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The concept of  personal space has been an unregarded 

s o c io lo g ic a l  and psychological  dimension. Probably the 

work of  animal e th o lo g is ts  has done more to generate i n t e r 

es t  in spacing and t e r r i t o r a l i t y  than any other  group of  

behaviora l  i n v e s t i g a t o r s .  The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  ind iv id u a l  

space in animals has been studied  by Hediger (1950,  1955,  

1961) .  From Hediger 's  important  work,  research in the area 

of  personal space in humans has evolved.

The term personal space has been def ined by a host of  

researchers .  According to Sommer (1 9 6 7 ) ,  Burckhardt (1944)  

f i r s t  used the term in d iv id u a l  distance in re ference to the 

spacing an organism maintains between i t s e l f  and another  

organism. L i t t l e  (1965)  def ines personal space "as the area 

immediately surrounding the i n d iv id u a l  in which the m a jo r i t y  

of his i n t e r a c t i o n s  with others take place (p. 2 3 7 ) . "

Horowi tz ,  Du f f ,  and S t r a t to n  (1964) suggest th at  the area 

surrounding a person funct ions as a body-buf fer  zone in i n t e r 

personal r e l a t i o n s .  The i r  view leads to the p r e d ic t io n  that  

/ " t h e r e  would be a c e r t a in  reproducible  distance which persons 

/ impose between themselves and objects or persons (p.  6 5 1 ) . "

7  Sommer, who has probably been the guiding force in s t im u la t in g  

research in human s p a t i a l  behavior ,  points out th a t  personal  

\ space has no f ixed  boundar ies,  is  c a r r ie d  around with the 

! body as i t s  ce n te r ,  and var ies  from i n d i v i d u a l  to in d iv id u a l  

(Sommer, 1959) .



The l i t e r a t u r e  of  personal  space contains several  

important  studies concerning the determinants of  in d iv id u a l  

dis tances.  Hediger (1955)  i n i t i a l l y  observed t h a t  the 

i n t e r a c t i n g  distances between animals var ied  as a funct ion  

of  species.  Hal l  (1966)  recognized the importance of  c u l t u r e ,  

degree of  int imacy between people,  and f e e l i n g  s ta tes  as 

impor tant  determinants of  i n d iv id u a l  spacing.  For H a l l ,  

the a t t i t u d e s  and fe e l in g s  people have f o r  each other  are 

important  determinants in in d iv id u a l  spacing.  Through 

c o n t r o l l e d  observat ion and ex per im en ta t ion ,  Hal l  has 

c l a s s i f i e d  his distance categor ies in to  four  distance zones.  

These he has labe led i n t i m a t e ,  persona l ,  s o c i a l ,  and p u b l i c .  

Kleck (1968)  observeaNthat i n t e r a c t i v e  distance depended o n - 

the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the t a r g e t  person,  i . e . ,  whether the 

other  person was thought to be s t igma t ized  or n o n -s t ig m a t i z e d . 

In th is  regard ,  Sommer (1966)  recognized ecologica l  s e t t in g  

and p e r s o n a l i t y  as important  determinants of spacing be

tween people.

Research in vo lv in g  p e r s o n a l i t y  va r iab les  as in f luences  

of  personal space has been qui te  scanty.  Wil l iams (1963) and 

Leipold (1963)  studied personal space and i t s  r e l a t i o n  to 

i n t r o v e r s i o n - e x t r o v e r s i o n . Leipold studied the distance at  

which low and high anxious i n t r o v e r t e d  and ex t ro ve r te d  col lege  

students placed themselves in r e l a t i o n  to an in t e r v ie w e r  in 

e i t h e r  a s t r e s s ,  p r a i s e ,  or nonstress s i t u a t i o n .  In the 

stress s i t u a t i o n  , subjects were to ld  t h e i r  course grade in



in t r od uc to r y  psychology was q u i te  poor and an in te rv ie w  \  

with the primary i n s t r u c t o r  was necessary.  The praise s i t u a 

t ion  involved t e l l i n g  the p re - in te rv ie w e d  subject  his grades 

were qu i te  good, and the neutra l  s i t u a t i o n  consisted o f  a 

neutra l  statement with respect  to the s tuden t 's  grades. In 

gen era l ,  subjects sat  f u r t h e s t  from the exper imenter  in the 

stress condi t ion .  More s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  i n t r o v e r t e d  high anxious 

subjects sat f u r t h e r  from the experimenter  than ex t ro ve r t ed  

low anxious subjects .  S i m i l a r l y ,  Wil l iams showed th a t  

i n t r o v e r t s  maintained g re a te r  conversat ional  distance than 

e x t r o v e r t s .  Dosey and Meisels (19 69 )  pred ic ted  th a t  high 

anxious in d iv id u a ls  and in d iv id u a ls  with weak body-image 

boundaries would maintain g r e a te r  s pa t i a l  distances in a 

stress condi t ion .  The stress condi t ion involved subjects  

being to ld  th a t  i n d iv id u a ls  they approached would be judging  

t h e i r  a t t r a c t iv e n e s s  or sex appeal .  Anxiety and body-image 

boundary was measured by various Rorschach i n d i c a t o r s .  The 

authors employed three independent measures of  personal space:

(1)  Subjects approached the t a r g e t  person d i r e c t l y  with the 

i n s t r u c t i o n s  "walk slowly towards the other  person; when you 

reach him or her ,  stop,  and w a i t  u n t i l  I t e l l  you to r e t u r n ; "

(2)  Subjects viewed a p r in ted  s i l h o u e t t e  and t raced a s e l f -  

s i l h o u e t t e  in r e l a t i o n  to the p r in te d  form. Distance between 

f igures  was the personal space measure; (3)  Subject  entered

a room with a t a r g e t  person seated at a t a b l e .  Two other  

chairs were at  the tab le  and subject  was i n v i t e d  to be seated.



Distance between chairs was the s p a t i a l  measure. Results  

i n d ica te d  a s i g n i f i c a n t  st ress e f f e c t ,  but no r e l a t i o n s h i p  

was found between personal space and the p e r s o n a l i t y  v a r i a b l e s .  

I t  should be pointed out th a t  l i t t l e  consistency was found 

between three separate personal space measures used in th is  

s tu d y .

The present i n v e s t i g a t i o n  was designed with two pur 

poses in mind. F i r s t ,  to assess the e f f e c t  o f  various  

p e r s o n a l i t y  va r i a b les  on in te rp er so na l  d is tance .  Secondly,  

an attempt was made to assess the degree of  correspondence 

between psychological  d istance measured by a p r o je c t i v e  

technique and physical  distance measured in a l i v e  i n t e r -  

ac t i  on s e t t i  ng.

The two p e r s o n a l i t y  dimensions taken in to  considerat ion  

were r e p r e s s i o n - s e n s i t i z a t i o n  (R-S,  Byrne, 1964) and sensa

t io n -s e ek in g  (SS, Zuckerman, 1964) .  R e p r e s s io n -s e n s i t i z a t io n  

is viewed as a continuum of  defensive c a p a b i l i t i e s  where 

the repression pole is associated with the ac t ive  avoidance 

of  anx ie ty  arousing s t i m u l i ,  whi le the s e n s i t i z a t i o n  pole 

is associated with an attempt to achieve anx ie ty reduction  

by means of  approaching the th rea ten ing  s t im u l i  (Byrne,  1964) .  

Language s i m i l a r i t i e s  t i e  the concepts of  R-S and personal  

space toge ther .  The approach-avoidance language o f  the R-S 

dimension has obvious p a r a l l e l s  in the area of  personal  

space and in te rp er so na l  i n t e r a c t i o n .  For example, we speak 

of  people being close or d i s t a n t ,  of  being w i th in  a h a i r s -



breadth of  someone, o f  keeping one's distance from st rangers ,  

or o f  keeping at  an arm's length of someone. I t  is expected,  

then,  th a t  repressors and s e n s i t i z e r s  should mani fest  i n t e r 

personal s p a t i a l  d i f fe ren c es  in an anx ie ty - induced s i t u a t i o n .  

In t h is  regard,  in studying the e f f e c t s  of  three types of  

i n t e r a c t i o n  on repressors and s e n s i t i z e r s ,  Gleason (1968)  

predic ted  th a t  "the tendency under st ress i s  f o r  s e n s i t i z e r s  

to approach and repressors to avoid s t im u l i  associated with  

anxie ty  and th is  re s u l ts  in anx ie ty reduction (p.  1377-B) ."  

Stress was introduced in to  Gleason's study by t e l l i n g  

subjects they were going to receive e l e c t r i c a l  shock. In 

. the experimental  s e t t i n g ,  groups of  repressors and s e n s i t i z e r s  

i n t e r a c t e d  with confederates p laying the ro le  o f  e i t h e r  a 

repressor  or s e n s i t i z e r .  Here the repressor -confederate  

avoided the th rea ten ing  to p ic  o f  e l e c t r i c a l  shock and the 

s e n s i t i z e r - c o n f e d e r a t e  openly discussed th is  t o p i c .  Gleason 

pred ic ted  th a t  repressors exposed to congruent avoidant  

behavior  and s e n s i t i z e r s  exposed to congruent approach be

hav ior  would mani fest  less anx ie ty  than repressors and 

s e n s i t i z e r s  exposed to incongruent approach-avoidance be

hav io r .  Dependent measures of  anx ie ty included an assess

ment of  pulse r a t e ,  GSR r a t e ,  and a paper and penci l  s e l f  

repor t  sca le .  Results supported Gleason's i n i t i a l  hypothesis.  

Subjects exposed to congruent confederate behavior  revealed  

a g r e a te r  decrease in anx ie ty  than in the incongruent s i t u -  

a t i  on.
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In the present study the dependent v a r i a b l e  o f  d i s 

tance between subject  and t a r g e t  person leads to a pre -  *
*

d ic t io n  th at  co ntrad ic ts  Gleason's hypothesis and t h a t  of  

convent ional  R-S theory.  The p r e d ic t io n  is th a t  with the 

t a r g e t  person perceived as th r e a t e n i n g ,  repressors w i l l  

i n t e r a c t  with the t a r g e t  person at  a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  c loser  

distance than w i l l  s e n s i t i z e r s .  This p r e d ic t io n  stems 

from the view th a t  repressors possess a higher threshold  

f o r  perce iv ing  s i t u a t i o n a l  t h r e a t  than do s e n s i t i z e r s ,  

i . e . ,  repressors possess h igher  and more successful  av o id 

ance defenses against  s i t u a t i o n a l  t h r e a t ,  qu ick ly  reducing  

the an x ie ty -a ro us in g  components of  the s i t u a t i o n .  Sensi 

t i z e r s  possess lower and less successful  avoidance de

fenses and are expected to be more vu lnerable  to the 

anx ie ty -a ro us ing  components of  s i t u a t i o n a l  t h r e a t .  

Repressors,  then,  are expected to i n t e r a c t  with the 

t a r g e t  person at  c lo s e r  distances than are expected f o r  

s e n s i t i z e r s  who cannot resolve the threa ten ing  i m p l i 

cat ions of the t a r g e t  person and must attempt to reduce 

anxie ty  by i n t e r a c t i n g  at  a g r e a te r  in te rperso na l  d i s 

tance.  Consistent  with t h is  p re d ic t ion^Le ipo ld  (1963)  

showed th a t  high anxious males ( s e n s i t i z e r s )  m a in ta in 

ed a g r e a te r  i n t e r a c t i v e  distance in r e l a t i o n  to an 

i n t e r v i e w e r  under stress c o n t i t i o n s .



Another dimension of  p e r s o n a l i t y  hypothesized to i n 

f luence the personal space of  an in d iv id u a l  is his degree 

o f  sensation seeking.  Because the concept of  "optimal  

l ev e l  o f  s t i m u la t io n "  has received t h e o r e t i c a l  and e x p e r i 

mental a t t e n t i o n  by a host o f  psychologis ts ,  Zuckerman (1964)  

developed a general  sensation seeking scale in order to 

i d e n t i f y  i n d i v i d u a l s  who tend to avoid or approach novel  

s t i m u l i .  Zuckerman (1964) theo r ized  th a t  "every i n d i v i d u a l  

has c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  optimal  l e v e ls  of s t im u la t ion  (OLS) and 

arousal  (OLA) f o r  cogni t i ve  a c t i v i t y ,  motoric a c t i v i t y ,  and 

p o s i t i v e  a f f e c t i v e  tone ( p .  1 ) . "  I n t e r e s t  here focuses on 

the high and low sensation seekers as measured by the 

Zuckerman sca le .  High sensation seekers are charac ter ized  

as a c t i v e ,  e x t r o v e r t e d ,  independent ,  impuls ive ,  and or ien te d  

toward body sensat ions .  Low sensation seekers are described  

as va luing p r e d i c t a b i l i t y ,  deferance,  nur turance,  o r d e r 

l i n e s s ,  a f f i l i a t i o n ,  and s e l f - c o n t r o l .  The p red ic t ion  is 

t h a t  high and low sensation seekers w i l l  d i f f e r  in the 

distances maintained between themselves and a t a r g e t  person 

in  a s tress s i t u a t i o n  with low sensat ion seekers m a n i fe s t 

ing a g r e a te r  s p a t i a l  d istance than high sensation seekers.

Having discussed the funct ion  and r a t i o n a l e  o f  these 

two hypothesized p e r s o n a l i t y  dimensions of  personal space,  

l e t  us. turn to a t h i r d  v a r i a b l e  hypothesized to a f f e c t  the 

dis tance people place between each other  in an i n t e r a c t i v e  

s e t t i n g .  Here we are r e f e r r i n g  to d i s a b i l i t y  a t t r i b u t i o n



as a determinant  o f  physical  p ro x im i ty .  Kleck (1968)  

studied the e f f e c t  of  the presence of  a s t igmat ized  person 

( e p i l e p t i c )  on in te rp er so na l  d is tance .  Kleck re fe rs  to 

Goffman's (1963) d e f i n i t i o n  of  a s t igmat ized  person as 

one "who has a personal a t t r i b u t e  or c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  which 

is d i s c r e d i t i n g  in the eyes of others (p.  1 1 1 ) . "  Kleck 

contends t h a t  subjects w i l l  a c t i v e l y  avoid the s t igmat ized  

person by employing less prox imi ty  between h imse l f  and a 

st igmat ized  i n d i v i d u a l  than between h imsel f  and a non

st igmat ized  i n d i v i d u a l .  Results of  Kleck's work support  

th is  co n te n t !o n .

In the present  study,  Kleck's independent v a r i a b le  w i l l  

be expanded to inc lude the s t ig m a t i z in g  condi t ion  of "mental 

i l l n e s s "  in add i t ion  to " e p i le p s y . "  These condi t ions r e p r e 

sent the st ress induced aspect o f  the l i v e  i n t e r a c t i o n  

s e t t i n g  and the p r o je c t i v e  technique.  The present  hypo

thes is  is t h a t  subjects w i l l  perceive the s t igmat ized  i n 

d iv id ua ls  as represent ing  a condi t ion of  t h r e a t .  What f o l 

lows w i l l  be avoidance behaviors manifested by the use of  

less physical  p rox imi ty  between subject  and the s t igmat ized  

i n d i v i d u a l .  Subjects perce iv ing  another person as a peer 

(nonthrea ten ing)  should i n t e r a c t  at  a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  c loser  

distance than they should toward a s t igma t ized  i n d i v i d u a l .  

Moreover,  g r e a te r  distance is expected between subject  and 

the "mental ly  i l l "  i n d iv id u a l  than between subject  and the 

" e p i l e p t i c "  i n d i v i d u a l .



In terms of  the present  experimental  proceedings,  

i n t e r e s t  focuses on the d i s t i n c t i o n  between a p r o je c t i v e  

f i gu re  placement task and a l i v e  i n t e r a c t i v e  s e t t in g  as two 

independent measures of  the personal space continuum. A 

s i g n i f i c a n t  degree of  correspondence is expected between 

the s u b je c t 's  psychological  schema of  in d iv id u a l  distance  

measured by a p r o je c t i v e  t e s t  and the actual  distance  

between subject  and t a r g e t  person determined in a l i v e  

i n t e r a c t i v e  s e t t i n g .  Each experimental  s i t u a t i o n  w i l l  

involve  high sensation seeking repressors (HSS-R),  high 

sensation seeking s e n s i t i z e r s  (HSS-S),  low sensat ion seeking  

erepressors ( LSS-R) , and low sensation seeking s e n s i t i z e r s  

(LSS-S) .  Pred ic t ions  concerning the distances maintained  

by each group are the same in the p r o je c t i v e  and l i v e  

i n t e r a c t i o n  s e t t i n g .  The HSS-R group is expected to mani

f e s t  the shor tes t  i n t e r a c t i v e  d is tan ce ,  whi le the LSS-S 

group is expected to mani fest  the g rea te s t  i n t e r a c t i v e  

dis tance .  The remaining two groups ace expected to f a l l  

somewhere between the l a t t e r  two p e r s o n a l i t y  groups.

In add i t ion  to measuring the distance between subject  

and t a r g e t  i n d i v i d u a l ,  eye contact  is expected to provide  

an important  source of v a r i a t i o n  among the groups. At the 

close i n t e r a c t i v e  distance in the l i v e  i n t e r a c t i v e  s e t t i n g ,  

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e re n c e s  s i m i l a r  to the ones expected fo r  

distance are expected between groups with respect  to eye 

contac t .  For an e x c e l l e n t  study concerning eye contac t ,
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physical  p r o x i m i t y ,  and a f f i l i a t i o n ,  the reader is r e f e r r e d  

to a 1965 a r t i c l e  by Argyle and Dean.

METHOD

SUBJECTS

F o r t y - e i g h t  subjects were se lected  from the in t r od uc to r y  

psychology course at  the U n i v e r s i t y  of  Nebraska at  Omaha 

( N = 943) on the basis o f  t h e i r  scores on the M i l l i m e t  (1970)  

Man i fest -Anxie ty -D efens iveness (MAD) Scale^ and the Zucker

man (1964)  Sensation Seeking Scale.  The four  p e r s o n a l i t y  

groups under considerat ion  were der ived by using a m u l t ip le  

c u t - o f f  procedure where each su b ject  was requi red  to be at  

l e a s t  one standard dev ia t io n  above or below the mean of  

both p e r s o n a l i t y  measures. Each p e r s o n a l i t y  group (N-12)  

was composed of  an equal number of  males and females.  

PROCEDURE

Subjects were f o rm a l l y  b r i e f e d  on the purposes of  the 

l i v e  i n t e r a c t i o n .  Subjects were led to be l ieve  t h a t  th is  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n  was designed to aid the Psychology Curriculum 

Committee in researching a new course fo r  the 1973 f a l l  

semester.  The contr ived course was one in which students  

would learn  to operate alphaphone k i t s  and control  t h e i r  

own bra in  waves. Subjects in the control  condi t ion  were 

asked to i n t e r a c t  with another student and o f f e r  personal

^Research has shown th a t  the MAD and Byrne (1963) R-S 
scales are e q u iv a le n t  forms (r_=.97 fo r  males; £= .94  fo r  
females;  M i l l i m e t  & Cohen, in p ress) .
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in s ig h ts  in to  the meri ts and demerits of  such a course.

Subjects in the exper imental  condi t ion  were asked to discuss 

the alphaphone concept with an o u t p a t i e n t  ( e i t h e r  e p i l e p t i c  

or menta l ly  i l l )  from Nebraska P s y c h ia t r i c  I n s i t i t u t e *  Con

federates consisted of  one female and one male,  both* in t h e i r  

e a r l y  twent ies and co l lege  s tudents.  The same confederate  

was used in the peer ,  e p i l e p t i c ,  and menta l ly  i l l  condi t ion s .  

Confederates were unaware of t h e i r  ro le  in any s ing le  condi t ion  

and there was no at tempt to have them appear abnormal i n  the 

s t igmat ized  condi t ion s .  (O ne - th i rd  of  the subjects were e x 

posed to same-sexed " e p i l e p t i c "  con federates ,  o n e - t h i r d  to 

same-sexed "mental ly  i l l "  c o n fe d e r a tes , and o n e - t h i r d  to same- 

sexed normal "peer" con fe d e r a te s . )  At th is  time the subject  

was asked to carry  a ch a i r  i n to  the experimental  room (16* x 

1 5 ' )  and have a s e a t ,  but not to t a l k  u n t i l  the experimenter  

re turned from an er rand.  Objects w i t h i n  the room consisted  

of a small  t ab le  and c h a i r  wi th the confederate seated.  I n i t i a l  

i n t e r a c t i v e  spacing between sub ject  and t a r g e t  person was 

measured d i r e c t l y  as the distance between subject  cha i r  and 

confederate c h a i r .  A f t e r  the subject  had seated h imsel f  

during the i n i t i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n , .the 'exper imenter  entered  

the room and asked the sub ject  to help with something in 

another room. This al lowed the confederate to unobtrus ive ly  

measure and record the distance between the two c h a i r s .  The 

second i n t e r a c t i v e  s i t u a t i o n  evolved as the subject  and 

exper imenter  returned to the room. With the confederate



seated at  a t a b l e ,  the subject  was asked to "pul l  up his 

cha i r"  so the discussion could be recorded.  At th is  time the 

exper imenter  to ld  the subject  and confederate to discuss 

t h e i r  views concerning a laboratory  course using alphaphones.  

The exper imenter  excused h imsle f  and to ld  the subjects to 

go ahead and begin t a l k i n g .  Eye contact  was measured manually 

by a s i l e n t  cumulat ive stop watch in the pocket of  the con

fe d e r a t e .  A f t e r  three minutes,  the experimenter  returned  

and terminated  the study.  Subjects were then lead to another  

room f o r  the f ig u r e  placement task .  The purpose of  f u r t h e r  

employing these subjects was to get a second independent  

.measure of  personal space.

A mod i f i ca t io n  of the f e l t  technique devised by 

Levinger and Gunner (1967)  was employed to measure pro

je c te d  in te rperso na l  d is tances .  Levinger and Gunner 

d is c r ib e  two convenient  methods of measuring in te rperso na l  

spacing.  The f e l t  technique involves subjects placing  

f e l t  f igures  (8 i n .  high x 3 in wide) on a 2 f t .  x 3 f t .  

f e l t  board. One m o d i f i c a t io n  of  th is  technique was used 

in Kleck's  study (1968)  and employed p re s e n t l y .  In 

Kleck's p r o j e c t i v e  t e s t i n g ,  subjects were asked to place

l i n e  drawn across 81/2 x 11 inch

paper.  ih is  removed the v a r i a b l e  of  v e r t i c l e  d i f fe re nces  in 

f i g u r e  placement, which Levinger and Gunner r e l a t e  to be an index
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of  the status r e l a t i o n s h i p  between f i g u r e s .  A f u r t h e r  

m odi f i ca t io n  of the f e l t  technique involved the use of  four  

separate pieces of  f e l t  used in four  placement s i t u a t i o n s .  

This al lowed f o r  measurements of  the dependent v a r i a b le  

a f t e r  the t e s t in g  s i t u a t i o n .  Each piece of  f e l t  consisted  

of  a f i g u r e  near the c en te r .  Subjects then responded to 

general  i n s t r u c t i o n s  by p lacing the f ig u r e  on the f e l t  

board.  In s t ru c t io n s  consisted of  the statement:  "The

f i g u r e  near the middle represents someone who has been 

re leased from a mental h o s p i t a l .  Place th is  f i g u r e  of  

another person on the h or iz o n ta l  l i n e  in a comfortable  

p o s i t io n  fo r  conve rsat ion ."  The independent v a r i a b le  

included the centered f e l t  f i g u r e  as represent ing  an 

" e p i l e p t i c " ,  "mental ly i l l  person",  or "peer" .  To d e t e r 

mine possible s e n s i t i z i n g  e f f e c t s  from experiment one, a 

post experimental  quest ionnai re  fo l lowed the Figure P lac e 

ment Task. Subjects were asked (1)  the purpose of  E x p e r i 

ment I (2 )  the purpose of  Experiment I I  (3)  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between the two experiments.  Post experimental  d e b r ie f in g  

f o i l  owed.

RESULTS

Four separate analyses of  variance were performed on 

the dependent measures o f  the study.  The f i r s t  analysis  

assessed the i n i t i a l  seat ing  distance in the l i v e  i n t e r 

act ion  s i t u a t i o n .  Distance between subject  and ta r g e t  

person cha irs was measured by an extension r u l e r  c a l ib r a t e d
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to e ights  o f  an inch.  Table 1 represents the d is tance  scores 

with respect  to sensa t ion-see k ing ,  r e p r e s s i o n - s e n s i t i z a t i o n , 

sex,  and t a r g e t  person. Al l  main e f f e c t s  and i n t e r a c t i o n  

e f f e c t s  were not s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  Pred ic t ions  

made p r i o r  to data c o l l e c t i o n  concerning the R-S x SS i n t e r 

act ion and the R-S x SS x Target  Person I n t e r a c t i o n  al lowed  

f u r t h e r  ana lys is  in to  these i n t e r a c t i o n s .  Simple main 

e f f e c t s  did not reveal  any s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t s  w i t h in  these 

i n t e r a c t i  ons.

The second major ana lys is  involved data associated with  

the second in te rp ersona l  distance in the l i v e  experiment .

This was the distance maintained between subject  and t a r g e t  

person a f t e r  the exper imenter  asked the subject  to p u l l  up 

his c h a i r  in p reparat ion  fo r  the three minute conversat ion  

(see tab le  2 ) .  Measurement again was c a l i b r a t e d  to e ights  

of an inch.  A l l  main e f f e c t s  and i n t e r a c t i o n  e f f e c t s  were 

not s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  Pred ic t io ns  concerning the 

R-S x SS. i n t e r a c t i o n  and the R-S x SS x Target  Person i n t e r 

act ion  al lowed f u r t h e r  ana lys is  i n t o  these i n t e r a c t i o n s .

Al l  simple main e f f e c t s  were n o n s i g n i f i c a n t .

The t h i r d  ana lys is  consisted of an assessment of  eye 

contac t .  This v a r i a b le  was measured to tenths of  a second 

by a cumulat ive stopwatch.  Table 3 represents the degree 

of  eye contact  with respect  to r e p r e s s i o n - s e n s i t i z a t i o n , 

sensa t ion -s ee k ing ,  sex,  and t a r g e t  person. The ana lysis  

i n d ica te d  t h a t  the main e f f e c t  of  t a r g e t  person



(peer ,  e p i l e p t i c ,  menta l ly  i l l )  to be marg ina l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  

( £ = 2 .5 7 ,  d f= 2 ,2 4 ,  10 ) .  The sensation seeking x t a r g e t

person i n t e r a c t i o n  ( f = 2 . 6 8 ,  d f= 2 ,2 4 ,  pC.10) ;  repr'essi on-  

sensi t i  z a t i  on x t a r g e t  person i n t e r a c t i o n  (£.= 4 . 1 9 ,  d f = 2 ,24 ,  

£ < . 0 5 ) ;  sex x t a r g e t  person i n t e r a c t i o n  ( £ = 3 .6 9 ,  d f = 2 ,24 ,  

£ < . 0 5 ) ;  and r e p r e s s i o n - s e n s i t i z a t i o n  x sex i n t e r a c t i o n  ( £ = 7 .2 7 ,  

d £ = l , 2 4 ,  £< .0 5 )  were s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t . A l l  r e 

maining main e f f e c t s  and i n t e r a c t i o n  e f f e c t s  were not s t a t i s 

t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .

Fur ther  ana lys is  of  the main e f f e c t  o f  t a r g e t  person 

showed th a t  subjects exposed to the peer (3T=106 se c . )  

maintained s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g r e a te r  eye contact  than subjects  

exposed to the e p i l e p t i c  ( 3T= 85 .4 sec . ; £=4.06 , df  = 1 ,24 ,

£< .1 0 )  or menta l ly  i l l  (x = 8 6 .5 sec. ; £= 3 .6 4 ,  d £ = l ,24 ,  £< .1 0 )  

person. There were no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  in eye contact  

between the e p i l e p t i c  and menta l ly  i l l  condi t ions (£C1) .

Pred ic t ions  made p r i o r  to data c o l l e c t i o n  al lowed  

f u r t h e r  ana lys is  in to  the R-S x SS x Target  Person i n t e r 

a c t io n .  Tests of  simple main e f f e c t s  revealed  high sensa

t ion  seeking repressors to maintain s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  

degrees of  eye contact  in r e l a t i o n  to the t a r g e t  person 

condi t ion (£ = 13 .9 6 ,  d f = 2 ,2 4 ,  £ < . 0 1 ) .  High sensation  

seeking repressors exposed to the peer (x=144.3 se c . )  main

ta ined s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g r ea te r  eye contact  than high sensat ion  

seeking regressors exposed to the e p i l e p t i c  condi t ion  (x=81.0  

s e c . ;  £= 9 .4 4 ,  d f =1 ,2 4 ,  f K . 0 1 )  or menta l ly  i l l  condi t ion



(x=74.75 se c . ;  f = 1 1.41 , d f = 1 ,2 4 ,  £ < . 0 1 ) .  Analysis o f  eye 

contact  in the peer condi t ion  showed s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re nc es  

between the p e r s o n a l i t y  dimensions ( f  =12 .63 ,  d f =2 ,24 ,  £ < . 0 1 ) .  

Hi gh sensation seeking repressors {3T-1 44. 3 se c . )  maintained  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more eye contact  than low sensation seeking  

s e n s i t i z e r s  (x=71 .25 s e c . ;  £=12 .58  , d£=l ,24 , £<.01 ) .  Al l  

other  simple main e f f e c t  analyses were n o n s i g n i f i c a n t .

A simple e f f e c t s  ana lys is  of  the sensat ion seeking x 

t a r g e t  person i n t e r a c t i o n  showed th a t  high sensation seekers 

maintained d i f f e r i n g  lengths of  eye contact  wi th  a peer 

( 3T= 124.2 s e c . ) ,  e p i l e p t i c  (7=87 .7  s e c . ) ,  and menta l ly  i l l  

person (7=81.2 s e c . ;  £ = 1 0 .2 ,  d f = 2 ,24 , £ < . 0 1 ) .  Fur ther  

ana lys is  showed th a t  high sensat ion-seekers i n t e r a c t i n g  with  

the peer maintained s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g re a te r  eye contact  than 

high sensat ion-seekers i n t e r a c t i n g  with the e p i l e p t i c  

( £ = 6 .2 9 ,  d f = l ,24 ,  £ < .0 5 )  or menta l ly  i l l  ( £ = 8 .7 3 ,  d f = 1 ,24 ,  

£ < .0 1 )  t a r g e t  qerson. No s i g n i f i c a n t  eye contact  d i f fe re nc es  

were found between the e p i l e p t i c  and menta l ly  i l l  persons 

( 15 1) *  There was no s i g n i f i c a n t  eye contact  e f f e c t s  associ 

ated with low sensat ion-seekers in t h e i r  response to the 

three t a r g e t  persons. (Peer = 8 8 . 0  s e c . ,  e p i l e p t i c  = 83.0  

s e c . ,  menta l ly  i l l  = 91 .0  s e c . , . '£<1).  Hvigh sensat ion seekers 

exposed to the peer (7=124.2 se c . )  maintained s i g n f i c a n t l y  

g r e a te r  eye contact  than low sensation seekers (x=88 .0  sec . )  

exposed to the peer ( £ = 6 .2 1 ,  d f = 2 ,2 4 ,  .£<.01 ) .



Analysis of  the r e p r e s s i o n - s e n s i t i z a t i o n  x t a r g e t  

person i n t e r a c t i o n  showed t h a t  repressors maint ianed s i g n i f i  

cant ly  d i f f e r e n t  lengths of  eye contact  with respect  to the 

three t a r g e t  persons ( f = l  3. 34,  d f = 2 ,24 ,  £ < . 0 0 1 ) .  Repressors 

i n t e r a c t i n g  with the peer (3T= 124.5 se c . )  maintained s i g n i f i 

ca n t l y  g r e a t e r  eye contact  than repressors in the e p i l e p t i c  

(x=77.6 sec.  ; £= 10 .37 ,  d£=l ,24 ,  £< .0 1 )  and menta l ly  i l l  

(x=79.37  s e c . ;  £ = 9 .6 1 ,  d f = l ,24 ,  £< .0 1 )  condi t ions .  N o - d i f 

f e r e n t i a l  eye contact  was noted between the e p i l e p t i c  and 

menta l ly  i l l  condi t ions ( f c l ) .  There was no s i g n i f i c a n t  

eye contact  e f f e c t s  between s e n s i t i z e r s  in t h e i r  response 

to the three t a r g e t  persons. Repressors ( 3T= 124.5 s e c . ) 

maintained s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more eye contact  than s e n s i t i z e r s  

(7=87 .7  se c . )  with respect  to the peer ( f = 6 . 3 7 ,  d f = l ,24 ,  

£ < . 0 5 ) .

Analysis o f  the sex x t a r g e t  person i n t e r a c t i o n  

showed th a t  females maintained s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  

lengths of  eye contact  wi th regard to  the three t a r g e t  

persons (£ = 10 .4 3 ,  ££ = 2 ,2 4 ,  £ < . 0 1 ) .  Fur ther  ana lys is  showed 

t h a t  females in the peer condi t ion (7=122.4 se c . )  maintained  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g rea te r  eye contact  than females in the 

e p i l e p t i c  condi t ion  (x = 7 5 .4 sec . ; £=10 .43 ,  d f = 1 ,2 4 ,  £ < . 0 1 ) .  

Di f ferences  between females in the peer and menta l ly  i l l  

(7=98.0 sec . )  condi t ions were m arg in a l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  (£=2 ,80  

d f =1 ,24 ,  £ < . 1 0 ) •  No s i g n i f i c a n t  eye contact  d i f f e r e n c e  was 

noted f o r  females in the e p i l e p t i c  and menta l ly  i l l  condi -



1 8

t ions  ( f = 2 . 41,  d f =1 , 24,  £ < . 2 5 ) .  There was no s i g n i f i c a n t  

d i f fe re nc es  in eye contact  f o r  males in the t a r g e t  person 

c o n d i t ion .  F i n a l l y ,  females maintained s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

gre a te r  eye contact  than males ( x - 8 9 . 9  sec . )  in the peer  

condi t ion  ( f =4.98 , d f  = 1 ,24 , £ < . 0 5 ) .

Analysis of  the r e p r e s s i o n - s e n s i t i z a t i o n  x sex i n t e r 

act ion  showed t h a t  female s e n s i t i z e r s  (7=108.7 se c . )  main

ta ined s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g r e a te r  eye contact  than male s e n s i t i 

zers (7=74.25 se c . ; £ = 8 .4 3 ,  d f =1 ,24 ,  p < . 0 1 ) .  There was no 

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e re n c e s  in eye contact  between male and 

female repressors (£=<1 ) .

The four th  major analys is  assessed the subjects be

hav ior  in the p r o j e c t i v e  s i t u a t i o n  fo l lo w in g  the l i v e  i n 

t e r a c t i o n .  P r o je c t iv e  data was measured to s ix teenths  of  

an inch.  The ana lysis involved computing subject  d i f f e r 

ences in dol l  placement with respect  to a second dol l  

depicted as represent ing  a peer ,  e p i l e p t i c ,  or mental ly  

i l l  person. Mean placement distances may be found in  

t ab le  4.  The main e f f e c t  o f  dol l  placement in r e l a t i o n  to 

the peer ,  e p i l e p t i c ,  and menta l ly  i l l  condi t ions was s t a t i s t i 

c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  ( £ = 5 .6 9 ,  d f =2 ,48 ,  £ < . 0 1 ) .  The trend was 

in the d i r e c t i o n  p red ic te d  with subjects p lacing a dol l  

cl ose st  in the peer condi t ion  (7=4 .3  in . ) ,  f u r t h e s t  in the 

menta l ly  i l l  condi t ion  (7=5 .3  i n . )  and between the two in the 

e p i l e p t i c  condi t ion  (x=4 .7  i n . ) .  Marginal  s ig n i f i c a n c e  was 

found f o r  the SS x R-S x sex i n t e r a c t i o n  (£ = 3 .3 4 ,  d£=l ,48 ,
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£ < . 1 0 ) .  The sex x t a r g e t  do l l  x t a r g e t  person exposure 

i n t e r a c t i o n  was observed to be h ighly  s i g n i f i c a n t  ( f = 5 . 85,  

d f = 4 ,48 ,  £ < . 0 0 1 ) .  A l l  remaining main e f f e c t s  and i n t e r 

act ion e f f e c t s  were not s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  P re 

d ic t io n s  made p r i o r  to data c o l l e c t i o n  concerning the R-S x 

SS i n t e r a c t i o n  and the R-S x SS x t a r g e t  person i n t e r a c t i o n  

al lowed f u r t h e r  ana lys is  in to  these i n t e r a c t i o n s .  A l l  

simple main e f f e c t  analyses f o r  these l a t t e r  e f f e c t s  proved 

nonsi gni f i  c a n t .

A simple e f f e c t s  ana lys is  of  the sex x t a r g e t  do l l  x 

t a r g e t  person exposure i n t e r a c t i o n  showed t h a t  males who 

i n t e r a c t e d  with a peer in the l i v e  s i t u a t i o n  placed a dol l  

at  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  distances from a f e l t  do l l  

depicted as a peer (x=4.5 i n . ) ,  e p i l e p t i c  (3T=6.7 i n ) ,  and 

menta l ly  i l l  (x = 7.7 i n . )  person (£= 9 .6 8 ,  df_=2 ,48 ,  £ < . 0 0 1 ) .  

Fur ther  ana lys is  revealed  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n t  placement  

made by males between the peer condi t ion  and e p i l e p t i c  

condi t ion  ( £ = 8 . 2 7 ,  d f =1 , 4 8 ,  £< .0 1 )  and between the peer  

condi t ion  and menta l ly  i l l  condi t ion ( f = 1 8 . 6 6 ,  d f - 1 ,48 ,  

£<.0 1 ).
Females who in t e r a c t e d  with the menta l ly  i l l  person 

placed the dol l  at  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  distances from 

the peer (x=4.2 i n . ) ,  e p i l e p t i c  (x=4 .3 i n . ) , and menta l ly  

i l l  (3T= 6.5 i n . )  f e l t  f igu re s  ( f =6 .2 8 ,  d f =2 ,48 , £<.  0 1 ) .  

Fur ther  ana lysis  revealed  placement d i f fe re n c e s  between the
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peer condi t ion and the menta l ly  i l l  condi t ion  ( j f=9 .90,  df= 

1 , 4 8 ,  £<-.01) and between the e p i l e p t i c  condi t ion  and the 

menta l ly  i l l  condi t ion ( f - 8 . 9 1  , d f = 1 ,4 8 ,  £ < . 0 1 ) .

Three quest ions were asked to each subject  fo l lo w in g  

completion of  the p r o je c t i v e  t e s t :  (1)  What was the

purpose of  the f i r s t  experiment? (2)  What was the purpose 

of  the second experiment? (3)  Did you see any r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between the two experiments? I f  so, what was that  

r e l a t i o n s h i p ?  Binomial t es ts  in d ica te d  th a t  subjects were 

e f f e c t i v e l y  deceived in to  b e l i e v i n g  the experimenters  

r a t i o n a l e  f o r  the experiments.  In answering quest ion one,  

a l l  but three subjects were in c o r r e c t  in i n d i c a t i n g  the 

actual  purpose of  the experiment (£ = 5 .83 ,  £ < . 0 0 1 ) .  As 

pre v iously  discussed subjects were t o ld  p r i o r  to the 

p r o j e c t i v e  t e s t  the t rue purpose of  th is  s i t u a t i o n .  As 

expected,  subject  response to quest ion two in d ica te d  an 

awareness of  the true nature of  the p r o je c t i v e  s i t u a t i o n  

( £ = 3 .2 0 ,  £ < . 0 0 1 ) .  In answering quest ion t h r e e ,  v i r t u a l l y  

a l l  subjects were aware of  some r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the 

tw o/ex pe r iments , but only e ig h t  could v e r b a l l y  r e l a t e  the 

actual  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between experiments ( z= 4 .38 ,  £ < . 0 0 1 ) .

DISCUSSION

The purpose of  th is  study was to answer three important  

questions concerning personal space: One, do the p e r s o n a l i t y

dimensions repressi  on-sensi  t ' i z a t i  on .and sensat ion seeking



e f f e c t  the distance people maintain between themselves in an 

i n t e r a c t i v e  se t t ing?  Two, does the a s c r ip t io n  of  mental  

i l l n e s s  or ep i lepsy  to a t a r g e t  person in f lu ence  the i n t e r 

ac t ive  distance maintained by another person? And t h i r d l y ,  

is there a correspondence between two independent measures 

of  personal space, i . e . ,  personal space measured in a l i v e  

i n t e r a c t i o n  s i t u a t i o n  and personal  space measured in a 

p r o j e c t i v e  s i t u a t i o n .  In a d d i t i o n ,  eye contact  was 

expected to covary with the p e r s o n a l i t y  dimensions under 

s tu d y .

With regard to quest ion one, the p e r s o n a l i t y  dimen

sions r e p r e s s i o n - s e n s i t i z a t i o n  and sensat ion-seek ing were 

not observed to s i g n i f i c a n t l y  e f f e c t  the distance main

ta ined between subject  and t a r g e t  person. However,  

d i r e c t i o n a l  d i f f e re n c e s  consis tent  with the hypotheses 

of  the study were noted.  Low sensat ion seekers maintained  

a mean dis tance of  54 .4  inches from the t a r g e t  person and 

high sensat ion seekers maintained a mean distance of  42.2  

inches from the t a r g e t  person. Repressors maintained a 

mean distance of  54 .7  inches from the t a r g e t  person.  

S e n s i t i z e r s  maintained a mean d is tance of 41.9 inches from 

the t a r g e t  person. This represents a mean d i f f e r e n c e  of  

more than one foot  f o r  both p e r s o n a l i t y  dimensions. These 

d i f f e ren c e s  are in the d i r e c t i o n  predic ted  by the c la s s ic a l  

r e p r e s s i o n - s e n s i t i z a t i o n  v iewpo int .  The conjunct ion of  

these p e r s o n a l i t y  dimensions mean d i f f e r e n c e  showed th a t



2 2

over two f e e t  ex is te d  between high sensation seeking s e n s i t i 

zers and low sensat ion-seek ing repressors .  In genera l ,  

the nonsigni f icance of  the in te rp ersona l  seat ing  d i f fe re nc es  

was due to considerable v a r i a b i l i t y  among the subjects .  I t  

was noted t h a t  people with the same p e r s o n a l i t y  dimensions 

with respect to r e p r e s s i o n - s e n s i t i z a t i o n  and sensation  

seeking manifested tremendous d i f fe re nces  in seat ing  d i s 

tance from the t a r g e t  person. These sorts of  occurrences  

lead to a considerably i n f l a t e d  e r r o r  term.

In the general  i n t r o d u c t io n  mention was made of  the 

dearth of studies concerning p e r s o n a l i t y  dimensions of  

personal space. Presumably an unaccounted f o r  subject  

v a r i a b 1e a f f e c t e d  the exper imental  r e s u l t s . P e rso n a l i t y  

d i f f e ren c e s  with regard to i n t r o v e r s i o n - e x t r o v e r s i o n , a 

subject  v a r i a b le  not considered in th is  s tudy,  may have 

i n f luenced sub jec t  response to the t a r g e t  person. As 

prev iously  mentioned, Wi l l iams (1963)  found i n t r o v e r t s  

mainta in ing a g r e a t e r  conversat ional  distance than e x t r o 

v e r t s .  Although Dosey and Meisels (1969)  found the 

Rorschach v a r ia b le  o f  body-image boundary unr e la ted  to 

personal  space,  th is  v a r i a b l e  must remain open to f u r t h e r  

t e s t i n g .  Also an i n d i v i d u a l s  a f f i l i a t i o n  mot ivat ion  can 

e f f e c t  prox imi ty  in s p a t i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  (Argyle & Dean, 1965) .  

Altman and Haythorn (1967)  found s p a t i a l  behavior  in  

i s o la t e d  groups to be in f luenced by the p e r s o n a l i t y
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dimensions of need achievement,  need a f f i l i a t i o n ,  need 

dominance, and dogmatism. With f u r t h e r  i n v e s t ig a t i o n  in to  

these and other  p e r s o n a l i t y  v a r i a b l e s ,  perhaps l i g h t  can 

be shed on the low commonality of  organized responding

in th is  study.

Post experimental  quest ion ing revealed  a v a r i a b l e  

■which-may have confounded re su l ts  fo r  females.  Four 

of  the s i x  high sensat ion seeking repressor  females were 

f i r s t  year  nursing s tudents.  In a d d i t i o n ,  several  other  

female subjects  were also e n r o l l e d  in f i r s t  year  nursing  

school .  Results showed a discrepancy between the verbal  

repo r t  o f  the nursing students in the p r o j e c t i v e  s i t u a t i o n ,  

and t h e i r  behavior  in the l i v e  s i t u a t i o n .  A number of  

nursing students v e r b a l l y  r e l a t e d  a f t e r  the p r o je c t i v e  

technique t h a t  they were t r a in e d  to t r e a t  a l l  p a t ien ts  

the same, whether the i l l n e s s  was mental or phy s ic a l .

Yet in the l i v e  s i t u a t i o n ,  the high sensation seeking  

repressor females maintained a mean seat ing  d istance of  

28 inches from the peer ,  35 inches from the e p i l e p t i c ,  

and 88 inches from the menta l ly  i l l  i n d i v i d u a l .  This 

r e s u l t  gives some credence to the not ion th a t  an i n d i v i d u a l s

es tab l is he d  completely outside his aware-

..v.  ̂̂  „ w . v., . ^ 5 )  . In the l i v e  s i t u a t i o n ,  subjects were

unaware of the experimental  v a r i a b le s  of  i n t e r e s t ,  and 

dis tance d i f f e re n c es  were manifested t h a t  were co nt rad ic ted  

in the p r o j e c t i v e  s i t u a t i o n :  Here the nursing students
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(and a l l  o ther  su b jec ts )  were to ld  before the dol l  p la c e 

ment experiment began th a t  the exper imenter  was i n t e r e s t e d  

in the distances people maintain between themselves in a 

conversat ion .  Subsequent ly, three o f  four subjects reported  

they saw no d i f f e r e n c e  in distance they would maintain to 

peer,  e p i l e p t i c ,  and menta l ly  i l l  i n d i v i d u a l s .

Few studies in the l i t e r a t u r e  of  personal space have 

d i r e c t l y  viewed the spacing d i f fe ren c es  between males i n t e r 

ac t ing  with males,  and females i n t e r a c t i n g  with females.

Sommer's work in personal  space has described women as being 

able to funct ion  at  a c loser  distance to women than to men, 

.whereas men tend to maintain g r e a te r  distances from i n d i v i d u a l s  

of  e i t h e r  sex (Sommer, 1967) .  Horowitz ,  Du f f ,  and S t r a t ton

(1964)  also found females i n t e r a c t i n g  a t  a c loser  distance to 

other females t'han to males. In the present  study,  e x p e r i 

mental re s u l ts  do not completely confirm these sex d i f f e r e n c e s .  

The main e f f e c t  of  sex found females i n t e r a c t i n g  at  a mean 

distance of  44 inches and males at  a mean distance of  52.7  

inches.  These re su l ts  are not s i g n i f i c a n t  but are in the 

same d i r e c t i o n  found in Sommer's research.

I t  has been noted th a t  high sensation seek ing -repressor  

females maintained a mean distance of  28 inches from the peer ,

35 inches from the e p i l e p t i c ,  and 88 inches from the menta l ly  

i l l  t a r g e t  person. Conversely,  high sensat ion seek ing-repressor  

males maintained a distance of  76 inches from the peer ,  58 

inches from the e p i l e p t i c ,  and 27 inches from the menta l ly
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i l l  t a r g e t  person. The opposi te kind of  d istance r e l a t i o n s h i p  

e x is t e d  f o r  low sensat ion s e e k i n g - s e n s i t i z e r  males and females.

Here females maintained a mean d istance of  78 inches from the 

peer,  24 inches from the e p i l e p t i c ,  and 20 inches from the 

menta l ly  i l l  t a r g e t  person. Males maintained a mean distance  

of  30 inches from the p ee r ,  72 inches from the e p i l e p t i c ,  and 

83 inches from the menta l ly  i l l  t a r g e t  person. Although these 

re s u l ts  are not s i g n i f i c a n t ,  the d i f fe ren c es  in d i c a t e  t h a t  

females do not t y p i c a l l y  i n t e r a c t  a t  a c loser  distance to o ther  

females than males to males. Physical  a t t r i b u t e s  of  the t a r g e t  

person and the R-S, SS dimensions in f luenced i n t e r a c t i v e  d is tances .

The second quest ion of  i n t e r e s t  concerned the physical  

a t t r i b u t e s  of  the t a r g e t  person and i t s  e f f e c t s  on s p a t i a l  d i s 

tance .  Predic t ions  concerning the l i v e  i n t e r a c t i o n  distances  

i n d ic a te d  t h a t  subjects would maintain g r e a te s t  s p a t i a l  p r o x i 

mity to the peer ,  l e a s t  s p a t i a l  p rox imi ty  to the menta l ly  i l l  

i n d i v i d u a l ,  with dis tance to the e p i l e p t i c  f a l l i n g  somewhere 

between the two. These p red ic t ion s  were p a r t i a l l y  based on 

Kleck's  (1968)  research which found subjects ma inta in ing  a 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g r e a t e r  distance from e p i 1e p t i c  confederates than 

control  confederates .  Mean distance in the control  condi t ion  

was 5 f t .  4 i n .  and 6 f t .  6 i n .  in the ep i lepsy  c o n d i t ion .  F ind

ings from Kleck's  modif ied  use of  the Levinger f i g u r e  p la c e 

ment task showed subjects mainta in ing  s i m i l i a r  prox imi ty  

to menta l ly  i l l  do l l s  as to e p i l e p t i c  d o l l s .  Present  

r e s u l t s  do not confirm the Kleck hypothesis .  The main



2 6

e f f e c t  of  subject  i n t e r a c t i o n  wi th the peer ,  e p i l e p t i c ,  and 

menta l ly  i l l  t a r g e t  person was not s i g n i f i c a n t .  Even though 

mean distance d i f f e r e n c e s  were as g rea t  as 2 1/2 f e e t  be

tween s t ig m a t i ze d  and nonst igmat ized co n d i t ion s ,  o v e r a l l  

s i g n i f i g a n c e  was not found. Again,  t h is  r e f l e c t s  the 

tremendous v a r i a b i l i t y  of  sub ject  responding w i t h i n  the 

t a r g e t  person condi t ion .

Kuethe's (1962)  research concerning soc ia l  schemas 

o f fe r s  some i n s i g h t  in to  the lack o f  commonality in subject  

responding to the t a r g e t  i n d i v i d u a l s .  Kuethe r e l a t e s  t h a t  

f o r  subjects to manifest-  a high commonality of  responding 

s i m i l i a r  "socia l  schemas" or "response sets" must func t ion  

to s t r u c t u r e  the responding.  For Kuethe,  s i m i l i a r  soc ia l  

schemas across subjects lead to organized responding.

These hypotheses were tested  by means of  a p r o je c t i v e  

techni  que.

In the present  i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  the lack of  commonality
i

in  subject  responding may be a func t ion  of  subjects possess

ing d i s s i m i l i a r  soc ia l  schemas wi th  respect  to peer ,  e p i l e p 

t i c ,  and menta l ly  i l l  i n d i v i d u a l s .  The i m p l i c a t i o n  is th a t  

subjects did not hold the same schema in organiz ing  a r e 

sponse to the t a r g e t  person co nd i t ions .  I n d iv id u a l  d i f f e r 

ences and experiences toward s t i g m a t i zed  i n d i v i d u a l s  would 

lead to the kind of  i d i o s y n c r a t i c  behavior  observed.

The t h i r d  impor tant  quest ion w i th in  the present  study 

involved assessing the correspondence between two independent
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measures of  personal space,  i . e . ,  personal space measured 

in a l i v e  i n t e r a c t i o n  and personal space measured in a 

p r o j e c t i v e  s i t u a t i o n .  The l i t e r a t u r e  of  proxemics o f f e r s  

a wide range of  methodologies used to measure s p a t i a l  

behavior:  Levinger  and Gunner (1967)  devised a f e l t

technique and tape technique to measure in te rperso na l  

dis tances;  Kuethe (1962)  employed a f e l t  board and f e l t  

f i g u r e s ;  Dosey and Meisels (1969)  used a s i l h o u e t t e  ta s k ,  

an approach ta s k ,  and a seat ing  tas k;  L i t t l e  (1965)  employed 

human p r o j e c t i v e  f igure s  and placement of  l i v e  actors in  

measuring personal space; Haase and Markey (1973)  studied  

the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between four  measures of  personal space: 

in vivo p a r t i c i p a t i o n  (subjects  approaching another person 

u n t i l  a comfortable distance is reached) ,  l i v e  observat ion  

( subjects  rank order ing  f i v e  i n t e r a c t i o n  distances depicted  

by a c t o r s ) ,  f e l t  board placement (p lac ing  f e l t  f igu res  on 

a f e l t  board) ,  and photograph observat ions  (subjects  rank 

order ing f i v e  photographed i n t e r a c t i o n  distances between 

seated models) .

Studies a t tempting  to assess the correspondence be

tween independent methodologies o f f e r  a wide range of  con

c lus ions .  L i t t l e  found a pearson c o r r e l a t i o n  of  .77 between 

personal space measured by means of small p r o j e c t i v e  f igures  

and personal space measured by subjects arranging actors in 

a l i v e  s i t u a t i o n .  Dosey and Meisels found a lack of  con

s is tency  across t h e i r  three  measures of  personal space.
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Kleck found some s i m i l i a r i t y  in s p a t i a l  behavior by using 

a m o d i f i c a t io n  o f  the Levinger  and Gunner technique and an 

unobtrusive i n t e r a c t i o n  technique.  Haase and Markey i n t e r -  

c o r r e la te d  the in vivo p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and other  techniques  

and found the l i v e  observat ion technique (£ .  = . 7 5 ,  p< .01)  and 

f e l t  board technique (jr. = . 5 6 ,  £ < .0 1 )  as the best  est imates  

of  actual  behavior  in a l i v e  s i t u a t i o n .

Present re s u l ts  r e p o r t  a pearson c o r r e l a t i o n  of  .25 

f o r  males and - . 1 8  f o r  females with regard to the two 

independent measures of  personal space. This suggests 

there is l i t t l e  correspondence between the employed 

methodologies , i .e . , the p r o j e c t i  ve technique was not an 

accurate p r e d i c t o r  o f  how a person would respond in a l i v e  

s i t u a t i o n  and vice versa.  However an important  po in t  must 

be mentioned. In the l i v e  i n t e r a c t i o n  subjects were t o t a l l y  

unaware th a t  distance was the important  experimental  v a r i 

ab le .  In the p r o j e c t i v e  s i t u a t i o n  subjects were to ld  t h a t  

the exper imenter  was i n t e r e s t e d  in the distance between 

f e l t  do l l s  f o r  comfortable conversat ion .  With subjects  

aware of  the d is tance v a r i a b l e  in one technique and unaware 

in the other  technique,  a v a l i d  correspondence between the 

two methodologies cannot be assessed. The im p l i c a t i o n  

becomes t h a t  subjects respond d i f f e r e n t l y  in terms of  

spacing when the distance v a r i a b l e  is e i t h e r  known or not  

known. A v a l i d  correspondence between the two measures
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v a r i a b l e  before each technique,  or to remain uninformed 

through both techniques.

Analysis of  the p r o j e c t i v e  data also revealed the 

main e f f e c t  of  dol l  placement in r e l a t i o n  to the peer ,  

e p i l e p t i c ,  and menta l ly  i l l  condi t ions to be s i g n i f i c a n t .  

The t rend is in the d i r e c t i o n  pred ic te d  with subjects  

plac ing  a do l l  c losest  in the peer c o n d i t io n ,  f u r t h e s t  in  

the menta l ly  i l l  c o n d i t io n ,  and between the two in the 

e p i l e p t i c  c o n d i t ion .  These re s u l ts  support  Kleck's p ro 

j e c t i v e  data which showed subjects p lac ing a dol l  r e p r e 

sent ing  the s e l f  at  c lose r  distances to a nonst igmat ized  

dol l  than to a s t igm a t i ze d  d o l l .

Since the sex x t a r g e t  dol l  x t a r g e t  person exposure 

i n t e r a c t i o n  was found to be h ighly  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  the main 

e f f e c t  above cannot be discussed independent ly of  these  

other  v a r i a b l e s .  Analysis of  th is  i n t e r a c t i o n  revealed  

an i n t e r e s t i n g  t rend f o r  males. Doll  placement was found 

to be r e l a t e d  to the t a r g e t  person the males i n t e r a c t e d  

with in the l i v e  s e t t i n g .  Males i n t e r a c t i n g  with the peer  

in the l i v e  s i t u a t i o n ,  placed the dol l  a t  a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

closer  d is tance  to the peer do l l  opposed to the e p i l e p t i c  

and menta l ly  i l l  d o l l s .  Although the remaining analyses  

were not s i g n i f i c a n t ,  the trends in d i c a te  dol l  placement  

to be r e l a t e d  to the t a r g e t  person exposure in the l i v e  

s e t t i n g .  Subjects exposed to the e p i l e p t i c  in the l i v e
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s i t u a t i o n ,  placed the dol l  a t  c lose r  p rox im i ty  to the 

e p i l e p t i c  dol l  than to the peer or menta l ly  i l l  d o l l .  The 

same holds t rue  in the menta l ly  i l l  c o n d i t i on .  Subjects  

exposed to the menta l ly  i l l  i n d i v i d u a l  placed the dol l  

c lo se r  to the menta l ly  i l l  do l l  than to the peer or e p i 1ep- 

t i c  d o l 1.

However, r e s u l t s  did not reveal  th is  so r t  o f  t rend f o r  

females.  For example, females exposed to the menta l ly  i l l  

t a r g e t  person placed the dol l  at  a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g re a te r  

distance in the menta l ly  i l l  conditon than in the peer or  

e p i l e p t i c  co nd i t ions .

The l a s t  major cons iderat ion  of  importance focused 

on the dependent v a r i a b l e  eye contac t .  Argyle and Dean

(1965)  have discussed t h is  nonverbal behaviora l  phenomenon 

in terms of  an a f f i l i a t i v e  c o n f l i c t  theory .  The authors  

hypothesize t h a t  there are approach and avoidance forces  

behind eye contact  and th a t  an e q u i l i b r iu m  le v e l  develops 

f o r  in t im acy .  Eye contact  and prox imi ty  are two va r i a b les  

hypothesized to e f f e c t  th is  e q u i l i b r iu m  l e v e l .  Results  

found eye contact  diminished the c loser  two subjects were 

placed to ge the r .  Goffman (1963)  found less eye contact  

when a s ta t e  of  tension e x is te d  between people.  Kleck 

(1968)  hypothesized t h a t  subjects would maintain less eye 

contact  when exposed to an e p i l e p t i c  t a r g e t  person versus 

a n o n - e p i l e p t i c  t a r g e t  person. Results i n d i c a t e d ,  however,
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no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  with regard to eye contact  in  

the e p i l e p t i c  and n o n - e p i l e p t i c  condi t ion s .

The present  study r e l a t e d  the approach-avoidance  

hypotheses o f  the four  p e r s o n a l i t y  groups to l e v e ls  of  eye 

conta c t .  High sensat ion seeking repressors were expected  

to maintain the g re a te s t  amount of  eye co n tac t ,  low sensa

t io n  seeking s e n s i t i z e r s  the l e a s t ,  with eye contact  degree 

f o r  the other  two groups f a l l i n g  in between. For a l l  s ub je c ts ,  

eye contact  was hypothesized to be g re a tes t  in the peer  

c o n d i t io n ,  and l e a s t  in the menta l ly  i l l  c o n d i t io n ,  wi th  

eye contact  in the e p i l e p t i c  condi t ion  f a l l i n g  somewhere 

in between.

As p rev iously  mentioned the sensation seeking x 

r e p r e s s i o n - s e n s i t i z a t i o n  e f f e c t  was not s i g n i f i c a n t ;  

however, trends were in the d i r e c t i o n  p re d ic te d .  The 

main e f f e c t  o f  peer ,  e p i l e p t i c ,  and menta l ly  i l l  condi t ions  

was s i g n i f i c a n t  in degree of  eye contac t .  Subjects mani

fes ted  the g re a tes t  amount of  eye contact  in the peer con

d i t i o n .  No d i f f e r e n c e  was found in the e p i l e p t i c  and men

t a l l y  i l l  condi t ion s .  Although Kleck found no d i f f e r e n c e  

in eye contact  in the control  and e p i l e p t i c  co n d i t io n s ,  

these re s u l ts  support  his hypothesis t h a t  degree of  eye 

contact  would be g r e a t e r  in a nonst igmat ized condi t ion  

versus a s t ig mat i zed  co n d i t io n .  I f  one can assume subjects  

were more tense or anxious in the s t igma t ized  c o n d i t io n ,  then 

Goffman's not ion of  less eye contact  w i t h i n  a tension
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s i t u a t i o n  is supported.

Consis tent  with the p r e d i c t i o n s ,  repressors maintained  

g r e a te r  eye contact  in the peer condi t ion  versus the e p i l e p 

t i c  and menta l ly  i l l  condi t ion s .  S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c es  

between repressors and s e n s i t i z e r s  e x is te d  only in the peer  

c o n d i t io n .  Also,  consis tent  with the p r e d i c t i o n s ,  high 

sensat ion seekers maintained more eye contact  in the peer  

condi t ion  versus the e p i l e p t i c  and menta l ly  i l l  condi t ion s .  

S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between high sensat ion seekers and 

low sensat ion seekers e x is te d  only in the peer co n d i t ion .

These f ind ings can be expla ined in terms of  Argyle  

and Dean's a f f i l i a t i v e  c o n f l i c t  theory .  These authors 

contend t h a t  i f  the int imacy e q u i l i b r iu m  is upset by i n 

creased physical  closeness or increased/decreased eye 

c o n tac t ,  then compensatory behaviora l  changes w i l l  take 

place to maintain the e q u i l i b r iu m .  Sommer's research  

(1967)  has shown the standard i n t e r a c t i v e  d istance f o r  

seated conversat ion is approximately 5 .5 f e e t .  In the 

present  study the grand mean f o r  the f i r s t  in te rp er so na l  

distance 4 f e e t ,  and f o r  the second in te rp ersona l  d istance  

2 1 /2 f e e t .  This is considerably under the 5 .5 f e e t  d i s 

tance described by Sommer. Eye contact  measurement was 

recorded w i th in  the second d is tance i n t e r a c t i o n .  Accord

ing to Argyle and Dean, compensatory changes should take  

place because of  the i n t e r a c t i v e  distance v i o l a t i o n .  Pre

sumably the d i f f e r e n c e s  in eye contact  between the s t i g -
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matized and nonst igmat ized condi t ions is a r e s u l t  o f  com

pensatory change. The increased prox imi ty  and tension i n 

volved wi th subject  i n t e r a c t i o n  with e p i l e p t i c  and menta l ly  

i l l  t a r g e t  people could be the reason subjects maintained  

more eye contact  in the peer s i t u a t i o n .  The v a l i d i t y  o f  

t h i s  assumption could e a s i l y  be tested  by having subjects  

respond to the peer ,  e p i l e p t i c ,  and menta l ly  i l l  condi t ions  

at  distances o f  2 1 / 2 ,  5 1 / 2 ,  and 8 f e e t .  The decreased-  

increased spacing should lead to changes in the amount o f  

eye co n ta c t ,  i . e . ,  less eye contact  at  the c lo se r  d is ta n ce ,  

more eye contact  at  the f u r t h e s t  d is tance .  Also the not ion  

. t h a t  a s t ig mat i zed  t a r g e t  person leads to g r e a t e r  subject  

anx ie ty  could be tes ted  with a post exper imental  quest ion -  

ai re .
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