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- _"ascess relatlve spac1ng than for determlnatlon of - a'bsolute '

y .---'.lncrease in multlple correlat:.ons for the Adult group \ :

from the other Grade levels, thlS was not supported by'

fmteasurlng interpersonal dlstance (IPD) over a broz age
' range. : Fale dyads from f;ve Grade levels (K, Gra

6; 9 and Adult) were asked to perform a sklt, the

~IPD.. -

Tl

3 ABSTRACT | ,
-3The ma:.n purposb of thJ.s exper:.ment was to: assess

Ve

the Valldlt§ of the 51mu1atn.on and 1aboratory methods of

& h ‘ 7

s3,,.

. '.l_preparatn.on of - which was surreptltlously Vldq)iw taped and

..'1ate:r: assesse& for IPD and three. other components of
‘-:,personal space (or:.entatxon, lookJ.ng and talklng) ' The
‘ comparls"'r_x_of th:Ls fleld method IPD W.‘Lth laboratory and

‘ s:Lmulat:Lon iPDs at each Grade level demonstrated llttle :

'Us:.ng the sn.mulatio‘zéx method, the consistent finding f'
"closer spacmg for § 1ends than strangers (at most levels}

' N led “the author to co clude that it should be used to

.
-

Components of 'personal space"'assessed 'from the video-
\\ . / . t
tapes yiglded 1ow multiple correlations of IPD as™a functlo

of the other components._ Although there\ was a marked

-,?both judges. More elaborate research procedures us:.ng '

' the field method ‘were advocated, Wlth ‘the purpose of

—

) exam:l.nlng a grea.ter varlety of potent:.al components of

aZadegsis |

perSOnal space. . - . T

; valld:Lty for the latter two methods below the Adult level. .

n
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' r‘We 1ive.. .with a number of  xooms |
inside us. The best room-is open .

~to the family and friends- and we sh‘tgw S
(our finest face ifh it. " Ano ¥ room -
¥is more private, the bedroom, and wery. -
few are allowed in. There” i s another
‘room where we allow no one in...not : :
~’‘even .our wives and children, for it is . *
a room of the most intimate thoughts, o
. 'we. keep unshared.  There is onemmore -

room, so hidden &way we don't even

enter it ourselves, ‘Within we lock all

the mystexries we cannot golve and all.
__the__pains_ and sorrows we wish to forget."
e L (Uria, 1976, p. 56)

7

, = o
Uncertain as we may be about the room inside our-

selves,

= ev:.dence eupportingf@he ex:l.stence of roomoui;}side our—

: selves. )

- P

define the r&

These "rooms might often be referred to as .
one's personal $pace,. a subject which ‘has received
considerable attention ove'sfthe past decade. ) ‘
sonal space is. generally conceived ae being the
distance between people.. . interpersona.l distance (IPD)
Yet, this definition and the vays “in which it is. measured
‘are considered too restrictive and hazvy by some. '

reeearchera. : <

In follo’wing this lea.d\ th:l.s paper will first

review the major theories of personal space and explicitly I,,

vant concepta. , '.l‘hen the major methodologies

~used to meast& e personal space are critically‘reviewed

: with reference to these theories.u The general conclusion

there appears—’te—be subatantial empirical - e

Y -1 r
N e
l‘ -
,“\ . " l""\/_
N [
.
o -
-
B
o
R
E
e .
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. personal space requir comparison with a real-l-ife '

.. /“ é- o
dra.wn is that th;e most popular means of meas/ rlng ‘ o

¥

L
measurement, and this~ e the object of the present

periment\ SRR e o

N "ﬂsre author is also interested 1n how personal space'

. .develops, and th:x.s is 1ntrinsica11~y bound to the very )#

nature of personal spa.ce, which is viewed as a dyna.m:l.c,

fluctuatn.ng phenomenon that entails more than jhst IPD.- '

4From the +} eoretn.cal d:x_scussions ‘and research find:l_ng's,L '

*

_"specific hypotheses about how personal space develops ‘

3

3

are presented—and—tested exper/imentally.

The final section of fhie paper will discuss the

_results of thie present experiment and how they relate

_ te the grevious.'theoretical and methodological
.conside.retibn‘s‘,. and’ more specifically to the approach .
..a‘dopted in tﬁis"paper..' Finally, :melicatlons of. thls o

' experiment for future research in personal spa.ce are S

presented. Lo o !

[
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B T A

o

1o .

- . P [P . . W et e .
S LT . AT o e x e e ot e e e o
T s e e S T Ay -“1‘7‘:_'1}0"!?"’_”_’.?? R e e

Y . - . . S, s .

.n.-r

Rhiet g ¥s e T BN A S PR P e L

ff an area for 1diosyncratic behaviours, an area for

." r‘
:;s it is geperally considered to be a phy51ca1 zone

NP - - PN . oo N
- [N ST v s . s ‘Y . . L e
Lo, - . R -

take place" (LJ,ttle, 1965, p. 237) and ";- .no‘ intruders

may come" (Sommer, 1969, p. 26), a body buffer zone to

1-5' e

“'PIOtEOt one's.: "emotional health" (Dosey & Heisels, 1969):“'b“5"'

v

,..,

maintainlng identity, and an area for facalitation or f?“

hindrance of interaction (see Evans & Howard, l973)u ’ ? g%‘tgrzt-i-

surrounding the person and not necessarily symmetrical

;..'.-' f N . EEN

(Sommer, 1969) A

Although perBOnal space is most often assessed in

terms of interpersonal disfance (IPD) only, this uni-f;j,nh‘

dimensional approach h 8 been rejected by some researdhers

(e g. Beach & Sokoloff, 1974 Eberts & Lepper, 1975;

Evans & Howard, 1973, Leibman, 1970 Patterson, 1973)5

‘“.’“They have emphasized a‘multi-dimensional approach with?fffh"j;ﬁ‘

o

pe sonal space.7 For example, Leibman (1970) proposes Q;:g1"””j

ﬂntervenes }::e't:Weenf."'-'~

antec_.ent conditions and/gonsequential interpersonal

)
H
o
1
R
N
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g *behaviours“ (p- 210) In recognition of this distinctionf

'v"‘;ﬁ:and for the sake of clarity, this paper will distinguish *}ft('

'?;between interpersonal distance and personal space, the

‘~;'ilatter term being used in the Leibman sense and the;-lif:

'7foiformer a8 - the distance between the interactants.{«'-

"-f

L !'rare relative to the amount of empirical work, and this

t“The emphasis on.: simple operatibnal .: 55“ 1~“h].:'1’ !

L definitions with the resultant absenceAf~
.. ~of more :theoretical concepts has .- "© .
RS t:resulted in a series of isolated findings o
...which empirically, but not theoretically,,_,|;
.. .relate specific antecedent.conditions: X
fnjto specific interpersonal distance." - .
BAT . (Leibman, 1970 p..210)

The two most frequently referenced theorists in the

_‘field of nonverbal communication, and more specifically

2',»persona1 space are Hall (1966) and Argyle (1969)
'"gjiLeibman (1970), although less well-known, has also \::.

hloutlined a. comprehenSive theory of personal space.erhe{T '

4444
.'. [

/)three major theories.:}}‘f'~"**'

R I é’% AL -i_‘-: : R
. . o "-.-‘ .”. ._.

The anthropologist Edward T. Hall (1966) has been

pne of the most influential writers and astute observers'$'

. . R .
) R . X . .,
‘- oy e . .
T o ™
A , . -,
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Theoretical discussions of personal space have been ,T’w

buted to much of the confusion within the field-';'
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' AaSpecialized elaboration of culture (Hall, 1966,'b. 1)

»Cgof the interaction.; These customs are often intimidating L
= Y'»a”ljc7 -
'and embarrassing for North Americans, in that besides IFERE I :

f:for males.'|'."

”“f‘in the area of personal space (Altman, 1975) He gave‘
':-,fa special name to the scientific study of spatial usage._:'
'“Proxemics is the term I have coined for the interrelated

‘f”};observations and theories of man s use of space as a p&xf“*f

-

””fvSpatial usage is considered to be part of the more
”:igeneral area of nonverbal communication and consequently
.1:fbound by.. culture and 1earned at an early age.; Just as
{f.various cultures have acquired different languages, many'
):'ﬁ?have evolved different nonverbal communication systems. 'f:
'—':-'—‘Much of Hall's early work involved smoothing delicate -
-‘:communication problems at the diplomatic level bEtween ?;i'ha"fl

qrArabs and Americans., The problem was determined to be

3;1 one of conflicting spatial usage qf different cultures.gd:f-ff:'f
"-'Arabs converse at very close range, often touching, and

\'fj“consider it polite to smell each other s breath as part

;their general discouragement of body odors, being at E?{]V;}

"i.?plose quarters may also carry sexual overtones, especially

N -

At the crux of Hall's emphasis upon spatial usage

' as a means of communication is the important diBtinction R e

,f:that it is: not proximity per se: which is the message,f';“iﬁfﬁxl"”

i~ :
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“is'm made available as more sensory channels are brought
:into play with.decreasing IPD. At relatively great

:-Q*ﬂdistances only visual (and possibly auditory) senses are ’

”}i'face, for example. It is interesting that not until the

7_that one of man X oldest senses, olfaction, receives R

”rinformation about the target person. yf'f

S . o e : '/~:
‘ﬂ'but rather it is the greater perceptual informatfon that I

: imireceiving much information., As the interaction distances;:ﬂ ST

70,;decrease, the senses are tuned in to finer details of the‘

’distance is reduced to the 'intimate' zone (0 to 18 inches)

Hall not only implied certain distances were common‘ .

" into four explic1t zones, each with a near and far phase?‘ :.

\(see Table 1) The intimate zone - is one of “... greatly;-f\

'}stepped up sensory inputs (Hall,-1966, p. 116) and

/

"‘;usually confined to very private circumstances.» At the 'Q{ff
'vnear phase, vision is hlurred and used comparatively less

' 5_‘than ln the other zones. The personal zone is the area -

'\'of general encounters with friends, and close acquaintances,7

xﬁwith its extreme to the limit of touching.‘ The soc1al zone

”'{for different types of 1nteractions, but he divided thenp L

3';~islthe formal zone and finer facial features become hazy.';f

fi_'.and also louder. Speakers &nd PUblic figures employ this

.. e e .. O
R S A, , v
A — :
- [, s .
a .. ", . -
PN IS ’
- A M
[l ot .
[ o . Lo, \
L o FERE : ‘ —
s T [ OV B DU
RORCEN

'..It is generally used for business—like interactions. Once

ﬂinto the public Zone, speech usually becomes more formal ‘
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’20ne7and it-is “...well outside the circle of inVOlvement“

| "(Hall, 1966, p 123) Hall compiled these zones from . .‘.* : 5f "Q,V oo

interviews and observations of - ...non—contact middle—
"class, healthy adults, mostly natives of the“northeastern L

'seabord of the UnitedIStates“.(p,vllﬁ) and-he did‘nct,f

\‘implf that'other Anericansr(let'alonehother Eﬁltu?3511[
:f should have the same spacing patterns.'q : «i T':", N h.:‘

[

Although hlB book. Thé Hidden Dimension (Hallp 1966)

undoubtedly sparked a lot of interest in the area of\

perSOnal space, most of the research appears to have' used

_ it more as a stepping stone than a. foundation upon which
fr\\; ;‘_iuto build The emphasized multi—dimensional nature of -
ﬁpersonal\space for instance, has often been ignored by -f“

. researchers
"Given Hall's central historical posmtion R R
" in the emergence of nonverbal communication o
.. and' given his. systemic’orientation, it : , Lo
"might be assumed that.subsequent research - - " . Lo
. would have been influenced strongly in these S N S
'directionsj Not so. Whether conceptualized - - . . . -
" as an indeépendent or as a dependent variable, - L : tf
the great preponderance of published research
. _'has considered personal. .space as unitary .and -
",'1solatab1e entity.. IR :
' : (Beach & Sokoloff, 1974, p,“1303) R

a :

- .
¢

In the Argyle model (Argyle, 1969; Argyle & Dean, o

1965) the emphasis is on the balancing of two counter—t.g3;”
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“acting forces‘(drivesy inlan interaction.. The‘“approach“
forces are a function of other driVes such - as a need for Lo

\3£filiation and feedback iThe avoidance" forces are

considered to be those such ‘as the fear of exposing one 5

‘n

ta en to task by some. authors (e g. Russo, 1970) In

"thei major theoretical paper, Argyle and Dean. (1965)

e stress
. . )

d\zhe maintenance of a conSistent 1evel of
'intimacy'

. an 4guilibrium of intimacy, this being "...

'a joint function of eye contact, physical proximity,

1;; _inthnacy of topic, smiling, etc.ﬁ (p 295) The crux

- of the theory is.. if the degree of intimacy is disrupted
by an imbalance of approach or avoidance components, an \

-anxiety-arouSing Situation develops and attempts are

o “made to neutralize the imbalanced component by compensatory

‘change(s) w1thln the system For example, if a. stranger

were to come,too close to an individual the latter could‘

: act by reducing eye contact and/or-opening the angie of

: houlder orientation (turning away) qr some other _
o ombination of behaviours that ‘would’ ofrset the undes1red‘
‘loseness of the stranger This is known as the

!

o compensatory hypothesis (Argyle & Dean; 1965) which

describes the covarying relation between interpersonal
"distance and eye contact In an extensiverreview of._
"'the literature, Altman (1975) found substantial. émpirical

.*.,_

~nner self ~ The ambiguity of ‘the latter concept has been'glv\.f" '

v
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Sundstrom, 1975)
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evadence in support of the compensatory hypothesis- .;5,1 .

distance between two people increases, the amount of

';'14 eye contact increases (Argyle, 1969, Argyle & Dean, 1965-

Argyle & Ingham, 1972 COutts & Schneider, 1975-.'

O

However, Stephenson, Rutter and Dore (1973) argueil-‘ '

that the increase in individual eye contact with

increasing distance may be. more of an observer artefact, ‘

' Sane measurement accuracy decreases as Ss ‘move’ further R

s

away from the observer. In replicating the Argyle—Dean

':experiment, but using c1osed~circuit teleVision Wlth a

sg}it—screen (hence, the observer was not affected by

: distanceS they did not find ‘an increase in the duration L

"or frequency of 1ndiv1dua1 1ooking behaviour to be a

function of distance between Ss. Furthermore, they

' suggest that the . signif?cant increase in measures of

J'~mutua1 visual behaviour indicates the need for a more .
ilprecise delineation of what exactly Argyle and associates‘-:
f: meant by increaSed eye contact with increaSing distance.

' ‘ Although IPD is a component of" the Argyle model, lt )
h-ffhas different emphaSLs than that of Hall. Porter, (gyle
.“xtand Salter (1970) found no change in "liking as,a

T;consequence of varying proximity to that person. They

lconcluded. "Proximity is certainly used to begin and

[T




lvend encounters, but when two peopﬁi are in a room together, o

80 that it is quite clear who is 1 teracting with whom,3

t:proximity ommunicates no’ information at all“ (p. 43):_-}{"-.

jiA;gyle (1969) was more likely to s ress the individual PR

By - . . b * . .
N T Y Mt S v ¢ < i ey . . . .
LR bR Cabien S TNEES C ek R e PR

.*udifferences in one 's "preferred proximity (the mean : -'1

e T

';j;approach distance, in next chapter) -and its relation toaf: ,;/;=:f*;igffﬂ

'l'personality, ‘which’ is a\different emphasis than that ofr

*-Hall, who stressed the communicatiod channels that are '7,1

N e AT ey

O e

' ,e‘\”;:'[ ‘la function of . distance.';-f”

- LE‘?BMAN -

o Leibman s (1970) argument is that personal space

. o "j;has been used as a- catchall" term sohetimes meaning e
; l'ffi }fi“interpersonal distance and other timeg implying‘gognitive LT
"T ;{'i;;”f{f{fﬁfstrnctures and’ schemata. The measurement of it has_‘f,,A-:}7”
Juiranged from observational asseésment of the distances .
between two standing people through the distance that i
l.'one individual approaches another person or object, to *:dh
.ﬁt-the placement of miniature doIls and silhouettes U
o Trying to-. include all these methods and their implied
';;,;;i'g~3"imeanings into a simple definition of personal space ;0”15-

: (i e.:interpersonal distance) is too restrictive and

"ﬁ concrete, Leibman contends.f This fails to take into

ol I3

'7iaccount abstract concepts associated with personal space.
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AN ) ‘ AU : . o S - . Y ) . . ) . ) \
‘ : R o o SR L ' R . C oo, v L - \,\ :
%L She{proposes a different approach" e J:ﬂ';, ' f
B J '"The focus of the model is psychological, :?"' R B
¢ "~ 1.e., events are viewed from the phenomenal ' ST
& , [ world of '‘the perceiving individual and are N ST
¥ Co .."interpreted in terms of the meaning he . Lo \*\;' -
'.;J ‘attributes to them. In addition, inter- . = vl TN N
o ] . personal distance, 1.e: the amount of phys-. - # e TN
7 { ical space between individuals, is considered - NEEEVEREE: I
1+  a significant but not the exclusive nonverbal S 2
‘ g response to a situation.” ST 1™
. ‘“ff S (Leibman, 1970, p. 210, emphasis added) SR
e o . U : ;’
3 : / Personal space is not considered to be static, but ;5,5{~ o
S e -
L Sinstead, it is momentarily changing as the person -3 L k
L ,’1nterpersona1 goals and antecedent conditions change. -;"ﬂv ',%
e SO R ©
b *'.,‘The sequence that is Visualized by Leibman 1s~ e
~ ] )antecedent conditions —rinterpersonal goals-+ personal
< .' N ' .
o /space-+-behaviours.. The antecedent conditions are
/ determined by the task, mood, presence of. others and l;”
S [ so on. . The interpersonal goals are ;ss indiv1dual' '
n i::V[ Fobjectives in integﬁcting with another person, e. g.~
. R 'level of privacy or intimacy desired. These goals
z - i.u_consequently determine the personal space and so the PR
4 Y ‘.atter must be quite flexible—-a psychological bubblen.Ti
r o S T \ 3 . CT
-rffﬁ“' ':_fuﬁ'Acco ,ng to the goals desired, one can extend or
-"E“ s personal\space, the size of which will
P e behaviours that are appropriate.
o “Any behaviour n the part of. the indiv1dual or others
Lk ' terpersonal goals attached to a
N . ‘ : S
i ' j_momentary personal spac 'is sufficient to satisfy the oy
] 5 ¢ b i %P- 212) Thesg,-.f Tl
! -{L- [ . TR, . =
- B N o
' : 4 N



) dimensions”\of personal space, but under normala
‘ ﬁij;i Circumstances it is\m:st indicative, in that it all_:pt
. for direot translatio \of\fhe psychological distance

into phy31cal terms. holds unleSS IPD is blocked e

ar inappropriate, in wﬁ&ch case symbolic distances

..A < \

5{\\<;,4 (e g;j‘ erted .eyes orfg»jt breathing) become more
a important. S dc distances and phySical distances

Y i\\nbrmally act in con;;rt\aitﬁ‘cne‘a her._-'. Yo

fbr\Leibman, personal space is learnéd and under -5,

the influence\of personal and socfhl normsr "Norms'

'gép, i»l are the antecedent\gonditions ‘which determi e inter—-'*"”'

personal goals and which affect spatial behav‘our throughfu .
~/ﬁ:i‘i,‘ 'f'ﬁji mediation of perSonal space \4p 213)-. For example, the.?_b5
% "don t—trust—strangers norm determines the interpe sonal

goal of avoidance of strangersz whié' in turn implies N

R fﬁ»ﬂ . " desired extension of persbnal space with’strangers.

R :'Q;;‘-i Hence, in-a crowded situation where it becom s\impossible"

to exhiéltlarge physical distance, compensatory\symbolic;"

distance behaviours such as body stiffness,'aVerted eye X
.'and Silence are displayed instead : Note t\at these are

‘not - only acceptable, but expected behaviours in esé
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Cuoee T o The foregoing are not - the only theories of pe sonal '

,. S

’$‘3"space, but they are the most representative of the major ~

. y S
'f , systems involved. Some other mini theories which are . qVI.,;\: .

. ’~;not as complete, -and might be considered supplementary s .*:pﬁ

to some of the above, 1nc1ude.. the stress-reducing ;.': oo .f-x

l'% ‘lfiﬁh; édgh;functions of personal space (Evans & Howard, 1973), the " ;_~~=12"'#,é&f
' E' § “$ﬂ§ soc1al learning model of, personal space (Duke & Nowicki, R :
f ﬂ g:l972- Duke & Wilson, 1973), a 'systems' approach to.’ g
’ ‘}personal space (Pedersen & Shears, 1973), and personal\ -
-space as a mechanism for controlling privacy (Altman, 1975)\\;5 ;
'._'g\;.' | . .

-~ .

This chapter has reviewed the three major theoriesf}'*

}ﬁf‘f'”, 'J,:fflof personal space and although there appear to: be o

! . jdifferences, they seem to be essentially semantic in f S T
3 R 5 , - TR
:Qj ' '.nature. What Argyle refers to as "Intimacy Equilibrium

is quite’ similar to Leibman s, personal space or Hall'

.'de51red level of communication. The theories do not have“‘

b s TR
.

'strong empirical footing, and little attention has been i;;oﬁy;jﬂf‘hf

" given to how these systems are supposed to develop.

t >

‘“Since cultural norms play a determining role in all o

oL three systems, then one could expect that the use’ “of more ° . - -
B f*ﬁ\\p subtle mechanisms of personal space would only gradually S e
}:E o .f-.ﬂ. be learned. But this is speculation. 1“ '_.1‘- . "*.x St s
o N R . - . < . . L . R :"_d'_\:
- SR oL S
“\\\ . \\\ : . ° .".-x ‘
w\_,:.‘,.__.—— e, _.IT}\ PN Ty L - W e Ay e s i ~ -
P 2¢% < 4-55
- S 9o L ' e, A
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; With such diverse diaciplines aSranthropology,
"architééture, sociology, pﬂychology, psychiatry and

7ryeducation interested in, personal space, it is. not

.'ﬁﬁfzf . urprisi”é thaﬁ’the area has become confused and the T

.The next chapter wili e
I "~

femeasurement methods numerous. ‘
"be devoted to. azponaideration of the major methodologies-

2
. *'
Q
. '

¢
C?- T employed in the study of persbnal space, with a view :
WE . ‘ towards discussing them in terms of the theories reviewed.
’:,‘i ’ . " . ;. . . ‘.
.E : e I
ST T
) B T
5 . - K . . .
£ s R B
fff .fllii : Jn'.;-;:* :~g‘
' .‘ "-'l:n',..{. .’ ‘i‘-\.hi' e
.: . . J ‘ ‘ _'J; :?. ‘ ; ’
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; Before discussing explicit methodologies, it is

} valuable to distinguish between interpersonal distance

, (IPD) when it is used as ‘a predictor (independent .'

% y ‘ . variable) and when 1t is measured as the outcome of one :

. ' or more variables (dependent variable) In rev1ewing i

‘ ":'-: more than 200 articles on personal space, Altman (1975)

; "found only 20% of_them used\istance as an independent
;-". var\i;le. Scott (1974) ot instance/ had young children- ._
: look at pictures of adult couples interacting Qt '

different distances and then judge the relative degree

o - of affinity. ..In a smllarltype of situation, Post and
', , a N Hetherington Ll974) evaluated the onset of children 5
e . awareness to the cues of eye contact and proximxty as _

: . indicators of affinity.' The mor coumnon approach when -,
f__ :_ - | "‘I‘PD lS the 1ndependent variablw to use spatial \ o
* ‘_ . instxusions (Koneéni, L;Lbuser, Morton & Ebbesen, 1975), T
5 ,' but relatively few of these types of experiments have
% g ‘ R been done with children (see EVans, Pez‘dek & Nalband, J1975)
ii ! ', The majority o:ﬁ experiments a.re concerned With c
l h measuring IPD as a result of manipulating some other"'- .

’ | variable such as affinity, eye contact or sex 'I'he i

three basic techniques used to aSSess IPD are-' laborate}ry,'-"._i-';' B

PR s:.mulation an§\ observational/field ’.l‘he follow:.ng i ":__'.

.--\.
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'wa?times e is ah 1nanimate object (Hiat, 1971’-+ In most

R T T
s} WL R AR TN
: n};.?-;'.r_ L4 :R".,.‘:. Y

e
IR

“Eifassoc1ated,with the Approach Test (Evans & Howard, 1973)

df,;space according to how he thinks others wculd act.. How

r:f;ﬁRegardless of these problems of bl&B and the high degree

” . " " 267"
.+ LABORATORY: TECHNIQUE | - .

," The most common type of\laboratory technique is
the A@proach Test (and the two terms are used E

. interchangeably in this paper),'in which S is asked to

'1'approach a target (Or have a confederate approach S)
i”until S feels uncomfortable and stops ( or asks the

f”confederate to stop):f:Most often the target is another

ff;person (Hartnett,

'iof these cases, the dependent variable IPD is measured

-l;g“from toe to toe.--;:jﬁg fg'[‘

There is an obvious bias of subject control

:;}in that S decides subjectively what«level of disccmfort
'75:E refers to, which is probably further confounded by S'
"ihe31re to appear "normal""ahd in such cases he may '

:fcan such conscious efforts accurately reflect this
'fﬂparticular person s normally unconscious behaviours?

B The fact that many Es giVe the instructions, do the
'“approaching and then do the measuring themselves further

;W-contaminates the Approach Test data (Pedersen, 1973a)

el e e e e e -, .

1 . N L.,'..-v.' <

Gibson, 1970) but Other.fff”“"“

'.f?of artificiality involved (Evans & Howard, 1973, Porterif;{fffff'
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.et aJ.., 1970 Sobel & Lillith, 1975) r this same method

' '-"_‘,has still been usé\by many Es as the standard for

"assessing the validity of their own panticular method

N r

~(Duke & Kiebach, 1974- Duke & Wilson, 1973 Gottheil,zguv-iiﬂ

:'I':Corey & Paredes, 1968; Haase & Markey, l973- .f'-fi': R

";assess IPD, the 1aboratory method can hardly be cons:i.dered

s .ftechnique as the Awareness Beha
“Measure.. After he had ascertained this _.“awareness"

.’_f'-'measure and another simulation measure, E indicated

Pedersen (1973a) referred T his "approac' 'i_._
i

oural ersonal- Space

.;-.}'_,‘Pedersen, 1973a) Even though it uses real people to R R

‘ '~"-_,"any more than a simulation of what occurs in re_ '1\{59,, 'g.; S

that he had to leave the room for a few minutes. _' Mean_

,"-';:while, he asked Ss to move their chairs to & particular

- spot for the next task.\ While they were doing this, '-.__

\.\

"’_".'_ ..via a hidden camera. : This Unawareness Behavioural

s 'Personal Space Measure was used to assess the validity

"'.":'_':'something to do with social interactions! i

A

"‘.':.of the awareness" measure...even though 38% of the "Ss
‘,--‘.:indicated afterwards that they were aware of the "hidden

- camera in the room, and most guessed the measurement had

o '.-'..-""J.'he unawareness task was ‘S0 ambiguous

that 88 'were not very: likely. to. establish o

~a soclal interaction with the -other person; ™ .

and, i they aid, it was Likely to. be quite.y{ffv”"”

went to another room and judged thea chair separations ‘._1.,;" AT

[
»
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artifioial.. It is not known what the - e oy LR
f " |rela.t:Lonsh:Lp of ‘eithexr of these criterion L

‘measures- would. havé been to personal space

S in"vivo. ' A better criterion for assessing .
*," .. the predictive validity of the Pedersen = : -
: ‘Measure would have been a measure of: personal
"gpace of .Ss as ‘they. interacted socially with

. strangers “of the same 'sex in natural. situations.'. ;

Do " However, the technology of that type of"
' measurement was prohibitively complex. "

o (pedersen, 1973a, p.,535,__"-‘:

o emphasis in original)

A further point is that the inter—chair measurement

of this type of experiment does not accoupt for the 1ikely

possibility of important nose-to*nose changes, which are° E

considered to be & more discrimihating measure of IPD by

. PR

some researchers (e g. Strawbridge, 1974). o SRR

Some investeigators have required Ss to sit beside

another already seated person, measuring the distance

\,

between the torsos (Leibman, 19'701 Lomrantz, Shapira,

ﬁoresh & Gilat, 1975) Whether such forced groupings of

1ndividuals ct\an be considered comparable to situations in

i which a few people are engaged in :"focused 1nteract10ns

(Goffman, 1963) is questionable, especially when so ma.ny

orientation, are not considere . ';. o

The obvious artificiality of the approach technique R

and the complexities associated with more naturalistic

field methods, have probahly adcounted for the popularitx

o

el

of another means of assessing IPD, viz the simulation -

‘ other aspects of personal space\such ag eye Contact Qr -. -‘..\f.

. . -..' 2t
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Over the past decade, simulation techniques in the '.i'”r“;'“'"' '

measurement of "personal space" have appeared quite

A 4

frequently'inthelaterature (see Altman, 1975) In the ;_;.l'flf

typical simulation exercisa{ S is given a cut-out or.

u’l '; ..
other representation of himself and others (friend, :iV;f

K

.75'ﬂ-mother,'etc ), and asked to 1ndicate where he would place

“Tf"humSelf" in relation to the target figure. Recent child

R R A . - . N
B

sstudies have employed :Silhouettes (Bass & Weinstein, 1971':?>,~¢,~;

L - Guardo & Meisels, 1971b. Meisels & Guardo, 1969; Shoichet
R s williams,, 18731 Strayb/ lage. 1974),. Line drawings (Hiat,
5 o 1971,‘Lerner,' Karabenick & Meisel’s, 19'75a, 1975bj . Rasso, _
" 1970), and: miniature dolls (Duke & WilsOn, 1973- Spinetta,
ENERE Rigler & Karon, 1974), to mention a few.;p, ' Lo

?Qﬁ, ,[l - jr;;;gﬁfj Kuethe was one of the first to make use of schemata,mgﬂa“

Joﬁ;;‘;_}f}iffu or culturally shared perceptions about how thipbs and

people go together spatially"‘(Altman, 1975, p. 56). :
Qriginally, he used the Free Placement Technique, in which

;dim’ﬂﬁ'}f.:fﬁff Ss placed felt objects representing themselves and others

on ‘a’ flannel board Later he used the Replacement Technique-tg

pear T . (Kuethe & Weingartner, 1964), in which Ss, hav1ng been ,j'f

'@*J.h~; e shown felt—board representations of a group, were asked to

. i f:.reproduce the same set—up again. In the latter case, the
; .error distance in replacement was the dependent variable. ;ﬁ:"q
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question of the simulation method s validity-,

: "-,_-laboratory method),' one must a.sk :|_f it 1s meaningful to

'« ":..,depend upon a Jnumber of critical factors.

£ "typical IPD?

3 D i B B0
i ; The simulation method has been heralded as: having '
: 5many methodologioal advanta.ges over the other two methods, S
.- ':\:_for example, its reliability in measuring interpersonal ‘_".-—‘:. '
| ,: r - "_‘.-distance, : which is especially evident when it :l.s compared _
:-' “ - to the judged IPDs often used in field studies (Strawbridge, n
-i - B 1974) . I't prov:l.des a means -for att}ining standardization
; ' '.'-;;which ’1s desparately needed in such a. confused area .as .':';. : N/ '
A personal Space, and a way to;measure a person 5 general ’ (/
;: '."response (e g. distance from a friend) (Pedersen, 19738.) .
" .L""_More control of th\e experimental situation is possible . .
" 3\ _ . because the variable that E wishes to examine, such aB B .
‘ ' ’ _'_'b;dy build, relationships or age can be tested-at d:l.fferent |

: nd controlled levels.

"v'

. - B . °

[ But all of these advantages of thlS method‘s efficacy

is 1ts
{‘z

' ,,'measurement accurate? Does it really measure ar person s’

Secondly (and this appl:.es as weil to the

:I_measure IPD in isolata.on from the other possible components cle

3 '>'_-'-'of personal space? s _.'. ', K o

"

"_- : The first question of valid:l.ty has usually been

~ First is the '-f.:'_:: e

E "answered in terms of the correlations between the e _

simulation exercise and a laboratory method Although - :

'there are an equal number of insignificant results (see
S AR l- ---H . | ﬂ.-

»=
a
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' "Table 2) From previous di

L oS,
L g . ‘\'v -
.V i ‘ L T
. . 3
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,ussions of the laboratory '

" method, one would be hard—pressed to consider this method

- as the criter,ion of validity. The few experiments that

A"-:I,.have cotnpared thl.S simulation method with a'. real life

g _'measurement of IPD have not found significant relation—

ships (reported in a recent article by Sundstrom & Altman, . L

r

*yj_1976, Table 2) f,':_ﬁ~..;ff',l-7 }ij} -*ffi;i;5ﬁlff}_u

oﬁ IPD leads back to the very essence of personal

| "sp:ce “as- discussed in the previous chapter. . But all the

o T
N ' 3

thecn:ies imply that there is more to personal space than oL

IR methods do not’ provide for this. . '_: R ,' '. o '. :_ coo

Further complications are :Lntroduced when age is AT
S

' ‘considered’ Experimenters are using the simulation o
' "'techniques for assessing personal sPace of children (e g.-

o Meisels & Guardo, 1971b),\ yet there :Ls virtually no evidence :

-The second question concerning the isolated measure— ,

: IPD and generally both the simulation and laboratory j": PR

.that the simul.ation score 18.,,correlated with any real life L

3: ot
Ly N S My
‘ '*measurement of IPD, not even for . adultsl This could explain
-1 L much of the confusion and diversity w:Lthin developmental
g g results.- B j~ 3 E
. T Do : P . . S
RN ,The claim that the s:unulation method .'LB more accurate o
l‘ N S ) L R TN
':'-.f:.-.'in its asaessment of IPD has yet to be confirmed. . Although
the measurements are certainly easier to obtain and interpret
than fof the field method for instance, there k’rs still no -"_""‘.&; ;
v - T L il -
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. Ebcp:'eriméx:;t'.s'>"th~5t ‘have .compared- met.hods : e‘f"'ﬁlee suring IPD
Duke & Kiebach (1974) 0.62 . "CI-b*_. eri-é'apgiraa_.q":}i':f(s,e_xﬁel "s'ex'., -':f‘.';:o‘'ht):.:~
L sells (cited in Russo, R R '
T Ly, o 6‘ 70.’-‘;'
- hade (1971)’

pro:]ective and live persons

A .nsllx;.".-'; approach and drawing test
Haase & :;Mar.l,c_eyf;(,l_'é'?_éﬂ), -0

felt boar &, live persons '
_;,,_':felt boar g&' in irivo ‘ L

s .,l'l'i't"tle'.. (i,g 6:5) : o ‘I .,"‘,. . ..‘

.t

» _'placement of liVe actresses & '_
. silhouettes ;

' o _,__..\_,"..**Haase (1970) 0 75 figure plac:ement & approach
';‘."1. "' ll';'.‘ -.‘{J .?OIU '_ .

B R ; R _;'_:‘c,orrelations it
- **Aiegl.lo et al..; (1975) ‘‘‘‘‘ : s:l.mulation, app/roach; fleld ST
Gottheil et al (1968) 0 .40 round magnets & Lnterviewing d:.stance'

",;.'.\. **Kleck et al (19 68) two dn.‘fferent methods S

[T

o .*CID is Duke 8 Comfortable Interpersonal DJ.stance measurement

.r' >
S,

Yl ‘mean. x=0" 21; 16/36 slg.'. i .

-.-.:‘_'-,** these are experiments referred to in Sundstrom & Altman (1976)

ComhbrE 2w DL

. 'Duke & Nowicki (1972) 0 65‘ to 0 85 CID* & varlous 1ab methods

**Brice & Dabbs \35 (ns) CID & approach (in school)

Dosey & Meisels (1969) 0 30 (ns) flgure placement & approach " “'.’-’I;..,' g
**Rawls et al.. (1972) 0 34 to 0 91 approach & 4 aimulation tests ',
**Knowles & Johnson (1974)-0 09 to 0 68 9 different measures, 4 o
SIS S . +"ineluding all three AT K
B . x'j; : ~.methods’ =~

B
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L In the quest for the most objective and reliable

- _ . At present neit.her the simulation nor Approach techniques . :

proof tha.t this ia the person actually 0perates ip such

3 a situatlon. - "'rhe mani"_ 1ation of figures,' e, g. dolls, .
silhouettes and actors, by subjects may demonstrate hoﬁ
people perceive interaction but not necessarily how people

do, in fact, 1nteract“ (Hesra & Nelson, 1972, p. 492)

method of measuring. "personal space"} personal space itself,
) '... '\\ N .
.,may have been discarded, or at 1east pushed asidep D

AR} VR 5 oY ugh the trend toward moxe objective
Gl Wil T methods™s necessary for adequate study. |

. . of pexson .space, we. do not feel that it
. 1s sufficient.ﬁi\sfen .tHe complex nature . .

6f  human-enviy ent variables, exploration Lt

“a combination of techniques”that seek to .
. 0. -7 minimize bias and max:%u\;’e‘ data gemeraliz~ .-
Do A “abllity. Piecemeal examination of  indivia- - .
<7 .7 dal wariables based upon a%&qgle depéndént. ... -
‘measure will continue to provide us with .-
vmuch ‘data and: little insight :Lnto the natu.re

of personal space.. P

With few exceptions (e g. Du.ke & -Kiebach, 1974

"A"-."Pedersen, 1973a, Pedersen & Shears, 1974) simulation '

CN [ ' AN

'sh:n.p of other variables such as. - orientation

':':Jonea &- Aiello, 1973) eye contact (Beach & Sokoloff 1.

;.'Eberts & Leppe:r:, 1975) and others (see Mehrabian, 196'9) a

v"s

px:ovide the mechanism to examine the more dynamic aspects A

»;in thisarea of personal -space’ should efploy - )
(Evans & Howard, 1973, p. 3'39)f"_'l‘-\--

' ';than IPD, »even though there 15 ample evidence f the relation—"
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L believed ba-be associated with personal space, and this

'is where the field method becomes invaluable.
- Aoss}k”yr'xomi./ami.oAfrn'cmgiom-: .

By using the observat ,nal/field technique,"it is

N

.:.'__fenvironment.. Rather than tr dting i in an over-simplified

4-_”

.._f-'.fenvisioned by Hall-' e : ,

“Hall 5. - approadh to per ; nal space is. R
S .multi—variate in two genses,. First, he e A
Co has ‘analyzed “the phenomenon “ag - complex, o AR L
oo involving eight fdimensions’.’ :Secondly,
' he has spécified  four variables “de ‘
.7 “the distance maintained in'an: inte'action.
... culture, status, peraonality, and th
feelings of the interactants toward each - -
. other.: Furthermore, his orientation is
.clearly ‘systemic, v:.ewing ‘the organized
.~ complexity of spatial nonradditive NS
"relationships -among. m svariables..."
1of£ 1974 p. 1303)

' obvious way of

actually taken-th \route. Eberts and Lepper (19 5)

; ' ‘c\o

te

ied .an unobtrusiVe approach—type experiment (in whiih.- f‘f S
1d

\\n willingly approached adults, who alao varled eye
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R ;children who initially had greater ' approa <
L : AN RN
'were less llkely to interact at closer distances with

L -the classroom. S PR "- . f '_ \' LT ‘\

',-children, Aiellq and ones (1973) varied Bex. and race of
B fi,the dyads, and then unobtrusively measured IPD and

. .‘orientation while the pa.ir were discussing some topic fOr‘._“-"'l

S

In another controlled/observational study of pa:,rs\ of

-'later presentation. o '

Beach and Sokoloff (1974)" used -a video tape—recorder_."i,"-‘

;,'__to s:Lmultaneously assess fivecpotential c“omponentsr-of ' y ’

Pe sonal space. . They observed triads of same-—éexed pre-‘.l/_.— 1
. : ' r L s_ playing with blocks. There were indications of .":,.' ' \ :':
. ian integr hg of these different meané of CmunicatiOn, -
they"conc ." \\ Y
'_ . These few experiments' (and especialy the 1ast on\e\)-l - _\ :
-‘are the types of experiments that a.re needed to' 1nvestigate ..j,:.',:_-.‘;:’ i
.personagl BPace. . More than one or two readirligshdetermine \\ |
Fa“ JLndl"id“aljs.average IPD, and otherA l);;otential componeQe \\\ \
"","are available for investigation within such an - unrestricted T e :f';"' :
!l.‘;:";'and naturq]. enVirOnment, At Present many of the field , s L

> ;i}experlments J.n proxemics gre 1ntrusions (e g. Baum & Greenberg, - © . '?E
L ;,;'1975. I(onec.‘fni et al., 1975) or invasions (e g.' Ellsworth, S X
.,.Carlsmith & Hanson, 1974 Leibman,_197‘,_0 Sobel & Lillith, 1975)’,". : \
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.';.which introduce unnecessary complications into the area at ',

_ .. thls early stage of investi’é_tion. We do not know. enough yet_-_‘ :
S about wha.t happens Buring free a’i’id focused interactions. L S
'rhere is no doubt that observational/field studies LN 1 o

- s

"”are complex and require more procedural sophistication and .

.;"}more complicated measuring 1n5trument8, but these deterrents
are far out—weighed by the ability to actually observe and

systematically record man as he really :Lnteracts, and not how' S g ,

i he says he: would : Only using such field techniques can m%my
".other potential canponents of. personal space be evaluated as
o to\ eir single and combined dontribut::.on to the whole

on.

phenomé

¥ that i:s personal spa.ce. 3 Both of theee\_methods are etill
._" . \ 5 L
' unconfirmed even as rto their validity in\meas}fngxlgn. S

. compare these methods of.
Fi.rst though, - reva.ew of -the re

\ls presente&. g . :
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Personal space and interpersonal distance (IPD) have

. .
b reye ey, -

'been considered as equivalent concepts by many researchers,

-;}' "the terms often being used interchangeably As mentioned

ng "earlier this is perceived as a major Weakness within the )
.ﬁt;[ Q - iﬂarea. TheSe terms haVe been defined explicftly in this i f A
;1??{??%‘}d-::_Dﬂpaper.‘,interpersonal distanCe refers tc the physical distance“fﬂfiu"'
“1: ? - lt@lpﬁ:kbetween o people, whereas personallspace refers to a _'ﬂ. ' 'iyiﬂ
glkffi;tiﬁg?iamlﬁPSYchological construct which is an intermediary'between: i

:ﬁé'f _ﬂ_l ;‘ ;hantecedent conditions including personal goals and manifested

behaviours such as IPD and eye contact.;;

o _ Although the main interest of this writer concerns the )' :
. ’ E. '\ .'. . ", N O Q Lh.'.. ot . -
jgwi e -7K development of personal space and an examination qf the

"I

the liter;.

validity of the majorlmethods used to ass‘f”-

*}." : ature review has been bro';, »'?tcLinclude cﬁltural aspects,_{;T\

r

'-;yy;i.n' factors and Sex differences as well as developmental aspects.

ﬁfﬁ%g&;fg{:‘jkii) Because oF thlB interest in the effects‘of age on the methods
'“fff;{:}ﬁgif -of meajlring IPD and the components of personal space, more ﬁ{ii

'Jfg?;?gﬂgfﬁzﬂ;, emphasis is plgced'on child studles throughonti:ﬁghicitfhﬁ! :wa;;t

m AT b
PR T o . : . h N . ,
L T BN IRV
~-hru. e B A I T S
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o

Geb I g Sy CULTURAL ASPECTS
o Y ;." e el : o , S . - R

L fj' cnoss CUhTUR‘AL Although Hall (1966) was init:.ally the
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\f(l968) did not find any:yifferences between a number of

'~~ffcultures’ mean‘spacing, and he further pointed out that7xin

,Tx'grOups has probably been one of the major reasons why

'~&when another person was walking directly in their path-'

"ng ,.if there is ‘a forced seat—choice situation, in Which females

Ov

'His contention that different cultures have different

"
4
R

e T el

S

:,spacing behaviour patterns has been supported by many C
Qstudies (see Evans & Howard, 1973) ‘For example,“Germans

gappear to have larger and less flexible zones than

e

:f-Americans (Hall, 1966), in contrast, Arabs have smaller?fwf'-‘

'zones, confront each other more directly, and haveﬁ'oreﬂvf7”

'”contact than Americans (Watson & Graves,'1966)., Sdmmer'

"“such studies are difficult to interpret because of the i
inability of the subjects to~ccmprehend the purppse of
the.experiment. IR }' _fﬁ‘*}*ﬁ '-,j, v R :

’ . ¢ N o e | )

'.SUB-CULEURAL o The greater availability of sub—cultural '*f"

P

¢ -

.

I

i'fconsiderably more work has beenfdone here than in the cross-;f

‘;?cultural area.: In a naturalistic/observational study that

e

'frencompassed all age groups and took place in.a zoo, Baxter'~f;'

'(1970L,found that Mexicap—Americans interacted closer than

' Anglo—Americans, who in turn were cioser than Black-Americans.m:7 RANRS

-

‘1uIn contrast, Sober and LilIith (1975)fdld not find any race

w

'wfdifferences in the distance at which pedestrians veered away

‘ R . '..\' ] A

" have an. alternative between race or,sex considerations, sexlfﬁ

‘- STt
‘ -

-and e
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e - " '. __-'-‘is the more d.istinguishing fea.ture (Leibma.n, 1970) . Bii‘t' ""-

. the results of these 1ast twc stndies should be treated ',tﬁffyuff.;

‘Q*':”? .T;Lcautiously as they are both invasion studies, and
‘ zidifferent processes of dealing with personal Space miéht R

P ?tht-f“3*be in play

ub—cultural studies also provide,the opportunity to fﬁ‘“

L SRR A L
oA P ¥ g e sy = e 0 g 5

‘A,”examine the early stabilization;’f proxemic behaviour '_ ﬁ3.4%

e,

':atterns (Hall, 1966) Aiello and Jones (1973)

Vm ps ¢

"unobtrusively observed same—sex children interact 1n a f

S

lassroom setting after they had been given a topic to

:discuss. Although Blacks maintained closer IPD than

e e

' 1'Whites in the first Grade, the difference disappeared by

the fifth Grade, yet, Blacks still remained more direct R
_ fin their orientation throughout.. The initial sub—cultural
.wf&differenCes give tentative support to the early crysta11121ng Vf:iuwza-z B

”Vof personal Space patterns, but the variation over the

-'"}first five years of school 1mplies that it is not yet

' :fstabilized.l__ ; ? ?; ;.*:;;_ o
I T s o

This section deals with more than the phyeical

"f“;setting p se’ and the term situational“ ig’ used’in itsi.kﬂf:;f,*{

%fbroadest sense._ The effects of close proximity, particularly

B the effects of crowding and intrusions are diecussed
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' are exhibited when the blocking of IPD as the main

‘1'¢‘imagined bacquounds
corner) and found that setting was only aigpificant for
“,f males., In the secgnd part of'the experiment, S8 grffijgii“”"

'-gvﬂ_controlled the spacing of 1ive actresses in different

.&ariable, with the closeat distanCing occuring in the ff{;wjjfai?_fif}7§fﬁ;

: f;?of 01bser spacing in more informal/intimate settings._iﬁﬁgﬂ;“f”k”

ifijhctually, children have been found to use arger inter-lf“ SRR

\....

the study of personal space because they offer more

insight into the use of symbolic—distance behaviours that

indicator of personal space occurs (Leibman, 1970)

:.living room, office, and street

imagined settings.; As before, setting was a significant

imagined ‘open air setting. y

IR T

Using a naturalistic field study, Baxter (1970)

cﬁlture- and having reviewed Little s data, he conoluded '?if?"3~

that there was very 1ittle evidence for Little's contention

Y-

PP T
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’ Some other researchers (Eberts & Lepper, 1975,
JLnes & Aiello, 1973) who haVe included setting as a’ :iflﬁlﬁg,qguitlf°'”

A '::.'.- minpr concern have not found any significance aétached

el to 1t. F RN T IS LS LU

K

ERAIT AT s e D

PERSONAL SPACE INVASIONS Studies in this area have

theoretical models previously discussed, unless there is

.sufficient opportunity for compensatory behaviours, the

A
invaded person should experience increased anxiety, and

. o L
e AR el

';ggi:?{{;y/ if given the chance to escape, would quickly,avail of*"~ﬁ1?7f'"
it most 1ike1y.(:.f.\-_ e e L
Empirically, there is support for this line of

7

-

reasoning Pe0p1e who have had others come too close to

Cdg e

":EV{V»ﬂ;% them (for the situation and relationship involved) became:7fj.qd

aroused, as evidenced by GSR responses (Heshka, Kenny &

e Sl T T LA -

g,

PRy

f;Pylypuk, 1975) Escape as a result of invasion has also
been demonstrated in field studles (Kone&ni et al., 1975"l” S

- Sobel & Lillith 1915 Sommer, 1967) Even a stare (an ﬁfkl;fff.?lyff
invasion of privacy) has been shown to :Lnduce flight .-{: g -

(Ellsworth et al., 1972) These findings provide evidence-f‘

for the existence of a "psychological bubble"’surrounding

us, which 1s susceptible to psyahological intrusioﬁs.;en-ali\“"-‘"‘

I R , "
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'r'"-:"scnpwnme Crowding 15 distinguished from a personal R

'”.space invasion,lin that the latter is considered to be a 'jﬁ¥iifé?ffi'?1w'

't5{m0re distinct eventa happening over a short time, With e
Ef:fonly two people involved, and usually having the e

. Tf lternative of flight available.g Crowding experiments."
Qn the of:.her hand, study the resultant behaviours Of a’

L""_‘"group of people 1nteracting in ClOﬂe quarters f°r 2 Peric’d

iifof time without the availability of escap

.%jf;:has severe and detrimental effects, either physiologically
i'if(on the adrenal glands esﬂbcially) and/or behaviourally

‘ j'._'-":,'_;,(Ca"ll.houn, 1962. Leyhausen, 1965, see Evans et al.(:
: " _."'jfor a more complete review) ‘. One of the conclusibns of N
'}fﬂEvans eE al. (1975) was that.crowding generally slowsi:fﬂfi i

fzat:down the rate of maturation of the young organismin
.Z?Jthey further emphasize that although there appear to be

':wL,some striking comparisons between animal and human research
'Tffin this area :...both the physiological mechanisms of our .

E~;responses to crowding as well as our conceptualization of

-”ﬁ?a crowded environment are probably very different from'f_jﬂffff;'fi_;ﬁ

that of other speCies (Evans et al.,<1975, p l).;

'.f.crowding and density., Crowding is a: psychological ﬁ

et . . L- e d

g %@5.

Animal studies have shown that prolonged crowding

' 1975,,U,L;1;g,<£

Bub

Many researchers (Eoyang, 1974-“Evans et al., 1975- ‘4'fff;f$hz

Strawbridge, 1974) have stressed the:distinction between ff'

phenomenon, affected by the observer s perception mfl}ilvl




ke 5 g | N
v
A
7
.

: T :
;;?tﬁ “hfof actual space, temperature, social group,~leadership'li f:;
.;g,? ”.iilsex, mental health, birth ofder, et cetera, while b .“)V
%ﬁi : ';density is the actual space that is available.l Density
Z%f ¢ Ihfigincreases do not necessarily imply privacy decreases
tg ) 'ﬁtﬂj;(Eoyang, 1974) . g ' S

Qnumber of bedrocms,,et cetera,'and from these?factors L

e ;Tcalculated a crowding index“ jjAlthOUgh the density Was:.n

”?fxigreater in the downtown ‘area- than}the uptown, the down*'f_ .
i“f?;town Ss did not move self:referent silhouettes substantially
ftﬂchloser to peer—silhouettes than did their ubtown counter—uﬂifslﬁi'
:#hfparts.. One would assume that from a theoretical point of ?fift*ﬁﬁ
ﬁ)g;::-kl-hpﬁff:;view, their expectancies of IPD‘would haue been smaller B

Eifthan uptown Ss, having had less room to spread out" in

T

";:their homes, but apparently not.._uaf}?-

From that study it appears that high_density does _:hlsg:mhi,

'ﬁﬂhfnot have any long term effect on IPD In contrast,

- ' A P
e, e AR ANl L,

7s_¢Pedersen and Shears (1974) found that ratings of IPD on a hWJTg°f-

jfnumber of simulation and laboratory scales decreased aftenfﬁﬁf”

11 had been confined to a small room for a short period

"’ﬁ:fiﬂo: time. Howe er, the results are suspect sinCe the

e =1 BT it Y ANRDATN 7R

"’_perimental group also spent more time with one another

e 4'_.. - “.':. - : . ‘ :
IO 2 A v . . \ _“'\

_f;between tests, thus providing more time for increased

::'.'::"- ) R . (e : O he
AT '-g}facquaintance, which the "controls" did not have.ﬂ;;'. :
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.E#L:Whlch tentatively support this conclusion (eag. Hutt &
'"ﬁnVaizey, 1966)
“"T,iappears to have the effect of increasing the desire for

S 7?solitude (Baum & Grééhberg, 1975)
§ingYPE OF" ENCOUNTER

'"f[ipatterns of individuals (Sommer, 1959, 1965, 1967 1969-.*““”

“frPorter et al., 1970-'Ryen & Kahn, 1975)

. L.I . ! ‘V >'l
',(1975) found that co—operating males sat closer than g
'competing ones.’ The winning side s members also sat -

:gffcloser to one another than did the lose?r:s.,—','_'“'r R

fiencounter has been shown to influence the spacing

'{the intricaCies of small group dynamics, Ryen and Kahn

Evans et al (1975) reported that increased density

among animals resulted in fewer interactions with one

There are also child studies (cited in same)

Even anticipating crowded situations-

Do

: Not surprisxngly,'the type of' h..

Investigating

. "' Tty .

.’v P

'\___5

Sommer found similar results w1th the seating

;?%': .f if:arrangements around tables.:. o-operating Ss tending to.lgi- ‘: ;;
?é-f - .“;iivsit Side"bY--side, competing———Opposite one another, -and.” ; Qf‘
fﬁ;: Kt;fco—acting———toward the ends of the table..ffgLf'S*:"'"p' )if
. . In Bum, it does not seem to be setting p__ se that ”;QL’{'
' - faffects IPD,«but rather what the setting implies.- Larger
. B ‘;SPaCing in more informal settings might be more indicative hiifi#:ﬂ“”"
f of the person s actual personal space, with more jgff’":":”.if”
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':_compensatory components having to be activated in more

without some measures of these other'components..

. Heshka & Nelson, 1972- Hiat, 1971) This is easily " :

u{ acconmodataiby all three major theories discussed, s:fjf:ffif:q'f
dranng Of a human was himself, and another was eitheer‘jal

'Jla good friend casual acquaintance or a stranger. Ss Q"?nf..

“}experiment, they controlled the p051tion1ng of live ﬁfrﬁlff:i'"“”

,:actresses in different imagined settings. Results

. - . - N
- o Lot a
4 t Q.
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formal, yet physically closer settings. The crowding

and invasion effects are almost purely speculatiVe in

light of the theoretical approach emphasized in this
paper._ If other measures of personal spacé‘ are expected
to compensate under blocked usage of physical distance,;j;ff;iﬂf#f

then changes in personal space are difficult to interpret

FAMILIARITY AND AFFECT »
One of the more empirically stable relationships

thhin the personal space literature is that people who
T

1lke one another generally interact at smaller IPDs (e g'zf:

el

Little (1965) had each S pretend that one 1ine—fiivnf"ti=”5

were then asked how far apart they would space them inftiwjuﬁtffﬂ-fvis

different settings. Later in the second part of the :gh‘~ﬁf‘; ;l;ﬂfﬁ

confirm that IPD increases with unfamiliarity

Childrenuas young as third Graders have also 'f~$g{;1;giii“i~i”ii'ﬁ

. P L e
~ ATt I e ermp e e i
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":.ﬁ'_ demonstrated that they are capable of as ociating cln:»seness:_-_“?'n‘f~

_— el e o

'ic:fwith affection (Meisels & Guardo 1969), and even younger '
' ff:children are able to identify this relationship in others 5[

"(Post & Hetherington, 1974). Four and six year-olds were

: oL S, L
TN T OV i 9K N gy s ke o

tj1presented with picture-cards of a young male-female couple

7'looking (or not looking) at one%another and at Varying-

:*;distances-_ With the emphasis on nonverbal responBeS: the :

}fchildren were instructed to point out which couple they
':qfthought liked one another more. At 4 years of age the' )
iqfchildren were decoding the proximity cue about 63% of the‘

) S
f‘;time (significantly better than chance) It is interesting_;_qjg o

-":?;T‘to note, that although the pre—schoolers did not relate

T
oy
Z .
A
-
:
:E
1
1
i
4

if;s,eye contact with affinity in pictures of others interacting,ﬂajifk”‘

'ﬁ_ﬁ*they do recognize it as an indicator of an “open channel“'ff’

.Lin others (Eberts & Lepper, 1975) 'Tﬂ'fo-}.f;ﬁﬂu.f?:g;ifiiflf:f,ts-.'

,‘ v

Not all studies have demonstrated this inVerse

iﬂjrelationship between'

\,PD and 1iking, for example, Russo

e L N
v
.
s

e adat Ut

f(1970) did notmfind that SChOOl children placed their , -
.“-Tigchairs closer to those whom they liked more. But consider-iﬁfi

:Lfing the circumstances, this is not surprising.- Proximity

“ff;ilis usually a’ constrained variable in SchOOl‘Wlth seating

UL S,

Qdistsnces usually fixed or decided.bf:the teacher,.and

“5,faffinity isxnot usually one of the factors involved.(~¢:f%i:t.'

If affinity determines proximity as most of the

ff”studies have demonstrated, Porter et al (1970) thoughtf3ffﬁfe"7”'f3“:
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LA W 1d’ be interesting to know if‘short—term proximity
‘Lfcodldfaf_'ct affinity. Apparently not, as males' ratings :
of 1iking were” ot significantly related to the distance ch7=”f”"¢'f"

'*}f)at which the inte_ 3 wer: sat from them,,_gfv.a~

Increasing‘positive'”ttitude through such means as ilfﬂhf”

pralsing has the effect of dec” asing IPD._ Guardo

-and Meisels (1969) had mng »chiidre""__’,j of both se.xes pretend FEI

‘;that they had Just beeh Praised or scoldedi j their parentsi’f’ilyﬁ
In the praise- condition self-referent figures'w"rg;:;{; .
placed significantly closer to the father-figure’ Whileof ;j,”..
in the reproof" condition they indicated greater distance:;{:?ift?
from the father figure, possibly denoting his more P“nitive 51151':‘

Lf role in the\Jamlly. _ i:;ffi%qﬁ'iif"f:"{ﬁftf : if.f:E.QJLEVT}fiadiziﬁiifF;
: The Status of: the pereon praising is also anOther PR

: ¥§i.consideration. Adler and Inverson (1974) found that SS';i;f"

placed their chairs at a greater distance from a low-.ﬂf;3f;§}§f::”72

statns person who praised them for an obviously easy task, ;g~ﬁff*‘*

than from a high-status person.fﬁ:'f-;:__ . e L
] S T LT L T e e tgg:ﬂv=.~”
In conclusion, there appears to be little dispute .

P

Wlth the claim ghat personal space is smaller for those
Lt e I R . o o
who are liked more.¢.gf,3a*- LT

PERSONALITY FACTORS

Much of the early work on perscnal space studies

concentrated on mental patients (Sommer, 1959, 1967, 1969)




S Lo T

~\:l:."‘,l«',"""-- \\”S N A

'; | and although Sommer found that achizophrenics stand closer Hflif‘;fi%
_i to awconfederate, findings generally do\not suppbrt any R e
f%%;iinjuw:.ﬂ clear-cut spacing pattern for personality abnormalities ﬁliif;us: i
:tf' 3 RS (Dosey & Meisele, 1969, see Evans & Howard, 1973) : ;ulfi“f..h'ﬁ -
.57 l'-:" analyzlng theuresearch data for -normals"' hOWever, there.ﬂ‘.L_ﬁé:lu "
.§f v T do appear to be at least two groups that space dlfferently.,i%:;‘?;
;? ) A Investigating a ndmber of young male ad&lts as to .
?{ E: Etheir approach distances and also their placement of
-ég .f .silhouettes, Hiat (1971) parcelled out three distinct/ . |
" distanoe groupings, which she labelled- close,.averag;,'
l : vtﬁ?“ and distant. The Distant group of IB year—olds exhibited :

s

/ Vf_j similar distancing patterns to adults. Hiat formulated ﬂf;ﬁ}ﬂf{;ifﬁg

-a hypotheSis of,maturity differences to-account for

these groupings,Vwith the ClOBe group being the le@st

. mature of the three.j;;:'*"”. . i ol -
! o Unlike Hlat, Patter ori (1973) founa a bi-Jmodal o .
;é.' - distribution with very fe,LSsg Illing into the intermediate ft§ﬁ.;5{¥' E;
; : 'range-_ From personallty ','at.'n,' x.',,"d self-rat:mgs there

";"}'itti e was ev1dence that the more distant students were more ﬁf’ﬂ e
, - R ,
. anxious than those who approached closer.. He concluded
ffif?fiuf'_i‘ that anxiety was the crucial factor that differentiated

the three groupings."Sommer (1967) and others (reported

in same) haveffound a 31milar relationahip between IPD o

and anxiety. Sommer reports that anxious Ss sat farther*-*’-ﬁ‘fv:’”

away from a confederate, for example. ;;{7;f€;'$f'
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'}“”{;f;f Equilibrium Model, in that more eye contact wduld be. i*

R

awf;iiﬁ‘moved considerably closer to confederates than someone{f“”

”r‘;:}:;ff trying tq avoid approval

'1flf§;‘ on homosexuality scales more often erred by replacing

;?ht--' It appears that extroverts plaoe*themselvés closer

to others than introverts do (see Evans & Boward, 1973'j;3' ke

‘ iii;jfﬂ:. Sommer, 1967).- The finding that extroverts also look-pf'j* o

more often (Argyle & Ingham, lﬁ72) agrees with Argyle s,tlizifﬁ~:"'u”

l,7,expected to compensate for the greater than desired IPD
o for extroverts.. Porter et al-;(1970) could find no
:xpf:eVidence of this‘relationship,in their own study, however

" There are indications that other personality

?f”:j characteristics such as the need for affiliation are

'assooiated with personal ;pace. Rosenfeld (1965) found“

?’- that females acting the role of someone seeking approval

f.gf Homosexuality has also been considered in proxemics.tilj*l"
Kuethe and Weingartner (1964) uSing the Felt Replacement

Technique, found that prison inmates with higher ratings

male felt figures closer together than did a group of ﬂ f'“

) 'heterosexual' prisoners.. Hartnett et al (1970) studied

7i homosexuality in relation to the distances that males and

females approach ont another.' Although there was no

significant relationship be t en. heterosexuality ratings ‘,1“

'J#:j;;}f and distances, there was a trend for'"
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o by SS, the differences could also be due to individual

74Grade 3,_endomorphs would arouse a negative affect,-.'

"qu ized Silhouettes the children consistently spaced the

‘ifu endomorphs of either sex 51gnif1cantly farther away

"'heterosexuality.: But with only two Es being approached

L

LT T

. .udifferences. :'. \'_- . ':' : Lol N - R

'.'sing the Schneirla organismic theory (that body

“*‘fbuild lS related to personality) Lerner and his colleagues

L ) (Lerner et al-, 1975a. L975b) pred;ucted that even in

I?[flespecially when compared to ectomorphs. Using different—f"-' '

1than the other two body-build types. There is also a:

} tendency for self—referent figures to be placed farther
.‘.Jlfrom ectomorphs than mesomorphs.‘ TeStingdthis same grOup ~2_:_¢-,

'ﬁlaa year later, Lerner et al (1975b) found no’ significant

'f:.,They also found this relationship held for Japanese children

“glof the same age (Lerner, Chihara & Iwawahi 1976)

‘;.-‘.

i The personality data gives clear evidence that

':f~persona1 space is affected by such interpersonal goals ‘as. 2-?f1;7

T approval—seeking, and more general antecedent conditions'f“"f

:v'type& such ;as schizophrenics have definite spatial B
"ﬁgpatternings associated w1th them, although people with ‘

:.broad classifications such as homosexuality may have

LT ey s,
o o .

'*f;fchange in the relationship of body—build type and proximity._iiuﬁff;_ﬁii

'ff'such as anxiety There is no proof that certain personalitY* ﬁfiffr“
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R definite proxemic patternings.: There appears to-be

ample prbof that such stigmas as obesity do determine

R

Q?eople " spacing, even as early as Grade 3

] AN AT . . A -

e 'ﬁ-:"sf:xD'IFFERch':ES'

SR "o

._QQADULES Ei Hall (1966) considered sex to be such an j};_f*v- :

important variable affecting personal space that he

;;;ﬁclaimed men and women actually live 1n different worldsnz'
ﬂi EEmpirical ;vidence indicatea that in social intsractions._;'{
“?women are more sensitive to nonverbal.cues (Rosenthal,.vhﬁ
"Archer, DiMatteo, Koivumahi & Rogers, 1974), have a more~ 3-1:
. 'ldirect shoulder orientation (Jones,,1971- Mehrabian, l968).--r

. ;look more often (Coutts & Schneider, 1975; Exline, 1963)
Tand also 1onger (Patterson, 1973 Schneiqer & Hansvick, l974)
ji'The general finding is that women interact with each '
';ﬂother at a closer distance than men (Baxter, 1970- Dosey &
biiﬁMeisels,-1969 Heshka & Nelson, 1972-‘Sommer,.1959) . ‘,
;7jiHartnett'et a1.|(1970) found that women let E approach clqser

}than did men.-‘ Some (Hiat, 1971 ; Sohneider & Hansv1ck 1974)

e S ' Y

;”fiifdid not find any significant.difference in an approach situation, ;ijp
T f3a1though Hiat s data tended to be in that direction. Given fy;

gthe choipe between sitting with mén or women on a bench, ;'ynﬁhf"

: ”women usually chose other women and they usually sat closer

‘.together than with men- (Leibman, 1970)

g RN, n a A e s
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”ﬁ even at the Grade 3 level females have been found to be

_;":A o R L 3
S - 0 ! ‘ . e
S i ~ i 4 L :
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RS T
. K Ca .
Sobel ‘and Lillith (1974) reviewed ‘some of the . A
literature of the Approach Test and concluded that "...
although American females prefer to be: given more .ﬁch;ﬁaj%j:‘

personal space than Americal males, they are in fact

given less (p._40) In their own moving invasicn

experiment on the streets of New York, Ss moved out of

the path of a female E at a greater distance than for a'fﬁﬁﬂ#“&

-maleuEu. ThlB apparently contradiqtory finding actually

demonstrated the need to distinguish between 1aboratory

and real life inva81on studies,_they added.-
v 1 2 K

The 1ower variability within the IPD.measurements .

\ for women (Adler & Inversen, 1974 Russo, 1970) was

viewed by Russo to indicate that women have more eye

5

contact to gain more 1nformation so they can respond

appropriately in a particular situation'ﬁﬁ

that women g social norms ‘are- far less flexible than

men s, and consequently they become far more sophisticated ,‘*,

in their utilization of eymbolic behavioura.

CHILDREN Even in the early school years, many of the

adult proxemic behaViour patterns are evident For example,

v more sensitiVe than males in nonverbal communication

(Rosenthal et al._~ Femaledaare also more direct

RS AT SO
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f.Investigating Grades 1, 3, and 6; Russo (1970) found

"‘that males variance in chair placement was greater than

“ﬂfﬂqboys,.especially in Grade 3f(Russo, 1970) Using y
::‘.j‘:-:_:flfsilyuettes, Lerner et al (l975a, l975b) found similar
'ﬁfhresults with 3 and 7 year-olds, but the 5 year-olds did RO
hxflfnot apparently diecriminate on the basis of sex. ,N.tE_TE;TEH”IL“
B Eall females at this early age give 1ndication of smaller |
_ :3 personal space than boys (e g. Bass & Weinstein, 1971-“
| '.“‘.':'.._:Beach & Sokoloff, 1974) L

;fiunobtrusive approach technique and did not find any R
kfidifference between boys ané‘girlsl but the female adult ;%hlh -
‘ *l?jhwaﬂ approached closer by a11 Ss, possibly reflecting 3
"{?the easier accessibility of women for young children

o 1fbased on their experience with mothers and teachers.,f{g'f:"'

upﬁfsame-race children in pairs as they prepared a skit thfi’t.ff" i

zifﬁ}fperform for their class.j Although they did not have .
Q:different IPDs, the boys were less direct in their ]'J."

B ;shoulder orientation towards one another than were thef;[_

‘g_\_‘.

females variance, the effect becoming significant with

Girls were . alsovfound to Place chairs closer than i;nﬁﬂ'zy"'

Eberts and Lepper (1975) tested pre-schooiers in an

Y

Jones and Aiello (1973) observed same—sex and
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. .'same—sexed pairs are placed closer in the early Grades,
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”ﬁ);

Simulation studies which haVe concerned themselves'

"with a wider age spectrum (Meisels & Guardo, 1969

fﬂStrawbridge, 1974) have generally found that althOugh L

T«-the opposite sex pairs are closer after puberty,rluales -;ﬁf”"\

o . .

'"?Qand as they grow older they move self—referent figures

”F{gfarther away from their own sex untii by the ninth Grade,‘

‘f.if{both sexes are’ spaoed the same distance,: After that
'1'}i:cross-over pOlnt female-figures are approached closer g;iﬁf'?
:?~than male-figures,iwith the distance between male-figures .
7:increa51ng with age. Females on the other hand, initially
“:Lfappear to keep more distant from males than their own
ifdsex and maintain the same distance from female-figures
?;f}throughout school years, meanwhile, steadily moving '
'}:}f;farther away from male figures._ These studies will be
Jgfffdiscussed 1n more detail in the next section._t£h~/ '
U;{igu?} In one field study (Beach & Sokoloff, 1974) females
‘ fﬁjactually had,larger spac;ng than males.. Besides measurino
:WHIPD for these 4 and 5 year olds, they also recorded .
'.T"orientation, looking and posrtionl(centre/periphery), e:
jiibut IPD was the only major difference between the sexes.t'fujp..h
e They gave a number of EEEE hoc explanations as to why

If the activity

o g erre an e

e
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<o j,‘;Z-On the other hand if the girls are more social than

- ..'.-,.""this particular setting than the boys, who oonsequently
- ‘.,..-'-:'-";.'crowded together for more security Finally, a thlrd

RIS 'j.]'_"._explanation is that girls are developmentally different; o

.'_'.'treated with reservation however, as the number of Ss

s mlnutes. ) o _:’. . )‘ - . ‘

[ ,different effect upon boys and girls. , Girls tend to R

. -."A‘j.- ‘:‘_"_plaCe self-referent figures closer to the:Lr parent—

v under negative affect s:.tuations such as fear, _ females

. preferred mdre spaoe than males (Meisels & Guardo, , 1969) i

' i"'-"assertive, mastery—type activities, Post and Hetherington

._~'_-"-'fcontact and distance in pictures of adult couplés, with
| "'I,‘.:'{lthese twcr cues as»indicators of affection. At 4 years
g '.":'ii:.::_‘of age, neither boys nor girls recogniZed the eye o

o :";contact cue, but both recognized the proximity cue,: even

X . R R
e gt

- f{f-soc;l.al considerations would ha\re been less important.

)

:;f’.boys at thlB age then maybe they were more at ease i“ L

i{Z,"j’than boys at th:l.s age. The actual results ShOuld be .' .{", : N

-7

", ._in the experimental s:.tuation for the required 10

}

.o

e : ' J )

The affect of the situation also seems to have a

IR

',figures when praised (Guardo & Meisels, 1971b) iwhile

r .

Working under the assumption that girls have more

1

"expressive" Charactern.stics ‘than : boys, who favour more

: ‘.(1974) tested boys and girls in their recognition of eye

Caeae L, . n
.‘2" . 1,
s R A b
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| though only just above the, chance level - At 6 years B S A
,of age the girls had significantly improved in a

s

":_‘:recognition of both cues while the boys continued not AT

"i'.to recognize the eye contact cue. In the second part

3 '_of the experiment, younger grOups of both sexes (345

S e

-.:5 year-olds) were trained on a discrimination task, with
eye contact be:.ng the reinforced var{iable. After
RN A g i
;"-"t,_'.;--itraining the boys d.‘l.d not show any s:.gnificant improvement,

iy '.-'.-_:_'Tyet the 3!5 year old girls did even better in recognizing
SR "_.:,"'".the eye contact cue than the older 4 year—olds of the
' "-'_prev1ous part of the experiment. . e

SR !lh *.Rn‘”a plmilar tYpe of experiment, Scott (1974) ‘- ‘

e i e i e P e SR L bt
I

instru\cted Grades K to 3 ch:leren to judge what an adult

; '.t".'.';couple were saying to one another by .us:Lng a proximity "-_' ,

; 3 "’."_.i,'cue only..“ They Were shown Pictures of same-sex -or.; i

"'-:...,.;_opposite—sex couples at one of the four different zones
P :'l_-"specified by Hall (see Table 1, p 15) 'I‘hey had to . _
z : .:inform E whether the couple were (a) telling each other | _;- -f;:

{ a secret (intimate zone), (b) what was for dinner (personal . - .

o _-zone), (c) how to find a store (social zone), or (d) calling

';.?{‘the other to dinner (public zone) 'I'he earIy Grades could not

-"f'~-_;.~'do this. Methodologically, the Scott study was different

"‘".":.:'...-j-'from the Post—Hetherington study, in that the latter did

v ".:,n\ot require verbal responses, which could have very

L "
B _',.._,-'_i.mportant consequences foz: younger children (see next section)
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i Approach situations »anyway) The greater portion of this T

research is based upon approach tests ‘and simulation tasks, LR R

0 especially important for females who seem to 1earn them f

much younger than males. COnsidering the evidence °f

: ‘for females, it appé’ars that they prefer smaller personal ":’»'-,:.'.\"" A

v, .
.o il
.- ¢ u . |
R : 58 -
. _‘ . _' T -‘ L "‘D.

It is also debatable if the topic mattera used by Scott

can be confidently linked to their respective spatial zones,. .

e. g. secrets could be assocrated w1th three feet,. W

The ev:.dence certamly confirms that Bex is an

important factm: in personal space research uoﬂ:h American)‘f} ey

males gradually learn < ver age (especially after puberty)

that close spacing with other males is frowned upcm. i

Females, on the other hand, m x wish more space from.;_r‘:' el

males, but apparently did not receive it ( in\static'_i"-‘_f:.".'-f‘-."-.-' R

and it should be treated accordlngly. Very few studies : ,

have included other components, ; fewer S‘tlll recording

them simultaneously in a real-—Iife setting. . These are

closer IPDs, more eye contact and more direct orientation

spaces than males. L

[ i
2ot

DEVELOPMENTAL ASPEC’I‘S

. Although young children are less sensitive than
adults to decoding (detecting) nonverbal cues (Post & .
Hetherington, 1974~ Rosenthal et a1.,,1,974- Scott 1974),

M
they encode (generate) typical proxem,ic behavioure as

.
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'}_]early as 3 years of age (Eberts & Lepper, 1975) ,This'

:.1;Proxemic behaviours become evident and how the relationlif”t“”i L “:f
"il”eishipe change over thne, although not much is known about' u: q
'L*fiﬁthls-.ﬁﬁif#¥<?%“”,l; l _ ”__: _ :ff;;if{ff:{fz;:}Q!f};;;;g;yigffjé,ff

"'j‘children as young as. 3& years have:iemonstrated PR S - _fu
consistency'in their intefaction distences, across both .‘3
'ltlﬂ?trials and situations a month apart (Eberts & Lepper, ; ;
fﬂ;ﬁ_fl975) Young children of this ege Were aware\of the ?a;,i'”f'udw'h' 3

5':?:fsignificance of eye contact, for they stopped sooner RE y
: fﬁlif the adult looked up at them They probably associated "1;f; L
if“fthis look w1th the adult's Willingness tO’communicate :;'N ”2“ =B
\““tglwith them, i e. it indicated an open channel.: Children'i}"i;:a{;?i‘: 1
f“in Grade l also use adult eex-typical orientation . :“.- | |
”"ﬂbehaviours with the males being less direct in shoulder

'fonentatlon (J’ones 3 Aiello, 1973) ’ S
'm;J*be able to decode the meaning of IPD before 8 years of
'“71;;Tage.' In his experiment (deecribed in last section)

"':%ﬁ?Grades l;

.“implied He explained the decoding process in terms of

1
L A N '.'._" s .‘:".|

;section will review some empirical findings as to. :when" »_i LAY

Scott (l974) expressed doubt that Chlldren would

:zfand 3 children were not able to match Hall'

"ffour zones with the corresponding level of intimacy

B o Lo - - e
o . ..
‘_;,. w0 :, .

:7—e discrimination task in_which there are three \steps.:.‘tﬁ?tf,jﬁ;jiii o
."..\. .n'_- ~ ; o - - o . 1'
' ":ingirst, the child must recognize that IBD communicates o L ;f
.;f:;§°m9thing- Then after discriminating the four different S .*;fﬂieff fg

'l. . ;’ =
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match each distance with its respective meaning. He .
argued that young children, being more easily distracted
and less competent in their use of verbal mediators, would
not be capable of performing the first two steps before - -Ji LT

the age of B Interestingly,, even at Grade 3 children

o Te e TS ST T L
e NI L AR P T TN NN SRR T T I R e LY

A A e,

“ ghave shown thag they are using Hall s:j IOnes differentially

for friends, acquaintances and strangers,,_which 'would seem 0
' to indicate that they had already learned to relate proximity
to affinity (Meisels & Guardo, 1969) *

The problem in the above might involve verbal

inefficiency more than the inability to discriminate. t

has been shown that although children could not verbalize PR
'—affect im certain circumstances, they could E i out the

picture of‘ someone sﬁace expressing the appropriate 3

o emotion (Borke, 1971), Post and Hetherington (1974)

. l'!

\ ‘:. ' \ R B
eliminated verbal responses by having children actually

T e e o

; A point out which couple 1iked each other more. ‘ By 4 years ]
N TN :'f . of age, childreh recognized 63% of. the t:.me that couples 'I'

e

oA

closer “to: one another liked one another more (although '?_}
0 ' ‘4 : - e

R . it was just above the chance 1evel) and by 6 years of

age i they had no difficulty with recognition of the

S relationshipf H.oweyer, both boys and girls experienc ..
e | more difficulty with the eye contact cue. ' Besides its B
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E ,representation on paper utilizing smaller physical

B ":.,-d ifferences, eye contact is possibly a more subtle

e LT

::','.’al., 1975. Pedersen, 1973b-1Strawbridgenlf":,':':l AR
Duke & Wilson, 1973; ShOlchet & Willlams, 1973), body ,

(RS & Weinstem, 1973, Meisels & Guardo, 1969) eye
S n,':.contact (Argyle & ‘Dean, 196;: Eberts & Lepper, 1975).

i ’1'authority (Duke & Wilson, 1973), and as a consequence e

:',"of pralse or scolding (Guardo & Meisels, 197lb) All

";',,A‘joperating at an early age, at least by the t1me the child i : et

‘1"','_':“-.,5’behav1ours. The co—ordination and stabilization of these SR

‘ "--'].'_':"developmental studies haTe concentraf:ed upon the i

“ '.-'.:this section.

cue of affectlon and associated more w1th later hetero--guf -

'_'sexual relati.ons.- R

‘ \been shown to util:.ze :Lnterpersonal 5pace diffe@ntially;-.

""-of the a.hoye certa:.nly indicates that personal space is:‘f

investigationw of IPD and how it cha.nges over the school

.':'_'}{earsJ _and this will be the next top:n.c of discussion :m

- "--)

I\-

'.‘..,.'!o\mg Pre-schoolers and eanly Grade children have A |

feex (Duke & Wilson,'

.on' the basie of-." 1973 Lomrantz 'et

N

‘ """’:'jbuild (Lerner et al., l975a, 1975b 1976). relationshlp_"‘{"f':'-"

fenters school In this regard, there is support for

"“,;.j;';Hall's contention of an early crystallizing of proxemic ' . L

behaviours has yet to be researched Most of the -l.

et
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'I‘he research dealing with how personal space in

l !

. .general and IPD in particular changes over the school

R e R At

PO

-.I'"..'-':,."years is confusing and intrinsically bound to other

j""factors such as, sex and affect. The evidence for a '

"?-.igenerally increasing mean IPD is contained in Argyle

" ‘]:'.s and Lepper (1975), Iomrantz et al., . (1975) and

"’Strawbri € (1974) . The arguments for an increasing e

on the other: hand, Meisels and Guardo (1969) found

-'La generallx decreasinq IPD over Grades 3 to 10, but

' ':::',-_.their simulation experiment .had also included 7 leVels S

'of affect among other factors.. Under positive affect

. : AT S ..‘>__-A P - LT

‘ ', ‘.'.'(e.g. liking') there was an increasinv._:fa IPD, and s:.nce \

"j-.'.'f-i':tmoat of the a.bove experiments used Ss who knew and 1iked

i one another. there does not appear to be such disagreement

"':"_\'after all. Some ot.her works that have examined\; smaller

S ,fage span have suggested a curv:.linear relation between .Ef-"' fo S
-‘~_lIPD and aqe w:Lth a maximum in Grade 3 (Eberts & Lepper, ' e

pr s ATETN, e =

B 1975.1‘ pedersen, 1973b) Heshka and Nelson (1972)

| -ZISimilarly found a curvilinear relationehip over age with
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'max:Lmum occurring around 40 years of age, the decline N L ;
o i _"in IPD in later years probably belng due to failing
R : senses a.nd increasing dependency cn others. Jonee and ' ,_f;j
j_' ; -.""."".'Aiello (1973) and Shoichet and Williams (1973) reported R
. no evidence of any relationship between IPD and age, . L L
with the former being one of the fewf' bservational/ q
field sources. T i R : 9
: _ Very few studies have investigated personal'space
) '.:,'-'f,components other than IPD Beach and Sokoloff (1974)
i S ;?':found indications o;E an. inc,reaa:.ng integrat:.on of
- -_._»f-'personal space components as early as f:l.ve years of aqe. -_
;""'; :':__‘ :"V.J.Observatlon of boys and girls playlng ‘wa.th blocks led
. them to conclude that se were us:Lng an '-.'....J.ntegrated
k system of nonverbal communlcation . _They further added'
‘! P "_‘ ,' -: "The interpersonal dlstance behavior
L . ..t . L7l of -£he hypothetical average boy and -
Cohe sy o0 girl over time were each a smnificant
Cow U function of a particular Welghting 2 R XTSI
RS the "oéther: variables, Andicating the .0 . o T
EEE AR interdependence ‘of - these components VRN
N ' . ; of, comminicational activity. At the -
:‘; . L. . same ‘time,.as indicated by bobh these - .l -
{ cnelie Bt liresults and also correlation: matr:Lces, Co .
PR R Lo RS ;.;'_-. each of the five. rated behaviors made . :
P LI s v T g gomewhat unique contrlbut:LOn to the

e cmposite\?eeach & Sokoloff. 1974:‘»‘P- 1309)

s b sl e v

In sum, it appear'."}that chlldren by 3?-; years of
age are ut111z1ng spac_:'-in a aystematic manneri Early

- 7'._:Ln life they are, able £o recognize that propinquity 19




Vo LR ;
..-vrelated 'to' affinity, but the recogn:.tion of more subtle
,.cues such as eye contact does not become associated with ',.'}
S S ._psychological space until later. Apparently, North | "}': |
SR '..-:Americans increase their desi.red personal space as they
S :'_,ngW older, thiB being especiauy evident in males .
.-i:_'interacting together. Females do not pg to change I
o :-_,. (ﬂf— least ln IPD) over age. The integratlon of personal
' » :,-:'the t:.me of school entry L e ‘

R i This chapter has 1nvest1gated personal Space from

. ",3‘~'the aepects \ f setting ,f affect, personality, sex and

, .age, and the general concluSion is that much of the

’ ; 'confusmn wi .;in the area is due to the preponderance

f .-‘.'-of artificial[. methods«of measuring personal space a and
E .. ,--':the lack of consehsus and clarity ;m the definitions of
: : ,.. ’ '_;relevant concepts surrounding this phenomenon. There

s - '”':"::';is a; def:.nite need for validation of the instrnments :
:‘ . o 'E"_used to aseess IPD before concentrated research into the §
‘ _‘,' development of the pereonal space )processes can procded. T
o ._ -_ “rhe next chapter'.describes an experiment which pursaues

:t‘.yl . these objectives.. T ’ T Dl .
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”:by a number of behaviours, among Whlch IPD is one of the
i;most important. '

.,:,measurement of IPD has essentially been reduced to

;fywhich they are normally unaWare, and then consequently

.:,~ dicate how far they would posltion themselves (or

i;this area, the question of the validities of the

Vsimulatifn and 1aboratory methods isgunresolved. T

P valid measurement of IPD at any age level not even
";j:for adults. |
L*ﬂﬂpersonal space is ‘or’ is not.more than IPD, the measure—!'

"'5ment of IPD must be valid..

f-shown to be.njigf.

'J,investigate that issue of vaiidation by comparing

e
. ‘:‘. e

m;;measurements of IPD from both the Approach Test and a
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Up'to‘this-pofnt personalvspaceﬂhas been diSCuseedf.'

in terms of theory, methodology and researchg Tt has-:x

'Qbeen defined as a psychological construct, which is not

-directly accessible for measurement,_but it is manifestedf'*

In the quest for objectivity the

People have been asked to think about behaviours of

Y

epresentations) from other people {or objects)ﬂ p',fiﬁ

Among other 1ssues confrontlng the researcher in

a.Neither method has demonstrated sufficiently that 1t 1s"”'”f" '

‘ Y _..‘

.
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The following experiment has been designed‘to

'-simulation teqhnique to a mean IPD determined;from a;,zv'

Regardless of the argument as to whether j”‘iff??c

At present it has not«been fﬂzﬁ.“” =

2
o
1
|
H
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_ . real life Situation, under similar c;rcumstances and -

u51ng the same persons. Because the validity question

is more important at. this time, only male subjects will

be-used, so as not to confuse the issue with another

. Variable Se}{' ,. ._ Jl, _: .

[

«
’

,“fgtﬁijl The development of personal space in the Leibman

';ﬂ sense is virtually an unexplored area vis a-vis‘ the

interdependency of the components and the changing

reoa

& relationship over age. There is an; indication of an ’

LY :

A
PR

increasing integration of the components examined by

Beach and Sokoloff (1974),'but the numher of Ss used

in their analysis is small..:Therefore the field part

- of this experiment.will be used to assess a number of

compoLents, and their changing relation throughout the :

1.

l;f_ﬁ school years._'gf ;jf*~;,7f ‘fj-“gil.“;'ﬁﬁ°.7-ﬁﬁg;T

. 1"'

The following sub—sections will 118t and describe

PN
¢

W;che independent and dependent variables~1state a’ number

of hypotheses and the rationale for each, and then'fﬂfll

' describe the procedure used in this experiment.
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f,;f*;.employed. the Approach Test, the Simnlation Testq_and

i e m—————e e mie o e M DN
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B - . R
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INDEPENDENTvVBRiAﬁLES{‘r

' Grade Level | The five Grade levels chosen were- ;
Kindergarten, Grade 3, Grade 6 Grade 9 and Adult._ 8 ’
These particular Grades were selected on ihe basis h" "g

f deVelopmental considerations and previous experiments ,ﬁﬁﬁf:LT‘”K]'ani;
r;r iiKe.g. Strawbridge, 1974).} Younger subjects were not | B :.'”,F
Ef. sed because of their anability ro understand;theh 71 ) {f i i}

instructions and perform some of the tasks (Strawbridge

Methods 11\ Three methods of measuring IPD were

-the-Field Technique. There is a fairly standard

'L. technique used in the in the Approach Test (described :T-; -
‘ on pagelS), and this is the most common lgboratory i
method The simulation test consisted of materials :f;l

;5f used by'Strawbridge (1974) and this particular'technique

was chosen because of its use of age- and sex—appropriate

"’c

silhouettes., It also allowed for a” reliability check of '?77f,:ffi

‘ 'h the technique. The field technique was based/upoh

procedures used by Jones andmAiello (1973) and Beach
and Sokoloff (19@%?' L e ‘

Relationsh_p_ As a further test of the reliability of

this particular simulation exercise,ithe placement of ;ffnvjild”
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E strangers.

LJWas measured as a continuous variable, with the

"fsimulation method also requiring a scaling up frcm the

T
. )
h
h P
i

”‘annd talking) was included because gf its possibility
'“fi'as a component of personal space. All three components.fff“?*'”

'”Q?;were measured cnly during the field method., Eye contact ';'}?

~consistent in the” placement of ﬁriends being closer than

53 IPD (interpersonal distance) This was an obvious

;fLeibman model. Also, it is’ the variab e}oﬁ comparison 55;.513375Q:3’”'f'
. 'f5for the three methods. The explicit measurement cf L

T,IPD was from nose to nose in all three methods and it

:-original measurements (from 1 inch to 1 foot).a Unlike {a
lthe simulation and approach methods, the field method

mlﬂrequired an- estimation of IPD.‘H: »:f'['_Q}Cffﬁf?flti_;'-‘:

;;iEye Contact This Variable (along with orientation ;;)fﬂf?;qkTiJi'

“-g'was loosely defined as being one person "Poking at th'
‘2;other and it waa measured as being bresent -ax’, absent

' fﬂat each "freeze

sklf—referent figures in relation to a1"friend“ and a

stranger were ccmpared The findings have been

-

.o

R '-_-"w' :

- ﬂ\

-\.

¢

(stopped motion of the video—tapes)




- 2 , ) DI
There is ample evidence of the existence of,a relation—

AR St o ol G L e e

' “"?Fwith eye contact (Mehrabian, 1969).x Beach and Sokoloff

)

' *Orientation é Orientation (of the shoulders) has been

:”;‘ShOWn to be related to IPD in a number of studies, and

*ffthere is also evidence of the existende of this

_":frelationship even in the early grades (Jones & Aiello,.zili;ﬂﬁ;ijis“"‘

'gging back~ o—back ﬁr'f

jface— o—face and;12

.v‘ NN _.'-. -

;jTalking L ThlS was included not because of its

A.

‘erelationship to- IPD, but rather its knOWn association ,_;fy

:}(1974) had also included this vatiable in their experiment;i,i;g;“”

"V5It was measured aa being present or absent during the ,jj"

interval between freezes of the video—tapes..f}f;

'lfmethod. and the neCessity of having the eamﬂ;or ccmparablel'.

)

"conditions across methods, not all IPD readings in the *;ﬁjif';?”f:rfn

*:Thus other readings such as pretending and sitting were.

' ;monitored, with the intention of later deleting those
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intervals which were,“invalid“'(See Appendit\A for

'complete 1isting)

: ‘-._ '_ ‘f\ g . HYPOTHESES

a brief rationale for its inclusio:

;HYPOTHESIS;I

‘WITH AGE FOR ALL THREE METHODS EMPLOYED.Qn;

There were arguments (presented already) as to

E :or decreases with“increasing age, but the weight of

evidence reV1ewed favours an 1ncreasing mean IPD for""f?~7

I

males under positive affect {e g.,friends)

. _,-"_‘_ .

fsypornssrs 11!

o

‘,-METHODS os MEASURING IPD WILL INCREASE wrm AGE , "-_

:'This hypothesis is probahly better expressed in

terms of an increasing Multiple Correlation of the h
fffield IPD as a function of the simulation IPD and

3the simulation exercise is

w: approach IPD. Presumably,

hYPOtheBes fOllOWing. ks Each hYPOtheBes is followedby"
:'INTERPERSONAL DISTANCE WILL INCREASE:;];f:"y

, whether the mean interaction distance of males increases

OVERALL INTERCORRELATION “oF 'J.‘HE 'I‘HREE e




= PN . y -
i o - e Lo e
- A "0, . RN -
. . P e
LT L / b SR
- . . ) L
W B RN
e - G A
e . \
: t . RN . o . . T, L . . N :
N - e e . . . __- L o -:' . e, RS - .r< e U e o 4 at e

of the . concepts involved (Elkind, 1974) and the .;g9»1@}gt'§j¢4fd77"

‘;?ifj“f,-“l~:';;' instructions (Duke & Wilson, 1973) Similarly the
. gf"ii-if{g- approach method has sometimes been found difficult for

':*j young children, with some reported cases of Ss walking '

::f right into one; another.. As the age of Ss increase,«fﬂjf'::p,jh;m'

these difficulties should diminish, with a resulting

s increase in the predictability of the field IPD fromlfff‘?

i”knowledge of simulation and approach scores.

N ff; The evidence for this has been very consiStent.;
: HYPOTHESIS IV WITBIN 'I'EE SIMULATION METHOD, THERE
§ SHOULD BE AN INTERACTION OF GRADE :LEVEL-.AND’ RELATIONSHIP
ki ) (FRIEND/STRANG#R) RN BRI " SR
S T N L I
Tk Previous discussions indicated that9the simmlation

ﬂbtask was more difficult for and poorly c0mprehended DR

;. '? h"fﬁjby the youngest Ss (e g . :
!.? " '“jalthough the youngest §e might normally space themselvesfi'
X *farther from strangers than from friends, the method K

ffwould be less effective in determining this for that

"age group.ﬁ As they groW‘older their indicated placements

;_of figures should become more reliable, end this changing
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;effectiveness of the simulation method shoufd/be

O e

"‘f{reflected in the interaotion of. ReI//ionship and IRUCIR R At

RO

: Grade level "ﬁ" f» ij;:f y;;

"HY?OTHESIS v THE INTERCQRRELATION os PERSONAL spacs

L R T R e

‘¥QCOM90NENTS OF EYE CONTACT, DISTANCE” ORIENTATION AND ‘p.f,fl;“

H
1 . _:-:: .._.~ .'.,_-'- A:'-‘:. _I.:.:. T A L . . o ,..:,
if.;;,_xy,;,:"; _TALKING WILL INCREASE WITH AGE ;{;-a1s,fg,;-

'1 o v. |

This hypothesis-is included more for exploratory

'f"?purposes. There is no empirical evidence of an increasing

i L
'”integration of persOnal space components over age,_other

yh.hithan that indicated in Beach and Sokoloff (1974) Hall {~;‘

'fffjf;‘ie,fg-(1966) does theorize that these compOnents (proxemic

2ﬁi? .‘#'ﬂbehaviours) crystallize in early childhood Their inter—';"

:?- S LL:;;meshing with increasing age should pe indicated inf%i f .
ig' :‘3j_7fincreasing 1ntercorrelations among the components.f Because :d ;
_;; ;5¥;of the statistical difficulty of dealing w1th a psychological "
Eﬁ- ‘ﬁ-gconstruct (personal space) and the necessity of selecting

;§. H??j?a dependent variable for the Regressxon analysis, the ';

SIS fHP3%1~}3;obvious choiCe was IPD,[as this is the main indicator of

Fi : ﬁjfhspersonal space under normal circumstances (Leibman, 1970)
;h .””igflf all ‘the behav1ours are intrinsically bound and related
{ 'ﬁ ‘oﬁﬁto one’ another, the knowledge of allfzf them 1ess one ~J:‘u”-'-
i lfshpuld be predictive of that one.ify'i'i;'n g e
; K :5;?}n~f"f_lﬁ:"1t.you1d séen. that physical and'
- DR symbolic distances ‘are. mutually




o T

: supporting and act Ain concert e -H‘}5,‘ N LR
IS _with one anbther. If this is S T
' .7... . - the case the dne can compensate . ... - . o N ST
PR "'~for the. abserice or: overabundance;-:'f“,-f_gj;-*-' A
Tl . " of the.other to achieve maximally st
'.satisfying psychological distance.h ' e

Ll e (Leibman, 1970 B 212)

.'“ffyears and 21 51 years respectively.; Initially‘it had

BT SOt T e b " el TS TTeeme

: ﬁff;been proposed to use pairs of strangers, but this gave

VLrise to many problems of access and would have entailed

Coel B
T _to° much interference and inconvenience in school ,.“J:Wh.x:hﬁifﬂ

R e T N *

:{h‘f:f;schedules.h Since all school students stayed in the

;f::same groups for all class periods, they all knew one—u

'gﬂanother.‘ Names Were chosen at randOm from classroom
B - s

'\llstB of volunteer studentS'whose parents had given them

e L Cabirii e -0 A SRRV R

wf‘ié-;1;;f"permissionpto Participa E later confirmed that most(“@ﬁ;'ﬂ'

’”.ffffEdyadB considered themseﬁﬁes to be “friends with the

7511minority being "best friends" or;'acquaintances"' Each
"*fadult S was asked beforehand to bring along a male .

. \\‘—
",friend with hun.f;




. ' o
' PROCEDURE Adult Ss Were met Outside the test room, y

= e A+ s < Dt e o, T e

I B .
Rt et e )
y > T e

:h ;F SR fuwhile the pupils Were met at their classrooms by E.

After a- brief introduction in the test room, E asked

(=) o —

’}tthe pair if they would prepare a Sklt about a T V.,- L

iﬁ:, ' commercial_or show that 1ater would be filmed E

B ";?Pointed to the two cameras in the far corners of the ng?“?;;ka?':
;?.;E' { —:““room. E made no attempt to conceal the two tripod-l}: |

:iﬂb}; I:T?mounted Cameras from the Ss.n Because the*cameras were

iﬁfli. '”%Lsilent and only ‘a ] blank_picture appeared on either ;“ﬁ::

;;Ef 'ﬁamera screen, it was presumed that they would be '

:fif-f -Qconsldered “off" Also E gave the impression that his :

'Ei“ﬂ' ﬁgifpresence”mas/required for them to work Actually, both |

':V.cameras were on all the time and there Was an

e

ﬂ;*i*li'fi:,;3inconspicuously—placed microphone in the room also.,
'7]ﬁ§fiThese were connected by concealed cables to a monitor

. and Video tape recorder (VTR) in an adjacent room._"f7-"

.iSatisfied that the instructions were understood,

e

'~;1then left the room, saying that he would return "in a ;:f

'ﬂ}couple of_minutes" to film the skit. He also asked Ss

7..to stay amay from his desk.a This instructiOn along with.u

izthe positioning of tables and chairs about the room wereiff-'”

iintended to keep Ssiwithin camera range. In a small

'.number of cases Ss mOVed well out of camera range while

E was in the next room.f'If‘it appeared they would stay
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'fand go to’ his desk, meanwhile, he. would ask them if
-'f everything was alright“, and then 1eave again._ This

. always succeeded in bringing them back into camera _ifi\

:"ranqe. o \

: After 2 or 3 minutes of recording each pair from

"fan adjoining room, E-returned, took one of the cameras,

-".1;pushed switch on the back of the camera and ﬁilmed

~,3their skit (if they had one) When this was over, Ss L

f,?,were then asked to sit in two back-to-back chairs.:.ﬁjinﬁf

e

fifhfter answering some questions‘they were ihstructed not

~_fto turn around for the rest of that particular task

'5iThen each was handed an age-and'sex-fappropriate cardboard'.
71.cut—out, which‘had been constructed from actual photographs

ff;f(with a’ scale of L 1nch to l foot being used) (see

, '.;Strawbridge, 1974) Each s wag asked to pretend that thj_s
”-fewas himself.- The booklet lying on- his desk was then R

R ..ff'ﬂopened by E.” Each page contained a horizontal line, one

‘ f;inch above and parallel to the bottcm.edge. Centred 3 inches

p“t_from the right-hand edge was an apprppriately aged male{r;fjx:_?lﬁ;{h
fsilhouette figure, facing left with its feeton the linef:&u.

1
v

'?(see Appendix B for sample page) It was the Same B;zegzi:”i.,.

;-as the cardboard cut—out which S held in his hand.ffTheﬂ::-if_f"

v

’;:instructions given by E weref'

Q,E"Now if you pretend that this is AL
. .:new student who has Just come to - “‘*“ff-{
yOur school (pcinting :ko- the silhouette)'




[ SN,

gtz S e

S

%; _k-ﬂ-?f:‘;f ;=;“'..2;:f and this is you (indicating the R N P T .
T I cut-out), ' where would ‘yéu:. stand O DRI TEIE
' Co s v 'while talking to—him during a- s - '11' AR S S

y : “’”class break?" Sy L ._I.';;f.: 2 L

;% : Having made sure they both understood the instructions, e
.; g { E traced the faCing side of the cut—out and then turned to 4

'; d the next page, which was exactly the same as the preceding

one. Almost the same instructions were given except that

-,;? they were told that this time the silhouette represented /‘fohVKZH
S “friend" SimilarIYo the. position of thie Belf'referent |

figure facing the "friend" was marked by E.: These two

Ty

'*i exercises constitued the sing}ation part of the experiment—jif' :
) After thensimulation task, both Ss left their deskseﬁjﬂﬁhﬁ.

A ’ and went to an open part of the room., One S was then L
\'nf'rff placed standing with his back to the wall,_and the other
S was positioned about 15 feet away, facing him.n Speaking

ff . to the latter (the one not against the wall), E said-hi-ifaﬂifq:ﬁh

2 z'f%h‘A'f;;"ﬁdgd.”:fll“:& "I want you‘to walk straight up’ to -‘L?f-;[]lijﬁ'75}:”ﬁ
N T RS *{name)  and: stop ‘where.. you normally R R

B . - -, V-

L \ . - wouId if you Were talk ng. to him. ,_,n;;ug~;:”sf-",¢ .
d%i E then took a measuring tape and measured the distance -

A P

ih inches (to the nearest % inch) from nose to nose, and fﬁif;ﬁ”ﬁ;; S

u'i recorded this "Approach“ scOre for the moving S.‘ Then they

b Eg[ﬁﬁ;jﬂ;;j;’/;witched roles and the same procedure was followed again,,‘;@fi S

/'( o Lo

_,QT?,f;fy~j“i yielding en Approach.score for the other S.v_._ L -
. '3G Both Ss were then asked what they thought the purpose ) ;Vﬂilgif

of the experiment was and also if they Were "best fr:l.endsr

friends or acquaintances .; E‘thanked themlend asked them?
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":not ko talk about any of the happenings until a couple

;these tasks.. In contrast, Adult Ss were debriefed

5‘%:1mmediate1y afterwards, SRR

\"iﬁ“JUDGING - To reduce the raw field-material to more s
"*.Tlater re-recorded with the action "frOZen (stopped forll
'f.;ffirst interval commencing just after E had left the
ffaxuroom, and conti‘

.'ia?rbeenoobtained £

Rff.a room'where each of the two paid judges (male and

. “:H;on only one member of the pair, specific1a11y the 5;,_
‘l:who was initially on the right or left side of the

v”the freeze. For each interval these assessments were

\'irecorded on a tally sheet for each member of every pair.

':2of weeks after he had left the sohool‘. They were told
“that E would return in the near future with the film

- of their skits and would then explain the purpose of

operational data, the original tapes of each pair were

'a few seconds) every consecutive 5 seconds, with the

ning until 2 minutes of intervals had

4]

each pair (if poSsible) The re- }r,fl-“.

RN

;Vhrecorded tapes a d a video tape machiﬁe were placed 1n iﬁfhiﬁ

11

u”;?female university students) was free to evaluate them ;n‘ﬂﬁlﬁ=i'

'“Qlat leisure over Several weeks. Each judge cpncentrated

"l-ilscreen. The judge noted if duting the preceding 1nterva1
f~this S was talking and/or pretending, and also if S was .
'fflooking at the other member of the pair at the time of
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SO in Appendix A.f

The tally sheet also,contained columns for %etermining
whether either of the Ss was sitting at the time of the
freeze, or if either was in motion, and some other

information (see sample sheet in Appendix A) The

moving and “invalid" distances were excluded from

e
e

video—taped, staged 1nteractions.

These training\tapes'

poses. Each judge went through the training tapes.,'w

Lo

'fcompairing these w1th the actual distances (previously

The\Brientation durinq-each pose was“j'f

also estimated and recorded, but no obgective standards

were available.: The exact instructions are reproduced _







hactual distances for each of the 4 practice sessions are
Tt;ﬁpresented in Table 3.- The correlations between judged i"

“'f:;~orientations are presented fh Table 4

;f &
*Qintervals of the 76 pairs* and recorded a total of 3740:1

_‘.QQZ simulation scores (friend and stranger) and an approach

1"score for each S._mf:f'lﬁg}%*ff'

‘E:met ods of the field data.L An interaction distance for

i L K L
. o CTLTE Vo
Tl Ml ™ R
" H . Lo S )
‘\ ."1_ : ,. . ) g‘ . ) '.
_)A o - "o \I . . \
.- ' B R
s
)

As previously mentioned, the two judges (male and

"i fmnale college students) were. first trained in esthmating
“']izo IPQS and oriehtations of a pair\of age appropriate Ss,

'1at each Grade level. The correlations between jadged and

" t.

The two Judges independently examineq the 5-second

fhffobservations altogether.; Each observation speoifioally
Vicontained a Judgement withnregard t0°“ pretending, talking,
"ffsitting, 1ooking, interpersonal distance (IPD) and

| '!porientation. Along witm this field data there were also

.,_‘

o L ,.‘- Seg L
. . e .

The field data were composed of a variable number of

‘f_data pgints for each'pair, whereas both ﬂhe simulation
'f:and approach methods each yielded one datum per S thus

d'kpr;senting problems for comparison of the latter two Jfﬂfn

J*Al‘ ough there Were supposed to: be only 15 pairs for each3'3n¢',1
©+ ' age level, ohe pair, in grade nide had: been given the wrong“Tﬁ}yb"
. ujf_simulation material. 27O compensate ‘for “this -another palr’ - ...~
- was later -run for that -group. .. Except for analysges within .. . i
.- the field method , thisppair's data were excluded from all '
'.";analyses--,: S RIS T L I

:-"I .




Correlat1ons of Judged Distances with Standard

Distances dur1ng Tra1n1ng Sessions.”,xf.,




,,,,,

rhe 1nter corre]ations of ORIENTATION Judgements made by Judges
S e dumng the Tra1n1ng sess1ons. - _ '

1 00 0 73 (s ,". __'_L.
PRI 14 00

T .00, ‘0 830180 "0, 66!
12 1.80. 1'0.53.70.45..
,2. \T.-OO 0 86 -.»"“:' . ,‘,\-,:’. : "...

R N ‘-.] 0_0 S '..:_.-". ",‘ ": EE

1 oo

: T] ;l 00 0 840.82

r Tz 7400 f. 0-:60,-']"1‘_

L e et e




mean (n=15) was compared to the Original group mean (e g.

fwee

the field data had been defined a Erior as the distance;__,:-‘- ;

naturally led to different amounts of data (the number

" Since each S of the pair had the same IPD and it was

when either S Was not pretending nor sitting,' and either_"," '

41

looking at the other person or talking to him This ﬁ__,_. :

.‘pﬂ’

of "interaction intervals) for each pair. . This data < W
"‘:"I".'.is referred to as the riginal field data..‘ Rather than
L __--have wi’dely different amounts of data for each paié J.n

a group, just the mean IPD for each pair was considered

in aSBessing the group 5 mean IPD.',. 'rhis Mod:n.fied grouP’

B "\_)

n~483) at each Grade level and none of them were T
significantly different (:I‘able 5) For the .sake of R
reduoed complexity the Modified Data are used hereafter
for the field method in comparisons with the other two -

aAlthough each observer had concentrated on ‘bnly one e

me'“ber of éach Pai—” in °°mPilin9 the- necessary. information o

1'5';:jduring each S-pecond interval, obviously’( the, actual IPQ

at each freeze was the sa.me for both members of the‘,,pair. .1'

being estin\ated by each gudge, the pair was \used as the ;

"“-'f.":"il':kbasic unit in the analysie of variance' (Ar\xova) of Grade sl




e = : . o . .

malgs e

e . . . ; b Lo

:fKTndergarten

:'gcqmmon 1etters 1nd1cate 0RIGINAL means'are not s1gn1f1cant1y different

1794 12 52 (483) | 1703 73
":,'-:..2"'8‘-.4{??". am 1) as 16':9'"5;2.'
2814"“ A2:01 (402) 23 19 07.39"
'. S K --::"-'”13 78 (s80) BT
: 41 wb 18, 72 (516) 41 80

(Scheffe Eos hoc compar1sons, a='05) A




v
-

_.within-subject va.riable. _ Grade 1evel by Methods

- rn i e -

interaction yielded a. significant efféct [F(8/140)=
‘|_8 59, p < 001] In addition, s:.gnificant main effects .

'"“were found for Grade level [m/vo;«:z 84, B=s 029] and
- -,_:'{.Methods [F(2/140)=l6 7L, p< oo1] The resuits,are.,
_"li'presented in Figure l with the actual aata in Appendix C. R Rt

_f".-f b o ': II _E‘uri:her analyees are preaented under the appropriate

T '_f'hypotheses, S

» momnnsrs

S ;,:"-"‘_'HYPO'I‘HESIS i INTERPERSONAL DISTANCE WILL IN‘CREASE

AR, -".-..--:fwx-rn AGE ‘FOR ALL THREE METHODOLOGIES EMPLOYED L
:{ g One-way Anovas were performed on Grade 1eve1 for - )
. 'j"'v':"each method seParat%ly-_ Since there were individdel S ;': :‘-"""I. '
)E -";-da.ta available frcm each S for the si.mulation and R
5 } ,'3:-_:;".,-;"‘"-'V.approach methodd Ss were used as the basic unit for W VR i
) '.tﬁ‘e Anova. 3 'I‘he subject—pair means were ’1P:he basic unite':'j‘ ,. <
A “of the Anova for! F.‘!re field’ method lEe.;h method wiliﬁbe Do
: discussed separately below. SR “ ) : ‘ ‘

R 'Field Method Aa\ Figure 2 reveals, there ‘is a gene:cql

".'incrensing IPD with increaeing Grade level :[F(4/70)=1¥ 42

P‘ < ool_] 'I‘he IPD means for each Grade level are Prese;lted S

in Table"S A gost hoc comparieon of IPD meand ** revealed' A
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3 to '9 (which we:r:e not

I

>
Y,

\".

that there was a significant increase from K to Gradea

signi f icantly @dif £ erent) P and an

increase from Grade 6 to the Adult level. RN .

P
T

. /,'

Simulation Method Although the Grade 1evel main effect

was significant [F(4/140)=2 9.9, p= 021] there is no

in age (see 4Tab1e 6) s If anything, the fluctuating means

appear to be gradually decreasing over age, but it can

' .'_!:.';-:'»T, hardly be considere: consistent (see Figure 3) Post

hoc compar.isons of IPD means reveal- ' a decrease in IPD

1

vfrom K to Grade 3- then an increase in IPD to Grade 6

followed by a decrease to Grade 9 and Adult < ,

__Eproach Method

'l‘able -_7 and Figu::e 4) was found to be significant
[F (4/140)==6 79,:1,( 001] /RSB hoc comparisons of I D
means show a significant increase from K and Grade

Grades 6 and 9, and then a decrease for Adults

obvious indi at:l.on of an increasing IPD with an inc‘rease \‘::-.‘,‘.":_,;; ._

'I.‘he main effect of Grade level (see: I

B
iy

S
EZP
o



Rl v

Sy

3;
oy

A

b

AT R

Grade 6

' ‘."Grade 9

1etters are not significanﬂy d1fferent
:,:(Scheffe pos h0c compamsons, a=. 05)

: *1nd1cates that. adJacent vanances are s1gn1f1cant1y d1fferent |

\
\

(F-tes_t a= 05) L







ans with comon 1etters are not signif’icantly different
‘ (Scheffe.-post hoc compar1sons 08! 05)
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',field and simulation correlations fell from Aa significant

N U

“"H:jiapproaching Significance. Consequent1Y: there 19 n° 1135;

zipflndication of an 1ncreasing intercorrelation between the
fﬂirffield and the Simulation methods. Simulation and aPPrOHCh‘é}}

'.“m;?iconrelations of pair IPDs were only Significant in _{;'?'7f}ixi

"":"."'-:,{-?'Klndergarteh (r—o 54. p< 05) and: 1n Adults (r=0 82 p< 05)
NWTEluntil the Adult level (r=0 55, p-<05)

,simulation and approach IPDs_to b:"

""ﬁterms of the hypothesis, the 1a'
' }Jage,_and this should be reflected in increaSing Multiple

:!;sunple correlations are presented iﬂ Table 8. The

mrpormzs:s 11 “IHE OVERALL INTERCORRELATION oF an:r 'I‘HREE va
METHODS OF MEASURING IPD w‘:rm: INCREASE wx'm AGE ,é ;'.'} J
son,

‘":l Using each pair s mean IPD as the basis for compar

W

the simple correlations of each method with the other and

'5t1at the five Gréﬁe 1evels are presented in Table 8. The _f”q";

_"7io 65 (p< 05) in Kindergarten to Virtually no relation in . _
'.'J,;"Grade 3 (r——O 05, p> 05). and th'en' <0240 (p> 05) in Grade- 6 B

' f{and +0 31 (p> 05) 1n Adults. with the 1ast two correlationsjﬂf ;ﬁﬁk

TN

{

?The field and approach correiations did not reach significance

e

AlloWing the field IPD toi:e the criterion and the ff

he predictors. then 1n f;&!h

r two methods should be

>

'?[1ncreasingly more predictive of the field IPD Wlth increasing

e Correlations (Rs) The Multiple Correlations along with the~ Y

N

..“ygchanging valueB dp not appear to bear any aystematlc CETa R

Se T

. »

e Ly
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Kindergarten 0,68 65**' T i X A t:'f}it'_o gow

. L. R :‘ R D Bt - .
Grade 3 @'~;;;:f-o osyfl"1j‘p;qog;f_;;0*33;335‘;i*;1;'o 361';,g

Grade 6 ff. f,};}-;ro;40 ;F>;f<i0"o3::{;1{0°18'L;'gjﬂ o, 45'{f-“”" )

'fo 24

AMt'Jk ii¢ﬁﬂ 0& omﬂ{ffow

*1nithe s1mp1e r the sub scrwpts 1 2 3 represent Fjeld S1mu1at1on R

Jand Approach respect1ve1y, that _for! example ¥ is the .. 7
s1mp1e correlation between the F1e1d and Simulat1on IPDs.T.:' '

**1nd1¢ates s1mp1e P s wh1ch are 51gn1f1cant1y d1fferent from zero,

T -“in_this case when (t test a=.,05, df—13) R %f.;h;,f'p"
***s1gn1f1ca‘\t (F—-f_est df-2/12 d.—- 0.5) O
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J.ncreasing rela.t'ionship ' 'I'he largest Multiple Correlation
’,‘.flis at K:l,nderga.rten (R=0 80 p< 05 ), with the next h;l.ghest

of an increas:.ng predictability of the field IPD by know:.ng

":'_'_:.the simulation ana' apprqa,ch scoree of a subject-pair'_': :_-'. ._’f"

o Th_e """,hj'['pothesiils' ,--i’s . viok ~supported

o .-'-"HYPOTHESIS III

in relation to one another. 'rhis particular hypothesis _ ‘ N
: :-_ and the following one were presented mainly to examine the
‘ '.-“_freliability of’ ‘the simulation method in assessing the 2
"_'.v-effects of, relationship on IPD. The evidence for closer
- ;;lvdistancing of friends (vs. strangers) J.S consistent and \\,-,:

variatihn from this would surely have cast doubt on the

‘as a friend (x=t22 27 in ) tﬁ!u\ as a stranger (X-=25 83 in )

N

| . being at the Adult 1evel (R==0 60) which is not significant. 3 ’l

S In terms of increasing age, there is very little indication S

Wit

] WITHIN THE SIMULA’HION METHOD THE

e l_.DISTANCE ron FRIENDS WILL BE: LESS THAN THAT ron STRANGERS.

Most of the other hypotheses deal with the methods

procedure used in this method An Anova of Relationship

(Friend, Stranger) by Grade 1‘evel (K through Adult) is
%
presented in Appendix C. with the means for each group

appearing in Tablé 9 and Figure 3 The main effect of {:'.;": ":'.' o

Relationship was statietically' reliable [_F (l/70)=4 089, i E \

p < 05] IPD was 1ess when \}the sn.lhouette was described

{ . . 12
. U Y .. . .
- . R Tt N -
- ' - B L . - o
. . ' ~ . + .
L . b .
. . v
o 4 . w .
o « b .
A iy . s
axe — R -
P -
< e ! .
1




.+ Grade 31 P
" erade 6L
. Grade. 9. Lo 2. i ) R 1880]084 VLT

w
st

Ut e -.~..;'2_'1"1’190"{’,‘_'_:"'"1_7;..78_'-'{:-_',"-';..,-";_' zo 94 15 49

e
N
':I..
L&
g,
i

e

)

s _l,:«,h-_'-\_!-,',‘;lﬂﬂm‘]’:ﬂ‘_ [ e




—_———— | Lo e

o EEENETEN SeN :
Ul : . . ’ s _l . ' 3 e '--‘ , ~ :-" e .- N .. ’
SRR N It should be noted that these scores we;:e extrapolated O A

f B o Lo from the orlginal exercises (since a-, scale of 1 inch to 'v:-._f.,.j? ERRTIRSE
i l foot had been used) B ‘ ;':'_ LT e L e T

. [\"' P o .
e T "",.'.'. N i G A . " . N . . ) . _-,.,.~' Lot

K o L _:'".' _. 'I‘hehi;pothesis ,.'.?.s. supported. -
i / mpoméesxs v WITHIN THE smum-rxon METHOD 'I'HERE snoum C
s ':, ¥ BE AN IN’I‘ERACTION oF GRADE LEVEL AND RELATIONSHI (FRIEND/

S ‘ STRANGER) ’(t e S ,

: .':'-,-:'f.‘ 'l‘he prev;Lously mentn.oned two-way Anova of Relationship

, by Grade 1eve1 dJ.d not yield a: sign:.flcant interaction

[_'F(4/70)_1 911, p-" 12} (_sge,_(raple__ ;9_, .97, Figure 3, p 91)

-.‘“- S
v .

SN

HYPO'I;HESIS v THE INTERCQRRELATION oF THE PERSONAL ‘ s
g IPURRR IS SPACE COMPONENTS on EYE CONTACT, IPD, ORIENTATION AND |

TALKING WILL INCREASE WI'I'H AGE

-,.‘

. " The suﬁple correlations of a.ll these pairs of .::
components Sre pr sented :Ln 'I‘able 10 Although the :
hypothesis hed stated ":Lntercorrelations" t?xe 1ntended
meaning was that the components would become more -

interdependent with increasing age.A The former is

obvinualy dlfficult to interpret wrth 5O : many s:.mple
' correlations, and so these w:Lll be left for further

..-,:) .\‘". - . T kgt
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' 'A'”..'i : elaboration in the Dis‘tussion Chapter. . 2 @ } s

o

v

and talking, 1ooking and orientat:.on as predi.ctors are

recording pretending, sitting, talking, etc. Thwie
resulted :Ln d:.fferent a.mounts of data for each member:

':of the same pair.»__ Consequently it was, decided to
K "",By further averaging each S s raw data wn.thin S
‘~".:'.:40 valid observations while some others only produced

1 and in some cases none. : This resulted in only one

‘-"'-,mean datum for each variable of each S -71 '

- . »
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The hypothesm is better \analyzed in tems of a ".':-"’5.5,. -

multi-vara.ate analysis,' specifically with Multiple Qj e

'~ -/ U ‘

Correlatlon._. This means that the coxhponenots should

become more predictive of one another w:x.th increasing

» RN s

age (or the %gpensatqry hypothes:.s should become more ‘

evident) and nce .IPD"is normally the preferred

-'.j-indi,cabor of personal space (Leibman, 1970), .then

7 e
knowledge ‘of other related components should become

more predictive sof IPD w1th J.ncreas:.ng age. = 'I.‘hus the-'-',"' :
Multiple Correlations w:.th the variable IPD as a

function of the other components should 1ncrease with-'- o

A

RS . B ” o cL - B AR

' While observing the v1deo—tapes each judge had

concentrated on a different member of each pa:l,r in

'*",-'present data from each ujudge rather than comblne them

H“h

Y var:.ance was removed. : For example, some SS ylelded \ SRR

'rhe Multip:be Correlat:.ons with IPD as the criterion

Tow
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S 3 The purpose of t.his theqis has been to expeiimentally °
b :" e compare the three major methods of measuring interpersonal' 5 ":"
a . dis%ce (IPD) withJ.n aﬁdev.elopmental fram\ework- and also”. . . » "
ST e exam‘:l.n_e the. changing interdependence of sox';e components f o .
v-‘o.f personal Space owver a 51gnificant segment of . the ;;-- '.",' n I. .l
: development span. Although there is a definite overlapping s
- of methodological and developmental concerns throughout i
L o o I_ . \“this paper, the discussion will a‘ttempt to consider each o ,rf‘:' R
R : iof these two - aspects separately. _ |
’ ‘ .' .- .The methodological section will corfgentrate upon the ) ' '
e ~ comparison of the three methods of measuring IPD, with an A :
J.'j. ' S ,"-.-',"ll'jemphasn.s upon valid:x_ty assessment. Because the field  * "
. ' measurements are 1ess subject-controlled than thosé of
' :.the other two' methods and considered moxe indicativp»,of,' | -
) . 'reality. (this is discussed in-more deta_il,.below)_, it is,"_" ‘.
] ' .used as the standard of comparison. , f’ ) ' K ol 4
Since the major éevéiopmental 'concern OF this paper o -
is. the changing interdependence of personal space o | |
. ’ ‘ "components over age,e-only the field method is relevant
} S .- to this aspect of the discussion. On the other hand, '
: o o .the seconda.ry 1ssue of . changing IPD over age’ encompasses Y | 4‘ o
: _all three methods._ In the final section of this chapter, | ' |
,.' Lo T'I / ] v"._,__implications of this experiment for personal space theory o ~_'.
} ] R ;.- , a_re discussed and %uture research techniques are _recommended. |
i . ; - l ] '
: A ' . '
P - -

5y e v g ey m sy (R o mg ey o v v r e +
—4’,‘4“‘?1 ¥ T Lt ial Retddndd " N N 3



£

. METHODOLOGLCAL ASPECIS.

', There /are essentially,three general methodj used in
.t
the simulation and’ approach techniques (Altman, 1975)
Whereas the simulation and approach methods yield more
Obj ective and: direct distance measurements., the field
method (:/Lyn its most eonmon form) is dependent upon -

estimation and 1nterpretation of distance scor@s P;_s.

. ’/ . ‘.
the measuregnent of’ IPD—-———most -of the. experiments employing ‘

L | was mentioned in t'h'e i—x;t';oduction of this chapter, J:he
field method 13 used in’ this study as the standard of .
: . comparison in-assessing the validity-—of~the other two - ‘r S » -
‘ ' methods. Because t/‘ﬁgre is no proof that the &alues ; '.“7;
: "‘6?. arr:.ved at in the field method are truly representatlve ‘
of. a person 8. average inte;:action distance with frn.ends, . s
the simulation and approachjcores are also compared to o
: f. one. at&her._ 'I‘here is’ ample precedent in previous research
. fon this comparison. ' - ‘
) "'Simnlatio“n Method . | If 'the simul'ation t'ask ie to. ha.ve o
x any sign:.ficarce in the measurement of IPD then obv:.ously
the distance in‘c"iicated during the simulation test should
; bear some direct relatlon to the real life situation it -
?, , "':isa meant -to si.ng ! at'e. Superimposed upon the question of.:_' - .
: ; - ‘t'h'e absolu"te'vaf "idity of the method is “the deve!o%nental N i ,; .
E question as to whether the validi*ty is a funct;.on of thei i
] |
i e gt L % —_ e
e e e e o e i i e i e e e



J Coe U subject‘s age.' Anvexamination of. thg' imulatio"{l and' i‘i:l.eld~
' R S IPDs over t~h)e 5 G Grade levels ueing s:mele correlations
1 ; . x (see ’Dable 8, P 95) g@@ no indicatlon,of'a' linear
L_\ ' relationship Qér even ‘a de-veIoPing one. with the only
T srgnific&nt correlat.ﬁ.on being at the Kindergarten level
(r—O 65 p< 05), it is difficult to conclude that the two“;
.methods are indeed assess:rng t.he aame phenomeng:. * |
Many experiments have used the approach technique as.
KR , . therstandard fgr aegess:.gg the validity of their simuL_tion
o o model (see Chapter II) _I Correlations between ‘the ‘measuxre-

- t

ments of these two methods in th:ys experiment demonstrate

- .which thereafter d:Lminishes, rising again to a un_te
respectable relation in Adults (r==0 82, p<. 05) [see Table

.8, p 95] ' Excep'c for the very low value in Grade 6, the
even though two of them’ are not statlstically aignificant..

not consistently changi%\g with one another at the various
Grade 1evels (see Flgure l, P '87) the two means .0of the ’

: Adult group appear to be rouglily in agreement with one

% 'another (=20 .93 in. and Y-—22 70 in. for the simulation |
{ . ' ..:“_,'and a{:proach means respeétively) |Maybe the reason for
\
!

thlB is that "the adults a!e more conscious of the ‘

T - similarity of the- two tasks than are the younger subjects. .

.-l'a significant correlation in Kindergarten (x=. 54, p< 05),"

three levels before the Adult level are fairly consistent, '

‘It should be further noted that although the mean "IPDs are
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, ‘ In comparing a. simulation test and an approach test,
'.f“:"'?Gottheil et al (1968) found a low correlation of 0. 40
£ ;,h adults.l They refeﬁfed«to the.former test as a- '
, : :surement of psychological
zflfﬁgographical sPace“ and argued that test behaviour is -‘q,;V;fflﬁ.@"
usually different than in Vivo behaviour. S ' ~
of other methodological comparisons are presented in “ Jf; ChFL*fU:Iu

Table 2 (p 3&).1 Although many of‘the experiments

a:';ﬁ';: ; with ad&}ts have 1ndicated a strong relationship between:
SN Simulation and approach fethods, an eq“al humber have.
ii*i i}k;d',:b ,reported no significant_relationship ‘ . a
;if:.hj;ivf. :”' From deVelOpmental theory it dould -appear that, Wlth |
;ffpni;liii - the steadily increasinq pressure to conform to cultural \
;ti;;i%jifég B normslvis—a—v1s proxemic behav;ours, a resultant

="”7f;j“3: degreasipg,variance in IPD responses With age could be

é&pected (Meisels &“Guardo, 1969) There is some

indication that thlS is happening, but ohl x in the ”1"

simulatlon method (see Table 64, P 90) But the decreaSing

Z'i“ Ipb variance could also be attributed to an increaSing
: ability to handle the smmulation materials,‘what with
Y better perception and cognitive decentering.w This last : é» .
i reason mightnmake morefsense, in that the.other two e

If ‘bhat"

'*methods did not resul? in decreasing variance.,

: is the reason for decreasing variance, then the simulation
R /“., "

o méthod is a poor choice in determinlng the absolute IPD °f RENREE
+ (‘ \ . o _\q,‘ ; s A . ot
£} A PR C
. s . '° S 3
o . " :i{'cf e
- PR L wh}::__, RN R

. RN . .
s Sy

sbgwe" and the latter as’ ‘ﬁ,t'fgifc”":. g»?i

The results jfﬂ;l\*ni:f; Y

[P UURNPU DY



®

:.opportunity to indicate one distance in relation to one

' just performed is probably easier than using the simulation'}iﬂﬁﬁfﬁl;ﬁ

,demonstrated his'breferred" distance) and it is underh

. one another Even though thlB experrment had used virtually
the same . materials and .age range as, Strawbridge (1974),‘5;f

~there is surpriSingly little in common between the results

4-51mulation technique might be a ﬁar more effective andg f’ylwg R

"useful tool for measuring intra—indivadual differences d‘

'ness of this method in assessing relationships.l The

'g} method,to indicate One distance in isolation. Compare

.'spacing) than for assessment of absolute distances.;

.'method has frequently been used as the standard for testing

;the validity of other techniques, especially the simulation .

young children.

The consistent placement of self-referent figures at .

‘a farther’ distance from a “stranger_* an & "friend“ as. 5-

found in thlB experiment and others points to the usefulw u;‘:

&

"'this task to walking up to a. friend and stopping whereff-“'a"

you normally would“'(especially if the friend has just

standable why so many -of the methods do not concur w1th

(Table 12). In conclusion, it is recommended that ther 5

'(such that the subject may(pe able to indicate relativeff-"'.

-

v

'Approach Method As indicated in Chapter II the approaoh i

"method.- Thus it is important that the approach'method itselfgff

»

f.‘n i -.I‘: S

[N
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- Comparison of the results of Strawbr:ldge (1974) and the
- : ."_." present experMent, using the same techhique. '
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:”W; agreement betw?en the two methOdS

'fl of another method; and esPecially for non-adults, seems

be compared to another in viVO and more naturalistic
method. In comparing the approach IPD and the field
' "interaction“ distances at each Grade level (see Table 8 ’."

p 95), the only significant correlation was at the Adult e

1eve1 (r=0 55 p< 05) and even-that accdunts for only 30%fh”?.ﬂfﬁ;ﬂff'

. \

of the variance.f The other three correlations range from;fp

l‘|‘

wﬁo 18 in Grade 61to 0 33 in Grade 3;' There isclearly 1itt1e

,Based upon theselﬁ'"

results and others (see Table 2 iPps 32), the choice of the SR

Approach Test as the standard for assessing the validity

. most inappropriate "“;1f"’3fhf'ﬁ“gjﬁt "”f\.ﬂ:iffﬁlwﬁ"'

N
S

Field Method The simulation and approach techniques

' 7° have been compared to the field method in assessing the::fj:ﬂ.""'

_‘___,_s_.__/

o validity of each.; The question of absolute validity of

the field method has been introduced already and this A.fm f

'

section wi}l elaborate upon some of the p01nts pertaini

to thlS assumption.,f'”'

In comparing the other two methods w1th the field IR

‘ method, the basis of comparison has been the mean inter—";:

personal distance (IPD), and there appear to be two

1mportant issues in relation to this., First, there is_

the discussion of how the relevant field data were\+%a215;'f5”

ohtained, which means examining the actual criterion u edﬁf”fz*ii"

....

to select the operational data.. This necessarilx in“olves

..‘:"','-’v
,..‘ ’ 'l o .
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: the procedures used tb transpose a continuous, complexﬂ;frfylfysgyif_:v

'*_:and dynamic interaction of two people into a set of
R -'”,“‘discrete measurements that represent their personal

N

jfgﬁﬁ';-f'ﬁﬁ.}::space .; The second issue is more theoretical and

yg:i}ji}{'tf;fiﬁfundamental to the whple experiment. does the isolatedg_'Ty

””Ijmeasurement of IPD have any meaning without considerationhfff;“

fobtained from a set of judg measurements., This is one de

' . {of the other components of personal space? . } ’ ke
‘3§_fj:;7w3;;fl:ﬂ The operational data of this field method were'fl L B

»fof the perennial obstacles faced inﬁﬁ,naturalistic—type

'fexperiment.- Some, like Pedersen (1973a) chose to use

Ay

- grid floo'

_zf; ﬁ%‘ffitjf

'ncrease accuracy, even though that meantﬂ.-f

¥f} g ';_sacrificing.a mo' natural setting.~ A second procedural ;:iﬂlaf}if?f
| :?5‘Ef;.'i}}icomplicatiOn involved the selection of interactions tO’ ..%
b ;ﬂﬁziflbe used in the asSessment of IPD. This had,been decided *"ii;;l;f;ff

: i‘ ) 'wffflon an a Eriori basis of what constituted an interaction,:ﬁ- i;
i;;;iih’ﬁ;%frinjand also on other factors that would allow for a" reasonable ;;fy'#
‘;i.:.- E Zf?;:comparison w1th the other two methods.f For example, SS . |
:E;I . ~if?3could not be sitting or pretending, E should not be. present
Qéil ;ff 'iIt is’obV1ous, for instanc;, that because the couple were 3
?;; B f:iljnbt talking or looking at one another,~is no reason to _ -
ji;f;iﬁéwylifff;fassume that they‘were not ﬁ?teracting With one another..“lﬁ U
g ; ';but, according to the criterion they would not be interacting.l{”;§*5

73;fﬁﬁ;i;V'f;"Interaction" had previously been decided to mean "focused

agkinteraction" (see Goffman* 963);'even though that might
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-“}mean losing some valuable information. At 1east in this
-.way, there was more assurance of authentic interactions,

",'and besides, later analyses could show if pretending-;~‘"'

R f NI
‘i‘differenﬁ from the selected "inteﬁaction" distances' N

The experiment took place in three settings-‘”jh:f}'

‘ jfT{Primary school (K, ¢rade 3), Elementary schobl (Grades 6

mkfand 9),-and university (adults) The Primary school

LN

:ﬁ%,lighting,,and seldom used by students.;

In contrast, the ’»

f4§Elementary school setting was a 1arge 'act1v1ty-room .
- which was windowless and somewhat warm. It was much
1ﬁ;larger than the previous setting and had to be "blocked

,'}‘i;fdown" by usang tables, chairs and the like, so tha; the

'U;fareas would be abaut the same : The Adult setting was on

::j'ﬂcampus 1n a small room that was part of the psychology

' :flﬁddepartment.« Its smaller size neceSSitated the use of

' i{:f.Wide~angle 1enses on the cameras.:IThe different camera
;f}]iposlthnlngs and lenses,_coupled with the changing statur‘g:f_
iz}jof the different age levels, undoubtedly made-the judging.‘_ |

”ngtﬁfof distances more difficult across groups. The high g
uzfcorrelations of judged w1th actual distances in the “&“J*

"itraining sessions argue against any great effect due to i

lfthese differences though (see Table 3,; 32) To counter

‘“Jsetting was a teachers' conference room Wlth bright natural

"_3;these difficulties, the judges practiced‘with the standards




';57!1n0t poSsibly confound the age effects though.;,f

Lo
L

.’-f1f°r a grOup, which were in. the appropriate setting,
ff'before judging the subjects of that particular group.\g
";{Ehis is not to say that the different settings did
8 i
Although there are many procedural problems and

compliCations involved with this kind of study, this'

; Burely does not account for the poor relationships
withxthe other two methods : A recently published

rev1ew by Sundstrom and Altman (1976) has reVealedf
that other such method\logical comparisons have }-
resulted in little or no relationship between methods

of measuring IPD., For example, Aiello, Iove and

v

Epstein, 1975) unobtrusively observed college roommates-f_ﬂ"

and then compared these IPD scores to an approach

iﬁﬁf‘an approach and several simulation tests» They»found
. "'J“..

only 16 out of 36 significant correlations———ranging

from -0 09 to +0 21 with a median of 0 15. Having

‘-a

reviewed these and others (See Table 2 p 32), Sundst:om ?fhgf'”zﬁ;“g

‘:r and Altman (1976) concluded'i

'*"V;ﬁ_g,'#Jm;"From these data, it ppears that
-’tsjgf”.”“f.only ‘a linited. degree of “intrar. ‘.-

’ e individual’ consistency .exigts : i
- - wamong data from laboratory,;_uu? R
. 51mulation, and field techniques.;..‘f;n




B s But, grven the lowuaegree “OF. J;}:nfl'”
- N “[\yconsistency that. often eémexrges, '
. " R seems inappropriate to assume
LT 1'”]_”ﬁ'*:j‘_that £indings: generalize from .
; RN '-one method to another. _' : o -
IR N (Sundstrom a Altman, 1976 p 49)*”" :
: T:fPerhaps these inconsistencies across methoda are an 15156; ;?ﬁi5~ﬁvf”'

:':indication, if notiproof, that the study of IPD in

om other important components of personal

isolation fr

s sﬁy"ﬁnoswﬂ;xsms"a

%The major developmental trend expected from this

ter—dependence of the ccamponentsm~

'“ﬁtfgf study was an increasing 1n
If: personal spaqe is viewed as a -

nse,;there lS

fof personal space..
gioal construct in the Leibman ee
ly IPD might be the only

'*;psycholo
ﬁno'reason to denzathat initial
‘ 1 space (i e..psychological space
AE the

component of persona
as the physical space indicated)
between certain people

.:15 the same

hild develéps and the distance&
cme more culturally fixed, more

o achieve )
.,

L

":"\(e g. Hall s zones) bec
(symbolic distances) are 1earned t
If this view of personal

true, then there should be more

{subtle_means

t;the desired personal space.

' ispace development‘holds

1j°ev1dent integrating of ccmponents w1th increasing ageff-j:;]
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The actual findings of this experiment indicated only
f small and varied Multiple Correlations f IPD as*a
function of the other three components (i e. their

'f,»predictability of IPD) '3__";',; f‘-}ff;fﬁfﬁ

i

One possible explanation for this.weak effect is

that there were not enough appropriate components

included 1n this study.fl"Talking for example g;:fffl

P

e ;.'._"."‘-",-F-—n'vhwg e T T

‘lof IED, as shcwn when it was removed as ‘a predictor-;»

et T L. . - . . T N ! . .
. 3 A A L. A L .

1 (see Table ll) The interactlons did not consider amount ﬁ: <
of smiling, body openness, et_cetera which are very ' fi N

1ike1y associated witﬁ personal space (see Mehrabian,f

933 1969) Even the components that were cons;dered

were somewhat simplistic in their measurement. ﬁfbg_ff?

to have a strong relationship (Argyle & Dean, 1965)

P T

Yet, 1n this experiment, 1t is not so much eye contact

[

e g i, ¢

Tfnﬁsfdﬁ:f?fffczf(eye to eye) that.was measured, but rather v1sual regard 'ffflfif[ffﬁizfﬂ

—'f”(looking at the other person) This was judged at every

.......

;f:i:,‘g:frffi g5 secOnd freeze as belng present or absent, as compared

"l~to the frequency of eye contact in some other experimsnt

e et o e

; ,\'.tff(e g Russo, 1970) : On the other hand it must be r?alized'
& Tﬁ:that the greater the accuracy and number of components""

B 'a-%included, the greater the complexity of the whole . :

K ‘flﬁexperiment., In this particular experiment emphasis was
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placed more on the comparison of the.m'thods of

. ¥

i'ﬂ;issue without sufficient proof of the n
'”-ﬂ:'across methods, was indeed beyond’the scipe of the';tlxin

present endeavour.l,,-'

Li one would be 1ooking. The other significa t correlation 0

i

}f shedding much light on’ personal SPace':*“

"ﬂand the field method, although the former method 1nd1cated

easuring IPD, with the inter—relation%Cip of the

components of :Ersonal space over age b ing of a more

exploratory na
4

re. To concentrate on he latter

]

of the methods would have been premature at this stage.

-H(TO try to include too much detail and c plexity in the,:ff'

,\n.-

.,-'

In reviewing the Blmple cq}relations between

o

i

components there were only 10 out of 50 correlations

that were(significantly different from Zeio. All of
l

these significant correlations occurred on the talking/
I

looking and 1ook1ng/orientation correlations.‘ Generally

this meant that 1f one was talking it was'more likely that

indicated that as one turned away it was 1fss likely that

L o
Qﬂ do lend some support to the methodology, albeit w1thout

In considering just the mean IPD over\the Grade levels,zf;?iff;T"

Tﬂf an increasing function was supported bY the APPr°a°h TeSt

’n-relationship’:“\f'

field method, while at the same time tr ng to compare Jk”/i;u

one of the pair would be looking. These efpected results o

—_— .

S

T, iy M




»ﬁ:f,:.;{,J- l -"This increasing IPD for male friehds with increasing age,‘ﬁ:”;,i
: “"1';§is in agreement with past research, although the . ‘ f '
i;_‘ t‘. _'f\f"majority of these findings were conducted with simulation B

ijfgb.;7';fkt;&;exerciJes.h There appears to be little doubt that as-:jff;ei'

'z'.“males grow older there is an increasing tendency for even ;;;]

'?2;3iff,friends to interact at greater thsical distances on the

7*favera¥ : Whether this is symptomatic of an increasing

.;-Personal space has yet to be determined'fﬂsilh'g"']'

k=“TiMPLiCAi;dﬁ§'ﬂls}n”

The comparisons of the different methods of measuring ,;

i

ﬁfIPp give 1ittle reassurance that their measurements are "

':related to a: person s normal spacing, regardless of the
fg /

£ D

v .

f'definition of perSonal space._ More concentrated effort

N ‘ s S
A : .,l_

~::£'should be placed on ‘a. dynamic and multi-dimensional

e e

coent

?fJ:approach to the study of personal space. There are

IR 3, T e e
L) el

A..u-,n?o.wf‘
. R

undoubtedly intricate and complex relationships between :

‘the ccmponents of personal space and 1nvestigation of

these within a static and artificial situation appears

overly simplistic, especially when the person has to

consciously display many behaviours of which he was

~ ',--, W

.
previously unaware. SimulatiOn—type methods are by their

very nature unable to acconmodate complex»and subtle ;ﬁlﬁfﬁi

v

'V components such as eye contact, pohture, smiling and facral

B Lot e .
RIS,
. e o
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. cues simultaneously and within a dynamic framework '_ -3’:; i}fl‘ff?ﬂm":
% ] The naturalisticx@ield method of this experiment _ f”
dld yield 1ow correlations between the few/components;‘gnﬁ}"' 'f

T considered; but, taking into account the exploratory f';it“rzj};ﬁgli_gﬂ

E fff:;f?iﬁi'nature o/]this - study, it*still appears to ﬁave fhe m°9t .4"fﬂ:%;i, 1
'? L potential the analeis Of personal space., Among other ﬁ;ffﬂ,;irf : :
3% things, the e is a need for more effective\means of 1. _'-h-“ ‘i 4] ';

'J interpreting thu;“ . ‘izéégf,of data available. The éussé;h%;:fﬁ:j i j

work must be minimized in the judgements of IPD and the

other components.“ This could be remedied by using more'55'

objective, yet inconspicuous ways of determining the'ﬂj; e

: f;;F;;u:r distances, for example, by utilizing tiled floors or more L

;;subtle electronic aids._ The assessment of the other

the SS were: front~on to one another., But this could be ;_ﬂf{?ﬁf

,'..;féfﬂ., bjg'solved by using another coding system or overhead cameras._lﬁﬁg“*fldcffq9

.lf'lf537A Serious thought shouid be given to the inclusipn of other
' possible components such as body openness, which have been

{:H;, shown to be related to personal space. With sufficient

oA R

testing weak variables which contribute little or nothing ”"fj'ﬁfvt

v o i e A, e

Tk e 0

:Hl . 5. to the effect would be gradually eliminated, yielding a set -
4 .of strong components. ,L-f}fj.,‘:;"ﬁ.fﬁh‘Vj;T{ ,f_zﬂfof.; .
'iﬁ : The use ofdvideo—taping (VTR) equipment is unquestionably :
%y- most heneficial in this type of experiment. Once the taping | ’
:-\ ':.“‘..l' } RS} - '\l"' '-'--:, " o llA.
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.is finished one may freely review the material and re— PZ'

assess it at leisure; using different time-intervals or

"ff contained within the tapeB.

testing different aspects such as body openness; in
other words, pos hoe comparisons that might lead to
the generation and testing of new hypotheses using old

material There 1s a wealth of untapped information :iﬂf:j'p

Contrary\to other experiments which have recommended T

the use of at least 3 cameras and also hiding them,‘the ;;fe

° .

; might be on, but the few that did

."&

L.

?1J and separation.ﬁ

procedure used in this experiment appears most satisfactory L

as is, using two well—placed cameras at sufficient distance

Y

By not trying to conceal the cameras and

o even pointing them out and explaining a plausible purpose,;:y;e“jf?

E hopefully presented an atmosphere where they were more e

.acceptable to Ss, and there was less reason for them to

suspect deceptions., Very few Ss said they felt the cameras

\ -

anyway -. The actual presence of E or another adult had

' ?. some stqp@%qu inhibitory effects on the younger Ss (in

'f. pilot work)zﬁhd 1t 1s strongly advised against.;" L

'.. ‘ -' ; .. . ' ] : '.\.: . B ' . .'\ - -

T '"E"" S o B '

'*'q'“ﬂf This experiment and others have undoubtedly raised
many questions as to the significance of using just any
method with any~age group, in the assessment ofv personal

‘rispace" : Serious consideration must be given to methodology

D e S S Sam s P Am e ks

R A

said t_hey "didn t care i __ . .._’
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’t and the age of the participants if other than a field

- R
K method is used

“*name applied to the latter.;'

'Vpersonal space..:

Tt;l'fﬂ.‘ Ti 7 - an@ measurgd.

- Ce e Y

-“distance in isolation from*other known related behaviours
: ];;existing in this area of personal space...regardless of the;i:'

,_4can help resolve the dispute as to the exact nature of

-

s t e . B . iy .
. T . et : o )
g D . PR . o N '
. A - Lo PN .

- one aspect of our paradox in its’ ?-f;'i

. " . sharpest form. “In order té. behave T
7 like scientists ‘'we must condgtruct

@i, . .situations "in whigch our subjects’ -

‘ are totally controlled, manipulated

-~ subjeécts dbwn to.size. .We construct
. situations| in which: they can behave L
" as'little like human beings .as. -
;_',possible and. we do this-in order to .
‘- allow ourselves to makKe.statements
_‘about the nature of theéir humanity. . ..
- "It may be that an imprisoned, miniscule
“‘man-.is all we are capable of studying, . = o
. but let. us acknowledge that we do’ - R ”'f-
- "miserable experiments because we lack:
© ' the imagination to do better ‘ones, :
" not..claim that these are" scientifically
’fiideal because they are’ simple-minded "

(Bannister,,u1966 P 24)

Finally, the examination of interpersonal eE;

Only more expansive research f?iﬂﬂfif*

i{"Experimental psychology presents C il g

We must cut our- S o

o will continue t& add to the considerable confusion already i};.xh;; R

n
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o Lo s i

: ', Observers wﬂ] judge the distance from nose to nose of each pa1r
and record th1s 1n 1nches Check each guess with the correct

reading, being careﬂﬂ not to see the fo110w1ng answer comp]eted

Then repeat the exerc1se, starting with Grade 3 and s0- on. B PR

(Groups are m the order llsted above) L Co
A A]so Jud?e the or1entat1on of each pa1r, cons1der1ng p]anes

'.";‘_';-j-.._';_*"'- ‘ thru the shou1ders of each subJect to be hands of a clock w \

- the hours of c]ock to 1nd1cate same,_e g 12, 1, 2] 3 (o c]ock)

etc (see d'lagram be]ow)

Wf&, (o 'k-,"?f" ﬁg.g ,.r"\7;‘ ot




L * " .';.'_:;Af-"z._{San’i‘p]‘e’«T'a.'_ﬁyf!s'héé’c"-fo'i* fuddééé U
s _DP(T;E;"'. ; L ,L, L o s .' e o
i BROUP ", it (K 3, 6, 9. or A) SUBJECT PAIR#
g Sub:]ect spec1f1ca11y observed (1eft or mght) '."-;.‘" ,' -
_'Please 1nd1cate affirmative by p]acmg "X" 1n the approphate box for all but the ]ast two
“items, viz. DISTANCE and ORIENTATION. - Estimate:DISTANCE:fo  the'néarest: -inchi-and ORIENTATION

. use "c1ock" 'notation., INVALID 1s checked 1f (a) E is present dur1 ng the 1nterva1 o, (b)
§ both Ss cannot be seen., B T e e L , o P

It

1:"°" S ‘, ‘.',

Invahd -.E1ther s ' L S is . * ] R T

S U (a)E! preseut .LpretendTng E1 ther S.t Swas ta1k1ng Took1ng S 1s {om i, 0r1en-- B
1_nte‘rv'a,1 (b) not :both-:|iduring. . | in- mctlon during 1nter- at” other | sitting Distance ‘tation: § .
SRS s | speak1ng ,,_1nter-va1 now } va] vt oW Sl now now nosg',';.j’-.

e, LN "t LT
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. ,.‘INSTRUCTIONS FOR OBSERVERS

."_'GROUP Place group bed,nﬁwebserved in this space (i e. K, 3 6, 9.,'--‘ A-)',

S

CUR=R ST e g

U

= This will attempt to explain the tabulatlon papers. - ,".

.\,

'-'SbiBJECT'PAiR" " Referred specifically to one’ being observed in that -
" particular group. 'They.are- all in numexrical’ order;.’ and ‘the paix .

_ < ‘number is-.in front of .most palrs (the exception being- the ADULT pairs) T ‘
~in all cases the pairs are ':Ln order, e. g 1&2 3&4, etc. '_ Lo LT

‘So Subject observed Some of the columns refer spec1fically

2. %o Just-one subject, viz. So. On the £irst freeze visible. for each
- Mary will pick the'left person farthest left on the screen* Rick
i the- person farthest to 'the right. = (If only one person appears on- S

" - the " screen, and- the.othér'is off. to the ‘right; then ‘Mary would follow '.

“the person visible; - Rick, “the person off-screen; and vice-versa for

B ._the other insta.nce)

- "Before starting any group (not palr) review the standard pair for
. .that group, comparing the right distance’ with . those judged. Then
. proceed to first pair, viz Ss la2 of that. gfroup. Fill in.. the tab-

- ulatioi sheet for that pair. . The first freeze visible (i.e.'no <

interval before) is numbered #0. So is chosen: (left or-right).

" Thén. proceed to the, next’ "f;reeze , ¥#1, and £4ill in all the required
informat:l.on. Continue at. your .own speed, atarting each new pair with
) ‘-‘a new sheet of paper. S ~

gt
PR

- COLUMNS OF TABULATION SHEET

; .-INVALID This is checked if (a) E' s presence is indicated Solen
i during the interval, e, g. -can hear his -voice. or he ’f.‘.—_ ’

.is seen; '(b) only one subject ca ‘bé. seen;. ©.g. ‘other
subject is dut of picture or dir tly behind the other,

; _:'f‘ - :..-'.- such that a, good guess can not be made. L

‘fRETENl'J_ING-' ThlS is checked if either s is acting out a’ skit or

such’ during the interval. - You will: have to use your,

- own discretion, An- 1isten1ng to the conversation, etc. R

"IN" MOTION . Tf. either one of the Ss 1s in. motion at the time of RS
e oy the freeze, e.q. walking or bending over, this box ds,
checked. ‘Discretion is to be used, in that if Bs.
.. .are'close .to stationary position, then" this .can be R
recordea as NOT in ‘motion. * Sometimes - the next. interval

‘ -may Have tb be used to determine if they were :ln motion. T

That's o K,

':.""-." So TALKING Thil is only to. be checked if s being observed was’

tal ing to other subject somet'i}ne during the interval

So LOOKING -' This 15 40 be' checked if observed is looklng at
i Other suhject when fnilm is, stopped7frozen. R

s Lt . R :
. mEwy esacs _—

L RSN S
«




" 'DISTANCE. . -

'-'_C'zaxsm_v’i:b&a |

'I’h:Ls g checked' :Lf 'observed s s sitting, inciudes.j‘

lying . on:fléor, krieellng, etc, 1.
feet .at: the time the film is atopped.-

Judged'to the nearest-uinch and from nose to nose, ,

at the 'time the film is Btopped

The juaged angle between the ahoulders of'the pair,
using the ' clock. notation of l, 2, :
instructed before. s
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