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INTRODUCTION

Pvents of the past decade and trends for the 1mmediate future in-
dicate that the traditional classroom setting~~ the teacher in front of
e clase in neat rows~-- is undergoing significant, 1f not revolutionary,
changes, New curricula, new methods of teaching, and sltered expect~
atlcns Yor the teaching~learning procegs have combined to change clasg~
room environments. Structurally, the non-graded school, team teaching,
the use of para-profeseionals, and schools without wails have created
nev and potentially challenging and/or threatening classroom settings,
for both teachers and students.

Methodologlically, independent study, individually prescribed in-
struction, and modular scheduling ere a few of the many innovations which
have mitigated against the self-contalned classroom and 1ts typlcal
physical arrangement with teacher as the focue of attention., Substant-
ively, it would seem that these new thrusts have shifted the emphasis
from teacher initiated end controlled activities to ones with more student
freedom, control, end initiation.

Mot measures of the effects of innovation in the clagsroom have
focused on the increasc in learning which is measured by an assessment
of content assimilation. It may also be that structural changes within
the classroom have contributed to the comfert or discomfort of students
and teachers in the learning environment. If thls is the case, it is

sobable that environmente which are comfortable for teachers and stu-
dents are those which serve to facilitate the learning process itself,

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationshipebetween

interpersonal needs and the physical setting of the classroom,




The primary questlion raised was:

Is there a relationship between interpersonsl needs
orientation and choices for most comfortable and least

comforteble classroom settings?

The construct of interpersonal. needs has been described by Schutz
(1958). Measurement has been achieved through use of FIRO~B (Fundamental
Interpersonal Relations Orientation). This questionnaire measures needs
for inclusion, comtrol, and affection. For each of these a score is
obtained for an expresged need and a wanbted need.* These six categories,
inclueion (expressed and wanted), ccntrol (expressed end wanted), and
affection (expressed and wanted) were the indices designated us the in-
dependent variable,

The dependent variable, comfort or discomfort with particular class-
room settings was measured by an instrument designed for this study, the
"Peaching and Learning Preference Questionnaire”, which is shown in
Figure I, Each participant in the study was asked to select and renk
the two classroom arrangements in which he would feel most comfortable
and two ir. which he would feel least comfortable. He did this while

projecting himself into the teacher role and then the student role.

#Schutz (pge. 52) defines briefly rach of the six dimensions of FIRO-B.
"Expressed inclusion-- I initiate interaction with people,
Wanted inclusion-~ I want to be included.
Expressed control-~ I conbrol people.
Wented control=- I want people to control me.
Expressed affection-- I act close and personal towsrd people.
Wanted affection-- I want people to get close and personal with me,
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FIGURE I
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Conceptually, the following model is proposed to serve as rationale
for the study,.

Each student and teacher has internallzed interpersonal character=-
istics or needs, which he takes with him into the classroom situation.
These are met or denied to some undetermined degree by the environment
and activities that occur within the physlcal setting of the classroom.
No doubt the nature of interpersonal interaction, the perceptions of

self and others, the nature of the subject taught, and other factors

Interact to gratify or block the meeting of these needs., It 1ls asgsumed

that the satisfaction of interpersonal needs gives rise to a feeling of
| comfort and, conversely, failure to meet needs leads to a feeling of
discomfort., The problem defined earlier deals only with that comfort
i or discomfort which may relate to the physical setting within the
| classroom.

Although it is not the purpose of this study to determine the
effect of comfort or discomfort on the amount of learning which tekes
place, it is intultively postulated that such a relationship does exist.

If interpersonsal needs are related to comfort or discomfort within the

classroom environment and subsequently with the quality of the ‘teaching~

learning process, this should have implications for development of cur-

ricula and selection of teachers and students for specific classrooms,

as well as for influencing the actual physical design of the school plant,




DESIGN

It was hypotheslzed that there would be a relationshlp between in-
terpersonal needs, as measured by FIRO~B, and the selections which would
be made for most comfortable and least comfortable as teacher and student.
Referring to Figure I, it was hypothesized that individuals would make
selections based upon the following assumptions:

ASSUMPTIONS

le Settings 3 and 4 would be most comfortable for individuals
with high needs for control, both wanted and exyp.essed,
both as students and as teachers.

2, Settings 1 and T would be comfortable for those with low
control needs, especially as teachers.

3. Settings 2, 3, and 4 would be selected as comfortable
for those with low wanted control needs, as students,

They would also be comfortable for those with low inclusion
and affection needs,

4., Ssettings 1 and 7 would be comfortsble for those with high
expressed control needs and high inclusion needs.

5. Because of the high correlation which was found to exigt
between the dimensions of inclusion and affection (Schutz,
pg. 80), it is expected that few differences will be
observed in the choices of high and low affection and
inclusion individuals.

With respect to least comfortable settings, the converse of the

above was generelly sssumed. TFor example, persons who would feel most

comfortable in a low control setting such as 1 or T, would feel least

comfortable in settings 2, 3, and U,
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situations 5 and 6 were included for thelr atypical quality.
It was assumed that because they have elements of no control (5),
and both high and low control (6) that they would be chosen among
those least desired as comfortable.

The FTRO~B scores range on a scale from O to 9, For this study,
"high" are those scores falling in the range 7-9, and "low" are those
of 0-2,

The sample conslsted of 276 graduates and undergraduates enrolled
in courses in the School of Education at Syracuse University. The

majority of the graduates in the sample had had experience as teachers.

Although the sample was not randomly selected, dlverse areas within
the School of Education participated in the sgtudy.
RESULTS

The primary interest of the investigators was with the control
dimensions of the FIRO-B and the nction that the concept of control in
the classroom is of major concern to some teachers (and, adminigtrators).
The curreat ilnnovations in curriculum, requiring a variety of learning
environments, would geem to threaten or at least reduce the amount of
control between teacher and students.

Table 1 gives tae fMrst choices of participants for most comfortable
and least comforteble settings as teachers and students on the control
dimension., Some observations ave apparent. There is no difference for
least comfortable as teachers. Setting 6 and 1 are least desired re-
gardless of control scores. For expressed control (desire to contiol
others) there are no differences for choice as teacker, The second

ranked setting for the remaining five cells differ, however. These

differences will be discussed in the following section.
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When first and second cholces are combined (see Table 2) setting
4 18 most comfortable as teacher for high and low control persois,
However, the second ranked choice is 3 for high control and T for low

control individualse.

This trend is seen to persist for wanted settings as students,
Both high end low expressed control and low wented conbrol persons
selected 3 and for high wanted control L; but the second ranked choice
for high control individuals was 4 and 2, while low control persons

pelected setting T.

Little trend appears for teacher or wbtudent least comfortable

choices,
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TABLE 1 FIRO-B
CONTROL FIRST CHOILCE
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Table 3 shows the results for persons with high and low inclusion

needs and their first choices as teacher and student. Both high and
low iuclusion persons felt most comfortable in setting h, both as teacher

and student. High wanted lnclusion persons chose 3 as a second

aah Al L

ranked choice for most comfortable as teacher in contrast to the
three remaining cells, which selected 7 as belng second most desired.

Agein, 6 and 1 were least desired,

Table 4 shows the pooled first and second choices and first and

second rankingsfor inclusion., The trends observed in Table 3 are

oAl

accentuated, The second ranked choices for teacher for high inclusicn

individuals was 3, while low expressed inclusion persons gelected

a2 A

setting 1 more frequently than 3 or 4., There does not seem to be = diflerent
trend for "student least comfortable" or "teacher least comfortable”s
Table 5 shows the Ffirst choices for the affection dimension
of FIRO-B and most and least comfortable settings for teacher and
ghudent, Iittle difference between high and low expressed or wanted
affection are spparent. Seven of the eight first ranked settings are
identical within categories.
When the first and second choices are pooled (see Table 6)
the only new information epparent is that high affection wanted persons,
as students want setting T, the dyadic situation. This Table gives rise
to further questions because setting T appears as a second ranked

choice for both most comrortable and least comfortable selections.

Table T combines Tables 2, L, and 6 and indicates that persons as
students and teachers feel most comfortable and least comfortable in the
seme settings. More specifically, it appears to be true that
participants desired setting U4 as being most comfortable as teacher and

student and felt Jeast comforksble in selbings 1 and 6.
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TABLE 3 FIRO~B

INCLUSION FIRST CHOICE
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TABLE 5 FIRO-B
AFFECTION FIRST CHOICE

EXPRESOED ’ WANTED
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TABLE 6 FIRO-B
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TEACHING AND LFARNING PREFERENCE
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The preceeding results are those based upon cholces and rankings
for most frequently desired settings as first and as first and second
most comfortaeble and least comfortable settings. The primary
problem investlgated was to determine 1f significant relationshlps
exist between FIPO-B and comfort and discomfort with classroom
settings. To test for independence, observed frequency metrices and
chl squares were generated for each of the 24 categories or cells shown
In Figure 7., The level of significance was set at .10 and the following
first choice relations were found to be significant.

l. Wanted inclusion and most comforteble as teacher.

2. Expressed control and leest comfortable as student.,

3. Wented control and most comfortable as teacher,

In an attempt to control for the possiblility that one or more of
the settings would be ckosen unanimously, chl squares were calculuted
for second choices as well.

The following were found to be significant.

1. Wanted inclusion and least comfortable as teacher,

2, Wanted inclusion and least comfortable as student.

3. Wented comtrol and least comfortable as student.

4, Expressed affection and most comforteble as teacher.

While not statistically significant, the very low velues of chi
square for affection wanted and expressed indicates that there is
reletive independence (Siégel, Chapter 8), il.e., there is no relation
between FIRO-B affection scales and most and least comfortable class-

room settings, with the possible exception of expressed affection

and most comfortahle as teacher,
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DISCUSSION

The results would support, at least in part, the notlon that there
is a relationship between several of the FIRO-B categorles and classroom
settings which are chosen as being either comfortable or uncomfortable
as teacher or student. The following section will attempt to explain
the results and also polnt out data which appears to contradict the
assumptions regarding the interpersonal needs-classroom environment
relationshlip.

Setting 5, with no teacher present, was nearly excluded from the
Teaching and Learning Preference questionnaire because the authors felt
1t would be the unanimous selection for least comfortable. Thils was not
the case. Setting 5 was not selected for eny category with any conslstency
worth noting. Our explanation for this is that teachers and gtudents did
not consider it to be a real choice. That is, the notion of a learning
situation without s teacher is not even considered as feasible, Yet the
trend toward independen: sbudy, individualized instruction, and the use
of students to assist students in the process of learning is becoming
increasingly prevelent.

We hypotheslzed that situation 6 would be s least comfortable cholce.
This setting wes seen as creating embivalence for teacher and students.,
The setting iz one of high teacher control, although the teacher 1s not
in a traditional teeching position. Iikewise, 6 does nothing for those
students who desire to control others, or who have inclusion or affection
needs, since it does not facilitate etther student-student or student-

teacher interaction.
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Table 2 gives some support to assumptions one, two and three, Perw-
sons wivh high control needs ranked settings % and 3 as most comfortable
as teacher for first and second rankings, The fact that high control
persons chose 3 as gecond ranked, while low control persons chose 7
supports agsumption 2, since setting 7 is seen to put the teacher potent-
lelly in a helping rather than a controlling rosition.

Referring to Table 1, persons with low control needs felt most
comfortable as students in setting 7. And, as expected, high control
individuals selected setting T as being least comfortable as students.
Generally, situations 4 and 3 were selected as being most comfortable
both as teacher and student,

Perhaps the most startiing observation igs the general selection ot
setting 1 as a least comfortable choice, This was not anticipated.
Although setting 1 was ranked as secoud least comfortable for persons
with high expressed inclusion needs~-students would be expected to have
more interaction and control with other students--, in each of the teacher
least wanted cells setting 1 is ranked high. Thie is surpriging since
the concept of students working in small groups with the teacher help~
ing as needed, would appear as one which is desirable and often used,
particularly with the influx of team teasching, multi-grading, etc.

This 1s aelso the usual arrengement for laboratory work in the sclences.
It 1s even more surprising that, as students, participants did not seem
to desire setting one. Only i1n the case of high control second ranking
did 1 appear as a selection for comfortable as student. One possible
explanation for the lack of enthusiasm for situation 1, 1s the bellef

that students working without the Aivect assistence of the teacher

are not efficlent and it is likely to be wastefnl of student time.
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Not all the results support the basic assumptions. The prevalence
of setting 7 as both most comfortable and least comfortable, primarily
as a second ranked choice, is confusing at first glance, One explanation
may be that setting T crestes some conflict and ambivalence, In one
sense the teacher is in a position of low control, in that the dyeds
are the focus of actlivity. Yet, the tee " r's mobillity to interact with
the dyads is high, so *here is also an elemse: %t of high control., Similarly,
students, In dyads, are able to influence and interact with one other
student extremely well, yet they are prevented by the physlcal avrange-
ment of the class from influencing and being included in a larger guroup.

This ambiguity is indicated in Teble 4, in which high wanted
inclusion persons ranked 3 second for being comfortable as teacher and
low wanted Inclusion persons selected T, Intultively we would have gnessed
the opposite., This trend is supported by the student least comfortable
cholces which show the high wanted inclusion people ranking 7 as least
comfortable whi.e the low inclusion individuale selected setting 3.

The lack of relationship within the affection dimension iz not
too surprising. An explanation that seems reasoneble is that people
would tend to sublimate thelr affection needs, saying, in effect, that
aftfectlion needs are not appropriately met in the classroom situation,
and therefore are not consciously accepted as important for the learning
environment.

We have not atbempted to clarify or explain all the consistencies

or Inconsistencies, The deaign and resanltea~-Intended as exploratory--

leave many questions unsnswered.
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With the date reported, particularly the c¢hl square values, we
can say that for this sample there does not seem to be a relatlonshilp
between affectlon scores on FIRO-B and comfort or dlscomfort with
particular classroom environments., The relationship between inclusion,
rerticularly between high and low need individuals, and comfort is

tentetive, at best., Control, which intuitively plays an important role

1n learning and the classroom environment, seems to be related, at least
in some categories, to the comfort of studentes and teachers.
The fact that trends or relationships do appear to exist suggests

that a larger sample, randomly selected, with a tighter research design

would prove valuable, A laboretory design is ong which might clarify

questions raised by thias study,
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