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I. INTRODUCTION 

There is no denying the phenomenon of 
the growing use of small group methods as 
a vehicle of learning and growth experiences 
. . . The overly enthusiastic are claiming 
that all things can be done through groups. 
Individuals flock to sensitivity-training 
laboratories or encounter groups looking 
for a variety of self-actualization exper
iences, from hard-core psychotherapy to 
fellowship. -'-

The use of small group methods has become so popular 

in the last few years that it might be considered a fad, 

or simply the changing style of our society. Neverthe

less, the small group is continually being used as a 

tool for shaping, or attempting to shape, human behavior. 

Research in small group methods is rapidly becoming the 

concern of many different disciplines of study. Although 

many are using the small group as a cure-all, many others 

are discovering through small group research some answers 

and questions to the human dilemma of self-identity and 

interpersonal relationships. 

Small group research, to any significant degree, 

had its beginning near the end of World War I, but has 

Gerald Egan, Encounter: Group Processes for 
Interpersonal Growth (Belmont, California: Brooks/ 
Cole Publishing Company, 1970), p. 1. 



only become widespread within the last ten years. Small 

group research has generally developed in two different 

areas, education and psychology. The increasing use of 

discussion as a method of education, along with the 

development of college courses related to discussion 

methods, has led to research in small group methods. 

The second area of development, and the most recognized, 

has been that of psychology. Men such as Kurt Lewin in 

the late 1930's and early 1940's began research on the 
2 

processes of leadership and discussion. 

The beginnings of small group research were limited 

to a few persons. The latter part of the 1940's saw 

less than 55 articles on small group research appearing 
3 

in professional journals each year. 

The subheading "group dynamics" was introduced in 

Psychological Abstracts in 1945, with the subheading 

"small group" appearing in 1950. As far as is known, 

Robert Bales taught the first seminar entitled "Small 

Groups" at Harvard in 1946. 

2 
Dean C. Barnlund and Franklyn S. Haiman, 

The Dynamics of Discussion (Boston: Houghton Mifflin 
Company, I960), pp. xiv-xv. 

-̂ Robert T. Golembiewskl, The Small Group: An 
Analysis of Research Concepts and Operations (Chicago: 
The University of Chicago Press, 1962), p. 1. 

A. Paul Hare, Handbook of Small Group Research 
(New York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1962), p. vTl. 
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Since the 1950's small group research has increased 

rapidly, beginning mainly through the efforts of psycho

therapists, such as Harry Sullivan, J. L. Moreno, Carl 

Rogers, Jurgen Reusch, and advancing to the group-therapy 

movement. Adding to the accumulation of research have 

been industrial psychologists, sociologists, and 
5 

educators. 

In the past few years, small group research has 

become the main concern of the fields of social psy

chology and, more recently, speech-communication. 

Speech-communication once centered its attention on 

"platform speaking" or "public speaking" in which a 

speaker addressed an audience without expecting verbal 

response from them. One of the present trends in speech-

communication is to study interpersonal communication 

in which communication is two-way, both transmitted and 

received by each person, as in a group discussion. 

Interpersonal communication is very important to the 

average person, who, according to Paul T. Rankin, spends 

75 per cent of his waking day in verbal communication, 

very little, if any, of which is platform speaking. 

5 
Barnlund, The Dynamics of Discussion, p. xv. 

Harold P. Zelko and Frank E. X. Dance, Business 
and Professional Speech Communication (New York: Holt, 
Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1965), p. 9. 



The basic theories of platform speaking may well 

be found in the study of small group communication. 

"The socialization of communication finds its greatest 

expression in two-person systems (interpersonal). We 

even extend the dyadic relationship through public 

speaking and the use of mass communication media (person 
7 

to group). 

What once was a side area in the field of speech, 

called discussion, is now becoming a central area of 

concern, called small group communication. For example, 

the area of discussion and small group communication, 

areas seldom mentioned in speech dissertations and theses 

prior to the mid 1960's, was reported by Speech Monographs 

in 1969 to be the main concern of 39 out of 251 disserta-
o 

tions in speech abstracted for the magazine. Among 

these were such titles as follows: "A Process Model of 

Verbal Task Behavior for Decision-Making Groups," by 
9 

B. Aubrey Fisher; "Variables Related to Concensus in 

Group Discussions of Questions of policy," by Dennis S. 

Gouran; "Leadership Emergence and Attention Span: 

7 
Ibid., p. 5. 

o 

"Doctoral Dissertations in Speech," Speech 
Monographs, XXXVI (I969), p. 215. 

^Ibld., p. 217. 

•̂ °Ibld. , p. 218. 
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A Content Analysis of the Time-Devoted-to-Themes 

Discussed in the Task-Orlented Small Group," by 

Charles U. Larson; and "Effects of T-Group Training 

and Cognitive Learning on Small Group Effectiveness," 

by Michele Tolela.''"̂  

Other speech related journals have also been 

reporting an increase in small group communication 

research, such as articles in the Quarterly Journal of 

Speech: "Interpersonal Trust in Small-Group Com

munication," by Kim Giffin, 1967;^^ and "Process 

Disruption and Measurement in Small Group Communication," 

by Dale Leathers, 1969."̂  

Joining the ever enlarging trend toward the use of 

small groups is organized religion. Although the church, 

since, its beginning, has been using small group inter

action, it has only been within the last few years that 

the church has begun to utilize small group research 

and theories in order to Improve human interaction and 

self-awareness. 

•̂''Ibid. , p. 222. 

-'•̂ Ibld. , p. 228. 

^Kim Giffin, "Interpersonal Trust in Small-Group 
Communication," Quarterly Journal of Speech, LIII 
(1967), pp. 224r23T: 

14 
Dale G. Leathers, "Process Disruption and 

Measurement in Small Group Communication," Quarterly 
Journal of Speech, LV (1969), pp. 287-300. 



In the late 1960's Dan Yeary, working as College 

Minister for the First Baptist Church of Lubbock, 

Texas, began using small group interaction as training 

for college students in campus evangelism. The groups 

were called Evangelism Groups, or "E" Groups. 

After a year of experimentation, Yeary designed 

and published his basic philosophy and principles for 

15 the group process of evangelism. This system may 

basically be called a task-oriented sensitivity group 

method, which will be explained later. 

Following the basic ideas set forth In Yeary's 

publication, which is being distributed by the Home 

Mission Board of the Southern Baptist Convention, 

Evangelism Groups have been formed in many college 

related areas throughout the country. 

"A Study of Evangelism Groups as Task-Orlented 

Sensitivity Groups" was prompted by the rapid growth 

and the local availability for observation of 

Evangelism Groups. 

I'o 
Dan Yeary, "E" Group Campus Evangelism Training 

(Atlanta: Home Mission Board, SBC, 1970), pp. 1-5. 



Purpose and Problem 

The purpose of this study is to examine a newly 

developing type of small group, the Evangelism Group, 

to determine if it compares in structure and process with 

task-oriented sensitivity groups. 

Two preliminary questions to be answered by this 

study are, first, "What are Evangelism Groups?" and 

second, "What are task-oriented sensitivity groups?" 

The problem at which this study is directed is, 

"Do Evangelism Groups have a speech communication process 

similar to that of task-oriented sensitivity groups?" 

Therefore, the hypothesis of this study is that 

"Evangelism Groups have a speech communication process 

similar to that of task-oriented sensitivity groups." 

Definition of Terms 

In order to better understand the problem of this 

study, the following definitions are given: 

1. Evangelism Groups: a type of group, designed 
by Dan Yeary, for training college 
students in campus evangelism.16 

2. Speech Communication: "the study of component 
properties in the formation, transmission, 
and interaction stages of oral-visual 
messages as these alternate between 
speaker and audience."1' 

^^ibid. 

17 
Raymond G. Smith, Speech-Communication: Theory 

and Models (New York: Harper and Row, 1970), p. 2T! 



3. Process: "something going on. 

8 

M18 

4. Similar: significantly alike, as to be 
classified together. 

5. Task-oriented: "designed to get the job done, 
or to deal with the problem which has 
brought them together."IP 

6. Sensitivity group: "a particular kind of 
laboratory learning in which personal 
and Interpersonal issues are the 
direct focus of the group."20 

Several of the above terms will be defined in more 

detail later in this study. 

Justification for the Study 

The question may arise, "Why is it important to know 

if Evangelism Groups have a speech communication process 

similar to that of task-oriented sensitivity groups?" 

First, one must be aware of the growing importance 

of Evangelism Groups. As cited previously. Evangelism 

Groups, which had their start in Lubbock, Texas, are 

now in operation in many college related areas throughout 

21 the nation. With the rapid spread of Evangelism Groups 

came a need for more knowledge of their function, and 

1 8 
Webster's Seventh New Collegiate Dictionary, 

1967, p"̂  BTB"̂  
19 1 
Barnlund, The Dynamics of Discussion, p. 40. 

20 
Egan, Encounter, p. 10. 

21 
Nathan Porter, Interview held in Lubbock, Texas, 

November I6, 1970. 



especially of their speech communication process, so that 

they may become more effective and may be reproduced with 

more accuracy. As far as is known, no studies have 

previously been made concerning the speech communication 

process of Evangelism Groups. The information in this 

study was requested by the founder of Evangelism Groups, 

Dan Yeary, and by Nathan Porter, Director of Student 

Evangelism, Home Mission Board, Southern Baptist 

Convention. 

Second, assuming that there Is a need to study the 

speech communication process of Evangelism Groups, why 

study the process in relation to task-oriented 

sensitivity groups? As will be seen later in this study, 

22 the theory of Evangelism Groups, as set forth by Yeary, 

appears to be very similar to the theory of task-oriented 

sensitivity groups. Since the theory of Evangelism Groups 

appears to be similar to the theory of task-oriented 

sensitivity groups, then the speech communication process 

could also be studied in comparison to task-oriented 

sensitivity groups. 

The assumption here is that theory and process 

should be congruent if either is of value to the other. 

Therefore, the process of Evangelism Groups should 

22 
Yeary, "E" Groups, pp. 1-5-



^ 

10 

correspond to the theory of Evangelism Groups. If the 

process and theory do not correspond, then (1) the 

Evangelism Groups studied did not conform to the theory 

set forth for Evangelism Groups, or (2) the theory set 

forth for Evangelism Groups does not adequately describe 

the process under which the groups operate. Since newly 

developing Evangelism Groups are being formed upon 

Yeary's theory of Evangelism Groups, -̂  a need has 

developed to determine if Yeary's theory is workable in 

those groups. 

For this study, Yeary's own Evangelism Groups were 

chosen for observation, under the assumption that Yeary 

would attempt to follow his own theory in the operation 

of the groups. Since Yeary's theory of Evangelism Groups 

seemed to be similar to the theory of task-oriented 

sensitivity groups, then the question of this study 

became, "Do Evangelism Groups have a speech communication 

process similar to that of task-oriented sensitivity 

groups?" 

Third, why focus attention on the speech communication 

process of Evangelism Groups as opposed to the many other 

possible variables, such as membership, personality 

struggles, and motivation? Although such studies would 

2^ 
^Ibid. 
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be very useful, speech communication is the focusing 

element in many types of sensitivity groups. Also, 

speech communication is the behavioral area in which 

the author of this study is most qualified to explore. 

Fourth, from a more generalized viewpoint, justifi

cation for this study came from the urgent need for a 

better understanding of interpersonal speech communication. 

The need for a better understanding of speech communica

tion is seen in the increasing desire by many religious 

organizations to find more effective ways of communicating 

their beliefs in an interpersonal manner, as seen in the 

rapid spread of Evangelism Groups and many other types 

of groups. A study of the speech communication process 

of Evangelism Groups in relation to what is already 

known about the speech communication process of small 

groups may yield insight into some causes of "success" 

and "failure" in any small group speech communication 

process. Insight may also be gained in relation to the 

carrying out of the group's self-assigned task, which is 

learning to communicate their beliefs inside and outside 

of the group. 

A study of the communication process of Evangelism 

Groups may help to Improve the present system of 

Evangelism Groups, aid in the forming and functioning 

of other such groups, and aid in the formation of small 

group communication theory. 
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Methods of Study 

The methods used in this study will Include the 

historical, the descriptive, and the critical. 

The first section of this study will be concerned 

with the history and theories of Evangelism Groups and 

the history of small group research. 

The second section of this study will be concerned 

with a descriptive study of Evangelism Groups in process, 

and then a critical comparison of Evangelism Groups and 

task-oriented sensitivity groups. 

The final section will be concerned with a summary 

of conclusions drawn from the study. 

Procedures 

In order to study the problem "Do Evangelism Groups 

have a speech communication process similar to that of 

task-oriented sensitivity groups?" two preliminary 

questions will first be investigated: (1) "What are 

Evangelism Groups?" and (2) "What are task-oriented 

sensitivity groups?" 

The first preliminary question will be divided into 

two parts: (1) the theory and structure of Evangelism 

Groups, and (2) a study of four Evangelism Groups in 

process. The second preliminary question will also be 

divided into two parts: (1) sensitivity groups, and 

(2) task-orientation. 
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The Information gained from an investigation of 

the two preliminary questions will then be used in 

comparing the speech communication process of Evangelism 

Groups and task-oriented sensitivity groups. 



II. THEORY AND STRUCTURE OF EVANGELISM GROUPS 

In examining the theory and structure of Evangelism 

Groups, this study will rely heavily on the ideas and 

theories of Dan Yeary, expressed in "E" Group Campus 

Evangelism Training, and from interviews with Yeary. As 

far as is known, the Evangelism Groups herein described are 

the sole product of Yeary and his assistants, and there 

are no other published or unpublished documents concerning 

Evangelism Groups at the time of this study. 

Yeary, in his publication on Evangelism Groups, 

introduces Evangelism Groups as follows: 

Sharing personal faith requires one to 
"give himself away" to another person. The 
greatest detriment to this process is the 
lack of sensitivity to the needs and feelings 
of the non-believing person. Every study 
available concerning the personal encounters 
of Jesus reveals a "high intensity" awareness 
to the needs of individuals and an equivalent 
sensitivity concerning the integrity and 
dignity of the whole person. 

Students have problems with faith sharing 
on the campus due to lack of experience but 
also because within the context of the church 
the opportunity for laboratory learning and 
Individual encounter has been minimal or at 
best superficial. Coupled with a reaction to 
stereotypes and a fear of manipulation, most 
plans for campus evangelism are categorized 
by inertia. 

Yeary, "E" Group, pp. 1-5 

14 
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The emergence of the small group process 
is a highly significant contribution to the 
campus application of personal evangelism. 
In fact, this process may well be the salva
tion of campus evangelism. 

Campus witnesses are made, not born. 
Students must be trained to be effective as 
personal witnesses. The training received 
cannot be in the traditional form of note-
taking study sessions, but must be in life
like laboratory experiences. The small group 
process makes this possible. This process is 
not an outgrowth of contemporary society but 
is an ancient principle employed by one who 
commissioned Christians to "go and make 
disciples."^ 

Yeary emphasizes sensitivity and encounter as 

necessary processes if the groups are to succeed. The 

success of the groups is measured, as Yeary implies, by 

the increasing ability and desire of group members to 

relate their beliefs to non-members who do not believe. 

Yeary Implies that sensitivity training can best 

be applied by the small group process. Reference is 

made to the lack of such training in the context of 

the church. 

Yeary also emphasizes that the sharing of personal 

faith is not an innate quality, but an outgrowth of 

experience and training. The training necessary should 

not be in lecture form but in the actual experience 

of sharing. Yeary relates this type of sensitivity 

2 
Ibid., p. 1. 
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training to the early Christian movement. Yeary 

implies that Evangelism Groups are, in a sense, a return 

to the type of training used by ear;Ly Christians. 

Yeary divides his description of campus evangelism 

training into two main areas, basic philosophy and 

principles in group process or structure. 

In the area of basic philosophy, Yeary lists six 

basic ideas which are necessary if a successful group 

process is to take place. 

"The beginning concept is that witnessing is not 

primarily something you do but what you are." The 

emphasis is on self-awareness as a basis for interaction, 

stressing that the student's beliefs should be consistent 

with his style of living. 

The second basic contention is that "the student 

who masters the sensitivity to others In the normal 

traffic pattern of his life can and should be more 
5 

effective." The stress here is upon sensitivity to 

other people, with an emphasis upon achievement. Notice 

that the emphasis is not only on "can" be more effective, 

but also "should" be more effective. 

^Ibld., pp. 1-3. 
4 
Ibid., p. 1. 

^Ibld. 
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The third basic idea is that "most Christian 

students need the freedom-giving idea that they can 

and should develop their own style of witness 

according to the dictates of their individual person-

allty." Here again, the emphasis is upon self-

awareness, and being able to utilize your personality 

rather than changing it to fit a certain mold or 

social norm. Yeary attempts to move away from the old 

idea that "to witness" is to share your faith in a 

certain number of preselected steps, regardless of the 

situation. Instead, he moves Into a sharing of self 

as an integral part of sharing faith. 

Yeary's fourth basic idea is that "campus 

evangelism Is most effective when relationship precedes 
7 

witness." The emphasis, again. Is sensitivity to 

others, such that faith cannot be a sharing process and 

at the same time be a case of hit-and-run relationships. 

The Evangelism Group laboratory becomes the training 

ground for establishing long-term, sensitive relation

ships, as well as the short and sensitive. "The key 

is the quality of the relationship that will make the 

witness more believable. The small group laboratory 

Ibid. 

"̂ Ibid. 
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should make the student more effective in establishing 

deeper relationships more rapidly. This even includes 

the isolated 'one-shot' opportunity made by our mobile 

society.' 

The fifth basic Idea is that "witnessing involves 

listening as well as speaking."-" As Yeary would say, 

listening is a very rar̂ e, but important quality of 

sharing one's faith. Sensitivity again is the des

criptive word implied. 

The sixth basic idea is that "translating 

religious terminology into campus vocabulary is of 

extreme importance." Being sensitive to others is 

of little value :.f one cannot communicate to others. 

For people to respond to faith, faith must be com

municated t^' them. 

Practical Structure of Evangelism Groups 

Yeary gives several suggestions for the practical 

structure of Evangelism Groups. 

Students have a tremendous capacity for 
response to the group process. A campus 
evangelism program (or an "E" group) should 
be organized as a disciple group and demanding 

8 
Ibid., 

9 
I b i d . 

10 
I b i d . 

P- 2. 
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commitments to the group should be made 
concerning attendance and participation. 
The best group is from ten to twelve in 
number. Over twelve is a difficult number 
for;'in-depth group work. However, some 
leaders are capable of dealing effectively 
with larger groups.-^^ 

Yeary suggests that the groups be small in size, 

from ten to twelve in number. The groups observed 

for this study tended to fluctuate, numbering anywhere 

from eight to thirty. Yeary also suggested that a 

definite commitment and discipline be followed. 

This commitment and discipline will later be examined 

in relation to task-orientation and the use of group 

contracts. 

Students should be interviewed by the 
group leader prior to entrance in the "E" 
group. The leader should be careful to 
establish a healthy balance of Independent 
and dependent personalities in order to 
facilitate simple group processes. Commit
ments to the group should be made in terms 
of length of time and detailed disciplines. 
A recommended method is an hour-and-a-half 
meeting per week for ten to twelve weeks 
climaxed by a full day's retreat.-'-'̂  

In determining group balance, Yeary administered the 

Firo-B Test to all applicants and divided the groups 

according to the results. Also used in determining 

balance was Yeary's previous knowledge of the students 

-̂"̂ Ibid.. 

12 
Ibid. 
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through personal relationships with them. The question 

of whether this process facilitated the group process 

of interaction will be explored later in this study. 

Yeary's Evangelism Groups closely followed his 

recommendation of an hour-and-a-half meetings per week 

for ten to twelve weeks. These meetings were held 

during the weekdays, both in the afternoons and in 

the evenings. Usually two groups were initially 

combined for a short, "thought-provoking" program and 

then divided for discission and interaction. 

All guilt motivation should be avoided. 
Although the leader will have a sense of 
direction, the group should set its own goals 
for execution. Detailed disciplines should 
involve the following: 

1. Dally Bible study. (A chapter a 
day in selected books.) 

2. Dally prayer. (Teach the styles of 
prayer for use.) 

3. Establishing Intercessory prayer 
patterns for at least one person 
the student would like to attempt 
to relate to Christ. 

4. Reading and assignment-mastery of 
a chosen text or texts on Christian 
witnessing. -'-3 

Here again is reference to a form of task-

orientation. Obviously the tasks mentioned above are 

not considered part of the "goals" that the group 

should set. As shall be seen later, these tasks were 

-̂ Îbld. 
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given to the groups at their beginning as understood 

requirements for becoming part of the group. 

If the leader superimposes his standards 
of execution on the group he will more than 
likely lose the total effect of what normally 
develops in the group process of personal 
evangelism. Inevitably, students, when 
properly led, will begin to ask "when are we 
going to do something?" They also will 
normally impose and adopt more rigid stanglards 
than the leader originally had in mlnd.l^ 

The role of leader will be a major part of this 

study, in that it seemed to be a major determinant 

in group Interaction. Yeary's prediction of the 

question, "When are we going to do something?" 

came true and will later be applied to the question 

of task-orientation. 

The "E" group itself takes on the form 
of a common bond of strugglers. The ex
perience should be laboratory, not lecture
ship. The leader is attempting to bring 
about maturity, not additional dependency. 
A certain amount of group dependency is 
healthy and desirable. The group itself 
serves as a constant reminder that weekly 
participation in the group that is not 
accompanied by encounter outside the group 
is blatant hypocrisy.^6 

A definition of terms would be helpful here, 

though they are not provided. What would seem, by 

14 

Ibid., pp. 2-3. 

Ibid., p. 3. 

^ Ibid. 
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common definition, to approach "lectureship" will 

later be labeled "laboratory." Once again the task-

orientation becomes very strongly suggested, such 

that, as mentioned earlier, even though "all guilt 

17 
motivation should be avoided," lack of encounter 

1 ft 
outside the group is labeled as "blatant hypocrisy," 

a term which would seem to cause guilt motivation. 

The meeting place is important. 
Comfortable surroundings of a relaxing 
nature with a premium on privacy are very 
important. The group setting should 
reproduce as best possible the real life 
surroundings of campus living.-̂ " 

Yeary's groups followed this suggestion usually. 

Most of the meetings observed for this study were 

held in one of several of the church's lounges, complete 

with shag carpeting, soft, comfortable chairs and sofas, 

soft lighting, even room temperature, etc. Though 

this was not completely in line with campus living 

conditions, it was much more so than would be the 

average church classroom. 

The leader should familiarize himself 
with the group process and learn to direct 
group activities that would relate to 
personal sensitivity, awareness, trust, 
communication, and so on. 

-̂ "̂ Ibid. , p. 2. 

-^^Ibid. , p. 3. 

•^^Ibld. 
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The leader should select methods and 
tools in which he has great personal 
confidence. Experimentation in "pseudo-
sensitivity sessions" or unfamiliar "T" 
group process should be avoided. 

Every method from nonverbal communi
cation to role playing could be used.^^ 

The Instructions here leave the leader open to a 

multitude of possible methods, any of which could 

greatly change the group process. Yeary offers 

"suggested activities" which are divided into ten 
21 , 

sessions (refer to Appendix). In the groups 

observed for this study during the Fall Semester, 

Yeary tended to follow the suggested activities very 

closely, using many of them a second time during the 

Spring Semester with many of the same group members. 

Summary 

As a partial answer to a preliminary question of 

this study, "What are Evangelism Groups?" this chapter 

has summarized a study of the theory and structure of 

22 
Evangelism Groups as set forth by Dan Yeary. The 

examination of Yeary's theory suggested that he considers 

Evangelism Groups to be a type of sensitivity group. 

Ibid. 

-̂̂ Ibid. , pp. 3-4. 

^^Ibid., pp. 1-5. 
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Yeary's theory was found to be based upon six basic 

ideas: (1) "The beginning concept is that witnessing is 

not primarily something you do but what you are;" (2) "The 

student who masters the sensitivity to others in the 

normal traffic pattern of life can and should be more 

effective;" (3) "Most Christian students need the freedom-

giving idea that they can and should develop their own 

style of witness according to the dictates of their 

individual personality;" (4) "Campus evangelism is most 

effective when relationship precedes witness;" (5) 

"witnessing involves listening as well as speaking;" and 

(6) "Translating religious terminology into campus 

vocabulary is of extreme importance." 

The practical structure of Evangelism Groups, as 

presented by Yeary, included: stressing of commitment 

to the group, limiting group size to ten to twelve 

members, balancing groups according to member personalities, 

meeting once a week for ten to twelve weeks, avoiding 

guilt motivation, setting group goals, eliminating 

dominant leadership, avoiding lecturing, encouraging 

encounter outside of the group, meeting in comfortable 

24 
surroundings, and becoming familiar with group process. 

^^Ibid., pp. 1-2. 

24 
Ibid., pp. 1-3. 



III. A STUDY OF FOUR EVANGELISM GROUPS IN PROCESS 

A study of four Evangelism Groups in process is the 

second part of the answer to a preliminary question of 

this study, "What are Evangelism Groups?" A study of 

four Evangelism Groups in process Involves two sections. 

The first section is a study of the communication patterns 

within the groups for five sessions. The second section 

is a study of the speaking frequencies of each member 

and leader of each group. 

The Four Evangelism Groups 

Although Evangelism Groups were observed both in 

the Fall Semester, 1970, and in the Spring Semester, 1971, 

for this study, the matter one was chosen for the focus 

of the study. This choice was made due to the author's 

opinion that the Spring Semester Evangelism Groups were 

more closely aligned with Yeary's published theories of 

Evangelism Groups, and because better methods of ob

servation were employed for this study during the Spring 

Semester. Information gained from the Fall Semester 

Evangelism Groups will be used inasmuch as it helps to 

explain or expand upon the information concerned with the 

Spring Semester Evangelism Groups. 

25 
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Sponsorship 

The Evangelism Groups observed for this study were 

sponsored by the First Baptist Church of Lubbock, Texas. 

Some supporting sponsorship, mostly Indirect, was also 

given by the Texas Tech Baptist Student Union. 

Membership 

The Spring Semester, 1971, Evangelism Groups were 

open to anyone who wished to attend, without any formal 

qualifications. Applicants filled out simple, post card 

size applications consisting of space for name, address, 

and preferred meeting time (out of the several possible 

times listed;. The only applicants eliminated were 

those who could not meet at any of the designated times. 

Application cards were made available at several 

meetings of the First Baptist Church, for several weeks 

prior to the first Evangelism Group sessions. Applicants 

were not required to be members of the church or to be 

Baptists, though almost all were one or both. However, 

no significant effort was made to obtain members from 

outside of the church. 

Though there were no formal qualifications for 

membership, there were, from the author's observations, 

several implied qualifications. These Implied quali

fications included that the applicant to be a professing 
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V:^f.;' 

Christian, that he believe in some form of evangelism, 

that he be concerned about his own self-awareness in 

relation to Christianity, and that he be concerned about 

other people and their needs. 

Leadership 

The same two leaders worked with all of the groups, 

each major group (such as the Tuesday afternoon group) 

dividing into two smaller groups, with one leader for 

each smaller group. 

The two leaders were Dan Yeary and Nick Harrison. 

Yeary is the founder of the Evangelism Group and was 

serving as College Minister for the First Baptist Church, 

working mainly as minister to Texas Tech University 

students attending the church. Harrison was a recent 

graduate of Texas Tech University, serving his first 

year as the Assistant Director of the Texas Tech Baptist 

Student Union. 

Both leaders reported to have done independent 

research into small group communication and sensitivity 

training, but neither had much formal training in 

either area. Both leaders were considered well qualified 

and were held in high esteem by most Evangelism Group 

members. 
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Meetings 

The Spring Semester Evangelism Group meetings 

were held in the Chapel lounge and an upstairs room, 

of the First Baptist Church. Both rooms were furnished 

much like a typical American living room, though larger, 

with shag carpet, soft lounge chairs and sofas, table 

and overhead lighting, drapery, a fireplace, etc. 

The Spring Semester Evangelism Groups consisted of 

two afternoon groups, one meeting at 4:30 p.m., on 

Tuesdays, and the other at 4:30 p.m., on Wednesdays. 

Later a night group was also added. One session for 

each group was held each week from January l8 through 

April 10, with several exceptions. A schedule of sessions, 

as presented to the members at their first session, is 

presented in the Appendix. 

Sessions Recorded 

To record the communication patterns within the 

four Evangelism Groups, the Interflo sheets on the 

following pages were used. 

Sessions One and Two were not recorded on Interflo 

sheets. Session One was mostly an Introductory session, 

in which the objectives of the group and the group 

schedule were explained and discussed briefly. During 

the first se.asion a group contract was also adopted. 
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The group contract consisted of the following: (1) each 

member shall be committed to the group, to attend all 

sessions and the retreat; (2) each member will begin 

the discipline of daily Bible study and prayer;(3) 

each member will pray for and cultivate a relationship 

with one non-Christian, will share that person's name 

with the group, and during the semester will attempt to 

relate Christ to this person. 

In Session Two, each group member explained to 

the group a collage that he had made prior to the 

meeting time. The collage represented the member's 

spiritual perspective. 

The Interflo sheets begin with Session Three. 

Evangelism Groups A and C are recorded for five 

sessions. During three of the sessions Group B is 

combined with Group A and Group D is combined with 

Group C. 

Group A had nine registered members, eight of 

whom were present at sometime during the five recorded 

sessions. Group B had eight registered members, five of 

whom were present at sometime during the five re

corded sessions. 

Group C had l6 registered members, 14 of whom were 

present at sometime during the five recorded sessions. 
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Group D had l6 registered members, ten of whom were 

present at sometime during the five sessions. 

Interflo Sheets 

The Interflo sheets on the following pages record 

the communication patterns within the four Evangelism 

Groups observed. 

The Interflo sheets show, in diagram form, the 

relative locations of each group member, listed by 

first name. Following each name is either one or two 

numbers. The number standing alone represents the number 

of times that the member spoke during the session, 

minus any direct answers to direct questions. The number 

attached to a small letter "a" represents the total 

number of direct answers to direct questions given by 

the memberc For example, on Interflo One, "John - 7, la," 

means that John -gave one direct answer to a direct 

question, plus seven other individual comments during 

the session. 

Direct communication from one member or leader to 

another member or leader is represented by an arrow. 

If the arrow is pointed from Susie to Debbie, as in 

Interflo One, that means that Susie directed one of 

her comments to Debbie, either by name or by looking 

directly at Debbie while making the comment. If the 



31 

arrow points in both directions, then both members spoke 

to each other directly, though not necessarily in 

consecutive order. After the first arrow is recorded, 

additional direct verbal communications to the same 

person are recorded by adding points to the arrow directed 

at the person to whom the comment was made. There is, of 

course, a great degree of subjectivity involved in re

cording the direction of communication since the observer 

had to rely mostly on eye contact, which is often de

ceiving. However, even with the possibility of some 

errors, the author believes the recording of inter

action on the Interflo sheets to be reliable enough to 

use for drawing general observations about the patterns 

of communication. 

Data concerning the nature of the session, the 

instructions given to the members by the leader, and 

additional clarifying comments by the observer, are 

given in the lower section of each Interflo sheet. 

On the following pages are the 13 Interflo sheets, 

followed by individual descriptions of each of the five 

sessions which were recorded. 
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Denise - 3 Debbie - 6 

Julia - 19 

Susie - 2 

Wayne - 3 

Nick (leader) - 15 

Rochelle - 7 

INTERFLO 1 

Evangelism. Group A 
4:30 p.m., 'Tuesday, February 2, 1971 
Upstairs Chapel Lounge, First Baptist Church 

Session Three: Pipe Cleaner Perspective (first part) 

Instructions Take pipe cleaners and make a symbol of the person's 
life to whom you plan to witness. 

Comments: Session Three has been divided into three separate 
interflo sheets because the time used for the session 
was distinctly divided into three parts , with three 
separate instructions. Each part lasted approximately 
30 minutes. 

During this part of the session, talk was very in
formal, usually unrelated to the subject, since everyone 
was busy making his symbol. Several comments were : 
directed at the Observer. The Observer made no verbal 
response. 
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Denise - 1 

/ 

John - 5, la 

Julia - 2, la 

Kay - 2 

Debbie - 1, la 

\ 
Susie - 2 

Wayne - 1 

RochelleN^ 0, la-̂  >Nick (leader) - 8 

Observer - 0 

INTERFLO 2 

Evangelism Group A 
5:00 p.m., Tuesday, February 2, 1971 
Upstairs Chapel Lounge, First Baptist Church 

Session Three: Pipe Cleaner Perspective (second part) 

Instructions: Describe your pipe cleaner symbol. 

Comments: Each group member spoke in order, beginning 
with the leader, moving clockwise, except for the 
Observer, who remained.silent. Some members made 
additional comments during the progression. The 
leader participated.by.also describing a pipe 
cleaner symbol which he had made during the first 
part of the session. 
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Denise - 1 

John - 4 

Julia - 5 

Kay - 2 

Debbie - 2 

Susie - 5 

Wayne - 1 

Observer - 0 
/ 

Nick (leader) - 8, la 

INTERFLO 3 

Evangelism Group A 
5:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 2, 1971 
Upstairs Chapel Lounge, First Baptist Church 

Session Three: Pipe Cleaner Perspective (third part) 

Instructions: Tell what you will do to get to know and help the 
person presented by your pipe cleaner symbol. 

Comments: Each group member spoke in reverse order, 
beginning with the leader, moving counter-clockwise, 
except for the Observer,.who remained silent. Some 
members made additional comments during the progression. 
The leader also followed the instructions. 
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B. J. - 1 
Greg - 1 

Shasta - 1 

Bill H. - 1 

Phil - 1 

Karyn - 1 Sandra - 1 

Bill L. - 1 Donna - 0 

Bill G. - 1 Debbie - 1 

Dan (.leader) - 3 <7 ->Krls - 1, la 

INTERFLO 4 

Observer - 0 

Evangelism Group C 
4:30 p.m., Wednesday, February 3, 1971 
Downstairs Chapel Lounge, First Baptist Church 

Session Three: Pipe Cleaner Perspective (first part) 

Instructions: Take pipe cleaners and make a symbol of the person's 
life to whom you plan to witness. Describe your 
pipe cleaner symbol to the group. 

Comments: Unlike Group A, Group C remained in complete 
silence while constructing their pipe cleaner symbols. 
Therefore, Session Three for Group C has been divided 
into two parts instead.of three. The first part would 
be equivalent of the first and second parts for Group A. 

Each group member spoke in order, beginning with 
the leader, moving counter-clockwise, except for the 
Observer, who remained silent. With the exception of 
the leader and one group member (Kris) everyone spoke 
Indirectly. 
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B. J. - 4 
Greg - 1, la 

Bill H. - 0 

Shasta - 0 

Karyn - 3 

Bill L. - 0 

Bill G. -

Dan (lea.der} - 10, la Kris - 2 

INTERFLO 5 

Observer - 0 

Evangelism Group C 
5:30 p.m., Wednesday, February 3, 1971 
Downstarls Chapel Lounge, First Baptist Church 

Session Three: Pipe Cleaner Perspective (second part) 

Instructions: What will be your biggest problem in witnessing 
to the person presented by your symbol? 

Comnents: During this part.everyone spoke at will, except 
for answering direct questions. Five members remained 
in complete silence. Once again, several members spoke 
indirectly, looking at the floor or at a large portion 
of the group. 



37 

Denise - 1 
Nick (leader) - 3 

Wayne - 1 

Kay - 1, 2a ̂ f ^ Debbie - 4 

John - 1 
Rochelle - 1 

Julia - 1 

Observer - 0 

INTERFLO 6 

Evangelism Group A 
4:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 9, 1971 

Upstairs Chapel Lounge, First Baptist Church 

Session Fcur: Written Testimony 

Instructions: Tell us about your Christian experience. 
Comments: The "Christian experience" reported by each member 

was supposedly prepared and written down some time prior 
to this meeting.' 

The group spoke, in order, beginning with the leader 
and moving counter-clockwise, with the expception of 
the observer. Most members only spoke once during the 
meeting. Most of the speaking was directed at the 
entire group rather than.at individuals. The leader 
closed the session with a summary of suggestions for 
improving the presentations that the members had just 
made. 
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Kris - 4 

Bill G. - 1 

B. J. - 1 

Greg - 2 
Bill L. - 2 

Karyn - 1 

Debbie - 1 

Dan (leader) - 2, 2a <- •> Sandra - 2 

Phil - 1 

Observer - 0 
Donna. - 3 

INTERFLO 7 

Evangelism Group C 
^:30 p.m., Wednesday, February 10, 1971 
Downstairs Chapel Lounge, First Baptist Church 

Session Pour: Written Testimony 

Instructions: Tell us about your Christian experience. 

Comments: The "Christian experience" reported by each member 
was supposedly prepared and written down some time prior 
to this meeting. 

The group spoke in order, beginnipg with Donna, 
moving counter-clockwise, ending with the leader, who 
also participated. Most members only spoke once during 
the meeting. However, there was more Interaction 
in this meeting than there was in the corresponding 
meeting for group A. 
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Denise - 1 

Dan (leader) - 10 < 

Rochelle*- 1 

Nick (leader) - 1 

Observer - 0 

Kay - 0 

Shelly - 1 

Susie 
0 

Julia - 0 

Wayne - 0 

Debbie - 7 
Ellen 
0 

Sandy 
0 

INTERFLO 8 

Evangelism Groups A and B̂  combined 
4:30 p.m., Tuesday, February l6, 1971 
Downstairs Chapel Lounge, First Baptist Church 

Session Five: Group Testimony 

Instructions 

Comments: 

For the first 30 minutes the leader (Dan) reviewed 
what had been done in the groups up until this time. 
Members were then instructed to divide at random 
Into pairs, each presenting to the other his Christian 
witness, telling the other how to become a Christian. 

The tjjne together as a group was used almost exclu
sively by Dan, presenting a review of previous sessions, 
There was a lengthy interaction between Debbie and Dan. 
Brief additional comments were made by three other mem
bers and by the other leader (Nick). 
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Gary 
Kris - 0 

David - 0 

Elaine - 0 

Carrie - 0 

Shasta - 0 

Donna - 0 
Sandra - 0 
0 

Jimmy 

Bill L. -

Bill G, 

Gregg -

Karyn - 1 

Trey - 0 
Gayle - C 

Linda - 0 
Kathy C. - 0 

B. J. - 0 

Debbie - 0 

/ 

Nick - 1 
i, leader) 

Dan (leader) - 5 

Marie - 0 
Observer - 0 

INTERFLO 9 

Evangelism Groups C and D combined 
4:30 p.m., Wednesday, February 17, 1971 
Downstairs Chapel Lounge, First Baptist Church 

Session Five: Group Testimony 

Instructions 

Comments: 

For the first 30 minutes the leader (Dan) reviewed 
what had been done in the groups up until this time. 
Members were then instrucibed to divide at random 
into pairs, each presenting to the other his Christian 
witness, telling the other how to become a Christian. 

The time together as a group was used almost exclu
sively by Dan, presenting a review of previous sessions. 
Brief additional comments were made by three members and 
by the other leader (Nick). 
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Shelly - 1, la 

Movie 
Screen 

Nick (leader) - 24, 5a 

- 6, 3a 

Esther - 1 

« « « 

Denise - 3 

» » Ellen - 4, 2a 

Sandy - 2, 4a 

Debbie - 3, la 

Obser'-̂ er - 0 

INTERPLO 10 

Evangelism Groups A and B combined 
4:30 p.m., Tuesday, Pebrua.ry 23, 1971 
Downstairs Chapel Lounge, First Baptist Church 

Session Six: Film Dialogue (change in schedule) 

Instructions 

Comments: 

Saw film on salesmanship, "The Second Effort", star
ring Vince Lombard!. What dees this say about 
campus evangelism'̂  How are you doing on your wit
ness to the person with whom you selected to share 
your faith? 

The film was approximately 30 minutes in length. 
The discussion which followed the film resulted almost 
entirely in a member-leader dialogue, with little, or 
no, interaction between group members. 
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Gayle - 5 

Movie Screen 

Nick (leader) - 17, 3a 

Observer - 0 

Bill H. - 0 

Donna - 3 

Kathy C. - 0 
Karyn - 2 

Bob -

INTERFLO 11 

Evangelism Groups C and D combined 
4:30 p.m., Wednesday, February 24, 1971 
Downstairs Chapel Lounge, First Baptist Church 

Session Six: Film Dialogue (change in schedule) 

Instructions Saw film on salesmanship, "The Second Effort", 
starring Vince 'Lombardi. What does this film say 
to us about campus evangelism? Have you had any 
problems in witnessing this week? 

Comments: Refer to '̂ Comments" on Interflo 10. 
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Nick - 87 
(leader) 

> Kay - 3 

Denise - 13 

Observer - 0 Debbie - 23 

Sandy - 6 

INTERFLO 12 (direct answers not recorded) 

Evangelism Groups A and B combined 
4:30 p.m., Tuesday, March 2, 1971 
Downstairs Chapel Lounge, First Baptist Church 

Session Seven: Communications Illustrations 

Instructions: 

Comments: 

Leader as "Devil's.Advocate" gives the following 
situation: "I am.a senior, have a job with Texaco, 
am from a middle class home, a. moral guy, without 
Christ. Convince me that I need Christ and tell me 
how to go about relating myself to Him." 

Nick served as "Devil's Advocate" for the first 
half of the session, with Shelly taking the role for the 
second half. There were many direct questions and ans
wers, but due to the speed of the conversation the 
observer was unable to record them. 
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Bill H. - 0 

Sandra I- 9, 4a 

Don_na.i-|8, 4a 

Dan - 27 
(leader) 

Nick - 26, y a 
(leader) I 

Kris - 4, 3a 

B./j. - 0 

David/- 0 

Jlnmy/- 1 

BillJL. 1, la 

Cbserver -
Kathy J. -

Gayle - 12, 7a 

Debbie - 0 

Billy G. - 7, 3a 

Kathy C. - 0 

Linda - 5, 2a 

INTERFLO 13 

Evangelism Groups C and D combined 
4:30 p.m., Wednesday, March 3, 1971 
Downstairs Chapel Lounge, First Baptist Church 

Session Seven: Communications Illustrations 

Instructions: Refer to Interflo 12 

Comments: Nick served as "Devil's Advocate" for the entire 
session. At random intervals Dan would stop the inter
action and examine it by questioning what was happening. 
Memb^es would comment on. Dan'>a reaction^, after which 
the "Devil's Advocate" process was resumed. 
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Session Three 

All five sessions were structured basically alike 

for all four groups. Session Three is represented by 

Interflo sheets One through Five. 

Session Three for Group A is divided into three 

Interflo sheets, due to the fact that the session was 

divided into three parts, with separate instructions 

for each part, 

Interflo One represents a very Informal conversation, 

conducted while the members were making pipe cleaner 

symbols. Group C does not have a corresponding Interflo 

sheet, due to the fact that the members remained in 

silence while constructing their pipe cleaner symbols. 

In Interflo One, most of the interaction is centered 

around Julia and Nick (the leader). They speak and 

are spoken to more than any of the other group members. 

Most of the conversation recorded is indirect, that is, 

it is not directed at any individual member. 

In Interflo Two, the conversation becomes much more 

formal, with each member requested to describe the 

symbol that he has just constructed. There is less 

interaction In Interflo Two than there was m Interflo 

One. There are two direct interactions, one between 

Debbie and Susie, and a longer one between John and 
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Nick. The major part of the time is comprised of a 

number of ordered speeches, each member explaining 

his symbol, rather than verbal interaction. 

Interflo Four, which for Group C corresponds with 

Interflo Two for Group A, shows a similar pattern of 

ordered speeches, but with much less verbal interaction. 

In Interflo Fcur, there is only one direct verbal inter

change between Dan (the leader) and Kris„ All other 

conversation is given to the group as a whole rather 

than to any single individual directly. 

Interflo Three represents the third part of Session 

Three for Group A. Once again, most of the conversation 

consists of a number of ordered speeches rather than 

verbal interaction between members. However, there is 

an increase in verbal interaction, centered mainly 

around the leader. 

Interflo Five corresponds with Interflo Three, 

representing the last part of Session Three. Interflo 

Three and Interflo Five are very similar, both with 

a series of ordered speeches, plus an increase in verbal 

Interaction centered mainly around the leader. 

Session Four 

Session Four is represented in Interflo Six for 

Group A and Interflo Seven for Group C. In preparation 
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for.this and following sessions, the members were given 

an instruction sheet in which they were asked to begin 

a study of Bible passages to better equip them for 

relaying their Christian experience to other people. 

Also in preparation for this session, members were 

instructed to write out their personal testimony con

cerning their Christian beliefs, including what their 

life was like before their Christian experience, how 

they became a believer in Christ, and how their life 

was different now that they believed. 

As a result of the advanced preparation and the 

instructions for the session. Session Four, for both 

Group A and Group B, was mainly another series of 

ordered speeches, both moving counter-clockwise from 

member to member. Each member gave one main speech, 

approximately five minutes long, without directly 

speaking to any individual in the group. The speeches 

were characterized mostly by a look of deep thought, 

with the speaker gazing at the floor or into space. 

In Interflo Six, for Group A, there was no 

completed two-way verbal interaction during the session. 

Nick and Debbie spoke to members across the group from 

them but received no verbal replies directed to them. 

Kay answered two questions asked by Debbie, but directed 

her replies to the group rather than to Debbie. 
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In Interflo Seven, there is more two-way verbal 

interaction, once between Dan and Kris, and once between 

Dan and Sandra. Other comments directed at an individual 

member received no direct reply. 

Session Five 

In Session Five, Groups A and B were combined and 

Groups C and D were combined (Interflo sheets Nine and 

Ten), Each combined group only met for approximately 

thirty mAnutes, after which the group divided into pairs. 

During the time together as a group, Dan reviewed what 

had happened in the previous sessions» There were a 

few scattered remarks made in each group, directed at 

Dan, In combined Group A and B there was a somewhat 

lengthy interaction between Dan and Debbie. The majority 

of the members of each group remained silent during the 

entire time together as a groupo 

Session Six 

Session Six, in which A and B were again combined 

and C and D were combined, began with a film on sales

manship, "The Second Effort," starring Vince Lombardi. 

After the film, both groups discussed the film's 

relationship to campus evangelismo The resulting inter

action in both cases (Interflo sheets 10 and 11) was 

predominately leader centered, with separate dialogues 
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between members and the leader„ In Interflo 10 there 

are no member-to-member dialogues, whereas there are 

four member-to-leader dialogues, plus several remarks 

directed to the leader which received no direct response. 

A similar pattern is seen in Interflo 11. However, 

there are also two member-to-member dialogues. 

Session Seven 

Session Seven was the final session recorded on 

Interflo sheetso Once again. Groups A and B were 

combined, and Groups C and D were combined. Both 

Interflo sheets, Ic and 13, reccrd much more Interaction 

than has been seen on the previous Interflo sheets. 

However, once again, the greater part of the interaction 

is member-to-leader, with an increase in member-to-member 

interaction, though relatively small in comparison to 

the member-to-leader interactionc 

In Interflo 12 every group member participated in 

the interaction. The member-to-member interaction is 

actually misleading in Interflo 12, due to the fact that 

for approximately half of the session Shelly took up 

the leader's role, so that a large portion of the inter

action directed at Shelly could actually be termed 

member-to-leader Interaction. In Interflo 13 approximately 

half of the members participated in the interaction. 
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Frequency Distribution 

A study of the Interflo sheets and Tables One and 

Two (frequency tables) reveals several consistent 

patterns. For example, by far the majority of direct 

interaction is by members at opposite sides of the group 

rather than with members sitting beside each other. 

As noted earlier, the majority of direct Interaction 

is member-leader rather than member-member. With few 

exceptions, every member to whom the leader spoke 

directly spoke back to the leader an equal number or 

more times tnan the leader had spoken. In the majority 

of cases the leader received almost double responses for 

each directed remarks xn other words, if the leader 

spoke directly to John once, the leader could usually 

expect John to reply directly twice. 

Members, however, with few exceptions, spoke directly 

to the leader or other members more times than they 

received direct replies. In the majority of the cases 

members spoke directly to others one-third more times 

than they received direct responsesc In other words, if 

John spoke directly to someone else three times, John 

could usually expect two direct replies. Therefore, 

whereas the leaders were gaining approximately two replies 

for each direct remark, the members were gaining only two 

replies for every three directly spoken remarks. 
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In the total number of times speaking, the leaders 

spoke even or less than one-fourth more times than they 

were spoken to. Almost all of the members, on the other 

hand, spoke at least two to three times as much as they 

were spoken to. One outstanding exception was Shelly, 

a member taking the.role of leader for a time, whose 

speaking frequency was exactly equal to the number of 

times spoken to.. 

Dan (leader) spoke directly to individual members 

approximately one-half of the times in which he spoke, 

and indirectly, to the entire group, the other half. 

Nick (leader) and Shelly (temporary leader) spoke 

directly to individual members approximately two-thirds 

of the times that they spoke, and indirectly the other 

one-thirdc On the other hand, the members varied 

greatly in direct interaction compared with indirect 

interaction. 

In Groups A and B, Nick spoke an average of at 

least twice as many times as any group member, except 

Shelly. In Groups C and D, both Dan and Nick spoke an 

average of at least twice as many times as any group 

member, except Gayle. 
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Summary 

This chapter included the second part to the 

answer of the question, "What are Evangelism Groups?" 

This part was a study of four Evangelism Groups in process. 

The first section of a study of four Evangelism 

Groups in process involved a study of the communication 

patterns within the groups for five sessions. To record 

the communication patterns, Interflo sheets were used. 

Other data related GO the groups was given, such as 

the groups chosen for study, the sponsorship, the member

ship, the leadership, and che time and place of the 

meetings. 

Each of the five sessions were described individually, 

with at least one mterflo sheet recording the com

munication patterns of each group, or group combination, 

for each session. 

The speaking frequencies of each group member were 

then presented on Tables One and Two. A study of the 

frequency tables briefly revealed that the designated 

leader usually was the dominant member in speech 

communication, speaking approximately twice as many 

times as any group member, and being spoken to more than 

any of the members. 



IV. A COMPARISON OF EVANGELISM GROUPS 
AND TASK-ORIENTED SENSITIVITY GROUPS 

A comparison of Evangelism Groups and task-oriented 

sensitivity groups required answering two preliminary 

questions. The first preliminary question, "What are Evan

gelism Groups?" was explored in the two preceding chapters. 

The second preliminary question, "What are task-oriented 

sensitivity groups?" will be investigated in this chapter. 

Task-Orlented Sensitivity Groups 

"What are task-oriented sensitivity groups?" may be 

divided into two questions; first, "What are sensitivity 

groups?" and second, "What is meant by task-oriented?" 

The term "sensitivity group" has grown out of a 

laboratory group process known as "training groups" or 

simply "T Groups." The T Group idea was primarily initiated 

and developed by Kenneth Benne, Leland Bradford, Ronald 

Lippitt, and Kurt Lewin. 

Presently, there are many terms in use which refer to 

sensitivity groups. Such terms include sensitivity train-

Leland P. Bradford, Jack R. Gibb, and Kenneth D. Benne, 
T-Group Theory and Laboratory Method (New York: John Wiley 
and Sons, Inc., 1964), pp. ol, 83. 
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ing, self-actualization groups, laboratory in basic human 

relations, laboratory in interpersonal relations, and en-
2 

counter groups. 

Egan defines sensitivity groups, or sensitivity 

training as follows: 

Sensitivity training, as understood here, 
is a particular kind of laboratory learning in 
which personal and interpersonal issues are the 
direct focus of the group. Other goals, such 
as learning about group processes and developing 
skills for diagnosing group and organizational 
behavior, are not eliminated, but they are in
cidental and therefore subordinated to the goal 
of dealing with personal and interpersonal 
deficiencies and potentialities.3 

Weschler and Relsel define sensitivity training by 

description of the general goals involved in the sensitivity 

group: 

Sensitivity training is founded on the belief 
that human relations understanding and skills can 
be developed . . . This is brought about, first, 
by helping them to increase their awareness of 
how others think, feel, and are likely to be
have (social sensitivity); and second, by help
ing them to acquire the ability to act appro
priately in varying interpersonal situations.^ 

Kenneth Benne, in relation to the similar process 

of the training group, speaks of the generalized effects 

of sensitivity training: 

2 
Egan, Encounter, p. 10. 

^Ibld. 

Irving R. Weschler and Jerome Relsel, Inside a Sensi
tivity Training Group (Los Angeles: Institute of Industrial 
Relations, University of California, I960), p. 1. 
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Members learn about their group and their 
membership by becoming "an active and integral 
part of the analyzing, gathering, and interpreting 
of data" about themselves and their group. A 
very important part of the justification for this 
type of training model is that participants can 
readily make frequent and effective use of the 
model not only in the laboratory but also in their 
group and organizational life outside the laboratory.^ 

The next question is, "What is meant by task-oriented?" 

"A group will be termed task-oriented only if it has a 

pertinent influence on the external environment, which in 

turn has an Influence upon the group." Task-orientation 

may also be described as "interaction directed toward the 
7 

completion of group or individual tasks." 

Benne justifies sensitivity training by stating that 

"participants can readily make frequent and effective use 

of the model n^t only in the laboratory but also in their 
o 

group and organizational l^fe outside the laboratory." 

If what Benne states can be accepted as true, then sen

sitivity training would, by nature, be task-oriented. 

^Bradford, T-Group, p. 131. 

Lee S. Christie, R. Duncan Luce and Josiah Macy, Jr., 
Communication and Learning in Task-Orlented Groups 
(Cambridge, Mass: Research Laboratory of Electronics, 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 1952), p. 6l 

7 

A. Paul Hare, Handbook of Small Group Research (New 
York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1962), p. TT. 

Bradford, T-Group, p. 131. 
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Sensitivity training would, in effect, have a "pertinent 

influence on the external environment, which in turn has an 

influence upon the group."^ 

According to Egan, the sensitivity group may have many 

goals which are related to sensitivity training.''"̂  These 

goals could very well be "interaction directed toward the 

completion of group or individual tasks. "•̂"'" 

In summary, sensitivity groups may basically be defined 

as "a particular kind of laboratory learning in which per

sonal and interpersonal issues are the direct focus of the 

12 group." Sensitivity groups may, by nature, be termed as 

task-oriented groups. 

Comparison of Evangelism Group Theory 
And Sensitivity Group Theory 

The problem at which this study is directed Is, "Do 

Evangelism Groups have a speech communication process 

similar to that of task-oriented sensitivity groups?" Be

fore this problem could be studied, two preliminary questions 

had to be answered: (1) "What are Evangelism Groups?" and 

(2) "What are task-oriented sensitivity groups?" These 

questions have been studied in this and the previous chapters. 

Christie, Communication and Learning, p. 6. 

Egan, Encounter, p. 10. 

Hare, Small Group Research, p. 12. 

12 
Egan, Encounter, p. 10. 
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"Do Evangelism Groups have a speech communication 

process similar to that of task-oriented sensitivity 

groups?" will be studied in two areas: (1) by a comparison 

of Evangelism Group patterns of communication and sen

sitivity group patterns of communication. 

The comparison of Evangelism Group theory and sen

sitivity group theory will be accomplished by first comparing 

the two. Then Evangelism Group theory will be compared to 

sensitivity group Dheory by use of theory description. 

According to Egan's definition, sensitivity training 

is viewed as "a particular kind of laboratory learning in 

which personal and interpersonal issues are the direct focus 

1? of the group." Evangelism Groups have been described by 

Yeary as a type of sensitivity training. The aim of sen

sitivity in the Evangelism Group is defined by Yeary as, 

"Sharing personal faith requires one to 'give himself away' <! 

to another person. The greatest detriment to this process 

is the lack of sensitivity to the needs and feelings of the 

14 non-believing person." Yeary also refers to the Evangelism 

IS Group as a "laboratory type group." ^ Therefore, if Egan's 

definition of sensitivity groups is acceptable, then, ac

cording to Yeary's description. Evangelism Groups are by 

-̂ Îbid. , 

•^^Yeary, "E" Group, p. 1. 

-̂ Îbid. , p. 3. 
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definition "a particular Kind of laboratory learning in 

which personal and interpersonal issues are the direct focus 
1 fs 

of the group." Therefore, by definition. Evangelism 

Groups may be termed a typ6 of sensitivity group or a type 

of task-oriented sensitivity group. 

Having compared Evangelism Groups to sensitivity groups 

by definition. Evangelism Group theory will now be compared 

to sensitivity group theory by use of theory description. 

In order to compare Evangelism Group theory and sen

sitivity group theory, the sensitivity training theories 

of Weschler and Relsel have been cnosen. Weschler and 

Relsel's theory descriptions are rather precise, and conform 

to the theory of many authorities of sensitivity group 

training, such as Bradford, Gibb, Benne, and Egan. 

In a study or sensitivity training, Weschler and 

Relsel provide a basic theory of sensitivity training by 
17 stating five basic assumptions. These assumptions permit 

a close comparison of sensitivity group theory and Evan

gelism Group theory. 

First, the essential sources of personal 
growth and development lie within the participants 
themselves; no attempt is made to tell them whether 
to change or how to change. The participants are 
helped to see themselves more objectively; then. 

Egan, Encounter, p. 10. 

17 'Weschler, Sensitivity Training Group, pp. 1-2. 
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if they are dissatisfied with certain aspects of 
their attitudes or behavior, the decision to 
change and the direction of change are up to 
them. In this respect, the function of the 
trainer is primarily to help create the con
ditions under which the traineesr^can gain 
new perspectives of themselves. 

Theoretically speaking, the Evangelism Groups adhere 

to the above assumptions in that the members each determine 

a personal direction and rate of growth in the groups, or 

may simply remain in the group without any attempt to change 

their behavior at all. Yeary states that "Most Christian 

students need the freedom-giving idea that they can and 

should develop their own style of witness according to the 

19 dictates of their individual personality." The members 

are given possible ways in which they may improve their com

munication of beliefs, but whether or not there is a need 

for change is determined by the individual member. No tests 

are administered or personal evaluations made by the leader 

to determine if behavioral change is taking place. However, 

the members are appraised as a group, perhaps creating social 

pressure forcing the member to change his behavior. Gen

erally speaking, the members still remain free to change 

or not to change their behavior as they desire. 

Second, people in general want control of 
their own destinies they want to engage in 

-̂ Îbid. , p. 1. 

"^^Yeary, "E" Group, p. 1. 
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healthy Interpersonal relations, with minimum 
fears and doubts, free from attitudes, feelings, 
and ideas that keep them from being creative 
and comfortable with themselves.^0 

In theory, the Evangelism Groups attempt to avoid any 

feelings of guilt or shame for beliefs or actions. The 

creativity of members is stressed. "All guilt motivation 

should be avoided. Although the leader will have a sense 

of direction, the group should set its own goals for ex-

21 
ecution." However, Yeary counteracts the above statement 

by stating, "The group itself serves as a constant reminder 

that weekly participation in the group that is not ac

companied by encounter outside the group Is blatant hypo-

22 
crlsy." The term "blatant hypocrisy" seems to imply guilt 
motivation, denying the second assumption listed above. 

Third, interaction with other people is 
necessary for productive social learning. Each 
person creates for himself as well as for the 
others of his training group a set of mirrors 
in which values, attitudes, and behaviors can 
be reflected. Free and open communications 
are therefore encouraged, and the trainees are 
urged to comment both qn what they see and hear 
and on how they feel. -̂  

The Evangelism Group encourages a free and open com

munication between members as part of the process of 

20 

Weschler, Sensitivity Training Group, p. 2. 

^•^Yeary, "E" Group, p . 2 . 

^ ^ I b l d . , p . 3 . 
2"? 

•^Weschler, S e n s i t i v i t y T r a i n i n g Group, p . 2 . 
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learning to communicate. "The student-to-student witness 

is everything the student does as well as the specific 

Isolated act of evangelistic encounter. The student who 

masters the sensitivity to others in the normal traffic 

patterns of life can and should be more effective."^ The 

Evangelism Groups may, however, be limiting free and open 

communications by employing a somewhat formal schedule of 

activities for each session. Free and open communication 

may still be possible, but only in the context of the 

scheduled program. 

Fourth, the setting of a climate for learning 
is essentially a matter of facilitating certain 
group norms which permit the individual to learn 
. . . these norms permit intrapersonal and inter
personal exposure of ideas and feelings, valid 
feedback to the individual as to the adequacy of 
his ideas and feelings, a supportive atmosphere 
which allows the individual to look at his in
adequacies, and provisional and exploratory be
havior directed toward personal familiarity 
with new ideas, attitudes, and feelings.25 

Members of the Evangelism Groups are encouraged to 

react to each other in an attempt to give feedback so that 

each member will have a basis for evaluating himself. "The 

'E' group itself takes on the form of a common bond of 

strugglers." Group members are encouraged to respond 

24 
Yeary, "E" Group, p. 1. 

25 
Weschler, Sensitivity Training Group, p. 2. 

^^Yeary, "E" Group, p. 3. 
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positively as well as negatively to each other: "Have the 

group affirm verbally the strengths of each member."̂ ''' 

Finally, personal growth is best promoted 
in a learning situation in which the individual 
is respected and his right to be different 
protected. Sensitivity training encourages 
an individual to be himself so that he can test 
his effectiveness in varying Interpersonal 
situations.2o 

Members of the Evangelism Groups are encouraged to 

accept each other, as well as non-members, as people with 

a right to be different and to believe differently. Yeary 

states that the members, "can and should develop their own 

style of witness according to the dictates of their in-

29 dividual personality." However, this does not assure 

that the other group members will,in fact, accept each 

other as people with a right to be different. 

The Evangelism Group compared closely to the sen

sitivity group by definition. Comparison by theory des

cription, however, reveals several incongruencles between 

the Evangelism Group and the sensitivity group. Neverthe

less, the incongruencles in each case prove to be im

plications rather than stated theory. The theory itself of 

Evangelism Groups appears to conform to the five basic 

assumptions of sensitivity training, as given by Weschler 

27 
'ibld., p. .̂ 

?8 
Weschler, Sensitivity Training Group, p. 2 

^^Yeary, "E" Group, p. 1. 
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30 
and Relsel. Therefore, Evangelism Groups theory does 

compare closely to sensitivity group theory. 

Comparison of Evangelism Group and 
Sensitivity Group Patterns of Communication 

A comparison of Evangelism Group patterns of com

munication and sensitivity group patterns of communication 

is the second area studied in answer to the problem of this 

study, "Do Evangelism Groups have a speech communication 

process similar to that of task-oriented sensitivity groups?" 

As criteria for evaluating the patterns of communi

cation of the Evangelism Groups in relation to task-oriented 

sensitivity groups, descriptions by several authorities in 

the field of sensitivity training have been selected. 

According to Bradford, Gibb, and Benne, each member 

of a sensitivity group must become involved in the inter

action process if he is to "learn about his own motives, 

feelings, and strategies" and also "of the reactions he 

31 produces in others as he interacts with them." 

According to Egan, the members of the sensitivity group 

must be encouraged to "interact with one another as much as 

possible," and should be discouraged from behavior that 

limits interaction, such as "speeches, monologues, psycho-

^^Weschler, Sensitivity Training Group, pp. 1-2 

•̂""Bradford, T-Group, p. 2. 



logical withdrawal, excessive silence. ""̂ ^ 

In reference to patterns of communication, Bradford, 

Gibb, and Benne write: 

Various factors account for the wltholding 
or distortion of responses by persons with whom 
another person has tried to interact. The aim 
of those in charge of laboratory learning is to 
help the learning group to identify and manage 
these factors in such a way that withholding 
and distortion are reduced, and feedback becomes 
more instantaneous and authentic. Primarily, the 
building of a more effective feedback system into 
the learning group is a condition of valid 
learning. It serves also the mental health value 
of facing reality and the democratic value of 
authentic communication.33 

Horwitz speaks directly of the communication structure 

of sensitivity training: 

One of the conditions for a group's effectively 
working on the previously described tasks is the 
existence of any adequate communication structure. 
Since the adequacy of any message depends on its 
being understood by the recipient, the communication 
structure should permit member A to test for the 
adequacy of his message by permitting—Indeed 
encouraging—feedback from B concerning his com
prehension of A's message. If A has missed the mark, 
the communication structure should permit A to re
formulate the point he is trying to make. Indeed, 
if the group is to think together (or even to en
courage creativity by A alone), it should encourage 
members to transmit vague messages in order that 
these can be tried out or reality-tested for im
proved formulation.34 

Egan, Encounter, p. 128. 

^^Bradford, T-Group, pp. 25-26. 

^^Ibld., pp. 375-376. 
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Shepard also speaks of the communication pattern of 

sensitivity groups: 

The trainer's major responsibility is to help 
the group to overcome obstacles to observant 
participation. The major obstacles are the forces 
which prevent valid communication among members— 
forces which distort the member's perception of 
himself In relation to others, or inhibit the 
expression of his perceptions.35 

All of the passages above have several common elements 

in relation to the communication patterns of sensitivity 

groups: (1) as much as possible, each member should have 

an equal opportunity to participate In the communication 

process, (2) it is the leader's or trainer's responsibility 

to help balance the communication pattern, (3) interaction 

and feedback between all members should be encouraged, (4) 

the dominance of one member or a group of members should 

be discouraged, and (5) withdrawal, withholding, or silence 

by any member should be discouraged. 

The criteria listed above will now be used to compare 

the patterns of communication of Evangelism Groups and 

sensitivity groups. 

"As much as possible, each member should have an equal 

opportunity to participate in the communication process." 

In many of the Evangelism Group sessions observed there was 

an equal opportunity to participate in the communication 

^^Ibid., p. 380. 
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process for each member, inasmuch as each group member was 

requested by the leader to speak in order clockwise around 

the group, or counter-clockwise. Examples of this use of 

ordered speeches may be seen in Interflo sheets 2, 3, 4, 6, 

and 7. During the remaining time, as well as in the other 

sessions, the leader usually opened the discussion to anyone 

who wished to speak, without encouraging silent members or 

discouraging dominant members. Theoretically, each member 

had an equal opportunity to communicate, if he chose to use 

the opportunity, and if he could "gain the floor." Because 

of the number of silent members in several sessions, such 

as recorded on Interflo 9, the assumption would be that 

either the majority of the members did not desire to speak, 

or that, for many members, an equal opportunity to communicate 

requires some form of encouragement from other members or 

from the leader. 

"It is the leader's or trainer's responsibility to 

help balance the communication pattern." The frequency 

charts show that one leader (Nick) in the Evangelism Groups 

observed spoke directly to individual members approximately 

twice as many times as he spoke indirectly to the group, 

whereas the other leader (Dan) spoke directly approximately 

half of the time. However, the Interflo sheets generally 

show that each leader's speech was often directed to only 

part of the members, while other members remained in silence 
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without any speech directed toward them. Member dominance 

often seemed to be encouraged rather than discouraged by 

the leader, such as in Interflo 12 where there were three 

lengthy dialogues in which the leader participated, with 

Julia, with Shelly, and with Debbie. In the majority of 

the Interflo sheets, the leader is the center, or dominant, 

character in the communication pattern. 

"Interaction and feedback between all members should 

be encouraged." Interflo 1 shows considerable Interaction 

between members of the group. Other examples of inter

action between members may be seen, to a much lesser degree, 

on Interflo sheets 2, 3, 5, 6, 11, 12, and 13, but is com

pletely absent on Interflo sheets 4, 7, 8, 9, and 10. 

Therefore, on almost half of the Interflo sheets there is 

no evidence of any verbal interaction between the members 

of the group. 

"The dominance of one member or a group of members 

should be discouraged." As previously noted, the dominant 

person in almost every session was the leader, both leaders 

averaging speaking twice as many times as any other single 

group member. Several sessions experienced one or more 

dominant group members, though none reached the degree of 

dominance held by the leader. In each case, member dominance 

was in direct relation to the leader, such as in Interflo 12, 

where Julia, Shelly, and Debbie held group dominance by 

direct interaction with the leader. 
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"Withdrawal, withholding, or silence by any member 

should be discouraged." No silent members are recorded 

on Interflo sheets 1, 2, and 3. All of the other Interflo 

sheets record at least one silent member, except Interflo 

sheets 6, 7, 10, and 12. Over half of the members remained 

silent on Interflo 8. On Interflo 9, 17 out of 20 members 

remained silent for the entire session. One member, Kathy 

C , remained silent for three consecutive sessions without 

ever being spoken to. On each Interflo which records silent 

members there is no record of any member or leader speaking 

directly to the silent member. 

With the possible exception of the first criterion. 

Evangelism Groups do not compare positively with the 

criteria established for evaluating the patterns of com

munication for sensitivity groups. The conclusion, there

fore, is that the Evangelism Groups studied did not follow 

a speech communication process similar to that of sen

sitivity groups. Inasmuch as sensitivity groups were pre

viously found to be by nature task-oriented, the conclusion 

may read that Evangelism Groups in the study's sample did 

not display a speech communication process similar to that 

of task-oriented sensitivity groups. 

Summary 

A comparison of Evangelism Groups and task-oriented 

sensitivity groups first required answers to two preliminary 
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questions. The first question, "What are Evangelism 

Groups?" was explained in the two preceding chapters. 

The second question "What are task-oriented sen

sitivity groups?" was investigated through descriptive 

definitions of sensitivity groups and of task-orientation. 

Next, a comparison of Evangelism Group theory and 

sensitivity group theory was made. The conclusion of the 

comparison was that Evangelism Groups compare closely to 

sensitivity groups by definition and by theory description. 

Then, a comparison of Evangelism Group and Sen

sitivity Group patterns of communication was made. The 

conclusion of this comparison was that the Evangelism Groups 

studied did not closely resemble sensitivity groups in their 

patterns of communication. 

Therefore, whereas Evangelism Groups appear similar 

to sensitivity groups in theory, the four Evangelism Groups 

studied did not have a speech communication process similar 

to that of task-oriented sensitivity groups. 



V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

In answering the question, "Do Evangelism Groups have 

a speech communication process similar to that of task-

oriented sensitivity groups?" two preliminary questions were 

first answered. 

The first preliminary question was, "What are Evangelism 

Groups?" The answer to this question was divided into two 

main sections: the theory and structure of Evangelism 

Groups, and the communication patterns of Evangelism Groups. 

In the theory and structure of Evangelism Groups, Yeary, 

founder of the Evangelism Group, states six basic ideas: 

(1) "Witnessing is not primarily something you do but what 

you are;" (2) "The student who masters the sensitivity to 

others in the normal traffic pattern of his life can and 

should be more effective;" (3) "Most Christian students 

need the freedom-giving idea that they can and should 

develop their own style of witness according to the dictates 

of their personality;" (4) "Campus evangelism is most ef

fective when relationship precedes witness;" (5) "Witnessing 

involves listening as well as speaking;" (6) "Translating 

religious terminology into campus vocabulary is of extreme 

importance." 

-̂ Yeary, "E" Group, pp. 1-2. 

72 



73 

Yeary also lists several practical ideas for the 

structure of the Evangelism Groups: (1) commitment from 

members must be demanded, (2) group size should be limited 

to ten to twelve members, (3) the leader should attempt to 

establish a healthy balance of independent and dependent 

personalities, (4) there should be one meeting per week for 

ten to twelve weeks, (5) all guilt motivation should be 

avoided, (6) the group should set its own goals, (7) the 

experience should be laboratory, not lectureship, (8) en

counter outside the group should be encouraged, (9) the 

meeting place should be comfortable and similar to the real 

life surroundings of campus living, (10) the leader should 

be familiar with group process, and (11) many different 

methods, such as nonverbal communication and role playing, 
2 

could be used. 

In the study of the communication patterns of the 

Evangelism Groups, the author observed four of Yeary's 

Evangelism Groups, in Lubbock, Texas, and recorded their 

communication patterns during five sessions. The com

munication patterns were recorded on 13 Interflo sheets. 

Several consistent patterns of communication were ob

served: (1) most sessions were strongely leader dominated 

2 
Ibid., pp. 2-3. 
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(the leader spoke at least twice as much as any single 

member and over half of the members' comments were directed 

at the leader), (2) there was very little, and sometimes 

no, verbal communication between the members, (3) there 

were usually one or two members in each session who spoke 

twice as much as any other member, (4) in almost half of 

the sessions there was at least one completely silent member, 

to whom no direct verbal communication was directed. 

The second preliminary question was, "What are task-

oriented sensitivity groups?" This question was also 

divided into two parts. 

The first part was expressed in the question, "What 

are sensitivity groups?" The term "sensitivity group" was 

found to be basically similar to sensitivity training, 

training groups, self-actualization groups, laboratory in 

basic human relations, laboratory in interpersonal relations, 

and encounter groups. Sensitivity groups were basically 

defined as "a particular kind of laboratory learning in 

which personal and interpersonal issues are the direct 

focus of the group." 

The second part of the question was expressed in the 

question, "What is meant by task-oriented?" "A group will 

-̂ Egan, Encounter, p. 10. 

Ibid. 
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be termed task-oriented only if it has a pertinent influence 

on the external environment, which in turn has an influence 

upon the group." Because sensitivity groups are a form 

of training for interpersonal relationships inside and out

side <of the group, then, by nature, sensitivity groups are 

task-oriented. The sensitivity group may have other goals 

which are also related to sensitivity training, and there

fore may become additionally task-oriented. 

The problem at which this study is directed is, "Do 

Evangelism Groups have a speech communication process 

similar to that of task-oriented sensitivity groups?" This 

problem was studied in two areas, by a comparison of 

Evangelism Group theory and sensitivity group theory, and 

by a comparison of Evangelism Group patterns of communi

cation and sensitivity group patterns of communication. 

In a comparison of Evangelism Group theory and 

sensitivity group theory, definitions were first used. By 

definition. Evangelism Groups appear to be similar to sen

sitivity groups. To compare Evangelism Groups to sensi

tivity groups by use of theory description, five basic 

assumptions of sensitivity training, by Weschler and Relsel, 

^ 6 were used. 

Christie, Communication and Learning, p. 6. 

Weschler, Sensitivity Training Group, pp. 1-2. 
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Comparison of Evangelism Group theory to the five basic 

assumptions revealed several incongruencles. However, the 

incongruencles, in each case, proved to be implications 

rather than stated theory. The theory of Evangelism Groups, 

as stated by Yeary,' appears to conform to the five basic 

assumptions given by Weschler and Relsel.^ Therefore, 

the conclusion was that Evangelism Group theory does compare 

closely to sensitivity group theory. 

A comparison of Evangelism Group patterns of communi

cation and sensitivity group patterns of communication was 

made by the use of five criteria. The criteria were 

gathered by combining the descriptions of sensitivity group 

patterns of communication as given by a number of authorities 

in the field of sensitivity training. 

The five criteria were: (1) as much as possible, each 

member should have an equal opportunity to participate in 

the communication process, (2) it is the leader's or 

trainer's responsibility to help balance the communication 

pattern, (3) interaction and feedback between all members 

should be encouraged, (4) the dominance of one member or a 

group of members should be discouraged, and (5) withdrawal, 

withholding, or silence by any member should be discouraged. 

"̂ Yeary, "E" Group, pp. 1-2. 
o 

Weschler, Sensitivity Training Group, pp. 1-2. 



77 

In comparing Evangelism Group patterns of communication 

to the five criteria listed above, the following obser

vations were made: (1) in several sessions members were re

quested to speak in order moving clockwise or counter-clock

wise, thus giving each an opportunity to speak, whereas, 

in most sessions the discussion was opened to anyone who 

could "obtain the floor;" (2) the frequency charts and 

Interflo sheets generally show that the leaders tended to 

dominate the patterns of communication rather than attempt

ing to balance them; (3) five Interflo sheets show no direct 

verbal communication between members of the group, whereas 

there is an abundance of direct verbal communication be

tween the leader and individual members; the other eight 

Interflo sheets show some degree of direct verbal com

munication between the members, but not to a great extent; 

(4) in almost every session the leader was the dominant 

person, with usually one or more members also maintaining 

a lesser degree of dominance; (5) six Interflo sheets 

record at least one member who remained silent throughout 

the session without any member or leader speaking directly 

to the silent member. 

The conclusion of the comparison of the patterns of 

communication of Evangelism Groups with the five criteria 

given for sensitivity groups was that the Evangelism Groups 

studied did not have a speech communication process similar 
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to that of sensitivity groups. Inasmuch as sensitivity 

groups were previously found to be by nature task-oriented, 

the conclusion is that the Evangelism Groups studied did 

not have a speech communication process similar to that of 

task-oriented sensitivity groups. 

One of two additional conclusions can be drawn from the 

ones presented above. Either the Evangelism Groups studied 

did not conform to the theory set forth for Evangelism 

Groups, or the theory set forth for Evangelism Groups does 

not adequately describe the process under which the groups 

operate. The possibility remains that other Evangelism 

Groups than the ones observed for this study may conform to 

Yeary's theory and therefore be classified as task-oriented 

sensitivity groups according to their speech communication 

process. 

The problem at which this study was directed was, "Do 

Evangelism Groups have a speech communication process 

similar to that of task-oriented sensitivity groups?" From 

the data and observations previously cited, the conclusion 

of this study is that, "Evangelism Groups do not have a 

speech communication process similar to that of task-

oriented sensitivity groups." 

A Review of the Purpose of this Study 

The purpose of this study was not to evaluate the 

effectiveness of Evangelism Groups in their efforts to 
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Improve self-awareness, campus evangelism or even sensitivity 

to others. The purpose was to attempt to relate the com

munication process of Evangelism Groups to a type of group 

designated as "task-oriented sensitivity groups." 

Through personal observation, the author believes that 

Evangelism Groups do have a definite effect upon the members' 

self-awareness, upon campus evangelism, and upon the members' 

sensitivity to others. Indeed, Evangelism Groups, as ob

served in this study, may be more effective in teaching 

self-awareness campus evangelism, and sensitivity to others, 

than would be sensitivity groups. The question still 

remains as to whether the sensitivity group could even ful

fill the purposes of the Evangelism Group. 

Nevertheless, the author believes that if the theory 

and process of Evangelism Groups are to survive under the 

same name, then either one or the other must be altered. 

Another possibility also remains, that being an addition 

to both the theory and the process of Evangelism Groups, 

such that the process of Evangelism Groups would be set 

forth in the theory, and the use of sensitivity groups would 

become part of the process. 

Christianity began with the extensive use of small, 

sensitivity type groups and may well be returning to the 

use of small group communication as a means of training in 

evangelism and self-awareness. If Christianity returns to 
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the small group, the Evangelism Group may be the spearhead 

of the movement. 

Possibilities for Further Study 

In direct relationship to Evangelism Groups there are 

many possibilities for further study, especially descriptive 

and experimental. There are numerous variables which could 

be studied, such as what types of people seek membership 

in the group, what motives lie behind membership and parti

cipation, what characteristics of communication are most 

effective m communicating reiigious beliefs, and what 

effects does self-awareness have upon religious com

munication. 

An Interesting question raised by the frequency charts 

is, "to what degree does response motivate speaking?" The 

leaders spoke twice as many times as the members and 

received about three times as many responses for each time 

speaking. To what degree might this response be a positive 

reinforcement to the leader and a negative reinforcement 

to the members, if at all? 



APPENDIK 

Suggested Activities for Evangelism Groups 

Session 1: Group Discussion of the Basic Philosophy of Cajrpus 
Evangelism. Students should challenge and debate the issues. 
Sufficient dialogue in group activities should be cultivated. 
"Groupness" should begin to be established. The best start 
possible for Session §1 is in an extended period of time 
such as a retreat setting. After group unity is established 
other activities move with greater speed and effectiveness. 

Session 2: Getting to Know a Person. Group activities in
volving methods of asking questions that provide answers to 
the person's spiritual condition. Contrast by role-playing 
hard sell and soft sell methods of witnessing. 

Session 3: Communicating Personal Faith. Laboratory testing 
of the personal testimony. Each person gives his testimony in 
brief (two to five minutes). The group grades, reacts, and 
makes suggestions for improvement. 

Session 4: Laboratory: the Testimony. Divide in pairs for 
mutual, lengthy giving and explaining of personal testimony 
as a means to tell how to become a believer. Each partner 
participates and makes suggestions for improvement. 

Session 5: Using Biblical Content in Witnessing. Each mem
ber will master a Biblical narrative telling how to become a 
follower of Christ. Bnphasis will be on a communication, not 
rote memory. 

Session 6: Group Discussion. Answer the question: What is 
a Christian? Is the group's definition capable of communication? 

Session 7: "Hot Box" Witness. Each member of the group tells 
the group how to become a Christian. The group reacts and 
makes suggestions for improvement:. 

81 
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Session 8: Problem Solving and Goal Setting. Ihe group 
should have developed to the point of being willing to share 
specific and personal problems as related to witnessing. This 
could also be a time to set tangible goals for campus witness. 
One of the greatest problems in the personal witness is the 
"how" of securing a commitment. Through role-playing situa
tions the leader can demonstrate and then designate group 
activity to practice possible approaches. 

Session 9. Method Examination. Expose the group to as many 
methods of personal evangelism- as possible. Examine gospel 
tracts and plans of salvation, view films, and discuss strengths 
and weaknesses. Goal: to incorporate more ability for 
communications. 

Session 10: Affirmation. Hâ ^̂e the group affirm verbally the 
strengths of each m̂ ember. Each member must affinn himself by 
saying, "My bes^ qualities are ..." Ihe group affirms for 
encouragement. 

Prom this point the leader will determine how many more 
sessions are needed. There should be a definite termination. 
Dependency on the group should be eliminated eventually. Ex
perience has proven that the group will need to return together 
periodically for support and encouragement as well as problem 
solving. Some groups will insist upon specific meeting times. 
Others may demand a continual weekly meeting. If this is so, 
it is wise to demand that all future meetings deal with actual, 
real-life problems and that each person be expected to bring 
such problems to future meetings. 

Sessions on personal theology, problem solving, what to 
do after conversion, church membership, and so on, provide 
opportunity for additional sessions or a full application in 
a closing retreat.1 

^Yeary, "E" Group, pp. 3-4. 
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CAMPUS EyANGELia TRAINING GROUPS 

M-cM E" GROUPS 

Calendar: 

Meetings: 

Groups: 

Projections: 

Session ^1 
Session §2 
Session §3 
Session #4 
Session #5 • 
Session #6 
Session #7 • 
Session .#8 • 
Session #9 • 
Session #10 • 
Session #11 • 
Session #12 • 

SPRING - 1971 

Twelve Weeks plus Retreat 
January 18 - March 19, March 29 - April 8 
Retreat on April 10 

Each group will meet for one session each week. 
The meetings will take place in the Chapel at 4:30 p.m. 
Group meetings will be held Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, 
and Thursday. 

Groups will be limited to not more than 15 members 
(Preferably 12) 

Objectives and Group Contracts 
COLLAGE - Spiritual Perspective 
Pipe Cleaner Perspective 
Written Testimony 
Group Testimony 
Communications Illustrations 
Film. Dia].ogu.e 
Special - Dr. Lofton Hudson 9:00 p.m. Wednesday, March 10 
Problem Sharing - Prayer Quest 
Film Dialogue 
Evangelism Ehphasis - Dr. Jimmy Allen 
Retreat - April 102 

This schedule was prepared by Dan Yeary and presented to 
Evangelism Group members at the beginning of the first session. 
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