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ABSTRACT
This dissertation is a study of territoriality as it may appear
in children's experience of the neighborhood.

A review of the

literature on human territoriality reveals

major dimensions:

SLX

boundaries and markers, defense and control, resources and activities,
social relations, psychological qualities and identity.

There

LS

also

an important developmental aspect, in which territoriality may be a
natural outgrowth of human learning and maturation.

An examin8tion of

theoretical approaches to child development provides some important
insights toward uncovering a common process underlying territoriality
and development, including an ecological definition of environment, the
developmental theories of Piaget and the organismic-developmentalists,
the psychoanalytic views of environmental mastery and transitional
phenomena, play research, and the developmental approaches to spatial
cognition.
In a case study in Tucson, Arizona, the territorial dimensions
of boundedness, activities, control, social relations, and identity
were used as a framework for study of children's perception of and
behavior in their neighborhoods.

A sample of 100 children in Grades

4-6 at an elementary school were interviewed using an aerial photograph, as well as asked to provide a written description of their
neighborhoods and take a Locus of Control Test.

A smaller subsample

of 15 was used for a more detailed study involving sketch maps,

Xl

X~~

diaries, neighborhood tours, subject-employed photography, the
Who Am I Test, and interviews with parents.
The results suggested children's neighborhoods are well-defined
/

spatially, and are seen primarily as an activity space.

The neighbor-

hoods were distinct from outside areas in terms of the amount, variety,
and type of games and other activities, with a social organization that
seemed to be built upon play.

However, a major portion of children's

social relations, as measure.d by the locations of best friends, was not
associated with their neighborhoods.

Inside their neighborhoods were

found most of the children's forts, playhouses, hideouts, and special
play areas, but their favorite places were about evenly divided
between locations inside and outside the neighborhoods.

Neighborhood

place associations were somewhat linked to personal 'identity, but not
to locus of control.

Limiting factors on the extent of the children's

neighborhoods were parents, streets, and mode of transportation.

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Territoriality may be one of the most important principles in the
human organization of environments.

It is manifest in the legal principle

of private property, as well as central to the existence of political
units.

On the landscape, it can be found at any scale, from the fenced

yard to the Iron Curtain.

Yet, while territoriality is easily visible on

the human landscape, the concept is not well understood.

Or worse, it

1S

defined in the simplistic terminology of aggression and defense, and used
to justify violence as a natural act in human spatial behavior.

It is

essential, therefore, to examine this notion of territoriality as it
applies to humans, and to see how it can be used to understand relations
between people and environments.
To study territoriality in human-environment transactions, it is
necessary both to develop a theoretical framework and an approach to the
study of territorial perception and behavior in actual environments.

On

the theoretical side, there is another imperative--to build a structure of
human territoriality with a fir.l. ::.,ndation in knowledge of human nature.
In this dissertation,

th~re

will be an emphasis on a view of people as

entities who learn and develop from helpless infants to relatively intelligent and independent adults.

The incorporation of developmental theory

into a concept of human territoriality will be augmented by an examination
I
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of territorial experiences in people in one particular stage of development, that of "middle childhood."

This field study will concentrate on

one particular type of environment, the neighborhood, whose existence and
utility is often debated in urban studies.

It is to be expected that the

importance of the neighborhood as a place can be associated with the
dim2nsions of territoriality as they relate to the general level of
development of the children in that setting.
The literature on territoriality has a wide interdisciplinary
range, from animal to social sciences, and an adequate review of human
territoriality requires the organization of scattered sets of studies.
Among these works is a small body of literature generated by geographers,
some quite recent.

Although most studies by geographers will be included

in the reviews of the following chapters, it may also be worthwhile to
briefly discuss the role of territorial studies in previous geographic
research.
Gold (1982) has argued that territoriality has value as a "broad
and flexible framework"

for geographic studies of such topics as attachment

to place, environmental values, space and social organization, and activity
patterns.

He has used territoriality as an analogy for the study of the

significance of the home in a Greek urban area, particularly in terms of
symbolic meaning (Hirschon and Gold 1982).

Another issue widely identified

with territoriality, that of defense, was also tied to sense of place in a
recent dissertation in Toronto (Gibson 1981).

Gibson's thesis asserted the

existence of a dialectical relationship between sense of place and defense
of place:

3

. . . when a place to which a person or group of people
is strongly attached is threatened in some way, the sense of
place may lead to and condition the nature of the defense of
place; and when a place is threatened and defended, that
defense of place, in turn, conditions and influences the
nature of sense of place (Gibson 1981, p. 1).
Territoriality has been presented as an important issue 1n all
three of the textbooks on environmental perception and behavior by geographers (Gold 1980; Porteous 1977; Saarinen 1976).

In each of these

works, there was a tendency to stress the micro-scale aspects of territoriality, especially in terms of the horne and neighborhood.

Another group,

the political geographers, have also concerned themselves with territoriality, albeit on a larger scale of nations and social or culture groups
(Gottmann 1975, 1973; Soja 1971).

Kasperson and Minghi (1969, p. 310)

viewed the central issue in territoriality for political geographers to
be the role of spatial organization in "authority, conflict, and social
change."

The emphasis on control was also underscored by Sack (1983) as

the basis of his theory of human territoriality, which he defined as,
" . . . the attempt of an individual or group (x) to influence, affect, or
control objects, people, and relationships (y) by delimiting and
asserting control over a geographic area.

This area is the territory

(Sack 1983, p. 56)."
Sack tended to stress the importance of social organization and
power relationships 1n his approach to territoriality, as is proper to
the study of political geography.

He also preferred to "skirt" the issue

of whet.her or not territoriality is an innate, biological drive or a
learned behavior.

In this dissertation the emphasis \vil1 be on individ-

uals, and on territoriality as a multidimensional concept, including

4

control as one factor.

It will also incorporate the role of learning and

development as a central issue.
Geographers have been

interest~d

~n

learning for some time

insofar as it contributes to the teaching of geography to children.

And

recently, there has been a growing interest in the developmental relationship of children to their environment.

This subfield, of "Children's

Geographies and the Geography of Children," has been reviewed by Hart
(1983) as an interdisciplinary endeavor to which geographers have made,
and can still make, some important contributions.

Hart felt that the

developmental theory of Piaget has much to offer geographers in understanding child-environment relations.

In this dissertation, developmental

theory will be used to organize a theoretical framework for human
territoriality that accentuates the importance of levels of development
~n

manifestations of territorial behavior.
An examination of territoriality in children also requires a

setting for field research.

Of the places used by children (such as

home, school, and the neighborhood) the neighborhood offers some interesting possibilities for study.

Of all points along the life-cycle con-

tinuum, childhood appears to be the time when people are most intensely
involved with their immediate neighborhood, and people concerned with
neighborhood design often must consider children's behavior as an
important component.

An examination of children's territoriality

neighborhood might aid in the clarification of some design issues.

~n

the
On the

other hand, a study of neighborhood territoriality should also contribute
to a theoretical approach to human territoriality.

5

This dissertation is founded on the assertion that territoriality
and its dimensions represent a useful theoretical framework for the study
of place-person relations; useful not only for understanding the process
of landscape formation, but also for learning about the significance of
landscape to the development of human qualities.

It suggests a

theoretical approach to human territoriality that does not "skirt" the
nature-nurture issue, but considers territoriality to grow as part of the
process of human development.

More specifically, it views the manifes-

tations of territoriality in individuals as coincident with their
particular level of life-cycle development.

To support this thesis, a

case study of the perception of the neighborhood by elementary school
children is presented, using dimensions of territoriality as a framework
for analysis.

A secondary goal is the development of methodologies to

study territoriality and neighborhoods.
This study divides roughly into two major segments:

an attempt

to fashion a theoretical framework for the study of human territoriality
and human development, and an empirical examination of children's
perception of their neighborhoods.

The theoretical approach begins with

the review of literature on human territoriality in Chapter 2, continues
in Chapter 3 with a look at the research on the environment and child
development, and is concluded with an attempt to devise a framework for
inquiry using the neighborhood as a type of territory for children in the
fourth chapter.

The case study of children's perception of a Tucson

neighborhood covers most of the latter half of this dissertation.
Chapter 5 is a discussion of the setting and methods in the study.

In
The
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following chapters present the results:

general information 1n Chapter 6

and more detailed descriptions of children's perceptions and activities 1n
Chapter 7.

Chapter 8 concludes the work with a discussion of the results

as they relate to the hypotheses developed earlier, a short evaluation of
the techniques used, and a brief discussion of implications of the
results as they relate to theoretical and design issues.

CHAPTER ?
THE DIMENSIONS OF HUMAN TERRITORIALITY
The first question to be addressed in a study of territoriality is
what the term means.

Other than Sack (1983), many people have presented

definitions of the term (see lists in Edney 1976a; Altman 1975), but the
purposes of this study are better served by formulation of a framework of
various dimensions which are associated with territoriality.

Research

on the topic has considered a number of issues of importance which will
be presented in the following chapter.

The impetus for the concept of

"territory" came from studies of animal behavior, and it is appropriate
to begin with an examination of territoriality in animals.

It is impor-

tant, however, to point out that animal behavior is not to be considered
as a "pattern" for human behavior.

Instead, animal research is used as a

guide to elements that can be investigated in humans.

A basic theme

throughout this research is that the study of human territoriality depends
primarily on the study of territoriality in humans, not animals.

The

emphasis of most of this review of territorial literature will be on
studies of humans.
Animal Behavior and Territoriality
The organized study of territorial behavior began with the publication by Howard (1920) on territoriality in birds.

Since then, students

of animal behavior have examined the use of space by a large variety of
7
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species.

In the great majority of these studies, there has been a

tendency for animals to occupy and regularly use specific areas of space,
instead of wandering without a fixed range:
. free nomadism is quite exceptional, on land at least,
and in most species each individual member becomes attached
at an early age to a particular home area, in which it
remains or to which it regularly returns at the same season
for the rest of its life (Wynne-Edwards 1962, p. 99).
Within the general range of most animals, and sometimes coincident
with it, is an area claimed and used almost exclusively by individuals
or groups of anima1s--the territory.

"

A territory can be defined as

. . that section of space that is defined by the occupying individual

or social unit.

. and that has a definite S1ze.

. as well as a

specific internal structure (Hediger 1961, p. 36)."
Central to this definition of territory, as well as that of many
ethologists is the notion that territories are defended against other
members of the same species (see also Alcock 1975; Eibl-Eibesfe1t 1970;
Lorenz 1966; Ardrey 1966).

Coupled with this notion of defense is the

idea that there must be some reason for the animal to want to defend the
place, some sort of psychological bond.

There also appears to be a

general characteristic that territories are well-delimited.

Although they

may overlap or change, the animals know where the boundaries are and often
mark them.

These territories are not merely random encirclements of

space; they contain within them places and resources that are important
to the owners.

There are social aspects to territories as well, dividing

groups or enabljne social regulation.

Lastly, there are hints that

territorial relations may have something to do with an animal's identity.

9

These

S1X

properties--boundary knowledge, defense, psychological attach-

ment, resources, social regulation, and identity--appear to be the major
dimensions of territoriality seen from the study of anilnal behavior.
These dimensions will be discussed in the following pages.
Important to the occupation and use of any territory
knowledge of where it is.

1S

the

Many animals spend a great deal of time

patrolling and marking their borders, and some researchers believe that
the establishment, maintenance, and defense of boundaries is at the core
of territorial behavior (Ellefson 1968).

As can be expected, most animals

are quite well aware of the edges of their territories.

In the case of

reindeer stags, for example, "boundaries must be arbitrary and subject to
considerable alteration, but they are exceptionally sharply defined
psychologically at any given moment (Darling 1946, p. 32)."
Transgression of these "arbitrary" but nonetheless real,
boundaries by other stags brought an immediate defensive response from
the owner.

The constant border fighting by the deer tends to make the

boundaries rather elastic, but there are other animals, such as cats, who
usually respect territorial boundaries once they are established (Leyhausen 1973, p. 101).

To aid in the delimitation of these boundaries,

animals tend to use natural landmarks as borders, for example streams,
ridges, ditches, or other easily recognizable things (Leyhausen 1971,
p. 26).
of means.

Aside from defense, these boundary lines are marked by a variety
Some animals depend on scent marks, as do dogs and cats when

they urinate on objects.

Other animals use visual cues, such as bears,

who claw and bite on trees.

In the case of such animals as birds, wolves,

10
lions, and bats, territories are marked acoustically, by howling, s1ng1ng,
or roar1ng (Wynne-Edwards 1962; Hediger 1961).

Primates seem especially

prone to acoustical proclamation of territory.

The "morning call" of the

gibbon has been suggested to be a means of informing other groups of the
location of sleeping areas in the occupants' core area (Ellefson 1968).
Some students of animal behavior have found there is a psycho logical bond to the territory.

Darling (1946, pp. 29-30), in fact, insisted

that territories are defined psychologically apart from the physiological
aspects of range, and that "the intimate life of individuals and groups",
as well as "slight incidents, psychological idiosyncracies, and facts of
being 100m large in territorial affairs."

This psychological attachment

1S especially related to factors of habit and choice:
Conservatism of habit, a factor of importance for the survival of species, tends to restrict movement to a particular
area. . . Choice is another reason for individuals or groups
remaining 1n one area. Animals live in definite places because
they like them. Familiarity with one piece of ground enables
an animal to use it in the most advantageous manner for its
comfort and well-being (Darling 1946, p. 29).
One strong indication of the psychological value of territory is
the superiority in fighting strength of animals inside their territory
over any invaders.

Leyhausen noticed this defender's advontage, summariz-

ing that,
within its territory, and particularly in the vicinity
of its "center", an animal is superior in fighting strength to
almost any conspecific, even the strongest. Only in very few
cases has it even been observed that an animal already firmly
settled in its territory was driven out of it by an overpowerful neighbor or stranger (Leyhausen 1973, p. 100).
Ardrey 0966, p. 3) thought this advantage stemmed from a "myster10US flow of energy and resolve," perhaps akin to the legendary Antaeus

11

receiving strength from contact with Mother Earth.

However, one does not

have to go to such lengths to find a psychological mechanism operating 1n
favor of the owner.

Lorenz provided a clue to the nature of this

mechanism when he wrote:
in every individual the readiness to fight is greatest
in the most familiar place, that is, in the middle of its
territory. . . As the distance from this "headquarters" increases,
the readiness to fight decreases proportionately as the surroundings become stranger and more and more intimidating to the
stranger (Lorenz 1966, p. 35).
Central to this issue 1S familiarity with territory which the
owner has through intensive use.

Animals seem to be most aggressive near

the center of their territories (Manning 1979; Lorenz 1966).

Archer

(1976) found that placing a strange object inside an animal's territory
will cause it to attack, and that these situations also evoke fear
behavior.

It seems, then, that animals are more comfortable in familiar

surroundings, and that they are highly aggressive, and fearful, when novel
objects or intruders enter their ground.

Archer (1976, p. 243) also found

that the tendency to attack "decreased with decreasing familiarity of the
familiar area."

In the intruder's case, the unfamiliarity of the area

works against him.

Leyhausen 0973, p. 101) suggested that "all higher

animals are unsure and anxious in unfamiliar surroundings and reach complete assurance only after they have exhaustively investigated them."
As an invader moves into hostile territory, he is assailed by its
unknown quality; the only thing really certa ... n is that the owner will
eventually confront him.

It seems very possible that the stress of moving

into a hostile unknown will contribute to the exhausti.:m of the emotional
resources of the intruder and leave him susceptible to defeat when the

12
defender is finally encountered.

So the defender's advantage lies in his

willingness to fight in his territory and the anxiety felt by the intruder as he moves into unknown ground.
Mason (1968) reported a behavior that seems to suggest a psychological bond to the territory that exists apart from encounters with
others.

Ca11icebus monkeys of South America have a scent gland on their

chests which they rub against branches in their territories.

Apparently

some scent is imparted to the branches, because the monkey often stops to
sniff or mouth the place it has rubbed.

The act of smelling this scent

results in what: Mason described as some sort of ecstatic transport, "much
as a cat when it encounters catnip."

This marking does not occur at

boundaries, nor has any other monkey been seen to react to a branch
rubbed by another.

Mason believed it is a way of personally involving

the individual with the territory .
. it is hard to believe that such a pattern plays no
part in territorial behavior. Perhaps chest-rubbing imparts to
the home range an odor that is recognized by the occupants or,
possible, by providing the performer with an especially intense
experience closely linked with a physical object in its home range,
it serves to ~nhance the individual attachment to place (Mason
1968, p. 215).
In assessing this psychological bond to territory seen 1n animal
behavior, there must always be some caution because it is difficult to
know what 1S 1n the minds of animals.

Habit, preference, familiarity,

and special experience with place have all been suggested as contributing
to this special bond.

Perhaps the most overt manifestation of the

territorial bond is found in defense.
In

run~y

instances the boundaries are maintained by conflict or the

threat thereof, and the relationship of defense to territorial behavior is
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a major concern among ethologists.

Ardrey (1966), for example, consider-

ed defense to be the major feature in the definition of territory.
Manning (1979, p. 164) also felt that "the first essential for a territorial animal is that it must be aggressive toward its own kind."

This

view is in accord with Lorenz' (1966) major hypothesis that animals are
naturally aggressive and territoriality provides a means to control that
aggression.

This control, Lorenz found, was based on the tendency for

most animals to be most highly aggressive in the center of their territor1es but less likely to fight outside them, providing an unequal balance in
aggressiveness except on the territorial boundaries.

Some studies (Archer

1976; Barnett 1969) have shown that even highly aggressive animals lose
their belligerence when placed in an unfamiliar environment.
E'len on the borders, when conflicting animals are most equal in
aggressiveness, the combat is usually not physically damaging.
Such c0~frontations are strictly ritualized, so that on all
but the rarest occasions the biologically fitter of the two
wins without the affliction of physical damage on either one.
This "aggression" is in fact an exercise in competitive display
rather than physical violence (Leakey and Lewin 1977, p. 22).
So it appears that territorial defense is not the sole means of
controlling violent aggression.

Indeed, among higher animals, defense of

territory may not be universal.

Leyhausen (1973, p. 127) found that for

house cats, "fierce defense of the home and the home area is usually
exhibited only by females defending a litter."

Studies of cheetahs

(Eaton 1970) and pumas (Hornocker 1969) indicated that upon reaching
another's territorial marker, the strange animals immediately altered
direction to avoid encountering the owners.

This avoidance is also
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common among primates, even those with overlapping ranges Olinde 1974;
Bates 1970).

The notion of territoriality, then, goes beyond that of

defense to a claim of exclusive possession of an area that can be
defended if necessary, but

1S

more often recognized and respected by

neighboring conspecifics.

In this regard, it can be seen that there

1S

a

range of behaviors:
Territoriality, in the broad sense of exclusive use of a
defined area, can thus arise in a number of ways--by the actual
defense of an area, including patrolling its boundaries and the
active seeking out of intruders; . . . by adherence to a home
range coupled with aggression toward other groups whenever they
happen to be met (i.e., defense of a "mobile territory"); or by
adherence to a home range coupled with mutual avoidance
between groups (Hinde 1974, p. 393).
Still other students of animal behavior (Kaufmann 1971; willis
1967; Brown 1963; Em1en 1958) have found that conspecifics are often
allowed into other territories, providing they make gestures of submission to the owner.

In these cases aggressive defense can be precluded by

acknowledging the control the owner asserts over the territory.
It

1S

evident that sometimes conflict is triggered by an attempt

to cross a territorial boundary, but there are other ways of avoiding
aggression.

Hany animals, especially primates, tend to respect other

territories and mutually avoid each other.

The rituals of threat and

submission also tend to keep such situations on a nonviolent level.

Thus,

even in animals, overt defense is not a ubiquitous response to territorial
infringement, perhaps only a last resort.

Nor is territorial separation

of "naturally aggressive" individuals, as suggested by Lorenz, really
necesva:y in natural situations where violence can be mediated by socia1i7~cicn

or the rituals of animal threat and conflict.

Perhaps it would
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be more appropriate to suggest that the underlying purpose for territorial defense, claims to exclusive use, or dominance behavior, lies in the
desire to control an area of space.
One area of animal research where control 1S especially evident
is in the efforts of the males of some species to keep the females within
their territories.

In sea lions, for example,

• . . the bulls compete primarily for territory only at the
beginning of the breeding season and thereafter each successful bull's first preoccupation becomes the herding of his
females, in the face of constant pressure of interference by
subdominant or younger males (Wynne-Edwards 19,62, p. 182).
The pressure does not come only from other males outside the
territory, but also from females trying to leave the area.

Consider the

following description of territorial behavior in red deer:
The hinds are unconcerned and tend to wander to the rougher
ground. The stag herds them back and there is an evident
tendency for him to work the hinds downhill than uphill, a
task in which he never quite succeeds. Given the fact then,
that rutting territories are on the hinds' grounds, it is the
stag who definitely works to keep his hinds on ground which
allows him fair mobility (Darling 1946, p. 33).
So there is a kind of tension between the male deer trying to
keep his harem 1n his territory and the female deer trying to leave.

This

forces the stag to spend time herding the deer, "similar to that of a
collie keeping together a knot of sheep (Darling 1946, p. 82).'1
ly, this herding has also been noticed with Hamadryas baboons.

SimilarIf the

female lags behind or moves more than 20 feet away from the male, he
attacks and bites her on the neck (Kummer 1968).

This is an example of

what Hediger termed "social distance", which can be defined as "the
maximum distance that individuals of one society will move from one
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another (Hediger 1961, p. 54)."

Hediger thought social distance is impor-

tant inside the territory to act against the dissolution of the group.
It can be seen as an internal control mechanism within the territory to
provide the proper degree of contact between individuals in the group.
Whether territories are defined by defense or control, there
still arises the question of the reason for territorial behavior.

Ley-

hausen hinted at an explanation for defense when he linked it to the
protection of offspring.

Territory becomes important when it contains

something important to the owner.
Why are some animals territorial? Simply to protect
resources, such as food, a nest, or a similar reproductive
area. Many birds defend one piece of real estate in which
a male may attract and court a female, and then move off to
another one, also to be defended, in which they build a
nest and rear young (Leakey and Lewin 1977, p. 212).
In his original work on territoriality in birds, Howard (1920)
found defense and threat to be most evident during the breeding season.
In some animal species such as sea lions (Wynne-Edwards 1962), red deer
(Darling 1946), Uganda kob, or grouse (Manning 1979), the only territorial aggression occurs among males attempting to hold a territory for
mating purposes.

The male grouse, for example, fights to hold a territory

that attracts the female for copulation; once that is over the female
leaves to raise her young alone.

The red deer males gather together a

"harem" of females that they try to keep together and mate with throughout
the rutting season; in this case it is more obvious that the territory is
not defended so much as the females.

Other animals, such as wolves (Mowat

1963), ravens, or peregrin falcons (Howard 1920), form monogamous pairs
which remain together during the period from mating to the time their
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offspring are ready to leave, or for life.

In these cases, especially

for predators, the cooperation of two animals is needed to protect and
feed the young.

In those situations a territory owner has proven to his

prospective mate that he can hold a secure area, and is a desirable
match.

As Manning (1979, pp. 280-281) observed, "a female's best

strategy in this situation is clear, she must choose a male who is
holding a good territory, for he thereby 'proves' that he is fit and can
help her rear young."
Alcock stressed familiarity with territorial resources as
important in raising offspring:
Territorial establishment may also be advantageous if it
confers access to a productive foraging area. This maybe
especially important during the breeding season if adults are
forced to bring foorl repeatedly to one spot (e.g., a bird's
nest) for their immobile offspring. Familiarity with a circular foraging area with the nest or den in the center
reduces the parents' traveling time back and forth between
young the the hunting area (Alcock 1975, pp. 313-314).
Control over a territory, then, confers on the owners a control
over resources necessary to the proper functioning of the individuals or
groups as fully productive units of the species.

It also ensures a fair

distribution of resources among individuals and enables a certain mechanism for conservation by limiting access to territorial resources.
Some studies have contradicted the conservation idea.

The normally

wide-ranging wildebeest tend to become more territorial in the sense of
exclusive use, in areas of rich food supply (Manning 1979, p. 283).
Wallabies in Australia tend to keep to their usual ranges and avoid
other groups during normal conditions.

However, there are indications

that in periods of drought, the pattern of exclusive ranges breaks down
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and several groups can be found feeding peaceably together wherever
forage is available (Kaufmann 1971).
The resource base for mammals, especially, extends into areas
that are not defended, not well controlled because of their size, and
often overlapping with neighboring groups--not corresponding to any
formal definition of territory.

A more appropriate term is that of home

range, which can be defined as "the area over which an animal normally
travels in pursuit of its routine activities (Jewell 1966, cited in Bates
1970, p. 273)."

Leyhausen, after reviewing his own and other ethological

research provided the following description of the typical home range:
. . . to mammals, it is not so much an occupied area which
is important as a number of points of interest--first-order
homes, second-order homes, places for feeding, rubbing, resting,
sunbathing, etc. All these places are connected by an elaborate
network of paths, along which the territory ovner travels
according to a more or less strict daily, or seasonal, or otherwise determined routine. , The areas enclosed by the pathways,
though more or less familiar, are seldom or never used
(Leyhausen 1973, p. 122).
Among primates, occupation of home range is especially evident.
The primate tendency to exist in groups, as well as the large size
reached by some of the great apes, requires a large resource base; one
whose boundaries cannot be controlled.

In the great apes especially, home

ranges overlap, although there is a tendency for groups to stay apart
(Alcock 1975; Bates 1970).
to as "core areas."

Inside these home ranges are what are referred

Core areas are somewhat equivalent to Leyhausen's

first-order home or the usual definition of a territory, in that they are
places that are

us~d

intensively and exclusively by a group.

Only rarely

and under unusual circumstances (such as drought) does a group approach
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another's core area (Bates 1970; Mason 1968).

As suggested above, the

tendency to live in groups affects the use of territory or the home range
as a resources base.

In addition, territoriality is associated with the

social structure of the group, providing another major dimension.
There is a clear relationship between territoriality and social
relationships.

Obviously, there is a connection between the form of so-

cial life and the size of and attachment to territories.

Animals living

alone tend to have small territories they can see and defend.

Animals

living in social communities usually have a very large territory and are
not able to have visual control over the whole area or defend it effectively.

Additionally, their food requirements force them to move often

and do not allow them to become attached to anyone place to the same
extent as solitary territory owners (Leyhausen 1973).
The great virtue of territoriality to the solitary animal

1S

that it confers on the owner dominance over a single area:
An individual guarding a nest-site, territory, established stance, roosting place, or mate, normally dominates
all rivals and intruders, including those that would stand
higher on the scale if they met on neutral ground. Diffidence in trespassing on or contesting the property claims
of others is very commonly seen, and has a strong influence
on the competitive relationships between individuals. The
same thing appears in the widespread practice of attacking
and persecuting strangers and relegating newcomers to the
lowest social rank (Wynne-Ed\Vards 1962, pp. 130-137).
This dominance enables the formation of a more or less egalitarian society in \Vhich each territory owner

1S

able to participate.

For

example, each occupant has a more or less equal chance of obtaining a
mate and being al10\Ved to raise offspring.

In those societies, males \Vho

fail to hold territories are excluded from these social activities
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(Alcock 1975; Howard 1920).

Among polygamous animals, such as sage grouse,

seals, and red deer, only high ranking animals can secure a territory and
thus breed (Wynne-Edwards 1962; Darling 1946).
Among primates, territories and ranges are held by groups which
travel around together.

The external relations of these groups are

generally characterized by mutual avoidance; when groups encounter each
other they usually withdraw without conflict or threat (Bates 1970; Hall
1968).

In cases of actual conflict on the home range borders, which have

been observed in gibbons (Effefson 1968) and Callicebus monkeys (Hall
1968), all the members of the group participated.

There is some suggestion

that these conflicts can also serve to increase group solidarity.
sider, for example, Mason's description of the characteristic

Con-

behavio~

during a confrontation:
As the two groups approached each other the animals of
one group would draw together, and then sit with their sides
touching, facing the opposing group. Calling was probably
most often initiated by the male, but his mate showed signs
of extreme agitation (Mason 1968, p. 213).
Ii primate groups tend to show solidarity in intergroup relations,
they also tend to display a social hierarchy inside the group.

In many

cases there is a clear dominance relationship between members of the
group, with adult males in a social hierarchy or one male exercising
exclusive dominance over females and juveniles (Hall 1968).
Animal research has also suggested a relationship between territoriality and dominance hierarchies:
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The common feature of all territories is that they confer
complete dominance on the owner within the boundaries. There
he is secure and the boundary of his territory marks the point
at which his dominance begins to give way to that of his
neighbor. The hierarchical organization of dominance does
not relate to a fixed area, but to rank order between a gr.oup
of individuals living in a common area. The group will move
around together and may indeed defend a communal territory,
but within the group some animals are dominant over others
(Manning 1979, p. 277).
Leyhausen (1979, 1973, 1971), who has done some fascinating work
with domestic housecats, has found evidence for the simultaneous existence
of two systems of rank ordering.
on territoriality.

One is "relative social hierarchy" based

Because the winner of territorial fights is usually

the animal closest to home, the ranking order between neighbors differs
according to place.

Also, because cats operate according to different

schedules, the ranking may vary at different times, even at the same place.
So each animal is dominant at particular times and places.

In addition to

this system is an "absolute social hierarchy", established among the more
free-ranging males.

The fights that establish this absolute ranking occur

on neutral ground, in no cat's territory, so the ranking is established
without any relative advantage of place.

Even the losers in these ranking

fights, however, are superior within their own territories.

Leyhausen

also found that cats tend to respect others' occupance of places in the
home range, beyond their territories, despite their absolute social rank.
Thus there
hierarchy.

1S

a relationship between territoriality and social

Occupance of a place confers dominance within that place,

whatever the ranking of an individual in the overall social hierarchy.
Under normal conditions territoriality and social rank tend to balance
each other.

Davis (1958) considered both systems to be two poles of a
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continuum of social ordering highly dependent on population density; as
density increases, territoriality gives way to a social hierarchy.

Ley-

hausen found similar results in a crowding experiment with cats:
There is a direct relationship between the balance of an
absolute and relative hierarchy and population density. The
more crowded the cage is, the less relative hierarchy there
is. Eventually a despot emerges, pariahs appear, driven to
frenzy and all kinds of neurotic behavior by continuous and
pitiless attack by all the others; the community turns into
a spiteful mob. They seldom relax, they never look at ease,
and there is continuous hissing, growling, and even fighting.
Play stops altogether and locomotion and exercise are reduced
to a minimum (Leyhausen 1979, p. 238).
Another type of social behavior related to territoriality 1n
animals is that of privacy, which can be defined as "a regulatory process
that serves to selectively control access of external stimulation to one's
self or the flow of information to others (Klopfer and Rubenstein 1977,
p. 358)."

Animals display "privacy" by withholding information about

themselves that might benefit conspecific competitors.

For example, a

wounded or exhausted animal defending its breeding territory may continue
to threaten attack, even though it may actually withdraw when challenged
(Klopfer 1980).
Important to privacy 1S the need to recogn1ze just who the conspecifics are.

Klopfer (1980) considered it to be complementary to the

ability to identify "one's self to another as a conspecific", and possibly
depending on the same process as socialization.

Territoriality can serve

to "either control or limit interactions with conspecifics or, by providing a periphery where interactions can occur, it may maximize social
contacts (Klopfer 1980, p. 358)."
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So, in terms of social identification of other members of the
same species, territoriality appears to playa role.

As Leyhausen (1973)

pointed out, social interplay in many animals can be elicited by stimuli
that need not be associated with any particular individual.

Species of

fighting fish, for example, will respond aggressively to the same shape
or color, whether or not this is a conspecific (Lorenz 1966).

For

higher animals, however, Leyhausen suggested that organization of encounters by place enables individuals to recognize others.

Most verte-

brates have a good memory for places and the occupation of a particular
place by a particular animal enables other members of the species to
identify him.

Leyhausen 0973, p. 122) stressed the importance of place

fixing, noting"

..

~n

territorial animals the fixation of an individ-

ual in a definite locality obviously facilitates the recognition of this
individual by its neighbors."
Thus an animal with a territory can be recognized as an individual by his own conspecifics.

Without a place of his own, there would be

no way for other members of his species to recognize him--he would be
forever a stranger, encountering and being driven off by different animals
in his wanderings.

Therein lies the importance of territorial identity to

functioning in many animal societies.

It seems, then, that there

~s

a

portion of identity tied to territory, which an animal may defend as it
would other items necessary to its self-integrity.

A related question

how important is territory to an animal's recognition of self?
Obviously, it is difficult to discover information about animal
self recognition.

At this time, the only animals demonstrating a

~s
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concept of self have been chimpanzees and orangutans, although some hope
is held for gorillas as well (Gallup 1980).

One also wonders about such

demonstrably intelligent animals as dolphins, whales, and octopi, but
such proofs must wait for the future.

The dominant view of self-concept

formation is that it develops out of social interactions.

Mead (1934)

argued that in order for the self to be viewed consciously by an individual, one must have the opportunity to view onesel f fro"n the point of
view of another.

This idea is supported in experiments with chimpanzees

demonstrating that those raised in isolation seemed unable to recognize
themselves in mirrors and that chimps raised with people saw themselves
as human (Gallup 1980; Temerlin 1980).

It is possible that territoriality

may playa part in the development of self-identity, certainly in the
regulation of social encounters, and perhaps also in the more private
interactions of individuals with environmental objects in their home
areas.
This brief foray into the vast literature of animal behavior is
not intended to be a comprehensive review, instead it provides a concentration of summary statements based on ethological work.

From this

examination, it is evident that, even in animals, territorial behavior
quite diverse and complex.

~s

Nevertheless, there are six major facets of

the ethological view of territoriality that bear examination in terms of
human behavior:
1.

Knowledge.

The territory

~s

a known area, usually with well-

defined boundaries that are often marked.
2.

Psychological Bond.

There is a psychological bond to
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territory that manifests itself in habitual, intensive use of places and
in a defensive advantage stemming from familiarity and comfort within
those places.
3.

Control.

There is a claim to control, exclusive use, or

dominance in an area that is maintained by a variety of defense, threat,
marking, mutual avoidance, or dominance-submission rituals.

This control

is also exercised in breeding season to keep females inside the territory.
4.

Resource Base.

Territoriality provides control over resources

necessary for the proper functioning of the individual or group as a
producing unit of the species, and also provides a system for allocation
of resources among animals.

Many animals do not exercise territorial

control over all resources, so perhaps a more appropriate term for the
animal resource base is home range.
5.

Social Relations.

Possession of a territory provides a means

for social recognition and interaction by conferring local dominance,
group integrity, and regulation of social contact.
ship between territorial rank and social hierarchy

There is a relationwhi~h

can be especially

affected by changes in density.
6.

Identity.

By fixing an individual to a specific place,

territoriality provides the basis for recognition of that individual by
its neighbors.

In those animals with demonstrated self-identity, terri-

torial control of social relations, and perhaps also transactions with
the physical environment of the territory, may be important in the
development of a self-concept.
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Human Nature and Territoriality
From the small sampling of studies and reviews of animal territoriality discussed in the preceeding section, it can be seen that the
concept is quite complex, even among lower animals.

Any attempt to

organize a general theory of territoriality must take into account the
species-specific ecological adaptations that affect spatial, temporal,
social and behavioral aspects of activity patterns.

The rationale for

ethology is based upon the biological similarity between animals and
humans; however, the extent to which people are grounded in their
evolutionary biological heritage is not known and the transfer of
information on animal behavior to the study of human behavior must
involve a great degree of caution:
While the ethologists' definition of animal territory
as "any defended area" has considerable heuristic value,
there is no need to assume that the mechanisms underlying
human and animal bzhavior are identical (Sommer and Becker
1969, p. 92).
So, while the general dimensions of animal territoriality may
help provide a basis for organizing research on human territoriality, it
is important to consider those features of human nature that are distinct.
The distinctions between people and animals that most seem to relate to
territoriality are tool making, abstraction of thought, the importance of
learning over instinct, the change in behavior over the life cycle, and
the relationship between home and the resource base.

These features will

be discussed briefly.
Because of the human propensity for making tools, territorial
behavior can also be exhibited toward things as well as'places:
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Not only is a person's home a "castle" but so is his
or her automobile, pen, typewriter, clothing, watch, and
book. Human object and area territoriality also goes beyond fixed geographical areas. A family can move across
the world but feel relatively "at home" after its furniture and possessions arrive; the ill person in a hospital
is comforted by having a few personal objects and reminders
of home (Altman 1975, p. 108).
Obviously the salient importance of objects is evident in the
above quote, but there is a deeper implication in the notion that people
can be made comfortable in new environments by bringing familiar things
\"ith them--or by remaking the environment into more familiar patterns.
Human toolmaking can be considered not only in the traditional sense of
creation of instruments, but in a more general sense as purposeful a1teration of environment, whether it be shaping stones into cutting edges,
uS1ng sticks and branches to make a shelter, or digging a ditch for a
field irrigation system (Itte1son, personal communication).

It seems that

at the core of this toolmaking activity is the conscious manipulation of
environmental materials, often involving an intense personal relationship.
In the creation

Cf.R

spear point, a prehistoric hunter invested a large

amount of time and skill, and might have considered himself personally
connected with that material; in many cases the craftmanship suggests a
care beyond utilitarian values.

In such situations can be seen the double

significance of tools, on one level as instruments for specific functions,
and on another level as repositories of meaning.

In a more contemporary

situation, the use of the car as a means of transportation seems to have
resulted in a more intense relationship with the car than the environment
it travels over.

If they do not do it themselves, probably all Americans

have seen cars talked to, given names, decorated with bumper stickers,
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or been provided with other evidence of attachment to particular vehicles.
An even greater investment of effort may be seen in the alterations of
the urban environment.

It

LS

suggested that the actions of shaping

environments to suit oneself also create attachments to them.
The human ability to abstract thoughts offers several important
distinctions.

Altman (1975) observed that territorial fee1ings--comp1ete

with self-identification and defense--exist over ideas.

This "cognitive

territoriality" is reflected in the importance of copyrights, the "staking
out" of ideas in the academic world, and defense of personal opinions and
values.

But abstraction leads to other equally important "territories".

Humans demonstrate a tendency to identify with territories that are not
\vho11y familiar to them.

Fe\v people have traveled over the entire

territory of their home nations, but they often develop a strong feeling
of patriotism.

For example, the United States response to the attack on

Pearl Harbor, a place knoWn to relatively few Americans at the time, was
a unified dedication to a war that many did not want in the time previous
to the "Day of Infamy".

The application of territorial ideas to the

concept of the nation-state is one of great interest to political
geographers (Soja 1971).

Also important

"return" to a previously held territory.

LS

the ability to mentally

This was especially important

to Cobb (1959), who cited a propensity among creative people to hearken
back to memories of childhood and its associated places as a medium for
renewing thei',r creativity.

Another means of creation of abstract places

is to dream up, to mentally construct "castles in the air".

The relation-

ship of dream places to personality was a powerful tool in the clinical
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psychology of Jung (Cooper 1976) and investigations of the fantasy landscapes so popular today (e.g. Porteous 1975) may tell much about
territorial involvement with places.
The human resource base is more complex than that of animals and
differs fundamentally in the way it is exploited.

The animal-oriented

purpose of deriving all necessities from one territory is not necessary
humans, expecially in modern technological societies.

~n

The major human

attributes in resources use appear to be in the role of cooperation and
sharing, the use of a home base as gathering point, and the greater variability of needs.

Cooperation has been thought to be of great prominence

in human evolution (Montagu 1976).

The division of labor, usually men-

tioned in terms of males hunting animals and females gathering plants,
requires the confidence among the separate units that even those who come
back empty-handed will be fed by those more successful.

Modern systems,

although more complex, still have cooperative exchange as a
underpinning.

The home base

~s

pr~mary

a salient part of that system of exchange,

on a simple level by fixing the location where the exchange can be
carried out.

Lancaster (1978) stressed the significance of carrying

materials to a home base for consumption and storage of excess, as a key
factor in human evolution.

The extent to \vhich people use resource

concentration points is very important

~n

assessing human territoriality.

Finally, the existence of a wide variety of "territories"
in people.

~s

quite evident

Edney (1976c) noted the existence of multiple territories--

widely spaced,

serv~ng

primary and secondary functions (such as recre-

ation), and of

vary~n~

duration.

The role of the human use of resources
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will be examined later in terms of more empirical work, but it seems
quite evident here that the importance of cooperative exchange, concentration in particular places, and complexity of needs, are all critical
considerations in understanding human territorial behavior.
The importance of the role of learning
controversial subject.

~n

human territory

~s

a

Extrapolating from the ethological literature,

Ardrey (1966, p. 24) considered territoriality to be primarily instincti ve (genetically p:rogrammed), with learning secondary; he fe 1 t:
disposition to possess a territory is
is likewise innate.

i~nate.

"The

The command to defend it

But its position and borders will be learned."

In

Ardrey's design, learning serves the territorial instinct and cannot overcome it.

This territorial instinct is closely tied to aggression, which

Ardrey and others (e.g., Washburn and Hamburg 1968; Lorenz 1966) also
thought to be biologically based (aggression will be more fully discussed
in the section on control and defense).

The degree to which this terri-

torial instinct manifests itself can be seen, Ardrey asserted, in the
examples of well-educated people contributing their knowledge to aid in
the wartime defense of their countries.

In such cases,

All apparent conscience, all cultural instruction and religious teaching concerning the immorality of kilJ ing vanish before the higher command to defend his country, and the scientist
makes available to the art of murder the most intricate secrets
of his trade. In the language of this inquiry we should say
that he fills out from the particularity of his learning the
generality of that open instinct, the territorial imperative;
and having done so, he will act according to the finished
pattern of the Capricorn beetle (Ardrey 1966, p. 29).
Other evidence of the biological basis of territorial behavior
has been presented by Esser (1976), who suggested that its locus in the
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central nervous system is the brain stem, the most primitive part.

On to

this primitive biological system are overlain the neocortical transformations based on learning, especially those of the right cerebral hemisphere which govern the physical and social aspects of spatial behavior.
Esser's belief that territoriality is a prinlitive, innate program in the
brain is supported by clinical observations of territorial behavior in
mentally retarded boys (Paluck and Esser 1971 a and b).

In these obser-

vations, boys who were introduced to a new environment quickly established territories which they defended aggressively despite punishment by
staff members.

This behavior suggested that the drive for territorial

expression is so strong that it cannot be overcome by a punishment procedure designed to suppress it; leading to the speculation that,
"behavior which runs its own course, despite our trying to influence it,
1.S probably very primitive in nature (Paluck and Esser 1971a, p. 28)."
Opposed to these contentions, are people who question the existence of a unitary territorial instinct in primates as well as humans
(Crook 1973; Mason 1968).

The evidence against a territorial instinct 1.n

humans largely centers around the diversity of behaviors, and variability
in tendencies to hold territories.

Montagu (1976) found that human terri-

torial behavior is not a fixed behavior pattern, but a form of behavior
that grows out of the context of the situation.

To Montagu (1976, p. 251)

this attachment to a territory can be explained by experience, in which
the impulse to territorial ownership ".

grows principally out of

emotional attachment to a land in which the individual is born and lives
his or her life.

It

has nothing whatever to do with instinct."
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In assessing the biological basis of human territoriality, it 1S
important to note that the advocates of that "instinct" consider aggression to be closely related to territoriality.

The instances of this

aggression cited as evidence involve abnormal situations of war and people considered incapable of living in normal human society.

Considering

the lack of evidence of instinctive patterns of behavior evident from
birth; it seems that no genetically programmed behavior can stand unaltered in the face of a lifetime of learning.

The very existence of a long

childhood, which individuals begin with a complete lack of ability to
satisfy their needs alone, demonstrates this lack of instinctive behavior.
This is not to say, however, that behavior based on instinct has no relationship to behavior based on learning.
to

e~vironments,

They are, after all, adaptations

and they may show similarities to the extent that enV1-

ronments are similar.

But learned behavior provides a flexibi1ity of

action that cannot be matched in the animal world, adding potentials that
cannot be found in the animals to the extent they exist in humans, such as
self-identity, abstract thought, or the ability to plan.
The importance of learning is closely related to the long period
of immaturity in humans, and it is surprising that very little work has
explored the relationship of territoriality to the maturation process.

Of

course, one of the primary biological functions of territory is the protection and nurturing of offspring, and no doubt that also applies to the
human organization of space.

But territory is also necessary in the

education and development of children.
u~ban

Jacobs (1961) stressed the use of

sidewalks in the social assimilation of children, but territory
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provides more than an environment for social learning.

The dominant

theories of child development (e.g., Piaget 1967; Werner and Kaplan 1963)
consider maturation as evolving out of the interactions between the
organism and its environment.

In this respect, proper rearing of off-

spring requires a high degree of control over the environment to allow for
safe, graduated experiences at the level each child is able to c6pe.

The

importance of developmental theory 1S a central issue 1n this research
and will be discussed 1n more detail 1n the following chapter.
It also seems quite apparent that changes in territorial behavior
and needs occur across the lifespan.

For example, changes in children's

range with age have been documented by Hart (1979) and Tindal (1971).
The relationships between environments and the elderly was discussed by
Rowles (1978), especially in terms of their need to fantasize about past
places.

Pollack and Patterson (1980) examined territorial marking by

elderly people in terms of reduced mastery over their surroundings and
fear of crime.

However, many questions about changing territorial behav-

ior and needs across the life cycle rema1n to be investigated; for example,
attachment to objects or places, importance of places in satisfying
changing needs, changes in range and attachment to place, or the role of
environmental control and changes in territoriality.
Additional attributes of human territories have been mentioned by
various authors.

Edney (1976) noted that total invasion of another

group's territory 1S common, that people have weapons enabling territorial
warfare without trespassing, and that people routinely entertain visitors
in their home places.

Altman (1975) made a distinction between animal and

34
human territories on the basis of diversity of group membership.

People

belong to a great variety of groups and playa great number of social
roles associated with different places.

In fact, the abstract idea of a

social role probably is a type of territory.

Although the unique qual-

ities of humans require some caution in ethological interpretations of
territorial behavior, the ability to communicate provides an opportunity
for understanding far beyond the observations and experiments with animals.
So far, only humans can discuss hO\'1 they feel about their territories,
which makes the study of the concept in humans far more promising than 1n
animals.

It should be recognized, however, that humans share a common

evolutionary biological heritage with animals; even the most fanatical
humanist must recognize the importance of hunger or temperature control 1n
human behavior.

It is for this reason that the basic dimensions of human

territoriality to be explored in this study are grounded in the ethological literature.

In the following sections, those dimensions will be

explored in terms of their relationship to actual studies of human
behavior.
Territorial Definition and Marking
One of the central features of animal territories is the notion
that they are well-defined spaces whose boundaries are known to their occupants.

This appears to be important to humans as well.

Taylor (1978,

p. 128) examined a range of definitions of territoriality and found some
conception of defined space common to all of them.

As a consequence, part

of his own definition of territoriality includes "use that endures over
time of a specific place that has meaning for the occupant and is bounded
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or outlined in some fashion."

There is some possiblity that a well-

founded sense of space is also important to a well-defined sense of self.
Wax (1977) felt that it is difficult to separate physical and psychological territories, and the need to create defined personal spaces coincides
with a need for self-definition.

He found this need to create a space

that is bounded and definite to be especially important in offsetting the
depersonalization of institutional settings.
Closely related to a well-defined conception of personal territory
1S

the means of identifying that territory on the landscape and announcing

the claim to other people; that is, the territory must be marked somehow.
A marker is some kind of sign that the territory is claimed or occupied
(Becker 1973; Goffman 1971).

Because humans depend primarily on symbols

for communication, territorial markers are largely symbolic (Becker 1973;
Sommer 1969).

Newman (1972) stressed the importance of designing symbolic

barriers into territorial spaces:
There is a language of symbols which has come to be recognized
as instrumental in defining boundaries or a claim to territory.
These boundary definers are interruptions in the sequence of movement along access paths and serve to create perceptible zones of
transition from public to private spaces. . . Some represent real
barriers: U-shaped buildings, high walls and fences, and locked
gates and doors. Others are symbolic barriers only: open gateways, light standards, a short run of steps, planting, and changes
in the texture of the w::llking surface. Both serve a common purpose: to inform that one is passing from a space which is public
where one's presence is not questioned through a barrier to a
space which is private and where one's presence requires justification (Newman 1972, p. 63).
These symbolic barriers are not only messages to strangers that
they are passing into private or semi-private domains, but they also define
areas of comparative safety for the residents (Newman 1972).

The types of
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symbols used vary greatly

fro~

artifacts (Joiner 1976; Duncan 1973) to

signs (Edney 1972a) to graffiti (Brown 1978; Ley and Cybriwsky 1974), to
odors (Mercer and Benjamin 1980).
Goffman (1971, pp. 41-42) found two major types of markers:

cen-

tra1 markers that "announce a territorial claim that radiates outward from
it," and boundary markers that "mark the line between two adjacent territories."

Central markers can be used to provide a locus of orientation

and help define the activity within the area (Schf1en 1976).

Joiner also

stressed the importance of personalization of personal territories, and
found two major functions of objects used in personal marking in office
spaces:
. . . office spaces are used and organized in a way which
establishes interaction boundaries, sets the pattern of interaction with which the occupant expects visitors to comply and
fosters impressions about the role and status of the occupant
within the organization (Joiner 1976. p. 229).
Both cases illustrate how central markers can be used to reinforce major functions of territoriality.

By presenting messages about the

owner's identity, markers provide important support in presenting his or
her "front" (Goffman 1959), or image presented.

Markers can control the

activity by providing clear signals of the type of activit; allowed there
(or not allowed, as

~n

itating interaction by

a "no smoking" sign) as well as limiting or faci1us~ng

barriers or furniture arrangements.

personalization also provides an emotional support for people.

This
This use

of markers as personal support can be especially important in the process
of adapting to environments that are unfamiliar, or perceived as hostile.
Wax (1977) cited a case of a child's adjustment to a residential facility
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for juveniles.

In this situation, the child's affective state was ex-

pressed in the decorations and objects she used to personalize her space.
At first, she brought in personal objects from home, and spoke of running
away.

Later, she replaced her home things with products made in arts and

crafts, and decorated her room with symbols relating to festivities and
events at the residence.

Wax saw this change of markers as an important

indicator of her progress:
Her "settling in" seemed graphically indexed by the way in
which she used her territory to express first the pain of separation and by he~ attempts to individuate within the residence.
As she progressed, she devised means of expressing her own responsivity and role as "interior decorator" for the residence.
Notably, a parallel process of adaptation was reported by her
psychotherapy (Wax 1977, pp. 55-56).
Boundary markers can be used, as Altman (1970, pp. 6-7) asserts,
in "preventive demarcation," to prevent others from intruding.

As markers,

humans tend to rely on "environmental props;" that is, "objects and
arrangements of objects in space."

Such markers include nameplates,

insignia, fences, photographs, or other items.
ed on graffiti as a boundary marker.

Some interest has center-

Ley and Cybriwsky (1974) found that

gang turf boundaries in Philadelphia were marked by a high incidence of
graffiti.

Brown (1978) also discussed graffiti as a boundary marker, but

also felt it had deeper meaning:
Graffiti are also a means of marking off a gang's territorial boundaries, acting as a "no trespassing" sign to potential
invaders. It is a means of giving a semblance of order in a
milieu fraught with change and danger. Although it is a temporal
marker, subject to the erasures of time and of new identities,
graffiti offer its authors an important communication device that
displays their need for recognition--their desire for identification (Brown 1978, p. 48).
This dual purpose of boundary marking, of warning and assertion
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of identity, was also found in a study of Catholic and Protestant neighborhoods in Belfast.

Identity was expressed by slogans portraying

loyalty to various local soccer teams, while warnings 'vere seen in such
signs as "Prods (Protestants) Keep Out," or "No Pope Here" (Boa1 1974,
pp. 200-201).
Boa1's study illustrates one function of markers in social activity, that of separating social groups.

In the Belfast study the markers

provided a clear indication of change from the Catholic to the Protestant
neighborhood.
dominance.

Other social markers function to display group identity and

In the community studied by Duncan (1973), the artifacts and

landscaping reflected differences between social groups.

Edney and Jordan-

Edney (1974), suggested that the use of intra-group markers was an expression of inward orientation in the group, reflecting a dominant interest in
other group members rather than people outside.

Social rank 'vas also

addressed in an examination of the relationship between markers displayed
on professors' doors and departmental rank, number of publications, number
of pages published and scores on a dominance scale test.

Marking corre-

lated positively with departmental rank and number of publications and
pages published, but negatively with scores on the dominance scale.

The

authors concluded that the markers reflected situation-specific dominance
rather than a general tendency to be dominant in non-university, interpersonal settings (Sandi1ands and McMullin 1980).
A number of studies of territorial marking have considered its
relationship to territorial defense.

In fact, Sommer stressed that both

marking and defense are essential characteristics of his definition of
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territory:

"Following Hediger, I use the term to represent an area 'which

is first rendered distinctive by its owner in a particular way and, seccondly, is defended by the owner.'

The major components of this definition

are personalization and defense (Sonnner 1969, p. 14)."
The use of markers as a defensive measure has been studied in
public areas, including libraries (McAndrew, et al. 1978; Taylor and
Brooks 1978), classrooms (Haber 1980), and cafeterias (Becker 1973).

In

library situations, most students observed used personalized markers-coats, books, notebooks, etc.--to mark places when they left them.

Defense

was variable however, relating in one study to the desirability of the
study area (Taylor and Brooks 1978).

In some cases, the markers them-

selves were found to be effective invaders.

McAndrew, et al. (1978)

watched the reactions of individuals who left their seats only to return
later and find someone else's markers there.
withdrew without trying to assert their claim.

In all cases, the "invadees"
In the classroom, Haber

(1980) found that although most students reacted to invasion of their
classroom seats (while the seat was unoccupied during a class break) by
retreating, those who marked their places were more likely to defend them.
Becker (1973) felt that the general reluctance of people to defend marked
seats in cafeterias and libraries suggested that territory may not be an
appropriate term to describe this occupation:
The reluctance of people to defend marked seats in a cafeteria setting under high density led to the conclusion that the
function of the markers was to maintain personal distance, not
to establish a territory. Territory is characterized by both
demarcation and defense (Becker 1973, p. 440).
-In territories occupied on a more long term, more exclusive basis,
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marking has a stronger relationship to occupance.

Edney (l972a) found

that people who marked their residences with such signs as IIPrivate Property,1I IIKeep Out,1I or IINo Trespassing,1I tended to have lived in their
homes longer, expected to be there for a longer time, and responded to
intrusion faster than those without signs.

Two studies on fear of crime

found that both elderly and nonelderly homeowners with well-marked territories (signs, barriers and personalizations of the house) were significantly less fearful than those with few markers (Pollack and Patterson
1980; Patterson 1978).

Research on territoriality in male and female

residents of a college dormitory found that, especially for the women,
odor seemed to be an important means of territorial personalization (Mercer and Benjamin, 1980).
The research on definition and marking of territory suggests that
there may be some importance to a well-defined, well-marked territory.
Marking serves as a sign that a place is claimed, provides an indication
of its limits, helps to regulate social processes, and indicates something
about the identity and personality of the owner.

Markers that have been

studied include personal possessions, barriers, odors, and signs and symbols.

The relationship between marking and defense is uncertain, in some

cases marked territories are defended, l.n other cases not.

Although Sommer

and Becker considered both marking and defense necessary to delimit a territory, others question whether defensive behavior is necessary to define
such a claim.

That question will be addressed in the next section.

Defense and Control
The idea of defense has been important to many definitions of
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territoriality (see Edney 1976a, for a sample list of definitions), probably because aggressive defense is so unmistakable in the animal world.
Indeed, Ardrey (1966) and Lorenz (1966) have asserted that there is a
biological, instinctive basis for aggression, which territorial behavior
serves to regulate.

To van den Berghe there is a circularity between

aggression and territoriality and social hierarchy that results in more
aggression:
So long as hierarchy and boundaries are accepted, aggression
is inhibited; but it is in the nature of both boundaries and
hierarchies that they are not suffered gladly. Both are violently challenged and no less violently defended. Keen resource competition leads to the development of either territoriality or
hierarchy, or both to prevent a constant war of all against all;
but, at the same time, th6 more hierarchy and territoriality
there are, the more numerous the occasions for the aggressive
challenge and defense of monopoly and privilege. Thus, species
tend to be aggressive to the degree that they arc hierarchical
and/or territorial (van den Berghe 1974, p. 778).
Van den Berghe asserted that humans are more territorial, hierarchical, and aggressive than most mammals because of our wide variety of
resources, all of which can be fought over.

Washburn and Hamburg (1968)

also suggested that there exists a biological base to human aggression,
but this underpinning has been modified by the development of the social
brain and language.

Language "replaces the agonistic displays of nonhuman

primates," enabling other social mechanisms for the regulation of intrus10n.

Aggression, then, appears under conditions of social breakdown.
The relationship of aggression to social problems also appeared in

a commentary by Crook (1973, pp. 172-173), who suggested aggression "may
be attributed to aversive features in the complex, overcrowded, overcompetitive, overstratified social world in which he lives rather than to
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some unsatisfied vital urge."

This view ,,,as echoed by Shepard (1973) l.n

''''hich crowding is seen as the major source of territorial conflict.
Mazur (1975) noted that humans probably have the lowest rates of aggression in interpersonal encounters than any other primate.

Leakey and

Lewin (1977, p. 213) also attacked the notion of an "innate drive for
killing individuals" as evolutionarily maladaptive, a trait which would
have led to species suicide.

Although people have been known to be aggres-

sive, and violently defend their territories, it does not appear to be an
easy concept to identify.

Perhaps at this point it would be worthwhile to

examine cases of territorial defense in the literature on human behavior.
It has already been mentioned that Sommer (1969) and Becker (1973)
considered defense to be an important part of territorial behavior.

Yet

their interpretation of defense goes beyond violence to verbal and marking
behaviors.

Similarly, Haber (1980), found that those few who defended a

classroom seat, usually stopped and stared, then directed verbal statements at the invader.

Edney (1972a) considered signs, such as "Keep Out,"

to be a type of territorial defense.

More overt actions were found in a

study of territoriality among lobstermen in Maine, in which intruders had
their traps cut (Acheson 1975).

Maintenance of territory by actual physi-

cal violence was found in two studies in institutional settings.

In a

report on territoriality in mentally retarded boys, Paluck and Esser
(197la) observed that the territories of all the boys were established and
maintained by fighting and threat.

Similarly, in a residential facility

for the elderly, Lipman (1967, p. 566) found incidences of defense, including a case in which "a frail woman of 90" first threatened, then attacked

43
'vith a cane, another woman who had been sitting in the attacker's chair.
The above cases serve to illustrate the variable nature of defense as it
is defined in the literature; they certainly do not prove people are
particularly violent, except perhaps in institutional settings where
individuals are forced to desperate actions.
Altman (1975, p. 109) thought aggression is the last resort

~n

a

"graduated response repertoire" including a complex blend of verbal, nonverbal, and environmentally related behaviors.

Lyman and Scott (1967,

p. 243) also found a variety of territorial "defenses."
~s

an active defense designed to keep out encroachers.

"Turf defense"
"Insulation" is

an act of placing a barrier between territorial occupants and potential
invaders.

"Linguistic collusion" is a group defense mechanism which

reaffirms the territorial integrity of the group and defines the intruder
as an outsider.

Calsyn (1976) observed that in invasions of tables

"reserved" for fraternity and sorority members, the dominant response was
to ignore the intruder, although about one third of the time there was
some verbal response (60% unfriendly, 27% friendly statements).
did not see any cases of aggression or retreat.

Calsyn

McAndrew et al. (1978)

found the response to "invasion" of markers alone was to withdraw.

As

~n

other primates, humans will also avoid intruding on a territory, often to
the point of going out of their way (Lindskold, et al. 1976; Cheyne and
Efran 1972).

In another experiment in which people were forced to walk

through the territory of an

in~eracting

group, the subjects displayed

agonistic and submissive facial expressions, as well as described their
feelings in such terms as "awkward, embarrassed, unpleasant, and
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uncomfortable (Efran and Cheyne 1974, p. 224)."

In these three experi-

ments, territorial regulation seems more an instance of courtesy than
aggression:
Many of the nonverbal acts which are associated with the
type of territorial challenges discussed here are often explained by reference to good manners and polite behaviors.
Within the present framework, these acts serve as one of the
principal mechanisms of social intercourse (Efran and Cheyne
1974, p. 224).
There was also an interesting research project involving entrance
into the territories of women on a beach (Jason, et a1. 1981), in which,
in 87% of the cases, the women allowed a male experimenter to intrude on
their territory without defense.

In addition, the women admitted they

often dated men who had intruded upon them, as well as used various strategies to entice male entry.

In this case then, "invasions" of territory

are welcomed and the response

1S

commonly friendly interaction.

In the anthropological literature, aggressive defense of territory
sometimes appears among tribal societies, but other mechanisms seem more
Common.

In Australia, the aborigines have greeting ceremonies in which

the intruding group announces its presence to the occupants and then
participates in a rite that incorporates mock aggression and agonistic
display.

Failure to announce its presence in another group's territory

1S

interpreted by the residents to be a hostile act and dealt with accordingly (Peterson 1975).

Among the !ko Bushmen, intrusion onto another group's

territory without permission leads to fighting (Heinz 1972).

Aggressive

defense of territory among the Western Paiute of the Owens Valley (Ca1ifornia) and the Karimojong of Uganda vms not common, both groups tending
to rely on social snd supernatural sanctions (Dyson-Hudson and Smith 1978).
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The concept of defense becomes very confusing when it is extended
to displays, rituals, marking behavior, verbal statements, manners,
avoidance, and divine sanctions--none of which can be construed as overt
aggression.

Humans, for the most part, are remarkably peaceful, with a

great variety of "cushions" against violent response to intrusion.
type of aggression is not a normal part of social intercourse.

That

There are

times when violence is socially acceptable in defense of territory--wars
or repulsing intruders in one's home, for example.

It may be that the

territorial invaders, by those acts of violation, have put themselves o6tside the normal bounds of society and can be considered deviant or criminal.

And this kind of aberrant act leaves us with fear of them and no

way to handle them except by force.

The two incidences of violent defense

reported in this review were not acceptable within the norms of behavior.
However, both retarded boys and elderly ladies were in situations where
their self-integrity may have been deeply threatened, and where they could
not rely on normal social intercourse to maintain their claims.

It seems,

then, that overt aggression in defense of territory may be more prevalent
when something basic to the occupant is being threatened and when the
social system cannot be relied upon to support the occupant's control.
In ordinary, day-to-day

~ncounters,

violence in defense of territory can

only be seen as a last resort, an incidental response usually to abnormal
situations.
The overriding theme to this array of behaviors in support of
territorial claims appears to relate to control of space.

In that sense,

Newman defined defensible space as controllable space, stating,
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"

territoriality in reference to defensible space is limited to our

endeavor to define the operating mechanisms in urban residential areas that
allow people to control and express concern for the areas they inhabit
(Newman 1975, p. 49)."
Edney (1976b, p. 39), in addition, has emphasized the importance of
territorial control, which encompasses such features as the resident's
priority of access to the place, his or her priorities in terms of initiation of behavior and behavior choice, and his or her ability to resist
the control of others.

Control, as well as defense, must have a purpose--

something has to be controlled for some reason.

Despite Ardrey's claims,

an innate, aggressive drive for the control of space is not an adequate
expression of human territorial behavior.

Spaces are controlled for rea-

sons of access to whatever is inside them; because they contain somp-thing
that supplies a need:

"

. . territoriality, whether achieved through

dominance, mutual consent, aggression, or administrative authority, establishes which individuals have access to what areas of a physical setting,
and therefore, to what extent the needs of each will be satisfied (Proshansky et a1. 1976, p. 177)."
Such needs satisfied through territorial control may be resources
(Sundstrom and Altman 1974; Hynne-Edwards 1962), privacy and regulation of
social interaction (Altman 1975; Sundstrom and Altman 1974), freedom of
choice or other psychological benefits (Rapoport 1977; Proshansky, et al.
1976), or self-identity (Edney 1976c).
more detail in the following sections.

These needs will be discussed in
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Resources and Territory
At a very basic level, the claim to territory also provides access
to resources.

In turn, the resource needs of a group of people will

affect territorial configurations and behavior.

The importance of terri-

toriality in hominid evolution has been argued by King (1975) to relate to
their increasing carnivorous tendencies.

King felt that the shift in

hominid subsistence to meat hunting provided them with a pattern of
territorial use similar to other social carnivores, such as hyenas, lions,
and timber wolves.

The basic social organization of these animals consists

of fragmented subgroups existing as hunting bands within a larger stable
group whose primary function is "territoriality," that is, the control of
"access to the food supply within a stable area of land (King 1975,
p. 73)."

While a small group ranging ,.,idely is the optimal group for

hunting, protection of a large home range requires a large group.

King's

review of contemporary studies of hunting groups seems to parallel this
organization of space and society:
It now appears that most hunting populations are organized
into stable social units--often called "bands"--each of which
is associated with a specific area of land. The number of
people in a band ranges from about 30 up to ~everal hundred.
A small band, like most wolf packs, tends to move and rest as
a unit. However, even small bands may fragment into independent subgroups under difficult conditions, while large bands
tend to be fragmented most of the time, like large units of
lions and hyenas. Thus, the generalized human hunting band is
like the socioterritorial units of carnivores in that it is a
social group with a relatively stable TT'embership, a home
range, a~d a capacity for fragmentation (King 1975, p. 82).
This type of two-level organization may be seen 1n the !ko Bushmen.

The basic !ko subsistence unit is the band, which exercises control

over a piece of land that provides important resources--food, water,
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firewood.

The band territories and societies coalesce into the "band

nexus," whose members have friendship, age group, and kinship ties, as
well as a common reference to all bands in the nexus as "our people
(Heinz 1972, p. 408)."

Heinz' description of the organization of the

nexus reveals its territorial qualities:
The band nexus is the true territorial group. Though
the arEa of each nexus is virtually contiguous with that of
its neighbor, there is a strip of "no man's land" between
them \vhich is generally avoided during hunting and collecting
by members of both sides. There is no similar separation of
band territories. Thus the area of the nexus is clearly defined and is itself subdivided into the hunting areas belonging to the bands. While members of a band can and do hunt on
the land of another band of their nexus with permission, they
would never carry out such activity on the land of an adjoining nexus (Heinz 1972, p. 408).
Band membership provides access to resources.

The familiarity

with the territory also provides an advantage in exploiting those
resources.

Heinz stressed that, "It is a Bushman's lifetime study knowing

what grows where and when (1972, p. 409)," and this knowledge covers
every square foot of land inside the territory.

Heinz also noted that

territorial control is not exercised in situations of overabundance, thus
providing evidence that territorial strength relates to resource limits.
The sociobiological approach to behavior (Wilson 1978, 1975)
suggests that territorial defense is related to "economic defendability."
This derives from the avian research of Brown (1964), who posited that an
animal protects only the amount of area which provides more energy than
that expended in its defense.

In support of this concept, Wilson (1978)

cited several instances of humans fighting over resources inside territories.

Using the concept of economic defendability in a cost-benefit
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sense, Dyson-Hudson and Smith (1978) felt the pattern of resource use
could be used to predict the territorial strategy used to control these
resources.

Their model considered spatiotemporal predictability and

abundance of resources to be the most important parameters.

Resources

that are predictable tend to make territorial behavior a more efficient
strategy, while relative abundance decreases the amount of area that needs
to be defended and makes defense easier.

To illustrate their contentions,

Dyson-Hu9son and Smith examined the spatial organization of several groups.
Hithin the Great Basin of North America, the Western Shoshoni lived in an
area of scarce and unpredictable resources.

Under these conditions

territoriality was not economically defensible, and the Shoshoni were
nomadic, making no claims of land ownership or exclusive use.

The Owens

Valley Paiute lived 1n a more productive area with seasonal predictability
of resources.

Each of the Paiute bands claimed and defended areas repre-

senting a cross-section of ecological zones, from the floor of the valley
into the nearby Sierras.

The Northern Ojibwa changed from nomadic hunters

of caribou and moose to sedentary hunters of small game; in the process of
this change, they began to defend hunting territories.

The Karimojong of

Uganda relied primarily on agriculture and livestock herding for subsistence.

The women grew sorghum in specific fields on land owned collective-

ly by the group.

The grain was stored in village granaries and protected

by guards or rituals.
ed resource.

The cattle were herded by the men and were a defend-

The herdsmen were nomadic, living in temporary camps.

Access

to grazing areas required the permission of people already there, although
this was usually granted except 1n times of great scarcity.

Although these
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lands were generally not defended against other Karimojong, they were
defended against other people.
and their cattle were taken.

Non-Karimojong trespassers were killed
Dyson-Hudson and Smith admitted that this

behavior towards outsiders did not fit with their ecological model,
suggesting that economic defendability may be more important to allocation
of resources within a social group.
Wynne-Edwards (1962) maintained that territoriality not only ensured proper allocation of resources, but also aided in their conservation.
To demonstrate this, he contrasted beaver trapping systems in Canada.

In

some provinces there was a system of registered trap lines, each owned by
a trapper and his family.
trappers.

In other proV1nces, crown land was free to all

Under the registration system, the owning families conserved

their stock, deliberately avoiding over-exploitation.

In contrast, in the

absence of this protection, the tendency was to "clean up the game before
the next individual gets it (p. 189)," resulting in resource depletion.
Acheson (1975) found a similar case in his study of territoriality
and lobster fishing 1n Maine.

There is a territorial contrast in }laine

between "nucleated" and "perimeter-defended" territorial groups.

In the

nucleated areas, m8n from each group have a strong sense of territory
close to the harbor where they anchor their boats, but this sense decreases progressively with distance from the harbor mouth.

On the peri-

phery of these areas there is no sense of exclusive ownership and men
from different harbors will fish the same waters.

Entry into these "har-

bor gangs" in nucleated areas l.S relatively easy so long as a man 1S a
resident of the community and 18 willing to abide by the rules.

On the
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islands of Penobscot Bay, however, is a harder territoriality.

In the

waters around these islands perimeter bounriRries are sharply drawn and
defended.

Usufruct rights to these fishing areas are limited to a small

group and closely tied to ownership of land on the islands.

Although

there is no legal basis for doing so, island landowners extend their
claims to adjacent ocean areas; these claims are supported by the group
and jealously guarded.

The men in the perimeter-defended areas benefit

from this territorial control in two ways.

First, by limiting the numbers

of fishermen, they limit the amount of fishing effort in the areas,
resulting in a higher proportion of lobsters remaining uncaught.
the men on the islands practice voluntary conservation.

Second,

On one island,

the fishermen have voluntarily agreed to limit the number of traps they
fish, which actually does not decrease the catch, but reduces production
costs and unnecessary lobster mortality through long-term or permanent
imprisonment in untended or lost traps.

On another island, the residents

have voluntarily agreed to establish a closed season.

On this island,

there is no fishing in summer and fall while the fishermen work in the
tourist industry, optimizing lobster production
prices are higher.

~n

winter and spring when

These measures payoff, men in perimeter-defended areas

catch more and bigger lobsters, and make more money than those in nucleated
areas.
This sort of study has obvious applicability to the problem of the
commons (Hardin 1968), in which resources owned in common are subject to
overexploitation by individuals who seek to maximize their take.

To inves-

tigate this further, Cass and Edney (1978) used a commons dilemma game in
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which experimental groups were assigned territories.

In this game terri-

torial allocation tended to increase the supply of the resource.

Post-

experimental questionnaires found that territoriality tended to make the
subjects feel more in control, more personally responsible, and more able
to manage the resource.
It appears that territoriality enables more care of the resource
which optimizes production while minimizing depletion.

In the Soviet

Union it was reported that in 1962, three percent of the land was privately owned; but that private land accounted for almost half the
vegetables, milk, and meat, three-fourths of the eggs, and two-thirds of
the potatoes consumed in the country:
It seems that just as lower animals have one set of
behavior for territory and another for range (which they share
with other animals), so does man. In this example, the
Russian farmer has one set of responses, as measured by productivity, for his own, whether it is called property or
territory, and another for that which he shares, whether it is
called a collective farm or range (Reid 1976, p. 84).
Studies of the needs satisfied by territories in complex, urbanindustrial societies are lacking.

Earlier it was suggested that the

transportation, concentration, transformation, and exchange of resources
in such societies is quite different from any animal or "primitive" human
use of resources.

It is also important to note that there is a wider

variety of needs which gain territorial expression (for example, recreation or learning).

Edney (1976c) maintained that one major benefit of

territoriality is "geographical fixing," territories being places where
individuals spend large proportions of time:
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• . . this fixing makes it easy for individuals to locate
resource outlets easily and reliably. In fact, if humans did
not practice territoriality, much of their social structure
would be reduced to random interpersonal contacts, for lack
of this fixing effect:
life would be considerably more unpredictable and difficult to organize (Edney 1976c, p. 815).
This fixing relates to Stea's (1970) idea of the difference between
territory and home range; territories are occupied and used consistently
and predictably, while home range is not.

Stea (1976, p. 139) also noted

that "the extent to which territoriality, occupation and consistent usage
are a part of territorial behavior may vary developmentally and temporally."
To demonstrate this, Stea described the continuum between the constricted
world of the child and the highly mobile adult.

It

might also be suggested

that children have different needs than adults, which might require a
different use of environmental resources.
One last point is that people share occupation of many territories
over a temporal span.

In an office, for example, the executive may con-

tro1 the space all day, but at night he goes home and the custodian takes
over the space.

This relates to what Roos (1968, p. 77) called "juris-

diction"--the temporary defense of space not belonging to the defenders
but for "a specific, instrumental purpose. ,.

The custodian, for example,

has jurisdiction over the office for the purpose of cleaning it.

This

jurisdiction also relates to control of commodities and equipment, which
can be passed on or loaned to other people.

A jurisdictional conceptual

scheme might be applied to merchandise in a store where control is used to
facilitate favorable exchanges.

In fact, study of areas where control

exchanged may provide fruitful insights into human territoriality.

LS
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A review of this section suggests that territories are important
because they supply some sort of resource, and help ensure the allocation
of that resource throughout the functioning areas of a society.

The

availability and distribution of important resources has affected territoriality 1.n the IItribal ll societies studied by the anthropologists,
providing evidence for the support of the lIeconomic defendabilityll model.
Territorial control over resources seems also to promote conservation,
perhaps offsetting the IIcommons dilemma ll so' much a matter of concern
today.

In modern societies, as well, spatial-temporal fixing of occupance

and function serves to facilitate the orderly exchange of materials so
important to contemporary urban-technological living.

It may be worth-

while to point out in this respect, that our use of many territories
involves satisfaction of secondary needs not directly related to basic
living requirements.

The needs of children, for example, are often met by

adults doing things for them--what do those children seek in the places
they use?
Territory and Social Activity
Part of the resource base of a territory, according to WynneEdwards (1962, p. 190), is a less tangible, but equally important type of
a possession, namely the right to membership in a society.

The fixing

that results from control of places and things seems to provide an important foundation to social activity.

For humans, Goffman (1971, p. 28)

noted that the claim "and the system of maintaining claims are at the
center of social organization. 1I
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And one type of claim becomes crucial:
it is a claim
exerted in regard to "territory." This concept from ethology
seems apt, because the claim is not so much to a discrete and
particular matter but rather to a field of things--to a preserve--and because the boundaries of the field are ordinarily
patrolled and defended by the claimant (Coffman 1971, p. 29).
In Altman's (1975) scheme of social interaction, territoriality 1S
most important in the regulation of social exchange (along with personal
space, and verbal and paraverbal behavior).

To structure territories 1n

terms of social interchange, Altman developed a threefold typology of
primary, secondary, and public territories.

Primary territories are owned,

used, and controlled exclusively by individuals or groups on a relatively
permanent basis; they are clearly identified as the occupants' property
by other people and are central to their daily lives.

Secondary territo-

ries are places where a person or group has some control, but not as
exclusively as 1n primary ones; others use the area and share control.
Public territories are temporarily used; almost anyone has free access and
rights of occupance.

One major variable between these three types of

territories is control over social encounters, ranging from a high degree
in such primary territories as home to very little in public territories,
such as a major traffic intersection.

Taylor and Stough (1978) examined

Altman's typology in interviews with 16 urban and suburban homeowners,
finding:
Primary territories afforded privacy and solitude for
adults, escape from children or neighbors, or a setting for
formal, controlled interaction with friends. For suburban
subjects, widespread informal socializing with neighbors
occurred in secondary territories. With the urban subjects,
no clear consensus emerged on the usage of secondary territor1es. Urbanites noted that privacy was not available in these
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spaces and that they did not feel comfortable there . . .
Public territories were mainly noted for the fact that they
fulfilled certain routine needs (Taylor and stough 1978,
p. 422).
There are a number of studies on the relationship between territoriality and social activity, more so than any other major dimension.

In

general, there are two main areas of interest--the role of territory in
defining groups and the use of territory in controlling group interaction.
The former is concerned with the way interacting groups can claim and be
identified with certain spaces, such as floor space or neighborhoods.

The

relationship between territory and group interaction is especially tied
into territorial integrity and dominance, and includes privacy regulation
as well.
A number of studies have been concerned with the way small groups
interacting in public spaces can define a territory that will be recognized by others.

In one of a series of studies, Efran and Cheyne (1973)

found that subjects are more likely to walk through a space between two
people when it is not shared than when it is.

Another set of observa-

tions, suggested that distance serves as a cue to indicate an interacting
group; the closer together the group members are, the less likely it is
that people will walk between them (Cheyne and Efran 1972).

One other

report (Efran and Cheyne 1974) found that intruders in these interaction
territories were stressed and uncomfortable.

In a similar study, Linskold,

et al. (1976) found that people would respect the area around an interacting group blocking a public sidewalk, to the extent of going out of
their way to avoid walking through it.

Knowles (1973) felt that inter-

acting groups form a territory with a relatively impermeable boundary
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which 1S affected by the number of people in a group and the status of
group members.

In an experiment blocking most of a hallway with the

groups, people were less likely to walk between groups of four people
than two, and less likely to go between high status than low status
groups.

In terms of the degree to which the group will assert their

claim against intruders, Calsyn (1976) suggested that "peaceful coexistence" is the normal reaction.
Interacting groups can define territories on larger scales as
well.

Several studies have dealt with urban street gangs and their

relationship to specific territories, the groups in Philadelphia
operating within well-defined limits (Ley and Cybriwsky 1974) and the one
in Victoria with a strong core area surrounded by a poorly defined fringe
(Porteous 1973).

Group territories also exist on the neighborhood level,

especially associated with religious (Boal 1974), ethnic (Ley 1974;
Suttles 1968), and working class groups (Jones and Eyles 1977; Fried and
Gleicher 1976).

In these areas, it often seems that limitations on wider

social contacts intensify interactions near home, to enhance group identity and develop ties to a special area:
Territorial space, with all its relative freedom of action
and sense of intimacy for its members, can also be exemplified
by the urban village, in which a group, differentiated from
the majority of the city population by racial, ethnic or
religious characteristics, feels secure and at home (Jones and
Eyles 1977, pp. 42-43).
The territory of the "urban village" is somewhat unique and it has
been found mainly in working-class areas, whose lack of mobility re1nforces lasting friendship and kinship relations in creating a sense of
belonging.

Webber (1963, p. 63) felt working-class attitudes toward
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tradition and order also affected this territory, seeming "to demand clean
boundaries and clearly articulated structure."

Conditions in these

neighborhood territories are not always benign, however, Ley (1979)
maintained that stress and fear have led to a strong internal organization
in the black inner city, a territorial structure that he described as a
"frontier outpost."

Even in areas without black-white tensions, there 1.S

a tendency to stay close to the security and familiarity of the home
areas, as Suttles found in Chicago:

"Each little section is taken to be

a self-sufficient ,",arId where residents carry out almost all of their
legitimate pursuits.

A person who leaves his own area, then, is suspect

so long as he has no visible and justifiable reason for straying from his
home grounds (Suttles 1968, p. 15)."
So, underlying the urban village 1.S a sense among the residents
that they "belong to" the area where they have ties of friendship, mutual
interests, familiarity, and security.

But, also deeply rooted, are the

limitations of a narrow range of social contacts beyond a circumscribed
area, and fear and suspicion of outsiders and outside places.

One suspects

that this kind of territoriality is to a great extent the product of confinement.

Viewed in that way, the transfer of the concept to the

suburban environment may not show a similar manifestation (Webber 1963).
Instead, one might expect to find greater neighborhood territoriality 1.n
groups whose activities have a strong local base, perhaps for reasons of
social tension (e.g., Black Americans), limited personal competence (e.g.,
children or elderly), or limited contacts or interest beyond a small
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area.

In such cases the local social network will provide a strong

support for a local allegiance.
Territoriality may be especially important to individuals in
unusual social conditions.

In college dorms shared by two students both

males and females developed personal territories.

The students also had

shared territories, however, their cognitions about the shared territories
differed by sex.

The males thought of the shared are& as a neutral zone,

while females felt it was a shared social area (Mercer and Benjamin 1980).
These claims may be seen as ways to reduce friction, especially among
people who may have little in common aside from assignment to the same
room.

In a study of pairs of men In isolation, Altman and Hay thorn (1967)

found a relationship between territoriality and compatibility.

Incompat-

ible dyads started with low territoriality, which increased with time.
Compatible groups, on the other hand, were highly territorial at first, a
situation which declined over time.

So, early territorial behavior was a

good predictor of social stability.

To Altman (1975, p. 141), it seemed

as if viable pairs had "established ground rules for space usage and for
other facets of their lives early in their contact with each other;"
these ground rules could then be gradually lessened as friendship
developed.
Another result was found with unmarried cohabiting couples
(Rosenblatt and Budd 1975).

The lessened committment to long term

cohabitation by unmarried couples seemed to have led to less territoriality
in terms of exclusive use of such things as furniture or storage spaces,
although there was a greater tendency to have a place to be alone.

The
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authors felt that

marr~age,

with its committment to future cohabitation,

requires a tacit set of rules to reduce "petty disputes and frustration":
Territoriality is one preventive or reactive adaptation
of humans to the stresses, frustrations, and inconveniences
of living together. If two people living together are
territorial about such things as chairs and closet space,
then petty disputes and frustrations over intrusions may be
reduced (Rosenblatt and Budd 1975, p. 67).
Another way of regulating social interaction

~s

through dominance,

and several workers have examined the relationship bet\.;reen territoriality
and dominance.

Sommer considered them to have a reciprocal relationship,

in which ".

both territoriality and dominance behavior are ways of

maintaining a social order and when one system cannot function, the other
takes over (Sommer 1969, p. 13)."
In human territory, as

~n

animals, the occupant tends to be

dominant on his own turf, this dominance is evident even among people who
appear to lack personal authority in other places (Coleman 1968).

Morgan

suggested sex also plays a part in home turf dominance, resulting in
oppression of females,
once a male has established himself as the head of
a nuclear family occupying a base, he begins to regard it as
a mini-territory. . . ~latever position he might occupy visa-vis other males, within his mini-territory he is the alpha,
his dominance is absolute, and there is no one to exert it
against except the female and her offspring (Morgan 1972,
p. 236).
Empirical research suggests that the relationship between territoriality and dominance is not quite that simple, in fact dominance itself
might be a multidimensional concept (Taylor 1978).
b) felt that territoriality
dominance, and

~s

1S

Paluck and Esser (1971

a more primitive social behavior pattern than

more likely to appear

~n

mentally impaired individuals.
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In their scheme of things, moving from a territorial claim to participation in the staff dominance structure is a sign of clinical improvement
in the institutionalized mentally retarded.

As if to confuse the issue,
"'Esser and his colleagues have come up with contradictory information in
their clinical studies, two (Esser 1968; Esser, et al. 1965) finding that
only subjects in the lower portion of the dominance hierarchy occupied
territories, and one other (Esser 1973) found that children in the upper
half of the hierarchy were territorial.
Other research suggests that normal people have both territorial
and dominance ranking positions.

DeLong (1971) found that territorial

stability is an important predictor of dominance in a small group.

No

matter where the member stakes his or her claim, the ability to maintain
it is positively associated with high rank.

There is also a "home court

advantage," in which people J.n their own places tend to dominate (Taylor
1978; Martindale 1971; Coleman 1968).

This dominance may be especially

evident in cases of disagreement or competition.

Conroy and Sundstrom

(1977) found residents likely to exert their dominance over a visitor when
they both held divergent vJ.ews.

When both had similar opinions, the

occupant tended to defer to the visitor, resulting J.n a so-called
"hospitality effect."
Status within the dominance hierarchy also affects territorial use
and occupance.

In a juvenile residential facility, Sundstrom and Altman

(1974) found that not only were high dominance subjects most territorial,
but they also had control of the most
only existed while there

\~as

desirab1~

areas.

a stable social structure.

This condition
In a situation

62

of unstable social structure, however, "all subjects became less territorial, high-dominant subjects were no different than were low-dominant
subjects in territorial behavior, and their more frequent exclusive use
of desirable areas gradually eroded (Sundstrom and Altman 1974, p. 122)."
Sundstrom and Altman also found a 50% increase in reported disruptive behavior "during this period of instability."

Hhat appeared to

the authors is a system of mutual support between territory and social
organization:

the social structure bolsters territorial allocation and

the spatial ordering helps group members control the nature of social
interaction.

Hhen the social interaction is disrupted, territorial sta-

bility is also
violence

1S

threatened~

slthough not eliminated.

The increase in

also important, however the authors were not able to deter-

mine the degree to which the territories were fought over.
Social status in general has also been related to territoriality.
Fried and DeFazio (1974, p. 58) suggested that higher social status is
associated with greater territorial integrity, clear boundaries with
social sanctions, more privacy, and less "stressful preoccupation with
territorial or personal defense."

Those people with low status and

prestige, conversely, occupy "spaces with vague or non-existent boundaries, which maximize the possiblity of nonvolitional contact with strangers."

Contrast the above assertions with those of Hebber (1963), cited

previously, who suggested working-class attitudes toward order and tradition required well-defined territories.

In one case, high status people

are freed from territorial preoccupations through social support for their
claims; on the other side, low status people seem to require well-defined
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areas and must spend more personal effort maintaining them.

On all levels,

Newman asserted that there are territorial symbols of status, especially
in the quality of residences:
From our interviews we have found that people in all
income groups view the housing they live in as symbolic of
their comparative social status; that it strongly affects
their attitudes toward themselves, their neighbors, and the
rest of society; and, finally, that it affects the extent of
their felt responsibility toward assisting in the maintenance
and security of their environment (Newman 1975, p. 53).
The research on territoriality has shown several different features
of its relationship to social interaction.

A system of recognized claims

to things and spaces, it seems, provides a basis for social relationships
and helps regulate social activity.

Territory helps define groups by

defining the spaces they occupy, which seems to be especially important in
working-class or ethnic neighborhoods, as well as groups under stress or
limited in other ways.

There is a relationship between territoriality and

dominance although it is not clearly articulated.

People tend to dominate

within their own territories, and dominance seems to come as well from the
ability to maintain claims to a place.

Other research suggests that social

dominance helps maintain territory and ensure access to desirable locales.
But along with this, there may be less need for high ranking individuals to
control territories.
In a sense, a territory provides a base from which the proprietor
can live in a society, and to which he or she can retreat when he or she
has had enough.

The degree to which the society supports this claim can

free him or her from having to spend a large portion of time and effort
maintaining control of it.

Recognition of an individual territorial
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relationship is important to the social functioning of that individual.
The degree to which the social organization is under the individual's
control is also important.

A person of high status has more access to

desirable places and ability to dominate activity in a wide variety of
locations; in fact the social system itself supports the claims of the
high ranking individual, freeing him or her from the effort of maintaining
control.

The low status person, in contrast, has limited control, limited

spatial range, and must spend more time and energy enforcing control over
territory because of the lack of support from the social organization.

It

is no surprise, then, that embattled groups within a society tend to
develop their own parallel social organization and seek to spatially
differentiate themselves as well.

This type of "outside" social and

spatial organization seems best illustrated by the black inner city
"frontier," with clearly deliniated areas and shadow power organizations
such as street gangs and the Black Muslims (Ley 1974).
All-in-all, though, there is a wide range of group territories
whose configurations may be sharply defined or vague, temporary or
permanent, large or small:
Naturally occurring group territories are ubiquitous,
existing in a wide variety of sizes (including family, homes,
neighborhoods, nations) and arrangements. They can be conceived of as concentrically arranged, overlapping, or separated,
and they may vary in importance over time to a given individual
who occupies several at once (Edney and Uhlig 1977 '\ p. 457).
There are, however, some differences between individual and group
territories; in their examination of these differences, Edney and Uhlig
(1977, p. 458) specified four major areas of contrast.
entiation is of purpose:

The first differ-

group territories (e.g., nations) have different
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purposes than individual territories (e.g., bedrooms).

Another contrast

is that while individual territories tend to isolate, group territories
may help bind individuals together.

A third distinction centers around

possession; individuals own territory while groups share it.

This owning-

sharing distinction can create a significant tension between property and
resource rights.

Lastly, is the notion of identity, which has as one of

its essential features maintenance of personal distinctiveness.

In a

shared group relationship, the individual gives up some of that personal
identity for the sake of group homogeneity.

This also involves "a person's

act of dissolving his individual territory boundaries, so as to bond with
other individuals."

Just what a person gives up to merge with a group

will be the subject of the next two sections on the psychological and selfidentity qualities of territoriality.
Psychological Qualities
In the section on animal territoriality, there was some discussion
of the psychological bond which tends to give occupants an advantage over
intruders.

For the territorial occupant, this bond seems to result from

familiarity and perhaps intensity of use of the territorial environment.
Drawing from the ethological literature, Ardrey (1966) stressed the
territorial benefits of security, stimulation from encounters along
territorial borders, and identity from the occupation of a particular
place which distinguishes particular individuals.

Other researchers have

examined directly the psychological benefits of territoriality for people.
Security was a dominant concern for people in public housing projects (Newman 1972; Rainwater 1966), both in terms of physical dangers and
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demeaning interpersonal relationships.

Similarly, Coleman (1968) stressed

the importance of territoriality in providing personality support for
insecure people:
Most individuals are capable of maintaining reasonably
appropriate and consistent behavior in a majority of environments and interpersonal situations. Yet for some who find
personal relationships particularly difficult, territoriality
and idiosyncratic territorial structuring may provide useful
personality support (Coleman 1968, p. 467).
This sort of support seems especially important for those people
who are institutionalized.

In one such study, behavioral stability of the

patients was positively related to territorial stability (Rago 1978,
p. 497).

Territoriality was also found to be important in another study

of psychiatrically hospitalized children (Esser 1968), as well as in
schizophrenic adults (Esser, et al. 1965).

Esser (1970) had suggested

that psychotics must rely on simple, primitive means of ordering environmental complexity, and a consistent spatial ordering 1S one way of doing
so.

An analogous study of retarded boys (Paluck and Esser 1971a) also

stressed the adaptive significance of territoriality, citing the "confusion and helplessness" of the boys when they first entered the experimental room and their attempts to control the situation by occupy1ng
specific areas.

The authors stressed the importance of basic mental

programs for ordering the environment:
gram which reduces complexity.

"Territoriality 1S one such pro-

A severely retarded individual can be

master of his own territory, both in terms of being able to code its
physical aspects and in terms of knowing that interpersonally, he can be
left alone there (Paluck and Esser 1971a, p. 28)."
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The need to reduce complexity in environmental and interpersonal
relationships may not be the only important territorial factor for people
confined to institutions.

For elderly people restricted to a shrinking

physical world under conditions of declining competence, territorial
control may provide an important anchor to their personality.

In insti-

tutions, the area of claimed space may be reduced to a single chair, used
and defended with a particular intensity:
Here are people who occupy their chairs from 7:30 or 8:00
a.m. to about nine in the evenings, leaving them only for
meals, brief journeys to the toilets, and for a minority,
short strolls. The chairs are not mere repositories for
bodies: it would seem no extravagance to assume that profound psychic and emotional significance is attached to the
objects in which oven-lhelming proportions of the resident's
waking hours are spent (Lipman 1967, p. 566).
There is a psychological bond, as well, in people who are fully
capable of functioning in human society.

Becker (1973, p. 444) suggests

territoriality is most evident in places where activity
continuing for long durations."

1.S

"perceived as

Edney (1972b) found territorial feelings

to be strongly affected by both past experience and future expectations
of experience in a place.

In general, Edney's results suggested that

prior experience affected "perceptual judgement and evaluation of the environment and future anticipation interacted with the presence or absence
of other people to produce some differences in feeling and in the actual
use of space there (p. 133)."

In another study Edney o972a) proposed that

the critical issue is promotion of psychological continuity through remaining in one place, enhancing a sense of order and predictability.

Familiar-

ity with a place, gained from experience of past events there, provides a
sense of control over the future.

This control is not simply dominance in
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interpersonal relations but a cognitive control founded on the ability to
predict future events in the place (Edney 1976b and c).

On a more

behavioristic level, Edney (1976c) also stressed the importance of
territory in supporting integrated chains of behavior.

According to

Cairns (1966), continuous exposure to stimuli in one particular physical
environment will enable the development of behavior sequences held
together by behavior cues in that environment:
In traditional behavioristic terms, any environmental
stimulus that occurs in recurrent combination with an organism's
internal events (or overt behaviors) can become a significant
part of a stimulus pattern which supports that organism's
chains of integrated behaviors; the continued presence of that
environmental stimulus leads that stimulus to become a part of
a chain of triggering events which cue off responses in a
sequence . . . not only do those stimuli help to develop the
ordering of an individual's response, but they later support
the stability of the resulting patterns. Consequently, a
sense of continuity, both from the constancy of the familiar
surroundings and from the individual's own chained response
patterns, will add to a personal experience of organization
(Edney 1976c, p. 817).
This ordering of familiar cues or supports to behavior can be seen
to operate on an elementary level by providing stimuli for those routine,
habitual types of activities in which we can engage in a semi-conscious
way while attending to other thoughts.

In a sense, by arranging environ-

mental cues to support habitual activities, we can free ourselves from
having to deliberately think about such things.

Thus, a place that enables

routine activities becomes important precisely becmlse it can be taken for
granted, providing a background for habit (Edney 1976b).

Out of such a

background, we are free to initiate thoughts and actions, and pursue them
with an intensity we could not find in less controllable places.

Obviously,
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disLurbance of this environment can disrupt those familiar, comfortable
routines, forcing us to devote more attention to them--a situation we are
likely to resist.
Even more deeply imbedded in a stimulus-response, psychobiological
approach are the notions of Chapple (1970, pp. 159-160) about the relationship between territory and arousal levels.

Chapple believed that an

individual requires a continuing stream of information from the environment
to "activate the reticular formation, produce arousal and a high level of
autonomic functioning."

Reduction of information input results in emotion-

al disturbance; so does information overload.

Territory provides stimuli

for an intermediate level of arousal by providing a "continuing set of
variations on a familiar theme."

This intermediate level is necessary for

psychological health:
Reliance on the familiar, safely providing the intermediate states necessary for dynamic equilibrium, in fact enables
the organism to function at a level approaching its optimal
state. . . This identification, in the adaptive sense, with
stable environmental contexts, is an important component in
the healthy states which possession of a territory affords
(Chapple 1970, p. 160).
Chapple also felt that the optimal states of arousal stimulated by
territory also provide a medium by which emotional intensity is associated
with territory.

Optimal levels of arousal are important to the individual;

this importance becomes transferred as well to the environmental stimulus
array.

Following the thinking of Berlyne (1960), optimal arousal is a'

pleasurable state and these good feelings should also be associated with
the place where such a state can develop.
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An empirical study testing the relationship between territory,
arousal, and behavioral support found that,
. . . subjects on their own territory generally felt less
aroused, felt more that the room was theirs, attributed their
behavior more to the room, estimated the crowding capacity to
be smaller, and found the room itself more pleasant. Single
subjects also felt, more than groups, that the room was theirs;
they attributed their behavior more to the room; they found
the room more pleasant, and they felt more aroused, happy and
stimulated (Edney and Uhlig 1977, p. 464).
An examination of the seemingly contradictory results suggests
that individuals felt less aroused inside their territories than outside,
and that individuals reached a higher level of arousal when alone in their
territories than when sharing a territory with a group.

Perhaps that is

an indication of the balanced state of equilibrium Chapple referred to.
At any rate, it seems evident that subjects in their territory perceive it
as influencing their behavior, and being pleasant and stimulating.
On a cognitive, creative level, one might also expect that territorial elements can act as supports for thinking.

There has been very

little attempt to examine this concept in the literature on territoriality,
but there exist some hints about how it might operate.

Territories can

be modified to reinforce cognitive processes, if in no other way than by
filling a room with books on what one wishes to learn or pictures of what
one wishes to paint.

According to Ittelson (1973), there are symbolic

properties of environments that can call forth actions.

A person can fill

his or her territory with symbols that reinforce some activities and
structure that environment to make any effort seem more comfortable.

In

a territory, then, an individual has more ability to select goals and
organize the environment to help achieve those goals.

Tied in with this
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notion is that of "freedom of choice, II which Proshansky, et a1. (1976) saw
as strongly associated with territoriality.

Freedom of choice, which

comes from the ability to organize environments and to restrict interference in territories, allows the individual to maximize his or her
ability to select goals to be achieved or needs to be satisfied.
There are, obviously, not enough studies of the psychological
qualities associated with territory, and the information thus far obtained
requires some unifying perspective.

Territorial control appears to pro-

vide a way of organizing the environment around individual needs.

At one

level, a person tends to feel safe inside his or her territory; there are
qualities of the place-relationship that are protective.

Territories also

provide personality support through such properties as dominance in interpersonal relations or personal symbols.

Territoriality is a way to or-

ganize environmental information, enabling the individual to control what
goes on in a place and become familiar with it.

This familiarity, founded

on past, controlled experiences, allows for a temporal ordering, a feeling
of continuity and the ability to predict and control future events.

Along

with this familiarity and control comes the ability for people to maximize
their freedom of choice within territories.

At a less cognitive level,

territories can provide stimulus cues for achieving an optimal level of
arousal--an alert, pleasant state that is psychologically healthy.

Long

association with familiar environmental cues facilitates the development of
habitual action patterns that can free the individual for planning and
initiating other types of actions or thought sequences.

On an emotional

level, intensity of use of a place also seems connected with intensity of
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feeling for that place, and territorial control enables more intense, concentra ted activities.

In short) territoriality provides a way of organ-

izing the environment around individual needs and goals, to supply a
stable, desirable base within which an individual can operate and develop.
Finally, territoriality has a spiritual aspect.
the aborigine ideology of clan totemism

1S

In Australia, for example,

closely connected to place, so

that it is important to be born and to die in territory belonging to one's
own clan (Peterson 1975).
~1at

has been suggested here is that beyond distribution of re-

sources and social regulation, territoriality serves some basic psychological needs.

These needs, whether they be security, arousal, information

structuring, behavior organization, freedom of choice, or communion with
the spirits, seem to be strongly tied to an individual's psychological
health.

Perhaps the importance of these needs can be best seen when

territorial control is denied.

Consider, for example, Leyhausen's

description of the situation of the prisoner-of-war:
The only space he can occupy as his own is usually his
bed, or what serves as such. The space before and beside it
he is obliged to share with at least some of those in the
neighboring beds . . . if it continues for a long time it leads
to intolerable tensions, even between people with the best of
intentions who in normal civilized conditions would have got
on wonderfully together throughout years of untroubled friendship. The irritation caused by continual, obtrusive, and
irremovable proximity of the person in the neighboring bed
accumulates subliminally to a significant level. In the end
the most insignificant things can lead to bitter quarrels and
even to blows . . . nothing can stop the next quarrel from
breaking out. Equally understandably each one seeks the cause
only in the malicious character of the other, and this can
build up into paranoid suspiciousness (Leyhausen 1973,
pp. 107-108).
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In the above situation, it seems quite evident that the individuals
were not behaving normally, verging on paranoia.

The prisoners lacked

privacy as well as space of their own, suggesting that perhaps the two are
tied together.

Others (e.g. Proshansky, et al. 1976; Altman 1975;

Pastalan 1970) also felt that territoriality and privacy were closely
linked, and also related to individual self-identity, which may be considered the most important human need.

This relationship will be explored in

the following segment.
Territoriality and Self-Identity
Control of a territory not only promotes dominance in interpersonal
relations, but also access to the owner or information about the owner.
Control over information
certainly it

~s

~s

a basic aspect of privacy (Westin 1967), and

not hard to speculate on ways that space can be controlled

to regulate information flow, if in no other way than to shut it out.
Solitude, the physical and visible separation of an individual from others,
is one dimension of privacy strongly related to territorial control
(Pastalan 1970).

This ability to choose to be alone becomes a statement of

autonomy, which to Laufer, et a1. (1976)

~s

"an important expression of the

evolution of a sense of self."
Major developmental theorists agree that the development
of the self is the process of the separation of the individual
from the social and physical environment. This separation
necessarily requires that the child experience aloneness and
develop the ability to function in aloneness in one form or
another (Laufer, et al. 1976, p. 206).
As we shall see later, the infant child has no conception of self as
unique or separate from others because the world is perceived as part of it
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and under its control.

The process of development involves a gradual

learning of self-limits, where it is and what it controls.

This ability

to define the limits of the self is central to Altman's (1975) scheme of
the importance of privacy:
. . . privacy mechanisms define the limits and boundaries
of the self. When the permeability of those boundaries is
under the control of a person, a sense of individuality
develops. But it is not the inclusion or exclusion of others
that is vital to self-definition; it is the ability to regulate
contact when desired. If I can control what is me and what is
not me, if I can define what is me and not me, and if I can
observe the limits and scope of my control, then I have taken
major steps toward understanding and defining who I am (Altman
1975, p. 50).
Altman's conceptualization stresses the importance of the possessl.on of a well-bounded ego, knowing where the self ends and the rest of
the world begins.

Thus, comes the importance of a well-defined territorial

space as support for a well-defined ego.

On this basis one would expect

that the strength of territorial definition will vary with its importance
to a person's self-concept and to the strength of that self-concept.
A well-bounded self-conception is not the only aspect of privacy
in a territory.

Also important is the ability to control what goes on

inside those boundaries.

The ability for self-expression also requires

protection from interference or alteration by others, and sometimes
restriction of those private thoughts and actions from the knowledge of
others:
Individuals not only lay claim to "privacy" for themselves
as corporeal objects, but for the things they own, the spaces
they occupy, and their so-called "personal effects." The personal pronoun "my" . . . implies more than legal or normative
ownership. These objects, spaces, and places are extensions of
the individual's self--they may be elements of his self-identity--
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and in this sense he and only he can determine who besides
himself--if anyone at all--will use them, change them, or even
view them (Proshansky 1974, p. 76).
Inside a territory, protected from interference by others, an
individual can maximize freedom of choice, set personal goals and act to
achieve them in the knowledge that the privacy of a personal territory
provides the best possible setting for the achievement of those goals
(Proshansky, et al. 1976).

Not only does the ability to make a large

number of personal choices affect development of distinct personalities,
but the very awareness of the individual that he or she is able to determine those choices is also very important in strengthening the self-concept
(Goffman 1971).

In a comparison of perceptions of privacy and territory,

Edney and Buda (1976) found they tend to produce different feelings.
Privacy was seen to enhance feelings of freedom and stimulation, and
territoriality was associated more with feelings of self-identity.
Territorial privacy itself, then, may offer a free and stimulating envjronment for the individual to discover who he or she is.
This discovery, or creation, of self is not simply a matter of
drawing a line between one's self and others, or of being free from interference by others, but of creating personal ways of relating to the
environment.

Much of the activity that goes on in a private territory is

done alone, and relationships develop with physical objects and places:
The development and maintenance of an identity in the individual does not depend entirely on how others react to his
behaviors, skills, and achievements. It is also a matter of
places and things, and the acquisition of both serves to define
and evaluate the identity of the person for himself and for
others. The loss of valued objects or places, or unwilling
separation from familiar physical settings for long periods of
time, may contribute to a blurring or even a loss of identity
(Proshansky, et al. 1976, p. 178).
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The physical environment can be used to reinforce a person's self
~mage,

or the image one wishes to project or develop.

The accumulation

of objects, perhaps as souvenirs of self-expressive activities, can serve
as reminders of past identity.

The alteration of an environment to suit

self-expressive activities, such as creation of an artist's studio, can
reinforce desirable development.

People organize the environment to suit

themselves; this is a basic human trait going back to the first home base
some two million years ago.

In such environments they have more control,

more security, more knowledge of the situation, more awareness of the
consequences of actions, and more choices of actions.

In short,

individuals have more control over their own self-determination in their
own territory.
A person's transactions with things
contribute to a sense of self-identity.

~n

his or her own territory

In fact, the transactions

between the self and the place result in a setting in which neither self
nor place can be defined without the other, and this appears to carry the
full meaning of the territorial concept.

A territory is a self-place

system in which the intensity of association with the place, resulting
from the transactions within the place, helps define self-identity.

\Vhat-

ever the uses of territory, there is an attachment to the place, a "sense
of place," that is felt to the degree that territory relates to a sense
of identity.

If this sense of place-identity is strongly felt, the place

may be strongly defended against intrusion, or separation may lead to
great homesickness--seeking to return to places in which much of our
"selves" were developed.

We are a system of self-environment transactions
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and knowing where \ve are is part of knowing who \ve are.
In summary, the literature on human territoriality can be grouped
around the same general dimensions as animal territoriality.

There is an

evident concern with boundaries and territorial marking, in which symbolic
elements (such as graffiti) become important.

Control and defense have

been investigated in human territorial behavior, although control of space
is more important than overt defense in normal situations.

The relation-

ship of territoriality to resources has been examined in several studies
of pre-industrial societies, as well as its contribution to solving the
IIcommons dilemma. 1I

It has also been suggested that spatiotemporal fixing

of a wide variety of need-related activities is important in all human
societies.

There are also psychological needs supported by territorial-

ity, including security, optimal stimulation, organization of behavior,
cognitive control, and freedom of choice.

Territoriality has also been

associated with social organization, in regard to dominance, social
relations, and group identity.

Self-identity has also been said to be

supported by territorial place relations.

This last aspect may be

especially important for children, whose conception of self is in a
formative stage.

CHAPTER 3
CHILDREN AND ENVIRONMENT
The review of literature on human territoriality 1n the previous
chapter revealed six major dimensions of territoriality.

As a subset of

humanity, children should, of course, exhibit aspects of these dimensions
in their behavior and thought.

Beyond this, however, there are character-

istics of children's abilities and activities that may accentuate some of
these dimensions.

For example, most children do not drive cars, a

condition that obviously restricts their range.

There may be, as well, a

developmental component, which relates their territorial relations with
their stage of development.

In this chapter, literature on child develop-

ment and behavior will be explored in order to understand some basic
models of child development and their assumptions about the role of the
environment.

In addition, there will be included short surveys of inform-

ation on play and the development of spatial cognition with special
emphasis on features related to territoriality.

Before attempting the

above tasks, it is useful to examine what is meant by the notion of
"environment" in the developmental literature.
Environment and Development
Until recently, the prevailing view about the nature of the
environment in human development was dominated by notions of stimulus78
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response learning and social factors:
Partly owing to the pervasive influence of S-R reinforcement theory in child psychology in the 1930s and 1940s, which
conceptualized environmental influences largely in terms of
re\olClrd and punishment, and partly because of the natural
inclination of social scientists to focus on the influences of
parents, peers, school, and culture, the environment was considered almost exclusively in interpersonal and social terms
(Altman and Wohlwill 1978, p. 1).
This feeling was reinforced by a methodology based on laboratory
experiments, carefully controlling for the extraneous variables that many
today would consider essential parts of the ecological system.

This

ecological system seemed to be considered "as irrelevant to human personality development . . . as though human life were lived out in a vacuum
(Searles 1960, p. 3)."

Although considerations of the "nonhuman environ-

ment (Searles 1960)" and research in natural settings (Barker and Wright
1955) had been advocated before, an ecological approach to the study of
human development has only really taken hold in the last decade (e.g.
Michelson et al. 1979; Altman and Wohlwill 1978; McGurk 1977; Bronfenbrenner 1977, 1974; Gump 1975).

Several important changes in outlook can

be seen as important in this transformation.

One is an erosion of

stimulus-response theory as a dominating concept.

Replacing it are such

approaches as cybernetics, which emphasizes internal control of action-"Organisms do not react.

They act, and their actions always control some

set of sensed variables inside or outside the organism.

Every behavior

that seems to be a simple reaction to a stimulus can be seen, on more
careful examination, to control some variable (Pmolers 1979, p. 30)."
Another influence is an increased awareness of the importance of
physical as well as social elements of the environment.

One early advocate
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of the importance of the "nonhuman" environment ,.,as Searles 0960, p. 6);
,.,ho felt that a feeling of "relatedness" to the nonhuman environment is
"one of the transcendentally important facts of human living."

To ignore

this relatedness is to endanger psychological well-being.
One other major influence on the rise of an ecological approach
to child development is a critical appraisal of the controlled laboratory
experiment, which Bronfenbrenner (1974, p. 3) asserted, has led the study
of child development in America to become "the science of the behavior of
children in strange situations with strange adults."

Another researcher

has recently argued that neither theory nor practice in developmental
work can afford to ignore the human-environmental context.
. . . a theoretical orientation that does justice to the
complexities of human development will surely have to be based,
not just on laboratory studies of processes that Man has in
cornmon with animals of many levels, but on the realities of
uniquely human behavior as it occurs and develops in the natural
environment. On the other hand, social practice that is effective in preventing certain kinds of development or in promoting
others cannot possibly be worked out without practical knowledge
of the nature of Man-environment interaction and its consequences for deve lopment (Ambrose 1977, p. 3).
So, there is increasing support for the study of how the child develops in the "enduring environment in which he lives (Bronfenbrenner 1974,
p. 2)," or in the "environmental mosaic (Levine et al. 1979),11 or in his
IIbehavior settings (Gump 1975, p. 80). II

Actually, all three of these con-

cepts have some common elements that help to clarify their approach to the
environment.

In gross terms, these common features consist of social, phys-

ical, and spatial elements, as well as the activities in the setting.

In

short, there is a growing awareness of the need to study and plan for children's use of the whole environment rather than isolated segments or aspects.
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One thing that observation of the behavior of children makes
clear, though it has only recently entered the world of reports
and textbooks, and has yet to affect environmental policies, is
that children will play everywhere and with anything. The provision that is made for their needs operates on one plane, but
children operate on another. . . A city that is really concerned
with the needs of its young will make the whole environment
accessible to them, because whether invited to or not, they are
going to use the whole environment (Ward 1978, p. 86).
The result of this holistic approach to the developmental environment has been an increasing tendency to focus on all relevant features of
the environment in particular places.

In addition to the commonly studied

settings of home (Schorr 1979; Parke 1978) and school (Gump 1978), there
exists an interest in children's behavior in the streets (Ogbu 1981), on
sidewalks (Jacobs 1961), in the urban ghetto (Ladd 1976; Coles 1964) and
in neighborhoods, small towns, and cities (Hart 1979; Lynch 1979, 1977;
Michelson, et al. 1979; Ward 1978; Cooper 1975; Wood 1971; Barker and
Wright 1955).

One important observation from these studies is the use by

children of settings not designed for them, called variously "wastelands
(Opie and Opie 1969)," "unprogrammed spaces (Lynch 1977)," "becoming places
(Ward 1978)," or "hidden spaces (Michelson and Roberts 1979)."

The latter

of the sources cited above posited a developmental component to this use
of hidden spaces:
At any age or stage of development, some of the places where
children spend time are intended for children's use, while others
are hidden spaces. But as children get older, a greater percentage of the environment they effectively use will almost certainly
be of the hidden variety, shared with grownups who often do not
expect mUltiple usage (Michelson and Roberts 1979, p. 417).
The relationship between children and the natural environment was
explored 1n a special symposium-fair sponsored by the U.S. Forest Service

(1977).

Cobb (1959) also stressed the importance of childhood experience
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of natural processes in the development of creative individuals.
geographers have also demonstrated interest in this subject.

Several

Tuan (1978)

questioned the ability of young children to distinguish between natural and
man-made environments, but felt there remains a biological and active
connection with nature:
Perception and culture-bound values apart, it remains true
that the human body evolved biologically in close association
with nature's animate and inanimate elements. Human beings are
predisposed in their favor. A sense of kinship with nature is
universal. Children can easily be taught to appreciate hunting,
and to develop a close, if not sentimental, relationship with
animals and growing things. Children the world over seem to
enjoy playing with such basic earth substances as water, clay,
and sand; they like to climb trees and slide down slopes.
Nature has few "do" and "don't" signs posted by adults. It 1.S
a relatively unstructured environment in which children's
carefree vigor can be allowed full play (Tuan 1978, p. 29).
Holcomb (1977) also found freedom of choice to be important in
natural woodlands, as well as qualities of changeability, seasonality,
spaciousness, unpredictability, secrecy, mystery, manipulability, irregu1arity, variety, and, most important to four-year aIds, collectability.
One may note that the above list is not of properties of objects or places
as stimulus objects, but of qualities of the interaction of children and
environment.
One of these interactive qualities

1.S

the size of the world

experienced in daily living, which expands from the "perambulator-journey
to the parlL . . to the entertainment centre of the city itself (Ward 1978,
p. 72)."

This spatial component is usually referred to as "horne range",

or "orbit", as explained in the following passage:
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. . . with increasing age, children are considered to have
the capacity and motivation to cover larger and larger territories when they are not required to be at home or school.
Such a phenomenon is customarily referred to as the "home range"
or "orbit". A daily or weekly orbit potentially involves a
wide range of types of places. While some of them are intended
for children of particular ages, like the playground . . . other
relevant aspects of environment include such different scales
of place as locations outside a child's own unit but still
within the same apartment house, areas immediately adjacent to
residential buildings (gardens, doorways, walkways, etc.),
stores, play spaces, streets, formal recreational or educational
facilities, places of employment, and indeed, anywhere likely
to be of interest--whether planned and provided for children
or not (Michelson and Roberts 1978, pp. 415-416).
This developmental aspect of range was also discussed by Moore and
Young (1978), Rapoport (1978), Po110wy (1977), and Coates and Bussard
(1974).

The concept has also received the attention of several geogra-

phers at Clark University, who tried to elicit home range through analysis'
of sketch maps, aerial photos, and questionaires (Hart 1979; Anderson and
Tindal 1972; Tindal 1971).

In the study by Tindal, home range was measured

in terms of total path length traveled by children to various activity
nodes (home, school, friends' houses, recreation areas, and stores).
These measures were found to be associated with environmental background
(urban vs. suburban), grade level, sex, and bicycle ownership among a
sample of black children.

Hart examined range restrictions by parents,

dividing range into three categories:

a free range area used without

having to tell someone or ask permission each time, an area where children
can go alone after asking permission or telling someone, and places where
children can go with other children after obtaining permission.

Hart found

size of these areas to be associated with age, suburban landscapes, sex,
bicycle use, whether the family was native to the area or not, and parents'
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fears.

Hart 0979, p. 329) also stressed that these ranges are "the pro-

duct of repeated negotiations between a child and the primary caretaker
of the child."
The issue of privacy among children has also been examined, Wolfe
(1978, p. 214) found that children saw pr1vacy in terms of being alone, and
environmental management from privacy was related to "not letting people
in" and "no noise."

The exper1ence of privacy is closely connected with

growing up 1n this society:
. . . it is mainly experienced and understood by children and
adolescents as a unidirectional or one-sided experience. This
reflects the reality of their lives, the nature of their roles as
non-persons in society, and the connection of "growing up" with
increased possibilities for experiences of psychological and
physical separateness. As children grow older, the experiences
they are "granted" are experiences of aloneness, freedom of movement, the possibility of restricting access to spaces, etc. This
socialization pattern reflects our society's heavy emphasis on
individualism and self-reliance, which focuses on the separation
of the individual from others (Wolfe 1978, p. 214).
Opportunities for privacy in the environment of children are
closely related to crowding, and several researchers have examined this
aspect (Saegert 1980a and b; Parke 1978; Gump 1975).

Saegert's (1980a)

research has suggested that children are particularly susceptible to high
density in and around the home.
Hazards and fear are other attributes of child-environment interactions.

Michelson and Levine (1979) emphasized the importance of hazards

and pollutants as parts of the child's world, and Bunge and Bordessa (1975)
also suggested hazardous places should be mapped and studied in design of
environments for children.

Schorr (1979, p. 132) stressed the presence of

fears and anxieties as factors inhibiting children and emphasized that a
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"properly put together" neighborhood must provide "some sense of familiarity and protection."

Hart (1979, 1978) has examined the relationship

between risk and adventure.

In his dissertation research, Hart (1979)

found that along ''lith physically dangerous areas were "scary places" that
attracted interest and mythological elements (e.g., ghosts and goblins).
Hart (1978) felt that risk is part of the developmental process, of
encountering unpredictable elements and learning to cope with them through
exploration and experimentation:
It is valuable, then, to think of children facing an
"unpredictable" world, one full of risks, ''lhich it is necessary for them to engage with if they are to develop competence
and go on to explore further an ever expanding world. Our job,
as social scientists and child environmental professionals, is
to consider how to guarantee children in the future accessibility to an environment without danger but one which provides
unpredictability (or risk), which is the basis of adventure
(Hart 1978, p. 387).
The concern of this section has been with the redefinition of the
idea of "developmental environment" from stimulus-response and social
notions to a more holistic concept, including physical, social, and
spatial elements.

A central part of this view as well,

lS

that the en-

vironment cannot be considered solely in objective terms, but also
according to the way the child experiences it, for example, as risky or
private.

An approach

lS

needed that can unify the more objective, ecolog-

ical elements of this environment with the subjective, experiential.

That

approach may best be found in the concept of place, and the way sense of
place may be used as an environmental organizing principle.

As Relph

noted, places are where environmental and human ordering are joined
together:
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Places are fusions of human and natural order and are the
significant centres of our immediate experiences of the world.
They are defined less by unique locations, landscape, and
communities than by the focusing of experiences and intention
onto particular settings. Places are not abstractions or
concepts, but are directly experienced phenomenon of the 1ivedworld and hence are full with meanings, with real objects, and
with ongoing activities. They are important sources of
individual and communal identity, and are often profound centres
of human existence to which people have deep emotional and
psychological ties (Relph 1976, p. 141).
The understanding of place relationships has long been a central
pursuit of geography, and some geographers have been trying to understand
the relationship of place experience to child development.

The importance

of experience as a way of organizing environmental impressions has been
stressed by Tuan (1976).

The environmental ordering of a place (a city in

Mexico) and its relationship to children has also been investigated by
Wood (971).

Tuan 0977a, p. 29) defined place as "a focus of value,

nature, and support" for children, that projects an image of "stability
and permanence."

Around this stable foundation a child can begin to

organize its conception of the world and its self.

Proshansky (1978), a

psychologist, felt that interactions between people and places over the
life-span result in an important part of self-identity, a portion he calls
"place-identity."

This place-identity is both a foundation for an endur-

ing self-concept and for change throughout the life cycle:
since both the person and his or her physical environments are likely to change over time, like other subidentities
of the individual, the organization of ideas, feelings, preferences, values, memories, and attitudes about these environments
represents a psychological structure which is both enduring and
changing (Proshansky 1978, p. 156).

87
Proshansky described three dimensions of place-identity:
cognitive-descri~tive,

affective-evaluative, and role-related.

These

dimensions are echoes in Hart's (1979, p. 13) understanding of place
experience lito mean action, in knowledge of, and feelings toward place."
Hart's description of children's place experience 1n a small town is
illustrative of the contribution geographers can make to the study of
human development.
So place experience can be viewed as a way of ordering the environment in terms of personal identity, knowledge, feelings, and actions.
This ordering of environment 1S not only important for human development,
but it also parallels the dimensions of human territoriality.

In fact,

Lynch (1979) stressed that, along with environment as action setting,
journey route, and social symbol, territory or control emerged as an
important general theme in adult memories of childhood places:
There were memories of boundaries, bushes, fences, doorways: places that shut children in or shut them out, features
that indicated who controlled what. We gained a feeling for
the pervasiveness of adult control of ground, and therefore
how significant are those places which are children's territory (Lynch 1979, p. 105).
Thus, it becomes apparent that an ecological, place-oriented view
of the environment for developing children includes territory as a
significant element.

We have come full-circle from the previous chapter,

where it was pointed out that one general function of territoriality in
all animals is the protection and nurture of offspring.

In humans, this

is especially important because children are not fully capable of looking
after their own needs for a long period of time.

In addition, learning to

get along in the world takes a great amount of time.

Obviously, it is a
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contention of this study that territorial control provides a stable milieu
for the nurture and education of children.

In addition, the transactions

between children and their environments at these critical stages of concept formation can provide them with a sense of identity for places that
they incorporate into their self-concepts.

To pursue these ideas further,

it is necessary to examine some theories of cognitive development.
Theoretical Views of Child Development
As each human organism develops there is a concomitant
development in the nature of the organism's functional environment. . . this is to say that a "responsive environment" is
not a given entity, but rather, a system or set of systems
which changes as the requirements of the organism change
(Overton 1976, p. 413).
As the above statement suggests, a

v~ew

of the child as a develop-

ing organism also implies that the environment as perceived and acted upon
changes as the child changes.

Tuan (1977) suggested that as the child

grows its understanding of place also changes.

At first, the mother is

the child's primary "place":
Mother may well be the first enduring and independent object
in the infant's world of fleeting impressions. Later she is
recognized by the child as his essential shelter and dependable
source of physical and psychological comfort. A man leaves his
home or hometown to explore the world; a toddler leaves his
mother's side to explore the world (Tuan 1977, p. 29).
Later, the child becomes attached to objects, and then to places-at first as "large and somewhat immobile" types of objects, then later
understanding places

~n

more specific and geographical ways.

This pro-

gressive development of place relations is paralleled by the child
development theories of Werner, Piaget and psychoanalysis.
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In the organismic-developmental approach of Werner and his
colleagues, human development is defined by the "orthogenetic principle,"
in which the degree of organization attained by the organism-environment
system moves from a relatively global and undifferentiated state to one of
increasing differentiation and hierarchical integration

1971; Werner and Kaplan 1963).

(~vapner

et al.

In this kind of developmental sequence,

the most primordial state is that of the infant, in which there 1S no
differentiation between itself and the rest of the environment, between
subject and object.

A more developed stage is that found in reflective

thinking where there is a distinction between subject and object, which to
Werner offers a higher level of action upon the environment:
This increasing subject-object differentiation involves the
corollary that the organism becomes increasingly less dominated
by the in~ediate concrete situation; the person is less stimulusbound and less impelled by his own affective states. A consequence of this freedom is the clearer understanding of goals,
the possiblity of employing substitutive means and alternative
ends. There is hence a greater capacity for delay and planned
action. The person is better able to exercise choice and
willfully rearrange a situation. In short, he can manipulate
the environment rather than passively respond to the environment (Werner 1978, p. 109).
In general, this orthogenetic development goes through an orderly
ser1es of stages.

Perceptual development, for example, begins at a global

stage, where whole qualities dominate.
parts are perceived.

Next is an analytic level, where

Finally, there is a "synthetic" stage, in which the

parts are integrated into the whole

(~verner

1978).

Werner's general

states of ontogenesis (individual development over the lifespan) show a
similar three-tiered structure, from sensorimotor to perceptual to contemplative levels (Hart and Moore 1973).

In terms of the experience of space
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and spatial objects, the progression 1S described below:
There appears to be an early sensorimotor stage of spatial
orientation, succeeded by one in which the objects emerge in
terms of "things-of-action" . . . where perceptual qualities of
things are determined by the specific way these things are
handled. . . A later stage is that of highly objectified or
visualized space where the spatial phenomena are perceived 1n
their rather "pure" visual form and form relations (Werner
1978, p. ll~).
Probably the most important theoretical perspective on child
development today is the result of the long research effort by Jean
Piaget.

According to Piaget (1963), intelligence is an adaptation that

develops through the interaction between the individual and his environment.

This interaction between the internal-cognitive and external-

environmental leads to a construction of reality (Flavell 1977), in which
the perception of the world is partially of a person's own making.
Experience of this world is filtered through available cognitive structures which change the way that world is experienced and in turn change as
a result of that experience.

Learning, then, involves the mental con-

struction of models of reality that become increasingly more accurate and
sophisticated.

In the process of learning about reality, the cognitive

structure of the individual also develops in sophistication, so that "the
knower and the known are inextricably bound up with one another 1n a way
which makes it impossible to separate environmental objects from the
person's observing them (Chandler 1977, pp. 94-95)."
relationship is one of a dialectical interaction:

To Piaget this
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The subject S and objects 0 are therefore indissociable,
and it is from this indissociable interaction S ~O that
action, the source of knowledge, originates. The point of
departure of this knowledge, therefore, is neither S nor 0
but the interaction proper to the action itself. It is from
this dialectic interaction ~ that the object is bit by bit
discovered in its objective properties by a "decentration"
which frees knowledge of its sUbjective illusions. I t is from
this same interaction ~ that the subject, by discovering and
conquering the object, organizes his actions into a coherent
system that constitutes the operations of his intelligence and
his thought (Piaget 1977a, p. 31).
It is important as well, to note that the process of knowing is
not simply a perceptual process but an operational one, in which the
subject must act on the object to learn about it.

The reason for this

~n

which the individual

need is based on the constructivist viewpoint,

actively selects information to build a mental model of the environment,
rather than passively copy an image of it as it is sensed (Flavell 1977).
For Piaget this construction serves to go beyond surface levels and grasp
the processes underlying the presence of environmental objects:
an object is not to furnish a simple copy of it.

"To know

I t is to act on it so

as to transform it and grasp within these transformations the mechanism by
which they are produced.

To know, therefore, is to produce or reproduce

the object dynamically (Piaget 1977a, p. 30)."
These actions lead not only to the enhanced knowledge of the
objective environment and its processes, but also to the self-identity of
the subject, which develops out of the knowledge gained from the environmental operations.

To Piaget (1977a, p. 30), "the subject is none other

than the assemblage of the actions which he exercises on the objects," so
that neither the subject nor object can be defined independent of the
interaction process.

Mental structures, then, are the organization of
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schemes of action or possible action that the individual is able to
visualize (Dasen and Heron 19B1).

When something appears in the individ-

ual's environment that does not fit into his or her mental structures, a
disequilibrium occurs that requires some action to rectify.

When a change

occurs in the environment that a person does not understand, he or she
must do something to learn about it--examine it and try to redefine it in
such a way that it fits into the existing framework of knowledge.

Because

the child is always encountering new things, there is a continuous state
of disequilibrium that must be dealt with.

Piaget (1967) considered

disequilibrium to be the basic need that fuels the developmental process:
"At any given moment. . . action is disequilibrated by the transformations
that arise in the external or internal world, and each new behavior
consists not only in re-establishing equilibrium but also in moving toward
a more stable equilibrium than that which preceded the disturbance (Piagpt

1967, p.

n."
Central to Piaget's approach is the theory of subject-object

equilibration, in which mental development is a function of a continuous
set of actions aimed at balancing environmental change with the individual's
"need to conserve its stt:"uctural systems (Elkind 1967, p. v)."
two aspects to Piaget's equilibration process:

There are

the "assimilation" of the

external world into mental structures that already exist, and the
"accommodation" of these mental structures to fit changing notions of
reality (Piaget 1967, 1952).

In other words, new information can either

be assimilated into the subject's existing structure of knowledge, or, if
the information does not fit with what is known, the individual's mental
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organization must restructure itself to accommodate to the new information.

The entire process of equilibration leads to the development of

the characteristics of the ability to reason:
In effect, reason simultaneously manifests a formal organization of the ideas it utilizes and an adaptation of those
ideas to reality--an organization and adaptation which are
inseparable. Now the adaptation of reason to experience presupposes an incorporation of objects to the subject's organization as well as an accommodation of the latter to external
circumstances. Translated into rational terminology, it can
therefore be said that organization is formal coherence,
accommodation is "experience", and assimilation the act of judgement inasmuch as it unites experimental contents to logical form
(Piaget 1952, pp. 409-410).
So the process of individual development as envisaged by Piaget
(1977b)

1S

essentially an active process.

The organism initiates behaviors

and structures its experiences according to already existing mental
schemes.

Based on his or her knowledge of an environment, an individual

plans and undertakes actions, the results of which provide additional
knowledge to be incorporated into his or her mental organization.

Mental

capacity grows through this process of environmental experience, and those
environments in which the child is able to develop a strong knowledge
structure and initiate a large number of actions are of great importance
in the development of intelligence.
The development of intelligence proceeds through an ordered series
of stages in which different types of mental operations are possible.

At

each one of these stages is a mental structure, which can be defined as a
self-regulating system of transformation; that is, a particular way of
knowing and thinking about the world (Overton 1976).

There are four

major stages in Piaget's approach; these are listed below.
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I.

Sensorimotor (c. 0-2 years).

In this stage, the infant

changes from an organism capable of only reflex actions to an individual
with coordinated actions and some internalized thought (Hart and Moore

1973).

This is essentially a practical period, dominated by perception

and motor activity as the infant explores its universe and begins to
develop a conception of the difference between itself and other objects.
To Piaget, this period culminates in a "miniature Copernian revolution":
At the starting point of this development the neonate
grasps everything to himself--or, in more precise terms, to his
own body--whereas at the termination of this period . . . he 1S
for all practical purposes but one element or entity among
others in a universe that he has gradually constructed himself,
and ,.,hich hereafter he will experience as external to himself
(Piaget 1967, p. 9).
II.

Preoperational or Intuitive Thought (c. 2-7 years).

At this

level, the child is able to mentally represent the real world, and imagine
actions on the environment.

The ability to symbolize is related to the

development of language, a tool which the child is capable of using at
this stage.

Use of language makes thought possible, as well as social

exchange and the ability to "internalize actions", to visualize them
mentally.

This internalization of action means that, instead of the

purely perceptual and motor activity of the sensorimotor period, the child
is capable of representing actions intuitively through mental "pictures" or
"experiments" (Piaget 1967).

These mental operations are not systematic,

well-coordinated, or very logical.

In addition, they lack reversibility,

that is, the child can only reason in one direction and cannot think backward to the point of or1g1n (Hart and Moore 1973).

In short, this is a

period dominated by intuitive thinking, "in which judgements regarding
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physical reality are made on the basis of perception rather than reason
(Elkind 1967, p. xxii)."

At this stage as well, an individual is still

highly egocentric, not well capable of decentering the self from the rest
of the environment.
III.

Concrete Operational Thought (c. 7-12).

For Piaget (1967,

p. 38) the time around the age of seven years "marks a decisive turning
point in mental development."

The mental structures of the preoperation-

al period develop into highly stabilized constructions in which the child
becomes capable of logical thought.

The child at this stage replaces

intuitions with actual mental operations which are "both composab1e and
reversible," that

~s,

"t\VO actions of the same kind can be composed into

a third action of the same kind and . . . these various actions can be
compensated or annulled (Piaget 1967, p. 49)."
subtraction are possible.

For example, addition or

Other mental abilities that appear in concrete

operations are the capabilities of one-to-one correspondence, seriation
(the ordering of objects, for example, in increasing size), classification, conservation, and the attribution of causality (Dasen and Heron
1981; Piaget 1967).

In addition to this, the concrete operations stage

provides " . . . the mastery of time, rate, and space, concepts which are
now general schemata of thought, rather than schemata of action or
intuition (Piaget 1967, p. 46)."
Although children at this third stage are capable of logical
reasoning and many important mental operations, their thinking is still
"concrete", that is, closely tied to the tangible environment that can be
"manipulated and SUbjected to real action (Piaget 1967, p. 62)."

\\Then
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thinking moves away from this tangible reality, the child replaces absent
objects with mental representations that are "tantamount to reality (Piaget
1967, p. 62)."

So, while children are able to manipulate objects and

build or operate on them logically, they have great difficulty with verbal
or mathematical reasoning (Piaget 1967).

In short, the world of middle

childhood is primarily a tangible one, subject to real actions.
Another significant development in middle childhood is that the
child has become capable of cooperation and of operating socially.

Piaget

(1967) found that before the concrete stage children may work on the same
project but there is no indication that they are cooperating or helping
each other.

By the same token, the children talk, but it is not evident

that they listen to one another.

In the concrete operations stage, Piaget

stressed two important social developments, individual concentration when
working alone and the ability to collaborate effectively in a group.

This

change is the reflection of the ability to dissociate one's point of view
from others and to coordinate these various points of view:
True discussions are now possible in that the children
show comprehension with respect to the other's point of view
and a search for justification or proof with respect to their
own statements. Explanations between children develop on the
plane of thought and not just on the level of material action.
"Egocentric" language disappears almost entirely . . . (Piaget
1967, p. 39).
In terms of collective behavior, children in the concrete operations stage are able to coordinate social relationships.
children are able to play

game~

For example,

involving rules; the notions of regulated

competition and winning become meaningful to them.

In addition, they are

able to establish and agree on rules in particular garnes, and "control
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each other in such a way as to maintain equality before a single law
(Piaget 1967, p. 40)."
This social ability is closely tied to the capability of individual reflection.

The child of Stage III is less impulsive, with fewer

unquestioned beliefs and egocentric attitudes.
children begin to think before acting.

After seven or eight,

They are able to harbor differ-

ent points of view and reflect on them; that 1S, carryon an internal
discussion within themselves.

At this time is also the beginning of

individual personality formation, with the organization of personal rules
and values, and "the affirmation of will with respect to the regulation
and hierarchical organization of moral tendencies (Piaget 1967, p. 65)."
Personality is not well-developed in the concrete operations stage,
requiring the self-integration and abstract abilities of the last stage
to become completely formed; however, the foundation begins in middle
childhood.
IV.

Formal Operations (c. 11-14 and beyond).

This 1.S the final

stage of the development of mental structures, in which the individual
becomes capable of abstract thought.

The logical operations on "con-

crete" objects of the previous stage are transposed into the realm of
ideas which can be expressed in mathematical or verbal language without
the need to visualize or experience things directly (Hart and Moore 1973;
Piaget 1967).

This type of formal thought is called "hypothetico-

deductive, 1.n the sense that it permits one to draw conclusions from pure
hypotheses and not merely from actual deductions (Piaget 1967, p. 63)."
This liberation of theory from concrete reality enables the adolescent
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to develop and integrate abstract systems of thought.

In this stage the

individual is able to use propositional logic, "combinatorial operations"
(thinking through all the possibilities), and devise scientific experiments (Dasen and Heron 1981).

It should be emphasized that adolescents

and adults are capable of formal abstract thought, not that it is done
all the time.

Piaget (1972) suggested that personal aptitudes and pro-

fessional specializations lead to different degrees of competence in
formal operations in different areas.
The formal operational period 1S also the time of the full
development of personality and involvement in adult society.

As suggest-

ed previously, personality develops through the integration of values and
will, cooperation and autonomy, personal rules and discipline--features
that integrate with self and society.

To Piaget (1967), personality is a

way of disciplining the self so that one can cooperate in social activity:
Personality implies cooperation and personal autonomy. It
1S opposed both to anomie, the complete absence of rules, and
to complete heteronomy, abject submission to the constraints
imposed from without. In this sense, the person and the social
relationships he engenders and maintains are interdependent
(Piaget 1967, p. 65).
Erik Erikson, who approached developmental theory from a psychoanalytic viewpoint, stressed the importance of play in development.

He

asserted, " . . • the child's play is the infantile form of the human
ability to deal with experience by creating model situations and to
master reality by experiment and planning (Erikson, 1963, p. 195)."
Erikson found a progression of "playgrounds" as the infant
developed, starting with "autocosmic play," then proceeding to the 1ncreasingly larger realms of "microsphere" and macrosphere."

Autocosmic
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play provides the child with his or her "first geography," consisting of
the experience of his or her own body through such explorations as
repetition of sensual perceptions, kinesthetic feelings, or vocalizations.
Later this play is transferred to other people or things, especially the
mother.

Autocosmic play can thus also consist of crying to discover what

sounds can make mother appear, and exploring her body (Erikson 1963,
p. 193; Hart 1979, p. 411).
The microsphere, or the "thing-'l7or1d,"
which the child progresses.

~s

the next environment to

To Erikson 0963, p. 194), this is "a harbor

which the child establishes, to return to when he needs to overhaul his
ego."

This "thing-world" consists of manageable toys, things children

can identify with and perhaps to some extent assert mastery over.
microsphere also carries pitfalls:

The

things can break, belong to someone

else, or be taken away; or they can "seduce" children into "an unguarded
expression of dangerous themes and attitudes which arouse anxiety
(Erikson 1963, p. 194)."

Failure or fear in the microsphere can lead to

regression to autosphere, but mastering toy things becomes associated with
mastering what is projected onto them--and such mastery leads to a feeling
of personal prestige.
The final stage
age.

1S

the play of the macrosphere, at nursery-school

This is "the world shared with others (Erikson 1963, p. 194)."

At

first, other children are treated as things to be mastered; eventually the
children learn that others are entities with which the world is shared.
Each sphere has its own sense of reality, mastery, ar,d play content.

The child has to learn what potential play be longs to the realm of
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autocosmic or fantasy activity, what can be successfully represented ln
toys, and what can be shared with or forced upon others.

For Erikson,

play has a theraputic value, especially that "safe harbor" of the microsphere, where solitary mastery over objects can restore a sense of selfconfidence and work through problems:
For quite a while, then, solitary play remains an indispensable harbor for the overhauling of shattered emotions after
periods of rough going in the social seas. This, and the fact
that the child can be counted upon to bring into the solitary
play arranged for him whatever aspect of his ego has been
ruffled most, form the fundamental condition for our diagnostic
reliance on "play therapy" (Erikson 1963, p. 194).
For Erikson (1963, p. 194), child's play is an exercise in
successlve mastery over self, physical environment, and social environment--an advance in dealing with reality that sets child's play apart
from adult play, which is a "sideward" step into "another reality."

It

may be that an environment that provides mastery and control, and
opportunities for solitary play, is critically important to the development of psychologically healthy children.

As Hart (1979, p. 412) noted,

opportunities for modifying the environment and to "demonstrate competence through engagements with it" are important to this development;
places with such opportunities

ar~

equally important.

Another psychoanalytic concept, that of the transitional object,
provides a hint about the importance of possessions in the relations
between self and environment.

In a study of "The First Treasured

Possession," Stevenson (1954) stressed the significance of objects,
usually blankets or soft toys, which are often the first objects treasured by children.

Usually this phenomenon appears in the first few years
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of life and represents the growing ability of the infant to separate self
from environment or "me" from "not-me" (Stevenson 1954, p. 201).

Winni-

cott 0971, pp. 14-15), who has done the most thinking about the
transitional object, felt this first possession represented "the infant's
transition from being merged with the mother to a state of being . . . as
something outside and separate."

Winnicott (1971, p. 5) described a

number of characteristics of the child's relationship to this object,
including:

the infant has rights over the object, its character is

unchanging unless changed by the infant, it must seem to have "vitality
or reality of its own," and it is an object of violent affection and
sometimes aggression.

Eventually, the fate of the transitional object

to gradually lose its meaning and importance as the transitional

~s

~henomena

diffuse to a larger world.
Hinnicott 0971, p. 13, p. 53) was concerned with the separation
of the "inner psychic reality" of the individual personality from the
"external reality" of the world that is shared with others.

He felt that

"reality-acceptance," of separating inner and outer reality and yet
keeping them interrelated, is a task of perpetual strain throughout the
human life-span,

requ~r~ng

some intermediate connecting area.

area of living experience which

~s

This

~s

founded on the relationship of the

infant to its mother, then to transitional phenomena:
I t is useful, then, to think of a third area of human living,
one neither inside the individual nor outside in the world of
shared reality. This intermediate living can be thought of as
occupying a potential space, negating the idea of space and
separation between the baby and the mother, and all developments
derived from this phenomenon. This potential space varies
greatly from individual to individual, and its foundation is the
baby's trust in the mother experienced over a long-enough period

the
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at the critical stage of the separation of the not-me from the
me, when the establishment of an autonomous self is at the
initial stage (Winnicott 1971, p. 110).
This potential space, represented at first by the relationship
between the infant and its mother, widens as the child develops relationships with transitional objects and then other toys and objects.

Even-

tually this potential space is filled "with creative playing, with the
use of symbols, and with all that eventually adds up to a cultural life
(l-Jinnicott 1971, p. 109)."

This in fact is where life is experienced,

where creativity appears, and where the self is discovered.

For Winni-

cott the relationship between play, creativity, and self-identity, which
comes together in the transitional area, are of outstanding importance:
I am concerned with the search for the self and the restatement of the fact that certain conditions are necessary if
success is to be achieved in this search. These conditions are
associated with 'vhat is usually called creativity. It is in
playing and only in playing that the individual child or adult
is able to be creative and to use the whole personality, and
it is only in being creative that the individual discovers the
self (Winnicott 1971, p. 54).
The creativity of the self, of relating to objects as a selfentity and having a self to retreat into as a refuge, are important,
Winnicott believed, in making life worth living.

He contrasted that

creative self-perception with a compliant relationship to external
reality, that "carries with it a sense of futility for the individual
and is associated with the idea that nothing matters and that life is not
worth living (v,Tinnicott 1971, p. 65)."
The contributions of these psychoanalytic approaches are important to a developmental approach to human place-relationships.

Erikson

stressed how environmental competence develops through progressive
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mastery over self, things, and social relations, and Winnicott emphasized
the role of transitional phenomena in the separation of self from environment.

Both authors asserted that play was important in these develop-

ments, as a means of learning and creative discovery.
Children's Play
There 1S a large body of literature on children's play and
make-believe, enough to constitute a dissertation in itself.

It is worth-

while, not to examine this material in depth, but to cite a few sources
for hints about how play contributes to the human-environment relationship.

In general, as Britz-Crecilius (1972, p. Ill) asserts, healthy

play helps "form and fortify the human being" and develops the ability
"to grasp the whole field of his environment."

Newson and Newson (1979)

took note of the irony that what is labelled "fantasy play" is actually
the way children sort out notions of reality, explore possibilities 1n
various situations, and define social roles.

They also felt it was

important to understand something about the way play aids in the physical
development of children, not as an end in itself, but to help them
develop a sense of mastery:
It seems a necessary part of the process of psychological
growing-up, as well as physical growing-up, that a child should
experience what it is like to be determined to acquire a bodily
skill, to practice it in a way that demands thought, persistence
and emotional involvement, and eventually to succeed; there is a
very basic satisfaction in gaining control of one's own bodily
movements, particularly if it costs some effort, and children
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need to be given plenty of scope for such experiences which
enhance their own self-knowledge and self-respect (Newson and
Newson 1979, p. 70).
Singer (1973) saw make-believe playas a natural outgrowth of
information processing activity in children, that involves the external
environment in combination with processing of long-term memory material.
This play has the potent.ial for developing other cognitive skills that
appear later, including ability to adapt to novel settings, cope with
situations that arouse anger, deal with isolation, and generate a larger
attention span.

Opie and Opie (1969) stressed that as long as a game is

of the child's own making, it provides security for vicarious experience
of "the perils of which this world has such plentiful supply."

Children

can, in a game context, learn to deal with insecurity, rationalize
absurdities, reconcile themselves to not getting their own way, act
heroically without being in danger, or in general, assimilate reality.
And if the environment is of their own choosing, children can even feel
prepared to meet "the things that happen in the dark (p. 3)."

Opie and

Opie also emphasized the tension between control and uncertainty in the
play environment:
It appears to us that when a child plays a game he creates
a situation which is under his control and yet it is one of
which he does not know the outcome. In the confines of a game
there can be all the excitement and uncertainty of an adventure,
yet the young player can comprehend the whole, and recognize
his place in the scheme, and in contrast to the confusion of
real life, can tell what is right action. He can, too, extend
his environment, or feel that he is doing so, and gain knowledge
of sensations beyond ordinary experience (Opie and Opie 1969,
p. 3).
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Generally, there is a tendency to discriminate between play and
other forms of voluntary behavior, such as games, sports, and exploration.
Sutton-Smith and Roberts (1981) suggest that play occurs with the reversal
of the usual power relationships, for example, when the child is in charge
of the situation, enabling a sort of "practice" of prototypical behavior.
Piaget (1962, p. 89) thought play was a "relaxation of the effort of
adaptation," in which actions are made for pleasure and a feeling of
"virtuosity or power," contributing nothing to the process of equilibration--of mental development.

Sutton-Smith (1971, p. 342) noted that

Piaget's framework based on equilibrating adaptation would have difficulty
dealing with actions that are "disequilibrial on purpose," such as play.
In general, play seems to create situations and resolve them through
vicarious experience, in which the integrity of the child is not really
threatened.

Games are a type of play with rules and competitive behavior,

in which one participant or team of participants wins.

Sports are a sub-

set of games which include the participation of people other than the
players (Sutton-Smith and Roberts 1981, p. 426).

As another type of

voluntary activity, exploration is seen by the above authors as something
apart from play.

Exploration seems dictated by the stimulus conditions in

the environment while the essential character of play is that the
individual imposes his or her own ideas on the environment (Sutton-Smith
and Roberts 1981, p. 432).
An interesting interpretation of the importance of structuring ln
games was presented by Devereux (1978) in a comparison of the value of
sandlot vs. organized sports.

The informal, sandlot games offer a great
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deal in terms of many developmental models; they are fun, small scale,
with minimal risk, spontaneous, autotelic (having a purpose in themselves), agent responsive, "and self-pacing with continuous and relevant
feedback (Devereux 1978, p. 123)."

Devereux went on to note that

although the structure of sandlot games was modeled on competition and
physical skill, much of the learning was in the social-emotional realm:
The game was so structured that it required us to use our
utmost ingenuity to discover and understand the hidden rules
behind the rules--the general principles which make games fair,
fun, and interesting, and which had to govern our complex
relationships with each other; the recognition of the subtle
differences in skills, including social skills, which gave
added respect and informal authority to some; the ability to
handle poor sports, incompetents, cry-babies, little kids,
and girls, when the easy out of excluding them from the game
entirely was somehow impractical. How to handle it when your
own anger or frustrations ",elled up dangerously close to the
point of tears (Devereux 1978, p. 123).
In contrast, in organized, adult dominated sports, such as Little
League or school supervised games, the game is rigidly structured.

The

rules, organization, equipment, and playing areas are all given to the
children ready-made.

The supervising, coaching, umpiring, and rewarding

or punishing are all done by adults, leaving the children ",ith nothing to
do but play the game.

For Devereux, the weakness of this is that the

incidental learning which children gain in spontaneous, self-organized
games are not present in adult-organized sports; instead there

~s

an over-

emphasis on physical safety and development of a limited range of physical
skills.

It may be useful to examine the environmental loci of both types

of games, to determine if there are features that may relate to
territoriality.
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There is some discussion of the environmental requirements of play,
games, and make-believe that suggests a relationship with some of the
elements of territoriality.

One of these is privacy.

Singer (1973,

p. 198) noted that a relatively protected setting and freedom from interference are important to allow for the focus of attention on make-believe
activity.

Opie and Opie (1969, p. 15) also stressed the attraction of

secret places, "where no one else goes," and emphasized the value of that
"most precious gift"--"the necessary space--or privacy--in which to become
human beings."

The possession of this private space also seems to confer

the powers of exclusive control and a foundation for imagination:
Most adults, if they remember their childhoods right back
to the pre-school years, will recall the pleasures of having
one's own little private place, usually rather cramped and
confined, where one could not only "play house" but also invite
friends and exclude enemies, and which served as a base for
journeys and battles and other adventures (Newson and Newson
1979, p. 113).
Hutt (1978) investigated the role of familiarity, of people and
environment, in children's play.
novel object

~n

a play area.

Children were hesitant to approach a

Hhen an adult was present they were more

adventurous; but when they were by themselves, they were very cautious,
and first approached the object holding a familiar toy.

Exploratory

activity, Hutt found to be directional, oriented towards specific environmental changes, and it was accompanied by some anxiety.

Play involved

activity in familiar environments, less anxiety, and more diverse actions:
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Play . . . only occurs in a known environment, and when
the animal or child feels he knows the properties of the
oeject in that environment; this is apparent in the gradual
relaxation of mood evidenced not only by changes in facial
expression, but in a greater diversity and variability of
activities. In play the emphasis changes from the question
of "What does this object do?" to "What can I do with this
object (Hutt 1978, p. 343)?"
~he

Development of Spatial Cognition

In this section, the primary concern is with spatial cognition,
the mental representation of environments too large to be seen at a
single glance.

Clearly, humans have this ability, because most function-

ing individuals can select goals in space and travel to them.

Somehow,

environmental information is coded in a spatial context so that orientation and environmental action is possible.

The image created by this

spatial coding is called a cognitive map, which is generated by" . . . a
process composed of a series of psychological transformations by which an
individual acquires, codes, stores, recalls, and decodes information
about the relative locations and attributes of phenomena in his everyday
spatial environment (Downs and Stea 1973, p. 9)."
The environment is a complex, large-scale area with different
amounts and types of information, rarely uniformly distributed over its
surface.

Conversely, an individual has limited mobility and time with

relatively poor sensory capabilities, information-processing ability, or
storage capacity.

A person must acquire information about a complex,

ever-changing, overlarge environment through an imperfect perceptual
system and aggregate that information into a cognitive map that allows
him or her to plan and execute actions on that environment (Downs and
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Stea 1973).

Like other images, the cognitive map is built of bits of

information, gathered as a person moves through and manipulates environments, and arranged by a process of trial and error into a system of
relationships that can be used to perceive space.

In a Piagetian frame-

work, this cognitive map develops through active environmental encounters
coupled with the ability to symbolize:

"Spatial representation derives

from sensorimotor activity, to which it is added when the appearance of
the symbolic function enables the child to act not only on objects which
are real and physically present in his perceptual field but also on
objects which are symbolized or mentally represented (Laurendeau and
Pinard 1970, p. 13)."
The organization of space

1S

a process which all people perform,

starting with the beginning of their interaction with the environment,
that is, at birth.

A baby begins to discover things and to try to under-

stand their relationship to its self.

As the child becomes more mobile,

he or she explores and learns about environments too large to be perceived at once, and begins "to establish a matrix of environmental
experience into which a new experience can be integrated (Stea and Blaut

1973, p. 227)."

Eventually, one's environmental interactions enable the

development of a cognitive image that can be used to plan where one will
go next.
P1aget and his colleagues (Laurendeau and Pinard 1970; Piaget and
Inhelder 1967; Piaget, et al. 1960) have fit the development of spatial
cognition into his four-stage framework.

In order to describe that frame-

work and some important additions to it (Hart and Moore 1973; Moore 1976;
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Hart 1979; Evans 1980), it is necessary to briefly examine three spatialdevelopmental threads in this structure:

spatial understanding, frames

of reference, and topographical representations.
A child's spatial understanding develops through three levels:
topological, projective, and Euclidian or metric.

At the topological

level, a child is able to understand the connectedness of places--such
simple relationships as proximity, separation, continuity, enclosure.

At

the projective stage, a child is able to understand spatial relations 1n
terms of var10US points of view.
through different perspectives.

Shape and form are seen as invariant
At this stage a child can represent some-

what the correct relationships between places.

At the Euclidian or

metric level, space can be understood in a system of abstract relations,
in terms of sets of coordinates, and the child has an accurate conception
of the spatial relations between places (Evans 1980; Hart 1979; Catling

1978; Hart and Moore 1973).
Spatial reference systems represent the wayan individual orients
to an environment.

In their attempt to integrate a theoretical approach

to the development of spatial representation, Hart and Moore (1973) identified three of these frames of reference, which progress through levels
of development.
egocentric.

The first level, as in other types of development, is

In this egocentric view, orientation is centered on the self,

with little differentiation of the individual's point of view from others.
This is action-centered as well; to orient, the child must move his own
body.

Next, is the level of fixed systems of reference.

In this stage

the child is able to partially free him/herself from the egocentric view.
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Instead, the environment

IS

organized according to subgroups, clusters of

elements that are spatially related within the groups, but not well
oriented between groups.

Finally, the ability to create coordinated

systems of reference develops.

In this stage, a person can cognitively

structure the environment in terms of a single unit, using an abstracted
reference system and expressing orientation with such concepts as cardinal
directions (Evans 1980; Hart 1979; Moore 1976; Hart and Moore 1973).
Parallel to the development of reference systems presented above,
IS

the developmental sequence of the cognitive map itself, or as Hart and

Moore (1973) prefer, the "topographical representation."

Reviewing the

work of Piaget et al. (1960) and Shemyakin (1962), Hart and Moore (1973)
found two levels of development of mental representations of environments:
route and survey.

Siegel and White (1975) specified three major sections--

landmarks, routes, and configurations (survey).

The first elements to

appear in a cognitive map are landmarks, "salient objects or points of
decision in the environment that are noticed and remembered and around
which the child's action and decisions are coordinated (Siegel, et al.
1978, p. 233)."

There is a "strong, motoric, experiential bias" in this

first level of representation (Evans 1980, p. 272).
are recognized and remembered.

At first, landmarks

Later they are used to organize space in

simple point-to-point arrangements.

Building on this simple, topological

relationship, the child develops the ability to represent environments in
terms of routes.

Route knowledge is the knowledge of the sequence of land-

marks one can expect to see between the origin and destination, it
primarily a linear representation.

The highest level is that of

IS
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configurations, in which the landmarks and routes are organized into an
areal survey (Evans 1980; Siegel, et al. 1978).
At this point, it is possible to combine the sequences of development of spatial understanding, frames of reference, and topographical
representation with the four levels of evolution of the knowledge of
space presented by Piaget and Inhelder (1967).

The following summary 1S

adapted from Hart and Moore (1973) and Hart (1979).
State I, or sensorimotor space, lasts from birth to about two
years of age.

In this stage, the infant's spatial awareness is primarily

at the level of action, not knowledge; however, in the sensorimotor
period develop the foundation concepts for all subsequent development.
Important to this stage are the genesis of the image (internalization of
perception), object permanence (the idea that an object can exist even if
it is not 1n sight), coordination of space into one integrated whole (the
discovery that vision, hearing, feeling and the other senses relate to the
same space), and internalization of motor schemas into thought patterns.
Stage II, preoperational space, occupies the period from about
two to seven.

Preoperational space is egocentric, with some beginnings

of decentration.

The ability to symbolize actions in space appears at

this level, although this symbolism is closely linked to sensorimotor
activity and represents "successive states that have already been carried
out on manipulated or perceived objects (Hart and Moore 1973, from
Laurendeau and Pinard 1970)."

Concepts of spatial relations are generally

topological at the beginning of this stage, progressing to projective and
Euclidian by the end.

This is also the time of the beginning development
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of fixed systems of reference and route-type cognitive maps.

Children

at this level can navigate along familiar routes; however, their representations are not reversible and they can only think back to the point
of origin by tracing a cyclical route.

Blaut and his colleagues (Blaut

and Stea 1974; Blaut, et al. 1970) have found that children at this age
can understand aerial photographs well enough to find their homes and
trace routes between points.

However, Slobodzian (1977) found that

children below the age of eight have difficulty navigating in the actual
environment using an aerial photograph.
Stage III, concrete operational space, covers the time from
around seven to eleven or twelve.

In the concrete operational stage the

child is free of his egocentric orientation; he is able to structure
space from a series of multiple viewpoints and begin to develop a
coordinated reference system.

Also at this stage

~s

the beginning of an

areal, survey representation of space, to replace the linear thinking of
the preoperational level.

Spatial perception is still concrete; that

~s,

dependent upon the presence of real or represented objects, but the
child is able to operate effectively in space.
Stage IV, formal operational space, begins near the beginning of
adolescence.

This structuring is essentially the Ivestern adult view-

point, in which spatial operations can be completely removed from real
action objects or places.

Perhaps it can be said that the conception of

space itself, as an entity distinct from objects contained within it,
fully developed by this last stage.

~s
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In much of the work reviewed in this section, there seems to be
an implicit assumption that the development of spatial cognition is
ancillary to development in general.

It is worthwhile to consider the

possibility, however, that the map may be on the leading edge of deve1opment.

The ability to visualize a map, from the earliest symbolization of

landmarks to the representation of abstract spaces, is a basic conception
~n

the development of thinking, perhaps the foundation of much of it:
. . this ability to represent our thinking about "real"
events by the use of maps or models, in which the elements
are arranged to symbolize various things in complex relationships, is exceptionally important biologically. It seems to
form the basis for all scientific and mathematical thinking
(Newson and Newson 1979, p. 85).
The intent of this small review of some theoretical

child development

~s

to show hm., the environment

the maturation of children.

~s

v~ews

of

inextricably tied to

The developmental literature of the past

decade has been redefining the concept of "environment" in terms of
total, real world systems.

There is also, led by the theoretical work of

Piaget and Werner and their colleagues, a growing realization that ,.;rhatever is conceptualized as the "real world" is at least partially
determined by the perceptions of a person at his or her particular level
of development.
The basis of this mental organization is the self.

At first

there is an egocentrism in which the self concept is not separated from
the environment.

As experience leads to better organization, there

~s

a gradual separation between the two--a greater objectivity and a
stronger self-concept.

However, there is always a tension between the

subjective and the objective, between inner and outer reality.

To
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maintain this tension, there

1S

a middle zone, a transitional area where

subjective and objective are experienced together.

Possessions are

important supports for this transitional realm.
Action is critical to development.
the self, is defined in terms of actions.

Piaget felt that the subject,
The way children act in their

environment affects the way they mentally organize that environment,
which in turn affects their own self-development.

Here one can see the

critical importance of play in modelling environmental and social
situations.

In terms of personal competence, mastery over self and toys

is a foundation for mastery in social situations.

Play is where children

can safely extend their reach--try out new situations, social roles, and
actions--and develop new cognitive (and physical) skills.

In order to

develop effectively through play and enjoy it, children should have a
sense of control over their situation.
One might also stress the role of familiarity in the development
of environmental cognition.

A well-developed Euclidian, abstract,

coordinated, survey cognitive map is not conferred at a coming of age.
It is the product of repeated actions, in ever-increasing variety and
range, over a familiar area.

Not much appears to be written about the

consequences of rapid environmental change on the development of spatial
(or general) cognition, but it does not seem too Lxtreme to assert that
environmental stability is a critical component.
Throughout this chapter, there appear concepts that parallel the
notions of territoriality presented earlier, Lynch (1979) .stressed the
importance of territoriality itself, but also important were such

116
elements as self-identity, control, possessions, familiarity, privacy,
activity, social relations, perhaps even that psychological bond to
particular places.

Through a combination of the two fields of literature,

it may be possible to set the stage for a theoretical approach to
territoriality that encompasses the basic notions of the way humans
develop.

CHAPTER 4
A DEVELOPMENTAL APPROACH TO HUMAN TERRITORIALITY
Human Territoriality and Human Development
An examination of the literature on territoriality and development
reveals a certain parallelism between theoretical views of human territoriality and human development.

Where the former illustrate how environments

can be organized for activities that serve certain goals, the latter
demonstrate how environmental actions are organized in the development of
intelligence.

It is possible to see that, in one sense, human territor-

iality grows naturally out of the environmental relationships of childhood,
and coincidentally, that territorial relations can affect the way children
develop.
Similar to other types of development, territoriality should
develop according to the transactional-equilibration process expressed in
the schools of thought of Werner and Piaget.

The actions of a_child in a

particular environment provide him or her with information to be incorporated into a developing cognitive structure, but also provide important
territorial dimensions as well.

Such things as familiarity, definition of

space, feelings of control or mastery, possession, self-identity--all
rplate territoriality to development.
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It would seem that human development is a process of continual
separation of self from environment, of inner from outer reality.
process

~s

never really complete.

This

Although there are varying degrees of

subjectivity and objectivity in all environments of which we are aware,
we spend much of our lives in a transitional area in which self-identity
and environment are mixed.

This, of course,

~s

the logical expansion of

Winnicott's idea of transitional phenomena, and it seems reasonable that
this relationship can be extended to "transitional places," i. e'., territories.

This appears to carry the full significance of territoriality--

where place represents self.
Perhaps in the same way, Erikson's discussion of progress1ve
mastery of the auto-, micro-, and macrospheres can be seen as the extension of the self into personal, physical, and social aspects of environment.

Erikson's point of view stresses the importance of control,

mastery, or dominance; however one wishes to define those terms.

Each

secure "territory" provides a base from which to extend further and to
retreat to should a situation become threatening.

It is possible to

infer that mastery of places is related to this extension of the person.
The literature on play indicates the importance of control in
development of physical, social, and creative skills; indeed Sutton-Smith
and Roberts (1981) defined play in terms of the child's assumption of power.

Devereux (1978) accentuated the importance of child control of "sand-

lot" games as developmentally more important that adult-supervised sports.
The importance of security, familiarity, and privacy for child's play were
all emphasized.

In this regard, one can differentiate places in terms of
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their suitability for supporting play activities, and once again,
territoriality appears to have a role in that differentiation.
The literature on environmental cognition presents some indications of how territorial spatial relations develop.

The process of

decentration--from egocentric to fixation around significant features to
an abstract, objective organization of space--suggests how the developing
self builds on special places in its mental organization of environments.
So too, the development of mental representations of environments--from
landmarks to routes to areal surveys--may parallel development of a
territorial conception, e.g. from home to the street to the neighborhood.
In a developmental view of territoriality can be seen the gradual
extension of the self-environment transaction into a widening range of
features--self, mother, objects, places where objects are found or used,
places and the routes connecting them, generalized areas enclosing places
and routes, and so on to larger and more abstract territories.

A terri-

torial view of development also suggests that a territory can provide
certain qualities that are important to developing children, including
familiarity, fixing of activities, security and a measure of control, a
social organization, and a certain degree of place-self identity.
Essential to both sides is a need to understand the types of actions and
equilibrations that go on in these places.
It can be seen that territoriality in children is spread over a
varied range of places,

~uch

as home and the neighborhood, school,

recreation places, or perhaps friends' houses.

And the qualities each has

for development differ according to the activities in those places, e.g.
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there are usually more social encounters at school and more pr1vacy in
the home.

The uses of each place can also yield different qualities in

the children.

Some children may be isolated at home for long segments of

time; others may never be alone--as the children act within these differ1ng environmental situations they will develop different characteristics.
It is not the goal of this study to provide a detailed, coherent
theory of territorial development, but rather to indicate the importance
of the relationship between human territoriality and human development.
The full range of possible territories will not be examined, only the
neighborhood.

The full range of development will not be studied, only

"middle childhood."
Middle childhood;

The "Halcyon Age"

There is a special period, the little-understood
prepubertal, halcyon, middle age of childhood, approximately
from five or six to eleven or twelve--between the strivings
of animal infancy and the storms of adolescence--when the
natural world is experienced in some highly evocative way,
producing in the child a sense of some profound continuity
with natural processes and presenting overt evidence of a
biological basis of intuition (Cobb 1977, p. 538).
In her influential work on "The Ecology of Imagination 1n Childhood," Edith Cobb (1977) stressed the importance of the period of middle
childhood in the establishment of a vivid, creative, powerful relationship
with the environment.

Her examination of the autobiographies of some

three hundred creative thinkers revealed that these writers returned
principally to middle childhood memor1es 1n order to renew their creative
powers and impulses.

These are memor1es of the emergence of conscious-

ness as well as "a living sense of dynamic relationship with the outer
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world (Cobb 1977, p. 539)."

Cobb found these memories to involve exper-

ience of both discontinuity, in terms of a personal awareness of identity
and separation from the world, and continuity, in a personal relationship
with the processes of the natural world.

While Cobb's definition of

middle childhood is rather large, it is a useful starting point for the
development of some assumptions about children's territorial relationships.
Although the wellspring of creativity may begin in the intuitive
operations of the child of five or six, the real beginnings of adult
human thought and action seem to be founded in the concrete operational
period from about seven or eight to eleven or twelve (Piaget 1967).
Other researchers have also marked this period as a significant growth
period.

Rogoff, et a1. (1980), in an examination of ethnographic studies

of child development, found significant changes in play and social
relations at about age eight to ten, suggesting that ".

by age 10,

boys and girls have left behind a period of play combined with supervised
apprenticeship in simple chores, and have assumed independent responsibility for some important tasks (Rogoff, et al. 1980, p. 184)."
For Kohen-Raz (1971), this period is the culminating, terminal
stage of childhood, "a critical phase of crystallization, stabilization,
and preparedness (p. 211)," in which the child quickly develops the
abilities to deal with his world and also an accompanying emotional
confidence and independence.
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As the child gains, quite abruptly, considerable skill
in coming to grips with reality, he goes through an intensive,
emotional experience, a realization that the world beyond his
family is no longer dangerous and mysterious; he discovers that
this new sphere is subject to rules and laws that can be
mastered and can thus be turned into a universe of familiar
facts. As a consequence, the child gains confidence and
becomes ready to loosen the emotional ties with his family in
order to strengthen his social relationships with the big
world (Kohen-Raz 1971, p. 18).
The major developmental themes of middle childhood, which will be
discussed in the following paragraphs, include advances in cognition,
social relations, and self-identity and personality (Rogoff, et al. 1980;
Minuchin 1977; Kohen-Raz 1971; Piaget 1967).

Following that will be a

discussion of the spatial relations of middle childhood and some assumptions about territoriality at this age.
As noted in the previous chapter, Piaget (1967) cited a number of
important developments in concrete operational thought, including the
capability of logic, composable and reversible operations, classification,
ordering, conservation, causality, and the mastery of conceptions of time,
rate, and space.

Kohen-Raz (1971, p. 17) summed this up as the achieve-

ment of a state of "cognitive realism," which he defined as "the cognitive
capacity to recognize and conceive the realistic dimensions and features
of the social and physical environment."

Rogoff, et al. (1980) stressed

the importance of "contextual flexibility," the ability to respond
appropriately and consistently in different contexts.

Skill and flex-

ibility in organizing experience, gathering information, and solving
logical problems are developed through middle childhood, leading toward
the capacity to deal with abstract ideas and propositional logic in
adolescence.

In keeping with this childhood realism, fantasy and
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imagination are tied more closely to the "real world," serving to help
develop and channel creative approaches to problem-solving (Minuchin 1977).
In summary, it can be asserted that much of the concrete thinking abilities
necessary for coping with human society have developed by middle childhood; it is not surprising that children also make great strides

1n

developing social skills at this time.
The time of middle childhood is a time when the exclusive importance of the family

1S

at least partially replaced by the social life of

the outside world.

At this stage, children become able to respond to the

demands of adults without close management:

"The 8- to 10-year-old is

able . . . to read between the lines of the instructions, to integrate the
stated task with the adult's hidden agenda, and to structure and coordinate
the task himself (Rogoff, et a!. 1980, p. 194)."
Minuchin (1977) stressed two aspects of social growth in the middle
childhood years:

the increased potential to understand, communicate

with, and empathize with other people, and the ability to understand,
relate to, and use the social logic of standards and codes.

Central to

this social growth is the importance of the peer group, which to Kohen-Raz
(1971, p. 17) provides the emotional stimulation "that is the vital agent
in perpetuating and reinforcing the basic developmental processes at the
threshold of adolescence."

In middle childhood, friends of the same age

become important as the child begins to explore the social world:
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Middle years children need to establish roots in the peer
group. They must learn to balance their opinions with those
of others and to live within the standards of the child culture,
which offers an important alternative to the family and to
adult authority in general. Periods of strict conformity
during the middle years are often part of a growth pattern.
They are a necessary step in the long-term development of
balance between strong commitment to a social group and
personal autonomy (Minuchin 1977, p. 74).
Typically, in the early middle years, friendships are unstable, and
there is some sex differentiation in these friendships.

Girls are more

likely to have one or two "best friends," while boys are more cjften in
small groups.

At about nine, social behavior becomes more stable and

better integrated, and children demand more independence from family life
(Hart 1979).

It would seem useful to investigate the role of various

places, such as school and the neighborhood, on the development of this
social life.
As they learn about other people, children also come to know more
about themselves during these middle years.

At this time self-image

becomes more objective and more differentiated.

Increasing objectivity

about the self is part of the decentering process mentioned in the previous
chapter.

It is the growth in the ability to think of one's self as separate

from others and to view the self as others see it.

The differentiation of

the self-image is a reflection of the general growth of organized thought
as well as the expansion of experiential world" . . . in which the new
activities in school and neighborhood and the expanding contacts with other
children and new adults give the child constant feedback about the self
(Minuchin 1977, p. 83)."
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Accompanying this differentiation, Piaget (1967) stressed the
organization of these various self-qualities into a personality, involving
the development of personal rules and values, and the will to assert
independent judgements.

These personality concepts become fully developed

in adolescence, but their beginnings are found in the concrete operations
stage.
Also, at about age 10, there is evidence of the maturation of the
right brain hemisphere, which leads to increased visuo-spatial abilities
(Rogoff, et al. 1980).

This, of course, relates to the expanding exper-

iential world of children at this age, with organized knowledge of areas
and expanded spatial range.

At this point, it is worthwhile to briefly

present some information about the nature of spatial activity and knowledge.
In terms of spatial cognition, children around 9 or 10 should have
a well-developed, realistic, "survey" representation of their neighborhood,
the area around their homes.

They should be able to use this represent-

ation well enough to find their way around their neighborhood in the course
of everyday activity.

Several studies support this expectation.

Slobodzian (1977) found a clear break point between ages 8 and 9 in terms
of Tucson children's ability to navigate in the "real world" using an
aerial photograph--at 9 and above most children were successful in finding
their way.

Biel and Torell (1977) found 10 year old Swedish children to

demonstrate greater map drawing ability than 6 year olds in both including
more elements and drawing more integrated maps.

Assmussen (1971), in a

study of third and sixth grade children in Seattle and Bellevue, Washington,
noted that sixth graders drew better maps and tended to spread features
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more evenly across the map surface (rather than concentrate them near
their homes, as third graders did).

Anooshian and Young (1981) noticed

(in a study of Texas children) that the accuracy of correspondence of
actual to mapped locations tended to plateau at fourth or fifth grade,
although dynamic or manipulative qualities continued to improve.

Spencer,

et al. (1980) found the same leveling off in the ability of British
children to identify features on an aerial photograph; identification
ability slowly increased from ages 5 to 8, while 9, 10, and 11 year olds
performed equally.

Sako (1981) cited a number of Japanese studies

indicating that third or fourth grade was a significant dividing point 1n
terms of transition from route to survey representation, accuracy in
distance estimation, verbal recall of landmarks, use of non-egocentric
frames of reference, and ability to walk through a maze.
There is also a greater range and differentiation of place-use 1n
middle childhood.

Anderson and Tindal (1972) and Tindal (1971) found

that the horne range of black children in the Northeast United States
increased significantly in fourth grade boys, although not for girls.
Auslander, et al. (1978) noted that young Chicano children played close to
horne, and the use of sidewalks, streets, aprons, and alleys increased with
age.

Payne and Jones (1977) carne up with similar results in Calgary,

5-7 year olds stayed close to horne and did not usually play in the streets.
Beyond the age of 7, the wider neighborhood, especially streets, sidewalks,
parks, and school, became more important than horne as an activity area.
Payne and Jones also found that 8-11 year old boys were most commonly
known to explore in undeveloped areas and a local dumping area; shopping
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areas were more often used as "hangouts" for children over 12.

In an

early ecological psychology study, Wright (1956) observed that older
children (c. 9-12) and adolescents (c.' 12-18) spent the most time in
community settings and the least in family settings of any age group.
Wright also noted that the considerable freedom of children to roam in
"Midwest" was not accompanied by a freedom to direct their own affairs-they were nearly always under adult supervision with little chance to
assert their independence.

Coates and Sanoff (1972), in a behavior

mapping study of a North Carolina housing project, found that young
children (6-9) used public open spaces, woods, and backyards most; while
"adolescents" (10-13) were mostly in the streets, public open spaces, and
community open spaces.

In another study in the Industrial Northeast,

Coates and Bussard (1974, p. 140) observed that children under the age of
6 were restricted to "territorial zones which are directly controlled by
the family," as well as an area within view of home.

After age 6 the

children's range expanded beyond their own home group of dwelling units to
public spaces in the surrounding area.

A sex difference was also found,

girls tended to be restricted to "supervisable" and "civilized" areas
while boys had more freedom, even to expand the range into dangerous and
unsupervised areas.

In his study of children in a Vermont town, Hart

(1979) found that fifth grade boys had a markedly greater range than
fourth graders, with a lessening removal of parental restrictions at about
this time; girls were still kept closer to home:
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. . • by the fifth grade (10 years of age) the boys had
gained cons iderab le freedom to trave 1 almos t \"herever they
please and so their 0\Yll powers of locomotion had already set
a limit. In contrast, the girls shm-led a significant increase
in the size of their "with permission" range but this is
explained in terms of permission to "run errands" to particular places (Hart 1979, p. 330).
Hart felt that particular importance should be given to parental
control of range, based on their fears of environmental hazards such as
traffic and water.

This control is loosened through a "negotiation"

process--as children demonstrate more competence and push at their spatial
limits, the parents gradually ease their restrictions.

At about fifth

grade the restrictions on boys, at least, are considerably lessened, as
they demonstrate ability to handle hazards.

As additional evidence for

this environmental competence, Hart cited Sandel's (1974) Swedish study
showing that not until age 10 are children as competent as adults In
dealing with traffic.

Hart also found that third grade IS the earliest

age that children were allowed to ride bicycles on sidewalks and roads,
enabling them to expand their range.
At this point, it is useful to summarIze some important qualitjes
of middle childhood and develop some assumptions of how territoriality
might be manifest in children at that level.

This period is one where the

foundations of adult life are firmly established.

There is a creative

foundation in the fresh, living awareness of the world and a personal
relationship with it.

There is a new independence in the expansion into

the world beyond the home, into the streets, public or "unowned" places
in the neighborhood, school, "wildlands," and other areas of interest.
There is a "concrete realism," where thinking, interest, and fantasy are
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tied to the realistic aspects of the environment.

Social relations also

are expanded beyond the family, especially to the peer group.

The self-

image and personality become more objective and differentiated, and
personal control is stronger.

Spatial knowledge is well-developed,

realistic, and tends to be organized in areal "survey" units, although
probably still tied to fixed features of reference.

And in many of the

studies cited, there is evidence for a break point at the ages of 8 or
9, suggesting the significance of a "middle childhood" group at ages 9-12.
In terms of territoriality at this age, then, it may be suggested that it
1S

expanded beyond the home; although perhaps still subject to parental

restrictions, it includes significant activity and play spaces, it is
partially defined by peer group relations, it includes special places that
afford more control, personality support, and self-identification, and it
is conceived of in well-defined areal units.

Children at this age operate

in many different places, so it does not seem possible to find one area
that can be exclusively seen as a "territory."

Rather it seems more

reasonable to look for a variety of territories, each appealing to
different aspects of developing children and whose attachments are felt
with different degrees of intensity.

Some possible territorial places are

home, school, and the neighborhood.

Of these, it may be that the neighbor-

hood offers the most complete range of territorial dimensions for middle
childhood.

The Neighborhood as a Territory
There is an extensive literature on the neighborhood, and it is
not the purpose here of reviewing that entire field.

Rather, it is to
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demonstrate, through sampling the research, that the neighborhood has
been considered as a territory and that it is important in the activities
of children.
As Lee (1968) pointed out, the neighborhood can be perceived in
terms of social interaction in a small area, a homogenous population, or
a neighborhood unit in which the inhabitants have a sense of mutual
awareness.

It is both a place, with familiar physical features, and a

community, where people know each other, or at least have some idea who
belongs and who does not.

Tannenbaum (1948) felt that the neighborhood

provides important psychological support for identity, personality, and
group membership:
Loyalty to locale appears to be an inevitable outgrowth
of any human community. The neighborhood unit, easily
identifiable and standing out in relief against the rest of
the city, is conducive to open and enthusiastic identification, especially on the part of individuals who come to feel
that their happiness and that of their families is closely
tied up with the neighborhood (Tannenbaum 1948, p. 365).
It seems quite obvious, that, even in situations where the automobile has lessened dependence on relationships based on propinquity
(Webber 1963), we tend to experience the area where we live with more
intensity than other areas.

We become familiar to our neighbors, even if

we do little more than nod at them as we drive by--and even that can
provide feelings of security.

However, Greeley insisted that we don't

usually stop at a nodding acquaintance, and a feeling for the neighborhood is a natural outgrowth of human gregariousness:
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People simply get attached to the place where they live,
it is familiar, comfortable in its familiarity, and it's
yours. . . To form close alliances with people who share
the same piece of turf is merely a matter of geographical
convenience and Common interest. There may be physiological
and deep psychological dynamisms at work, but one need not
postulate them to explain the rather quick emergence of intensive interaction networks among people who live close to one
another. . . Local community is natural and human beings
seek it because they like each other (Greeley 1977, p. 84).
Neighborhoods have been seen as important to urban planners for
some time.

Perry (1939, pp. 45-46) felt that it was important to aid

this natural growth of local community through manipulation of the physical character of the site.
S1X

principles:

Perry's neighborhood unit plan was based upon

(1) The population of the unit should be of a size to

support one elementary school, (2) The unit should be bounded on all sides
by arterial streets, (3) There should be a system of small parks and
recreation spaces to meet the needs of that neighborhood, (4) The school
and other neighborhood institutions should be grouped around a central
point, or common, (5) Local shopping areas should be on the periphery of
the unit, and (6) The internal street pattern should be designed to
facilitate circulation within the unit and to discourage through traffic.
Perry felt that these components provided the neighborhood with strong
identification both as a place and as a community, and one that can stand
with others in an urban hierarchy.
Jacobs (1961) felt Perry's idea of neighborhood was "silly" when
applied to a large city, but that three kinds of neighborhood organizations
are important.

One "neighborhood" is the city as a whole, operating as

"parent" to the city's smaller parts and providing a critical mass for
decision-making, funding, and special interest groups.

On a middle level
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is the district, an amalgamation of smaller neighborhoods large enough to
"fight city hall" and influence decision-making on the city level.

The

smallest kind of neighborhood, and the one most representing the kind of
territory important to children, is the street neighborhood, which offers
several important local functions:

"

. . to weave webs of public surveil-

lance and thus to protect strangers as well as themselves; to grow networks
of small-scale, everyday public life and thus of trust and social control;
and to help assimilate children into reasonably responsible and tolerant
city life (Jacobs 1961, p. 119)."
In all the above sources are threads that can be used to tie the
neighborhood concept to territoriality.

Such qualities as identity,

community, familiarity, security, resources, psychological support, and
even boundedness, have been alluded to be important in neighborhood
development.

Indeed, some researchers, such as Fried and Gleicher (1961),

Suttles (1968), Everitt and Cadwallader (1972), and Jones and Eyles (1977),
deliberately associated strong neighborhood feelings with territoriality,
especially in working class areas.

As was suggested in Chapter 2, strong

territorial neighborhoods seem most often to develop

~n

areas of limited

scope for personal choice, or physical or social immobility.

Keller (1968)

also was aware of this limitation, suggesting that the local neighborhood
is most important to children and elderly people.

Mumford felt neighbor-

hoods should be designed specifically to cater to the interests of
preadolescent children:
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A neighborhood should be an area within the scope and
interest of a pre-adolescent child; such that daily life can
have unity and significance for him, as a representative of
the larger social whole: and accordingly a special effort should
be made in the design of neighborhoods to incorporate in them
those light industries which directly subserve neighborhood
life (Mumford 1938, p. 473).
Bowden (1972, p. 227) was even more specific when he noted that
neighborhood is a perception that exists only for 11 year old boys.

The

geographic boundary of the neighborhood, asserted Bowden, is the "territorial limits of the older pre-adolescent male;" all other notions of
neighborhood come from adult male memories of that time and transfer of
that concept to females.

Although Bowden's statement is a little extreme,

it does point up the central importance of middle childhood in the
conception of the neighborhood; its form, its meaning, and its uses are
all closely tied to the children who live there.
In both a spatial and a temporal sense, the chief users of
the public areas in any residential neighborhood, are the
children who live there . . . children--especially those aged
5 and over--roam around the streets, sidewalks, vacant lots,
playgrounds, driveways, and yards of the neighborhood looking
for things to do, games to play, and friends to talk to
(Cooper 1975, p. 102).
Cooper felt that the physical environment of the neighborhood may
have a profound effect on the psychological development of children.

Mead

(1972, p. 246) observed that the primary function of the neighborhood

1S

to bring up children as members of our society.

This nurturing function

requires that the neighborhood provide for the "basic physiological needs"
of food, water, space, sleep, rest, and privacy--"some small, identifiable
spatial territory of one's own."

But it also must provide for a sense of

continuity, in terms of familiar people and familiar environments.

Mead
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(1972, p. 248) went on to suggest considerations important in planning
for neighborhoods, including the need for familiarity and continuity,
some provision for change and encounter with strangers (even "living
dangerously part of the time"), multi-sensory stimulation, and "windows
on the world" where older children "can move freely away from areas of
familiarity with confidence, trust, and toleration."
There have been some attempts to capture the meaning behind the
child's conception of the neighborhood.

Berg and Medrich (1980) simply

assumed the children's neighborhood was the same as the elementary school
attendance area, arguing in terms of familiarity and common experience:
At the very least, we can say that virtually all the children
1n our sample are familiar with the geographic domain bounded
by home and school. In this sense we would argue that one's age
has a great deal to do with one's feelings about what a "neighborhood" is. For children who share the common experience of
schooling, and for Oakland children, most of whom walk to school,
a territorial definition based on the attendance area seems
useful (Berg and Medrich 1980, p. 326).
As will become apparent, children do not share the above opinion,
tending to define thei"r own neighborhoods 1n more personal terms than the
elementary school, or "neighborhood unit," district.

However, Berg and

Medrich found some useful information from their interviews about the
effects of physical environment, social organization, access to play
spaces, and safety and mobility.

Children were affected by the terrain

itself, tending to be more spatially limited in hills than in "flatlands
neighborhoods."

They also felt affected by the segregation of residential

land-use, which cut them off from commercial areas, parks, and other things
they prized.

In this study, children did not consider parks to be "their

own," preferring to seek out unplanned areas, such as vacant lots, where
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they had a sense of possession and privacy.

Streets and sidewalks were

play attractions for children, as well as sources of traffic danger.
Traffic was a major fear of parents and children alike, providing a
significant constraint on the children's range.

Personal mobility was

another constraint, especially in suburban landscapes where places were so
far apart.

Most of the children disliked relying on adults to take them

places by car, preferring instead to get around on their own.

This study

also found that density of children in the neighborhood affected social
interaction.

In low-density neighborhoods, friendship patterns seemed to

be more formal, often involving two children, as each encounter involved a
special effort that had to be planned.

In high-child-density areas,

socializing was more informal, more spontaneous, and involved children 1n
groups.

Berg and Medrich's main conclusion was that neighborhoods are

largely designed around adult needs to which children must adapt, and the
design of residential areas needs to pay more attention to children's
needs.

As was alluded to earlier, there should also be some consider-

ation of how children conceptualize their neighborhood--how they mentally
organ1ze their local environment--and how this conceptualization relates
to their behavior.
One way of approaching the cognitive organization of environments
is through examination of sketch maps.

This technique was first used

effectively by Lynch (1960), which spawned a number of map-drawing studies,
including several of children's neighborhoods.

Ladd's (1970) study of the

sketch maps of black male adolescents in Boston revealed wide variation 1n
neighborhood size, from .008 (about 1 block) to .750 square miles, with no
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clear relationship between S1ze and the factors of length of time at a
residence and distance between the residence and school.
Assmussen (1971) found that most third graders considered their
neighborhood to be less than a block in size and most sixth graders saw
their neighborhood as more than one block, although this varied in urban
and suburban areas.

He also found that third graders used their own

houses and yards as the major identifying features, while sixth graders
used human-made physical features (e.g., streets, houses, signs) and
social elements (e.g., locations of friends, observed differences in
people) to differentiate and identify neighborhoods.
Texas,

~laurer

In a study in

and Baxter (1972) examined the maps of Black, Anglo, and

Mexican-American children aged 7-14.

The maps revealed a significant

variation in neighborhood S1ze by ehtnic group:

Anglos averaged about

two blocks, Mexican-Americans one block and blacks .75 blocks.

Anglo and

Mexican children tended to use human-made structural elements in their
maps, while blacks used natural environmental features.

Home was

particularly important to black children, who preferred indoor play areas.
Outdoor play areas were most important to Mexican-Americans, and home
seemed least important to Anglos, including a significant number who did
not include their homes on their neighborhood maps.

Maurer and Baxter

interpreted their results according to the amount of security and protection felt by the various ethnic groups in the community.

Although there

is some difficulty in comparing these studies because of differences in
location, environment, ethnicity, and even the mundane question of block
size, it is evident that children do have a sense of some entity called
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their "neighborhood" that is distinctively different from other units in
the city.

This neighborhood also appears to be quite small, much less

than an elementary school district, and less than the home range measurements of Tindal (1971) and Hart (1979).
In an interview asking children to locate activity areas and pathways on an aerial photograph or map (each child was given his choice of
photo or map), Coates and Bussard (1974) found the range of children to
divide into two main parts, distinguished by intensity of use.

The first

of these was termed "home base" which is the area used most frequently by
the child alone or with friends, and whose spatial relations are wellknown.

Home base is centered on the home and also includes other nearby

areas, either connected by paths or flowing "into each other through areas
that are therr.selves activity sites (p. 135)."

The second component was

called "territorial range," and consists of a more distant collection of
paths and nodes radiating out from home base, where the child goes
infrequently.
In a reveiw of children's behavior outdoors, Moore and Young
(1978) developed a threefold typology of children's phenomenal landscapes,
varying in breadth and depth of experience.

"Territorial range" has the

greatest experiential breadth and diversity; it includes "the totality of
a child's space-time domain (p. 91)."

Territorial range, in turn, is

divided into three levels of involvement:
"occasional."

"habitual," "frequented," and

Habitual range represents activities around the home and

extending into the local neighborhood:
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. . • incorporating friendship patterns clustered around
each child's home, spilling out into sidewalks, and extending
into more accessible neighborhood spaces such as schoolyards,
playgrounds, back alleys, lawns, vacant lots, small
vegetated grassy areas, etc., where peers can play
together (Moore and Young 1978, p. 74).
There are a number of constraints on habitual range, including
parental restrictions, sex of children, site layout, availability of
space, and temporal constraints.

The time factor is especially important

during the school year, when children simply do not have time to wander
far.

Frequented range is the area encompassed by weekend and vacation

activity; these places are too far away to be experienced as a routine
event.

Occasional range relates to "exotic places," that are visited

infrequently and under special circumstances.
The other two elements in Moore and Young's typology are "place"
and "pathway."

Place is seen as a focal point of deep experience and

involvement, as well as a source of knowledge and affiliation.

Pathway

represents the connecting network between the overall territorial range
and the special places within it.

It is their concept of place that is

of most importance to this study of territoriality and the neighborhood:
Place is the smallest unit of range, representing the
affective hot-spots of a person's schema. The Perls, Hefferline, and Goodman (1951) thesis suggests that place accomodates
transactive activity, facilitating learning toward an evolving
sense of affiliation and meaning. Organism and environment
adapt to each other over relatively long periods of time,
coerced and supported by identifiable, measurable elements-space, time, fixed-features, loose-parts, natural phenomena,
and populations--together with the physical attributes or
sensory characteristics of elements and their interactions
(Moore and Young 1978, p. 106).
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In their paper, Moore and Young drew upon the connection between
"place" and habitual range, reviewing a number of works on children's
behavior in residential areas.

It also appears possible that there

1S

a

connection between "place," habitual range, and the territory that
children conceive to be their neighborhood.
A pilot study on the neighborhood conceptions of fifth grade
children in Tucson (Sell 1977) used aerial photographs to locate the
neighborhoods, play areas, and best friends' houses of a sample of 48
children.

It was found that most of the children (94%) were quite spe-

cific in defining the area of their neighborhoods, outlining definite
boundaries along streets, alleys, or the edges of trailer parks and subdivisions.

These neighborhoods were highly individualized, outlined areas

did not often overlap for different children.

They also did not often

include such well-used areas in their total range as school, shopping
areas, major parks, or friends' houses, making it something different from
home range, as discussed previously.

Social organization, as exhibited by

the location of the houses of each child's three best friends, was not
related to the neighborhood in most cases.

Two-thirds of the children had

one or no best friends in their neighborhoods.
In the pilot study, play was found to be more strongly oriented to
the children's neighborhoods.

When asked where they usually played their

favorite games, two-thirds of the play locations were inside the boundaries of the neighborhood, despite the fact that the playing fields at
school and the largest park were not included in many neighborhood areas.
Some popular games, such as hide-and-seek and tag, were played
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overwhelmingly inside the neighborhood (hide-and-seek 90% of the time and
tag 80%).

These games are special because they involve flexible, creative

and intense interaction with the environment--climbing, dodging, crawling,
~ontribute

hiding--and may

with a particular area.

a great deal to knowledge of and involvement

In addition, when the children were asked about

special play areas, two-thirds of them told about areas within their
neighborhoods, most commonly vacant lots.

There was also a sex difference,

girls were more likely than boys to have special play areas inside their
neighborhoods.
The pilot study suggested some possibilities about the territorial
character of neighborhoods.
well bounded.

The neighborhood was a known unit, usually

It was the central arena of free-time play activities;

children preferred to play there and they were more flexible in their
games.

There also appeared to be places of special attachment within it,

outside of home.

Although children's best friends were not usually within

the defined neighborhood, some spontaneous comments suggested that many
children differentiated between "neighborhood friends" and "school
friends," requiring another look at children's social relationships.

In

short, some of the dimensions of territoriality presented in Chapter 2 are
also present in the neighborhoods as conceived by children.
Research Goals and Hypotheses
While there

1S

no denying that the concept of "neighborhood" is

somewhat amorphous, there

1S

reason to believe that the experience of

children in the area immediately around their homes is somewhat distinct
from their experience of other places.

It appears that this experience is
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part of

a

territorial place relntionsllip nnd can be used to investigate

some of the dimensions of human territoriality as tlley relate to developing children.

In addition, the period herein defined as "middle child-

hood" (fourth to sixth grade, or about ages 9-12) involves special
relationships with places that strongly affect subsequent development and
adult feelings for places.

This age also seems to be the time when

children are most intensively involved with their neighborhoods and their
feelings most closely approximate a territorial attachment.
The intent of this research project is to explore the neighborhood
as a territorial concept in cllildren and to investigate those dimensions
of territoriality that are important in "middle childhood."
1.S

To do so, it

necessary to assess and describe the concept of "neighborhood" in

these children.

The following hypotheses, therefore, are concerned with

the neighborhood as

a

surrogate for territoriality.

In the conclusions,

the neighborhood study will be discussed in terms of the dimensions of
territoriality presented in the previous chapters.
Hypotheses
I.

II.

The child has a definite image of his or her own neighborhood
and can identify its bound<lri(~s :lI1cl felltures on an aerinl
photograph.
Children's activities nrc more intennc and distinctively
different inside the neighborhood than outside it.
A.

Children spend most of their free time in the neighborhood.

B.

Game 10cationfJ are found more often inside the neighborhood than outside.

C.

A greater variety of gmlle" and other activities are played
at locations inside the neighborhood than outside.
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III.

IV.

V.

D.

Games involving flexible use of terrain and flexible (or
"home made") rules are played more often in locations
inside the neighborhood than outside.

E.

Games played by children at locations outside their neighborhood are most often those involving formal rules, a
fixed playing area, and adult supervision.

Inside of the neighborhood are places of strong attachment that
affect children's identity ana personality.
A.

Special places (forts, special play areas, and favorite
places) are found more often inside the neighborhood than
outside.

B.

The strength of the neighborhood place-association is
reflected in aspects of the child's self-concept and locus
of control.

C.

Inside the neighborhood are places where children go to be
alone.

There are a number of "outside forces" operating on the child's
activities in and conceptions of the neighborhood.
A.

Parents exert a strong influence by limiting areal range or
restricting social contact.

B.

Other adults, children, or animals, also limit the neighborhood image by limiting access to various nearby places.

C.

Landscape features, such as streets or changes in land use,
influence the neighborhood image.

D.

The means of transportation, such as access to bicycles or
aVdilability of automobile transportation, influences the
neighborhood image.

The neighborhood provides a means of structuring the social
organization.
A.

The child has more of his best friends within the boundaries of the neighborhood than outside it.

B.

The child's usual playmates are more often located inside
the neighborhood than outside.

C.

Children spend more of their free time with playmates and
friends inside the neighborhood than outside.
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D.

Neighborhood social relations are less segregated by sex
and age than those outside.

CHAPTER 5
THE NEIGHBORHOOD SETTING AND METHODS OF STUDY
This study is an attempt to explore the neighborhood as a territorial place for children.

It has been proposed that the neighborhood

contains at least some of the dimensions of territoriality and that those
dimensions can be seen in the mental images and physical and social
activities of children.

Approaching such a multidimensional concept also

requires use of mUltiple methods, and this study makes use of nine
separate exercises (See Appendix A) for discovering information about the
territorial relationships of children.

Some of these techniques have been

borrowed directly from other research, others have been adapted to better
suit the purposes of this study, and some questions and approaches have
been created out of the theoretical assumptions outlined in previous
chapters.

So, in a very real sense, much of this dissertation is devoted

to trying out a series of methods for studying territoriality.
It was important, given all the methods, that one single common
ground be used as the environmental focus of the study.

Accordingly, the

children interviewed were all students at one single elementary school in
Tucson, Arizona.

There were two major stages in studying these children.

First, there was a broad sampling of as many children as possible in the
elementary school attendance district.
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Then, after general patterns of
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neighborhood activity emerged, a smaller sample of children in different
areas was selected for in-depth study.

The setting and approaches used

are described in greater detail in the following pages.

The Setting
There were a number of considerations in deciding upon a study
area, both in terms of neighborhood and elementary school.

It was felt

that a settled, suburban neighborhood would provide a clearer picture of
suburban life elsewhere than the many subdivisions expanding into desert
areas on the urban fringe.

There was also a deliberate interest in finding

an area dominated by Anglo, middle class families, partially to aid

~n

applicability to other suburban areas, but also because it would be
easier to interpret information from people with the same background as
the researcher.

Because most of the initial research would be undertaken

at the neighborhood elementary school, it was important to find an area
where most of the resident children attended the local school.

In other

words, a school was needed where not many children were bussed into or out
of the area.

This was found in the service area of what will be called

Southwest Elementary School.

1

Background information about the study area

at the beginning of research in 1979 was provided by the Tucson Trends 1980
survey which included Southwest School in one of its research districts.
A comparisor. Df information about the area and Metropolitan Tucson is seen
in Table 1.
1

In order to protect their anonymity, the names of all children and
locations in the field study have been changed. The children discussed have
been arbitrarily assigned names of characters from children's literature.
Southwest School, Tucson Estates, and Apache Village, are fictitious. Any
resemblance to real people or places is entirely coincidental.
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Table 1. Economic and Social Characteristics
of the Southwest School Area Compared with
Metropolitan Tucson in General (Tucson Trends 1980)
Southwest
School (Percent)

Metropolitan
Tucson (Percent)

0-6
6-11
12-17
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65 and Over

5
4
4
22
19
5
7
10
24

10

13

Retired Households

30

25

Newcomer Households

13

10

Homeowner Households

52

70

$13 ,492

$16,637

31
69

48
52

39
61

28

Age of Respondents (Years):

Median Household Income

9

11
13
16
10
9
9

Length of Residence (Years):
0-5
More than 5
Age of Housing (Years):
0-20
Hore than 20

72

Median Education, Head
of Household:
Male
Female
In general, the area

14.5 yrs
13.4 yrs

1S

an "older" part of Tucson.

13.2 yrs
12.8 yrs
Most of the

landscape consists of single family dwellings constructed in the decade
after World War II.

Although there has been a more recent "infill" of

apartments and houses, many of the people who moved in when the houses
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were new were still there in 1979; about two-thirds of the area population
had lived at their residences more than five years.

About half of the

residents owned their homes.
The demographic structure of the area was quite different from the
rest of Tucson in terms of age.

There were nearly twice the number of

people over 65 and half the proportion of children.

Most importantly, the

elderly were not segregated in retirement communities, as is common in
other parts of Arizona, but scattered throughout the area.

Personal

observations and discussions with residents suggest this picture is
changing.

As the homes occupied by elderly residents become vacant, they

are being occupied by young families.

The location close to the un1ver-

sity also affects the social makeup, by adding a high proportion of
students and university employees.

This "university effect" helps account

for the higher proportion of newcomers to the area, as well as the much
greater percentage of adults under 35.

As should also be expected, the

median education level of the area was higher than usual in Tucson, with
a larger number of college graduates.

A number of people encountered in

the area were graduate students with families, one spouse working while
the other pursued an advanced degree.

That also affected the proportion

of working women, nearly half of whom were employed.

The high proportion

of students and retired people also accounts for the lower than usual
median income.
Southwest Elementary School serves an area of approximately 2.5
square miles (See Figure 1), including some Mexican-American children
bussed from the city center.

The bulk of the area is bounded on the
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Figure 1.

The Southwest Elementary School District
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north, south and west by major arterial streets with another smaller
street on the east.

This large area is also broken up into six major

segments by major quarter section streets, one running east-west and two
north-south.

North of the eastern half of the main area, across the

northern boundary street, is another half square mile segment.

Within

the school district are one small park, a public elementary school, a
junior high school, a senior high school, and a parochial elementary
school.

Commercial areas are concentrated along the major east-west

streets and at intersections of main streets.

Of special significance to

the children are the two theaters, the arcade, and the fast food, grocery,
and ice cream stores.

Just outside the area to the west are parts of the

University of Arizona, and to the south 1S a major city park with a
branch library and swimming pool.

Southwest School itself is located at

the intersection of two major interior streets.
Southwest School serves grades kindergarten through six, with a
total enrollment fluctuating around 450 at the time of the study.

Of

these, about 70% were Anglo, 20% Spanish-Surname, 8% Black, 1.5% Asian,
and 1% American Indian.

Some children were bussed from the inner-city,

but most lived within the feeder area.

There was also some instability

in the child population; about one quarter of the school population
changed over the course of a year (aside from entering kindergarten and
graduating sixth grade children).
The Sample
The sample was drawn from children in the fourth, fifth, and
sixth grades at Southwest Elementary School.

There is a difficulty 1n
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sampling children because of the necessity for obtaining permission from
parents, teachers, and the children themselves.

For the most part, the

teachers were very cooperative, even giving up class time for the exercises.

A letter describing the study as well as a parents' consent form,

was distributed to all children in the participating classes (copies of
these are in Appendix C).

The children were to take the letter horne and

bring the signed consent forms back before being included

~n

the study.

A

total of 111 children (37 percent of the total population of 297) returned
signed consent forms, and all of these were interviewed using the aerial
photograph.

Later, the data from seven of these children were excluded

from analysis because of incomplete information either through errors or
failure to understand the language (three children were not native English
or Spanish speakers--the word "neighborhood" was not in their vocabulary).
Another four children were bussed from the inner city and their responses,
although useful for future work, will not be included here.
rema~n~ng

100 were used.

All of the

No children refused to do the interview, in

fact, all were fascinated by the five foot square air photo of their
school and surrounding area.
inherent bias in the sample;

It must also be pointed out that there is an
~n

favor of children with enough interest to

take the letter horne and return it, and with parents interested enough to
sign the permission slip.
Methodology Summary
It

~s

important to note that part of this study has the purpose of

developing a methodology for the study of the dimensions of territoriality
in children.

Accordingly, a variety of techniques were copied, adapted,
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or created

~n

an attempt to discover something about children's relation-

ships with their environment, including questionnaires, diaries, cognitive
mapping exercises, psychological tests, tours and subject-employed photography.
The study began in December, 1979, with the distribution of
consent forms and the first interviews, and ended in October, 1981, after
completion of the last diaries.
cises and when they were done.

Table 2 provides a summary of the exerThe general sequence of the investigation

began with a general interview about the neighborhood using an aerial
photograph, this interview was given to a11 the children in the sample in
individual sessions.

The Locus of Control Test was given once in spring

1980, and again in spring 1981, to as many of the sample as possible.
The Neighborhood Letter was also given to as many children as were
available in spring 1981.
After the information was collected from the larger sample of
children in the Southwest School area, a.smaller sample was selected for
more detailed work.
three areas:

This smaller sample consisted of children grouped in

an upper middle class subdivision, a middle class residen-

tial area, and a large apartment complex (a more complete description of
these areas and the children follows in Chapter 7).

The first interview

of the small group was given to the parents, asking about their children's
activities and their neighborhood feelings.

After the interview, the

parents and children were asked to sign a consent form for further
studies.

The geographical diaries were done over a six-month period from

spring to fall 1981.

The intent of this diary was to gather information
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Table 2.

Study Methods and Time Frame

General (At School)
Air Photo Interview

December, 1979-April, 1980
October, 1980-December, 1980

Locus of Control Test

June, 1980
March, 1981

Neighborhood Letter

May-June, 1981

Small Group (At Home or in the Neighborhood)
Parent Interview

March-April, 1981

Geographical Diary

March-October, 1981

Neighborhood Tour

May, 1981

Sketch Map

May, 1981

Who Am I Test

July-October, 1981

Picture Exercise

May-October, 1981

about the children's activities for one week each in spring, summer
vacation and "fall" (after school started).

The sketch map was drawn 1n

May, 1981, then used as a guide for a walking tour of the neighborhood.
Finally, the children were asked to take pictures of important places in
their neighborhood; they were asked questions about their pictures and
g1ven the "Who Am I" Test in _summer and fall 1981.

The total time for

the field study covered nearly two years, involving 100 subjects for the
general study and 15 in the smaller sample.

Before presenting the results

of this work, it is important to describe each of the methods used.
Questionnaire 1:

The Air Photo Interview

The first questionnaire was designed to elicit general information
about the spatial extent of what the children considered to be their
neighborhood, as well as locations of special places, activity areas, and
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friend's houses.

These features were marked on an aerial photograph

(scaled at c. 1:2400) of the elementary school district, in addition to
recording on the questionnaire.

The questions themselves will be dis-

cussed individually below, but they can be grouped into questions of
neighborhood, activity, and social locations.
Neighborhood.

The first question about the neighborhood was to ask the

children to trace an outline

aroun~

the places in their neighborhood.

There were several ways this information was used.

First, this task pro-

vided a picture of the extent of the neighborhood as perceived by each
child.

This delineation also enabled the division of other locations into

neighborhood, or non-neighborhood.

Finally, if the neighborhood is to be

considered as a type of territory as discussed in the literature, some
notion should exist among the children of a known area of bounded space.
If a tracing is merely of a general area without much concern about exact
limits or use of landmarks (e.g. streets, alleys, property lines), then
perhaps a neighborhood is not a manifestation of territoriality as previously discussed.

That

1S

not to say that the converse must be true--that

the good delimitation of an area makes it a territory--but that it does
fit one of the major territorial dimensions.

One other point to make is

that the children were asked to outline the "places in their neighborhood"
rather than the neighborhood itself.

This was in accordance with Stea's

(1970) idea of multiple territories, where claims may be placed on several
widely separate units rather than one continuous area.

The pilot study

(Sell 1977) had used the singular term "neighborhood" itself and found
delimitations of a continuous area.

The possibility that the singular
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term may have governed the response was of concern (in most cases, however, the areas delimited by outlining "places in the neighborhood" were
single continuous units).
Another question was about places around the neighborhood where
the children never went.

This was designed to discover if some of the

boundary limits were defined by "forbidden zones," where, for one reason
or another, children did not go.

It also provided some information ab6ut

children's fears in their local environment.
In a similar vein, the children were asked about the location of
their favorite places.

The goal for this question was to discover special

places of attachment and determine whether or not those places were inside
the neighborhood.

In some cases, however, the favorite place was outside

of Tucson, which suggests this question may provide insights as a projective technique as well as a way of studying local place perceptions.
Two other questions were asked about special places.

One dealt

with special places where the child plays with friends, this was to
locate "common ground" where social groups gather.
the location of a playhouse or fort.

A related question was

Personal recollections of the author

suggest a special significance to such places, where children have a sort
of claim and a sense of belonging, and where they could be relatively
free, whether alone or in a group.

The children who had such places were

also asked '''ho built them, one possibility being that children who built
their own places might feel more of a bond to them than children who
occupied forts built by someone else.
Activities.

The children were asked several questions about their
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activities.

In one set, they were asked to list their favorite games and

to locate the places where they usually played each game.

Because child-

ren do more than play games, a followup question asked them to list other
things they liked to do, and locate where they usually did them.

These

questions were designed to discover something about the neighborhood as
the nexus of activity, to investigate the hypotheses that more free time
activities take place inside the neighborhood and that more informal,
unstructured, and unsupervised activities are more common inside the
neighborhood than outside it.
Social Groupings.

To develop a picture of social relationships among

children, an approach was adapted from sociometrics.

Sociometrics is a

technique for charting social relationships in which the subjects are
asked to identify such persons as their best friends or people with whom
they would best like to work or play.

Usually these relationships are

charted into a "sociogram," which reveals social patterns, cliques or
hierarchies of leadership (Brown 1965; Cronbach 1955; Zajonc 1966).
Sociometrics has been used in education and to investigate social groupings among varlOUS occupational or social status groups.

Moreno (1960)

used a sociometric approach to examine adult relationships among neighborhoods, finding neighborhood social groups to be fragmented into units with
stronger connections outside.

So far as is known, no research has mapped

the social relationships of children in regard to their neighborhoods.
Two questions were adapted from sociometric approaches.

One of

these asked for a list of the child's three best firends (more were allowed if the individual had trouble deciding) and locate their homes on
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the

a~r

photo.

This question was used as a general measure of social

relationships; it was hypothesized that children would have more friends
within the boundaries of the neighborhood than without--if it were a territorial reflection of the children's social organization.
study, however, this was not the case.

In the pilot

Instead the social organization in

many cases was based on the school, in some cases best friends had never
even been visited at home.

In the course of that investigation, it was

also found that some children differentiated between "school friends" and
"neighborhood friends," neighborhood friends being primarily playmates.
So a second question was included, one asking the children to list and
locate the homes of the children with whom they usually played.
Other Questions.

Other information was obtained from the children for use

in analysis, including length of time at a residence, bicycle ownership,
and the subject's age and sex.
the neighborhood.

Also asked was when each child played in

This question was used to discover something of how much

time was spent and what particular times were available for these activities.
A short orientation to the air photo was provided near the
beginning of the interview; each child was asked to locate Southwest
School, home, and places he or she recognized.

If they could locate their

homes on the photo, it was felt they had enough understanding of it to
undertake the rest of the interview.

If they had trouble, most were able

to learn their way around the air photo by tracing their usual routes to
school and describing the landmarks they encountered.
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The Parent's Questionnaire
This questionnaire was designed to obtain information about the
parents' or guardians' conceptions of the neighborhood, additional information about the children's activities, and possible influences the parents
may have had on their children's neighborhood activities.

There was also

a secondary goal of making the parents aware of what the study was about
and obtaining their confidence and support for the duration of the work.
The questionnaire was administered to the parents of children in the small
group sample.

The interview was conducted at home, in the presence of

both parents when possible.

The purpose of interviewing them together was

to obtain a consensus view from both parents.
both answers were recorded.

In the case of disagreement,

No attempt was made to stop the children from

watching the parents' interview; it being considered important to make the
information-gathering process as open as possible.
Neighborhood.

A good set of questions for starting the interview was a

series asking the parents to evaluate their neighborhood.

These questions

usually led into something they had already considered and allowed for
easy transition into the other questions.

The first question was to ask

for a rating of the neighborhood from excellent through good, fair, and
poor.

This was followed by questions of the advantages and disadvantages

of the area for raising children.
The parents were also asked to trace an outline around the places
in their neighborhood--the same question asked of the children in the first
interview.

This was to determine the parents' conceptions of the neighbor-

hood to use in comparison with their other answers and the delimitations
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drawn by the children themselves.
photograph of c. 1:4800 scale.

These outlines were drawn on an air

Also located on the a1r photo were other

people who may have influenced both parent's and the children's neighborhood conceptions such as babysitters and parents' friends.
The Children and Their Activities.

There were a number of questions ad-

dressed to the parents about their children and their activities.

A very

basic question was to ask how many children they had, and their age and
sex.

The parents were also asked at what times during the week their

children usually played outside--to determine something of the time available for neighborhood and other activities.

It was also asked if the

parents had any special times set aside to spend with their children, and
what sorts of things were done then.

The parents were additionally asked

about the locations of their children's

activities-~vhere

they usually

played, special places where they liked to go, places that the children
may have considered to be their own.
Influences on Childrens' Ranges.

Hart (1979) stressed the importance of

a dynamic tension between children's ranges and parental limits.

It has

also been suggested in the territorial literature that there is a dynamic
tension in general between expansion of territorial range and forces, both
inside and outside, that tend to constrict it.

The last set of questions

were adapted from Hart's study (mostly taken verbatim for comparability of
research) and dealt with parental influences on children's ranges.
of these questions were about permissible range:

Four

where the children were

allowed to go alone without asking permission or notifying the parents
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each time, where they \l7ere allowed to go alone after asking permission or
giving notification, where they were allowed to go with other children of
the same age, and where they were allowed to go with older children.
Another question asked for reasons ",hy the parents limited their children
ranges.

In the same vein, questions were asked about places where the

children were encouraged and not allowed to go, and the reasons for such
actions.

The last question about parental influence was about places in

the neighborhood 'l7here the parents went with their children.
Tests of Personal Control and Self-Identity
A number of instruments for measuring aspects of personality and
self-identity were examined for possible contributions to the goals of
this study.

Two of these, the Locus of Control and Who Am I (or Twenty

Questions) Tests, were incorporated into the methodology.

It should also

be pointed out that the Who Am I Test was not only used in its usual form,
but was also used as the basis for an adaptation--the Neighborhood Letter.
The relevance of both of these tests for environment-behavior-design
research, as well as the possibility of adapting the

~10

Am I to an envi-

ronmental context, was suggested by Bechtel (1976).
Locus of Control.

It has been suggested in the literature that territor-

iality is associated with feelings of personal control.

It is proposed

here that greater feelings of personal control may be associated with
greater use of, and identification with the neighborhood or places within
it.

It is further proposed that these feelings of control are transferred

to the child I s own self concept.

To test this idea, the children in the

IS
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larger sample were given a version of the Locus of Control Test.
Locus of control 1S a concept developed by Rotter (1966) to differentiate between perception of reinforcement as being caused by personal actions or uncontrollable outside forces.

As explained by Rotter, "the effect

of reinforcement following some behavior . . . is not a simple stamping-in
process but depends upon whether or not the person perceives a causal relationship between his own behavior and the reward (Rotter 1966, p. I)."
In this regard, Rotter made a distinction between internal control, which is the perception that an action and its result are the consequences of one's own behavior, and external control, in which the results
are perceived as more under the control of other people or impersonal
forces such as chance, fate, or luck (Anastasi 1976).

The basis for this

approach derives from Rotter's (1954) social learning theory, that reinforcement based on actions depends upon whether or not the individual perce1ves that the reinforcement is the result of his or her own behavior.
There is a developmental aspect to locus of control asserted by
some researchers (Bialer 1961; Penk 1969), that the lower the age, the less
children perceive that they have power over what happens to them.

Although

both of the above studies found significant correlations between age and
internal-external locus of control, other studies have failed to find
any strong relationship between the two (Crandall, et al. 1965; Mischel,
et al. 1974).

This idea of a strong external locus of control for

younger children, seems to oppose the assertions of Piaget that the early
childhood point of view 1S strongly egocentric and notions of externally
caused effects are the product of the socialization process in early
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childhood (Mischel, et al. 1974).

Lefcourt (1976, p. 114) found that

locus of control was more associated with mental age and vocabulary
development than chronological age, as well as "a sense of being able to
determine the shape of one's own life."

He also noted that environmental

occurances can cause shifts in the way individuals perceive control.

So

connections between locus of control as a personality variable, and
environmental relationships may be possible.
The locus of control test instrument used in this study was
developed by Nowicki and Strickland (1973).

It was designed specifically

to make the questions readable at the fifth grade level, although it has
been asserted to be useful for grades three through ten.

It is a forty-

item questionnaire with a choice of yes or no for the response.

Scoring

is done by totalling all responses indicating an external locus of
control.

The test was administered to as many subjects as possible in

groups on two days in June, 1980, and March, 1981.

The only departure

from the procedure as outlined by Nowicki and Strickland (1973) was that
the questions were read individually by the children instead of read aloud
by the examiner.

This change was to allow each child to work at his or

her own pace, and leave the examiner free to clarify individual questions.
The Who Am I (Twenty Statements) Test.

As the name implies, the Who Am I

Test seeks to discover how the subject conceptualizes self-identity.

It

was developed by Kuhn and McPartland (1954), as a series of general
statements about self-identity.
This test has its theoretical underpinnings in symbolic interactionism, in which s2lf-identity relates to social actions:

liThe theory
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postulates that a person sees himself involved in social actions, and
that he organizes his actions to fit his conceptions of himself as an
actor as well as his perceptions of other actors and his definition of
the situation in which he acts (Hartley 1970, p. 2)."
The major assumption of the test is that, of all the possible
ways to describe oneself, the twenty or so statements of most importance
(and most amenable to verbalization) will be used.

The symbolic inter-

actionist approach leads to analysis on the basis of social conceptions
of self, but it also seems useful as a tool to search for environmental or
place referents in self-identity.
~10

The

Am I Test is a short sheet with a brief set of instruc-

tions and twenty numbered lines following.

The subject is given the sheet

and asked to answer the question "Hho am I?" using as many of the lines
as needed.

As administered in this study, each child was given the test

individually, as the last task 1n the series.

The instructions were read

aloud, and the child was given all the time necessary to complete the
assignment.

Otherwise, the procedure followed was the same as in the test

manual (Hartley 1970).
As an open-ended test, much of the effort must go into how the
Hho Am I Test is scored.

Two methods were used in scoring the test, one

was the standard scoring and the other was a scoring of place referents.
The standard scoring system is presented in Hartley (1970) and summariz0d
in Bechtel (1976).

I t establishes identity in terms of social context and

the four categories can be seen as a "dichotomy of dichotomies" (Hartley

1970, p. 12).

Two categories, A and B, are spoken of as "objective"
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self-identifications and are thought to be "consensual" statements which
can be generally understood by members of the larger society, without
need for explanation by the respondent.

Categories C and D are more

subjective 1n nature, requiring interpretation of personal standards or
viewpoints of the respondent before their social relevance can be assessed
(Hartley 1970, p. 7, p. 12).

A more detailed description of the

categories follows.
Category A refers to descriptions of identity in terms of concrete or physical attributes, the kinds of items one might put on a
driver's license or employment application.

Such responses as "I am

blond," "I live at 1842 Fourth Street," or "I weigh 180 pounds," are
included in the A category.

These responses contain information ahout the

self that can be verified without social interaction; people can be
weighed and measured or addresses can be checked in a directory.

Category

A statements are those of "a physical organism moving in space and time,"
without reference to social activity (Hartley 1970, pp. 12-13).
Category B descriptions are those implying "involvement 1n more
or less explicitly structured social situations," referring to socially
defined statuses.

Examples of category B statements are:

"I am a teacher," or "I am a sixth grader."

"I am a father,"

These types of statements

imply a context of social interaction and refer to "positions which depend
on performance in defined social contexts for their establishment and maintenance."

These statements also enable rather specific predictions of

social behavior.

In the same way, statements that refer to the self as
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involved in structured social interactions, such as "I am a music lover,"
or "I am a newspaper reader," are included in the B category (Hartley
1970, p. 14).
Category C consists of statements that are "abstract enough to
transcend specific social situations."

These are self descriptions in

terms of personal styles of action and performance levels.
this category are such statements as:

Included in

"I am economical," "I like candy,"

"I am a good cook," "I collect stamps," or "I am moody."

Mainly,

category C statements emphasize actions or predictions of actions (Hartley
1970, pp. 14-15).
The D category includes global responses, statements that are so
comprehensive and so vague that they enable no socially meaningful
identification of the individual or reliable predictions about behavior:
"I am good," "I am a thinking individual," "I wish for peace in the
world."

D statements also include answers to the Who Am I Test that

~n

fact deny the question, such as "People are not trustworthy" or "Mars is
habitable."

These are statements about the self grounded, not in social

relations, but transcendental ("cosmic") or autistic conceptions, "beyond
the possibility of consensual validation or even verifiable communication
(Hartley 1970, pp. 15-16)."
One other method of scoring was adapted out of the purpose of
investigating the relationship between territoriality and identity.

In

this context, all references to places were counted, differentiated
between places outside (or larger than) the neighborhood and those inside
the neighborhood.

Such items as "I live at 1842 Fourth Street,"
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"I've been to Texas," or "I go to Southwest School," are included as
place referents.

This method of scoring is apart from the standard method

discussed previously, representing a new classification of responses.
This scoring method was devised as a way of searching for place references
(especially neighborhood) in descriptions of self identity; it was also
thought to be important to look for self references in descriptions of the
neighborhood.

That is the intent of the Neighborhood Letter.

The Neighborhood Letter.

Bechtel (1976) noted that the Hho Am I Test

could be easily adapted to a "Hhat 1.S

----- (environment)"

as well.

An

important consideration 1.n working with children 1.S that their interest be
captured 1.n the task of completing the exercise.

It was feared that a

"What is my neighborhood?" format would sound more like a schoolroom
exercise than something to enjoy.

Accordingly, the neighborhood descrip-

tion was couched in the form of a letter addressed to someone outside the
neighborhood who was coming to visit.
Appendix A.

The form of the letter 1.S shown in

The children were asked to think of some friend or relative

who lived outside the neighborhood, and T,.;rrite them a letter as though thf>y
were coming to visit.

In this letter, the children were asked to describe

what was important about their neighborhoods, the things they liked about
it, and the things they disliked.

Scoring of this letter involved counting

all self-references in the neighborhood description.

Cognitive Mapping
There have been a number of approaches used to study the cognitive
representation of environments in children, including interviews with
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aerial photographs (Blaut and Stea 1971), environmental modelling (Hart
1979), toy play (Mark 1972), and analysis of sketch maps (Biel and Torell
1977; Spencer 1973; Maurer and Baxter 1972; Ladd 1970).

Naturally, many

of the exercises in this study can be used to infer information about the
children's images of their environment ("cognitive maps"), but it was felt
that a sketch mapping exercise would offer at the least a way to verify
some 'of the other responses, and perhaps provide some fresh insights as
well.
The procedure followed was quite simple.

The children in the

small sample were asked at home to draw a map of their neighborhood that
could be used as a guide for a tour to be taken immediately afterward.
There was no time limit to the drawing, the children were allowed to work
until they felt they were finished.

Usually the sketch map took 15-30

minutes to complete, although in one case the task was interrupted and had
to be finished the next day.
on 12 x 18 inch paper.

The maps were drawn with a soft lead pencil

A note should be made about the size of the paper.

Previous personal experience with the sketch maps of children found that
an ordinary

8~

x 11 inch sheet of paper is often not adequate for a

sketch mapping task.

Children often started with elements that were too

large to enable them to fit everything they wished on the paper.

As they

realized their problem, some became frustrated and started over, while many
had to distort the later objects to fit the remaining paper space.

Because

the distortions are sometimes a part of analysis of these maps, it is
important that they can be attributed to the mental image and not to
mechanical constraints in the exercise.

The use of a larger sheet was to
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minimize this mechanical problem; even then, it was not always successful.
While the maps were drawn, the researcher recorded the order in which the
places were drawn, and occasionally would ask the child to clarify things
sketched on the map.
The maps were analyzed in terms of the areal extent and the
elements included.

The areal extent of the neighborhood sketch maps was

found by tracing a line around all the elements included, this was then
compared with the outline given in the

a~r

photo interview.

A tally was

also made of the elements included in the map, based on the assumption
that these elements were the most important in the child's cognitive
organization (see Lynch 1960).
The Neighborhood Tour
Once the sketch map was finished, it was used as a guide for an
informal tour around the neighborhood.

Hart (1979) used a method

~n

which

he would tour the study area and informally observe or talk with the
children as happenings of special interest occurred.

This enabled him to

explore the significance of places in a greater depth than
such techniques as behavior-mapping or activity diaries.

~s

possible with

For the present

study on neighborhood territories it was thought to be useful to carry the
tour idea one step further, and ask the children to be the guides in a
neighborhood tour.

Such a tour would enable the children to interact with

the real landscape instead of memories or approximations such as maps or
air photos, and would offer the possiblity of adding information with more
depth of meaning.
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The procedure followed was to start at home and ask the child to
"show me around your neighborhood."

The sketch map was taken along as a

guide, although it was rarely used once the children began to operate 1n
their own familiar ground.

The two of us would go wherever the child

led, pausing at significant places and discussing their importance.

For

the most part the children were encouraged to comment freely, although
some attempt was made to discover the significance of each place and the
types of activities most common there.
The Geographical Diary
A time budget, a record of time spent in various activities or
various places, provides some information about individual preferences and
also tells something about the demand for certain types of places or
facilities (Michelson and Reed 1976).

As a sample of spatial activities,

it was felt that the proportion of time spent in different places would
provide an indication of importance which could be supported by other
data.
The technique used was borrowed directly from Hart's (1979)
study.

The children were given sheets of paper marked in columns divided

into questions of "Where I went," "Who I went with," and "What: I did."
For each place marked they were also asked to record the time spent there.
They were also asked to record "How I got there,"--walk, bicycle, or car-and mark the route they took if they walked or rode their bicycle.

The

children were asked to include any place they went on their free time,
outside of regular school hours.

An attempt was made to maintain the

diaries for seven days at a time, although some did more, some less.
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Diary-keeping was staggered so that no more than seven children at a
time were working on one.

The children were asked to bring their diaries

to school each day (toward the end, every two days) where they were
checked and the locations and routes marked on the neighborhood air photo.
Variabilities in availability and interest of the children made it
difficult to maintain consistency in diary-keeping.

Total time recorded

ranged from less than one to three weeks.
The Neighborhood Picture Exercise
The last method to elicit neighborhood place information was an
exerC1se in subject-employed photography.

Research in which the subject's

own photographs have been employed is not common, but some uses have been
made in research on perception of urban (Carr and Schissler 1969) and
natural areas (Cherem and Traweek 1977), as well as environmental quality
(Levi 1981).

These sources suggest that pictures taken by the subjects

themselves will provide a means to elicit personal meanings and symbols on
the landscape.

The use of such an exercise seemed well adapted for

children because it provided them with an interesting task a~d a t?ngible
way to select important elements from the neighborhood landscape.

The

pictures taken by each child could be used as a starting point for
discussions in more depth.
The procedure employed was 1n two stages.

The children were given

an instamatic camera and asked to take five pictures of places in their
neighborhood that were important to them.

The pictures were developed and

made into two sets of prints, one was given to the child, the other was
used as the basis for the followup interview.

In this interview, the

170
pictures were identified and a set of questions were asked.

First, the

children were asked to rank the pictures of places on the basis of:

"How

important they are to you," "How much you like them," and "How much you
feel attached to them. 11

Then they were asked a series of questions about

which place was where they most:

"Like to be with friends," "Like to

build or plant or dig," "Like tu be alone," "Feel able to do what you
want," "Feel like yourself," and "Feel most comfortable," as well as the
reasons why they picked those places.

This exercise provided another

measure of the relative importance of neighborhood places along the
dimensions of human territoriality discussed previously.

It also pro-

vided another way to probe in some depth the nature of environmental
meanings.

CHAPTER 6
RESULTS OF THE OVERALL SCHOOL SAMPLE
The techniques described in the previous chapter were applied
either to all the children
children.

~n

general or to a smaller sample of 15

In this chapter are included the general results taken from

the overall sample of 100 children at Southwest School.

The sources for

this information were the first interview using the aerial photograph and
the Neighborhood Letter.

The chapter is divided into two major sections

covering subject characteristics, with results from the interview, and
neighborhood characteristics, using data from the interview and the
Neighborhood Letter.
Subject Characteristics
The total usable sample consisted of 100 children in grades four,
five, and

s~x

at Southwest Elementary School.

Their ages (Table 3) ranged

from 8 to 13, with the mode at 10 (the mean was 10.4).
Table 3.

Children's Ages (100)1

Years of Age

Percent
1
14
41
34
9
1

8
9

10
11
12
13
used

~n

1. The number in parentheses indicates the size of the sample
calculation of the statistics for each table.
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Rounded off to the nearest year, the length of time the children
spent at their residences ranged from less than one year (actually two
weeks was the shortest length of residence) to 12 years.
indicates, the largest category was less than one year; in

As Table 4
fact~

the children had been at their residences two years or less.

most of

The mean

time of residence for the sample was 3.5.
Table 4.

Time of Residence (99)

Years of Residence

Percent

Less than 1
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

30.3
7.1
19.2
6.1
5.1
5.1
2.0
4.0
8.1
3.0
7.1
2.0
1.0

The sample was rather evenly divided between males and females,
with slightly fewer boys (Table 5).

Most of these children owned or had

access to bicycles (Table 6), which gives some idea of their mobility.
Of the nine children who had no bicycles at the time, one reported that
her bike had just been stolen--providing some indication of how crime can
touch children.
Table 5.

Sex of the Children (100)
Percent

Male
Female

48
52
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Table 6.

Bicycle Ownership (99)
Percent

Yes
No

90.9
9.1

General Neighborhood Characteristics
The general characteristics of the neighborhood as described by
the children are taken from the air photo questionnaire and the Neighborhood Letter.

Categories to be discussed include the size and boundary

features of the neighborhood, social relations, play and other activities,
places the children did not go, and special places.
Interview Information
There was great variability in the Slzes of the neighborhoods as
delimited by the children, ranging from .002 to .991 square miles (1.28
to 634.24 acres).

The average size was .073 square miles (46.72 acres)

with a standard deviation of .138.

The variability in neighborhood size

suggests that the neighborhood as conceived by the child is a highly
personal environmental unit, defined in different ways by different
individuals.

To support this notion, it may also be pointed out that

there was very little similiarity in the boundaries of the neighborhoods.
In most cases, the children, even those living close to one another,
outlined different areas.

The exception to this variation is found in

Neighborhood 1 (Tucson Estates) of the small sample, 'vhere four children,
all living close to one another, in the same class at school, and living
in a named subdivision bounded by major streets, outlined the same n01ghborhood.

The boundaries drawn by the children were, in most cases, not
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arbitrary.

As Table 7 indicates, these boundaries were marked by streets,

alleys, or property lines, with only a small proportion undefined.
Table 7.

Land Use Characteristics of Neighborhood Boundaries (100)
Boundary

Percent

Street
Property Line
Alley
Undefined
Other

79.7
7.2
5.6
7.4
.01

The relationship between the neighborhood and the children's
social organization was explored by locating their best friends and usual
playmates in relation to the neighborhoods they outlined.

As Table 8

indicates, most children listed three best friends (as they were asked to
do).

Some, however, could not think of more than one or two special

friends, and some had trouble deciding among four.
numbers of best friends living in the neighborhood.

Table 9 shows the
That three-fourths

of the children had one or no best friends in their neighborhood, suggests
little relationship between these special friendship patterns and the
neighborhood concept.

As with adults, these special relationships should

be more likely to develop in terms of common interests or tasks rather
than residential proximity, and may be based more on school than the
neighborhood.
With playmates, however, this relationship is somewhat different.
The number of playmates ranged from zero to 13, although the average is
about four (Table 10).

The average proportion of neighborhood playmates

to the total is 58.4 percent.

This suggests some association between the

perceived neighborhood and a social organization based on play.
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Table 8.

Number of Best Friends (loa)

Number
1

3
4
82

2
3
4

Table 9.

Percent

11

Number of Best Friends in Neighborhood (99)
Number

a
1
2

3

Table 10.
Playmates

Percent

46
29
16
8

Number of Playmates (100)
Percent Respondents

a

1

1

7

2

19

3
4
5

6

18
21
18
9

7

4

8
13

1
1
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There is more promise for conceptualizing the neighborhood as an
activity space.

Altogether, the children listed 85 of their favorite

outdoor games (the complete list of games and other activities is in
Appendix B).

In general, it may be said that children prefer to play

inside their neighborhoods, some 56.5 percent of their play locations were
inside, with 43.5 percent outside (t=1.85, N=96,

~.05).

Table 11 indi-

cates the ten most popular games and their location in relation to the
neighboThood.

The first three, football, baseball, and soccer, are sports

played in organized leagues as well as at school; so the wonder is that
they are played so often in the children's neighborhoods (this consideration requires a reminder that most neighborhoods outlined by the children
did not include the usual playing fields at school and nearby parks).
Tennis is the popular game played least in the neighborhood, obviously
because of the need for tennis courts, located in two places in the study
area--the high school and the resort hotel.
played overwhelmingly in the neighborhood.

Tag and hide-and-seek are
These and related games

deserve closer examination for qualities that may contribute to this
neighborhood association.
Table 12 illustrates the frequency of tag and related games.

In

all of these games, there is a person or persons who is (are) "it", and
whose touch serves to eliminate other players or change them to "it".
This game is open to a number of variations based upon when, how, or
where a person may be tagged, the effects of the tag, and who is "it".
Sometimes the tag is only effective under certain conditions, for example,
in TV tag, the quarry is safe if he or she can name a television show that
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Table 11. The Ten Most Popular Games
and Their Relationship to Neighborhood Locations (96)2
Game
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Total
Frequency

Football
Baseball
Soccer
Tag
Kickball
Basketball
Hide-and-Seek
Trench
Tennis
Capture the Flag

Table 12.

Percent Inside
Neighborhood

Percent Outside
Neighborhood

45.2
47.2
38.7
87.3
53.1
40.5
89.5
32.1
21.1
42.1.

54.8
52.8
61.3
12.7
46.9
59.5
10.5
67.9
78.9
57.9

73
72
62
55
49
42
38
28
19
19

Tag and Its Variations:

Locations

Games

Total
Frequency

Percent Inside
Neighborhood

Tag
TV Tag
Tackle Tag
Freeze Tag
Chinese Tag
Bicycle Tag
Smear the Queer
Keep Away
Chase
Stuck in the Mud
Colored Eggs

55
4
3
3
2
1
4
3
2
2
1

87.3
100.0
0
66.7
50.0
100.0
50.0
100.0
100.0
50.0
100.0

Total

82

81.7

Percent Outside
Neighborhood
12.7
0
100.0
33.3
50.0
0
50.0
0
0
50.0
0

--18.3

2Four of the Children did not like to play any games and were
excluded from this analysis.
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has not been named previously, or ln "colored eggs" the "wolf" has to
correctly guess the fugitive's color as well as tag the person.

The

effects of the tag differ as well; in freeze tag the tagged person must
remain immobile in the position he or she was in when tagged, and ln
Chinese tag the tagged person becomes "it" but must also hold the place
tagged while pursuing the others.

"It" also varies; for example, ln

"chase," either all the girls or all the boys are "it" at anyone time
(this game was only played at the Apache Village Apartments, perhaps it
was thought up there although it seems to relate to a more universal kind
of "game").

Most of these games were played in areas ln the neighborhood,

except for tackle tag, played by three boys at the local high school (one
suspects this game would not be one played where parents can observe).
Similar to tag are search games such as hide-and-seek and its
associates (Table 13).

In these games, "it" usually waits at a "base" to

give everyone else a chance to hide; then goes looking for them.

Once

found, there is usually a race to get back to base before being tagged.
In "kick the can," the base is a can that can be kicked to free all captured children and renew the game.

In "ghost ln the graveyard" (prefer-

ably played at night), "it" is a ghost who must be avoided in a journey
through a scary area.
one person.

"Sardines" and "manhunt" only involve searches for

In sardines, one person hides, and, as the rest find the

hideout, they squeeze in until all are inside.
extensive search for one person.

Manhunt is apparently an

Both of those games may be originals,

I have not heard of either one before.

Even more neighborhood oriented

are what may be called fantasy search games (Table 14).

To the
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Table 13.

Hide-and-Seek and Its Variations:

Game

Total
Frequency

Percent Inside
Neighborhood

Percent Outside
Neighborhood

38
5
2
2
2

89.5
80.0
50.0
50.0
50.0

10.5
20.0
50.0
50.0
50.0

49

83.7

16.3

Hide-and-Seek
Ghost in the Graveyard
Kick the Can
Sardines
Manhunt
Total

Table 14.
Game

Locations

Fantasy Search Games:

Locations

Total
Frequency

Percent Inside
Neighborhood

Percent Outsidp
Neighborhood

7
4
1
1

100
100
100
100

0
0
0

13

100

0

Army (Guns, Alamo)
Cops and Robbers
Cat and Mouse
Space Invaders
Total

0

Table 15. The Eleven Most Popular Activities
and Their Relationship to Neighborhood Locations (100)
Activity
1.
2.
3.
3.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
10.

Bicycle Riding
Swimming
Reading
Arts and Crafts
Roller Skating
Board, Card Games
Pets
Running (Jogging)
Music
Television
General Play
("Mess Around")

Total
Frequency

Percent Inside
Neighborhood

Percent Outside
Neighborhood

84
61
31
31
30
28
26
22
19
16
16

59.5
47.5
83.9
77.4
43.3
96.4
84.6
50.0
57.9
100.0
75.0

40.5
52.5
16.1
22.6
56.7
3.6
15.4
50.0
42.1

o

25.0
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time-honored games of "army," "cops and robbers," and "cat and mouse" can
be added the more contemporary "space invaders" in the neighborhood sample
(something seems to have happened to "cowboys and Indians").

These games

are basically mock hunts, usually with some type of toy weapon as prop.
It is tempting to speculate about the venerability of such games, perhaps
going back to prehistory, when those games could provide important
practice for adult subsistence and protection.

Perhaps also, one could

draw together a relationship between this hunting heritage displayed in
children's games and landscape values, perhaps similar to Appleton's
(1975) attempt to draw upon the role of hunting in human evolution and
prospects and refuges in landscape aesthetics.
Aside from speculation about primordial links with human experience, pursuit and search games may offer more direct relationship with
places.

These games seem to use the landscape more than most--trees,

houses, boxes, bushes, holes, and other features are incorporated into
playas things to dodge around, hide behind, crawl under, or climb onto.
And in the sense of pleasurable activity creating the ties that bind--such
games may form a basis for childhood attachment to places.

They also

serve to increase the modes of experience, from the motor experiences of
the intricate dances in escaping being tagged, to the changed sensory
perspective of looking down from a hiding place in a tree, and to the
emotional experience of the fear of capt'lre.

There is an important

creative, imaginary aspect to these games, including the fun of experimenting with such fearsome ideas as ghosts and death.

The children also

tryon different identities, such as soldiers, astronauts, or cats.
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Perhaps we may even see some interesting character aspects in the child
who enjoyed playing about such a hopeless situation as the Battle of the
Alamo (from the Texan side).

In terms of territoriality, then, dimensions

of active involvement with the landscape, creative experiments with
different (and sometimes terrifying) identities and personalities, and
practice in social relationships, can be seen.

For this activity, it also

seems important for the area to be familiar and the children to be known-neighbors may be more tolerant of the kid from next door sneaking behind
the hedge than some unknown and potentially vandalistic child.
The list of favorite activities other than games (Appendix B)
shows even more orientation to the neighborhood, which accounts for 60.1
percent of these other activities.

In part, this neighborhood orientation

results from the inclusion of activities that often occur inside the house,
such as watching television.

As can be seen in Table 15, the most popular

of these general activities included a mixture of sedentary things to do,
such as reading, arts and crafts, board and card games, performing music
(playing or singing), and watching television, and of movement, as in
bicycle riding, roller skating, and

runn~ng.

The sedentary kinds of

activities are more often found inside the neighborhood, and also a large
share of movement.

Children were also more likely to prefer to play with

their pets or "mess around" within the bounds of their neighborhoods.
Some 62.5 percent of the children said there were places in or
around their neighborhoods where they never went.

The most common types

of places included alleys, yards of people who were unfamiliar or not
liked, vacant lots, busy streets, and some apartment areas.

Table 16 lists
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Table 16.

Children's Reasons for Avoiding Places
Percent

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Unfamiliar places or People
People Who Do Not Like Them, or
Whom They Fear or Do Not Like
Parents or Other People Hho Do
Not Allow Them to Go There
Dangerous or Unfriendly Animals
No Reason to Go, Nothing Interesting,
No Friends There
Private Property--Fenced or Marked
Crime, Danger
Traffic

the reasons for not going to these places.

18.9
18.9
17.0
13.2

13.2
7.5
5.7
5.7

One of the most common

reasons revolved around unfamiliar places or people.

For the most part,

this unfamiliarity related to fear of becoming lost or of finding themselves in places where they did not kno\v anyone.

In the second major

category, the children knew quite well who was there and stayed away
because of those people.

Cases in the second category include areas to

stay away from because of "some crazy people," "kids that throw rocks,"
or "not a nice family--\vith a very mean daughter."

The third category

includes areas forbidden by parents or other people; in many cases this
involved general limits on range and in others quite specific locations,
including one child who was not allowed to go near the house next door
because the neighbor had filed several complaints against her.
constituted the fourth type of reason for avoiding places.
do not trust dogs; several reported incidences of attacks.

Animals

Many children
And it is also

important to realize (as many children do) that Tucson's desert environment
has dangers of its own, including poisonous spiders, and rattlesnakes.
In one case a child's dog was killed by a rattlesnake, and another
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informant related seeing a Gila Honster (a poisonous lizard) in a vacant
lot, noting that now, "Nobody goes there except stupid kids."

Another

reason for not going into an area was a lack of attractions--nothing
interesting, no friends, or no reason to go to such places.

Some child-

ren also respected some private property that was fenced or marked with
signs.

Traffic, and crime and other dangers also kept children away from

some places.
It was originally suspected that children would have few
"forbidden areas" inside their neighborhoods because of their familiarity
and feelings of security, and that the places they did not go would tend
to be outside (and perhaps define the boundaries of) their neighborhoods.
It appears instead that familiarity with the neighborhood also includes
places inside it which they avoided.

On the average, 52.1 percent

of the places children said they never went were located inside their
neighborhoods.
In all, 48 percent of the children reported having at least one
fort, playhouse, or hideout, with 86.7 percent of those places found in
their neighborhoods.

These forts varied from clumps of bushes, holes, or

scraps leaning against walls, to structures built by the children themselves or for them by adults.

Places bujlt, occupied and used by the

children, usually apart from adult society, may be the closest children
come to independence and a feeling of personal possession.

As such, these

places could be very important focal points for individual, as well as
territorial, development.
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Some 61 percent of the children reported having special places
to play with their friends.
the children's neighborhoods.

Of these, 68.9 percent were located inside
Common among these special play areas were

yards, vacant lots, schools, and parks and playgrounds.
The children demonstrated far less orientation to the neighborhood when asked about their favorite places.

Although 83 children

reported having favorite places, only 49.3 percent of those places were
located inside the neighborhood.

Sometimes these places included commer-

cia1 recreation or amusement centers (e.g., arcades, miniature golf
courses, or skating arenas), but often they were not in Tucson or even
the State of Arizona.

In some cases, children with divorced parents said

their favorite place was where the other parent lived.

It seems that for

many children, their favorite places were the objects of special trips or
out-of-the-ordinary activity.
Table 17.

Neighborhood Activities and Features

Category
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Forts, Playhouses, Hideouts
Special Play Areas
Activities Other Than Garnes
Playmates' Houses
Garnes
Places Child Never Goes
Favorite Places
Best Friends' Houses

Percent in Neighborhood
86.7
68.9
60.1
58.4
56.5
52.1
49.3
28.3

Table 17 provides a summary of the neighborhood relationships of
the facets discussed in this chapter:

social relationships, play and

other activities, areas that were avoided, and special places.

Showing

the most neighborhood orientation were forts, playhouses, and hideouts;
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perhaps such places offer the greatest opportunity for a place of one's
own, as well as for control in a territorial sense.

The next four

categories--special play areas, activities other than games, playmates'
houses, and games--all seem to suggest an activity orientation, and all
tend to be mainly found in the neighborhood.

A slight majority of the

places children avoided were also found in the neighborhood.

Favorite

places seemed about equally divided between the neighborhood and elsewhere.

Finally, the locations of best friends' houses were predominantly

outside the areas the children delimited as their neighborhoods.
The Neighborhood Letter
Analysis of the Neighborhood Letter exercise was based upon a
simple scoring procedure that involved counting the number of references
in the categories of self, group, others, social, action, and place.

Self

references were considered to be any time a personal pronoun (r, me, my)
was used in the description of the neighborhood.

Similiarly, group

references (we, us, our) were assumed to refer to the child's group
identity.

References to others included comments the children made about

people in the second or third person (as outsiders, e.g., you, they,
them).

Social references included any statement about people, e.g.,

neighbors, other children, or family.

Actions referred to such operations

as play, movement, or work, performed by the child.

Finally, place

references were those mentions of specific places--homes, neighbors' yards,
vacant lots, parks.

The last three items--social, action, and place--were

also broken into positive and negative references.

It should also be
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noted that mention of neighborhood was not counted; it was felt that tile
instructions may have influenced children on that.
Table 18 provides a summary of the Neighborhood Letter scores.
The children's references to themselves dominated the major categ9ries
with a mean score of 5.5.

This result does appear to suggest some

relationship between the neighborhood and personal identity; at least, it
can be said that these children described the neighborhood more In
personal terms than in any of the other ways.

The low group score,

relatively more frequent references to others, and the low social score
also seem to coincide with the low incidence of friends in the children's
neighborhoods.

The children apparently did not see their neighborhood as

a functioning social group with them as a part.

The relative strength of

place references suggests that the children tended to perceive their
neighborhoods more in terms of the places in them than social or action
features.

There also appeared to be more liking for these places.

Proportionately, there was more negative feeling about neighborhood social
relations than place or action.
Summary
In general, it can be said tllat the children in this sample
perceived their neighborhoods to be rather small, well-defined areal units.
Their neighborhoods tended to be defined in idiosyncratic ways, with few
areas delimited in common with other children.

Special places, sUl.h as

playhouses or special play areas were found more often inside the neighborhoods as outlined.
oriented.

Activities in general tended to be neighborhood-

Social relations, other than those relRted to play, did not
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Table lB.

Neighborhood Letter Scores
Mean Score

Category

5.5
1.4

Self
Group
Others

2.B

Standard Deviation

3.0

1.B
2.B

Social:
Positive
Negative
Total

O.B

1.1
n.B

1.9

1.0

1.3
0.6

1.1

1.9

1.5

2.5
0.6

0.9

3.1

1.6

1.1

Action:
positive
Negative
Total

l.B

Place:
Positive
Negative
Total

2.3
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seem to be related to the neighborhood.

However, there is some evidence

that children's self-identity, in terms of number of references to themselves in the Neighborhood Letter, may be a very important part of their
perception of their neighborhoods.

These results will be discussed

further in the last chapter, but it is also important to examine the
information gained from the more intensive study of the small sample.

CHAPTER 7
RESULTS OF THE SMALL NEIGHBORHOOD SAMPLES
One striking aspect of this study is the individual variation in
neighborhood perception and experience.

Some of the richness of this

experience is lost when the material is generalized into quantitative
data; so it is important to provide some feeling for the depth of the.
neighborhood experience apart from statistical measures.

To attempt to

strike more of a balance between the quantitative and the qualitative, the
children in the small neighborhood samples will be examined individually.
There were a number of different approaches used to gather information
about these individuals and their neighborhoods, including the parents'
interviews, activity diaries, tours, sketch maps, subject-employed
photography, and the "Who Am I" Test.

This information will be presented

through short synopses of individual activities and perceptions, and
summarized following the individual reviews.
The individuals in this more detailed examination were selected
from three areas representative of different kinds of conditions in urban
settings.

The first area, Tucson Estates, represents a situation where

most of the children were concentrated in a single block, with many
opportunities for doing things together.

It also is a single subdivision,

with a name and definite boundaries on all sides.

Area 2, the Southwest

School area, is also defined by major streets and includes the school.
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The children faced different conditions in the Southwest School area
because they were scattered widely.

Finally the third area, called

Apache Village, is an apartment complex, with many children concentrated
in one area.
Neighborhood 1:

Tucson Estates

Tucson Estates is a subdivision built mainly in the later 1950's.
Its residents were primarily middle to upper middle class, including a
large proportion of professional people.

It 1S nearest to the University

of Arizona and has a large number of university employees.

It 1S a rather

pleasant looking area, with streets curved and landscaped in grass and
palm trees.

There is a small park in the northwest, and another circular

grassy area (large enough for some types of play) south of the parle

On

the extreme northwest corner is a small shopping center, with a grocery
and drugstore, and a movie theater.
Circle K convenience store.

On the extreme northeast corner 1S a

To the south, across the major street on the

southern border, is a resort hotel.

Across from the hotel is a large

patch of ground landscaped with large evergreen trees and desert plants;
1n this report it is called "The Place."

On the east side of this "Place"

1S the street where all but one of the children in the sample lived (Laura,
Peter, John and Wendy Darling, Frank and Joe Hardy).
Annie, lived near the neighborhood park.

The other child,

It seems best to review the

neighborhoods of the children starting with the southernmost, Laura.
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Laura
Laura lived with her parents and one older sister at the south
end of the block where most of the Tucson Estates children were (see
Figure 2).

She was in the fifth grade, and had lived at her horne for nine

and one half of her ten years.

There was no place she was not allowed to

go within Tucson Estates, although she was not allowed to cross busy
streets alone.

Her neighborhood as outlined was in two parts:

a large

odd-shaped area around her home, and the park with one other house.

The

size of her neighborhood totalled .089 square miles.
Laura's favorite games were more often played outside her neighborhood as she defined it.
one friend's house.
house.

Tag and kick the can were played at home or at

"Scavenger hunt" was usually played at that friend's

Kickball and baseball were played at school.

at horne was a fantasy game, "famine and flood."

The only game played

For other activities--

she liked to swim and do gymnastics at places outside her neighborhood.
Reading she enjoyed both at home and school.

She liked to play Monopoly

and backgannnon at home or at her friend's house.

The activity she liked

exclusively at home was to weave with her latch hoole

Most of her usual

playmates lived out of the neighborhood, except for Frank Hardy, who was
also her only best friend in the neighborhood.
Laura were home and a friend's house.

Special play areas for

Her favorite place was home, and

she had no fort or playhouse.
Laura's parents felt the entire Tucson Estates area was their
neighborhood.

They rated it as "good," citing as advantages its convenient

location, its safety, and the qualities of the people in it.

There was a
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mixture of people, which they thought was important, especially the
variation in economic status and age, although the area population was
generally becoming younger.

They also noted a tendency for people to be

rather highly educated, probably because of proximity to the university.
The large proportion of university people also contributed to one of the
disadvantages they saw--the high rate of turnover in population.
Another disadvantage was the lack of opportunity to be out in the neighborhood:
The children are dispersed, living farther apart than
city blocks. There isn't an identifiable play area that's
centrally located. There's no place for people to be, to
congregate, to talk, to walk. . . The kids aren't ~t in
the neighborhood. There's a minimum of playing on the street.
Parents don't walk in the street.
Another disadvantage Laura's parents saw was the dispersion of
children between schools.

According to her mother, "This neighborhood has

children going to all kinds of schools--Southwest, parochial, private.
They don't m1.X well.

Your group 1.S formed in the school."

In Tucson Estates, there were a number of people Laura's parents
felt especially close to, including a number of people on their street.
As they talked about it, they began to differentiate between the neighborhood as a place, and as a society.

As a place, their neighborhood was

Tucson Estates, but a neighborhood defined by people who were neighbors
was much smaller.

Commenting on neighborhood social relationships,

Laura's mother noted, "Neighborhoods are like a family; you don't choose
them.

Sometimes you develop friendships, but often you keep a civil

relationship."
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Laura usually played at home or at her friends' houses.

She

liked to go to Frank Hardy's house to play games with him; but according
to her parents, she rarely went outside to play.

Much of her time after

school was taken up by lessons--homework, piano, tennis, or religion--so
she really did not have a great deal of free time for play.

Her bedroom

'oJas the place she considered to be her own.
Laura's range, alone and without notification, was her yard.
Alone, with notification r she could

go~o

neighborhood (i.e., Frank) or to the park.

friends' houses within the
She was not allowed to go

anywhere alone that would take her out of Tucson Estates (she could,
however, go with other friends directly from school to their homes).

With

other children of the same age (Frank), Laura was allowed to go to the
neighborhood shopping center and Circle K.
with an older child had not occurred.
alleys.

The case of going somewhere

She was not allowed to go into

The main reason for limiting Laura's range were dangers from

traffic and other people.

Laura was also restricted to Tucson Estates

because it was familiar:
It has also become a neighborhood that we are more
familiar with. There's a sense of safety that we have given
this space. The outside area is unknown. I don't know if
Laura knows the area outside, she could get lost. It bounds
the safety zone. ~1en I go out of it, it's a strange land.
The only place in the neighborhood Laura was encouraged to go was
to Frank's house.

Laura's parents used to walk with her and her sister,

when they were younger, to the park or shopping center.

At the time of the

interview, however, they said, "There really :isn't any place where we go
with them now."
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Laura's sketch nmp dominated an L-shnped area between her home
und the purk.

Arens detailed on her map were her home, the traffic island

in front of her home, Frank's house, the house of another friend by the
park, and the park itself.
1.

These places were also covered by the tour:

This was the front of Laura's house, with a wide open space

for playing catch or hitting a tennis boll back and forth.
playell ,,,ith her friends out here.

On the porch was

times Laura \oJOuld sit \"hen she was angry.

a

She usually

bench, where some-

Her mother often sat there,

"\.]hon she's in a nice mood."
2.

The traffic island was on important landmark for identifying

Laura's house.

It was a kind of symbol of the neighborhood, at least for

Laura and Frank, because they both commented on the actions taken by all
the neighbors to clear the weeds and plant cactus.
3.

This was Frank's house.

whOllle Laura di.d
ll.

a

Frank was a special friend, with

lot of things.

This was another friend Laura visited often.

She had a

swimming pool, and Laura would come here to swim, or to play, or just "sit
in back and talk."
5.

The park was where Laura liked to come, usually with her

friends or her father.

She liked to

sit on the swing while he pushed.

P1CIHC

here, and with her father, to

Hhat she did not like about the pork

were the litter and dog feces.
Laura took pictures of the local park, Frank's house, her
backynrc1, Iwr front yard nncl hOllse, ancl (one that did not develop) Fronk's
living room.

lIer b/lckyard wan hi.ghest ranked in terms of importance, and
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as the place she most liked to be alone.

There was a swinging chair in

the backyard where she would usually "sit and think," or "just sit when
I need to cool down if I'm mad."
to build, plant, or dig:

The front yard was where she most liked

"I've got a lot of stones there so you could

build things or plant a lot of flowers."

She felt most comfortable inside

her house, where "I can sort of lounge around, do nothing.

Also, when my

Hom's here, it's fun to know she's there and she'll do things with me."
She liked the park best "because it's all green," and felt most able to
do what she wanted, "Because it's a big place and you can run around and
sort of play, and you don't have to worry about breaking anything.
times we have picnics there."

Some-

Frank's house was ranked highest in terms

of attachment and where she most liked to be with friends, because
"Frank lives there."

She most felt like herself at Frank's home, "Because

we do a lot of things with his mother that are really fun to do."
Peter
Peter lived with his grandparents.

His mother was divorced and

1n the process of becoming remarried at the time of the first interview.
Later she had a baby.

So during the time of the field study, Peter lived

mostly with his grandparents.

He was nine years old, in the fourth grade,

and had lived at his current location off and on for most of his nine
years, five of them nearly continuously.

He represented the third

generation of his family to live in the area.

His mother spent her child-

hood in what he called the "big house" and "second house" east of the
resort hotel (see Figure 3).

His mother still worked in a medical center
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nearby, and his grandmother managed the gift shop at the resort hotel.
Peter's neighborhood was the entire area of Tucson Estates, covering .261
square miles.

Within this neighborhood, the only place he did not go was

"dog alley," where a big dog jumped onto a fence and scared him so that he
crashed on his bicycle.
Peter's favorite games were hide-and-seek in the backyard, tennis

He also had a stamp

at the resort hotel and indoor games at horne.

collection at horne and liked to ride his bicycle allover the neighborhoud.
All of his usual playmates lived in the neighborhood; three of them were
his best friends.

He had no special playing area, however, the neighbor-

hood park was his =avorite place.

He had two forts in his yard, one was

a treehouse, and the other was an adobe fort he was building with the
Darling children.
Peter's grandmother felt the neighborhood was "excellent,"
noting, "We built three houses in this neighborhood if that's any
indication."
fulness.

The main advantages were its safety, friendliness, and help-

She could think of no disadvantages.

Peter's grandmother

outlined all of the Tucson Estates, plus the resort hotel, as her neighborhood.

She commented that the children had contributed to a feeling of

closeness with some of the other neighbors.
According to llis grandmother, Peter usually played in the backyard, next door, or in the street in front.
special places he liked to visit.

She was not aware of any

The place he considered to be his own

was the room at horne where he had his trains and his leggo set.
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Alone and without asking permission, Peter was allowed to travel
allover Tucson Estates, although his grandmother stressed, "It's just
a polite thing to do to tell people."

She trusted the neighbors, adding,

"I would never care if he's in this area."
his range was the same.

Alone, but with permission,

She felt that, although Peter was trustworthy,

other people were not, stating, "He's very responsible and hE' could go
downtown if I sent him; but I just wouldn't, not because of him, but because of other people."
age.

His range was the same with other children of his

He had never gone anywhere with teenagers.

His uncle (30), who also

lived nearby, sometimes took him to the donut shop close by.
no places Peter was not allowed to go.

There were

There were, as well, no neighbor-

hood places to which his grandmother encouraged him to go, or accompanied
him.

The main reason Peter's range was restricted was "protp.ction."

His

grandmother commented:
I know I just don't like the unknown and I know what's
here; I can find him in this area. There are so many wierdos
around. I don't live in fear, but I would not leave him
alone at night. I'm not afraid somebody was going to kidnap
him, I just don't want him to have an unpleasant experience.
Peter's sketch map was of an area inside the boundaries of Tucson
Estates, roughly covering a reglon extending from the park in the north to
the resort hotel on the south.

The map was mostly of streets, with de-

tails consisting of the park, the resort, a circular grassy traffic island
in the subdivision, and a few houses (his own, John and Wendy Darling's,
Annie's, a younger boy (seven) across the street, and the house of some
friends of his grandmother).

The tour covered the area on the map; it was

extensive and the day was hot, but we were able to reach eleven stops:
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1.

The first point of interest was the fort he was building.

It

was made of adobe blocks which he and the Darlings had made and mortared
together with mud.

Around it was an area where he had planted a garden,

and also played with trucks.
2.

Going through a hole in the backyard fence, Peter led the way

to "The Place."

This place was a shortcut to the resort hotel.

The

hotel owner lived in there.
3.

At the resort hotel, Peter went to the gift shop where he

worked helping his grandmother.

In summer he usually opened the shop in

the morning, waiting on customers until his grandmother arrived.

Normally

he spent about two hours there every day.
4.

This was the home of some of his grandparents' friends.

liked them; he also liked to look a

L

He

their yard, which he thought was

"kind of a pretty place to be."
5.

This was the "gangster's house," owned by a person reputed to

have connections with organized crime.

Peter tended to avoid going by

there--"It's just kind of a creepy place to be, to know that he lives
there."
6.

The park was his favorite place.

He liked it because it was

cool and quiet, and "not too many wierd people hang out here."

Sometimes

he would read by himself and sometimes play here with the Darlings.
7.

This stop was at Annie's house, where he especially liked

"the greenness."

Annie was one of Peter's best friends, and he had known

her since they were little.

At the time of the tour, he said he visited her

less often because her baby sister took much of her time.
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8.

Here was the home of a seven year old boy who was the best

friend of Michael Darling.
together.

The three of them, with John, usually played

Peter did not 1 ike the house, he thought it

,,"as

"kind of murky

and dark."
9.

This was the home of the Darlings.

great deal of time with John, Michael and Lily.
were his best friends.

Peter said he spent a
John and Lily, he said,

Wendy did a lot of reading and usually played with

her school friends or Annie.

Peter thought the Darlings were nice people,

although he commented that "their mother tries to control my life."

He

also felt they did not understand there were times he wanted to be alone,
noting, "You can't get rid of them when you want to be alone; they don't
understand that."
10.

Home was where Peter liked to be alone.

in it," and its cleanliness ("Immaculate").

He liked lithe people

He liked the

room, noting, liMy favorite part of this house is my room.
favorite because it's

~

tear down the walls."

p~ano

and his

It's my

room, I can do anything I want in there except

The only parts of home he did not like were the

garage and the gravelly area in front, saying, "There are creatures living
~n

it--lizards and black widows."
11.

At this location were the Hardys.

with Joe in the past.
stayed away."

Peter said he played often

When the Darlings moved in, Joe "got jealous and

Peter said he found himself in the middle of a neighborhood

feud--"I \olOuld have loved to spend time with him (Joe), but the Darlings
\olOuld drive him away.
yell at him to go away.

John liked him but Wendy and Lily didn't and would
Finally Joe hit Wendy and the Darlings were not
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allowed to play with him."

Peter rarely went to visit Joe after that; he

felt trapped in a position where he had to choose sides, and "I choose
the Darlings because he (Joe) was going to be moving in a couple weeks."
Peter's pictures consisted of four places, his home, the
house across the street, the Darlings' house, and the resort hotel.
horne was top-ranked on all but two categories.

His

The place he most liked

to be alone was the resort hotel, "Because it's quiet."

Where he felt most

like himself was at the Darlings', "Because I"m around lots of other
different people."

His house ranked first in terms of how important it

was to him, how much he liked it, and how much he felt attached to it.
Horne was also where he mos t liked to be with friends, "Because I Imow it
better than any other place."

Additionally, he felt most able to do what

he wanted at horne, and he was most comfortable there.
it best for building, planting, or digging.

Finally, he liked

He summarized his feelings

about his house by saying, "That's where all my friends like to go and
that's where I like to stay."
John and Wendy Darling
John and Wendy Darling were brother and sister, both nine years
old in the fourth grade at Southwest School.

They lived with their parents

and younger brother (Michael--eight) and sister (Lily--seven) in the house
next door to Peter.

At the time of the first interview, they had lived

there about three months.

Both of them delimited the same neighborhood,

consisting of all of Tucson Estates (Figures 4 and 5), an ~rea of .261
square miles.
never went.

Both said there were no places in the neighborhood they
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John and Wendy's parents rated the neighborhood as "excellent,"
citing as advantages the age diversity, the large number of other
families, the ease of navigation for children, and its community structure.
They also stressed the

~trength

of the neighborhood feeling, saying, "The

physical layout is a real neighborhood.

The resort is a kind of hub; it

gives more of a focus to the community.

Many university people live here.

There's also a continuity here, because some of the families have been
here a long time."

The only disadvantage they mentioned was the major

traffic artery on the east, forming a barrier between their neighborhood
and school.
The Darlings outlined a larger neighborhood than their children,
including the resort hotel and the quarter section surrounding it, as well
as all of Tucson Estates (total area about .50 square miles).

They had a

number of friends in the neighborhood, including Annie and Laura's parents,
and Peter's grandparents, brought together by the children.
Their parents saw little difference in the activities of John and
Wendy, both usually played in the street, yard, or Peter's adobe fort,
and sometimes at -the park or resort.

John tended to use the front yard

more often, because he liked to play soccer there.

The resort and the

Circle K were the places they most liked to go, although Wendy also
enjoyed going on errands to the drug and grocery stores.

About places the

children considered to be their own, the parents noted, "Along with Peter,
they're very possessive of the fort."

Wendy also had a mulberry tree in

the backyard she seemed to think was hers.

204

"

,--"" " ""
...........
...........

......
6.

o

neighborhood
home

o

fort/playhouse/hideout

~

o

playmate's house

o

friend's house

Figure 4.

B

o

Wendy I s Neighborhood

play area
special play area
favorite place
stop on tour
other point of interest

205

,"" "-"-"-"

neighborhood

:-:.:-:-:-:

home

o

special play area

fort/playhouse/hideout

~

favorite place

......

6,.

o

o

playmate's house
friend's house

Figure 5,

o

B

o

John's Neighborhood

play area

stop on tour
other point of interest

206
John and Wendy's parents allowed the same ranges for all four
children.

Alone, without notification, they were allowed to go anywhere

in Tucson Estates, as well as the resort.

Alone, with notification, they

could also go to friends' houses outside the neighborhood and fast food
places on the southern boulevard.

With other children of the same age,

there was no difference in range.

~vith

someone 18 or over, whom the

parents knew and trusted, they could "go anywhere in town."

There was

"no place absolutely prohibited," although they were not allowed to go
alone across the southern boulevard or the major street to the north, or
to "hang out" at some of the arcades.
kids hanging around places.

Their mother stated, "I don't like

I don't like places like Golf 'N Things (a

children's amusement center in Tucson).

It took a long time for us to

allow the kids to go to movies with kids their own age."

Their mother

went on to discuss her reasons for limiting the children to Tucson
Estates, "For my own peace of mind, out of a sense of responsibility.

Not

so much because I fear what they could get into, but because there are so
many wierdos around.

People in the area (Tucson Estates) are used to

seeing them, and would look out for them."

There were also places where

they encouraged the children to go, including the park and to church (out
of the area).

They often took the children with them when they visited

friends in the neighborhood.

In addition, Sundays were frequently set

aside as family days, which the whole family spent at home with no company.
Wendy (Figure 4) tended to be more neighborhood-oriented in her
activities than John did.
in the neighborhood.

All of her favorite games were usually played

She especially liked soccer, tag, and hide-and-seek
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at home (and some neighborhood playmates' homes), as well as tetherball and
basketball at Peter's house.
and read at home.

She also liked to play board games, swim,

Outside the neighborhood she enjoyed horseback riding.

Her usual playmates all lived in her neighborhood, including Annie and
Peter.

Annie was the only one of her best friends living in her neighbor-

hood; although Becky (in Neighborhood 2) was another.
favorite place and no special playing area.

Wendy had no

She had no fort or playhouse,

but she helped Peter with his.
John's activity pattern (Figure 5) was less centered in the Tucson
Estates neighborhood.

Of the games he most liked, soccer, tennis, kick-

ball, basketball, frizbee, and miniature golf were all played outside his
neighborhood (although he usually played tennis at the resort).

The

only favorite games he played in the neighborhood were tag at home and
football at the park.

Other activities he liked were primarily at school,

including reading, mathematics, spelling and science (especially astronomy,
which also motivated visits to the University Planetarium).

He enjoyed

skating at a local roller rink, but he liked to ride his bicycle and skateboard around the neighborhood.

At home he liked playing with leggoes.

All

of John's usual playmates, including his brother and sisters, lived in his
neighborhood.

Only one of his best friends lived outside it (about one

block east).

The park was a special play area for him; he said he had no

fort or playhouse.

His favorite place was home "because you can sleep In

a bed."
John's sketch map covered about two thirds of Tucson Estates,
bordered roughly by the houses on his street, the grassy circle, the park,
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the shopping area, and the major streets on north and east.

Details

included the houses of his nearby playmates, Annie's house, a traffic
island on his street, and the park, grassy circle, and grocery store.
Most of these places were also the stops on his tour:
1.

This was the house of his friend across the street.

went there to play, swim, or watch cable TV.
2.

He "sort of" liked it.

At Peter's house, John also watched cable TV.

the night there several times.

John

He had spent

He liked to play soccer there, as well as

play with Peter's leggoes and help him build his fort.
3.

This was Laura's house; only Wendy went there to play.

4.

John sometimes went to the grassy circle with Peter and other

neighborhood children.

They played tag or other games there.

About this

"park" he said, "It's sort of neat--it's quiet."
5.

The neighborhood park was a "fun" place for John.

Usually

he went there with his friends and played soccer or tag, or went on the
swings.
6.

The grocery store was where he and his friends liked to go to

get soft drinks.
Wendy's map was better drawn than John's, although she greatly
distorted the size of her horne block.
covered all of Tucson Estates.

The neighborhood area she drew

The details on her map were about the same

as John's, except that she added the Circle K, the movie theater at the
shopping center, and "The Place" behind her house.

Her tour area was also

more extensive than John's, including eleven points of interest:
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1.

At the house across the street was John's friend.

Wendy

sometimes played tennis with his sister (12).
2.

"Everyone" came to Peter's house.

Wendy liked to work on the

fort or play with his leggoes.
3.

Sometimes she played Monopoly at Laura's house.

4.

At the grassy circle "park", Wendy sometimes came to exercise

or walk the dog.

She said, "We used to substitute it for the park because

it's not so crowded."
5.

This was the house of a neighborhood playmate.

Wendy had only

bRen there once.
6.

The neighborhood park was where Wendy and Lily would come

with Annie and her sister.

Usually they would "play tag or something."

7.

Sometimes Wendy went with her family to the movie theater.

S.

The grocery store was where Wendy came on errands.

She

usually went alone, sometimes with a brother or sister.
9.

Annie was Wendy's best friend in the neighborhood.

visited there a lot, playing with Annie and her family.

She

She also liked to

help Annie's mother with her baby.
10.

At the house next door to Annie lived a friend of Wendy's

11.

The Circle K was another place Wendy went on errands.

mother.

During the tour Wendy talked about her activities, saying she
preferred to read instead of playa lot of games.

The boys especially

liked to play soccer in the front yard, but she did not like it.
however, like to ride her bicycle around and look at houses.

She did,

She also
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connnented on the "feud" with the Hardy's.

At first she and her brothers

and sister played with Joe and Andy but "they were too roudy."
"sicced" their dog on Lily.

Joe even

She also said, "Sometimes they'd get mad

(Joe and Andy), and they'd get flags and march down the street shouting
'War! War!'."
Wendy took pictures of her horne, Peter's fort, Pam's house,
Annie's house, and Peter's house.

She chose her horne, with

Annie's house at nearly equal level, in almost all categories of significance.

Home was most important, most liked, and the place she was most

attached to (Annie's house was second on all these).

Home and Annie's

house were equal in terms of places to be with friends, to be able to do
what she wanted, to feel most like herself, and to be most comfortable.
Wendy described her relationship with Annie's family as very close, saying,
"I'm considered part of their family.
and I consider hers my second mom.
house."

Annie considers my mom her mom

And I consider her house my second

Wendy felt home itself was where she most liked to be alone,

because "It has a lot of places where I can go off to be by myself, and
it's usually quiet."

Peter's fort came ou'': as the best place to build,

plant, or dig, and also where she felt able to do what she wanted (along
with home and Annie's house).

She described the fort as "kind of like

all the kids' place."
John's pictures included home, Peter's house, the park, the house
of his friend across the street, and the grassy circle.
ranked highest in importance, affection, and attachment.

Home
Home was also

most comfortable and the place where he most liked to be alone, especially
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in his "secret fort" in his room.

The park was where John felt most like

himself, best liked to be with friends, and felt most able to do what he
wanted.

He commented that he liked to do things there, because "It's fun,

and also it has green grass and trees that you can climb in, and shade,
and you can play soccer and swing and go on the slide. . . you get to do
anything you want in it."
Frank and Joe Hardy
Frank and Joe Hardy were brothers, living with both parents and
another brother (Andy--eight) across the street and north of the Darlings.
They had lived at that location for seven years, although the year previous
to the study had been spent in California where their father went on
sabbatical.

Frank was the oldest brother, being eleven years old and In

the sixth grade at the beginning of the study.
fourth grader.

Joe was a ten year old

Joe's neighborhood consisted of the entire subdivision

(.261 square miles), while Frank's was the smaller area on his block
(.01 square miles).
Their mother rated the neighborhood as between good and excellent.
Its advantages were the proximity to the city center and activities in
which the children were involved.

The disadvantages were the distance from

shopping centers and the absence of a community swimming pool in the
neighborhood.
Estates.

The area she considered to be their neighborhood was Tucson

The only people in the area she considered to be special friends

were Laura's parents.
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According to their mother, Frank and Joe tended to stay around
home--"They seem to like it"--while their friends generally visited them.
Their usual play areas were the backyard, the street, and the back alley,
although Frank often went to visit Laura.
Place" or to the grocery store.

Sometimes Joe went to "The

The area they considered to be their own

was the alley and the passage between home and the house to the south.
There they had a "clubhouse," with a card table surrounded by plant
cuttings, and they liked to dig holes or look for worms and insects.
Both children were limited to the backyard and alley when alone,
without notifying their parents.

With permission, they were allowed to

go anywhere in the Tucson Estates area, alone or with other children.

She

allowed them to go to baseball practice at Southwest School, but felt
uncomfortable because of the lack of crossing guards on the busy streets
(there were crossing guards during school hours).

With older children,

that is babysitters and her 19 year old brother, Mrs. Hardy allowed
Frank and Joe to go "almost anywhere as long as we trust them."

There

were no neighborhood places they were encouraged to go, or taken by their
parents; their mother emphasized, "We all stay around home."

They were

not allowed to go to the major city park without their parents, because
of the "weird people."

Both parents talked about the reasons for limiting

their children's ranges, including traffic dangers and the worry of
becoming lost, "The streets are dangerous to cross.

When they're young,

you want to have them in familiar areas, because they know the streets.
If they just kind of wander and roam, I don't like it.
they need to have ot:her familiar adults there. "

If they get hurt,

213
Frank's activities were mostly outside his neighborhood (Figure
6).

He was on a baseball team that played at various city parks, and he

played tennis at a resort across town.
sometimes.

He still played marbles at home

His favorite indoor game was "Dungeons and Dragons", which

he played at home.

He also liked to read, write poetry, and play viola

and piano at home.

Other favorite activities outside the neighborhood

were swimming, skiing, and ice- and roller-skating.

All of his usual

playmates were on his block, including Laura, Peter, his brothers, and
the Darlings.

Laura was his best friend in the neighborhood.

Special play

areas for Frank were his backyard and Laura's house.

He had a treehouse

in the backyard, built by his grandfather and uncle.

His favorite places

were "California" and Southwest School.
Joe (Figure 7) had no favorite games; he liked to read at home
and ride his bicycle "allover the neighborhood."

His usual playmates

were his brothers, Peter, and John Darling.

Peter was the only one of his

best friends who lived in the neighborhood.

His usual play areas were

home and Peter's house.

He also used the backyard treehouse.

He had no

favorite place--"I just go allover."
Joe's sketch map covered his block.

Details included the alley

(oversized and in the center), his house, a neighbor's house, and a vacant
lot.

His tour was around the block.
1.

After climbing the back fence, we came to the alley, which was

used by many of the neighborhood children.
"It's good for spying and ditching."

He liked the alley, saying,
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2.

This place was a hideout in a vacant lot.

He and the next

door neighbor children had cleaned out an area under a mesquite tree.
3.

At this location was a frontage road along the major north-

south street.

Joe liked to walk the dog there, ride his bicycle and play

"ditch."
4.

At the house on the corner lived two large dogs.

We stopped

to pet one.
5.

Behind the corner house, 1n the alley, was a hideout for

bicycles.
6.

The treehouse was where they used to play with the neighbors,

"We used to use it for a little fort."
because it was "spider webby."

It was not in use at the time

It was a good viewpoint--"With binoculars

you can see all the way to the high school, you can see the foothills."
7.

The "best climbing tree" was a lilac in the backyard.

S.

This was the garden, planted with onions, carrots, and

strawberries.
Frank's sketch map was confined to a one-block stretch along his
street.

This, he explained, was his "immediate neighborhood," which he

defined as "where I almost always am."

There was also an "other neighbor-

hood," "where the stores are and where we might go like to fly kites."
The most detailed coverage was in his backyard, followed by Laura's house
and his neighbor on the corner.

He also made special note of the house

next door and the ones across the street, including Peter's, and John and
Wendy's.

Frank conducted his tour as though he were saying goodbye, which
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was indeed the case, for they were about to move to another state.

He

went to thirteen places on the block:

1.

The first stop was the backyard.

with "Dummy," the pet turtle.
orange, pecan, and lilac.

He pointed out the sandbox

Next he led the way to the various trees--

This last was the "best for climbing in."

The

treehouse was important before they went to California; after they came
back, it was too full of spider webs.

The garden was planted by his

mother, with carrots, spinach, onions, and strawberries.
Frank did in the
or climb.
2.

backy~rd

The activities

were to '<later the plants, read, "run around,"

Sometimes the children set up a tent and slept 1n there.
The front yard had cactus and a pomegranate tree.

There was

a fig in the corner with Joe and Andy's "mini-garden."
3.

At this house was the neighbor on the corner.

4.

Here was the alley.

Frank said, "I like the alley, when

people are chasing me it's a nice way to get away suddenly and magically."
In the alley space behind the neighbors on the south, there used to be
some play equipment--swings and a slide--where all the children could
play.

That disappeared while the Hardys were in
5.

Califa~ni8.

This place was a traffic island in front of Laura's house.

Frank liked it as a safe place from cars and a place to ride around for
bicycle races.

He also appreciated it as a focal point for neighborhood

beautification activities, commenting, "Last year the neighborhood people
got together and pulled out the weeds and each donated a plant."
6.

Frank spent a lot of time at Laura's house, playing cards or

board games with Laura and her family.
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7.

The corner house was the neighborhood "creep house."

house had a bad reputation, at least to Frank.
to stay away.

This

The people there told him

He said, at night, and especially on Halloween, "It's

kind of scary."
8.

Frank occasionally went to Peter's house.

Usually Joe

visited there.
9.

At the Darlings they "used to do things," but they "got

caught in a family feud."
10.
tree

~n

This was the "mulberry house," a house with a large mulberry

front.

Frank still avoided it "because of the mean person that

used to live there."
11.

These were Frank's next door neighbors, who were "nice

people" and friends of the family.

They had a number of cats, whom Frank

fed when they were on vacation.
12.

This house had passed through many different owners.

13.

The house on the corner was known for its "yappy little

dogs;" Frank hardly knew the people.
Joe took pictures of the treehouse, the fort
and his home.
dog

runn~ng

~n

~n

the vacant lot,

He also tried to take pictures of the backyard and his
the street, but they did not come out.

Home turned

out to be top-ranked in terms of importance, affection, attachment,
where he most liked to be alone and with friends, and where he felt
most comfortable.

He felt most able to do what he wanted, and most liked

to build, plant, or dig in his fort in the vacant lot.
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Frank took only three pictures:
and the alley.

of his house, Laura's house,

Home was first in importance, affection and attachment,

as well as feeling comfortable, being able to do what he wanted, and
where he most liked to be alone.

About the place where he most liked

to be with friends, he said he would rather be at Laura's house when
he was with her, but at home with anybody else.
most liked to build, plant, or dig.

The alley was where he

He mentioned, "We used to dig holes

and give them all names, until the neighbors complained."
Annie
Annie lived with her parents, two sisters, and one brother.

A

fourth grader, at nine years of age, Annie was the oldest child at home
(her father had two children of college age who did not live with them).
She had been at her house for five years.

Her neighborhood covered

.029 square miles, consisting mostly of her street, the park, and some
playmates' houses (Figure 8).

The only place inside the neighborhood

she never went was next door, where there were "not a nice family and a
lot of dogs."
Most of Annie's favorite games were played 1n her yard (baseball,
hide-and-seek, and tag), at the park (baseball and football), or at school
(soccer).

She also liked to jog around the park and ride her bicycle in

the north half of Tucson Estates.
artwork, or gymnastics.

At home she liked to read, or do math,

At school she liked math, art, and ballet.

In

addition, another favorite activity was hiking in the mountains around
Tucson.

Usually Annie played with her family, Wendy, Peter, or a girl who
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lived nearby.

None of her best friends lived nearby (although Becky was

one of them).

She thought the park was her special place to play with

friends and have picnics.

She also had a treehouse in the backyard, built

for her family by her father and big brother.

Her favorite placR was

home, because of her family.
Annie's mother rated the neighborhood as excellent, citing its
central location, especially its proximity to the university (where she
was a student), shopping areas, a hospital, and both sets of grandparents
as major advantages.

She also stressed the nice neighbors ("except for

one real grumpy neighbor"), the well-kept landscape, and the divided
street.

The disadvantages she saw were the lack of ethnic integration 1n

the area as well as the tendency of traffic to cut through their street
during rush hour.
Annie's mother outlined the entire Tucson Estates area aE her
neighborhood.

She had deep ties to the area from her own childhood,

saying, "This whole area of Tucson is really my home, the kids go to the
same school I went to." . She also pointed out her previous home, just
south of the resort hotel, which was "rea lly important because I had
three children there; I only felt comfortable here after the baby came."
With her long-term ties, she named several close friends who lived in the
area, including several people across the street, Peter's grandparents,
and the Darlings.
Her mother said Annie played mostly at home, on her bed or in the
front or backyard.

She commented that Annie's range was rather limited,

saying, "She's a real house person, mostly she likes her house.

She
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doesn't go to the park very much, she doesn't like the stray dogs or some
people."

Although Annie's family did a lot of sharing, her mother noted

Annie considered her bed to be her own--"That's the only time she'll
yell, if somebody goes up there uninvited."
Alone, without permission, Annie was confined to her yard.

With

permission, she could go alone to the park, Peter's and Wendy's houses,
or on errands to the local stores.

\\1ith other children, Annie could go to

the nearby Circle K, and just before this interview had been on her
"first big jaunt:! with Becky to an art store about a half mile to the
north.

With older children, that is, her regular sitter, Annie had been

to the university and a fast food place near there.

Part of the reason

for restricting the range of Annie and her brother and sister was,
"They're just like my little birds, I like to keep them in the nest."
There was a more serious concern for dangers.

Annie had been hit by a

car once already, and, "When she was walking horne . .
himself to her.
1S.

•

•

a man exposed

Things are so crazy sometimes--I have to know where she

Because of her experience with the man, for a five year old

girl to have that happen--you don't know what will happen as she grows
older."

Sometimes Annie's family would go to the park for picnics.

There were no other places she was encouraged to go and no places she was
not allowed; although her mother commented, "I don't think that has come
up yet."
Annie's sketch map included most of the area outlined on her a1r
photo interview plus the nearby stores.

She concentrated primarily on her

block, marking the houses of people she knew, and locating her home with
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a smiling face.

The park also received considerable attention, with the

playground equipment and various kinds of trees detailed.

Annie's tour

covered the area most detailed on the map--her block, the park and the
shopping center.

A list of the stops follows:

1.

This house was the home of some "super nice people."

2.

Annie called these the "May Basket People" because she

delivered a May Basket to them last spring.

The man who lived there was

blind; he and his wife were also part of three generations of a family
who lived across the street.
3.

On the corner were the "White Rocky People," so-called

because their front yard was .':!overed with white rocks.
had a baby.

The family there

At the corner was the bus stop for the school Annie was going

to at the time (the second year of the project she transferred from
Southwest School to a bilingual "magnet" school).
4.

This was the home of her next door neighbors, "Stinky Sam

and his icky daughter."
5.

Annie did not like them.

On the corner across from the park, lived a person who

impressed Annie by overwatering--"Whenever he waters, it (his yard) fills
up with water and looks like a swimming pool."
6.

This was the park, where she came \vith friends, and sometimes

with her family on picnics.

She described it as " . . . a place to go when

you want to retire from everything.
run in."

It's interesting, big, fun, great to

Annie especially liked the trees, pointing out the tallest palm

tree, the tree that had been decorated for Christmas, and a big cottonwood--"It's real neat when it gives off its cotton stuff"--as well as a
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climbing tree.

About the climbing tree, she said, "Sometimes I come down

here with one of my friends and we sit in the top and talk about things."
There were also negative aspects to the parle.
to have less dog stuff around.

Annie mentioned, "I'd like

People get drunk and sleep in the park;

some even came and begged at our house once.

It's also really trashy

around here."
7.

The grocery and drug stores were where Annie was sometimes

sent on errands; however, she said, "I don't usually come here because I
want to."
8.

At another house near the park were people she liked, includ-

ing someone she played with.

But she thought the house was "a scary place"

even though she had been there a few times.

About such places, she com-

mented, "There are a lot of places that you just need to walk by and
you're scared to death--keep out signs, dogs or people.
scary.

Some houses look

There are scary places everywhere."
Annie took pictures of her front yard, her backyard, the street

1n front of her house, the grocery store, and the park.
backyard was most important to her in all categories.

Her
It was where she

most liked to be with her friends because "It's a very interesting place
and everybody likes it.
to do.

It's very resourceful in terms of what you want

There's nearly everything people want to do."

Why she most liked

to build, plant, or dig there was, "Because it has dirt allover the place
and lots of things that you use to build and do things like that."

She

also thought the backyard was where she felt most able to do ",hat she
wanted, "Because you can take a book out there and have a picnic and
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things.

You can write, pick flowers.

There's a lot of antiques and old

things and it's fun; you can pretend you're living a long time ago."
Annie commented extensively on why she liked the backyard as a place to
be alone:
Because it's real peaceful when you're alone out there.
It's very quiet when you're alone which makes it fun to be
out there. When you're out there it has a lot of things that
alone people like to do. There's a swing, an old table where
you can sit and look around and talk to yourself, a bridge that
you can sit on.
Annie's feelings about the backyard as where she most felt like
herself were strikingly similar to some of the ideas on place identity
expressed in the review of the theoretical literature for this study.
About this place, she said, "It seems like I
there so much."

~

the backyard, I've been

The feeling of identity with the backyard also made her

feel comfortable, because, "It just makes me feel like myself and that
makes me very comfortable."

Cases where such a feeling of "oneness" with

an environment exist, have been noted by Edith Cobb (1966) as important
wellsprings of senses of continuity and creativity.

Annie's comments

suggest that her backyard is such a source area, expressi_ng a deep, profound relationship between her sense of place and sense of self.
Neighborhood 2:

The Southwest School Area

This reg10n covers an area slightly smaller than a quarter
section (A section, in the U.S. Rectangular Land Survey, covers one square
mile.

Many streets follow the survey grid).

It is also surrounded on all

sides by lllajor streets, including a very important city thoroughfare on
the south edge (here called the "boulevard") with an accompanying
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commercial strip.

Except for some small apartments on the west side, the

commercial strip on the south, the school on the northeast, and a few
vacant lots scattered about, the area is primarily single-family detached
houses.

Most of the houses were built in the decades immediately before

and after World War II.

The people there tended to be middl'e or working

class, although there was also a significant proportion of college
graduates, including university employees and graduate students.

There

was also a large amount of older people living in the ·area, and relatively
few families with children.

Six children were studied in this area:

Nancy, Pollyanna, Dorothy, Becky, Katy, and Oliver.

Nancy
Nancy was a long-term resident of her neighborhood, having lived
at her house for eight of her ten years.
she owned a bicycle.

She was in the fifth grade and

In general, she stayed within the major streets

bordering her quarter section.

In fact, with some modifications, she

defined her neighborhood as the area within the bounds of the major
streets.

This neighborhood covered .214 square miles, including

Southwest School (Figure 9).
Most of the games she liked were usually played at home, school
or at her neighbors' homes.

Her favorite games were trench, capture the

flag, steal the bacon, softball, and kickball (she "hated" baseball, football, and basketball).

She also enjoyed jogging, riding her bicycle,

roller skating, and skateboarding around her neighborhood, as well as
singing in the school choir and writing at school, home, and the library.
Four of her six usual playmates lived in her neighborhood area, one of
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whom was also a best friend.

She had no fort or playhouse, and no special

place for playing with her friends.

She did not know what was her

favorite place.
Nancy lived with her mother and father in a house close to the
commercial strip on the south.
"fair."

Her parents rated the neighborhood as

They liked the older homes in the area, appreciating their

appearance better than newer "cracker-boxes."

They also liked the

privacy generated by a larger lot size, and the proximity to school,
stores, and her father's work place, saying "It's like a little city
here."

There were several disadvantages to the area.

The proximity to

major streets increased traffic problems, people would avoid the nearby
traffic light by cutting through Nancy's street.

Along the commercial

strip were a number of adult movies, bookstores, and bars with nude
dancing.

Nancy's parents worried about the "bad element" attracted by

those establishments.

As her mother said, "I never thought I'd worry

when I moved here, but I won't let her out after dark.
(out) after dark, (her father) has to come get her. . .
the time.

If she stays
She's home all

I'd be terrified if I had to work, if I had to leave her here.

I trust Nancy, but nobody else."

One other disadvantage to the neighbor-

hoos was the small number of children who lived nearby, especially within
the range she can walk home after dark.
other family with children.

On her block there was just one

Nancy's parents spent a lot of time with

her, noting, "Maybe two times a year we go someplace without her."

229
Both parents drew different neighborhood areas.

Her mother

based her delimitation on people she knew well, "people you can calIon
for help."

She named five families as close friends.

Nancy's father

included the school and nearby stores as well as the surrounding
residential area.
Her parents said that Nancy usually played in her own yard and at
the homes of the playmates shmm on the map.

Special places she liked to

go included the branch library, the pool at the neighbor's house, and the
nearby movie theater and some fast food stores on the boulevard.
said Nancy's room was the place she considered to be her own.

They

Nancy was

at the interview, however, and volunteered that there was a "great big
dirt mound" in the yard that she also considered to be "hers."
Nancy's range, alone and without telling her parents, was confined
to her yard.

During daylight, and after notifying her parents, she was

allowed to go anywhere in the neighborhood.
also allowed to go to the library nearby.

With other children, she was
However, that was a source of

worry because at the library and surrounding park there were "some scary
characters around."
the movies.

With relatives over 18, Nancy was allowed to go to

Her parents' main reason for limiting Nancy's range was worry

that she could encounter some damaging experience; coupled with this were
negative changes in the city environment, most evident in the risque
establishments on the boulevard.
Nancy as:

Her mother gave her reasons for limiting
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Because of her age, and she looks older than she is,
and things that are happening in Tucson. Their bodies grow
up faster than their minds--it's a question of experience.
In Tucson they're growing up faster than I would like them
to. Our biggest joy was to go downtown and go window shopping, but Tucson has changed so much that I ~'lOuldn' t want
my daughter out.
.
The only place Nancy was not expressly allowed to go were the
adult places on the boulevard.

Her father commented that she could go

any place her parents went, "so long as the law allowed it."

They also

encouraged her to go to the library and scouting activities, and went
with her to school or to antique stores on the boulevard.
Nancy's sketch map was bounded on east and west by major traffic
arteries.

In the north and south, however, she went beyond the main

streets to include the park and library to the south, and some friends'
houses in the north.

Details drawn included the school, friends and

playmates' houses, the movie theater, and some stores and fast food
places on the boulevard.

She also included Pollyanna and Dorothy as her

"most important friends" (this was more than a year after the first
interview, when they were not mentioned),
Because of the size of her neighborhood, the tour Nancy led was
long and extensive.

It began with a journey through a "secret passage"

in some oleander bushes she formerly used as a hideout, then went to a
dozen ma1n places:

1.

The bicycle shop and, 2., the bookstore, were places she and

her neighbor playmate visited regularly, enough so the salespeople knew
them.

They could ask for water at the bicycle shop.
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3.
cones.

This was a fast food store where they could buy ice cream

This place was a regular stop on the way to the library, and

"the lady there knows us."
4.

The branch library (not shown on map) was a common visiting

place for Nancy and her friends.

They usually went there

or other days "when I don't have any homework."

all

the weekend

She noted that crossing

the boulevard could be difficult at some times during the day; they
always crossed at the signal light at the intersection of the major
streets.
5.

The donut shop was actually a more common visiting place

than the other fast food stores, "since it's on this side (of the
boulevard) and it doesn't cost as much to get a donut."
6.

Another fast food store specialized in slushes.

She and her

friends used to go there more often previously than at the time of the
tour.

She said this lessening was because she was tired of the slushes

there.
7.

Carol was another girl with whom she played and did homework.

Nancy said she did not visit Carol as much as she used to because of lack
of time--"now I'm going more with my mom and dad."
8.

Nancy's "favorite alley" was west of Carol's house.

She

liked it because 'lIt's not like any other alley because it has willow
trees and it's paved, like with cobblestones, and it doesn't have any
weeds.

We just ride bicycles around back there."
9.

At this location was a house she called the "mansion."

She en-

joyed visiting here and looking at the stained glass windows and stairways.
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10.
map.

The "haunted house" was just north of the area shown on the

It lvas empty at the time and "really scary."

sometimes explored in the overgrown yard.
that was "neat."

She and her friends

There was a fish pond in back

When asked why it was haunted, her response was

couched in terms of the special way children see things, saying "It just
looks like a haunted house, and it has all those trees around it.
can tell it's haunted just by looking at it."

You

When asked if the house

were dangerous, her reply indicated she did not equate the "scariness" of
the house with dangers such as dogs or people.
11.

Nancy liked to go to Pollyanna's and Dorothy's houses.

Usually she went to Pollyanna's house because Dorothy was often there as
well.

They played together, or did homework.

And at that time they were

also rehearsing for a school play there.
12.

The last stop was what Nancy called the "House of Cats."

The

lady who lived there fed all the stray cats in the neighborhood, and sometimes Nancy came over to see them--"Sometimes during the day you can come
up here and they'll be, like, twenty cats."
During the tour, Nancy also contrasted her neighborhood with her
parents', noting that her parents' neighborhood was much smaller.

She

observed, "With my parents we'll go places that are out of our neighborhood. . •

I go more places in my neighborhood than they do.

got my three-speed bicycle I've been going places.

Ever since I

I can go farther on my

bicycle than I can just walking."
She also stressed the importance selling Girl Scout Cookies had on
her neighborhood; she found the "haunted house" and the "mansion" by
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selling cookies.

She also felt the neighborhood residents knew her

because of that.
The photographs Nancy took were of her house, Southwest School,
the stores on the boulevard, the house of a playmate two doors east, and
the city park and library.

School was the place where she most felt

like herself, "Because I'm with my friends, because I'm learning, and
because a lot of the teachers are my friends and I feel that I can
tell them my problems."
Home was top-ranked on every other category.

She stressed the

freedom at home, and the ability to relax, as important:
I'm "at home," you can't really put it into words. I can
relax when I want to. I don't have to do anything at a
specific time, I can do it when I want to. I'm with my friends
and family.
I have more things to do here than at other
places and, like, if I want to do something in my room I don't
have to ask permission. There's no time limit on things to do
at home.
She also was aware of the support given to her by her parents at
home, as she mentioned when discussing why it was a good place to build,
plant, or dig, "If I do something wrong, Mom and Dad are always here to
tell me what I did wrong or to show me how to fix it."

Finally, Nancy

felt home was the best place to be alone because of the privacy and
freedom, commenting, "I can do what I want and I can think of things that
I don't usually think of when I'm ,.,ith other people--like all your
questions."
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Pollyanna
Pollyanna had lived at her home for almost two years when first
interviewed.

She was a fifth-grader, ten years of age.

bicycle, which she used on her paper route.

She owned a

She ranged widely in the

quarter section around her house, although she tended to avoid the
business district on the major thoroughfare to the south and did not cross
the major street to the west.

Her neighborhood (Figure 10), as drawn on

the air photo, was a roughly L-shaped area of six blocks around her house
and on the route to school.

The total area of her neighborhood was .038

square miles.
Most of her favorite games were played at school, including
bombarde (similar to trench), kickball, foursquare, and long base (a form
of kickball).

She also played softball at some city parks outside her

neighborhood.

At home, she 1 iked to play TV tag aBel gIlos t

yard.

Ul

::he grave-

Other activities she enjoyed were reading at home, and math and

spelling at school.

She also liked music--playing the piano and viola--

at school and home.

Special places where she played were at home and at

Dorothy's house a few doors down.
playmate.

Dorothy was her best friend and usual

Pollyanna also had a fort in a corner of her backyard, someone

else "built" it by nailing some boards across the top of the fence corner,
but the two girls had taken it over.

Pollyanna's favorite place was home.

Pollyanna lived with her father in a single family house.

He

rated the neighborhood as "excellent," citing as advantages the location
away from major streets, Pollyanna's proximity to "friends here that I
pretty much approve of," and neighbors who "are concerned enough to watch
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out and step in."

He also mentioned the recent organization of a

"Neighborhood Watch" (anti-crime surveillance) as significant.

He saw no

major disadvantages for Pollyanna, except for one woman "who yells at
her" and some problem in knowing where she went.

About the latter case,

he commented, "There are so many places 1n the neighborhood where
Pollyanna can go that it's hard to keep track of where she is; this 1S
also specific to my style of parenting."

He also described a new 7-11

store as an "unknown quantity" that could have become a problem if it
attracted the wrong kind of people.
The neighborhood outlined by Pollyanna's father was most of the
quarter section bounded by major streets, except for the area to the south
that he felt was "contaiminated by the commercialization" along the traffic artery.

Two of his best friends also lived in the area, about two

blocks away.
Pollyanna, according to her father, played on their street or at
Dorothy's house most of the time.

She also liked to visit a number of

other children in the area and sometimes go with them to play tennis at
the high school.
block.

In addition, she babysat for some people on the next

There were two areas he thought she considered to be her own, her

room and "the area of our lot just beyond our garage where she and
Dorothy have a lot of things planted, and they have a playhouse there,
too."
pollyanna's range, alone and without notifying her father, was
limited to their yard and the street on their block.

Her range with

permission or notification included the area within her father's defined
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neighborhood, as well as her paper route, the high school, the pharmacy,
and several stores and fast food places nearby.

He also allowed her to go

to the city park and library to the south--lIfor a purpose, not just to
hang around. 1I

Her range with other children of the same age was no

different than her permissable range alone.

He thought, liThe fact that

other kids of the same age are alone wouldn't broaden the scope of where
I would let her go."
never happened before.
who the kid was. 1I

As for going somewhere with older children, it had
He felt, lilt would depend on the situation and

The primary reasons for limiting her range were

physical dangers, the need to keep in contact with her, and some doubt
about her ability to handle various types of situations:
The primary reason is physical danger as far as traffic
goes; the greater the distance and the more busy streets she
has to cross, the more nervous I get.
Also, physical danger
in terms of places she might go where I would not know what
would happen to her because I'm not familiar with them. I
also limit her range so that there is a known number of places
where she might be--to contact her. Also so that she does not,
through immature judgement, get into situations that she
couldn't handle.
The only place she was expressly forbidden to go was to the
house of a child lIin what I consider to be a pretty sleezy area ll and whose
family he thought was IIpretty irresponsible. 1I

He encouraged her to walk

the dog around the neighborhood as well as take it to the school to run.
He also went with her to places ln his neighborhood, including his
friend's house, the school, the lce cream stores, the pharmacy, the bicycle shop, and the library nearby.
Pollyanna's neighborhood sketch map covered an area almost three
blocks wide which extended from the street behind her house to the traffic
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artery in the south.

Details on the map primarily included her house and

neighbors' houses on her street and a concentration of eating places on
the boulevard to the south.

Also shown were some babysitting locations

and one other friend's house about a block away.

Using this map, she went

to the same places on the tour (the peoples' names have all been changed).
1.

TI1e King's house was on the corner west of Pollyanna's home.

She thought the people were nice.

She usually came here with Dorothy to

visit or SWl.m.
2.

Dorothy's house.

Dorothy was her best friend and they often

played together inside.
3.

Paula, across the street from Dorothy, was a mother with a

preschool child.

Pollyanna liked to visit them to talk, or play with the

child or Paula's dogs.
4.

The Alberts were people Pollyanna babysat for.

She liked

the children and also thought the parents were nice.
5.

Carol was a friend from school, and they often played

6.

The donut shop was part of Pollyanna's Sunday morning routine;

together.

she often came here alone to get donuts.
7.

She and Dorothy occasionally go to the fast food place to get

slushes to drink.
8 ..

The 7-11 store on the corner was a place where she usua11y

went alone, to play the video games.
9.

The ice cream store south of the boulevard was the destin-

ation of special trips with her father.
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The pictures of the neighborhood taken by Pollyanna included her
house as well as other houses of people she liked, called here:
Mike, Dorothy and Paula.

John,

Pollyanna's own house ranked high in terms of

self importance and attachment, as well as the best place to plant
or dig, to be alone, to feel most comfortable, to do what she wanted,
and where she most felt like herself.

She commented that at home, "I

don't have to ask or consult ,anybody, I can act like myself in my own
house."

However she also preferred to play with Dorothy at Dorothy's

house, because, "I'm tired of my house."

She also ranked Mike's house

above her own in terms of how much she liked it, saying she liked the
people.

Over two years had passed since Pollyanna was initially inter-

viewed, and at this time her father was making plans to move to Phoenix.
Perhaps these plans, or other events, influenced her feelings about her
home, which initially was her "favorite place."

During the last interview

she made some negative comments about the house, for example, that it was
"ugly."
Dorothy
Like her best friend, Pollyanna, Dorothy moved into her house two
years before the first interview.
fifth grade class as her friend.
on her paper route.

She was also ten, and in the same
She owned a bicycle, and helped Pollyanna

Although she went everywhere within the quarter

section around her home, her neighborhood (Figure 11) consisted of one
block, .006 square miles.

All her favorite games, capture the flag, keep

away, football, kickball, soccer, and ghost in the graveyard, were usually
played in the neighborhood--either at home or in her neighbors' yards.

She
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also enjoyed playing the piano and flute, at home and school.

And she

liked to skate, both roller- and ice-, at Tucson arenas.
Dorothy's usual playmates were her brother, Pollyanna, and the
children next door.

Her best friend was Pollyanna, and she had two other

friends who lived outside her neighborhood.

Her backyard was a special

play area to her, but her favorite place was at Pollyanna's house, where
they also shared a fort.
Dorothy lived with her parents and brother (14).

Her parents

rated the neighborhood as excellent for raising children, stating that
they deliberately waited for a chance to buy a house in the area.

The

major advantage of the area, they felt, was its proximity to public parks,
swimming pools, and schools; they especially liked being within walking
distance of the elementary school.
area.

They saw two disadvantages to the

First was the low number of children in the neighborhood, primarily

because of the elderly occupants of most of the surrounding houses.

The

age of residents was a problem for the parents as well:
It's hard to develop any friendships in the neighborhood
with the elderly neighbors, 'ole just don't have the same
interests as people over 65 who have lived here 25-30 years.
The elderly are more concerned with keeping up the appearance
of the yard. This is changing, the elderly are dying or
selling out and younger families are moving in.
The changing population has resulted in more friends Dorothy's
age nearby than for her older brother.
the area.

Another disadvantage was cr1me 1n

At the time of the interview, Dorothy's parents noted that

three of the five houses around them had been robbed.
involved in organizing a "Neighborhood Watch."

They were also
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The parents defined their neighborhood as the area their children could go without asking permission, which was the entire quarter
section.

They had no good friends living nearby and no sitters, prefer-

ring to take the children with them when they could or trusting the
children when they could not.

Dorothy's parents also set aside time

every night to be with the children, which "increased since we got rid
of our television."
Her parents said Dorothy usually played in her home, in the
alley, or at Pollyanna's home.

The places she most considered to be her

own were her room, her backyard where she made "roads and stuff," and the
fort at Pollyanna's, where they had worked at planting and landscaping.
Alone and without permission, Dorothy was allowed to go anywhere
within her home quarter section.

With Pollyanna, she was allowed to go

on the paper route, to the high school, and to the city park, although
they felt the park had "gotten worse recently."

With her older brother,

she could go "just about anywhere," including the major shopping r.lalls or
mOV1.e theaters.

The main reason for limiting Dorothy's range was "because

we're fairly protective parents."
safe, especially from traffic.

They felt the neighborhood area was

However, they did cite a fear that some-

one was following Dorothy and a friend after school.

Her parents also

limited her range because, "The philosophy of being a parent is involved 1.n
this, how to pace freedom with growth levels."

There was no place Dorothy

was not allowed to go, although they did restrict her trips to the 7-11
store.

There were also no places they encouraged her to go, but they went

with her to special activities at school, trips to the laundromat and 1.ce

243

cream shop on the major street to the south, and also neighbors' houses.
Dorothy's neighborhood sketch map was somewhat larger than her
outline on the air photo, including some places on the other sides of the
streets bordering her block.

Details on the map consisted of her house,

Pollyanna's house with the flower garden in the back, the Kings' house
wi th its swimming pool, and Paula's house across the street.

These were

also the stops on her tour:
1.

The Kings' house she especially liked because she could go

swimming wi th Po llyanna.
2.

She liked Paula and her husband.

mother liked to look at antiques.

Paula, Dorothy, and her

Both families, as well, helped plan a

recent block party.
3.

At home, she liked to play in back, but "not in front be-

cause of the cactus."
4.

She also liked it inside "because it's my house."

Pollyanna was her best friend, "She has different things to

play with and she always lets me play with them.
5.
stop.

She's nice to me."

The fort and garden in Pollyanna's back lot was also a special

On the wall of the fort was a sign saying "Club SHeet Club. 1I

They

also had planted flowers and a poplar tree in the back, which was a
special activity for Dorothy and Pollyanna.
like that we planted them.

As Dorothy commented, "I

We bought them with our own money and we take

care of them."
Dorothy took pictures of Paula's house, a "hill" in a nearby
alley (for "jumping bikes"), the fort, the paper route, and Pollyanna's
house.

It was as we looked at the prints that Dorothy
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realized she had not taken a picture of her own house.

Her horne she rated

as most important, best liked where she felt most attached to, most liked
to be alone, felt most able to do what she wanted, felt most like herself
and most comfortable.

However, it is also interesting to examine only her

feelings on the photographed places.

In the pictures, Pollyanna's house

carne out almost as a second horne.

It was most important, most liked, and

Dorothy felt most attached to it.

In addition, it was where she most

liked to be \"ith friends "because Pollyanna is here and it's boring at my
house."

Along with horne, Dorothy also felt most comfortable at Polly-

anna's, "Because I'm used to there.

I'm not used to any other places.

I don't know the people very well."
Where she most liked to be alone and most felt like herself, was
on the paper route, as well as horne.

She stressed familiarity as the

reason for her choices, stating, "I know my house and I know my route."
The fort was the place where she most liked to build, plant, or dig,
citing the planting they had already done.

The fort was also where she

felt most able to do what she wanted.
Becky
At the time of her first interview Becky was in the fourth grade,
and had lived at her current horne for seven of her nine years.

There

were no places around her neighborhood where she did not go, although her
neighborhood was rather small (.010 square miles).

Becky defined her

neighborhood in terms of the houses along the streets that intersected at
her corner house.

The school was outside her neighborhood (See Figure 12).
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Most of her favorite games were played either around home
("killer," tag, and hide-and-seek) or at school (kickball, dodgeball,
capture the flag, and hide-and-seek).

Other favorite activities, such as

embroidering, reading, or watching TV, were done at home.

She also liked

to walk the dogs or ride her bicycle in the streets and alleys around her
home or at the school.

Her usual playmates lived close to her, although

only her brother lived 1n her neighborhood.

All her best friends lived

outside her neighborhood, two of whom were school friends who lived in
Neighborhood 1.

She often visited those friends on weekends.

There

were two special places where she usually played, one was school and the
other was a small lot behind her yard, with a dirt pile.

She used the den

and a closet in her room for playhouses, the closet was also her favorite
place.
Becky lived with her parents and eight year old brother in an
adobe house that may h&ve been one of the first built in the area.

Her

mother rated the neighborhood as good, citing a number of advantages.

The

location was convenient to the city park and its library, close to the
university, and within walking distance of ballet class.

She also

thought it important that there was no shopping center nearby where the
children could "hang out."

The neighbors, she thought, all had the same

interests and the same social background (white collar, college educated).
She also stressed the large proportion of retired people who would watch
out for the children.
they're safe."
children.

Because of this, she said, "I always know that

The only disadvantage to the neighborhood is the lack of

She commented that her children" . . . have to range farther
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to visit friends.
away.

The closest person Becky's age

My son's closest friend is five or

S1X

1S

about two blocks

blocks."

The neighborhood outlined by Becky's mother was large, extending
about one and one half square miles between the high school and the
university.

She felt the neighborhood was "still that old-fashioned

neighborhood that I used to grow up in."

She had a close relationship

with the nearby neighbors, trusted them to watch the house or the children, and "wouldn't hesitate to ask them for anything."
Becky's mother observed that Becky usually played at home,
although she also liked to ~lay at school or visit her friends, as well
as go to girl scouts and ballet.

Becky considered her room to be her

own, no areas outside.
Becky's range, alone and without permission, was confined to her
yard.

Her mother thought she was "too young to go roaming around," and

wanted to know if Becky were going anywhere.

With permission, Becky was

allowed to go to visit her playmates nearby, and go to school.

Her range

was the same with other children of the same age, although in summer she
was allowed to go with her brother to morning movies at the theater
nearby.

She had never gone anywhere with older children.

Her mother's

main reason for limiting her range was to enable Becky to have a happy
childhood, saying, "I guess I want to protect her.

I don't want her to

grow up too fast.

I want her to have a childhood she can remember like

I remember mine."

Although she did not encourage Becky to go to any

particular places, her mother did not allow her to go to the commercial
area along the boulevard or to the city park.

She was especially concerned
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about the park and problems with transients, noting, "I wouldn't want my
child ever to go over there, some of the crazies are over there."

She

often went with the children to visit the neighbors and also accompanied
them to the branch library (which is in a corner of the city park).
Becky's sketch map was about the same as her outline on the air
photo interview.

Details included all the houses around hers, and the

houses north and west on her side of the street.

She also included the

school (outside), the vacant lot across the street and the dirt pile in
back.
The tour Becky conducted was intensive.

She knew most of the

people on her streets and also visited the local vacant lots.

She thought

it was a "really interesting neighborhood because there's a lot of stories."
Most of the people had lived there "a long time;" her family was among the
newcomers.

She was also very proud of her house, saying it was "the

oldest one on the block, it's 70 years old and made of real adobe."

The

stops on the tour are listed below.
1.

The family on the corner oppos i te Becky's house had the

"0 ld-

est other child in the neighborhood, II who was five.
2.

The people next to the corner family were "interesting peo-

ple," whom she visited "a lot."
3.

The people next door to Becky were usually not horne.

4.

Across the street from (3) was the "lady with the bird place."

Becky described what she meant, saying, "That lady has a really pretty
front yard.

It has lots of trees; so if you want to go bird hunting

that's where to go."

Often, she said her family and the neighbors would
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meet on the street in front of the "bird place" to socialize or enjoy
the view--"It's very pretty."
5.

Here were located some people with a lot of "junk" in their

backyard.
6.

This was the home of an elderly couple Becky used to visit.

A few weeks before the tour, the man died, and "I stay away because I don't
want to remind the woman of her husband, and she's been through enough
mentally."
7.

This was where a woman lived who was "not very nice."

Becky

went there trick-or-treating and was told to "get out."
8.

The apartments on the corner were unknown entities "because

everybody seems to be moving in--moving out."
9.

The dirt pile was a special place, and Becky had some things

to say about it.
do inside.

"We jump on it, and fool around when there's nothing to

Once we put up a little flag there; we (Becky and her brother)

were going to make a little club but it never succeeded.

It was called

the 'Nature Club,' and we were going to clean up the lot."
10.
up scrap."

This was a vacant lot where Becky liked to explore, and "pick
There was a large wooden spool for cable that had just arrived

and was thought might be "a toy."

Although the lot had too many stickers

for playing, Becky was thinking about clearing a patch and planting a
garden.
11.

Here was the family who lived behind Becky.

people, commenting, "They're fun to be with, too.

She liked the

Her husband was in

World War II and he tells a lot of war stories, which my brother gets a

250

kick out of.

When he was in the war he traveled to different countries

like Spain."
12.

This was Katy's house.

Becky used to have a friend there

whom she visited "everyday," but she moved away several years before.
She sees Katy about "once a week or month."
13.

This place was the vacant lot owned by the couple on the

northeast corner.
plant cactus.

The couple were "very friendly" and they liked to

Much of the lot had native vegetation, primarily creosote,

which "smells heavenly" a.fter a rain.

And "when you want to go horny

toad collecting, that's the place to go."
14.

School was a place to play.

Usually she and her brother

went there together, to play baseball, climb on the bars, or ride around
on their bicycles.
During the tour Becky talked about crime, noting her neighborhood
was relatively safe because the neighbors watched out for each other and
"although a lot of people have money, it doesn't look like it."
she said there were a lot of robberies in other nearby areas.

However,
While

standing in front of her house, she provided her rationale for defining
her neighborhood--"This is what I think is my neighborhood; it's where I
always stay.

I go.

a couple blocks away but I don't consider it as

my neighborhood."
Becky took pictures of her home, the house across the street (Ion
the tour), the house next to that (2), the house where the man died recently (6), and the dirt pile.

Her home dominated the ratings,

as most important, most liked, and the place she most felt attached to.
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Home also was the place she most liked to be with friends, although she
qualified that by commenting that the dirt pile was a better place to play
outdoor games.

Home (the backyard) and the dirt pile also had equal stat-

ure as where Becky most felt able to do what she wanted.

The closet in her

room at home was where she liked to be alone most; she said she liked to
read there.

Finally, home was ''lhere she felt most comfortable; about that

she said, "I know all the furniture and my dogs are here to guard me.
mom and dad comfort me and my brother helps."

My

Not surprisingly, the dirt

pile was considered to be the best place pictured for building, planting,
or digging.

She added however, that the dirt pile tended to be hard to

break up and the soil in the backyard made it a better place to dig.

The

place where she felt most like herself was across the street (house number
2 on the tour).

She liked to visit and listen to the elderly man tell

about what it was like when his children were her age.

She commented that,

"The people there are nice and it's hard not to be yourself."
Katy
Katy was ten years old, and had lived at her home about one year
and a half when first interviewed.

She was in the fifth grade.

Although

she lived on a busy street, her neighborhood did not extend across it,
covering about five blocks on one side of the traffic artery.

Her neigh-

borhood was on the small side, about .031 square miles, and was further
restricted by an area with "some crazy people," where she never went
(Figure 13).
Usually she played at horne or at school, preferring to play
baseball, football, and table tennis at home, and baseball, soccer,
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basketball, and II stuc k in the mud ll at school.

She also liked to draw, do

gymnastics, watch television, and play the piano and flute at home.

At

home or at friends' houses, she liked to play board games, and she enjoyed
riding her bicycle around the neighborhood or sometimes on longer trips.
Most of her usual playmates were in her neighborhood.

One, who lived on

the other side of the busy street, was also a best friend.
best friends lived on the outskirts of Tucson.

Her other

At the time she had no

special place for playing and had no playhouse or fort.

\vhen asked about

her favorite place, she said facetiously, lithe dinner table. 1I
Katy had one older sister (14), and lived with her parents.
parents thought the neighborhood was IIgood. 1I

Her

They saw a number of

advantages, stressing the Iocational convenience to the city center and the
university (Katy's father worked at the university and her mother was a
graduate student), the stability, and diversity.

On the latter points,

her mother commented, ~'I think there's something to be said for older
neighborhoods; things have been around for awhile and they're somewhat
unique. • .

This is a stable community, there's a lot of diversity--

from young to old. 1I

There were also some disadvantages.

The first

mentioned was the traffic, affecting noise, safety, and privacy.

Some

nearby houses were rented by transients, which was a point of concern.
Concern about Katy's safety increased when they began to think she was
being followed-- 1I 1 won't allow Katy to go anywhere alone. 1I

The neighbor-

hood also had few children, and on top of this, it was hard to become
acquainted with many neighbors.
of keep to themselves."

Her mother felt lithe people seem to kind

She also noted that Katy was bussed to another
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school until starting at Southwest that year, which made it difficult
to meet neighborhood children.
Katy's parents had managed to develop close ties to the neighbors
immedia tely around the house, including a handicapped lady nearby \vhom
Katy liked to visit.

The neighborhood they delineated consisted of their

residential quarter section and beyond, including the shopping areas along
the boulevard.
Katy usually played at home, at school, or at a friend's house.
She liked to go to school (to play), some fast food stores on the boulevard, and the home of the handicapped neighbor next door.

There were two

places she seemed to consider her own.

One of these was her room, which

was "definitely her little territory."

The other place that was "hers"

was a tree in the backyard, where she liked to climb and sit.
Katy's range, alone and without notifying anyone, was restricted
to her yard.

With permission, she was allowed to go to the school, only

if other children were there, as well as to friends' houses.
allowed to ride her bicycle in the quarter section.
alone to the business area along the boulevard.

She was also

She could not go

With other children, she

could go to the fast food places on the boulevard and also to the card
shop.

With older children, her sister and the sister of one of Katy's

friends, she could go to the high school, a nearby shopping center, and
the city park.

Occasionally Katy and her sister went to the nearest

shopping mall.

The primary reason for limiting Katy's range was safety.

The traffic on the major streets was "naturally confining," and her
mother worried "about them going down a busy street and somebody trying to
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pick them up because they're girls."

Beyond that was the method of

child-rearing, in which, "A child needs to have some supervision, to have
limits.

It's an aid to us to know where she is."

As long as she met

their conditions, there was no place her parents did not allow her to
go.

They encouraged her to ride her

bi~ycle

around the neighborhood,

play at the school, and go to the high school to play tennis.

Katy's

parents also went with her to nearby places, including the school, the
library, some- stores, and sometimes just walking the dog around the
neighborhood.
The sketch map Katy drew was somewhat different than the outline
on the air photo.

Her neighborhood drawing was shifted to the east,

eliminating the area she never went and adding the school and the area
nearby.

Details included the school and its playground, as well as many

houses in the area.

She added the names of most of the people on the

side street her home was on, including Becky's house.
vacant lot across from Becky, calling it a "short cut."

She also added the
Her tour concen-

trated on this street, although she also went to school and a teacher's
house:
1.
corner.

This first stop was the home of the handicapped lady on the

Katy liked to visit there and talk, "Just the two of us."

At

the time she said she spent about two hours there every week.
2.

This was the house of a couple with a baby.

to visit, and to borrow sugar.
3,4,5.
lived there.

Katy came here

She also babysat.

These were places she never went, although she knew who
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6.
brother.

Sometimes she went to Becky's house to play with her and her
Usually they played on the dirt pile.

7.

Katy and her sister have been babysitters for this family.

8.

The vacant lot had an "alley thing I always go through."

9.

This was her "beloved" school, especially when school was

not in session.

She liked the playground.

Often she would meet her

friends there to play games or "mess around."
10.
west School.

At this house lived Mrs. Arden, one of the teachers at SouthKaty usually did not visit there, but the Arden's 14 year

old son sometimes visited Katy and her sister.
Katy's pictures were of her home, her neighbors' houses near the
corner, Southwest School, a friend's house not in her neighborhood, and
the school playground.

The playground was the place where she most

liked to be with friends, "Because there's lots of places to play, to
run, and play soccer and stuff."
categories.

She liked to build, plant, or dig at home because she knew

where everything was.
what she wanted there.
it's quiet."

Home was first-ranked in all other

It was the most comfortable and she felt free to do
She most liked to be alone in her room, "Because

She also commented that she most felt like herself at home,

"Because I'm not around that many other people.

I feel like myself when

I'm with my friends, but I also feel like myself at home."
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Oliver
Oliver (Figure 14) had moved into his home four months before his
first interview.

He lived in a single family, detached house close to a

major north-south traffic artery and within a block of the school yard.
He was in the fifth grade, and had just turned eleven.
been stolen recently.

His bicycle had

He still ranged widely over the Southwest School

district; the only place in his neighborhood he never went were the alleys
on the south end (he also never went down any alleys at night).

His

neighborhood covered an area of .104 square miles, including Southwest
School and much of the residential area west and south of it.
He had a number of favorite games.

Soccer, field hockey, capture

the flag, trench, kickball, "Alaskan Soccer" (a form of football), "backstop" ("lcind of racquetball-kickball"), and softball were all played in his
neighborhood, usually at school or home.
"Alamo" (from the movie) in his backyard.

He also liked to play "army" and
Games he played outside his

neighborhood included soccer, baseball, football, Alaskan Soccer, "sardines" and softball.

Most of these were usually played at the city park to

the south and the high school to the east, although "sardines" was played
at a friend's house.

Most of his other activities were neighborhood-

oriented, including watching TV and playing the clarinet at home,
running on the streets, roller-skating at school, and riding his bicycle
through the alleys.

He also ranged widely on his bike, to friends'

houses and the city park.
His three best friends were also the children he usually played
with.

None of them lived in his neighborhood; he met them all at school.
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There were two places he usually played with his friends, one was outside
his neighborhood near a friend's house.

In that residential area there

were some vacant spaces and alleys \>lhere they would play army, ride bikes
and have fights by throwing oranges.
fort in his backyard.

The other special play area was the

He built this fort with his bes t friend, who

"mostly comes over because he hasn't got a backyard."

They especially

liked to play with army men in the fort, as well as "army" and "Alamo."
This fort was Oliver's favorite place.
Oliver's parents were still married, having recently moved to
Tucson from Colorado.

He had a twelve year old sister.

His mother rated

their neighborhood as good for raising children, although she thought
they had not been there long enough to make a good judgement.

The

advantages she saw included the clean streets, the large number of children, and the predominance of homeowners in the area, who seemed more
"interested in getting along with neighbors" than renters were.

She also

saw disadvantages, especially the large number of working mothers who
were "not aware of what their children do."

The nearby busy streets were

also a problem, but she also saw some good "because that keeps traffic off
the residential streets."

Oliver's mother kept lunchtime set aside as a

time for being with him; she also had a special time between 3 and 4 p.m.
for doing things with his sister.
Oliver's mother's neighborhood boundary was affected by her
jogging route, which was extensive.

She felt they had not been there long

enough to develop any special friendships with people in the neighborhood,
although she had met a number of people while jogging.
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According to his mother, Oliver usually played at school or 1n
the backyard.

He also liked to go into the alley behind the house.

The

place he especially considered to be his own was his fort, where he did
"all sorts of things--playing with army men, marbles, or building."
Oliver's range, alone and without notifying his parents, was
limited to "hearing distance"--the backyard and alley behind the house.
If he asked permission or told them where he was going, he could range
over an area within a half mile of home.

However, he was not allowed to

go to the city park except to play baseball or swim.

His range with other

children or with older children was "just about anywhere he can go by himself," with the addition of a shopping mall about a mile away.

His parents

limited Oliver's range because of worry about traffic danger and his
judgement, but his mother stressed this limitation would change "as he
grows and learns the reality of what he can and can't do."

He was not

allowed to "hang around with older kids," and he was told to stay away
from places, such as the high school, junior high, and Circle K, where
older children congregated.
to the pool at the city park.

She encouraged him to play at school and go
His parents sometimes went w!th him to the

park or the school, especially to baseball or soccer practice.
Oliver drew a map consisting mostly of the streets and blocks in
the neighborhood outlined on the map.

The major departures from the air

photo interview consisted of moving the southern boundary north one block
and extending west across the major street.

It may be that that extension

was primarily to pick up the baseball card shop across from school.

Apart

from the card shop, the only places drawn in any detail were the school
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and his house and backyard.

His home, in fact, was so distorted in size

that it nearly covered the entire block.
The tour Oliver conducted had most of its stops in the backyard
and alley behinrl

~ome.

Later we went to the school and would have gone to

the card shop, but there was no time.

A more detailed description of

the stops follows:
1.

The fish pond in the backyard was where he 1 iked to "watch

fish in winter, when there's no wasps."
2.

The bird cage was a large wire enclosure in the backyard.

At the time of the study no animals were kept in it, so it was "not very
fun."
3.

Oliver's fort was in a corner, bounded on two sides by walls,

with scraps of lumber covering the other two sides, meeting at a tree.
Oliver liked to play war there, especially with his army men.

About

half the time he spent there was with friends, half the time alone.

He

liked to be alone in his fort, and felt protected, even sleeping there at
times; as he commented, "It's private-like and nobody really wants to
come back here.

Sometimes I don't want to be by anybody, or when my

sister's being mean I come out here.
away.

I like out here because you can

b~

I like it more private, more spooky-looking."
4.

The back alley was also an interesting place for him,

especially for exploring.
inspect the garbage.,
vegetation.
at night.

He liked to walk and look around, and to

He also lil<ed the way it was overgrown wi th

He could play war or throw rocks, and it was kind of scary
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5.

The last stop was the playground at Southwest School.

spent much of the time after school here, alone.

He

Some things bothered him

about the area, including the strict supervision and the heat in the
middle which limited him mainly to the trees on the edge--"I don't like
to go out in the middle, I like to go along the fence and hit it with a
stick--a10ne."
The pictures Oliver took consisted of his house and front yard,
the card shop, the alley behind his house, the fort from the outside, and
the interior of the fort.

The card shop turned out to be the

place he liked best and that he felt was most important to him.

The

front yard was the place he felt most attached to, as well as where he
most liked to be with friends.

He also felt most "like himself" in the

front yard, "Because its my front yard and I can do anything I want
there.

I can use my own style."

The fort was picked as the place he

most liked to build or dig in, and it also came in second in terms of
attachment.

He also said about it at the time:

"I like the place where

the fort is, with the wall and tree, rather than the fort itself right
now."

The alley was the place where he most liked to be alone, felt most

able to do what he wanted, and felt most comfortable.
because "nobody wants to go back there. 1I

This was mainly

He also said nobody bothered

him in the alley and he could make his own decisions there.
Neighborhood 3:

Apache Village

Apache Village is a relatively new apartment complex slightly
more than one-fourth mile north of Southwest School.
apartment complexes in its area, just south of the

It is one of several

co~nercia1

strip
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development along a major east-west avenue.

Close to the apartments are

some fast food stores, a Circle K Convenience store, a medical center, and
a junior high school.

About one-fourth mile east is the high school.

Apache Village covers an area about the size of a city block,
and is comprised of clusters of two-story apartments.

There are also a

number of open spaces, including lawns, a basketball court, a volleyball
court, a swimming pool, and several playgrounds with swings and other
equipment.

Only the west side of the complex, around the volleyball

court, was off-limits to children.

In the other part, children's

activities and social life seemed to be encouraged.

Many families 1n

Apache Village were young, with a high proportion of single-parent or
remarried households.

There was a large number of children in the complex,

more than the eight who were interviewed in the general survey.

There

was also a high rate of turnover, of the eight children interviewed
initially, only two stayed through the whole two-year course of the
neighborhood study.

These two nearly represented a study in contrasts,

Tom spent most of his free time outside the complex and Huck participated
heavily in the social life of Apache Village.
Tom
Tom had lived in Apache Village for S1X months at the time of the
first interview, although he also lived there the year he was in second
grade.

At the time of that interview he was ten years old, and in the

fifth grade.

He was limited to the area covered by the map (Figure 15),

but inside that he had considerable freedom.

The only place he never went

was a small area north of the high school, and that was because he did not
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know anyone there.

Inside his range area he delimited a neighborhood

area of .04 square miles, consisting primarily of the apartment complex
and some nearby commercial areas.
His favorite games were football, baseball, soccer, "cat and
mouse," and hide-and-seek (this last game he said he played often "but
it's not one of my favorites").

Cat and mouse was the only game he

usually played inside his neighborhood; the rest were played at the high
school, the junior high, and his uncle's house (not shown).
activities were more neighborhood-oriented:

His other

model-making, viola practice,

and solving puzzles or brain-teasers were done at home, while running,
swimming, and bicycle-riding were mainly activities in the apartment
complex.

He also liked to skate at the local roller rink and make movies

at his uncle's house, both outside his neighborhood.
His best friends were all located outside his neighborhood,
including his uncle and his cousin (both about his age), and one friend
from school.

His usual playmates included his two sisters, his cousin,

and one fourth-grader who lived nearby.
His favorite place was his room at home, where he liked to build
models and also play the viola.

He had a fort in some bushes at the

corner of Apache Village that he also considered to be his special play
area.

With his uncle and cousin, he liked to hide out in the fort and

talk about mysteries or detective work.
Tom lived with his mother, stepfather, and two year old sister
(an older stepsister often came to stay with them as well), in a two
bedroom apartment.

His parents rated the neighborhood as "good,"

seeing advantages in its proximity to schools, its central location in the
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city, and relative quiet.
safe play environment.

The apartment complex also was thought to be a

They saw disadvantages in the proximity to major

streets and the urban built area, noting, "It's very lvell built up with no
undeveloped area--too close to other people.

It's light herp., so much

that the sky is washed out, you can't see the stars."

Tom's parents did

not have a special time set aside for their children, although they
usually spent their evenings together.
The neighborhood outlined by both parents was undefined, roughly
circular in shape, with an area about .069 square miles.

They had one

good friend who lived nearby, a woman also with a two year old girl.
According to his parents, Tom usually played at the high school
with his uncle and cousins.

Special places in the neighborhood where he

liked to go included the Circle K and Jack-in-the-Box; they also noted he
liked to frequent the baseball card shop across from the school.

They

felt there were two places Tom considered to be "his own," his room and
the high school.
Tom's range, alone and without notifying his parents, was confined to the area of the apartment complex allowed for children.

With

permission, he was also allowed to travel to the nearby Circle K and
Jack-in-the-Box, as well as the card shop across from school and his
uncle's house by the high school.

With other children, he was allowed to

go anywhere in his parents' neighborhood area as well as to a few friends'
houses.

With his aunt (who was 15) he was allowed to go long distances to

movies or shopping areas.

The main reason for limiting Tom's range was

worry that he could become tired or lost if he went too far.

There were
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no places that he was actually forbidden to go, although he was not
allowed to go swimming unless accompanied by an adult and he was discouraged from playing in the parking lot because of the traffic.

His

parents encouraged him to go to the library, as well as outside to play
with his friends.

At times his mother would go with him to the library

and accompany him to the apartment pool.

His father also went with him

to the pool and sometimes to the Circle K.
For the sketch map exercise, Tom drew a map of the apartment
complex and surroundings in great detail, including most of the outdoor
spaces, play areas, and dipsy dumpsters in the complex as well as the
Circle K as an outlier.

Further discussion revealed his conception of

this area as a familiar place, "When I don't feel like adventuring and
it's everything I know."

He also noted that there were "no people

important to me" in the apartment area.

Later he drew an area called his

"greater neighborhood," which he divided into three units:
apartments as his familiar neighbcrhood, 2.

1.

The

A surrounding area where his

friends lived, in which "I go allover the place, but in branches; I don't
cover the whole area," and 3.

An "exploring area" that was mainly

unknown, where he explored with his friends.
Tom's tour was limited to the area drawn on the sketch map.

The

stops on the tour consisted of play areas, places where he liked to be
alone, and the Circle K.

These places are numbered on the map, and are

described below:
1.

This first place was the basketball court.

He described the

court as being "fun to play around on," enjoying fantasy games of
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pretending the lines were over pools of lava.

There 1.S a certain realism

in this fantasy because the court was exposed to the sun and the asphalt
often heated up to uncomfortable levels.

Usually he went here alone or

with his sister.
2.

The "little playground" had swings where "I like to swing

and jump onto the grassy patch."

Sometimes he went there with his uncle

and cousin; sometimes he took his baby sister (although once she fell off
and "almost got a concussion").

He liked the area because, "It's con-

venient, it's close," but he did not like the asphalt surface, commenting,
"I wish that they didn't have the asphalt.

If you fall on it, it hurts.

If you walk on it barefoot, it burns."
3.

The swimming pool was a cool area and a good place to be on

hot summer days (there seems to be no such thing as a "cool summer day"
in Tucson).

The pool was used heavily and Torn was very critical of its

maintenance--"They don't clean it out except once every two weeks, so it
gets mucky."
4.

He usually carne here with his mother and sister.
The "big playground" was an area he liked.

Here were swings,

climbing bars (including some shaped like cactus plants), and a large
concrete turtle.
hot.

He enjoyed climbing on the cactus when it was not too

The playground was covered with a black rubber mat as a protection

against falls, but this also became too hot; it rubbed off on the skin as
well.

Sometimes Torn would corne here with his sister, but at other times

he carne here to get away from her.
5.

There was a "grassy patch" near his fort where "every once 1.n

awhile I go down here to do athletic things."

This patch was also close
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to Huck's house, who had "a lot of weird friends who ride dirt bikes on
it. "
6.

This was a circular patch of dirt with palm trees planted in

it and Some benches around it.

Tom described this as "nice and paradisy."

It was located in the "no man's land" between the area of the apartment
reserved for adults only and the family part.

Children did not go there,

and "it's too close to 'the basketball court for adults to like."

Tom

thought no one else sat there, and he could be alone--"you see why I like
this place.

I avoid sun, strange kids, and most of the unlikeable

adults.

I just think and enjoy the peace."
7.

The volleyball court in the adult section was where he used

to ride on his skateboard or bicycle.

That was no longer allowed because

children were restricted to the other part of Apache Village.
Tom still went into the area.

However,

As he described it, "The adult section

almost like an unexplored place except I can't get lost.
supposed to be here, so it's nice and quiet.

It's shady.

IS

Kids aren't
During the day

most of the adults are working."
8.
village.

Tom had a "private place" at the northwest corner of Apache

This was where he would come if the bench in his "paradisy

place" were occupied.

Because it was in the adult section, it was quiet

and a good place to "sit and think, and be alone."
9.

The Circle K was reached via a short cut through an alley,

which was "OK in the daytime, but not at night because of muggers."
walking, or riding his bicycle to Circle K at night he stayed on thp
streets, although when he passed the clinic, he was somewhat more

If
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fearfu1--"I'm always afraid of someone in the bushes, or if someone's 1n
those cars (in the parking lot)."
The pictures Tom took consisted of his home, the "paradisy
bench," the pool, Circle K, and the high school.

Home was considered

to be most important, most liked, one of the places he most liked to be
with friends, where he felt he could most do what he wanted, and most
felt like himself ("because I'm with my family").,

He felt most attached

to the swimming pool, followed by the bench and the high school.

He

did not feel a strong attachment to his home because "another house or
apartment would be just as neat."

He also did not feel attached to Circle

K "because there's always one nearby."

The high school, along with home,

was where he most liked to be with friends; he especially enjoyed playing
"dodge the janitors."

The place he most liked to be alone was the

"paradisy bench," where he felt he was not looked for and could get away
from his baby sister.

He felt most comfortable at the pool in the hot

summer and the bench in the winter.
Huck
Huck's apartment was on the northwest corner of Apache Village.
Like Tom, he had lived there S1X months at the time of his first interV1ew.

He was also ten years old and in the fifth grade.

He had "been all

over" the map area, except for the high school and the area west of it
where there are "a lot of bad kids" and a scary house with nobody there
but a dog chained in the yard--"everybody's chicken to go there."

His

neighborhood (Figure 16) covered .068 square miles, including the apartments and surrounding area as well as some residential blocks to the south.
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His favorite games were kickball, soccer, basketball, football,
catch, tag, hide-and-seek, baseball, and "space invaders" ("sort of like
tag only you're 'dead' for only 20 p,econds"), all of which were played in
the apartment complex.

His other favorite activities were neighborhood-

oriented; he liked to watch TV or listen to the radio, swim, play in the
bushes, play with trucks and make model "cities and parks," as well as
collect cans for recycling.

The only activity he enjoyed outside the

apartments was to ride his motocross bicycle in a nearby vacant lot.
All of his usual playmates lived in the apartment complex; three
of these were his best friends as well.
he liked to play with his friends:

He had two special places where

the area by the pool and "pop"

machine, and in the "big playground."

He and his friends had a fort in

some bushes just north of the little playground.
favorite places:

He also had three

the big playground where he especially liked the

"cactus," and two other areas where he played a good deal.
Huck lived with his mother; his father lived in Pennsylvania.
His mother evaluated the area as "fair" for raising children.

She saw the

main advantage of Apache Village to be its orientation to children.

The

manager of the complex, she said, was a pediatrician, and was "very much
geared to children."

She also saw value in the large numbers of children

living 1n the apartments.
businesses as the Circle K.

Another advantage was the access to such
A negative aspect of the large numbers of the

children was the peer pressure and "some things going on that I disapprovE'
of, such as pot smoking, drinking, swearing."
saw was the elementary school:

The biggest disadvantage she
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School is a disadvantage. There's no organized music or
art by music or art teachers. Huck's potential for art needs
backing; we must go through other sources. He's had five
different teachers at the school (his class had a succession
of substitute teachers after the regular teacher transferred
near the end of the first semester). School is the biggest
negative thing--I'll send him to a private school if I can
afford it.
Although she worked until 6 p.m., Huck's mother always tried to
spend some time with him before he went to sleep.

At the time of the

interview she had also begun to take off Friday afternoons as a time for
doing things with Huck.

They also went to church on Sundays.

Huck's mother did not outline a completely bounded neighborhood,
setting the boundaries on the major streets to the north and west.

There

was no one in the area with whom she had any special friendship, the only
persons she really knew were the parents of two of Huck's friends (two
brothers).

She had no sitter for Huck, although she would have liked to

find a good one.

She tried to compensate for this by giving Huck more

responsibility, saying, "I'm giving him responsibility with the understanding that if he screws up, he loses it.

The more responsibility

I give him the more positive our relationship is."
According to his mother, Huck usually played in Apache Village,
~n

the pool or the grassy area north of the apartment, and also in the

apartment and a dirt "island" in the parking lot where he was "always
building or making something."

She noted she tried to involve him in

recreation activities away from the apartments, but he did not like to go
to them by himself.

To her, he seemed to be secure and a leader in Apache

Village, where all his friends lived.

There was no place she knew of that

he considered to be his O\vn, but she felt that was because of the recent
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change in environment, commenting, "I have the same problem myself.

I'm

used to walking in the woods and having my own place in the woods and I'm
sure Huck feels the same way.

Sometimes I feel closed in and I'm sure he

does too."
Huck's range, alone, without telling his mother, was limited to
Apache Village and the nearby Circle K.

His range after asking permission

was the same area, although she noted, "He very seldom asks to go out."
With other children he was allowed to go to the nearby Jack-in-the-Box,
but she would have allowed him to go to the movies or other recreation
places if he had asked.

With older children, she felt being accompanied

by a responsible person over 18 "would open the door to any place."

When

asked why she limited his range, she commented that, "He tends to limit
his own range.

At times Huck comes off like a very independent child, but

he's independent within a limited range . .

Huck has a lot of fears; I

don't think he would leave here \oJithout my permission."

At the time of

the interview, Huck was not allowed to go "out of sight," of Apache
Village or cross the major streets.

She would have encouraged him to go

to organized activities at church, or become involved in recreational
sports, but he did not seem interested.

She went with him to "a lot of

places" around Tucson, including trips to the Village pool 1n warm weather.
The sketch map drawn by Huck was less elaborate than Tom's,
concentrating on the major play spaces, apartments of significant people,
and the Jack-in-the-Box and Circle K.

He also included the large vacant

lot nearby where he rode his bicycle.

He drew Apache Village first, as a

heavily bounded unit with the outlying places added at the edges of the
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paper almust as afterthoughts.
The tour was confined to places in the apartment complex.

The

places visited were areas to play and "hang around."

In contrast to Tom,

all the places significant to Huck were social nodes.

The six important

stops on the tour are listed following:
1.

The "dirt spot" was a traffic island in the parking lot near

his apartment.

Actually it was covered by cobble-sized rocks which had to

be moved to get to the dirt.

Huck liked to dig in the area and build

cities and other architectural structures.

He said that "everybody uses

it once l.n a while," however he and his friends seemed more prone to play
in it than others.
2.

The "side yard" was a grassy area near his home that served

as an athletic field and bicycle track.
play games at."

Huck saw it as a "good place to

Most commonly, he and the other children would play

football or soccer.
3.

Huck liked the "big playground" because "it has a lot of

things to climb on; it's a nice place to talk."
"cactuses" for climbing.

He especially liked the

All of the children used the playground once in

awhile, he noted, usually there were about five children there at anyone
time.

There were some things about it he did not like, the black rubber

mats tended to come apart and were not safe.

He also wanted to see more

play equipment, especially higher swings and a merry-go-round.

There was

one of the latter here that was taken out some months before.
4.

The swimming pool was another place Huck liked.

He enjoyed

swimming and the crowds in the sUlmnertime made it easy to organize games
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such as tag or "Marco Polo" in the pool.
J.

Just north of the pool was the "mailbox area" with a vending

machine for soda pop.

About this area Huck said, "The best place I like

out of all of them (places on the tour) is that pop machine."

This was

a gathering place for Huck and his friends where they could "hang around"
or talk.

There was a bench there, but it was open to the sun during

midday and Huck thought it should be covered.
6.

The last stop on the tour was the basketball court, which

Huck liked "pretty good."

A lot of children used this area, he said,

especially for basketball and volleyball.

He thought it should have been

kept in better repair, and fenced so the balls would stay on the court.
During the tour, Huck commented on the general environment,
saying he would have liked to see more trees and a few fountains in the
complex--"It'd be neat to live in a water village-like."

Part of this

preference related to his previous home in Pennsylvania--"Where I used to
live there was a creek"--and his negative feelings about the desert.
About this he said, "The 'desert desert' with cactus and dust, I don't
like.

The desert scene I Mould go for would be a few cactus and rocks,

and a couple garter snakes."
Huck took pictures of the "pop machine place," the SWl.mml.ng pool,
the "cactus playground," the "side yard," and the "dirt patch,"

Of

those places, the pop machine area came out most significant in a
number of categories, including the most important place and the place
he felt most attached to.

The pop machine was not only the place he most

liked to be with friends but also the area where he liked to be alone--
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"It's a nice place to sit.
and cool.
there."

It's shaded.

It's around the pool, it's nice

It's just a nice place to hang around . . . and it's quiet
That area was also where he felt most able to do what he wanted

because, "There's not a lot of people there," and the apartment manager
left him alone.

It was also the place he felt most comfortable; it seemed

to offer him a sense of continuity and a feeling of peace:
reminds me of something too.
Pennsylvania.

"It sort of

Pop machines are no different than in

It's quiet, all you hear is this little vibrating noise

and I like that--you can get to sleep with little vibrating noises.
can sit and think here."

A similar feeling

1S

I

evident in Huck's reasons

for choosing the swimming pool as the place he liked most, and most felt
like himself.

Again he was reminded of home--"The pool reminds me of

Pennsylvania.

It reminds me of a place I used to be.

It reminds me of

the past.

And I don't have to look at cactuses and I just feel like

myself."

Other than the pool and pop machine, the other high ranking

place was the dirt patch, as the place where he most liked to build or
plant or dig.

It appears this choice was by default--"There's nowhere

else to dig."
Summary:

Small Area Samples

At this point, after an examination of the neighborhoods of 15
individuals, it is necessary to draw together some information into a
summary of these three areas.

This summary is based on the examination

of the Neighborhood Letter and Who Am I scores, the geographical diary,
and the neighborhood photographs.
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As Table 19 illustrates, the category with the highest frequency
in the Neighborhood Letter is that of self references.

Self references

were most common in the Southwest School and Apache Village neighborhood.
Children in Tucson Estates were more likely to see their neighborhood in
terms of their association with a group than the other two areas, and
those near Southwest School had the greatest awareness of others.

It

1S

possible to speculate that group identity was strongest in Tucson Estates,
where a relatively stable population of children lived close to each
other.

In the Southwest-. School area, where children were scattered

widely, they may have been more dependent on their own personal resources,
and more aware of the presence of other types of people in their neighborhoods.

Apache Village, with its large concentration and rapid change

in residents, could also discourage group identity and encourage selfreliance.
The social aspects of Apache Village were also seer. as negative.
In all three areas the negative aspects of neighborhood social relations
were nearly as important as the positive.

Action assumed the same overall

level of importance as social references, however neighborhood activities
were seen in a much more positive light.

It is worth noting that activ-

ities were not mentioned by the children in the apartments.

There were

more references to places in the neighborhood than any other category
except self.

These references, positive and negative, were most common

in Apache Village, with the highest concentration of areas devoted to
children.

Place references, especially in a positive sense, were also

proportionately high in the other two neighborhoods.
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Table 19 :

Neighborhood Letter Mean Scores:

Small Area Samples

Tucson
Estates (6)

Southwest
School (6)

Apache
Village (2)

Mean (14)

Self

4.0

7.7

8.0

6.2

Group

2.5

.7

0

1.4

Other

1.8

2.5

0

1.8

Social
Positive
Negative

1.3
.7

1.2
.8

0
1.5

1.1
0.9

Total

2.0

2.0

1.5

2.0

Action
Positive
Negative

2.7
.2

1.7
0

0
0

1.9
.1

Total

2.9

1.7

0

2.0

Place
positive
Negative

3.8
.5

3.0
.5

4.5
1.5

3.6
.6

Total

4.3

3.5

6.0

4.2

Category

Table 20:

Who Am I Test Mean Scores:

Small Area Samples

Tucson
Estates (5)

Southwest
School (6)

Apache
Village (2)

Mean (13)

A (Physical)

2.4

2.6

5.0

2.9

(Social)

1.4

0.7

3.0

1.3

C (Activity)

9.6

11. 7

12.0

10.9

0

0.8

0

.4

Location
Neighborhood
Other

0.8
0.8

0.3
1.0

1.0
2.0

.6
1.1

Total

1.6

1.3

3.0

1.7

Category

B

D

(Transcendental)
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As Table 20 clearly indicates, these children tended to identify
themselves as acting individuals, at least as far as indicated by the
W10

Am I scores.

self-concept.

Social relations did not seem very important in their

Location also did not seem to be highly significant as a

reference to self, including the neighborhood.

Neighborhood locations

were least important in the identity of children in the Southwest School
area.
The total time reported for the geographical diaries

~s

150 days,

averaging about 11 days per child (in one case, the diary was done
incorrectly and was not used).
27 days.

The amount of time ranged from four to

As shown in Table 21, the children averaged about one hour each

day outdoors in their neighborhood; more than twice that amount of time
was spent outside their neighborhoods.
The highest proportion of photographs taken by the children
(Table 22) were of their own home and yard.
were the homes of other child friends.

Next

~n

order of importance

There was some variation

pictures of friends' houses among the three areas.

The children

~n

~n

Tucson Estates had the greatest number of child friends' pictures, while
those in the Southwest School area had more adult friends than child
friends, and the children in Apache Village had no pictures of friends'
houses at all.

There were nine pictures of organized play areas:

parks,

playgrounds, and pools, especially in Apache Village and Tucson Estates.
The Southwest School area had no such places except for the school, and
had three pictures of the school and its playground.

As un- or self-

designated play areas, the children's pictures included six of forts and
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Tab Ie 21. Nean Time (Hours Per Day) Spent in the
Neighborhood: Small Area Samples
Category

Tucson
Estates (6)

Southwest
School (6)

Apache
Village (2)

Mean (4)

Inside
Neighborhood

1.0

.7

1.7

1.0

Outside
Neighborhood

2.9

2.4

1.8

2.5

Table 22.

Neighborhood Photographs:

Small Area Samples

Tucson
Estates (7)

Southwest
School (6)

Apache
Village (2)

Total (15)

Home

7

6

1

14

Yards

3

0

1

4

Child Friends I
Houses

9

4

0

13

Adult Friends I
Houses

0

8

0

8

Parks, Playgrounds,
Pools

4

1

4

9

Schools

1

3

1

5

Forts

3

3

0

6

Alleys, Vacant Lots,
Dirt Piles

2

3

1

6

Stores, Resort Hotel
Vending Machine

2

2

2

6

Streets

1

1

0

2

Category
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six of alleys, vacant lots, or dirt piles.

There were also

S1X

pictures

of commercial places, including stores, the resort hotel, and the vending
machine in Apache Village.

Street scenes were found in two pictures.

The presentation of information thus far has been wide-ranging,
from a look at individual perception and behavior to generalizations based
upon 100 children.

It is ilflportant to view both extremes, because

territoriality has both individual and general aspects.

However, it

IS

also necessary to organize this raw material into some overall dimensions
for development of some conclusions.
the following, final chapter.

That organization will appear in

CHAPTER 8
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
This final chapter contains three sections.

The first is a

discussion of the results of the neighborhood study as they relate to
the qypotheses presented in Chapter 5.
methods used.

Following is an evaluation of the

Finally, there are some general conclusions about neighbor-

hoods, territoriality, and children in environment, behavior, and design
research.
Discussion of Hypotheses
At the end of Chapter 4 were presented a number of hypotheses to
be used as guidelines in this study.

These hypotheses were generally

concerned with familiarity and definition of neighborhood boundaries,
activities, places of attachment and effects on identity and personality,
outside forces and neighborhood perception, and social relations.

The

discussion will center on each of those concerns in turn as the information collected applies to them.

To aid in this presentation, Table 23

provides a general evaluation of the support provided for each hypothesis
from the neighborhood study.
The Child Has a Definite Image of His or Her Own Neighborhood and
Can Identify Its Boundaries and Features on an Aerial Photograph.

1.

It would seem that an essential requirement of a territory

~s

knowledge of where it is, and the children were all (except for some
283
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Table 23.

Evaluation of Research Hypotheses

Hypotheses
I.

II.

The child has a definite ~mage of his or her
own neighborhood and can identify its boundaries
and features on an aerial photograph.

B.
C.
D.

E.

Children spend most of their free time in
the neighborhood.
Game locations are found more often inside
the neighborhood than outside.
A greater variety of games and other activities are played at locations inside the
neighborhood than outside.
Games involving flexible use of terrain and
flexible (or "home made") rules are played
more often in locations inside the neighborhood than outside.
Games played by children at locations outside their neighborhood are more often those
involving formal rules, a fixed playing area,
and adult supervision.

None
Considerable
Considerable

Considerable

Some

Inside the neighborhood are places of strong
attachment that affect children's identity and
personali ty.
A.
B.
C.

IV.

Some

Children's activities are more intense and distinctly different inside the neighborhood than
outside it.
A.

III.

Evidence

Special places (forts, special play areas, and
favorite places) are found more often inside
the neighborhood than outside.
The strength of neighborhood place-association
is reflected in aspects of the child's selfconcept and locus of control.
Inside the neighborhood are places where
children go to be alone.

Considerable
Some
Little

There are a number of "outside forces" operating on
the child's activities in and conceptions of the
neighborhood.
A.

Parents exert a strong influence by limiting
areal range or restricting social contact.

Some
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Table 23.--Continued
Hypotheses
B.
C.
D.

V.

Other adults, children, or animals, also limit
the neighborhood image by limiting access to
various nearby places.
Landscape features, such as streets or changes
in land use, influence the neighborhood image.
The means of transportation, such as access to
bicycles or availability of automobile transportation, influences the neighborhood image.

Evidence

None
Considerable
Considerable

The neighborhood provides a means of structuring
social organization.
A.
B.
C.
D.

The child has more of his best friends within
the boundaries of the neighborhood than
outside it.
The child's usual playmates are more often
located inside the neighborhood than outside.
Children spend more of their free time with
playmates and friends inside the neighborhood
than outside.
Neighborhood social relations are less segregated by sex and age than those outside.

None
Some
None
Some

286
non-native English speakers) able to locate an area, or areas they considered to be their neighborhood.

As indicated in Table 7, the neighborhood

boundaries were well-defined for the most part, along streets, property
lines, and alleys.

There is the possibility that the question asking

children to trace an outline around the places in their neighborhood,
and recording their answer on an air photo, may have led them to delimit
sharp boundaries.

However, it must be noted that five children traced

completely undefined neighborhoods, and another eleven had parts of
their boundaries that were not based on the actual landscape.

That a

few neighborhoods were undefined argues that the majority of the children
were deliberately precise in delimiting their neighborhoods.

However,

this information on boundedness should be examined further, to verify its
significance 1.n both place use and place cognition--or whether it 1.S
merely the result of the technique.
The importance of well-defined territories has been suggested
previously as being connected with a well-defined sense of self.

The

separation of self and environment is part of the cognitive development
of middle childhood, and to some extent that should be reflected 1.n
children's images of their environment.

The distinction between "my

place" and "other places" should parallel the distinction between "me"
and "others."
II. Children's Activities Are More Intense and Distinctly Different
Inside the Neighborhood than Outside it.
There is some evidence for considering children's images of their
neighborhoods to be strongly based upon activity, but there 1.5 some mixed
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information about the hypotheses in this section.

This is especially

true of the notion that children spend more of their free time inside
their neighborhoods.

Based upon diaries covering 150 days of the activ-

ities of 14 children, more than twice as much time was spent outside the
neighborhood than inside it.

What came out strongly in these diaries was

how little "free" time the children actually had.

Much of their time

between returning from school and going inside at night was taken up by
such things as homework, scouts, organized recreation, and music, dance,
acting, religion, sports, or other lessons.

Some children had as little

as two afternoons free each week, and much of this time was spent inside
the house.
A definition of "home" was also part of the problem in this study.
For the diary, the children were asked to record where they went outside
school and their own houses.

However, the children spent much of their

free time inside their houses.
diaries were kept.

This was especially true at the time the

Starting in April and extending into September, the

climate of Tucson is usually too hot for many outdoor activities, even
sitting under a shade tree.

Consequently, many children stayed inside

most of the time, except for occasional trips to swimming pools or 1ce
cream stores.

More important than the heat 1S the question of the rela-

tionship between home and the neighborhood.

There was an assumption in

this study that the neighborhood begins at the child's doorstep, distinctly separate from the home; thus what is done inside the home is not
"neighborhood activity."

This appears to be a false notion.

There 1S

some permeability in the idea of home, extending into the yard and
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sometimes beyond.

The same can be said of the neighborhood, as children

routinely entertain neighborhood friends or move materials in- and outside.

This problem, of assessing the relationship between inside and

outside the house, was also discussed by Hart (1983), who stressed the
need to study both to gain proper understanding of children's environmental behavior.
In general, the children seemed to prefer to play inside their
neighborhoods as they defined them.

Of 647 game locations, 53.5 percent

were within the areas determined by the children to be their neighborhoods.

A greater variety of the children's favorite games were also

played within the neighborhood.

Of the 85 different games mentioned, 82

percent were usually played at locations in the neighborhood, and 62 percent were played outside.

The children's other activities demonstrated a

similar pattern, with 70 percent of 83 different activities inside the
neighborhood, and 53 percent outside.

The discussion in Chapter 6 has

already covered the last hypotheses on children's activities.

Of the ten

most popular garnes, those involving formal rules, special playing areas,
and adult supervision (football, baseball, soccer, basketball, tennis,
and the school-organized trench and capture the flag) were more often
played at locations outside the neighborhood.

The variations of tag,

hide-and-seek, and fantasy search garnes, using flexible rules and varying
environments, were played overwhelmingly inside the neighborhood.
In short, the children seemed to make a distinction between their
neighborhoods and outside places in terms of the number, variety, and
flexible qualities of their favorite games.

They did not spend most of
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their "free time" (apart from school and inside their home) in their
neighborhoods, however, much of this time was taken up by other kinds of
adult organized or supervised activity.
III. Inside the Neighborhood are Places of Attachment that Affect
Children's Identity and Personality.
There was some tendency for special places--play areas, and forts,
playhouses, and hideouts--to be found inside the neighborhood.

About 69

percent of the children's special play areas were in their neighborhoods,
and 87 percent of their forts, playhouses, and hideouts.

Favorite places

were about evenly divided between neighborhood and other places, perhaps
suggesting special kinds of activities or attachments in the latter cases.
The degree to which the neighborhood image
ren's self concepts was measured in two ways.

1.S

related to child-

The dominance of self-

references in the neighborhood letter scores suggests an association
between self and neighborhood identity.

The Who Am I scores for the small

sample indicated some, but not much, incorporation of neighborhood place
identity as part of the children's self identity.

The strongest part of

the children's self-concept on the Who Am I Test was that of activity,
tying it perhaps to their conception of the neighborhood as an activity
space.

Indeed there

1.S

a suggestion of that tie in the significant

positive correlation between the proportion of games played in the neighborhood and this activity category in children's self-identity (R=.46053,
p=.04, N=l5).
The importance of control in a territorial context was seen in
the literature review.

It is suggested here that territorial control may
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be related to feelings of personal control as a component of personality.
Using the Locus of Control Test, an attempt was made to draw correlations
between those scores and aspects of the children's perceptions of neighborhood.

In all cases the results were not significant, although there

are tantalizing hints of a negative relationship between external Locus
of Control scores and the proportions of neighborhood games (R=-.15805,
p=.08, N=78) and other activities (R=-.15072, p=.09, N=78).

The possible

relationship between neighborhood activities and feelings of personal
control should be explored further; however, there may be some doubt
about the value of the Locus of Control Test employed (this is discussed
in the next section).
Another way to approach the importance of neighborhood places to
personal feelings, attributes, and identities is to examine some of the
responses to the neighborhood photo questionnaire.
trated on places within the neighborhood.

This exercise concen-

A look at the responses to the

various questionnaire dimensions reveals the overriding importance of
home to the children.

In the only instances home did not have a majority

of the responses--places to be with friends, do what they wanted, feel
like themselves, and build, plant, or dig--it was still the modal category.

In addition to home, the children also preferred their friends'

houses when they wanted to be together.

For building, planting, or dig-

ging, they also liked their forts, or the "wild places" (vacant lots,
alleys, dirt piles).

These latter two, as well as designed play areas,

accounted for most of the other places where children felt most able to
control events (lido what you want").

Finally, in terms of identity,
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children also felt most "like themselves" at their homes and those of
other special friends.
The photo exercise indicated that home and their own yards were
the places children most liked to be alone, with a few also preferring to
be by themselves in alleys, streets, playgrounds, stores, and the vending
machine area at Apache Village.

However, the time sampling from the

diary revealed that these children spent very little time alone outside
their homes for the 150 days covered in the diaries; an average of 0.2
hours (12 minutes) each day were spent alone, about half inside and half
outside the children's neighborhoods.
alone.

Six of the children were never

At this point, it is premature to assess the significance or

generality of this finding, but it seems important to study further the
importance of being alone (or not) for children--especially in terms of
privacy, self-identity, self-esteem, security, and creativity--and to see
how places can support this.
IV. There are a Number of "Outside Forces" Operating on the Child's
Activities and Conceptions of the Neighborhood.
It is quite evident from this study that the children's lmages of
their neighborhoods are quite different from their horne ranges.

A "home

range" measurement, such as that used by Tindal (1971), would cover more
area than most of the children's neighborhoods.

For example, the neigh-

borhood limits were usually smaller than distances to friends' houses (75
percent had two or more best friends outside) or to school (90 percent did
not include school in their neighborhoods).

There must be some factors

limiting the definition of this unit of space the children called
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"neighborhood."

The quest for these limiting factors centered around the

role of parents, children's fears, land use, and transportation.
All the parents interviewed in the small sample set limits on
their children's ranges.

Their ranges (Table 24), alone, without asking

permission or giving notification, were restricted to their own yards or
apartment areas in most cases, sometimes with the addition of an adjacent
street or alley.

Some children in Tucson Estates were allowed to go

anywhere within that subdivision, but they were the exceptions.

In

general, this first level of range was less than the size of the children's
neighborhoods.

Alone, with permission or after giving notification, most

children had ranges larger than their neighborhoods.

This was also the

case for their ranges with other children of the same age and with older
ones.

So it appears that most of the children defined their neighborhoods

somewhere within the limits of where they were allowed to go alone.
Also investigated were limitations on neighborhood definition
from children's fears:

of other people, animals, or getting lost.

This

aspect was explored by the question of where the children never went (on
the air photo interview).

It was expected that children would exclude

places they never went from their neighborhood areas.

As shown in Chapter

6, this was not the case; about half the places children said they never
went were located inside their neighborhoods.

In retrospect, the question

was poorly worded, providing a number of reasons for avoiding places apart
from fears.

A direct question about places the children were afraid to go

to would have been better, but there was an initial hesitancy on the part
of the researcher in asking such a question.

The inclusion of such a
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Permissable Ranges and Neighborhood Size (15)

Table 24.

Ranges
Alone Without
Permission
Smaller than
Child's
Neighborhood

Alone With
Permission

With Other
Children

With Older
Children

11

2

1

0

About the
Same Size

3

4

4

1

Larger than
Child's
Neighborhood

1

9

10

11

Not Applicable

0

0

0

3

15

15

15

15

Total

Table 25. Transportation to Neighborhood
and Outside Places--Diary (15)
Percent Inside
Neighborhood

Transport
Walk
Bicycle
Car or Bus

Percent Outside
Neighborhood
12.5
18.6
70.9

79.8
17.5
2.6

Table 26. Free Time Spent with Playmates
and Friends--Small Sample (14)
Mean Hours Per Day
Tucson
Estates

Southwest
School

Apache
Village

Overall

Neighborhood

.8

.3

1.4

.7

Outside

.3

.6

1.7

.7
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large proportion (52 percent) of avoided places inside the children's own
neighborhoods seems to suggest a knowledge of both good and bad inside
these areas, stressing the importance of familiarity over benignity.
Special attention was also paid to the landscape features used by
the children to locate the boundaries of their neighborhoods on the air
photo.

It was expected that these boundaries would be easily recognized

through changes in land use.

Indeed, for the most part, they were.

About 80 percent of the total length of the neighborhood boundaries were
along streets; most of the rest ran along property lines or alleys (See
Table 7).

There is a suggestion here that streets, especially those with

heavy traffic, may strongly limit the extent of these children's neighborhoods.
Another limiting factor appears to be the mode of transportation.
From data in the children's diaries (Table 25), it can be seen that they
did much more walking to places inside their neighborhoods, and tended to
rely very little on automobile transportation.

Clearly, the neighborhood

can be seen as an area where the children travel on their own power.
V.

The Neighborhood Provides a Means of Structuring Social Organization.
There were a number of hypotheses about the neighborhood and

social relations, dealing with the proportions of best friends, playmates,
and time spent with friends and playmates, as well as the degree of
segregation by sex and age.

There are indications that some aspects of

social relations are structured in terms of the neighborhood, but not all.
As already shown in Table 17 (Chapter 6), the children's best friends
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tended to live outside their neighborhoods while most of their usual
playmates lived inside it.
There was also the hypothesis that children spent more of their
free time with friends and playmates inside their neighborhoods.

How-

ever, the information from the diaries (Table 26) shows that the children
spent equal amounts of time with other children both in and out of their
neighborhoods.

Although the table is too small for a test of signifi-

cance, there appear to be some differences in activity patterns in the
three neighborhoods that are worth more investigation.

The children in

Tucson Estates spent proportionately more time in their own neighborhoods
when with other children, perhaps because there was greater opportunity
for encounters with neighborhood children.

In contrast, those children

1n the Southwest School area went mainly outside their own neighborhoods
to socialize, possibly because of the larger distance between children.
The information from Apache Village is deceptive.
average of two extreme situations.

Actually it is the

Tom was the least neighborhood-

oriented of all the children, spending nearly three hours per day in
social encounters outside his neighborhood, mostly with his relatives who
lived nearby.

Huck, on the other hand, spent the most time in the neigh-

borhood, about two and a half hours each day with other children in
Apache Village.

One other comment worth noting is about the relative

scarcity of free time for child-structured social activities.

with an

average of one and a half hours of socializing outside of the more
structured situations of home and school, it is not surprising that neighborhood places offer less opportunity for developing friendships than
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school.

If free time is compared with school time, when children are

together for six hours or more, it is easy to think that friendships
would develop more strongly at school.
The last hypothesis, about segregation by sex and age in neighborhood social relations, stems from an assumption that children are
better prepared for the world after exposure to as many different kinds of
people as possible.

The social opportunities based on residential

proximity should provide children with more exposure to different ages
and sex than in school (and perhaps less for ethnic and social class
differences--but that is another study).
questionnaire seem to bear this out.

The results of the general

An examination of the sex of

children named as best friends and usual playmates (Tables 27 and 28)
suggests that social relations with children of the opposite sex were
more common inside their neighborhoods.

Questions on age were not asked

of children on the general questionnaire, so the tables of age and social
relations (Tables 29 and 30) were based on information from the small
sample, which was not large enough for a chi-square test of association.
However, the makeup of those tables suggests some support for the idea
that children are more exposed to others of different ages in their own
neighborhoods.
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Table 27.

Sex and Neighborhood Friends (100)
Neighborhood

Outside

Same Sex

30.3%

69.7%

Opposite Sex
or Mixed

91. 7%

8.3%

Chi-square : : : 15.3
Degrees of freedom
p<.OOl
Table 28.

1

:::::

Sex and Neighborhood Playmates (100)
Neighborhood

Outside

Same Sex

41.4%

58.6%

Opposite Sex
or Mixed

85.7%

14.3%

Chi-square : : : 23.4
Degrees of freedom
p <.001
Table 29.

:::::

1

Age and Neighborhood Friends (15)
Neighborhood

Outside

Same Age or Grade

33.3%

66.7%

Different Ages or
Grades

50.0%

50.0%

Table 30.

Age and Neighborhood Playmates (15)
Neighborhood

Outside

Same Age or Grade

25.0%

75.0%

Different Ages or
Grades

92.3%

7.7%
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Summary:

Children's Perception of the Neighborhood

Although this research is based upon a case study of a small
area in Tucson, the results seem to be in the direction suggested by the
territorial frameworl, at the particular level of development of the
children.

Referring back to the evaluation of hypotheses in Table 23,

it is evident that there is scattered, but not conclusive support for
most of the general suppositions.

The evidence most strongly sustains

the notions that the child's neighborhood is a well-defined area, distinct as an activity space, and subject to influences from landscape,
transportation, and parents.

Some corroboration also exists for the

hypotheses about children's identity and personality, but the methodology
for assessing these attributes requires more verification and adaptation.
The weakest set of hypotheses 1S concerned with neighborhood social
organization.

At this point, it is proper to reV1ew those results 1n

terms of a developmental approach to territoriality.
The children's neighborhoods were usually well-defined spatially,
with most of their boundaries corresponding to "markers" in the actual
landscape, usually streets.

As suggested in the literature, there is a

tendency to consider territories as well-bounded, known units.

Bounded-

ness may also relate to the sense of separation of self identity from the
environment; perhaps well-bounded territorial units may relate to a wellbounded sense of self.

Boundedness may also relate to the degree to

which a place 1S associated with self identity.

It should be suggested

as well, that the importance of boundaries in environmental units may be
more important to ch11dren in the concrete operations stage t>lhere the
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tangible environment may be used to support less tangible self concepts.
There appears to be some relationship between self and neighborhood identity as seen in the proportion of self references in the neighborhood letter.

A few individuals also incorporated neighborhood places

into their self-conceptions as presented 1n the Who

p~

I Test.

The Who Am

I Test revealed that the children tended to see themselves as primarily
acting individuals; which was associated with their conception of their
neighborhoods as activity spaces.

Further investigation is needed to

establish more positively the connections between activity, place, and
self identity, but the evidence from this study suggests that the more
activity in a place, the more that place becomes embodied in personal
identity.

This merging of place and self identity, welded by action,

seems to be a key concept for understanding territoriality.
There is good evidence that children conceive of their neighborhoods as activity spaces, because of the greater numbers, flexibility, and
variety of games and other activities that take place inside their neighborhoods.

There is less evidence for viewing the neighborhood as the

dominant basis for children's social relations, at least as seen in their
friendship patterns.

As suggested by the developmental literature and the

Who Am I scores, social relations are 1n a less developed stage in middle
childhood and may not be as important as activity in territorial relationships.

Or the neighborhood may not be the primary place-locus for social

encounters; perhaps school is more important.

However, there does appear

to be a neighborhood-oriented social organization based upon play.
dren's social relations in their neighborhood also tend to be more

Chil-
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catholic in terms of age and sex than those outside, which may provide
children with more opportunities for dealing with different points of
view.
Within parental and other limits, the neighborhood may be seen as
an area in which the children can operate alone, under their own power.
It is not entirely benign, there are dangers and places where the chil-

dren do not go, perhaps it may be important that these are known dangers.
Children also have special places--special play areas, forts, playhouses,
and hideouts--in their neighborhoods; places where they may be able to
exert more control over events.

It is action that appears to be the

important feature of neighborhood perception by children and, although
most children have a rich social life, their neighborhood social relations
may be more related to activity.
Evaluation of Methods
A major reason for including nine different techniques of investigation in this research is to develop, adapt, and evaluate methodologies
for investigating environmental perception and behavior 1n a developmental
context.

It is appropriate, then, that this small part of the concluding

section should be devoted to evaluation of these various techniques.

The

rankings shown on Table 31 were based on subjective judgements by the
researcher of five categories of criteria.

The overall ranking is based

upon the general value of the technique as it was used in this study.
Children's interest was very important, because they provide more information in an interesting context than a boring one.

Quantitative infor-

mation 1S needed for generalization, analysis, and comparison of material.
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Table 3l.

Methods

Overall

Usefulness of Methods

Children's
Interest

Quantitative
Information

Qualitative
Information

Adaptibility
to
Environmental
Research

Air Photo
Intervie\>l

1

1

1

2

1

Locus of
Control
Test

3

3

2

3

3

Neighborhood
Letter

2

2

2

2

2

Parent
Interview

2

2

2

2

1

Geographical
Diary

2

2

2

3

2

Neighborhood
Tour

2

2

3

1

1

Sketch Map

2

2

2

2

2

Who Am I
Test

2

2

2

2

2

Neighborhood
Picture
Exercise

2

1

2

1

1

Rankings:
1
2

3

= High
= Medium
= Low
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Qualitative informati6n provides a richness of depth of meaning that is
needed to "flesh out" and verify quantitative structures.

Finally, the

technique must be suitable for environmental research, to provide some
information about the environment and people's

~elations

with it.

The air photo interview was most useful for the purposes of this
study.

The children's interest was drawn to the air photo, and location

of important points was relatively easy.

This interview provided a great

deal of countable and mappable information, from the size of the neighborhood to games and other activities, to playmates and friends.

It was

not as useful on the qualitative side because it was long and wide-ranging with little chance to go into any topic in depth.

The employment of

the a1r photo as a surrogate for the children's own home areas enabled
it to be very useful for discovering things about children's environmental relations.
The Locus of Control Test was of little use 1n exam1n1ng the
relationship between territoriality and control as a personality trait.
Some children thought the questions were simplistic and irrelevant; some
also found ambiguities which made questions unanswerable.

The only

virtue of the test was the ease of scoring, counting the number of external responses.

It was not designed to provide qualitative information.

As an environmental research tool, the entire set of questions seems to
relate to personality and social relations without considering the rest
of the environment at all.

The concept of locus of control still seems

useful, but the question of the environmental context of control needs to
be considered more fully.

Although locus of control operates on the
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assumption that control is a stable personality trait in individuals, it
may be that there are environmental variations.

For example, a child may

feel more internal control in his or her playhouse than in a new school
on the first day, or crossing a busy street, or dodging drunks at the
city park.

In fact, the possibility arises that children tested for

locus of control at school may have a different one at home--that should
be tested.

But more importantly, a version of the Locus of Control Test

that examines locus of control in a number of types of places should be
developed and tried.
The Neighborhood Letter was of some use in this study, of
greater potential use in others.

The children's interest varied,

depending somewhat upon whether they saw the task as a classroom exercise
or something to enjoy,
this study.

The responses were easy to quantify: as used 1n

However, there 1S a wealth of qualitative, descriptive, and

evaluative material that could also be very useful in further investigation.

The whole idea of asking children to describe a place may hold

great promise in environmental research.
The interview with the parents also has potential use beyond the
scope of this study.

It was very important to learn something of parental

control over their children's activities and their reasons for it.

Some-

times the parents would also talk about things the children did not
discuss, such as traumatic events.

This interview was more useful in

providing qualitative information about the parents, their children and
their relationships with the neighborhood and with each other.

Children's

interest was not a necessary criterion for the parent interview, but many
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children were very interested in what was said about them and their
neighborhoods.

It

was considered very important to keep the entire study

open to parents and children, to ensure the trust that nothing was going
on "behind someone's back."
The geographical diary has the potential of being more useful
than it was.

Although initially strong, it was hard to maintain most of

the children's interest in regularly recording places, times, and activities.

The children seemed more interested in recording places and

routes on the air photo than listing places, times, activities, and
transportation on a sheet of paper.

The result was that some children

kept their diaries for only a week or less, while some continued for
three or more.

Perhaps a more effective approach would have been to use

a larger sample with fewer days.

The timing of the diary exerC1se may

have also affected the results.

Most of the diaries were kept at times

whell i:he cl.i.mate of Tucson is so hot that very few people venture outside
during most of the day.

Consequently, there may not have been a fair

sampling of children's outdoor activities.
sample the entire year.

It may have been better to

The information was easily adapted for quantita-

tive analysis, in terms of places visited, activities, times, and
transportation; it was not designed to be useful qualitatively.

As a

general technique for studying behavior in environments, a geographical
diary is quite useful, especially if the problem of inducing the subjects
to make regular recordings is overcome.
The sketch map, as used in this study, was of moderate usefulness.
It was not analyzed to the extent of other studies, only as a general
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guide to neighborhood extent and points of interest.

Perhaps more should

have been done, but is was felt that information derived from sketch map
analysis was more easily obtained from other sources.
ing a map varied.

Interest in draw-

Some children, especially those with low drawing

skills, became frustrated and impatient.

Others were absorbed by the

task.
The neighborhood tour was
was drawn.

~lways

conducted after the sketch map

The children seemed to react better to the real environment,

describing feelings and events at faster than writing speeds.

This

information, of course, was unstructured, providing a wealth of descriptions and feelings about neighborhood places.

The tour was not designed

to be quantifiable, although one might use a more structured questionnaire
at points of interest.

environmental perception

The
1S

ma~n

advantage of a tour for studies of

that the environment is real, not simulated,

surrogated, or imagined, with that much more chance of reaching for real
perceptions.

One drawback

~o

a tour is that children can become tired,

especially on hot days, and take shortcuts to finish more quickly.
Another potential drawback is that they may not become tired, and continue until the researcher drops.
The Who Am I Test, like the Locus of Control and many other
psychological tests, is derived from the view of the environment as
primarily a social entity.

However, the unstructured nature of the

Am I makes it more amenable to other interpretations.

ml0

The inclusion of

locational referents may hold promise for analyzing the degree to which
place is important in self-identity.

The social (n) and activity (C)

306

categories in the standard Who Am I scoring also deserve further examination to tie them to the environment.

Most of the children seemed

interested in this exercise, but it is not an exercise that can be handed
to children in class groups.

In this study it was not given until the

end, when a certain amount of trust had developed.
The neighborhood picture exercise was very useful.

The children

enjoyed taking pictures in their neighborhoods, and those pictures served
as useful reminders o'f perceptions of places in the followup interview.
The categories of pictures were amenable to quantification, but the
fo110wup questions tapped a rich lore of feelings about places and the
children themselves.

Based on this experience, subject-employed photo-

graphy may be a very promising research tool.
Perhaps at this point, it may be appropriate to summar1ze a few
general lessons learned about studying children and environment.

The

major challenge is to obtain the chi1dren 1 s interest and cooperation--and
keep it.

That is one reason why so many different techniques were

employed; the children were kept a little curious about what was next.
The research techniques also should be enjoyable if possib1e--using the
large air photo and asking the children to take their own pictures
provided them with some fun.

Children in this stage of development tend

to think in terms of "concrete realism", so it 1S important to keep as
close to the real environment as possible.

Thus, such techniques as the

air photo interview, the neighborhood picture exercise, and the tour
seemed most effective 1n drawing responses.

Thirdly, the cooperation of

parents is essential, not just for legal reasons (although that is a
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growing concern), but as another means of supporting children's interest
in the work.

Above all, the researcher must remain interested in the

children themselves.
time and patience.

Research with children requires a great deal of
There is a need for constant (and tackful) contact:

explaining, reminding, prodding, or correcting, and not everything will
be done correctly.

Research with children also has its own rewards;

among them are the children's openness, interest, and sometimes an
intensity of feeling for places that can splash over onto the researcher.
Territoriality, Human Development, and Neighborhood Planning
This study has consisted of two parts, an examination of
literature on territoriality and human development to create a framework
for the study of human territoriality, and the use of this framework 1n
a field study of neighborhood perception by fourth to sixth grade
children in Tucson.

The goal in this research is not to prove the neigh-

borhood is a "territory", but to examine the dimensions of territoriality
as they appeared 1n the children's neighborhoods and to begin to formulate an approach toward a developmental framework for human territoriality.
It is quite apparent that, for humans at least, a conception of
a territory as an absolute, all or none, entity 1S an oversimplification.
Instead of ownership and defense of a space, it 1S more realistic to look
at human territoriality as a dimensional concept, varying along such
scales as knowledge, boundedness, social relations, activity, control,
and identity.

It is also important to view human territoriality, not as

a genetic imperative to claim and defend a piece of the environment, but
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as a natural outgrowth of the process of human development--of the
maturation of a self-conscious, acting individual.
At the core of Piaget's equilibration concept 1S action.

Actions

help build self-identity; they also help create territorial feelings when
those actions are tied to places.

A significant portion of territoriality

is place identity, identification of self with particular places.

These

identity-building transactions between people and places may be the key
to understanding human territoriality.

Just as the quantity and quality

of transactions affect child development, so too must they affect the
strength and manifestations of territoriality 1n children.

Human

territoriality, thus, cannot be considered as an innate, absolute tie to
places.

It must be viewed as a continuum, or set of continua, of degrees

of identification with places, based upon the transactions between people
and places.
A developmental approach to territoriality also requires that
particular attention be paid to the level of development as it may be
manifest in territorial relations.

At the stage of concrete operations,

children may be more tied to activities than social relations, to tangible places (such as home, school, neighborhoods) than more abstract ones
(such as nations).

Later, in adolescence, social relations may become

more important in defining territories, and place identity may become
more abstract.

More generally, it is important to know the characteris-

tics of the people under consideration, and the way they transact with
their environment, to understand their feelings.
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Research of this nature, attempting to fuse together bodies of
literature on territoriality and child development, and create tools for
an appropriate field study, is certain to have a hit or miss quality the
first time.

The results are not so much conclusive as provocative,

suggesting a number of lines of future research.

Territoriality itself

should be investigated among different life-cycle, social, and culture
groups; the dimensions of boundedness, control (internal and external),
activity, social relations, and identity can be used for comparisons.
Neighborhood territoriality requires study among children of varying
environmental and cultural contexts.

For example, if Hart's (1978) study

of children in a village represented a situation where children were more
able to make use of opportunities to act in a natural environment than
the Tucson case study, how would this difference affect neighborhood
perception?

In Tucson itself, or many other cities in the Southwest

United States, the comparison of neighborhood perception between Anglo
and Hispanic children would be very interesting.
mental control in territoriality is important.

The role of environIf children have less

control over environments than adults, how does that affect their territorial feelings?

Perhaps most important is the relationship between

territoriality, identity, and action.

Identity, that is (the degree to

which a place, or the sum of actions in a place, supports the self
concept--including group identity), seems to be the basic underlying
concept for territoriality.

The entire range of children's environmental

activity can provide a fertile ground for examination of such topics as
valued environments; game environments; the role of building, gardening,
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or other forms of environmental alteration; individual and group activity;
or movement in space; as they relate to identity development.

Ultimately,

more practical concerns about design of environments for children should
be addressed.
When one looks at the neighborhood in the context of human
territoriality and development, a connection can be made between environmental and human qualities that offers some possibility for suggestions
about environmental design and policy.

There is a need for child-scale,

child-controllable environments, which the children seek in their appropriation of unclaimed or unused spaces (e.g., vacant lots or natural
areas).

If one looks at the neighborhood as a sort of "effective range"

of children, where they can operate on their own with some degree of
security and spontaneously engage in activities or social contacts, this
range seems rather small.

The Tucson case study average of .073 square

miles yields an average distance of 250 yards from home as this range.
Planned recreation areas, parks and school grounds, are located at
greater distances from most children's homes, and usually require
crossing busy streets.

In addition, the parks, and the journey to them,

are uncontrolled and somewhat unfamiliar spaces, with fear of accident
and danger from strangers.

Not only the major city park, but the small

park in Tucson Estates, were both associated with fearsome strangers,
animals, and unclean environments.

Instead of being places where children

could go unattended, the parks were the destinations of special trips and
activities supervised by adults.
used.

Most of the time, the parks were not

More successful were the play areas in the Apache Village
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apartments--small areas, close to home, easily controlled by the people
living around them.

An approach based upon vest-pocket parks in small

areas close to home and controlled by neighbors, might be a better answer,
especially if a tendency to over-design can be avoided.

Children often

like to use their environment creatively and to build things themselves,
an inclination which has been exploited in adventure playgrounds and
should be incorporated into recreation planning in general.

Such places

as vacant lots, small unused areas, and alleys, can be used for building
such child-size places.

And, it may be more important to invest in

recreation-resource people and materials, instead of acquiring large
chunks of land to cover with grass and serve as settings for playground
equipment that is too hot to touch for much of the year.
In addition to design for children's activities, there are other
policy-related topics that can grow out of this research, including
streets, bussing, residential type, population density, or the neighborhood community, and their relationships with children's development.
Such work needs a solid theoretical foundation in human-environment
relations to connect environmental and developmental quality.

A concept

of territoriality that embraces the knowledge of human development can
provide some of that foundation.

APPENDIX A
TECHNIQUES
In this section of the appendix are the test and interview
instruments used in the children's neighborhood study.
here, shown in order of their use.

There are seven

They include the Child's Neighborhood

Questionnaire (the air photo interview), the Feelings Checklist (the
Locus of Control Test), and the Neighborhood Letter, all of which were
g1ven to the general sample at Southwest School.

Also on exhibit in this

section are examples of four exercises employed for the small neighborhood
sample:

the Parent's Questionnaire, the Geographical Diary (one sample

page), the Child's Neighborhood Picture Exercise, and the Who Am I Test.
The sketch map and tour were not structured and are therefore not
illustrated.
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QUESTIONNAIRE:

THE CHILD'S NEIGHBORHOOD

I'd like to ask you a few questions about your neighborhood and some of
the things you do. You don't have to do this if you don't want to, and
you don't have to answer any question you don't want to. Nobody will
know what you tell me but you and I; I won't tell anybody else. This
might take about a half-hour, but it should be fun. Tell me whatever
you think is alright.
1.

Personal Information
1. What is your name?
2. What 1S your address?
3. How long have you lived there?
4. How old are you?
5. Do you have a bicycle?
6. Sex (Note, don't ask)

II. Air Photo Orientation (Interviewer marks on photo)
Here is an aerial photograph of the area around your school.
7. Where is your school?
8.

What things do you see?

(List objects and mark on photo)

a.

b.
c.

d.
e.
f.

g.

9.

10.

Where 1S your house?
Which way do you go from your house to school?

(Trace route)

III. Neighborhood

11.

Would you trace an outline around the places 1n your neighborhood?
(Interviewer draws on photo)

12.

Are there places around your neighborhood where you never go?
Where?
Why?

13.

What games do you like to play?
a.
b.
c.
d.

e.

f.

g.
h.
1.

J.
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14.

Where do you like to play these games?
mentioned and locate on photo)

(Read each game

15.

Do you have any special places where you and your friend play?
Where?

16.

What other things do you like to ch?
v.
q.
r.
w.
s.
x.
t.
y.
u.
z.

17.

Where do you usually do them?
i f possible)

18.

Who do you usually play with when you're not at school?

(Locate each activity on photo,

A.
B.

c.
D.
E.

19.

Where are their houses?

20.

Do you have a playhouse or fort?
Where?

21.

Did you build it alone or did somebody help you?

22.

Who helped you?

23.

When do you play 1n your neighborhood?

24.

(Locate each on photo)

Who are your three best friends?

x.
Y.

z.

25.

Where are your best friends houses?

26.

Where is your favorite place?

PLEASE NOTE:
Copyrighted materials in this document
have not been filmed at the request of
the author. They are available for
consultation, however, in the author's
university library.

These consist of pages:

P. 315-319 Feelings Checklist (LOC, Nowicki-Strickland)

Urn~veu-sDty
Mic uofi~ms
~ rnte U-lnlat8orna~
300 N Zeeb Rd., Ann Arbor, MI48106 (313) 761·4700
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May

, 1981

Tucson, Arizona
Dear

----------~------~~

I am very happy to hear you're coming to visit me. I had a lot of
fun with you in your neighborhood and I'm looking forward to showing you
mine. Before you come, I want to tell you what's important about my
neighborhood, and the things I like and the things I don't like.

Yours truly,
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PARENT'S QUESTIONNAIRE;

NEIGHBORHOOD STUDY

Hello, I'm
from the University of
Arizona. I'm doing a study of children's use of their neighborhoods.
I've been talking to your children at school and I'd like to ask you a
few questions about your neighborhood and what your children do.
This is a voluntary survey; you do not have to answer any questions you do not wish to. There are 20 questions, which shouldn't take
more than a half-hour, but you can stop anytime you wish. All your
answers will be treated as confidential and anonymous. Completion of
this questionnaire will indicate your consent.
(1)

How would you rate this neighborhood as a place to raise children?
----excellent
----good
fair
---____ poor
don't know

---(2)

What do you think are the advantages of this neighborhood for
raising children?

(3)

What do you think are the disadvantages of this neighborhood for
raising children?

(4)

How many children do you have?
Name
1.

Sex

2.
3.

4.
5.
6.
(5)

At what times during the week do your children usually play outside?

(6)

Do you have any special times that you spend with your children?
m1at do you do then?

This is an aerial photograph of this area. This is the same photo
I used to ask your children about their neighborhood, and I'd like to use
it to ask you some questions about your children's activities. You might
want to look over the photo to familiarize yourself with it. . . Here is
your house (point out major streets, land marks),
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(7)

Would you trace an outline around the places in your neighborhood?

(8)

Are there people in the neighborhood with whom you have a special
friendship? Can you locate their houses on the photo? Do they
have children?

(9)

Is there anybody in this neighborhood who does any babysitting for
you? Where do they live?

I've been talking with
at school and
I'd like to ask you some questions about his/her activities.
(l0)

Where does he/she usually play?

(locate on photo)

(11)

Are there any special places in the neighborhood where he/she likes
to go?
What does he/she do there?

(12)

Are there any places he/she considers his/her own?
What does he/she do there?

(l3)

What places do you allow your child to go alone without asking your
permission each time?

(14)

What places do you allow your child to go to alone but with
permission from you?

(15)

What places do you allow your child to go to with children of the
same age?

(16)

What places do you allow your child to go to with older children?
Who 'vi th?

(17)

Hhy do you limit his/her range?

(18)

Are there places where you do not allow him/her to go?

(l9)

Are there places where you encourage him/her to go ?

(20)

Are there places in the neighborhood where you go with your children?

Why?
Hhy?

323
Geographical Diary
Name

---------------------------------

Date

----------------------------

Day

Time
Where I
Went

What I
Did

Who I Was
There
With

How I Got
There

Time

Time
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Child's Neighborhood:

Picture Exercise

You have taken five pictures Important to you in your neighborhood; now
I want to ask you some questions about the places in the pictures.
A.

B.

Rank them in terms of
1. How Important they are to you.
2.

How much you like them.

3.

How much you feel attached to them.

Which place is where you most:
4. Like to be with friends?

Why?

5.

Like to build or plant or dig?

6.

Like to be alone?

7.

Feel able to do what you want?

8.

Feel like yourself?

9.

Feel most comfortable?

\fuy?

Why?

Why?
Why?

Why?
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WHO AN I?
You all have a sheet of paper with 20 spaces on it. In each space I'd
like you to write one thing that tells me about yourself, something that
helps answer the question, "Who am I?" You can fill up as many spaces as
you want, as long as you put only one thing in each space. This is not a
test, all your answers are right. You don't have to do any at all if you
don't want to.
WHO AN I?
1.

2.

3.

4.
5.

6.
7.

8.

9.

10.
11.

12.
13.

14.
15.

16.
17.
18.

19.
20.

APPENDIX B
FAVORITE GAMES AND OTHER ACTIVITIES--NEIGHBORHOOD LOCATIONS
Table A-I.
Game
Football
Baseball
Soccer
Tag
Kickball
Basketball
Hide -and -Seek
Trench
Capture the Fl.'lg
Tennis
Softball
Volleyball
Frisbee
Bombarde
Jump Rope
Army
Catch
Rugby
TV Tag
Marbles
Ghost in the Graveyard
Dodgeball
Track
Cops and Robbers
Smear the Queer
Combination
Field Hockey
Water Polo
Freeze Tag
Keep Away
Stoopball
Chase
Foot Race
Chinese Tag
Bicycle Race

Favorite Games

Total
Frequency

Percent Inside
Neighborhood

73

45.2
47.2
38.7
87.3
53.1
40.5
89.5
32.1
42.1
21.1
31. 3
40.0
75.0
14.3
71.4
100.0
100.0
40.0
80.0
100.0
80.0
20.0
50.0
100.0
50.0
25.0
66.7
33.3
66.7
100.0
0
100.0
50.0
50.0
0

72

62
55
49
42
38
28
19
19
16
10
8
7
7
7
6
5
5
5
5

5
4
4
4
4
3
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
2
326

Percent Outside
Neighborhood

54.8
52.8
61.3
12.7
46.9
59.5
10.5
67.9
57.9
78.9
69.7
60.0
25.0
85.7
28.6
0
0
60.0
20.0
0
20.0
80.0
50.0
0
50.0
75.0
33.3
66.7
33.3
0
100.0
0
50.0
50.0
100.0
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Table A-1.--Continued
Game
Steal Erasers
House
Stuck in the Mud
Handball
Croquet
Manhunt
Sardines
Tackle (Football ) Tag
Three Flies Up
Circle Soccer
Quiz
Trick Kickball
Alaska Soccer
Killer
Kick the Can
Pinnoccio
Jacks
Spud
Two-Square
Slot Car Race
Pickle
Marco Polo
Horses
Nother May I
Bicycle Tag
Charades
Rock Soccer
Racquetball
Badminton
Dynamite
Shoot Baskets
Pillow Game
Colored Eggs
Four Square
Hiding Things
Tackle
Wrestling
B1indman's Buff
Backstop
Space Invaders
Long Base
Miniature Golf

Total
Frequency
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Percent Inside
Neighborhood
50.0
100.0
50.0
0
0
50.0
50.0
0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
0
0
100.0
100.0
0
0
100.0
0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
0
0

Percent Outside
Neighborhood
50.0
0
50.0
100.0
100.0
50.0
50.0
100.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
100.0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
100.0
100.0
0
0
100.0
100.0
0
100.0
0
0
0
0
0
0
100.0
100.0
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Table A-1.--Continued
Game
Steal the Bacon
Tetherball
Table Tennis
Scavenger Hunt
Famine and Flood
Cat and Mouse
Store
Total

Total
Frequency

Percent Inside
Neighborhood

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

100.0
100.0
100.0
0
100.0
100.0
100.0

647

Percent Outside
Neighborhood
0
0
0
100.0
0
0
0

---

---

53.5

46.5
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Table A-2.
~ctivity

Bicycle Riding
Swimming
Reading
Arts and Crafts
Roller Skating
Board, Card Games
Pets l
Running (Jogging)
Music
Television
General Play ("Mess
Around")
2
Collecting
Hiking
Skateboarding
Writing
Horseback Riding
Play with Toys
Gymnastics
Mathematics
Ice Skating
Embroidery
Traveling
Shopping
Chores
Hunting and Fishing
Listening to Music
Model Building
Tree Climbing
Camping
Walking
Video Games
Movies
Scouts
Kite Flying

Favorite Other Activities

Total
Frequency

Percent Inside
Neighborhood

84
61
31
31
30
28
26
22
19
16

59.5
47.5
83.9
77 .4
43.3
96.4
84.6
50.0
57.9
100.0

16
14

75.0
64.3

11
8
8
8
7
7
6
6
6

5
5
5
5
4

o

50.0
87.5

o

100.0
57.1
50.0

o

83.3

o
o

100.0

Percent Outside
Neighborhood
40.5
52.5
16.1
22.6

.56.7
3.6
15.4
50.0
42.1

o

25.0
35.7
100.0
50.0
12.5
100.0

o

42.9
50.0
100.0

16.7
100.0
100.0

o

o

100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0

o

4

o

o
o

4
4

75.0
50.0

3
3
3

o
o

100.0
25.0
50.0
100.0
100.0

33.3

66.7

4

4

lpets mentioned were dogs, cats, mice, fish, birds (ducks, geese,
chickens), turtles, gerbils, guinea pigs, and horses.
2Co1lections mentioned were stamps, rocks, shells, dolls, insects,
ceramic animals, cans, and "junk".
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Table A-2.--Continued
Activity
Spelling
Science
Skiing
Dancing
Cooking
Gardening
Sledding
Shooting
Hiding
Dumpster Exploring
Thinking
Boating
Digging
Puzzles and Brain Teasers
Movie Making
Playing Star Wars
Talking on Telephone
Watching Horse and
Dog Races
Water fighting
Swinging
Amusement Parks
Babysitting
Go-Carts
School
Weight Lifting
Bat boy
Watch Baseball
Help High School
Swim Team
Photography
Archery
Pogo Stick
Exercise
Building Forts
Total

Percent Outside
Neighborhood

Total
Frequency

Percent Inside
Neighborhood

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1

0
0
0
0
100.0
100.0
0
50.0
50.0
100.0
0
100.0
100.0
0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
0
0
100.0
100.0
50.0
50.0
0
100.0
0
0
100.0
0
0

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

0
100.0
100.0
0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
0

100.0
0
0
100.0
0
0
0
0
0
100.0

1
1
1
1
1
1

100.0
0
0
100.0
100.0
100.0

0
100.0
100.0
0
0
0

60.1

39.9

544

0

--

APPENDIX C
COMMUNICATIONS TO PARENTS, CONSENT FORMS,
AND HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE APPROVAL
GENERAL PERMISSION FORM
School:
Jim Sell, from the University of Arizona Geography Department, will be
doing a study at
School about children's conceptions of their
neighborhoods. This study involves asking children in the 4th, 5th, and
6th grades at school about their neighborhoods and what they do there.
They will also be asked some questions about themselves and their friends.
There is no danger of any kind from this study. The information will be
used to provide ideas on how to better plan neighborhoods for children,
and to discover how the neighborhood can be better related to education.
All information will be confidential.
We would like to ask your child to volunteer to help with this study.
If you agree to allow your child to do this, please mark the appropriate
box below, sign it, and give your address and phone number.
Sincerely,

Principal

D
D

Yes, I give my permission for
volunteer for this study.

o

No, I do not give my

to

I would like some more information before I decide whether or not
I will give my permission.

Phone (Home)
Phone (Work)

perm~ss~on.

-------

-------

Parent's Signature
Address
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---------,

--------------------

332
FOLLOWUP LETTER
October 7, 1980

Last spring, Jim Sell of the University of Arizona began a study at
School about children and their neighborhoods. This involves
children in the 4th, 5th, and 6th grades, and we would like to ask
you for permission to ask your child to participate. The following
information will tell you more about the study.
School area. Mr. Sell
At school is a large air photo of the
is using this air photo to ask the children to locate where they live,
where their friends live, where they play, and the area they consider
to be their neighborhood.
Later, the children will be asked to list some things about themselves
and their neighborhoods. They will also be asked to take a "Locus of
Control Test", which is a set of questions for children that shows
something about how much they feel responsible for the things that
happen to them. This is just to get an idea about how their neighborhood activities may help them in their personal development.
This study has been approved by the school district
of Arizona, and it involves people in the geography
partments in the university. It will also help the
basic information about maps and location, and also

and the University
and psychology dechildren learn some
neighborhoods.

Mr. Sell is doing his work at
on Tuesday and Thursday mornings
and would be happy to show you the air photo and the questions the
children are being asked, if you would like to come and see.
We will not ask the children to volunteer for the study unless we have
signed parents' permission. If you would fill out and return the attached permission slip with your answer as soon as possible, we would
be grateful.

, Principal
Jim Sell
Department of Geography
University of Arizona

~---------
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SMALL SAMPLE LETTER
March 26, 1981

Dear Parents,
As you know, I have been interviewing children at
School
about their neighborhoods. I would like to ask for your cooperation
in further studies involving
These include asking the children to show me around their neighborhood, take
some photographs of places (camera and film will be furnished), keep
a short diary of places visited, and generally talk about what the
neighborhood means to them. I would also like to ask you some
questions about the neighborhood and what you feel to be its
advantages and disadvantages for raising children.
The study will last from March until the end of the school year,
although I will be working with each selected child only occasionally
during that time. There is no risk of any harm from this study; as a
geographer I am mainly concerned with the places used by the children
in their everyday activities and the meaning these places may have
for them. All information will be considered confidential and you or
your child can withdraw from the study at any time.
I will be contacting you soon about this study; in the meantime, if
you have any questions, or do not wish to have your child participate,
please call me at 626-1526, weekdays, or
at
School (791-6386).
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Jim Sell
Research Associate
JS/daf
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CONSENT FORM:

SMALL SAMPLE

SUBJECT'S CONSENT:
Children and the Neighborhood
This is a study of the way children feel about their neighborhoods and what they do there. By doing this we hope to learn more
about neighborhoods and how to make them better. To finish the study,
some things have to be done with the children in the neighborhood.
These things are: drawing a map of the neighborhood, taking a walking
tour of the neighborhood with each child, keeping a diary of places
visited for a while, taking some pictures of places, and talking about
the places in the neighborhood. The study will last 3 months, from April
to the end of June. This will not take much time, the map-drawing and
tour can be done in about 2 hours. The diary will take a few minutes
each day for 3 week long periods (1 each month); it involves marking
places visited on an air photo and keeping a record of what things ,,,ere
done there and who else was there. The picture taking will be of important places 1n the neighborhood, and this the children can do on their
own time.
After talking to the children at school, Mr. Sell has decided to
ask
to volunteer to help in this study.
There are no risks of any sort in this study. Mr. Sell will keep all
the records and will allow no one else to see them. In the final
report, no real names of people or the streets or elementary school
will be used. The children (and parents) are free to withdraw from the
study at any time. There is no cost to children or parents, and it 1S
hoped tha~ this will help children learn more about their home area. If
you have any questions, Mr. Sell will be happy to answer them.
I have read the above summary of the study and I understand what
the study is doing and that there is no risk to me. I also understand
that I don't have to do anything I don't want to do.
Child's Signature

Date

Parent or Guardian

Date

-------

------

There are two copies of this consent form. One will be given to
you, and the other will be kept on file at the University of Arizona.
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