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This study was undertaken to: (1) determine whether significant
behavioral changes occur as a result of sensitivity training, and (2)
compare the effectiveness of three sensitivity training group time
patterns: spaced (an average of 30 hours spaced over a period of ap-
proximately 10 weeks), massed (an average of 24 hours in one con-
tinuous training session), and a combination (a weekend, with 10
hours spent in training, followed by five two-hour sessions once a
week and terminating with another weekend).

Behavioral changes were measured by individually constructed
rating scales. The criterion scores included self, trainer, and group
member ratings, as well as an independent assessment by outsiders
who knew the individual well.

Experimental subjects showed more rated behavioral change
(p < .01) than did control group subjects at the conclusion of train-
ing and after a three-month follow-up period. The data also indicate
at the short post that the combination pattern of time was more effec-
tive than the spaced pattern, but no inter-pattern differences were
significant at the three-month follow-up.

Some major questions which should be answered by a compre-
hensive evaluation of sensitivity training are: Are training goals
reached; i.e., do experimental groups differ significantly from
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comparable control groups on an outcome such as behavioral
change? Are gains brought about by the training maintained, as
shown by follow-up evaluations? Which training time pattern
is most effective in achieving training goals?

This investigation had two purposes: (1) to determine
whether significant behavior changes occurred as a result of
sensitivity training when experimental subjects are compared
with control subjects who did not receive sensitivity training;
and (2) to compare the effectiveness of three sensitivity training
group time patterns—spaced, massed, and combination.

Three major patterns of sensitivity training that have evolved
in recent years were studied in the present investigation. A
group that meets for a total of 20 to 50 hours, spaced over a
period of about eight to 15 weeks, is designated a spaced group.
A second time pattern is the marathon group, designated as a
massed group, which generally meets for an entire weekend,
with approximately 24 to 30 hours spent in one continuous sen-
sitivity training session. A combination of the former two pat-
terns constitutes the third. The combination groups included in
this study met, first, for a weekend, during which approximate-
ly 10 hours were spent in sensitivity training, followed by five
two-hour sessions once a week, and a weekend similar to the
tirst one.

All three sensitivity training time patterns are purported to
effect positive behavioral change. They offer, however, quite
distinct differences in rationale and approach. Massed sensitiv-
ity training groups are rather intensive in approach. ““Construc-
tive aggression” and deliberately instigated group pressure
focused on behavioral change are supposed to enhance “trans-
parency” and a genuine encounter among participants. One- or
two-hour sessions are considered insufficient time for an indi-
vidual to remove substantially his social fagade or for the
creation of the group pressure necessary for significant behav-
ioral change. Bach (1966) stated that: ““. . . becoming trans-
parent, leveling, exposing to influence-pressure, attempting
changes and practicing new behavior, we believe, is a ‘natural
Gestalt,” i.e., a unit of learning experience which should not be
broken up into bits and pieces but should occur as a whole,
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mediating a significant turn-point, a big step toward becoming
what one can be!” (p. 996).

Even the exhaustion and fatigue produced by the massed
session is said to be of value: because tired people do not have
the energy to play games it can lead to a more truthful expres-
sion of feelings. On the other hand, some critics claim that the
participants are also too tired to practice new behavior and
that, because of their weakened state during the long group
meeting, massed group training may have little effect. Ad-
vocates of massed group training point out, however, that
new learnings can occur more readily and past learnings and
practices can be counteracted by taking the individual out of his
old environment for an extended time. Nevertheless, even if
behavioral changes come about in the massed group environ-
ment, it does not necessarily follow that such changes will be
translated into the participant’s “real”” environment. The group
member may not sustain the one-trial behavioral changes if
there are no follow-up sensitivity training meetings to reinforce
the new behavior in the old environment. In fact, some critics
charge that a massed group may open up new problems for some
participants. When such a participant returns to the “real”
environment, he may not be able to deal with these added prob-
Jems without the support of the training group; he may there-
fore feel worse and function less well than before training.

The most significant assumption in the rationale for spaced
sensitivity training is that behavioral changes require a substan-
tial period of time. Gradual insights in spaced sessions are said
to allow an individual time to practice and integrate the suggest-
ed new behaviors, both during the sensitivity training sessions
and in the “incubation” periods in the “real” environment
between sessions. Family, friends, and business associates may
accommodate an individual’s gradually changing behavior more
readily than a change that is relatively sudden. It may therefore
be easier to transfer to the actual environment behaviors learned
and practiced in spaced groups rather than behaviors practiced
in a massed group.

The incubation period can, however, also work against posi-
tive behavioral changes if the intervening time is used to
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rationalize the events of the sessions and to solidify old fagades
and behaviors. Critics of the spaced group pattern believe that
the intensive and dramatic character of the massed group expe-
rience is more difficult to forget and to rationalize than the
spaced group experience and that members of the latter are
probably less involved because they are not taken out of their
old environment for as long as the members of the former
group.

Combination sensitivity training groups incorporate many

of the strengths, but also the weaknesses, of the massed and
spaced schedules. In general, a combination training group is
characterized by a less intensive and aggressive approach than
the massed training group. Nevertheless, because of the week-
end sessions at the beginning and the end of the spaced sessions,
it is still more intensive than the spaced groups. Furthermore,
since the weekend sessions are generally held away from the
home environment, it is felt that previous habits are less likely
to interfere.
There are many methodological problems encountered in the
evaluation of sensitivity training groups, but one of the most
basic issues centers around the development of the criterion
instrument used to measure precisely specified outcomes of
training. In this study, outcome criteria are defined in terms of
observable behaviors, rated not only by the subject, but also by
the group trainer, fellow group members, and individuals close-
ly associated with the subject outside the group.

A second problem involves individual differences in the need
for particular behavioral changes. To assess whether an indi-
vidual reached an appropriate goal, one which helped him func-
tion more fully, individualized behavioral change prescriptions
were constructed from a known baseline of functioning for each
participant. .

It is also difficult to obtain control groups of similar motiva-
tion for behavioral change, to minimize data attrition, and to ob-
tain a sufficiently large sample size. In this study, control group
members were equivalent to the experimental group members in
age, sex, marital status, occupation, and personality test scores.
To ensure comparable motivation, otly individuals who (like
the experimental subjects) were not involved in sensitivity
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training or any type of therapy at the time of the study but
wished to participate in sensitivity training, were accepted into
the control group. There was little data attrition (97 per cent of
the total possible data were obtained at the termination of the
groups and g5 per cent at the three-month follow-up study). A
large sample size (N = 165) was used. It included heteroge-
neous subjects (in the sense that the subjects were not employees
of the same organization), so that presumed outcomes of sensi-
tivity training could be separated from organizational context
factors.

The trainer sample is frequently heterogeneous with respect
to the goals of training, which may reduce the value of the find-
ings. In this study, trainers who subscribed to the overall goal
of promoting long-term positive behavioral change were chosen.
The following three hypotheses were investigated :

1. Significantly more positive behavioral change is exhibited
by participants in one of the three experimental conditions
—spaced, massed, and combination—than by control group
subjects with no sensitivity training, when measured on
the basis of individualized and independently rated behav-
ioral change criteria, both immediately after the termination
of the sensitivity training groups and after a period of three
months.

2. Participation in the combination sensitivity training groups
produces significantly more positive behavioral change than
participation in spaced or massed groups, but participation
in spaced groups produces significantly more positive be-
havioral change than massed group participation, when
measured by the above criteria.

3. When the behavioral change criterion scores at the termi-
nation of the training sessions are compared with the behav-
joral change criterion scores three months after training,
subjects in the massed condition show a significant decrease
in behavioral changes gained during training, but there is
no significant increase or decrease in the behavioral change
criterion scores for subjects in the spaced, combination, and
control conditions.

PROCEDURES The sample consisted of 165 adults in the greater Los Angeles
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area (mean age 32.2; 79 males and 86 females). Individuals who
had undergone individual or group therapy or sensitivity train-
ing within the previous two years were excluded because de-
layed effects of such therapy could contaminate the study
results.? The 165 subjects were distributed among four groups:
the control group (N = 42) and three types of experimental
groups—spaced, massed and combination. The 45 subjects who
received spaced training and the 42 subjects in the combination
training pattern were in each case obtained from four sensitivity
training groups. The 36 subjects who received massed training
were obtained from seven different training groups. The sizable
number of excluded subjects in the massed group probably both
promoted and hindered the progress of the subjects in this
study; it is therefore probable that a random influence occurred.

The comparability of the four types of groups with respect to
age, sex, marital status, occupation, and personality test scores
was analyzed statistically. The results were satisfactory.

The mean number of training hours was comparable for the
three types of groups: 30 hours over a period of 13-15 weeks
for the spaced groups; 24 hours for the massed groups; and 28
hours for the combination groups.

The ten trainers selected for the study all had previous expe-
rience in leading groups. Eight had doctorates and were either
university professors or in private practice. The remaining two
trainers were doctoral candidates. Although trainer style differed
somewhat, each trainer subscribed to the overall goal of promot-
ing positive behavioral change, primarily through conventional
verbal, rather than nonverbal or body movement encounter.

Experimental and control subjects were given a pretraining
test using four instruments: the Gordon Personal Profile, the
Gordon Personal Inventory, the Edwards Personal Preference
Schedule, and a Behavior Check List. The two Gordon Inven-
tories contain the following eight factors: Cautiousness (im-
pulse control), Original Thinking (flexibility and enjoyment
of challenging tasks), Personal Relations (trust in people), Vigor

2. Because of involvement in individual therapy or group experience
within the previous two years, three particjpants in the combined group,
two in the spaced group, and 23 in the massed group had to be excluded
from the experimental population.
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(psychological energy investment), Ascendancy (social leader-
ship), Responsibility (determination, perseverance, and depend-
ability), Emotional Stability (evenness of moods), and Sociabil-
ity (gregariousness). The Gordon Inventories were selected for
the study because the eight personality factors which they
assess represent behaviors found in normal populations and
because they are forced-choice instruments that minimize the
social desirability variable.

The Edwards Personal Preference Schedule contains 15 mani-
fest need scales: Achievement, Deference, Order, Exhibition,
Autonomy, Affiliation, Intraception, Succorance, Dominance,
Abasement, Nurturance, Change, Endurance, Heterosexuality,
and Aggression. This test was chosen because its factors aug-
ment the interpretation of the Gordon factors. For example, a
low score (below the 25th percentile) on the Gordon personal-
ity factor of Personal Relations (trust) together with a low score
on the EPPS Nurturance, Succorance, and Affiliation needs
suggests that the interpersonal relationship difficulties are re-
lated to an inability to accept help from others and to fulfill
others’ needs. The same Gordon score on Personal Relations
may, however, be interpreted differently: a high score (above the
75th percentile) on the EPPS need of Aggression together with
a low score on need of Abasement suggests that it is anger and a
tendency to blame others for one’s misfortunes that underlie
the difficulty in trusting people.

A Behavior Check List containing 34 potential problem areas
was designed to determine an individual's self-awareness. The
schedule, developed from interviews with individuals about
their test scores on the three standardized instruments, trans-
lates the factors found on these tests into behavioral terms so
that an individual can evaluate himself. Each subject in the
study was asked to check the extent to which these areas were
a problem for him.

From the scores on these instruments, four to eight problem
dimensions representing behavioral areas in which each indi-
vidual subject needs to change if he is to move toward greater
psychological health were determined for cach subject. Some
dimensions were taken directly from the individual test scores;
otners were constructed from a pattern of test scores (inter-rater
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reliability of the individualized dimensions was checked for a
random sample of subjects; an r of 0.81 was found). For exam-
ple, a Behavior Change Rating Sheet of a subject scoring low on
the Cautiousness scale of the Gordon Personal Inventory (below
the 25th percentile) may contain the following dimensions: “'In-
creased self-discipline—better able to think through situations
before acting and less inclined to make snap judgments.”” Con-
versely, if a subject’s score on the Cautiousness scale were high
(above the 75th percentile), the dimension may read: ““Becom-
ing freer and more flexible—less structured and more willing to
try new ideas and alternatives.” If an individual scores low
(below the 25th percentile) on the Edwards Personal Preference
Schedule on Nurturance, Succorance, and Affiliation, this pat-
tern of test scores may be used as the following dimension for
change: “Closer, more meaningful relationships—more comfort
in accepting help from others and better able to give others what
they need and want.”

The individualized change dimensions were entered on the
Behavior Change Rating Sheet, (BCRS) which was used as the
criterion instrument to evaluate behavioral change. Each rater
was asked to indicate one of five degrees of change for each
dimension: o = None or Negative Change, 1 = Little Change,
2 = Some Change, 3 = Fair Amount of Change, and 4 = Much
Change, checking the category which best described the extent
to which a change had taken place in each dimension since a
particular time. The experimental subjects completed the Be-
havior Change Rating Sheets at the end of sensitivity training
and approximately three months later. Control subjects com-
pleted the Behavior Change Rating Sheets about two and one-
half months after the pretraining test battery (a period compar-
able with the longest time spent by any experimental subject in
sensitivity training) and again some three months later.

Five other individuals—the group trainer, two randomly se-
lected group members, and two outside raters who were closely
associated with the subject, e.g., spouse, friend—were also
asked to complete a BCRS for each experimental subject. In the
control condition, each subject and two closely associated indi-
viduals were asked to complete a Behavior Change Rating Sheet.
Approximately 97 per cent of the rating sheets were returned
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by the raters. In the three-month follow-up study, each experi-
mental and control subject and their two outside raters were
asked to complete once more a Behavior Change Rating Sheet
identical to that given before. At this time, 92 per cent of the
rating sheets were returned.

To determine whether there were significant differences be-
tween the total experimental group and the control group in the
extent to which behavior change took place, the criterion scores
derived from the Behavior Change Rating Sheets were com-
pared, using a 4 x 1 analysis of variance and Scheffé tests. Two
different sets of comparisons were made: (a) the criterion scores
of all raters (self, outside raters, group trainer, and group mem-
bers) were combined within each condition and the four condi-
tions were compared with each of the others; and (b) the single
criterion scores of each of the four raters were compared across
the four conditions. In addition, analyses of variance were con-
ducted comparing follow-up Behavior Change Rating Sheet
data with the data derived from the posttraining Behavior
Change Rating Sheets in each of the four conditions.
Hypothesis 1, which states that experimental groups show
significantly more positive behavior changes than exhibited by
control groups can be accepted. The data were analyzed for
the combined and for the individual criterion scores. The ana-
lyses of variance and the Scheffé tests on the combined criterion
scores® for the experimental group (self, outside, group mem-
bers, and trainer change ratings) and for the control group (self
and outside ratings) show the following results:

1. Immediately after training, subjects in the three experi-
mental conditions—spaced, massed, and combination—
scored significantly greater behavioral change (p < .01)
than did control group subjects (Table 1).

2. Follow-up data gathered two and a half months after the
termination of training indicate that the groups in the
spaced and combination conditions produced greater be-
havioral changes than did the control group (p < .01),

3. Further information concerning criterion scores for each type of rater
(self, outside, group members, and trainer) can be obtained from Mitchell

(1969)-



TABLE 1. Analysis of Variance—Behavior Change Ratings®

(F-Ratio = 2.82)

* Behavior Change Ratings are expressed on a four-point numernical scale
0 = none or negative change
1 = little change
2 = some change
3 = fair amount of change
4 = much change

* Significant at .01 level of confidence

Number
of Sample Standard
Case Subjects  Size Mean  Deviation
Combined Ratings, Posttraining
Spaced Condition 45 179 1.89 0.78
Massed Condition 36 128 1.94 0.93
Combined Condition 42 164 2.18 0.82
Control Condition 42 83 1.27 0.88
(F-Ratio = 21.70%)
Combined Ratings, Follow-Up
Spaced Condition 45 83 2.05 0.75
Massed Condition 36 62 1.85 1.04
Combined Condition 42 78 2.16 0.87
Control Condition 42 75 1.44 0.88
(F-Ratio = 9.89")
Self Ratings, Posttraining
Spaced Condition 45 45 2.06 0.83
Massed Condition 36 33 1.82 0.82 ‘
Combined Condition 42 42 2.14 0.79 ‘
Control Condition 42 41 1.29 0.95 ‘
(F-Ratio = 8.54%) ‘
Sclf Ratings, Follow-Up ‘
Spaced Condition 15 43 2.16 0.74 ‘
Massed Condition 36 32 1.89 0.97 ‘
Combined Condition’ 42 40 27 0.76 ‘
Control Condition 42 38 1.45 0.97 ‘
(F-Ratio = 6.257j ‘
Outside Ratings, Posttraining ‘
Spaced Condition 45 34 1.87 0.66 ‘
Massed Condition 36 28 1.95 0.97 ‘
Combined Condition 32 8 212 0.86
Control Condition 32 32 1.25 0.82 ‘
(F-Ratio = 8.657} ‘
Outside Ratings, Follow-Up ‘
Spaced Condition 45 40 1.93 0.76 ‘
Massed Condition 36 30 1.81 1.14 ‘
Combined Condition 42 38 2.15 0.99 ‘
Control Condition 42 37 1.44 .79 ‘
(F-Ratio = 3.95%) ‘
Trainer Ratings, Posttraining ‘
Spaced Condition 45 45 1.81 0.94 ‘
Massed Condition 36 29 2.27 0.97 ‘
Combined Condition 42 42 232 0.81 ‘
(F-Ratio = 3.99t) ‘
Group Member Ratings, ‘
Posttraining ‘
Spaced Condition 45 15 1.80 0.63 ‘
Massed Condition 36 36 1.76 C a3
Combined Condition 2 42 33 N1 }
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

t Significant at .05 level of confidence
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while the subjects in the massed groups produced behavioral
changes greater than those of the control subjects at the .06
level of significance.

Comparison of the experimental and control groups using
individual criterion scores (self and outside ratings) at the close
of training and again three months later yielded the following
results: For the self-rating criterion, the combination and spaced
groups showed significantly greater behavioral changes than did
the control group, both at the close of training and three months
later (p < .01) At the end of training, the massed group showed
greater behavioral change than did the control group (p < .06)
The difference between the massed group and the control group
was not, however, significant when change was measured three
months later.

Using the outside rating criterion, all three experimental
groups exhibited significantly greater behavioral change than
did the control group at the conclusion of training (p < .01).
The follow-up data indicate, however, that the difference be-
tween the control group and the spaced and massed experi-
mental groups is not significant. The combination group does
show a greater behavioral change than did the control group
(p <.05)

Hypothesis 2, which states that participation in combination
sensitivity training groups produces significantly more positive
behavioral change than does participation in spaced or massed
groups and that participation in spaced groups produces signif-
icantly more positive behavioral change than massed group
participation, can be only partially accepted (data tables avail-
able on request).

The results of the analyses of variance and Scheffé tests for
multiple criterion scores (self, outside, group trainer, group
member) at the end of training indicate that the groups in the
combination condition showed significantly more behavior
change than the group in the spaced condition (p < .05). All
other data were nonsignificant. The trends of the data indicate,
however, the following order of conditions in terms of increas-
ing amount of change: (1) spaced, massed, combination (at the
termination of sensitivity training), and (2) massed, spaced,
combination (in the follow-up study).
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Hypothesis 3 states that in a comparison of posttraining

behavior change criteria with follow-up behavior change cri-
teria, massed group subjects show a significant decrease in
behavioral change during the three-month interval after sensi-
tivity training, but spaced, combination, and control subjects
show no significant increase or decrease. This hypothesis must
be rejected, as only slight trends in the predicted direction are
discernible (data table available on request).
The results of the study indicate that sensitivity training does
produce positive behavioral changes. These findings are in line
with previous studies by Miles (1960, 1965), Bunker (1965),
Valiquet (1964, 1968), Beer and Kleisath (1967), Zand, Steele,
and Zalkind (1967), and Friedlander (1967), which support
the notion that sensitivity training can be used to effect positive
behavioral change. These studies should dispel the many doubts
that have been raised about the utility of therapeutic interven-
tions. Furthermore, significant behavioral changes, tailored to
individual needs, not only occurred, but were maintained for
three months. Although the findings were not significant, trends
in the data suggest that long-term behavioral changes were less
for groups who received massed training than for the other two
conditions. This may suggest that spaced or distributed learning
of social skills and personal habits is more effective than massed
learning. It can be argued that a massed type training was in-
cluded in the combined training condition, but this experience
really consisted of spaced learning periods during the weekend
sessions, quite unlike the learning experience in the massed
condition. It is probable, however, that the addition of this type
of massed training was instrumental in making the combined
training condition more effective than the spaced condition.

Although data from this investigation indicate that positive
behavioral changes result from participation in sensitivity train-
ing groups, the question whether sensitivity training groups
also tend to promote negative changes is left unanswered. Two
studies (Underwood, 1965; Yalom and Lieberman, 1971) have
found that, besides producing positive changes, sensitivity
training groups also produced a high percentage of unfavorable
change. It is also possible that negative behavioral change is
sometimes evidence of a painful loosening of old habits and can
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be regarded as temporary until new positive behavior changes
evolve.

There are many areas concerning sensitivity training, such as
the role of the trainer, that have not been considered in this
study. The results of this investigation suggest additional re-
search on the following questions:

1. How would the results of this study be affected over a long
period of time; i.e., would the data be substantially the same
if behavioral change were measured a year or more after
sensitivity training?

2. Is the use of individualized criteria an effective method of
measuring behavioral change? If the problem dimensions
were given at random to individual subjects, would they
judge their change to be as great as do subjects who are
given criteria that are individualized on the basis of their
own test scores?

3. Do sensitivity training groups produce negative as well as
positive behavior change? Are these negative changes tran-
sitory—do they lead to positive change at a later date?

4. Do sensitivity training groups that involve extended periods
(two weeks or more) away from the home environment
promote more behavioral change than do the types of sen-
sitivity training groups investigated in this study?

5. Do subjects in training groups which rely principally on
cognitive inputs manifest more behavioral change than do
subjects in training groups which emphasize the expression
of feelings, body awareness, and other forms of nonverbal
communication?

6. How can a subject learn to bridge the gap between sensitiv-
ity training and the “back-home” environment more effec-
tively? -
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There is nothing that can be changed more completely than human
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