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INTRODUCTION
1, Statement of Research Focus and Strategy |

This rep~rt presents data from an exploratory study of the :
influence of high school building dssign upon the‘quality and
cuantity of student informal interactions, The study gought to

find out what kinds of interaction typically oxist among high

gchonl students; how much of thes interaction is academichllyarelitéd

in its content; and how the architectural design of thﬁ school
building influences patterns of interaction, It was felt thathds;'
taining preliminary descriptive data about typical patterna of |
interaction among higl. school students might be valuable in itself
to educators, and in additiom could provide a useful basis for
further resesrch studying the effect of architzcture on behavior, -
Informal interactions were defined as all conversations between
students, or between students and teachers, which take place in the
schosl building and on school grounds during the academic day;:and '
ars not part of the regular instructional procedure, Informal inter-
actions were chosen as the unit of study because these represent be-
havior that lies at ths-more spontaneous and voluntary end of the
interactional cortinuum; consequently we had speculated that informal
interactions may be more directly influenced by the building's archi-
tectural design than are formal interactions, We also had speculated
«w.basing our assumptions upon commonly accepted theories of srcial
psychologists about communication and attitudes -- that the informal
interactions of students may importantly affect the learning process
by supplementing the formal classroom process of acquiring factual

material, and by shaping attitudes toward learning.




The general research stracegy consisted of selecting three high

'iischools which each represented what appeared to be considerable 4dif-

B ferences in architectural design and layout; of collecting data sbout

the Interactional behavior of the students at each schoeol: z2ad of then

{ examining whether the differences in patterns of interactional behavior

~ could be related in pazt to differences in the architectural design of

the schools, After the investigators familiarized themselves with the

schools' architectural design, the first step in the study consisted of

:‘a collecting data about student informal interactions, by means of &

? vritten questionnaire, in order to identify the types of interactions

and the lccations in the schools where these most often occur, The .

. second step then consisted of using interviews to find out, from the

gtudents' standpoint, what characteristics of a certain location or

“'behavipral setting make it especially appropriate for certain types of

interactions,
1t seemed likely that any effect of architectural design upon ine

teractions would amcunt to a more passive influence than the influamce

'k:exer;e¢ by the behavieral characteristics of the people in the school

1 building «- i.e. the student body, teachers, and administraters,

Ré&erthaless,,the possible effects of the architectural design still

remained of intersst, for even if it may be more passive in its inflv.

ence, it usually endures longer and for better or worse oitesn Sutlasta

a succession of user groups,

It shouid be pointed out here that relatively little is currently

known about typical patterns and types of student interaction existing

in various educational settings, or what patterng and types of inter-

action are most beneficial to the formal learning process, or what
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influence the building design factors can nave upon interactional

behavior, The present study undertakes in part to close this gap.

z. Description of Relsated Research

The general importance of social interaction in shaping attitudes,
cognitions, and motivation of individuals has been much studied and
amply documented by psychologists, sociologists, and other social BCiQﬂ-
tists, In the school setting -- by means of interactions -- information
attitudes, and values are transmitted from the faculty to the students
during the learning process, Likevise, information, attitudes, and
velues are transmitted from one student group to another, An ﬂmpqrtﬁn;
effect of social interaction in school settings emerges as one considers
the nature and influence of the various student subcultures upon each
orher., It seems likely that social interactimn is a key fector in'ghe
development and transmission of the value systems of different faculty
and svudent groups, either breaking down or strengthening the barriers
between value systems, snd thus increasing or decreasing the area of

commonly held values,

In considering the effect of interaction on group attitudes and
the possible effect¢ upon student learning, the following studies scemed
especially relevant, Coleman (1959 and 1960) and McDill and Coleman
(1963) have shown how the attitudes of the studeat group affect both
the motivation and iearning of its members, Coleman has noted that
chere can be group restrictions on learning, achieved in much ths same
way that factory workers establish restrictions on productivity. Ag
with other value systems, student value systems corntain certain incon-

sistencies., For example, McDill and Coleman found that in many high




f._%sehmols, college plans on the part of students led to higher status
j!%iﬁ the groyp; yet at the same time & negative orilentation toward
xf;academrc achievement was also rewarded, In 2 study of medical stue
%é;gdents, Becker and Geer (1958) showed how the student subculture ine
;éﬂ!fluenced what was learned, by identifying and ) ;ousing upon what it
‘ﬁgfymrceived to be the most important learning tasks in medical schools,
“‘f;These tasks eﬁpnaéized learning only the material necessary to pass
;i%féxams, and learning the basic informitisn needed to enter general
%'i§pra§t1ce -= hardiy preoccupations that would be viewed by a medical
:;i}sahOQI'faculty as being ideally the primary goals of learning in
\?Enbéical education,
fgf o Turning row tc a cansideration of the possible effect of school
3?§bmilding aichitecture on student interaction and infermal learning,
4f§cmé‘may cite several studies as relevant. Festinger in his studies of
‘2{?atudanf'hausing (1960 and 1951) found students living in the middie of
“:ga.row of apartment houses had more interactions than studenis living
&lé in the end apartments, The apertments located in the middle of the row
‘Vi facilitated more face-to-fare meetings which tended to increase social
g’iinte}actions. in addition, students occupying the middle locations

@ vere adjacent to more meighbors than students on the ends, thus giving

L4

gg them.umre choices and greater likelihood of finding others with whom

i

55§fthey could interact congenially,

-

. Ir studying social interaction within school buildings, Gullahsrx
- é {1952) and Blake (1956) found that low physical barrlers, such as file

V ;cab1neta in a large study room in a school building, tended to increase

fﬁftma number of interactions between students within the smaller enclosed
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«Se
subospace, but tended to decrease the number of students with whom
gsocial contact was made, Barker and Gump (1964) report a series of
scudies which shed light on the interrelationship between the person
and his eavironment:. Some of the results deal with the specific
effects of school size. In genmeral they found that studentsa are able
to enter into more behavioral settings in small schools thén in largs
schools, The explanation for this is that in both larger and smalier
schools there are roughly the same number of extracurricular acttvi;:
ties and "slots" to be filled, But in smaller schools there are fewer
students, which leads to more participation on the part of each student

because there are more “slots” per student which have to be filled,

The importance of behavioral settings is further documented by Rausch,

fxf Dittman and Taylor (195%9a, 1959b, and 1960) who produced evidence
%;;\ showing that behavioral settings have a strong effect on regulating the
o d behavior &f individuals,

In a study of the possible relationship between design of high ‘
‘gg school buildings and interactional behavior, Hereford and Hecker (1963) 3
1 apecifically examined the relstionsnip between four buildi ing factors,

ard seven factors relating to interaction and attitudes of both stu-

denzs and teachezs, An important facet of this study was that it util-ji
%;’

) ize? & systematic survey of many schools to study the effects of varia-

bles in schocl design, To quote briefly from the summary of the results

Size of school is the single dominant factor with respect
£o school pecsonnel interaction and | attitudes.

g The influence of size of schools as a factor can bs modified,
-y howaver, with respect to some aspects of interaction and attL-
tude by related building factors of design and utilization,
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There is no evidence, in interaction and attitude, however,

to support a contention that design is a major facter &mong
the 34 schools -- independently of school size or plan of
utilizatinon, This should not be construed to mean that design
cannot be a factor, for such obviously is the case under exe
perimental conditions, (italics in the original)
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3\€Sévera1 different building utilization plans (whet.er by school-withina
.7‘§séhool, subject area, or grade-level), However, while examining the
:*iZimportance of these factors, Hereford and Hecker do not provide aﬂ'éx;

] ;planation of how these aspects of bullding design may influence social
;;fintefaction.

| The investigators writing this report have considered the posdifle
f;iéffect of the architecture of schooil buildings upon student informal
;;;finteraction and informal learning in several papers (Myrisk 1965a and
‘i%1965b, and Myrick and Marx, 1967)., Interaction can help satisfy some of
-ﬁféhe important educational requirements, which are :hat the student héeds
i to be able to learn and integrate the subject matter of his educational
(:'fprogram, to develop certain skills,and to acquire favorable attitudes
-”?gteward learning, In their resesarch intc the influence of dental school
jﬁ%bnilding design upon interactional patterns among dental students, the

| jinvestigators found some evidence indicating that architectural varia-

3 bles, such as the layout of a building, and the size and placement of
;::its component spaces, can contribute to the meeting of these educational
f Erequirements by affecting interaction between students and between

/& students and faculty. In one pilot study it was possible to identify a
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number of epecificllocations in dental school buildings «- 1nc1uding
hallways, locker-rooms, ard clinical laboratories -- where irany intere
actions leading to informal leerning tended to take place, In another
pllot study it was found that a correlation existed between how inter-
ested the dental students ielt the imstructors were in the stu
and how much the general layout of the building helped the students to
see relationships between the various courses of their training program,
Thus it may be that the general architectural layout of bﬁ&i@ings can
contribute in varicus ways to helping students better unerstind‘thé
underlying unity of their educational program, one way being by'mgk;hg
many aspects of the program vigible to them as they move ab#ut the
building., Still another finding was that as the arrangement of the
building facilitates more interaction between faculty and students,
the building is viewed as being a warmer and more friendly place,

The findings of the pilot studies described above suggest szome 65
the ways in which studeni informal interaction may contribute to the;

informal learning process, and thus to the overall effectiveness of

the formal learning process, In addicion, the findings ind'cate that

nildings may kave an influence

W - - - —— ey

both on the quality and quantity of student informal interactionm,

3, Theory
In the light of the related research, the investigators

theorized that:

(1) Learning in educational facilities occurs both through
formal and informal processes, involving contacts among
teachers and students, and among students, in a series of
formal and informal interactions,

it fumee Ty —




(2) Only portions of the learning process occur througk
the formal activities of ~lass instruction,.

Therefore, the effectiveness of the .learning process is
also in part dependent on a variety of informal social
intaractions, since many of the interactions that con-
tribute importantly to learning are essentially informai,
Part: of the job of reinforcing, clarifying, discussing,
and generalizing what has bsen heard in the classrcom may
often be best accomplished by means of spontaneous, in-
formal conversations, which cccur during a class period,
between class periods, or during some other part of the
school day, ‘

"o € rneem 1 IomnAntant $an_
CRES A Was - a.lurvn- LAt ¥ 4 - [~ 2 X Sl

j%:;fluence on the learning process, not all kinds of iearning benefit
:;%from social interaction, In addition, the influence may be pusitive
N or negative, Depending upon the circumstances, negative influence
“Emight be caused by informal interactions expressing sustained opposi-
f,ition to the goals and values of the educational institution, or oppo-

v

s 4 3
& sition to the means used by the administretiom and faculty for reaching

‘2;$these goale, This opposition results when there are wide and strongly
}Efelt differences between the value systems of an educatibnal institution
.;;gand its student body, In this kind of situation, the students may
-?gstrive to punish the administration and faculty by restrict:ing their
élearning and conducting counter-institutional activities; consequently
'J%their informal interactions will support and promote this behavior,
R However, student informal interaction can be an equally potent
 :§force in giving positive support to the goals and values of the insti.
’étution, and to the learning process, It can contribute to learning in

‘:\many ways: by reinforcing what has been presented in the formal learning

’“fsituation; by leading to the clarification of learned materials and the

- sharing of student insights; by contributing to favorable student

L




9
motivation through shared positive attitudes expressing interest and
enthucigsm in the learring; by helping students understand the rela-
tionships between the various subrject-matters they are learning; and
by helping them see how the educational program relates to their future

sccupational goals, together with perceiving the other future rewaras .

R e

and ucilities of their educational experz&ice.

In theorizing about how the architectural design of educational
buildings might influence behavior, the following design characteristics
were considered by the investigators to be of interest: the cmmpactnéss
ox extendednaés of the building; the location, layout, and Lntérrélafion-
ships of various building components such as classrooms, offices, ldunges,
cafeteria, auditorium, gymrasium, ard library; sizes of these spaces, \
the kind of corridor system and the number of corridors, stalrways, and
corridor intersections$ the number and placement of entries into the
building: and the number of stories, It was felt these design character-
igtics might influence the quantity and quality of informal conversations
by affecting such factors as: the amount of face-to-face contact between
individuals in the building; the pattern of traffic flow and number of

aiternative routes; the existence of suitable gathering and talking spots

on routes; and the heterogeneity or homogeneity of the "mix" of indivi-
duals composing conversational groups, and the size of thesec groups. It
seemed likely that these factors could influence interaction by deter-
mining, in part, which psrsons who were in movement were likely to en-

counter each other in ways that permitted interaction; as well as whethér‘;f

persons who were stationary in rooms were grouped so they can talk while

involved in certain learning tasks, Thus one architectural environment
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B might provide more opportunity for interactions than another by

if~ien¢oufa31ng peopie to use certain routes in going from one point to

-?]‘another, by regulating the size of various groups, by providing

B settings for imteractions which were more public or private, by

NI

. organizing activities in certain places, and so on,

& 4, Objectives

%éij The purpose of the research was to conduct an expleratory study
+f€ of the relarionship between the design of high school buildings and
~%f‘the kinds of informal student interactions and informal learning

- occurring there,
& The specific objectives of the study were:

. 1. To describe the student informel interactions which

.8 . occurred in three different high schools, in terms of
4 content, purpose, frequency, ard length of the interac-
"oy tioms, as well as number of participants, activities
TS engaged in at the time of the interaction, and the

.04 relatedness of the interaction t¢ informal academic

8 _ learning,

}f 2., To identify the architectural locations in the schools
where student informal interactions maialy occur, '

5 3. To explain, in terms of student perceptions of the archi.

~ tectural environment, why certain kinds of interaction
occur mainly in some locations and not in others,

4, To identify some student interactisnal needs which are

‘L unsatisfied, in part due to the architectural design of

Y the school building,

¥ METHOD

1, Description of Schools

4 Three secondar <chools located in the Vashington, D, C, metro-
K%
74

tf politan area were used in the research, Schools X and Y are large

i@ rublic suburban high schools, while Schocl 2 1s & small private chty
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high school, A}l three schools have predominantly white student
populations,
The intention governing the selection of the sehools was to

hold constant certain factors pertaining to student population1 and

— el aremlel b
a number of architectural factors.

e age of the building, while varyin

Thus the three schools differ in building size and architectural de-

',; sign and layout, but they are similar in factors relating to student
population and age of the bﬁilding,2 for each has: a new or relatively
4?* new school building; an attractive appearance and good maintenarnce of

*f‘ the building and grounds; high academic standards and high quality of

‘;K instruction; a positien of prestige as an outstanding school in the
‘éf 1, Early during the selectlion process certain guidelines were
g decided upon so schools would not be selected that represented the
= following contrasts: (1) high academic attainment vs, low; (2) urban

va, rural locationj; (3) student population which was predominantliy

"3 college-bound and had white-collar parents Ve, that which was job-

1 bound and had blue-collar parents; and (4) student population predom-
' inantly white vs. Negro, The rationale for using these guidelines was
; to avold selecting schools and student populations that were very dif- (

T ferent in non-architectural factors, which might substantially influence .

) the number and kinds of interattions (for example, the number of aca-

demically related vs, non-academically related interactions occurring

in each echool),

8 2. At the beginning of the study, the intention was to contrast
- 8 both old vs., new , and large ys, small high school buildings, but it
S was necessary to modify this, It was found that school systems felt
=3 reluctant to permit their older school buildings to be included in a
: study which also lhcluded newer schools, perhaps because of a fear of
1 1ts leading to unfavorable comparisons and, as & result, to bad publi-
o 3 city. Although School Y is housed in a somewhat older building than
~ - f the other twe schools selected -- with the majority of the building
built in 1960, as an addition to a small former elementary school con- J
48 structed in 1950 .- School Y cannot really be considered an old school, 2B
“Xf either in its actual age, or its appearance and condition, Therefore, ’
" all three school buildings were categorized as new or relatively new,
= which represents a change from the design originally planned for the
\ reseavch, It was found that all recently built local public high
“ 3 schools were large and therefore did not provide the planned contrast
R between large and small size, Therefore, a small private city school,
- Y which had recently moved intc a newly constructed classroom building,
™ was selected to provide the contrast between large and small size
school buildings,

4
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‘z?f community; an unusually large percentage of students who are coilege-

bound; and a higher than average expenditure per oupil, However,
although it was viewed as a relatively important factor, no attempt
wae made in selecting the schools to hold comstant the “administrative
climate® -- consisting of such factors as the strictness of the rule
system and its 2nforcement, and how the administrative staff was per-
ceilved by the students.1 This was due to the difficulty of finding
schools both with similar administrative system and differing architec-
tural characteristics, while at the same time selecting on the basis
of a number of other important factors.

Architecturally, the three schools selected differ in the building's
gsize, layout, compactness, the number of entrances and lobbies, ﬁofies
and staircases, and the number and kinds of corridors and corridor inter-

sections, The differences between the architectural design and layout

1. The differences ia the Yadministrative climate' of the three
schoels will be descrited briefly to give some of the flavor of how
each school was operated, Sclocl X is an innovational and experimental
public high scheool, which is ¢rylng out many of the newer educational
techniques, It has attracted widespread interest and a constant stream
of visiting educators who come to scrutinize both the design of the
school and its educational activities, The innovative building design
and layout were deliberately planned to help give the students an aca-
demic situation leading te the development of individual responsibility
and self-determination in planning and carrying out their weekly "menu”
of academic scetivities, which includes considerable independent study,
The administrative approach used in the school seeks to giwve stud:nts
consliderable personal freedom and substantially emphasizes principles
of democratic managenent, rathner than principles of more traditionai
sutocratic management used in most schools, The atmosphere is unusually
informal and friendly for a public high school of this size,

The administrative approach used in School Y is a traditional cne,
and there is a somewhat impersonal atmosphere such as is typically found
in large high schools, By contrast, in School Z, although the adminis-
trative approach used is also traditional in most respects, the small
enrollment and the small size ¢ * classes there create a friendly atmos-
phere in which most of the teacners and students know each other, In
addition, emphasis is placed upon giving each student individual atten-
tion and encouraging personal responsibility and a considerable amount
of freedom on the part of the students,
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of the three schools will be presented in the following pages
by means of a brief description, a summary chart (Figure 1) and a
drawing of each schcol (Figures 2, 3 and 4),

3chool X is a large suburban public high school, The building
contains approximately 159,000 square feet of space and is the second
largest of the threec schools studied, The school occupies a "T-shaped®
building, with both of the rectangles forming the "T" quite broad
rather than long and extended, so the building is fairly compact in its
layout, It is twe stories high, with the second story almost completely
superimposed on the first story, except in the case of a fsw parts of
the building which are only mne story high, such as the library, As a
result, the layout of rhe bullding is quite easy for a newcomer to
understand, School X was planned so it incorpcrates a number 0f innova.
tions in both its design and teaching, Chief among the inncvations are
& "resources center," which represents a broadening of the moncéft of
library use; an "instrructional center," containing a great variety of
audio-visual teaching aids in a space that doubles as an auditorium;
and a combination of small seminar rooms and large team-teaching rooms,
used predominantly in place of conventional size clagsrooms which are
relatively few in number (See Figure 2),

School Y is also a large suburban public high school, and largest
of the three schools, both in terms of square footage and enrcllment,
The building contains appre. imately 178,000 square feet of space, ex-
cluding its unroofed courtyard, The building is constructed around a
large nearly square grassy courtyard, which is surrounded on all four

sides by building elements of different widths containing corridors,

- o n WA i 8 b e e man - M v L S MR M ki e drm
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&J lagssrooms, and other parts cof the school From this rouzhly square
é\

Al

'Wfomma:iOﬁ built around the center courtyard, a number of wide stubby
1w1ngs protrude, giving the perimeter of the Guilding a highly irregulsar

& ”hhape. Of the schools studied, School Y is the least compact and most

\

b

‘bomplicated in its layout, Parts of the building are three stories

high tut because the school is located on a sicping site and has had

;‘ many additions built on to its original element=ry school building core,
Yﬁﬂthere are many structural vsriations from one wing to the next and from
F» one story to the next, The stories are only partially superimposed on

, fg'\{

;:each other, with part of the school one story high, part of it two

'

fjstories, and purt of it three stories, Tharefore, when drawn in out-
;éline, each astory is quite different in shape, giving the building a
fg;complex and rather confusing labyrinthian layout (See Figure 3),

: School 2 is a small city private high school, It is laid out on
ffia campus plan, which consists of several schcol buildings located some
i%distance apart and _onnected by uncovered outdoor walkways that cposs
2§the grassy cpen campus., The main clagssroom building -« which was the
f%ébuildiﬁg primarily studied because it was the building in which most

M of the students and courses were situated -- is constructed in the

"shape of a simple rectangle, and thus it is the mest compact of the

.3 1. Plans are underway for the construction of additional
¥ space, which will eliminete the pleasant grassy courtyard with
the sentimentallyaregarded large ©ld tree in its center, and will
® provide more classrooms and a larger more modern libraryu
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three school buildings in its layout, However, it should be noted

that the library is in a connecting building, the gym in st.ill ansther
ouilding, and some classes are held in an additional small bulidimg
nearby, The main classroom building contains approxirately 60,000

square feet of space, aand it is the smallest of the &chool buildings

studied, It is three stories high, with each floor completely super-

imposed on the one below it, which gives the huildins zn egpecially

VAT e e s By SBE1

easy to understand layout (See Figure 4).

Schools X, Y and Z may be viewed as falling aleng a continuum
for each of a number of building factors, rather than as representing
sharp contrasts, The following chart summarizes the differences des-

eribed above (see next page):

T
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FIGURE 1

Summary of Differences Among the Three School Buildings

School X School Y School 2

New less New Newest:

{opened in fall] (mostiy built [This replacement for
of 196%3) in 1960) an older campus
building opened in

fall of 1964)

: Large Slishtly larger Small
S3ZE OF (2% times size | (3 times size
BUILDING of School Z) of School 2)

DESIGN Inncvacional Traditional Tradictional

COMPACTNESS Fairly Compact least Compact Most Compact

SHAPE T-Shape Hollow Square Rectangie
with Wines

NUMBER OF
- STORIES
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\{Lz. Selection of Sub jects

Lfter selecting the schoois, the mext stap in

)

ct
¥y
¢]
3
b

é ;called for administering a written questionnaire to the students, in
‘order to collect information about their interactions and locations
Tijin the schools where these had occurred, The population of subjects

: %who filled out the questionnaire consisted of virtually all the 1631
s‘.tatudents attending the top two grades of the three schoolg, In Schools
| 1Y and Z, all the students in the 1llth and 12th grades were used; while

3.
( in School X, the 10th and llth graders filled out the questionnaire,

3

v since this schovl was new and did not have a 12th grade. The reason

for administering the questionnaire to all students in the top two
fifgrades was that in the school setting it is often simpler to test all
fﬂsstudentsﬂ rather than to disrupt classes by testing only some.

After a preliminary examination of all the questiornaire data for

N -
- '

¥« the entire population of subjacts, decisions were made about the sample

Eﬁf&ize and an apprOpriate sampling plan, so the number of subjects could
be reduced to permit a sysrematic and detailed analysis of the raw daca,

/ﬁ A.total sample of 300 subjects was used, with 100 drawn from each school

;:ﬁThese subjects were randomiy selected, after being stratified 50-50

ﬁ%;acecrding to grade-level and sex, and also stratified according to the
_time-segment of the day for which they had been asked to record their

\\ interactions,

- When the analysis of the questionnaire data had been conplet

"éthe next step in the resesrch called for selecting a smaller stratified

R ;s&mple of students who would be interviewed to obtain explanatory

, information of a qualitative nature, which would be heXpful in

B T e T e i g
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interpreting the questimnnaire darz and rslating the findings to the
architectural design and layout of each school, Out of the sample of
300 subjects for whem the questionnaire data had been analyzed, a
further sample of 90 students was randomly selected, with 30 students
drawn from each school,

The sample of subjects who were interviewed was stratified not
orly by grade-level, sex, and time of day for which they had recorded
their interactions, but also according to whether their interaction
rates were high or low, The reason for stratifying according to
interaction rates was that it was fhought this variable might be
important, and therefore it seemed desirable to insure that both stu-
dents who had few interactions and those who had many interactions

would be interviewed, in order to help develop explanations for why

locations of the school buildi.gs,

3. Description of Measures Used and Data Collectinn Process

As already stated, data for the study were collected by means of

two kinds of measures: (1) a written questionnaire, in whiech the
studenis recorded information about their interactions and the loca.
vions in school where these had occurred; and {2 2) an interview schedule,

in wvhich students were asked questions aimed at finding out wvhat their

perceptions of the architectural enviromment were, aund why certain types l

of interactions occurred mainly in certain locations of the school
buildings. 1In addition, the investizators recorded their on-site ob-

servations about the design and layout of cach schocl, which provided
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; kihis material was later utilized to help in interpreting the data.
_‘\ The written questionnaire, titled the "High School Interaction
~tIn.vent:ory“ (See Appendix A, page 78 ), collected pertinent biographicai
x;idata and obtained the student's recording of all the informal interac-
{jttions in which he or she had participated during a specified pertion of
/%,the school day. Informal interactions were defined as all student con-
%?fversations taking place in the school building or on school grounds
:;?during the academic day, except those conversations occurring among
;1?students, or among students and teachers as a part of the regular

—

s classroom instructional prececure. The intent was to guide the students,

R
.

@ but not bias them in providing the required data. Therefore, in the

tj{questionnaire instructions, which were read aloud, the students were
?*58916 that the investigators were interested in the informal communica-
':¥tion process occurring in schools, and that they should therefore record
ii?all their informal conversations, including even those which secmed very
i}brief or trivial, However, no reference was made to the investigators'
i;?interest in the number of conversations occurring, or academic vs, non-
Z?iacademic interactions, or architectural implications,

| To help the student record in a converiient format ail the necessary
:infoﬁmation about each interaction, a series of queétians with sampie
iiéﬁaﬁér-cho&ces were furnished, down the left column of esach questionnaire
:f‘reéarding‘aheet. Students were told toc selecit from the answer-choices
f?anﬂ write these in where appropriage, or othewwise to devise their own

é“dascriptive answers to fit the interaction being recorced.
F”\ ‘d

The recording sheets provided for the collection of systematic

finformation about each interaction, consisting of such items as: the

St e e, o, e em—
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time and date when the interaction occurred; the number of particie.

Pants, and the activities they were engéged in at thé ﬁime of the in.

teraction; the content of the interaction (e.g., whether it related t-
classwork, homework, teachers, school administration, future college or l

Jjob plans, extra.curricular activities, social life, or personal matters)

the main purpese of the interacticn (e.g., whether its purpose was to
give information, obtain information, express an opinion, socialize,
aripe, kill time, or just be friendly); and the amount of timethe ine-

teraction lasted, At the end of the questionnaire, some additional

related recording tasks were furnished for students who finished re-
;if cording early in the period. |

éif The questionnaire was administered to classes of students turough-
out the regular pericds of the day, as they were assembled iﬁ requizrad
basic classes, In this way it was possible to give the questicmnaife
T8 to all students with' a minimum of disruption to their nérmal class
scheduls, But there was a more importan: reason for this strategy.

It was realized that students could not be expected either to remeﬁber
or to write fast enough tc¢ record all their interactions fer an entire
f;f school day, Therefere, to reduce the recording task to a reasor ,ie
length, the day was divided into parts, and the students during each
- class period were asked to record only their informal interactions which
i teok place during a certain specified portion of the day, By reducing
1 3 the recording task to managecble limits, the likelihood was reduced of
losing interactions either through inability to remember or lack >f re

3 cofding time.l So students would remember their interactions clearly,

3 1. In the case of a student who had had a greater number of inter-

- actions than he could record during the class period, he was asked to
- estimate the number of interactions not recorded, There was probably .
‘ hoth a little under-recording and over-recording. But the fact that some B8

students récorded as few as one interaction, while other students glving
estimates of unrecorded interactions. had recorded many interactions
suggests that the majority recorded in good faith, This impression %as

R supported by comments made in the interviews,
QI RIC—" 7 T T T T g
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each group filling out the questionnaire recorded their interac-
tions which had just occurred during the previous time segment, Since
each group covered a part of the school day, we were able to obtain
data that sampled the interactions occurring throughout the entire day,
providing a kind of composite of the school's interactional day,

In devising the interview schediile, the questionnaire data was
examined, certain differences and similarities among the schools wvere
noted, and questions were comstructed to obtain explanaticns from the
students, Additional questions were used to obtain: the student's
perce pti.éns of the school buiiding's architectural design and layout;
further specifications of locations and Arcumstances in which interac-

tions took place; information about the main gathering places, or

"psychological centers" where large groups of students congregated in
thé.lmildings; and the various needs that informal interactions sétisf;,
. as well s&s ways in which such interactions contribute to the informail
learning process, Detailed diagrams of the layouts of the entire schoel
Buil.ding were used in conjunction with a.number of these questions to

_. elicit and record the qualitative data more exactly,
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RESULTS

This section presents the quantitative data about informal inter-
actions, obtained from analysis of the responses te the written ques-
tionnaire made by the randomly selected, stratifiad sample of students.
The qualitative explanatory data obtained from the interviews are
incorporated in the report as part of the interpretive material, The
procedure for analysging the questionnaire data consisted of scoring
and categorizing the responses to each item, &and then figuring percen-
tage distributions, Following this, cross-tabulitions were carried out
for s number of items which seemed of special interest, Aaditional
cross-tabulations and analyses might have been fruitfully performed,
if the funds available for data analysis had been less limited,

The somewhat unconventicnal format of tiids section needs a few
words of explanation, Since this is an exploratory study which presents
a considerable amount of data pertaining to a large number of factors,
it was realized that it would be difficult for the reader to understand
and respond to the findings if the customary format for a results section ;*
were followed, consisting only of the statistical tables and brief explan-.5
ations, with the bulk of the explanatory and interpretive material coming ;:
later in the discussion se«tion, The customary format would haveé caused
tables and interpretive material to be quite separated, It was decided

P.

the pressntation would be more meaningful if these were pregented togetherf‘

fer the reader's convenlence, short summary tables based on the full}i

tables have been us~d in the results section, and the full tables -«
showing the responses ¢o each item on the questionnaire, broker. lZown by
school, grade-ievel, and eex -- have been placed in the appendix, (See

Appendix B, pages 81 - 94 ), The reader will notice that in the
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5§i~short summary tables, the data for all three schools are only presentc?

B part of the time, Thus, it should be explained what is the pattern

3
\ ;
N

B underlying the schools selected to represent the data in the summary
O

B tables, On these short tables, if the data on the full tables for each
;3}iof the three schools were quite similar, the.. the data for one school
‘éare used to give a quick visual summary of a trend shared in common by
.jfall the schools, In these cases, the school selected is chosen on a
ggrotafing basis, so that one school will not be used to represent the
ji similar date throughout the results, The three schools are cnly come
;Af pered in short summary tables when this would be of interest to make a
:’? particular point, for example, when there are important differences, or
f;é when anticipated differences tura out surprisingly not to exist. In
: the cases when there was a hypothesis about a particulaer behavioral or
? architectural factor which one school exemplified especially, it zsemed
:‘i appropriate to use the data for that school in the short table, At any
%if time more informatlon is desired, or additional compérisons wanted, all
f;%’the datsa are avallable in Appendix B,

The reader is cautioned to remember that all the data about inter-

. ; actioks used in this study was obtained from g2lf.reportg of individual.,
“ff and therefore the inferences made reflect the limitations of data derived

from personal judgaents and estimates, Irn addition, the reader is

cautioned to remember, irn responding to the data about interactions,
B that the three high schools used in this exploratory research have some

B special and rather atypical characteristics (as described in the sectiom

about selection of the schosols), These schools are "prestige' schools,
with high academic standards and an unusually large percentage of

@ college-bound siudents, If data were collected in other types of schools
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-« for example, in slum schools -- the fiandings might be wvery
different, A future study, using a considerably lagger sample of
schools, whichk would compare several different types of schoonls,
and examine the similarities and dissimilarities in the behavioral
characteristics of the interactions, would provide a very interesting
follow-up te this exploratory study,

In a preliminary analysis of the questionnsire data, it was found
that informal interaction totals for each of the three schools were
somewhat affected by the grade-level of the students, with the 10th
grade reporting significantly fewer infreractions, For this reason,
the original plan of analyzing a sample of all the data collected was
modified. It was decided that the data obtained for the two upper
grades in each school should not be combined and used in the analysis,

as 10th grade data were not comparable with 12th grade data and wouid

informal interaction rates for the three schools, Therefore, with the

exception of Table 1, throughout the results section comrarisons will

be made of the responses which llth grade students gave in answer to
each item since the 1lith grade was the one grade common to all three
schuols, and the data for it were quite uniform -- thus giving a good
basis for comparison,

The lack of comparability of the data for the 10th and 12th grades
is shown in Table 1, which summarizes the total number of informal
interactions recorded for the sample of 300 subjects drawn from the

three schovuls:
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IABLE 1

Fecorded Interactians Broken Down
By School, Sex, and Grade

School X School Y School 2
'7w-100) (N=100) (N=100)
Boys Girla Boys Girls Boys Girls
(24=50)(M=50) (N~SQ) (N=50) (N=50) (N=50)

A X nteractions

10th Grade 1317 127 <o -e > - .-

11th Grade 128 161 123 162 124 149
12th Grade 138 179 125 148

“QE@@EQ; Fach of the column figures in this table represents the number
i of interactions recorded for a subsample of 25 students,

It can be seen that, in addition to the slight trend of higher
Wﬂégraées reporting more informal in-eractions than lower grades, there is
;fga marked trend toward the females reporting more interactions than the
“;ﬁmulesc However, when making comparisons between the schools, nolding

?sax and grade-level constant, the results are quite uniform, For the
‘LJKllth grade boys, only small differences exist among the schools, For
) llth grade girls, Schools X and Y are mearly the szame, although zirls
‘/ Ln School Z had fewer interactionms,

o In thinking about these data, it should be remembered that the

_%“data were cdllected in a series of assigned recording perieds, which

i .
C.gjéumulatively spanned the school day, but with each group of students

ﬁffreporting only a part of the day, The form o. the datz, and the fact
:7fthat only interactions for one day were sampled for each schooil, do not
.j?£permit an exact statement of the mean number of informal interactions
i;;;rheﬂe students had during the entire school day, However, it can be
_QEﬁescimated that for the typical 1llrh grade student, the number of informal
3%:;1ntera¢tions fz11 between 35 and 40 for the entire school day,

~28-
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The short summary tables of the dats derived from the respnnses
to each questionnaire item will now follow. The material presented
for each item will explain why the question was asked, how the respon-
Seés wera analyzed; and what the findings were. The data will uniformly
consist of llth grade data, based on a sample of 150 students, with 50

students drawn from each of the three high schools, The randomly

selected sample was stratified according to sex (25 males and 25 females
from each school), and also stratified according to the time-sagment of

the day for which the students had been asked to record their interac-

;fﬁ Questionnaire Item #1 -- Time When Imteraction Occurred
qgﬁ The purpose of this question was ¢o identify these interactions

occurring within the more structured and formal class periods, as

opposed to those occurring in the less structured and less formal

2;? situations batwaen claases; at lunch, or before and after school, The
Eﬁ? question was asked because it was felt that the architecture might have

more of an influence om interactions occurring in the less behaviocrally
~g}§ restricted situations than in the formal classroom situations, In addi-
| tion, another purpose was to find out i certain vortions of the school

3 day were richer in interactions than other portions. Table 2 shows the

time when interactions cccurred for the llith grade sample:

5 : oy s . - R R
— e e




o B R -~ RS [N R ~ . S - = o R o~ Yo N )
- BN N B .
e oonar e [ OO O SRS S RO - . (P RV, SRR | VPR » VLI
ST TTD AT e e e T T ¢ i P s RGBT A ‘> e S gl S i

.

ii

Table 2
Time of Occurrence of Interactions s
Between During »
Class Class During Be fore After
Periods Periods _Iarch School School
Interactions
A School X 32% 463% 8% 9% 8%
% (289=100%)
B8 School Y = 31% 40% 12% £% 9%
;(285u100%)
B School Z 34% 36% 17% 59, 6%

B (264=1007)

5;; Comparing the differences in Table 2 for the number of interac-
J\}fions occurring between class periods, all three schools are nearly
:he same, One difference is that School X hag a slightly larger per-
\/fcentage of interactions dccurring during class periods than the other
ff?SChGQlS; It should be recalled that by definition informal interac- ‘f
;qftions are not related to the regular instructional procedure such as
iclass discussion, and therefores thes: interactions constitute what
‘zteachers refer to as "whispering” or "talking in class." Another dife
?férence shown in Table 2 is that Schcol Z considerably exceeds the other
ﬁljschmols in the percentage of interactions occurring during the lunch
h;p@riod.

R In thinking about the data presented in all the tables, the reader
gshould bear in mind that the number of interactions, which is the way

i

1nv ractions are counted in most of the tables, is separate from the

‘é'dugation or length of interactions, A time period in which there are

318 .-
g oy interactions does not necaessarily mean the students did mos: taliking ”
\rﬁta-%

durin; tn2t time period than in one with fewer interactions, For exame

ple, duriag a lunch peried in which students may have talked almost
é, «30-




continuously, there may be fewer interactions because the conversations
are longer and unbroken, while in the halls there may be a much higher
number of interactions because of the brewvity of each ome, To summarize,
the number or frequency of conversations cannot be taken as a measure

of how much of the time, during a certain time period, was occupied by
telking,

In accounting for the two differences noted in the preceding table,

it appears that architectural factors may account for the first of

them, At School X, the large number of seminar rocms and the small
number of regular-size classrooms may lead to smaller and mere informal
class situations in which more informal interactions are possible during
class periods, As for the larger number of lunch period interactions at
Schocl Z, here administrative factors probably account for the differ-
ence, It should be noted that at School Z all classes in the high school
scop for lunch hour, and that after the students finish eating they have
20 to 30 minutes of free time, By contrast, at Schools X and Y the more
customary "staggered” lunch schedule is used, and also the students have

& shorter lunch period and corisequently less free time during which

they are able to conduct many of the lengthlier conversations which

typically occur during lunch,

Questionnaire Item #2 -- Number of Participants

This question was concerned with the size of the greups in which
informal interactions occurred, hecause it was felt that group size
might affect the content and purpose of the interactions., The results

ars 2houn in Table 3:
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Table'é

Number of Participants in Interactions

Two Three Four Fiva Over Five
j Interactions
B School X 54% 249, 8% 5% 8%
**“?(289:100%)
- School Y 69% 21% 5% - 5%
(2853100%)
School y/ 62% 21% 11% 3% 3%

fiff(zaamlow%)

This table shows that School X has more interactions involving }
ffivé or more students than the other schools, School Y has more in.
Vteracticns involving only two students than the other schools.

| ‘ “ Th(ere, are two architectursl factors that may account for_ the 5
zﬁgeéter number of large-group interactions at SchoolX, It should be
\/ i:;:‘e(_:alled that at t:ﬁi.s schoc;lt there are many small seminar rooms and
}relatively few regular-gize classrooms. The data show that many <f

,f‘tﬁe large-group interactions occur in either the small seminar rooms

in clagsrooms, I¢{ may be that the group strutture encouraged in the
.:, ;seminar room setting carries over to the classruvoms and causes larger
1groups to participate in the informal interactiens, On the other ha_nd,
;~-‘_, vy of‘ the large~group interactions occurring in the corridors of School
;X are perhaps explained by the compactness of the school and layout of
the corridor system, which bring large groups of students together and
1{’ - give them time between classes to talk while remsining in these groups,
'i

\'.'he ‘location of School X's thirty-nine large-group interactions are ’

;sshgwn in the following table, in order to examine which of these

W

ga::chitectural factors is more influential:
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Iable 4

Locations of interacticns
Involving Five or More Participants

Halis and Seminar Rocoms All Other
Stairs and Classrooms Locations
School X
Interactions 8% 60% ' 32%
(39=100%)

From this table we see that large-group interactions occur
mainly in the seminar rooms andclassrooms, suggesting that these
rooms are more likely to be associated with the cause of large-group
interactions, than is the corridof system,

In seeking an explanation for School Y's large number of two=
perxon interactions, it can be speculated that the layout of the
building around a central courtyard and its long corridors frequently
require the students to travel a comparatively long distance between
classes, Jt follows that interactions ‘involving two persons are more
likely to occur than these involving larger groups, since students
wno are hurrying to class would find it difficult to converse with a
group of pereons while en route, Table 5 compares two-person interac-
tions occurring in transit at School X, which had the smallest percen-

tage of two-person interactions, with those occurring in School Y:

Table 5

Activities Engaged in by Participants
When Two-Pergson Interactions Began

In Transit Waiting All Other Activities
Interactions
Schsol ¥ - 32% 26% 42%
(157=100%)
School Y 42% 20% 38%
(194=100%)
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The 10% difference in favor of School Y tends o support the
ipeculation that its more extended type of building layout may lead

e

a greater number of two-person interactions.

estionnaire item #3 -~ Identity of ihe Other Participants

In this questionnaire item, studeuts were asked to identify the
', t:her participants in terms of status (student or teacher), sex, and
"made-level, if a student The purpose was to find out about the
eterogeneity or homogeneity of the "mix" of conversational groups,
T hat is, the extent to which students interact with teachers, or with
tudents of the opposite sex, or of different grade-ievels, Mix was
““ hought to be important because in a conversational group which has a
;a:lverse mix 3 the student has a chance to meet and interact with
_;students of the opposite sex, of different grade-levels, and possibly
‘7 dif{erent academic programs., In this situation, the student is more
%Jii".ely to be exposed to different points of view about the courses and

éctivities in the school, A building, by the way it is laid ocut, may

3 nfluence which students encounter each other as they go ts their

“!jclasses, and thus may help to influence the diversity of the mix,

Table 6 shows who were the participants in interactions:

Table 6

and Status of Participants in Interactions

Same-Sex Different-Sex Mixed-Sex
St:udegt Student Students Teacher Unknown

2 3 (1 other “{1 other (More than 1
¥ Interactions Participant) Participant) Other Parti.)

¥ omasnte

B School X 46% 21i% 17% 14%
g (289=100%) '

g School Y 57% 22% 2% 8%
_(285:100%)

| School 2 50% 12%
- (264=100%)

O




35
Table 7 shows the grade-levels of the participants:
Table 7

Grade lLevels of Participants in Interactions

Same- Different Mixed-
Grade Grade Grade Urknown
Interactions
School X 76% 13% 10% -
(246=100%)
School Y 74% 19% 7% -
: (258=100%)
ot School Z 74% 19% 6% 1%
= 3 (236=100%)
f{ﬁ Note: Discrepancies hetween the number of interactimns shown

in Tables 6 and 7 are accounted for by the fact that a
teacher interaction is counted in more than one category

if it has multiple-oontent,

Qﬁz One finds relatively lititle difference between schools in
gither table with the possiblie exception of student-teacher {interace-
- tions, A higher perentage is found at School X, and this is worth

exploring further since more informal interactiors with teachers

~ migat : very desirable in promoting the informal learning of students,
' The locations in which student-teacher interactions occurred are

esxamined in Tsble 8:

£ Table 8

Locations of Interactions with Teachers

_; Halls, Classrooms,
5 Stairs, and Seminar Rooms, A1l Other
. Lobbiey and Labs Locations
; Interactions
g School X 17% 57% 5%
*% (41=100%) L 2%
. School Y 20% 36% 44
= (23=100%) "
School Z 27% 50% 23%
i © (26=100%)
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In thig table, the most striking difference is the low number’

BB srudent-teacher interactions occurring in classrocms at School Y,

a
-
<

\ School Y, which has only a small number of student-teacher inter-
NN

ions occurring in classrcoms, the long corridors and lack of com-

~ 4
-

é¢tness may provide part of the explanation, Presumably the students

o
S

3 péi teachers often have long distances to travel when they changé

tasasrooms, leaving little time for informal student~teacher conversa-
‘:;1‘:
Blons in the classroom, either before or after the instructiosnal

:rj,ad, By contrast, Schools X and Y are similar in that both have a

[

ygh:ar percentage of student-teacher interactions occurring in class-

/, At School X, seminar rooms and labs account for a large number

the ciassroom interactions tetween students and teachers, An

‘f, chitectural explanation for School X's classroom interacticas may be
relatively compact layout and the fact that School X has many

‘ mmar rcoms where students are able to meet teacliera on an informal

Likewise, the very compact layout of School Z may be one reason

.;“4 v it tco has more classroom student-teacher interac.ions than School Y,

’ Buest ionnaire ltem §#4 -~ Who Started Interaction

< S
N The responses to this item were not tabulated and analyzed because,

{ftex: a preliminary examination of the raw data, it was decided that thks
espnnses would not contribute to a better understanding of the rela-
ii.onships between interactions, architectural layout, and the infcrmal

37y
. -
-

lrarning process,

f *lesvtionnaire Item #5 -~ Lucation Where Interaction Occurred

, The location where an interaction occurs would appear to be related
=g

: part to the architecture, since certain locations may provide
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or interact in different behavioral settings, Tawie Y gives the

data for locaticns of interactions;

T

e i

4 «37-
E opportunities for students to meet more easily, or talk more freely, <
Table 9 i

s e

Locat_.ns of Interactions

) Outside Classrocms,
‘ Building, Halls, Cafeteria Seminar
; on School Stairs,& or Rooms and Li- Un-
Grounds  Lobbles  Restrooms Labs Gym Dbeary Enown
Interactions
, School X « : <
; (289=2100%) 5% 29% 13% 40% 1% 6% 4%
% Schocl ¥
‘ (285=1.00%) 4% 38% 13% 33% 4% 2% &%
; School Z
(264=100%) 3% 34% 11% 42% 2% 5% 1%

The main finding is that, for Schocls X and Z, about one third of
the interactions take place ' the halls, stairs amd lobbles, and about
40% take place in the classrooms, seminar rooms, and labs, while with
School Y these figures are reversed, The extended layout of School Y,
el the many long corriders which the students must travel {in changing
classes, probably account for this differernce, It lg interesting to
note that the figures in Table 9 fit generally with those off Table 2,
dealing with the time when the interaction occurred, As would be ex-
pected, most of the interac.icns occurring in the hallways take place
between classes, and most of those occurring in the classxroom take
place during a class period,

Interactions occurring in the halls, stairs and lobbies are of

particular intirest; first, because these are spaces whers students

.....

e ymoer Y3 o, i i ot i by [T N




fan interact with greater freedom, and second, because corridor systems

. ary more widely among the three schoolc than many of the otbe- archi-

frd

gjlﬂectural factors, 1t has been conjecturec¢ that some corridor syctems
B :end to keep sub-groups of students relatively isolated, resulting in
A smaller number of interactiocns, or in a more restricted mix, Evi-

19 §ence for any differences among the schools in tle number of interac-

b

"
h=a

¥ 50ns occurring in the halls was not found, but in exemining the data

I
E
i}

ﬁ%n the grade~level of the students with whom interactions occurred,

Lt

M s ore differences are found in the heterogeneity or “"richness" of the

—

B nix, as shown in Table 10:
& X

Table 10

Grade-levels of Participants in Hallway Interactioms

Second

& Third

Same- Dif ferent=- Column
Grade Grade Combined

School X 67% 13% 26%
{84=100%)

School Y 67% 27% 29%
(107=100%)

School 2 67% 18% 7% 25% 0%
(22=100%) :

u?g?ﬂbw@ver, ¢ince Scheol ¥ has already been shown to have more hallway

P
e

& 3 nteractions sccurring in large-sized groupe, and by definition, a

%éiqﬁxadograde interaction has & minimum of three participants, one

" )

'gffawtually obtains a fairer basis of comparison here if one combines

7.
¥ 5 ,

%f whe above percentages for different grade-level and the mixed grade-

4
.
.

L~
Wy

’

¥

;} level, =8 shown in the third column of Table 10, Viewing the data

[




this way, vhere is vecy little difference among the three schools,

A
Therefore, on the basis of these data, the variable of Yrichness”

of mix does not & pear to be influenced by differences in *he archi-
tectural layout of the three schools,

Yo hhad
4 SAAUS

been anticipatsd

in classrooms would be more 1liksly to have an academic conteat than
those occurring in halls, stairs, and lobbies, or other less behaw
viorally restricted locations, In other words, the nearer the location

of the interaction to the instructinnal setting, the more iikely it

is tc deal with instructional matters, To test this idea, sn examina-

tion was made of the content of interactions occurring in classroonms,
seminar rooms, and labs, compared both with those occurring in halls,
staires and lobbies, and those occurring in all other locatimns, The
data for School Y were used, since this schcol had the highept percen
tage of interactions relating to course work (even though its porcentage

was only slightly higher than School Z), Table 11 shows the results:

Table 11

Comparison of Course Work Content

and Locatioms of Inferactions
Related to Related to

Re lated to Personsl- Other
Course-~work Social lMavters _Matters

Scheel Y

Intaractions Oc-
curring in Clasg-
rooms, Seminar
Roons, & Labs
(150=100%)

Interactinng Oc-
curring in Halls,
Stalrs, & Lobbies
(150:=100%)

Interactions Oc-
curring in Othex
Locacions, Include
ing Iibrary, Gym,

Cafeteria, etc,
(115=100%)

4
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The data show the highes? percentage sf informal interactions

N related to course-work occurs in the classrooms, seminar rooms, and
labs. The definition of infermal interactions is such that tt;ia: pec-
i centage excludes the formal student-teacher interactions which are

: part of the regular instructimnal procedure and which oomprisé the
“bulk of classroom aci¢lvity, Fewer informal interactioas relating to
‘»; course work occrrred in the halls, stairs and lobbies, and still fewér
in other locations. There is a corresponding increase in the "percen-
\.: tage of personalwsccial interactions as ore moves away from the

' clagsroom &rea. Thege dara support the view that interactions taking

: pPlace closer to the instructinnal setting ave movre likely to have an

3

# academic content,

Questionnaire Item #6 .- Antivities Engaged I By Participants

Whan interaction Began

The informacion from.this item is useful in understanding the

- behavioral context in which the interaction took place, To classify
the kinds of activities in which students were engzcged when informzl
| conversations sccurred, four maln categories were used: (1) "Doing,“
which meant carrying out some specific stationery activity; (2) "Wait-
ing," which meant waiting for an activity to begin; (3) "In Transit,"

_,.3 which referred to activities in which a student was going to a specifie

destination; and (4) "Reaming,¥ which referred to activities in which

BE* the student was moving about the building withost having a specific
' destination in mind; although he was possibly seeking a certain kind
of environment, Catzgories 1 and Z refer essentially to stationéry

activities, while 3 and 4 refer to activities in vhich the individual




L .
1s going from one place to another, Another difference is that Cate-
gories 1 and 3 have a more clasrly defined mirpose than Categories 2
and 4, Since many conversations occurred while the studenis were

eating lunch, the category "Eating" was addec as a sub-category under

"Doing, "

It seemed likely that the number and length of interactions which
students participated in while in transit might be influenced by the
ﬁ;i extent to which the school building was spread out and lacking in
, compactness, as a result of the extendedness of its layout and its long
corridors, 1If an architectural factor like this can be shown to have
f such an effect, then, as more is learned about the twpes of informal
,g student interactions which occur in transit and their desirability,
‘gg it may be that.architevts ultimately will be able to influence their
~ occurrence by modifying the architectural design of schooi buildings,

NEE The distribution of the data for each school is shown in the following

8 table:

. ] Table 12

4 Actlvities Engaged in by Participants

- When Interactions Began

9 In

'lf Transit Roaming Waiting Doing  Eating

>§§ Interactions

5 School X 30% 2% 234 38% 6%
(289=100%) :

Y School Y 37% 1% 26% 30% 6%

(285=100%)

S School Z 33% 2% - 23% 36% 6%

(264=100%)

%
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School Y has the largest percentage of "In Transit" inﬁeractioné,

\-

MEivst likely due to the extended layout of this school,

3
7 y‘

o The number of conversations recorded for an activity category is,

z
Ll

' 3

‘

>

Bf course, in part related to how much of the academic day is spent in

o E tivities falling into that category. However, it is clear thatﬂaome'
¥ 3
‘ ;tivities vhich may take only a small proportion of the day may be

hel

gssociated with a disproportimnately high number of conversations,

} rhaps as a result of supplying an especially favorable interactional

A M

- tting or increasing the probability of encountering jadividuals with

Ca
>

v o

om interaction is desired, It seems reasonable that the character-
ist'ics of interactions may differ according to the accompanying activi-
vy which in part provides their behavioral setting; in turn; the na,tur:'e
i zhe activity is often in part determined by the location in the
:1lding where it occeurs, For example, certain activities, such as
rlking in a la®n, may tend to encourage fairly frequent but short cone
rsations, while other activities, such as eating, tend to emcouragé
B smaller numbexr of conversations which, however, are lorger and more
stained, Thus it is seen that in addition to influencing frequency,
¢ pnature of the aztivity and i*s setting may affect the length of

G

onve. .ations, Length of the interaction obvicusly hag sore effect on
e kind of topic which is likely to be discussed, and the depth or
tensiveness with which it can be treated in the conversation,

It has previously been commented upon that at School Y, there is
pattern of A higher vercentsge of two-perion interactions c»ccu'u:'rin(gh .

ile students are in trangit in the halls and stairs., To describe thé‘ ‘

n Transic? interactions further, the length of time of “In Transic"




interactions was compared with that of "Waiting" and "Doing" inter-

actions, analyzing the data for School Y as shown in Table 13:

Table 13

Comparizon of Length of Interactions and Activities
Engaged in By Participants When Interactiors Began

Length of Interaction:
Up to 2 3 - 4 5 - 10 Over 10

Minutes Minutes Minutes Minutes

Activity Cate ories
at Schcol Y

“in Transit"
Interactions 5%% 20%
( 102=100%)

”waiting" and “Doing® 45% 28%
Interactions
(154=100%)

As expected, the majority of the “In Trangit" interactions have
a short duration of two minutes or less, while interactions accompanying
activities in thé "Walting"” and "Doing" categories take longer, This
indicates that "In Transit" interactions are typically charact-zrized
by haste and brevity which place certain constraints on the content,
both in terms of the kinds of topics which can be discussed and what

can be said about them in a limited amount of time.

Questionnaire Item #7 -~ Activities Enpaged in By Other Participants

When Interaction Began

| Originally it was pianned to study the specific routes used and

the activities engaged in by all participants in a particula terace.
action, that led to that interaction's taking place, Later this approach ‘i;
was viewed as being too ambitious for the present study, and this item

was not scored,
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Mliestionnaire Item #8 -~ How Student Took Part in Interaction
: It was conjectured that the extent to which a student perceived
gimself as participating in a econversation might give some indication
Bf his involvement in the intevraction, Therefore, it was decided to
:a and compare the perceptions of students about the extert of
o " eir participation in their interactions, It was recognized that the
&, might be scmewhat distorted andthat self.reports on this question
Em.tld be factually inaccurate, since students might not realize how
I‘ch. or how little they were actually participating, Nonethelesss, fhe
fi appearad potentially intexesting enough to warrant scrutiny. Tt
oll.owing data for the llth grade show there were practically no differ-

.‘ Al

nces among the schools on this item:

Table 14
“"Eant of Self-Perceived Participation in Interactions

Ta lked Talked Ligtened
-a Lot Seme Mostiy

fiteractions
24% 56% 19%

56% 17%

51% 16%

‘ ~ It seemed interesting aige to examine the relationship betweé‘n‘
he arudept's per reived extent ¢f participation and the sizx. of ‘che

,nteraction group, since group size u«ppears to be a va’ci.able than can

i‘

“ i.nf luenced by the axchitecture, and, when considered wi.th other

actora, the extent of participation may give cone kind of indicati@n
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sf the quality of the intoraction, Table 15 examines *+he dat=a for
School X in terms of the relationship between .these two va~iables:

Table 15

Extent of Self-Perceived Participation in Interactions
Compared with Size of Group

Exterc of Participation:
Talked Talked Listened
a_ Lot Some _Hostiy

Interactions_at School X

A}

Two Partiecipants 25% 57% 18%
(146=100%)

Five or More Participants 24% 50% 26%
(42=100%)
There is virtually no difference hetween "Talked a Lot¥
percentages, alghough there are slizght differences in the f1Talked
Some® ang YListened Mostrly" categories, It may be that most students

-

actually do view themselves &s talking some, rather than talking a

lot, in the majority of their interactions. Or, on the other hand,

a possible explanation may be that students viewed the "Talked a Lot% -
answar-choice as descriptive of the behavior of a “hig.mouth" which,
particularly among teenagers, 1is likely to have given that choice an
unféQorable connotation in texms of desirable sociel behavior. Further
data would be requirsd to clarify the meaning of the above differences
about the extent of participation in interactions, It is interesting,
however, to note that in the larger inveraction-groups more students

reported themselves as listening mostly, as would be expected,

Questionnaireltem #9 -. Content of Interaction
Although rather limited as a measure of the quality and poséible

academic desirability ef an interaction, the content cf an interaction
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f,onstituted the major kind of data in this study used for evaluation
';;f the quality of the interaction, The general criterion decided upon
;fgfas that the interactions with academical ly-related or school-related
‘1‘ontent are generally more desirable in promoting informal academic
wj;earning than those which do not have acadsmic or schuol-related cone
;‘;emt. In evaluating the possible desirability of the var ous kinds of
$ §choo1-ra1ated interactions, content dealing with coursework or home-
‘ﬁ‘ork was ranked as most desirable; with schecl events, extraccurricular

ctivities and future plans ranked second; and content dealing with

:y'eachers or the school administration ranked third. Content dealing

BEvith social and persunal matters was viewed as being less likely to

fcontribute to the informal academic learning process, and it was thus

K.
- &

ranked as least desirable, although such content certainly contributes .

l%o the learning in a broader sense,

These criteria have limitations and ignore a number of factors -
/"hich may be very important, However, the criteria are useful in pro. .

iding a preliminary way of sorting the data about interaction content,
hich rvepresents an initisl attempt to evaluate the quality of various
5~types of interactions. One limitation is that the qualit s Or gggigg-~~

‘ bilitv, of a type of interacction should not really be considered apart

L1

i\from the educational situation to which it relates, and the educational
vy .
objectives of that situation, Furthermore, it wae recognized that the

gfategories and rankings used are somewhat conjectural and arbitrary,
?;;nd in &ddition reprrsent oversimplifications, A further limitation 18
£ hat these categories deal with interactions only in terms of tbeir
;;an¢fest content, ignoring latent content, and igroring issues both of
Ehe posni%le complex relationship between different tyres of interac-

””jions, and the possible array of important interacticnal needs that
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students might have to satisfy in their interactions, in order to
accomplish effective informal academic learning.

For example, it is @asy to see that students are unlikely to
engage in informal academic interactions with other students whom
they know only slightliy, ¢n comiortable
eocial terms, Thus, interactions about social and personal matters
may cumulatively help set the stage for interactions resulting in
informal academic les 2ing, In addition, students may need to react
to var‘ious events of the day which have persomal or emotional signifi-
cance before they can turn to topics that are academically related,

In this respect, the student is not too dlif.ferent from the worker in a
business office, who as part of the process of getting assigred tasike
done, has sccial-exoticnal needs which mast be attended to and satis-
fied, Thus in order to accomplish the work, the individual may find

it necessary to talk with his pzers who share the same situation, dis-
cussing what the "boss" really meant >y a certain set of instructions,
"ventilaving” feelings by expressing gripes about aggravating aspects
of the work situation, and offsetting the hard efiort or monotony of

the task by some recreation, which may consist of having pefiad:’-.c en-
joyable ¥talk-breaks" with feilow~wor}'ers‘. Clear ly even interactions

dealing with gripes, or with social and personal matters, may be cf

value and be a desirable part of the daiv, as long as these are functional & "

in that they facilitate getting the wl'oi:k'_’done properiy.
in f£illing out the questionnaire, studencs were instructed that
ehey could iigsc up to three topics or contents for an interaction; in

the case =f more topics than three they were to list the three which were




These contents were then cate-

.gerized. The data &re shown for the three schools in the following
- ab e

Table 16

Content of Interactiong
Non-
Academ,
Academically Related Related
lTeachers,
Course School  Future School Yerscna l.
Work Ewvents Plans admin, Social

:fInteractiong

83 School X 22%  15% 2% 6% 53%
P (385=100%3 ‘

4 Gy

B school Y 12% 1% 7% Lh% 2%,
fh‘§(4153100%)

& School Z 13% 1% 10% 64% 3%
B (357=1007)

~ .

In this table it will be noticed that the numbers of intersc-
tions given are higher than in the other tables, The reason
is that multiple-content interattions in which several topics
were discussed were categorized in terms of each of their _
various contents, for purposes of analysis, Thus the number
of content-categories exceeds the number of interactions,
since each of the content-categories was counted up to a maxi-
mum of three per interaction,

In view of the coiticisms heard about students spehding too much

'”}img dlscugsing personal and social matters in school, it is in-

2

B

A teresting to note that in two schools, the percentage for this kind of

gl tnteraction constitutes less than half of the total and, in the other

>

*1schocl snly slightly over half of the total, It is thus seen that a

bo~ N

%

.”glarge portion of the informal conversations are related to school acti-
e, |

gpvities, The differences found in comparing the three schosls must be

;interpreted cautiously, The data represent only interactions for one
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day, on which there could have been important events connected with
course-work which might give a somewhat highar percentage for one
school than is typical for an average day., For example, report cards
had been given out at School Y the day before, with resulting discussion
“¢ this topic, An analvsis of the content of course work imteraciions
at School Y confirmed this point, by showing that 37% of these dealt
with "school grades" or "report cards,"

Another important point about course work interactions pertains
to the distinction between those which are about assignment of course
work, such as the number of pages required to be read or how long the
homework took; oppcsed to those of a more academic type, such as dis-
cussion of ideas presented in the class or textbook, The questionnaire
did not collect informaticn about the content of "course:work" interac-
¢lons in such a way that a distinection would be made between these two
types, but interview data indicated :that many of these interactions
deelt with the assignment of course work rather than its intellectual
coritent,

Nonetheless, interactions dealing with the assignment of course
work may make a more important contribution than is realized at first,
In a number of these interactions, students compared their performéances
in studying, or in completing an assignment, While, on thé surface,
such content might appear to make relatively little contribution to
informal aca“emic learning, rfurther data provided by students in the
interviews sugmested that comparing performance may in fact have the
important fnnction of "setting the pace" by establishing performance

norms, and therefore may have an important effect on motivation and f
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\sﬁrachievement. Whether the performance norms for & subgroup of students
Q¥ are set high or luw depends on many factors in the school, as well as

?f;‘on the subgroup to which 2 student belongs, But certainly the comruni.

o

. cation of these performance norms, together with information on the
=2?} ef forts actually made by students, would seem to be an important factor
i‘f% in learning.

Considering the kinds of interactional situations which are

;5; conducive to course work interactions, one may first note the distribu-
{ tion of interactions in tecrms of dealing with a single topic or several

' topics, shown in Table 17:
Table 17

Singlg-Content Compared with Multiple-Content Interactions

Single-Content Mul- _ple-Content

Interactions

School X 78% 22%
(289=100%)

i School Y 68% 319%
3 {285=100%)

. Schocl Z 72% 28%
3 (264=100%)

A8 can be seen in this table, the majority of the interactions
reported deal with a single topic, and differences are slight among
the three schools, |

The follc.ing table now examines the aata for Schocl Z, comparing
the subject matter of single-content and multiple-content interactions,

in order to find cut in which of these types of interactions course

wor¥ is discussed more often:
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Table 18

Subject Matter of Single-Content and
Multiple-Content Interactions

Content of Interactions:

Course Other Personals
Work Schkol~ Social
. Related
Interactions at
School 2
Single-Content 21% 28% 50%
(189= 100%)
Hultiple-Content 39% 26% 35%
(75=100%)

The data show that course work is discussed more ofgen in
multiple-content interactions than in single-content interactions,

Therefore, it next seems worthwhile to analize rultiple-content
interactions further to’find out what percentage of these were pelated

entirely or partly to coursework:

Table 19

Course Work Content of Multiple-Content Interactions

Total } Multiple~-Con- Multiple-Con- Multiple~Cona
Multiple- |! tent Related tent Related tent Entirely
Content { Entirely to Partly to Unrelated to
Interactions || Course Wg£g¢a' Course Work Course Work
Interactions ;
School X 22% ¥ 2% 12% 8%
(289=100%) | '
School Y 31% | 5% 15% 11%
(285=100%) |
School Z 28% | 7% 1% 7%
(264=100%) |
|
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The main point of interest here iz that multipie-content in-

 -eractions are quite rich in content relatad to course work, Thus,

‘-::persona1~socia1 convertations may have enbedded in them some discus-

rse work_ and consequently, it should not be assumed that

@ion of ¢

such conversations make no contribution to i ‘formal academic learning

at ‘In short, discussions of personal or social matters may be useful

,!
-
E academically'when rese provide a coutextual matrix in which academicalliy
|
i

related interactions occur,

In considering what conditions encourage multiple-conteat inter-

actions, it would be expected that interactions coveriug several topics

\_—-«w——é\‘m—»-

< | .
1

.

2 generally would require more time, This is confirmed in the following

Q,{gtable which shows the length of time of single and multiple~content )

,«

1nteractions, analyzing the data for School Z: .

L)
e

4

Tabie 20

DA —,-m,:-:—v“ .{ |

Conmparison of Length of Interactions and
Single=Content and Multiple-Content Interactions

Length of Interaction:

Up to 2 to & 5 to 10 Over 10
~Mins, Mins. Mins, Mins,

Iype _of Interaction
at School 2

Single-Content 55% 29% 13% 3%
(189=100%) :
Multiple-Content o 21% 11% .*"’.'*' 2% 16%

(75 = 100%)

-

It will be recalled that longer‘§hteractions tended to occur
'; while students were engeged in activities in the "Waiting" and
"yoing® categcries, and shorter interactions tended to occur while

' they were ergaged in "In Transit" activities, While dats are latking
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to give a full description of the characteristics of longer interac-
tions, the data collected suggest that interactions occurring while
students are relatively stationary, either "Waiting" or "Doing,” com-
bine with the two variables c¢f mulriple-content and a length of over
five minutes ts form an identifiable ty e of interaction, Ag has
&lready been shown, this t}pe of lengthy interactimn -- vhich typically
occurs with gromps of students in the halis betwee» ~lass periods, often
toe the annoyance of the school administration -- can at times be highly
desirable due to the contribuiiosn it makes to informal acadenic learning,

It might be inferred that the interest and emotional involvement
of students in variuus kinds of topics might be shoﬁn indirectly by how
they evaluated the adequacy of the amount of time available for discus-
sing certain topics. Therefore, the table on the following page, com-
paring the data for Schools Y and Z, was used to examine how involved
students are in discussing course work, as compared with personal-social
matters,

However, if the inference is correct that involvement in topics is
indicated by how the adequacy of time is rated, then, after examining
the data in the table, one finds that there is relatively little differ-
ence in the extent of involvement, either when the schools are compared,
or when the different types of topics are compared,

The only difference between Schoois Y ard Z is that School Z shows
a somewhat higher percentage of ™All Other Academically Related Topics®
&s being partially or very :rushed, and this may suggest a somewhat
higher degree of involvement and need to talk about thase kinds of
topics, Interactions in this category include those pertaining to schooljf
events, students' future plans, and the actions of teachers or the school;E

administration,




Table 21

Comparison of Amount of Time and
Contert of Interactions

Adequacy of Amount of Time
Enough Partially Rushed
Time or Very Rushed

Content of Interattions

Course Work 711% 29%
(129=100%)

All Other Academically
Related Topics 63% 37% .
{102=100%)

Personal-Social
Matters 60% 40%
(184=100%)

~ _School &

Course Work 69% 31%
(107=100%)

All Other Academically
Related Topics 50% 50%
(85=100%)

Personal«Social
Mattars 65% 35%
(157=100%)

Questionnaire Item #10 -- Main Purpose of Interaction

In this questionnaire item, the student was asked to state what
for him or her was the main purpose served by each interaction, Some
of the possible answer-choices given ih'ghe left margin of the ques-

tiornaire were to: ‘"give information," “get information,” “express

«54-
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opinions," 'be friendly," Yeripe," Ykiil time," " have an interesting
talk. or "exchanee ideas," The reason for including‘this jtem was
to collect data about the purposes or motives served by student
informal interactions, both: (1) to learn more about the reasons why
interactions occurred, and the basic student needs satisfied by such
interactions; and (2) to find out what are come of the different ways
in which the purpose of an interaction may be related to its conent,
In addition, the data collected by this item made it pcssiﬁle €0 Chw
rain a little more information about ¢he content of particular interac-
tionr . for when the information about an interaction®s contemt (e.g.
“the homework assignment®™) and the interaction's purpose {(e,g. "to
gripe") are put toge. her, considerably more about the content is
learned,

At the time the questiomnaire was designed, it was anticipated
that a certain specific kind of interactional content -- for exkample,
dis._ssion about a particular homework assignment -~ might serve 3
number of different purposes for ihe participants in the irteraction,

depending on the situation, This assumption was supported by the data;
for example, it was found that an interaction pe%taimimg to a homework
assienment might in one situation serve the purpose of getting informa.

tion, while in other situations it might serve the purpose of being

friendly, or of eriping, or of killing time, Furthermore, the purposes ﬁ\

served by a particular interaction might be different for cach of the
participants,
In the analysis of the purposes served by interactions, the

purposeé have been categorized along lines traditicmnal {r social
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La

psychclogy, with the one main category representing an informational
compment, and the other main category representing a social or
emolzional component. The data about purposes of interactions for 7

the llth grade students are compared in Table 22:

Tablie 27
Purposes of Interactiomns i
Mainly ﬁ
Mainly Social~ :
Informational Emotional Both Unknown %
x 3
interactiocns %
School X 56% 339, 10% - 1
(289-100%) §
School Y 51% 35% 11% 2% E
(285=100%) 3
School Z 50% 43, 6% 1%
(264=100%) 3

A

One difference noted in this table is that School X, which
actively strives to encourage students to learn independently, has
8 slightiy higher percentage of interactions wnich sevrve mainly infore
mazional purposes, Another difference is that School Z has the
highest percentage of irteractions that are mainly social-emotional
+a) purpose; and the smallest percentage that serve both informational
and soclal-emotinnal purposes, It is only possible to speciuilate on
*he. reasons for this Jdifference, In the interviews, the students from
Schenl ¥ -« which is the small privace city school studied in this
regearch -~ referred many timms to the high intellectual standards of

3

the schorl and the pressure that most of the students fel. was placed

Gt thewm to perform at their top capabilities,ds a result of the

e - . v .
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selective admission policies of School 2, the student body 1is cer-
tainly the most homogeneous of the three\high schools in intellectual
values and goals, The investigators felt it was likely that the
standards were particularly high there, aﬁd responded £a quite uniformly
by most of the students, It might be speculated that in this kind of
academic environment there is s greater need for interactions which
satisfy social-emotional purposes, and a tendency to react to or to
relieve the pressure by expressing fee lings and having recreational
¥talk-breaks," |

Iin thinkineg abkout various types of interactions which are likely
to have a large informational component, it might be expected that
course work interactions would have almost entirely informational
purposes, However, when the data for course work interactions at
School Z are analyzed in terms of the two basic categor ies of purposes,

the following distribution is found:

Table 23

Purposes of Course Worl Interactions

Mainly
Mainly Social-
Informational Emotional Both Unknown

Course Work Inter-
actions_at_School Z

(107=100%) 50% 38% 9% 2%

This table reveals an interesting fact about the purposes which
academically-related interactions may serve, Based on the finding

that only 50% of the course work interactlons are described as serving

mainly informational purposes, it can be said that both acquisition of
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'i' - tions about course work can satisfy informational and social needs si-

1
T 2
3 -

W .0 sometimes at the same time, Furthermore, in some cases, interac-
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information end socislizing seem to occur irn course work interactions,

f multaneously, and thus at times the two may %e co Ifzunded and difficulr

g to sort out,

Perhaps, this aspect of the nultiplicity of purposes served by

‘Q interactions ostensibly dsaling with a certain topic should be discussed
f;f further hiere, so the implications for informal lcarning emerge more

‘; clearly, An example is a student's inquiry to a fellow séudent, asking
'i what he thought of the material presented in the reading assignment for

" a history course, The question can be responded to bj another studernrt

at various content-levels of richness and seriousness, from an answer

of ®t¢» long® to an ansver which discusses the ideas presentead in tha
reading, But, regardless of the content-level, both the inguiry and

the answe~ can serve either the purpese of collecting useful information,
and/or the purpose of expressing a sociable interest in another student's
activities and feelings. In the ome case, the informational purpose may
be primary, with sociability being a by-product; while in the other case
sociable purposes may be primary, with collection of academically-
related information occurring as the incidental by-product, But in each
case, there is an opportunity for informal learning to take place, It
becomes increasingly clear that the categorization of contents and pur=
)oses of interactions, and the evaluation of the quality of interactions,
are in fact complex matters, even though we have been forced initially

to treat these matters quite simply.

Data about the purposes of student interactions could be viewed as

oroviding a further basis for assessing the quality or desirability of
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various types of interactions, But, while it might seem initially
reasonable to set a criterion in which informational purposes are the

most desirable, combined informational and social-emotional next most

nal b " IS P a1
desirabls, and social-emo has alresady been

pointed out that the matter is more complex than this, since, for
example, interactions which have a social-emotional content often in-
clude discussions of course work. Thus this criterion is too simplistic;

and the data presented here are offered mainly for their general interest,

and to furnisi a starting point for future considerations of how to
approach the cricterion question, in assessing the desirability of certain
types of student informal interactions in furthering informal learning.

Keeping the limitations of the data in mind, one can next examine

the locations where interactions occurred in the school building, con-
sidering the percentage of interactions serving informatimnal or social-
emotional purposes which took place in each of a number of different
locations at School Y, Tablie 24 on the following psge shows the results, i
In looking at the percentages for Sthool Y, one finds that the ’
trend is for at least 50% of the interactions in nearly every location
to have ™mainly informational" purposes., However, the data for the gym
and "other locations® should be discounted because of its being based on
too few interactions, which may explain the rather unbalanced-looking
figures of 80% and 100% when these are compared with the other percen-
tages, The percentage for the library is derived &also from a somevhat
smail number of interactions, so it may not be representative, If the
library percentage is accepted, however, one can only speculate on ﬁﬁm

reasons for most ©of the interactions' having a social-emotional purpéae.
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Table 24

Comparisons of Purposes of Interactions with Locations

Purposes:

Mainly Mzinly
Informational Social-Emotional

Locations of Interactions
In Schocl Y

Outside
(12=100%)

Falls, Stairs, Lobbies
(96:160%)

Classrooms, Seminar
Rooms, Labs
(121=100%)

Library
(15=100%)

Gym
(5=100%)

Cafeteria
(31=100%)

Other Locations
(4=100%)

One reasor might be that the atmosphere of quilet and studiousness

charactevistic of a library causes students to react with an es-

pecially high proportion of sociai-emotional interactions when they

take a conversational break.1

———

1. The extent to which talking was restricted in the library
varied among the three schools, but in all cases the library cauld be
viewed as a more permissive and less pmnitive setting than the teacher-
regulated classrooms, though the library certainly ranked as a more
restricted behavisral setting than the lrallways, In contrast with the
classcooms the library was more attractive physically, and students
could generally have more free-choice 1in the activities they worked on
there, and could also talk periodically with less restraint being placed
on them, Information obtained in interviews ‘'showed that the freer
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Questicnnaire Item #1l1 -- Whether Purpose Was Accomplished

This item, like Questionnaire Items 9 and 10, was included in
the hopes it would provide a kind of measure of the quaiity of the
interactions. In addition, it was thought that this item, together
with Item 13, would give an indication of whether students felt satis-
fied, or dissatisfied and frustrated, in their attempts to conduct
informal interacticng., The date for the ilth grade of all three
schools are shown in the fullowing table:

Table 25

Actompliskment of Purpose of Interactions
Yes No Partly
Interactions

School X
(289=100%)

Schooi ¥
(285=100%)

Scheol 2
{264=100%)

students answered affirmazively that their purpeze in having the inter-

action was accomplished -~ suggests that the item, as it was worded, may?f

pot have great discriminatory power, Another possibility is that the

their interaztions are short and hurried,

S i

1, (cont.) atmosphere motivated students to come to the library,
becausze of the more relaxed and pleasant setting, and the cpportunity [
for some socizlizing, The freer atmosphere of the librarles may be good:
educatinnal strategy if vhe intent is to create an educational setting
that is enjoyable and thus mocre favorably perceived by students,
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Questionnaire Item #1¢ -~ Approximate Amount of Time Interaction Tocok

The raason for this item was to find out what was the typical
length of the students' interactions, It was realized rhat -- as with
the questionnaire item relating to extent of participation ~- it might
be diificult for students te note the exact amount of time their inter.
actions tcok, So the reader should view the data about interaction
lengths s representing subjiective time-estimates rather than objective-
ly timed durations, On the other hand, it should be pointed out that

the school schedule; bell sysvem, and stundance of clocks, give many

students a keen awareness of ¢time,

Table 26

Iength of Interactions

Upto 2 32 . 4 5 « 10 Over 10
Minutes Miputes Minutes Minutes Unknown

Interactions

School X 25% 31%
{(289=100%)

School Y 24% 15%
(285=100%)

Schoel Z 26% 19%
(264=100%)

The major finding here is that for all thiee schools a substans
tial percentage of interacticns -. approximately one-third to one-half
of all interactions «- are perceived by the students as being quite
short and lasting two minutes or less, However, a difference among

thhe three schools on the percentages is that at School X thera are

considerably higher percentages of interactlions falling in the "5 - 10
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Minutes" and "Ovar 10 Minutes" categories, and a considerably
smaller percentage falling into the "Up to 2 Minutes" category.
This difference can be explained in twe ways. First, the
administrative control of the students was very distinctly the freest
and most permissive at School X, where a democratic management theory
prevailed, with the goal of encouragins the students to develop their
own motivation and self-control, Students were allowed to gather and
talk frea=ly in the halls, even durine class periods. Also, there were

nc bells which sicnalled the beginnine and end of class periods, and
a gererally liberal attitude was taken by teachers toward students who

made leisurely arrivals in class, Therefore the administrative atti-

tude in School X would appear to encourage lengthier interactions,

Second, the architectural layour of School X, which was the most
innovative of the three schools, was characterized by a corridor system

in which there was an especially large number of intersections where )

major arteries of traffic crossed, In addition, at these intersections

there was an especially ampie hallway width which provided space for
large groups of students to congregate, unhampered by the traffic flow,

Clearly it is difficult to sort out which of these factors -- the admin-.}

o § istrative attitude or the architectural layout of the corridor system -«i'
-aﬂ may have been the more influential in creating a behavioral setting in

which students tended to hold long conversations,

Questionnaire Item #13 -- Whether There Was Enough Time for Interaction '§

’he main reason for including ILtem #13 was to compare the students'”

perception of whether there was an adequate amounht of time for the

T I - ~ - . -
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interaction, with the accomplishment of the interaction®s purpose,
The cross-tabulation, using data for Schodl X, follows:

Table 27

Accomplishment of Purpose:
Yes No Partly

Adequacy of Time For
Interactions at_ Schoel X

Enough Time
(196=100%)

Partly Rushed
(68=100%)

Very Rushed
(19=100%)
Based on these figures it can be said that the adequacy of the

time availsble for the interactions appears to make some differenca
in wvhether the purpose of the interaction is accompiished, but not
much, This finding ieads to the conclusion that students tailcr the
content and purpose of their interactions to the amount of time they
have available, thereby achieving their purpose, In support of this
conclusion it is interesting to note that with the "¥ery Rushed" inter-
actions, there is the highest percentage of interactions in which the
purpose was accomplislied, and no "middle-ground® of instances in which
the purpcse was partly accomplished, Therefore, it seems reasonable to
infer that students are tailoring interaction content to the amount of
time available, so that these rushed interactions have very limited

clear-cut objectives which can easily be accomplished,
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1t is interesting also to compare the estimated lengths of
interactions with students' perceptions of whether there was an ade-
quate amount of time for interactions, This cross-tabulation, using
data for School Z, follows:

Table 28

Length of Interactions Compared
With Adequacy of Amount of Time

Length of Interactions:
Up to 2 3 - & 5 - 10 Over 10
Minutes Minutes Minutes Minutes

Adequacy of Amount of
Time for Interactions

at School Z
Enough Time 47% 26% 21% 6%
(170=100%)
Partly Rushed 45% 26% 14% 15%

(86=100%)
Very Rushed 53% 32% 15% -
(19=100%)

I+ is strikine that for the "in ro 2 Minutes" and "3 - 4 Minutes"
interactions, the factors of adequacy of amount of time and length of
irreraction are independent of each other; and even for thre "5 -« 10
Minutes® and "Over 10 Minutes" interactions they are relatively inde=
pendent, This sbhows that altrhoush both these measures represent per-
sonal time estimates, there is little overlap between how students pere
ceive the length of the interactior and how they perce ‘ve the adequacy
of time. The finding has two implications, First, that students can
indeed distinguish hetween the two factors, Second, that adequacy of
time for an interaction is not accounted for simply by the number of

minutes an interactiom took, but requires the inclusion of additional
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factors for a satisractory explanation, One of these additional,
factors is very likely the content of the interaction, for without
a doubt, some contents require a larger amount of time for adequate

discugsion that do others.
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CONCEPTS EMERGING FR(M THE STUDY

1, Symbolic Qwnevship of Svaces -- 1€ .. wizkes re rocognize a
2 o . I _ 02 x 5 « & - l,,e
symbolic "ownership" of the viriocus spaces which comprise ¢ high school

&

S

building, then it may be peneraliv said chat the clagzrooms, labs,
seminar rooms and teachers® lounge and of fices meinly bazlong ¢o the
faculty; the principal's office avnd adiscent hall, and the suditorium
belong mainly to the administcative staff; and the hells, stairs
student restrooms, cafet=ria, and outside area surrounding the school
building delong mainly to the students, Ownership of spaces seems ¢o
be related to the amount of behavioral freedom or restriction which

students feel exists in that space, Ownership also seems to have some

influence on the students® thiakinz vhen they are considering appropriate
locations for certain kinds of informal interactions, While the ownership
of spaces is functionally and administratively determined, it becomes

architecturally connected, Since ownership is related to the amount of

control which students perceive existing, architects througn design

modifications could somewhat alter the ownership of spaces in the school,

=
. ; if this were found tc be educationally desirable,
o 2. Pgychological Centers ~- The investigators found, as a result
Z%E of observing activity in the halls at different times of the school
‘E day, that students congregated between class periods at certain places
1;?5 in the halls, which served as zatherine places for iarge groups of stue
;;) dents, The term "psychological center' has been selected to describe
?ﬁ; such a gathering place, The locations of psycholoecical centers are 1%
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4 difficult to predict simply by the architectural layout of & school t@#
. R
¥ Yy
o building, although once one sees where they are, they make good sense,
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Charscterigtically, psychological centers are located at the,
intersection of two or more main halls or steirs whaere there 1s a high

. vélume of traffic between periods, They ars also often located where

£ of the school which is important to the students and where theve is not

?,ex&essive facvlty monitoring, Fox example, in School X an important
L psychelogical center existed nesr the actively used and centrally loca-
f ted library; while in School Z an important éenter was located near the
administrative of fices, The locations of psychological. centerz may be
f% constant, or may shift during the day, depending on the time of dey and
] the students® schedules, and depending in patrt upon changes in whers the
largest vélume of traffic oeccurs,

In the high schools studied, there was typically one main psycho-
logical center, &s well as one or two smaller centers, in ‘existence at
any cne time during the day between class periods, The subsidiary

f certers were discant frow the main center, thus serving a need for atu-
dents who could not get to the main psychological center, In these
centers, many of the students' conversaticns took place -- including
naturally the majority of the large-group conversations, The interview
data made it clear that a psychologicel center served the function of a
communications nerve-center for exchanging up«to-date academic or social

Q messages and news bulietins consequently many students purposely
planned their routes so as to "check through" the center at least several
times & day., Fere students would find out such things as how hard was
the geometry test being given that day, or whether the English teacher

had really meant it about having expected the students to read all of the
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homework assignment. The functior of a psychological center explains

why its location strikes a compromise between baing at a mainthighway"

ving the students sow TLVac
administrative staff, as well as being relatively near to an important
place, such as the main office, whichis a headquarters from where

&ctions and information of interest often originate.

3.  Student Social Schedules -- It was found that in addition to
the class schedule whichstudents were obiigated to follow, there is alsc :
a social schedule which many students follow, The social schedule is ;
generally established with considerable planning and fram day to day
shows a surprising amount of regularity. In fact, for a substantial
number of students the social schedule is more important than the class
schedule, for it determines when and where they will meet other students
throughout the day, The social schedule influences to a considerable
degree the routes a student will select in going from one class to
another, and the timing of his arrival at varisus locations in the
building, Interview data showed that students frequently made detours
for the sake of their social schedules, which might include such
activities as walking & friend to another class, or dropping in to
exchange messages at one of the psychological centers., The concepts of
"psychological centers® and Ysocial schedules" give an enriched under-
standing of how the informal interactions of students take place, The
value of an awareness of the social schedule is that it often gives a
more accurate picture of how students move about the building than does
the class schedule,

4, Mix -- The term "mix" is used to refer to the extent that

students have contact with students of the opposite sex, or of different N
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class-1levels, or of different educational programs. What represents

a desirable mix depends in part upon the goals tc be attained. ‘The

question of what constitutes a desirable mix has been recently debated

in a number of city school systems; in connection with the grouping of

students by race or ability, More research is needed to ascertain how
heterogeneous or homogeneous a mix of students should be, for effective
learning to occur in accordance with various goals and circumstances,
But it appears that in a more heterogeneous mix an enriched social
environment is created, in which a greater variety of informal learning
is possible, and in which students are more likely %0 be exposed to

the exchange of divergent views, On the other hand, successful inter-
actions require a mutual satisfaction of needs, and if the mix is too
heterogeneous students may have so little in common that it is difficult
for interactions to occur,

Architects and administrators, without being particularly aware of
it, often create homogeneous mixes. This occurs when in the interestrs
of efficienty, or cutting down on noise and disruptien, similar activi.
ties are located adjacent to each other -- as for example when all
related offices, or departments, or classes of one grade-level are loca-
ted in the same wing of a building, A common jllustration is that in
many high schools the vocational education facilities are located in a
separate wing from the academic rfacilities. The result is to decrease
interactions between the academically and vocationally oriented students
to an extent even greater than woyld otherwise oacur, This is not to say

that a very homogeneous mix may not be ideal for certain educational

goals, but simply to urge that school architects and administrators

become more sware of the probable effects of various mixes upon learning,
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A good heterogencous mix does not consist simply of mixing sll the
departments together without any awareness of the costs and benéfits
to a particular school, If there are substantial advantages to the

facudty in keeping the departments intact, for example, by iocating

all zhe physics classrooms and labs together, then a good mix might
still be achieved by placing the physics department next to the voca-
tional education facilities, or next to the art department.

The curtailment of variety in interactions caused by a restricted 1
mix can have undesirable cognitive and motivational effects, By narrow- !

|

ing the exposure and choices for the student, his educational exper-
jence 1s also narrowed, for he sees and hears about only thcse specific
subjects in waich he and his classmates are saking courses, He hears
little about other courses he might have chosen, or courses he might
select in subsequent years, One result of this is that he may find it

more difficult to consider educational alternatives &nd clarifsy future

occupational goals,

5. Cohesive vs, Isolating Buildings -~ This architecturaK-behavioraiﬂ
concept refers to whether the building in general promotes or hinders |
interactions, and thus it is nelpful in underscanding how design factors; 
can influence the occurrence of interactions, The cohesive building ;
makes it easier to have interactions and 30 promotes cohes ion among the
users. A cohesive building differs from an isolating building in that
it is generally characterized by a compact layout; clearly defined
cent—al areas where students may congregate together between clagses;

relatively few alternate routes; teachers! offices placed on routes thati

students frequently take; the principal’s office centrally located,




possibly near a major building entrance or route used by the students; :

and a retatively heterogeneous mix of departments, By contrast,

isolating buildings tend to have an extended layout with long corridors,
and to provide many a&lternative rou
classes. A building organized around a large courtyard is likely to

be isolating, if the courtyards are spaces around which students must
detour. Cohesive buildings facilitate interactions with comparatively
larze groups of students taking part; while isolating buildings facilitate
smaller group interactions. One may speculate that larger zroups
are more apt to have conversations less in keeping with the goals of

the school administration., Thus it is likely that the layout of a

school buildine has some influence on student motivatioms,

F VR o
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SUMMARY
Based on the study of three high schools and a stratified
sample of 300 students, the main findings -- that emersed from

the written questionnaire and interviews -. provide the fcilowing

N R T T

information about informal student interactions and related séhool
building design factors:
o First, informal conversation among students, and students
and teachers, can play either a positive or negative role
in influencing motivation and attitudes, in affeeting the
learning process; in creating cochesion among students, and
in altering the gap between the value systems of the “teache
er culture" and "student culture,"

Second, 50% of informal conversations are academically.re-

[ ]

lated; that is, 27% deal with course work, 7% deal with
teacher relationships, 13% deal with schocl svents, and 3%
with college and future plans, The remaining 50% deal with
personal-social matters,

. Third, one out of every four interactions deals with several
topics, and of these, over half include some mention of course
work, Thus academic content is often embedded in nersonal.
social conversations,

. Fourth, although 33% of &l1 copversations were rated as “rushed,"
nearly 807 were rated as having fulfilled their purpose.

These findings sugeest that students for the most part suc.

ceed in "tailoring" the content and purpose of their inter-




actions to the amount of time thet i3 avallable,

Fifth, there are gome indications that the layout of the
school building aifects the sizez of student groups which,
in turn, affects the content of student conversationmns,
Central, or cohesive layouts; which facilitate larger

groups being formed, seem te promote student conversations

that are less in keeping with the z0als of the scheol édminisw

tration., On the other hand, extended or isciating layouts
require students to spend more time tia&gling from one élassa
room to the next, with the result that smaller groups &re
formed, These smaller groups seem to have conversations

that are more in keeping with the gcals of the administration,




S

: «75-

= * Coleman, J,

4 Craik, K. R,

Y e, 0

T s

i s e T A B A . ot

SUGGESTED RELATED READINGS

* Bevker, R, and Gump, P,

Big School, Small School, Stanford, Calif.:
Stanferd University Press, 1064,

Byrker, X, ©n the nature of the enviromment,
issues, Ho., 4, 1963: 17-38,

[ R | -kl O R X
YJOLULTIIAL UL QUCLGL

* Pecker, H,

a Student culture in medical school,
Harvard Educatienal Review, 28, 1958: 70-80,

* Blake, R, R.,, Rhead, C, C,, Wedge, B,

, and Moutin, J, S, Housing
aighigectnre and social interaction, Sociometry, 19, 1956:
l-‘-‘ -1 9.

nd Geer, B,

Blenchard, B, E,

Recent investigations of social learning, Journal
of Educational Research, 43, 1950: 507-515,

Bolton, C. D, and Kammeyer, C, W,
~&

The
RS
cf Student

University Student: A Study
of St Behavior and Values, New Haven, Conn.; College and
University Press, 196/, :

Byrne, D, and

Buehler, J. A, A rnote on the influence of propinquity éA
upon acquaintanceships, Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, ‘%
3 ‘51, 1955: 147-148,

Academic achievement and the structure of competition,
Harvard Educational Review, 29, 1959: 330.351,

* Coleman, J,

The adolescent subculture and academic achievement,
American Journal of Secciology, 65, 1960: 337-347,

The prospects for an envirommental psychology, Journal
of Environmental Design, (1n press)
Educational Facilities Laboratories,

Profiles of Significant Schools: §
a series of reports which provide information on some of the latest
deve lopments in school planning.

New York: 1962 (and later dates), ¥
* Festinger, L, and Kelly, H, H,

Changing Attitudes through Social

Contact: An experimental study of a housing project., AmArbor,
Michigan: Research Center for Group Dymamice, Institure for Social
Research, University of Michigan, 1951,
* Festinger, L., Schacter, S,, and Back, K,

Social Pressures in In- ;w
formal Groups, A study of a hcusing project, New York: Harper, 1960,
Gruen, W,

Some factors in the etiology of social interaction and
group formation, Journal of Social Psychology, 54, 19€l: 57.73,

* Gullahorn, J. I,

Distance and friendships as factors in the gross
interaction matrix, Sociometry, 15, 1952: 123-134,




©76=
f 1a1l, E. T. The Hidden Dimension. Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday,
1966.

M Hall, E. T. The Study of Man's Spatial Relations and Boundaries.
. Prepared for the Conference on Medicine and Anthropology,
Arden House, Harriman, N, Y., 1961,

Y e

fﬁiéﬂereford, K., and Hecker, S. Relationships among School Design, Util-
SAPS ization, Personnel Interaction, and Attitudes, East Lansing,
Mich.: College of Education, Michigan State University, 1963,

E ii?Horowitz, H. The Architect's Program and the Behavioral Sciences.

Lecture preserited at Syracuse University, May 13, 1965, Mimeo,

:;'fiMCDill, E. L, and Coleman, J, High school social status, college

T plans, and interest in academic achievement: A panel analysis,
American Sociological Review, 28, 1963: 905-918,

i
JREN Y

: Myrick, R. A new concept in the architectural planning of dental
: schools. Journal of Dental Education, 29, 1955a: 382.386.

.
.
3

E

]

3

f.;: Myrick, R. Summary Progress Report on the Planning Study: Behavioral
‘ Factors in Dental School Design, Washington, D.C: The George
Washington University, October 1965b. Mimeo,

g Myrick, R., Cohen, S, L., and Marx, B, S, Higher order needs:
B neglected aspect of contemporary school design, The Computer
B In American Education, edited by D. D, Bushnell and D, W. Allen,
o - New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1967,

¥ Myrick, R. and Marx, B, 3. Informal conversations and learning among
dental students: Influence of school design, Journal of Dental
£ducation, 31, 1967: 488-492,

Myrick, ®,, Marx, B, S,, and Cohen, S. L, Higher order needs in
architecture. AIA Journal, 45, 1966: 62-66,

{_”Q Rausch, H, L., Dittmamn, A. T., and Taylor, T. J. The interpersonal
: behavior of children in residential treatment, Journal of Abnormal
and Social Psychology, 58, 1959a: 9-27.

——

3? Rausch, H. L., Dittmann, A, T., and Taylor, T, J. Person, setting
R and change in social interaction. Human Relations, 12, 1959%b:
T3 361-378,

B * Rausch, H, L., Dittmann, A, T., and Taylor, T. J, Person, setting
"8 and change in social interaction, 11. A Noermal Control Study,
’ Human Relations, 13, 1960: 305-332,




77~

Research and Design Institute, 1967 Directory of Behavior and
Environmental Besign, (A directory of individuals currently-
doing research in this interdisciplinary study-area, relating
to the influence of architecture or environmental design upon
behavior, May be obtained by writing the Research and Design

Institute, P, O, Box 307, Providence, Rhode Island 02901,)

Bommer, R, Design for friendship, Research in a large mental
hospital, AIA Journal, 38, 1962: 84-86,

Sommer, R. Personal space, AIA Jou:nal, 38, 1962: 81-83,

Sommer, R, Studies in personal space, Socicmetry, 22, 1960: 247-260,

Sommer, R, and Ross, H., Social interactlon on & geriatrics ward,
International Journal of Social Psychiatry, 1958: 128-133,

Stea, D. Toward a Psychology of Environmental Design: The Impact
of Man-Made Ecology, Stanford, California: Stanford University,
Mimeo, (undated’

_Sugarman, B, Lnvoivement in youth culture, academic achievement and
conformity in school: Ar empirical study of London schoolboys,
The British Journal of Socioclogy, 18, 1967: 151-164,

% Note: 'Ihe_ggterisked readings are those which are specifically
referred to in this report,




APPENDIX A_
HIGH SCHOOL INTERACTICN INVENTORY

l Note: This questionnaire was used to collect written self.repore
¥ information about the students' interactiors and the locations in the
228 high schools where these occurred, It was cailed an "lInventory" rather
3 than a "Questionnaire,” because school systems find the lattcr word
&l sometimes has unfavorable connotations., In its complete format, the
AR "High School Interaction Invenmtory” consisted of: (1) a cover mheet &n
¥ which the student entered certcain biographical data, giving his or her
I yame, school, grade-level, age, sex, class pericd and dete during which
M the questionnaire was filled out, complete daily schedui-~ of classes,
B and extra-curricular activities; (2} detailed imstruvztic s for filling
s out the interaction recording sheets, with the instruc’ lons being read
B over aloud with the students; (3) a sample interaction recording shret
¥ vith illustrative answers filled in; five blank interaction y-curdinx
Bl sheets, providing the necessary recording space for a total o fi:teen
B interactions, with instructions to ask for more recording sheets if needed;
% and (5) a final sheet containing several optional questicns about school
- building design, which students were to answer if they finished recording
P their interactions before the rest of the class did. (The main purposc of
3 the sheet with optiomal quest jons was to keep students occupied throughout
. the period, so if they finished early they would not make distracting
€1 noises, or have an opportunity to work on their homework, with the possi.
%' ple result that students with more interactions might have been motiwvated
. to cut short their recording in order also to gain & bonus of some extra

#study-hall® time, )

3 As the questionnaire in its complete format is quite lengthy, only its
S most important part, the "interaction Recording Sheet,” has been repro-
§ duced for inclusion in the appendix, To make the use of the sheet clearer
& for the reader, sample enswers have been filled in, Each irformal inter-
& action is recorded downwards, in the columns that zun from the top to the
¥ bottom of the page. Thus Column 1 contains one interaction, Column 2 com-
' tains another, and Column 3 gives a third interaction, allowing a tetal of
_ three interactions to be recorded on each page,

. Students were told to use,whenever appropriate, theanswer-choices given in
the left-hand margin »f each recording sheet: otherwise to make up their
" own answers to fit the interactions being recorded, ©On ltem #9 dealing
2. with the content of the interactions, students were instructasd that if the
conversation deait with several topics to list them all, unless thesz €X-
ceeded three in number, and in that cese to list the three toplcs which
received the most discussion, It was explained thaet students did not have
. to give any details about the content unless they wished to., Many students
however, freely went into some detail about th2 content 6f their conversa-
tions, which was helpful to the investigators in providing more of an
"jn.depth” view of the content of high school student inters&ctions,

For ease of use, eich "Interaction Recording Sheet” was printed on a
single sheet of legal-size paper, But, as this report will not accotmo-
date a page of that length, the sheet has been spiit and printed for ine-
clusion here on the two following separate pages:

«]8=
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Name John Doe
Scheool High School Y Period 1lst

INTERACT ION RECORDING SHEET
Column 1 +Calumn 2 Column 3 i

1. Time when interaction occurred?

State whether between class nafore etween kome- | during
perioﬁs, or during period, school oom and 1st | first
e.g. "Between ___ N period started riod class | period
and ," or “"During “

7, Total number of participants? - - B - - o -
Count yourself, 2 5 3

3. Who were the other partici- - - B - - - -
pants? State whether teacher Jr, girl 1 male teacher| 1 Sr. boy
or student, and sex of personms, 2 Sr, girls & 1 Sr.
Give student s class level. 1 Jr. boy giri

(Junior or Senior), if can,

b
- [ L - o— -—— ‘— ane o—

Z. Who started interaction?

Yourself, other person, Or myself ldon't know Sr. boy
don't know,

=0 —— e —— — -ay L - -

%. Location where occurred?

In hallway near inter- cutside thallway near first
section of halliway near ———V» |area of first period | period
stairway near hall- - | school lc lassroom classroom

locker(give#), cTassroom(state grounds
pericd), lab, office, lounge,
gym, rest-rooms, locker room,
cafeteria, library, parking
lot, other outside area of
school grounds, etc,

€. What were you doing when in- B

teraction began? walking standing in | waiting for @
Studying, eating, etc., or into bldg ehallway teacker to §
going from ______ to _ ’ on way to begin class §
or waiting for locker ks
(specify) _ — - _ - - - _ B

¥, What were other persons doing? |eaiking out. stending also ¥
(See Question #6) side door c¢ff in hall- waiting -3
building LWay also - -

8. How you took part in inter-

2%222&7 State whether you talked listened talked some ¥
talked quite a lot," "talked [auite a most ly &

some" or "listened mostly" 1ot

_— - L d - Rt - Ll‘ L s

(see next page for the rest of the questionnaire items)
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INTERACT ION

RECORDING SHEET

(continued

Colunm 1

Column 2

Column 3

\.Ylﬁ Your main .

Ry

§ Content related to?

Socia e, pers.-al matvters,
classwork homework, test,
teachers, >school administra-

Lasiraaenm
Wille ©

LLUII, LULlwgv Sk T\
extra-curric, activities,
school events, news events,
weather, small talk, etc,

nlamne
y‘“can ,

rpose?
Give information, get infor-
matior, express opinion, be
f*iendly, gripe, kill time,
have interesting talk, exchange
igeas, etc,

rpose accomplished?

State Vyes," fno," or "partly"

12 Aggraximate amount Oof time

spent, in minuteg?
.Bonough time to talk. or partly

rushed, or very rushed?

scheocl event
& social life
-« the ccming

anihranal Asnea
AW O AT R AW,

and whether
she hkag &
date for it

get infor.
mation

extra~
curric,~«-
editorial
nnlirmry Far
et
next issue
of school
paper

Just be
friendly,

homeworke
borrowing a
pencil - &
lnhnrarnrv
assignment
for another
class,whether

weall finihed

express an
opinion, &

gripe
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Grand Total

School X
-School Y
School Z

Grade Totals

Tenth
Eleventh
Twelfth

Total Males

School X:
Tenth
Eleventh

School Y3
¥leventh
Twelfth

School Z:
Eleventh
Twelfth

Total Females

School X:
Tenth
Eleventh

‘Scheol Y:
Eleventh
Twelfth

Ochocl Z:
Eleventh
Twelfth

QUESTION #i:

"TIME WHEN INTERACTION OCCURRED?™

Responses to Inventory by School, Grade, and Sex

(n = 300 subjects; 1672 responses)

Between

Classes Classes ILunch

During During Before
School School

After

Not
Stated

(1672=1C0%)

(533=100%)
(602=100% )
(537=100%)

(2LL=100%)
(838=100%)
(590=100%)

(755=100%)

(245=100%)
(117=100%)
(128=100%)

(261=100%)

(123=100%)
(138=1.00%)

(249=100%)
(124=100%)
(125=100%)

(917=100%)

(288=100%)
(127=100%)
(161=100%)

(341=100%)
(162=100%)

(179=107%)

?288=100%)
14,0=100%)
(148=100%)

%
32

29
34
34

26
33
3k

6

30
27
3
40
36
L5

38
Lh
32

28
28

%
L3
L6

Lk
38

50
40
L

39

L6
52

o1

36
37
35

35
30
1,0

L6

L6
L7
LS

51
L2
60

| I

Le
L1

4

%
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QUESTION #2: "TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS IN INTERACTION?Y
Responses to Inventory by School, Grade, and Sex
(n = 300 subjects; 1672 responses)

Two Three Four Five Over Five Not

Perscns Persons Persons Persons Persons Stated

Grand Total

School X
School Y
School Z

Grade Totals

Tenth
Eleventh
Twelfth

stal Malgg

School X:
Tenth
¥leventh

Sthool Y:
Neventh
'welfth

Ssheol 7t
£leventh
Twelfth

Total Females

School X:
Tenth
Eleventh

School ¥:
Eleventh
Twelfth

School Z:
Eleventh
Twelfth

(1672=100%)

(£33=100%)
(602=100%)
(537=100%)

(2LL=100%)
{038=1G0)
{590=100%)

(755=100%) -

(2L5=100%)
(117=100%)

(128=100%)

(261=10C%)
(123=100%)
(138=100%)

(2149=100%)
(124=100%)
(125=100%)

(917=100%)

(288=100%)
(127=100%)
(161=100%;

(341=100%)
(162=100%)

(179=100%)

(288=100%)
(140=100%)
(148=100%)

—
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70

%
21

2l
20
18

2l
22
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Orand Total.

School X
School Y
School Z

Grade Totals

Tenth
Elewventh
Twelith

Total Males

School X:
Tenth
Eleventh

School Y:
Eleventh
Twelfth

School 7:
Eleventh
Twelfth

Total Females

School X:
Tenth
Eleventh

School Y:
Eleventh
Twelfth

School Z:
Eleventh

QUESTION #3-At "WHO WERE THE OTHER PARTICIPANTS
IN THE INTERACTION?" S

Responses to Inventory by School, Grade, and Sex

(n = 300 subjects; 1672 recponses)

_ Student(s)
Same Different Both
Sex Sex Sexes

Teacher(s)

Not
Stated

% 4 3 %
(3672=100%) Sk 22 11

(533=1C0%) S 16 13
(602=100%) 56 25 10
(537=100%) S0 10

(2kL=100%) 65
(838=100%) 51
(590=100%) 52

(755<100%) 5k

(eh5=100%) 60
(117=2:0%) 70
(126=1.U02) 50

(261=100%) Sh
(123=100%) 59
(1.38=1003) 50

(2L9=1.00%) L8
(124=1.00%) 50
{125=100%) Lé

(917=100%) 53

(288=100%) 52
(127=100%) 60
(161=100%) L3

-

(3L42=100%) 56
(162=100%) 55

(179=1200%) 58

{288=100%) 52
{140=1.00%) 51
(146=100%) 52

%

£+
;
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QUESTION #3~Bs VWERE OTHER PARTICIPANTS IN THE INTERACTION
FROM THE SAME OR DIFFERENT CLASS~LEVEL?" .

Resronses to Inventory by School, Grade, and Sex
(n = 300 subjects; 1473 responses)

Sane Different Mixed Not
Class Classes Classes Stated

Grand Total

School X
School Y
School 2

Grade Totals

Tenth
Eleventh
Twelfth

Total Males

School X:
Tenth
fleventh

School Y:
Eleventh
Twelfth

School. 2Z:
Bl.aventh
Twelfth

Total Femaies

School X:
Tenth
Eleventh

School Y:
Eleventn
Twelfth

Schoonl Z:
Eleventh
Twelfth

(1473=100%)

(46L=100%)
(550=100% )
(459=100%)

(218=100%)
(74,0=100%)
(515=100%)

(663=100%)

(215=100%, -

(108=100%)
(107=100%)

(237=100%)
(113=100%)
(124=1C0%)

(211=100%)
(113=100%)
(98=100%)

(610=100%)

(249=100%)
(110=100%)
(139=100%)

(313<100%)
(145=200%)
(168=100%)

(2L48=100%)
(123=10C%)
(125=100%)

®
72

68

(L]
Tl

65
75

74
72
75

72
Th
70

%
17

15
18
18

16

17
13

-~

18

16
18

1

20
18
23

19
21
17

16

14
15
13

17
19
15

17
16
18

9
0
8
g
5
3
!
3
5

%

=

L
o

s
N

b
W

9
8

10

8
8
3

2\
1
L

Note: The numbsr of rezponses for this item ie less than that for
other Lables, because interactions with %eachers are not
counted in this istribution which deals with class level of
the students.,
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QUESTION #%: "LOCATION WHERE INTERACTION OCCURRED?®
Responses to Inventory by School, Grade, and Sex
(n = 300 subjecss 1672 respoases)
Hall Classroon Gym

Stairs Cafeterixz Study hall Locker
Outside Lobby Restrooms Lats . Rooms

¥ Grand Total

School X
School Y
School 2

& Grade Totals

Tenth
Eleventh
Twelfth

i Totel Males

School X:
Tenth
Eleventh

Sehool Y
Eleventh
Twelfth

Schcol Z:
Eleventh
Twel fth

Total Famnales

Sehool L3
Tenvh
Eleventh

School Vs
Eleventh
Twelfth

School 73
Eleventh
Twelfth

(1672=100%)

(533=100%)

{602=100%)

(537=100%)

(2LL=100%)
(838=100%)
(590=100%)

(755=100%)

(2L5=100%}
(L17=100%)
(128=100%)

{261=100%)
(123=100%)
(138=100%)

(2h5=100%)
{12L=100%)
(125=100%)

(917=100%}

{288=100%)
(127=10C%)
(1.61=100%)

(3L1=100%)
(162=1.00%)
(179=100%)

(288=1002
(14,0=200% )
(118=100%)

o
o

”

ey ey 0=

WM £

i &7

e DN O~ 19)3 V2 30 )

%
31
2T

34
32

25

36
22

28
31
26

a
~

13
L7

36
L3

L2
36
L9

1O
L
3%
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Note: There is no table for Question #Li because these resporses were noh scored,
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QUESTION #8: "WHAT WAS STUDENT DOING
WHEN INTERACTION BEGAN?"

Responses to Inventory by School, Orede, and Sex
{n = 300 subjects; 1672 responses)

Waiting
for £ngaged

4 Y

-87-

Spacific in Going to
Activity Specific Specific Roam- Ezting Not
To Begin Activity _ Place _ing Iunch Stated
% 3 4 4 % 4
Grand Total (1672=100%) 2k 36 i | 2 6 -
School X (533=100% ) 25 40 26 2 6
Sehool Y (602=100%) 26 gyl 37 - Iy w
Scnool 2 (537=100%} 20 38 gy i 7
drade Totals
Tanth (2L1i=100%) 28 52 22 2 5 -
Bleventh {838=100%} )] 3l 33 1 é .
Twelfth (599=100%) g2 36 33 3 5 =
Pobal Hales (755~300%) 22 36 3h 2 & -
Sehesl X3 (215=100%) 22 L3 25 i & -
Tanth (11722002} 23 5G 2 3 3 -
Eevanth (128=100%} 23 36 29 4 7 -
Sehosl Yo (261=100%) 25 28 L0 - 5 -
Elaventh {1232100%) 27 30 35 - 6 -
Twelfth (130=100%) 23 27 L5 - h |
School Z: {21,9=100%) 1§ 35 % 4 8 o
Ejevenin {12l4=200% 20 al 19 2 5 -
fwelfth {125-100%) 1 3% 32 g 10 -
Total Females  (917=100%) 26 37 29 2 6 -
School X3 (2882100%) 25 37 . 27 - 7 -
Tanth (127=100%) 3R 3 2k 1 8 -
El eventh (161=200%) 23% LG 30 - 6 -
School Yg (3;1=100% 27 3k 3 1 4 -
Eleventh (14201.09%) 25 g 38 - 5 -
Twelfth (179+100%) 29 37 30 2 2 -
School 23 (2880100%) 23 Lo 26 b 8 -
Eieventh (1,0~200%) 26 38 26 2 8 -
Twelfth (1L8=100%) 20 L3 26 5 5 -




QUESTION #8: "HOW STUDENT TOOK PART IN INTERACTION?Z!
Responses to Inventory by School, Grade, and Sex

(n = 300 subjects; 1672 responses)

Talked Talked Not
A Lot Some Listened Stated

o
m

Grand Total

School X
School Y
School 2

Grade Totals

Tenth
Eleventh
Twelfth

Total Males

School X:
Tenth
Tleventh -

School Y:
Eleventh
Twelfth

School Z:
Eleventh
Twelfth

Total Females

Schcol X:
Tenth
Eleventh

School Y:
Eleventh
Twelfth

Scheol Z¢
Eleventh
Twelfth

(1672=100%)
(533=100%)

(602=100% )
(537=100%)

(2LL4=100%)
(838=100%)
(590=100%)
(755=100%)

(2L5=100%)

(117=100%)

(128=100%)

E261=1oo%)
123=100%)
(138=10C%)

(2h9=100%)
(1.24=100%)
(125=100%)

(917=200%)

(288=100%)
(127=100%)
(161=100%)

(3L1=100%)
(162=100%)
(179-100%)

(288=100%)
(140=100%)
(1L48=100%)

2l

2l
25
23

2l
25
23

2l

21
18
2l

26
32
21

2l
23
2L

2l

27
29
25

2l
22
26

22
23
22

62
58
58

58

61
66

56
5y
59
57
&0
54
58

57
58
56

g6
57
56

61
61
61

1h
17
19

18

18
16

nr

<J

-
4!

13
19

20
17
22

17

16

13
18

18
20
17

17
16
18

Note: There is no table for Question #7 because these responses were not
~™  scored.
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Grand Total

School X
Schooi Y
School 2

Grade Totals

Tenth
Eleventh
Twelfth

Total Males

School X:
Tenth
Eleventh

School Y:
Eleventh
Twelfth

School 7t
Eleventh
Twelfth

Total Females

,.:}: School X3
Tenth

Elevenin

School Y2
Eleventh
Twalth

School 23
Eleventh
Twelfth

§
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Responses to Inventory by Schocl, Grade, and Sex

(n = 300 subjects: 1572 responses)

Multiple Multiple Maltiple
Not Including AL Not
Sing._._‘e Academic 1 gademic Acadenmie g%ated

y 4 ¢ 4 3 3

(1672=100%} 75 10 14 L -
(533%100%) 7 8 12 2 -
(602=1200%) Th 12 10 | T -
(537=1C0%) 75 8 13 s =
(2Lh=100%) 76 10 1 2 -
{838<100%2) 73 8 ik b -
(590=100%) 78 11 6 ) -
(755=100%) 17 9 1C 3 -
(245=100%) 78 6 12 2 -
(117=200%) 79 7 10 3 -
(128=100%) 78 6 13 2 -
(261=200%) Th 1 10 Z -
(123=300%) T2 11 15 ] -
(138=100%) 77 16 Y 2 1
(249=100%) 79 7 8 i -
(12L1=1C0%) 78 6 10 ) -
(12€=1C0%) 80 8 o) 3 )
(9172100%) 73 10 12 g -
(288=1C0%) 75 10 12 2 -
(127=100%) 72 13 22 2 -
{161=200%) 78 8 12 2 -
{ 3412100% ) 72 10 10 7 -
(162=2C0%) 66 11 15 & -
(179=100%) 75 10 5 ¢ -
(288=100%) 70 S 1 ) -
(140=100%) 66 8 18 8 -
(1k8=1c0%) 75 10 11 b -
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QUESTION 9-B: #CONTENT REIATED TOT™

Rasnonses to Inventory by School, CGrade, and Sex

F I V. DGR ¥ S
{n ¢ 200 suvii.go. 2237 rosponses)

Course Teachers, School Collaxs,
work _ téwin, Events Futurs

% % %
23

* e R N W iy

(2237%100%)

Schoold X
School ¥
Schoal Z

' Grade Totals

. Tenth
. Elsvsnth
Twelfth

. Total Hales

School X
Penth
Eleventh

Sekool Y:
Eleventh
Twelfth

School 23
Eleventh
Twelfth

. To%tsl Femalas

School X3
Tenth
Ejeventh

School Y:
Eleventh
Twelftn

Sahool Z3
. Eleventh
' Puelfth

(706=100%)
(822=100%)
{709+100%)

(321=1002)

{1157=1003)

{759=100%)
(964=100% )

(313=100%)
(116=100% )
(165=100%)

( 3L1;=100% )
(168=100%)
{176=100%)

{309=100%)
(154=100%)
(155=100%)

(1273=100% )

(395=100%8)
£ 275=100% )
(220=100% )

(L;78=100% )
(247=100%)
(231=100%)

(4,00=100%)
{203»100%)
\L97=100%)

2l
27
28

25

23
27
29

29
22

27
28
26

<8

23
22
2k

30
32
29

3
32
33

%
7
6
5
10

6
8
8
8
8
6
9
5
5
5
1
10
12

O

w ONET

O\’!:CD -3 QO QO

1
12

43

1

s
1
16

12
12
13

]
1l
15

i3

16
7
1

12
12
11

12
1z

L a0 &rw W LAY b

XN I VRN § LW

-3 & o =

Tt

Lo

5L
W7
L3

Lt
50
L9
50
52

h9
55

Lo
il
35
L6
Sh
53
56
iy

42
13

Lo
L3
a8

w NN

P VAN

The number of responses for this item is more tban for other tables, because

e Notes
- intaracticne dsaling with mors than one topic are counted more than once.
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QUESTION #10: "STUDENT'S MAIN FURFOSE
IN PARTICIPATING IN INTERACTION?"

Responses to Inventory by Scheol, Grade, and Jex ‘x

(n = 300 subjects; 1672 responses)

Fxchan ' Both
Information, Be Friendly, Informational
Opinions, Gripe, or and Not
or Ydeas Kill Time §ocial ~Smotional Stated

% % 4 %

Grand Total  (1672=100%) 5hy 35 8 ‘ 2

School X (533=100%) Sy 35 8 1

School Y (602=1.00%) 52 3k 10 2

School % (537=100%) Sl 36 6 3
Grade Tctals

Tenth (2ldi=100%) 5k 36 1 2

Heventh (838=100%) 52 37 8 1

Twelfth (590=100%) 56 Al 9 L

Total Males (755=100%) 52 37 6 4

School X (2L5=100%) 50 L0 6 2

Tenth (117=100%) 50 38 8 L

Eleventh (128=100%) 51 L3 5 -

School ¥: (261=100%) 18 36 11 L

Eleventh (3.23=100%) 46 L0 10 h

Twelfth (136=100%) 52 3L 12 L

School %: (2L$=100%) 58 3 2 5

Eleventh (124=100%) 52 L 2 1

Twelfth (125=100%) 64 25 2 9

Potel, Females  (917=100%) 55 33 1D 1

School. X: (288=100%) S8 30 10 -

Tenth (3.27=100%) 57 35 6 1

Eleventh (161=100%) 60 25 i -

School Y: (3L41=100%) 56 32 10 T

Eleventh (162=100%) 56 31 1l 1

Twelfth (179=100%) 56 3h Q 1

School Z: (288=100%) 50 38 11, -

Elsventh (14,0=1.00%) Ly %} 8 1

Twelfth (148=100%) A 3l M1 -

«9]la
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QUESTION #11l: "WAR STUDENT!S PURPOSE ACCOMPLISHED?®
Responses to Inventory by School, Crads, and Sex

(n = 300 subjects; 1672 responses)

Yes Part.

Grand Total

School X
School ¥
School 2

Orade Totals

Tenth
Eleventh
Twelfth

Total Males

School X:
Tenth
Eleventh

School Y:
Eleventh
Twelfth

School Zs
Eleventh
Tualfth

Total Females

School X3
Tenth
Elevonth

School Y:
Eleventh
Twelfth

School Z:
¥leventh
Twelfth

(1672=100%)

(533=100%)
(602ﬂ100%)
(537=100%)

{24414=100%
(838=100%
(590=100%

(755=1.00%)

(245=100%)
(117=100%)
{128=100%) |

(261=1.00%)
(123=100%)
(138=1C0%)

- (249=100%)

(124=100%)
(125=100%)

(917=100%)

(288=100%)
(127=100%)
(161=100%)

(341=100%)
(162=100%)
(179=100%)

(288=100%)
(1L0=100%)
(1L48=100%)

%
19

80
19

2

=
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NUESTION #12: “AMOUNT OF TTME SPENT ON INTERACTION?Y
asponses to Inventory by School, Crade, and Sex

(n' = 300 subjects; 1672 responses)

-93-

Up to 2 3 to b 5 to 10 Oover 10 Not
Minutes iinutes Minutes Minutes Stated
% % % % %
Grand Total (1672=100%) L6 2L 22 6 %
Sehool X (533=100%) 35 2L 31 10 -
School ¥ (602=100%) £5 2l 15 5 -
School 2 (537=100%) €0 23 21 N 1
Grade Totals
Tenth (2L4=100%) 33 26 30 10 -
Eleventh (838=100%) LS 25 , 6 -
Twelfth (590=100%) 56 20 18 N -
Total Males (755=100%) 47 2l 21 7 -
School X (245=100%) 38 22 30 10 -
Tenth (117=100%) 35 23 32 10 -
Eleventh (128=100%) L0 22 28 10 -
School Y: (261=100%) 53 N 16 8 -
Eleventh (123=100%) LWl 28 15 11 -
Twelfth (138=100%) 62 19 15 I -
School Z: (24,9=100%) 51 26 18 L 1
Eleventh (124=100%) 5l 29 13 2 2
Twelfth (125=100%) L8 22 23 6 -
Total Females (917=100%) Lé 2l 23 5 1
School X (288=100%) 32 25 32 9 1
Tenth (127=100%) 3l 29 28 11 -
Eleventh (161=100%) 33 21 35 7 2
School Y: (341=100%) 56 26 14 2 1
Eleventh (162=100%) c3 23 1L 2 2
Twelfth (179=100%) 60 23 1L 2 -
Sehool 73 (288=1.00%) 1,8 21 2l 5
Eleventh (140=100%) Ll 2l 25 6 -
Twelf'th (148=100%) 53 18 22 L

ok £ Ak R B 1 RS




QUESTION #13: WSUFFICIENT TIME FOR INTERACTION?M
Responses to Inventory by School, Grade, and Sex
(n = 300 subjects; 1672 responses)

No -~ No =
Partly Very Not

Grand Total

School X
School Y
School 2

Grade Totals

Tenth
Eleventh
Twelfth

Total Males

School X:
Tenth
Eleventh

School Y:
Eleventh
Twelfth

Sehool 2t
Eleventh
Twelfth

Total Females

School X:
Tenth
Eleventh

School Y:
Elswenth
Twelfth

School Z:
Eleventh
Twelfth

(1672=100%)

(533=100%)
(602=100%)

(537=100%)

(2L44=109%)
(838=100%)
(590=100%)

(755=100%)

(245=100%)

(117=100%)
(128=100%)

(261=100%)
(123=100%)
(138=100%)

(249=100%)
(124=100%)
(125=100%)

(917=1Q08)

(288=100%)
(127=100%)
(1.61=100%)

(341=100%)
(162=100%)
(179=100%)

(288<100%)
(1);0=100%)
(148=100%)

4

fod

2l

23
22
27

&
9

7
7

8
9
9
9
7
2
5

12

10

14
8
9
8
8
8
7
8

= s
A o R C W)

- Ruglad Rushed Stated
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