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Abstract

In 1971 we accompanied a group of American teenagers on their first trip to Europe,
collecting from them more than 300 maps of London, Rome and Paris sketched
according to the protocols established in Environmental A, an experimental mapping
‘language’. At the same time we administered a variety of other protocols, including
Schutz’s FIRO-B; and collected extensive ethnographic data, recording—most
significantly—the locations of the seats taken on tour buses occupied by group
members on their five-week’s journey across the continent. Heretofore, with the
exception of a brief exposition of the fact that ‘certain personality variables appear to
predict map performance’ (Beck & Wood, 1976a: 212-213) and a highly circumscribed
account of three tour personalities (Wood, 1973: 35-39 and 614-630), we have
described no more than the results of individual (Wood & Beck, 1989), group (Wood,
1973; Beck & Wood, 1976a; Wood & Beck, 1976) and individual-group comparative
analyses (Beck & Wood, 1976b) of the sketch maps construed as indices of cogni-
tive and affective dimensions of person-environment interactions. But because
Environmental A produces sketch maps susceptible of deep analysis (see especially
Wood & Beck, 1989), it permits the comparisons we make in this paper between the
sketch maps as behavior and both bus seating practices and the scores from Schutz’s
FIRO-B. (We also relate bus seating practices and the FIRO scores directly.) These
enable us to transcend earlier typologies—such as the route- and survey-mappers of
Appleyard (1969, 1970, 1976), Lee (1973), Rand (1969) and others—to end up with
highly credible personality types whose mapping behavior can be understood in terms
of their psychological character and not the other way around. At the same time, we are
able to contribute to the cognitive analysis of naturally occurring molar acts as called
for by, among others, Little (1983, 1987).

Some Hypothetical Characters

Although our work has emphasized cognitive and affective dimensions of person—
environment interactions, it originally had a rather pronounced personological
orientation. Casting about for a way to study thirty-one American teenagers (and
their six teacher-counsellors) on a travel-study tour of Europe we articulated any
number of abstract schema, but again and again found ourselves returning to a kind of
introspective survey of how it had been when we were kids, to what it had been like
when we travelled, of how the small groups of our experience had behaved. At the heart
of these reflections there seemed to beat a fundamental awareness: to one degree or
another the kids would embrace or reject the experience; and it seemed to us the
position they took would relate significantly to the personality they manifested on the
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tour, a personality which would in turn relate to the reasons they had for embarking on
the trip in the first place and so to their general personality. In thinking about these tour
personalities we were intuitively able to describe an entire cast of characters; and if
initially these were not much more than variations on guides and tourists (leaders and
followers, gurus and disciples, shepherds and sheep), rapidly enough they unfolded into a
crush of roles of an all but novelistic richness (thus sheep suggested wolves which led to
dogs who evoked puppies—and indeed, ‘sheep’, ‘wolves’ and ‘puppies’ all did come with
us on the trip); and in the end we settled on three—fixers, mixers and rangers—whom
we caricatured in the following terms:

A fixer is that tour person who never wanted to go in the first place. If you’ve traveled
at all, you’ve met him or her. Upon arising in the morning the fixer complains of bad
sleep and uneasy bowels. He or she develops diarrhea on the third day which often
develops into chronic intestinal complaints. The fixer whines incessantly about the
food, and usually the water. He or she travels solely to be able to say he’s been there. His
or her experience of foreign space is nil because he or she hangs around the hotel (often
Justified by his or her need to be close to a bath-room). As a result, the travel mode is. ..
residential. The term derives from the fact that he or she fixes on the hotel upon arrival
in the new space and rarely leaves. Often the fixer is acutely homesick and spends a
great deal of time writing home. “Wish I were there’, he wants to write only he never says
that since it would destroy his only reason for traveling in the first place.

At the other end of the continuum is the ranger. The ranger has developed an attitude
which values experience because it is educational, or broadening (as they say). As
opposed to the fixer, the ranger never gets sick, despite the fact that he or she goes out of
his or her way to eat exotic food in exotic locales, often extolling the divine paella to be
found in the meanest working-man’s dive. He or she drinks water from the sewers and
survives. The ranger travels to grow through novel experience, and thus never spends
any time anywhere near the hotel. His or her strategy is to maximize the nature and
variety of foreign experiences. The ranger covers the waterfront (as they say). Usually
he or she travels alone or with an absolute minimum of companions. This maximizes
the ability to follow through with the unique experience, to end up spending the night in
the peasant’s hovel, as well as to revel in the delights of the unusual. Companions can
interfere with these things: one crab from someone and a rapturous reverie is lost
forever; the crowds never get invited for the night. The ranger wants to ‘sightsee’ in the
literal sense of the word. He or she wants to cover all the foreign space and do all the
foreign things. He or she will exploit any mode of behavior. When the ranger writes at
all, it’s in her journal; or it’s a quick note saying “You've never been here’. The ranger’s
name derives from the characteristic operational mode, ranging far and wide in pursuit
of the unique and the new.

The mixer is the most typical traveller. In the mixer battle opposing tendencies. On
the one hand, the mixer admires the resolution and independence of the ranger, his
incredible intestinal fortitude; on the other hand, the mixer wistfully yearns for the safe
stability of the fixer. It seems so reasonable to sit cozily in the lobby and drink sodas
and eat hamburgers and chips ... and yet, what a waste of money: that can be done at
home. The problem for the mixer is to combine the security of the fixer with the derring-
do of the ranger. The solution, once found, is endlessly satisfying: you move around in
small crowds, six or seven in size. This way the experience is apprehended, yet safely
buffered. Take a nice ranger girl in Rome. There she is out in the streets being whistled
at. She can ignore it, or she can capitalize on it. But she must deal with it on her own. The
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mixers, in a similar situation, can giggle it out together: much less demanding. The fixer,
of course, never gets whistled at at all; it’s too hard to see her figure buried as it is deep
in that lobby chair. The mixer comes to Europe to sightsee in the ordinary sense of the
word: to log famous sights. Asked what happened in Europe, a mixer will say: ‘We saw
St. Paul’s, the Coliseum and the Eiffel Tower’. The ranger has seen too much and chokes
in the desperate attempt to articulate the impossible. The fixer says disparaging things
in general, especially about the way things are run. Being a sightseer, the mixer
experiences only preselected portions of the foreign space, since only the famous
portions finally matter. The mixer is the quintessential traveler, neither a lobby-sitter
nor a coal-barge rider. The mixer writes home post-cards saying: ‘Wish you were here’,
and means it. The mixer earns the name by being a good social mixer. Mixing is what a
mixer is best at.

What we wanted to do was look at these fixers, mixers and rangers over time.
This developmental orientation implied that early experience would be crucial for
understanding what would follow; that the trip would have stages—or phases—in
terms of a kid’s psychological relation to this experience; and that these stages would
involve the progressive differentiation of the worlds through which he or she passed.
Moreover, this way of looking at the problem suggested that the experience would be
grounded in comparisons, rankings and hierarchies that would emerge in the traveler’s
sequential intellectual, emotional and evaluative appreciation of the many places he or
she would see and things that he or she would do. Therefore, just as we had sliced the
continuum that runs from never-leaving-the-hotel to never-staying-in-it into three
segments (for the fixers, mixers and rangers themselves could never be more than highly
prototypical cores of domains that extensively overlap), so we sliced the temporal
continuum into three intuitively satisfying chunks: the period before the trip, the trip,
and the period after. (And yet, when do these things begin? With the first thought of
maybe going? With the deposit on the fee? With the packing? With leaving home for the
airport? With boarding the plane? With lift-off? And when do they end? With the ‘Au
Revoir Party”? With the deplaning in New York? With the first night in bed at home?
Or only with death?) We assumed of course, that the way the kids were before the trip
would in some way predict what would happen on the trip (we were less clear even than
this about what would happen after they got back home), but we also assumed that this
what-would-happen would happen in three no less arbitrarily distinguished (but at the
same time, no less intuitively satisfying) domains, a sort of psychological-social one,
another wrapped up with what we came to think of as cultural considerations, and a
third concerned with physical geography, with space (Figure 1). What we were
proposing to study was both the relationship between personality and a putative tour
personality and the relationship between these and the cultural (attitudes toward
peoples and places) and physical (mental maps) environments, all over time (Figure 2).

Each of these required distinctive instrumentation. Our choices here were limited,
not just by what was available but by the constraints imposed by our insistence on
studying a naturally occurring group, one which would, in fact, come into being for the
first time only at the airport, where it pulled itself together from small towns (Lodi,
Ohio; Monroe, Louisiana) and big cities (Baltimore, Milwaukee, New York) stretching
across the eastern half of the United States. Until meeting at the airport, our
relationship was to be mediated exclusively by the U.S. mails; and, given the vagaries of
registration and tour group assembly on the part of the host organization, for less than
a month at that. Because we wished to elicit from the kids maps sketched according
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FIGURE 1. First attempt at study organization.

to some shared system (our Environmental A: on the appropriateness of which see
Lynch, 1976: vi-vii; Pocock, 1976; Wood & Beck, 1976; Leff, 1978: 195-199; Spencer &
Dixon, 1983; and Walmsley, 1988: 51); and because of the time and effort needed to
ensure that they could do so upon arrival in Europe, we were further constrained to
piggy-back other instrumentation on the map ‘language’ instruction schedules (of
which there were two, reproduced in full in Wood, 1973); or to send it out in a third
mailing so uncomfortably close to departure that we were prepared to have it ignored
(this—including FIRO-B—was returned to us only at the airport, or, by some kids,
in Europe). Thus it was that the impressions we formed of Group L kids were
derived, during the trip at any rate, from naturally occurring relatively molar-level acts
(Rosch, 1978; Cantor & Mischel, 1979)—getting the luggage off the bus, eating dinner,
queuing up for room assignments, changing money, packing, shopping, asking for
directions, taking a seat on the bus—all but the last of which were recorded, if at all, in
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FIGURE 2. Second attempt at study organization.
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notes, logs and other ‘screened’ forms (which provided the basis for the 164 page
‘novelistic’ narrative of the trip in Wood, 1973: 180-344). Bus seating behavior,
however, was systematically recorded, and it is to this that we now turn our attention.

Some Characteriological Hypotheses

On each occasion the bus was boarded, a chart was filled out on which the location of
each member of Group L was recorded. The measure was obtrusive (our entire study
was); and, among the things we were looking at, this was the one that most interested
the kids, that they were most interested in helping us understand (that they were most
interested in theorizing). Interaction with the instrument was heightened when,
capitalizing on their interest, we asked the kids as early as the second week to fill
out a bus seating chart for a segment of the trip that had taken place earlier in the week
(would they remember with whom they sat? would they recall where they were sitting?);
and later we would ask them to recall other occasions and even to fill out a chart for an
‘ideal’ bus. Yet the penalty for choosing a seat simply to interfere with the measure was
also great (up to four or five hours next to the wrong person), and in any event, though
interesting, the filling out of the bus seating charts was soon enough ... background
music.

The total mass of bus seating charts—due to variations in plan among the English,
Dutch and French buses used—is too complex to deal with here; so our analysis will
focus on the 45 Dutch—or continental—charts that cover the trip from Ostend
through Rome to Paris. A master Seat Chart mapped the occupancy from trip segment
to trip segment of any given seat, as a master Kid Chart tracked the movement from
seat to seat of any given kid. These made it possible to calculate, among other things,
the frequency of occupation of every seat, a rank ordering of which broke into three
distinct classes. The resulting aggregate occupancy chart (Figure 3) was more than
intuitively persuasive. The number of seats in the least-occupied class was precisely the
difference between the total number of seats (45) and potential occupants (39), a fact
that made filling the bus with Group L members according to their average seat
numbers (Table 1) a trivial matter (Figure 4).

While corresponding to our memories in general, this ‘average’ bus presented some
disturbing features. For instance, George and Flora Aiken were ‘always’ together and
Flora ‘always’ sat beside the window; and in fact the Aikens did sit next to each other 40
of the 44 times they were on the bus, and Flora Aiken sat next to the window on each of
these occasions. But in Figure 4, George and Flora are separated by two kids, and
Flora sits by the aisle. This is because Figure 4 does not show people sitting on a
geographical but on a behavioral bus. This bus does not have windows, loudspeakers,
aisles, axles, and so on, and it would be a mistake to look for them here. While this
behavioral bus may not show Flora Aiken next to the window, it does indicate that
when Flora was not sitting with her brother, she was sitting behind him. We make a
trade, social for geographic information: who was sitting in the same part of the bus
(generally speaking)? where was so-and-so sitting vis-a-vis him, or her? On the other
hand, we will not know where so-and-so was sitting vis-a-vis a particular air-vent or
the wheels. Such information is important, but not here. The purest expression of our
behavioral bus is, of course, the ranking of Table 1. We display it on the geographic
bus (in Figure 4) for drama and clarity, and, as will be seen, because it also happens to
be, in some sense, the geographic bus after all.






