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ABSTRACT

The presernt study examined the spatial preferences and the
spatizal 1elsticnships within an  organization. It aimgd to
desceribe  tlie effects of the respondents syatial preferences on
their perceived intevpersonal relationships with +the superior,
subordinstc anc  within the crgenization itself. The spatial
preferences refered to here are the distance, soclofugal-

sociopetal orientation, kinesthetic factors, visual contact and
seating arrangement waintained by members of an organization.
The study =slso determined to describe how the demnographic
characteristics of the respondent affect spatial preferences
among members of an organization.

The study was based on the framework that in order for an
organization to function smoothly, interpersonal relationships
should be established and enhanceéi And one way of 1laying the
groundwork for good interpersonal relationship is through the
maintainance of acceptable spatial preferences.

The respondents in the study were taken from the three
academic divisions of -the College of Arts and Sciences,
University of the Philippines, Manila. A total of thirty six

respondents were subjected to this study.



The instrument used was a questionzire which was divided
into two parts: the first part focused on the spatizal

preferences of the respondents and the scecond part focused on the

perceived interpersonal relationships ewong members of the
division.
A descriptive approach was used to determine the effect of

Sp

£

D

tial preferences on interpersonal relationship and vice versa.

-3

he presentation of data was aided by tables of responses.

The resules gathered showed varying distances were

maintained by the respondents when communicating with different

ct

voes of people in the division. Moteworthy were the closer
distance mnaintzined by the respordsertz when communicating wWith
subordinates than with superiors. Similarly, younger c¢o-faculty
members were given smaller spaces duriqg interactions than older
co-faculty members. Female to female interactions were also
described to be closer than male to male or mixed-gender
interactions. Distance also varies when the respondent is going
to praise or going to criticize the work of another person.

The data collected in this study did not concur with Edward
T. Hall’s distance for impersonal discussions because the
respondents preferred a much closer distance.

The results gathered with regards to the sociofugal-
sociopetal orientation  of discussants are not characterize by
marked differences unlike distance. A majority of the
respondents preferred the parallel, face to face orientation
irregardless of the topic and the person he is discussing with.

The intervening factor (sex, age and status) played a role



in determining the outcome of the likelihood for physical contact
between the respondent and the other person. The respondents are
more Likely to get intc physical contact with the subordinates
than with .th; superior. The preferred distance for this
interactions were also indicated to be very close.

With regards to the visual contact that the respondents
establish when cownunicating, it was gathered that the sharp and
fcoused  visual contact was preferred. This preference is
irregardless off the cowmmunicative situation.

Then with ragards to seating arrangements, expected outcomes
in three out of four communicative situations were validated.
5o respondents prefcrred seats in the center of the table rather
than the corner seats closer to the superior, this finding are
contrary to the expected outcome. On the other hand, .the
respondents preferred to sit closer to the subordinates in a side
by side arrangement. The respondent kept distant from seats
mzrked as occupied by hostile persons. In addition, the
respondent chose seats closer to them in a side by .side
arrangement as the seats of person which they are most likely to
interact with.

In relation to the difference in spatial preferences are the
difference in perceived interpersanal relationship 1in the
division. It was gathered that generally mwost respondents
characterize their superior as a strong, decisive and firm
individual. In the same manner, the respondents characterize

their subordinates as compliant and hardworking individuals.

These perceptions accounts for the difference in spatial



preferences between the respondent with the superior snd the

subordinate. In =addition to the difference in perceives
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interpersonal relationship with the superior and the svior
are the differences in: how the division treats the individual;
the basis of task assignment in the division; why work in the

division is performed; and why people 1in the division work

together.

From +the dats gathered, it can be concluded that spatial
preferences affect the perceived interpersonal relationships in

]

zn  organization and vice versa. Since spatizl preferences are

U

s

nanifestations of the non-verbal communication then it  can be
said thet in order to improve interpersonzi relationships in  an
organization, the non-verbal aspect of communication that

transpires should be taken into consideration.



. L STUDY G} HOU SPATIAL PREFERENCES
RELATE TO i PERCEIVED IHTERPLRSONAL RELATIONSHIP
OF HNEHBERS UITHIN Al ORGARIZATION

CEAPTER I

INTRODUCTIOHR

-

Undcrstancing how different interpersonal relstionships
ilize =anc w=sintailn

ocr

affect +the wsy people in organizeations u
space, 1is an important component of non-verbal conmmunication.
Although the verbal exchange of ideas in an organization 1is an
important function that needs much attention, its non-verbal
aspect also directly contributes to the over-all effect of the
message.

It had been observed that people feel uncomfortable wnen
they talk to others who either stand too close or too far away.
Basically, people have this imaginary shell likened to an
invisible soasp bubble. Different individuals have different
degrees of letting others enter into these imaginary spheres.
The permeability of another person breaking into the individual’'s
invisible soap bubble is determined by their degree of
acquaintance and intimacy. Moreover, there are sel rules in
society which are intrinsic parts of culture that determine the
extent up to which strangers are allowed to penetrate.

The same scenario is true for organizstions, there are set



regulations as +to bhow things should be dorns as wel as how

&3

interpersonal relationships should be weaintained. Consegueniiy,
interpersonal relationships are reflected in the space that
people maintain between themn.

Knowing how to behave in a particular organization can be

advantageous to an individual who has just joined and is still in

L - L~

the process of gaining acceptance. This stage is considered
critical beeause the individual needs to adjust in  orcder to
conTorm and sonzequently to belong in  the organization. The
individual’ s knouledgs of the organization’s subculture will

N

arly in the wmanner hs

[}

help hirm grcsatly in cdiusting particu
conducts himself when communicating with his colleagues. As
important as his manner of addressing them properly or the topics
of‘ jnterests which he shares with his new found colleagues, 1is
the respect for the invisible soap bubble that he might intrude.
Ignorance or unsensitivity on his part in considering the spatial
territories of his colleagues may mean indifference which can
lead to a hostile working relationship 1a§er on.

The same instance can occur if anljﬁbensitive manager 1s
infused into the organization. His lack of knowledge as to how
things should be done in that particular organization will be
compounded by his disregard of the prevalent organizational
subculture. The manner by which he attempts to manage the
organization will be jeopardized by his wrong actions aﬁd
decisions. With regards to interpersonal relationships, the
manager s disregard for the spatial relationships that should be

respected in that particular organization will prove nmnegatively



in  his tenure. MHoreover, his effectiveness to institute change
will not find much success if he is not accepted by his

subordinates.

A. Statement of the Problemn

How do spatial relationships

@

ffect the interpersonal

relationshios =mong people in organizations.

B. Gonl znd Swpecific Cbjectives
To determine the effects of the spatial relationships that

people maintailn tc the perceived interpersonal relationships in
organizations.

1. To identify the perceived interpersonal
relationships in the three acadewic divisions of the College of

Arts and Sciences, University of the Philippines, Manila.

2. To smeasure the distances that people 1in these
three divisions consider as confortable for comnunicative
interactions.

3. To determine:- the sociofugal and sociopetal

orientation that people in these divisions maintain during
interpersonal exchange of ideas.

4. To determine the visual contact that people in
these three divisions maintain in the course gf their
interpersonal interaction.

5. To determine the kinesthetic factors that people
in the three divisions consider when they engage in interpersonal

communication.



6. To determine whether the seating zv-angements

w

are also aifected by the interpurscrnal relationships in the

organization.

C. Assumptions of the study

The following are the assunptions of the study:

1. Th

W

spatial relationships which people maintain

influence intevpersonal relationships in organizations.

s\

m.
g

ne demographic chracteristics of the respondents sffect

1-d

their spatizal preferences.

a status affect the srace that peaple employ
a.l. people of equal statud will generally
maintain a closer distasnce between themselves than
with people of unequal status.
a.2. people stand farther from zuthority
figures

b. the purpose or subject matter of the communicative

interaction will also influence the amount of space

I3

that people employ

c. sex differences affect the space that people
employ
c.l women stand c¢loser to one another than
men

c.2 opposite sex pairs stand farthest apart
c.3 women are more likely to touch each

oﬁher than men

4



c.d unacquainted opposite sex peirs rarely

touch
d.. - age differences affect the space that people
employ

d.1 children or the youger generation stzand

closer to each other than adults

e. social perception affect the space that people

e.l neople stand farther from enemies than

Ifrom friends

(AN}

e. people maintain distance hetween them
and people they evaluate negatively

f. Regarding seatfpreferences:
£f.1 leaders .prefer to occupy the head of a
table with his followers grouped around them

f.2 women tend to sit closer to one another

than en

,_l-
N
9]
h
Ly'd
o]
i

£f.3 people prefer sitting acro one

another although at some angle

D. Scope and Limitstion

This comparative study focused on a non-verbal aspect of
communication--space. Spatial relationships weve going to be
compared in the three divisions namely: Humanities, Social
Sciences and Natural Sciences and Mathematics of the College of
Arts and Sciences, University of the Philippines, Martila. The
subjects included in this study were the faculty members of tﬁe



three divisions who were randomly chosen. Because of the limited

time alloted for the study. t

e resegarcher was consirained from

r~

undertaking a dircst observation of the subjects.

E. Significance of the study
This s=tudv would seem to have relevance in the field of

Organizational Communication particularly in one of its neglected

areas-—-the significznce of space in interpersonal relationships.

Results of Lhis stuay will be helpful in etter understanding
human behavior :n organiations with a specific regard on the
interpersons’ relztinnsehip which he m=intains with the people

around him.

F. Definition of terms .

1. Einesthetic factors - refers to the closeness of two
persons involved in communication and the potential that exists
for holding, grasping or touching each other.

2. Proxemics - is the study of how individuals use space 1in
order to communicate.

3. Sociofugal orientation - refers to the physical
directness of communication, specifies the relationship of one
person’s shoulder to the other person’s shoulder. This type of
orientation keeps the people apart. An example would be a
railway waiting room notice how the seats are arranged.

4 . Sociopetal orientation - refers to the physical

directness of communication, specifies the relationship of one



person:s shoulder to the other person’s shoulder. This type of
orientation brings the people together. An example would be
tables Bf French sidewzlk cafes.

5. Subordinate - refers to the person under the power oOr
authority of another, placed below another in rank, position, or
importance. In this study, they are the staff in the different
academic divisions.

G. Suporior - refers to the person in  authority with a
subovdinate working for hin. In this study, they are the

divisicn chalirpersons.



- CHAPTER II

COMCEPYTUAL FRAUIEUORK

According to Barlund (1975) interpersonal relationships
weans the dav to day relationship s person has with anybody next
to  him. Interpersonal relationship is more often than not
manifestsd through interpersonal communication. Yhether the
comimunication mayv be verbal or non—verbai does not sesem to
matter, because even without words, and with only of the bricfest
ot éﬁances; relationship 1s either Strengthened cr redgneed. in
an office situation, interpersonal communication is usually taken
to mean the non-work rélated topics two staff members may talk
about. Personnel in organizations are almost always encoursded
to develop interpersonal relationships with their colleagues sc
as to lay the framework for a healthy and & positive work
relationahip in the office.

1t was mentioned earlier that interpersonal relationshilp
manifests itself through interpersonal communication. It is
evident according to Tubbs and Moss (1883) that communication is
needed to promote and attain good interpersonal relationship;
also according to them three criteria for interpersonal commani-
cation should be met in order to attain good interpersonal rela-
tionships. The first criteria is that all parties must be 1in
close proximity. No interpersonal communication occurs if both
parties are more than twelve feet away from each other. The

communicators must maintain either intimate, personal or sacial



disisnce  between cach other. The second criteris is that all

Pres .25 must 2end ana recsive messsges. Interpersonal communica-

tion flourishes because both parties participate in the communi-

cative situation. Both communicators are interested in what 1is
going on between them. Hence, interpersonal communication takes
place. The third and last criteria is that all wessages sent
must  inclade  both verbal and non-verbal stimuli. This 1is so
because bobn atimuli encourages responses from the other so  that
communicaiticy  goes on and does not stop with the sender of the
message.  Furithermore, both verbsl and non-verbal stimuli comple-

ment each oither in highlighting or toming down the effect;

There are numerous non-verbal factors which may affect good
interpersonal relationships in organizations. And one of then is
space and how it is maintain by members of organization.

Distance. Distance between individuals seems to have 1its
greatest impact on the development of interpersonal relation-
ships. Individuals who use mutually preferred intevaction dis-
tances facilitate the development of satisfying interpersonal
relationships. On the other hand, increasing the distance be-
tween communicators is not usually the solution fof establishing
a comfortable distance for.communication. In fact distancing
oneself from the other communicator will probably create a nega-
tive impression and may eventually destroy interpersonal trust.

So that it is very important that communicators are aware of
the different spatial cues which should be given due considera-
tion in order to avoid untoward conflicts which may arise as a

result of ones ignorance. The following spatial diwmensions



presented in this study can be considered by commurnicaicrs s

Ry

helpful tools in determining tihwe proper spatial relalicnshizr Lo

L{

-~

maintaln in %he different comwmunicative situations.

Spatial changes such as the variation of distance between
people who are discussing a business proposition as suppose to &
manager reprimaending a subordinate give a tone toe the communica-
tive situation and at times even override the spoken word. The
Fiow and shift of distsnce hetween people as they intervact with
§ach other is part and parcel of the whole communication process.

The norima

(=]

conversation distance of strangers as cowpared to

Sa i

intimste frisnds illustrestes tHe jwportance of the cdynamies of

7l

space interaction. The distence that people maintain however
varies from culture to culture.

SocioTugal—-scciopetal orientation. The way a person orients
his body when talking to another person is also an indication of
their interpersonal relationship. It refers to the physical
directness of the communicative situation and it specifies the
relationship of the person’s shoulder to the other person’s
shoulder when they communicate. The saying "talking behind mny
back” is literally wanifested by people who show a total disre-
gard for the person they are addressing. This is so because,
communicators would like to see each other when they interact.
Thus it is but normal that communicators are not strained in
maintainiﬁg g face to face situation with the other party.

Kinesthetic factors. It refers to the physical closeness of
two persons involved in the communicative situation and the

potential that exists for the holding, touching, or grasping of

10



Again culture plays & part as to what extent it is
allowab}e Tcr cowmunicotore to come into contact with one anoth-
er as they comﬁunicate.

Visual contact. Related to the sociofugal and sociopetal
orientation of communicators is the visuwal contact that they
establish when they interact. HNaturally, messages are reinforced
1T wvisual contact between the two parties 1is ‘established and
sustained in the course of the interaction. Nonetheless some

situations consider it an invasion of ones privacy if strangers

give a cold stare
Seating sryvangaments. The choice of seat which interactants

in an organization prefer during s communicative situétion such
as a meeting implies a lot of things about the interpersonsl
relationship existing in that particular entity. Leadership 1is
manifested in how people would situate themselves around & table.
Similarly, interactants who would most likely contibute to the
communicative situation will prefer strategic seating positions
in order to be involved in any exchange of ideas. The choice of
seat may also indicate the kind of interpersonal relationship
which is existing among interactants.

According to Leathers (1986), successful interpersonal
communication requires that we be sensitive to the spatial cues
of those with wbom we communicate. The fact is that, we must al
ways remember that nationality, race, age, sex and culture may

all be determinants of preferred spatial cues.

11
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f}gure 1. ‘Independent-Intervening-Dependent variable representa-
tion of the study.

The spatial relationships in this study was mwessured by
delerminin: the distance that members of an organization main-
tain wheu thev intersct, the sociofugal-sociopetal orientation of

their inter=ciion, the kinesthetic factors involved in the said

interzcticn, the visual contact that interactants cstablish and
the sea2ting evangement the interzectants prefer. On the other

hand, interpersonal relationship within the workplace 1s de-
scribed'by determining: superior-respondent relstionship, subor-
dinate-respondent relationship and the over-all charactersitic of
interversonal relationship in the organization zs described by
the respondent. The intervening factors were also taken 1nto
account.. Demographic characteristics of the respondents were
measured in the following categories: age, seX, income, educa-

tional attainment, and academic rank and step.

12



CHAPTER III

Review of Related Literature

Althcough the study of space and interpersonzl relstionships

is a negiccted area of concern, several studies have been done

both bhere end abrosd. Many experts in the fields of speech,
sceiology =nd psychologyvy have undertaken studies on this complex

subject matiter.

Studies on Spuace rercestion

Hall (1959) stated that in order to understand wman, one must
know something of the nature of his recepltor systems and how the
information received from these receptors is modified by culture.
Man’s sensory apparatus can be roughly classified into two
categories:

The distance receptors- those concerned with the
examination of distant objects-~the eyes, the ears and the nose.

The immediate receptors- those used to examine the world in
s ocloser context--the sense of touch, the sensations we receilve
from the skin, membranes and nuscles.

It is but proper to discuss the complexities and the
perplexities of these sensory apparatus in order to know more of

its limitations. Conseguently, our knowledge of the 1limitations

will prevent us from concluding prematurely in the course of this

study.

13
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regards to the eyes and the ears,
information gsther~~ v the eyss =% ccmporsd wit
not been precisely caleunlated. lowcvex, the scie

the size of the nerves connecting the eyes and t

centers of +the brain and since the optic nerve

contain roughly eighteen times as many neurons

nerves of tlie ears, they assume it transmits at

informatisn. Not only is there a great differenc

and  tyea  Gi information that the two recept

LYOCEeSS; sisu  in the smount of thst

spsce

27 Te these two receptor svsitenms. A

500

—

distance of & quzrier mile 1s hardiy detectable.

would not be true of a high wall or screen that

view. Visual space, therefore, has an enti

character than auditory space. Visual informati

less ambiguous and more focused than auditory

major exception is the hearing of a blind person
selectively attend the higher audio freguency wh
to locate objects in a room.

Moreover, olfactory senses among humans are

The extensive use of deodorants and suppressio
public places results in a land of olfactory
sameness of scents that would be very difficult

Thus olfaction is also ruled out as a very
effective and objective measure of distance.

What we are trying to drive to at this point
particularly the eyes are less limited

receptors
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receptors. And as such in an attempt to measure distances, this

study will relyv on the parzmeters which can be easily grasped by

o
og
il
=
Q
L
®

the visual receptors. Thus, sobjecis in this study wili

compelled to use their eyes rather than their ears in Lrying to

accomplish the survey questionaires.

Furthermore, Hall (1866) pointed out three proxemic
manifestations namely: infra-cultural (which is behavioral and
is rooted in man’'s biological past), pre-cultural (which is
phyvsioloel el in nature snd is very much in the present), and
micro-cutinvei (which is +the basis for most of the proxemic
observaticns made) . Proxenics beilng 3. nsnifestation of
microculturc has three ospectz: fixead feature, senmi-fixed

feature and inforual space.

Fixed feature spsce is one of the basic ways of organizing
the activities of individuals and groups. It includes material
manifestations as well as the hidden, internalized designs tﬁat
govern behavior as man moves about on this earth. Buildings are
one concrete expression of fixed feature patterns. The lay-out
of villages , towns, cilties and the intervening countryside 1is
not haphazard nor accidental but it follows a plan which changes
with time and culture.

Even the interior of the western house is organized
spatially. There are rooms forx special functions--food
preparation, eating, entertaining and socializing, rest,
recuperation and procreation. This is so because, man’'s feelings
about being properly oriented in space runs deep. Such

knowledgeis ultimately linked to survival and sanity. To be
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disoriented in space is to be psychotic. An example is that

people brought up on either the French radiating stem or the
Roman gvid have difficulty in a place like Japan where the entire

fixed feature pattern is basically and radically different.

Some aspects of fixed Feature aspsce are not visible until

one observes human behavior. A common shortcoming of architects
iz that {they are traditionally preoccupied with the visusal
ratterns  of structure-- what one sees. They are almost totally
unavare ~f the fact that people carry around with them

internasizztions of fixed feuture space learned early in life.
The iamporitsnt point sbount fixed feature space is that it is

the werldé in which great cdeal of behavior is cast. It wes ithis

[l

feature of space that the late Sir Winston Churchill referred to
when he said: "We shape our buildings and they shape us™.

Osmund (1865) conducted a study in & 1large health sand

o

research center in Caneda. From these he concluded three thing
which he even added as not universally applicable. Fir=z=t,that
across the corner at right angles which transpire while seated
beside a table is conducive only for: conversations of certain
types, between persons 1in certain relationships and in very
restricted cultural settinds. Secondly, what is sociofugal in
one culture may be sociopetal in another. Thirdly, sociofugal
space is not necessarily bad nor is sociopetal universally good.
What is desirable is flexibility and congruence between design
and function so that there is a variety of spaces and people can
be involved or not as the occassion and mood demand. The main

point in the experiment is 1its demonstration that the structruing
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semi fixed feature space have a profound effect

on behavior
and that ©wis ¢¥fect is mezsurable

It~-shogl%_be noted that what is fixed feature space in one
culture may be semi fixed feature in another and vice versa.

Hall (1959) points out that although a lot of experiments
teach us unconsciously that space communicates. Yet this fact
would orobzably never have been brought to the level of
conscimusness iy it had not been reslized that space is organized

each cultare,

i

The associations and feelings that

ure releascd in a mewnber of one culture almost invariably differ
im the nexi "hen we say that sowe foreigners are "pushy’, a1l
that this weans is that their hendling of space releasses “this
association in our minds.

What gets overlooked by us is that the response is there 1in
toto and has been there all along. There is no point in well
meaning people feeling Bguilty because they get angry when

foreigners present them with a spatial cue that releases anger or

aggression. The wmain thing is to know what is happening and try
to find out which one was responsible. The next step 1is to
discover, if possible, whether the person really intruded to

release the particular feeling or whether he intruded tc engender

a different reaction.

However,

is a painstaking-and lahorious process.

uncovering the specific cues in a foreign

culture

Usually it is easiler for

the newcomer to listen to the observations of old timers and then

test these observations against his own experience.

On the topic of distance as a function of informal space,

17
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is divided into four namely: intimsate, personal, social zand

public distaﬁoe.

Inwlmatg Q}stanoe is further divided into two phasegs: close

b1 194
v

and Tar. The close phase is six inches or closer, this distance

has the highest possibility of physical involvement.

Vocalization at this phase is limited to whispers and it plays a

very mnier part in the communication process. Topics discussed
heve are tiazsified as highly sensitive or very personal. Visual
distortion 1is very much pre=sent to the point that the other

~ge of intimate distance, cn the cother hand
from six inches to eighieen inches, there is stii:i =& slight
possibility for physical contact because hands can reach and
grasp extremities. At this distance, vocalization is normally
held st a very low level or even whispers. Visual distortion is
in the form of exaggerated Ffacial features.

Personal distance 1is also divided into two phases: the
close phase or eighteen inches to thirty inches and the far phase
or thirty inches to forty eight inches. The personal distance
may be thought of as a small protective sphere or bubble that an
organism maintains between ijtself and others. The close phase of
the personal distance provides possibilities wherein each
participant in the communicative situation can do something with
the other by using his extremities. At this distance, one can
hold or grasp the other person. Visual distortion of the other
person’s feature is no longer apparent. The close phase of the

personal distance is reserved for people with "close

18



relationahips”, Another way of describing the far phase of the

personal distsnes e the " ’

' pPhrace-- "kenping  somzones  at srm’s
length"” .. This 9w w3 e - A - s . .
gth” .. 1915 ¥ sou because 1L extends from o coint where 1o

cPﬂmunlcanors can easily touch each other to a point where an

effort should be exerted in order for them to touch. Subjects of

personal interest and involvement can be discussed at this

distance. The details of the other person’s facial features sare

ciearly wvisible. Stains on the teeth, specs on the cheeks, small

dirt on ftnre clcthing are alsc notieable to the other person.
Socia: distance is also divided into two phases: the close

phase or frowm four to seven feet epart and the far phase or from

seven to i{welve ies=i apart. At the close phase of social
distance, most impersonal business are said to occur. Generally,
people who wWork +iocgether tend to use the close phase of the

social distance. On the other hand, the far phase of ithe social
distance 1is adequate for a formal business or soclal discourse.
At this phase, the finest details of the face are lost. Unlike
the aforementioned distances, at this phase it is necessary to
shift the eyes in order for the other communicator to view the
whole face. This distance makes it possible for them to continue
to work in the presence of another person without appearing to be
rude because this distance insulates and separates people from
one another.

public distance is also divided into two phases: the close
phase or twelve to twenty five feet and the far phase or twenty

five Ffeet or more. At this distance interpersonal interaction is

no longer possible.
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Studies on space and difference in culture

Dlﬁferent culturcs use space differently. Try to focus your

attention on the way a child learns about space, let us turn o

his conception of a road. At first a road is whatever he happens
to be driving on. This doesn’t mean that he can’'t tell when vyou
take a wrong turn. He can, and often will even correct vour
mistake. Tt only means that he has not yet broken down the road
irto cowmsonenis and that he makes the distinction between this

road and  that road in just the same way that he learn to

2]

distinguicsh beiween the phoneme d znd the phoneme b in its
initial position in the spoken language.

Whenever & member of culture A moves oversess, he suffers
from a condition known as “culture shock™. Culture shock is
simply a rewmoval or distortion of many of the familisr cues oue
encounters at home and the substitution for them of other cues
which are strange. A good deal of what ocecurs 1in the
organization and use of space provides important leads as to the
specific cues responsible for cnlture shock.

In the United States, it is part of an overt office pattern
to take a given amount of space and divide it equally. When a
new person is added in an office, almost everyone will move his
desk so that the newcomer will have his share of the space. This
adjustment is sutomatic. This is so because given a large enough
the Americans will distribute themselves around the walls

room,

leaving the center open for group activities such as conferences.

That is, the center belongs to the group and is often marked off

by a table or some object placed there both to be used and to

[N
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save the space. When lacking s conference table, members will

meve  heir cheirs sway from their desks to form a huddle in the

middle. b

The French, by contrast, do not make way for each other in
the unspoken, taken for granted way that Americans do. French
peaple do not divide up the space with a new colleague. Instead

they wmayv £ruadgingly give him a small desk in a dark corner facing

a blank wall. Thus "not to make a place” &#sccents status
differenes i a French office setting. In French offices, the
xey Tisure is the man in the middle who has his fingers in
evervtiing so that all runs smwoothly. There is =2 centralized
contrcl. In fact, the Frech educational system runs ffom the

middle, so that all students all over France take the sawme class
at the same time.

Depending upon the culture in question, the foermal
patterning of space can take on varying degrees of importsnce and
complexity. The Awmericans concept of space makes use of the
edges of things. If there aren 't any edges, they make them by
creating artificial lines. Space in Americen culture iz treated
in terms of a co-ordinate system. In contrast, Japvanese and many
other cultures work within the areas as supposad to the co-
ordinate system. They make "space” and distinguish between one
space and the next parts of a space. A technical pattern which
may have grown out of an informal base is that of positional
value or ranking. We have cannonized the 1idea of positional
value in every aspect of our life.

In addition to this, the American pattern emphasizes
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equality and standardization of the segments which are used for
measuring space or into which are used for measuring space Or
into which ™ space 1is divided, be it = city or =& suburban
subdivision.

Japan, too, has =2 passion for uniformity, though it 1is
somewhat different from America. All mats (tatami) on the floors
of Jspanese homes and all windows, doors, and panels are usually
in iderticel dimensions in a given district. In newspaper
advertizesents of homes for sale or for rent the dimensions are
usually @ given in terms of the number of mats of a specific
area. Despite this exanple of uniformity, the Japanese differs
from Americans in a way which can have considerable economic
results.

Spatial <changes give a tone to communicailive situations.
It accentuates it, and at times even override the spoken word.
The flow and shift of distance between peopie zs they interact
with each other is part and parcel of the communication process.
The normal conversational distance between strangers 1illustrates
the importance of the dynamics of space interaction. If a person

gets too close, the reaction is instataneous and automatic --the

other person backs up.

One thing that confuses most people and gets in the way of
understanding cultural differences is that there are times in our
culture when people are either distant in their use of space.

Thus people simply associate the foreign with the familiar;

namely those people who have acted in such a way that an
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attention was drawn to their actions. The error is in Jumping
into conclusion that the foreigner feels the same way the person
dees evel thpugh his overt acts are identical.

A classical example of strict adherence to the use of space
is in military establishments. Instructions for reporting to a
superior officer were that the junior officer was to proceed up
to & pcint thrge pacesin front of the officer’s desk, stop,

salute and ztate his rank and business.

Studies n sprnesz gnd sawall group discussion
Steinzocr  (1849) conducted studies on spatia factors in
fsce to Tace group discussion. The main hypothesis of the study

is that the seating arrangements of individuals in a face to face
) ¢
group might be obtained and examined for the possibility that
people seating in a position which allows ther to ohserve more of
esch other s behavior will follow one another in verbal behavior

more often thsn people whose view of each cther is limited due to

the fact that they sit closer together.

The results of his study reveal that in a small group seated

in a circle, the greater the seating distance between two people,

the greater the chance they will not follow one another
verbally. Furthermore, Steinzor found that the average seating
distances where the observer’'s degree of interaction is

significantly greater than expected by chance, with s mean value
of 3.6 A mean value of 1.2 is found for those seating distances
ted frequency is greater than what actually occurs.

were the expec

These results are in the direction predicted by the hypothesis.
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The 1relstionship found in this study is explained as being
due to the grester physical and expressive stimulus value a
member of a groéup has for the others the wmore nesrly opposite he
sits from one in a circle. These results conforw to the Delief
that individuals psasrtaking in a discussion respond to other
characteristics of an individual other than the mere content of

his remavks. Steinzor added that if the results found 1in this

study are confirmed by further investigations of other small
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menbers in a group is desirable, the leaoer nay well attend to
where specific people sit in a group. It might be desirable~ for
instance, to have a rather expressive individual sit opposite a
rather quiet person. Or the leader might find it heolpful to hsve
two people whe tend to monopolize the discussion sit next to each
other in order to decrease the interstimalation between theoe two

members.

From the study done by Steinzor, Bass and Klubeck (1952)
conducted Ffurther studies on the subject matter. Altough the
purpose of their study was to analyze the relationships that
existed, if any, between the paricular seat a participant had
occupied during an initially leaderless discussion and the
leadership status he attained, as estimated by two observers.
Bass and Klubeck employed two types of seating arrangement for

observation purposes: the inverted v-shape and the rectangular



formation. Four hundred and sixty seven participants were

observea for sixiy eight leaderics. Jl.cussion: goculo.

The resuits inferred t

-r

iat for the inverted v-shape
arrangements, when the effects of a person’s outside status were
eliminated, the particular seat a person occupied was of
negligible importance in deterwmining a participant’s tendencies

to attuin lesdership status during the course of the discussion.

Thus, DEss and XKlubeck strecsed that the circular
arrancencsnt of Steinzor and his conclusions were quite different
from beo ieuobisas  and including the exitrapolation of his
results. Théy further added that 1t is guite possiblie tihiait the
opposing factors suggested by Steinzor were operation. This 1is
so because the variations concerning individuals occupying & seat
of a given type was so great that, despite the fact that one
hundred and fifty persons occupying end seats, on the averagde
attained Jleadership status scores approximately five percent
higher than the three hundred and seventeen persons occupying
middle seats, the results were simply not conclusive. For it
appeared that the particular seat a person occupied had little
effect on the final leadership rating he attained during the
course of a discussion. Bass and Klubeck did not explain further
why these results were gathered.

Studies in personal space and seating arvangenent
gommer (1954) published his studies in personal space which

was conducted in the Saskatchewan Hospital. He writes of the

unexplored area of microecology or the way that people in pairs



or small groups arrange themselves. Sommer stated that the wore
familiar concept of space is with regards to the geogrephicsense
or space as an area. However, the tern "space” can alsc be
referred +to as the personal space of an organism. The personal

space 1is defined by zoologists and ethologists here is the

distance that an organism customarily places between itself and

other oxrganisms. This distance may vary from species to species
and individesl to individual.
Thre stuedy  of personal distance as those undertazken on

animals wonld seem  to have relevance for the study of human
behavicty. it seens cbvious sccording to Somwmer thalt people fecl

uncomforitable when they talk to others who either stand too close
or too far away.

An observational study was conducted by Sommer in the staff
dining hall of a one thousand five hundred bed Saskatchewan
mental hospital. Most staff members eat in that all. The
tables in the dining hall consist of two three feet by three feet

tables ©placed together and with eight chairs placed around 1it.

An example of this table along with chairs (lettered for
identification) is shown in figure 2.
D C B
E A
_—-F G H
Figure 2. Representation of table and chairs used in Soumer’s
experiment.

The results gathered shows that of the sixty seven recorded
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interactions, there were only eighteen interactions between

people seating in distant chairs. This differs markedly from the

o e ‘ . ,
figures based” on the permutations and shows that people
interacted with people sitting in neighboring chairs. If =211

. . L . . . .

permutations of possible interaction are computed on the basis of
chance, thirty =six percent of the interactions between people
sitting sidz by side, twenty seven percent between people sitting

face tc face and thirty six percent between peple sitting corner

l
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corner. OF the Fifty observations made, thirty of the pairs
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ferved ccrner to corner while sixteen pairs prefecred side by

side &nd only five pairs preferred face to face.

Another but similar, study was conducted by Sommer - althongh
this time the method changed- correspondingly from natural
observation to active experimentation. The same procedure were
repeated, the subjects used were ten pairs of hospital ewployvess
which have been instructed to situate and discuss on a table with
four chairs around it. The results showed that eight of fthe
pairs arranged themselves corner to corner, while only two
arranged themselves face to face.

The same experiment was again repeated although this tiwme
the subjects are nine pairs of student nurses from a nearby
hospital. The results again showed that eight of the pairs
arranged themselves corner to corner while only one pair chose a
face to face arrangement.

And in view of the many discussions of the difficulties that
patients would avail themselves of the corner to

schizophrenic
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corner arrangement chosen by other subjects, Sommer decided to

conduct an experiment for them. The resulis ..oved otl..

¢
{
{

Observations during the experiment solicited rncoonerativenass

B R S Sovpperil

from the schizophrenic patients. The subjects seemed to lac

ot

both direction and interest, Sommer stated.

It 1is mentioned that Steinzor resnalyzed his data from a
previous w=study  of small group discussioﬁs and concluded that
reople wars rore apt to interact with those seating opposite them
Than peonle st their sides. Then several vears later, Bass and

Klubeckli crezwined the records of group discussions when they had

v

aveilable in ovder ©o learn the effzct of seating arangement  oOn
leadership. Hearn exzmined the dats from his study of the

training of discussion leaders and concluded fhat Steinzor’s
results occured only when a group contained & strong leader.
These studies, all based on data collected for other purposes,
appear to be the cniy experimental investigations of the physical
arrangement of groups. Fortunately, social scientists have
provided many important clues from their observational studiles.
Whyte describes how members of the adolescent gangs gathered
around their leader in a cafeteria or in a bowling alley. Hall
provides a perceptive account of the way people 1in different
cultures use space, pointing out for example, that in Latin

America the interaction distance is much less than in the United

States. qimmel describes how an. insult to a person’s honor is
called "coming too close” and speaks of the "ideal sphere” of
space surrounding each person. Groups with different and

several status levels are usually described as having & leader



ocupying the head position flanked by lieutenants who are

i ]? ,'.""". [k Tl S T ~vs~ e — e ey . 1 T "

yoliowas nr the lowes! =wrius members. Therc are also “"reluctan
" . - = . - .

groups - Loand in scheols, mentsl hespitzls zznd prisons. Here

the leader walks at the rear keeping the member within sight and

sound .

Studies on comfortable conversation distance
Sommar (129823 made further studies on the topic--distarnice
for conforu-ble conversion. Previously, Sommer also conducted a

study wnerein pairs of subjects were asked to sit into an

o
[
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ctivelv  Furnished lonnge and sit on twe couches that Tface
Ofle  anvbthvey and discuss a given toplc. They had the choice of

sitting side by side on the same couch or across from one another

on different couches. For different pairs of subjects, the

)

couches were placed st distances from one to five <feet apart.
The experimenters found out that when the couches were less than
three 2and a half feet apart, the subjects sat across, but at
distances greater than this, the subjects sat side by side on the
same couch. Since the previous work had shown that people pre-
ferred sitting accross from one another rather than side by side
on the same couch indicated the distance &t which the couches
were too far apart for comfortable conversation. Under these
conditions, the distance would be three and a half feet Dbetween
couches or five and a half feet between people since the people’s

heads were approximately one foot behind the front of each couch.

Other results gathered by Sommer was that in a communicative

situation where communicators should sit down, it was found that



the leaders prefer to occupy the head of & table with their
followers grouped aronnd them; corner positions at z table wor

C y “ - 7 3 - 'y y .« .
most often chosen for grouv discussion, wowen teud to sit  closer

than men; and the distance for comfortable conversation under one

particular set of conditions was five and half feet between

people.

Studies on se2ating avrangeaent and leadershilp ewergence

Howells and Becker (1862) made similar studies on seziing

a

arrangenent  znd leadership emergence. They focused on wheiler

o

m

seating arrangenment and influencing the flow of communication 1s
a determining factor for jeadership ewergence. The study vielded
that from the twenty groups formed from the pool of Subjecfs, a
total of fourteen groups have the two sest side emerging as
leaders as compared to the six groups for the three seat side,

thus lending support to the hypothesis.

Little (1985) conducted further studies in personal space by
experimenting on the effects of the degree of acquaintance and
settings on personal distance. He conducted two sets of

experiments, one involving dummies and the other involving "live”

persons.

The results of the studies may be summarized as follows:
Perceived interaction distances in a dyad are markedly influenced
by the degree of acquaintance of the two members. The effect

holds whether the "people"” involved are line drawings, stylized

silhouttes, or the real thing. If the pair 1s labeled as
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friends”, +they will be seen as interacting at significantly

closer 9}3t3n0u than if lasbeled as "acquaintances”; if labelec as
"strangers”, af'a significantly greater distance. Similarly. the
setting 1in which the meeting takes place will in turn influence
the perceived interaction distance between dyad mewmbers, a
conclusion substantially verified for female observers but less
for m=zlec. Mzximum distances occur in an office waiting room;
minimom disiances vary , but with strong suggestion that a street
corner or =Similsr open air setting will elicit the closest
interacticn c¢istances. There is.also evidence of an inter=zction
effect betwasern acquaintanceship ﬁnd setting and, on the basis of
the first experiment. This intéraction appears to'be different
for males and females. The former sees the coﬁyersations of
friends as occuring at about the equal distances, regardless of
setting and similarly for acquaintances. Interaction distances
for strangers however, vary significantly with settings. The
female subjects, while concurring in the equal distsnces &Cross
setting for friends, view the acquaintances in much the sane
fashion as strangers, having their interaction distances
influenced by setting.

A number of investigations done by Pederson (1973) revealed

that adult females have smaller personal space than the adult

male. The results of Pederson’s study indicated that this
difference emerged in the elementary schooling Vvears. Initially,
there was no difference in personal space between males and
females. In fact, females tended to have larger personal spaces

than the males for the first grade, althogh the difference was
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not significant. However, by the <third

in

Signifisantly larger interpsiscnral spacs than females. Ths mean
difference persisted until the fifth grade. The social lezrning
factors that produced the larger personal space for the males
towards other people by the third grade are still unknown. The
linmitation of the study was that it was conducted on gradeschool
children fnus differences in later years were not recorded.
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Studies dons Ln tne Phil

In  the Philippines, several unpublished studies have been

-1

made regerding spatizl relationsliips &nd communication. iHMest of
these studies were experiments conducted by students of the
University of the Philippines particularly from the College of
Public Administration and the Depariment of Psychology.

One of these studies was done by Villamor (1873), a student
from the College of Public Adwministration for one of hsr graduate
course--Sociology 247. She wanted to find out if the studiles
done by Hall and Sommer were applicable to management
communication in the Philippine setting. A qguestion which she
posed was--"What happens to big staff meetings which cannot be
arranged around the table?”. This is a direct challenge to Hall
and Sommer because they limited their stundies to small group

discussions confined to a rectangular table.

The study done by Villamox focused on the case of a staff
meeting in one big financial institution headed by an

Gauthoritarian" executive. Those in attendance during staff
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meetings were the second highest ranking official, the three
third ranking officials, the head of departments and their
assilstants. All in all, the number of those attending varied

from twenty to thirty people.

The staff meetings were held in the receiving room of the

top execubtive. There was big conference table which is oval-
rectanguisy v shape. Surrounding it were were eight upholstered
chalrs. .vional chairs were placed in horizontal rows in the
space facing bthe length side of the table. The first rows of

additionsl c¢hairs was about eight to nine feet from the table.

Alongsige three additional c¢chairs were Furnisheg for the
executive’'s visitor: a sofa and two large arm chairs.
While +the top executive’'s "authoritarian” personality 1s

largely responsible for the stifled atmosphere during staff
meetings, there is a strong possibility that the arrangement of
the room"” semi-fixed features <contributed to the lack ot
effective communication between the top executive and his staff.
Villamor cited that in experimenitis on leadership and group
geography, it can be concluded that communicating with all
menmbers of the group 1is not the primary ingredient in the
leader s role. Perhaps being seen by his followers rather than
being able to converse with them is a more fundamental aspect of
the leader in the Americanized culture. The experimenter was led
to this conclusion because of his findings that leaders prefer
the end positions, although under normal conditions, the end

chair will isolate a leader from people who sit in the other end

of the table.
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Stus,  in this cesc, Villamor concluded, the top executive
did no® bother to have & different spatial arrangement for his
staff meetings becguse he considered "being 2ble to talk to them”
rather than "being able to talk with them”. The manner in which
he kept abreast of the happenings in his organization was through
cther means of securing information like small private meetings,

confidentiazl reports, and complaints from the public. It is

paramcunt tLhat if an exccutive desires to enhance interaction 1in

\

f meetings he could do well to consider some principles

Similarly, Villaroman (1874) wmade a study ;hich explored the
possible main and interaction effects of distance between
communicator and addressee, degree of eye contact, the need for
sffiliation of the addressee on the 1inferred cormunicator

attitude towards the addressee and also towards his partner.

Viliaroman identified her independent variables as:
distance of the communicator from the addressee, degree of evye
contasct of the communicator with the addressee, need for
affiliation of the addressee. While the inferred attitude of
the communicator to the addressee and the inferred attitude of
the communicator to the partner of the addressee were considered

as dependent variables.

One hundred and twenty students from the University of the
Philippinés with sixty males and sixty females participated in

the experiment. An eleven item test aquestionaire about the
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munication just delivered were given to the subjects in order

HE=~

to divert +the attention from whai we: reslly being psesured.

Then an evaluation sheet contazining thc measures of dependent

variables were given to Lthe subjects right ater they finished the

test.

m 0~ « . e o - , . -

The results of the experiment showed significant interaction
between aishance, degree of eye contact, and need for
afFilistion

Similarly, Cavabyab et. al. (1875) of the Department of

Psychology, University of the Philippinec also conducted studies
to 1investigate the relationship between the anxiety level of =&
person and his personal space. The main hypothesis of the study
was that highly anxious persons will have smaller personsl space
than low anxious persons.

The summarized results were that two of the four hvpothesis
were validated but the other two were rejected. The sccepted
hypothesis were that: highly snxious persons will have a smsller
space than less anxious persons (main hypothesis), and the
personal space of males to females will be significantly closer
than towards the males. On the other hand, the rejected
hypothesis were that: females would have significantly smaller
space between then when they interact with other females as
compared to the personal space between males while interacting
with other males and that the mean for the rear approaches will

be greater than the other approaches——front, right and left.
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Alfonso et. al. (1975) undertook & study on whether speech
fluency and 1linear distance can be used as measure of social
interacfionn_ _The wvarisbles being studied were: lzngusge of
simulation in verbal transaction, sex of experimenter and sex of
subjects. A total of thirty +two subjects were asked to

participate in the study.

It was found that language has a decisive effect on the
social innevsciion as measured by the length of communication and
linear distance between interscting individuals. It was &lso
found that subjects emitted longer responses when guestioned in
Filipino which implies that the specific language used 1in  the
interaction ié a social factor which &ffects interpersonal
behavior among Filipino bilingual;. And as evidenced by present
findings, same sex pairings pronote greatlter social
communiication than opposite sex pairings of experimenter and
subject.

A study done by Villanueva ﬂ1976} atteupted to investigate
the perceptions of the person seated at the end vosition of a

rectangular table as a function of spatial location on the

following scales: intelligence, activeness, uninhibitedness,
leadership and ambitiousness. The scales were set forth as
indicators of social perception. It was slso hypothesized that

persons closer to the head of the table will be rated higher than
those at the end positions and that on all seats, age will not

have an effect on judgement.

It was found that the head position was rated highest

followed by the end positions, and the persons near the head
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positions were rated lowest. The second hypothesiswas non-

validated  hecavse the mean ratings were found to increase with

agde.
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CHAFTER IV

RESEARCH HETHODOLOGY

A. Nature and Source of Data

Respondents. The respondents of this study were faculty
members of the three acadenic divisions of the College of Arts
and Scirnces, University of the Philippines, Manila. The three
soadepic Jdivisions are: the Humanities, the Social Sciences and
the Natural Sciences and Mathenatics.

o

Sampling. Randowm sampling was used in order to deterwrine

which respondents would be asked to participale in ihis study. A

—

totsl of thirty six respondents were distributed evenly sueng the
three acadenic divisions. Only regular faculty memnbers were
chosen because the study calls for respondents who spend most of

their time in their respective divislons.

Instruments. A questionaire was the instrument used in this

study. The qguestionaire had two parts. Questionaire 1 focused
on the spatial relationships that they consider when the
respondents interact. It pertains to the distance, the

sociofugal-sociopetal dimension, the kinesthetic dimension, the
visual -contact and seat prefernces in that particular division
where the respondent belongs Lo. Questionaire 2 focused o the
predominant subculture in the organization as &a manifestation of
existing interpersonal relationships. The denographic
characteristics of the repondents were gathered through the
faculty profile acquired from the Dean’ s Office of the College of

Arts and Sciences, U.P. Manila.
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B. Research Procedure

Design. The study made vee oi REdwsrd 7. Full's parapzters
in describing proxemic considerations in interpersonal
communicative interactions and Charles Handy s attitude

statements on the actual subculture as a manifestation of
existing interpersonal relationships as perceived by s member of
an  orgsnlizztlion. Although the design was western oriented, it
was believed appropriate as it helped to determine the spatial

relationships and the perceived interpersonsl relationships of a

particular diviscen. Ancd despite numerous studies made between
gpace and culture no study had been done within organizations.
This study was exploratory in nzture.

Variables and messures. The measures used in this stady

were adopted and modified from Edward T. Hzll and Charles Handy:
For distance. Edward T. Hall classified distances into

different phases depending on the nature of the communicative

situation. There 1is the 1ntimate distance, the persaonal
distance, and the social distance. Each one has a close and far
phase.
Intimate distance (close phase): 6 inches or closer
(far phase) 8 inches to 18 inches
Personal distance (close phase): 1.5 feet to 2.5 feet
(far phase) : 4.0 feet to 7.0 feet
Social distance (close phase): 7.0 feet to 12.0 feet
For sociofugal-sociopetal orientution. The sociofugal-

sociopetal axis refers to the angle formed by the axes of the



interactants shoulder. Theoretically, +there may be endless
vafiatigns in the orientations of two bodies to one another, . but
Edward T. Hall concernced himself only with eight positions.
Sociofugal-sociopetal axis: parsallel, face-to-Tace
45 degrees .
90 degrees
135 degrees
180 degrees
225 degrees
270 degrees
315 degrees
.parallel, back-to-back
For kinesthetic dimension. The term kinesthetic factors
refer to the physical closeness of the interactants and the
potential for body contact.
Kinesthetic factors: within body contact distance
within touching distance with the
forearm extended
within touching distance with the
arm extended
within touching distance by reaching
For visual contact. The amount and kind of visual
interaction is broken down into four categories based on various
areas of the retina.
Visual contact characteristic: sharp

clear

pevipheral



no visual contact

FOT_ seaiing  srrangement (refer to figure 2). Seating
preference ©of respondents is broken down into eight choices. A
and E for the head positions, B, D, F, and H for the corner
positions. ‘hile C and E are the center positions.

Data gathering. The length of data gathering covered a
total of thirty five working days in a period of eight weeks to
camplete the entire dsta gathering process. The 1inavasilability
of some of iLhs vespondents made the durstion of the étudy longer
than expected.

A draft of Questicnaires 1 and 2 were prepared on Septeumber
15, 18989 for pretesting. The firgt revision touched on
Questionaire 1, two aspects were deleted namely theqmal factors
and postural sex identifiers. The second revision took out
aspects regarding competition, contlict and decision making 1in
Questionaire 2 as it is deened insignificant to the present
study.

Data Analysis. A descriptive analysis of each statement and

its implication follows.
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CEAPTER V

CRESEHTATION A®D AHALYSIS OF DATA

T veepondents  were wostly fewmales because of the
composition of the Lhree academic divisions.
Table 1. Cowposition of respondents according to sex in  the
three acadenmic divisions.
Sex Division A Division B Division C
Males 04 04 05
Females 08 08 07
Total 12 12 12

Age of Respondents

The age of the respondents ave thinly distributed in the
different age groups. The majority of the respondents from
Division A are concentrated on the thirty years old and below age
group. While the respondents from Division B are concentrated on
the middle aged group. It is noteworthy that s majority of the
respondents from Division C are in the twenty to twentv five
years old age group. Thus the respondents in Division C ave the
youngest as compared to the respondents from Division A and
Division B.
Table 2. Composition of respondents according to age in the
three academic divisilons.



éﬂdﬁn . Division A Division B Division C

21 5 yrs o0ld 03 01 08
26-o0 yrs old Q4 02 01
31-35 yrs old 01 01 00
356-490 vrs old 02 02 01
41-45 yrs old .00 04 02
46-50 yrs old 00 02 00
51-55 yrs old 00 00 00
56-60 yrs old 02 00 00
Total 12 12 12

Incowe oi Respondents
A\

A +otal of ten respondents in Division A and Division C

A

belong to «he forty thousand to forty five thousand annusl salary

bracket . Yhile =& total of seven respondents from Division B
belenzg to  the fifty five thousand to sixty thousand pesos Dperx
annui szlary brvaecket. Thoe highest earning responcgeni Cones from

Division B while the lowest earning respondents come Division - A

and Division C.

Tsble 3. Income distribution in the three academic divisions.

Income/Yr Division A Division B Division C
(in pesos)

40,000-45,000 05 01 05
45,001-50,000 00 01 03
50,001-55,000 01 Q0 00
55,001-60,000 02 07 03
860,001-65,000 03 00 00
65,001-70,000 01 00 00
70,001-75,000 00 01 01
75,001-80,000 00 01 00
80,001-85,000 00 00 00
85,001-80,000 00 01 00
Total 12 12 12

Civil Status of Respondents
Nine respondents from Division B are already narried. On
the other hand seven respondents from Division A and eight

respondents from Division C are still single at the time of this

study.
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1 . - . . . . S
Table 'e. .C}v1l status distribution of respondents in the three
academic division.

C}Vll Statu§ \Division A Division B Division C
Single 07 03 08
Married 05 0% 04
Total 12 12 12

Bducainional atlaimuent of Respondents

& ©tota2l of six respondents from Division A are Bachelor of
Arts degews  holders. On the other hand, a total of ten
respondents from Division C sre Bachelor of BScience degree
holders. The respondents from Division B are mostly '~ Haster of
Arts degree holders. Division A and Division B each have one
respondent who is & Doctor of Philosophy.
Table 5. Fducational attainmment distribution in the three

academic divisions.

Educational Division A Division B Division C
Level

AB/BS Degree 06 03 10
MA/MS Degree 05 08 02
Phd Degree 01 01 00
Total 12 12 12

Academic Rank

Both Division A and Division C each have five 1respondents
who are Instructor I. While a total of six respondents fron
Division B have a rank of Assistant Professor 1. Two of the
respondents from Division B have a rank of Associate Professor

111, the highest academic rank for the pool of respondents.

Table 6. Academic rank and step distribution of respondents in
the three acadenic divisions. .
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k) . - N . . N . . . . . .
gink ang Division A Division B Division C
ep :

Instruczor I 05 01 05
Instructor I1 -~ 00 00 03
Instructor III 00 00 00
Instructor IV 00 01 00
Instructor V 01 00 02
Asst Prof I 01 06 01
Asst Prof II 01 01 00
Asst Prof 111 o1 00 00

sst Prof IV 02 (o]¢] 00
Asst Proi 01 00 00
Assoc Prol T 00 01 N1
Azsoc Prof Il 00 00 00
Assoce FPxoif 171 Qo 02 0c
Total 12 12 12

NDistance
Distance when communicatiné with superior

The study showed that the respondents cbnsidered different
distances when interacting with superior.. Respondents from
Division A maintain the farthest distance at 3.83 feet when
discussing current national issues with superior. Ironically the
same respondents from Division & also indicated <the nearest
distance when discussing both work snd personsal issues. For work
jssues, the respondents from division A indicated they maintain
1.70 feet while discussing such issue. Similarly for . personsl
matters, a distance of 1.00 feet was preferrd by the respondents
of Dvision A. Coincidentally, the respondents [vom the Division
C also maintain a very close distance of 1.34 feet when
discussing personal matters with superior. A pattern can be seen
in Table 7 because as the subject of the communicative

interaction becomes personal, the distance becomes closer.
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T Y. s o s . . .
_ablf ?. L'hedn_ distance maintained by the respondents when
communicaring with superior (in feet).

Issuesl "Division A Division B Division C
Current Nat’'1 3.83 3.00 2.63
Work 1.70 3.00 2.41
Personal 1.00 2.70 1.34
Distainice when communicating with subordinate

Vhen communicating with subordinate, it can be noted that a
marked difference is indicated in the mean distance maintain as
compared to comaunicative interactions with the superior. The
respondents frow Division A showed wmuch closer interaction
distance when discussing current national issues at 2.80 feet.
The mean distance when discus;ing things zbout work znd parscnal
matters remain relatively the sane. However, the respondents
from Division B indicated a much closer interaction distance
when discussing all three issues with the suboerdinate. A mean
distance of 2.10 feet was indicated for current national 1ssues
and work matters. But for personal matters, thg respondents from
Division B gave 3 wmean distance of 1.90 feet which is even closer
than the mead distance of 2.15 feet indicated by the respondents
from Division C. It is noteworthy that the respondents from
division C maintain a closer distance when discussing work
matters and personal matters with superior than with subordinate.

Table 8. Mean distance maintained by the respondents when
communicating with subordinate (in feet).

Issues Division A Division B Division C
Current Nat’'1l 2.80 2.10 3.83
Work 1.76 2.10 2:38
Personal 1.00 1.90 2.15
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Distance when comwunicsting with an older co-faculty

Age -

z

}ole

is an intervening factor to Lz coucidesred hers. A3

sy

pattern can be secen in the wmanner by which 211 the responcents
maintazin distances with regards to the topic being discussed.
Greater distance 1s s@amintained while discussing impersonal

issues (ouwrent national and work) while closer distance 1is

maintained vhen discussing personal matiers. All the respondents
from the “hree =zcademic divisions indicated mean distances of
3.90 Fapi te  2.00 feet when cowmmunicating with an older co-
fszculiy. o significant conclusions can he inferred becausc the

differences in mcon distances is very 'minimal.

Table 9. Mean distance maintained by the respondentis when
communicating with an older co-faculty (in feet).

Issues Division A Division B Division C
Current Nat’l 2.70 Z.40 3.00
Work 2.30 2.20 2.47
Personal 1.90 1.90 2.00

Distance maintained when communicating with a younger co-fTaculty

1—

When communicating with a younger co-faculty. it Was
gathered that almost all the respondents from the three acadnic
divisions indicated a much lesser mean distance as compared to
the mean distances when communicating with an older co-faculty.
Both groups of respondents from Division A and Division B
indicated mean distances below the 2.00 feet when dicussing
things about work. On the other hand, respondents from Division

C indicated a wmean distance of 2.34 feet on the same topic being

discussed. All the respondents from the three scadenic divisions



had mean distances below the 2.00 feet level when discussing
personal matters with s younger co-faculty.

TaPle }0.._"Heé? distance maintained by the respondents when
communicating with younger co-Taculty (in feet).

}ssues Division A Division B Division C
Current Nat’ 1l 2.30 2.10 2.43
Work 1.70 1.90 2.34
Parsonail 1.50 1.70 1.77
Distance when cownunicating with a male co-faculty
This 1ime the interveing factor to be considered is sex. It

was gathered that the farthest mean distance wmaintained by any
group of respdndents is 3.30 feet when discussing current
national issues with a male co-faculty. While the lowest was a
mean distance of 1.50 feet maintained by the respondents form
Division C when discussing things of personal interest with ' a
mlae co-faculty. Respondents fron Division B also gace a small
mean distance when discussing personal matters. The composition
of the respondenté would most likely explain as to why this
difference in mean distance 1s prevalent.

Table 11. Mean distanée maintained by the respondents when
communicating with a male co-faculty (in feet).

Issues Division A Division B Divi§ion C
Current Nat’'1l 3.30 2.60 ? %f
Work 2.50 2.20 2.23
Personal 2.40 1.90 1.80

Distance when communicating with a female co-faculty
The mean distance maintained by all the respondents when
nicating with a female co-faculty is significantly closer as

commu

compared tb the mean distance maintained when communicating with
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the opposite gender. Almost all mean distances are below the

2.00 feet mark except {or ihe Z.11 feeil mesn disiance expressed
by the respondents from Division C. Aside from the composition

of the respondents, culture played a part in this shift to a very

close interpersonal distance.

Table 12. Hean distance maintsined by the respondenis when
communicating with a female co-facenlty (in feet).

Iasues Division A Division B Division C

Current Wat i 1.80 1.90 Z2.11

York 1.70 1.70 1.86

Persona i 1.50 1.70 1.73

Distance maintzined when criticizing

-
.
9]
i

Not only are tiie demographic charscteirist
(particularly age and status) of the respondents which served as

intervening factors in determining wmean distances but the content

of the message also. Here the negative feedback is evaluated if
it will have an effect with the spatial consideration of
respondents. It was gsathered that the sane patterns of

differences in wmean distance was present. Thus mwean distance
between the repondent and junior co-faculty members are closer as
compared to senior co-faculty members(except in Division A).
Similarly mean distance Dbetween respondent and superior is
greater than mean distance belween respondent and

subordinate(except in Division B).

Table 13. Mean distance maintained by the respondent when
criticizing (in feel).

Work of Division A Division B Division C

Jr.; co-faculty 4.05 4 .43 2.08

Sr., co-faculty 4.03 5.04 3.83
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Superior 4.70 Z 3
C . 5.1 3.
Subordinate 4 .50 5.23 5 ?g

Distaan maintained when Praising

On  the ‘ather hand, when praising a co-faculty all the
respondents indicated a marked shift of at least a foot closer
when communicating. The difference in the mean distance
displayed by the respondents can be attributed to the fact that a
rositive fesdback allows closer proximity among communicators
than neFcLive  feaedboek. mean distances indicated by the
responcsnts for Division A showed sn average difference of at
least & fcot and the same trend is evideni fTrowm the respondents

of the other two acaderic divisions. Agcin Jiffevence in ile aln

[

"y

distance jqnior and senjor co-faculty, superior and subordinate
is evident. It was gathered that the junior facvlty got & lesser
mean distance from the respondent than the senior co-faculty.
Status also played a role in the difference in mean distancec.
The subordinates got a lesser mean distance from the respondents

than the superior with the exception of Division C.

Table 14. Mean distance maintained by the respondent when
praising (in feet).

Work of Division A Division B Division C
Jr., co-faculty 3.038 4 .04 2.18
Sr., co-faculty 3.72 4.73 2.36
Superior 3.64 4.64 2.27
Subordinate 3.45 4.08 2.38

Sociofuga1~Sociopetal Dimension

Stance when discussing current events with superior
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' - ] _
A total of twenty one respondents from all +the three
acacemis divisions weintsin a parallel, face to face stance wWhen

anmmuniiceatino w34 . P S . - -
conmmunicaving with a superior on issues concerning national

issues. Only three respondents wmaintain s 45 degrees stance
Jh4 1 s + - . .
While seven respondents maintain a 80 degrees stance. One
resvondent preferred a 135 degrees stance. While a total of four

bl <
1

reszpondents frow Division C indicated a 225 degrees stance when

1Y)

they comwnnicate with a superior. The inferred reasons for the

pecuiiarities in body orientation are not explored in this study.

Table 15. Stence maintsined by the rcspondenit when ailscussing
current events wilh a superilor (in feet). )
Orientation Division A Division B Division C
Parallel,

face to face 07 08 06
45 degrees 01 02 00
30 degrees a3 02 Q2
135 degrees 01 00 00
180 degrees 00 00 oG
225 degrees 00 00 04
270 degrees 00 00 00
315 degrees 0o 00 00
Parallel,

back to back 00 00 00
Total 12 12 12

Stance when discussing things about work with superior

The stance maintained by the respondents when communicating
with a superior regarding things about work is not very much
different as to when their discussing current national issues.
What seemed noteworthy 1is that respondents from Division A
indicated a parallel, face to face and a 45 degree stance both on

six instances. The respondents frowm Division B indicated the

o1



highest choice for the parallel, face to face stance. While the

group  of rvesponce.is fron Division C indicsted 2 more diverze
r e T o e e : s

choice o©f stsrpce when discussing thingz about work with 3

auperior.

Taple 15. Stunce wzintazined by the respondent when discussing
things sbout werk with a superilor (1in feet).

Orientation Division A Division B Division C
Parallieal,

face to fecao 06 08 06
45 degrees 08 02 00
890 degrees 00 0z 02
135 degrees 20 33 G2
180 degrees a0 g0 01
225 degrees Qo oG 01
270 degrees 00 00 00
315 degrees aaQ 00 00
Parallel,

back to back D0 on 00
Total i2 12 12

Stance when discussing personal matters with superior

A total of twenty four respondents frowm the three acadenic
divisions indicated =z preference of parallel, face to face stance
when communicating with a superior on éersonal matters. Compared
to the previous preferences on body orientation, this is the most

direct communicative arrangement when stance 1is taken 1into

account. Again several peculiarities are present: four
respondents preferred a 45 degrees stance, another five

respondents -preferred th g0 degrees stance, and still one
respondent preferred the 135 degrees stance. Noteworthy are the
two respondents from Division C who stated a preference of a

parallel, back to back arrangement.
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Table 17f JStance.malntained by the respondent when discussing
personal matters with a superior (in feet).

Orientation Division A Division R Division C
ParalleX, .

face to face 08 08 08
45 degrees 02 02 00
90 degrees 0z 01 02
135 degrees 00 01 00
180 degrees 00 00 00
225 dedrees 00 00 00
270 dagrees 0C 00 00
315 degrees 00 00 00
Parailel,

baclh to baolb 0o 00 02
Total 12 12 12

)

Stance when discu

~

oA
<
w
on

:ing current events with subordinate

Similar Tindings were gatheved frowm Division 2 zngd Divieicn
P 3 LA S - H ~ L - .~y Y e . . ma g o5 s e ; - I
C. Fachi division hnad eight respondenis who prersrred LE

parallel, face to face arrangement; two respondents who preferred

the 45 degrees stance; and still another fwo respondents who
preferred the 90 degrees arrangement. It is observable from the

data gathered that more respondents would prefer this types of
orientations which allows for more face to face interaction.
More respondents would prefer this arrangement with regards to
subordinate interaction.

Table 18. Stance maintdined by the respondent when discussing
current events with a subordinate (in feet).

Orientation Division A Division B Division C
Parallel,

face to face 06 08 08
45 degrees 03 02 02
90 degrees 03 02 02
135 degrees 00 Qo 00
180 degrees 00 00 Q0
225 degrees 00 00 00
270 degrees Q0 0Q 00
315 degrees 00 00 00
Parallel,

back to back 00 00 00
Total 12 12 12
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Stance  maintained when discussing things sbout work  with
subordinate

Again, with female co-faculty more parallel face to face
arrangement is preferred. This time, a total of twenty six
respondents preferred +the parallel face to face srrangemnent.

This figure is higher than when comwunicating with a superior.

on +ihe sams snhiect mstter. Again the choice of orientation is
thinly =oaticved in the 45 dedrees to 90 degrees stance. Hot
much is «een Dbetween the sociofngal-sociopetal

orientation preferred when discussing curreerit national 1ssues

with a subordinzte.

Table 19. Stance maintained by the respondent when discussing
things about work with a superior (in feet).
Orientation Division A Division B Division C
Parallel,

face to face 09 0% 08
45 degrees 02 01 02
90 degrees 01 o1 02
135 degrees 00 01 00
180 degrees 00 818] 00
225 degrees 00 00 00
270 degrees 0o 00 0c
315 degrees 00 00 00
Parallel,

back to back 00 00 00
Total 12 12 12

Stance when discussing personal matters with subordinste

A total of twenty eight respondents indicated that they

maintain a parallel, face to face stance when discussing personal

matters with a subordinate. More respondents preferred this
stance when communicating with a subordinate than with a



superior. Both Division A and Division B esch had Ten
respondents who indicated they maintain this stance ftnd it is
expeoted-becﬁuﬁe the topic becomes more pervsonzli, +he respondenis
will tend +to prefer that they see wore of the person they are

communicating with.

Table 20. Stance naintaeined by the respondent when discussing
perscnal matters with & subordinate (in Teet).
Orientation Divigion A Division B Division C
Paraliel,

face to Jace i0 10 08
45 degrees 0z 01 oz
90 degrees 00 00 02
135 degrees 0o 00 00
180 degrees a0 01 oo
225 degrees 00 0o 8]8]
270 vegrees GG 0C S1Y
215 degrees 00 00 on
Parallel,

back to back 00 00 00
Total 12 12 12
Kinesthetic Diunension

Physical contact when discussing with superior

Only eleven out of thirty six respondents answered that they
get into physical contact with their superior while discussing
witﬁ them. Out of this eleven respondents, two cone from
Division A, three from Division B and six frow Division C. The
sex of the superior contributed to the results of this aspect on
kinesthetic factors. This is so because male to male as well as
opposite sex physical contacts are limited to people already with
a certain degree of intimacy. The status of the superior also
limited the physical contact between the former and the

respondents.



Table s RespondenP'; vhznces of having physicel contact when
discussing with superior
Division A Division B Division C

Yes 02 us 0B
Ho 10 038 06
Total 12 12 12

And  onit  of the eleven respondents who get into physical
cont=oh  witr  the superior, four are within the body contact
distzce. With {wo reapondents each coming from Division A &and
Division C. Al lesst three respondents with one from Division B

and two from Division C staying within touching distance with the
forearm extended. An add.tional four respondents divided equally
between Division B and Division C, +these Tfour respondents
expressed that they stay still within touching distance with the
arm extended.

Table 22. Distznce mmaintained when physical contset occurs when
respondent is discussing with superior.

Div. Div. Div.

A B C

w/in body contact distance 02 00 02
w/in touching distance w/

forearm extended 00 01 Q2
w/in touching distance w/

arm extended 00 02 02
w/in touching distance by

reaching 00 00 00

Total 02 03 06

Physical contact when discussing with subordinate
Evidently more physical contact is reported between the
respondents and with the subordinates. A total of twenty six

respondents come into physical contact with subordinates. Both
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Division A and Division B-had a total of sixteen respondents
divided equally who answered affirmatively. Division C
respondents had the highest number of respondents who answerred
affirmatively. The age and status of the subordinates are
intervening factors to be taken into consideration when studying

this aspect of spsce--kinesthetic factors.

Table 23. Keepondent s chances of having physicza) contacit  when
discussing with subordinatke.
Daivision A Divigion B Division C
Yes ns 0s 10
No 04 ¢4 02
Total iz 12 12

A total of sixteen respondents indicated that "they stay
within body contasct distance when discussing with 2 subordinate.
While a total of four respondents preferred to stay within

n

ey

touching distance with the forearm extended. And still
additional four respondents chose to maintain = touching distance
with the arm extended. Another two respondents frowm Division C
preferred'to stay within touching distance by reaching.

Table 24. Distasnce mmaintained when physical contact occurs when
respondent is discussing with subordinate.

Div. Div. Div.

A B C

w/in body contact distance 035 06 05
w/in touching distance w/

forearm extended 01 01 Qz
w/in touching distance w/

arm extended 02 01 01
W/in touching distance by

reaching . 00 00 02

Total 12 12 12
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Visual Contact

Lot
]

Jisvual Contsci when communicating with superior
Related with the sociofugal-sociopetal orientation of

communicators is the visual contsct that they establish while

)

comnmunicating. It wsz

s gathered that the respondents establish

Vvariens aegroe

ey

s  of visual contact while communicating with =
Superior. 51w respondents for Division A and another gix
respongents Ivoin Division C characterize the visual contact that
they wmaintziv wikh theilr superior zs sharp . The visual contact
sharp here unecans Tocused at the other person’s eyes. Only thiee

respondents form LDivision B gave similar answers. Siwmilariy, six

7]

respondents also from Division A and Division C agai

o]

o)

characterize their visual contact with respect to their superio

=4

as clear. The visusal contact clear here means focused on th

)

other person’'s face or head. And an additional four respondents
from Division B characterize the visual contact they maintain as
peripheral. Only two respondents also from the same division
expressed that they do not maintain any visual contact while
communicating with their superior.

Table 25. Visual contact that the respondent establishes when
communicating with superior.

Visual Division A Division B Division C
Contact
Sharp 06 a3 07
Clear 06 03 04
Peripheral 00 04 Q1
No visual

contact 00 02 00
Total 12 12 12
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Visual contact when communicating with subordinate

A ERIR R D 3 NN 5 e 3
With regards to the wvisusl contact +that respondents
establish  with their subordinates, no radical change wes

observed. Respondents from Division A gave identicazl znswers as
comwpared to their characterization of visual contact with
supey1or. The sawme case is true for Division B. However,
respondents  from Division B gave slightly different answers
becanse s¢viur respondenis preferred a sharp visual contact and
four responcaents preferred & clear visual contact. On'yv one

respondent frow the saild division preferred a peripheral visual

contact. Thz twe responrndents from Divisiorn B whe preferred nc
visusl contact Zsve the Sedne &nswers.

Table 26. Visual contact that the respondent establishes when
communicating with subordinate.

Visusl Division A Division B Division C
Contact
Sharp 06 03 07
Clear 06 03 04
Periphersl 00 04 01
No visual

contact 00 02 00
Total 12 12 12

Seating arrangewment

Seat preference when head position is occupied by superior .

It was expected that the respondents will choose seats
nearest to the superior who is suppose to preside in the said
meeting. The results gatbhered showed otherwise. Only twa
respondents preferred seat B which 1s one of the nearest seat
available. Most of the respondents preferred seats C and G which

are located in the middle of the table. Noteworthy are the three
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responderts form Division B and the two respondents from Division

C who proiarregd s

0

mte cpposite the head position occupied by the

superior.

Table 27.
Superiorn.

N
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when hesad posgition (A) is occupied Dy

Preference Division A Division B Division C

B ez 02 02

Z a5 04 02

D GO 00 01

i 00 03 02

F on 00 G0

G a5 03 03

H 00 00 02
Total 12 12 12

L]

Seat preference when corner position 1s occdﬁied by subourdinate
The seat preference expected of respondents here should also
be near seat D (the seat of the subordinate). The 1results
gathered showed that s totzal of thirty six respondents (ten from
Division A, nine from Division B and eleven from Divisicen C) from

ide

7]

the three academic divisions preferred seat C. This seat is
by side with the seat of the subordinate. Only six vespondents
(two frowm Division A, fthree from Division B and one from Division
C) chose seat F. This seat is across the table from the
subordinate and is much farther from seat C in relation to seat

D.

Table 28. Seat preference when corner position (D) is occupied
by subordinate.

Preference Division A Division B Division C
A 00 00 00
B 00 00 00
C 10 09 11
E 00 00 00
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F 02 03 01

G 00 00 00
H 00 00 GO
Total _ 12 12 12

Seat preference when corner position is occupied by & hostile
person

On the other hand, the seat preference for this particular

situation is exvected to be the Ffarthest from the decoy (hostile

person). Eiaver respondents preferred seat B (six  respondents
from DHivision A, Fonr respondents from Division B and one

respondent frow Division C) which is located @ sezt =zpart from

o
o>
~

the hostile person. Thirteen respondents (three frowm Divisio

N
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<
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five from Divigion P and five from Division C) chaoss sexi

is +the Tarthest seat frowm the hostile person. Lironically, five
respondents (two from Division A, one from Division B and two
from Division C) preferred seat F which is directly in front of
the hostile person.

Table 29. Seat preference when corner position (D) 1s occupied
by hostile person.

Preference Division A Division B Division C

A Q0 Qo 02

B 06 04 01

C 00 00 00

E 01 00 00

F 02 01 02

G 00 0z 02

H 03 05 05
Total 12 12 12

Seat preference of person most likely to interact with the
respondent

It was expected that the seat closest to seat D will be
chosen by the repondents over the seats which are farther away.

The results gathered indicated that twenty five respondents
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(eight <{from Division A, nine from Division B. znd eight from
Division C) chose seat C 1313 i 101 i T

ivisior chose seat C. Similar to the choice made when the
seat D7 was, designated Tor a snbordinate, a mwszjority of the
respondents preferred the side by side seat arrangement. Only

one respondent chose a distant seat for the person he most

likely will intersct with.

Table 30. Se=2t prefsrence of person most likely to intersct with
respoendent.

Prefe«rence Paviaton A Division B Division C

A GO 00 00

B ca 0C 00

c 08 09g 08

B a1 01 gz

F 0z 01 02

G 01 01 00

H 00 0G 00
Total 12 12 12

Distance thal people nmgintain are influenced by culture

When asked if the distance that people maintain are
influenced by culture, all the responcdents from Division A and
Division B gave affirmative responses. However, two respondents
from Division C gave negative answers and another set of three
respondents also from the same division are uncertsain.

Table 31. Perception by the respondent that the distarnce people
maintain are influenced by culture.

Division A Division B Divsion C
Yes 12 12 Q7
No (R]8] 00 05
Uncertain 00 00 00
Total 12 12 12

Distance contributes to the overall message

Similarly a majority of the respondents (ten from Division
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A : oo o - - - . . . . . 4 .
A, eigri Yrom Division B &nd ten frowm Division C) said that

o

distance couiributes to the oversll message of the commuanicative

interaction. ansequently, eight respondents (two from Division
A, four frow Division B and two from Division C) gave negative
answers on the eifect that distance has on the oversll message ©
the comrmunication process. There are no uncertain response from

any of the threogs scademic divisions.

the respondent that distance contributes
af the communication.

Division A Division B Division C
Yes 10 08 10
No 02 04 ‘02
Uncertain oo 00 o
Total 12 12 1z

Interpersonail Relationships

Interpersonsl relationship with superior

Twenty respondents from the different academic divisions
(eight from Division A, six from Division B, and eight from
Division C) characterized their superior as a strong and decisive
individual. An additional seven respondents (two from Division A
and four from Division B and another from Division C) expressed
that their superior can also be characterized as an egalitarian
and influenceable leader. Another group of seven respondents
(one from Division A, three from Division B and three from
Division C) characterize their superior as a concerned and

responsive leader who attends to the needs and values of others.
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Table_ 33. Perception of the respondents of their interpersonal
relstionshiy with cuperior.

- Divisiocn A Division B Division C
isi stubtemsnt - Gu 06 08
Znd ststement 01 02 00
3rd statement 02 04 01
4th statement 01 00 03"
Total 12 12 12

The Division chalrman

resources nes t on with the Job”.

4th atabbment s concerned and responsiver to the personal
neecs anad valtes of others. He vses his snthority to  provide
satisfying and prowithh stimulating vwork opportunities for
subordinates”

lst ghbatemnent: "is strong , decisive, and firwm but fair. He 1is
protective, genurous snd indulgent to loyal subordinates.
Z2nd statement: “is iwpersonal and correct, avoiding the exercise
of his Rl i ek his own advantage. He demands from
subordinstes hat which is reguired by the forwmal systen”
3rd  statement iz ermalitarian and influenceable in wmatters
concearning he ta=sk. He wuses his authority to obtain the

v e

3.

Interpersonal relationship with subordinate

Differing perceptions were gathered from the raépondencs.
A majority of the respondents (eight from Division B and ceven
from Division C) described the subordinates in the division aé
compliant, hardworking and loyal individuals. A total of nine
respondents from Division A gave different perceptions about the
subordinates in their division. This respondents characterize
their subordinates as responsible and reliable individuals. And
still another group of respondents (two from Division A, two from
Division B and three from Division C) perceived the subordinates
differently. They characterize the respondents as =self wotivated
individuals who is open to ideas and suggestions.
Table 34. Perception of the respondents of their interpersonal

relationship with subordinate.
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Division of livision of Division of
_ Hunanities Soc. Sci. Nat. Sci. & Math
ist statewent -. 01 08 o7
Z2nd statement 08 01 01
3rd statement 02 02 03
4th statement 00 o1 01
Total 12 12 12

The subordinates in the division is

1st statewsut: "is ompllant hardworking, and 1loval to the
interest o n sSuperior’

Z2nd statex 1s respo nsible and reliable, meeting the. duties
and res: Rl of his Jjob and avoiding =actions which
sSUrnrise S a3s his superior.

3rd silatenzin: is gself-uotivated to oontribut his best to the
task and iz open with his ideas and suggestlons. He 1is
nevertheless willing Lo give the lead to oLhers when they show

IS €

Y

= L
greater expertise or ability’
4th siztereni: s vitallv inierested in the decvclioprent of  his
own potentialities and is open to learning and receiving help.
He also respects the needs and values of others and is willing to
give help and contribute to their development”

Interpersonal relationships within the division

Differing answers were given by the respondents as to how
peoplse in the division are rewarded. Seven respondents from
Division a described the people who are shrewd and competitive
make good in their division. 1In the meantime, six respondents
from Division B expressed that people who are technically
competent and effective do well in their division. Another six
respondents frow Division c said that people who are etffective
snd competent in personal reltionships make good in their

division. A total of seven respondents (two from Division A

three from Division B and two from Division C) describe that
conscientious and responsible individuals do well in the

division.
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. 3§ .Pgroeption of the vespondents of which people dco  well
in the division.

Division A Division B Division C

1st statement 07 03 00
2nd statement 02 03 02
Jrd statement 03 06 04
4th statement 00 00 06
Total 12 12 12

Pecplie who do well in the division

1st stataweni: "are shrewd and competitive with 2 strong drive
for nower™.
Z2nd stateement: "ave conscientious and responsible with a strong
sense of loyaliy fu the division”.
3rd statewmeni: “are technically competent and effective, with =&
strong commitwment to getting the Job done™.
4th steement: "sre effective and competent in personal
relaticonships, with 2  strong comnmitmont te the growih and
development of vecple™.
Interpersonal relsationships within the division

Again differing perceptions were indicated by the
respondents on how the division treats the individual. Eight

respondents from Division A disclosed that the division treats
the individual as though his time and energy were at the disposal
of the superiors. On the other hand, the respondents from
Division B felt that the division treats the individual as though
"his time and energy were availlable through a contract. The
respondents from Division C expressed that the Division treats
the individual who has committed his skills and abilities to the

common cause.

Table 36. Perception of the respondents on how the division
treats the individual.
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Division A Division B Division C

x 08 04 00
01 o5 01
03 02 07
i - 00 01 04

12 12 12

The divigion trests the individual

1st statement: "as though his time and energy were st th

Fa

- . . - < 7
disposal of the persons higher in hierzarchy".

2nd statewmsnt: "as though his time and energy were availlable

throcugh a contract having rights snd responsibilities on  both

sides™,
3rd statement: as a co-worker who has committed his skills and
abilities tv the cowmon cause’.

4th statewoent: 'as a5l interesting and worthwhile person in  his
own »ight

"

Interpersons}t relationship within the division

A  similarity can be observed between perceptions of the
respondents frowm Division A and Division B regarding how work 1s
performed in the division. A total of twelve respandenis divided
equally beiween the two academic divisions, disclcesed that work
is done out of satisfaction in excellence of work and
achievement. On the other hand, respondents from Division C
indicated that work is performed out of respect for contrascinal
obligations backed up by sanctions and persoanl loyvalty towards
the division. Noteworthy are the eleven respondent from the
three academic divisions (two from Division A, five from Division
B  and four from Division C) who expressed that work is done out
of hope of reward or punishwent or personal loyalty towards a
powerful individual.

Table 37. Perception of the respondents on why work in the
divison is performed.
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Division A Division B Division C

1st statement 02 05 04
2nd statement 02 C1 086
3rd statewnent - 08 (615 02
4th statement 02 00 00
Total 12 12 12

Hork in the divigion is performed out of

“"hope of reward, fear of punishment, or personsal
a powerful individual".

respeci for contractual obligations backed up by
raonal loyvalty towards the division™.
aatisfaction in  excellence of work and

achisvement andc/or o :onal commitment to task or gosl”
4th statewent: “enjovment of the zctivity for its own sake eand
corcern and vespoct Tor the needs and values of the othev persons
involved”.
Interpersonsal relationship in the division

This time the similsarity in perception 1s between the
respondents from Division B and Division C. These set cof

respondents (five from Division B and six from Division C)

expressed that people irn their division work together when the

collsboration is personally satisfving, stimulating and
challenging. Meanwhile six repondents from Division A and four

respondents from Division B indicated that they work together
when coordination and exchange of ideas are specified by the
formal system. three respondents (two from Division A and one
from Division C) stated that people will work together when they
are required to by higher authority or if they believe they can

use each other for personal advantage.

Table 38. Perception of the respondents on why people in the
divison work together.
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Division A Division B Division C

lst statenent 02 00 01
2nd statement 06 04 02
3rd statement 02z 03 03
4th statement 02 05 ol
Total 12 12 12

People in the division work together

1st statement: “when they are required by higher authority or
believe they can use each other for personal advantage'.

2nd statewent: "when coordination and exchangs are specified by
the formal sysienm'.

3rd statemeunt: "witen their Jjoint contribution 1is needed to

prcgvess tLhe Task™.
4th statemnani.: "when the collaboration is personally

statisfving, stinulating or challenging”.
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- CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSTIORN

Several canclusions can be made regarding the effects of the
spatial relstiouship 1Lhet the respondents maintain with the’

intsrpersonal raialbionships prevalent in their respective divi-

iith regsrds to the distance which respondents maintain, it
was- gathered that thev maintaln varying distances when communi-
cating with different types of people in the division. General-
ly, the respondents éommunicate closer with subordinates than
they do with superiofs. Younger co-faculty members are alsc
given smaller spaces during interactions than older co-faculty
members. Fenmale io female interactions are also described to he

closer than male to mele or mixed gender 1interactions. The

n

<
results support the éssumptions stated earlier in this study
which are based on studies conducted by Soumer (1962) and Willis
(1966). However the data collected in this study contradicts the
findings of Hall (1959). According to Hall discussions regavding
impersonal matters (such as things about work and current nation-
a2l issues) should fall under the close phase of social distance.
The data gathered showed that respondents maintain the close
phase and the far phase of the personal distance when discussing
such topics. Thus i1t can be inferred that the cultural differ-

ence played a role because Hall conducted his studies on Cauca-
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sian adults while this study made use of Filipino adulis =as

respondsents. Tt was also guihered thst the type of message to be
delivergd by the re:poudenis also sfifecis the distance that they
maintain. Hence, distance varies when the respondent is going to
praise or going to criticize the other person.

With regards to the sociofngal and sociopetzl orientation of
the respondernts in relation to the person they are communicating

with, 1t was gatbered that they prefer the varallel face to face

e

s o0of any fsactlor.

o)
7]

arrvangewment  iiyvelsvdile

!

s Sex, status =nd

sl

thetopic beins discussed did not have any eff

@

ct on the varilstion
of bodily orientation between the communicator and the commnunics-—
tee. No significant conclusions can be msade regarding the dif-

ferences in body orientation.

—
—~

On the nesthetic factors which affect commuinnicative
interactions, it can be drawn from the data that status plavs a
role in deterwmining the extent of physical contact which the
respondents might have with the other person. Thus subordinates
are more likely to get into physical contact with the respondents
than the superiors. The intervening factors such as the sex and
the age of the respondents can also account for the differ-
ences.

On the aspect of visual contact, the data showed that sharp
and focused visual contact is pefered irregardless of the commu-
nicative situation. It was also shown that the sanme visual
contact 1is established and maintained both for the superior and

the subordinate.

Seat preference, seems to be & cultural norm wherein
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to be found at the head positiocn of the
table; 1t 1s alsc expected that their subordinates will gather
around the head position. Contrary to this, the results guthered
showed that respondents clustered around seats which are in the
middle position of the table and is slightly distant from the
head position. Nonetheless expected ontcomes were validated in
the other communicative situations. The respondents prefered
sests close to itheir Friends. On the other hand, the respondents
stayed distent from persons which are described to Dbe hostile.
It was also found that the seats of persons they are 1likely <o
interact with are also the seats which are closer to them.

Frow the difference in spatial relestionships, the perception
of the réépondents of the interpersonal relationship between
superior, subordinste and within the division was measuved. It
was gathered that all the respondents characterize thelr superior

as a strong, decisive and firm individual. This perception of

3]

the superiors saccounts for the difference in distance and tLhe
seeming 1dok of physical contact between the respondent and the
Superior. Meanwhile, generally all the respondents characterize
the subordinates ss responsible and reliable individuals. In
addition some respondents perceive the subordinates to be compli-
ant and hardworking individuals. This accounts for the close
distance and the instances of physical contact between the re-
spondent and the subordinates. In addition, the overall inter-
personal relationship within the divisions are percelved by the
respondent in different ways.

From the dsta gathered, it can be concluded that spatial



relationships affect the perceived interpersonal relstionship in
an organization. Since spatial relationships zre manifestations
of non-verbal comnunicztion then it can be said that in order to
improve the interpersonal relationship in organization, the non-
verbal cowmmunication that transpires should be taken into consid-

eration.

73



Recommendations

. Further studies c¢an be undertaken on the subject of
spaitilal relalblonsihlos and LTS effects orn interpersonal
communicsiion  aithtoewsh this time foeusing on the other sspechs

which sre not incinaasd in this study.

on such esvectz of informal space such as: postural-sex
identifiers, rocal lceoudaness, itsctile facters, thermal foctors

and olfsctory factors.

A replicated study can also he done involving & lavger
number of respondents to be conducted on diffgrent organizations.
In addition, spatial preferences of employees in public and
private organizations can be compared. In the same wmanner,
spatial preferences in swmall, medium, and large scale entlities
can be differentiated.

Interested students of non-verbal communicsaton may also
wish to study the semi-fixed feature and fixed feature space of
organizations. The functional design of offices can be evaluated
as to how it enhances the communicative situation.

A similar study can be done although this tine the
methodology can be modified to include participant and direct

observation to supplement the survey questionaire.
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APPENDIX



October 11, 1989

Division of
College of Avits and Sciences
University of the Philippines, MHanila

Dezr

—— 3

I aw & g*tduuL“nv student of the Organlzationsal
Communicati Jeg Prograun. In view of this, we are
reaquired tﬁ subwit an undergraduate thesis.

I chose to pursue z study on  interpersonal snd
spatial relationships. The concern of this study is to
compare how the different interpersonal relationships
within three academic divisions of UFCASM arfrect the
spatial velstionships tnat faculty members maintain.

The attached survey auestionaire is composed of
two parts. The first part pertains to, the distance,
the soo§ofuﬁa1—sociopetal dimension-, kinesthetic
dimension visual contact and seating arrungements
that faculty meuwbers consider. The second part, on the.
other hand, seeks to determine the perceived interper-
sonal relationships 1n the division where the aculty
member belangs to.

I hope that vcu take sowne time out tc snswer this
questionare. Thank you very much.

([u

Sincerely yours,

NEIL D. RICAFRENTE

gOTE:

refers to the physical directness of the
oommunication, specifilies the rels flon }Jp of ona
person ‘s shoulder to the other person’ s shoulder
“ refers to the clogseness of two persons involved in

communicstion and the potential that exists for the
holding, touching, or grasping of each other

78



UrnyeEy RUESTIOCEAIRE 1

DTSTANCE:
Please specify the wmean dist

: ance (rounded to the nearest tenths)
on the space provided for.

1.. Nhen comnnnicezting with a superior, what distance do yon
maintain wincein viscussing the following issues/topics?
. 1. cuorrent national issues
_ i Fi.o o work

- 171, personal matters

Z. then comwuniccc;ng with a subordinate, what distance do you
maintain when discussing the following issues/topics?

- 1. current national issues

- 1i work

- iii. pcrsonal matters

5. Whnen uommunicating with an older co-faculty, what distance do
vou maintain when discussing the following issues/topics?

current national issues

work
1. personal matters

fde B e
Ve pede o

4, When communicating with a younger co-faculty, what di
do you maintain when discussing the following 1«Ques/T0ﬁlcs
1. current national issues

ii. work
iii. personal matters

R
cr
o
9]
)

5. When communicating with a male co-faculty, what di stance  do
vou maintain when discussing the following 1lssues/topics?

i. current national issues

ii. work

iii: personal matters

6. When communicating with a fewale co-faculty, what distunce do
you maintain when discussing the followLne issues/topilcs?

i. current national issues

ii. work

iii. pervsonal matters

7. What distance do you maintain when criticizing the work of:
1. junior co-faculty

ii. senior co-faculty

iii. superior

iv. suhordinate
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8. What distance do vou waintsin when praising the work of:
1. Junior co-faculty
- 1i. senior co-Tacully
iii. superior
_iv. subordinate

SOCTIOFUGAL=SOCTOPETAT, DIMNENSTON

Please write letter of the best answer on the space provided for.

a. parallel, face-to-face
b. 45 degrees
C. 30 degrees
d. 135 degrees
& 180 degrees
£, 225 degrees
£. 270 degrees
h. 315 caegrees
1. parallel, back-to-back
& i with 2 wmale ¢c Toeunl

to him?

. 10. %hen discussing things zbout work with 2 susie  co-
faculty, what stance do you maintain in relation to hiw?

11. hen discussing personal nastters with a2 wmale  co-
faculty, what stance do you maintain in relation to him?

12. When discussing current events with a fermale co-
faculty, what stznce do you waintain in relation to her?
- 13. When discussing things about work with & [fewnale
co-faculty, what stance do you wmaintain in relation to her?

- 14. When discussing personal natters with a female co-
faculty, what stance do you maintain in relation to him?

Please choose the best answer by placing a check on the spsace
provided for.

KINESTHETTIC DINENSION

15. When communicating with a supevior, are there instances when

you get into phyvsical contact with him/her?
- 1. VES
ii. no

If yes, what distance do you naintain?

_ i. within body contact distance
_ ii. w/in touching distance with the forearm ex-
tended

iii. within touching distance with arm extended
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iv. within touching distance by resching

18 Yher communiczaiing vith 2 subordinste, are there insbtances
when vou gt into physical contact with hiw/her?
— i. ves
ii. no

1f ves, what distance do you maintain?

. 1. within body contact distance

e ii. w/in touching distance with the forearm ex-
tended

iii. wivhin touching distasnce with zrm extended

________ _ 1v., wiihin touching distance by resching

17. When comnmunicating with a svperiov, how do you characterize
the visual contact thait you wmaintain?

1. sharp--focused lcoking:at the other person’s
eyes .

ii. clear-focused looking at the other person’s
face or head '

1ii. peripheral - lcooking at the other person in
general but not focused on the head

iv. no visual contact

18. Yhen communicating with a subordinate, how do vou cheracter-
ize the visusal contact that vou maintain?

i. sharp-focused looking at the other person’s
eves '

il1. clear-focused looking at ths other person’'s
face or head

iii. peripheral - looking at the other person in
general but not focused on the head

iv. no visual contact

12. Do vyou believe that the distance people maintain between
thenselves are influenced by culture? '

1. ves
ii. no
1i1i. uncertain

20. Do you beleive that the maintainance of a certain distance
while communicating contributes to the overall message of the
communication?

i. ves

ii. no

1iil. uncertain
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SEATING ARRANGEMENTS

21. Suppose you are attending a meeting and vour zre Lo he szetad
on & rectangular table, the seat marked by ¥ is slready occupied
by vour superior, where will you situate yourself?
D C B
E %
F G H

22. Suppose vouw ave arvitending s wmeeting sand vouw are to be seated
on & rectangvliar table, the seat warked by X is already occupied
by a friend, wheyre will von situste vourself?

B C B

¥ G H

23. Suppose you are atiending a meeting and you are to be seated
on a rectangular table, the seat marked by X is already occupied
by someone you had an argument with, where will vou situate
vourself?

B C B

F G H
24. Suppose you are scated on the place marked by X to which
person 1n the group (provided all the seats sre fil1
most likely to interact?

B C B __

(o1}
a8}
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4, The division treats thz individual

R as though hiz= time and energy at the dispor xi of
thﬁ persons higher in the hieraroby.
o az= “though his time and engrgy wers avaiialble thwoagh &
. contract having rights and reszponsibilitiss o both
mides.
o as a co—worker who has committed his skills and abili-
- ties to the common Cau
as  an  interssting and worthwhile perscn in his own

5 The bhasisz of task assignment in the divi=zion is ...

necds and Jjudgemsni of thosa in authori-

tions of functions and responsibili-

expertise rewirenants cf the iob to

o 5 wiches and needs Tor learning and growth
the faculty member.
&. Work in the davision is performed out of ...
hope of reward, fTear of puniﬁhments or personal loyval-
ty towards a powerful individual.
. respect Tor comtractual ohligations backed up Dy
zanctions and personal loyalty towards the division.

satisfaction in ewxcellence of work and achievemant
and/or personal commitment to the task or goal.

_ eninyment of the ctivity for its own zsake and concern
ana respect fur the neads and values of  tha other

PErsons 1nvu1v&d.

7. Feaple in the division work together ...

wher they are required tao by higher authority or
lieve they can use each other for personal dd\anung
when  coordination  and  exchange are spacitied by
formal system.

when  their docint  contribution is needed to progress
the task.

. when  the collaporation  is personal 1y satistyving.
stimulating or challenging.
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