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ABSTRACT

The concern of this thesis was territorial
behaviours in classroom settings, namely:

: The teacher's use of gecographic space, and
2e Verbal interaction pattcrns resul ting from

teacher - pupil exchanges.

One expcctation held was *hat the teacher would
occupy a particular location in preference to all other
areas. Another expection was that the centre of the
classroom would be the focus for interacticn between the
teacher and pupils, with diminishing numbers of verbal
exchanges toward the outer edges of the room. The
effects of changing the pupils location was also
investigated it being thought that following such change
the numoer of interactions received by the pupils would
vary considerably.

Observations were made in two classrooms and data
collected. A trained Observer recorded the teacher's
use of classrcom space and the pupil 'targets' of all
verbal exchangcs between teacher and individual pupils.
The verbal behaviour of the teacher was recorded and

later encoded into five gualitative categories.

Analysis of these data revealed that:

(a) both teachers occupied the centre front

of the room in preference to all other
areas.,

(b) the distribution of verbal interactions

by the teachers was uneven, and



(¢) the changing of pupil location had
incénclusive effects upon the numbers

of verbal exchanges they participated in.

The teacher's verbal behaviour, when considered

gqualitatively, was found to be little affected by the
position occupied by the teacher and was democratically

distributed over the classroon.,
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INTRODUCTTI O

For some considerable time, research workers in the
field of teaching have been concerned with teacher
effectiveness. The dominance of this concern has been
reflected in many reviews and summaries on teaching
(e.g. Watters 1954; WMitzel 1960; Ryans 1960; Flanders
1970 etc.) The paradigm that has dominated such
research has been called the "criterion of effectiveness"
paradigm (Gage 1963) which involves for the researcher
the following general strategy:

14 Identify and select a criterion of teacher
effectiveness which becomes the dependent

variable, then
25 measure reamifications reflecting this

criterion and
3. measure the potential correlates of this.

The paradigm is basically an input-output one with
the intervening process largely ignored. However
despite numerous such studies following this organisation
(e.g. litzel 1960; Ryans 1960) the yield has lacked
consistency and educational meaning.

More recently, commentators have suggested that
the kind of research undertaken has been inappropriate
for the purpose in mind. Thelen (1962), Biddle (1965)
Adams (1965, 1967) and others state that a way out of
the input-output impasse lies in the study of the
"process" of education, thereby viewing the classroom
group as a social milieu in which instruction and
learning occur, This view adds up to a much more

complex process than has previously been employed
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because classroom procescses are complex. They

counprise a dynamic interaction of learner and teacher,
the content to be learned and the artifacts of the
educational setting.

Despite the complexity of the classroom situation
however, in recent years this viewpoint has been
heeded. Research into the "real" world of the class-
room has increased and books are now appearing which
focus exclusively upon this context. (c.f. Jackson 1968;
Adams and BRiddle 1970). This suggests that knowing
about what is actually happening in the classroom may
lead to a better understanding of how the learning
process is promoted and hence how it may be controlled.

Predictably then, empirically-based knowledge
about contextual influences on education is beginning
to accumulate. For example, Barker and Gump (196L4)
demonstrated relationships between school size and
pupil participation, Corwin (1966) showed relationships
between organisational characteristics in schools and
the prefessionalism of its teacher staff, while
Fraser (1957) demonstrated that school characteristics
predicted to teacher happiness and commitment. Within
the classroom Adams (1965) discovered that nearly
seventy per cent of all verbal exchanges oceurred in
a narrow band that extended from the centre front
of the room directly towards the centre back. He also
discovered that, within this band, the closer the pupil
is to the front of the room the greater the likelihood

that he will be involved directly in the verbal action
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of the ciaseroom. Loflin' has notea the teacher's

mode of address to pupils changes with physical distance
from each other. Pupils near the front tend to

receive terms of endearment while those toward the

rear tend to be addressed more formelly and impersonally.
Adams and Biddle (41970) found evidence of the coercive
influence of the classroom environment with respect

to teacher location and pupil participation. Some of
the findings of this study are described in grcater
detail later in this paper.

Descriptions of environmental factors which
influence classroom behaviours raise the problem of
explanation. In the present study "Territoriality"
has been used as an orzanising co:ncept to describe
and explain the use of space by classroom inhabitants.
However, the patternced use of space in this context is
not attributed to innate behavioural tendencies, ths
view shared by many ethologists. (c.f. Ardrey 1967).
Instead the territorial aspects of behaviour are seen
to reflect cultural influences whereby forms of
behaviour have been developed in accordance with
norm and convention.

The present paper attempts to examine one potential
source of explanation ... but one that has been given
greater credence by ethologists. In their investigations
of bird and fish behaviour (e.g. Howard 1920; Noble 1939;
Tinbergen 1951) they have found the concept of
territoriality useful. It is not impossible that the

concept has relevance for the explanation of human



4.

behaviour in general and perhaps classroom behaviour
too. Consequently this paper discusses some possible
relationships between territoriality and classroom
behaviour, An outline of the organisation of this
thesis follows:

Chapter 'one' reviews some of the interpretations
of territoriality found in the literature. The
discussion is primarily concerned with the two major
interpretations given, namely, "“geographic" space and
"personal" space. Chapter 'two' outlines the
"territorial" characteristics of chassroom behavioar.
Four types of territory are described, the forms of
encroachment and possible reactions to these are given.
In Chapter 'three' the methodology for the empirical
investigation is described and three hypotheses stated.
Chapter 'four' presents the findings of this investigation
and the summary and concluding discussion are given

in Chapter 'five'.

e T T e

Footnote.

1 Loflin: personal comaunication



CHAPTER I 5
RUVIEW OF THE LITSRATURE

Surprisingly, little is known about the way

pPeople use space. The closest that social science
comes to it, is the study of the distribution of social
classes, economic institutions and mental illness.
Such demographic studies tend to be broad in concept
and descriptive in epproach. An almost unexplored
area is microecology, or the way that people in small
groups arrange themselves,

Historically, the emphasis of research about the
social use of space has been on animal behaviour other
than human, But as Carpenter (1958) points out, in
a review of the concept Territoriality, even here the
available information is limited, unsystematic and
qualitative. Studies and observations of territoriality
he says are largely in the pre-experimental stage.

Predictably some ambiguity has resulted from the
use of such an encompassing concept of space. For
example in the studies of Altum (1868), Howard (1929)
Hediger (1950) and Von Uexkull (1959) "space" has two
different meanings. The more familiar of these
refers to space in the geographic sense i.e. space
as area. It is most commonly discussed with reference
to the animal's territory or home.

Among the many definitions of territoriality
are those of Heape (1931), Tinbergen (1936, 1950),
Noble (1939), Carpenter (1950) and Hediger (1950).

The definitions are based in great part on bird
behaviour and even for ethologists perhaps, do not

rcflect the complete range of variability of most



species. The concepts are especially deficient in
descriptions Af the main characteristics and wariations
of the territorial behaviour of vertebrates other than
birds. Territorial behaviour has great variations.
These are related to differences in species and their
habits to seasons and climates, to population
pressures (Calhoun 1958), to social organisation, to
fluctuations of food supplies, to predation and many
other factors (Carpenter 41950). Hence brief descriptions
of territoriality for vertebrates cannot represent
accurately the common denominators of the behaviour
or the kinds and degrees of most variations.

For Carpenter, territoriality is conceptualised
in two ways - as a geographic phenomenon and as a
behavioural phenomenon., According to Carpenter those
processes that are c alled territorial behaviour are
actually higher order, complex behavioural systems which
are based on a plurality of sub-systems. For exanmple,
territorial behaviour relates to the beginning or
terminal phases of migratory responses. Also involved
is the complex behaviour of possession and guarding
arcas of space. There are many elements of selective
and discriminatory responses. Complexes of
reproductive behaviour relate centrally to territoriality.
Attack, encroachment and defence constitute important
elements of the concept and so do challenge,
vocalisation, song and other display or signalling
activities. The vast range of activity concerned

with foods and feeding - the search for food - securing,



hoarding and protecting it - are also parts of
territoriality. Such behaviours stress that
territoriality is a social phenomenon involving flockeg,
pairs, groups or herds., For Carpeater the central
concern is one of geining an understanding of the
'perceptual-cognitive maps' or behavioural systems

of animals which would be a more accurate representation
of territorial behaviour than merely geograrhic or
physical space meps. His view of territoriality is
primarily that of a behavioural system which is
expressed in a spatial-temporal frame of reference.

The second way in which the term 'space' is used
can be called the personal space of the organism.
Although it has its roots in the work of zoologists
and ethologists, it is a different concept from that
of territory. Personal space is the distance that
the organism customarily places between itself and other
organisms, This distance may vary from species to
species, and individuals to individuals. Hediger speaks
of this as 'flight-distance' and has measured it for
hundreds of animals.

The concept of personal space can be distinguished
from that of territory in several ways. The most
important difference is that personal space is carried
around while territory is relatively stationary. The
animal will usually mark the boundaries of his territory
so that they are visible to others, but the boundaries
of personal space are invisible. Personal space has

the body as its centre while territory does not. Of ten



the centre of territory is the home of the animal,
Animals will usually fight to maintain dominion over
their territory but will withdraw if others intrude
into their personal space.

Both concepts, territory and personal space have
appeared in the literature in areas other than
biology and zoology. Increasingly, efforts are being
made to explore the behaviour of man in the light of
the knowledge regarding other animal species.

Ardrey (1967) in 'The Territorial Imperative'
attempted to draw from biology some conclusions
concerning human territory:

"I submit ..... that the continuity of

human evolution from the world of the
animal to the world of man ensures that
a human group in possession of a
territory will behasve according to the
universal laws of the territorial
principle". (P. 252).

With reference to man's antagonism, hostility,
warfare and gangs and to man's postulated needs for
stimulation, security and identification, Ardrey attempts
to support the universal application of the territorial
principle.

The social science has shown an increasing
interest in territory in recent years. The concept
of territoriality was first introduced into social
sclence in the nineteen hundred and twenties under
the aegis of the ecological school. Closely associated
have been Park, Burgess and McKenzie (1925) Quinn (1950)
and Hawley (1950). Both W.F. Whyte (41943) and

F. Thrasher (41922) have studied the territories of



adolescent gangs. W.H. Whyte has also studied the
groupings of people within a housing development.
Probably the most intensive investigation thus far has
been that of Barker and Wright (1957). This study, of
psychological rather than sociologizal eoology,
described the behaviour and living conditions of the
children of Mid West in terms of 'episodes' and
'settings'. This pioneer study served to describe the
action and interaction of groups of children and their
penetration into beraviour settings. Of equeal
importance to the findings was the development of
observational and study methods suitable to human ecology.
The concept of pcrsonal space has also been seen to
have revelance for the study of human behaviour although
1t has seldom been studied empirically. It seenms
obvious that people feel uncomfortable when they talk
to others who either stand too close or too far away.
D. Katz (1937) used the term 'personal space' and
compared it to the shell of a sneil. Von Uexkull used
the analogy of people surrounded by 'soap-bubble worlds'.
Stern (1938) developed the concept of 'personal world'.
He noted that the physical world was without a centre
but the personal world had a netural centre from which
and toward which everything pertaining to it expands.
This centre is the person himself about whom the
personal world is orientated. Stern's analogy to the
'snail shell' of Katz and the 'soap-bubble’ of
Von Uexkull was to describe the 'personally near' as

an 'aura' surrounding the person.
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The rules of communication boundarices are

difficult to explicate. It would seem that certain
expectations are held about physical boundaries. For
example, walls or windows usually provide inviolate
boundaries. Similarly, participants in a situation
where there are bystanders mcdify their interaction
accordingly, clearly indicating who mey ve pecrmitted
in the network. There is an obligation on the part
of both participants and bystanders to act as if the
encounter was physically cut off from the rest of the
situation, the participants following the accepted rules
of conversation, the bystanders by showing civil
inattention and refraining from exploiting the
encounter,

One of the very few empirical studies on personal
distance is that of Robert Sommer, He undertook
several investigations of personal distance using
schizophrenic and non-schizophrenic subjects. The
studies were designed to discover the ways in which
people will arrange themselves when they are interacting.
For small g roups he found that there was no simple
relationship between distance and communication.

The trend in all his d~ta was for higher interaction
between occupants of neighbouring chairs, particularly
when positioned escross the corners of a table,

Only very recently have social scientists revived
ecological thinking to include such an interactional
dimension. Anthropologist Hall has been the major
contributor to the field. In the 'Silent Language' (1959)
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Hall states that "what people do is frequently more
important that when they say". One needs to know more
than the formal language of a2 given group in order to
fully comprehend its way of life., Differing cultures
use space differently. The dimensions of geographic
space (territory) are ordered in particular patterns
while personal space is manipulated to give tone and
meaning to communications, What is considered to be
a 'normal' conversational distance in one cultural
context may well be interpreted as offensive behaviour
in another culture. The theme of both territory and
personal space and man's perception of it Hall further
elaborated in 'The Hidden Dimension' (1966) drawing
upon the work of zoology for illustrations and
justification of the concepts.

Outlining what they describe as a 'neglected
sociological dimension' Lyman and Scott (41967) combine
the concepts of both territory and pcrsonal space in
a descriptive study of human behaviour. The authors
begin by distinguishing four types of territory.

Public territories are those areas where the individual
has frecdom of access but not necessarily of action by
virtue of his claim to citizenship. Home territories
are areas where regulzar participants have a relative
freedom of behaviour and a sense of intimacy and

control over the area. Interactional territories refer
to any area where a social gathering may occur while
body territories include the space encompassed by the

human body and the anatomical space of the body.
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Thre:c types of territorial encroschment (violation,

invasior and contamination) axd several reaction
patterns (turf defence, insulation and linguistic
collusion) are described and reciprocal relaiionships
between the territorial types are suggested. Finally,
explaining that certain groups, spatially deprived of
free territory, develop means of modifying their inner
space, the authors offer some observations about
lower—-class urban Negro youth. This study is of
interest for its illustration of an interactionist
approach eschewed by the early ecological school.
References to either territory or personal speace
within the research literature on education are rare.
There appear to be no theoretical positions upon which
gsystematic investigations of classrooms has bsen
based in an attempt to elaborate these twin concepts.
Only three studies have come to the attention of
this writer. Adams and Biddle (1969) discovered as
an unanticipated finding that classroom participation
is associated with the locations of the actors.
Teachers inhabit the front of the room except for
rare occasions, Pupil 'Emitters' tend to be located
in the centre front of the room, whilst the teachers
'target'! area was found to be almost identical.
Surprisingly, this central action zZone was found to
exlist in the rooms of all grade levels studied.
Richardson (1967) in a descriptive study of
furniture, type and position suggested that the

arrangement of classroom desks symbolises the
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helplessness of the dependent pupils and the
antagonism of the flight-fight basic assumption (Bion).
Inferred in this study is that changes in the visual
patterns of classrooms brings about corresponding
changes in the relationships of the inhabitants.

Jones (1967) has applied thc ethological methods
of observation and interpretation to the behaviour of
children in nursery schools. Attention was given to
the relatively constant 'action-patterns' as exhibited
by the children, such as responses to the teacher,
responses to strangers, responses to visiting parents
and rough and tumble play. The clustering of these
patterns into several different groups was commented
upon. Whilst this study was a provisional descriptive
account the Author suggested that the methodology of
ethology "1s capable of generating useful insights
into behaviour that allow comparisons of the same kind
of data about man that is available from the study of
other primates", Perhaps what the study does suggest
is that the benefits of ethological study within the
educational situation have yet to be adecuately

evaluated.
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CHAPTER 1T

THECRETICAL OUTLINE FOR 'TERRITORIALITY'

IIT CLASSROOQOMS

This chapter discusses the 'territorial’
character of classroom settings. Specifically, it
describes how 'geographical' and 'personal' space is
used and comments on relevant norms. Four types of
territory within the classroom are described, the forms
of encroachment and reactions to these patterns are
given, and some functions of territoriality are
suggested. Hypotheses are generated about the direction,
rate and extent of changes in behaviour that follow
changes 1n spatial relationships.

TYPES OF CLASSROON TERRITORY:

The existence of territorial behaviours has been
established and documented for many animal speciles.
Many wvariations of such behaviour have been described -
e.g. the possession and defence of territory, its
relationship to food supply, sexual activities and
challenge and display behaviours. The behaviour c¢f man
also reveals elaborated forms of territoriality with
respect to both geographic and personal space.

Lyman and Scott’ (1967) have suggested a set of
organizing concepts for classifying the territorial
aspects of man's behaviour as exhibited in general
gocial settings. (See Chapter I pp. 11)

As territorial behaviours are evident in man it may
be assumed they are also observable within the

classroom setting. The general categories of
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Lyman and Scott are used here in modified form for the
specific setting of education. Four types of
territory can be distinguished, namely:
Public Territory
Home Territory

Interactional Territory
Body Territory

PUBLIC TERRITCRY:

Within this fourfold categorisation the
classroom may be seen as a Public Territory. The
'public' eriterion is met when individuasls have freedom
of access as of right. It should be noted howcver that
although individuals have freedom of access, they do not
necessarily have freedom of action. The classroom is
officially open to all but certain expectations concerning
the appropriateness of behaviour for the various
inhabitants control the behaviours that occur there.
Discussion of these expectations follows.

Firstly, it is expected that illegal behaviour
will not occur in public territory. Negative
restrictions ars placed upon excessive physical and
verbal behaviour by participants and defaccment or
removal of artifacts is prohibited. Since public
territories are vulncrable to vioi;tion in these
respects, 'policemen' are chargcd with the task of
removing transgressors from the scene or restricting
their activities. Commonly it is the teachers who
enforce such rules although delegation of authority is
sometimes entrusted to particular pupils.

Secondly, certain categories of p ersons are
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accorded only limited access to and restricted activity
in public territories. It is expected, for instance,
that pupils will not play in such areas outside of
certain fixed times, that administrators will not be
found in classrooms without the knowledge of teachers,
that other teachers will not loiter in their associates'
rooms without their appreval, and that caretakers or
encumbents of similar ancillary positions will be in
attendance only in pursuilt of their legitimate duties.

Since, for members of such divergeant groups, to
use these territories sometimes contradicts the
privileges accorded them as persons, public territory
frequently becomes the testing ground for challenges
to authority. Particularly is this so for pupil members
who may occupy public territory in defiance of formal
restrictions. Sit-ins and demonstrations represent
extreme examples of such challenges.

Public territories are to this extent ambiguous.
The official rights of access by members may be negated
by local customs. Again, status discrepancy can modify
rights of entrance and activity. So does tenure in
the organisation: increasing length of membership
tends to permit greater freedom of both activity and
entrance,

HOME_TERRITORY:

The home territories of classrooms are
geographically and behaviourally defined areas where

the regular participants have a relative freedom of
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behaviour and a sense of intimacy and control over the
space., From the two formal status positions - teacher
and pupil - of the regular participants derive two main
categories of home territory. For example, the teacher's
home territories tend to comprise the area immcdiately
forward of her blackbocard and the areas occupied by her
desk and cupboard. Pupils' home territories may be
'collective' such as the space surrounding book or
nature tables, or they may be 'individual', the most
common instance being each student's own particular
table and chair,

Home and public territories may be easily confused.
In fact the areas of public places and the areas of
home territories are not always clearly differentiated
in the social world and what may be defined and used
as a public place by some may be defined and used as a
home territory by others (c.f. Cavan 1963)., Large
areas of space normally used as public traffic
throughways may be 'staked out' by a group of members
for use as a home territory for the duration of a
particular type of activity. For example the activity
undertaken mgyindicate to all that a certain space
has become a temporary home territory for a group of
girls, whereupon a boy would feel outraged if invited
to participate. When a teacher allocates public
territory for some form of group activity over a
specific duration of time he in fact becomes sponsor

of a form of home territory.
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INTERACTIONAL TERRITORIES:

Interactional territories refer to any area where
a social transaction may occur. Two major categories
of transactions are discernable; both involve the
exchange of information. The first explains the
linguistic form conventionally used in that setting.

The second explains some other non-veroal symbolic
system for information transacted e.g. glances,

postures or gestures. Both forms of transaction might
be termed 'embodied' or 'disembodied' depending upon
whether it is by means of current body activity or via
indirect channels such as written messages or othecr
secondary channels of communication (c.f. Goffman 1963).
In the present paper rcference is restricted to those
interactional territories concerned only with linguistic
transactions of the embodied kind.

During the exchange in the face-to-face setting
any verbal message an individual sends &s likely to be
modified by much additional information that others
perceive from him simul tancously. However while
verbal exchanges mainly occur in sequence - turns are
taken - non-verbal messages are not subject to the
same restraint. Characteristically, each vecbal sender
is himself a non-verbal recelver, at the same time
each receiver is similarly a sender. An important
implication is that sight takes on a special function -
each giver can see he is being influenced in some way
and he will guide at least some of his conduct

according to the percelved feedback from his audience.
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Cooley and Mead refer to this as the special 'mutuality'
of immediate social intcraction. This experiencing
of 'one' and 'other' in an interactional territory
varies according to the physical distance involved
and the presence or absence of physidal obstructions.
The full conditions of copresence demand that the
persons be close enough to be perceived in what they
are doing, including their expericneing of others.

Surrounding any interaction is a boundary, somctimes
physicelly discernable but more commonly 1s a tacltly
accepted 'invisiblc line', a kind of social membrane.
The total classroom population is an interactional
territory although 1ts boundary is also defined
concretely. EBut within the classrocm thure are other
interaction territories where particular groups of
participants form clusters within thc situation for
exchanges of one kind and another. For each
interactional territory established there is made an
implicit claim of boundary maintenance for the duration
of the interaction. Access and egress are governed by
rules understood, though not necessarily officially
promulgated by the members.

Although interactional territorics are character-
istically mobile and fragile it is possible to
differentiate two major interactional territories within
the classroom. The first may be termed a Social
Interactional Territory. In the classroom social
interactional territory 2ll members are potential

participants in the interaction process. Characteristically,
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conversation proceeds so that one person talks at a

time and all members attend to the same conversation
(Jackson 1968; Adams and Biddle 1970). In this sense
the class members have a 'single focus' (c.f. Bales 1951)
Typically a social interactional territory is established
by the teacher when she takes responsibility for guiding
the activity, sustaining order and terminating the

event,

The second type of territory is established when
a group of actors maintains a 'secondary rocus' in
the class situation. Charactcristically those outside
the group are unengaged bystandcrs to the unit of
interaction which may be termed an encounter. Such
encounters create a 'Mutual Interactional Territory'.
Within the classroom such territories are frequently
between two participants, commonly the teacher and a
pupil. Typically an encounter will exhaust the
situation. Sometimes an encounter has a markedly
instrumental nature as when the teacher pauses at a
pupil's desk to help him for a moment. Adams and
Biddle (1970) in their study call such social systems
peripheral groups.

It appears that in our society interactional
territories follow spatial conventions. Hall has
described four spatial dimensions which are situational
properties of territoriality.g If caused to sit
more than a few feet away because of furniture
arrangements, individuals find difficulty in

maintaining informal telk (c.f. Sommer 41962). However,
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brought together within less than eighteen inches,

difficulty is experienced in talking directly to each
other and the tendency is to 'talk-off' at an angle
(cef. Hall 1959).

It would be expected that many encounters between
the teacher and any one pupil would occur whilst the
teacher occupies the frontal area of the classroom.
(cefs Adams and Biddle 1970). The spatial arprengements
obaserved in such encounters may well emphasise the |
differential distribution of rights and obligations and
it is possible that a 'Relationship Wedge' is created
hetween the teacher and pupils. For those pupils
seated close to the front of the room one kind of bond
of mutual obligation 1s established, an implicit
communication contract. For those further away the
contract 1sdifferent - less intimate. The two possible
outcemes of such a state of affairs are:

1 that the teacher uses this Relationship

Wedge to further her claims up>n the pupils

involved with the result that the number of

communications are greater among those who

are in close proximity;
2s territoriality acts not only in the intserest

of the teacher but also as a restraint against

the teacher in the interest of the group.

The teacher, to honour the rights of others and not
exploit their accessibility is obliged to
release them on occasion and direct her attention

to others outside the Relationship Wedge.
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BODY TERRITORIES:

Pinally there are body territories which include
the space encompassed by the human body and the
anatomical space of the body. Reference to this
territory is often described as 'Personal Space'. It
1s the most private and inviolate of territories
belonging to an individual., Rights ol others to touch
one's body are firmly regulated by both formal and
intormal norms within the classroom.

Personal space is however subject to both creative
innovation and abuse. Pupils are often seen to adorn
their bodies with various markings aud ornaments of
dress reflecting peer-group norms., The teacher also
regulates the personal space of the pupils, sometimes
for signifying a status mark or reward, sometimes as
a censure when certain items of apparel are removed
or parts of the body are struck.

TERRITORIAI, ENCROACHI'EIJT III THE CLASSROOIli:

The nature of the classroom setting almost ensures
that territorial encroachment will occur. In the first
place, the physical space is small relative to the
nunber of participants. In the second, physical
arrangeqnents and material artifacts condense further
the amount of free space available. Then again the
pupils, because of their incomplete socialisation,
often violate norms of interaction. The teacher is
thus constrained to act but the unequal distribution
of power in the classroom allows the teacher when

acting to ignore the territorial rights of others ---
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often without giving explicit justification for her
actions. Situational factors such as these give rise
to three common forms of territorial encroachment;
violation, invasion and contamination. Each is
discussed below,

VIOLATION:

Violation of a territory is unwarranted use of it.
Violators are those who have repulsed or circumvented
thcse who would @eny them access and thus become,
by virtue of their actions, claimants in some sense to
the territory they have violated. Their claims however,
may vary in scope, intensity and objective.

Violation of public territory has already been
referred to. Certain expectations of pehaviour and
access rights for various groups are firmly regulated
with respect to the freedom of public territory. It is
when the class is in 'session' and the public nature
of the territory becomes a secondary concern for the
participants, that violation of home, interactional and
body territories is most frequent. Thus children may
be observed making unwarranted use of the home territories
of others, perhaps by observing what are intended to be
behaviours private to the inhabitant. Interactional
territories are violated when one or more of the
legitimate interactors behaves out of character. Such
verbal bahaviours include shouting or whispering and
other forms of 'rudeness' which are commonly witnessed
in the classroom. The inappropriate body postures or

use of the body to embarrass or harass others are



examples of violation of personal space.
INVASIONL:

Territory 1s invaded when those not entitled
to entrance or use never-the-less cross the boundaries
and interrupt, halt or change the social meaning of
territory. Mostly commonly 1t is the teacher who
provides the models for such behaviours when she invades
pupil territory. She may change both the locatior and
nature of activity, prohibit or direct the nature of
interactional territories and arbitrarily interfere with
the pupil's personal space. For a misdemeanour a pupil
may be moved from his desk to a cornzr of the room and
a symbol attached to his body to publicise his disgrace.
Because of her formal authority such acts are not
regarded by the teacher as invasions of territory
although the question of legitimacy is oftem problemctic.
However, because it has no formal legitimacy similar
pupil behaviour is seen as invasion, The eviction of
others from their home territory, defacement of the
teacher's desk or board or other similar punitive
behaviours are examples.

CONTALTNATION:

Contamination of a territory occurs when its
customary definition and usage are changed by external
force. The folk-lore of childhood contains many
examples e.g., contamination of territories and their
symbocls because of use by the opposite sex. The public
nature of the classroom may be temporarily denied, for

example, during a fire drill. Home territories may
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be contaminated by the destruction of the 'home' symbok.
Pupils mey disown or destroy their home territories
should they be defaced or abused by other pupils or the
teacher. Interactional territories are rendered impure
should an interactant use indiscreet or inappropriate
language. Identification with the eberrent language
constitutes a reduction in status. Similarly, whenever
the body is polliuted, personal space becomes contaminated.
The presence of bodily secretions is seen as offensive
and is removed by the ritual of washing. The use of
combs, handkerehiefs or clothing belonging to others is
rejected because of fear that contamination of personal
space will follow. Body space is also vulnerable to
the look, smell, touch and proximity to contaminated
persons or things. The rules regarding touch are highly
elaborate. Typically self-manipulation of certain areas
of body territory are prohibited whilst the touching of
others is guided by rules which are clear indicators of
social distance, The teacher may touch the pupils
but suspicions of sexual immorality modify such contacts.

Contacts which threaten the destruction or
fundamental alteration of territory are defined as
encroachments. Under these conditions the proprietors
of territory are likely to react in terms of turf
defence, insulation or linguistic ccllusion. These
forms of reaction are discussed below,

TURF DEFEINCE:

Turf defence is a response necessitated when

the intruder canncot be tolerated. Examples from the
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classroom are numerous and often teacher initiated.

Pupils are ejected from the classroom or removed from
home territory for misdemeanour. However mere intrusion
can be met with this response. Teachers frequently
are observed to propel pupils bodily away from the front
of the room to areas less central to teacher activity.
As well, pupils defend their home and body territories
by engaging in physical combat to repel the invader.
Turf defence is an ultimate response however, Other
more subtle repulsions are available to the occupier who
wishes to maintain territorial control.
INSULATION:

Insulation is the placement of some barrier
between the occupant of territory and potentisl invaders.
Thus certain territories are designated as being 'out of
bouads'. Children may not leave their seats, may not
use the book table, may not leave the room, may not talk
and thus violate the 'silence' norm so often promulgated.
Pecause of the large nunber of participants and the
restricted are of free space, rules are made to insulate
both body and interactional territories. Inevitable
this 'second curriculum' of the classroom intensifics the
temptations for violation and intrusion. (c.f. Jackson
1967). In her home territory the teacher often claims
the insulation right of inattention to pupil behaviours...
that is until their violations become excessive.

LINGUISTIC COLIUSION:

Linguistic collusion involves a complex set of

processes by which the territorial integrity of the
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of the group is reaffirmed and the intruder is labelled

as an outgsider, For example, pupils may engage in
conversation and gesture employing their peer group
idioms in an effort to set themselves apart from the
teacher. A recognised strategy of the teacher is to
esculate her use of technical or zbstract terminology to
defend her personal status in the face of attack from
pupils particuiarly when her 'superior' position is being
threatened.

ETHOLOGY ARWD SOCIOLOGY -~ FUNCTIONS OF TERRITORIALITY

The basis for the foregoing discussion rests
eventually on an extrapolation from ethology a2nd biology.
The hiatus between ethology and the social sciences
resides in the concepts of evolution and instinctse.

The major concern of ethology is with the precise study
of innate behaviour patterns in aninals ... a search
hoping to reveal universal patterns of behaviour,
Discussion of universal behaviour natterns inevitably
deals with instinctual tendencies of both the closed

and open variety. The open instinct, a combination in
varying portion in genetic design and relevant experience
is the common sort in all higher animal forms. In man
it reaches a maximum of learning, 2 minimum of design.
Ethology claims that natural selection has permitted man
to come out on top ---- he retains genetic resolve while
obtaining the diversity of experience. But it is
maintained that no matter how open the instinct, no
matter how much learning is incorporated, the total

influence on individual behaviour will proceed with



28
¥ory nearly the form of a closed programme as directs
the behaviours of say, a beetle or a2 bird. (c.f. Ardrey
1967).

No information as to how an inctinct operates is
available to ethology. Links between knowledgze of
neurophysiology and the knowledge of behaviour have not
been made. While logically the last wcrd of biology
should be the Tirst word of sociology, this is not the
case, The Riological concern is with Darwinism ...
and it is the influence of heredity that sociology
denies, just as it is the influence of environment
which it exalts, Hence the elaborated forms of
territoriality in man are attributed tc cultural factors -
the process of social inheritance.

The herecdity-learning question differentiates the
gtvdy of territoriality in animals from the study of
territcriality in man., Although classroom behaviours
differ from general social behaviours with respect to
their formality and purposefulness, it would be expected
that the geographic and behavioural aspects of human
territoriality would be elaborated in modified form to
sult the specific requirements of the educational setting.

In 2ddition to those functional aspects referred to
in the discussion of territoriality (Chapter I pp 6 - 7)
ethologists suggest that territory provides for all
higher animals; identity, security and stimulation.

These concepts have been used in psychology, in particular
to describe hierarchical systems of human nceds

{c.f. Maslow 1964; Erikson 1965). From a sociological
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viewpoint there is no need to postulate 'instinctoid
needs' but rather these three functions of territory
may be seen as components of role performance.

Two elements are central to the description of the
functions of territoriality, the 'hzartland' and the
'bar der' of territories. The heartland comprises that
space or object which serves as the identification
element for the occupant of a particular territory while
the border is crucial to the flight-fight or approach-
avoidance behaviours under the terms of territorial
encroachment and defence.

The literature relatcd to this heartland-border
concept glves repeated emphasis to three factors
mentioned above, viz, identity, security and stimulation
(c.f. Bates 1950; Hediger 1950; Davis 1958; Ardrey 1967).
For the occupaant, identity and security are associatzd
with the heartland while stimulation is the functional
attribute of border activities.

TERRITORIAL IDENTITY, SECURITY AND STIMULATION IN THE
CLASSROOI s

The classroom comprises numerous territorial
heartlands and borders. The social purposes of the
agsociated behaviours of encroachment and defence may
be contained within the framework of identity, security
and stimulation. These three slements of role
performance are both obvious and subtle. We know
for example, that the teacher is expected to transmit
some kind of knowledge and skill while the pupil is

expected to receive and retain these. But within
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the classroom teaching behaviours are also associated
with a particular geographic position. The teachser
has a home territory with which she is expected to
identify. The teacher tco, has an zxpected identity
which is re-inforced by manners of verbal behaviour
(her own and others) and distinguishing modes of
dress, Similar expectations hold fore pupil behaviours
giving the role encumbents the appropriate social
identification and status.

Behaviours associated with territorial heartland,
in addition to giving identity tc the occupant, may
also provide security for role performance, When a
threatening situation is perceived the heartland of
territory offers security from encroachment and
reduces aaxiety or strain. (c.f. Eates 1950).
Ccllocuial terms such as 'safe on home ground' refer
to the tendency to retreat to familiar positions and
ways of behaving to obtain security. Certain
classroom behaviours apparently reflcct this. The
teacher, when wishing to exert her authority, typically
assumes the familiasr dominating front position and
familiar dominating upright manner, A pupil, when
caught misbehaving 'out-of-position' often has to be
prevented from moving quickly back to his seat before
being rebuked. From those familiar with classrooms,
many such examples could be cited which are instructive
with regerd to this function of the territorial
heartland.

Stimulation is associated with behaviocours at the
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border of icrritorics (Ardrey 1967). The multi*uds
of boundaries in the classroom ensures a high frequcney
of such behaviour, The pupil leaves his chair to
wander about the room, the teacher leaves the front of
the room to encircle the outer ring of desks (c.f. Adams
and Biddle 1970). Poesibly the function of such
behaviour is the stimulation gained through probing
the outer linits of geographic and personal space.

The preceding conceptual outline for territoriality
in classroom settings has drawn particularly from the
findings of anthropology, ethology and sccilal e€cologye.
Attention throughout has been given to the continuities
and similarities between certain basic aspects of
animal territoriality and those of human territoriality.
Attention has similarly been paid to the connections
between territoriality in gen-ral social settings and
that in the clacssroom situation. With certain exceptions
(Barker and Wright 1954; Sommers 1962; Adams and Biddle
1970) the extrapolations lack vigorous empirical support.

Research clearly indicates that it is the tezcher
who is the principal actor in the classroom {e.g.

Kinney 41952; Swenson and Parton 1953; Fishburn 1955).
Alsco indicated is the high frequency of verbal behaviour
within the teaching performance (e.g. Hughes 1959;
Flanders 1960). These factors, combined with the
findings of Adams and Biddle (41970) determined the choice
of two areas for study here:

1 The teacher's use of geographic space.

2. Mutual interactional territories.

Both are dealt with below.
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1. IEACHER LOCATION:

The expectation would be that tcachers occupy
particular locations in preference to other areas
(Adams and Biddle 1970). It would also be expected that
locational preferences would be associated with
particular referents i.e blackboard, desk. The space
immedliately surrounding these objects would by definition
by home territory for the teacher.
2, MUTUAL INT .PACTTONAL TERITORIES:

By definition these tcrritorice are defined by the
verbal exchanges that occur between two classroom actors
(Chapter II pp 20 ). It would be expected that the
distribution of such territories established between
the teacher and any one child would reveal a certain
locational pattern namely, the central area of the room
being the focus for interaction with diminishing numbers
of territories toward the outer edges of the classroomn.
(Adams and Biddle 1970). Possible reasons for this
have been discussed with reference to the relation of
physical distance and the mutuality of a suitaticn
(Chapter II pp 24 )a To test this expectation the
gquantitative distribution of mutual interactiocnal
territories was measured in two classrooms. A
classification of qualitative categories for verbal
behaviours was designed. (Chapter III) The recorded
verbal behaviours of the teacher were analysed
accordingly so that the qualitative distribution of
verbal territories could be ascertainecd.

The final aspect tc be investigated was the
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influence of locational change upon the numbers of

Mutual Interactional Territories established for each
pupil in the classroom, It would be expected that
following a move to a dissimilar classroom iocation
the number of verbal exchanges received by the pupil
would be significantly influenced because of the
teacher's territorial preferences,

The specific hypotheses arising from the two areas

discussed sbove namely,

1. the teacher's use of geographic space and
2, mutual interactional territories

are as follows:

(12) That the te-cher's occupation of the
classroom would reveal locational
preferences and that the centre front
location would be consistently preferred.

(22) . That the mutual obligation for interaction
between the teacher and that group of
pupils most centrally located in the
classrocm would result in the formation
of a relationship wedge.

(2b) That the number of intcractions received
by ezch pupil would very significantly
between observation periods, such
variability being due to change of pupil
location,

The methodology used to investigate these matters

is outlined in the following chapter.

Footnotes:

1. Lyman S.M. and Scott l.D. (1967) Public, Home,
Interaction and Body Territories.
2. Hall E.T. (1966) Dimensions of Informal Space:

Intimate O® - 18"; Personal 18" - L8";
Social 48"~ 444"; Public 144" plus



CHAPTER TII
METHODOLOGY

There are many natural social settings in whicl the
researcher can empl-y something like an experimental
design. Even though full control over the scheduling
of experimental stimuli is lacking some measure of
control is nevertheless possible. To this extent the
sample observed, the observations made end the context
selected can all be subjected to demands of systematiolty
which are characteristic of true experimentzl conditions.
Such semi-controlled situations can be regarded as
quasi-experimental designs. (Campbell and Stanley 1963).
Certain extranecus variables may jeopardize both
internal validity e.g. history ... events occurring
between observation periods; instrumentation ...
learning, fatigue etc within the obsecrver: and external
validity e.g. interaction effects involving X and some
other variable. The guasi-experimental design outlined
below was adopted because the conditions cbserved were
not susceptible to rigorous experimental control. The
inherent limitations of the methodology (Campbell and
Stanley 1963) are recognised and acknowledged.

Given the research focus the initial task was to
obtain access to some classroom settings. An approach
was made to the Headteacher of a Grade VI primary school
in a medium-sized New Zealand town. He was told that
the Experimenter's purpose was to observe
1. the use of classroom space by the teacher.

2 the particular locations to which the teacher
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directed verbal communications, and
3 the effects of change of location upon the

number of ccmmunications received by individusal

pupils.

The Headteacher made =a réquest of his staff for
veluntzers to participate in the study. His statement
was phrased in generalized terms e.g. & student wishing
to observe classroom behaviours and routines. At no
stage was the intendzd purpose revealed to the staff
of the school. In response, two female teachers of
Standard One classes volunteered. Both teachers had
over four years of certificated experience. Each had
had vicarious experience of University studies (their
husbands' had had direct experience) and their interecst
stemmed in part from this fact. They viewed the
observations to be made as a welcome break in classroom
routine.

The Bxperimenter met thcse teachers to explain the
demands he needed to make of them i.e. there would be an
observcr present, they would have to wear a radio
microvchone, they would be tape recorded etec. They
were given assurance (corroborated by their Headteacher)
that the study was not concerned with evaluation of
teacher or pupil achievements., This, together with
the knowledge that all results would be given themn,
seemed sufficient to allay any suspicions the teachers
may have had concerning the purposes of the observationse.

Arrangements were made to conduct obscrvations

during mathematics lessons taken at almost consecutive
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times ... 10.45 a.m, to 11.30 a.n. in one room,
11415 aem. to 12.00 noon in the other room. This
allowed the Observer to record for thirty minutes in
each room with sufficient time to move the equipment
between rooms during the 'overlap' period.

The teachers allowed the Experimenter to standardize
the positions of the desks (checked each day) and to
control the seating pattern of the pupils for a thr:ze
week period. Urn.known to the teachers the classroonm
floor space was divided into nine equal areas to
facilitate the recording of teacher position.

A trained Observer was used for the study. She
had had previous teaching experience. Prior to the
experiment she
(a) memorised the seating position of each pupil

and the classification forthe floor space.

(b) 1learned to assemble and operate the radio
microphone, tape recorder and oscillator and

how to observe and record the data required.
During the observations, for each verbal communication
between the teacher and any one pupil the Observer
recorded on prepared sheets:

(a) the letter representing the geographic pasition

of the teacher and
(b) the number representing the desk of the

appropriate pupil.
She simultaneously operated the oscillator button which
superimposed a 'beep' on the tape identifying the

teacher's recorded verbal behaviour with the



37

appropriate locational data.

Two trial periods of one hours observations were
made in each classroom. This allowed
(a) The teacher =znd pupil to become familiar with the

Observer and equipment and
(b) the Observer to familiarize herself with the

procedures,
The participants of both classroocms were used to being
obcerved by teachers in training and no difficulties
were experienced in these particular trials.

A description of the experimental conditions and
design follows:
SETTIIIGS AND SUBJECTS

Both classrooms in which observations were made
were 792 square feet in area a2nd their interiors were
basically similar, To support later comparisons
of data an attempt was made to equate the positions of
desks in both rooms, However this was not achieved
and desk arrangements were different. (Sec Figure I
on page 38)

Each room was divided into nine equal areas indicated
by appropriate chalk marks, and floor markings were
used to hold the location of desks constant throughout
the pcriod of the experiment. The pupils in both
classrooms were Standard One level and of mixed
abilities. Their teachers were female and had

volunteered to participate in the 'experiment’'.
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DESIGN:

For both classrooms the Pretest - Posttest design
was employed; 04 X Oo 1n which O refers to the prccess
of observation and X represents the exposure of the group
to the changed condition.

The observations by a trained observer were made
during two periods, each period being five consecutive
school days. On each day data were collected during
a normal mathematics lesson of thirc¢y minutes. The
pupils' locations were changed at the end of the first
five day observational pericd and then held constant
for two weeks. In the second of those weeks further
observations took place. The week intervening between
the observaticnal pericds was provicded to e.able the
teachers to become familiar with the adjusted locaticns
of the pupils.

PROCEDURE UNDERTAKEN WITH REGARD TO TEACHERS:

No explanation of the rezl purvcse of the
observations was given the teachers. Apart from being
told that the Experimenter was interested in the general
patterns of classroom behaviour the 'explanation' was
presented in negative terms, i.e. the Experimenter
would not be:

(a) measuring teacher efficiency or teacher
effectiveness,

(v) assessing personality traits of either
teacher or pupils

(c) judging pupil attitudes or
discipline.

The teachers were asked to conduct their mathematics
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lessons in their customary manncr. They were to tell
the.r pupils that the Observer was a Teachers' College
student who was learning how tc use a taperecorder,
hence the need for their teacher to wear a radio
microphone. At the conclusion of the experiment the
teachers completed a brief questionnaire regarding
classroom behaviours during the periocds of observation.
The questions were:
1 Did your class behave as 1t normally dous, over
these past three weeks?

2, (&) Were you conscious of the Observer while
you werc teaching?®

(o) If 'yes' - did you modify your behaviour
because of the Obscrver's presence?
(c) If 'yes' - in what way(s)?

PROCEDURE WITH REGARD TO THE OBS:ZRVER:

A general description of the Observer's tasks has
been given (Chapter ITI pp 36 ). For each Mutual

Interactional Terri’c.s:n:'y‘1

established, the Observer

identified:

(a) the location of the tcacher within one of the
nine areas of the classroom (A through I),

(b) the target area of the verbal interaction
(desk positions - One through Forty), and

(c) the corresponding verbal behaviour of the
teacher as recorded on the tape. The latter
was done by superimposing upon the tape a

short buzzing sound.

The Observer was instructed to enter the classroom



i
five minutes after the commencement of each lesson
and her recording cuased before the lesson ended. This '
eliminated her having contact with the pupils. A plan
of each room drawn to scale was given her to help her
with the identification of targets. To assist in the
analysis of the tape recordings made, each period of
five minutes was indicated by recording three rapid
'beeps' upon *he tape. For the purpose of this study
the Observer ignored those Mutual Interactional
Territories established when the pupil was in a position
other than his chair.

PROCEDURE WITH REGARD TO TAPE RECORDINGS:

The social forces a2t work in the classroom are so

complex that it appears on the surface as if any attempt

¢ analyse them would . s extremely difficult. The
teacher's interaction with children, which is only part
of the total social process, scems almost as difficult
to identify. Nevertheless, teacher-pupil contacts have
been classified into specifically defined behavioural
acte by various researchers. (c¢.f. Flanders 1960).

The present study is concerned with teacher
behaviour only. The intcrest is oaly in the teacher's
verbal behaviour that is directed toward an individual
child and not that intended for a group or class of
children. The teacher's verbal behaviours were
differentiated into three catcgories:
1e sanctioning behaviours

2e directing"behaviours, and
e assertive behaviours.



L2
The first two of these were further subdivided into

negaitive or positive; five categories resulted. They
are:
1. Positive sanctioning
2ls Negative sanctioning
3 Positive directing
L. Negative directing
5 Assertive

All categories are mutually exclusive. An
account of each category is given below.
; POZITIVE SANCTIONING: Often positive sanctioning
is a single word 'Good', 'Fine', 'Right'. The teacher
may simply say 'I like what you are doing'. Such
sanctioning mey apply to the child's expressed emotions
and to both task and non-task activities. Essentially
it is an expericnce that reflects a positive valueing
Pia NEGATIVE SANCTIONING: This category includes such
as '"Stop', '"No', 'You are a naughty child'. A question
such as 'What are you doing®?' would be classified in this
cavegory - with proper intonation the question reprimands
the child and returns him to accepted behaviour.
Ridicule and sarcaesm fall within the scope of this
category. Essentially it is an experience that reflects
negative valueing.
e POSITIVE DIR&CTIIG: 'Continue', 'Go ahead with
what you are saying', 'Tell us nore about that idea',
are all examples of positive directing. Repetition of
a child's response may also be category 3 when this

repetition communicates to the child that his answer
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is correct and he should continue. 'Collect th: books',
'"'What are two plus two?', 'David', 'Mary' - are further
examples of this category. Where the teacher's verbal
behaviour both encourages the pupil to further effort and
indicates the direct:.on to be followed, category 3 is
recorded,
L. NEGATIVE DIRBCTING: The teacher is saying in
effect 'Do not do what you are doing, do something else'!,
For statements such as 'Wait your turn', 'Not at present',
'I would not do that but what would happen ifeees..’,
category 4 is recorded. This category has some affinity
with Kounin's "desist" concept.
5 ASSERTIVE: This category includes all verbal
teacher bahaviour that is concerned wich giving ideas,
facts or opinions. Statements as 'The correct answer
is ...', 'Sentences begin with capital letters', are
possible examples. The presentation of material may be
used to introduce, review or focus the attention of
the child on an important topic. If the teacher is
explaining himself or his authority, defending or
justifying himself, the statements are classified as
assertive.

The recording of the classroom behaviours

studied required the Observer to meke two entries for
each verbal interaction. Firstly she recorded the
area of the room in which the teacher was standing.
The nine areas were designated A .... I. Secondly
the Observer recorded the number of the desk at which

the particular pupil was seated i,e. One through forty.



To each c. these pairs of "scores" was added thL=z
numeral representing the appropriate wverbal category
as encocded from the tape recordiag. An example of
this recording would be: A - 26 - 3,3 where
A = the teacher's location; 26 = the location of the
pupil's desk to which the teacher directed her verbal
behaviour; and 3/3 = the verbal category (positive
directing) as assigned independently by two raters.
A specimen record of one day's observations is given
in Appendix A.

The tape recordings were analysc . independently
Ly twe persons - the Experimenter and the Observer.
Each Mutual Interactional Territory was categorized and
the category number recorded alongside the apnropriate
record of teacher location and pupil location,
Reliability of the two encoders was computed as a
percentage of agreement for each thirty minute recording.
For Room A the reliability was within the range of
85 - 92 percent; for Room B within the range of
87 - 94 percent,
STLTISTICAL TESTS:

Listed below are the statistical treatments
applied to the data relevant to

1e Teacher location

2. Relationship Wedge

e Location of Desks vis-a-vis pupils
L, End versus lMiddle positions

within groups.



1. STATISTIC ANALYSIS FOR TwaCHER TERRITORI LS

Anova X1 =A(+ Jk; + BJ +id]
dai effect of area 1 i= 14, - 9

Bj effect of week J J = 1,2,

Source arf sS ‘K., 8)
Areas 8 s % 2 _ 5 A O A
lti X 1 £ & |
Weeks - L B e g
1 1 {_} ;\) r:__ i + f t'f-_ 2
Error 8 by subtraction )
Total 17 5,; EJ' ey =€

This gave a significant difference between areas so

tested difference in individual areas using Tuhey's W

e = I’f i -
no = error 4f
D = no. of territories in comparison
:\J- 7 = \,; o '.Tl_-/h_
a = «05

2. RELLTTIONSHIP WZIDCE

Formulae for test of Hy - There is no difference
betwecn the number of mutual interactions established for

any perticular group within the classroom.

Anova Bep wMMadt 4+ B3 & £33

Y di effect of block ¢ 1=1; 5

Bj effect of week J J=1; @

Example from Room A:
Source af SS _
Rlocks I % L, ' T = L o 4t -
Weslks 1 = ;_). X/ P v E
Error L by subtraction & 2
Total 9 € % kij*r. .~ C
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3. STATISTICAL ANATYSIS FOR LOCATION OF DESKS AND
LOCLTIOLS OF PUFILS

Anova o 2
i:f

- i"Tl.. 'T"i.",-' e ;:J
T‘C effect of ith week

Bj effect of jJ desk location

X1 =  +sp 7+ Bi + €13
iz effect of ¢ week
Bj effect of childs location

L. ENNDS VARSUS EIDDLE LOCATION

Anove Koo =4+ T +BJ +C1) + .13k
T4 = effect of ith position 1 = 1, 2
Bj = effect of j'8 block j =1, 2
K samples K== 4, 20
DISCUSSION:

The complexity of the natural classroonm setting makes
for certain difficulties. The unpredictzbility of
classroom behaviours was one of these difficulties.
Children whe werc absent intermittently or who left the
classroom during the observation periods gave rise to
incomplete d=ta being recorded for particular locations.
Where there was an insufficient basis for accurate
predictions to be made such data were omittcd from
consideration.

Another difficultly expericnced concermed the
randomizing of pupil location. In both experimental
conditions the location of pupils as directed by the
Experimenter resulted in certain problems for both

pupils and teachers, Some children were unable to see
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the blackboard because of taller pupils in front of them.
For a few pupils seated on the front edge of the room
board work couléd not be read beceuse of the acute
viewing angle. For one teacher, the incidence of two
'problem' children in adjoining locations was a concern.
Such difficulties arising from the random distribution
led the Experimenter to meske small readjustments to the
seating pattems for the second periond of observation
so that classroom management and routines were not
adversely affected.

The final difficulty experienced wes a technical
fault with the radio-microphone on the last day of
study. The teacher's verbal behaviours were recorded
using three multi-directional microphones which
resulted in a recording of impaired quality although
sufficiently clcar for the purposes of analysis.

No difficulties in recording the teacher's behaviour
were experienced. The radio-microphone was sufficiently
sensitive to ensure that no item of the teacher's verbal
behaviour was omitted. With the Observer being able to
listen to an amplification of the verbal transactions
a very accurate record of the 'targets' was possible,
even when the teacher had her back to the Observer and
was leaning over a group and talking to the various
individuals within it. BEqually accurate matching of
behsviour was possible because of the identification

'beep' superimposed upon the tape-recordings,

— — m— — e — e m— — m— — — — e s o mmn o s e e s e e s T P

1e Mutual Intercctional Territory: - a verbal transaction
between teacher and any one pupil. For full description
see Chapter II pp 20)
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSIO OF FINDILGS

From the two classrooms observed, data were
collected pertaining to the three hypotheses arising
fpom the theoretical position developed for territoriality
in educestional settings. (See Chapter II pp 31 ff)

That the data might have rcflected the infiuences of the
experimentel recuirements (i.e. presence of Observer

end technical eguipment) was checked by written
questionnaire, The question 'Did your class behave as
it normally does?' was answered in the affirmative by
both teachers. Both acknowledged that they were
conscious of the Observer's presence but denied that
this caused them to modify their behaviour in any way.
The belief that a 'natural' classroom setting was
observed can be held with some measure of confidence,

This chapter discusses the findings as related to
each hypothesis l.¢e.

1. Teacher Territory
2. Relationship Wedge, and

. The Teachers' locational vis-a-vis pupil
preferences.

Also included is discussion of an unanticipated finding
namely, a tendency for the teacher to interac™ more
often with pupils seated at the end positions of

groups as compared with those pupils seated at the
micddle positions of such groups. Finally, the
qualitative characteristics of the teachers' verbal

behaviours are summarized and discussed,
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1«  TEACHER HOME TEREKITORY

The cbjective was to discover whether the locational
behaviours of the teachers could be identified with a
'home' territory i.e. a space occupied and controlled by
the teacher in a manner different from all other areas.

The first analysis of the data required the
totalling of the number of mutual interactions
established for each of the nine arcas of the classioom
for both periods of observation. They are listed in

Table I below:

| Classroom  ; _ MUTUAL _ INTERACTIONS
 Territories | ROOH "A' : ROOM 'B'
;Time 1 Time 2 : Time 1 Time 2

A i 5| | w57
| B i 59 | 109 62 | 65 {
; G §115 i 95 75 15 |
| D i 32 3 | 105 144

E 212 | 136 9% | 75

F 307 | 54k 329 | 415

G | 45 2 L1811 1

H 73 10 | 20 - 2
| I B 17 i L3

TABLE I - Mutusl Interactions established for
each territory in classrooms A and B

In the table, marked differences are evident
between the numbers of Hutual Interactions established
within each territory. In Room A, 869 smd 969
interactions were exchanged during obscrvation periods

one and two respectively, giving a total of 1838
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mutual interactions. Territory F (the centre front)
wes the location from which the largest number of verbal
exchanged occurred, there being a total of 851. The
middle of the room (territory E) was the positicn from
which the next largest number of interactions oeccurred
(338 exchenges). In all, 1,168 interactional territories
were established between the teacher and any one pupil
while the teacher was standing in the front of the room
(Territories C. F. I) Relatively small numbers were
established from the territories at the side and rear

of the classroom.,

In Room B a total of 1,588 interactional territories
were established, 772 of these during the first
observation period, 816 during the second such period.
The centre front of the room (territory F) was that
location from which the largest number of exchanges took
place there being a total of T4hL. For the centre rear
of the room (territory D) the next largest number of
interactions (219) werec recorded. While the teacher was
standing in the front of the room (territories C. F. I)
she exchanged a total of 894 verbal messages with
individual pupils but from tﬁé side territories and the
rear corners only relatively snall numbers of inter-
actions occurred.

By combining the data for each observation
period within each room (differences between periods
were found to be not significant) and computing
percentage scores for each classroom territory, these

differences are even more apparent. (Tables II and III)
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Also apparent is the similerity in the use of classroom

space by the two teachers (c.f, Tables II and III)

& ' > , & | ¢ D N
0.92 ; 1.9 : 1.03: L 1.82 '13.79  6.61
| ! ; : i

" | OB B H E . B |

452 118.94 | 9.1k '

L
i
I

2.58 10.90  8.00

' I
i

r | ¥ i@
77 | 0E.56 ' B.6}

[ I, F ;. ©C|
§ | ' E
| 5.82 | 46.30 11.43

L It

FRONT FRONT
TABLE II: Percent cf TAELE ITII - Percent of
Mutual Intcractions by Mutual Interactions by
territories for Room A territories for Room B

For the ne. t analysis, 'Home' territory was
defined opcrationally as that area from which a
significantly (p (eOS) greater nuibcsr of mutual inter-
actions were established as compared to any other arca.
The hypothesis was that the teacher's occupation of the
nine areas of the classroom would differ and that a
preference for the centre front location would be shown.
An analysis of variance of the data gave a significant
difference between teacher territories in both classrooms.
(Room A, F 12,12 #% ; Room B, F 24.14%®) The
prediction that the teachers' use of classroom space
would differ was therefore supported. A test (Tukey's
W test) for differences between territories within each
classroom showed that each teacher established a

significantly greater number of interactional territories
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from the cenire front of the room. (Room A W = 219.4

p *05; Room B W= 1300 p +05) 1In each

classroom thercfore, the teacher established 2 'home'
territory, thus supportinz the hypotresis.

The locational Adata reveals the same territorial
preferences as found by Adams and Biddle (4970). These
authors refer to the 'footlight parades' and 'inland
excursions' which typified the movement of tezchers
about the classroom. Both characteristics are refleccted
in the findings of this study and =zre presented below.

Figure 2 : Teachers' location as inlicated by nmutusl

interactions
bt %t :
% i ! i | !
A S S
Front Front
Room 'A'! Room 'B!
KEY: .
i lerd
— 63.1% ——  56.3%
//// 66.9% LELL 71+5%

There was a trend for the teachers to macke
decreasing use of the space towards the rear of the
classroom,

Figure 3 : Teachers' use of classroom space

(See Figure on page 5%)
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Figure 3:  Teachers' use of classroom space

. . . . Teacher A
- J Teacher B
% 3 i
of % ,
}.'ln ; f i
T o
T 8! it i ’ :
o: -~ e ¥
E ” _/'I [
" Reor Vidale  Froat

Area of Room

A possible reason for the relatively high number
of Kutual Interactions Teacher B astablished from the
rear of the room was suggested by the Obscrver. For the
lest five minutes of each lesson observed the teacher
conducte’ a 'number geme' among the pupils. She noved
to the back of the rocm and dirccted the game which
involved pairs of pupils moving to the blackboard in the

'answers'.

front to record
When the tecchers' occupaticn of side territories
is examined, bcth teachers show an uneven pattern:

Figure 4: Percent of iiutual Interactions from side

territories

; j v : s
. S

i ‘ L oo !
[ (21,6 P Lo
126 21921 18,47 20,28
% ?.4 [Fes ol i % - 2 X
1 by < i = 1 1
£ : y i ./ }'I {
£27 507 3 P ) i -”1

1
Front Front
Teacher A Teacher B

The concept of territoriality suggests that the

centre front of the room is that area in which the
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teacher experiences a relative frecdom of action and
sense of comfort. This might imply that such occupancy
provides both identity and security for role performance.
(See Chapter IT pp 29 ff ) This also showed that other
classroom members rarcly intruded into the teacher's

home territory except by invitation and the seating
arrangement in Room A was such that there were no

regular occupants of the area other than the teacher.

In the present study the teachers' use of classroom
space reflects an uneven distribution pattern. The
implications of these territorial behaviours for
classroom inhabitants and procedure will be discussed
later in this paper.

24 RELATIONSHIP WEDGE

The purnose was to discover whether the teacher
spoke more often to pupils located towards the centre
front of the classroom. The rationale for this
expectation is dealt with Chapter II pp 20 - 21)
but a brief recapitulation is worthwhile now. For
those pupils seated in the centre front of the room,
the physical proximity to the teacher is sufficiently
close to establish rapport. (Hall 1966) In such
face-to-face situations a particular 'mutuality' of
occasion is established. (Goffman 1967) This
mutuality serves to increase the likelihood of verbal
comnunication. (Goffman 1967) Empirical support
comes from studies by Adams (1965, 41967) and Adams
and Biddle (1970).
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In this study the number of mutual interactions
between the teacher and each group of pupils was obtained
by summing the interaction scores for each location
(desk) within the group. In Room 'A' there were five
groups which were designated (a2, b , ¢, d, e) from left
to right across the room; in Room 'B' theie were three
group locations (a, b, ¢) from left to right. The
findings for Room 'A' are discussed first; those for
Room 'B' second.
ROOM 'A' The number of intecractions established for

each group location is shown in Table IV.

} Group a b c a €

Week 1 89 167 263 173 155
Week 2 138 180 132 26l 190

(Total 227 347 395 L37  3U5

TABLE IV: Numbers of verbal exchanges
between the teacher and group locations

From the teble it is seen that during the first
week of observation the teacher established more mutual
interactions with the centrally located group than with
any other group. The further the groups were located
from the centre of the room, the less the number of
interactions they received. This pattern is in
accord with the expectations held regarding the
formation of a relationship wedge. A comparison of
the most peripheral groups with the centre group shows

that group 'a' received only one third as many
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interactions, group 'e' less than two thirds as many
interactions as the number received by the centre group.

For week two, following changes in pupil location;
the interaction pattern differed, the centre group
received slightly fewer interactions than did the others.
The side groups (a and €) received a lesser number than
their two adjoining and more central groups.

Table V shows the area of each group by percentage
(allowing for desks unoccupied) and the percent of

interactions received by each.

| GROUPS a b ¢ a e
| Avea 19.44 16.66 19.4L 22,22 22,22 |
IINTERACTIONS i
Week 1 10,28 19.76 31.12 20,47 16.37 |
Week 2 15.26 19.91 14,60 241,20 21.03J
i
Mean 12.8 19.8 22.9 24.8 19.7 |

| .

TABLE V, Area of groups and interactions
to groups (pcrcentages)

This table shows that for Week 41, when the area
of each location is taken into account, the centre group
received relatively more interactions than did the more
peripheral groups. For Week 2 however this pattern
was not repeated. Overall, the distribution of the
verbal interactions 1s comparitively even between
the five group locations.

The face-to-face situation obtains most
conspicuously when the teacher is standing at the

centre of the room, The number of interactions
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betwecn the teacher from this position and each of the

groups are shown in Table VI.

GROUPS a b c a e '

| Area % 19.LL 16.66 19.Ll 22.22 22.22

—-——

Inter-
actions 110 121 155 199 170

% 14.75 16.03 20.53 26.35 22.52

TABLE VI: Interazctions between groups and the
teacher when the te=cher was
standing in the centre front of the
room,

This interpretation revcals a teacher preference
for the location just right of centre. This preference
is only slight when the area of the group is considered
together with the percent of interactions received.

For the sacond period of observation pupils were
moved 'by group' and randomly distributed within that
group. In every instance of a group of pupils being
moved to a more central location, a higzher number of
interactions were received during that period; a lesser
number of interactions was received from all but one
of the groups moved to a more peripheral location.
(Teble VII - page 58)

The table shows that groups 'a' and 'c¢' which
were mored to a more central location for the
second period of observation received greater numbecrs
of interactions following their move. Groups

'p!' and 'e', moved to less central locations, received

fewer interactions. These findings imply support
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for the expectation with regard to a relationship

wedge effect.

i Groups moved to a more central location
! for the second observation period

T

Difference ir interactions
i Group received between first and
second observation periods

a + 43

e + 109
| _Groups moved to a less central location |
Difference in interactions

Group recelved between first and
second observation periods

b - 29

c - 83 i

d + 17 E
L]

TABLE VII: Changes in interzctions received
following locational changes
(Room A)

The hypothesis predicted that the mutual
obligation for interaction between the teacher and that
group of pupils most centrally located in the room would
results in the formation of a 'relationship wedge'.

An analysis of variance (See Chapter III pp 45)

of the data for each group within the room showed
the differences between groups to be not significant.
Thus no claim can be made for the establishment of

a relationship wcdge within this particular

classroom,
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ROOM B: In this classrcom th .re were three group.
locetions (¢, b, ¢) from left tc right. The number of
interactions established for each group location is

shown in Table VIII,

i

t  Group a b [ ;
Week 1 306 253 213 E

{

Week 2 358 239 219 |

{

Total 66L 192 u32 |

TABLE VIII: Numbers of verbal
exchanges bcetween the teacher
and each group location.

The table shows that for both weeks, group 'a'

eceived the most interactions, group 'b' more than

| JERES |

did group 'ec'.
Table IX below shows the area of each group
(allowing for unoccupied desks) and the psrcentage of

mutual interactions transacted for each group.

Group location a b c
Area of group % 38.89 33.33 27.78
Interactions
Week 1 % 42,20 32,68 25.12
Week o % 44,36 28.50 27.14 E
Mean % 43,34 30,48 26.18 5

TABLE IX: Area of groups and interactions
received - percentages.

When the area of each 'target' space is taken
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into account it is seen that the teacher distributes
her verbal behaviours very evenly over the three
locations., The differences between groups are very
small and do not support the expectation for the creation
of a relationship wedge.

The pattern of verbal interactions between groups
and teacher while the latter was standing in the centre

front of the classroom is shown below. (Table X)

} Groups a . b c

% Area 38,89 33.33 27.78

Number of

Interactions:
Week 1 131 76 50
Week 2 158 152 122
Total 289 208 172

|

As a i
percentage 43,20 34.09 25.71

TALLE X: Interaction between groups and
teacher when the teacher was
standing in the centre front of
the rcom.

These locational preferences of the teacher are
very similar to those found when the teacher was

occupying all classroom territorics (See Table VIII)

Group 'a' still received the greater proportion of

mutual interactions although this time group 'b'

received a slightly greater proportion than did the

| P |

¢' group.,
The hypothesis predicted a mutual obligation for

verbal interaction between the teacher and the centrally
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located group. The statistical anzslysis of the data

for Classcoom B (See Chapter III pp 45 ) showed
no differences between locations and thus there was no
support for the prediction of a relationship wedge in

this classroom.

From the observations conducted in both classrooms

it must be concluded that no marked locational preferences
for mutual interaction were shown by either teacher.
Possible reasons for the findings will be discusscd in

the concluding chapter.
3. THE TasChER'S LOCATIONAL vis-a-vis PUPIL PRUFEKENCES

In this study, on each occasion the teacher and
any one pupil exchanged a mutual interaction the
Observer recorded the location of the desk at which the
pupil was seated. Thus for cach five day period of
observation, scores were obtained for each desk. The
locations of the pupils was changed for the second
period of obssrvation and differences in the pupil
interaction scores (betweecn observation periods one and
two) may in part be attributed to change of location.

The question asked was whether the tcacher
directs her verbal behaviours to particular desks
rather than to particular pupils. The expectation
was that the teacher's territorial preferences
would ovzrride her knowledge of the children as
individuals. The theoretical basis for this
prediction has been outlined. (See Chapter II pp20 ff.)

The raw scores for both the locations (desks)

and the pupils are shown in Appendix B, To support
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the above exvectation the location scores would need to
show less variability betwecn observation p=riods than
would the pairs of scores for each pupil. In the data
for both classrooms there is no clear incicaticn of this.
In both rooms, some 'desk' scores show marked variability

between observation periods. (See Figures 5 - page 633
Similarly, variability between some 'pupil' scores

is seecn. (Figurs 5 - paze 63'.

In the figure the variability of the scores
betweon observation periods one and two are shown for
particular pupils and particular desks. For a few
pupils, a difference of up to sixty interactions was
recorded between observations; similarly for sone desks,
a variation of up to seventy thre¢e interactions was
recorded. From these particul.r cases however, no
prattern of consistency is shown, nor any obvious
relationship between particular locations and particular
pupils., These marked variations are exceptions to
rather than examples of the general pattern of scores
for pupils vis-a-vis desk locations.

The hypcthesis was that the number of interactions
received by each pupil would vary significantly
between observation periods, such variability being
due to change of location, A statistical comparison
of the variability between 'pupil' scores vis-a-vis
'"desk' scores (see Chapter III pp 46) for formula
used. - Data contained in Appendix B) did not support
the hypothesis for either classroom. It would appear

that for this study neither the teachers' locetional
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prefercncss nor their knowledge of each pupil's position
served to indicate their pattern of verbal interaction.

UNANTICIPATED FIIDING

From the row scores it appearced that those desks
situated at the ends of groups tended to 'receive' more
interactions from the teachers than did the desks
located in the middle of the groups. The pattern for

both classrcoms is given in Table XI.

Area Interactions
received
ROOM 'A'
'End' location 54% targct 59% inter-
area action
'Middle' ™ L6% target L1% inter- _
area action }
ROOH 'B!' !
|
'End' location 66% target 69% inter— |
area action !
{ 'viddle' " 3L4% target 31% inter- E
? ared action
TABLE XI: Percent of teacher verbal interaction

to end vis-a-vis middle locations

In both classrooms thesc locational preferences of
the tezchers occurred without regard to the particular
occupants of the desks. These preferences werc slight
but stable over the period of observation. However
a statistical enalysis (See Chapter III pp L46)
for formula used) for differences between interaction
scores for 'end' and 'middle' locations was found to be

not significant. (F 2+71 n.s.)
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4. QUALITATIVE DESCRIPTION OF LUTUAL INTERACTIONS

The verbal behaviours of the teachers were decoded
from the taperecordings into five catcgories:

1. Positive sanctioning

2. Negative sanctioning

3. positive directing

L. negative directing

5. assertive behaviours.

The procedure followed has been outlined. (Chapter III
pp 41 fr)

Because the data for both teachers was very similar
they will be discussed in association. The qualitative
description of the mutual interactional territorics
established by both teachers is given in Figure 6

and Table XII. (Figure 6 - seec page 66)

E Categories Room A Room B
i %

L

! Positive Sanction 11.0 9.1
' Negative Sanction 5¢2 3.6
. Positive Dirccting 41.5 50.6
; Negative Directing 1149 10.5
{ Assertive 30.4 2641

TABLE XII: Percentage of lNutual Interactions
for each verbal category.

From Figure 6 the dominance of the positive directing
and assertive verbal behaviours for both teachers is
apparent. Together these two categories account for

over seventy pcrcent of all verbal behaviour by the
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FIGURE 6: Qualitative description of Tnteractional
Territories - Teachers' Verbal Behavi-m»

% of lutual Interactional Territories

50 . A |
! P
45 . i " i
4o o | !
| i i’
H
| “ .
35 b
i :
f !
i tH )
p— | :
30 \ ! i i
i H !
| i \ i Jr
| i ' -
25 I I & i
| ! C
C il
20 ! ! '
L |
15 | j o 5 _ |
* ] i ‘
i - i : -
[ : ; -
10 ! : J 1
b |
A S I A A A .
! ! ¢ l * ' ;
i o i { i i
S lz - .
; ; 1? ! ;
' jC i J : % i I} A
+5 -S +D =D A S -S +D -D A
ROOM 'A' ROOM 'B!
QUALITATIVE CATEGORIES
KEY
+S = Positive Sanctioning -S = Negative Sanctioning
+D = Positive Directing -D = Negative Directing

A = Assertive



67
teachers, 17es€ patterns are shown again in tic

Table, In both classrooms positive directing inter—
actions were predominant (441.5% and 50.6%). Assertive
beh:viours formed the next largest category (30.4% and
26:1%) negative directing (411.9% and 10.5%) ana positive
sanctioning (11.0% and 9.41%) werec nert. The proportion
of negative sanctions was very small in each room

(5.2% and 3.6%). The proportional distribution of the
types of interactions by both tezchers was, therefore,
very similar.

For each of the nine teacher territorics in both
classrooms the qualitative categories of the intcractions
established were determined. This association of
teacher territory and quality of interaction is shown
in both tabular form (Table XIII) and figural form

(Figures 7 and 8) - Pages 68 and 69 .

Teacher . Category of Interaction
Territory ; +3 -9 +D -D A
Rcom A.
A 10.5 5.3 31.6 21.0 31.6
B 10.0 1.0 39.0 T1:0 39.0
C 11.0 5.0 38.0 10.0 36,0
D 1}-‘--3 8.6 25.8 11.’-‘- Ll-CtO
E '”4-01 301 38.5 1003 3”-00
F 5.4 5.8 Ub5.5 13.6 2647
G 353 17.5 11.8 11.8 23.6
H 16.5 95 391 1.5 20.0
. I 9.9 Bett B3 5.6 H2.13
ROOL B
A 1045 5e8 35.2 171 A1 eli
B La8 3e2 U47.2 11.8 33.0
C 848 4.4 1.2 24:2 2hl
D 10.2 3.6 50.0 6.9 29.3
E. 8.6 2.9 L43.9 1.8 27.8
F 8.7 3.5 59.4 8.4 20.0
G 20.7 6.8 13.8 173 1.4
H 9.7 2«5 34.2 14.6 39.0
I 43.3 0.0 UL3.3 3.4 40,0

TABLE XIII: Teacher Territory and percentage of
verbal interactions per category



FIGURE 7: Teacher Territories and Associated
Categories of Verbal Interactions
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FIGURE 8:
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Teacher Territorics anc Associated

Categories of Verbal Interzctions
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Within each of those territorics where a larger

number of mutual interactions were established the
prorortional distribution between categories is similer
to the distribution for the total verbal interactions
of the tecchers (c.f, Table XII) This is indicated
on figures 7 and 8 for each category i.e. by comparison
of territory totals with the mecan number of interactions.
From both the Table (XIII) and Figures (7 z2nd 8) it is
seen that within all Teacher Territories with a large
number of cases, positive directing and assertive
behaviour are the dominant modes for verbal
transaction.

However, some territories are associated with a
pattern of interaction that is not characteristic
.8+ Classroom A territoriss A, G, H; Classroom B
territories G. H, I. This feature does not appear to
be associated with location pcer se. Rather is it that
the very small number of interacticns established within
these particular areas provide a typical example which
is an inadequate basis for compariscn. This applies
pPerticularly for Area G in classrocm A.

In both classrooms again, the number of interactions
per category were determined for each group location
The locational distribution is shown in Figures 9
and 10 for Room 'A' and Room 'B' respecctively. (See
pages 74 and 72)

In Room A each group location received a very
similar qualitative distribution of the teccher's

verbal behaviours. Thie is clearly indicated by
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a comparison of each groups' scores with the overall
qualitative description of the interactional territories
(see Figure 6). In Room 'B' a similar pattern is seen.
There was no 'prefcerred' group location i.e. no group
rcceived a disproportionate number of either positive,
negative or assertive interactions. The quelitative
distribution of mutuel interactions was democratic in
each classroom,.

I In sumnary, three main features regarding the
qualitative nature of the teachsrs' verbal behaviours
should be mentioned. They are:

1 The cdominance of positive directing interactional
territories together with only a slighter lesser
prominence of assertive interactional territories.

2 The lack or any major differences in the
proportional distribution of the five descriptive
categories found for the nine classroom areas and

3 The even distribution of verbal territories
(quelitatively) among the verious groups within

the classroom settings.



CHAPTER V Y

CONCLUSION

The findings of this investigotion fall into two
major areos:
1. Teacher Location
2 Teacher 'Targets'.
It must be acknowledged,regretfully, that a relative
lack of differentiation was preseated with regarl to the
findings of teacher 'targets'.

A brief summary of the findinge and certain
implications erising from these are discussed below:

TEACHER LOCATION: The principal finding was that the

tecchers occupied the centre front of the classroom for
forty-six percent of their verbal interz=ctions with
individual pupils. Nonetheless, they were in other
locations while interacting with pupils. Approximately
sixty percent of the inter<ctions cccurred whilst the
teachers stood in one of the three territories across
the front of the roon. The middle cof the room was the
location for a furthcr twenty-two pcecrcent of the
interactions., However beth teachers engeged in verbal
beaaviours from the sides and rear of their rooms only
rarely.

From the concept of Territoriality several recasons
for these behaviours may be offered. In the studies of
Ethology, that territory most often occupied by the
anim=l is known as its 'home' territory. Customarily
home territory is associated with some 'important'
possession e.g. a2 nest. Among the functions home

territory scrves for its occupant is the relative



75
freecdom and sense of power it provides. Also associated
is the reinforcenent of identity and security which the
heartland of home territory provides for the occupant.

If thcse suggestions of ethologists are true for
animals then possibly human behaviours in general and
classroom behaviours in pzrticular, display certain
similarities. For instancec the teacher may use the
centre front acea because this territory offers her
both identity ani security for role performance. The
expcctation is that properly 'tcaching' behaviour is
conducted from the front of the room. Possibly the
teacher occupies this territory to conform with this
normative exXpectation and so reinforce her teacher
identity and security of rols performnance. Again, while
nest or lair is the referent of animals home territory,
s thc blackboard may be an analogous referent for the
teacher, Only rarely do other classroom participants
use this board except by invitation and the area
surrounding the board is usually similarly respected.
The restrictions upon pupils regarding the function and
use of the centre front area give further support to
the suggestion that this is the teacher's home
territory.

A sccond possible reason for the locational
behaviours of the teachers may be seen in the concepts
of 'flight distance' (Hediger 1950) and 'personal
space' (Hall 1959; 1966) (c.f. Chapter I pp 9 £f)

These concepts suggest that optimal physical distances

are maintained between any two members of the same
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species, according tc their particular situation.
Within the classroom setting the teacher's role
performance may demand that she maintain a certain
physical distance from her pupils at least for mast of
the time. The requirements of communication would in
part demand this, Possibly, therefore, the centre
front of the room is that area which permits the
necessary physical separation of tsacher and pupil.

One conscquence of the teachers use of territory
is the high 'visibility' of her role performance. For
the pupils the teacher is rarely out of sight. The
locaticnal behaviours of the teacher tend to reinforce
her dominant official status. Another consequence of
teacher territoriality is that some pupils are rarely
within 'personal' or 'soeial' distance | of the
teacher, In our culture the physical distance of four
to twelve feet is characteristically maintained for
casual or impersonal communications and is not considered
sufficiently close to permlt close interpersonal

relationships to be maintained.2

For pupils in the
rear corners of the room, the teacher is predominean tly
located at public distance,3 one which characterizes
formality of occasion and the necessity to rely upon

the non-vecrbal aspects of communication for meaning.
Physical distance becomes social distance. Consequently
the territorial behaviour of the teacher creates the
possiblility of differential social environments for

the pupils according to their location.

Possible implications arising from the above



i 4

discussion concern two current trecnds within education:
1e Non-directive tesching and
25 'Open' class environma:ts.
Non-directive teaching msthods are concerned with the
less tangible outcomes of education, usually couched
in terms of attitudes, dispositions, social acceptance
or social awarceness. Such teaching has been variously
described as Encounter teaching (Broudy 1969) or
Process teaching, (Barten 41970). While the outcomes are
not explicit the authors are more cocnfident concerning
the means, The teacher's role is seen as that of a
counsellor rather than an instructor. Teaching involves
example rather than direction and the provision of
'desirable' models for emulation. Should the teacher
use location to reinforce official statuses and should
physical distance preclude the maintenance of cl ose
relationships, then the need for alternative forms of
territorial behaviour by the teacher is obvious.
Similarly, alternative modes of teacher
territoriality are implied by the concept of the 'open'
classroom. Changes in the structural design of
classrooms suggest that teachers will adopt modified
tecching behaviours. However teachers may tend to
manipulate spatial arrangements to enable them to
maintain territoriel behaviours with which they are
familiar. Fixed blackboards and the functional
attributes of home territory may continue to coerce
those locationael behaviours which are not wholly

relevant to the 'open' situation.
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Alternate forms of classrcom management might alter
the locational routines of teachers. Werec the teacher
to remain at one ‘'station' and the pupils to move from
alternative activities to the 'official' one, would be
one such example. An emphasis ucon 'discovery' methods
or upon individual or group work would be further
possibilities. Various desk arrangements might coerce
the teacher into differing locational patterns. However
the consequences of such procedures upon the teachers
territorial behaviour are difficult to calculate for
one such change in the classroom setting sets up a chain
of further events,

TEACHER TARGETS: Targetting behaviour, the teacher's

verbal communication to particular pupils, is a common
classroom phenomenon. It reflects in part the teacher's
concern for ensuring certain expectations are met i.e.
that questions be both asked and answered, attention be
demanced and given, and praise he issued and received.
In the present study the targetting behaviour of the
teachers was frequent, a mutual interaction being
exchanged on the average of six per minute. The
findings are summarized belows

In one classroom the teacher tended to communicate
more often with those pupils centrally located.
Pupil movement to a more central location, with the
egxception of one group, resulted in a higher number
of verbal interactions with the teacher. In the
other classroom the teacher communicated more often

with pupils located on the side of the room. In
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neither room did the teachers show a prcference to

interact with particular pupils as comparcd with particular
locacions., Qualitatively, both teachers verbal behaviours
were distributed democratically, positive and negative
comment being evenly distributed through the room.

Immediate social interaction is characterised
by a "mutuelity" of occasion (Chapter II pp 18 - 19)

The experiencing of 'one' and 'other' in an interactional
territory varies according to the physical distance
involved. Customarily social exchanges occur most easily
when the participants are within twelve feec¢ of each

other. (Hall 1959). In the present study, while the
findin: s did not strongly support these ideas, neither

did they negate the basic premiscs. The particular
conditions in the classrooms observed may have resulted

in the rather inconclusive results., Possibly the

Hawthorne effect was operating and the teachers

distributed their mutual interacticns in the belief that
'good' teachers involve all pupils. However an uneven
quantitative distribution of the teachers' verbal behaviours
was recorded and some possible consequences and implications
of this are cdiscussed below.

Ain uneven spatial distribution of verbal exchanges
between the teacher and individual pupils implies that
pupils experience the classroom social environment
differenfially. There is a certain face validity in
the claim that those pupils spoken to least, 'profit'
least. For these pupils, much classrcom behaviour is

experienced vicariously for they are audience to rather
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than participestors of the communicatory process.

Another outcome has relevancs for the practice of
groi.ping pupils ... @ regular feature of classroom
management. Teachers group children according to
achievement, interests and othsr criteria, and often
stavalize both the membership and location of these groupa.
Both the location and the position within the group may
influence learning outcomes because of differential
interaction patterns.

Questioning activities of the teacher are related
to pupil achievements.(Sanders 1966) Interestingly
there is some indication that the difference between
being questioned and not being questioned is important

L

for pupils too. Pupil location may well be an
Important feature related tc questioning because of the
teacher's territorial prefercnces in verbal behaviour.
Reward and punishment are fundarental to the
learning process. Differentizl distribution of
reinforcements must significantly influence both the
affective and cognitive outcomes. In this study the
teachers' verbal reinforceuaents were democratically
distributed in that each location received both positive
and negative comment but the proportion received by
each location differed.
It is possible that pupil achievement and pupil
location are related. Participation in, as opposed
to observation of, verbal cxchanges with the teacher
magy facilitate learning. Certainly the quality of

the models provided in verbal interactions would be
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important. The degree of social involvement with the
teacher may be significant if she is the major 'resource'’
for the information pupils require. The achicvement
location relationship 1s an aspect of the classroon
process that requires further study.

The classroom viewed as a social gystem comprises
many clusters of obscrvable characteristics, &ll of whch
interact and influence the teaching-learning process.
Customarily the major concern has been for characteristics
associated with either the teacher, the pupil, or some
aspect of content held to be important. This study has
examined a further element of the setting i.e. the use
of space, both geographic and personal, by classroom
actors. It has been suggested that territorial behaviours
of the participants can be manifested in ways that are
not readily apperent and may have importance for the
outcomes of education. Efforts to conceptualize
the complexity of classroom life need to take cognizance
of territorial behaviours which impinge upon what

teachers and pupils do.

Footnotes:

1 Hall E.T. 1959 The Silent Language. New York
Double Day

2 Ibvid
3. Ibid

. Nutall 49741 - Personal communication
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RECORD O' MNUTUAL INT.RACTIOL.L TERRITORIES
ESTAELISHED
COPY OF BASAL DATA - ROOM 'A' - DAY ONE
OF FIRST OBSERVATION FERIOD

CODE: Teacher Territory
Desk o1 pupil
Verbal Category of
Teacher's mutual

intcracztion - Two Encoders

Letter

FMirst Number

Scecond and
third number

nui

F3L-3/3
I12-4/4
Fol-4 /L
F38-4/2
344/l
F29-2/2
Foli~l/ L
F 9-3/3
F37-1/1
F3L-3/3
F34-3/3
F34-5/5
FolL-3/3
F34-L/1
F34-5/5
I24~2/2
P 4-5/5
F37-2/4
E32-3/3
E2L-3/3
H 2-3/3
F 6-5/5
A32-5/5

A32-L/L
F32-3/3
F32-3/3
F32-1/1
L32-4/4
B32-3/3
B32-L/L
B32-5/5
B32-5/5
F32-1/1
F32-3/5
F32-1/1
F32-2/2
F 1-3/1
F22-3/3
F31-3/3
F22-3/3
F22-4/l
F32-5/5
F32-4/1
E32-3/3
F32-1/1
E32-3/3

B32-5/5
F 5-1/1
E19-5/5
F 3-3/3
E1L-L/L
F36-3/3
C36-4/4
F36-3/3
F 9-4/4
F 9-2/2
E23-1/1
E2L-5/5
B2L-3/3
B24-3/3
B24-5/5
E24~3/3
B2l~1/1
E2l4-3/3
E2l-2/2
B2l —-1/1
B24-1/1
E24-3/5
B17-3/3

B2l-1/1
G16-1/1
G12-1/1
F 3-4/4
F 7-1/1
F L-1/1
F 7-1/1
F 6-1/1
F32-1/1
F38-2/2
F27-3/3
F36-L/L
F36-5/5
F36-1/1
F36-3/5
F36-3/5
B32-5/5
B32-1/1
B32-1/4
B32-3/3
B20-5/5
E20-3/3
E20-U/l

E20-3/5
B17--3/5
E24-1/1
F2l-li/l
F2l-5/5
E32-1/1
F32-5/5
F32-3/3
F38-3/5
F35-5/5
F4C-3/3
FLO -1/1
E16-3/3
F38-2/2
F38-L/4
F 3-5/5
F7-3/3
F5-4/4
F15-2/2
F31-3/3
F31-1/1
F31-3/3
F29-5/5

F29-1/1
B37-3/5
B30-5/5
328-1/1
B28-3/3
B26-3/3
D24~-5/3
D2y~3/3
D2u~3/3
E22-3/3
E22-4/2
E22-3/3
E 9-5/5
E4L4-3/5
E 9-1/1
E17-1/1
G16-2/2
C16-1/1

T = 133

Decoder

Reliability



DESK SCORES

ROOM

!A.f

First Observation T4
Second Observation T2

Appendix 'B!'

PUPIL SCORES

83

Desk T4 T2 Desk T4 T2 Pupil T4 T2 Pupil T4 T2
lo. HO. No. No.

1 20 20 21 41 58 1 20 18 21 w1 17
2 20 6 22 42 48 2 20 58 22 u2 75
3 44 8 23 50 U 3 44 My 23 50 142
L 12 70 24 65 14 L 12 L 24 65 20
5 6 38 25 5 20 5 & 10 25 5 9
6 38 26 5 6 8 1 26 5 20
7 L 5 27 6 6 7 L 16 27 6 20
8 11 6 28 22 21 g8 11 21 28 22 23
9 4T 75 29 2% 3 9 L7 38 29 23 34
10 - 17 30 24 47 10 - 38 30 21 25
1 41 20 31 18 91 11 44 6 31 18 18
2 W 12 32 T3 39 12 14 5 32 73 L1
13 33 38 33 48 25 13 33 6 33 18 47
4 16 - 34 31 34 4, 16 20 34 31 31
5 44 18 35 13 49 15 14 70 35 13 39
6 18 17 36 26 18 16 18 8 36 26 91
17 26 1 37 35 20 17 26 38 37 25 9
18 - 10 38 14 9 18 - - 38 14 20
19 17 21 29 11 &5 19 47 97 39 11 24
20 21 16 4o 7 20 20 21 18 40 T 8



Appendix 'E' @gontd 8

ROOM 'B!
First Observation T4
Second Observation T2

Desk Scores upil Scores

Desk T4 T2 Desk T4 T2 Pupil T1 T2 Pupil T T2

Nc. o. No. No.

1 41 39 21 10 15 1 41 61 21 10 30

2 - - 22 3 146 2 - - 22 3

3 19 46 23 12 29 3 8 9 &3 12 35
b 24 31 2l 7 29 L 2L 11 24 T 35
5 20 3 25 418 61 5 20 16 25 18 30
6 14 30 26 - - 6 4 15 26 - =
7 16 35 27 32 M 7 16 29 27 32 3
8 38 35 28 18 9 8 38 29 28 18 16
9 28 12 29 20 9 9 28 13 29 2h 9
10 7 1 30 28 19 0 7 13 30 28 20
11 25 16 31 32 13 g5 43 32 71
12 25 74 32 16 13 25 13 32 16 16
13 24 9 33 16 13 24y 9 33 16 12
. 25 20 34 17 13 25 19 34 17 1
15 23 493 35 15 82 15 23 43 35 15

16 6 10 36 - = 16 6 18 36 -

17 44 12 37 - = 17 14 26 37 -

18 73 410 38 12 16 18 73 82 38 1R 12

19 W b 37 11 13> 19 - = 39 ™ 13

20 21 415 4o 11 18 20 21 L 40 11 10
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