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ABSTRACT 

Two hundred and forty three young adults responded to an open and non
directive question asking them to describe an occasion when they required privacy, 
defined here as a condition of separation from the public domain, which is voluntary 
and temporary, and into which other persons, including the state, as representative of 
the public --domain, do not justifiably intrude. 

A subsequent questionnaire established SES variables and the average 
frequency and duration of privacy experiences. 72.4% associated a desire for privacy 
with social antecedent conditions, 16% for task oriented purposes, 9.5% because of 
some organismic reason and 2.1 % indicated aversive conditions of the physical 
environment such as noise. Results showed that 82% of all subjects required privacy 
due to adverse circumstances. 

9 

A fairly large proportion, especially among females and minorities, were not 
able to achieve privacy although they required it. For the most part this was because 
they took no action. Although there were significant sex and race differences found for 
the process of acquiring privacy, there was marked similarity in the places and 
behaviours employed during privacy. There was one exception. Females mentioned 
safe places significantly more than males. 

Satisfactorily achieving privacy was associated with positive action in the case 
of 76 subjects, with psychological withdrawal by 17 subjects, with avoidance actions 
by 8 subjects and by no action by 7 subjects. Since 199 of the 243 subjects indicated 
initial negative affect and the majority of those achieving privacy indicated positive 
results, such as feeling better, more relaxed and confident and being ready to face the 
world again, it was felt that the results supported a systems model of privacy which 
fulfills a cross-cultural therapeutic function. 

From the systems perspective privacy is seen as fulfilling two functions; 
systems maintenance and systems development Systems maintenance refers to the 
balancing act perfonned by the human body to remain within healthy operating limits. 
Systems development refers to the general tendency of mankind to extend boundaries, 
learn new skills, and progress towards self-actualisation. 

Results support a definition of privacy that reflects an interactive Person
Environment condition. 
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CHAPI'ER ONE 

THE CONCEPTS OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 

Both in the East and the West the wOIds for private and public have existed 

since ancient times. Moore's wmk on the social and cultural history of privacy (1984) 

points out that by the third century B.C. and probably much earlier, 

Chinese thinkers had developed a sharp distinction between the concepts of public and 

private. 

According to myth, when Ts'ang Chieh (a mythical culture hero) created the 

system of writing, he used the character for "private" to express the idea of self

centredness, and combined this character with that for "opposed to" to create "public", 

which often referred to the affairs of government In examining the Greek tradition 

we fmd that, from Homer onward, the Greek language drew a distinction between 

public and private and !hat t..'le word private in Greek carries negative overtones, 

implying lack of full participation in the approved social order. However, although the 

distinction is drawn between public and private a wool for privacy does not appear to 

exist, either in Greek (Higman, 1971) or in any ancient or medieval cultures (Cranston, 

1974). 

There are indeed many societies that do not possess a term equivalent to 

privacy in the language. Such an absence has been noted for Dutch (Stringer & 

Kremer, 1987), Russian (Zakharov, 1990), Greek (Higman, 1971), Japanese (Iwata, 

1988), Arab (Hall, 1969; Sommer, 1969) and primitive societies noted in Altman, 

(1977, 1980) Mead (1962) and Moore (1984). 

Although the concept of privacy is currently used in Japan, Iwata notes that 

since the concept is not indigenous to Japan, there is no equivalent in the Japanese 

dictionary for privacy (Iwata, 1988). 
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Theoretical Definitions of Privacy 

Definitions of privacy range from "not in principle detectable by everyone in 

the same way" (Bailey, 1979), "source of activities" (Weiss, 1983), "a compound" 

(Chennayeff & Alexander, 1963), "an instrument for achieving individu:! goals of 

self-realization" (Westin, 1967), "state of being" (Fischer, 1971; Velecky, 1978), 

through "freedom to choose what, when and to whom one communicates" 

(luelson,I974; Westin, 1967) "process and selective control" (Altman, 1975), "personal 

control over personal information" (Greenawalt, 1971; Westin, 1967), "a zero 

relationship between a group and a person" (Shils, 1966) to "negation of potential 

power-relationships" (Kelvin) "place" (Webster, 1979) and "right to be left alone" 

(Cooley, 1880), and being of four types; solitude, intimacy, anonymity and reserve 

(Westin, 1967) or six separate forms; solitude, seclusion, intimacy, anonymity, reserve, 

and "not neighboring" (Marshall, 1972). 

It has been noted by Laufer, Proshansky and Wolfe (1974:1976) that there is 

no one definition of privacy; by Margulis (1977) that the term privacy is vague and 

ambiguous, and by Mellors that a precise definition cannot be given because it reflects 

the ideas of a particular society at a given time (Mellors, 1978). More succintly, 

perhaps, Fischer states "we don't know exactly what privacy is." (Fischer, 1971, 

p.149). 

Suggestions that definitions of privacy change as a function of the development 

of the individual and the context in which they fmd themselves have been put forward 

by Fischer, (1971), Pastalan (1970), Laufer (1976), Kelvin (1973) and Westin (1967), 

while Margulis proposes that the definition itself be flexible in order to incorporate 

different interpretations of a core defmition (Margulis, 1977). 

It is possible that much of the confusion in discussions is because it has not 

been spelled out whether privacy should be regarded as a condition of the person, a 

condition or attribute of the environment or some interaction between the individual 

and the social or physical environment. Without such ground rules it is extremely 
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difficult to relate studies or theories. This is as true today as when noted fifteen years 

ago by Margulis (1977). The following review of the literature will separate the 

approaches into those viewing privacy as primarily a personal condition, primarily a 

function of the physical environment and primarily a interaction between the two. 

Privacy as a Condition of the Person 

Philosophical definitions of privacy concentrate on conditions of the individual. 

Weiss considers privacy "the initial source of a man's activities" (Weiss, 1983 p.xi). 

He suggests that the lived body is the joint product of the body and this persistant and 

governing privacy which arises at the moment one becomes an embryo capable of 

expressing sensitivity and is with the person until they cease to be alive or lose their 

individuality or humaness. Possession of a self, achieved through interaction with the 

species, environment and society, implies an individual privacy and with this, 

accountability. Bailey considers that privacy accrues to individuals more through 

necess&-y ownership and suggests that privacy may not be detectable by everyone in 

the same way (Bailey, 1979). 

Weinstein accounts for the confusion regarding privacy as being due to the fact 

that it is a condition of being, "neither moral nor valuable in itself' (Weinstein, 1971 

p. 104). He also suggests that "the activities that occur while the person is in the 

condition of privacy are at least as important as the bare fact of being-apart from 

others" (Weinstein, 1971, p. 92). Another viewing privacy as a condition is Gavison, 

who emphasises that any acceptable definition must initially be neutral in value 

(Gavison, 1984). Chapin, on the contrary, views privacy as a value to be by oneself 

and free from "the pressure of others" (Chapin, 1951). 

Another who sees privacy as a sense of being is Fischer, who holds that 

privacy occurs "when the watching self and the world fall away, along with geometric 

space, clock time, and other contingencies, leaving an intensified relationship with the 



intentional object ..... it is not necessarily a defensive escape. it is a state of relative 

openness which allows phenomena to unfold in new ways, thus facilitating personal 

development and growth." (Fischer, 1971, p. 154). 
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Velecky believes that "any concept of privacy is a concept of a state in which 

persons may find themselves' (Velecky. 1978. p.18) and that being alone is the closest 

relative to his concept of privacy. However, he makes the distinction that "while the 

concept of privacy implies that the state is necessarily reganied as a valuable one, the 

concept of being alone carries no such implication." (Velecky, 1978, p.18). 

Tacitly viewing privacy as a valued condition, Chermayeff and Alexander refer 

to privacy as "that marvellous compound of withdrawal, self-reliance. solitude, 

contemplation and concentration" (Chermayeff & Alexander, 1963, p.38). 

Westin, while viewing privacy as a condition, alternates between viewing 

privacy as a condition of the person and as an interactive condition. He emphasises 

that privacy is not an end in itself. "Privacy is neither a self-sufficient state nor an end 

in itself, even for the hermit and the recluse. It is basically an instrument for achieving 

individual goals of self-realization. As such, it is only part of the individual's complex 

and shifting system of social needs ...... to be left in privacy when one wants 

companionship is as uncomfortable as the inability to have privacy when one craves 

it" (Westin, 1967 p.39). 

Privacy as a Function of the Physical Environment 

In the more theoretical literature there is a recurring theme involving the use of 

private space, which involves the idea of refuge. As with privacy, the concept of 

refuge is value laden and lacking clarity of definition. It is defined in Webster as 

shelter or protection from danger or distress caused by a person, place or thing; giving 

shelter, help or comfort, a safe retreat . .inaccessible to an enemy or evil, a sanctuary or 

asylum. The importance of refuge in contributing to emotional release was noted by 



Benn (1971) who said ''We need a sanctuary or retreat, in which we can drop the 

mask" (Benn, 1971, p.24). 

14 

Bachelard, in the Poetics of Space, suggests that mankind shares a primal 

image of refuge. "I shall show that a human being likes to 'withdraw' into his comer' 

and that it gives him physical pleasure to do so .... with nests and above all shells, we 

shall find a whole series of images that I am going to characterise as primal images" 

(Bachelard, 1957:64 p.). This approach calls to mind Jung's belief that the older and 

more archaic an archetype, the more persistant and unchanging the symbol (lung, 

1964). 

Privacy as an Interactive Person-Environment Condition 

Schoeman, in his analysis of the nature of privacy, sees the only really 

defensible definition to be the identification of privacy with "a state of limited access 

to a person". He suggests that "A person has privacy to the extent that others have 

limited access to information about him, limited access to the intimacies of his life, or 

limited access to his thoughts or his body" (Schoeman, 1984, p.3) 

The major thrust of the interactive point of view is that people do not operate 

in a vacuum. They have past experiences, present environmental context, both physical 

and social and plans for the future. At different times of their lives and under different 

circumstances they find different conditions of privacy to be more appropriate than 

others. The different conditions of privacy discussed in the literature follow. 

The Condition of Solitude 

Solitude is widely accepted in the empirical literature as a definition of what 

constitutes privacy. Westin, who also believes that solitude is the most complete state 

of privacy that individuals can achieve, sees it as a type of privacy in which the 

individual is alone and unobserved (Westin, 1967). Pastalan considers that the 



distinguishing characteristics of solitude are solitariness and physical isolation 

(Pastalan, 1975). 
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Gavison (1980, 1984) sees solitude as one of three independent and i11'educible 

elements which together constitute the concept of privacy. 

The Condition of Isolation 

As might be expected, isolation means different things to different people 

depending on their definition of privacy and of solitude. In general the attitude seems 

to be that isolation involves a sense of undesirability or lack of choice. 

Ittelson views isolation as a case in which individuals have reduced options and 

less freedom of choice (lttelson, 1974). Pastalan views it as a part of solitude which 

may be achieved through spacing distance and/or screening. (pastalan, 1975). Kelvin, 

sees privacy as the perceived negation of the power of others, and views isolation as 

the opposite, a case which is not a product of choice but of imposition. He notes that 

the everyday meaning of isolation denotes the negative aspects of separateness and 

privacy its positive ones. Isolation occurs when an individual seeks relationships with 

others but is physically or psychologically restrained from doing so (Kelvin, 1973). 

Westin does not include isolation as a type of privacy but as an example of an 

imbalance (Westin, 1967). 

The Condition of Intimacy 

Intimacy is a type of privacy that relates to an individual's or group's desire to 

promote close personal relationships (Westin, 1967). As noted by Fried, these 

relationships require the voluntary relinquishment of parts of one's inner self (Fried, 

1968/1984) and include a lack of self-observation (Gerstein, 1978/1984). Sought 

privacy of this type Ittelson believes goes beyond freedom from observation to include 

a preference for minimising all sensory input from outside the boundaries of an 

appropriate setting (lttelson, 1974). 



Schoeman considers intimacy as a criterion of the private, but one that is non 

normative (Schoeman, 1984). Pastalan notes that whether close contact results in 

relaxation or abrasion depends on the interaction of the members, but that 'without 

intimacy a basic need of human contact would not be met' (pastalan, 1975, p.74). 
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It seems clear, that as Gerstein says, intimacy simply could not exist unless 

people had the opportunity for privacy. "It is prima facie wrong to observe a person 

against his will at any time, because it violates his autonomous right to decide whether 

he will be observed or not. But the wrong is far greater where the victim of the 

invasion was submerged in an intimate relationship and therefore did not intend to be 

observed at all, even by himself (Gerstein, 1978/1984, p.267). 

The Condition of Anonymity 

It has been said that individuals always lose privacy when they become the 

subject of attention, and that this is true whether the attention is conscious and 

purposeful, or inadvertent, because attention is a primary way of gathering information 

Gavison also holds that anonymity is the second independent and irreducible element 

which together with secrecy and solitude make up the complex of privacy (Gavison, 

1980/1984). 

Anonymity is a type of privacy that occurs when it is possible to move around 

in public without being recognised or the subject of attention (Westin, 1967). Being 

able to get lost in the crowd may be the result of inconspicuous looks and behavior 

which blend in with the immediate environment It is considerably more difficult to 

achieve for the rich and famous whose faces are easily recognised. 

Providing clients anonymity facilitates all types of infonnation gathering 

Some social events involve the masking of guests. In all cases it appears to serve a 

protective function and result in increased liberty of personal expression. 
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The Condition of Secrecy 

The final meaning assigned to privacy as an interactive condition of person and 

environment is that of secrecy or concealment of what is said or done. Cooley. in the 

1880 edition of the Law of Torts. states that "a man may have secrets ..•. to which his 

letters bear testimony .... but with which the public bas no concern" (Cooley. 1880, p. 

294). Gavison considers secrecy to be one of the three independent and irreducible 

elements which together form the concept of privacy (Gavison, 1980/1984) and Iwata 

found 'Himitu' or secrecy, to be one of two Japanese concepts judged most similar to 

privacy (Iwata, 1984, 1988). 

Secrecy in general is seen as a strategy to avoid being caught performing 

illegal or immoral acts, either individually or as a group. While both privacy and 

secrecy involve psychological or physical barriers they are seen as differing in the 

moral content of the behavior concealed (Warren & Laslett, 1977). Another point of 

difference noted by Shils is that privacy is voluntary and secrecy is mandatory (Shils, 

1966). Simmel also indicates "The secret society lives in an area to which the norms 

of society do not extend" (Simmel, 1950;56;64 p.360). 

Privacy as a Process of Selective Control 

Altman, in his examination of privacy, states ''For my purposes privacy will be 

defmed as selective control of access to the self or to one's group" (Altman, 1975, 

p.18). Altman consistently refers to privacy as being a central regulatory process by 

which a person (or group) makes himself more or less accessible and open to others 

(Altman, 1975). This process is seen by Altman as a) interpersonal b) bidirectional c) 

regulatory d) multifaceted e) optimizational f) dialectic. 

The heuristic value of Altman's theory cannot be denied but perhaps because it 

is the most broadly articulated theory of privacy it has also been the most thoroughly 

criticised. His claims that privacy, besides being a process, is actually a dialectical 

process based upon the open and closed nature of social relationships, has been 



challenged by Foddy who felt that since a dialectic requires a clearly defined single 

pair of opposites with a functional relationship. neither of which were adequately 

presented by Altman. such a claim is invalid. Foddy. suggests that a symbolic 

interaction approach would handle the privacy regulation processes as well as 

Altman's metatheory, particularly with regard to the centtal issues of "self' and 

"control" (Foddy. 1984). 
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Margulis points out that since Altman has interpreted the transactional 

component of privacy as social interaction it makes the model too comprehensive and 

cumbersome to be effective (Margulis, 1977). 

Shils believes that the issue is control of movement of information across a 

boundary from person to person, group to group or group to individual and that 

privacy is a zero relationship between these (Shils, 1966). 

Westin. in his own study of privacy, while believing a process is involved, 

considers that this is a personal adjusttnent process in which individuals "balance the 

desire for privacy with the desire for disclosure and communication" 

(Westin, 1967, p.7). 

Legal Definitions of Privacy 

At present there is no clear, widely accepted legal definition of privacy, despite 

the legal profession's long and significant interest in proteCting the individual and the 

group from invasion by others. As mentioned previously, the word privacy came into 

existance only recently but Anglo-Saxon law and Gennan tribal law protected the 

peace attached to the freeman's holding and offered compensation for damage to 

property, intrusion and insult. This would appear to be remarkably similar to current 

interpretations of privacy. In America these are based on American Constitutional Law 

and the court relies upon the various rights set out in the constitution. In the case of 

privacy these involve the First, Fourth, Fifth, Eighth, Ninth and Fourteenth 

amendments. 
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In 1959 the Association of the Bar of the Ci.ty of New York organised a new 

committee concerned with the interrelationships between man, science and society. 

The role of this committee, the special committee OD Science and Law, was to identify 

potential problems. One such problem was the anticipated effect of modem technology 

upon privacy (Westin, 1967). 

In international law, a commission was set up in 1967 termed the International 

Infonnation Commission of Jurists. This committee set out provisions to protect 

individuals against 1) interference with private family or home life 2) interference with 

physical or mental integrity 3) attacks on honor and reputation 4) being placed in a 

false light 5) disclosure of embarassing personal infonnation 6) spying and prying 7) 

interference with correspondence 8) misuse of written and oral private correspondence 

10) disclosure of information given or received in circumstances of professional 

confidence (Simons, 1982, cited Viljoen et al 1987 p.91). 

The right to be left alone is discussed below. For a further review of the 

legal aspects of privacy the reader is referred to O'Reilly (1984) for a concise 

overview, and to Gavison (1984) for a more extended discussion. 

Privacy as the right to be left alone 

In American law one of the earliest attempts to identify a right to privacy was 

proposed by Cooley. The right to be left alone was advanced by Judge T. Cooley, Law 

of Torts 29 (1880) and cited by Brandeis and Warren (1890). 

In what has been termed an appeal to the courts to articulate the underlying 

moral parameters of social interaction (Schoeman, 1984), Brandeis and Warren suggest 

that privacy is part of the right to be left alone which in tum is part of the right to 

enjoy life and "is the most comprehensive of rights and the right most valued by 

civilised man" (Brandeis & Warren, 1890, p.193). 

It is however insufficient as a definition as pointed out by Gavison 

(1980:1984). Notwithstanding, the desire to be alone and left alone is at the heart of 
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many applied research findings and is put forwani as a definition of privacy by 

Chapin. Chapin views privacy as a value to be by oneself and free from the pressures 

of the presence of others (Chapin. 19S1). 

The constitutionally protected concept of privacy is a sphere of space that a 

man may carry around with him which is protected from outside intrusion, as a right 

of selected disclosure about oneself. and as a right of personal autonomy <Words and 

Phrases. 1983; cited O'Reilly, 1984. p.13). O'Reilly found that the Wyatt court's 

operationalisation of privacy as a ~"phere of space free from outside intrusion depended 

primarily on protection from visual intrusion and that this was inadequate. 

An important point to bear in mind was mentioned by Schoeman. He notes 

that there are circuinstances in which a person "has not in fact suffered from a loss of 

privacy but has suffered a violation of his right to privacy" (Schoeman, 1984, p.4). "A 

person has privacy to the extent that others have limited access to infonnation about 

him, limited access to the intimacies of his life, or limited access to his thoughts or his 

body" (Ibid). 

In general, the term "privacy" when used by lawyers and political scientists, 

refers primarily to the right to live without interference from the state and to areas 

where the state does not justifiably intrude (Weiss, 1983). 

This introductory chapter has reviewed the literature on privacy which is 

concerned with the various philosophical and theoretical perspectives. On balance, 

there seems to be support for viewing privacy as an interactive condition of the 

individual with the environment which involves an element of separation from the 

public domain. See Appendix D for a diagrammatic representation. Chapter two will 

review the empirical literature on the subject. 
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CHAPl'ERTWO 

THE MEANING OF PRIVACY IN EMPIRICAL STUDIES 

Empirical studies on privacy are few. Of the handful that exist, descriptive 

research is more in evidence than experimental. This is due in part to the lack of 

theory and in part to the difficulties of examining privacy without invading it 

However, one marked improvement over the theoretical theses is that in empirical 

studies the operational definitions of privacy are less diverse. They focus on separation 

from others. 

Being Alone 

More often than not, empirical studies involving privacy either define privacy 

as 'being completely alone' (Edney & Buda, 1976); or identify a factor tenned 'being 

alone' (Golan & Justa, 1976; Marshall, 1912). Works concerned with issues of space 

and privacy. and others involving factor analysis, use the tenD 'solitude' Owata, 1988; 

Pedersen, 1979; Pastalan, 1915). It would appear that there is little difference in 

meaning between solitude and being alone. However, two factor analytic studies by 

Pedersen (1979; 1982) identified solitude as one of six uncorrelated factors of the 

privacy domain. Pedersen differentiates between isolation, dermed as alone and away 

from others and solitude, defined as alone by oneself and free from observation by 

others. This was based on factor analysis of responses to a survey questionnaire. An 

example would be the individual who likes to be alone in a bedroom or study but may 

be appalled at the thought of being alone in the wilderness (Pedersen, 1979). 

In a study of schoolchildren's definitions of privacy, Wolfe & Laufer found 

thirty nine separate categories of things the word privacy means, which varied 

in importance attached to them by the age of the child. Four major meanings were 



found at all ages - being alone, controlling access to information, no one bothering 

them, and controlling access to spaces (1914:1915). 
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Marshall (1972) found that a factor identified as focussing on being alone was 

one of two major divisions in her analysis of meanings of privacy in common speech. 

Golan and 1usta's (1976) paper on the meaning of privacy to middle-management 

executives found that being alone was one of five principal divisions. 

In a 1910 study of a children's psychiatric facility Ittelson, Proshansky and 

Rivlin showed that one of the most desired elements was that of a place to be away 

from others (lttelson et alI970). Similar fmdings were reported by Wolfe, who found 

that children worked out their own strategies for being alone. For example, although 

children were assigned multi-person bedrooms there was seldom more than one child 

in a bedroom at one time (Wolfe, 1975). Other deliberate strategies employed by the 

children included using aberrant behaviors in order to be put in isolation. 

Marshall, in research examining whether the empirically derived dimensions 

of privacy paralleled those derived theoretically, found that of five major factors, 

solitude was one, and another, which she termed seclusion was 'having a room or 

retreat of one's own.' A subsequent extension of the study to a different population 

again found a factor with items concerned with visual and auditory seclusion 

(Marshall, 1974). However, it is likely that solitude and seclusion are very tightly 

correlated. 

In a study of institutionalised elderly (Pastalan, 1975) results showed that those 

patients possessing strategies for obtaining privacy (defmed as solitude) had a higher 

life expectancy rate than patients without such strategies. 

Choice 

In examining preferences for the design of a nursing home Duffy et al found 

that while administrators and designers focussed on plans to facilitate social 

interaction, the residents consistently selected designs which enhanced privacy (Duffy 



et al., 1986). Carpman and Grant also found that hospital visitors desimi visual and 

acoustical privacy (Carpman & Grant, 1984). 

23 

In a post occupancy evaluation of the one hundred and twenty bed Weiss 

Institute nursing facility, which was planned to increase privacy options, it was found 

that single and double bedrooms around a central core facilitated visiting rates. The 

resident's effectance increased and pathologies decreased. The authors note that given 

options for increased social interactions this failed to appear. Satisfaction with the new 

facility appeared to centre on increased oppol11mities for privacy (Lawton and Bader, 

1984). 

Studies by Schultz, and by Langer and Rodin, found that performance deficits 

among the aged could be ameliorated by their having more choices and control over 

their life space and actions (Schultz, 1976; Langer & Rodin, 1976). Snyder et al. 

believe that these beneficial effects occur "because a sense of control strengthens the 

patient's self-esteem" (Snyder, Smollet, Strouter & Frankel, 1981). 

Control 

A number of behavioral scientists consider that control is a critical element to 

be considered in privacy issues (Altman, 1975; Laufer et al. 1974/1976; Johnson, 

1974; Wolfe, 1975). Control may involve physical access, in which case it involves 

the control of space; it may be control over psychological access; it may be control 

over the flow of infonnation. The foregoing generally involve control over social 

access or access to an individual by others. However, physical access by noxious 

substances has also been implicated in invasion of privacy. 

In their study of the meaning of privacy for supervisors of office settings, 

Golan and Justa found that middle management executives defme privacy as 'being 

able to work without distractions ... controlling access to infonnation ... freedom to do 

what you want ... controlling access to space and being alone' (Golan & Justa, 1976). 

The concept of personal control over events and environment, or at least the 
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perception of such control, has been implicated in the development of all the ego 

functions. Empirical research on the control aspect of personal development is 

abundant, in particular in studies of child development (Heft & Wohlwill, 1987; David 

& Weinstein, 1987; Bronfenbrenner, 1979) and in studies of territoriality (Esser, 1968, 

1973; De Long, 1973; Sundstrom & Altman 1976; Hall, 1969; Osmond, 1957). 

Laufer and Wolfe (1976;1977) credit the experience of choice and control with 

a decisive role in the development of autonomy, although they see it as more of a 

mediating variable with regards to privacy. In their study of schoolchildren, Wolfe and 

Laufer found that choice and control were particularly relevant to the adolescents in 

the group (Wolfe & Laufer, 1974). Similarly, Proshansky and Kaminoff, consider that 

"Autonomy and self-identity are defined by the knowledge that one has some control 

over one's physical environment." (Proshansky and Kaminoff 1983, p. 58). 

Studies of the effect that the environment has upon mental health carried out 

by Rodin and Baum concluded that "learned helplessness occurs in residents of 

chronically uncontrollable settings." (Rodin & Baum, 1976). Similar findings were 

reported by (Cassel, 1974; Glass and Singer 1972; Baum 1982; Cohen, Evans and 

Krantz, 1986) in studies of environment and stress. Personal control over events is 

strongly implicated in stress reduction and vice versa (Mowrer & Viek, 1948; Rotter, 

1966). Ingham found that even isolated cases of loss of control over private spaces, as 

in the case of being burglarised, can have devastating effects (Ingham, 1978). 

Space, Place and Privacy 

Control of space is often referred to as territoriality, a concept originally 

developed in the field of animal behaviour but carried over with its associated concept 

of boundary regulation to human interactions. Empirical studies relating to human 

territoriality include those by Esser (1970, 1976) De Long (1973) and Sundstrom and 

Altman (1976) who found it to be related to social hierarchy. Hall (1969) and Osmond 

(1957) relate it more to physical and interpersonal boundary regulation and Esser sees 
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it primarily as a functional spacing mechanism to facilitate survival (Esser, 1971). 

In itself, the identification and employment of a private space indicates a 

measure of control over the environment In talking of her time spent with the Uktu, 

Briggs mentions that she possessed a particular place in the igloo which was "hers". 

"it even gave me a sense of privacy, since no one encroached on my space without 

permission" (Briggs, 1981, cited Moore, 1984, p.ll). 

In a laboratory situation, Edney and Buda found that territoriality and privacy 

can be experimentally separated and produce distinct effects, and that privacy led to 

enhanced feelings of freedom and that privacy plus territoriality encouraged feelings of 

security (Edney & Buda, 1976). 

A study of girl's and boys representation of home and neighbourhood by 

Saegen and Maltz found indications that girls favourite places were often public 

spaces but that they do seek privacy in their bedroom although their emphasis is not 

on being alone there. It may involve telephone calls or social visiting (Saegert & 

Maltz, 1982). 

Physical boundary regulation involves walls, fences, locks, curtains etc., in and 

around the home and workplace. Ittelson, Proshansky and Rivlin (1972:1976), 

Rapaport and Watson (1972) Laufer, Proshansky and Wolfe (1974:1976), Barker 

(1978) and Ingham (1978) all agree on the importance of the physical setting in 

evoking and sustaining private behaviours. 

A substantial amount of empirical research has been dedicated to the relevance 

of the physical environment to a normal process of child development. Findings . 

suggest that built environments have both direct and symbolic impacts on children 

(Itteleson, Proshansky, Rivlin, & Winkel, 1974; Wolfe & Proshansky, 1974). 

Little believes that normal development is at risk when there is insufficient 

opportunity to establish a bond with the physical environment (Little, 1968). Having a 

secure physical environment fosters exploration and growth in the same sense as social 

stability. Mead found that stable and continuing presence of physical items such as the 
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shape of the bed and the smell of the room contribute to a sense of security. and given 

such a child can tolerate "a greater variety of persons close to it" (Mead, 1966. p. 

247). 

The functions of a satisfactory childhood environment include the fostering of 

personal identity, encouraging the growth of competence, promoting a sense of 

security and trust and "allowing for both social interaction and privacy" (David & 

Weinsiein, 1987). All the foregoing are fostered by the child having some measure of 

control over their environment It may be, that as suggested, it is control of the 

physical setting that is central (Berenson, 1967; Edney & Buda 1976; Hill, 1969; 

Pastalan, 1970, 1975; Canter & Canter, 1979, Canter, Bamitt & Buckland, 1982). 

In child development studies, privacy and refuge are frequently equated with 

'stimulus shelter', the importance of which is a recurring theme. "At the youngest age 

levels needs for privacy and territoriality may be closely related to what Wachs and 

colleagues have termed the role of a stimulus shelter" (Wohlwill & Heft, 1987). "A 

child may control exposure to noise and other stressors by retreating to a place which 

provides shelter. The aVailability of such a place has been found to be positively 

correlated with measures of early cognitive development." (Wachs, 1979). The 

excellent research and design project undertaken by Richter and Nicholl for the benefit 

of autistic children, also found that one of the most favored elements was the retreat 

box used as an extreme de-stimulation area (Richter & Nicholl, 1972). Rivlin and 

Wolfe have also documented the value of a place of retreat from stimulation, intensity 

and surveillance (Rivlin & Wolfe, 1985). 

Chennayeff and Alexander believed that "Only physical insulation against the 

the dangers and pain of invasion - interruption by people, traffic and noise - can 

inhibit chaos and confusion" (Chermayeff & Alexander 1963, p.39). Furthermore, they 

proposed special domains for all degrees of community living, ranging from the most 

intensely private to the most intensely communal. "To separate these domains, and yet 

allow for their interaction, entirely new physical elements must be inserted between 
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them" (p.39). Between them Chermayeff, Alexander and Osmond generated the design 

concept of partial baniers. The use of partial baniers in providing differentially 

permeable spaces has been strongly implicated in therapeutic design of environments 

for the mentally or physically disabled (Osmond, 1957; Kleeman, 1975). Ideally. 

Osmond stated, patients must have some sanctuaries or private places, analogous to 

animal nests, where they could withdraw from social pressures and stimulation plus 

other areas offering the possibility of different degrees of interaction and easy 

withdrawal and which the patients could gradually move as they felt comfortable 

(Osmond, 1957). Using these principles, Kleeman was able to double interpersonal 

activities in a mental ward (Kleeman, 1975). 

In a study of behaviours on a psychiatric ward, Ittelson et al. found that 

smaller, more private bedrooms were associated with a greater variety of behaviours 

than larger and more impersonal rooms (Ittelson, Proshansky & Rivlin, 1970). 

And in Berenson's investigation of the effects of the physical setting on 

emotionally disturbed girls, he found that personal belongings, specifically a miITor 

near the bed, which defined "their" space resulted in significant positive behavioral 

changes (Berenson. 1967, cited David & Weinstein, 1987. p. 8). A related finding was 

that by Morgan and Cushing who noted that for chronic psychiatric patients, personal 

posseSSions may playa therapeutic role (Morgan & Cushing, 1967). 

Sex differences in territorial behaviours have been noted which suggest that 

men respond more aggressively to reductions in personal space (Baum & Koman, 

1976; Epstein & Karlin, 1975; Ross et al., 1973, Stokols et al., 1973). Block and 

Stokes have suggested that arousal levels would be higher for males in a non-private 

work space with a corresponding reduction in environmental satisfaction (Block & 

Stokes, 1989). In the Choldin, Jacobsen and Janke study of graduate student families, 

student fathers were absent from the less spacious apartments more often due to lack 

of space and quiet (Choldin, Jacobsen & Janke, 1975). 
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In an office situation Nemecek and Grandjean found that in more than a third 

of the open-plan offices in their study the workers were disturbed by noise (Nemecek 

& Grandjean, 1973). Where good outside noise control is obtained then nuisance from 

conversation increases (Bennett, 1977; Nemecek & Grandjean, 1973). Also in the 

work situation, Sundstrom et al found that an employee's perceived privacy was 

directly related to the number of enclosed sides to their work space (Sundstrom et al, 

1980, 1982). 

An additional factor identified in empirical research includes 'Not neighboring', 

which was identified by Marshall in a study of privacy attitudes of nuclear families in 

a suburban setting. Items loading on the factor emphasized attitudes towards having 

friends and neighbours drop in unannounced and general involvement with others 

(Marshall, 1974). It could very easily be labelled as an habitual privacy factor. 

Habitual Privacy 

This is not discussed in the literature but should perhaps be regarded as 

habitual reserve. It appears to reflect the "not neigbouring factor" identified by 

Marshall, and if tested further may be correlated with low self-disclosure. 

Ellen Berscheid suggests that reliable individual differences may exist on a 

"need for privacy dimension" and that this may be approximated by Eysenk's measure 

of social introversion-extraversion (Berscheid. 1977, p. 90). 

Summary 

As with the theoretical literature, discussions of privacy in the empirical 

literature appear to involve an interaction between individuals and their environment. 

For Venn diagram see Appendix D. In the empirical literature, however, there is more 

emphasis on the importance of privacy to individual development and satisfaction. 
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CHAPI'ER THREE 

THE USE OR FUNCTION OF PRIVACY 

In discussing the uses of privacy and the needs that privacy regulation serves 

most theorists follow Westin's listing of four functions of privacy; Personal autonomy, 

Self-evaluation, Emotional release and Limited and protected communication (Westin, 

1967). While these are accepted by this author, a point of view which subsumes these 

under a broader umbrella is that of the imponance of privacy to the general health and 

wen being of the individual. A sytems approach to privacy emphasises the functional 

value of privacy to systems maintenance and development and will be presented in 

subsequent chapters. 

The function of privacy is of major concern. It is critically related to several 

areas within the field of pychology and has implications for far reaching legal 

decisions. The intent of this chapter is to prepare a base for a systems based model of 

privacy which holds that there is a biological, cross cultural, basis to privacy needs. 

Optimum range of interaction 

Access to privacy or provision for privacy permits the individual to limit the 

amount of incoming infonnation received. It permits control of the type of 

information. Achieved privacy facilitates the balancing of one need against others. 

While all of the aforementioned may be undertaken on the basis of decision, it is 

suggested that internal physiological conditions may prompt less deliberate efforts to 

restore equilibrium. 

Optimisation theories which postulate an inverted U function in human 

interaction with the environment are widely accepted in the field of psychology. They 

include the arousal level theories of Berlyne (1960) and Ulrich (1981), the adaptation 



level theory of Helson (1964), Wohlwill (1974, 1976), and Thibault and Kelley's 

comparison level theory (1959). 
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This sense of an optimal amount of interaction between an individual and the 

environment has also been noted in other disciplines (Osmond, 1957; McGinley, 1959; 

Jacobs, 1961; Bates, 1964; Jourard, 1963, 1966; Rapoport, 1972). 

Spencer et al note that within psychology. most theorists have been clear in 

stressing three dimensions of variation in the optimal level of privacy: cultural, 

situational and individual (Spencer, Blades & Marsely, 1989). The individual 

approach is emphasized by Altman who regards privacy as an optimising process in 

the sense that "there is an optimal degree of desired access of the self to others at any 

moment in time" (Altman, 1975. p.ll). The optimising of situational factors is 

emphasised by Argyle, Furnham, and Graham (1981). 

Westin takes a more nonnative approach, "each individual is continually 

engaged in a personal adjustment process in which he balances the desire for privacy 

with the desire for self-disclosure and communication of himself to others, in light of 

the environmental conditions and social norms set by the society in which he lives." 

(Westin, 1967, p.7). Employing various degrees of privacy according to circumstances 

contributes to positive interactions with the environment because it helps to keep the 

individual within their optimum interactional range. 

Privacy as Facilitator 

Self-esteem 

The value of privacy to personal autonomy and the development of self esteem 

has been noted frequently (Beardsley, 1971; Goffman, 1961; Gross, 1971; Jourard, 

1966; Pennock and Chapman, 1971). In discussing the process of development, close 

correlations have been noted between the availability of privacy and the achievement 

of self identity and self-esteem (Bates, 1964; Bjorklid, 1982; Bronfenbrenner, 1979; 
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Cobb, 1959; Malmberg, 1980; Mead, 1974; Moore, 1986; Proshansky & Fabian, 1987; 

Wapner, Kaplan & Qinton, 1973; Westin, 1967). Funhermore, Laufer et al believe 

that "If one examines any array of reasons given for individuals seeking and 

maintaining their privacy, then what is revealed, even in the purest sense of the word, 

are attempts to protect and nurture the self or the positive compliment of trying to 

extend and enhance the self." (Laufer, Proshansky & Wolfe, 1974:1976). The 

functional value of privacy is precisely this. It facilitates attempts to protect, nurture 

and develop the individual self and maintain the integrity of the system 

Self-actualisation 

The directional trend to expand and activate all the capacities of the organism 

which is the cornerstone of developmental theories (Piaget, 1929; Erikson, 1950: 1963) 

and of Roger's client centred therapy (Rogers, 1961) is referred to by Maslow as self

actualisation. Such self-actualisation is fostered by the availability of privacy. 

According to Jourard, human development and expansion of consciousness, can only 

occur in the condition of privacy since these are borne of reflection and 

experimentation (Jourard, 1966). This is substantiated by empirical results (Edney & 

Duda, 1976). As noted by Reich "The self needs, above all, privacy, liberty and a 

degree of sovreignty to develop. It needs to try things, to search, to explore, to test, to 

err. It needs solitude to bring sense to its environment." (Reich, 1970). It has been 

pointed out elsewhere that access to privacy fosters intellectual processes such as 

reasoning (Chermayeff & Alexander, 1963; Chapin, 1951; Jourard, 1966; Kira, 

1966:1970; Westin, 1967). Others, notably Woolf and Goethe emphasize its 

contribution to creativity in that, to paraphrase, the development of talent requires 

peace and quiet. (Goethe, 1887; Woolf, 1957). 

Self-evaluation 

One of the four functions proposed by Westin in his seminal work on privacy 

was self-evaluation. Ingham suggests that the need for self-evaluation is strongly 
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situation dependent, with upheaval and stress being d1c primary motivators (Ingham, 

1978). He also points out that self-evaluation may be carried out either alone or within 

small groups, since small groups are private to the degn:e that their nature is altered 

should outsiders be present. 

The value of privacy for evaluating strategies is emphasised by Bates (1964), 

while Kahn & French emphasise the importance of self-evaluation to physical and 

mental well being (Kahn & French, 1970, cited Saegert, 1976). In fact, research results 

indicate that self-evaluation is perceived by mental patients as an important element in 

the desire for privacy (O'Reilly, 1984). Generally, "It would seem that everyone 

requires at least some opportunity to contemplate his own thoughts and feelings, to 

regroup his forces, and to put his mental house in order" (Pennock, 1971, p. xiv). 

Stress Reduction 

The area of stress research is cross disciplinary, but in psychology one of the 

major foci is on environmental stress. From this perspective stress is seen as deriving 

from individual appraisal of, and reaction to, environmental conditions (Baum, Singer 

& Baum, 1982; Evans & Cohen, 1987; Magnusson, 1982). Lazarus proposes that stress 

occurs when there is an imbalance between environmental demands and the response 

capabilities of the individual (Lazarus, 1966). Removal of choice is noteworthy for 

soliciting stress reactions, so that situations such as confinement would be expected to 

result in stress. It has been noted in prisoners (D'Atri, 1975), prisoners of war, 

(Vischer, 1919), and institutionalised children (Hutt & Vaisey, 1966; Murray, 1974; 

Wolfe & Golan, 1976). 

Levy-Leboyer proposes a double edged systems and transactional approach to 

understanding the stress paradigm which would focus on environmental overload and 

freedom of choice derived from potential control. He offers a concise thumbnail sketch 

of the background to this approach. "The concept of environmental overload was first 

mentioned by the sociologist Simmel who, as early as 1903, put forward the idea that 
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living in a city was a source of psychological disturbance in the sense that the excess 

of information forced the individual to protect himself by filtering out stimuli or 

avoiding contacts. Miller (1964) developed this idea by emphasizing that stimulus 

overload forces the creation of adaptive strategies. It was Milgram (1976) however, 

who described the mechanisms of adaptation most clearly and showed that they 

operated simultaneously at the cognitive .... and the social and affective level .... 

Saegelt (1976) contributed to the concept of environmental overload by distinguishing 

a number of aspects of the concept" (Levy-Leboyer, 1982, p.114). Saegert is known 

for stressing the cumulative nature of multiple stimuli which may result in aversive 

information overload (Saegert, 1980). 

The interest of privacy to the stress paradigm is that it offers a chance to 

reduce the level of stressors and thereby postpOne or alleviate the sensation of stress 

itself, should this be perceived as aversive. Such a concept is most useful to the 

stimulation level or information load model of stress outlined above (Kaminoff & 

Proshansky, 1982; Saegert, 1976; Wohlwill, 1974). 

Emotional release 

The value of privacy in promoting emotional release is often mentioned. As 

noted by Pennock "All of us have standards of behavior that are higher then we can 

maintain at all times ..... hence the need for privacy" (pennock, 1971, xiii). 

The psychological benefit of privacy was also mentioned by Hall in discussing 

the strain of keeping up a facade. He suggests that it is possible for architecture to 

take over this burden for people; that it can provide a refuge where the individual can 

'let his hair down' and be himself (Hall, 1969). The architectural approach was 

reinforced by Archea (1977) and endorsed by Kaplan (1983) and Korpela (1989). 

As noted by Schwartz, "The very act of placing a barrier between oneself and 

others is self defining, for withdrawal entails a separation from a role and tacitly, from 

an identity imposed upon oneself by others via that role " (Schwartz, 1968). 
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Privacy as self reward 

This is one possible function that is not dealt with in the literature. Although it 

is entirely defensible to postulate rewarding one's self with uninterrupted space and 

quiet as a deserved and desired prize it has not been the subject of research as yet, 

though it was tacitly endorsed by Woolf (1957). 

It has been suggested that an element of reward is present in all cases in which 

choice is available and the chosen item or circumstance is obtained (Bechtel, 1992). 

From this perspective privacy could indeed be viewed as a reward. However, in 

general. physical and mental health are regarded more in the light of necessity than 

reward. 
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CllAPI'ER FOUR 

A SYSTEMS APPROACH TO PRIVACY 

The following approach synthesises two widely held ideas. The first premise is 

that a human individual, although part of a larger eco-system, may be discussed as an 

individual system. The second premise is that the two basic functions of a living 

system are systems maintenance and systems development. 

Systems maintenance refers to the balancing act perfonned by the human body 

to remain within healthy operating limits. Systems development refers to the general 

tendency of mankind to extend boundaries, to learn new skills, and progress toward a 

state of self-actualisation. 

The most basic principles of learning hold that "behaviours which produce 

favourable consequences are repeated, while behaviours that produce unfavourable 

consequences tend not to recur (Carlson, 1984, p.116). Based upon these principles, it 

is assumed that circumstances which promote systems maintenance or systems 

development, will be selected or preferred and those which threaten the system will be 

avoided. It is suggested that the reason that privacy is generally viewed as a high 

preference item, although the type of privacy that is preferred varies a great deal, is 

because it facilitates both systems maintenance and systems development. 

Although stating the obvious, learning principles, applied to systems 

maintenance and development, very likely underlie the whole range of preference 

research, which is normally concerned with like or dislike of particular environments. 

In addition they appear to be the underpinnings for the place-identity research which is 

often focussed on individual perception and affiliation. Such research often ties the 

identity of the individual to meaningful and influential places in the individual's life 

experience. The principles of systems maintenance and development are also relevant 
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to crowding research, which is focussed on both the group and the individual within 

the group. We are therefore talking of similar results coming from divers methods and 

disciplines. Given the breadth of this spread it is tempting to consider that the 

principles of systems maintenance and systems development form the basis for an 

adequate and testable theory of environmental interaction/transaction. 

Support for this idea lies in the fact that research coming from different 

directions and disciplines identifies simjJar dependent variables - those connected with 

systems maintenance and development mentioned above: For example, environmental 

self-regulation (Korpela, 1989), Place identity (Proshansky, Fabian & Kaminoff, 1983), 

Therapeutic environments (Kaplan, 1983), Crowding (Schultz-Gambard, Feierabend & 

Hommel, 1988), Optimization (Wapner & Clinton, 1973) all fmd the physical and 

social environment directly affect self-regulation and psychic balance. There is, 

implicitly at least, solid support for a two dimensional basis to environment/behavior 

interactions, as found by Schultz-Gambard et al in their multi-dimensional scaling of 

crowding in real life environments (1988). 

Although it is likely that systems maintenance and development are involved in 

a broad spectrum of human interactions with the environment, our main interest here 

is establishing this as the basis of a theory of privacy. 

Privacy is defined here as a condition of separation from the public domain, 

which is voluntarY and temporary and into which others, including the state, as 

representative of the public domain, do not justifiably intrude. This includes physical, 

psychological and informational separation and goes both ways. Thus, the individual 

may choose to be neither seeing, nor seen, touching, nor touched, smelling, nor 

smelled, hearing, nor heard, knowing about, or known about and at different times 

will select different condition of separation options or a combination of options. The 

particular option chosen is expected to be based on the perceived efficiency and 

probability of effectiveness of the choices available. 

Although the need for occasional separation from the public domain is found in 
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all cultures, its manifestations vary between cultures, as do the circumstances in which 

the need arises. This is true also within cultures at different historical periods due to 

changing social customs and taboos, and within individuals privacy needs will vary in 

degree from none to great at diffCRnt times. 

The Function of Privacy 

The function of privacy is to provide protection for a) systems maintenance and 

b) systems development. 

Systems maintenance involves the general biological and psychological health 

and well being of each individual which includes uninterrupted cyclic rythmns, 

homeostasis, coping responses sufficient for system demands, emotional release, 

cognitive relief, and protection from threats to ego disintegration. A condition of 

privacy protects the system from such threats. 

Frequently this is because it breaks the link between the individual and 

aversive, or threatening stimuli. Social demands, intellectual demands, any 

circumstance that requires a response from the individual would constitute a potential 

threat in the form of excessive demands beyond the ability of the system to cope or 

respond. A condition of separation from the particular threat may prevent cognitive 

and information overload, and also offers the possibility of reducing affective overload 

such as that found during anxiety states. 

It should be clear that the conditions of separation which are necessary for 

protection vary according to the nature of the threat and that the principles of learning 

apply to the-mechanisms employed to establish these conditions. 

If the threat is excessive incoming noise, then protection against the threat will 

involve lessening or muffling of the noise by any means to hand, very likely through 

the use of some type of barrier. If it is excessive emotionality, then the ameliorating 

condition is likely to involve either physical or psychological distancing from others. 

The type of distancing employed is likely to be dependent on past success in 
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similar circumstances of reducing highly emotional states. If past success was obtained 

through leaving the presence of others, going to one's room, walking in the woods 

etc., then the chances increase that this method will be selected again. If success was 

achieved through establishing psychological barriers and non-responsive behavior this 

may be tried again in lieu of more overt separation. 

Separation from the public domain in order to prevent system distress or to 

restore systems integrity may be be initiated at either a cognitive or precognitive level. 

Separation from the public domain for the purpose of introspection, self-evaluation, 

analysis, decision making and creative thought of any kind normally involves neo

cortical processes. 

However, preference and aversion are primarily reactions of the affective 

limbic systean operating at a precognitive level and manifested through physiological 

and biochemical changes. It appears that in matters of preference and aversion. on 

occasions when the affective and cognitive are not in agreement, that it is the rational 

that yields and comes up with reasons to align with gut. 

If a condition of separation from the public domain is necessary to systems 

maintenance for some particular reason, then failure to achieve this condition may 

result in systems distress (temporary, no irreversible damage) or after repeated 

occurrences may result in systems degradation (semi-permanent or pennanent damage). 

Whether or not damage occurs will depend in part on the personality of the individual 

as well as the type and degree of threat. 

Systems Development 

Systems development involves the opportunity to develop freely. individually. 

and optimally, without coercion. It frequently involves periods of self-evaluation. For 

many, such occasional separation from the public domain offers opportunities for trial 

and error without loss of face. 
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Successful development leads to autonomy and a healthy self-esteem. 

Concentration is easier when there are no distractions. From opera singers to athletes, 

many performers and competitors use a period of privacy to focus on the task at hand, 

and to 'psych themselves up' to optimal performance. 

Creativity is also fostered by occasional periods outside the public domain, 

when social constraints and obligations are lessened and self-consciousness falls away. 

General Usefulness of a Privacy Condition 

While a condition of separation from the public domain may occasionally be 

either necessary or desirable it is by no means a constantly preferred state. Man is 

primarily a social animal who needs and enjoys interaction with others. Social 

deprivation can have lasting negative effects. 

It is apparent therefore, that depending on the state of the system, privacy may 

be a) necessary for maintenance of the system b) desirable for development and 

progression of the system or c) aversive. 

Functions over Time 

From a systems viewpoint the basic functions of privacy will stay the same 

although the occasions on which privacy is sought will change over time. Any 

discussion of privacy must take into account changes over time within the social 

structure, such as changes of social mores, since these form a large part of the 

individual's rationale for requiring a condition of separation from the public domain. 

Taboos change and given the current direction of social development they change 

toward the liberal; so that actions that once required secrecy to protect the individual's 

image may now be performed openly. Changes within the individual also occur over 

time, including the importance assigned to social approval and the degree of self

assurance acquired. 
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A Systems Model of Privacy 

According to a systems model, the presence and form of privacy can be 

predicted by the following governing principles: Privacy will occur 1) to maintain 

systems integrity or 2) to facilitate systems progression. The form that privacy will 

take depends on which function it is to serve. In the case of systems maintenance, 

which often kicks in at a precognitive level, the form will depend upon exactly what 

elements are currently threatening the system such as a) excessive stimulation b) 

emotional load c) chemical imbalance d) scarce resources e) behavioral consttaint and 

f) threats to autonomy. In the case of systems development, the form that privacy 

takes depends in part on the individual motive at the time, such as emotional release, 

self-evaluation, and creative endeavour of all types, together with the behavioral style 

of the individual which has developed with time and personal experience. 

It is anticipated that future research will show that individuals develop a cenain 

pattern with regard to how they deal with threats to their system or impediments to 

their personal development which will be reflected in their privacy requirements or 

'privacy style'. This is projected to be highly idiosyncratic. 

The theory proposed by Sarbin that individuals are guided in their actions 

according to a personal narrative structure which yearns to optimise the level of 

epistemic strain, while producing a coherent story, is compatible of with a systemic 

model of privacy. As noted by Korpela, the principles proposed by Sarbin (1983), 

correspond to Epstein's cognitive self-theory of personality (Epstein, 1983) and 

Vuorinen's model of psychic self-regulation (Vuorinen, 1986), a communally 

important point being that "an individual tries to function in ways which produce the 

most beneficial consequences for their own self-experience" (Korpela, 1989). The 

overriding importance of privacy may well be as a facilitator of these efforts. 

The functional value of privacy to individual systems has been experimentally 

examined on the level of systems development, regarded as creativity, and all 

indications are that a situation removed from the public domain does indeed facilitate 



creativity (Edney & Buda, 1976). Claims as to the functional value of privacy to 

individual systems on the level of systems maintenance are being examined in this 

paper. 

Do individuals in fact seek privacy when they &Ie threatened in some way? 

Does privacy appear to fulfill a restorative function? Is there a relationship between 

aversive antecedent conditions, the type of action engaged in to obtain privacy and 

positively evaluated outcomes. 
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The first thing to look at are the circumstances under which the individual 

seeks privacy. Whether the primary trigger conditions are social, physical, task 

oriented or organismic, and whether they are seen as positive or aversive. Also 

whether certain kinds of antecedent conditions are associated with particular achieved 

privacy conditions. What actions are used to obtain privacy? positive seeking, negative 

avoidance, psychological withdrawal, or no action at all? Does the type of action taken 

affect the success of the outcome? 

Secondary questions involve whether sex or race have any effect on why 

privacy is required or the type of elements sought during a condition of privacy. 

Elements of achieved privacy are expected to include: Spatial factors, locations and 

attributes of place; Whether inside or outside, secluded, public, tranquil, lively, safe or 

'owned'; Behavioural factors or indicators of individual effon; Whether prosocial, 

nonsocial, or anti-social, involving physical, intellectual, emotional or creative activity, 

or reserve, anonymity or secrecy. 

If, as has been suggested, privacy is an interactive condition of the individual 

and the environment that helps to maintain the integrity of that individual's physical 

and psychological well being, some evidence of this is expected to be shown in 

responses to an open question on why the subject required privacy on a specific 

occasion. 

Although the dissertation is a first step towards hypothesis testing it is 

primarily a descriptive and evaluative study. 



CHAPI'ER FIVE 

METHODS 

The acquisition of data involved two phases. First, obtaining written 

descriptions of an occasion on which privacy was required and second, obtaining 

responses to a questionnaire. 

Pilot Study 
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In order to evaluate the proposed methodology, a pilot study was conducted 

with a sample of fony creative writing students. The intent was to generate empirical 

data on privacy situations reflecting natural experiences and responses which could be 

coded according to a theoretical perspective. Reliability, both of the methodology and 

the raters, was also important. 

Initial contact with the pilot subjects involved an open question requiring a 

detailed written response describing a privacy experience. There was no guidance as to 

type of experience, content, or the boundaries of the experience. Whether the incident 

occurred as reported was not particularly of interest as it is the perceived impact and 

significance of reported elements that was of concern. 

From these writings, data were taken regarding the context prior to obtaining 

privacy, elements present during privacy, and what the overall experience involved. 

Despite the fact that no guidelines were given, the pilot subjects mentioned in their 

essays all of the points of interest to the research question. That is, they mentioned 

why they wished privacy, when they wished privacy, how they got it or why they did 

not and described places and circumstances that had helped them to achieve privacy 

and how they felt afterwards. Not all subjects covered all topics, but in general it 

appeared that such an open question was in fact effective. 
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A flaw in the pilot study was the lack of background data on any subject. So, 

for the main IeseaICh effort involving 243 subjects, a questionnaire establishing 

ecological stage and environmental background such as age, sex, marital status, and 

family income was included. The questionnaire also requested clarification of 

information such as the duration and frequency of typical privacy experiences and 

their importance to the subject. 

Subjects 

Demographic Characteristics 

The demographic characteristics of the sample population represent the young 

adult sector of a five sectored total population. Other sectors to be studied later 

include childhood, adolescence, mature adult and elderly sample populations. 

Subjects were University students of both sexes between the ages of seventeen 

and thirty. All subjects were currently attending the University of Arizona, a State 

University of approximately thirty five thousand students located in the Southwestern 

part of the United States. The State of Arizona accepts any student in the upper 50% 

of their high school class. The sample is therefore reasonably representative of the 

academic upper half of the young adult population. The subjects were enrolled in 

Introductory Psychology courses and volunteered for this study in partial fulfillment of 

course requirements. Random sampling was not considered necessary at this stage, 

which is primarily concerned with generating information as a basis for subsequent 

analysis. 

Procedure 

After reading and signing the consent form, which guarantees total anonymity 

at all times during and after the experiment, and permits the use of the written 

material, all subjects were to respond in writing to a question intended to elicit 
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spontaneous, and non-directed, descriptive examples of a privacy situation previously 

experienced by the subject It was expected that the subjects would take between 

twenty minutes and three quarters of an hour to answer the question. 

Subjects were subsequendy asked to fill in a questionnaire intended to clarify 

their thoughts on privacy, its duration, frequency and importance. The same 

questionnaire sheet included questions on age, sex, cultuJal affiliation, plus questions 

related to stage of life cycle, living arrangements and parental income. 

To guarantee privacy no personal identification was pennitted on the response 

sheets, and the consent forms and the response sheets were separated by the subjects 

as they handed in the assignment. 

Treatment of the Data 

The initial phase involved xeroxing the original data sheets, and listing and 

categorising the raw data onto coding sheets designed to cover the research questions. 

To avoid bias the questionnaire sheets were separated from the written responses and 

examined after coding the written responses. 

One protocol or coding sheet per subject was prepared by each of the two 

raters. Each protocol included the coding for both the open and closed questions. 

Coding sheets 

These were designed by the investigator to cover the socio-economic questions 

noted previously such as age, sex, place of residence, race, income and work status, 

plus responses as to the frequency and duration of the subject's privacy experiences in 

general, and the importance of privacy to them. The subject's evaluation of how 

comfortable they felt with other people was also noted. The foregoing were obtained 

from the questionnaire portion of the study. 

The open question was coded to represent the process of achieving privacy. 



There were sections for A) antecedent conditions, B) the affective condition of the 

subject prior to the privacy experience, C) the action taken by the subject 
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D) the elements present during a condition of achieved privacy and F) the 

consequences of the experience. This portion of the coding process involved evaluation 

on the part of the rater as to what was going on between the subject and their 

environmenL For the criteria used in coding see Appendix A. 

Open question categories included: 

1) antecedent conditions which trigger a move toward privacy and which were 

assigned to categories of a} social b} physical c} motivational and d} organismic 

2) whether the subjects were indicating positive, negative or neutral affect associated 

with the antecedent condition 

3) the actions taken by subjects such as; a} moves to, or positive actions 

. b} moves away, or avoidance actions c} psychological withdrawal 

d} passive or missing (no action taken) 

4) elements of achieved privacy, including spatial, behavioural and attitudinal elements 

mentioned as being present during a condition of achieved privacy and 

S) the affective consequences of achieving privacy, whether positive, negative, 

missing, or privacy not achieved with negative affect. 

Reliability of categories 

Variables included in the study were socio-economic variables which covered 

the range of options available and are within - category exhaustive. These are 

dependent on the honest self-report of the subject and rater reliability in coding 

procedures. The environment and behaviour categories, were selected on the basis of 

previous empirical studies on preference, arousal and privacy (Corraliza & Aragones, 

1988; Abello, Gonzalez & Galiano, 1987; Edney & Buda, 1976). The antecedent 

conditions and affective dispositions are theoretically exhaustive as are the actions and 

consequences. 
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Antecedent conditions, affective dispositions. actions and consequences were 

coded so that only one of the options was selected. When the correct coding was not 

immediately obvious. the raters employed a numeric method in choosing between 

competing options. That is. each mention of a category was counted and the one that 

was mentioned most often was chosen as being representative. 

In the spatial and behavioural categories. a different approach was used. The 

subjects could, and did, mention several categories; each of these was noted although 

no separate category received more than a count of one per subject. even though the 

subject mentioned several different aspects of the same category. 

Reliability of coding 

There were two. independent, raters coding the material. Firstly. the 

investigator. and secondly, a re-entry student enrolled in the University of Arizona 

School of Family Studies. The proportion of agreement was 84.6% overall. The degree 

of reliability as measured through Kappa was .57. For a breakdown of reliability by 

category see appendix B. 

Statistical methods 

Statistics were obtained using the Social Science Statistical Package. 

Descriptive statistics employed were frequency tables and cross tabulations. 

The statistical method used to determine interaction between or among 

variables was log linear analysis. 

It is of interest that this method records spontaneously generated or memorable 

elements linked to the experience of privacy as experienced by the individual subject 

which is capable of being objectively quantified. 



CHAPl'ER SIX 

RESULTS 

47 

The following data are based on the essays of two hundred and forty three 

subjects who gave written descriptions of an occasion they needed privacy, and also 

from a subsequent questionnaire. The intent was to find out empirically whether there 

was any basis for a systems model of privacy. Specifically, to identify the antecedent 

conditions leading to a wish for privacy, the actions taken to achieve it and whether or 

not the results were satisfactory. The data cover the whole process and consequences 

of desiring and achieving a condition of privacy. The approach involved identifying 

elements connected with privacy which came to mind with no prompting. Protocols 

were categorised into the following: antecedent conditions, the affect connected with 

the antecedent condition, actions taken to achieve privacy, whether or not the 

consequences of achieving privacy were satisfactory, spatial, behavioural and temporal 

categories present during a condition of achieved privacy, plus categories devoted to 

the issue of whether the privacy of the subject was respected and whether the subject 

spontaneously mentioned being outside the control of others 

Since much of the data was descriptive it was categorised according to written 

criteria and rated by two raters. The overall proportion of agreement was 87.2% with a 

Kappa of .57. Kappa corrects for chance agreement. An acceptable range is between 

.40 and .75. See Appendix B and Appendix C for criteria and statistics. 

In order to see whether the wording of the question was influencing the 

responses given by the subjects, the open question upon which the research was based 

had two forms. Although the inherent content was the same, the questions were 

phrased slightly differently. See appendix A. The differences were considered 

insufficient to justify splitting the subjects into two separate groups. 
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Demographic Characteristics of the Subjects 

Although both sexes were included in the study they were identifed according 

to sex which is considered a possible confounding variable. Females in the study 

numbered one hundred and forty five or 59%. Males numbered ninety eight or 40.3%. 

Seventy percent of the subjects identified themselves as White American, 

eleven percent identified themselves as Hispanic American, five percent as Asian 

American, four percent as Racially Mixed American, three percent American Indian, 

two percent Black American, two percent as Hawaiian and one percent Foreign. 

Parental income covered a wide range, from under $10,000 per year to over 

$75,000 a year. Four students indicated their parents were retired. thirty eight students 

came from low or low-middle income families (under $10,000 - $24,999) eighty three 

students came from middle or high-middle income families ($25,000 - $69,999) and 

one hundred and fifteen students came from high income families ($70,000 and over). 

One subject was married with two children. One subject was married with no 

children. One subject was divorced. All the rest were single and without children. 

Although three male subjects added a rider to the effect that they had no children as 

far as they knew. 

Fifty percent of the subjects were living in a University dormitory, seventeen 

percent were living with one other person, fourteen percent with parents and eleven 

percent with several people, five percent were living alone and one percent with a 

spouse. 

In response to the question "In general how comfortable are you in the 

presence of other people", the average degree of comfort with other people, on a scale 

from zero to seven, was 5.7. There were no differences according to race or sex. 

In response to the question " how important is it to you to have privacy when 

you want it" the average importance assigned to privacy, on a scale from one to seven, 

was 6.0. Again there were no differences according to race or sex. 
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Antecedent conditions 

Antecedent conditions are factors in the environment prior to initiating an 

attempt to obtain privacy. They have also been referred to as trigger conditions. Social 

antecedents include mention of other people, responsibilities to other people, death, 

divorce or social relationships of any kind Physical antecedents include mentions of 

physical factors such as noise, pollution, climatic conditions eWe Motivational or task 

oriented antecedents include mentions of intent or desire to do or achieve something. 

Organismic antecedent conditions imply some internal imbalance such as enzyme 

deficiency or hormonal excess. Puberty, pregnancy, and anxiety state are examples of 

organismic reasons given by the subjects. 

Social antecedent conditions were cited by 176, or 72.4% of the subjects, task 

oriented antecedents were cited by 39, or 16.0% of the subjects, organismic reasons 

were mentioned by 23, or 9.5% of the subjects. Five subjects cited physical reasons, 

such as noise, as the prinuiry trigger conditions. 

Affect Connected with Antecedent Conditions 

The state of the subject's feelings, or affect, connected with the antecedent 

condition was noted where evident Positive affect indicated that the subject felt 

happy, relaxed or positive about the situation. Negative affect indicated that the subject 

felt disturbed or upset about the situation. Missing affect indicated that the subject 

showed no sign of either, but was neutral or passive about the situation. 

Subjects indicating negative affect connected with seeking privacy numbered 

199, or 81.9% of the total sample. Indicating positive affect were 35 subjects or 

14.4% of the sample. No affect was evident for 9 subjects, or 3.7% of the total. 

As mentioned, social antecedent conditions were given by 176 subjects, or 

72.4% of the sample, as the reason they sought privacy. Of the 176 subjects citing 

social antecedent conditions, 160 or 90.9%, by far the largest group, were associated 

with negative affect and feelings of distress, 13 subjects or 7.4% were associated with 



positive affect and 3 subjects or 1.7%, showed no indications of affect. 

The total number of subjects noting motivational, or task oriented antecedent 

conditions was 39. Of this number, 20 subjects, or 51.2% of those with task 

achievement antecedents, cited positive affect, 15 subjects, or 38.5%, cited negative 

affect, and 4 subjects, or 10.3% gave no evidence of affect 

so 

Organismic antecedents were mentioned by 23 subjects. Of this number, 19 of 

the subjects, or 82.6% showed a negative affective condition. Positive affect was 

associated with organismic antecedents in 2 subjects, or 8.7%. No affect was noted by 

2 subjects, or 8.2%. 

Physical antecedent conditions were mentioned by 5 subjects. Of these, all 

were associated with negative affect 

TABLE 1 

Antea!dent Conditions and their Associated Affect 

Negative Positive Neutral Total 

Social 160 13 3 176 

Task orienUd 15 20 4 39 

Organismic 19 2 2 23 

Physical 5 0 0 5 

199 35 9 243 

Actions Taken to Achieve Privacy 

Actions taken to obtain privacy showed that 107 subjects, or 44% of the 

sample population employed positive action, or a move on the part of the subject to 

actively seek a condition of privacy. Positive actions included showering, driving 

around or to a specific place such as windy point, the mountains, or the beach, and 
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walking in the puk. 

30 subjects, or 12.3% of the sample, used avoidance actions, which included 

mentions of hiding, getting away from people and circumstances, or escape. There 

were 32 subjects, or 13.2% of the sample who employed psychological withdrawal to 

achieve privacy and 74 subjects or 30.4% of the sample who made no mention of any 

action taken to achieve privacy. Of the 74 subjects who took no action to achieve 

privacy,21 subjects made no mention of whether privacy was obtained or not. 32 

subjects, stated that they did not achieve privacy and were dissatisfied. 7 subjects 

achieved privacy but indicated dissatisfaction. Despite taking no action, 7 subjects 

indicated that satisfactory privacy was obtained anyhow. 

Satisfaction Associated with Achieving Privacy 

50 subjects gave no indications of any consequence. 52 subjects indicated that 

privacy was not obtained and they were dissatisfied. Of the remaining 142 subjects 

who indicated that privacy was achieved, 115 subjects, or 80.9%, indicated privacy 

was obtained with positive consequences, and 26 subjects, or 18.3%, indicated that 

some degree of privacy was obtained but the results were unsatisfactory. 

Of those who mentioned positive consequences, 76 subjects, or 70.0%, had 

employed positive action. 17 subjects or 15.4%, had used psychological withdrawal 

with satisfactory results, 8 subjects, or 6.9% had employed avoidance action, and 14 

subjects, or 12%, indicated positive consequences although they took no action. 

Of those who mentioned negative consequences there was little difference in 

the actions taken. Positive action was taken by 7 subjects, avoidance action was taken 

by 5 subjects, psychological withdrawal was taken by 7 subjects and no action was 

taken by 7 subjects. 

Of the 107 subjects who took positive action 76 subjects or 70%, achieved 

privacy and indicated satisfaction, 7 subjects or 6.5% achieved privacy but did not 

indicate satisfaction, 16 subjects or 15.0% achieved privacy and made no mention of 



satisfaction. 8 subjects, or 7.5%. took positive action but were unable to achieve 

privacy and indicated dissatisfaction. 
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Of the 30 subjects who took avoidance action, 8 subjects, or 26.7%, indicated 

positive affect at the end of the privacy situation. 9 SUbjects. or 30%. indicated that 

they did not obtain privacy and indicated negative affect. 5 Subjects, or 16.6%, 

indicated that privacy was achieved but indicated negative affect and 8 subjects, or 

26.7%, did not indicate any consequence. 

Psychological withdrawal as a means of achieving privacy was mentioned by 

32 subjects. Of this number 17, or 53.1 %, expressed satisfaction with the outcome. 

Seven subjects, or 21.9%, achieved privacy but were not satisfied, 3 subjects, or 9.4%, 

indicated that they were unable to achieve a condition of privacy and were not 

satisfied. 5 subjects or 15.6% of those using psychological withdrawal gave no 

indication of consequences. 

As mentioned previously, of the 74 subjects who took no action to achieve 

privacy, 43.2%, did not achieve privacy and were not satisfied. 18.9% of them 

indicated satisfaction at the end of the privacy experience described. Privacy was 

obtained but consequences were unsatisfactory for 9.5% of those taking no action. And 

28.4%, showed no indication of whether privacy was achieved or any reference to 

satisfaction as a result of the experience described. 

The data shows that for 199 subjects, or 81.9% of the sample population, the 

desire for privacy was associated with negative affecL This suppons the hypothesis 

that privacy is sought when the individual is distressed. Of the 143 subjects who 

obtained privacy 81 % indicated satisfaction or positive affecL This supports the 

hypothesis that a condition of privacy is beneficial when sought for relief of distress or 

systems maintenance. 

75% of the subjects mentioning spiritual behaviours noted satisfactory 

consequences, 66.6% of the subjects mentioning creative behaviours noted satisfactory 

consequences and 59.3% of the subjects mentioning intellectual behaviours noted 

satisfactory consequences. 



TABLE 2 

Actions Taken to Achieve Privacy and Satisfac:tion witb the Consequences 

Positive Negative NIA neg. Missing Tollll 

Comeq. Comeq. Conseq. Comeq. 

Positive Action 16 1 8 16 107 

A voidmace Action 8 5 9 8 30 

Psychological Willulrawal 11 1 3 5 32 

No Action Ttz1r.en 14 1 32 21 14 

Tollll 115 26 52 50 243 

Spatial Elements in Achieved Privacy 

There were several categories refening to the use of space during privacy. 

Categories included location, inside, outside, or both, secluded place, quiet place, 

lively place, public place, own place and safe place. 149 subjects, or 61.3% of the 

sample population mentioned at least one of the categories. 
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Location inside or outside was mentioned by 130 subjects. 86 subjects referred 

to a place inside, 23 referred to a place outside and 21 mentioned both inside and 

outside locations. 78 subjects, mentioned own place, 76 subjects mentioned secluded 

places, 31 subjects referred to TranquiVquiet places, 30 subjects mentioned safe places. 

Public places were mentioned by 18 subjects and lively places by 12 subjects. 

The relationship between locations and satisfaction showed that of the 86 

subjects who employed inside places as part of an achieved privacy condition. 44 

subjects, or 51.2%, also indicated satisfaction with the outcome. Achieving privacy 

inside, but with negative consequences were 7 subjects, or 8.1%. There were 18 

subjects, or 20.9%, who mentioned inside places but were unable to obtain privacy 

there and 17 subjects, or 19.8% of those mentioning inside places who made no 

mention of the consequences. 



TABLE 3 

Spatial Elements of Achieved Privacy 

N=149 Ss mentioned more than 1 category Total percent does not = 100 
LOCQiiOn i oJ Siibjects mentioning Pereelll 0/ Subjects 

lrasitk place 

Outside place 

Both inside & outside 

Own place 

Secluded place 

Tranquil/quiet place 

Safe place 

Public place 

Lively place 

location meratioralrag loclJlion 

86 57.7 

23 15.4 

21 14.1 

78 52.3 

76 51.0 

31 20.8 

30 20.1 

18 12.1 

12 8.1 
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23 subjects mentioned outside places as part of an achieved privacy condition. 

Of these, 13 subjects, or 56.5% noted satisfactory outcomes. 1 subject, or 4.3%, 

achieved privacy outside but had an unsatisfactory outcome. 6 subjects, or 26.1 % were 

unable to achieve privacy outside and expressed dissatisfaction. 3 subjects employing 

outside locations, or 13%, gave no indication of satisfaction. 

21 subjects mentioned both inside and outside places. Of these, 15 subjects, or 

71.4% noted satisfactory outcomes. 1 subject achieved privacy with unsatisfactory 

results, 2 subjects used both inside and outside locations without achieving privacy and 

indicated dissatisfaction. 3 subjects using both inside and outside locations, or 14.3%, 

gave no indications as to outcome. 

Temporal Elements in Achieved Privacy 

The number of subjects spontaneously mentioning private time was 54. Of this 
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number 25 subjects, or 46.2%, were male and 29 subjects, or 53.7%, were female. The 

duration of privacy experiences found from the results of the questionnaire, ranged 

from under half an hour to a month or more. 180 subjects, or 74% mentioned a time 

between half an hour and three hours. 

In response to the question of how often they n:quired privacy the subjects 

offered a range of times. There were 15 missing cases. For 35 subjP...cts the frequency 

of privacy experiences was less than 1 per month. For 85 subjects it was 1-4 times per 

month. For 29 subjects it was 5-8 times per month. For 19 subjects it was 9-24 times 

per month. For 60 subjects it was over 24 times per month. 

Behaviours During Achieved Privacy 

Behaviours mentioned as part of an achieved privacy condition included 

physical behaviour, intellectual behaviour, creative behaviour, spiritual behaviour and 

emotional expression. The total number of subjects who mentioned one or more of the 

the specified behaviours was 192. 

Physical behaviours included walking, driving, sexual activity, reading, 

listening to music and other oven activities. Intellectual behaviours included thinking, 

making plans, and self assesment and evaluation in general. Creative behaviours 

included both coven and oven behaviours which were intended to produce an end 

pnxluct. Spiritual behaviours included references to God or prayer of any kind. 

Emotional behaviours included any mention of emotional release, security, relaxation, 

or expression of pain, rage, etc. Reserved behaviour includes examples of low self

disclosure. Anonymous behaviour indicated no one knowing who you are, getting lost 

in a crowd or a desire for either. Secret behaviours included no one knowing what you 

are doing, or keeping information or things hidden. 

Subjects mentioned no behaviours, one behaviour, or all the behaviours. 

However, anyone behavioural category received a maximum of one credit even if the 

subject mentioned it more than once. Since some of the subjects mentioned more than 



one behaviour, the percent figure is useful to a degree, but does not total 100%. 

TABLE 4 

Bebaviours During Achieved Privacy 

N=I91 Ss mentioned more tIum 1 behaviour Total percent does not = 100 
Activity • 0/ Subjects 

IMntiolliong tlCtiriq 
Percent 0/ subjects 
.. mioning tlCtivity 

Physical 135 70.3 

Intellectual 124 64.6 

Emotional 100 52.1 

Reserved 70 36.5 

Secret 34 17.7 

Anonymous 11 5.7 

Creative 11 5.7 

Spiritual 8 3.8 
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Of the 192 subjects mentioning any behaviour as occuring during an achieved 

privacy condition, physical activities were noted by 135 subjects or 70.3%. Intellectual 

activities by 124 subjects or 64.6%, emotional expression was noted by 100 subjects 

or 52.0%. Reserved behaviours were mentioned by 70 subjects or 36.5% and secret 

behaviours by 34 subjects or 17.7%. Anonymous behaviours were mentioned by 11 

subjects or 5.7%. Creative behaviours were mentioned by 11 subjects or 5.7% and 

spiritual behaviours by 7 subjects or 3.6%. 

In the matter of systems development, 182 subjects, or 74.9% of the sample 

population noted creative, spiritual or intellectual behaviours occuring during privacy. 

It can be seen that several subjects mentioned more than one of these activities. Of the 

182 subjects, 123 subjects, or 67.6%, mentioned intellectual behaviours such as self-
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evaluation, decision making etc. 12 subjects, or 6.6%, mentioned creative behaviours. 

And 8 subjects, or 4.4%, mentioned spiritual behaviours. 

Social Behaviours During Achieved Privacy 

Social activities indicated by the subjects were categorised into non social, such 

as wishing to be alone or by themselves, with no stated aversion or dislike of other 

persons, anti social, which did include actual dislike of being with others, and pro 

social, those subjects who mentioned a preference for being with others during 

privacy. All or none of the categories could be mentioned by anyone subject. 

However, each category was only credited once per subject. There were 200 

subjects mentioning one or more of the social categories. 51 subjects noted pro-social 

behaviours, 124 subjects noted non-social behaviours, and 118 subjects noted anti

social behaviours. 

Of those mentioning anti-social activities, 57 subjects, or 48.3% obtained 

privacy and had positive consequence, 11 subjects or 9.3% achieved privacy but 

indicated dissatisfaction with the consequences, 24 subjects, or 20.3% indicated that 

they did not obtain privacy and were dissatisfied, and 26 subj~ts made no refereii~~ to 

satisfaction. 

Of the 124 subjects who mentioned non-social behaviours, 73 subjects or 

59.3% inidicated satisfaction with the privacy condition, 12 subjects or 9.8% 

mentioned dissatisfaction, 16 subjects, or 13% said privacy was not obtained and 

indicated dissatisfaction. 23 subjects, or 18.7%, gave no indication or whether privacy 

was achieved or mentioned satisfaction. 

Pro-social activities were mentioned by 49 subjects, Of these 25 subjects, or 

49% indicated satisfaction. 6 subjects, or 11.8% indicated dissatisfaction, II subjects, 

or 21.6%, indicated that privacy was not available and mentioned dissatisfaction, and 7 

subjects, or 13.7% made no mention of privacy being achieved or satisfaction. 



TABLES 

Social Activities During Achieved Privacy 

N=200 Ss mentioned more than one altegory Total percent does not = 100 
Behaviour 0/ Subject # 0/ Subjects mentiollbag Perce'" 0/ Subjects 

Behaviour mentioning Belraviour 

Non social 

Anti social 

Pro social 

124 

118 

49 

Respect and Control elements in Achieved Privacy 

60.5 

58.5 

24.5 
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The total number of subjects spontaneously mentioning issues of control and 

respect of privacy by others was 76. or 31.3% of the sample. Of this number. the 

privacy of the subject not being respected by others which led to tennination or non

achievement of privacy was cited by 46 subjects or 60.5%. The privacy of the subject 

being respected by others was mentioned by 10 subjects. or 13.2%. 17 subjects. or 

22.4%. stated they were under the control of others. 9 subjects. or 11.8%. mentioned 

being outside the control of others as pan of an achieved privacy condition. 

TABLE 6 

References to Respect and Control of Privacy 

N=76 Subjects mentioned more than one category Total percent does oot=loo 

Issues 0/ respect/control # 0/ Subjects Percent of Subjects 
mentioning issue mentioning issue 

Privacy respected by otMrs 10 13.2 

Privacy not respected by others 46 60.5 

Not controlled by others 9 11.8 

Controlled by others 17 22.4 
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Differences in Responses according to Sex 

There were 143 female subjects and 99 male subjects in the study. Of the fifty 

two variables examined, significant differences between the sexes were found between 

only a few. One area in which the sexes differed was in the antecedent condition 

triggering a move towards privacy. 114 females, or 79.7% of the female subjects, 

mentioned social antecedent conditions, compared with 62.6% of the males. The chi

square for this relationship is 8.62 with a signitiC8lK:e level of <.01. Significant 

differences between the sexes were also noted for motivational or task accomplishment 

antecedent conditions, with 9.1% of the females and 25.3% of the males, produced a 

chi-square of 11.54 and significance level of <.01. 

Another area of difference was in the affect associated with a move toward 

privacy. Males indicated 23.2% positive affect compared with 8.4% of the female 

subjects. Statistically this gives a chi-square of 10.41 with a significance level of <.01. 

The complement to this was a conesponding reversal in the figures for negative affect 

associated with a move towards privacy. 

There was a significant difference between the sexes with regard to actions 

taken to achieve privacy. 52.5% of the males and 38.7% of the females employed 

positive, rather than avoidance actions or psychological withdrawal. This showed a 

chi-square of 4.49 with a significance level of .03. 

Regarding issues of place, the sexes showed marked similarity. However, 

38.5% of the female sample talked about their own room compared with 23.2% of the 

male sample. Statistically, this indicates a chi-square of 7.4 with a significance level of 

.02. Also, females had a higher proportion mentioning safety as a factor. With 18.2% 

of females noting safety compared with 4.0% of the male subjects a chi-square of 

10.77 was obtained with a significance level of <.01. This finding is tempered by the 

fact that the total number of subjects mentioning safety was 30, or only 12.4% of all 

subjects. 

64.6% of the male subjects and 49.0% of the female subjects gave examples of 



physical activities as part of the condition of privacy. Statistically, this gives a chi

square of 5.83, with a significance level of .01. 

Differences in Responses according to Race 
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The sample population included seven American Indians, twelve Asian 

Americans, five Black Americans, twenty seven Hispanic Americans, six Multi-racial 

Americans and one hundred and seventy one White Americans. Also included were 

one Hawaiian American and two foreigners. 

When using all groups in preliminary statistical analysis no significant 

differences associated with ethnicity were found. Mter recoding into a white sample 

and a minority sample it was seen that 59 of the minority subjects, or 89.4%, cited 

negative affect compared with 133 subjects, or 77.8%, of the white subjects. This 

produced a chi-square of 4.2 with a significance of .04. The white sample also showed 

a higher incidence of task oriented reasons for seeking privacy. With 33 subjects, or 

19.3%, of the white subjects, compared with 6 subjects, or 9.1%, of the minority 

sample, there was a resulting chi-square of 3.6 with a significance of .06. 

Also, the white sample had significantly more subjects who indicated positive 

results; with 88 white subjects, or 51.5%, compared with 24 minority subjects, or 

36.4% the chi-square was 4.4 and the significance was .04. 

There was little difference in locations or behaviours used during a condition of 

privacy. The only difference that even approached significance was that 37.9% of the 

minority sample mentioned reserved behaviours compared with 25.1 % of the white 

population. This gave a chi-square of 3.7 and a significance level of .06. 
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TABLE 7 

Percent of Subjects in the Procedural Categories according to Race and Sex 

White Hisp. MinoT. Male Female 
Vtuiable 

N=171 N=27 N=66 N=99 N=143 

Socialamecedent condition 69.6 88.9 77.3 62.6 79.7 

Physical antecedent condition 1.8 1.2 3.0 1.0 2.8 

Task achievement antecdent 19.3 21.6 9.1 25.3 9.1 

Organismic antecedent 9.4 11.7 10.6 11.1 8.4 

Positive affect 17.0 18.1 9.1 23.2 8.4 

Negative a//ect 77.8 92.6 89.4 73.7 86.7 

No affect evident 4.7 3.7 3.0 3.0 4.2 

Positive action 47.4 37.0 40.0 52.5 38.7 

A voidance action 12.3 0 9.1 12.1 12.6 

Psychological witlulrtzwal 13.5 11.1 13.6 11.1 14.0 

No action evident 27.5 48.1 36.4 25.3 35.0 

Positive consequences 51.S 48.1 36.4 50.S 44.8 

Negative consequences 9.9 11.1 13.6 13.1 9.8 

Missing consequences 19.9 18.5 25.8 18.2 23.1 

Privacy not available 19.3 22.2 24.2 18.2 23.1 

Differences in Responses ~ccording to Socio-economic Status 

The subjects were assigned into socio-economic categories according to 

questionnaire responses. Note was taken of parental income and whether the 

occupation was listed as unemployed, blue collar, white collar or professional and 

retired. No apparent pattern was obvious from the original data, which broke the 

socio-economic status into nine separate categories. Recoding categories to those who 
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were retired (with income not listed) low or low mid (unemployed., blue collar and 

under 524.999). middle to high mid (525,000 -$69,999) and high income (over 

$70,(00). There were 4 subjects with parents who were retired with no mention of 

income, 38 subjects in the low-low mid category, 83 subjects in the mid-high mid 

category and 115 subjects in the high category. Again no significant differences were 

obtained. 

Relationships and Interactions 

One of the major questions of this research was whether activities or places 

mentioned as pan of an achieved privacy condition served as a refuge or respite from 

the antecedent condition which triggered a desire for privacy in the first place. 

70.3% of the subjects who indicated social antecedent conditions and negative 

affect, who had positive consequences, also mentioned being alone, or by themselves 

as pan of an achieved privacy condition. 

Log linear analysis was performed to see if there were any three way 

interactions occuring between affect, action taken, and satisfaction. This was not so. 

However, the two way interaction previously noted between positive action and 

satisfactory consequences also showed in the log linear analysis. 



CHAPrER SEVEN 

DISCUSSION 
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The methodological approach for providing empirical data which reflected 

natural experiences was successful. Subjects gave written replies to an open question 

requesting detailed responses describing a time when the subject required privacy. 

There was no guidance given as to type of privacy experience or to content or 

boundaries. The intent was to obtain information of a descriptive nature and subject it 

to fannal analysis according to the theoretical parameters. To this end, the second 

phase of the methodology involved categorisation of the elements present in the 

written responses, according to previously selected spatial, temporal and behavioural 

factors. These were derived from past research and current theory. The particular 

methodological approach generated an extremely rich data base. 

Subjects varied in their writing ability and in the length of their response. They 

did not appear to vary in answering the question honestly. Without presenting each 

individual response it is difficult to convey the overwhelming impression of attempts 

to cope with situations that were difficult and very important to the individual. They 

showed a picture of people who were trying to deal with loss of loved ones, either 

family members, or friends, whether from natural causes or from accidents or from 

suicide. Difficulties in coping with peer pressure was also mentioned frequently by this 

young adult sample. Unwanted pregnancy, accidently killing someone while driving 

drunk, being falsely accused of rape, were further examples of occasions when the 

subjected required privacy. In all, 82% of the subjects associated a desire for privacy 

with being unhappy, anxious, or distressed by some antecedent condition. 

There were significant sex differences in the reasons given for seeking privacy 

and the actions taken to achieve it 79.7% of the female subjects cited social 
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antecedent conditions, compared with 62.6% of the male sample. There was also a 

significant difference in the type of action taken to acquire privacy. The male subjects 

employed positive actions more than the female subjects. 52.5% of the males and 

38.7% of the females employing positive actions. 

There was marked similarity between the sexes regarding the type of places 

being used during privacy. except for the emphasis placed on safety by the female 

subjects. Of the 30 safe places that were mentioned, 26 of them were by female 

subjects and only 4 were male subjects. 

Both females and minorities were more passive in their approach to achieving 

the privacy they required. They were 81so less successful in obtaining it The 

implication from this, is that you have a better chance of achieving privacy if you 

actively seek it, rather than waiting for it to occur. Although this is likely due to 

differences in behavioural style, it should be possible to educate people on successful 

methods of obtaining privacy. 

The majority of the subjects cited social antecedent conditions. When positive 

consequences were obtained by those citing negative social antecedent conditions, it 

was seen that 70.8% of the subjects mentioned non-social behaviours as part of an 

achieved privacy condition. This result lends some suppon to the hypothesis that 

conditions of achieved privacy will reflect the antecedent condition which led the 

individual to seek privacy in the fllSt place. That, in effect, conditions of achieved 

privacy repudiate the trigger condition. 

Although only five subjects cited environmental threat such as noise as the 

primary antecedent factor, all five associated this with negative affect and four 

mentioned quiet as an element of achieved privacy. This fmding, though based on an 

extremely small sample, does offer some additional suppon for the suggestion that 

conditions of achieved privacy will repudiate the CUitecedent condition triggering the 

desire for privacy. 
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It was expected that an underlying biological function connected with privacy 

needs would be associated with basic principles of learning such as approach of 

beneficial environments and situations and avoidance of negative environments and 

situations. Results supported the hypothesis. An example of approaching beneficial 

situations was shown by those subjects seeking privacy to further their romantic or 

sexual interests. Avoidance of negative situations was shown by efforts to relieve 

distress by removing themselves from the aversive situation. To quote ''Examples of 

times I need privacy are during hectic times in my schedule, whether social or 

scholastic. Sometimes being around people during these times makes the stress more 

potent. It is then when I need to be alone." 

Results indicated that removal from a situation causing system distress, in this 

case by achieving a condition of privacy in some way, is beneficial. For example, one 

female subject noted that "always after privacy I feel as though I have regained my 

sanity." In addition to the fmdings reponed in the results section there was an open 

question put to a subsample of 92 subjects which asked when they knew they had had 

enough privacy. Of those indicating negative antecedent conditions, or initial distress 

of some kind, 81.9% stated "when I feel better" or, in the case of subjects noting 

social antecedent conoitions, "when I want to see other people again". 

Overall, results suppon the thesis that privacy is required by individuals when 

their systems are under pressure for some reason. This was subjectively reported as 

feeling distressed. unhappy or bad about something. Often this was because there was 

too much going on for them to cope. or they felt overwhelmed. It is reasonable to 

assen that the subjective feelings mentioned by the subjects reflects internal distress, 

or sytems distress. 

Results also suppon the suggestion that a condition of privacy is beneficial, 

since most individuals reported subjectively feeling better when privacy was obtained. 

Again, it is held that mentions of feeling better reflects an improved internal, or 

systems condition. 
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The large number of subjects spontaneously mentioning intellectual, spiritual or 

creative activities during privacy, lends some suppon to the hypothesis that procress 

relevant to systems development are facilitated during a condition of privacy. To 

illustrate, one subject wrote "privacy allows me a haven to draw into myself and 

grow". The data support the thesis that when privacy is requiIed and achieved 

consequences to the individual are beneficial. When subjects obtained the privacy they 

required 84.7% indicated satisfaction. 

Limitations of the study 

It is not expected that the results of this study would generalise across age 

groups, particularly to those at either end of the spectrum, such as children or the 

elderly. It is however, possible, that they could generalise to age groups closer to the 

young adult population, such as teenagers and those in the thirty year old bracket. 

Further studies of different segments of the population are recommended to clarify this 

question of external validity. 

A major attempt was made to keep the original essays unconstrained, and 

reflective of honest self-report. At no stage of the process could the writer be 

identified. However, the data is based upon subjective interpretation of past events, 

and recall may not be accurate. This objection was not thought sufficient to negate 

the results of an exploratory study such as this. So long as the results are regarded as 

perceptions of the subjects on why they needed privacy rather than experimentally 

controlled and validated causal phenomena, no false claims as to the accuracy of the 

data or results are being made. 

Although 84.% of the subjects mentioned 'feeling better' or the equivalent after 

obtaining desired privacy, and assumptions were made that this reflected an inner 

harmony, no actual physiological tests were done that would confirm this assumption. 

It remains an assumption until subjected to a more empirical examination. Such an 

examination would be possible using a conttolled experimental design with between 
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groups measures of before and after differences in physiological states for those with 

access for privacy when required and those without a privacy option. 

Condusion 

The approach bas yielded precise data on original qualitative information with 

an eighty five percent rater reliability. It is the author"s belief that the attempt to 

clarify the meaning of privacy and the function it fills has been successful. From the 

literature review and the research study, the view of privacy as an interactive condition 

of person and environment, which facilitates systems maintenance and development 

has been shown. 

It is hoped that a good case has been made for a definition of privacy that can 

be generally accepted. As mentioned previously, any lack of agreement on what 

privacy is leaves the door open for legal and political manoeuvering on what should 

be very clear issues. An interactive core definition has been proposed which is 

capable of adaptation to circumstances. Privacy is defined here as a condition of 

separation from the public domain, which is voluntary and temporary, and into which 

others, including the state, as representative of the public domain, do not justifiably 

intrude. 

Privacy is not a system within the individual but it is a condition that promotes 

systems maintenance and development. 

The implications are that privacy is best seen as a condition which provides 

protection from physiological imbalance due to actual or perceived overload or distress 

and which provides a buffer zone for healthy psychological development and 

functioning. The invasion of privacy or any unauthorised access to the individual's 

body, group, history or knowledge is seen as more than a violation of the legal rights 

of the individual. Removal of privacy, when this is in fact needed by the individual, 

may remove the opportunity for the individual's system to perform its normal 

restorative process. 
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A secondary aim of the dissenation was to suggest a framework for a theory of 

privacy. To summarise this briefly: A systems model is proposed which is congruent 

with the function of privacy. Such a model is based on the principles of systems 

maintenance and systems development Systems maintenance involves the general 

health and well being of the individual. It is concerned with maintaining uninterrupted 

cyclic rythmns, homeostasis, and the ennabling of coping responses sufficient for 

system demands. Systems development involves the opponunity to develop freely, 

individually and optimally, without coercion. It reflects the general developmental 

trend of species to explore and extend. Initial indications are that these functions 

operate at a cross-racial or cross-cultural level, although the manner in which privacy 

is obtained varies between cultures (Newell, 1991). This is assumed to be due to the 

process of learning. A systems model is useful in itself. If it also serves to unify the 

different approaches heretofor taken towards privacy it would be even better. If it is 

used within other environmental psychology interests such as preference research and 

crowding research it could serve a mutually beneficial communications function. 

To conclude: Privacy is an interactive condition that will always be fluid, 

developing, regressing, changing with the social mores and local environmental 

conditions. What does not change is the underlying therapeutic function. 
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APPENDIX A 

THE TWO OPEN QUESTIONS USED 

Q. #1. Please think of a situation in your life in which you felt you needed to be 

removed from the public domain. that is. to have privacy. and that is typical of the 

times that you would experience such a condition. Please describe this situation L."l as 

much detail as possible. 

Q. #2. Please think of a situation in your life in which you preferred to have privacy. 

A situation that is typical, or representative. of your privacy experiences. Please 

describe the occasion and everything related to it in as much detail as possible. 

In evaluating the degree of similarity of responses from the groups using the 

different questions no significant difference was found for forty nine of the fifty two 

variabies. However, the variables of 'privacy respected by others', 'non-social 

behaviours', and 'secret behaviours showed some difference. Group 2 showed 32% of 

the subjects mentioned occasions when their own privacy was not respected, compared 

with 6.5% of group 1. This may relate to the phrasing 'you preferred' in question #2. 

Non-social behaviour was mentioned by 54.3% of group 1, compared with 

37.1 % of group 2. This may relate to the phrase "you felt you needed to be removed 

from the public domain" in question #1. 

The third, and last, discrepancy noted, was that 21.6% of group 2 mentioned 

secrecy as an element of privacy compared with 8.7% of those in group 1. It is not 

clear whether this is connected with the phrasing of the question or is just chance. 
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INTERRATER RELIABll..ITY 
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The simplest and most frequently used index of agreement is the overall 

proportion of agreement. An alternative index which corrects for chance agreement is 

that of Kappa. Results of interrater agreement will be represented by the overall 

proportion of agreement, with Kappa included in parentheses. 

Overall, interrater reliability for the open question was 87.3%. For variables 

involving process, such as antecedent conditions and affect, actions and consequences, 

the overall proportion of agreement was 86.8% (K=.52). For spatial, attitudinal and 

behavioural variables the overall proportion of agreement was 87.9% (K=.62). 

Individual questionnaire variables showed the overall proportion of agreement 

for a) comfort with other people at 95.7%, b) average duration of privacy experience 

at 86.8%, c) frequency of privacy experiences at 83.6%, and d) importance of 

privacy to the subject at 96.8%. 

Individual open question variables showed social antecedent conditions at 

87.3% (K=.60), task oriented antecedent conditions at 89.4% (K=.54), organismic 

antecedent conditions at 90.5% (K=.50), physical antecedent conditions at 98.4% 

(K=.39). For the affect connected with privacy initiation, interrater reliability showed 

positive affect at 91.9% (K=.45), negative affect at 85.2% (K=.44), no indication of 

affect at 95.3% (K=.29) due to the large number of subjects in cell a, indicating a 'no' 

answer. For actions mentioned in seeking privacy, interrater reliability showed positive 

action at 65.1 % (K=.51), avoidance actions at 82.5% (K=.28), psychological 

withdrawal at 90.0% (K=.44), no action at 84.7% (K=.61). For the consequences of 

privacy, interrater reliability showed positive consequences at 84.0% (K=.69), negative 
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consequences 90.5% (K=.55), privacy not available with negative consequences 85.2% 

(K=.85), no mention of consequences at 85.2% (K=.56). 

Interrater reliability for elements of achieved privacy showed seclusion at 

86.8% (K=.65), tranquil/quiet at 95.2% (K=.73), safe at 93.3% (K=.52), public at 

95.7% (K=.64), lively at 97.4% (K=.43), own room at 89.4% (K=.74), outside control 

of others at 83.0% (K=.22), privacy respected by others at 78.3% (K=.53), pro-social 

behaviour at 94.7% (K=.84), non-social behaviour at 88.3% (K=.76), anti-social 

behaviour at 69.3% (K=.36), physical behaviours at 82.0% (K=.63), intellectual 

behaviours at 82.0% (K=.64), creative behaviours at 96.3% (Kappa=.65) emotional 

expression 80.9% (K=.63), spiritual behaviours at 98.4% (K=.79), reserved behaviours 

at 81.5% (Kappa=.58), anonymous behaviours 98.4% (Kappa=.72) secret behaviours 

92.1% (Kappa=.68), location 80.6% (K=.72). 
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Achieved privacy: a privacy condition which exists, as opposed to one that is desired. Desired 

qualities and elements may be included as projective. 

Antecedent conditions (AC): factors in the environment prior to initiating an attempt to obtain 

privacy. Also known as 'trigger conditions'. 

Social AC - mention of other people, or responsibilities to other people, overcrowding, 

duties or obligations, sexual interests; death, physical abuse by another. 

Physical AC - mentions of physical factors such as noise, pollution, thunder, lightning. 

Physical punishment such as being bit is coded as social. Physically hitting another is 

coded as uncontrolled anger/aggression under organismic. (This did not show up). 

Motivational AC - mentions of intent or desire to do or achieve something. May be 

task oriented or creative or exploratory. 

Organismic AC - may be specific or implied. Indicating a disturbance in the 

physiological makeup of the individual unrelated to immediate social conditions: 

Puberty, pregnancy, menses, menopause; aggression, anxiety state, inability to control 

one's actions, psychosis, neurosis; major injury or surgery. 
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APPENDIX C • Continued 

Internal affective condition (lAC). May be either specific or implied. Related to state of own 

feelings prior to achieving privacy but associated with the desire for privacy. 

Positive lAC - feel good, happy, relaxed, secure. 

Negative lAC do not feel good, happy, relaxed. More likely to be upset, disturbed, 

worried etc. 

Missing lAC - passive, no affect mentioned. 

Action: Move to involves a positive statement or attitude and will often involve the word 

'to' but always infers a moving towards rather than a moving away; deliberative or 

definite action. 

Move away - this includes avoidance behaviours, hiding, escape, getting away from 

something or somebody. 

Psychological withdrawal is indicated by phrases such as 'turning off', 'blocking out 

the outside world', dropping out of reality, etc. 

Missing - passive, no action taken or mentioned; Action left to others. 

Consequence: Positive consequence - May be inferred from statements reflecting a 

satisfactory outcome as a result of having privacy, pleasure, relaxation, achievement. 

Negative consequence - statements reflecting dissatisfaction. 

Missing consequence - no consequence mentioned. 

Not available/negative - statements or inferences indicating privacy not achieved plus 

a negative affect. 
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APPENDIX C • Continued 

Elements of achieved privacy: Psychological 

Outside control of others. freedom to act, mentions of 'able to' • 

Not outside control of others - interference, unable to do as wished due to control by 

others. Coercion, force. 

Privacy respected - no invasions or interruptions of privacy. 

Privacy not respected - invasion and/or disturbance of privacy. 

Elements of achieved privacy: Spatial 

secluded place - place away from the view of others; aspects of place involving 

obstructed vision, including bathrooms, even public bathrooms. 

Public place - place where other people are or where they may come. 

Tranquil place - quiet, serene, calm or orderly place, aspects of place involving 

hearing and low noise levels, including soft music. 

Lively - high level of activity, pop or loud music, welcome noise. 

Safe place - place itself is secure, locked doors, walls, fortified, inaccessible to 

unwanted others. 

Own space - mentions of 'my' 'mine' in association with a place. 
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Elements of achieved privacy: Behavioural: a limited number of parameters being noted. 

Prosocial - indications of preference for or acceptance of social interaction, presence 

of other people, intimacy. 

Non-Social - neither positive or negative affect attached to social interaction such as 

alone, being alone, by myself etc. alone to do or achieve something. 
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Anti-social - dislike of social interaction, finding presence of other people disturbing, 

wishing to avoid interaction, mentions of no one bothering me or being left alone. 

Physical - overt activity such as walking, driving, listening to music, actual screaming, 

actual crying etc. 

Intellectual -covert activity such as thinking, evaluating situations, day dreaming,. 

Creative - may be overt or covert but should have an eventual product. 

Emotional Activity - statements reflecting affective behaviours during privacy. This 

may involve positive feelings of relief, relaxation, positive 

affect ... safe ... secure ... altered state of consciousness, religious, or drug induced with 

positive affect. Also for feelings of unhappiness, distress, wanting to cry, wanting to 

scream etc. Evidence of emotional expressivity, emoting generally, freedom to express 

emotionality. 

Spiritual activity - mentions of prayer, God, transcendental issues. 

Reserve - examples of low self-disclosure, wishing to control personal information, not 

wanting people to know what you think, how your feel, dislike of prying. 

Anonymity - actual or wish to get lost in the crowd, no one knowing who you are. 

Secrecy - no one knowing what you are doing, keeping information or things hidden. 
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The above diagram is a schematic view of the d)fferent pers~tives. found 
in the privacy literature as to whether the person, environment or mteraction 
between the two is emphasised. 
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