controiled interaction space (o-space). These
arrangements are: "CNV"; "CVH"; "Cvv"; "LVV";
"LHH"; "“LLN"; "LCV"; "VVV"; "INN" and finally
"CCV" (see Diagram III). There are also
arrangements whose status is not entirely clear.
For example, the "III" or "ICC" arrangements
may, under certain circumstances, be used as F-
formation arrangements. However, it should be
noted that individuals standing at end positions
normally do not have easy access to each other's
transactional segments and all they can achieve
is to overlap their transactional segments with
that of the person standing in the central
position. The "INZ" arrangement also cannot

be regarded as a fully fledged three-person
F-formation. It can best be characterized as a
binary two-person F-formation in which two
independent o-spaces are sustained [8].

Of course, all these arrangements are not used
equally often (see Tables 1 and 2). As already
noted, the frequency with which certain types
of spatial configurations are selected depends
very much on what people are doing and who they
are in terms of their personal and interpersonal
characteristics. Also, as the field observa-
tions (Ciolek 1977) suggest, the type of
arrangement adopted remains in systematic
relationship to the spatial context of an en-
counter in question. The general principle
which seems to be operating is the use of more
open (sociofugal) arrangements in places with
clearly delineated boundaries. On the other
hand, the closed (sociopetal) arrangements

tend to be favored in areas which lack the
positioning and placement of people in a face-
to-face encounter may be viewed as an ingenious
adaptive device enabling smooth and undisturbed
functioning within a setting. Through this
mechanism participants seem to maintain an
equilibrium between their interactional space
and an aliveness to their surrounds on the
other hand, and the physical and social pro-
perties of the setting on the other. However,
the detailed discussion of these and other
aspects of spatial arrangements is obviously
beyond the scope of this brief methodological
note.
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