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'The structured group nterview proce-
dure was orignally developed by one of
the authors 1n 19477 and has since been
used 1n a variety of settings In the past
four years this procedure has been
expanded and adapted for use in apphed
human relations training as well as large
group consultation by the Boston Uni-
versity Human Relations Laboratory,
New York, NY One mstance of iis
apphcation was briefly described by
Thomas Cottle? and the considerable
response to that article requesting addi-
tional information has led the authors
to undertake the task of explicating the
nature of the process

The group mterview procedure has
been developed primarily in response to
the ncreasing need for a vehicle appro-
priate for working with large groups (25
to 50 persons) to effect changes within
a social system, an organization or a
community Although recent years have
seen a considerable burgeoning of the
use of small groups as a medium for
consultation and change, there has been
very hitle experimentation with the use
of large groups for similar purposes,
With the current trend toward organiza-
tional change efforts which mvolve con-
tinued re-evaluation of mstitutional
goals and structure,3 the necessity of
involving large numbers of people m the
change process 1s rapidly increasing the
need for large group intervention pro-
cedures Indeed what 1s required 1s a
modified version of an ‘“action re-
search” model, which can create a set-
ting m which large numbers of people
participate in the diagnosis and solution
of the major problems of a socul
system

We have become ncreasingly convinced
that any intervention designed to effect
change n a social system of substantial
size andfor a community, must involve
all or nearly all of the significant mem-
bers of the system in the change pro-
cess, as well as the influential members
of the constituencies within the commu-
nity. The intervention procedure must
provide the opportumity for a jomnt
consideration of shared problems, so
that all may undergo a change of per-

cept and develop a joint concept of the
situation, within the sight and sound of
each other Hawving everyone in on the
beginning, middle and end of the change
process hastens effective cross-commu
nication, engineermng of consent for
change and readying of various levels of
a hierarchical structure to move m the
same direction For this purpose alone,
we have found the structured group
mterview an invaluable and almost irre-
placable mnnovation

DIVERSE APPLICATIONS

We have also found the procedure to be
a versatile structure which can be em-
ployed for a vanety of purposes It may
be used as a traming device with a focus
on the exploration of relevant affective
material (e g, areas such as prejudice
and intergroup conflhict mn a system
undergoing mterracial or youth-age up-
heaval), it may also be used as a context
for a problem census and/or problem-
solving. We have employed this proce-
dure as the mitial step m a team
building effort aimed at the formation
of an on-going workgroup 1t has also
been used as a context for group consul-
tation.

We have become increasingly impressed
with the power of the procedure to
create a sense of community within a
heterogeneous group of people and thus
accelerate therr collective and individual
readimess to participate in a joint effort
mvolving significant changes m therr
own hfe space. 'The procedure has been
employed 1n a variety of settings (gov-
ernmental agencies, rehiglous orgamza-
tions, ete.) but, since our most extensive
experience with it derives from working
with school systems and school-commu-
nity problems, it will perhaps be best if
we focus our description of the process
within this sefting,

It should be noted, however, that the
core of the process is essentially the
same, wmrespective of the setting m
which it 15 employed or the functional
purpose (consultation, training, prob-
lem-solving, etc.). It 1s a process design
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ed to foster a readmness for change by
creating a chmate m which effective
créss-commumcation stimulates con-
crete changes 1n individual and orgam-
zational behavior.

SCHOOL SYSTEM MODEL

The model we have employed in work-
g with school systems involves meet-
mg first with admiistrators, then with
teachers and subsequently involving par-
ents, pohce, community leaders and
students m a series of sessions whose
sequence 1s designed to facilitate a
reorganization of the school system’s
approach to handling both internal and
school-community problems, especially
problems underlain by ntergroup con-
flicts which have the potential to erupt
m the form of emotionally charged
issues and lead to disruptive or destruc-
tive consequences

The sequence begins with the top ad-
ministration, usually with a two-day
sesston commencmg with a structured
group interview The purpose of this
session 1S to engmeer administrative
sanction for change and for mmvolvement
of teachers in collaboration with admin-
istrators to determine what changes are
necessary in each individual school Sub-
sequently a “cadre” of teachers who are
to become “human relations coordinat-
ors” for ther respective schools 1s given
four or five days of traming mm which
they are helped to evolve some under-
standing of the dynamics of school-com-
munity issues, to evolve a general con-
cept of therr role and to make specific
plans for first steps in their schools In
this manner, cross-communication
among schools 1s mamtammed while al-
lowing for indimidual differences in the
programs developed for different
schools n which the problems may
vary Participants are also helped to sort
out short-term, long-term and insoluble
problems and to develop tentative plans
for first steps toward problem solution

INTERNAL IMPETUS

It 15 important that action consequences
grow directly from problem assess-

ments, so that the impetus of the
program comes from people within the
system Thus a program can be devel-
oped whose substance i1s not imposed
from outside and whose consequences
are immediately real and palpable, rath-
er than purely verbal Subsequently,
sessions may begin to incorporate signi-
cant members of the community (par-
ents, police, community leaders) and
begin to help cadre and principals estab-
hsh hnes of commumecation to those
outside of the school who have a signifi-
cant impact on school hfe

In each “traning” session, the major
mgredient is an mitial structured group
mterview which asks each person to
explore the attitudes and feelings to-
ward other racial, rehgious and ethnic
groups ansing from his background and
to pool the resources of the group to
attain a perspective on the ntergroup
1ssues which are impinging on the school
system. Although this frequently leads
to ndwidual reconsideration of atti-
fudes, 1t 1s a secondary consequence of
the process, the primary thrust being to
stimulate consideration of how to deal
effectively with the concrete problems
of intergroup confhcts (eg physical
violence, discipline, fear and hostility,
real or imagined exclusion or preferent-
1al treatment, student protest, irate par-
ents, etc.) It should be emphasized that
there 1s no therapeutic or para-thera-
peutic effort m this process in that
mdividual attitudes and feelings are not
pursued as such, but rather are general-
1zed to help clanfy the kinds of dynam-
1cs that underhe conflicts mn the
schools (e.g. black-white, Protestant-
Catholic, black-Jewish, etc )

GROUP FACTORS

Most sessions have nvolved approxi-
mately 30 participants A particular
effort 1s made to involve persons crucial
to the change process. Working with
groups of this size allows sufficient
heterogeneity for most major sub-
groups within the system to be repre-
sented. Thus significant intergroup and
mterface 1ssues can be explored, ac-

cording to the group composition. One
can work with differences within a
faculty with a group of teachers, with
police-school issues with a group of
police, admimstrators and teachers or
with school-commumty issues with a
group of teachers and parents Working
with participants from throughout the
social system 1n a large group creates a
sense of community and an awareness
of the group as a microcosm of the
larger society One may break the group
into subgroups at any given time but the
large reference group remains most sig-
nificant in the expenence rather than the
small group, as is usual in many traimng
situations It 1s the positive feeling
about sharing an experience as a total
group which opens the way to signifi-
cant internalized learnings With a large
hetereogeneous group most major sub-
group pomts of view are represented
and the wealth of dynamics supphed by
the resources within the group provides
the raw matenal for exploring a large
range of issues (e g. racial, ethme, teach-
er-student, school-community, faculty-
admimstration, etc )

METHOD

The structured group interview proce-
dure usually consists of interviewing each
participant In a group In succession
Participants are seated around a hollow
square of tables with cardboard “table
tents” in front of them, on which each
person’s name is printed The hollow
square maximizes people’s ability to see
one another This physical structuring
seems to be conducive to the formation
of a “group” feeling and a work orien-
tation Usually we have found the proc-
ess most successful with one interview-
er, or with one person taking the most
active role during the interview. The
content of the successive mdividual n-
terviews varies according to the roles of
the interviewer and participants, the
goals of the session and the place of the
session 1n an overall design

If, for mstance, the mterviewer 1s func-

tioning as a consultant to an on-going
group which will work together m the
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future, he may use the group mterview
for problem census and diagnoisis. He
can ask each participant his view of the
problem and help the group to sort out
discrepant views to arrive at short and
long-term goals for concrete steps to-
ward problem solution The nterview-
er’s question might be “What would you
like to see changed, f it were up to
you?” The group mterview would then
be an mitial step 1n the group attempt-
g to organmize or reorgamze itself to
solve specific problems. The interviewer
wouwld help each participant to recon-
sider his attitudes and his job function-
mg, to consider whether they are ap-
propniate to his job goals and to enter-
tain alternative approaches to handhng
problem situations

Timing of the mmdividual mterviews var
les, depending upon the mndividual’s

Wherever an unzipped letter
goes, trouble follows Extra
steps i the sorting opera-
tions. Extra stops along the
way Don'thold up mail serv-
ice Use ZIP

R
Advertising contributed
for the public good
e

response and the avenues it opens for
exploration of sigmificant issues. Also
entical 1s the degree of trust which
needs to be developed, often more time
15 spent in drawing out a resistant
participant and negotiating common un-
derstanding necessary for minimal rap-
port, even if it 1s only agreeing to
disagree in a mutually respectful way.

In a human relations training session
where the mterviewer is functioning as a
tramer, imtial questions might focus on
aspects of the person, relevant to the
training goal, e.g. “What would you like
to get out of this session?” In the
Boston Umiversity Summer Laboratory
m Community Relations and Commun-
ity Development, we have used the
structured group interview to begin the
“clanfication group,” which 1s the basic
affective group of the laboratory, focus-
ing on participants’ feelings about therr
own group identifications, attitudes to-
wards other groups and perceptions of
how other groups view therr own In
this setting the basic question 1s “Who
are you?” in terms of group 1dentifica-
tions (age, sex, rehigion, race, social
class, ethnicity) and “What does your
group identification mean to you?’ The
mnterviewer asks each participant to con-
sider the influence of his group 1dentifi-
cations on his attitudes, feelings and
actions on the job He attempts to
legitimize speaking freely about group
differences rather than avoiding or mmi-
mizing them

PHASES

Regardless of the focus of the group
mterview, the process tends to go
through a fairly consistent senes of
phases The mterviewer must gauge the
group’s progress through these phases to
make decwsions about the appropnate-
ness of alternative interventions. It s
generally fruitless to move mto any
subsequent phase until the group is
ready. He must estimate the degree to
which people have begun to listen to
one another before exploring any issue
in depth. He must estimate the degree
to which the group has worked through

1ts resistance and hostiity before mov-
mg from his stance as one who helps
raise important questions to the role of
helping the group focus on possible
solutions to the problems.

In general the group phases are 5

1. Unfreezing (or Credibiity and Trust
Development) — the process of open-
ing up the issues by successive mter-
views, drawing out the participants’
attitudes and feelings and working
through denial of problems.

2 Resistance (or Reluctance) — Once
communication opens up hostilities
are brought out, often in the form of
scapegoating (e.g. once feachers have
agreed there are problems mn the
school they may express ther nega-
tive feelings about admimstration or
parents, as responsible for problems)

3 Reexamination — Participants begin
to take a second look at ther own
roles 1n terms of the issues and
problems and to explore their differ-
ences.

4, Apphcation — Having defmed the
questions and the problems and
gathered sufficient data to set them
in perspective, participants are ready
to ask “What can we do?”

These phases often overlap, but they are
generally descriptive of the group proc-
ess as well as the individual process
The nterviewer’s perception of the
group’s progress through these phases
guides his shifting role. In the early
stage he may constantly be reminding
the group to focus on determming what
is rather than what should be, m the
effort to undercut demal and scape-
goating and to get the participants to
face the 1ssues realistically

In the later stages he may focus the
group’s concern on what can be, taking
an active role in generating alternative
paths of action, which he would have
attempted to defer had they been rased
earher,

PROCESS

The group interview procedure could
potentially be used n a number of
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ways to focus on mterpersonal, inter-
group or mterface issues, with goals
terms of human relations tramng, edu-
cation or orgamzational development
In different situations the interview
questions and the focus of the inter-
viewer would vary There are, however,
a number of common threads which
constitute the heart of the procedure
and are critical to its success, apart from
the vanations 1 focus

Most cntical 1s the manner in which the
mterviewer follows up on the answers to
the umiversal questions It 1s crucial that
the interviewer establish a norm, which
legitimizes looking at both the affective
and substantive aspects of the partic-
pants’ responses. In most situations, the
affective element will occasion resist-
ance by some participants The way the
interviewer follows up on the affective
component of participants’ responses as
well as the posture he takes with regard
to his own feelings, become extremely
mportant 1n determiming whether the
resistance 1s reduced or increased.

A major goal of the interviewer 1s to
make the latent affective component of
the participant’s responses apparent to
the group and generahze it as a source
of learning to allow a group to be more
open about feelings usually requires this
be done more subtly than through
direct mterpretation This 1s to some
extent a question of individual style,
although it 1s subject to certamn limits
outhned below. The interviewer may,
for instance, point out that a feeling or
opinion expressed by a participant 1s
generally representative of the attitude
of certain segments of the community.

RECOGNIZING PREJUDICE

It 13 1mportant for teachers, for ex-
ample, to understand the significance of
the resentment of perceived “preferen-
tal treatment” for blacks (particularly
strong in lower class ethnic communi-
ties) s0 they can make the distinction
between prejudice and conflict of group
interest which is necessary for planning
ways of reducing the “backlash” reac-

tion. If a Pohsh participant, with a
lower-class background, should make a
statement which mmphes this kind of
resentment, he may be asked to elabor-
ate on the point by, n a sense, becom-
ing a spokesman for the commumty in
which he grew up or now hves

Often recognition of negative itergroup
feelings which are not prejudice as
important data can lead to a partici-
pant’s feeling that he will be treated
farly mn this group. This 1s particularly
so when he finds himself prized for
expressing feehngs which may have en-
countered rejection m other settings
Once non-punmtive and fair ground rules
are established, participants may feel
enough trust in the interviewer and the
group to be Increasingly open about
therr own prejudices. This 1s one ex-
ample of how the interviewer can sur-
face and legitimize talking about im-
portant feelmgs,

In each successive interview, the inter-
viewer is talking not only to the indind-
ual but also to the entire group. He
faces the task of estabhshing an indinid-
ual relationship with that participant
which allows him to be open m front of
the total group. Each successive inter-
view sets a model for those to come.
The first few interviews are especially
mportant for establishing a model of
communication so that partiapants
raise questions with each other and the
interviewer Thus the process becomes
mcreasingly a joint nquiry.

COMMUNICATION NEEDS

To succeed m working through the
normal resistance, the interviewer must
communicate a number of things

1 The questions are for gamng rele-
vant information and bringing out
issues which become the agenda for
the group, as well as to make re-
sources within the group evident and
create a situation where participants
can use each other as resources. The
interviewer must make it clear that
the nterviews are forming the agen-

da. Although the procedure asks for
“personal” information and deals
with participants’ feehngs, this s
done m an effort to use the group’s
resources for learmng purposes, not
for focusing on the mndividual as
indiidual. Although the group mter-
view procedure In a traming or con-
sultation setting may have personal
growth consequences, these are m-
cidental to the major task which
mvolves generalizing learnings for the
total group. Thus the mterniew pro-
cedure 1n a training or consultation
setting may have personal growth
consequences, these are mncidental to
the major task which mvolves gener-
alizing learnings for the total group
Thus the internewer must communi-
cate both a task omnentation and a
determination to take relevant af-
fective data mnto account He search-
es with the group for workable hy-
potheses to diagnose the problems
and 1ssues and he contnibutes his own
hypotheses as well as drawmg hy-
potheses from the group Through
experience, he brings a cafetena of
questions which rase crucial issues
Some will “take root” with to add
other significant questions. The in-
terviewer may orchestrate the major
issues by restating, combiming or
clanfying or suggesting that certain
ones be set aside for consideration in
depth later In choosing issues to be
discussed later, he must be sensitive
to the resonance each sets in motion
in the group He looks for the “hve”
1ssues which free considerable affect
within the group This sort of issue
(disciphne, “preferential treatment,”
police presence, dress code, etc.)
stimulate participants to commit en-
ergy to problem solution. This 1s
essential if the participants are to
take active roles when they return to
therr schools, rather than write off
the experience as a “talk” session.

HIDDEN AGENDAS

2. It 15 of pnme importance that the
interviewer estabhsh a norm of open-
ness and firmess for participants to
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unlock themselves from past percep-
tions and consider new alternatives.
He must draw out negative feelings
about the process and eal directly
with them In so doing, he may often
defend the nght of participants to a
healthy skepticism about the process
Particularly at the outset of the
group interview, he may wish to
draw out the participants’ expecta-
tions and suspicions Only if partici-
pants’ notions about the inter-
viewer’s “hidden agenda” can be
surfaced, can the interviewer estab-
hsh credibility necessary for subse-
quent affectiveness The success of
the shanng process 1n the structured
group Interview depends upon a min-
1mum of unspoken concerns

It 1s also often functional at the
outset for the mterviewer to take
upon himself hostility which would
otherwise be exchanged among in-
dividuals or subgroups In so doing
he may avoid argument from which
learning may not be dertved It 1s
cntical here that he not be counter
pumitive but rather show he can
handle hostiity without responding
m kind He may also estabhsh a
norm of fawrness through his re-
sponses to different or opposing
points of view He 1s asking each
person to re-examine his own point
of wview and consider alternatives
presented by the interviewer and
other participants Thus in a problem
census the consultant would,
through his own nterventions, ask
each person to expand his view of
the problem and to recognize discre-
pancies among the various views ex-
pressed. In a “clanfication group”
the trammer would equally challenge
the ngid conservative and the ngid
liberal to reconsider their own auto-
matic reactions.

It s mmportant to note that the
“challenge” here mvolves helping
participants confront the important
1ssues and the discrepancies among
different points of wview, not to
confront each other. In fact, the

mterviewer’s posture is distinctly the
opposite of some approaches often
referred to under the rubne of “con-
frontation ”

The mnterviewer cannot fake a faw
and open posture He must, n fact,
be aware of lis own feelings in the
area to be explored This becomes
particularly crucial when the group
iterview focuses on intergroup relat-
1ons. The model which the inter-
viewer sets has a special impact on the
process The mterviewer must use his
own background, attitudes, pre-
judices, etc as a resource In model-
ing what he expects from the partici-
pants He may even begin by giving
his own group identifications and
background to provide a model. This
process also communicates that he 1s
aware of his prejudices, i1s able to
exert some control over them and
considers 1t normal for people to
have vanety of cultural prejudices
This 1s quite the opposite of the
posture frequently employed m
other group situations in which the
leader may purposely avoid self dis-
closure to maximize projection. It 1s
also a posture which requires that the
mterviewer have at least a modicum
of understanding of his own pre-
judices and ability to handle them
This may have come through profes-
sional training, some formal or infor-
mal effort at self-exploration or
through general hife expenence, but
in any case it 1s indispensable.

PUNITIVENESS
3 In establishing norms for group func-

tioning through the struetured group
mterview process, it 1s especially
mmportant that punitiveness be han-
dled immediately If addressed to the
mterviewer he can handle it directly,
taking open notice, wondering as to
the reason, communicatng that he
can take it without respondmng in
kind. If it 1s directed to a participant,
the interviewer must mtervene in a
fashion to challenge the pumtive
person For instance, if an Itahan
participant 1s accusing an Irish partic-

Traming and Development Journal, September 1971



ipant of stereotypmng Italians, he
may be asked whether he himself
also has some stereotypes of the
Insh. Agamn, however, this sort of
mtervention must be framed mn such
a way as to be no more than a
good-natured, gentle chuding, if 1t 1s
to draw the person out, any coun-
ter-punmitiveness would have the op-
postte effect on the participant and
any other member of the group who
would tend to 1dentify with that
particular participant Even when the
most obstinate participant continues
to refuse to consider other opinions,
the interviewer is aware that n pos-
g the questions to this participant,
he has posed them to others in the
group The learming of the individual
participant 1s not primarly a func-
tion of his amount of “air time” mn
the group, nor s it necessanlly a
function of his dialogue with the
mterviewer We have often found that
the quet but attentive participant,
constantly strugghng to understand
and digest all the 1ssues bemg raised
and identifying with aspects of him-
self which he sees mn other particl-
pants, turns out later on to have
experienced the most frmtful
changes mn perspective and behavior

REAL ISSUES

4 Particularly at the outset, it 1s impor-
tant that the imnterviewer’s posture be
one of persistently raising questions
In so doing he does not allow prema-
ture resolution of conflict or prema-
ture diagnosis of a problem He
msists that the group first learn to
ask the night questions. He also thus
prevents himself from being pegged
as a proponent of any one ideology
or set of answers Although he may
later be open about his own opin-
10ns, he cannot allow himself to do
so until the group has worked
through the conflicts sufficiently
that his statements will not have a
dwvisive impact on the group In the
early portion of the mterview, the
mterviewer 1s constantly interpreting
the latent messages in the partici-

pant’s responses and checking out his
perception of these messages with
the participant, m front of the
group. Even though some partic-
panis deny imphcations of what they
have said, a norm 1s gradually estab-
lished mm which the “real” 1ssues are
mcreasingly dealt with rather than
the “surface” issues or ‘“red herr-
mngs” Agamn, the success depends
upon a positive feeling between par-
ticipants and mterviewer growing out
of the handhing of mitial resistance in
a good humored rather than a puni-
tive or aloof manner Although indi-
vidual mterviewer styles may vary
immensely, the creation of a positive
relationship and the reduction of
emotional distance between inter-
viewer and participants 1s essential

GROUP RESPONSES
5 In the tramming apphcation of the

structured group interview process,
especially when apphied with an m-
tergroup foeus, the interviewer’s n-
terventions are based on his assess-
ment of significant intergroup di-
mensions among the participants and
within the social system. Among the
varied cafetenia of opportunities pro-
vided by participants’ responses he
must choose the 1ssues which will be
fruitful if followed up at greater
length. In so domng he has in mind
those intergroup 1ssues which will be
operative 1n the social system, on the
basis of his experience. He 15 con-
stantly seeking to see which issues
each participant may be a resource
for, to draw upon the mdividual’s
experience for learning of the total
group He may explore an Itahan
Amencan’s attitude toward eth-
nicity, a strongly-traditional teach-
er's opinions about the way a
teacher should handle discipline, an-
other participant’s feelings about
youth-age 1ssues, etc shifting the
focus with some frequency, but also
returning to recurrent themes and
exploring different facets of inter-
related issues. As described above, he
1s also looking for really effective

1ssues which are capable of stirring
the feelings of the majonty of the
participants, so as to set 1n motion
the dynamics of ntergroup differ-
ences. Any issue which 1s underlain
by significant mtergroup differences
can perform this function for a
heterogeneous group, but the inter-
viewer looks for those 1ssues which
most stir the feelings of the group he
15 working with. It 1s important that
these effect-laden 1ssues be ident:-
fied, checked out with the group and
put on the group’s agenda for further
exploration after the iterviews are
completed In explonng issues and
feehings, the interviewer looks for
“focal figures,” people whose atti-
tudes are influential on other partici-

pants

These may be people who voice
feelings which are shared by others
who are reticent to express their
feelings They may be people who
challenge the imterviewer, such that
the resolution of the challenge may
set the tone for subsequent group
interaction The interviewer, 1n draw-
g out participants who have social
influence on the group and n engin-
eering their consent to the group
enterpnise, 1s aware that he s often
speaking through them to the total
group Thus indiidual interviews
strongly affect the growth of cohe-
siveness 1n the group.

GROUP vs. INDIVIDUAL
6 The

interviewer must constantly
gauge the depth to which he wishes
to probe the feelings and 1ssues
which come from each participant,
being careful to generalize them for
group learning and to defer lengthy
constderation until after the imtial
mterview In the training or consulta.
tion setting he does not focus specifi-
cally on one mdividual’s feelings for
any length of time He especially
avoids focusing on the individual’s
idiosyncratic feelmgs. This 15 an im-
portant distinction between & process
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of group education or reeduca-
tion and the therapeutic process, in
which the focus 1s on the mdividual
as individual.

MISSING DYNAMICS

7 The interviewer must constantly
attempt to supply any missing dy-
namic, acting as a resource for the
group by _presenting the missing
pont of view (eg. mm a largely
traditional or conservative group he
must constantly remind the group of
the forces which are pushing for
change mn the social system, m a
strongly change-onented group, he
must constantly remind the group of
forces which wish to conserve certamn
aspects of the system or which see
change as a mixed blessing)

CONCLUSION

To this pont, our major source of data
on the effectiveness of the structured
group mnterview process has been a
shortened interview conducted at the
end of the session asking each partic-
pant to give both positive and negative
feedback about his experience This has
served the purpose of providing a good
sense of group closure as well as impor-
tant mformation for the mmterviewer.
More formal evaluation of the applica-
tion of the structured group mterview
procedure in the context of a school
system change effort is currently

progress.

Prelminary results, both formal and
anecdotal, indicate important changes in
the behavior of principals, teachers and
students 1 some schools, involving a
considerable revamping of their tradi-
tional relationships to one another. The
extent of change appears to be particu-
larly dependent however, upon readi
ness for change of the mndividual prinei-
pal. In some schools, student and parent
participation in determmng important
aspects of school life has been dramati-

cally changed through the forming of
wholly new orgamzational structures
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(e.g. the student intergroup council, the
parents intergroup counctl), while m
other schools, lack of admumstrative
response appears to have resulted m far
less implementation of new approaches

Another effect of the program appears
to be the ability of people to handle
problem situations (especially serious
mtergroup confhets) without being
overwhelmed by the severe and often
unanticipated emotional impact that ac-
companies such conflicts (eg student-
faculty or black-white confrontations)
Although no forms of traming can
totally prevent such confrontations n
the current context of our society,
many participants seemed to feel that
the sessions had succeeded in mducing
some degree of innoculation, m effect,
preparing them to better handle mnter-
group problems

It has been our expenence that the
dynamics which can be mobilized n a
large group (25 to 50 persons) can often
lead to significant individual and social
system change. Although the pace of
the process varies from group to group
we have found that 1t generally requires
at least two days to work through the
stages of the process and have come to
use two-day sessions as our most fre-
quent vehicle Although a two-day ses-
sion can be used, under certain circum-
stances with hmited goals as a “one-
shot” intervention, the impact of a
two-day opportunity to reassess one’s
feelings, attitudes and opinions and to
compare oneself with a variety of other
people of differing backgrounds and
points of view 1s considerably enhanced
by its placement in the context of an
mstitution-wide change effort.® It 1s
conductve to sertous self-evaluation m
relation to job function and 1s often
adequate stimulation for the mtiation
of changes which are usually not at-
tempted outside of an mtensive resi-
dential Iaboratory. The two-day sessions
provide the opportumty for subgroups
which do not usually communicate with
one another to address themselves to
the 1ssues which separate them. A diver-

sity of resources, a clear adminmstrative
mandate for change and a process such
as the structured group mterview which
allows the human resources of the sys.
tem to be mustered mn a constructive
way appear to be crucial mgredients
affecting the potential for both indvid-
ual and social system change
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