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Abstract

Training Groups (T-groups) are non-prescriptive learning experiences that involve the use of interpersonal awareness and
group compelling experiences through real-time unstructured interaction. Core principles include a focus on the here-and-
now, open expression of feelings, free flow, and spontaneity. Although T-groups are traditionally based on behavioral
learning theories, inherently unconscious psychological processes emerge at the group level. This systematic review
examines the defense mechanisms of denial, repression, projection, and transference in T-groups through Freudian,
Jungian, and Gestalt psychodynamic perspectives.

By PRISMA 2020, this review synthesizes findings from 100 peer-reviewed empirical studies published between 1990
and 2025. Extensive searches on PsycINFO, PubMed, Scopus, and Web of Science were conducted to identify relevant
studies. They also had inclusion criteria, which included a direct attention to T-groups, unconscious processes, and the
psychodynamic theory. The data were retrieved and descriptively synthesized, and the quality was assessed through CASP
and MMAT instruments.

The results have revealed that the most common defense patterns in the T-group are projection and transference, on which
group ambiguity, emotional reinforcement, and authority issues are known to arise. These processes have a significant
impact on group cohesiveness, trust, and learning. Psychodynamic explanations bring into perspective the insights on
group actions through intrapsychic conflicts (Freud), symbolic group roles (Jung), and here-and-now awareness (Gestalt)
that are different and at the same time complementary to each other. Anna Freud's classification further clarifies adaptive
and maladaptive defenses within group contexts to understand the complexity of the group dynamics.

The review highlights the transformative potential of T-groups when facilitators are trained to recognize and address
unconscious processes. However, the evidence base is limited by methodological heterogeneity, underreporting, and a
scarcity of T-group-specific studies. Future research should explore longitudinal effects, cross-cultural variations, and
empirical assessments of psychodynamic interventions in group settings. This review also underscores the importance of
integrating psychodynamic theory into T-group facilitation and design, advocating for deeper engagement with
unconscious dynamics to enhance experiential learning, interpersonal, and group development.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background

Training Groups, or T-groups, are unstructured experiential learning environments designed to enhance self-awareness,
interpersonal sensitivity, and group effectiveness. Originating from the work of Kurt Lewin and the National Training
Laboratories in the mid-20th century, T-groups emphasize "learning from experience" by immersing participants in
unstructured group interactions (Porcerelli & Grabowski, 2023). Participants are encouraged to connect with their
immediate feelings, give and receive feedback, reflect on their behavior, and confront emotions as they arise.

Although early T-group theory emphasized behavioral learning, there is increasing recognition of the significant influence
of unconscious processes on group dynamics. Within emotionally charged and ambiguous settings like T-groups,
individuals often respond with unconscious psychological defenses (Cramer, 2020). These include a wide range of defense
mechanisms such as denial, repression, projection, and transference—unconscious strategies that protect the ego from
anxiety or perceived threat. Any of these mechanisms can distort the communication, stall the group cohesion, or even
open up into a greater insight in an event if they are successfully recognized and countered (Rouchy, 1993).

The psychodynamic theories have been of great importance, particularly in the work of Freud, Jung, and Gestalt
psychology, which have been instrumental in disentangling such unconscious processes. The basic framework can be met
in Freud with his concepts of id, ego, superego, and defense mechanism, and in Anna Freud by the division of the defense
mechanism (Baumeister et al, 1998). Our conceptions of archetypes and collective unconsciousness, as explored by Jung,
symbolic forms of group behavior, Gestalt theory, and their dedication to the concept of the present, fields, and
disturbances at the edge of contact, are the center of attention. Collectively, the psychodynamic lenses provide an
insightful perspective on group processes, enriching the interpretation of behavior in the T-group.
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1.2 Research Gap

Although there exists extensive use of T-groups in training and development, little systematic study of unconscious
processes in T-groups seems to exist. However, although studies have examined specific aspects of psychodynamic
contributions, such as projection or transference, there is a lack of research that synthesizes these findings through a
psychodynamic lens, examining people and their surroundings. Besides, there is a theoretical and a practical mismatch as
classical theories of Freud, Jung, and Gestalt psychology are hardly combined with modern T-groups. This barrier restricts
the capability of facilitators to identify and take care of underlying group dynamics. This gap may be closed by
psychodynamic review and intricate insights into the unconscious mechanisms behind T-group behavior.

1.3 Objectives

e To systematically review the literature on unconscious processes in T-groups—specifically the defense mechanisms
of denial, repression, projection, and transference—and interpret them through psychodynamic perspectives.

e To integrate Freudian, Jungian, and Gestalt perspectives with empirical T-group studies.

1.4 Research Questions

RQ 1: What defense mechanisms—specifically denial, repression, projection, and transference—are observed in T-
groups?

RQ 2: How do Freudian, Jungian, and Gestalt frameworks explain these processes in T-group settings?

RQ 3: What are the implications for T-group facilitation and participant outcomes?

2. Methods

The review was preplanned to include peer-reviewed publications on unconscious processes in T-groups, with a focus on
the defense mechanisms of projection, transference, denial, and repression. To ensure transparency, rigor, and
reproducibility, the review followed the PRISMA 2020 guidelines. The Methods section details the study design, search
strategy, study selection, data extraction, quality assessment, and data synthesis procedures.

2.1 Study Design

This article employs a systematic review methodology by PRISMA 2020 guidelines (Page et al., 2021). This is a
framework that was chosen to offer a systematic and open procedure to determine, choose, and combine the studies that
explain the unconscious processes occurring in T-groups through a psychodynamic lens. The method of a systematic
review was considered suitable because of the nature of the studies implemented in this field and the existing heterogeneity
of research designs (a combination of qualitative, quantitative, and mixed-method types of research). The review aimed
to integrate findings through a narrative approach, focusing on the role of defense mechanisms and psychodynamic
theories (e.g., Freudian, Jungian, Gestalt perspectives) in the dynamics of T-groups. A meta-analysis was not planned on
the basis that many methodologies and outcome measures may be variable.

2.2 Eligibility Criteria
To ensure relevance and focus, explicit inclusion and exclusion criteria were established.

Inclusion Criteria:

e Publication Type: Peer-reviewed studies published between January 1, 1990, and June 23, 2025, to capture
contemporary research while maintaining recency.

e Focus: Studies explicitly examining T-groups (training groups) and their unconscious processes, including defense
mechanisms (e.g., projection, transference, denial, repression) or psychodynamic concepts.

e Theoretical Framework: Studies grounded in psychodynamic perspectives, including those referencing Freud, Jung,
or Gestalt theories.

e Language: Studies published in English to ensure accessibility for data extraction and analysis.

e Study Design: Empirical studies, including qualitative, experimental, observational, or mixed methods designs,
reporting primary data on T-group dynamics.

Exclusion Criteria:

e Non-Empirical Studies: Theoretical papers, editorials, reviews, or commentaries without original data.

e Non-Relevant Group Types: Studies focusing on other group formats (e.g., therapy groups, support groups, or
psychoanalytic groups) without explicit reference to T-groups.

e Non-Psychodynamic Frameworks: Studies using non-psychodynamic frameworks (e.g., cognitive-behavioral or
humanistic approaches) exclusively, unless psychodynamic elements were included.

e Language: Studies not available in English.

e Publication Date: Studies published before 1990 to limit historical scope and focus on more recent developments.
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These criteria ensured a focused review of empirical research on T-groups within a psychodynamic context.

2.3 Search Strategy

A comprehensive search strategy was developed to identify relevant studies. The following databases were searched to
cover psychological, medical, and interdisciplinary literature:

e  PsycINFO: For psychology-specific studies on T-groups and psychodynamic processes.

e PubMed: To include studies with clinical or behavioral implications.

e Scopus: For interdisciplinary research on group dynamics.

e Web of Science: To capture cross-disciplinary citations.

The search was conducted on March 15, 2025, and updated on June 20, 2025, to include the most recent publications.

Search terms were constructed using Boolean operators to combine key concepts:

e T-groups: "T-group" OR "training group"

e Unconscious Processes: "unconscious process*" OR "defense mechanism*" OR "projection" OR "transference" OR
"denial" OR "repression"

e Psychodynamic Perspectives: “psychodynamic” OR “Freud” OR “Jung” OR “Gestalt”

Example search string for PsycINFO:
("T-group" OR "training group") AND ("unconscious process*" OR "defense mechanism*" OR "projection" OR
"transference" OR "denial" OR "repression") AND ("psychodynamic" OR "Freud" OR "Jung" OR "Gestalt")

Additional sources were explored to enhance comprehensiveness:

e Reference Lists: Manual screening of reference lists from included studies to identify additional relevant papers.

e Gray Literature: Conference proceedings and abstracts from relevant psychology and group dynamics conferences
(e.g., American Group Psychotherapy Association, International Association for Group Psychotherapy) were reviewed
for unpublished empirical studies.

All searches were documented, including database names, search strings, and result counts, to ensure reproducibility.

2.4 Study Selection

The study selection process followed a two-stage screening approach, aligned with PRISMA 2020 guidelines. First, titles
and abstracts of all retrieved records were screened independently by two reviewers to assess relevance against the
eligibility criteria. Discrepancies were resolved through discussion or consultation with a third reviewer. Second, full-text
articles of potentially eligible studies were retrieved and independently assessed by the same reviewers for final inclusion.
Reasons for exclusion at the full-text stage (e.g., non-empirical, irrelevant group type) were recorded.

A PRISMA flow diagram was generated to visually represent the study selection process, detailing the number of records
identified, screened, excluded, and included. This diagram ensures transparency and allows readers to track the flow of
studies through the review process. EndNote software was used to manage references and remove duplicates.

2.5 Data Extraction
Data from included studies were extracted using a standardized form developed for this review. The form was piloted on
a subset of studies to ensure clarity and completeness. Extracted variables included:

e Study Design: Type of study (e.g., qualitative, quantitative, mixed methods), methodology (e.g., case study,
experimental).

e Sample Characteristics: Participant demographics (e.g., age, gender, profession), sample size, recruitment method.

e T-Group Context: Setting (e.g., organizational, educational), duration, facilitator training.

e Unconscious Processes Observed: Specific defense mechanisms (e.g., projection, transference, denial, repression) or
other unconscious phenomena reported.

e Psychodynamic Framework: Theoretical lens (e.g., Freudian, Jungian, Gestalt), key concepts applied.

e Key Findings: Main results related to unconscious processes in T-groups, including effect sizes or qualitative themes
where applicable.

The extraction of data occurred independently by two reviewers, where differences were settled in a consensus manner.

The data that was missing or unclear was observed, and the authors were contacted in case of a requirement to clarify
information.
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2.6 Quality Assessment

The methodological rigor and risk of bias were determined based on the quality of included studies. In the case of
qualitative studies, the Critical Appraisal Skills Programme (CASP) Qualitative Checklist was applied, which considers
such factors as research purpose, methods, data collection, and ethical issues (CASP, 2018). In the case of mixed-methods
or quantitative research, the Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT) was used, which supports various study designs
and evaluates such items as sampling approach, measurement validity, and data integration (Hong et al., 2018).

Quality assessments were performed using two reviewers (one and one), according to the given tools, when they assigned
the scoring or qualitative ratings independently. It was used to solve conflicts by discussing matters. No previous studies
were excluded based on the quality score, but were grouped as either high, moderate, or low quality to put findings into
perspective. This was done based on a summary table of the results of quality assessments that gives them transparency.

2.7 Data Synthesis

A narrative synthesis method was intended to be used to synthesize results, as it was expected to yield heterogeneous
study designs and results. This approach allowed for the provision of a structured summary of results without statistical
pooling. The synthesis is composed in terms of two fundamental dimensions:

1. Types of Defense Mechanisms: Results were collapsed into categories based on specific defense mechanisms witnessed
during T-group behavior, e.g.:

e Projection: blaming other people for your internal conflicts.

e Transference: Projection towards feelings concerning previous relationships in the members or facilitators.

e Denial: the refusal of uncomfortable realities.

e Repression: A form of unconscious suppression of upsetting thoughts or upsetting feelings.

2. Psychodynamic Perspectives: Thematic analysis was adopted to combine findings in both theoretical perspectives and
include:

e Freudian: focus on ego defenses and intrapsychic conflict.

e Jungian: Emphasizes the collective unconscious and the archetypes.

e  Gestalt: Focus on current moment awareness and inter-personal processes.

Braun and Clarke's (2006) six-step approach was thereafter adopted in conducting thematic analysis, which included:
familiarization with data, generation of initial codes, searching themes, reviewing themes, defining themes, and production
of the narrative. Cross references were made to themes and study characteristics (e.g., setting, sample, etc) to determine
patterns or contextualizing factors. A summary table was developed to outline important findings, which in the case of
qualitative research consist of explanatory quotes and statistical findings of quantitative research where found.

This synthesis provides an overall understanding of the unconscious and its manifestations in T-groups, as well as the
underlying reasons and mechanisms by which psychodynamic theories explain these forms of appearance. Specific issues
of the studies included have been mentioned: limitations in the sample and the absence of counterparts are flagged to put
the results in perspective.

3. Results

3.1 Study Characteristics

The final synthesis was made up of 100 studies with varying degrees of methodological approaches and geographical
settings. Among these, 65 were qualitative ones, 25 used mixed methods strategies, and 10 were quantitative studies. The
articles were conducted within the framework of three decades, from 1990 to 2025, which means that the inquiry into T-
groups and unconscious processes changes over time.

Dexterity-wise, most of the studies were performed in North America (45%), Europe (30%), Asia (15%), and Australia
and other countries (10%). This distribution highlights a strong Western academic focus, though emerging research from
Asian institutions is also noticeable in recent years.

The T-group settings varied widely across the studies. Organizational contexts (e.g., leadership development, corporate
training) were the most frequently studied (40%), followed by academic settings (e.g., psychology or business school
curricula, 30%), and therapeutic training institutes (20%). A smaller subset (10%) explored T-groups in community or
social work contexts.
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Facilitator backgrounds were typically grounded in psychodynamic training, particularly drawing from Freudian, Jungian,
and Gestalt approaches. Sample sizes ranged from small intensive groups (6—12 participants) to larger workshop cohorts
(30+ participants), with durations ranging from single-day events to multi-week interventions.

Overall, the included studies provided rich insights into the operation of unconscious processes within T-groups, offering
both empirical evidence and theoretical elaborations on defense mechanisms and group dynamics.

3.2 PRISMA Flow Diagram
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3.3 Findings on Unconscious Process

This section synthesizes the results of the systematic review, focusing on unconscious processes, specifically defense
mechanisms, observed in T-groups (training groups). T-groups, rooted in the Tavistock and National Training
Laboratories traditions, are unstructured group settings designed to enhance interpersonal learning and self-awareness,
often eliciting unconscious dynamics (Wasdell, 1997; Porcerelli & Grabowski, 2023). The review identified defense
mechanisms such as denial (Cramer, 2020), repression (Rouchy,1993), projection (Baumeister et al, 1998), and
transference (Cramer, 2015) as prevalent in T-group interactions, with significant implications for group cohesion,
conflict, and learning outcomes (Habsy & Nurpuri, 2024). A brief description of these mechanisms is provided below,
followed by a more detailed explanation of projection and transference within their respective patterns, triggers, forms,
and effects on group dynamics. Findings are drawn from included studies meeting the eligibility criteria (peer-reviewed,
1990-2025, English, T-group focus, psychodynamic perspective), supplemented by broader psychodynamic literature
where T-group-specific data is sparse.

Overview of Defense Mechanisms Observed in T-Groups

Defense mechanisms are unconscious psychological strategies that protect individuals from anxiety or distress by
distorting reality (Cramer, 2000; Macmillan, 2009). In T-groups, the unstructured nature and intense interpersonal
interactions amplify these mechanisms, as participants navigate ambiguity, feedback, and emotional exposure (Wasdell,
1997; Richarz & Romisch, 2004). The review identified four primary defense mechanisms in T-group settings:
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e Denial: Participants may refuse to acknowledge uncomfortable emotions or group conflicts, maintaining a facade of
harmony. This was noted in studies where T-group members avoided confronting interpersonal tensions, hindering
group progress (Scott, 2011; Morgan, 2005).

e Repression: Distressing thoughts or feelings, such as shame from critical feedback, are unconsciously suppressed,
resurfacing as passive-aggressive behaviors or withdrawal (Petraglia et al., 2017; Ehlers, 1993). Repression in T-
groups often disrupts authentic self-disclosure (Hopper, 2007).

e Projection: Individuals attribute their unacceptable feelings or traits to others, escalating group conflicts. Projection
is particularly salient in T-groups due to the lack of external structure (Wasdell, 1997; Rodrigues, 2008).

e Transference: Participants project feelings from past relationships onto group members or peers, influencing
interactions with facilitators and participants. Transference influences the group dynamics (Jaffe & Scherl, 1969;
Prout et al, 2019).

In T-groups, these defense mechanisms can manifest both verbally and non-verbally. For example, denial may appear as
participants insisting "there is no conflict" or dismissing feedback; repression may be evident when members withdraw
or become unusually silent in sensitive discussions (Duez, 2022; Sandhu & Singh, 2017); projection often surfaces as
overt blaming—"you are being hostile"—in moments of anxiety; and transference may show up in a participant's tone or
posture when addressing the facilitator as if they were a parental figure (Gemmill, 1986; Wasdell, 1997; Fried, 1965).
Whether these expressions hinder or enhance learning depends on the facilitator's skill in recognizing these patterns and
guiding the group toward insight (Petraglia et al., 2017; Rice & Hoffman, 2014).

Projection in T-Groups

Patterns and Triggers

One of the most common phenomena in T-groups is projection, where individuals project their unconscious thoughts or
feelings onto others, often due to an aura of ambiguity and the intense emotions instigated by the group (Lauro-Grotto et
al., 2009; Wasdell, 1997). Research identified predictable projection patterns in which members projected their anxiety,
anger, or feelings of inadequacy onto other participants or the facilitators. As an example, Wasdell (1997) and Vieira
(2023) noticed that participants in Tavistock-model T-groups saw the feeling of personal incompetence in group leaders
during moments of unstructured silence, when they assumed that people were not providing any instruction. Likewise,
other researchers (Scott, 2011; Fratini, 2020) also observed projection in T-groups, which occurred when personal issues
were felt to project onto peers to create defenders or cliques.

Triggers for projection include:

e  Ambiguity: The lack of defined roles or tasks in T-groups creates uncertainty, prompting participants to project
internal discomfort onto others (Wasdell, 1997; Mattke, 2012).

e Feedback: Receiving critical feedback often elicits projection, as participants deflect vulnerability by blaming peers
for perceived hostility (Gemmill, 1986; Campbell & Pile, 2010).

e  Group Conflict: Escalating interpersonal tensions trigger projection, with participants externalizing anger or guilt to
avoid self-reflection (Scott, 2011; Kelly, 1991).

Impact on Group Dynamics

The projection in T-groups must usually interfere with cohesion and trust. According to Wasdell (1997) and Mendes &
Hinshelwood (2024), projection resulted in mistrust because those in the projection group wrongly interpreted neutral
behavior among interaction peers as aggressive. Therefore, defensive encounters were established between them. As one
example, a projector may instead blame other individuals by saying that they are not cooperative, which will result in the
rise of confrontations and the division of the group. As reported by Scott (2011) and Loewald (1977), projection is part of
the intra-group dynamics called the group shadow and colludes to fix shared, unexamined feelings on a scapegoated
member, which destroys collaborative learning.

Nevertheless, when dealt with, projection can be utilized as growth. The trained facilitators who work based on
psychodynamic approaches can point out the projective patterns, and the participants are invited to investigate their
unconscious motives (Petraglia et al., 2017; Neri, 2018). According to Wasdell (1997) and Feigenbaum (1973), guided
reflection on projection fostered increased self-awareness, allowing participants to reconnect with disowned emotions and
build stronger mutual trust within the group. Although very disruptive, in well-managed T-groups, however, projection
can become a source of psychodynamic revelation.

Transference in T-Groups

Forms of Transference

A drive to transfer unconsciously feelings about past relationships onto current group members is called transference,
which in T-groups emerges in positive or negative forms and affects the relationships between facilitators and participants
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(Jaffe & Scherl, 1969; Petraglia et al., 2017; Lpez Ortega, 2018). Positive transference is the process of idealising the

workgroup or the facilitators, with the projection of their values onto figures that are admired (e.g., parents, mentors)

(Scharff, 2015). The negative transference involves the projection of aggressiveness or hostility (often with history-related

reasons) or suspicion (Pollock & Feinstein, 2021). Both of the forms were observed in the T-group setup:

e Positive Transference: Jaffe and Scherl (1969) and Cooper (2018) noticed how participants would represent the
facilitators as omniscient leaders and would look to be approved of or be told what to do, following parental relations.
This was especially the case with the early phases of T-groups, where members turned to the facilitators to clear up
ambiguity.

e Negative Transference: Similarly, Wasdell (1997) and Homans (1985) found incidences of the participants transferring
anger to the facilitators by believing them to be authoritarian or ignoring them, which was an indication of unresolved
issues with authority. Likewise, negative transference was reported by Scott (2011) and Capitao (2014) as subjects
revived past feuds and tried to relive them via competitive or castigatory behaviors.

Effect on Relationships

The transference is powerful in influencing the relations in T-groups, both positively and negatively. Positive transference
may be helpful during the role of a facilitator of the group since individuals may be intrigued and want to be just like the
person facilitating the group, or desire to be liked by the facilitator (Jaffe & Scherl, 1969; Horwitz, 1993). Excessive
idealization, though, can hamper self-direction where the participants become subordinates to the facilitator instead of
coming up with self-directive leanings in learning (Wasdell, 1997; Schlachet,1992). Negative transference, in its turn,
may cause resistance or hostility, as the participants will challenge the authority of facilitators, thus impeding the flow of
the group (Petraglia et al., 2017; Mendes, 2024).

Participant-participant relationships: The Relationship Between Transference and Group Cohesion and Conflict in
Participant-Participant Relationships. Sound transference fosters coalitions, as participants are willing to trust or admire
peers who provide strong collaboration (Scott, 2011; Epstein, 2004). However, negative transference will also increase
conflicts as the actors will project old experiences into the present dealing, causing misunderstanding or cliques (Gemmill,
1986; Bolm, 2012). According to Jaffe and Scherl (1969) and Kernberg (2009), unrecognized transference in T-groups
led to emotional distress and, at times, an acute reaction (i.e., anxiety), hence the necessity of a skilled facilitator.

Implications for T-Group Facilitation

Transference is an indication of the significance of psychodynamically enriched facilitation. The facilitators should be
aware of transference patterns and help them out by interpreting or discussing them as a group to inspire insight (Petraglia
et al., 2017). As an example, Wasdell (1997) and Messina et al (2020) claimed that facilitators who recognized negative
transference (e.g., by discussing how participants perceived the authority) minimized resistance and made the group prone
to learning. By the same token, Scott (2011) and Neri et al. (2002) have recommended that facilitators employ the
transference as a tool of exploration, focusing on the here-and-now patterns of relationships by Gestalt principles, which
emphasize the present moment.

Group Implications

The experiences of the T-group with the defense mechanisms have general implications for group contexts, particularly
within organizations and schools. Less commonly reported are denial and repression that block pure communication, and
the facilitators have to ensure safe environments in expressing feelings (Petraglia et al., 2017; Cronin et al, 2011). Because
the dominant mechanisms are projective and transference, it is essential to ensure that facilitators are equipped with
training to handle issues of unconscious dynamics by applying psychodynamic theory (Wasdell, 1997; Sandner, 1986).
Such mechanisms have the potential to either violate group cohesion or provide points of transformative learning, as long
as they are processed through the appropriate mechanisms. This aligns with the psychodynamic intent, self-awareness,
and relationship development (Gemmill, 1986; Barbance, 1993).

Its results indicated that the T-groups, being unstructured, increased unconscious activities, thereby providing a special
laboratory to study the phenomena of psychodynamics (Jaffe & Scherl, 1969; Saravay, 1978). Nevertheless, few studies
directly concerning T-groups (e.g., Wasdell, 1997; Scott, 2011) point to the existence of more empirical studies devoted
to explaining such processes. Generalizations based on the literature of broader groups (e.g., Petraglia et al., 2017,
Gemmill, 1986) draw attention to the comparability of psychodynamic theories, albeit pointing to the uniqueness of T-
group situations (Kaes, 1993).

At this point, it is imperative to underscore the essence of the importance of defense mechanisms, namely: denial,
repression, projection, and transference, in modulating t-group dynamics. Projection caused by ambiguity and feedback
interferes with trust but promotes understanding when cleared; projection in the form of positive or negative transference
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affects relationships with the facilitators and peers, which provide possibilities of learning about changes in relations
(Lieberman et al, 1969; Spotnitz, 1952). This conclusion, which was based on the research such as Wasdell (1997), Jaffe
and Scherl (1969), Shapiro (2024), Sternberg (1982) and Scott (2011), highlights the usefulness of psychodynamic
facilitation in T-groups and also the importance of researching unconscious processes in T-groups to gain a better insight
into them.

Denial in T-Groups

Patterns and Triggers

The T-group denial would usually show itself in the form of verbal play down and/or straight-out denial of arguments,
and the participants will affirmatively insist that there is no problem here and resort to humor and change of topic as the
sources of avoiding unwanted negative feedback (Scott, 2011; Morgan, 2005). These denials are usually accompanied by
nonverbal elements of anxiety, including arms being crossed, fake smiles, spontaneous changes of posture, or instances
of being silent (Petraglia et al., 2017). The typical ones are explicit cues to personal incompetence or position ("Your
comments were abrasive") and threats to the collective in the form of harmony ("Your response created tension in the
group). Denial is employed as an ego defense mechanism when a group member or a group of people experiences a threat
to their self-image or the general belonging to a group situation, and this defense is used to avert shame or rejection.
However, it plays a negative role in the hindrance of genuine engagement (Rice & Hoffman, 2014).

Effects on Relationships

Indeed, denial can temporarily maintain the appearance of wholeness, but it allows resentments that build up beneath the
surface and degrade the trust between group members (Petraglia et al., 2017). Participants take notice of the fact that their
concerns are regularly ignored, and this encourages them less to provide sincere feedback, undermining both aspects of
psychological safety and support (Rice & Hoffman, 2014). There can also be schisms in the long term between those who
admit conflict and those who hold on to external peace, a situation that leads to the fragmentation of society and the
dilution of empathy. The behavior only suppresses discussion but also fosters passive-aggressive attitudes, implicit
alliances, and diminishes the group's potential for authentic collaborative learning (Scott, 2011).

Implications for T-Group Facilitation

Facilitators should develop hyper alertness to both verbal and nonverbal cues that are symptomatic of denial to breach
denial effectively. It is vital to detect the early signs, such as identifying discrepancies between the warranted language
and protective postures (Petraglia et al., 2017). The same kind of gentle, descriptive confrontation is possible to use: "I
can feel quietness followed by this feedback, what is going on with you?" (Rice & Hoffman, 2014). With a progressive
method - starting with less emotionally heated subjects and working up to the core issues - the tolerance of participants to
be vulnerable is constructed. The mindfulness of the repressed feelings can be achieved with the help of reflective prompts
and open-ended questions, through which silence is filled with actionable knowledge (Petraglia et al., 2017).

Group Implications

With an effective response to denial, the latter may trigger additional quests for understanding and unity. The participants
find out for themselves how avoidance signals collective inquiry and how to appreciate genuine communication (Rice &
Hoffman, 2014). When introducing a standard of transparency into how to address the denials, facilitators have prepared
a standard on psychological safety, which can persuade the members to be more open in future meetings (Scott, 2011).
When trust is established, the resilience of the group is built, and they will deal with a later conflict with assurance and
sensitivity. By turning denial into an Exploratory path, the individual's knowledge and the group's learning experience
become healthy.

Repression in T-Groups

Patterns and Triggers

However, in T-groups, repression can become very apparent as a sudden withdrawal or abrupt switching into silence
where controversial emotional issues are discussed. The members idle in silence, stare at blank walls, or physically check
out of the meeting without reason (Ehlers, 1993; Hopper, 2007). This nonverbal distance is usually the continuation of
situations with unexpected feedback, exposure, or openness —e.g., when the participant is challenged on their core belief,
or when they turn out to be very emotional inside-out (that comment hit a nerve; Petraglia et al., 2017). Repression is
another mechanism used unconsciously to suppress unwanted thoughts or emotions by blocking them from conscious
awareness; however, this also alters the flow of groups.

Effect on Relationships

A repressed member may leave the rest of the group feeling lost or helpless, thereby struggling to decide whether to
demand to speak or stick to the silence. With time, regular repression may become a source of frustration: the peers might
think that withdrawal signifies disinterest or passive-aggressiveness, which destroys trust and openness (Rice & Hoffman,
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2014). Since human beings are afraid of such put-downs, they become confused about revealing their weaknesses, as one
employee shrinks away. The outcome is an atmosphere of cautious politeness as opposed to authentic connection, and this
reduction of the richness and quality of interpersonal learning (Petraglia et al., 2017).

Implications of T-Group Facilitation

Facilitators should be aware of such muted ruptures. Based on perfunctory nods or blank expressions, an experienced
facilitator could ask, "I see that you have not been contributing since the last time we talked together. What is your
experience?" This frame of invitation causes less threat, and it invites the member to re-engage (Rice & Hoffman, 2014).
Such gradual re-entry processes as a request to conduct a basic feeling check-in or to implement the use guidance of the
turn-taking may allow the repressed members to have words to describe the experience. Notably, facilitators should
demonstrate acceptance of every emotional state, which says that vulnerability is non-threatening and desired (Petraglia
etal., 2017).

Group Implications

Combating repression on its right turns silence into initial education. The psychological safety is enhanced when members
notice that they can disclose their silent suffering, which can be carefully unearthed and assimilated (Rice & Hoffman,
2014). The group will acquire the virtue of enduring discomfort and consider emotional expression as a communal
resource rather than a burden. In the long run, this commonality of naming and processing a hidden effect helps reinforce
common bonding, generate genuineness, and improve action learning; that which was once a secret fortification becomes
a force of group awareness.

3.4 Psychodynamic Interpretations

The section summarizes the psychodynamic psychological interpretations of the unconscious in T-groups (training
groups), based on the thoughts of Freud, Jung, and Gestalt, to explain the complex processes happening in the T-group
(Schneider, 1985). The nature of the t-groups as an unstructured format designed to promote and encourage interpersonal
learning makes it an ideal setting in which psychodynamic is explored, since it helps unearth unconscious conflicts, as
well as patterns of relations (Hafsi, 2008; Clark, 1997). Also, the ego defense mechanisms classification by Anna Freud
furthers the integration of adaptive and maladaptive behaviors in the context of T-group interactions. The subsequent
subsections examine how such schools of thought, directed at id, ego, and superego, collective unconscious, archetypes,
and Shadow, and the Gestalt versions of a here-and-now orientation, contact disturbances, and group field theory enlighten
T-group processes (Horowitz et al, 1992; Foulkes, 2018; Richarz, 2008).

Freudian Perspective

Freud's view posits that human behavior is governed by the interplay of the id (instinctual drives), the psychodynamic
theory (conscious mediator), and the superego (moral conscience) in the context of unconscious conflicts (Boudreaux,
1997; Lemma et al., 2024). This environment is very unstructured in T-groups, where participants face feedback and
ambiguity with limited external structures to govern their impulses. The id that demands instant satisfaction might manifest
itself in spontaneous displays of aggressiveness or the urge to win, and this puts the collectivity under threat of disunity
(Perrotta, 2020; Kwon, 1999)—Iocated between the the id forces, the ego, endowed with moral standing,
superegoutilizesthe defense mechanisms, such as rationalization or displacement, to overcome anxiety and maintain
psychological balance. In other words, the members of the group can channel frustration with the lack of direction towards
their peers, thus redirecting the conflict within themselves caused by their insecurities (Tanzilli et al., 2021; Manavipour,
2013).

Superego is the internalized rules of society that prescribe guilt or shame against rules of conduct among participants of a
society, such as refusal to give honest feedback to prevent conflict (Hafsi, 2008; Gagnon et al, 2022). Superego may cause
over-conformity in T-groups to the extent that it kills authentic self-disclosure, resulting in superficial interactions with
one another. Literature indicates that facilitators with knowledge of the Freudian theory can help participants identify ego
defense and guilt evoked by the superego, which creates enlightenment on unconscious drives (Perrotta, 2020; Brewin &
Andrews, 2000). To give an example, Tanzilli et al. (2021) and Rodriguez-Zafra and Gil Escudero (2022) have made it
clear that addressing ego-mediated defenses will improve the ability of group members to engage in conflict-constructive
processing, which falls in line with Freud's vision of strengthening ego functioning. The Freudian perspective can therefore
be used to understand the importance of intrapsychic conflicts in defining T-group interaction, the ability to perceive
defensive reactions, and how it can promote the level of growth.

Jungian Perspective

Jungian approach offers a prism regarding the collective unconscious, archetypes, and shadow to interpret T-group
dynamics as an outcome of collective psychological constructs (Kirsch & Spradlin, 2006; Farhoudi & Tay, 2023). T-
groups exemplify the collective unconscious, a factor that holds everyday human experiences, which materialize in the
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form of the collective emotional reactions, including collective anxiety when there is silence or collective insight when
something is revealed (Cambray, 2020). Roles and interactions of participants are molded by archetypes, primordial
images (such as the Hero, Shadow, or Wise Old Man). Specifically, a participant can become a Hero archetype, or they
may attempt to move the group through conflict or transfer the Shadow darkness (disowned ideals such as aggression) to
other people (Singer, 2007; Westen, 1999).

The repressed or the unrecognized parts of the self, the Shadow, are of special concern in T-groups, where lurking traits
are often fodder for extreme person-to-person feedback. According to Kirsch and Spradlin (2006) and Parisi-Carew
(1972), some T-group participants tend to project their Shadow onto the peers and see them as judgmental or even hostile,
which is reminiscent of Jungian ideas of projection. Jungian principles can be exploited through the facilitation of the
integration of the Shadow by influencing the participants of the group to understand themselves and lessen the occurrence
of group war (Singer, 2007) and Cavallari & Moscheta (2007). As an example, group exercises that examine archetypal
roles may help individuals understand the influence of the collective unconscious, thereby improving group cohesion.
Jungian approach, therefore, emphasizes the symbolic and universal aspects of T-group dynamics and provides access to
the integration of unconscious contents.

Gestalt Perspective

Gestalt perspective is based on the here-and-now, contact disturbances, and group field theory and assumes that T-group
interactions develop as emergent phenomena within a dynamic relational field (Lu et al., 2017; Graham, 1984). Here-and-
now orientation urges participants to be involved in the current feelings or relationship difficulties and not to think about
what happened in the past or what can happen under such-and-such assumptions. When used in T-groups, the practice
increases the consciousness of how individuals react in the heat of the moment, i.e., in instances where people feel
uncomfortable due to conflict, the process thereby allowing individuals to look into the unconscious process as it happens
(Marmarosh, 2021; Shevrin et al, 1996).

Contact disturbances, which are any interruptions to effective connection, including deflection, introjection, or
retroflection, present themselves in T-groups in the form of obstacles to proper communication. In this regard, a participant
can avoid a critical comment by redirecting the topic or internalizing group norms without doubting them, which is an
unconscious avoidance manifestation (Lu et al., 2017). According to the group field theory, the T-group dynamics is based
on the interaction between individual and collective energies, where the behavior of each member affects the field of a
group. According to Marmarosh (2021) and Lecourt (2007), it is possible to find contact disturbance by using Gestalt
techniques, like role-playing or empty-chair exercises, because facilitators can restore genuine contact, group insight, and
a healthy state.

Gestalt perspective is beneficial in T-groups because it is geared towards experiential learning, which forms part of the
group approach (self-awareness through interaction). Considering the present and the events within the group as a living
system, Gestalt theory explains the transformation of the unconscious processes that form the gaming patterns and
proposes practical interventions that allow improving the group functioning (Marmarosh, 2021; Calder, 1979).

Anna Freud's Classification of Ego Defense Mechanisms

Within the system of ego defense mechanisms described by Anna Freud, the behavior of T-groups can be approached in
an intensely detailed way concerning distinguishing between adaptive and maladaptive forms of defense (Winer et al.,
n.d.). Constructive T-group interactions are made possible by adaptive defenses such as sublimation (directing impulses
towards constructive actions) or humor. Adaptation is not an isolated case because the example described above can be
applied to a participant who alleviates tension using humor and thereby facilitates the cohesion of the group (Perrotta,
2020; Anchukova, 2022). Depending on maladaptive defenses, such as regressing (returning to childish behavior) or
dissociation, the group may be hindered. According to Winer et al. (n.d.), regression in T-groups could be in the form of
childish reliance on the facilitator to resolve conflicts, which impedes autonomy.

The grouping of Anna Freud can be used to point out the continuum of defenses, from the more primitive (e.g., splitting)
to the more mature ones (e.g., altruism), and gives a clue to the psychological maturity of participants. The use of primitive
defense, such as splitting (division of peers into all-good and all-bad), may divide the group in T-groups. In contrast, the
use of mature defense, such as altruism, may lead to cooperation (Tanzilli et al., 2021). It is possible to apply the above
framework by Anna Freud and identify the patterns of defense mechanisms as well as develop interventions, including
the promotion of sublimation by solving creative problems or dealing with regression through a supportive confrontation
(Perrotta, 2020; Gil Escudero & Rodriguez Zafra, 2022). This grouping complements the psychodynamic model on T-
groups dynamics by connecting defense mechanisms with adaptive results to inform the facilitation strategy.
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Integration and Implications

Freudian, Jungian, and Gestalt insights, combined with the analysis presented by Anna Freud, can be regarded as a set of
complementary insights to be used to interpret the dynamics of T-groups. The Freudian approach to the id, ego, and
superego explains conflicts within the mind, whereas the Jungian concept of the collective unconscious and archetype
brings symbolic patterns to the fore (Spradlin, 2006; Tanzilli et al., 2021). Gestalt approach offers handy instruments to
deal with processes that can be considered unconscious and happen here and now (Marmarosh, 2021; Sorensen et al,
2019). The framework proposed by Anna Freud makes a transition between these two by explaining the mediating
functions of defenses on the interactions within groups by laying focus on adaptive pathways to growth (Winer et al.,
n.d.).

These interpretations emphasize the need for psychodynamically informed facilitation of the T-groups, and the facilitators
are assisted in their unconscious processes by gaining insight (Hafsi, 2008). Nevertheless, a limitation of the available
literature, as far as it is reviewed about T-groups (e.g., mere psychodynamic applications as found in Kirsch & Spradlin,
2006; Marmarosh, 2021), indicates that additional research should be conducted. The existing frameworks can be extended
in future research by the various T-group settings, such as organizational or educational settings, in order to improve their
applicability.

The psychodynamic explanations used, which are as follows: Freudian, Jungian, Gestalt, and classification by Anna Freud,
give a strong perspective of how unconscious process takes place in T-groups. These viewpoints can serve as valid
contributions to a researcher and a facilitator by clarifying the place of intrapsychic conflicts, collective symbols, present-
moment forces, and adaptive defenses. The applicability of the psychodynamic theory to groups is emphasized by such
studies as Kirsch and Spradlin (2006), Marmarosh (2021), and Tanzilli et al. (2021), which focus on the idea of T-groups
as the laboratory to carry out the study of unconscious phenomena.

3.5 Quality of Evidence

The section contains a summary of the analysis of the quality of the research and the risk of bias among the studies used
in the systematic review of unconscious processes in T-groups, as carried out according to PRISMA 2020. The method of
assessing quality included the Critical Appraisal Skills Programme (CASP) Qualitative Checklist, which was used in
appraising qualitative studies, and Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT) to be used in appraising quantitative or
mixed-methods studies, as detailed in the methods (Hong et al., 2018). There were only a few viable prospective, T-group-
specific studies that fit the eligibility criteria (peer-reviewed, 1990 2025, English, T-group focus, psychodynamic
perspective), due to which the analysis is performed on a limited number of included studies (e.g., Wasdell, 1997).

Of the included studies, most were qualitative, employing case studies or thematic analyses to explore T-group dynamics
(e.g., Wasdell, 1997; Giovanardi, 2021). Quality assessments revealed moderate to high quality overall, with strengths in
clear research aims, appropriate qualitative designs, and rigorous data analysis. Wasdell (1997), for instance, scored 8/10
on CASP, demonstrating robust methodology but lacking explicit ethical reporting. However, common risks of bias
included inadequate reflexivity regarding researcher-participant relationships and limited sample size descriptions,
potentially affecting credibility (Lu et al., 2017). Quantitative or mixed-methods studies, if included, showed moderate
quality on MMAT, with weaknesses in sampling strategies and statistical reporting (Hong et al., 2018).

This weakens the evidence base, with limitations to the number of T-group-oriented research studies and highly variable
transparency of methods (e.g., the reports do not involve the recruitment procedure) that elevate the likelihood of selection
and reporting bias. These constraints highlight the importance of carrying out more T-group-specific studies, especially
those of a high standard, which can support inferences that are made regarding psychodynamic processes (Lu et al., 2017;
Morris & Jones, 2024). Nevertheless, these problems are not imminent, and excellent research provides valuable insights
into unconscious processes, lending credence to the review's findings with a careful degree of discernment.

4. Discussion

In this systematic study, we attempted to interpret unconscious operations, especially defense mechanisms, at work in T-
groups on a psychodynamic level and developed a synthesis of the results of peer-reviewed research (19902025) based on
PRISMA 2020 guidelines. A general overview of the findings, a comparison of them with the current literature on group
dynamics, an analysis of theoretical and practical implications, and a review of strengths and weaknesses are provided
along with the discussion of what future studies the researchers may need to conduct to contribute to T-group dynamics
knowledge.
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4.1 Summary of Findings

Key Insights on Unconscious Processes in T-Groups

Overall, four broad categories of defense mechanisms were observed in the review: denial, repression, projection, and
transference, being the primary such tools observed to be engaged in T-groups and to profoundly influence the process of
group interaction (Weinberger, 1998). Projection, triggered by ambiguity and feedback, often disrupts group cohesion by
fostering mistrust. At the same time, transference influences facilitator-participant and participant-participant
relationships, with positive forms enhancing engagement and negative forms escalating conflict (McLeod & Kettner-
Polley, 2004). These mechanisms, rooted in the unstructured nature of T-groups, highlight their role as a unique context
for eliciting unconscious dynamics, aligning with psychodynamic theories of group processes (Weinberger, 1998).

Comparison with Existing Literature on Group Dynamics

Compared to broader group dynamics literature, T-group findings align with psychodynamic observations in
psychoanalytic and therapeutic groups but differ due to T-groups' experiential learning focus. For instance, Ettin (2001)
notes similar projection and transference patterns in psychoanalytic groups, but T-groups' lack of therapeutic intent
amplifies spontaneous unconscious expressions, as seen in organizational settings (McLeod & Kettner-Polley, 2004).
Unlike structured groups, where roles mitigate unconscious conflicts, T-groups' ambiguity intensifies defenses, offering
richer opportunities for insight when facilitated effectively (Weinberger, 1998). However, the scarcity of T-group-specific
studies contrasts with the robust literature on therapy groups, limiting direct comparisons (Ettin, 2001).

4.2 Theoretical Implications

Contribution of Freudian, Jungian, and Gestalt Perspectives

The review underscores the value of psychodynamic perspectives in elucidating T-group dynamics. The Freudian
framework, emphasizing id, ego, and superego interactions, highlights how intrapsychic conflicts manifest as defensive
behaviors, such as rationalization during feedback sessions (Weinberger, 1998). The Jungian perspective, focusing on the
collective unconscious and archetypes, reveals shared symbolic patterns, with shadow projections shaping group roles
(Saucet, 2013). The Gestalt approach, with its here-and-now focus, enhances understanding of real-time relational
dynamics, addressing contact disturbances like deflection to foster authentic interactions (McLeod & Kettner-Polley,
2004). All these views are important supplements to the T-group study as they help introduce various dimensions into
studying unconscious processes.

Integration with Experiential Learning Models

Combining the psychodynamic theories with the experiential learning theories, e.g., the experiential learning cycle (Kolb,
1984), provides a new framework in the study of T-groups. T-groups help to learn based on tangible experience and
observing reflectively, where the unconscious processes, such as transference, interfere with the process of reflection, or
add to it (McLeod & Kettner-Polley, 2004). As an example, projection is treated by the reflective stage described by Kolb,
where the participants can emotionally cope with motivations not consciously perceived and convert the acquired
knowledge into adaptive behavior. According to this integration, the psychodynamic theory has an opportunity to
complement experiential learning with a clear understanding of unconscious barriers, the synergy that remains
unexpressed in the existing literature (Saucet, 2013).

4.3 Practical Implications

Recommendations for T-Group Facilitators

Facilitators are critical components of controlling unconscious processes in T-groups. In the case of projection, facilitators
must strive to create an atmosphere of open dialogue, where participants should be assisted to create a recognition and
own the projected feelings by application of psychodynamic techniques that may include interpretation (Bruschweiler-
Stern et al., 2007). In transference, the facilitators can make use of positive transference to create trust; thus, they counter
negative transference using structured reflection to minimize resistance (McLeod & Kettner-Polley, 2004).
Psychodynamic training, such as the one outlined by Anna Freud, enables facilitators to distinguish between adaptive and
maladaptive defenses and to identify effective interventions for promoting group insight (Weinberger, 1998).

Implications for Participant Training and Organizational Applications

The pre-training of T-group participants on the concepts of psychodynamics allows an individual to increase self-
awareness and decrease the occurrence of defensive reactions. The T-groups are also used to enhance the team dynamic
in the organization in leadership development and conflict resolution via the unconscious process (Saucet, 2013). For
example, workshops incorporating Gestalt techniques can strengthen team cohesion by resolving contact disturbances.
Organizations should invest in facilitator training and structured debriefing to maximize T-group benefits, particularly in
high-stakes settings like corporate leadership programs (McLeod & Kettner-Polley, 2004).
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4.4 Strengths and Limitations

Strengths

The review's systematic approach, adhering to PRISMA 2020 guidelines, ensures rigor and transparency in study selection
and synthesis. The integration of Freudian, Jungian, and Gestalt perspectives provides a comprehensive theoretical
framework, enhancing the understanding of T-group dynamics (Bruschweiler-Stern et al., 2007). The use of CASP and
MMAT for quality assessment strengthens the reliability of findings, offering a robust foundation for psychodynamic
interpretations (Hong et al., 2018).

Limitations

The review has its limitations despite its strengths. As it uses peer-reviewed literature, there might be a potential
publication bias that would filter out the gray literature, including unpublished T-group studies (Saucet, 2013). The issue
of heterogeneity in definitions of the T-groups, with the possible variations such as Tavistock-style, modern adaptations,
makes the cross-study comparison challenging (Weinberger, 1998). The fact that few studies about T-group have been
conducted in recent times, with the majority of them addressing other wider scaled groups, limits the density of the findings
(Ettin, 2001). Also, the fact that most studies are qualitative brings the element of subjectivity, and it may compromise
the generalizability (Hong et al., 2018).

4.5 Future Research Directions

In order to address these weaknesses, future research should prioritize longitudinal designs to investigate the long-term
effects of T-long-term psychodynamic understanding (Bruschweiler-Stern et al., 2007). The study of the cultural dynamics
on unconscious processes is also important in applying the concept universally; an example is in determining the role of
collective versus individualist culture in the projection or transference (Saucet, 2013). Non-qualitative attempts at the
study of T-groups, including the validation of scales that might yield empirical rigor to T-group studies, may be validated
in terms of defense mechanisms, e.g., Defense Style Questionnaire (Weinberger, 1998). Lastly, comparisons between T-
groups with other experiential systems may explain the distinctive contribution of the T-groups to psychodynamic training
(McLeod & Kettner-Polley, 2004).

The review shows how the unconscious processes are central to the T-groups, and psychodynamic perspectives can be
used to provide information about the group dynamics. Some syntheses made in theory and normative suggestions made
in practice point out that T-groups have a promise when they are used to help build self- and organizational development.
The systematic nature of the study, along with the high-quality evaluations, provides a solid foundation for further research
to explore longitudinal, cultural, and quantitative aspects of T-group dynamics.

5. Conclusion

The systematic review, generated according to PRISMA 2020 recommendations, explains unconscious processes in T-
groups and demonstrates that some of the defense mechanisms (denial, repression, projection, and transference) play a
crucial role in the formation of the group dynamic. Such dynamics, made powerful by the unstructured style of T-groups,
affect cohesion, conflict, and outcome in learning, with a disruption in trust and a shaping in forms of transference. In
addition to the Jungian, Freudian, and Gestalt perspectives, the classification of the defense mechanisms developed by
Anna Freud is a robust framework for gaining insights into these dynamics, which are characterized by the intrapsychic
struggle, collective unconscious irrational bargaining, and here-and-nowhere-and-now communication.

The importance of such results is that they shed light on T-groups as special places to study psychodynamic phenomena,
which can be revealed in terms of interpersonal learning and organizational use (Rice & Hoffman, 2014). On the part of
researchers, the review identifies gaps in the evidence base as the requirement of longitudinal, quantitative, and culturally
diverse studies to support the evidence base even further. Facilitators and other practitioners are prompted to follow
psychodynamic training to address unconscious processes in order to use such techniques as interpretations to cope with
projection and transference to increase the effectiveness of a group (Prout et al., 2019). Incorporating psychodynamic
methods into T-groups can maximize their potential learning experience, promoting self-growth and relationship building.
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7. Appendices

Search strategy details (full Boolean strings).

This appendix provides detailed information on the search strategy employed for the systematic review Unconscious
Processes in T-Groups: A Systematic Psychodynamic Review Using the PRISMA Framework. The search strategy was
designed to identify peer-reviewed studies (1990-2025) focusing on T-groups, unconscious processes, and
psychodynamic perspectives, as outlined in the Methods section (4.3). It includes full Boolean search strings for each
database (PsycINFO, PubMed, Scopus, Web of Science), search execution dates, and details on additional sources
(reference lists and gray literature). The strategy adheres to PRISMA 2020 guidelines to ensure transparency and
reproducibility.

Database Searches

The systematic literature search was conducted on March 15, 2025, with an update on June 20, 2025, to capture recent
publications. Searches were performed across four databases: PsycINFO, PubMed, Scopus, and Web of Science. Boolean
operators (AND, OR) were used to combine key concepts: T-groups, unconscious processes (including defense
mechanisms), and psychodynamic frameworks. Search terms were applied to titles, abstracts, and keywords, with filters
for peer-reviewed studies, English language, and publication dates from January 1, 1990, to June 23, 2025. Below are the
full Boolean search strings for each database, tailored to their specific syntax.

PsycINFO

Search String:

("T-group" OR "training group" OR "T-groups" OR "training groups") AND ("unconscious process*" OR "defense
mechanism*" OR "defence mechanism*" OR "projection" OR "transference” OR "denial" OR "repression") AND
("psychodynamic" OR "psychoanalytic" OR "Freud" OR "Jung" OR "Gestalt")

Filters:

e Publication Type: Peer-reviewed journals

e Language: English

e Publication Date: January 1, 1990 — June 23, 2025
e Search Fields: Title, Abstract, Keywords

Notes: PsycINFO’s controlled vocabulary (e.g., PsycINFO Thesaurus terms like “Group Dynamics,” “Unconscious,”
“Psychoanalytic Theory”) was explored to ensure comprehensive coverage. Wildcards () captured variations (e.g.,
“process” for “processes”).

PubMed

Search String:

("T-group"[Title/Abstract] OR "training group"[Title/Abstract] OR "T-groups"[Title/Abstract] OR "training
groups"[Title/Abstract]) AND ("unconscious process*"[Title/Abstract] OR "defense mechanism*"[Title/Abstract] OR
"defence mechanism*"[Title/Abstract] OR "projection" [Title/Abstract] OR "transference"[Title/Abstract] OR
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"denial"[Title/Abstract] OR  "repression"  [Title/Abstract]) AND  ("psychodynamic"[Title/Abstract] OR
"psychoanalytic"[ Title/Abstract] OR "Freud"[Title/Abstract] OR "Jung"[Title/Abstract] OR "Gestalt"[Title/Abstract])

Filters:

e Article Type: Journal articles

e Language: English

e Publication Date: January 1, 1990 — June 23, 2025
e Search Fields: Title, Abstract

Notes: PubMed’s MeSH terms (e.g., “Unconscious, Psychology,” “Defense Mechanisms,” “Psychoanalysis™) were
incorporated where applicable to enhance retrieval of relevant clinical and behavioral studies.
Scopus

Search String:

TITLE-ABS-KEY (("T-group" OR "training group" OR "T-groups" OR "training groups") AND ("unconscious process*"
OR "defense mechanism*" OR "defence mechanism*" OR "projection" OR "transference" OR "denial" OR "repression")
AND ("psychodynamic" OR "psychoanalytic" OR "Freud" OR "Jung" OR "Gestalt"))

Filters:

e Document Type: Article

e Language: English

e Publication Date: 1990-2025

e Search Fields: Title, Abstract, Keywords

Notes: Scopus’s broad interdisciplinary coverage necessitated precise Boolean structuring to avoid irrelevant results. The
TITLE-ABS-KEY field ensured comprehensive search across relevant metadata.
Web of Science

Search String:

TS=("T-group" OR "training group" OR "T-groups" OR "training groups") AND TS=("unconscious process*" OR
"defense mechanism*" OR "defence mechanism*" OR "projection" OR "transference" OR "denial" OR "repression")
AND TS=("psychodynamic" OR "psychoanalytic" OR "Freud" OR "Jung" OR "Gestalt")

Filters:

e Document Type: Article

e Language: English

e  Publication Date: 1990-2025

e Search Fields: Topic (Title, Abstract, Keywords)

Notes: Web of Science’s Topic Search (TS) field was used to capture relevant studies across disciplines. The search was
refined to exclude non-peer-reviewed content (e.g., book reviews).

Data Extraction Template

Field Description Instructions
Study ID Unique identifier for the | Assign a code (e.g., S001) based on the order of inclusion or
study paper number from the reference list.
Citation (APA | Full bibliographic reference | Record in APA 7th edition format, including author(s), year,
Format) title, journal/book details, volume/issue, page range, and DOI
(if available). Note “Unknown” for missing details.
Study Design Methodological  approach | Specify type (e.g., qualitative, quantitative, mixed-methods)
and specific methods and methods (e.g., case study, thematic analysis, experimental).
Note “Not reported” if unclear.
Sample Participant ~ demographics | Record sample size (N), age range, gender distribution,
Characteristics and recruitment details profession (e.g., managers, students), and recruitment method
(e.g., purposive, convenience). Note “Not reported” if missing.
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T-Group Setting and characteristics of | Describe setting (e.g., organizational, educational), duration
Context the T-group (e.g., 2-day workshop), facilitator training (e.g., Tavistock-
trained), and group size. Note “Not specified” if unclear.
Unconscious Defense mechanisms or | List specific processes (e.g., projection, transference, denial,
Processes other unconscious | repression) observed in the T-group. Note “None specified” if
Observed phenomena not reported.
Psychodynamic Theoretical lens applied Identify primary framework (e.g., Freudian, Jungian, Gestalt)
Framework and key concepts (e.g., ego defenses, collective unconscious).
Note “Not specified” if absent.
Key Findings Main results related to T- | Summarize findings on unconscious processes and
group dynamics psychodynamic insights (e.g., qualitative themes, quantitative
results). Include illustrative quotes or effect sizes if available.
Note “Not reported” if unclear.
Notes Additional comments or | Record data gaps (e.g., “Missing sample size”), clarifications
limitations (e.g., “Author contacted”), or exclusion reasons for ineligible
studies (e.g., “Non-T-group focus”).
Quality assessment checklists.
CASP
Author(| Ye | Title (Short) |Cle |Qualitat | Desig | Recruit | Data |Researc | Ethi [ Rigor | Clear | Value | CA
s) ar ar |ive n ment Collec | her— cal |ous |Findi |of SP
Ai |Method |Justif | Approp |tion |Particip [Issu | Anal |ngs |Resea |Sco
ms |ology ied |riate ant es | ysis rch |re
Relatio (0-
nship 10)
Porcere | 20 | Defense Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |9
Ili  &|23 |mechanisms
Grabo
wski
Winer |20 |Defensive Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |7
et al. 20 |processes
Rouchy |19 | Archaic Yes |Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |9
93 |processes and
transference
Baumei | 19 |Freudian Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |7
ster et|98 |defense
al. mechanisms
and social
psychology
Cramer |20 |Understanding | Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |[Yes |[Yes |8
15 |defense
mechanisms
Habsy |20 |Pendekatan Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes {Yes |Yes |Yes |10
& 24 | psikodinamika
Nurpur dalam
i konseling
kelompok
Richarz | 20 | Therapist’s Yes |Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |[Yes |[Yes |10
& 04 |dreams in
Romisc group
h psychotherapy
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unconscious

Perrott |20 |Human Yes|Yes Yes |[Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |Yes |[Yes 7
a 20 |[mechanisms of
psychological
defense
Ehlers |19 |Defense Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes 7
93 |structure in
diagnosis and
treatment
Hopper |20 |Transference |Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |9
07 |and the social
unconscious
Rodrig |20 [Mecanismos |Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes [Yes |Yes |[Yes |7
ues 08 |[de defesa no
grupo
Weinbe | 19 | Defenses, Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |[Yes |Yes 10
rger 98 | personality
structure, and
development
Ettin 20 |The deep|Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes [Yes |Yes |[Yes |9
01 |structure of
group life:
Unconscious
dimensions
Duez 20 |Transference, |Yes|Yes Yes |[Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |Yes |[Yes 8
22 |transformation
s, constitution
and resistance
Sandhu Defense Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |Yes |[Yes 7
& mechanisms
Singh and the
individuation
process
Vieira |20 [Experience of|Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |[Yes |[Yes |10
23 |[the
unconscious:
telepathy and
synchronicity
Fratini |20 |Defenses in|Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes Yes |Yes 7
20 |social
exclusion
Mattke |20 |Psychodynami | Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |9
12 |[sche
gruppenpsycho
therapie
mechanisms
Campb |20 |Telepathy and|Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |[Yes |[Yes |8
ell & |10 |transference
Pile vicissitudes
Kelly 19 |Psychology of|Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |8
91 |the
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Loewal |19 |Transference |Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |7
d 77 |and
countertransfer
ence roots
Feigenb | 19 | Depersonalizat | Yes | Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |8
aum 37 |ion as a
defense
mechanism
Lopez |20 |Formation of|Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |9
Ortega |18 |early
psychoanalytic
groups
Boudre |19 |Freud on|Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |7
aux 77 |unconscious
mental
processes
Scharff (20 |Review: Yes |Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |7
15 |Listening with
the fourth ear
Cooper |20 |The social | Yes | Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |[Yes |[Yes |10
18 |unconscious in
societies
Gemmil | 19 |Group shadow | Yes | Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |[Yes |[Yes |10
1 86 [in intergroup
relations
Homan |19 |Freud’s group|Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |7
S 85 |and
psychoanalytic
movement
Singer |20 |Unconscious |Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |Yes |[Yes |9
07 |forces in
international
conflicts
Capitao | 20 |Freud’s theory|Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |[Yes |[Yes |10
14 |and the group
mind
Horwit |19 |Critique: Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |8
z 93 |dream in group
therapy
Schlach (19 | The dream in|Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |7
et 92 | group therapy
Scott 20 | Uncovering Yes |Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |7
11 |shame in
analytic groups
Epstein |20 |Psychoanalytic | Yes | Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |Yes |[Yes |9
04 |group setting
advantages
Bolm 20 | Group Yes | Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes [Yes |Yes |[Yes |8
12 | psychotherapy
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in personality

disorders
Saucet |20 |Collective Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes {Yes |Yes |Yes |10
13 |unconscious in
marketing
teams
Kernbe (20 | TFP group | Yes | Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |Yes |[Yes |7
rg 09 | psychotherapy
model
Messin Relational Yes|Yes Yes |[Yes Yes Yes Yes [Yes |Yes |[Yes |9
a et al. exposure and
semantic
processes
Neri et|20 |Dreams infYes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes [Yes |[Yes |[Yes |7
al. 02 |group
psychotherapy
Barban | 19 [Psych relation|Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |7
ce 93 |to law and
crime
Sarava |19 |Psychoanalytic | Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes {Yes |Yes |Yes |8
y 78 | theory of group
development
Kaés Critique of | Yes | Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |8
analytic group
formation
Butkovi | 19 [Social system|Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |[Yes |[Yes |8
chetal [75 |vs
psychoanalytic
approaches
Spotnit | 19 |Resistance in|Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |[Yes |[Yes |8
z 52 |groups
Cramer |20 |Further Yes | Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes [Yes |Yes |[Yes |9
00 |defense
mechanisms
for adaptation
Sternbe | 19 |Defenses and|Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes [Yes |[Yes |[Yes |7
rg 82 |resistances in
group therapy
Schneid | 19 |Defense in|Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes [Yes |Yes |[Yes |7
er 85 |analytic group
psychotherapy
Clark |19 |Projective Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |[Yes |Yes |[Yes |7
97 |identification
in group
counseling
Horowi | 19 |Control Yes |Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |9
tzetal. |92 [processes and
defenses
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Richarz | 20 | Therapist Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |7
08 |subjectivity in
group
processes
Kwon |19 |Depression Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |7
99 |and  defense
mechanisms
Tanzilli (20 |Mentalization, | Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |[Yes |Yes 8
et al. 21 |attachment,
and defenses
Brewin |20 |Repression in|Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes [Yes |[Yes |[Yes |8
& 00 |psychological
Andrew defense
s
ERE 20 | Prospect of [ Yes | Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes [Yes |Yes |[Yes |9
09 |research on
et al.
defense
mechanisms
Farhou |20 |Image schemas|Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes [Yes |Yes |[Yes |9
di & (23 |in defense
Tay mechanism
theory
Cambr Collective Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes [Yes |Yes |[Yes |7
ay unconscious
encyclopedia
entry
Westen | 19 | Scientific Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes [Yes |Yes |Yes 10
99 |status of
unconscious
processes
Jaffe & |19 |Acute Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes [Yes |Yes |[Yes |9
Scherl |69 |psychosis from
T-group
experiences
Hafsi 20 |Bion’s Yes | Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes [Yes |Yes |[Yes |8
08 |psychoanalytic
group
apparatus
Cavalla |20 |Projective Yes | Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes [Yes |[Yes |[Yes |7
ri & |07 |identification
Mosche in therapy
ta
Kirsch |20 |Jungian Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |7
& 06 |training group
Spradli processes
n
Shevrin | 19 |Conscious & |Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes [Yes |[Yes |[Yes |8
et al. 96 |unconscious
process
convergences
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Calder |19 |Psychoanalytic | Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |9
79 |knowledge of
group
processes
Anchuk |20 |Intrapersonal |Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |8
ova 22 |conflict and
life position
Stroh |20 |Defense Yes | Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |7
07 |mechanisms in
organizational
context
Gil 20 |History of | Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes No Yes |Yes |[Yes |[Yes |10
Escude |22 |group
ro & psychotherapy
Rodrig
uez
Zafra
Sorense (20 |ISTDP and | Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |[Yes |Yes 10
netal. |19 |psychotic
disorder
treatment
Giovan |20 |Defense in|Yes|Yes Yes |Yes Yes Yes Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |7
ardi et|2]1 |gender
al. dysphoria
treatment
MMAT
Author(s) Year | Title (Short) Clear Data Appropriate | Interpretation | Divergences | Quality of | MMAT
Research |Sources |Integration | Addressed Explained |Each Score
Questions | Adequate Component | (out of
10)
Cramer 2020 |Psychodynamic |Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial High 7
perspective  of
defense
mechanisms
McLeod & |2004 | Contributions of| Yes Yes Yes Partial Yes High 8
Kettner- psychodynamic
Polley theories to small
groups
Macmillan 2009 | Psychodynamic |Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Moderate 7
theories of the
unconscious
Morgan 2005 |Psychodynamic | Yes Partial Yes Partial Yes High 7
perspectives on
adult  learning
groups
Petraglia et |2017 | Ten principles of | Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes High 9
al. psychodynamic
technique
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Prout et al.

2019

Resilience,
defense
mechanisms,
and implicit
emotion
regulation

Yes

Yes

Yes

Partial

Partial

Moderate

Rice &
Hoffman

2014

Comparison of
defense
mechanisms and
implicit emotion
regulation

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

High

Fried

1965

Group dynamics
and analysis of
transference and
defenses

Yes

Partial

Yes

Yes

Partial

High

Lauro-Grotto
et al.

2009

Highlights  of
psychodynamic
theories

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Moderate

Bruschweiler-
Stern et al.

2007

Foundational
level of
psychodynamic
meaning

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Partial

Moderate

10

Mendes &
Hinshelwood

2024

Psychodynamic
introduction

Yes

Partial

Yes

Yes

Yes

Moderate

Neri

2018

Group
psychoanalysis
device

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Moderate

Pollock &
Feinstein

Psychodynamic
group
psychotherapy
with PD

Yes

Partial

Yes

Yes

Yes

Moderate

10

Marmarosh

2021

Group
psychodynamic-
interpersonal
psychotherapy

Yes

Partial

Yes

Yes

Partial

Moderate

Mendes, T. G.

2024

Empirical
approach to
psychodynamic
concepts

Yes

Yes

Yes

Partial

Partial

Moderate

10

Silver

1967

Interrelating
group-dynamic
concepts

Yes

Partial

Yes

Yes

Partial

Moderate

Cronin et al.

2011

Dynamics in
organizational
groups

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Partial

Moderate

Lu et al.

2017

Citation analysis
of group
research

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Partial

High

10

Sandner

1986

Psychodynamics
in work groups

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Partial

Moderate
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Lieberman et
al.

1969

Psychoanalytic
& group-
dynamic
theories

Yes

Yes

Yes

Partial

Yes

High

Shapiro

2024

On
psychodynamic
defense

Yes

Yes

Yes

Partial

Yes

Moderate

Wasdell

1997

T-groups:
Tavistock
Leicester
dynamics

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Partial

Moderate

10

Foulkes

2018

Psychodynamic
processes in
group analysis

Yes

Partial

Yes

Yes

Partial

High

10

Lemma et al.

2024

Techniques in
psychodynamic
practice

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

High

Manavipour

2013

Defense in short
term
psychodynamic
psychotherapy

Yes

Yes

Yes

Partial

Partial

Moderate

10

Gagnon et al.

2022

Cognitive
control and
defense in
aggression

Yes

Partial

Yes

Partial

Yes

High

Rodriguez-
Zafra & Gil
Escudero

2022

Group
psychodynamic
interventions

Yes

Yes

Yes

Partial

Yes

Moderate

10

Parisi-Carew

1972

T-group and
self-perception
analysis

Yes

Partial

Yes

Yes

Partial

Moderate

Graham

1984

Group Analysis
theory

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Partial

Moderate

Lecourt

2007

Modernity  of
group in clinical
psychoanalysis

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Moderate

Morris &
Jones

2024

Unconscious
dynamics of
Balint group

Yes

Partial

Yes

Yes

Partial

High

10
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