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The sick group fails to provide for full and genuine exploration, 

involvement, participation, and action. Recognized fran a study of its 

symptoms, it becomes & timid, suspicious, trivial, and ingrom "inte- 

gretion." It provides no challenge and brings to focus no major issues. 

Such &@ group is not only sick, it is moving futilely to slow but certain 

death. <A healthy group, on the other hand, is productive for the very 

Opposite reasons. 

Now any group which hopes to provide the "climate" for character 

Growth, reauires performance skills. livery group needs to recognize this 

fact end provide for prover in-service training. "Skills," Hertshorne 

says without qualification, “are basic to character." Inileed, “the good 

intentioned bungler lacks something which belongs to genuine charecter."26 

Tt is @ general psychological principal that people enjoy what they 

do well, end increasingly better. They feel they belong together, they 

develop tean spirit, high morale, and theiz individual perforuazice deepens 

group roots of character. 

Since character develops in groups which develop skill and thus are 

productive, we must seek to make them so. <A group in order to be pro-= 

ductive must provide role satisfaction to its menbers.27 

What is meent by 2 role? It is a functioning position occupied by | 

an individuel in the working program of @ group. It is like a position 

on & ball team which e@ baseman must skillfully pley to win the game. In 

the current theory of mman relationships the role is the chief? social 

  

26uartshorne, Ope Gite, pe 258. 

2Tpougless, op. cite, p» 14.        
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consideration .25 

And group dynamics provides that necessary consideretion in abundance. 

For practice in the skill of doing, which its procedures and techniques 

provide, is essential te every step in character. growth and role satic~ 

faction .29 

fhe totel verformance of such a heaithy Christian group creates a 

spiritual climate that infuses the members with a deep sense of soul 

setisfying end thankful achievement. It may Indeed be "a- working of the 

spirit" among people of “one accord.” Loyalty to ea group of this type 

can in no way deter fron the greater loyalty to the church. On the 

contrary, it showld intensify one's church affilletion. 

Dr. Oscar E. Feucht of our Missouri Synod supports this line of 

reasoning well: 

This is no denial of the fact that only the Holy Ghost can make 2 
Christien. Nor ea deniel of the truth that nothing but the Gospel of 
Christ can bring about 2a true conversion. It is simply saying whet 
must be sald, namely, that the Gospel must have e human channel. 
God does not choose to rain Gospel tracts from heaven upon Indie or 
Africe. He uses men! The pastor who has set for his goal a ministry 
which seeks to make his people self-reliant priests of God, "thru 
role satisfaction,” (words in quotes ere ours) able to lead their | 
own household in all spiritual things, is wise.30 ) 

B. Spiritual Limitetions of Group Dynemics 

A study of this nature can be fair only if both sides of the story 

  

28taicott Parsons end Edward A. Shils, editors, Toward A General 
Theory of Action (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1951), passim. 

29poublass, op. cite, p» 15. 

3°golisting And Training Kingiom Workers, edited by Mo. Synod 
Comittee on mnlisting and Training the Laity (St. Louis: Concordia 
Publishing Houece, 1952), pp- 24f. 
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are presented. Group dynemics--the writer feels--does have its limi- 

tations. And the Christien leader, above all, should be acquainted with 

them. For he is dealing here not with "principalities and powers," but 

with souls which belong to Christ. The following limitetions are of 

mejor concern. 

1. Will not produce spontaneously chenged persons 

It is dangerous to assume thet procedures in group dynamics will 

autoustically produce changed persons, or even thet it is the only 

approach to people. 

Leaders may mistakenly assume progress when they see people active 

or talkative. This "misplaced participation" says one modern writer, 

may be found in business where they strive for high morale by consulting 

and planning with all levels of workers in what is often only a gesture 

to make them think they have a part in decisions; this, he says, is not 

positive participation.3t 

Along with thet goes what he calls "false personalization.“ When 

there is forced display of abnormel personelity for the benefit of the 

group, the result is that of manipulatory and false character.J@ People 

can become themselves only when they are freed by looking for sonething 

Outside themselves. Unless people follow through in group work with scaue 

individual thinking on their ow pert, they mey heve nothing to contribute 

or receive from the group after a time. They merely "pool ignorance," 

  

3lpavid Riesman, The Ionely crow Crowd (Hew York: Doubleday & Co, 1953, 
Anchor Books Baition), pp- 302fr. 

32L1ttle, op. cit.» p< 27. 
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someone hes said, or engage in "intellectual ping-pong."33 

All this represents the extreme, of course. So long as people's 

concern for one another is genuine and as long as there are persons of 

Christien integrity, such denger can be avoided. 

2. Too much ewphasis on procedures versus »urpose 

Because there are certain procedures which seem to result in better 

participation than others, these procedures tend to be employed indis- 

criminetely, whether they are appropriate for the occasion or not. They 

4 may, in fact become ends in themselves, and a pastor or lay leader may 

feel compelled to use certain methoda, more because they are "fashionable" 

‘than because they can accomplish desired goals.3* 

This does not mean to say that people are to avoid knowing about 

methods, end mastering their use; rather, it 1s to emohasize the value 

of knowing the why behind them, and then using them wisely... This is 

doubly true when a pastor attempts their use as @ tocol for the Holy 

’ Spirit in building God's Kingdon. For procedure which has no spiritual 

¥ purpose in connection with church meetings should be re-evaluated. To 

substitute group procedures for the means of grace is unthinkable. 

3. Yoo much emphasis on the group versus the individual 

i Living in a culture which develops people who desperately need 

| social approval, the Church may unintentionally allow the group (rather   
33study Groups and Their Leadership (London: SCM Press, 1950), v. 9. 

34pattle, Op. cits, De 28.  
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then truth es communicated through the group) to became the determining 

influence on the lives of its members. 

Edwerd R. Gross, in en interesting erticle entitled "Group Worship-~ 

The New Orthodoxy?" stetes: “What is disturbing about the current 

emphasie on the group is that too much is expected of it. Group pertici- 

pation is being offered as an answer to ell problems ."'35 

The “Year of freedem,” he says, "1s the reason why the faith in the 

group has arisen and such high hopes are held for it."35 or the indi- 

vidual faced with a difficult decision or problem which requires careful 

thought, it is always much easier to join ea group, because this throws 

responsibility on the leader and gains the added sanction of social 

approval! 

Yet when people become “other-directed," they feel guilty, not about 

failure to live up to inner spirituel standards but about feilure to te 

populer, or to manage smoothly their relations with other people.37 

Now, obviously, 2f e person says, “I'll go elong with the group,” ) 

in order to secure approval, he is defenting the whole purrose of what 

has been projected as an opportunity for Christian growth. It metters a ‘ 

great deal thet the goal of group procedure in church work is not to 

develop “other-directed" people, but, people whose lives are directed by 

their Christian faith. For in the final analysis, the person stends 

alone, faced with gulfs not encaupessed by any group. 

  

35gaward Gross, "Group Worship-~the New Orthdoxy?" Adult Leadership, 
Iv (April, 1956), 4. 

36mpia., p. 6.   3TRiesman, op. clt., p- 28. 
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Indeed, it is because a man becones & person, a self, only as en 

"individual in coumunity"38 end a Christian only as a member of the body 

of Christ thet the use of group dynemics is here conceived of as an 

instrument for the fulfilling of God's purpose for man. 

4. Theoretical assumptions are not scientific 

"Religious educators," says R. G. Gunderson of Oberlin College, 

"should be aware of dangers in endorsing this group dynamics 'furor' in 

which: (1) basic theoretical assumptions are open to serious challenge; 

and (2) advocates make exaggerated cleims of scientific virtue."39 

The imperative need for more healthy humen relations (in our churches 

as well) makes the study of group dynamics almost too inviting for 

application in religious work. 

This is also true of pastors who wish sane quick, yet scientifically 

sure-fire method of putting that magic dynanic spirit into every one of 

their church groups. But in studying individuals as they participate in 

groups, religious leaders end pestors will do well to rely upon a psy- | 

chology which demands controlled experimentation, carefully defined 

terminology, and an honest recognition of limitations .40 

This can be said because of definite reasons. Group Dynemics is 

based on the old Gestalt psychology, and as ean outgrowth of this type, it 

hes "sone of the virtues and most of the vices" of "Gestalt 

  

rattle, op. clt., p» 29. 

39g. G. Gunderson, "Dangers in Group Dynamics," Religious Education, 
XLIV (November-December, 1951), 344. 

  
hOtpia.



43 
psychology. "L 

However, most exponents of group dynamics, like the Gesteltists, are 

willing to accept subjective observation in experimental data, a practice 

which many psychologists challenge. in attacking their impatience, in 

contrast to the “slow, painstaking methods of science," for exemple, Henry 

Winthrop meinteins thet the “dynamicists are in the venguard of the 

retreat frou reason. "42 

In an unusually brillient article in The Psychological Review, I. D. 

London criticises Lewin’s work as “this translation of previously recog- 

nized facts into the unfemiliar and compliceted language of a psendo=- 

metheustles, totelly unrelated to the needs of psychologicel theory."43 

iu conclusion to this section let 1t be said that rejecting the 

theoretical basis of group dynamics does not mean that this subject is of 

no importance. Professor J. E. Asch reminds us thet "in the forest of 

social psychology the first paths still have to be carved out." go give 

“it time. 

The spiritual limitations of an unscientific medium for church work 

are obvious when there remains the possibility that group dynamics is 

Gravbed at for a megic cure-all of groun ills. Let it be remembered how- 

ever, that the Holy Spirit is still the cause and only “scientifically" 

  

Kip, G. Gunderson, “This Group=Dynamics Furor," School and Society, 
LXXIV (Angust 18, 1951), 98. eto 

\ 425, Winthrop, "Outgrowth of Gestalt Psychology," The Journal of 
General Psycholozy, XXXVI (April, 1947), 139. 

~43r. D. London, “Lewin--A Hew Psychology?" The Psychological Review, 
LI (September, 1941), 266-291. 

CUlguncerson, "This Group-Dynemice Furor," p. 100. 
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accurate blessing to Christian fellowship. Group Dynemice must be used : 

only with this in mind! 

5. Experimental work end techniques criticized 

Theoretical speculations of the dynamicists ere less well publicized 

than are sane of thelr devices for use in group discussion.45 Role 

playing, “feedback” or evaluation reports, and buzz sessions have been 

widely advertised as revitalizing techniques for classroom and conference. 

There may be sone psychiatric benefit in assigning role playing, for 
instance, to certain problem situations in meetings, but the inherent 
artificiality, if not blasphemy, involved tn the process makes this 
device epaurd as @ method for the discussion of serious religious 
matters. : 

Other writers seem to indicate thet it were better if this device were 

left to the erea of teaching children, not adults. 

Ceacerning the dynanicists' use of evaluation or "feedback," one 

critic says thet “published transcriptions of these sessions often are 

reminiscent of confession periods in Buchmanite meetings !""7 

The experimental work behind these devices also has been criticized. 

Hi. J. Eysetck writes in a review in The Journal of Generel Psychology: 

"Dynenicists have failed to bring forward any objective evidence whatso- 

ever .. . in favor of their principles and their superiority. Quite 

often data contradicts their conclusions ."45 

  

“iScunderson, "Dangers in Group Dynsmics," p. 343. 

NiStpid., ps 34k. 

‘Tparron and Krulee, "Case Study,” The Journal of Social Issues, 
Iv (Spring, 1948), 25f2. 

Su. J. Hysdiick, "Review of the Principles of Group Dynamics," The 
Journal. of General Psychology, XLVI (July, 1949), 139-0. 

 


