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Facilitation: A Sociological Analysis 

of a Team Building Workshop 

A. Introduction 

Facilitation is a bread-and-butter concept for 

Organization Development consultants. It is so fundamenta'l 

to the practice that most OD people would find it difficult 

to imagine their trade without facilitation. Even so, those 

same consultants would probably admit to a somewhat 

superficial understanding of "just what is happening when we 

facilitate." This paper seeks to shed some light on that 

question from a sociological viewpoint. 

It is important to begin this discussion with an 

evolutionary description of "social facilitation" as a social 

and behavioral science concept. The historical development, 

though largely unknown to many consultants, has established a 

number of underlying assumptions for the practice of 

facilitation in the OD context. These assumptions, as we 

shall see, often carry through to present day workshops in 

disguised ways. At the same time, certain assumptions have 

given rise to varying schools of thought and practice and in 

efforts to use facilitation for different outcomes. An 

historical or evolutionary preface to the analysis will help 

us see the intentions behind the methods displayed by 

practitioners. 
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Next the discussion moves 

facilitation. An actual wor k shop 

changed) is presented and des c ribed. 

to a spec if ic c ase of 

(with title an d names 

The setting f or this 

workshop is an internal organization development ef fort by 

the U.S. Navy. Navy consultants, referred to as 

"specialists," are trained and used under the aegis of t he 

Navy's "Human Resource Management Program." The "HRM" sys tem 

is currently the largest internal OD effort in the world, 

with a staff of more than 700 people. This particul ar 

workshop, "Team Building Workshop for Submarines X, Y, and Z 

and Submarine Base A" was developed and "facilitated" by 

Lieutenant Commander "Sam Smart" at an HRM Center (called 

"the Center") in mid-1978. The interactional processes 

between Sam and his "participants," and among the 

participants, were the subject of my furiously written field 

notes. 

Following a description of the workshop the data are 

presented with concurrent analyses. Three soc iolog ica 1 

"features" are considered which bring three levels of 

analysis into view. The "structural features" of the 

workshop include the physical layout f ea tu res and the 

normative features which appear to the observer and which we 

can see Sam manipulating in various ways. "Interactional 

features" are those which can be derived from paying closer 

attention to the language in use by facilitator and 

participants. "Phenomenological features" are those which 
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can be inferred from the intersubjective assumptions between 

facilitator, participants, and the observer. Each of the 

three features yield qualitative information about the 

processes involved, but from different levels of analysis. 

At the same time, the analyses illustrate interconnections 

between the three features. 

B. Evolution of Facilitation 

The study of the social facilitative phenomenon "is 

as old as experimental social psychology itself" (Geen and 

Gange 1977). In the first social psychological laboratory 

experiment, Triplett (1898) found that the speed of 

completing a simple motor task was greater among members of 

coacting pairs than among subjects performing alone. 

The subject apparently aroused a great deal of 

interest during the early 1900s and up until the mid-1930s. 

Numerous ex per imen ters used both people and animals to 

explore the phenomenon. They often found that motor tasks 

were inhibited as well as facilitated by interaction with 

others. They also found that the mere presence of a passive 

observer could yield "performance decrements" as well as 

"performance increments . " But the reason for these opposite 

results was to remain unsolved throughout the period. 

Interest in social facilitation among experimental social 

psychologists began to wane in the 1930s. The notion was 

largely ignored until a recent revival by the psychologist 

Robert Zajonc (1965). 
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Zajonc's the ory, cal l ed dri ve- theory, sugge sts that 

"the presence of cons pec i f ic organism s , as either coactors or 

a passive audience, pro duce s an incr ement in genera l arousal, 

which in turn serv es as a drive that energizes dominant 

responses at the expense of s ubordinate ones." I n other 

wor ds, the social facilita tio n effe ct tends to induce a 

multiplying effect on our s trong drives and habit s. I t als o 

has an inhibiting effe c t whe n present with weak habit or 

drive associated tasks . So, social facilitation facilitates 

simple tasks and inhibits complex tasks. 

In the last fifteen years since Zajonc proposed his 

framework, social facilitation has been the focal point, once 

again, of many replicating experiments with very little in 

the way of new theoretical insights (Geen and Gange 1977). 

One variation has been produced by Cottrell (1972) who 

proposed the "evaluation-apprehension" hypothesis. This 

hypothesis is more cognitive than Zajonc's assumptions, 

stating that "the presence of others is a learned source of 

drive rather than a source of drive which is innate or 'wired 

into• the organism." 

There have been few nondr 1 ve approaches to the 

explanation of social facilitation in the field of social 

psychology. Among the first to a fresh appr oach, Duval and 

Wicklund (1972) offer a theory based on objective= self 

awareness. Their work explains the phenomenon as being the 

result of the actor's inward focusing upon self. Such inward 
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focusing is most often the realization of a discrepancy 

between the ideal and the actual self. Thus the subject is 

likely to be motivated to improve performance by the presence 

of coactors. Liebling and Shaver [1973) found that the 

addition of high levels of ego involvement obviated the 

incremental effect and often produced a decremental effect. 

Most recently some research has focused on the 

processes of coaction. Laughlin and Jaccard (1975) find 

evidence that contradicts the drive theory. The critical 

feature of this research is that a spirit of cooperation was 

engendered among the coacting participants, resulting in a 

facilitation of learning. This line of research was followed 

and successfully replicated by Seta, Paulus and Schkade 

(1976). 

Sociologists have shown some interest in the social 

psychological mechanism of heightened awareness within a 

large population. Lazarsfeld, Berelson and Gaudet (1948) saw 

a facilitation effect from a political campaign amounting to 

1) activation of unaware people to come out and vote 

commensurate with their socioeconomic status (SES), 2) 

reinforcement for those who intended to vote in line with 

their SES, religion, and residence, and 3) conversion of 

those who had previously intended to vote contrary to their 

SES, religion, and residence to switch their vote back in 

line. More recent studies (Blau 1960; Coleman 1961; Arnold 
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and Gold 1964) have also sought to correlate th e facilitat i on 

effect of social environment and voting behavio r. 

An appropriate corollary to the socio logica l axio m 

about people acting in line with their pe rceived se l f 

interests could be: Whenever social and beha vioral sc i e nce 

produces the poss ib il i ty of bringing abou t predic tab le 

behavior, someone will try to apply that know ledge in line 

with their own perceived sel f int e rests. 

So we have a host of organized self interests that 

seek to apply social facilitation in hope of desired 

outcomes. Erving Goffman (1961) referred to some of them as 

the "tinkering trades." And since "Asylums" was written 

there has been an even greater proliferation. To name a few 

of the major extant disciplines, there are psychoanalysis, 

clinical psychology, social welfare work, counseling in a 

multitude of forms, encounter groups, personal awareness and 

growth seminars, training group development (T-groups), and 

the practice of organization development. Two of these 

groups that use facilitation for desired outcomes, T-groups 

and OD, form links in the evolutionary chain to Human 

Resource Management. 

Chin and Benne's genealogy of theories (Bennis et al. 

1969) shows the antecedents of the "data collection feedback" 

(organization development) and the "sensitivity T-group" 

disciplines as having been originally influenced by 1) Follet 

(scientific management), 2) Dewey (philosophical and 
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educational pragmatism, 3) Lewin (research training 

laboratories, and 4) Freud (psychoanalysis theory). T-groups 

and OD are categorized with other change theories under the 

rubric "normative-reeducative," as opposed to "rational­

empirical" or "power-coercive" categorizations. Normative­

reeducative theories assume that patterns of action are 

influenced by sociocultural norms and by commitments to those 

norms. These norms in turn are supported by attitude and 

value systems of individuals, their normative outlooks. In 

order to change actions or practices of individuals, it is 

necessary to change orientations to old norms and to develop 

commitments to new ones. Such changes necessitate "changes 

in attitudes, values, skills, and significant relationships, 

not just changes in knowledge, information, or intellectual 

rationales for action and practice." 

Normative-reeducative approaches all share the idea 

of bringing direct intervention into the life of a client 

system . The system could be a person, a group, an 

organization or a community. In each case, the client's way 

of seeing himself must be brought into confrontation with the 

way the change agent sees. The difference in the ways of 

seeing is posited to be the problem. And the problem is 

normally seen as located in values, attitudes, norms, and 

folkways internal to the client system, rather than in some 

technological/rational component. The method of intervention 

is a collaboration between change agent and client in efforts 
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designed to bring t he noncon sci ous e l ements impeding pr ob l em 

solution into consc io us n es s for a l l concerned to see. Th e 

behavioral sciences a re res o urces t h a t c h ange age nt and 

client use selectivel y to co n f ro nt an d so lv e problems. These 

branches of the nor mat iv e r eed uc a tive s tr at egy al l have the 

humanistic assumpt ion that peo p le t e c h nolo gy is just as 

necessary as thin g technolo gy in worki ng out d esirable 

changes in human affairs . 

The National Training Laboratories (NTL) were 

organized in 1947 from collaboration s among Kurt Lewin, 

Ronald Lippitt, Leland Bradford, and Kenneth Benne. The 

laboratory was to allow these participants and other students 

to become both experimenters and subjects in a laboratory 

setting. The moral character of the organization was 

influenced by Dewey's work in education, Mary Follett's work 

in industry, and the cataclysmic events of world War II. The 

laboratory methods were therefore a synthesis of ideas from 

behavioral science, pragmatism , scientific management and 

democratic ideals. 

Since the organization of NTL, practitioners have 

divided into the aforementioned two major groupings based on 

their preference for a level of analysis and practice. One 

group (T-group) focuses on helping members of a client system 

to become more aware of their individual sensitivities, 

attitudes, values, and latent feelings so they can better 

understand their interactions and relations with others . The 
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other (OD) set concentrates on the problem-solving processes 

and capabilities used by the client system, a functional 

group or organization. Both use facilitation as a technique 

for bringing about desired results, and the change agent is 

frequently called the "facilitator." 

The basic split (there are subdivisions within each 

side} can be a value-laden issue that produces polarization 

among individual practitioners. Some facilitators focus on 

more individual oriented issues while others take the more 

organizational or "Company-Man" view. The former defines his 

client as the individual, the same way NTL began their human 

relations oriented experiments in 1947. The latter tends to 

define his client as the organizational system, e.g., the 

Navy, the command, or the client commanding officer (in whom 

resides the epitome of the mission oriented view). 

The path to organization development uses of 

facilitation leads ultimately to the "Annual Handbooks for 

Group Facilitators" (Jones and Pfeiffer 1972-1980). These 

volumes list hundreds of prescriptive methods, actions, 

instruments, role play situations, games, and techniques for 

effectively facilitating group oucomes of one sort or 

another. Underlying these prescriptions is the assumption 

that the facilitator is knowledgeable and skillful in such 

techniques as "active listening," "effective listening," 

"reflective listening," "effective communication," "blocks 

and barriers to communication," "facilitating communication," 
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"nonverbal communic a t i on," "types of people in groups," 

"phases in group development," "group behavior," and the list 

goes on. 

The Navy's HRM 

facilitator is highly 

School teaches: 

skilled both as 

"An effective 

an information 

processor and as a behavior modifier." Figure 1 is a 1976 

HRM School handout that illustrates how this can be done and 

gives some characteri stic s of an effective facilitator. 

The preceding discussion is intended to give the 

reader some of the historical implications of social 

facilitation (the social psychological phenomenon) and 

facilitation, the information gathering behavioral 

modification techniqu e. Some of the more salient assumptions 

and features of the concept, as used in OD and HRM, have been 

reviewed. The next step in our analysis is to display an 

actual team-building workshop from the Center. 

C. Team Building Workshop 

Sam's "Team Building Workshop" is a good example of 

what specialists call a "task oriented" workshop. In other 

words, it is designed to take the company point of view as 

described in the previous section. The format used lends 

itself to quick production and it is a simple guide for the 

facilitator to follow. Called an I.G. ( instructor's guide), 
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IN!'ORMATION SHEET 7,l,4.I 

(TITLE) FACI~ITATION 

IN'l'RODUC'l'ION 

2, SEP 1975 

An •ff•ctiv• facilitator is highly skilled both as an information­
proc•••er and as a behavior modifier. He/she performs the infoJ:111Ati0n­
proces1ing and behavior. modification functions simultaneously as part 
of the ongoing group process while maintaining the flexibility to 
adapt quickly and continuously to group needs. This has been called a 
••elf-corrective, adaptive mode of functioning.• Schematically, it 
can be depicted as follows, 

1) 

4) 

ASSESS/REASSESS 
a. group informational needs 
b. group process/atmosphere 
c. individual behavior 

(•information-processing) 

l 
Adjust responses to reflect 
group/individual reaction 

(•behavior modification) 

2) 
Based on assessment, 
respond to group needs, 

- group process, and indi­
vidual behavior 

3) 

(•behavior IIIOdification) 

l 
Observe/a••••• group/indi­
vidual reaction to response 

(•information-processing) 

Th• al)ove diagram represents the ongoing process of facilitation -- a 
self-corrective, adaptive mode of employing both information-processing 
and behavior modification techniques aimed at enhancing group process 
and individual learning. There are a number of characteristics which 
are displayed by facilators in group diagnosis and group- and 
self-monitoring. These are presented in the information section 
below. 

Please read this section carefully, and be prepared to discuss the 
following que•tiona: 

l) What is facilitation? 
2) How does facilitation differ from counseling? 
3) Wh.n is the use of facilitation appropriate? 
4) Wh.n i• the use of facilitation inappropriate? 

R!FEUNCES 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Milas, Mathew B. Learning to work in grou,s pp. 204-222 
Annual Handbook for Group Facilitators, 1§ 2, pp. 91-107 
Wile, Daniel B. Group Leadership Questionaire 

Figure l 
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IN!'OBMATION 

Some of the characteristics of an effective facilitator are: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

Openness to change. Because the trainer role is not simple, 
and requires "sensitive 1.ise of the self,• as one trainer put 
it, the prospective trainer must be willing to look at 
himself, question things he does and has always ta.ken for 
granted. The person whose views of himself are unchangeable 
will have consideral:lle difficulty in working as a trainer. 
Reasonable "cOl'llfortableness". To do a good job as a trainer, 
one must be secure enough to try out new things. Training-like 
teaching or any form of human interaction inevitable gets 
one off base, and into puzzling situations for which there 
are no ready-made answers. An effective trainer needs to like 
himself as a person, be comfortable with others, be reasonably 
able to cope with new situations without getting upset. 
"Reasonably" is the key word here. 
Desire to help. The effective trainer needs to hAve genuine 
mctivat~on for helping people learn. The person who tries 
out the trainer role only because it is "interesting", ~r 
because it gives him feelings of power over others, or 
because a superior told him to, is unlikely to get very far 
before things freeie up or the group becomes apathetic. The 
beginning trainer may wonder whether he is really aware of his 
motivation for wanting to help people. Psychotherapy is not 
being suggested -- only a thoughtful self-appraisal of one's 
reasons for wishing t o try out th e trainer role. 
Bai~ seen as helpful. The trainer must be seen by the members 
o!e training group as being potentially (and actually) able 
to help them learn . This seems obvious, but is easily overlooked. 
Without acceptance of one's trainership by group members, 
little learning is possible. 
Moat persons markedly lacking in the other characteristics 
listed here will al so tend to be seen by potential members 
ol the training group aa being unable to provide training 
assistance. This boils down to: "Do people in the group 
think I am competent to help?" 
Role flexibility. It helps if the trainer is a person who can 
do different kinds of things in group situations without too 
much difficulty. He need not be a super-member or an unusually 
skilled individual, but he ought to be able to handle 
himself with a minimum of strain in group situations. Tennis 
coach•• need not, and probably should not, be Wimbledon 
finalists, but they do need to know how to play the game 
fairly well. · · 

Figure l Continued 
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it can also be handed out to participants. 

presented in Figure 2. 

Sam's I.G. is 

Sam began his workshop design with the objectives. 

Some specialists go so far as to say that the objectives for 

a workshop must be measurable. These objectives identify Sam 

as being philosophically middle of the road since he is 

willing to reach for 11better understanding" and other such 

intangibles. In developing the workshop, the objectives 

serve as the goals around which all activities are designed. 

Activities are typically divided between the 

"instructor" and the "participants." An outline of 

instruction is provided to give everyone some expectation of 

exactly what will be accomplished and how much time it will 

take. This is always necessary since the workshop takes 

place during working hours and everyone wants to know how far 

behind in their work they will be and how much to rearrange 

their schedule. 

There are thirty participants in Sam's workshop, 

including 7 or 8 from each of the four commands. They are in 

each case a "vertical slice" of the command, thus 

representing different viewpoints in rank and hierarchy. 

Each command is represented by a CO, one department head, one 

or two division officers, the MCPOC (senior enlisted), a 

Chief Petty Officer, a First Class Petty Officer (lowest line 

supervisor, called a "leading petty officer"), and a lower 

13 



Workshop Objectives, 

Team Building Work:shop 

for "Base" and "Boats" 

1. To develop a better understanding of each others 

missions and tasks 

2. To identify areas where "Base" and "Boats" are 

dependent upon each other for mission accomplishment 

J. To iden t ify areas where improvements can be made 

in the working relationships between units 

4. To plan for the implementation of changes in 

organizational and individual behavior tha't will 

improve mission ef~ectiveness of all units 

Figure 2 
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INSTRUCTION OUTLINE INSTRUCTOR ACTIVITY PARTICIPANT ACTIVI~Y 

I Introductions A. Staff introductions and cos• A, Introductions 
(10 min.) opening remarks 

II Objectives A. Staff present objectives and A. Discussion 
(5 min.) outline of workshop 

III Feedback A. Present rules for effective A, Discussion 
(10 min.) feedback 

IV Mission Identifi - A. Split and task units to list their A. Select recorder and 
cation mission elements. - Those things reporter. List 

00 min.) they must accomplish on a cont- mission elements 
inuing basis to carry out missions 

B. Task units to list other units' B. Same 

.... mission elements as they see them 
tn C. Lead report out, C. Report out and dis-

1, Identify differences in view- · cussion. Provide 
points. clarification. Iden-

2. Identify areas where groups tify areas of inter--
are interdependent. dependence. 

V Identify areas for A, Split and task units to list, A, Select recorder and 
improvement t. Changes they would like to see reporter. Make 
(lhr&JO min,0 other units make for improve- inputs specific (who, 

ments in interdependent ops •• when, where) 
2. Changes they will make to 

improve interdependent ops., 

Figure 2 Continued 
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INSTRUCTION OUTLINE 
VI Agreement 

(JO min.) 

VII Summary 

( 15 min.) 

INSTRUCTOR ACTIVITY 
A. Lead report out, 

1, Areas where change is 
requested and agreed to 
( both lists) 

2. Areas where change is 
requested but not agreed to 

), List changes each unit 

agrees t o . for typist 
A, Lead discus s i on on the need 

for assessment. Get group 
c0nsensus for reassembly and 
assessment date and time 

B. Unit COs make closing remarks 
and provide commitment for 

action 

Figure 2 Continued 
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PARTICIPANT ACTIVITY 
A, Report out 

1. Discussion 

2. Discussion 

A. Discuss ion 
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enlisted grade technician. The workshop is scheduled to 

begin at 0830 (8:30 A.M.). People begin to arrive at 0800. 

D. Sociological Analysis 

1. Structural Features 

The workshop really beg ins as participants arrive. 

One of the first things they notice upon entering the seminar 

room are tables that have a command identification name card. 

Most command members go to their table first and choose a 

place to sit. There is normal conversation among people but 

most of it is intra-command. The tables serve initially to 

give them structural identity as separate commands. 

There is at the same time a unifying or integrating 

signifance to the arrangement of tables. Commands are seated 

two on each side of the room, facing each other in an open 

diamond. A smaller table, set apart from the rest, is at the 

head of the room with a card labeled "HRMC." The arrangement 

identifies them as similar and as unified by visible 

differentiation from the facilitator. Figure 3 is a diagram 

of the room. 

Sam is acutely aware of the benefits to be derived 

from "setting the structure." He has intentionally forced 

the command members to II take ownership 11 for their own 

problems by making them face each other in the problem 

solving arena. He sets himself slightly apart in order to be 

able to back out of the interactional process whenever he 
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wishes. He can also walk into the center and direct or 

arbitrate whenever the situation appears to need such actions 

from the facilitator. 

People continue to talk, to mill about, and to get 

coffee from the pot which is set up in the corner of the 

room. Sam begins to meet people and to "socialize" with them 

in order to create good first impressions and to informally 

reassure people. Some command members don' t know what to 

expect, and the opposing tables look a little threatening. 

One enlisted member tells Sam that he hopes to "see something 

good come out of this." A senior officer says he "hopes Sam 

maintains control of this thing." In these and other cases 

Sam is really "facilitating" by reassuring people of his 

capability to maintain enough authority to keep things under 

control. Participants are already looking for norms and they 

are appearing slightly uncomfortable about what those norms 

will be in this strange place. 

The presence of participants in certain structural 

patterns is the beginning of a mutually shared desire to 

solve problems. With a general problem solving expectation 

present, the job of facilitation is to manage interactions so 

as to bring about some common definitions of the problems. 

But the mutually shared desire to solve problems has deeper 

structural features that lie in the organizational values of 

mission accomplishment. The workshop is "task oriented," 

19 



meaning it is designed to accomplish a tas k that will enhance 

the commands' abilit y to f unctio n mor e e fficiently and 

effectively. Unle ss part icip ants sha re these o rganizational 

values for improving effectiveness, it i s as s umed that th e 

efforts of the worksh op will fail. 

Workshop f ail ure mor e lik ely wi ll not be evident 

during the workshop . Nor mative expe cta ti ons o f participants 

are to carry through wit h the task a nd to put on a good show 

at least. There is an added incentive to do this because 

competing commands (the three submarines) are working in each 

others' presence (the social facilitation phenomenon). 

At 0830 Sam walks over to his place and announces 

"Well I guess we better get started." People take their 

0 

.. 

places and he beg ins to talk. he introduces himself as Q 
"Lieutenant Commander Sam Smart," with both rank and first 

name. Rank indicates an official military structure and set 

of norms to follow. The first name is a friendly gesture, 

but not beyond the bounds of Navy military norms when 

accompanied with rank. 

The introductions are structured by Sam. He tells 

who he is, welcomes participants to the Center, gives a few 

sentences about his Navy backgground and states the purpose 

of the workshop. Next he asks the Submarine Base CO {showing 

courtesy since he is the most senior officer present) to 

introduce himself and offer any remarks he might have. 

20 
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Several days before the workshop Sam visited all the 

cos and gave them a copy of his proposed plans. He asked 

them to think about some opening remarks that would set a 

good climate for people to work as a team. Hope£ ully the 

payoff will be now. 

The Base CO gives his support to the process and 

tells everyone how productive he thinks it will be. He asks 

everyone to be open about problems with no fears of sanction 

later on. The other cos follow suit but two of them appear 

reserved and show little enthusiasm. One mentions the 

"operational costs" of being here, hoping the results will be 

worth it. 

When the cos have finished, Sam turns over a large 

"flip chart" to expose the "ground rules" for the workshop. 

Facilitators begin setting the scene for interactional 

manipulations by opening with ground rules. They appear 

desirable or innocuous to participants because they 

correspond to culturally held values and ideals, The list 

Sam shows is: 

1, Be open and honest 

2. Conversational courtesy 

3, Stay on track 

4. Not a bitch session 

S. Call breaks 

6. Speak for yourself, not for others 

7, Military courtesy 

21 



8. 

9. 

The 

Lis ten to oth e rs 

No smoking 

gr ound r u les 

in the semin ar 

set a normat i ve s t r ucture 

room 

for 

processes in t he session from that poi nt o n . Viol a tions can 

be "called" by anyone, but mos t l i ke l y t hey wil l be called by 

Sam. They ser ve a s a convenient set o f l aws f or him, and 

like laws the y lend themselv e s to situational interpreta­

tions. For ex a mple, Sam ca n remin d particip a nt s of the "open 

and honest" rule whenv e r it s ee ms des ir a b le to prompt them to 

air their "dirty laund r y." But rule nu mbe r 4, "not a bitch 

session," can be us e d for the opposite effect. Facilitators 

want enough laundry a ired to provide grist f or the mill, but 

not so much as to occlude a "positive" (organizationally 

effective) outcome. 

Ground rules are established by the facilitator, thus 

establishing that role as a rule-setting role. Sam has other 

things available to him besides a contextual set of rules . 

He has power as the speaker or director and he has the power 

to write on the chalk board, to assert and to teach. 

"Tasking" is another power Sam has. It means he can divide 

people and order them to do certain things within specified 

(by him) time limits. These powers, like Max Weber (1972) 

and others since have perceived, are reciprocal as they are 

granted to Sam by the participants so long as he continues to 

be seen as legitimate. But legitimacy is not a taken for 

granted thing in this HRM workshop. It is problematic for 
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Sam. Another piece in the workshop process will begin to 

shed light on this issue. 

The next step is to present the objectives of the 

workshop. Sam shows the participants how each event in the 

process they will go through applies to the overall 

objectives. He stresses that the workshop is oriented toward 

the business of submarines: 

O.K. now, I want you guys to know at the start 
that this is a no-nonsense workshop. My job here is 
to keep you on task. The solutions will be yours 
cause you are the experts, not me ••• (pause) ••• I'm 
just a dumb ole Naval Aviator, what the hell do I 
know (laughter from the audience)? 

Sam accomplishes several things in this little 

opening, some of which cannot be seen in a structural 

analysis. But structurally, Sam is intentionally doing 

something specialists refer to as "hooking in." Things like 

values, ideals, needs, biases, motives, and self interests 

are categories that specialists try to discern and to use to 

their own best advantage. "No-nonsense" workshop has an 

historical referent with an intentionally pejorative mode of 

expression. What Sam is saying in effect is that this 

workshop is not at all like an "UPWARD" (race relations 

awareness) seminar where people accuse, shout, and don't 

conform to military courtesies, with no objective outcomes 

related to organizational effectiveness. He is establishing 

his role as a normative "traffic cop" and he is asserting 

that the workshop norms will coincide with organizational 

norms. His reference to expertise is wise as it reduces the 

23 



perceived threat of externa l ly imposed solutions on 

participants. In th e f inal s en t ence th e re is a stamp of 

finality on the issu e of rank st r uctur e s , although it is very 

subtle. He recognizes their in tegrity as four commands of 

submariners, with th ei r own h iera rchy of authority and 

expertise, and with or g anizational norms and values that they 

are accustomed to and comfo r table with: all of which he will 

seek to help maintain during the worksho p . 

Already in the act of facilitation we see the 

constraints exerted by the normative structures of the 

participants. It appears then that one structural feature of 

facilitation is that it must exist, as a process, within the 

constraints of the organizational, social, sexual, and 

historical-cultural norms of the participants. These 

normative structures function to leg i tirnate facilitation as 

an act or process and they legitimate the facilitator as 

well. After all, the facilitator is a stranger, in the case 

of an BRM specialist with client people, and he or she must 

say: "We will play this game within your rules." 

This is not to say that there are no other 

possibilities for the act facilitation. Certainly it can be 

shown that facilitation is at times a norm-changing process. 

My example here is one in which the intent is to conduct 

problem solving (team building) within organizational 

boundaries and for organizational ends. It is not a team 

group development, awareness raising, counseling, 
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psychoanalytic, or other such intervention at a deeper 

interpersonal level. The facilitation under analysis here is 

"task," not "process" oriented, as Center facilitators say. 

There are some well defined lines of social 

stratification that Sam must be aware of and deal with in our 

workshop. I divide these into Weberian categories (Gerth and 

Mills 1946; Weber 1972). 

Social class can be successfully argued as present or 

as not present in the u.s. Military. I disagree with 

Janowitz (1960) and Janowitz and Little (1974) who maintain 

it does not exist. It appears with the chasm between the 

officer and enlisted rank structures, but not as ownership of 

the means of production in the Marxist sense (Feuer, 1959). 

Entry to the officer rank structure is class biased in the 

classical sense but by no means is it totally restricted. 

The differential in economic rewards and opportunities are 

great and they appear to more consistently obtain than in the 

civilian white collar, blue collar context (Mills 1951; White 

1956) . In the Navy, officers control the means of 

bureaucratic power, are rewarded by money and 

maintain their corps as a separate elite stratum. 

differentiation is made readily visible with 

uniforms. 

status, and 

The strong 

insignia on 

Social status is more subtle but distinctive among 

our workshop participants. One of the very few rewards for 

arduous sea duty is the status reward for being a front line 
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trooper. Staff fun cti ons are less honorific. And there are 

even divisions bet ween classes of sea d uty and classes of 

staff duty. 

skimmers." 

Subma r in e r s ha v e mo re pr e stige than II surface 

Aviat ors and t he ir enli s t ed counterparts, 

"airedales, 11 both somet i mes r ef erre d to a s "brown shoes, 11 

have a special pl ace in pr es t i g e above all nonwarfare 

specialties and ab o ve most s ur f a ce war f ar e "black shoe" 

specialties. Oper a ti o na l s t aff f un ct ions like squadron, 

division, or air group sta f fs h ave more prestige than base 

staffs, who have more than training st aff s, who of ten have 

more than HRM people . These differentiations can be 

recognized only by partic i pation and observation over a 

period of time, but they are visible. Each category 

maintains certain traditions and language that set it apart 

from the others. And Navy people will readily tell you who 

belongs where on the ladder of prestige. Sam is pragmatic. 

He opts to defer with his self effacing humor, rather than 

compete with the submariners, in hope of winning the workshop 

outcomes. 

Weberian concepts of authority as traditional, 

charismatic, and rational-legal (bureaucratic) are present 

among the workshop participants (Gerth and Mills 1946). One 

young enlisted electronics technician in the workshop draws 

rapt attention and agreeing nods whenever he speaks. Sam 

recognizes the presence of a charismatic person and begins to 

call on him occasionally, especially since the young man (as 
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Sam told me) was "helping the process." Had he been a 

"counterfacilitating influence" Sam would have tried to 

persuade him otherwise during the breaks. Two of the senior 

enlisted participants are the "COB" or Chief of the Boat, an 

honorific title accorded only on submarines. They have a 

traditional authority within their submarine service that in 

many instances would cause junior officers to tread 

carefully. But the main source of authority is visible and 

aural in the workshop. It is rank. Rank is hierarchy in the 

strictly military context and almost always in the job 

posit ion context. There are some except ions to the latter , 
• 

but normally people in the Navy work for people who are 

senior to them in rank. 

Facilitation in a Navy workshop has only marginal 

legitimacy as a social interactional process. Sam is careful 

to use the term "Instructor" on his I.G. and on other 

handouts. The term brings historic stereotypes of awareness 

seminars and it threatens existing normative structures as we 

have seen. Often HRM specialists see themselves as 

facilitating when their participants would not describe it as 

such. They would more likely call it "leadership," 119OOd 

management principles," "management practices, 11 "management 

skills," "advisory skills," and other more familiar and 

nonthreatening titles. Navy facilitators usually have to be 
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keenly aware of these con s t rai nt s i n order to avoid the 

pitfalls of being s e en in non l egi t imated r ol e s . 

At this point we will s hift pe rspe ctives in the 

analysis to make known ot he r f e at ures . In the next section, 

the language uses by the fa c i l itato r an d pa rticipants will 

give us a more dynam ic and p r o ces s o r ien t ed perspective. 

2. Interactional Features 

If we look a t the language, ve r bal and nonverbal, 

that the workshop participan t s use , we c an see things in a 

very different way. Yet, at the same t i me, we can see that 

our new observations have ti es with the structural features 

noted in the previou s section. 

First of all we notice that Sam is a performer. He 

is on stage, as he presents himself in a way that he thinks 

will best accomplish his aims. He keeps his backstage self 

concealed in order to pass as a part of the participants' 

normative structures (Goffman 1959, 1971). 

anecdotes: 

He uses 

o. K., did I ever tell you guys the sea story 
about the time I was flying my helicopter in 
West-Pac. I was coming up on a carrier when I looked 
down and saw I was being outrun by a snorkeling sub 
(laughter). 

Chief ( speaking to a Chief Petty Officer), we 
used to handle that in our PQS reporting ( reference 
to his previous sea experience and the "personal 
qualification system" practices in his command). 

He entertains with a wide variety of "in-house" jokes about 

the Navy and interwarfare specialty rivalries, or with 

pejorative humor directed at the Marines or the Air Force. 
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Sam is also an interpreter of applied behavioral 

science strategies. At one point in the workshop (Instructor 

Outline, Activity III), he teaches the participants how to 

give and to receive feedback. The nature of this team 

building workshop necessitates giving and receiving 

information which might arouse irritation or anger. Sam must 

therefore teach them how to avoid such "task derailing" 

misunderstandings and "ego involvements." Figure 4 is Sam's 

handout, on which he leads a discussion. 

Another strategy Sam teaches from applied behavioral 

science is called "brainstorming." They need a way to get 

ideas for the various tasks in separate groups. The tendency 

is to let the most senior or the most vocal people submit all 

of the ideas. Brainstorming places constraints on the way 

ideas are submitted by requiring that no one make an 

evaluative comment on anyone else's ideas. Only questions of 

clarification can be asked. This allows each person to give 

creative or innovative suggestions without fear of sanction. 

Sam explains and then "tasks" the separating groups to 

brainstorm their lists in Activities IV and V of the workshop 

outline. 

"Role playing" is a technique used by facilitators. 

Sam does it during the course of dropping in on one of the 

commands during their brainstorming of the "other commands' 

mission elements." A Chief Petty Officer asks him: 

CPO: Commander, I think we ought to tell the Base 
co that his XO is the biggest pain in the ass God 
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ever created. These guys won't go along. What do 
you think about that? 

Sam: Well, Chief, suppose you put that to me and I 
will pretend to be Captain Jones out there in the 
full workshop, O.K.? 

CPO: O. K. Captain, the biggest block to working 
together is Commander Schultz. Every time we want 
anything done he is the stone in the way. 

Sam: Well, in the first place, Chief, Commander 
Schultz is following my orders, so whatever 
policies he has are my policies. Is that clear? 
And in the second place you are out of order and 
out of line. (Sam glowers in mock irritation at 
the Chief Petty Officer's CO.) 

CPO (laughing with the others): Yeh, I guess I get 
the drift, Commander. I wouldn't want to do that 
to you, either, Skipper (his CO), since that's not 
healthy for me, either. 

Submarine CO: 
(laughter) • 

You catch on quick, Chief 

Role playing is a way of letting people gain empathy 

of another person's perceptions. It is really an intentional 

socialization technique. Mead talks about socialization in 

the way children develop their social self. One of the 

stages in this process he called the "game stage" (Strauss 

1964). Mead was referring to the child's dress-up and 

act-out of grown up roles like Mommy, Daddy, policeman, 

soldier, etc. Role playing as a technique of facilitation 

cap be seen in much the same way, only in the adult context 

for HRM specialists. 

So as we have seen, Sam is a performer and an 

interpreter of applied behavioral science. But he performs 

and interprets within certain constraints. Words and phrases 

31 



he uses, and the ways participants respond to them, are keys 

for us to see how those constraints are present. 

There are words and phrases from psychiatry, clinical 

psychology, gestalt therapy, transactional analysis and 

humanistic psychologists like Carl Rogers, etc., that Sam 

avoids. Terminologies from these areas have come to a 

commonplace understanding by lay people. Sam's participants 

don't like having someone "play with their heads." They want 

a task oriented workshop, not some "touchy-feely psych 

session." So Sam avoids saying things like: 

Tell me more about that. 

I understand you are angry about that. 

You seem upset. 

Go ahead and tell me all about that. 

Do you want to say any more about what you mean by 
that? 

M-hm, m-hm ••• 

There are techniques Sam knows for getting people to open up 

more, or for getting them to focus on the problem. These 

have various names in the HRM trade. "Active listening," 

"reflective listening," 11 1-messages," and "effective 

confrontation methods" are a few. But Sam also knows from 

his experience with Navy client people that he had better 

tread carefully when using these techniques. He cannot be 

effective when he is perceived as having slipped outside the 

constraints of a task oriented workshop. 
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A structural analysis of facilitation is a still-life 

picture. 

trappings 

It shows the social roads, pathways, edifices and 

in a team building workshop. An interactional 

analysis shows how those structural features come into being, 

because society is only present within the medium of 

language. And even though society and social structures are 

more powerful than any individual, it still remains for 

individual lines of action to converge and to form those 

normative structures. These individual lines of action are 

symbolized and cognitively processed in language. 

Some individuals are more effective than others in 

shaping perceptions and in revising or reshaping existing 

norms. An effective facilitator is one of those individuals. 

In this respect, the act of facilitation as an intentional 

act of "behavior modification" (the HRM School definition) is 

more than just that. It is an intentional manipulation of 

the symbolic environment. Behaviors are modified only after 

cognitive processes take place, and the facilitator provides 

some new symbols as we have seen. But we have also seen that 

for the most part he provides old familiar symbols in new and 

different ways. 

Sam must stay in the participants• world and so he 

must use symbols which are familiar. He says: "You gotta 

identify with 'em or they won't pay any attention to what you 

say." Another way to express Sam's observations is to say: 

I have to make my words and acts familiar to their subjective 
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definitions of things." And he would agree that he has to 

understand their subjective world in order to do it. The 

process of such a complex act is the analytical focal point 

for the next section. 

3. Phenomenological Fe atures 

Facilitation, in our team building workshop, is an 

intentional intersubjective phenomenon. This means several 

things at once. First it means that Sam has a subjective and 

unique interpretation of his world, and so of the workshop. 

His interpretation comes from his own life situation and 

background. He interprets all the social acts he senses and 

as a part of interpreting, he attaches meaning to those acts 

and intentions to the people who act. Second, each of the 

workshop participants is doing the same thing as Sam. They 

are all subjectively interpreting the goings on and ascribing 

intentions to others. Third, these subjective 

interpretations overlap to varying degrees, such that Sam and 

the workshop participants share some of their subjective 

interpretations and intentions. Finally, Sam is 

facilitating, which can be seen as an intentional act of 

bringing overlap to subjective interpretations. 

In an earlier article (Butler 1977) I described the 

act of meaning ascription to messages tapped through a wall 

by prisoners of war. Our workshop assumes face-to-face 

interaction, the latter stages of a model illustrated in that 

article. Figure 5 is a modification of that concept for the 
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current situation. Facilitation, the intentional act of 

bringing overlap or sharing of subjective interpretations, 

can be visualized through the model in three stages. The 

first stage involves Sam's act of interpretation, ascribing 

meaning to what he he a rs and sees. To do this he uses a 

subjective rationality of "logic in use." The second stage 

is a process in which he attributes intentions, motives, and 

values to a participant or participants. The last stage is 

facilitation, an intentional act or acts designed to change 

their perceptions, motives, and values. 

In the first stage, Sam's meaning ascription, the 

left column represents successive steps in the development of 

the meaning of the verbal and nonverbal behaviors Sam is 

observing. The right column represents components of 

consciousness Sam brings to his cognitive process. These 

"steps" are of course only functional illustrations of rapid, 

complex, and unordered cognitive processes. 

A context is imprinted on the verbal and nonverbal 

stimuli by Sam•s situational logic. It is a logic formulated 

for the here and now, based on the context he perceives 

himself to be in. A mood imprint is made according to his 

emotional state. Notice how that state will bias his 

assessment of the current situation and vice versa. 

Personality imprint is made on the message-to-be by his 

background logic. Components of background logic include 

things like culture, sex role, occupation, education, 
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ideology, social class and status. Here again there is 

reciprocation between background logic, affective state, and 

situational logic. Finally the message, as Sam understands 

it with the intentions he projects to the sender, is returned 

to memory to become part of Sam's new background of 

information. 

One of the key features of Sam's understanding is the 

rationality he employs. Schutz (1967) describes it as a 

subjective rationality that is synonymous with 

reasonableness. It includes the ability to be innovative and 

not just to follow rules. Subjective rationality is 

deliberate. And deliberation includes anticipation of an end 

in the light of a present situation with all of its unique 

contextual features. As deliberation, it implies a rehearsal 

of acts in the imagination prior to acting. His acts are 

therefore planned and predictable to him and so he makes a 

choice between two or more means to the same end. Sam's 

subjective rationality is therefore logical to him within the 

boundaries of his own definition of what is logical. This 

kind of rationality is quite apart from a scientific logical 

means-ends or economic model of rationality. 

In the second stage Sam attributes motives, 

intentions and values to the participant or participants 

whose language symbols he has received and interpreted. He 

can do this because he employs what Schutz calls "reciprocity 

of perspectives. " It means that Sam assumes, in a subjective 
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way, that the participants are doing about the same thing he 

has just done, and in about the same way he has just done it. 

Furthermore he assumes that he shares experiences and 

interpretations of experiences with participants. In 

reciprocal ways, participants make those same assumptions 

about Sam because of the anecdotes he uses, the 

institutionally known language and slang he uses and because 

of his very appearance. He wears a uniform like theirs, with 

rank insignia denoting position in the order of hierarchy. 

He has ribbons representing campaigns and experiences that 

are mutually recognizable. And he has an emblem of warfare 

specialty giving visible proof of experience with the 

machinery of warfare on the open seas. Sam is careful to be 

groomed to fit Navy norms. His short hair, in setting him 

apart from nonmilitary people, helps to set him firmly in the 

intersubjective worlds of his participants. HRM specialists 

express these things they are taught about facilitation, 

these 1 it tle tactics, not in the 1 anguage of phenomenology 

because they are taught in another language. They say, like 

Sam, you have to "identify" with your participants, or that 

you have to "come-off" like you are a "member of the club." 

This is a key feature of facilitation, but it is an 

especially powerful tool for fac il i ta tors who are internal 

consultants. For they have "consociates" as Schutz says, not 

just "contemporaries," as clients. And this presents the 
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possibility of a much closer intersubjective relatedness or 

reciprocity of perspectives. 

Another feature of Sam's cognitive process of 

attributing motives, intentions, and values to participants 

is called "typifications" by Schutz. These are the 

stereotypes Sam employs. They give him a set of typical 

assumptions to share with others in defining his situation. 

These typifications are what Sam uses to "take the role of 

the other," also called the act of empathetic understanding. 

With empathy, he can then concoct some line of action to 

change that other person's (participant's) projected action. 

HRM School has given Sam some of his typifications along with 

some recommendations for how to change or deal with those 

"types of behaviors." Figure 6 is taken from a student 

information sheet. 

The last stage, Sam's actual actions of facilitation, 

are the intentional acts that are deliberately designed and 

produced to change participants' percept ions, motives, 

intentions, and values. These acts of facilitation are 

spontaneous variations of what Schutz calls his (Sam's) 

"stock of knowledge at hand." Some among his repertoire we 

have seen: feedback techniques, brainstorming, tasking, 

arranging of contextual features in the room, role playing, 

reflective listening, and other techniques borrowed from 

behavioral science, psychoanalytic theory and clinical 

psychology. There are also many techniques Sam pulls from 
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Types of Behaviors 

TYPES or BEHAvtOa 

l. Tb• OomiAator (lmow-it-all) 
th• person who wants to impose 
tbeir opiAiou on everyone •l••· 

2. The Belitcer (arguer). This type 
1s always cryi:11.g to croaa ~P th• 1 .. dar. 
Tbi1 parson will qlli?lble over th• 1110at 
crivW detail and loves to get the 
oth•r per1ou's goat. 

3. The T.U.r (the 011• who wants to 
do all the talkizl&) . 

RECOMMENDATION 

Encourage other members :o CO11D8Ut 011 

th• domillacor ruiarks freely. Let 
tha rasc of the group take care of 
tbu type of person. 

Build up the coufidance of the group 
ill themselves so chat they will not 
be imposed 011 by this type of melllber. 

The first rule in this type of situation 
is co keep cool. The leader should aoc 
lose his/her head nor allow other to 
do so. Use questions. Draw out the 
individua l and turn him/her over to 
cha group. Give th• i.ndividuaJ. enough 
rope to make some absurd, foolish, or 
far fetched scacements. Keep muiber1 _ 
from gettinl personal, Gee the opiuion 
of th• majority. 

Be vary tactful but int•rrupc and 
uk others to co11111ent. It iaay be 
necessary to a.sk lum/har politely 
co refrain from t&J.k;uig a.ud to 
give someone else a chance. It 
it cai:mot be done without U1bar-

------------------------T11inr.tulrthe-±ad:l:vtdaai, a pr.hate 
talk would-be advisable, - -- .. ·--- -· ---- -----
Fail to recognize the indiVidu&l. 

Don't look at cllu cype of pe;son 
wben you are prasautillg a question, 
Thu makes it difficult for th• person 
to get the floor, Deliberately curu 
to &110ther conferee and uk for· hu/her 

· - -· -- -· opillion , !scablull a rule chat -no · 
• . -- - - -- -umber sllould spea" coo long . on Gy-· 

-4, >t'he Ducucco r .(the -dia:Lnceresced 
couferae). 

qu .. tion witil someone el•• hu a 
c.b.aDce co Calk. 

--· As" dirlct (lUHtioua ufecc:°1A1- th•· 
person's work, .\ak for bia/ber 
advice pert&iAing to some feacurH 
of th• maecings. Quote tactfully 

-----------------=o- -'-~~,~--L~h• P.•r•9n_hg_lH4_e~--­
t0 you outside tbe meatiug. 

Pick ouc something tba person ha1 
origil:iated and hold it up u a 
100d aumpla , C&rafully br:1.A1 up 
thin11 in which you lmov tbi.111 persou 
1a int • rHted. 

Figure 6 
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s. Th• S~•rtor BeJ.Aa (the obltiuc• 
1Jlcliv1dual who baa llO time !or acbool 
doeau' t be.liev. 1n new ideu) • 

6. The Blocker (the 1nd1vidual wl1o 
thiAu their idea is but and won't 
give up). 

Can wreck a diacuaaion if uot b.an.dlad 
properly . Kake this peraou teal the 
rroup ii 1ncar .. tad in bil/her op1nioll9. 
FiDd aoa upact of the problma that 
iDteraats the per1on. Slant th• sub• 
Jact to catch their attention. Bold 
up good points u1oc:iated with the 
illdividual to illuatrata poil:lts dia• 
cussed. 

Lat the person talk. Maybe bu/her 
idea i.a 100d. It not, the ui.dividual 
w1l gee enough attention a.nd rope co 
hang, The per1011 can th•11 b• ignorad 
aud th• dilcua1i0n can move 011. 

Call ou the per1011 by a.ma to give 
au op1niou, ad ask an euy quutio11. 
that th• 1ndivitiual ii •=• co uaver 
lNJ.l, ad tba i,raue h1ll/her. FiAd 
•a..Cbinc for the 1ndividual to do 
to help you 1D the diacuHion; tor 

---------------------------amv~r-a-r1corder-tn.-Qil""l..,U.,.p---

9. 'Dia lfmber vbo attem,tl to 
&•C yow: 0111nioll iutud of 

. _ 1i'Yi.!1 ~/~•r °'"'•-... ___ . _ -· 

dlarU. 

Gi-v. ~ par1011. a c:haDe• to a1:r the 
,rinauc• &I IOOll &I P0Hibl•. Treat 
th• 1;41v1du&l nth boggt senounya • 
Wer the quution back to the pup 
and · cha back to the individual . • - · 

··-··-··---- -- ·- -----------------
10. tba llilecrackar - the 1roup The dea,:•• of 1ucc:u1 of chi.I persou'• 
~. mtic • is m :I.Ddicator of boredoa or 

.. . _ . .. _ . __ _ __ _______ !1?lu~•~ --~-~h~ .. sroup :__,.~ - L•~~~ - . 
.. _ .. • _ •- · _ · ·--- .. • ________ _ vor~ed a;oup, _ ~• ime•t1•c•_ 9f_ t!1.•_ 

·· --- - - .. _ ... · - · ·· - - ·- other .. aiembers of · tb sroup · vill-cul-thi•­
•ctivtcy. taep th• sroui, 1Dcaruc1d &11d 
poioted toward th• purpose tor aiaacizls. 

Jl,..Jh.eJlab•t .. ~bo . ....th~ ... ~.1>u. ... ________ Tb_..1 .. 1,_1t•~-~-r ...f,-1._ch•L~-th•·---
an tellJJlc hia/her bov to 4o job beccu tJla1l a:rou• we . Gee cha 
b.u/hu job ud ruuca 1c. 1ndindual co feal r:h&c thia u:i,1riuc• 

cc be ,,&luabl• co others ; chat th• 
purpo•• of th1 d1scuaai011. ii to u­
ch&lla• id... and to pool apariccu. 

1%. the per1011 vbo is vroq but 
vlsoa other• 1n th• aroup, out of 
na-puc. r~• to conacc. 

ilvaya avoid diract c:riticiam, sarc:asia, 
ud redicule. t1H 1ndir1ct •thods. 
Analyze a 11ail&r ea•• vithout reta:reuce 
to the 1ndividual per1011.&ll1. 

~ to the persoii 1n privace. 

Figure 6 Continued 
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his "stock of knowledge at hand" that , are more spontaneous 

and subtle. These kinds of intentional acts have great 

variance from facilitator to facilitator and they become a 

part of what other facilitators call one's "personal style." 

Here are a few I saw Sam using in the team building workshop: 

.Sam often quoted reliable ( to the participants) 

authoritative sources in order to build his credibility. 

' "Navy Regs. specifies the duties of a department head ••• 

"Ac,cording to Maslow and Herzberg, self actualization ••• 

"OPNAV Instruction 5300.6B directs all commands to ••• " 

He used influential or charismatic participants . in 

the workshop to his best advantage. "Commander Armstrong ,. ,we 

seem to be bogged down, can you summarize what's going ·on .,for 

us • here?" ••• "Petty Officer James, tell us again your 

suggestion about who should be on the committee to ·organ :ize 

that." 

He shifts the focus of attention from ihimself -, to 

others for problem solving. 

Participant: Commander, I don't see why you just 
don't give us the answers instead of making us go 

•through all this. (Sam has answered this question 
before in the first part of the workshop.) 

Sam ( looks across the room to a friendly face .): 
Chief Mason, do you think I should give answers to 
this problem? 

( Chief Mason answers with the HRM .party 1 ine .about 
using your own expertise to solve problems in an 

·organization so organizational members will take 
ownership in the solutions.) 
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He uses humor with a moral, to drive a point and to 

change the affective climate: 

Sam: Wait a minute, you folks are getting too 
serious. (A lieutenant has just heatedly asked a 
petty officer to "sit down and shut up.") You 
know, the other day I saw this Ensign ask a sailor 
for a dollar's worth of change. The sailor said, 
"Yeh, I think I got it, just a minute, let me see." 
The Ensign sez, "Let's try that again, sailor, with 
•sir' this time - now, you got a dollar's worth of 
change?" "No sir." (Much laughter with visible 
relaxing of tensions.) 

From the phenomenological analysis of facilitation in 

the team building workshop, facilitation appears to us as an 

intentional intersubjective phenomenon. It is a complex 

cognitive act based on the facilitator's subjective 

definition of the situation and on his subjective definition 

of what participants are thinking and intending. As a way of 

interpreting facilitation, phenomenology adds a deeper 

dimension than our previous structural and interactional 

analyses. It gives us theoretical insight to the cognitive 

process and rationality that facilitators employ in the 

intentional act of bringing overlap to subjective 

interpretations. 

E. Concluding Remarks 

This paper has presented a sociological analysis of a 

qualitative applied knowledge set called facilitation. It 

beegan with an evolutionary description of social 

facilitation, the phenomenon discovered in laboratories of 

experimental social psychology. From laboratory phenomenon 
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we have seen social facilitation become facilitation, the 

applied organization development method used in the HRM 

System. The analysis of an actual workshop was based on 

three sociological paradigms, each of which presents 

different but interlocking viewpoints of the phenomenon 

facilitation. 

Tracing the evolution of 

reveals some of the underlying 

facilitation as a concept 

reasons, objectives, and 

values. We 

psychological 

see transitions from drive theory, a 

paradigm based on inner basic drives and 

habits, to theories of objective self awareness, to theories 

of competition, and finally to sociological theories of 

heightened awareness in voting behaviors of large 

populations. Then a crossover was shown to occur in the 

intended use of the facilitation phenomenon as an applied 

behavioral science concept. Theories implying and opting for 

planned changes in organizations were described, with 

facilitation generally falling under Chin and Benne's 

"normative-reeducative" approach to client change. Values 

and reasons underlying several schools of that approach were 

described, one focusing on helping members of a client system 

to become more aware, and the other on helping with the 

problem solving capabilities of a client organizational 

system. The values and assumptions of each branch were 

given. 
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The perceptions of facilitator and participants were 

described in structural or normative terms in the first 

analytical sequence. The perceived normative structures were 

seen as constraining and shaping influences on the processes 

of facilitation. Some of these constraints are present as 

normative structures the specialist and participants bring to 

the workshop as members of various strata in the Navy 

organization with distinctive values, ideals, needs, biases, 

motives and self interests. Other constraints are 

intentionally presented and set up by the facilitator in 

order to take advantage of those values, etc. 

In the second analytical sequence, the perceptions of 

facilitator and participants were described in terms of the 

language in use and the roles that are consequently ascribed 

during the workshop. Facilitator roles like "performer," 

11 interpreter, 11 "role-player, 11 "insider," and "expert in the 

use of clinical and behavioral science techniques" became 

more apparent. The overall view of facilitation was given as 

manipulation of the symbolic environment, an intentional act 

of perception management. 

In the final analytical sequence, the intersubjective 

features of facilitation are explored. Again facilitation is 

seen as an intentional act, this time of managing subjective 

interpretations. The intersubjective perceptual process of 

meaning ascription, interpretation, reciprocal perspective, 

role taking, typification, and the consequent intentional 
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facilitation of these features was descr ibed. Facil itation 

is thus shown to be a process of intentio nal manipulati on of 

intersubjective perceptual phenomen a . 

The notion of facilitation has e volved thro ugh many 

forms since Triplett's origin a l discover y. In rece nt years 

it has become an often used qual itative t o ol for 

accomplishing a variety of tasks. Ea c h of th e se tasks 

assumes certain values and self intere sts on t he p art of 

facilitators. In fact, the act of facil i t a tion can be seen 

as an intentional act of manipulation under several 

sociological lenses. Only when facilitation i s studied from 

the standpoints of both its historical evolution and its 

interactional processes can these underlying values and self 

interests be brought to light. 
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