The meaning of territoriality

Territoriality for humans is a powerful geographic strategy to control people and things by controlling area.  Political territories and private ownership of land may be its most familiar forms but territoriality occurs to varying degrees in numerous social contexts.  It is used in everyday relationships and in complex organizations.  Territoriality is a primary geographical expression of social power.  It is the means by which space and society are interrelated.  Territoriality's changing functions help us to understand the historical relationships between society, space, and time.

This book explores some of the more important changes that have occurred in the relationships between society and territoriality, from the beginning of history to the present.  It does so by analyzing the possible advantages and disadvantages that territoriality can provide, and considering why some and not others arise only at historical periods.  Exploring the advantages and disadvantages leads us to the theory of territoriality.  Exploring when and why these come to the fore constitutes the history of territoriality and its changing relationships to space and society.

The history of territoriality and territoriality's relationship to space and society are informed by the theoretically possible advantages that territoriality can be expected to provide.  After introducing the meaning of territoriality in this chapter we will explore in Chapter 2 the theoretically possible advantages of territoriality.  The subsequent chapters will consider how and when these advantages are used historically and the effects they have on social organization.  Chapter 3 will sketch the major changes in the relationships between territory and society from primitive times to the present and focus on the most important periods: the rise of civilization and the rise of capitalism.  Chapter 4 will analyze the pre-modern development of territoriality within a complex organization - the Catholic Church.  Chapters 5 and 6 will consider the development of territoriality in the modern period: Chapter 5 will explore the rise of the four-hundred-year-old political territorial organization of North America; Chapter 6 will explore the development of territoriality within work environments for the same span of time.

These periods and contexts are selected to illustrate the most important historical developments in the uses of territoriality.  They will permit us to see that some territorial effects are universal, occurring in practically any historical context and social organization, that others are specific to particular historical periods and organizations, and that only modern society tends to use the entire range of possible effects.  Exploring how modern society employs this range and especially why it employs territorial effects that were not of use to pre-modern societies, will help to unravel the meanings and implications of modernity and the future role of territoriality.

Examples of territoriality
Before we consider territoriality's theory and history, we must first describe what it is and what it does.  To familiarize ourselves with the range of our subject, let us sketch territorial uses in three contexts.  The first concerns the Chippewa Indians of North America and their contact with Europeans and serves to illustrate differences in territorial uses between pre-modern and modern societies.  The second concerns territoriality in the modern home and the third considers territoriality in the modern work place.  Both explore contemporary territorial uses in familiar small-scale contexts. and point to the ubiquity of territoriality in modern life.

The Chippewa
Consider the group of American Indians, called the Chippewa (Ojibwe), who, in the early days of European contact, occupied a large area surrounding the western half of Lake Superior.' The Chippewa belong to the Algonkuian language group which covered much of the north central and north eastern sections of the United States and the south central and eastern portions of Canada.  There were well over 20,000 Chippewa at the-time of first European contact.  Although the Chippewa possessed a common language, culture, and system of beliefs, they did not possess a central political organization.  They were more of a collection of bands than a 'tribe.'

The Chippewa were primarily hunters, gatherers, and collectors.  They lived on berries, nuts, roots, wild rice, fish, and game.  Those who lived in the south and west portions of Lake Superior in areas having approximately 100 frost-free days or more per year were able to supplement their diets by cultivating corn and squash.  Their material artifacts included canoes, bows and arrows, spears, traps, and baskets; and their shelters ranged from wooden tepee-like constructions to leantos and dugouts.  Some within the community were better able than others to make these artifacts, but knowledge of how to construct them was available to all.  Those who had superior abilities were looked upon as leaders.  Leadership was earned.  A leader would not impose his decision on his people and could not prevent a person from obtaining a livelihood.  In economic terms, these people were egalitarian.

The size of Chippewa social units beyond the family varied seasonally.  During the spring, summer, and early autumn, when berries, roots, wild rice, and fish were readily at hand and the larger game were plentiful, families would gather together to form a village of perhaps 100 to 150 people.  During the winter months, when food was scarce, the families would normally disperse into smaller units, with an individual household occasionally going it alone.  Even though single families could survive a season by themselves, they were rarely out of reach of others during the winter, and in the warmer months reconstituted their villages to undertake those numerous cultural and economic activities that required sustained cooperation.  When together, band members hunted, gathered, and shared their produce.  Friendships were established and marriages planned.  Membership in bands seems to have been voluntary.  If tensions arose, or if needs changed, a family could leave one band and join another.

What can be said about Chippewa territorial organization?  It is clear that as an entity the Chippewa occupied a vast area.  But their habitation was never clearly bounded and fluctuated from year to year.  On the east the Chippewa were interspersed among the closely related and friendly Ottawa and Potawatomi; in the north they were intermingled among the normally friendly Cree; in the west with more Cree, and Assiniboin.  The Chippewa had their greatest difficulty with the eastern and prairie Dakota who were along their southern and western frontiers.  But a large tract of unoccupied no-man's land provided a buffer zone between them and their Dakota neighbors.  Even if the perimeter of the Chippewa 'nation' had been stable, it is doubtful that it would have been circumambulated by a single Chippewa, or that many among them would possess a map-like representation of their collective domains. 3

Chippewa bands, too, occupied particular areas, but their sites shifted after several years as did their social compositions.  A band's encampment at a particular site and its use of the resources of the surrounding area must have been known and accepted by neighboring bands.  But this does not mean that a band needed to claim a specific territory exclusively for its own use and defend it against incursions by other Chippewas.  Population was sparse enough and food abundant enough so that when a band used an area it is unlikely it would be to the exclusion of confreres.  Individuals and families within these egalitarian bands did not themselves 'own' land.  The land was the community's to use, and band members were allowed to share in its use.  A band could apportion part of an area to a particular family, but this did not mean the family owned the land or excluded others from it.  This applies to the use of land for agriculture as well as for hunting and gathering.

The growing season north of the Great Lakes was too short for the Chippewas there to practice agriculture, but south and west of Lake Superior the cultivation of corn and squash formed an important supplement to Chippewa diet.  These Indians had their fields nearby their villages.  Each family may have had its own garden which it cleared, planted, and tended alone, or the process may have been collective.  In any case these gardens were not clearly demarcated and fenced-in territories.

At the time of European contact, then, these people were hardly territorial as a 'nation,' although they may have been occasionally territorial as individual bands or as families within bands.  Yet even here their assertion of control over an area was often imprecise, seasonal, and strategic.  Bands or families may have laid claim to an area only if they were reasonably confident that the resources they were after would be there and if they knew there would be competition for these resources from other groups.  Imagining these very conditions to predominate allows us to consider how a group ,such as' the Chippewas might alter and intensify their territorial use.  We say 'such as' because some of the factors we will consider, although important causes of changes in territorial use in other pre-literate societies, and although present in Chippewa society, were not in fact the primary ones to alter Chippewa territorial use.  Yet entertaining them as possibilities will help us understand how in general a simple pre-literate society can develop primarily internal pressures to alter relationships between territoriality and social organization.

In this vein suppose that game becomes scarcer and for those Chippewa in the south more time must be devoted to agriculture.  Suppose also that for some in Minnesota and Wisconsin the horse becomes part of their culture.  Members of the community may still collectively clear the fields, plant, and tend crops, but how are these now vital crops to be protected from the wild animals, from the very young children, and from the horses?  It is possible that these are minor difficulties and that no special precautions are needed.  The threat from wild animals may be negligible; the adults can closely supervise the children and their access to the crops; and the horses may find enough grass to graze on so that they will not forage in the gardens.  But it could also be the case that even if these are not serious problems, the community finds it more convenient either to fence off the fields or to fence in the horses, or both.  The purposes of these clear territorial 
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Figure 1. Source: Atlas of Historical Geography of the United States, ed. Charles O. Paullin and J.K. Wright (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1932).
demarcations would be to establish different degrees of access to things in space.  Yet little else need change.  The community may still maintain its original goals.
But it is not difficult to have our imaginations go a step further to consider conditions of greater crowding, making unavoidable more complex territorial partitions within the band.  The size of the community itself may grow to the point where casual community work efforts become unmanageable, and population pressure from other groups may make it impossible for a family simply to leave one band for another.  Even though the community may still be egalitarian - even though the land is still the community's - the fields may now be allocated to families on the basis of need, and family plots may have to be demarcated and access restricted simply to prevent inadvertent trampling.  The possibilities for territoriality can multiply within this egalitarian society.  But there is a point at which some of these possibilities may actually interfere with the values of community sharing and cooperation.  This is not to say that different uses of territoriality alone can transform social relations from, in this case, an egalitarian to a class structured society.  But territoriality can be a catalyst in the process of change and can be used differently and to as much advantage by a class divided as by an egalitarian society.  If for example a Chippewa ruling family were to emerge claiming access to some or all of the community's resources, territoriality would be an extremely useful device to affect its claims.

These speculations point to the possibility of territorial changes occurr ing largely from forces within the society.  Such transformations have in fact been documented for several pre-literate societies and will be examined more closely in a subsequent chapter.  But for the Chippewa, most of the social and territorial transformations were imposed upon them by European and American economy and polity.

The European fur trade soon strained social relationships within the bands.  It strained egalitarian and communal efforts.  It affected hunting habits and an ecology of the area, and it may have increased individual and family territorial control at the expense of communal access.  But the adoption of private property was selective.  Some have claimed that as a result of the fur trade individual families among Woodland Indian tribes, including the Chippewa, appeared to own hunting grounds that were passed down from father to son.  But upon close inspection of the evidence it seems that private territorial control may have been exercised only over access to furs and not to other resources.  According to Leacock these hunting territories, at least for the Montagnais, 'did not involve true land ownership.  One could not trap near another's line, but anyone could hunt game animals, could fish, or could gather wood, berries, or birchbark on another's grounds as long as these products of the land were for use, and not for sale.

European settlement east of the Alleghenys also increased population pressure throughout the upper Mid-West as tribes moved farther west to find new land.  Population pressure and reliance on trade further strained communal social-territorial relationships of bandsi many families became both dependent on and skillful in the fur trade.  This adaptation actually helped extend the Chippewa domain until by the 1840s Chippewa settlement covered the areas of western Lake Superior, east to the shores of Lake Huron, north practically to the shores of Hudson Bay, west to Lake Winnipeg, and south to central Minnesota and Wisconsin.
But the most far reaching effect on Chippewa social and territorial organization came from the imposition by the Europeans of hierarchical and territorial political jurisdiction.  Unbeknownst to the Chippewas and to the original colonizers, the early English grants and charters forming the territorial units of the colonies (as seen in Figure 1. 1) made claim to much of the Chippewa area.

The Virginia Charter of 1609 itself encompassed the entire upper MidWest.  But these early claims were not enforceable.  From the nlid-seventeenth century to the mid-eighteenth, the upper Mid-West was nominally under French control until it was signed over to the English and their colonies in 1763.  Shortly thereafter, Virginia, Massachusetts, Connecticut, and New York made claims to parts of this land.  High among the priorities of the First Congress of the United States was the disposition and government of the North West Territory: the approximately 170 million acres west of the Ohio to the Mississippi.  By 1786, and after much wrangling, the claimants had ceded all of these lands to the United States, and a series of ordinances, based on Thomas Jefferson's 1783-4 proposal, and culminating in the ordinances of 1787 and 1796, provided procedures for the governance of this territory.  The plan, illustrated by areas 1-5 in Figure 1.2, was to divide the North West into not less than three and no more than five states and to admit each into the Union once it had a population of 60,000.  In addition the land would be surveyed according to a regular rectangular grid, the units of which would help delineate state boundaries, form the entire boundaries for counties and townships, and boundaries of saleable parcels of land 5 (see Figure 1.3).

These were plans, written and mapped out on paper, for a land virtually unknown to Europeans, and which, at its farthest reach, was over 1,000 miles from the Eastern Seaboard where the decisions were being made.  With the stroke of a pen, Americans of European descent were to classify, divide, and control people, including Chippewas, solely on the basis of their location in space.  This imposition of territory had both a social and an economic dimension.  At the social level a national, state, or local boundary could apportion a society among a number of jurisdictions.  The political units to which the Chippewas belonged changed frequently as the territorial map of the North West took shape.  Eventually part of the Chippewa were to be in Canada, another part in Minnesota, another in Michigan, and yet another in Wisconsin.

With the exception of reservations, most of the Chippewa land within the United States was sold as private parcels lying within particular territories or states, and after the states were admitted into the Union, the political territorial partitioning continued along county and township lines, further subdividing and segmenting former Indian lands.  These local units formed political communities for non-reservation Indians as well as for European settlers.  The reservations were 'permanent' territorial molds containing land that Europeans found least desirable.  As though retaliating against this territorially imposed restriction on Indian culture, the boundaries of reservations often formed an impediment to the neat geometric symmetry of neighboring townships, cutting through the rectangular land survey and interrupting the domains of local authority.
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Figure 2. Jefferson-Hartley map (1783) of proposed states Reproduced by permission of the William L. Clements Library, University of Michigan

These newly imposed political territories (national, state, county, and township) were designed to serve the needs of the white man's market-oriented society.  While the imposed boundaries segmented older communities, they forged newer and different ones geared to a dynamic market system.  And within this system territorial partitioning became a primary vehicle for defining property.  Unlike the aboriginal Indian's communal use of land, the white man used territory to partition land into saleable parcels.  Each piece of private property was a territory under the control of an individual.  Each had a monetary value and each could be bought and sold again and again.

The different functions that white men and Indians gave to territoriality sheds light on their long troubled relationship.  But it also serves to illustrate how the establishment and uses of territory are intermeshed with socialhistorical contexts.  The accurate lines on political maps and land surveys of the white man were possible to construct because his society was literate and capable of printing, surveying, and determining longitude and latitude.  But more fundamental is the fact that these territories were created and used to support his complex hierarchical society which was based on private property and which used territory to define and organize its own membership.  In contrast to a Chippewa, who was born into a Chippewa community and was accepted socially and culturally by the Chippewa people, a Wisconsinite was simply someone who resided within the boundaries of Wisconsin.  In modern Western culture, simply living within a territory often enables one to be a member of a community.

The areas once occupied by migrating Chippewa bands are now virtual mazes of nested and overlapping hierarchies of political, quasi-political, and private territories (see Figure 1.4). Although not always visible on the ground they have precise and fixed boundaries specified in maps and documents and affect numerous segments of our lives.  Simply by being located at one moment in place 'x,' say an upper Mid-Western city, one is either on a piece of public or private property.  In either case, one is automatically grouped along with others in the same location as being situated within the jurisdiction of police district'a,'fire district'b,'sanitation district 'c,' school district 'd,' planning district 'e,' state court district 'f,' federal court district 'g,' the city of 'h,' the county of 'i,' and the state of 'z.' Shift your position just the slightest bit and you will change your relationship to one or more of these units as well as your relationship to others.

Establishing political jurisdiction and delimiting private ownership of land are the most familiar uses of territoriality in the Western World.  However, territoriality has and continues to play important roles in other aspects of social relations.  Let us briefly consider two modern examples: territoriality within the home and within the work place.  Each can be used to specify further territoriality's meaning and illustrate its interconnections to social contexts.

The home
Consider a twentieth-century North American parent who is a property owner on former Chippewa land.  He is at home, doing housework and minding his two very young children.  As the parent is dusting and vacuuming it dawns on him that the children are in the kitchen 'helping' to wash the dishes.  The difficulty is that the well-intentioned young helpers are perilously close to dropping the plates.  Their activities are taking place in space.  In geographic terms, they are 'spatial.' Although the surroundings are
different, the parent is presented with a problem that is much like the one the Chippewa parents would have faced if they had been concerned that their children would trample the fields.  Geographically speaking the North American (and the Chippewa) parent has only two strategies to prevent' disaster.  He can have a face to face, heart to heart, talk with the children, thanking them for their efforts but explaining that there may be difficulties if they continue.  He might also remove the dishes from their reach. (The Chippewa parent could not have removed the plants.) In either undertaking the parent is attempting to control the spatial actions of his children, and what they have access to in space, by focussing on the specific objects of the actions, like the dishes (or the plants).

The intent is to alter the children's access to things in space but, in the above, territoriality is not being invoked.  Territoriality, as the second strategy, is brought to bear when the parent decides simply to restrict the children's access to things in space by telling them 'they may not go into the kitchen without permission' (or that they may not enter the fields unsupervised).  That is, the kitchen (or the field) is now 'off limits.' Here the parent is attempting to limit the children's access to things by asserting control over an area.
Notice that the kitchen (or the field) is there all the time.  It is a bounded place.  In the non-territorial case it simply was not demarcated as an area of control.  In the second case it was.  In other words, a place can be a territory at one time and not at another, and a territory can create a place where one did not before exist.  Moreover, the assertion of territoriality may apply only for a limited time.  The modern parent may have said 'don't go into the kitchen now while I am vacuuming.' or the territorial restrictions can be lifted when the objects the parent wishes to protect are now in the cupboard 'out of reach.'

The kitchen is imbedded in other places that are also territories; the house, the city, the state.  The authority of these territories was not directly invoked in this case, but was in the background and could be drawn upon in other situations that could arise even in the kitchen.  Note also that declaring the kitchen to be off limits to the children and enforcing the assertion is not the end of the matter.  The parents' assertions have to be stated clearly to the children, they must be able to understand them, and their behavior has still to be monitored.  All of these tasks involve further behavior in space.  Using territoriality may help reduce some types of spatial interactions, the amount of monitoring, and the destruction of plates.  But if the assertions of territorial control cannot fail, then the alternative is a non-territorial, spatial' strategy.  If the children persist in entering the kitchen and touching the plates, the parent may physically have to remove the children.  In geographic terms, territoriality is a form of spatial interaction that influences other spatial interactions, and requires non-territorial actions to back it up.

Within the context of child rearing and the home, the aboriginal Chippewa and the North American parent would possess similar choices about the role of territoriality.  But the choices are quite different in the context of work.  Most people in North America now work in a place that is under someone else's control.

The workplace
Suppose that the same North American parent is employed as a secretary in a modern office building.  Typically these places contain large rooms filled with desks and typewriters.  Each desk is designed as a 'work station.' The secretary is employed to type, and part of the working agreement is that he be in the office at his desk for a specified number of hours per day, five days a week, fifty weeks a year.  The modern secretary may leave the work station.  But if he does so often and without permission he may be in violation of the work agreement and stand to lose his job.  Even if the secretary is permitted to leave his work station his movements within the buildings are likely to be restricted.  He cannot simply wander into any office.  Perhaps the only areas to which he is free to go are those designed for 'traffic' such as hallways and corridors, and those open to 'workers' such as lavatories and coffee rooms.  For the secretary, territoriality acts as a physical restraint.

After work hours, say five p.m., the territorial functions of the building become 'inverted.' The secretary leaves for home and instead of restraining and molding his actions, the building is now off limits to him and to the public.  Present at day but dissolved at night are the internal territorial partitions of offices and work stations that separated workers and levels of personnel.  The building may still be occupied, but this time by janitors and night watchmen who, unlike all but the highest levels of management, have access to practically every part of the building.

More eventful changes can occur in the territoriality of the office building.  The firm using the building may move or go bankrupt and the building itself may be demolished.  More far reaching in its geographical effects is the possibility that with modern telecommunications systems the office as a territory may become obsolete because much if not all of the secretary's work can be done in any place, even in the home.  This may make it unnecessary for people to gather in one place called the office.  Yet this does not eliminate work territories entirely.  There still needs to be restricted access to the place where work and equipment will be located, even if that is in the house, and employers may very well have to enter the house to check on the worker and the equipment he is using.  What has changed is the form of territorial organization and its relationships to non-territorial spatial relations.

Notes on meanings
It is clear from these examples that territoriality covers a wide range of activities for which there are often other  perhaps more richly descriptive names.  Calling rooms, buildings, property rights in land, political sovereignty, and legal jurisdictions over area, as well as roads and cities, 'territories,' serves no purpose unless the term enhances our understanding of these particulars.  Viewing familiar activities as territorial should add to our understanding of them.  This means that territoriality must be defined broadly enough to cover these and other cases and yet richly enough to illuminate its different effects.  We need to know not only what territoriality is, but what it does.  It is principally on helping to point to the important effects of a phenomenon that the value of a definition rests.

A definition is never all inclusive. It focusses on one or a few of a phenomenon's characteristics.  A phenomenon that contains these characteristics fits the definition, yet it will also possess many other characteristics, and can go by other names as well.  A statue can be a work of art, an investment, a record of a human likeness, a piece of marble, and a mass.  Each in its turn contributes to our understanding of the statue's uses and effects.  An apple, too, is many things, most of which are different from the statue.  But the two have things in common.  They both take up space, and they both have weight or mass.  Knowing what their masses are means that mass is clearly enough defined so that it can be observed in even very different types of phenomena.

But a concept or term needs to be more than clear.  It needs to point to connections with other attributes.  In this sense mass is not only a clear concept but a useful one.  Knowing the mass of an object can tell us much about the phenomenon's actual and potential connections with its environment.  We would know for instance how strong a floor must be to support the statue and the apple.  We would be able to anticipate the impact each would have if dropped from a two story window.  Knowing the mass of something broadens our understanding of it and its connections to the world.  But by no means does it tell us all there is to know about the object and its interrelationships.  The statue and the apple are both masses.  But they exhibit many other clearly definable and significant attributes which they do not share and which cannot be disclosed by viewing them as instances of mass.

The same applies to territoriality.  It is one thing to define territoriality clearly so that a room, a home, a field, an office, and a city are seen to be instances of territoriality.  It is another to have our understanding of these phenomena and their interrelationships deepened by examining them as territories.  The latter condition occurs only if our meaning of territoriality is clear and rich enough to suggest how it is joined with other facets of behavior.

Defining territoriality
Territoriality, as simply 'the control of area,' has served so far as a shortened definition.  But this description is neither precise nor rich enough to take us much farther.  From our examples of the parent and the children, the secretary in the work place, and the members of the hunting-gathering society, it can be seen that territoriality involves the attempt by an individual or group to influence or affect the actions of others including non-humans.  It is this important yet general effect that must be emphasized and which is elaborated in the following formal definition of territoriality.  In this book territoriality will be defined as the attempt by an individual or group to affect, influence, or control people, phenomena, and relationships, by delimiting and asserting control over a geographic area.  This area will be called the territory.  Before we explore the significance of this definition, some further clarification of its domain is in order.7

Once again, it should be emphasized that a place can be used as a territory at o - ne time and not at another; that is, in creating a territory we are also creating a kind of place.  But it is important to distinguish between a territory as a place and other types of places.  Unlike many ordinary places, territories require constant effort to establish and maintain.  They are the results of strategies to affect, influence, and control people, phenomena, and relationships.  Circumscribing things in space, or on a map, as when a geographer delimits an area to illustrate where corn is grown, or where industry is concentrated, identifies places, areas, or regions in the ordinary sense, but does not by itself create a territory.  This delimitation becomes a territory only when its boundaries are used to affect behavior by controlling access.  For instance a formerly ordinary geographical place or region such as a corn belt or a manufacturing area may become designated by the government as a region to receive special financial assistance or as an area to be administered by a special branch of government.  In this case the boundaries of the region are affecting access to resources and power.  They are molding behavior and thus the place becomes a territory.  By the same token, what geographers call nodal regions, market areas,. or central place hinterlands are not necessarily territories.  They can be simply descriptions of the geographic extent of activities in space.  They become territories though if the boundaries are used by some authority to mold, influence, or control activities.  Thus a chain of supermarkets may use market areas - the actual geographic limit of the drawing power of a supermarket - to define each supermarket manager's jurisdiction (i.e. his responsibilities for advertising).9 A person or group can of course control more than one territory, and in modern society, many ordinary kinds of places must become territorial to exist as places.

Territoriality need not be defended area, if by that is meant that the area itself is the object of defense, and that the defender(s) must be within the territory defended.  Territory can be used to contain or restrain as well as to exclude, and the individuals who are exercising control need not be inside the territory.  Indeed, they need not be anywhere near it.  A fence or wall can control, so too can a 'no trespass' sign.  The definition points out that territoriality establishes control over area as a means of controlling access to things and relationships.

Territoriality is a strategy to establish different degrees of access to people, things, and relationships.  Its alternative is always non-territorial action, and non-territorial action is required in any case to back it up.  For example if the Chippewa decide to fence in their gardens, these fences must be maintained by direct physical labor; and if they should break, the children and the horses must be watched and guarded by direct non-territorial control. (If the children in the modern home continue to enter the kitchen even if the parent told them not to, then the parent will have to resort to a non-territorial form of intervention.)

Both the boundaries of a territory and the means by which they are communicated are not unalterable.  Land holdings change size.  So too do nation states.  A boundary fence may be replaced by one of a different type such as a ditch.  A child may recognize a threshold to a room as a boundary, or else have the door to the room closed.  Most territories tend to be fixed in geographical space, but some can move.  For instance the personal space or social distance surrounding a person travels with that person when he maintains the distance.  The convention among ships of war not to come too near foreign naval vessels in the high seas is an example of a movable territory.

Territories can occur in degrees.  A cell in a maximum-security prison ismore territorial than a cell in a country jail, which is more territorial than a room in a half-way house.  A closed classroom, with its desks anchored to the floor and its children seated all day at their desks, is more territorial than an open classroom which has no fixed seats for each child and that allows the children to move about from one activity to another.  Degrees of territoriality are far more difficult to compare when selecting examples from different institutions and societies.  Are activities of an automobile worker on an assembly line more territorially circumscribed than those of an office secretary in a secretarial pool?  The finer points of measuring the intensity of territoriality will be addressed later on.  For now it should be borne in mind that although we can make rough estimates of territorial intensity, difficulties arise when comparing one context with another.

Territoriality can be asserted in a number of ways.  These include job descriptions (how long you must be seated, where you are and are not allowed to go, etc.), legal rights in land, brute force or power, cultural norms and prohibitions about the use of areas, and subtler forms of communication such as body posture.  But once again, if the assertion is not clear and understandable then it is unclear whether territoriality is being exercised.

Definitions should be clear enough to point out that something does or does not fit the definition.  But even a clear definition has fuzzy edges in practice.  If I am in a library and place my books on an empty table, am I simply relieving myself of a burden or claiming a part of the table as mine?  And if the latter, am I asserting control over an object, the table, or over a territory that the object circumscribes?  There is no harm in admitting that borderline cases occur which can go either way.  A definition can have some exceptions or fuzzy parts and still be useful especially when there are innumerable clear-cut examples that fall within its domain.

Considering territoriality as a strategy for differential access side steps the fruitless issue of whether human territoriality is in any sense biologically rooted. 10 By making it a strategy it places territoriality entirely within the context of human motivations and goals.  Our definition of territoriality indeed cuts across perspectives and levels of analysis.  It involves the perspectives of those controlled and those doing the controlling, whether they be individuals or groups.  It draws upon physical, social, and psychological effects.  This cross-cutting of other fields is not new to geography and is paralleled by the range of interconnections that have been developed in the. rest of the field."

The significance of territoriality
The formal definition of territoriality not only tells us what territoriality is but it suggests what it can do.  This suggestion comes from three interdependent relationships which are contained in its definition.  These three disclose the logic and significant effects of territoriality.  First, by definition, territoriality must involve a form of classification by area.  When someone says that anything, or even some things, in this room are his, or are off limits to you, or that you may not touch anything outside this room, he is using area to classify or assign things to a category such as his, or not yours.  He need not define or enumerate the kinds of things that are his or are not yours.  When using territoriality, the parent did not have to tell the children what they should not touch.  They were simply not allowed in the room.  According to Piaget, there are only two major forms of classification.12 One is by type and the other is by area.  Territoriality indeed can employ both but it always employs the latter.

Second, by definition, territoriality must contain a form of communication.  This may involve a marker or sign such as is commonly found in a boundary.  Or a person may create a boundary through a gesture such as pointing.  A territorial boundary may be the only symbolic form that combines a statement about direction in space and a statement about possession or exclusion.

Third, each instance of territoriality must involve an attempt at enforcing control over access to the area and to things within it, or to things outside of it by restraining those within.  More generally, each instance must involve an attempt at influencing interactions: transgressions of territoriality will be punished and this can involve other non-territorial and territorial action.

The logic of territoriality rests on the fact that the advantages of using it must be linked with one or more of these interconnected relationships.  Because they are essential facets of territoriality the three must also be the basis for the significance of territoriality.  It is simple to illustrate how each can be a reason for using territoriality.  Consider the first characteristic: that territoriality involves a form of definition or classification by area.  Definition by area can be extremely useful when either we cannot enumerate things, people or relationships we want to have access to, or when we wish not to divulge such a list.  A football team practicing new plays before the big game may not want the opponents to know about them.  To help keep them secret, the coach may use territoriality to exclude observers from the field and stands.

Consider the second characteristic: communicating by using a boundary.  The boundary may be a simpler device for communicating possession than enumeration by kind.  If the children in the kitchen are very young, they may have difficulty understanding which objects in the kitchen they are or are not allowed to touch.  Territoriality may be the only means of conveying the parent's wishes to the children.  This is especially the case if elsewhere and under different circumstances the children also are allowed to touch similar types of objects like dishes.  Instead of presenting the children with a complicated rule about when handling dishes is not permissible, it is simply more direct to tell them they may not cross beyond this line, or enter/leave this room.

Consider the third characteristic: enforcement of access, in the context of the hunting Chippewa community.  To make sure that the children would not trample the fields, it may be easier to fence in the children than to follow them around.  Similar circumstances occur in our society.  It is easier to supervise convicts by placing them behind bars than by allowing them to roam about with guards following them.  Controlling things territorially may save effort.

These three facets of territoriality can be found in all societies, but they, in turn, generate further potential effects that can be equally important but which occur only in particular historical contexts.  How this happens, and what the effects are, is somewhat technical and will be discussed at length in Chapter 2. For purposes of illustration, we can point out that by classifying at least in part by area rather than by kind or type, territoriality can help relationships become impersonal and can help mold future activities within a hierarchy.  We noted that the Chippewa did not need to use territoriality to define their members, but the white man did.  The primary definition of membership within a North American state or city is domicile within the political territory.  This definition allows complete strangers to become members of the same community.  Moreover, unlike the Chippewa community, the territory of the city acts as a container and as a spatial mold for other events.  A city's influence and authority, although spreading far and wide, is legally assigned to its political boundaries.  The territorial city becomes the object to which other attributes are assigned, as in the case of the political territory of the city being the unit receiving federal aid.

Fostering impersonal relationships and geographically molding activities within a hierarchy are but two of many identifiable consequences of the three facets of territoriality which follow from its definition.  These and the others will be framed broadly enough in Chapter 2 to encompass the range of territorial uses and yet precisely enough to deepen our understanding of particular cases.  The effects are potential because each one need not be employed in every instance of territoriality, and some have been used only at particular times in history.  A suitably broad yet clear definition which points to the general implications of territoriality for humans is what has been missing in previous work on territoriality.

Previous approaches
Most of the considerable literature on territoriality is about animal behavior and does not concern us unless social scientists have borrowed from it in discussing human territoriality.13  Though not as voluminous as the animal territorial literature, discussions of human territoriality are extremely varied and difficult to summarize.  There are as yet no comprehensive reviews and what follows is not an attempt to provide one but rather is a brief illustration of some of the key problems from which many human territorial studies suffer.

Overall, previous analyses of human territoriality have been deficient in three important respects, with particular studies containing one or more of these deficiencies.  First, in many cases researchers do not clearly distinguish the term territoriality from the term spatial.  For them, simply having events take place in and through space is sufficient for them to have the action fall under the category territorial.  Because these studies do not define territoriality as a particular kind of behavior in space, they miss the opportunity of offering a systematic analysis of territoriality.  Any insights they present are difficult to attribute to territoriality in particular, and difficult to generalize about.14 (There are even those which use the term figuratively to refer to 'cognitive' territories.)15
Closely related to the first are those studies which actually focus on examples of human territoriality without calling them such.  Studies of zoning, of private property rights in land, of political sovereignty often do not recognize that their subject matter belongs to a territorial class of actions.  Hence these studies miss important territorial implications.16  In the case of the parent controlling his children, it is because we know at least three possible effects of territoriality that we are able to suggest that the parent resorted to territoriality because it made it unnecessary for him to identify, by kind, the things he wished to control.  And it is this knowledge of territorial effects that make us expect this very use of territoriality to occur in other quite different contexts.  Do not nation states use this effect when they declare sovereignty over everything and anything within their geographic domain?  Parents and nation states do not, and probably cannot, list what it is they wish to control, and not listing what it is that is under control allows territoriality to hide what is being controlled.  Consider simply the number of times parents hide things from children by not letting them enter places, or that states hide things from foreigners and even citizens by restricting entry to areas or regions within the country.  Recognizing that territoriality is a general strategy for establishing access to things and pointing to its generally expected effects can help deepen our understanding of its use in particular cases.

Third are studies which have been conscious of isolating real territorial behavior in humans but which have the drawback of being far too narrow in their meaning.  They may have focussed entirely on one social-geographical scale.  This is the case in the social-psychological literature portraying territoriality as a form of personal space.17  Other studies may be too narrow in the territorial effects they stipulate.  For example some psychological studies view the use of territoriality by an individual as an expression of specific personality characteristics such as a desire for dominance or security.18 Linking territoriality to particular needs occurs especially in studies which suppose that humans and animals use territoriality for the same essential biological reasons, i.e., as a means of obtaining food, mates, and controlling population size.  Focussing on these narrow effects may make territoriality in humans appear to be something like an instinct rather than a strategy that can be turned on and off.19 Moreover, these narrow meanings and their emphases on particular scales, purposes, or functions are often embodied in the formal definitions of territoriality.  The social psychologist exploring only the personal level and psychological effects of territoriality may define it with this emphasis in mind.  For instance, 'self' and ‘personality' are part of Altman's definition of territoriality as 'a self/other boundary regulation mechanism that involves personalization of or making of a place or object and communication that it is "owned" by a person or group.  Personalization and ownership are designed to regulate social interaction and to help satisfy various social and physical motives.’20 There occurs the opposite problem of defining territoriality too generally.  When it is intended to mean simply the control of area, we are left without any suggestion about purpose or intent, except that area itself is both an object and an end.21

Although these are among the major pitfalls in previous work on territoriality, a few researchers have avoided them, and many of those who have not, have none the less pointed to some of its important aspects.  Rather than isolate the positive components piecemeal, they will be noted and incorporated in the work which follows.22

Territoriality and geography
Whereas work on territoriality has often been unwittingly about nonterritorial spatial behavior, work in geography on spatial behavior has often ignored the territorial.  In geography, both natural and human or cultural activities are called 'spatial' to remind everyone that they occur in space and have spatial properties such as locations, shapes, and orientations.  Spatial analysis is the branch of geography interested in the interrelationships between activities in the landscape and their spatial properties.  In human geography, these include not only the actual locations, extensions, and patterns of things, but how these are described and conceived of in different social and intellectual perspectives. (The identical landscape pattern may be described and evaluated economically, aesthetically, symbolically, and so on.) Geography's concern with multiple uses and conceptions of space, and with the historical geographies of different peoples, presents space as a complex framework in which individuals and groups are situated, through which they interact, and by which they make statements.  Yet these interconnections between space and behavior rest on territoriality, the study of which has remained in the background, all but neglected by spatial analysis.23
The businesses, farms, and cities studied by geographers are not only places or locations in space with multiple meanings, but also occur and remain in place because there exist numerous social rules and regulations allowing some things to be in certain places and not others.  Even the movements of peoples, goods, and ideas require society to set aside roads and the like for transportation and to disallow other activities from taking place on them.  Modern city streets are designed for bicycles, cars, trucks, and buses and not for pedestrians.  Highways are designed for traffic powered primarily by the internal combustion engine.

For the most part, people and their activities cannot find room in space without forms of control over area - without territoriality.  The challenge is to show how and why this is the case.  Unfortunately spatial analysts have not systematically explored territoriality to discover if there is a logic to territorial control in the same way as there has been an exploration into the question of whether there is a logic to non-territorial spatial organization and interaction.  Instead, they have focussed on the objects territoriality has helped to form and support and have left territoriality - the geographical bonding agent - in the background.

Spatial analysts understand very well that activities compete for locations.  In this respect the focus of their research has been on the process of selecting one site over another and the role played by distance or geographical accessibility in connecting sites.  Emphasizing distance has led to a geographical logic based on the metrical properties of space.  But spatial analysts have not seriously considered the possibility that geographical logic can be extended by the even more complex logic involved in territorial uses of space.   The logic of territorial action is more complex than the logic of distance because territoriality is imbedded in social relations.  Territoriality is always socially constructed.  It takes an act of will and involves multiple levels of reasons and meanings.  And territoriality can have normative implications as well.  Setting places aside and enforcing degrees of access means that individuals and groups have removed some activities and people from places and included others.  That is, they have established different degrees of access to things.

Territoriality, then, forms the backcloth to human spatial relations and conceptions of space.  Territoriality points to the fact that human spatial relationships are not neutral.  People do not just interact in space and move through space like billiard balls.  Rather, human interaction, movement, and contact are also matters of transmitting energy and information in order to affect, influence, and control the ideas and actions of others and their access to resources.  Human spatial relations are the results of influence and power.  Territoriality is the primary spatial form power takes.

Territoriality and history
Different societies use different forms of power.  They have different geographical organizations and conceptions of space and place.  Geographical landscapes and meanings change as societies change.  Historical geography is concerned with these interconnections.  Historical geography points to the socially historically dependent context of spatial organization and meaning; and territoriality points to the fact that geographical organization and meaning, while depending on many things, also presupposes the maintenance of different degrees of access to people, things, and relationships.  Spatial organizations and meanings of space have histories and so too do the territorial uses of space; the three histories are indeed closely interrelated.

The logic of territoriality will show that, as a spatial strategy, it offers several advantages to help affect, influence, and control.  These constitute the domain of reasons for, or consequences of, using territoriality.
They explain how and why territoriality is being used and are the basis of its import.  Whether or not particular advantages are used in a particular case depends on who is controlling whom and for what purposes.  Some advantages can be expected to occur in practically any situation at any time.  We found the modern parent employing territoriality in the kitchen because it made it unnecessary for him to explain what it was he did not want his children to handle.  We can also imagine the Chippewa parent using territoriality for the same reason.

Not defining what it is that is under one's control is practically a universal advantage of territoriality.  We can expect that other very important effects would appear in most types of societies, and still others would appear in only a few.  For example, territoriality in the modern world is often an essential means of defining social relationships.  As we pointed out, people who reside in a North American city are entitled to the public services of that city.  Location within a territory defines membership in a group.  This use of territory - to define belonging in a community - occurs to a somewhat lesser degree in pre-modern civilizations, but occurs hardly, if at all, in primitive societies where social relationships are so clearly and so strongly upheld.  'Primitives' may use territoriality to delimit and defend the land they occupy but they rarely use it to define themselves.  Other effects of territoriality occur primarily in contemporary society, and still others would take place with equal importance in modern and pre-modern civilizations.  As we shall see, the uses of territoriality have been cumulative.  Primitive societies found need for a few.  Pre-modern civilizations employed these and a few others, and modern society has employed virtually the entire range of possible effects.

We have mentioned a few of the possible territorial effects - the ease by which territoriality can classify, communicate, and enforce control, the ease by which it can define social relationships impersonally and hierarchically.  What must be considered now is the range of theoretically possible effects and their interrelationships.  These issues are addressed in the theory of territoriality.







