. The next session more members 

began to open up, and it looked as if the group was 

beginning to coalesce. But this was the eighth meeting, 

followed by Christmas break, and there was only one more 

meeting after the holidays. 

Having looked at the course of group interaction, 

we will look at the results of the group interaction from 

the group member's point of view. Each student who could 

be contacted was interviewed for approximately a half an 

hour. The author conducted these interviews. Most 

students were prompt, but a couple missed as many as three 

scheduled interviews, and no further attempts were made to 

interview these people. Five people in Group I were 

interviewed; 7 in Group II, and 5 in Group III. The 

interviews were structured; all group members were asked to 

respond to the same six questions. The best way to get a 

flavor of their observations is to go through the interview 

questions. 

The first question was, "How do you feel about what 

went on in the group this semester?" Group I generally was 
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not very happy with the group experience. David said, "I 

liked the general idea. The way it turned out wasn't 

impressive. We needed a much longer time. People didn't 

let loose too much. The people who really needed to talk 

didn't take the chance." Christy felt the group was too 

problem-solving oriented. She also felt nervous, defensive, 

and like she was saying too much. Nancy said, "I didn't 

feel in it. It wasn't really a big success. I still feel 

it was quite an experience. I'll never be sorry for it. 

It wasn't a waste of time." Mary said, "We didn't talk 

freely. We didn't get to do much or learn that much about 

each other. Sam felt it had started out as a discussion 

group and that feelings were not much involved until the 

end. 

How did Group II members answer this question? 

They had more positive feelings. They mentioned things 

like learning to open up, learning others* approaches to 

problems, etc. For example, Sally said, "I know I didn't 
» 

talk that much, but I'm really opening up with people I'm 

not real close to." Others mentioned the differences in 

feelings from the beginning and at the end. Charlene, for 

example, said, "I thought it was pretty good—reticent too 

long and not as intense as I would have liked. It was good 

because we got to know each other pretty well--not super

ficial like most college students." 
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Group Ill's reactions were similar to Group I's. 

Fear of opening up, and boredom because of this lack. 

There was more difference of opinion, however. For 

instance, Elaine said, "A lot of the people couldn't talk 

freely . . . ." Jerry said, "I enjoyed the group. Light 

at first--opened up some but not as much as I thought it 

would. We were getting more feelings at the end. I really 

enjoyed it—one of the best things that happened this 

semester." Eileen said, "At first, nothing got done. 

After awhile, things got a little freer. The time you 

left, the kids came out some and this carried over. The 

kids didn't really want to say how they felt—didn't know 

how the others would react." 

The second question was, "How do you feel about the 

group members?" How did the members of Group I feel about 

each other? This question elicited some general comment 

like, "Very nice people" or "I liked them," and then more 

specifics were gone into. Oddly enough, for people who 

felt they had not really become involved as a group, all 

but one were able to make detailed feeling statements about 

the other members. Kristy was the exception. She responded 

with, "I don't even remember all their names." The third 

question was, "How did the group members feel about you?" 

The members of this group were not sure of the answer to 

this question. Statements like the following indicate 

this. "I guess they thought I was all right; Pretty sure 
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they did" (Sam). Mary said, "I didn't talk very much. 

Kristy and Nancy seemed to like me. They all liked me I 

guess, I'm not sure." Kristy said, "I was just there. I 

wasn't even there enough. Maybe they resented me at times. 

I wasn't really involved." Nancy felt, "They probably 

thought I was quiet and didn't have much to say. Maybe 

they felt uneasy around me." David said, "I don't know. 

They seemed surprised I talked so much about myself. I 

tried to put people on the spot to get them to talk; they 

reacted o.k.--no bad feelings." The members of this group 

seemed less able to make judgments about how others had 

reacted to them than they were able, to make judgments about 

others. 

How did Group II respond to these two questions? 

Group II tended to make less definite statements about each 

other than did Group I (Group I--for example, "He felt 

^ inferior and thus tried to act superior," or, "I felt Sam 

really had problems," or, "He wasn't scared; he was inde

pendent," etc.). Group II showed greater uncertainty which 

seemed to reflect increased knowledge of the other members. 

There was a tendency to categorize people in the beginning. 

Group II, however, moved further away from this than Group 

I. For example, Joyce said, 

I thought I had Charlene all figured out, but now 
I don't.- I thought she was real secure and 
stable, but I changed my mind. Lee, I don't know 
about. I thought he was very deep at first, but 
not now. Ellen seems deep, but differently from 
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me. She is set in what she believes and can cope 
with problems. Things don't seem to upset her. 
Joe, at first, seemed to give views gotten from 
his family; he changed some. At first, he seemed 
like a conformist, but is a little more liberal 
n o w  . . . .  

Ellen said, "Each one (elaborated on this) had a different 

thing to offer, but everybody had something to offer." Joe 

said, "Charlene, in the beginning, seemed too happy and 

things too right. Later on, deep sadness was brought out. 

She became more aware of her problems." Joe had very 

definite feelings about each group member—not so much as 

to what they were like (as did the members of Group I), but 

as to whether or not he liked them. Sally, the quiet 

member of this group, tended to be more like Group I 

members in her judgments. She categorized—she"s nutty, 

he's skeptical, etc. 

How did Group II members feel others thought about 

them? The members had some idea of how the others viewed 

them, but were not always clear as to whether or not these 

were positive or negative views. For example, Joe said, 

The group felt that I was cutting to begin with. 
Nobody identified with me. '.'Hey felt I was too 
pronounced and demanding. T-. y didn't share any
thing in common with me. Chi night later on, the 
group identified with me when I talked, and I 
felt more comfortable. The personality conflict 
with Charlene was resolved. They didn't really 
dislike me at the end. 

Or Lee's, "They probably accepted me in some ways and 

rejected me in others. I guess they generally liked me." 
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Charlene said, "Most of them liked me. At first, they 

probably thought I was pushy; I quieted down at the end. 

I wanted to get action. I made Joe mad one night to get 

him a part of the group. He has gone out of his way to 

talk to me since." Again, there were more changes in per

ceptions of feelings of others toward self as well as 

towards others in this group than with Group I. 

What about Group III? These students all liked 

each other and felt they were liked (except Archie who felt 

he was just tolerated). This group was quite definite in 

their feelings, did not tend to categorize as much as Group 

I, and expressed feelings of closeness to certain members. 

What accounts for these differences? In prior discussion, 

a number of similarities between Group I and Group III have 

been noted. Why the differences here? A possible hypoth

esis is connected with the orientation of the group. The 

groups were not highly structured. Group I built up the 

structure as a problem solving group. They were intense 

and tried to bring out "problems" of a deep, intense 

nature, and were disappointed when they did not get this 

response. Group II structured itself similarly, but the 

members did much more responding in this vein. It would 

seem that their confusion as to how they viewed others and 

how they were viewed by others is a response to this. When 

they did get into deeper feelings, initial or first impres

sions started to change. Group III had, from the beginning, 
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a more social orientation. Problems arose and were dealt 

with, but the problems were raor.e likely to be of a nature 

that was common to all or most of the members — dating, 

roommates, etc., rather than the more unique personal 

problems that Group I tried for and Group II worked with. 

In both Groups I and II there was a strong personality, 

David and Charlene, who pushed for focus on personal 

probiems. 

Question four was, "What did you personally get out 

of the group? Has it made any difference in any aspect of 

your life in college?" Let us look first at Group I's 

answers. Mary said, "It made me think more about what I 

was doing. Why I did stuff." Sam said, "I met a few new 

people. Also, I got to listen to a few trivial problems. 

It was no psychological help. I don't usually get any help 

I saw a psychiatrist for awhile; he said nothing was wrong. 

My whole family has been in group therapy. It didn't 

affect me that much." David said, "I felt I tried to find 

out about others as best I could. I felt frustrated 

because I couldn't most of the time. I'm basically the 

same way as when I came in. I guess I was looking for 

something to help me out with my problems—never really got 

it." Nancy said, "Nothing." Kristy, "I wasn't that 

involved. I felt nervous after each session, frustrated. 

I didn't really think out why I went into it. I'm not even 

sure what I wanted to get out of it." Generally, Group I 
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found the experience frustrating. A number of the members 

did not know what they wanted to get out of the sessions 

and went rather haphazardly along with those who did have 

specific goals and neither group accomplished much. 

What about Group II? Charlene said the group had: 

(l) allowed her to make new friends; (2) made her a lot 

more considerate of others; (3) made her more aware of 

different people's problems and less involved in her 01m; 

and (4) it was ". . . really a help when I was depressed to 

be able to go talk about this. I couldn't do this with my 

roommates." Donna also mentioned making friends. She 

said, "I think I have been able to bring out some of my own 

feelings better, in getting closer to some people. I 

think, in a way, I'm more interested in people. This 

group gave me the impression that people are deeper than 

what I had thought." George said, "I think it changed me. 

It's nothing I can put my finger on. It was kind of nice 

to have a place where I could come and talk things over." 

Ellen said, "I never before had that intimate of a contact 

with people I didn't really know. It was quite beneficial. 

The first week of school, I was really unhappy. Then I 

thought about what had been brought up in group, and I felt 

much better. It kind of helped me to grow up." Lee said, 

"It really helped me out; people had the same type of 

problems I had. The people in the group are the only-

people I know well. I am more honest now." Sally stated, 



"It didn't really change me. I didn't have all their 

problems, but it made me feel good about how I was doing." 

Joe felt he had not developed any close friendships, but 

". . . enjoyed coming to talk and watching people resolve 

things and see what was happening to them. I thought about 

the group a lot during the week. Later, the defensiveness 

dropped, and I didn't worry about it as much." 

In summary, Group II members saw the benefits as: 

(l) a place of contact with other human £>eings; (2) a 

standard of comparison—being better able to evaluate their 

own successes, failures, etc., by seeing how others were 

doing; and (3) a place to just talk, whether or not solu

tions were worked out. 

What were the benefits for Group III members? Mike 

felt the most beneficial aspect was getting to know some 

people well. Eileen stated, "Right now, I can't think of 

anything specific. Lots of times I'd feel so good, and I'd. 

just like to stay and talk more. It made me feel so good 

when they talked." Jerry said, "I think I understand 

people a little better. For example, Archie. I thought he 

was really weird at first. Later, I saw his problems and 
\ . 

liked him better." Elaine felt the benefit was in 

. . getting to know different kinds of people." Archie 

said he enjoyed the opportunity to talk about himself, but 

"I feel it is a sin to brag or showoff at all so I feel 

guilty when I do and guilty if I enjoy it." Archie had 
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hoped to acquire "greater wisdom" by attending such 

meetings and was somewhat disappointed by the results. 

Group III benefits seemed to be in the direction of 

getting to know people better—not too much mention of self 

is made. This would fit in with the earlier observations 

made about this group's social orientation. 

Question five dealt with how the groups could have 

been improved. The group members had a number of sugges

tions—a more intimate meeting place, more structure of 

interaction, the leaders becoming part of the group, 

smaller groups, forced attendance, longer sessions, a 

marathon at the beginning, a marathon at the end, tracing 

people's goals week by week, different age groups, more 

definite goals, meetings between individuals as well as 

group interaction, more self participation, more people, 

more direction-from leaders to keep people on the subject, 

more intense interaction, more confrontation, day meetings, 

having the leaders attend only sporadically, etc. 

The last interview question was, "Would you be 

interested in being in a group next semester?" Three of 

the five from Group I wanted to. All seven interviewed 

members of Group II wanted to continue. All five inter

viewed members of Group III wanted to continue. These 

figures are somewhat surprising, particularly in Group III 

where most of the members felt very little personal gain. 

The question was not an academic one; the choice was real 
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as more groups were run the second semester. It would seem 

that while the group interaction results did not always ° 

live up to expectations, there was enough gain to keep many 

coming back. 

Possible Alternate Approaches 

In light of the above information, the author would 

like to specify some ways in which the programs could have 

been improved, beginning with the matter of attendance— 

people not attending sessions at all, people attending only 

a few sessions, people attending sporadically, people not 

being present to fill out data sheets, people not attending 

scheduled test sessions, people failing to appear for 

scheduled interviews, etc. These were problems presented 

by the lack of any method to enforce attendance regula

tions, and alternate approaches have already been discussed 

(see Discussion, pp. 52-57)* How practical some of these 

alternate approaches are, is not clear. Some, certainly, 

could be implemented without undue increase in financial 

cost or student time involvement. These would include 

using registration facilities to disseminate information 

about the groups. Another possible alternate would be to 

pre-interview volunteers. This would, of course, conflict 

with the needs of research people wanting a completely 

representative sample. However, the loss of representa

tiveness would probably be less disruptive to research than 
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would large scale absenteeism. In pre-group interviews, 

some of the theory of student developmental groups could be 

gone over, and the importance of attendance could be 

stressed. A pre-group interview might be a better place 

for such a discussion rather than one or two group ses

sions. For one thing, more individual questions could be 

asked, and secondly, it would eliminate the necessity of 

starting out the group in an intellectual framework which 

could become habitual. In addition, the leader would have 

the opportunity to judge for himself if the student was 

motivated to work on personal growth, or if his interest 

was limited to a slight curiosity. 

This is not to underestimate the importance of a 

few sessions centered around adjusting to academically 

oriented problems--like how to study for an exam, what are 

the rules in connection with some issue, where can one go 

for help, etc. Such things as choice of major, vocational 

indecision, whether or not to stay in school, etc., fall 
0 

into a different category. In all three groups, such 

discussions occurred and were significant in that students 

realized they were not alone with such problems. This 

realization was the real value of group interaction for a 

couple of members. It would seem important that inter

action not be limited to these areas, however. Otherwise, 

it is possible that there would be an overload in the 

groups of freshmen who are currently feeling these problems 
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acutely, but who will not feel motivated to work further 

once the tension surrounding these immediate problems has 

been alleviated. This would be disruptive of group inter

action. However, it could be assumed that a portion of a 

group would be centered around this aspect of development 

and would drop out once it had been dealt with. Expecting 

some dropout, one would start with larger groups. 

There is also the problem of group size. Expecting 

some dropout due to lack of interest, or to new interests, 

to group dissatisfaction, to fear of group interaction, to 

scheduling difficulties, to time conflicts, and to other 

unknown miscellaneous reasons, the author feels that a 

starting group of approximately 16 students would be a good 

size. Allowing for three who never show up or come only 

once, this would leave 13 students. For the reasons listed 

above, there will likely be four to six dropouts or chronic 

absentees. This leaves a working group of seven to nine 

people. With sporadic absences, there would be six to 

eight group members. . This is a workable size group. It is 

not too large to be unwieldy, nor is it so small that the 

absence of one member throws off the whole group inter

action. Also, when starting new groups, a good rule would 

be to eliminate anyone who does not attend the first ses

sion because of the disruption caused by latecomers. Once 

a group has been established, the addition of new members 

(as happened in February to Group II) does not seem as 
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disruptive as when one is dealing with a new group whose 

members do not have much experience in group interaction. 

It would seem to be a good idea to close such a group for a 

period of several months before allowing new members to 

participate. 

Some of the other suggestions would involve more 

money--e.g., paying students to take tests. Other sugges

tions such as giving one unit of credit for group partici

pation would undoubtedly involve much initial expense in 

administrative procedures. Once established, using 

students as leaders, the cost would not be great. However, 

before such a program could be attempted, the effectiveness 

of such groups would have to be well established. 

What then was the effectiveness of the groups? And 

could effectiveness be increased by changes within the 

framework of this project? The quantitative data suggest 

that any changes that did take place were in the direction 

of more openness and sensitivity to experience. There is 

also an indication that the students viewed themselves as 

more self-reliant. Student and author observations of 

benefit tend to support these data. However, as has previ

ously been emphasized, it is not clear that these are 

necessarily positive changes. One thing that seems clear 

is that only a few students reached the stage where changes 

in openness and self-reliance became apparent in their 

actions in significant areas of their lives. It may'be 
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that this action aspect is an essential one. If this is 

the case, more sessions would be required. There is also 

the possibility that the changes which occurred are suffi

cient to allow the student to make further progress on his 

own. Only further research with follow-up will tell. 

If further research indicated that more time was 

needed, could this be worked into the framework of the 

present project without completely violating its essence-

use of non-professionals and minimal student time involve

ment? Students have too many activities—both academic and 

social—to allow for much time to be spent in encounter 

groups, nor do student leaders have that much extra time. 

There are other reasons for minimal time involvement. In 

the climate of student dissent in the United States, 

opposition to student involvement in other than academic 

activities increases even as universities are being forced 

to allow more and more time to be spent in political and 

social action. It would seem that a program that only 
9 

minimally involved student time would have a better chance 

of being accepted by university administrations. A program 

which involves several years would not be accepted or 

feasible--the supply of student leaders would be exhausted, 

and the program would become so large as to be unwieldy and 

very likely ineffective. 

It is the author's feeling, however, that for 

maximum effectiveness, some more time must be involved. 
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This may not be extensive however. For instance, better 

ways of utilizing time would help some. This has been dis

cussed in regards to ways of enforcing attendance, more 

efficient ways to handle testing, etc. Another change that 

would be helpful and yet not take too much more time would 

be to lengthen the weekly session. Sessions of 1-1/2 to 

2 hours are desirable to get action going. This is 

especially true of early sessions which have extensive 

periods of testing out others' reactions, defensiveness, 

etc., so that there is little movement for the first half 

hour or 45 minutes which leaves little time to work with 

what is brought out. The students complained constantly 

about the lack of time. On a large scale, scheduling two 

hour sessions might present massive problems in getting 

groups together due to conflicts with class schedules. 

Another feasible alternative would be to have two weekly 

one hour sessions. True, the break in action would still 

be there, but the feelings would still be prominent and 

more likely to be picked up again than if a whole week 

separated sessions. In addition, it would be possible to 

set up a maximum time limit of six months or twelve 

sessions. This would still meet the minimal time require

ment. If a group had completed the minimal number of 

sessions in three months, they could have the choice of 

continuing for three more months. If for any reasons, 

twelve sessions had not been held.within the.six month 
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period (this would be unlikely), the group could continue 

until it had met for the twelve .sessions. 

Other than time, in what ways could the groups have 

been changed to increase effectiveness? One way would be 

to change the makeup of the group so that it was more 

heterogeneous. The effects of having all the group members 

of the same class—the defensiveness of the freshman, his 

naivete, his lack of alternate coping behaviors, etc., have 

already been discussed. Sanford's description of the 

freshman (see the Introduction) as rigid and authoritarian 

was typical of many of the group members. These people are 

not at a place in their personal development to be able to 

tolerate the openness inherent in encounter procedures 

unless they feel very secure. Models may increase security 

in a group. For example, if a person can be open with 

feelings and not be ridiculed or in some way punished for 

this, freshmen may respond more easily. It would seem 

best, however, not to overload groups with freshmen. If 

they are in the majority, it is possible that their 

defensiveness will create an atmosphere in which no one is 

willing to talk. Having members from different classes who 

have varying degrees of experience, maturity, types of 

problems, etc., may facilitate group interaction. 

Another small change would be in meeting place. 

Groups I and III met in classrooms. Group II met in a 

carpeted group room in the Psychology Department, often as 
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not, sitting on the floor. The room lent itself to more 

relaxation. Groups I and III frequently complained that 

the classroom atmosphere inhibited relaxation. A more 

intimate meeting place would seem desirable. 

Other changes would concern the leaders. A major 

focus of this study was to test the efficacy of using 

relatively inexperienced graduate atudents as change 

agents. What part did the lack of experience play? To 

begin with, there was confusion as to how to proceed 

compounded by the presence of co-leaders. In these groups, 

clear communication was too often talc en for granted and 

resulted in misunderstandings among the leaders. Scheduled 

rehash times in which what actually happened, what was 

done, what could have been done differently, what will be 

done the next sessions, are discussed would seem to be 

ess ential. 

The leadership structure also needed clarifying. 

The author intended for the co-leaders to be "equal" 
a 

leaders. However, in one case, this was not understood 

and led to some anger and discomfort on the part of one 

co-leader. The rehash sessions should focus on the 

leaders' feelings as well as on group members' problems, 

techniques, etc. 

In addition, it might be valuable for group leaders 

to have a group experience before leading a group. The 

author feels it would have been personally valuable to have 
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participated in a group from the member's point of view 

before attempting to lead such groups. Such participation 

would give one a better "feel" for the position of the new 

members, what kind of things get action started, what stops 

it, etc. It would seem possible to set up a system whereby 

graduate students participate in a group for a semester 

before leading groups. This would not be a training group 

in the sense that theory or techniques would be taught, but 

rather a chance to experience what it is like to be a 

member of an encounter group. This need not involve 

financial expense as these groups could be led by more 

advanced graduate students. Students have some qualms about 

joining an encounter group made up of peers with whom they 

will associate for a number of years. However, such peer 

led groups have been conducted (at the Palo Alto Veterans 

Hospital for example) and been successful. Another possi

bility is to have group encounters as part of the first 

year practicum. 

Having looked at the problems arising from the use 

of non-professionals, the positive aspects can be examined. 

To begin with, the role of the leaders was unstructured. 

Depending on the individual, this either inhibited their 

action or freed them to do what they liked. Most of the 

leaders did not have enough experience to be dedicated to 

some theoretical point of view which dictated their inter

action. This left them free to try new ideas, which some 
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did, facilitating group interaction. This spontaneity was 

a big plus, and it is hypothesized that this would have 

been even more apparent and effective had the "equality" 

factor mentioned above been clarified earlier in the 

semester. 

Nor were the co-leaders• interactions limited to 

use of their knowledge of psychology. Several used their 

own experiences and feelings in the group. Such behaviors 

usually brought a warm response from the group. Some 

professionals would be unable to offer this to a group 

because of their entrenchment in the "professional" role. 

It can be seen that non-professionals may have some

thing to offer that professionals cannot. The reverse may 

also be true—professionals have the experience, some 

larned skills, etc. However, many of these skills were 

developed for use with severely disturbed clients rather 

than normals. It is possible these skills may not be as 

effective for working with normals as the spontaneity and 

freshness of the non-professionals. 



SUMMARY 

A program of student development groups for fresh

men was set up at The University of Arizona. The emphasis 

of this study was on the feasibility of establishing such 

groups using available expertise with minimal student time 

involvement. The major portion of this paper outlines the 

procedures followed, the difficulties encountered, and 

suggestions for alternate, possibly more effective 

approaches. 

The main difficulties were not in obtaining 

administrative approval, but in dealing with the problems 

arising from the size of The University of Arizona, its 

regulations, the dissemination of power, the compart-

mentalization, etc. For example, to obtain volunteers, it 

was first necessary to get administrative approval. 

Second, permission had to be obtained from the offices of 

the Deans of Men and Women (involving several subdivisions 

of power), and finally, it was necessary to get permission 

from the dormitory head residents. All these offices and 

the people involved were cooperative, but they were often 

ignorant as to what their subordinate's policies, proce

dural methods, etc., were. Thus, it was necessary to deal 

with each in turn. 

101 
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After the volunteers were selected a myriad of 

problems arose and were dealt with. Much was learned in 

this phase of the project. For example, it was found that 

pre-university arrival contact would be more efficient than 

trying to contact freshmen during orientation week, that 

dormitory speeches were inefficient ways to contact 

volunteers, that telephone contact was virtually impossible, 

that groups should be larger to prevent total disruption of 

interaction due to absenteeism and dropouts, that sessions 

should be longer than one hour a week if group involvement 

is to be reached, that meeting places should be intimate 

and as little connected with the academic atmosphere as 

possible, and that groups made up solely of freshmen are 

too homogeneous for there is no one to model different 

approaches. 

The actual results of group participation are 

varied, and depend to some extent on how the group 

structured itself, the personalities of the group members, 

the amount of openness obtained, etc. Some members felt 

the group experience had been very beneficial to them. 

Others felt very disappointed in the group, believing that 

nothing had been accomplished. 

Test data indicate that students became more self-

sufficient as a result of group participation. The con

trols also rated themselves as stronger than the experi

mental group, more emotionally stable, and less homesick. 
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These differences are hypothesized to be due to: (l) the 

experimental group's focus on problems and negative feel

ings and/or (2) the greater willingness of the experimental 

group to express such feelings openly. 

There were no significant differences between the 

experimental and control group members as regards the 

number of dropouts, satisfaction with academics, satisfac

tion with social life (although the experimental group did 

see the University as being less impersonal than did the 

control group), number of disciplinary actions called for, 

or th? number of extracurricular activities involved in. 

The qualitative data lend some support to the idea 

that students can be helped with emotional development by 

non-professionals, in a very short time. Further investi

gation with program changes would be necessary before 

extent of effectiveness could be determined. 
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N am e (or code) 

Dat e 

Below you will find the phrase "The Way I See Myself" 
followed by scales with 7 steps on each scale. The meaning 
of each scale is given by the words at the ends of the 
scale. Note that the end words are opposites of one 
another. 

What you do is to look at the words at the end of each 
scale and decide where on the 7 points of the scale you 
feel that the phrase "The Way I See Myself" should be 
checked. The meaning of each point on the scales is indi
cated by the words extremely, quite, slightly, and neither 
or both. 

In checking the scales be sure to: (l) place only one 
check on each scale; (2) omit no scales, even if it is just 
your best guess. 

THE WAY I SEE MYSELF 

Neither/ 
Extremely Quite Slightly both Slightly Quite Extremely 

Honest 

Slow 

Strong 

Sad 

Hot 

Shallow 

Pleasant• 

Passive 

Tough 

Useless 

Dishonest 

Fast 

Weak 

Happy 

Cold 

Dcop 

Unpleasant 

Active 

Fragile 

Useful 

Group No. 

(Leave blank) Code No* 
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RELATIONSHIP INVENTORY—GROUP FORM 
(As Developed by Western Behavioral Sciences Institute) 

NAME (or code) Date 

Group 

Below are listed a variety of ways that people may feel or 
behave in relation to other people. 

Please consider each statement carefully with reference to 
your present relationship with your group. 

Mark each statement in the left margin, according to how 
strongly you feel that it is true, or not true, in this 
relationship. Please mark every one. Write in a plus (+) 
or minus (-) to stand for the following answers: 

+++Yes, I strongly feel that 
it is true 

++Yes, I feel it is true. 

+Yes, I feel that it is 
probably true, or more 
true than untrue. 

-No, I feel that it is 
probably untrue, or more 
untrue than true. 

--No, I feel it is not true. 

No, I strongly feel that 
it is not true. 

1. They respect me. 

2. They try to understand just how I see things. 

3. Their interest in me depends on what I am talking 
to them about. 

k. They tell me things that they don't mean. 

5- They disapprove of me. 

6. They understand my words but do not realize how I 
feel. 

7. Sometimes they respond to me in a more positive • 
and friendly way than they do at other times. 

8. What they say to me never conflicts with what they 
think or feel. 

9. They are curious about "the way I tick," but not 
really interested in me as a person. 
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+ + +Yes , I strongly feel that 
it is true 

++Yes, I feel it is true. 

+Yes, I feel that it is 
probably true, or more 
true than untrue. 

-No, I feel that it is 
probably untrue, or more 
untrue than true. 

--No, I feel it is not true. 

No, I strongly feel that 
it is not true. 

10. They are interested in knowing that my experiences 
mean to me. 

11. Their feeling towards me does not depend on how I 
am feeling toward them. 

12. They are disturbed whenever I talk about or ask 
about certain things. 

13- They like seeing me. 

l4. They nearly always know exactly what I mean. 

15• Their attitude towards me depends partly on how I 
am feeling about myself. 

_l6. I feel that they have unspoken feelings that are 
causing difficulty in our relationship. 

17. They are indifferent to me. 

18. At times they jump to the conclusion that I feel 
more strongly or more concerned about something 
than I actually do. 

19• They respond to me consistently; always warm or 
always cold. 

20. They behave just the way that they are, in our 
relationship. 

_21. They appreciate me. 

22. Sometimes they think that I feel a certain way,, 
because they feel that way. 

23. They like me in some ways, dislike me in others. 

2k. At times they are not aware of something that I 
can sense in their response to me. 
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+++Yes, I strongly feel that 
it is true. 

++Yes, I feel it is true. 

+Yes, I feel that it is 
probably true, or more 
true than untrue. 

-No, I feel that it is 
probably untrue, or more 
untrue than true. 

--No, I feel it is not true. 

No, I strongly feel that 
it is not true. 

25. They are friendly and warm toward me. 

26. They understand me. 

27. If I am annoyed with them, they become annoyed 
with me. 

28. They pretend that they like me or understand me 
more than they really do. 

29• They care about me. 

30. Their own attitudes towards some of the things I 
do, or say, stop them from really understanding 
me. 

31• Whether I am expressing "bad" or "good" feelings 
seems to make no difference in the way they feel 
towards me. 

32. They do not avoid anything that is important to 
our relationship. 

33• They feel that I am dull and uninteresting. 

jk. They ignore some of my feelings. 

35« Sometimes they are warmly responsive to me, at 
other times cold or disapproving. 

36. I feel that I can trust them to be honest with 
me. 

37• They are interested in me. 

38. They appreciate exactly what my experiences feel 
like to me. 
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+++Yes, I strongly feel that 
it is true. 

++Yes, I feel it is true. 

+Yes, I feel that it is 
probably true, or more 
true than untrue. 

-No, I feel that it is 
probably untrue, or more 
untrue than true. 

--No, I feel it is not true 

No, I strongly feel that 
it is not, true. 

39• Depending on their moods, they sometimes respond 
to me with quite a lot more warmth and interest 
than they do at other times. 

40. They are secure and comfortable in our relation
ship . 

41. They just tolerate me. 

42. They tell me what my actions and feelings mean. 

43* Their liking or disliking me is not affected by 
anything that I tell them about myself. 

44. They are acting a part with me. 

45* They do not really care what happens to me. 

46. They do not realize how strongly I feel about some 
of the things we discussed. 

47. Their general feelings toward me vary considerably 

48. There are times when I feel that their outward 
response to me is quite different from the way 
they feel underneath. 

49. I feel that they really value me. 

50. They respond to me mechanically. 

51. Whether I like or dislike myself makes no differ
ence to the way they feel about me. 

52. I don't think that they are being honest with 
themselves about the way they feel towards me. 

53• They dislike me. 

54. They apply their own point of view to me. 
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+++Yes, I strongly feel that 
it is true. 

++Yes, I feel it is true. 

+Yes, I feel that it is 
probably true, or more 
true than untrue. 

-No, I feel that it is 
probably untrue, or more 
untrue than true. 

--No, I feel it is not true 

No, I strongly feel that 
it is not true. 

55 • Sometimes they respond quite positively to me, and 
at other times they seem indifferent. 

56. I feel that they are being genuine with me. 

57• They are impatient with me. 

58. They generally sense or realize? how I am feeling. 

59- They like me better when I behave in some ways 
than they do when I behave in other ways. 

60. Sometimes I can see that they are not comfortable 
with me, but we go on, outwardly ignoring it. 

61. They feel deep affection for me. 

62. They usually understand all of what I say to them. 

63. Whether I feel fine or feel awful makes no differ
ence to the warmth or coldness of their response 
to me. 

6k. They do not try to mislead me about their own 
thoughts or feelings. 

o 
65- They regard me as a disagreeable person. 

66. They can be deeply and fully aware of my most 
painful feelings without being distressed or 
burdened by them themselves. 

67. I can be very critical of them or very apprecia
tive of them without it changing their feelings, 
toward me. 

68. What they say gives a false impression of their 
total reaction to me. 

69. At times they feel contempt for me. 
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+++Yes, I strongly feel that 
it is true. 

++Yes, I feel it is true. 

+Yes, I feel that it is 
probably true, or more 
true than untrue. 

-No, I feel that it is 
probably untrue, or more 
untrue than true. 

--No, I feel it is not true. 

No, I strongly feel that 
it is not true. 

70. When I do not say what I mean at all clearly they 
still understand me. 

71. Their general feeling towards me (for example, of 
liking, respect, distrust, anger) reflects the way 
I am feeling towards them. 

72. They try to avoid telling me anything that might 
upset me. 
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Name : 

Classification: 

Using the following 7 point scale, rate yourself on the 
following statements. Put your rating in the blank to 
the left of the statement. 

not at a lot 
all 

1. I was homesick at the beginning of the semester. 
2. I am still homesick. 
3. I am worried about this semester's grades. 
k. I have trouble studying. 
5* I like this university. 
6. I have made girlfriends. 
7. I have made boyfriends. 
8. I have been dating. 

' 9* The students at this university are friendly. 
10. My friends back home are more fun to be with than 

my friends here. 
11. I miss my family. 
12. I am satisfied with the academic life here. 
13. I am pleased with my own academic development and 

progress this semester. 
ik. University life has made me more mature. 
13 « I am happy. 
l6. I am happier now than before I began college. 
17« The professors at this university are generally 

good. 
18» My living accommodations are satisfactory. 
19• I'm glad I came to college. 
20. I'm glad I .came to this college. 
21. I feel out of place at this school. 
22. I can't get used to people here. 
23» I am busy; my time is pretty well occupied. 
2k. School bores me. 
25• I feel like I am missing out on "life." 
26. I have trouble meeting people. 
27. This university is too large and impersonal. 
28. People here don't seem to care about anyone but 

themselves. 
29- College is what I expected it to be. 
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Answer- the following questions briefly, using "yes" or "no" 
where applicable. 

1. Have you decided upon a major? If so, what? 
2. Do you intend to go to college second semester? . 

At this university? . 
3. Do you feel you will complete four years of college? 
k. Have you been disciplined by university authorities 

this semester? If you answered yes, please specify 
details on the back. Exclude late minutes. 

5. List extracurricular activities participated in this 
semester on the back. 

6. Name the 3 best and the 3 worst things about the 
university. 

Best Worst 
1 . 1. 
2 .  2 .  
3- 3-



I l k  

MY REACTION TO TODAY «S SESSION 

Dat e Code Name 

WHAT SEEMED TO ME TO BE GOING ON: 

(Continue on reverse side if necessary.) 

HOW I FELT INSIDE DURING THE SESSION: 

(Continue on reverse side if necessary.) 

CIRCLE THE NUMBER THAT BEST EXPRESSES YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT 
GROUP TODAY: 

1 
Deeply 

2 
Neutral 

5 6 7 
Deeply Deeply Moderately Slightly 

Unsatisfying Unsatisfying Unsatisfying 

Slightly Moderately Deeply 
Satisfying Satisfying Satisfying 
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Interview .Questions 

Plan for 1/2 hour. 

1. How do you feel about what went on in the group this 
semester? 

2. How do you feel about the group members? 

3. How did the group members feel about you? 

k. What did you personally get out of the group? 
Has it made any difference in any aspect of your 
life in college? 

5. How could the group have been improved? 

6. Would you be interested in being in a group next 
semester? 
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October 10, 1968 

Dear 

It is our pleasure to tell you that you have been 

selected for our developmental 

gr o up. 

We hope that this group will be a true "learning" 

experience for you. Success in college and in other 

spheres of life depends as much on knowing and under

standing yourself as on having a great deal of factual and 

technical information. 

It is also hoped that, in addition to this being a 

good experience for you, it will pave the way for others to 

have the same experience. Keeping this in mind, it will 

facilitate our research if you will look upon the group as 

a firm commitment and attend regularly. 

Your group will meet weekly in room of the 

Economics Building starting October . 

Should you have any questions about the group, 

please contact Susan Eissele at 

We're looking forward to seeing youl 
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October l6 , 1968 

Dear 

When making up our sensitivity groups, we selected 
students on a random basis. As a result of this, you were 
placed in the control group. That is, we will be com
paring changes occurring in you this semester with the 
changes occurring in the people who are participating in 
the group interaction. To this end, you have already taken 
two personality tests. Toward the end of the semester, we 
will ask you to take these tests again. It is hoped that 
you realize what an important part you play in this 
research. In order to justify the amount of time and money 
put into such projects, it is necessary for us to show 
results. This is just what you are helping us to do! 

If the results show such groups are a worthwhile 
experience for students—and we are confident that they 
will--more groups will be run next semester. For your 
cooperation in the testing phase of the project, we will 
assure you a place in a group next semester if you so 
desire. 

You will be contacted in January regarding the 
second test session and the formation of new groups. 

Your cooperation is greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 

Susan G. Eissele 
Psychological Clinic 
Dept. of Psychology 
University of Arizona 
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October 7, 1968 

Dear 

Just a note to remind you that you have signed up 

for the personality-adjustment testing on at 

in the . 

These tests are for the purpose of measuring change 

in you during your first semester freshman year. It is 

necessary that you take these tests (requiring approximately 

one and a half hours to complete), if you hope to be 

selected for one of the developmental groups. 

If for any reason you cannot make the testing ses

sion listed above, please contact Susan Eissele at 624-

9^04 so that you may be scheduled in for another session. 

The available sessions are as follows: 

Th - 8:40-10:00 in the New Psych Bldg. - Room 107 

F - 8:40-10:00 in Modern Languages - Room 201 

F - 1:00-2:30 in the New Psych Bldg. - Room 112 
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1/10/69 

At the beginning of the semester, you took two 

personality tests as part of a research project on 

developmental groups. We are now asking you to take 

similar tests to help complete this research. 

The tests will not take as long this time — a 

maximum of an hour. The test sessions will be held Jan. 

15 (Wed.) and Jan. 17 (Fri.) at 9:^0 to 11:30 in Home 

Economics room ll4. You may come to either of these 

sessions for an hour. Again, we are hoping that you 

realize how important your cooperation is in the final. 

stage of this research. If for any reason you cannot make 

either of the testing sessions, please contact me, Susan 

Eissele, at Gzk-tykok after 9:00 p.m. 

If you are still interested in participating in a 

developmental group, you can sign up for one at the testing 

session. 

Your cooperation is greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 

Susan G. Eissele 
Psychological Clinic 
Department of Psychology 
University of Arizona 
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January 20, 1969 

Dear 

Our records show that you did not take the repeat 
testing for our research project in group development. 

A good deal of time and effort has gone into the 
project that is aimed at helping freshmen. We would like 
to continue this service in the future. However, we 
cannot do so unless we can demonstrate that developmental 
groups are a worthwhile experience. To do this, we need 
the data from the control group of which you are a part. 
As you can see, we need your help! 

We realize that you are in the midst of semester 
examinations. Therefore, we are sending you two forms to 
complete at leisure. In addition, we are asking you to 
take one personality. Most people finish this test in 
30 minutes or less. This test will be given again 
Thursday, Jan. 23 at 12:30 to 1:30 in the Psychology 
Building, room , and on Friday, Jan. 2,k at 9*30 to 
10:30 in the Psychology Building, room . You may. 
attend any half hour that is convenient for you. When you 
come, please bring the enclosed forms or return them to the 
main psychology office. 

If you cannot make either of these testing ses
sions, one of two things can be arranged: (l) a special 
testing session (call Susan Eissele, 62^-9^0^), or (2) come 
to one of the test sessions, pick up a copy of the test and 
complete it at your leisure. 

Your cooperation is very important and greatly 
appreciated. 

Thank you, 

Susan G. Eissele 
Department of Psychology 
University of Arizona 
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ATTENTION 
FRESHMAN STUDENTS! 

The clinical psychology department and the coun
seling service are sponsoring a program of hour-long 
"encounter" groups to be held weekly for new freshmen. 
Here is a chance for you to really get to know yourself and 
where you are going. The shift to college from high school 
is a big one as you have no doubt been told many, many 
times. We hope to make this shift take place more smoothly 
and with greater meaning. College should be a good experi-
enc e ! 

Since we have only a limited number of group 
leaders, we may not be able to accommodate all of the 
students interested. However, many of you may be used in 
control groups who will have the opportunity to take 
personality and adjustment tests along with the encounter 
groups. The tests will be given twice--at the beginning 
and at the end of the first semester so that change can be 
measured. Each of these sessions will take about 1-1/2 
hours. 

Freshmen interested in being a part of this project 
should sign below. 

1. 
2 .  
3-
k. 
5-
6. 
7. 
8 .  
9-
10. 
11. 
12. 
13-
l4. 
15-

For further information call Susan Eissele at 

(1) University Psychological Clinic - 884-2386 or 

(2) Southern Arizona Memtal Health Center 
Psychology Building - 792-1830 
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