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ABSTRACT 

Almost everyone experiences the desire for privacy occasionally. Achieving privacy, on the otiier 

hand, can be more difGcult, especially when relational concerns are present While the topic of 

privacy has received a good deal of attention in a variety of fields (e.g., communication, law, 

psychology, architecture, sociology), the impact of the act of seeking privacy has received little study. 

Privacy-seeking is often considered a selfish act (Nyberg, 1993), one that is likely to make the seeker 

feel guilty and the other affected parties rejected. The purpose of the present study is to examine the 

aggressiveness of various strategies that people use to gain privacy. In the present study, privacy-

seekers described how they tried to achieve privacy in a particular situation, the reasons and 

motivations behind their actions, their perceptions of the situation and their own behavior, and the 

consequences of their actions. Results indicated tha the use of moderate aggressiveness may be a 

superior strategy for achieving privacy with relational sensitivity, in comparison to aggressive or 

nonaggressive strategies. Aggressive strategies were seen as more dominant, less pleasant and less 

composed, and resulted in more negative relational consequences, than moderately aggressive 

strategies, while nonaggressive strategies were seen as less dominant, equally pleasant and composed, 

but less satisfying to use than moderately aggressive strategies. The relationship of the intruder (Mend 

or stranger) also played a role in how participants sought privacy. However, no setting effects were 

found for perceptions of the environment or type of territory and use of aggressiveness. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Aggressiveness in Privacy-Seeking Behavior 

There may be some argument about the innate need for privacy, but there is little doubt that 

almost all himians at one time or another feel a desire to be alone physically or mentally, or alone 

with specific others. The value of privacy too, is not much argued, whether it is for psychic renewal, 

protection of coimnunication, to lessen outside distractions while working, or a host of other reasons 

(e.g. Doob, 1990; E>uvall-Early & Benedict, 1992; Laufer, Proshansky, & Wolfe, 1973; Newell, 1994; 

Westin, 1970). Whatever the form of, or reason for, privacy, in general people greatly value the right 

and ability to control access of information about themselves or from others. 

However, despite the belief that privacy is sought at one time or another in virtually every 

human culture, society's acceptance of one's claims to privacy is not always forthcoming (Nyberg, 

1993). The reasons for this conflict are plentiful. Kottler (1990) points out that in the past, physical 

isolation was contrary to survival, when it was necessary for humans to live and work together simply 

to stay alive. There are historical and current sociocultural stigmas against privacy as well, in which 

the needs of the larger group outweigh the needs of the individual, and people who spend too much 

time alone are considered potentially dangerous (Hareven, 1991; Scott, 1995; Sillars & Weisberg, 

1987). Additionally, people may be labelled "rude" or "unfiriendly" when they are not forthcoming 

about personal information when asked, and may be branded with a small host of undesirable 

personality traits for the various types of privacy they desire (Pedersen, 1988). The equation of 

privacy with secrecy, and secrecy with deceitfulness or shame (Bok, 1982; Victor, 1980; Warren & 

Laslett, 1980), has given privacy a bad reputation. Even individuals may stigmadze privacy, perh^s 

reinforced by society, when they conhise privacy and aloneness with being lonely (Kottler, 1990). 
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The purpose of the proposed study is to explore the possibility of an aggressiveness 

continutun of privacy maintenance strategies comprised of six categories proposed previously (Buslig, 

1994). Also to be tested is the effect of several moderating variables, such as relational intimacy, 

level of threat, and justification on the choice of strategies and how these strategies are perceived. 

Additionally, because the features and characteristics of one's environment are considered an important 

variable in the way one perceives the total situation, the influence of one's physical setting on one's 

behavior is also explored. 

Definitional Issues 

Before proceeding, it is important to clarify some of the terms that will be used. A few terms 

are used virmally interchangeably in this paper to represent the continua upon which privacy 

maintenance strategies are expected to be arrayed. Despite the use of these terms as interchangeable, 

minor differences should be clarified at this point. The use of the terms aggressive and nonaggressive 

(or unaggressive) in respect to suategies represents the conceptualization of privacy mechanisms as 

either flight or fight behaviors. The degree of confrontation exhibited in the use of a particular 

behavior to protect one's privacy reflects the aggressiveness of the action, with physical or verbal 

attack at one end of the continuum, and complete avoidance at the other end. Levels of assertiveness. 

which is distinguishable from aggressiveness in concept but often not in practice (Hollandsworth, 

1977; McCampbell & Ruback, 1985), may alternatively be used to describe this continuum. Similarly, 

direct and indirect strategies may be used to protect one's privacy. People using direct, usually verbal, 

strategies plainly and straightforwardly confront intruders and announce their wish for privacy, 

whereas indirect strategy use depends on placing the responsibility for privacy protection on another 

person (e.g. gatekeeper), avoidance, or the use of blocking objects or behaviors without the need for 

(verbal) confrontation (Werner & Haggard, 1992). Finally, Sonuner (1970) also refers to offensive 

and defensive territorial behaviors in which privacy is protected via claims to space. Offensive 



territorial displays are defined by actively taidng a stand to (nonverbally) defend and protect one's 

territory from potential intrusions, while defense connotes actively retreating or avoiding intrusions. 

These last two terms may be easily confused, but should not be, with offensive and inoffensive 

behaviors which suggest a high or low level of politeness and tact in the execution of privacy-seeking 

behaviors. It is, in fact, a combination of Sommer's (1970) types of territorial defense and the levels 

of politeness which reflect the idea of an aggressiveness continuum as it is discussed in this paper. 

The directness of one's actions, too, closely reflects the aggressiveness with which one seeks privacy. 

The interplay between directness, territorial defensiveness, and offensiveness of behaviors is such that 

nonaggressive strategies are generally expected to be indirect, defensive, and inoffensive, while more 

aggressive sttategies will also be more direct, (territorially) offensive, and behaviorally offensive or 

rude. The degree of correlation between aggressiveness of privacy maintenance and territorial defense, 

however, should not be overemphasized for a couple of reasons. Brst, territorial defensiveness is 

spatially defined, yet not all privacy behavior is. Second, because territorial defense is considered 

primarily a nonverbal, protective and indirect act, its level of aggressiveness is not expected to be 

particularly high in the first place. Therefore, territorial defense may show less direct variation with 

aggressiveness than judgments of direcmess or offensiveness of behaviors. 

Privacy Seeking 

The stress induced by the lack of privacy (Evans, 1982; Gove & Hughes, 1983; Webb, 1979) 

must be balanced with the stress of going against multiple social norms that operate counter to 

privacy. Given the conflict between a need or desire for privacy and the many opposing forces 

against the attainment of such, it is likely that people will try to gain or maintain their privacy in the 

least offensive way possible, and some research has suggested that people ^ prefer to use indirect 

mechanisms to obtain privacy (Werner & Haggard, 1992). In this way, a person can minimize the 

negative impact of a desire for privacy by reducing the amount of "rude" or socially risky behaviors 



which are so difficult to deny, retract, or explain later. This in turn is expected to reduce the chance 

of conflict with others. Since one motivation for privacy is likely the avoidance of conflict with 

others about the appropriateness of one's behavior (whether one desires to indulge in private or 

intimate acts [Weitman, 1973], or feels the need to reduce unwanted stimuli), less aggressive, more 

indirect, strategies may be chosen as a first line of defense (Werner & Haggard, 1992). 

Privacy Mechanisms 

Previously, a categorization system of privacy mechanisms was forwarded which proposed 

that people generally take a fight or flight approach to protecting their privacy (Buslig, 1994). The 

system proposed that all mechanisms could be placed into one of six categories, which are now 

considered to be arrayed on a continuum fi'om least to most aggressive, direct, and confi'ontational in 

the following order: withdrawing, distancing, separating, masking, rejecting, and aggressing. The first 

four categories constitute flight (or nonaggressive) mechanisms, while the last two are fight (or 

aggressive) mechanisms. Within the flight mechanisms, greater or lesser nonaggressiveness may also 

be proposed, with withdrawing and distancing representing the most nonaggressive strategies, and 

separating and masking representing more moderate (non)aggressiveness. While all four mechanisms 

are considered nonaggressive because they are typically indirect means of gaining privacy, separating 

and masking also share some positive qualities of the more aggressive and direct strategies, which may 

be of benefit to the privacy-seeker who desires to "take a stand" without offending. 

Any verbal or nonverbal behavior, or utilization of the environment, to protect, gain, maintain, 

or restore one's privacy should fall into these categories, regardless of culture, personality, gender, or 

other outside influence, though preferences for one type of mechanism over another may certainly be 

due to these variables. Even in cultures in which privacy is supposedly nonexistent, it is more likely 

that one form of privacy might not be available or valued but that other forms of privacy are (e.g.. 
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replacing physical privacy with psychological privacy) (Altman, 1977). The functions of each type of 

mechanism are described briefly. 

When people use withdrawal as a mechanism for gaining privacy, they retreat or remove 

themselves from interaction, either by shutting off one or more channels of coimnunication, refusing to 

continue their participation, or by actually physically leaving the scene (Greenberg & Fu^tone, 1977; 

Hammitt & Patterson, 1991). Withdrawal may also be enacted as a preventative measure against 

privacy invasions that are anticipated or expected to occur, in which case the mechanism may be more 

appropriately called avoidance (Spencer & Baneiji, 1982/84). The use of physical or mental space to 

put distance between oneself and others for privacy is called distancing, and may be used pre-

interactionally to delay an intrusion and gain one's composure, or interactionally to lessen the intimacy 

or involvement of an interaction, without actually completely withdrawing from the interaction 

(Lawrence, 1987; Lee, 1977). 

Separation is used to divide oneself from others, or to block transmission of information, 

through the use of real or symbolic obstacles to intrusions. Separation helps to segregate oneself, 

acting as a "wall" that discoiu'ages privacy violations, setting off an area as distinct from others. 

Separation is expected to discourage invasions pre-interactively, as well as to deter inappropriate 

privacy invasions in interactive situations (Gauvain & Altman, 1982; Westin, 1970). Masking, on the 

other hand, is used as a privacy mechanism when some exposure of the self to others is unavoidable 

or actually desired. Masking involves the sending of unclear, incomplete, or ambiguous verbal and 

nonverbal messages used to obscure the true or fuU view of oneself, thus protecting one's privacy 

from nonprivileged others (Bok, 1982; Doob, 1993; Nyberg, 1993). Furthermore, masking allows one 

to survey one's own situation while giving only a limited and vague view of oneself to others. 

As a privacy mechanism, rejection most closely corresponds to assertiveness. Rejection relies 

on relative directness in requesting privacy, but in a less demanding or attacking manner than mi^t be 



seen in aggression (Haggard & Werner, 1990; Sommer, 1970). The term stems from the idea that one 

rejects the invasions of privacy in a straightforward, usually polite and non-threatening, way. 

Rejecting may be used as a prevenutive measure to stop potential intrusions, such as posting a *do 

not disturb" sign, or may be used interactively to stop further disturbance, such as asking someone to 

•please turn down your music." Aggression as a mechanism to protect or regain one's privacy is the 

opposite of withdrawal. Aggression is displayed through words or behavior which might be 

considered rude or hostile, and may involve intimidation. Using aggression or aggressive actions is 

primarily resorted to when one's privacy has been threatened and no other way out of the situation has 

worked or is possible (Braitbwaite, 1991; Klopfer & Rubenstein, 1977). 

While ideally the six categories of mechanisms should align themselves on an aggressiveness 

continumn in the order proposed previously, similarities among categories suggests that it may be 

better to group them in logical pairings. For example, research on aggressiveness and assertiveness 

suggests that the lay person can not or does not always distinguish between the two styles of 

compliance-gaining (McCampbell & Ruback, 1985). In terms of this study, therefore, rejecting (the 

equivalent of assertiveness) and aggressing are likely to be perceived the same way. Similarly, 

withdrawing and distancing are expected to occupy the opposite end of the aggressiveness continuum 

together, while separating and masking group together as moderately (non)aggressive strategies. A 

discussion of the biological basis of privacy by Klopfer and Rubenstein (1977) also suggests a 

tripartite division of privacy strategies, as they note that animals may withdraw, conceal, or threaten 

physical aggression to protect their privacy. While concepmally distinct, it seems reasonable and more 

prudent to consider the six types of mechanisms in their three strategic groupings for the remainder of 

the paper. However, to determine whether privacy-seeking behavior relates to aggressiveness levels as 

expected, a research question is posed: 
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RQl: Do privacy mechanisms vary in degree of aggressiveness such that (a) withdrawing 

and (b) distancing are least aggressive, (c) aggressing and (d) rejecting are most 

aggressive, and (e) separating and (f) masking are moderately aggressive? 

Privacv Protection and Restoration 

Not all instances of privacy-seeking start with the same motivation to act. A factor which 

may contribute to a person's choice to be more or less aggressive in their privacy behaviors is whether 

they seek protection from a potential loss of their privacy, or whether their privacy has already been 

invaded and they must try to restore the situation to an acceptable level of privacy. These two types 

of privacy-seeking are expected to prompt different styles and behaviors for a variety of reasons. 

The main difference between privacy protection (PP) and privacy restoration (PR) is that 

protection is a proactive response to a potential threat of invasion, whereas restoration is a reactive 

response to an invasion that has already occurred, or is in the midst of occurring. As such, a person 

seeking PP is likely to have a more thoughtful, less aroused or extreme, solution to his or her 

"problem" than someone who must deal with an unexpected invasion. This advance preparation may 

manifest itself in several ways. 

Werner and Haggard (1992) found that people in an office setting preferred to use indirect, 

less aggressive, methods to protect their privacy from inirusion, even when the need for privacy is 

high. Furthermore, the mechanisms used by participants in their study to avoid invasions of privacy 

typically took nonverbal or environmental forms, representing nonaggressive (e.g., withdrawing) as 

well as moderately aggressive (e.g., separating) sU'ategies (Buslig, 1994). Similar results were found 

by Vinsel, Brown, Altman, and Foss (1980) in a dormitory setting. In these studies and others (e.g., 

Walden, Nelson, & Smith, 1981), people dealt proactively with potential threats to their privacy often 

by withdrawing from the situation in time or in space, or by ananging the setting so that disturbances 

could be minimized or eliminated. In most cases in these studies (Vinsel et al., 1980; Walden et al.. 



1981; Weraer & Haggard, 1992), verbally direct requests for privacy were highly unusual. Klopfer 

and Rubenstein (1977) also suggest that people are quite skilled at using masking techniques to protect 

their privacy, a moderately (non)aggressive behavior that has parallels and high siu^val value in the 

animal world. 

On the other hand, people seeking PR often do not have the option of choosing to manipulate 

their environment for more privacy, and may feel behaviorally constrained by other elements of the 

situation as well. In an experiment by Greenberg and Firestone (1977) in which participants' ability to 

physically withdraw was limited, participants still withdrew visually and verbally when their personal 

space was invaded and/or their privacy was reduced through surveillance. Haggard and Werner (1990) 

found that people were willing to make a direct verbal request that an intruder leave in order to restore 

their privacy, especially when environmental features supported the request. As these examples 

illustrate, it may be that people will react more extremely in either direction (i.e., by withdrawing or 

aggressing) when their privacy has been invaded than when they are simply guarding against potential 

invasion. 

Levels of Aggression 

The distinguishing feature of a message or style of behavior that makes it aggressive is its 

coerciveness (HoUandsworth, 1977). By contrast, assertiveness is not coercive, but is deemed 

"legitimate" in that it is supposedly based in socially defined rights of the individual to directly 

express one's feelings, needs, and opinions (^stein, 1980; HoUandsworth, 1977). Also noncoercive, 

nonassertiveness (nonaggressiveness, or submissiveness) involves the indirect expression of one's 

feelings or needs, but is expected to be easily compromised. Since assertiveness training reached the 

height of popularity in the 1970s, it has become almost a truism that assertiveness is a superior 

strategy to either aggressiveness or nonassertiveness (nonaggressiveness) in obtaining goals with the 

most positive outcomes. However, much research does not bear out this belief. 



For example, receivers do not always discriminate between aggression and assertion (Lewis & 

Gallois, 1984; McCampbell & Ruback, 1985). In a study of aggressive, assertive, and apologetic 

requests, McCampbell and Ruback (1985) found that one-third of their subjects incorrectly identified 

which style they had been exposed to, with all claiming that the style was more aggressive than it was 

actually conceived to be. Related to this finding. Stem (1990), found that even the most nonassertive 

conununication style was judged assertive by her subjects. It is quite possible that the mere 

verbalization of a problem or complaint, no matter how (nonverbally) unassertively delivered, is seen 

as assertive because the truly unassertive response is unvoiced tolerance of a situation. As Hull and 

Schroeder (1979) suggest, it is unlikely that the typical person distinguishes assertion from aggression 

the way scholars do. Therefore, it is not whether a behavior can be defined objectively as aggressive, 

but rather how the act is labeled, that is important, and if the target of the act defines it as aggressive, 

he or she is likely to retaliate (Felson, 1981). 

Furthermore, nonaggressive strategies (also referred to as submission; Epstein, 1980) are often 

found to be least damaging to relationships. While some smdies comparing aggressive versus 

assertive styles determined that assertiveness was perceived more positively of the two 

(Hollandswonh, 1977; Hollandsworth & Cooley, 1978; Woolfolk & Dever, 1979), nonassertiveness 

usually resulted in better perceptions than assertiveness. Epstein (1980) found that a submissive 

requesting style elicited the least amount of anger, and the most compliance and sympathy, of four 

styles and was always rated significantly more positively than assertiveness. When considering the 

social or relational impact of different requesting strategies, research seems to suggest that 

nonaggressive strategies work best (Epstein, 1980; Hollandsworth, 1977; Hollandsworth & Cooley, 

1978; Hull & Schroeder, 1979; Kelly, Kem, Kirkley, Patterson, & Keane, 1980; McCampbell & 

Ruback, 1985). If we consider that seeking privacy may be a special case of compliance-gaining 

when we are not only concerned with gaining privacy but also with avoiding unnecessary negative 
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relational repercussions, the use of less aggressive privacy-requesting strategies is likely to be high. 

Even in times of high need for privacy, Werner and Haggard (1992) found office workers prefer to 

use indirect, less aggressive, strategies to gain privacy rather than more direct approaches. 

Based on the arguments presented so far, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

HI: People prefer to use less (moderate or non-) aggressive, rather than aggressive, 

strategies when seeking privacy. 

H2: People use aggressive strategies more when restoring than when protecting privacy. 

H3: People use moderately aggressive strategies more when protecting than when 

restoring privacy. 

While previous research (e.g., Epstein, 1980) has shown that the use of less aggressive 

requests usually results in more positive relational outcomes, the reasons for this finding are largely 

unexplained. Consideration of people's general perceptions of aggressive behavior may provide a clue 

as to why aggressiveness may be detrimental to relationships. Three dimensions of relational 

messages-pleasantness, dominance, and composure/arousal-reflect different aspects of people's 

behavior thai influence our perceptions of interpersonal liking and skill (Burgoon & Hale, 1978; 

Mehrabian, 1981; Wilmot, 1980). To the extent that levels of aggressiveness are perceived as 

differing on these dimensions, one may conclude that some privacy-seeking behaviors will result in 

more compliance or better relational communication because of better impression management. 

Perceptions of Aggressiveness 

Messages of intimacy, liking/love, friendliness, trust, affiliativeness, and general positive 

regard rely on the conveyance of pleasantness (Burgoon & Hale, 1978; Mehrabian, 1981; Wilmot, 

1980). However, a desire for privacy also conveys a desire to avoid others, which is strongly 

correlated with feelings of displeasure (Mehrabian, 1981). Therefore, privacy-seekers may find 

themselves in the difficult position of wanting to maintain positive relationships with others while 



simultaneously acquiring the privacy they need. The use of non- or moderately aggressive strategies 

may well be because the privacy-seeker expects these strategies to be perceived by others as less 

offensive and more pleasant than aggressive strategies, thereby engendering more positive judgments 

of the privacy-seeker him or her self. 

The use of indirect or unaggressive strategies to maintain one's privacy has several probable 

causes and potential benefits. Politeness norms govern much of people's everyday interactions. 

Impression management dictates that we convey positive images of ourselves. Expectations for 

interpersonal behavior suggest that to form and maintain good relationships, we must generally 

communicate in a non-abusive manner. The indirect, often nonverbal, conveyance of a desire for 

privacy lessens accountability and culpability for one's actions that is not possible with more direct, 

often verbal, methods. While the use of indirect strategies may not be perceived as pleasant, they are 

undoubtedly more pleasant than directly aggressive su-ategies. Therefore, it is likely that 

nonaggressive and moderately aggressive privacy-seeking strategies, characterized by indirect and 

masked expression of negative feelings, will be perceived as pleasant relative to aggressive privacy 

su'ategies. To the extent that relational concerns influence their behavior, privacy-seekers are likely to 

feel the need to display pleasantness and cooperation, even while trying to disengage themselves. 

Another basic dimension of relationships is the expression of dominance-submission (Burgoon 

& Hale, 1984), which has to do with one's ability to influence or control others or the situation at 

hand. In order to achieve or restore privacy, it may be necessary to display some level of dominance 

(Burgoon, Buller, & Woodall, 1996), but at the risk of relational harmony. Though not always, 

negative relational messages may be associated with being highly dominant in interpersonal 

interactions. Being overly dominating may be interpreted as showing little regard for the other 

(Wilmot, 1995). People are often less well liked if they appear dominating (Bochner, Kaminski, & 

Fitzpatrick, 1977). Wilmot (1980) points out that greater relational control or management will result 



from the avoidance of obviously dominating behaviors. Therefore, indirect strategies may be chosen by 

privacy-seekers to lessen the appearance of being dominating or domineering, especially in particular 

types of relationships, such as those based on equality, or in which one holds a subordinate position. 

Such findings have clear implications for the privacy-seeker who is concerned with impression 

management or relationship maintenance. 

However, nonaggressive and moderately aggressive strategies are unlikely to be equally low 

in dominance, either in action or perception. A key distinction between nonaggressive and moderately 

aggressive strategies is the amount of "retreat" characterized by the privacy-seeker's behavior. As 

discussed previously, moderately aggressive strategies are described as such because they exhibit some 

characteristics of both aggressive and nonaggressive strategies. Specifically, moderately aggressive 

strategies are expected to help people "stand their ground," neither fighting nor taking flight, when an 

invasion occurs or is threatened. Because this defense of one's privacy exhibits neither the totally 

submissive or frightened posture of nonaggressiveness, nor the totally insolent or frightening posture 

of aggressiveness, moderately aggressive privacy strategies are also expected to be perceived as 

moderately dominant as well. However, this distinction between moderately aggressive and 

nonaggressive strategies is not expected to be reflected in differential perceptions of pleasantness, as 

many of the behaviors that characterize moderate aggressiveness are those which might be deemed 

socially competent or appropriate, such as politeness and smiling, which serve to mask one's true 

feelings while attempting to preserve one's privacy. 

Composuure, at least as it reflects a lack of negative arousal (Burgoon & Koper, 1984), is 

positively valued in typical communication exchanges. People who appear composed are usually 

judged to be more competent or credible communicators (Burgoon & Koper, 1984; Dillard & 

Spitzberg, 1984), and therefore are likely to maintain better impressions than those who display more 

negative arousal. Furthermore, people may U7 to appear composed as a protective feature of their 



self-presentation style, in order to decrease the possibility of challenges from others (Arkin. 1981). 

However, neither highly aggressive nor unaggressive strategies may appear particularly composed, as 

both extremes are likely to either seem, or actually stem from, high emotional arousal. People who 

react to privacy invasions with a fight response (aggressiveness) may be perceived as "out of control" 

and, by extension, uncomposed. The fear and surprise that often motivate flight responses also 

suggests that unaggressive strategies may seem startled and uncomposed. In either case, perceptions 

by others of low composure may be a result of behavioral leakage cues which reflect the privacy-

seeker's increased arousal due to the intrusion. SU'ategies that are neither highly aggressive nor 

unaggressive may therefore be perceived as more controlled and composed than either extreme. 

Higher composure may be attributed to these moderately (un)aggressive strategies due to their display 

of both nonaggressive and aggressive qualities. They allow the privacy-seeker to "take a stand" in a 

sense, without force or backing down. Therefore, the use of nonaggressive and moderately aggressive 

strategies are expected to result in more positive perceptions of the privacy-seeker than use of 

aggressive strategies in the following manner: 

H4: Aggressive SU'ategies are perceived as less pleasant than less (moderate or non-) 

aggressive strategies. 

H5; There is a direct monotonic relationship between perceived dominance and 

aggressiveness of strategies. 

H6; Moderately (non)aggressive su-ategies are perceived as more composed than either 

more or less aggressive strategies. 

Relational Impact of Aggressiveness 

Requests for privacy may have various undesirable effects on the relationships we have with 

others. Strangers may view privacy-seeking strategies as rude or unsociable, while romantic partners 

may feel that requests for privacy reflect a lack of trust or intimacy in the relationship. Between these 



two extremes, several other relationship types may also be affected. In addition to being perceived as 

nonsociable, co-workers may mistrust the privacy-seeker's motives, or may feel mistrusted themselves. 

Friends may feel that the privacy-seeker is betraying the meaning of friendship itself, interpreting the 

privacy behaviors as rejection, due to not enough relational trust or liking to share private information 

or time. E>rivacy in subordinates may be evaluated as deceitful or as having a non-teamlike attitude, 

while private superiors may be seen as aloof or cold. There is relational risk involved in almost every 

situation with the seeking of privacy, yet few are willing to completely accede to outside forces for 

openness (nor would we as a society really want such openness; Nyberg, 1993). 

The more privacy-seekers anticipate negative reactions from intruders, the more they might 

modify their behavior to reduce that possibility (Felson, 1981). In turn, the relational impact of the 

privacy request may be reflective of the behavior modiQcation. For example, participants who 

anticipate negative relational consequences may decide to use a less aggressive requesting approach in 

an attempt to lessen the severity of the intruders' reaction to the request, which could otherwise result 

in a negative impact on the relationship. On the other hand, participants who do not anticipate 

negative consequences as a result of their request may feel freer to use more aggressive strategies, 

either because it will truly be of little threat to the relationship or they have little concern about the 

relationship, or they do not realize that they may unintentionally cause a strain on the relationship. 

Given that privacy-seeking is fraught with potentially negative relational repercussions, a 

general expectation for unaggressive strategy use seems reasonable, yet the consequences of our 

privacy behaviors are not the same for all relationships. The contrast between friends and strangers 

presents contrasting options as well. On one hand, it may be that one would be more concerned with 

avoiding aggressive strategy use with fiiends (or other well-acquainted individuals) than with 

strangers, because of greater desire for relational harmony in such long term relationships. For 

example, Baxter (1984) found the use of polite strategies increased in close relationships. Given the 
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relatively small possibility of establishing a relationship in the future with any particular stranger, the 

use of more aggressive privacy mechanisms in such cases threatens fewer lasting effects. 

On the other hand, the increased acceptance and trust that accompanies friendship (or other 

close relationships) also suggests that we may be more "honest" and explicit in our expressions and 

disclosures than we may be with strangers (e.g., Millar & Rogers, 1987). We are allowed more 

freedom of behavior with those with whom we feel more secure, suggesting that the use of aggressive 

strategies with intimate others should be less risky in the long term. However, recent research on 

confrontation between friends belies such an assumption, regardless of the level of interdependence of 

the people involved (Stem, 1994). Stan (1994) foiuid no signiQcant relationship between the use of 

confrontation strategies and behavioral or affective interdependence of friends, suggesting that despite 

the level of closeness and interactivity between friends, many people are hesitant to clearly and 

directly express their negative feelings when they have a grievance with their friend, such as when a 

friend invades one's privacy. Further support for the lack of aggressive strategy use by friends is 

offered in the same study (Stem, 1994) by the Hnding that the more negative consequences 

anticipated, the less likely a friend is to use confrontation. Research has shown that the use of 

dominance in a situation may be more effective in gaining compliance, but the resulting impact on the 

relationship is a negative one (Dillard, Segrin, & Harden, 1989). 

However, negative relational effects may not be as problematic in stranger relationships. 

Because of the transience of interaction, stranger relationships are likely to be less valued than 

friendships, and the privacy-seeker may feel freer to choose strategies with regard to their instrumental 

effectiveness rather than their relational sensitivity. Due to the unpredictability of strangers, one might 

still be wary of using aggressive privacy-seeking behaviors because of the possibility of being drawn 

into open conflict in response to one's own aggressiveness, but the potential for extended repercussions 

is less, since there is little "relationship" to damage in the Orst place. Therefore, while the argument 



for eitber more or less aggressive strategy use by Mends, in contrast to strangers, can be made, the 

belief that expectations for short- versus long-term effects of one's behavior will guide one's actions 

leads to the following hypothesis; 

H7: People use less aggressive privacy strategies with fnends than with strangers. 

The problem with using indirect or inoffensive tactics, however, is in the chance that they 

will also be less effective in reducing or eliminating others' intrusiveness (Hull & Schroeder, 1979). 

In these cases, privacy-seekers may experience less privacy than they desire. People may then resort 

to using more clear, direct and/or aggressive, mechanisms if indirect mechanisms have proven 

inadequate. In terms of sheer force and unambiguity, aggressive strategies may, then, be more 

effective in gaining privacy than less aggressive strategies, although support for this assertion is mixed. 

The use of aggressive strategies to gain compliance has been found to be more effective than other 

strategies sometimes (e.g., Hull & Schroeder, 1979), but not always (e.g., Epstein, 1980; McCampbell 

& Ruback, 1985). In other studies, assertiveness appeared to be more successful in securing 

compliance than aggressiveness and/or nonassertiveness in some situations (HoUandsworth & Cooley, 

1978; Woolfolk & Dever, 1979), but still resulted in negative relational outcomes. Although Epstein's 

research (1980) found that a submissive style achieved the most compliance to a request, most other 

research supports the conclusion that more aggressive styles are at least more objectively effective, if 

not relationally effective, in gaining privacy. 

However, there are several factors mitigating why a person may not use aggressive strategies 

to defend their privacy. As mentioned previously, when one anticipates that an intruder may react 

negatively to a request for privacy, one is more likely to make the request as inoffensively as possible, 

in an effort to minimize the negative consequences (Felson, 1981; Stem, 1994). Related to this, 

privacy-seekers also may be concerned about the impact of the request on their immediate or future 

interactions with the intruder. The use of aggressiveness itself is risky regardless of one's relationship 



to the intnider, as the confrontational nature of the most aggressive strategies opens one up to overt 

conflict, which the privacy-seeker presumably would want to avoid. Furthermore, the unpredictability 

of strangers may make tactful, yet assertive, coniments or behaviors risky. People may interpret 

"negatively assertive" behavior, such as a request for privacy, as less aggressive and more acceptable 

when enacted by friends than by strangers (Lewis & Gallois, 1984), but nevertheless, may still be hurt 

by such behavior. On the other hand, an aggressive request for privacy in an ongoing relationship 

may result in short or long term negative consequences to the relationship (Dillard, Segrin, & Harden, 

1989). Therefore, whether a privacy-seeker responds aggressively to an inmision or a potential 

intrusion may well be influenced by their expectations for negative consequences, which may in turn 

influence their satisfaction with the outcome of the situation. 

A privacy-seeker's satisfaction can be considered in two parts: (1) satisfaction with the 

outcome of the situation, and (2) satisfaction with one's response to the situation. For example, a 

privacy-seeker may be pleased to be able to successfully achieve a desired amount of privacy 

(satisfaction with outcome), but be unhappy that yelling at the intruder was used to achieve this 

privacy (satisfaction with response). The opposite of this example is also possible, that is, one could 

be dissatisOed with the outcome (e.g., the privacy-seeker revealed a piece of information deemed 

private), but satisGed with one's response (e.g., the privacy-seeker did not appear rude or unsociable). 

However, it is also possible that a person could be satisfied with both the response and the outcome to 

the privacy situation, or dissatisfied with both, and that these feelings of satisfaction may be unrelated 

to the level of aggressiveness that the person used to seek privacy. Therefore, while some research 

may support the belief that the use of mote aggressive behaviors will be more effective in achieving 

privacy, the use of these same aggressive behaviors may be detrimental to one's relationships or own 

view of self. 
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Based on the arguments presented above, the following hypotheses and research question are 

proposed: 

H8: E>rivacy-seekers who anticipate greater negative consequences use less aggressive 

privacy strategies to maintain or regain their privacy. 

H9: There is a direct monotonic relationship between privacy surategy aggressiveness and 

negative relational impact 

RQ2: Is the privacy-seekers' use of more aggressive privacy strategies related to 

satisfaction with (a) their response, and (b) die outcome of the situation? 

Threat and Justification 

The level of threat perceived by privacy-seekers may cause them to use more aggressive 

means of protecting their privacy. Derlega and Chaikin (1977) suggest that when disclosures of 

information about ourself are threatening, we will take steps to prevent the revelation of that 

information. If the desire for privacy is great enough, then it is likely that more aggressive strategies 

will be used to protect one's privacy. Furthermore, people who feel highly threatened by privacy 

invasions (or the threat of an invasion) may react more impulsively and emotionally than those who 

feel less threatened, as a result of falling into an automatic mode of defensiveness or hostility. 

Similarly, if the reason for seeking privacy is considered legitimate or justified, one may feel the use 

of more aggressive strategies is also justified (Felson, 1981; Haggard & Werner, 1990). The need to 

perform a task without interruption (Haggard & Werner, 1990; Werner & Haggard, 1992), the 

protection of information for security reasons (Westin, 1970), the desire or need to engage in socially 

condoned private behavior such as sex or elimination (Laufer, Proshansky, & Wolfe, 1973; Stone, 

1991), and the avoidance or use of disaetion in discussing taboo topics (Kelvin, 1973; Kira, 1970), 

may all be construed as justifiable reasons for seeking privacy. Therefore, two more hypotheses are 

forwarded relating to the legitimate use of aggressive privacy mechanisms: 
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HIO: The higher the level of threat, the more likely a person is to use more aggressive 

privacy strategies. 

HI 1: The more justified a request for privacy is considered, the more likely a person is to 

use more aggressive privacy strategies. 

Settings for Privacy 

A discussion of privacy maintenance would not be complete without considering the role of 

the environment on people's actions and reactions in privacy-seeking situations. While several authors 

suggest that environmental factors can play a considerable part in one's feelings of privacy (e.g., 

Altman and Chemers, 1980; Archea, 1977; Churchman & Herbert, 1978; Keeley & Edney, 1983; see 

Buslig, 1996 for a summary of the literature}, such features are rarely taken into account in 

communication studies. To this end, two key environmental issues that may influence a person's 

response in privacy situations are territoriality and perceptions of the physical setting. 

Territories and Privacy 

The concepts of privacy and (human) territoriality are sometimes confused or confounded 

with one another, and in fact, the two are often related in some manner (Bechtel, 1993). For example, 

privacy may be regulated by constructing territorial boundaries to keep out intruders (Bakker & 

Bakker-tlabdau, 1973), or similarly, humans may use territorial behavior to protect their privacy. On 

the other hand, privacy may be maintained by retreating into one's self, withholding information, or 

ignoring distractions (Klopfer & Rubenstein, 1977; Westin, 1967), none of which necessitate 

territoriality. Furthermore, people may use territorial behavior to project information about their 

identity or status, without thoughts of privacy (Brown, 1987; Malmberg, 1980). Still, it is reasonable 

to assume that a consideration of privacy behaviors might be incomplete without also considering 

territorial claims. 



31 

Altman (1975) categorizes territories into three basic types-primary, secondary, and public-

distinguishing among these types based on two criteria, the users' degree of control and duration of 

use. Brown (1987) further claims that territories are distinct in their psychological cenirality, or 

importance, to the user. Primary territories are areas or possessions that are exclusively owned, used, 

and controlled by a person or group of people, such as one's car, purse, or home (Altman, 1975). 

Self-identification with primary territories is often quite high, and because of their centrality to their 

owners, violations of such territories by intruders can be serious (Brown & Harris, 1989). Secondary 

territories are defined by regular users of a place, although the territories themselves are not generally 

exclusively owned or controlled by these users (Altman, 1975). As such, secondary territories may 

actually be housed in public places, but by their habitual or patterned use, become considered 

somewhat central to regular users. Users may even demonstrate possessive behavior about the 

territory and try to regulate outsiders' intrusions, although laws or rules may limit their control. 

Examples of secondary territories include the neighborhood bar with its regular patrons, or the 

classroom seat in which one "always" sits for his or her morning class. Finally, public territories are 

those which are generally open to anyone, and where claims to territorial space are temporary 

(Altman, 1975). Because of their temporary nature, the centrality of, and our identity with, public 

territories is low. Public territories include places like movie theaters, parks, or public libraries, as 

well as artifacts such as airport seats, city busses, and drinking fountains (Ruback & Snow, 1993). 

From the above discussion, it is apparent that different types of territories hold different 

meanings for people. If, as Malmberg (1980) states, "territory is identity" (p. 236), the invasion of a 

primary territory may be perceived as a greater threat than invasions of less central territories, because 

it is interpreted as an indirect threat to its owner/occupant too (Brown & Harris, 1989). Therefore, the 

violation of a territory which is important to a person is likely to engender a more extreme defensive 

response than when in less central territories. Furthermore, in the case of a privacy-seeker, the belief. 
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conscious or not, may be that he or she has greater or fewer "rights" to defend the space from 

intrusion depending on the legitimacy of his or her claim to that space. In conu^t to primary (and 

possibly secondary) territories, people may feel little freedom to directly or aggressively defend their 

temporary public territories, because other people are also legally entitled to access. Coupled with the 

additional possibility that the "publicness" of a public territory might modify one's inclination to be 

aggressive (in front of an audience) (Felson, 1981), the following hypotheses are proposed: 

H12: People experience higher levels of threat as the centrality of their territory increases. 

H13: People use more aggressive privacy behaviors to protect their privacy in primary and 

secondary territories than in public territories. 

Perceptions of Settings 

Another environmental factor that is expected to influence one's response to a privacy 

invasion is one's perception of the physical setting. Knapp (1978a; Knapp & Hall, 1992) proposes that 

perceptions of the environment vary along six interrelated dimensions, including privacy, familiarity, 

warmth, distance, constraint, and formality, and that these perceptions may in turn influence one's 

cotmnunicative behavior in that environment Previous research suggests that different environments 

elicit different emotions and perceptions of communication expected in those environments (Buslig, 

1991; Devlin & Nasar, 1989). Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that perceptions of the 

environment will also play a part in our reactions in a privacy situation. 

Knapp (1978a) suggests that environments that are perceived as private, familiar, warm, close, 

unconstrained, and informal will also be considered more intimate. Intimacy itself is sometimes 

considered a form, or part and parcel, of privacy (Inness, 1992; Weiss, 1987; Westin, 1970). While 

intimacy as a form of privacy usually necessitates the involvement of two or more people who seek to 

exclude others (Weitman, 1973) from a private moment, such as in *an intimate dinner for two," one 

can recognize certain features of an intimate environment as lending themselves to a higher degree of 
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privacy for one's self. In particular, environments judged as more Familiar, unconstraining, informal, 

and of course, private, are expected to influence perceptions of privacy or control in a setting. 

Familiar environments, by their very nature, allow people to feel more at ease and free to act. 

Knapp (1978a) predicts that being unfamiliar with a place will cause people to conununicate in a more 

cautious, hesitant, and controlled manner, at least imtil a person gains more exposure or experience 

within the environment Constraining environments, on the other hand, are presumed to detract from 

perceptions of privacy. When people feel constrained, they may feel that they cannot behave as freely 

as they desire, or they may feel actually physically constrained, and unable to leave or escape the 

setting. Formal environments may also produce feelings of constraint, due to their highly structured, 

restrictive nature. Knapp (1978a) predicts that formal environments may aeate heightened awareness 

of the appropriateness or inappropriateness of one's behaviors, leading to more guarded 

communication. Finally, private environments elicit feelings of freedom and protection from the 

intrusions of outsiders (Edney & Buda, 1976; Knapp, 1978a). As in the discussion of territories, 

public environments, conversely, offer fewer feelings of personal control, which in turn may affect 

how a person reacts to intrusions. 

However, the environmental features that contribute to a private environment may be found in 

either public or private territories. When choosing a setting for privacy, Deasy (1985) suggests finding 

a remote or isolated area, away from paths of heavy traffic. Several other architectural guides also 

suggest that private spaces are typically located in more remote areas, where one's activities are less 

accessible and conducive to interruption (Chermayeff & Alexander, 1963; Kennedy, 1953; Lawrence, 

1987; Miller & Schlitt, 1985; Stone, 1991). These sociofiigal spaces are also aeated by partitions and 

barriers, separate facilities and specialization of fimctions, vertical separation, and other environmental 

manipulations that are used to deaease one's chances of being interrupted by others, even in otherwise 

public or shared spaces (Churchman & Herbert, 1978; El-Rafey, 1992; Field, 1939; Gottlieb, 1965; 



Hareven, 1991; Keeiey & Edney, 1983; O'Reilly & Sales, 1987; Stone, 1991). Furtheimore, people 

recognize the value of these environmental features in obtaining privacy and will rely on them 

purposefully if they can (Archea, 1977; Haggard & Werner, 1990; Werner & Haggard, 1992). 

Whether considered singly or in combination, perceptions of the environment may help 

predict how a person will react to an invasion of privacy. In one example. Haggard and Werner 

(1990) demonstrated that when environmental conditions supported privacy regulation, people were 

more likely to directly reject inuvders than when conditions opposed privacy regulation. 

H14; When privacy is desired, settings perceived as [less constraining to one's behavior 

(less constraint, more informal, more familiar, more private)] are defended more 

aggressively. 

HIS: When privacy is desired, sociofugal settings are defended more aggressively than 

sociopetal settings. 

Summary 

Although the right to privacy is considered sacrosanct in our society, on many levels there 

appears to be a stigma attached to the actual fiilfillment of our desires for privacy. Privacy-seekers 

risk being unfulfilled in their quest for privacy, or otherwise reaping negative relational consequences, 

if their privacy behaviors are not carefully chosen, exacerbating the stress felt with too little privacy. 

Privacy-seeking is not always as simple as hanging a "do not disturb" sign on the door. Privacy-

seeking is, simply, not that simple. 
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CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

Overview 

A self-report format containing open and closed ended questions was utilized rather than a 

laboratory experiment at this initial stage to allow for descriptive analysis of people's naturally 

occurring privacy experiences. This type of format was expected to allow study of privacy simations 

that could not be duplicated in a laboratory setting. For example, the manipulation or use of 

environmental features by privacy-seekers is not likely to occur in a laboratory setting (at least not to 

the extent they probably occur in real life). Furthermore, laboratory settings are more conducive to 

the study of certain types of privacy and their maintenance (e.g., informational privacy) than to others 

(e.g., physical privacy). 

Participants 

Participants were drawn from both student and adult non-student populations. Responses 

were collected from both of these populations in order to increase generalizability and to reduce 

dependence on the overused "college sophomore research volunteer." Additionally, using samples 

from both populations provided the opportunity to assess the actual versus expected similarities and 

differences between the groups, making for a stronger case for or against the use of college students as 

research subjects in friture studies. A total of 152 participants (75 male, 77 female) completed the 

study. See Table I for a more complete description of sample demographics. 

Eighty students (40 male, 40 female), enrolled in a communication course at a large 

southwestern university, participated in the study for extra credit. Students were typically seniors 

(60%) ranging in age from 18 to 46 years, and not majoring in communication (80%). 
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Table 1 

Characteristics of Student and Non-student Samples 

Student Non-student 
(n=80) (n=72) 

Gender 
Male 50% 49% 
Female 50 51 

Average Age (in years) 23 36 

Ethnicity 
White, non-Hispanic 64% 72% 
Black, non-Hispanic 5 6 
Hispanic 14 17 
Asian/Pacific Islander 14 3 
Native American/Alaskan Native 4 3 

Marital Status 
Single 86% 36% 
Married/cohabiting 11 47 
Divorced 1 14 
Widowed 1 3 

Highest Education Auained 
High School graduate 7% 
Some College 36 

Sophomore 10% 
Junior 30 
Senior 60 

Two-year college graduate 8 
Four-year college graduate 25 
Graduate/Professional degree 21 
No response (blank) 0 3 

Note: Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding. 

Seventy-two non-students (35 male, 37 female), recruited via the snowball technique from the 

southeast, southwest, and midwest United States, also completed the study. The majority of the non-

student participants (71%) completed the study for no extrinsic reward; however, 21 non-student 



participants were recruited by someone in the smdent sample, and received a pair of movie passes for 

their participation. The non-student sample ranged in age from 18 to 63 years and represented a 

variety of education levels from high school (completed) through graduate/professional (MA, PhD) 

degree. Non-student participants represented a wide range of occupations, including security officer, 

research chemist, homemaker, seaetary, Qorist, elementary education teacher, electrical engineer, retail 

sales, and others. 

Procedure and Measures 

Participants received an eleven page questionnaire and a single page instruction/consent form, 

which informed participants of the purpose and length of the smdy and how to complete the 

questionnaire, and assured them of the confidentiality of their responses. Manilla envelopes which 

could be sealed were provided to all participants to increase their sense of security and response 

privacy. All participants were given the opportimity to complete the questionnaire at a time and place 

of their own choosing (e.g., at home) and were asked to return the questionnaire within two weeks. 

Student participants also had the option of completing the questionnaire in a large quiet conference 

room during set periods of time scheduled by the experimenter. 

The questionnaire was designed to be easy enough for self-administration based on several 

considerations. First, without the pressure to complete the questionnaire *on the spot," participants 

could be given enough time to reflect upon and write about a previous privacy experience. It was also 

believed that participants might be more truthful and complete in relating their experiences in a setting 

of their own choosing (i.e., where they felt comfortable and could achieve privacy) than in a public 

setting where the probability of surveillance and intrusion by others was high. Furthermore, requiring 

non-students to schedule time in a laboratory setting with experimenter supervision was perceived as 

an unnecessary inconvenience that would have made recruitment more difficult (and impossible for 
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long-distance recruitment). However, as one might expect, allowing participants to self-administer the 

quesdonnaire resulted in some of the surveys being unusable. 

A few (N=18) volunteers returned incomplete, or incorrectly completed, questionnaires, which 

were subsequently discarded. Volunteers returning incomplete questionnaires typically responded that 

they had not experienced a privacy invasion of the type requested (i.e., conforming to the condition in 

which they were placed). Incorrectly completed questionnaires usually involved misunderstanding or 

disregard for instructions on how to complete the survey, such as describing a privacy invasion of the 

wrong type (e.g., invasion by a romantic partner in the stranger condition), or responding with multiple 

invasion situations in the open-ended section. 

C^estionnaires contained a series of open and closed self-report measures designed to obtain a 

detailed description of a past privacy situation in which participants were involved. Open-ended 

written responses were requested to allow participants to describe in their own words their perceptions 

of, and reactions to, the situation. Participants also responded to Likert-type statements, to elicit what 

privacy mechanisms were utilized in the situation (if any), and their subjective perception of the 

comfort, effectiveness, level of threat, justification, and so on, of the situation and its outcome (see 

Appendices A and B for a complete description of open- and closed-ended measures). 

Participants were asked to begin by providing general demographic information about 

themselves in order to ease them into the rest of the questionnaire and to allow categorization of 

participants as "student" or "non-sudent" in later statistical analyses. Participants then completed a 

shortened version of Burgoon, Parrott, Le Poire, Kelley, Walther, & Perry's (1989) "Privacy Invasion 

Questionnaire" (PIQ). The PIQ is comprised of 31 items measuring participants' perceptions of 

different privacy situations (Burgoon et al., 1989). Participants were asked to assess each item twice-

once on seven-point Likert-type scales indicating the amount of privacy invasion they perceived in 

each situation described, and a second time indicating whether or not they had experienced such a 
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privacy invasion since the beginning of the year (January 1, 1995) and if so, who was involved 

(unknown other, known other, both). The PIQ was used to stimulate participants' recall of privacy 

invasions they have experienced in the recent past, to facilitate completion of the rest of the survey. 

Open-ended questions. Participants were asked to provide a written description of a situation 

they had experienced since the beginning of the year (January 1, 1995) in which they felt they had 

less privacy than they desired, specifically when they were trying to work or to complete some task. 

The January 1 time boimdary was chosen, rather than a specific (e.g., six month) time limit because it 

was determined that people are more likely to mentally distinguish events as happening "this year" or 

"last year" more easily than trying to recall whether an event occurred prior to an arbitrary cut-off 

date in the past. Participants were also asked to limit their responses to a time when they were trying 

to complete some task in order to inaease comparability across questionnaires, and to provide a 

realistic, yet relatively innocuous, situation that would not in itself be highly intrusive to the 

respondents. 

Participants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions in a 2 (relationship type) x 2 

(privacy type) factorial design. Half of the participants (np76) were asked to describe a simation in 

which a stranger was involved, while the other half described a situation involving a friend. Seventy-

nine participants described a situation in which they protected their privacy from potential intrusion 

(pre-emptive privacy protection), while the rest (n=73) described a simation in which their privacy was 

invaded (privacy restoration) (See Appendix A for wording of manipulation instrucdons for different 

conditions). All conditions were fairly well balanced for gender (see Table 2 for distribution of 

participants by condition and gender). 

In the first part of the essay section, participants were asked to describe the situation: where 

and when the situation occurred, and why the participant desired more privacy. In part two of the 

essay section, participants were asked to describe their response to the situation: what they did to 
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Table 2 

Distribution of Participants for Gender. 

Relationship Condition, and Privacy Condition 

Male 
Stranger 

Female Male 
Friend 

Female 

Privacy 
Protection 

19 20 22 18 

Wvacy 
Restoration 

17 20 17 19 

Total 36 40 39 37 

Note: Total number of strangers = 76; total number of friends = 76. 

protect or regain their privacy and why, bow they felt after the situation had passed, if there were any 

relational consequences to their actions, and if they would have done anything differently if they 

could. (See Appendix A for actual questions used in the essay portion of the questionnaire.) 

Two coders were trained to analyze participants' written responses for a variety of information 

(see coding sheets in Appendix C). However, of foremost importance was coders' ratings of 

participants' overall level of aggressiveness in the situation. Therefore, a description of the 

aggressiveness measure is in order before proceeding to the rest of the coders' ratings. 

Coding of aggressiveness. For each written account, coders were instructed to categorize 

participants as either aggressive, moderately aggressive, or nonaggressive, in order to allow for 

treatment of the participants' aggressiveness as a predictor variable in ANOVA and MANOVA. In the 

development of the coding system, coders were asked to simply categorize participants' responses as 

either aggressive or nonaggressive, in accordance with the initial belief that all behaviors could and 

should be considered either "fight" or "flight" responses. In terms of Buslig's (1994) strategic 



categories, this meant that behaviors representing rejecting and aggressing were considered aggressive 

(i.e., Gght) responses, while the other four strategies—masking, separating, distancing, and 

withdrawing-were considered nonaggressive (i.e., flight) responses. Coders were not instructed in 

Buslig's (1994) categorization system, however, to allow for comparison of "objective" ratings of 

aggressiveness according to coders' perceptions of participants' written descriptions, with participants' 

perceptions of their own behavior and use of these six categories. 

However, even as originally proposed, some privacy-seeking strategies (i.e., masking and 

separating) were expected to exhibit qualities of both aggressiveness and nonaggressiveness. Coders 

confirmed during practice sessions prior to coding of data for this study that some responses could not 

be easily categorized as simply nonaggressive or aggressive, but rather showed some qualities of both. 

These moderately aggressive strategies were perceived by coders as indirect but somewhat assertive, 

more controlling but less obviously so, in comparison to aggressive and nonaggressive strategies. The 

inclusion of a third category of aggressiveness not only allowed for more finely tuned predictions but 

also for the possibility that a mix of aggressive and nonaggressive behaviors might be a naturally 

occurring choice of privacy-seekers wishing to balance competing goals. 

Coding of open-ended responses. In the training process, coders were first instructed how to 

rate the situation description. To determine the extent to which the physical environment might either 

help or hinder the participants' attainment of privacy, coders made judgments of conduciveness of the 

setting arrangement to privacy or interruption on a two item Likert-type scale created for this smdy. 

Coders also rated the physical setting's attributes using bipolar adjective scales for four of Knapp's 

(1978a, 1978b; Knapp & Hall, 1992) percepts of interaction environments. Knj^p (1978a) has 

proposed that intimate (what may also be considered "private") environments are perceived as more 

private, unconstraining, familiar, and informal. Because Knapp (1978a) asserts that these dimensions 

are expected to be interrelated, previous research (Buslig, 1991) backs up Knapp's proposal that these 



dimensions are correlated, and, in this study, where these individual items yielded higher inter-rater 

reliability as a composite score rather than as individual items, they were combined to create a global 

rating of environmental privacy. A third assessment of the setting was made for the centrality of the 

territory to the participant Coders determined whether the privacy siuations described by participants 

took place in a primary, secondary, or public territory (Altman, 1975). To round out the description 

of the situation, coders also recorded the number of intruders (single, multiple), the orientation of the 

privacy situation (conversational or behavioral), the mode or channel of communication (face-to-face, 

telephone, "other"), and the reason for privacy (Laufer, Proshansky, & Wolfe, 1973; Westin, 1970). 

Coders were also trained to code participants' descriptions of their response to the privacy 

situation. Coders rated participants' pleasanaess. dominance, and composm-e (Biu'goon, Buller, ACQ, 

White, & Buslig, 1995) in, and participants' directness of response to, the simation, using seven-point 

bipolar scales. Coders also determined whether participants' strategic style was aggressive, moderately 

aggressive, or nonaggressive (described in previous paragraphs), whether participants' strategic style 

appeared to increase or decrease in aggressiveness during the situation (style change), and whether the 

situation resulted in positive or negative (or none apparent) relational consequences. 

For nominal level data, both Cohen's K (Cohen, 1960) and Holsti's r (Holsti, 1969) were 

calculated. Cohen's k is calculated using the number of coders' agreements out of their total number 

of observations, adjusting the reliability score for "chance agreemenL" However, when observations 

are particularly focussed in one cell, rather than distributed equally among categories, this reliability 

can appear quite low even when relatively few non-agreements occur. Therefore, Holsti's r, which is 

simply the number of agreements observed between coders, divided by the total number of 

observations by coders, is reported for comparison. For interval level data, Ebel's intraclass correlation 

(Guilford, 1954), and Cronbach's alpha coefficient, reliabilities are reported. All inter-rater and inter-

item reliabilities for coded items are presented in Tables 3-4. 
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Tables 

Inter-item and Inter-rater Reliabilities for Coder Ratings 

Inter-item Inter-rater 

Setting arrangement .93 .75 

Environmental privacy .82 .82 

Pleasant .97 .79 

Dominant .98 .82 

Composed .88 .68 

Directness of response .72 .74 

Strategic style (aggressiveness) .79 

Table 4 

Reliabilities for Coder Ratings of Ncntinal Data 

Holsti's r Cohen's k 

Territorial level of setting .88 .79 

Channel of communication .92 .59 

Number of intruders .91 .68 

Type of intrusion .91 .59 

Reason for desired privacy .61 .29 

Style change .84 .20 

Relational consequence .89 .61 



Strategic responses. After completing the essay portion of the questionnaire, participants 

completed 30 closed-ended questions about their use of general privacy strategies (e.g., withdrawal, 

masking, aggression; Buslig, 1994). Each strategy was measured using a five-item scale written 

specifically for this study (see Appendix B). While it is understood that participants' recall of past 

behavior is often flawed, self-report measures of their general goals or strategies of action were still 

expected to have redeeming value. Participants' responses should reflect fairly strategic use of 

behaviors, or in other words, what the participants believe they did purposefully to gain or regain 

privacy. Inter-item reliabilities for the strategies were as follows: aggressing, r=.72; rejecting, r=.69; 

masking, p:.74; separating, r=.69; distancing, n=.65; and withdrawing, ^.74. 

Perceptions of the situation. Participants also responded to seven-point Likert-type statements 

assessing their own perceptions of the intruder, the setting, and their feelings about, and response to, 

the invasion. 

Reladonal intimacy was measured using one original item and four other items based on 

Burgeon and Hale's (1984; Burgoon & Koper, 1984) intimacy/similarity and nonimmediacy relational 

message dimensions. This variable was used to assess participants' amount of intimate connection to 

the intruder and status differences between the participant and the intruder. This measiu'e was also 

used as a manipulation check for the relationship condition, to verify that participants did indeed 

perceive different levels of intimacy with strangers and friends. In this study, the Qonbach alpha 

coefOcient reliability for this measure was .77. 

Another relational variable, relational impact was measured using four items written 

specifically for this study, to elicU whether the privacy response resulted in a negative relational 

outcome. This was expected to be related to the three-item scale measuring participants' anticipation 

of neeadve consequences (suggested by a similar measure in Stem, 1994), which was used to 
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detennine the amount of forethought and concern about possible intruder perceptions and responses to 

the request for privacy. Alpha reliabilities were; impact, ^.69; anticipation, r=.60. 

A four-item measure of participants' satisfaction was aeated for this study to assess 

participants' contentment with the results of the situation once it had passed. Originally, this measure 

was conceived as two two-item measures. Satisfaction with response measured participants' 

satisfaction with how they handled the intrusion of their privacy, while satisfaction with outcome 

measured their contentment with the ultimate outcome of the situation. Satisfaction with outcome 

reflected the degree to which participants believed that their privacy strategy was both objectively and 

relationally effective (Epstein, 1980), that is, an adequate amount of privacy was achieved and there 

was litde if any negative impact on the relationship. Because these two measures were relatively 

highly correlated r(152)=.67, and their combined inter-item reliability was greater than their individual 

inter-item reliabilities, a single measure of satisfaction was created. The alpha reliability for 

satisfaction was .77. 

Three more measures created speciGcally for this study were a five-item threat, a two-item 

justification, and a four-item aggressiveness, scale. It was expected that participants' level of 

perceived threat due to the intruder's privacy invasion, and participants' own feelings that they were 

justified in their desire for privacy, would anticipate more aggressive strategy use. Participants' ratings 

of their own aggressiveness was measured as a double-check against coders' classifications of 

participants into aggressiveness categories. Reliabilities for these measures were .67 for threat, .50 for 

justification, and .60 for aggressiveness. 

Ten seven-point Likert-type items were also included to assess participants' perceptions of 

their own pleasantness, dominance, and arousal/composure (based on measures in Burgoon, Buller, 

Afifi, White, & Buslig, 1995) when responding to the privacy situation. To increase its low reliability, 

one item was dropped from the arousal/composure measure, yielding a reliability of .79 for the two-



item scale. Inter-item reliabilities for the remaining two scales were .80 for pleasantness, and .70 for 

dominance. 

Participants were also asked to rate their perceptions of the physical setting, for feelings of 

privacy, constraint, and familiarity. These three scales were derived from Knapp's (1978; Knapp & 

Hall, 1992) perceptions of interaction environments and were chosen for their presumed direct or 

indirect relation to participants' feelings of behavioral freedom in the setting due to environmental cues 

and territorial knowledge. Reliability for the three-item privacy scale was .85, for the four-item 

constraint scale, r=.62, and for the three-item familiarity scale, r=.73. 



CHAPTERS 

RESULTS 

Data were analyzed using chi-squares, analyses of variance, and multivariate analyses of 

variance, as necessitated by the analysis to be performed. ANOVAs and MANOVAs utilized a 2 

(relationship type) x 2 (privacy type) x 3 (level of aggressiveness) x 2 (participant gender) x 2 

(subsample) factorial design. Because virtually all three-, four-, and five- way interactions were non

significant, with F-ratios less than 1, they were eliminated from final analyses. Also, when blocking 

variables and two-way interactions were non-significant with F-ratios less than 1, they too were 

dropped from final analyses. Polynomial contrasts for the aggressiveness factor were utilized to 

compare categories for the aggressiveness categories (i.e., aggressive, moderately aggressive, and 

nonaggressive strategies) unless otherwise noted. Gender and subsample were included in analyses in 

order to determine whether data should be interpreted separately for male and female responses, and 

student and non-student responses. Few signiGcant differences due to these factors were revealed, 

allowing one to collapse across the categories for most analyses. However, a few gender and 

subsample differences did occur, and are reported where appropriate. 

Also, significant univariate tests are reported, regardless of whether the multivariate test was 

also signiGcant, when speciGc hypotheses are addressed by the Gndings. In this way, meaningful 

differences due to individual variables might still be recognized, even if the composite multivariate 

effect masked those differences (i.e., showed no signiGcant differences) (Huberty & Morris, 1989). 

As an initial step, intercorrelations were computed among measures in order to determine whether 

further data reduction was necessary and multivariate analysis of variance was appropriate for speciGc 

sets of variables. As a result of this preliminary investigation, multivariate analyses of variance were 

performed for the following sets of dependent variables: (1) Privacy mechanisms (aggressing, 

rejecting, masking, separating, distancing, withdrawing), average r=.41, Bartlett's test of sphericity = 



AtllAl, 2<-001 (IS (2) Situation variables (relational impact, justification, threat, anticipation, 

satisfaction), average p=.21, Bartlett's test of sphericity = 82.48, £<001 (10^; (3) Observed relational 

messages (Coders' ratings of pleasantness, dominance, composure), average p=.53, Bartlett's test of 

sphericity = 9839, £<.001 (3 (4) Senders' relational messages (Participants' ratings of own 

pleasantness, dominance, composure), average ^30, Bartlett's test of sphericity = 48.80,2<-001 (3 

and (5) Participants' ratings of setting perceptions (constraint, privacy, familiarity), average p=.14, 

Bartlett's test of sphericity = 8.50, £<.04 (3 To lessen the risk of Type I error, all univariate 

analyses were adjusted using the Bonferroni procedure (Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1984). Intercorrelations 

are reported in Appendix D. 

Description of Privacy Situations 

In order to gain a better picture of the characteristics of participants' privacy situations, their 

written responses were coded for several features, including gender of the intruder, type of privacy 

invasion, and reason for desired privacy. 

Intruder characteristics. Although participants were instructed to complete their questionnaires 

with a single intruder in mind, it was anticipated that some privacy situations might include more than 

one intruder. Coders found that a majority of participants (84%) described an invasion involving a 

single intruder, while the rest (16%) described a simation in which more than one intruder was 

involved. Participants also indicated that the intruder or intruders were more often male (63%) than 

female (31%), although eight participants indicated that intruders were both male and female, and two 

did not indicate any gender for the intruder. 

Privacy orientation. Coders also categorized privacy invasions as either conversational or 

behavioral in nature. Interestingly, most participants described situations in which another person's 

behavior disturbed their privacy (85%), rather than situations in which a person's conversational 

inquisitiveness was considered inaiisive (15%). 
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Territorial level of privacy setting. Intrusions were categorized as occurring in either a 

primary, secondary, or public territory (Altman, 1975). Participants most often experienced privacy 

invasions in primary territories (53%) such as their homes. Privacy invasions occuned in secondary 

(33%) and public (14%) territories with less frequency. 

Reason for desired privacv. Participants' responses were coded into one of several categories, 

representing their primary reason for seeking privacy. Coders' classification indicated that participants 

sought privacy most often for personal autonomy (38%), selective communication (18%), because they 

were feeling aowded (15%), or for security reasons (14%). To a lesser extent, participants also 

sought privacy to avoid persecution (5%), to avoid embarrassment (4%), for emotional release (3%), 

or for self-evaluation (3%). 

Strategy style and change. Participants' responses to the privacy invasion were rated by 

coders as aggressive, moderately aggressive, or nonaggressive. In addition, coders assessed whether 

participants increased or deaeased the level of their strategy aggressiveness from the beginning to the 

end of the episode. Coders indicated that participants used moderately aggressive strategies most 

frequently (44%), with use of nonaggressive strategies occurring only slightly less frequently (40%), 

and use of aggressive su-ategies much less frequently (16%). Ninety-five percent (n=144) of 

participants' responses showed no change in aggressiveness, while seven participants increased in 

aggressiveness, and one deaeased in aggressiveness. 

Mode of communication. A final feature of the privacy invasion descriptions that was coded 

was the mode or channel of intrusion. Almost all intrusions occurred face-to-face (92%). A few 

participants experienced intrusions of their privacy via the telephone (7%) or e-mail (1%). 

Manipulation checks 

Relational intimacy. Differences in relational intimacy are often an integral part of how we 

define types of relationships. As expected, participants described closer relational intimacy with 
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intruders in the Mendship condition (M= 4.90) than in tbe stranger condition (M=3.14), 

F(l,150)=58.45, £<.001,11^.28. 

Aggressiveness. Preliminary analysis showed no significant correlation between participants' 

ratings of their own aggressiveness and coders' ratings of participants' directness, r(152>=.14, ^.097, 

Bartlett's sphericity test = 21, £>.10 (1^, so these variables were analyzed separately. Analysis of 

variance and planned polynomial contrasts confirmed that coders' classifications of participants' 

responses on levels of aggressiveness coincided with participants' own perceptions of their behavior, 

F(2,149)=:24.29, £<.001,11^25. A linear contrast, t(83)=6.94, £<.001, revealed that participants 

classified as aggressive by coders also perceived their behavior as more aggressive ^=5.09) than 

participants in the moderately aggressive category (^=3.68), who perceived themselves as more 

aggressive than participants coded as nonaggressive (M=2.93). 

Furthermore, more aggressive strategies were expected to be more direct, territorially 

offensive, and behaviorally offensive (i.e., rude) than other strategies, and such was the case for 

nonaggressive, but not for moderately aggressive, strategies. ANOVA and planned contrasts 

conQrmed that the three levels of aggressiveness as categorized by coders differed on directness, 

F(2,149)=:9.28, £<.001, Ti^.ll. However, a linear trend, t|C83)=2.39, £<.02, was overridden by a 

quadratic trend, t(150)=2.69, £<.009. Participants' responses categorized as moderately aggressive 

were perceived as more direct (M=4.32) than aggressive (M=4.19) or nonaggressive responses 

(M=3.76). 

Research Question 1 

Research Question 1, which was devised to test the expectation that Buslig's (1994) categories 

of privacy mechanisms differ in terms of aggressiveness, received some support, multivariate A=.77, 

F(12,286)=3.39, £<.001, with univariate effects for aggressing, F(2,148)=14.14, £<.001, Ti^.ie, 

rejecting, F(2,148)=9.46, £<.001, ti^s.ll, masking, F(2,148)=525, £=.006, ti^.07, but not for 



separating, F(2,148)=23, £>.I0, distancing, F(2,148)=.65, £>.10, or withdrawing, F(2,148)=1.24 £>.10. 

For the purposes of this study, the original six privacy mechanism categories (Buslig, 1994) were 

retained, even though high intercorrelations among some the categories (see Appendix D) suggested 

that further data reduction be performed. In future research, it is suggested that categories be 

collapsed to form three basic categories of privacy mechanisms representing aggressing (i.e., 

aggressing and rejecting), masking, and withdrawing (i.e., separating, distancing, and withdrawing). 

To probe the extent of the differences among categories of privacy strategies, orthogonal 

contrasts were also conducted for coders' classification of participant responses as aggressive, 

moderately aggressive, and nonaggressive (see Table S). Results suggest that a linear relationship for 

aggressiveness exists for use of aggressing, t(83)=S.28, £c001, and rejecting mechanisms, t(83)=4.33. 

Tables 

Means for Participants' Privacy Mechanism Use 

bv Coder's Categorization of Participants' Aggressiveness 

Aggressive Mod. Agg. Nonagg. 
(N=24) (N=67) (N=61) 

Aggressing* 4.96 3.46 3.09 

Rejecting* 5.24 4.04 3.73 

Masking* 2.57 3.32 3.69 

Separating 3.61 3.62 3.79 

Distancing 3.78 3.67 3.95 

Withdrawing 3.09 3.50 3.68 

* Linear orthogonal contrasts aaoss the three levels of aggressiveness are significant at the .05 level 

or better. 



2<:.001, and a reverse linear relationship exists for aggressiveness and the masking mechanism, 

^(83)=-3.23, £c002. These findings suggest that the first two categories, aggressing and rejecting, are 

indeed distinguished as more direct or aggressive, "fight" approaches to defending one's privacy 

compared to the "flight" of masking, separating, distancing, and withdrawing. However, strategies 

considered moderately aggressive were not used significantly more often by participants subsequently 

categorized by coders as moderately aggressive (than participants placed in other categories), 

complicating matters, although masking behaviors were not often used by "aggressive" participants. 

Finally, nonaggressive sU'ategies were used fairly consistently across the board, suggesting that even 

the most aggressive people may temper tbeir displays with nonaggressive behaviors. 

Hypotheses 1. 2. and 3 

Hypothesis 1, which predicted that people would prefer to use non- or moderately aggressive 

strategies to maintain or regain their privacy rather than aggressive strategies, was supported, 

X^21.41, ^=2, p<.(X)l. Only 24 participants were categorized as having used aggressive strategies to 

defend their privacy, in comparison to participants who used moderately aggressive (N=67) and 

nonaggressive (N=61) sU'ategies. 

On the other hand. Hypotheses 2 and 3 were only partially supported. Responses across 

levels of strategy aggressiveness were fairly equally distributed between protection and restoration for 

moderately aggressive and aggressive strategy use, x^-09, ^=2, ^.10 (see Table 6). However, 

univariate effects for participants' own ratings of aggressiveness were foimd. A main effect for 

privacy condition, F(1,I31)=2.88, £<.05,11^.02, (protection, M=3.47; restoration, M=3.74) was 

outweighed by an interaction effect between subsample and privacy condition, F(1,13I)=5.88, £<.02, 

ti^=.04. Students used more aggressiveness when restoring their privacy (M=3.92) than when 

protecting it (M=3.17), while non-students responded with approximately the same amount of 

aggressiveness regardless of the privacy condition (restoring M=3.59; protecting M=3.77). These 



differences suggest that non-students were more stable in their response aggressiveness aaoss 

conditions, while students did show the predicted pattern of tempering their aggressiveness when 

protecting rather than restoring their privacy. In fact, post-hoc analyses revealed that non-students 

used moderately aggressive strategies more frequently in both protection, x^=8.77, ^=2, £<-01, and 

restoration, ^=2, £<.02, conditions, while student responses did not tend to differ for 

aggressiveness for either condition, x^=3.80, ^=2, £>.10 and x^-55, ̂ =2, £>.10, for protection and 

restoration respectively. 

Table 6 

Frequencv Distribution of Responses for 

Strategy Aggressiveness bv Privacy Condition 

E>rotection Restoration 
(N=79) (N=73) 

Aggressive 11 11 
Student 8 7 
Non-student 5 4 

Moderately Aggressive 34 33 
Student 14 16 
Non-student 20 17 

Nonaggressive 32 29 
Student 18 17 
Non-student 14 12 

Hypotheses 4. 5. and 6 

Relational dimensions of aggressiveness were the focus of Hypotheses 4, S, and 6. 

Hypothesis 4 proposed that participants who used aggressive strategies would be perceived as less 

pleasant than those who used less aggressive strategies, while Hypothesis S suggested that moderately 

aggressive strategies would be perceived as more dominant than nonaggressive strategies, but less 
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Table 7 

Coder Ratings of Relational Dimensions of Strategy Aggressiveness 

Aggressive Mod. Agg. Nonagg. 

Pleasant 1.82 3.39 4.46 

Dominant 6.48 5.30 3.14 

Composed 2.11 3.22 3.47 

dominant than aggressive strategies. Hypothesis 6 suggested that moderately aggressive strategy use 

would lead to perceptions of more composure than the use of either more or less aggressive strategies. 

Hypotheses 4 and 5 were supported. A main effect for coders' ratings of strategy aggressiveness was 

found, multivariate A=.46, F(6,280)=22.06, £c001, with univariate effects for pleasantness, 

F(2,142)=37.55, £<.001, ti^.35, dominance, F(2,142)=60.07, £<.001, Ti^.46, and composure, 

F(2,142)=13.89, £<.001, ti^.16. 

To test for differences between aggressiveness categories, repeated contrasts (i.e., contrasts 

between adjacent categories) were used rather than polynomial contrasts because repeated contrasts 

could be more sensitive to actual differences between levels of aggressiveness, yet still able to reveal 

linear or quadratic vends within the data. Contrasts showed tha aggressive strategies were perceived 

by coders to be less pleasant, t(89)=4.85, £<.001, less composed, t(89)=4.08, £<.001, and more 

dominant, t(89)=:3.05, £<.003 than moderately aggressive strategies, which were perceived as less 

pleasant, t(126)=5.55, £<.001, less composed, t(126)=2.07, £<.04, and more dominant, tj(126)=9.26, 

£<.001, than nonaggressive strategies (see Table 7). Therefore, Hypotheses 4 and 5 were supported, 

while Hypothesis 6 was only partially supported. 



A few interaction and main effects for strategy aggressiveness and subsample or relationship 

type were also found. An interaction between aggressiveness and subsample for pleasantness, 

univariate F(2,142)=335, £<.04, q^.OS, multivariate A=1.28, F(6,280)=128, £>.10, indicated that 

students were more pleasant than non-students when engaging in moderately aggressive privacy 

behavior, while the reverse was true when students and non-students used nonaggressive strategies, 

^(126>=2.5S, £<.02 (See Table 8). Also, an interaction between relationship type and subsample for 

coders' ratings of pleasantness, univariate F(l,142)=4.06, £<.05, •q^.OS, multivariate A=.95, 

F(3,140)=2.28, ^.082, indicated that regardless of aggressiveness, students appeared much less 

pleasant to strangers (M=2.98) than to friends (M=3.98), a tendency echoed, but to a lesser extent, in 

non-students' behavior as well, (strangers, M=3.38; friends, M=3.97). As for coders' ratings of 

composure, main effects for subsample, multivariate A=.91, F(3,140)=4.85, ^.003, univariate 

F(1,142)=1I.79, £<.001, ti^.08, and for relationship type, multivariate A=.97, F(3,140)=l.59, £>.10, 

univariate F(l,142)=4.82, £=.03,11^.03, also emerged. Non-students (^=3.42) and friends (M=3.41) 

were rated higher on composiu-e than were students (M=2.89) and strangers (M=2.88). 

Participants' ratings of their own pleasantness, dominance, and composure were also tested 

and found to support Hypothesis 4 and 5, but not 6, multivariate A=.82, F(6,278)=4.78, £<.001, 

univariate F(2,141 )=7.43, £=.001, n^.lO for pleasantness, univariate F(2,141)=9.87, £<.001, ii^.l2 

for dominance, and univariate F(2,141)=2.91, £=.058, ii^.02 for composure. Repeated contrasts 

revealed that participants perceived their own behavior as significantly less pleasant when using 

aggressive stfategies (M=2.93) than when using moderately aggressive straegies (M=4.54), t(89)=3.67, 

£<.(X)1, while moderately aggressive and nonaggressive strategies (M=4.43) were considered equally 

pleasant, t(126>=.07, £>.10. A significant univariate interaction effect for subsample by aggressiveness 

was also foiuid for pleasantness, multivariate A=.92, F(6,278)=1.91, £=.079, univariate F(2,141 )=3.57, 

£<.04, ti^.05, wherein students felt they were more pleasant when they were moderately rather than 
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nonaggressive, while non-students perceived themselves as more pleasant when they were least 

aggressive, t![126)=2.47, £<.02 (see Table 8). 

Repeated contrasts also revealed significant differences for dominance, as aggressive 

strategies (M=S.45) were rated higher on dominance than moderately aggressive strategies (M=4.24), 

t(89)=2.98, ^.003, which were rated higher than nonaggressive strategies (M=3.76), t(126)=2.16, 

£<.03. Participants' ratings of their own composure or feelings of arousal showed the expected 

pattern, in which moderately aggressive suategies (M=3.86) were perceived as more composed and 

less aroused than either aggressive (^=4.50) or nonaggressive (M=4.28) strategies (higher means 

reflect greater arousal). However, participants' composure ratings of moderately aggressive strategies 

differed significantly from aggressive strategies, l(89)=2.30, £<.03, but not fi:om nonaggressive 

strategies, t(126)=1.44, £>.10. A main effect for gender, multivariate A=.94, F(3,139)=3.06, £=.03, 

univariate F(l,141)=4.01, £<.04, •n'=.03 for composure, also suggests that, overall, females (M=4.39) 

were more aroused by privacy invasions than were males (M=3.86). 

Table 8 

Coder and Participant Ratines of Pleasantness 

for Subsample by Strateev Aggressiveness 

Aggressive Mod. Agg. Nonagg. 

Coder Perceptions 
Non-student 
Student 

2.17 
1.61 

3.22 
3.61 

4.85 
4.17 

Participant Perceptions 
Non-student 
Student 

2.78 
3.02 

4.49 
4.61 

5.18 
3.87 



Hypothesis 7 

Hypothesis 7, which proposed that people will seek to defend their privacy from friends using 

less aggressiveness than they will with strangers, was somewhat supported. Participants who were 

categorized by coders as using aggressive strategies were more likely to be in the stranger (n=18) than 

in the friend (n=6) condition, x^=6.(X), ^=1, £<.01, while no differences for relationship type were 

found for moderate aggressiveness, X^=.13, ^=1, ^.10, or nonaggressiveness, X^=133, ^=1, £>.10. 

However, participants' own ratings of their aggressiveness did not differ when the intruder was a 

friend (M=3.45) versus a stranger (M=3.75), F(l,142)=.01, £>.10. The lack of difference in ratings 

of aggressiveness due to relationship types carried through all categories of aggressiveness, univariate 

F(2,142)=.01, £>.10 (see Table 9). 

Table 9 

Participants' Ratings of Aggressiveness 

for Relationship Type by Strategy Aggre.ssiveness 

Aggressive Mod. Agg. Nonagg. 

Stranger 5.11 3.67 2.89 

Friend 5.04 3.69 2.95 

Hypothesis 8. 9 and Research Question 2 

Hypotheses 8 and 9, which predicted that use of aggressiveness would be inversely related to 

the anticipation of negative consequences, and directly related to negative impact on one's relationship 

with the inuiider, were supported, multivariate A=.78, F(I0,284)=3.77, £<.001, univariate 

F(2,146)=5.62, £=.004,11^.07 for anticipation, univariate F(2,146)=5.28, ^.006, ti^.07 for impact. 

Polynomial contrasts revealed an inverse linear trend for aggressiveness and participants' anticipation 
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of negative consequences, t(83)=-3.14, £te.002. Participants who chose to defend their privacy 

aggressively (M=239) anticipated the fewest negative consequences, followed by those who chose 

moderately aggressive strategies (M=3.04), and nonaggressive strategies (M=3.66). Planned 

orthogonal contrasts also revealed a linear trend for aggressiveness and participants' ratings of actual 

negative relational impact, t(83)=3.09, £=.002. Privacy-seekers who used the most aggressive 

strategies (M=3.94) felt the greatest amount of negative impact on their relationship with the intruder, 

compared to moderately aggressive strategy users (^=2.76) and nonaggressive strategy users 

(M=2.33). Furthermore, strategy aggressiveness was not affected by interactions with relationship 

type, privacy condition, gender or subsample. 

In addition to participants' own ratings of relational impact, coders also made assessments of 

whether participants' responses appeared to impact their relationship with intruders. The majority of 

participants' responses were coded as having no apparent relational consequence (83.6%). Of the 

remaining 25 responses not rated as *no consequences," all but two (1.3%) were rated as negative 

(15.1%). However, although nonsignificant, chi-square analysis suggested that the distribution of the 

23 "negative consequences" might not be randomly related to the different levels of strategy 

aggressiveness, x^5.14, ^=2, ̂ .077. Specifically, negative consequences occurred more often than 

expected by chance (approximately 15%) in encounters where the privacy-seeker used aggressive 

strategies (29%), and less often than expected in nonaggressive encounters (8%), thereby lending more 

support for the assertion that the use of more aggression to obtain privacy will have a greater negadve 

impact on one's relationship with the intruder than will less aggressiveness. Furthermore, both 

instances of positive relational consequences occurred when nonaggressive strategies were used by the 

participants. 

The relationship of satisfaction to the use of aggressiveness was the focus of Research 

Question 2. An effect for sU'ategy aggressiveness was found, multivariate A=.81, F(10,284)=3.77, 
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£<.001, univariate F(2,146)=5.35,2=-006, •n^=.07. Participants were least satisfied witli the privacy 

situation (i.e., its outcome and their response) when they responded least aggressively (M=4.96) and 

more satisfied when they responded moderately aggressively (M=5.79) or aggressively (^=5.59). 

Participants' own ratings of their aggressiveness were found to be correlated with anticipation 

of negadve consequences, r]C152)=-^8,2<-001, and negative relational impact, iiC152)=.25, ^.001, but 

not satisfaction, r(152)=.08, £>.10 (two-tailed). 

Hypotheses 10 and 11 

The issues of threat and justification in the use of aggressiveness to defend one's privacy were 

considered in Hypotheses 10 and 11. Weak correlations between participants' own ratings of their 

aggressiveness and their feelings of threat, r(152)=.18, ^.03, and justification, r(152)=.29, £<.001, 

were found, lending some support to the assumption that people will use more aggressive behaviors 

when they feel higher levels of threat, or feel that their request for privacy is justified. 

While a main multivariate effect for aggressiveness was found for the set of situation 

variables, A=.81, F(10,284)=3.77, £<.001, this was not due to threat or justification, univariate 

F(2,146)=.61, £>.10 for threat, univariate F(2,146)=.52, £>.10 for justification. However, the 

relationship of the intruder to the privacy-seeker may influence one's feelings of threat (but not 

jusdfication) and corresponding level of aggressiveness. A significant univariate main efiect for 

relationship type revealed that participants felt more threatened by strangers (M=3.85) than friends 

(M=3.40), multivariate A=.93, F(5,142)=2.30, £<.05, univariate F(l,146>=8.31, £=.005, T|^=.05, while 

an interaction between relationship type and coders' ratings of participant aggressiveness suggest that 

people may, in fact, respond quite differently to privacy invasions depending on whether they come 

fi^om friends or strangers, multivariate A=.90, F(10,284)=1.54, £>.10, univariate F(2,146)=3.89, £<.03, 

•n^=.05 for threat 
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Table 10 

Level of Threat Felt bv Corresponding 

Level of Response Aggressiveness and Relationship Type 

Aggressive Mod. Agg. Nonagg. 

Stranger 4.52 339 3.95 

Friend 2,80 3.50 3.41 

Post hoc orthogonal comparisons for relationship type by aggressiveness revealed a disordinal 

quadratic interaction, t(150)=2.70, b<.008, and a near significant disordinal interaction, t(83)=1.72, 

£=.087, for threat. In partial support of Hypothesis 10, a linear trend for inaeased aggressiveness in 

response to inaeased threat was somewhat supported by results for strangers, but not for friends, who 

showed an opposite trend (see Table 10). Paru'cipants who responded most aggressively when their 

privacy was invaded by a su-anger also reported feeling the most threat, while participants who 

responded aggressively when their privacy was invaded by a friend reported feeling the least amount 

of threat from the intruder. However, results suggest more strongly that those seeking privacy from 

strangers may respond to higher feelings of threat with either extreme in aggressiveness (i.e., either 

aggressively or nonaggressively, rather than moderately aggressively), whereas those seeking privacy 

from friends will respond in the "extreme" when they are feeling less threatened. 

There were no main or interaction effects to support Hypothesis 11. 

Hvpotheses 12 and 13 

The role of territories in privacy-seeking situations was explored in Hypotheses 12 and 13. 

Neither analysis of variance, F(2,149)=.35, £>.10, nor Spearman rank-order correlation, £=.09, £>.10, 

supported Hypothesis 12, which predicted that people will feel more threatened by privacy invasions 



when they take place in more central territories (primary territory, M=3.54; secondary, M=3.72; public, 

M=3.73). Hypothesis 13, which proposed that people would defend their privacy more aggressively 

when in primary or secondary territories (M=3.62) than when in public territories (M=3.48). was also 

not supported by ANOVA, F(l,150)=.18,2>.I0, for participants' ratings of their own aggression, 

although Spearman rho did indicate a low yet significant correlation between territory and participants' 

ratings of aggression, £=.15, £<.04. Analyses using chi-square to test Hypothesis 13 also revealed no 

differences in distribution of coders' aggressiveness classifications for the different types of territories, 

X^l.84, ^=2, £>.10. In other words, participants' who used aggressive strategies to defend their 

privacy were no more likely to be in primary or secondary territories than in public territories. 

Hypotheses 14 and 15 

The influence of setting perceptions on privacy-seeking behavior was tested in Hypotheses 14 

and 15. Hypothesis 14, which predicted that settings which were perceived as less constraining to 

one's behavior would be protected more aggressively than more consU'aining setungs was not 

supported. MANOVA revealed no significant multivariate or univariate effects for response 

aggressiveness and participants' perceptions of constraining environmental features, A=.95, 

F(6,276)=1.24, £>.10, univariate F(2,140>=.97, £>.10 for environmental constraint, univariate 

F(2,140)=1.78, £>.I0 for environmental privacy, and univariate F(2,131)=1.41, £>.10 for 

environmental familiarity. 

Similarly, ANOVA revealed that a composite rating by coders of the setting's constraining 

features (environmental privacy) was also not supportive of Hypothesis 14, F(2,145)=.55, £>.10. 

ANOVA did reveal, however, main effects for participants' gender, F(l,145)=10.17, £=.002, ti^=.07, 

relationship type, F(l,145)=12.40, jBf=.(X)l, tj^.OS, and subsample, F(1,145)=5.(X), £c03, ii^s.OS, and 

an interaction effect for relationship type by subsample, F(l,145)=12.57, £<.001, ti^.08. Males 

(M=S.27) experienced privacy invasions in settings judged by coders as less constraining than did 



females (M=4 J2), suggesting that males were more easily disturbed by others. Also, coders' 

perceived that privacy-seekers' environments were more constraining when disturbed by strangers 

(M=s4.50) rather than by friends (M=5.28), and that non-students (M=4.62) found themselves in more 

constraining environments than did students (M=5.13) (higher means indicate less constraint). 

However, the main and interaction effects for relationship type and subsample was apparently due to a 

difference in student perceptions of their environment. When students had their privacy disturbed by 

firiends (M=5.87), the setting was rated by coders as less constraining than when they were disturbed 

by strangers (M=4.40). while environmental privacy did not appear to differ between friend (M=4.63) 

and stranger (M=4.61) intrusions for non-student participants. 

Hypothesis 15, which predicted that sociofiigal setting arrangements would be protected more 

aggressively than sociopetal settings, was not supported. No differences were found for participants' 

choice to engage in aggressive strategies based on the settings' conduciveness to privacy or interaction, 

F(2,144)=.69, £>.10, although privacy-seekers found themselves in more sociofiigal settings when 

disturbed by friends (M=4.38) than by strangers (M=4.14), F(l,144)=11.07,2r-001, Also, 

while a correlation between participants' own ratings of their aggressiveness and the coders' ratings of 

the setting arrangement was in the predicted direction, it was not significant, rClS2)=-.08, £=.17. 
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CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

While few people deny its necessity, seeking privacy is a risky interpersonal venture. When 

people cannot maintain adequate amounts of privacy, they may experience stress, but, in requesting 

privacy, they may experience a different kind of stress if relational ties are strained or conflict ensues. 

Therefore, privacy-seekers find themselves in a precarious situation that requires great skill to manage 

successfully. Privacy-seekers must consider the benefits and drawback of any of strategy choices they 

make, weighing the importance of procuring privacy to their need for positive impression management 

and the short- and long-term impact of their request on their relationship with the intruder. 

Hypotheses Tests and Research Questions 

Privacv Mechanisms and Aggressiveness 

The classification of privacy mechanisms into a set of six categories based on level of 

aggressiveness received some, however limited, support Conceptually, it may still be possible to 

discuss privacy behaviors in terms of withdrawing, distancing, separating, masking, rejecting, and 

aggressing, but results from this study more clearly support the original proposal that strategies can be 

divided in tenns of fight or flight responses, or a tripartite system of aggression, concealment, or 

withdrawal (Klopfer & Rubenstein, 1977). Participants rated as aggressive by trained coders were 

much more likely to use aggressing or rejecting strategies than less aggressive participants, as was 

previously predicted. The finding that participants were even more likely to indicate that they used the 

less severe, more assertive rejecting strategy rather than a more mde and extreme aggressing style 

suggests that people do distinguish between assertive and aggressive behavior in their own actions, 

although this is no guarantee that the targets of these actions will also perceive the distinction. 

A relatively clear distinction between fight and flight strategies was also drawn for masking, 

which moderately and non- aggressive participants indicated using significantly more than aggressive 
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participants. This is sensible, as the goal behind masking is to conceal one's true feelings of irritation 

with a neutral or even pleasant appearance, whereas aggressing and rejecting both rely heavily on the 

direct expression of one's thoughts, feelings, and desires. At first, that participants' ratings of the final 

three strategies-separating, distancing, and withdrawing-did not differ in their use by level of 

aggressiveness was disconcerting, but upon further reflection, made sense. Previous research suggests 

that people will use a composite of behaviors to indicate to others that they desire privacy, and that 

these displays might increase in direcmess when need for privacy is high, but that this occurs by 

adding direct behaviors to one's display, rather than simply replacing indirect behaviors with more 

direct ones (Werner & Haggard, 1992). In other words, people who use more aggressive strategies to 

defend their privacy are still likely to display a variety of nonaggressive behaviors along with the more 

aggressive ones. Furthermore, it is likely that most people are uncomfortable with being 

unequivocally aggressive when requesting privacy, and will therefore use less aggressive behaviors to 

moderate the severity of one's response. 

The overlap between the findings of this study and previous territorial and personal space 

research should not be overlooked. While all attempts to seek privacy do not require physical space 

for attainment, as do the concepts of territoriality or personal space, people's reactions to invasions 

appear to be similar in any of these situations. E^evious research (Felipe & Soimner, 1972; Sommer, 

1969) has demonstrated that when a person's personal space is invaded, people will rarely react 

aggressively toward the intruder. Rather, people seeking to restore their personal space will first try to 

adjust to the situation, but if their efforts do not result in sufficient comfort, the typical response is to 

retreat. Similar reactions were observed in the present study, when privacy-seekers more often 

indicated that they would withdraw from invasive situations than confront the intruder. Other research 

(Dosey & Meisels, 1969) points out that when under stress, people often prefer greater personal space. 

In the likely event that the desire for privacy stems from a desire to reduce the stress one is 



experiencing, whether it involves a personal space invasion of not, this Gnding also supports the use of 

nonaggressive, withdrawing behaviors when seeidng privacy. 

Privacy Defense 

Hypotheses 2 and 3 predicted that different motivations for action, that is, whether one 

wanted to protect one's privacy before an intrusion or wanted to restore one's privacy after an 

intrusion, would result in different levels of aggressiveness. Surprisingly, differences between 

protection and restoration were weak. In terms of sheer numbers, participants were no more likely to 

choose moderately aggressive strategies for protection or aggressive strategies for restoration than the 

other way around, and, in fact, non-students were more likely to choose moderately aggressive 

strategies regardless of the privacy type. However, as discussed earlier in this report, relatively few 

people chose aggressive strategies at all, making it more unlikely that frequency counts would differ 

between protection and restoration attempts. A modicum of support was found in participants' ratings 

of their own aggressiveness, but only for students, who indicated that they would be more aggressive 

when restoring their privacy than when protecting it. 

One possibility for differences between subsamples is that students are less mature 

communicators than non-students and that more moderation of aggressiveness should be expected with 

age and responsibility, but this is a somewhat tenuous argument. Another possibility that seems more 

viable is that non-student volunteers willing to complete a rather lengthy questionnaire for little or no 

extrinsic compensation are more likely to be different-more magnanimous and less aggressive-than 

the random privacy-seeker. In other words, the non-student population is just as likely as the student 

population to include people who are overtly hostile to those who disturb their privacy, yet it is 

unlikely that these same people would select to complete this study, a possibility supported by an 

incomplete survey returned with remarks to the effect that the answers were "nobody's business." 



Another possibility is that the lack of differences between protection and restoration is due to 

the global categorization system used to test Hypotheses 2 and 3, and a more subtle approach is 

necessary, perh^s in which environmental, nonverbal, and verbal mechanisms, or individual 

behaviors, are compared. For example, it is quite possible that privacy protection will involve the use 

of fewer verbally aggressive behaviors but more dependence on environmental mechanisms compared 

to privacy restoration, yet this possibility is noasked by the grouping of all mechanisms together into 

categories of aggressiveness. 

Relationship Effects 

The finding that only a relatively small percentage (16%) of people use assertive or 

aggressive strategies when seeking privacy lends support to the belief that few will risk the potential 

for conflict, negative impression formation, and other negative consequences accompanying such 

behavior, despite a general belief that we have a right to privacy. Previous research (McCampbell and 

Ruback, 1985; Stem, 1990) has found that others already tend to perceive all levels of compliance-

gaining behavior as higher in aggressiveness than they really are, therefore people requesting privacy 

in any form may run the risk of being perceived as behaving more extremely than is objectively so. 

Other research has shown that asserdveness and aggressiveness, compared to less or non- assertive 

behavior, results in lower ratings of likability (Kelly et al., 1980), less compliance and sympathy, and 

more anger (Epstein, 1980), and is perceived as less polite, more hostile, and less satisfying to the 

recipient (Woolfolk & Shever, 1979). Given the myriad of negative evaluations that aggressive and 

assertive behavior might spawn, it was not surprising to fmd that most participants in this study chose 

not to use assertive/aggressive strategies to seek privacy. 

The disinclination to use aggressiveness in privacy requests appears to be so strong that even 

one's reladonship to the intruder may not play a significant part. Although chi-square analysis did find 

that, of those who were categorized as aggressive, people were more likely to use aggressive strategies 



with strangers than with friends, participants' own assessment of their aggressiveness did not differ 

between friends and strangers. Therefore, results of this study lend support to Hypothesis 1, which 

predicted that people prefer to use less aggressive strategies when seeking privacy. To a lesser extent 

the results also support Hypothesis 7, at least in sheer numbers of participants who used aggressive 

strategies with strangers versus friends. 

It would seem that people's reluctance to be aggressive when defending their privacy is 

relationally sound, as participants in this study who used aggressive strategies felt that their behavior 

impacted tbeir relationship with the intruder more negatively than those who used moderately or non-

aggressive strategies, as predicted in Hypothesis 9. Participants who used aggressive strategies 

reported that their actions were more likely to lead to conflict and explosive responses, as well as put 

a strain on their relationship with the intruder. Ratings by coders also seemed to confirm the 

relationship between aggressiveness and negative consequences to one's relationships. Such reactions 

are not unexpected, as aggression often begets aggression, but lend support for the main theory 

underlying this study-that requesting privacy is not an easy feat and can have relational repercussions. 

A couple of other unexpected relationship effects were also revealed in this study. In 

Hypothesis 10 it was predicted that increased level of threat would also increase the likelihood of 

aggressive strategy use, but the results were not as straightforward as expected, possibly because it is 

not clear whether privacy-seekers' strategy choice resulted from, or resulted in, perceived levels of 

threat in the situation. Hardly surprising was a main effect for relationship type which revealed that, 

in general, more threat was felt when intruders were strangers rather than friends. However, this basic 

pattern masked the fact that participants' feelings of threat were only greater when participants 

responded aggressively, and to a lesser extent, nonaggressively, while moderately aggressive 

respondents in the friend condition actually reported higher levels of threat when friends intruded than 

when stfangers did. Furthermore, the highest ratings of threat overall were reported by aggressive 
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participants in the stranger condition, wtiile aggressive participants in the friend condition gave the 

lowest ratings of threat. Because we usually trust and feel comfortable with friends, because we share 

time and personal information with them, our decision to respond aggressively or not to a friend's 

inmision may be influenced by variables other than threat 

That threat was lowest when participants responded aggressively to a friend's intrusion may 

suggest that the freedom to behave and fully express oneself without censure is greatest in friendships 

which are most comfortable, or in other words, not threatening. The risk of damaging the relationship 

by one's aggressive actions may be lower in these non-threatening friendships than in those which are 

less secure. On the other hand, respondents did rate threat the highest when moderately aggressive 

suategies were used, which might suggest that people feel a lower "upper limit" of acceptable 

aggressiveness with threatening fhends. In what may be less sectire friendships, the use of aggressive 

strategies might pose a risk to the relationship that the privacy-seeker wishes to avoid. However, 

moderately aggressive responses, which exhibit some characteristics of both aggressiveness and 

nonaggressiveness, may allow the privacy-seeker to keep up friendly appearances without seeming to 

shut out the other person. The actuality that several behaviors which are considered moderately 

aggressive are antithetical to the idea of friendship (e.g.. concealment, deception), poses an interesting 

conundrum. When used successfully, these moderately aggressive behaviors might easily allow one to 

attain a desired level of privacy without signalling distress or risking hurt feelings in the intruder. 

However, if detected, these very same behaviors can be quite hazardous to a friendship, as trust and 

honesty are considered basic requirements of such a relationship. 

Referring again to the nature of moderately aggressive su'ategies, it may seem less risky to 

engage in deceptive behavior with a stranger (than with a fnend), but at the same time, such behavior 

may prolong the encounter one desires to end. In contrast to Qndings for friends, levels of threat were 

higher for respondents in the stranger condition when they reacted aggressively (and nonaggressively). 



This pattern of behavior is more in line with biological expectations for Gght or flight in the face of 

danger. The unpredictability of strangers may make them more of a threat in general, and our lack of 

knowledge about what to expect may elicit a more instinctual than reasoned response from privacy-

seekers. Further support for this position may be derived from the finding that participants in this 

study felt the least amount of threat when they chose moderately aggressive su°ategies, suggesting that 

less anxiety about strangers' intrusions allowed for more thoughtM handling of the situation. 

Perceptions of Aggressiveness 

Competent communication is likely to include an emphasis on appearing pleasant, composed, 

and moderately dominant, and behaviors that contribute to such perceptions are expected to lead to 

better or smoother relational exchanges. For of the present study, moderately aggressive behavior was 

expected to embody the best combination of these three dimensions, in comparison to aggressiveness 

and nonaggressiveness. 

Most clearly supported was the prediction in Hypothesis 5. Both participants and coders 

perceived moderately aggressive strategies to be more dominant than nonaggressive strategies, but less 

dominant than aggressive strategies. As a quality of privacy-seeking behaviors, moderate levels of 

dominance may be most appropriate. E>revious research (e.g., Epstein, 1980) shows that dominant 

behavior may be effective in goal acquisition but potentially detrimental to relationships in high 

amounts. On the other hand, submissive behavior is often ineffective for reaching instrumental goals, 

but perceived more positively in terms of interpersonal impressions. However, people who display 

low dominance (or high submissiveness) may also be seen as less socially competent, which can lead 

to negative impressions (Burgoon & Koper, 1984). Therefore, using moderately aggressive strategies 

can be advantageous in the privacy-seeking situation, in that such behaviors may be more effective in 

achieving privacy and positive relational consequences simultaneously than either aggressive or 

nonaggressive strategies. 



Participants' perceptions of strategy pleasantness were also consistent with predictions in 

Hypothesis 4. E>rivacy-seekers considered their behavior much less pleasant when they used 

aggressive strategies than when they used moderately aggressive or nonaggressive strategies. The 

advantages of appearing pleasant should be obvious. Pleasant behavior is more likely to signal 

friendliness and cooperation, and one's desire not to be rude or threatening, which may in turn lessen 

the potential for conflict. Participants' perception of moderately aggressive behaviors as equal in 

pleasantness to nonaggressive strategies suggests that either strategy would be more relationally 

effective than assertive or aggressive behaviors. However, the other advantages of moderately 

aggressive strategies (as already, and to be, discussed) may tend to make this strategy a beuer choice 

than nonaggressiveness. 

Coders, on the other hand, rated nonaggressive strategies as significantly more pleasant than 

moderately aggressive strategies. This may be due to the form in which the data was collected. For 

example, upon reading that a participant "lied" to protect their privacy, coders easily may have rated 

such behavior less pleasant than if they had simply observed the face-to-face interaction of privacy-

seeker and intruder. By way of recording their reactions to the intrusion, participants' written 

responses revealed thoughts and feelings that would otherwise be unavailable to outside observers. 

Alternatively, participants may be less sensitive to how pleasant they ^pear when engaging in 

moderately aggressive behavior, and may believe they appear pleasant, while unwittingly leaking cues 

to their actual feelings. 

Results for the last measure of aggressiveness perceptions, arousal/composure, were most 

confusing. Participants' ratings of their own arousal did not differ for levels of aggressiveness, leading 

one to believe either that privacy-seekers were relatively equally aroused by intrusions regardless of 

how aggressively they reacted or that responding to an invasion is, in itself, moderately arousing. 

Also contributing to the lack of differences for arousal/composure may be the fact that instructions in 



this study directed participants to describe a relatively innocuous privacy situation, that is, an invasion 

that occurred "while you were working or trying to complete a task." On the other hand, coders 

perceived differences between participants' appearance of composure and their level of aggressiveness, 

though not quite as expected. Of the three levels of strategies, aggressive sU'ategies appeared least 

composed, as predicted, while nonaggressive strategies seemed most composed, though this finding 

was due to the non-student sample, who were rated more composed than students for all three levels 

of aggressiveness. Peihaps as with pleasanmess, coders' access to participants' cognitions via written 

descriptions of thoughts and feelings associated with the invasion increased coders' sensitivity to the 

cognitive anxiety associated with deceptive or even mildly assertive behaviors. For example, reading 

that a participant lied to their friend but felt "guilty" afterwards is quite likely to result in higher 

ratings of arousal than reading that a person felt glad that he or she had avoided a conflict by 

withdrawing from the situation. 

It is also possible that moderately aggressive behaviors, even if observed directly rather than 

interpreted from written accounts, would appear less composed than many nonaggressive behaviors. 

Although moderately aggressive behaviors may allow privacy-seekers to stand their ground, many 

nonaggressive behaviors are more subtle than taking actual flight, and therefore may also appear 

relatively composed. Coupled with research that suggests deceivers often appear less composed than 

truthtellers (deTurck & Miller, 1985), moderately aggressive strategies, to the extent that they are 

'less truthful" expressions, might not look more composed either. 

Setting Effects 

One of the most surprising findings of the present suidy was lack of diffo'ences due to setting 

characteristics (H12-H15). Research on territoriality suggests that people feel more empowered to act 

aggressively and become more defensive in territories which are more central to their sense of identity 

(e.g., primary territories), but also that territorial invasions are viewed as more threatening and/or 



devastating when they talce place in more central terxitories (Brown, 1987; Brown & Harris, 1989). 

Furthermore, setting characteristics that are associated with more centrality to self and freedom to act 

(i.e., settings that are familiar and private, and less formal and constraining) are expected to engender 

less cautious, hesitant, and conventional communication (Buslig, 1991; Knapp, 1978a). If such were 

the case in this study, privacy-seekers in more primary and private settings might be expected to more 

freely and forcefiilly express their displeasure at being disturbed than privacy-seekers in more 

constraining environments, yet no differences in aggressiveness or feelings of threat were associated 

with privacy settings. Even in more sociofiigal settings where interaction is discouraged and, as such, 

defense against privacy invasions may be deemed more acceptable, no differences in aggressiveness of 

response were found. 

One possibility for the lack of differences in aggressiveness due to setting is that other 

constraints on a person's behavior exerted stronger influences than territorial or environmental 

features. Main effects for gender and relationship type suggest that these variables may be more 

important in the interactive privacy situation. Males in this study rated the setting in which their 

privacy was invaded as less constraining than did women, suggesting the dual possibility that males 

are more sensitive to invasions, or that females feel more limited freedom in their environments. 

Also, in a general sense, the threat posed by one's friends is likely to be overwhelmingly less than that 

of strangers, regardless of the setting. In other words, one would probably be disposed to welcome 

friends more freely than strangers into one's personal space, primary territory, or temporarily claimed 

sociofiigal spot in the library. 

Pre-interaction Mediators and Post-interaction Effects of Aggression 

While results of this study confum that defending one's privacy aggressively increases the risk 

of negative consequences, the anticipation of such consequences apparently lessens the likelihood that 

one will use such force (H8). Privacy-seekers who indicated the greatest amount of fear that their 



attempt to gain privacy would result in negative consequences, also were rated least aggressive. 

However, attempts to avoid negative consequences via nonaggression did not translate into more 

satisfaction with the situation (RQ2). In fact, nonaggiessiveness resulted in the least amount of 

satisfaction with the outcome of, and one's own response to, the invasion, suggesting that 

nonaggressive strategies are ineffective in achieving one's desired amoimt of privacy. These findings 

seem to confirm and coincide with the conclusion of Burgoon et al. (1989). In their study of privacy 

restoration, Burgoon et al. (1989) conclude that people are reluctant to use direct and aggressive 

methods to restore privacy, even if these methods might be more effective: In a culture as obsessed 

with interpersonal relations as it is individual rights, it is likely that people in actual privacy-invading 

situations rely far more on passive and subde strategies than on direct (and potentially more 

efficacious) ones" (p. 155). Considering the high number of nonaggressive responses, and low number 

of aggressive responses, found in the present study, it seems safe to assume that people often bow to 

outside relational and social pressures, neglecting their own needs for privacy. If a person who seeks 

privacy is trying to avoid contact with unwanted others, nonaggressive strategies may stave off open 

conflict, but they will not necessarily avoid internal conflicts resulting from inadequate privacy. In 

privacy situations, it seems a major problem lies in the balancing of individual versus relational needs. 

Conclusions 

The results of this study suggest that, in terms of achieving one's (multiple) goals, using 

moderately aggressive strategies may be better than using either aggressive or nonaggressive svategies. 

In their research on conversational retreat, Kellermann, Reynolds and Chen (1991) propose that 

moderately aggressive strategies or tactics are likely to be seen as more socially appropriate than 

aggressive behaviors, and more efficacious than nonaggressive behaviors, a conclusion that might be 

reached for the present study as well. For example, in this study, moderately aggressive behaviors 

were seen as more pleasant and composed, making them more appropriate than aggressive strategies. 



but also more dominant, and subsequently more efCcient than nonaggressive strategies. As such, 

moderately aggressive strategies may embody the best combination of relational message perceptions, 

balancing efficiency with sensitivity. 

Yet one can note other good reasons for "striking a happy medium" via the use of 

moderately aggressive strategies when seeking privacy. In this study, privacy-seekers who chose 

aggressive strategies perceived that they encountered greater negative consequences and impacted their 

relationship with the intruder more negatively than those using other strategies. Yet when participants 

anticipated negadve reactions and chose less aggressive methods to defend their privacy, those who 

employed nonaggressive strategies were least satisfied with their acdons and the results of the 

situation. 

Using moderately aggressive strategies also is likely to represent the more reasoned choice for 

privacy maintenance. Students indicated that they were more inclined to be moderately aggressive 

when they proacdvely rather than reactively responded to an invasion of their privacy. Non-students, 

who, arguably, are more experienced and mature representatives of the general population than 

students, tended to choose moderately aggressive strategies when seeking privacy, regardless of 

whether it was an anticipated need or not. Even in the face of threat, different responses to friends 

and strangers may be evidence of the importance of certain goals specific to the situation. For friends, 

using moderately aggressive strategies, when threat is high, allows privacy-seekers to assert some 

control over the situation when aggressive strategies might risk damage to the relationship, but 

nonaggressive strategies might be ineffective in stopping the oHending intrusion. On the other hand, 

when feelings of threat from strangers are low, using moderately aggressive strategies may represent 

an attempt at civility and impression management, an option that the privacy-seeker might not feel 

when threat is higher, and the intrusion brings about a more instinctual response. 
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Strengths and Limitations 

As with any research, there are strengths and limitations to this study. In terms of 

generalizability, a strength of this study is the inclusion of a non-student sample, which is often called 

for in research, but less often put into practice. The advantages of sampling from both the soident and 

non-student populations is that comparisons could be made between the samples, which might suggest 

the necessity ^ redundancy of including both groups in future research. Contrary to the standard 

criticism of overuse of student populations in academic research, very few differences were found 

between student and non-student responses (although this may be auributable to the relatively diverse 

student sample used in this particular study). Furthermore, the few differences which were noted (e.g., 

non-students, in comparison to students, were generally perceived as more composed and more likely 

to use moderately aggressive su-ategies overall) may reflect actual increased skill brought about 

through experience and/or maturity, or they may reflect the qualities or communication skills of a 

select group of non-student volunteers whose beneficence carries over into other areas of their 

behavior. Yet another possibility is that students, who have usually had the importance of truthfulness 

in responding to research questionnaires emphasized throughout in their education, may be jess likely 

to give socially desirable answers than a member of the general population. In any case, since no 

subsample differences were found for post-interactional effects of aggressiveness, pre-interactional 

cognitions, and so on, the few differences that did occur will affect claims as to the frequency of use 

of specifrc styles of privacy-seeking behavior, but not the effect that different styles will have on 

relationships, satisfaction, effectiveness, and so on. 

There were strengths and limitations to using a self-administered questionnaire as well. The 

advantages of a self-administered questionnaire are relatively evident, in that it is less time consimiing 

for the researcher than are interviews, it is feasible to collect data from a wider audience than is 

typically available for laboratory experimentation, and participation can be tnily scheduled for 



convenience. Peitiaps one of tlie most valuable pieces of information gained from this study is the 

data on non-conversational privacy violations. In this study, where participants were allowed to 

choose any example of privacy intrusion that they bad experienced, or expected to experience, only 

fifteen percent described conversational intrusions, which are of the type which might be typically 

studied on laboratory experiments. Even in laboratory studies in which conversational invasions are 

not the focus (e.g.. Haggard & Werner, 1990; Kline & Bell. 1983), experimental control limits the 

focus of behavioral invasions to one or two specific behaviors. Also, while other survey research has 

been conducted on privacy behavior, it has generally taken the form of a checklist (e.g., Vinsel, et al., 

1980; Werner & Haggard, 1992), whereas this study allowed participants to state, in their own words, 

what they did to gain privacy and what effect, if any, their actions had. 

However, a weakness of this study is possible participant fatigue, stemming mainly from the 

length and form of this survey. To lessen the problem of fatigue, participants were told that they 

could complete the questionnaire at their leisure (i.e., in several steps if necessary) rather than all at 

once. Participant mortality, which may be evidence of fatigue, appeared to be randomly distributed 

across relationship and privacy conditions, may have, however, been subject to self-selection bias, 

posing a validity threat to claims of aggressiveness frequency. Furthermore, the particular form of this 

survey, in which participants recalled a past privacy incident in a written account, is subject to 

selective or inaccurate recall of behavior, dampening of effects over time, and coder rating bias due to 

the reading of accounts (and therefore cognitions) rather than direct observation of behavior. Despite 

these possible limitations, one should not neglect the potential lessons learned from this study. 

This study is believed to be the first to analyze privacy behavior in terms of its perceived 

aggressiveness. When viewed in this light, understanding why people go about requesting privacy as 

they do may start to become more clear. Comprehensiveness, in terms of incorporating a diversity of 

literature and forms of data, is also considered a strength of this study. Not only was qualitative and 
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quantitative data collected to provide a richer understanding of privacy situations, but past research on 

verbal, nonverbal, and environmental privacy mechanisms and factors was included, reflecting the 

complexity of the privacy situation as it happens in real life. 

Directions For Future Research 

Although this study was designed to be fairly comprehensive of a large number of factors in 

the study of privacy, improvements and additional variables can be suggested. For example, 

environmental factors are still expected to play an influential part in one's privacy requests, but as 

measured in this study, yielded no significant results. Refinement of the measures used to classify 

territories and, especially, perceptions of environments, as well as exploration of other potential 

environmental influences, is a necessary step in future research. In fact, refinement, in general, of 

measures used in this study could benefit future research by possibly reducing redundant items which 

contribute to fatigue but not to increased reliability (e.g., Buslig's [1994] privacy mechanism 

categories). Unfominately, refinement to increase reliability may also result in the inaeased length of 

scales which were not focussed enough in this study. For example, the two-item (originally three-

item) justification variable may have suffered &om a lack of specificity in this study. Feeling that 

one's actions are justifled may stem from a variety of reasons that can be specified and measured to 

determine what factors legitimate the use of aggression in privacy-seeking situations. However, 

measuring multiple facets of justiflcation obviously will increase the overall length of any 

questionnaire. While capturing the richness of any complex concept would be the ideal in any suidy, 

the practicality of such an attempt is low unless the variable or variables in question are of major 

importance to the theoretical underpinnings of the research itself. Few differences between privacy 

restoration and privacy protection also suggests that this manipulation of conditions may need further 

shoring. 



More interestiag, however, than discussions of refinement and reliability, are the possibilities 

for expanding on the present research. For example, a logical next step for this study is the collection 

of data on other relationship types, such as romantic relationships. It is generally assumed in 

interpersonal research that while people may be interpersonally close in both types of relationships, 

additional factors may influence and change the way we respond to a romantic partner versus a friend. 

Directing attention to the use of deception, or deceptive behaviors, as a means of procuring privacy, 

could also have strong implications for relationships, yet suggests itself as a focus of future research 

based on the large number of respondents in the present study who used, and found most effective, 

moderately aggressive strategies. 

Another obvious direction to expand upon this research is to explore the opposite point-of-

view gathered in this study. Gathering information from the intruder, rather than the person intruded 

upon, can be used to provide a clearer picture of the impact of privacy behavior unrealized by the 

privacy-seeker. Just as in the present study privacy-seekers often found nonaggressive strategies to be 

unsatisfactory or ineffective in gaining privacy, we are quite likely to 6nd that these behaviors go 

unnoticed or ignored by intruders. On the other hand, more direct behavior, representing aggressive or 

even moderately aggressive strategies, may have a more negative impact on intmders than privacy-

seekers realize. Whereas most respondents in this study indicated that their actions had little or no 

impact on their relationship with the intruder, even when they were more aggressive, one might not 

find this to be the case when the respondent is the target of a privacy request. 

The design of this study was chosen to strike a balance between many desirable features of 

research. The control that was given up by allowing participants to describe any privacy situation was 

expected to yield more naturalistic results in which the typical aggressiveness of people's privacy 

requests, and the reason for and outcome of, such aggressiveness, was explored for the first time. 

Future research, however, may want to build on the strengths of laboratory research. The assignment 



of laboratory participants to conditions of aggressiveness (low, moderate, and high) would allow more 

balanced comparison, and actual observation, of behaviors enacted at these different levels, and effects 

and perceptions of aggressiveness could be measured more immediately, before dme has softened the 

memory of negative reactions. Laboratory experimentation would also allow for clearer understanding, 

and control, of the causal ordering of threat and the use of aggressiveness. Varying conditions of 

threat could be manipulated prior to, or within, an interactive privacy situation in order to determine 

whether higher levels of threat result in more aggressive, or perhaps more instinctive (aggressive and 

nonaggressive), responses. 

Privacy, although already the focus of much study, still promises many areas of interesting 

and potentially fruitful research. The effects of people's own privacy-seeking on their relationships 

with others seems an important, yet relatively little studied area of privacy and communication. 

People alternate between needs for openness and for closedness, and the fulfillment of these needs 

must be negotiated with care. The ability to maintain boundaries while maintaining relationships is an 

indispensable skill for the privacy-seeker, yet a skill not easily mastered. 
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APPENDIX A 

PRIVACY QUESTIONNAIRE: OPEN-ENDED SECTION 

General instructions 

All participants received the following set of basic instructions on how to complete the written portion 
of tte privacy questionnaire: 

There are many times in our lives that we feel a need for privacy, to reflect or think or study, 

to have an intimate conversation with a partner, to protect a piece of personal information, to 

escape the pressures of our daily roles, or simply to be alone. These intrusions may be 

conversational, as when someone asks you something you don't want to answer, or physical, 

as when someone invades your space. You can probably think of many other times or 

reasons why you have felt the need for privacy in your life. 

[Condition manipulations] 

Once you have a particular instance in oiind, respond to the rest of the questionnaire based on 

this specific situation. On the written portion of this questionnaire, please be as descriptive as 

possible (avoid giving only 1-2 word answers). 



Relationship Type Manipulations 
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Participants in the stranger condition read the following instructions: 

I would like you to think about a situation since the beginning of the year (January 1, 1995) 

when you felt that a STRANGER might invade your privacy while you were trying to work. 

A STRANGER may be anyone you don't know at all, like a cashier at a store or the 

passenger sitting next to you on the bus. A STRANGER could also be someone you know 

only very superficially, like a co-worker in a different department, a neighbor you 

never/rarely talk to, or a "friend of a friend." 

Alternatively, participants in the friend condition read; 

I would like you to think about a situation since the beginning of the year (January 1, 199S) 

when you felt that a FRIEND might invade your privacy while you were trying to work. A 

FRIEND may be anyone you know reasonably well, like a co-worker who you spend outside 

time with, a rooounate, a best friend, a neighbor who you interact with on a regular basis, 

even a family member-anyone except a romantic partner (please do NOT write about 

romantic partners, spouses, boyfriends/girlfriends, etc.). 



Privacy Type Manipulations 

Participants in the privacy protection condition read the following instructions: 

On the following pages, you will be asked to describe a situation in wiiich you tiiought 

your privacy might be invaded wiiile you were working or trying to complete some task. 

In order to prevent your privacy from being invaded, it is likely that you did or said 

something to stop any sort of intrusion from happening. You may have arranged or 

rearranged your environment to communicate to others that you did not want to be disturbed. 

In other words, think of a time when you took some action to protect vour privacy BEFORE 

it was invaded. 

The following instructions were substimted for the privacy restoration condition; 

On the following pages, you will be asked to descriiie a situation in whicli your privacy 

was invaded wiiile you were working or trying to complete some task. In order to restore 

your privacy in this situation, it is likely that you did or said something to stop the intrusion 

of your privacy. You may have rearranged your environment to communicate to the intruder 

that you did not want your privacy further disturbed. In other words, think of a time when 

you took some action to restore vour privacy AFTER it was invaded. 



Questions on Written Portion of Questionnaire 
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Brst, describe the setting in wbicfa this instance took place. 

la. Where and when did the situation take place? (for example, was it at home in the 

kitchen, at work in your ofBce, at the public library?) 

lb. Describe how the setting was arranged (for example how was furniture placed, were 

doors open, or did walls divide the space?). You may provide a written description 

of the setting and/or a drawing of the setting if you prefer. 

Before [After] a STRANGER [ your FRIEND] invaded your privacy, what did you do to protect your 

privacy from unwanted intrusion [regain your privacy from this unwanted intrusion]? 

2a. Describe the situation in which you wanted more privacy in as much detail as 

possible. 

2b. What caused your desire for more privacy? 

2c. Add any other details you think are important to understanding this situation. 

Please describe (in detail) how you responded to this desire for more privacy [invasion of privacy]. 

3a. What did you do, if anything, to maintain or increase your level of privacy? If you 

didn't do anything, why not? Why did you take the actions that you did? 

3b. Did you say or do something to indicate to odiers that you wanted privacy? 

3c. Did you change your environment in any way? 

3d. How did you feel after the situation had passed (e.g., were you glad you did 

say or do something, or unhappy that you didn't do anything, to maintain 

your privacy)? 
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Were there any relational consequences to your actions or inaction (e.g., something 

was said to you later, or you felt resentful toward the other(s) involved)? 

If you could have done something different, would you have? What would you have 

done, and why? 



APPENDIX B 

PRIVACY QUESTIONNAIRE: SCALE ITEMS FOR CLOSED-ENDED SECTION 

Privacy Mechanisms 

Withdrawing 

I withdrew from the intrusion. 

I tried to avoid the situation altogether. 

I pulled away from the situadon. 

I retreated inside myself. 

I closed myself o^ from the intruder. 

Distancing 

I tried to create a sense of distance in the situation. 

I emphasized differences between the invader and myself. 

I maintained my distance from the intruder. 

I tried to delay the intrusion as long as possible. 

I tried to decrease the intensity of the interaction. 

Separating 

I tried to separate myself from the situation. 

I created a "wall" between myself and the intruder. 

I wanted to distinguish "my space" from public space 

I blocked the intrusion. 

I ignored the intruder. 



Masking 

I masked my tnie feelings. 

I tried to be vague to protect my privacy. 

I disguised wlio I really was. 

I wanted the intruder to form an "incomplete" picture of me. 

I controlled my actions so that little would be revealed about me. 

Rejecting 

I rejected the intruder. 

I tactfiilly let the other person know that I did not want my privacy invaded. 

I let the other person know that I considered the situation private. 

I asserted my right to privacy. 

I pointed out the reasons why my privacy should not be invaded. 

Aggressing 

I let the other person know in no uncertain terms that I wanted privacy. 

I became very defensive of my privacy. 

I behaved aggressively. 

I did not try to mask my anger or hostility. 

I was very direct and blatant about my displeasure at being disturbed. 
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Situation Variables 

Relationship intimacv/eoualitv 

I have a close relationship with the intruder. 

I have DO caring feelings for the intruder (R) 

I expected further conunimication with the intruder. 

I consider us equals. 

I had higher status than my partner. (R) 

Relational impact 

My request for privacy in this situation put a strain on our relationship. 

The intruder blew the entire situation out of proportion. 

We got into a conflict over my actions to achieve privacy. 

My actions didn't cause me any relational problems later. (R) 

Justification 

I was justified in wanting to keep my behaviors or conversation private. 

Other people would agree that I had a right to privacy in this situation. 

I had my own reasons for wanting privacy that most people wouldn't understand, (dropped) 



Threat 

I thought the intrusion was very threatening. 

I felt uncomfortable being intruded upon. 

The situation was getting more personal than I wanted. 

1 thought the intruder might try to use his/her icnowledge of my private behavior against 

This invasion was a threat to my seciuity. 

Anticipation of negative consequences 

I was afraid that speaking up would cause a conflict. 

I was not worried about any negative consequences. (R) 

I was worried that the intruder would form a bad impression of me. 

Satisfaction with response and outcome 

I am satisfied with my response to the situation. 

I am not happy with the way I responded to this sioiation. (R) 

I am unh^py with the way things turned out after this situation. (R) 

I am dissatisfied with the outcome of the situation. (R) 

Participant Aggressiveness (Ss' rating) 

I was very direct in requesting privacy from the intruder. 

I tried to be inoffensive to the intruder. (R) 

I was aggressive overall. 

I was not at all aggressive. (R) 



Pleasanmess 

I was pleasant throughout the entire situation. 

I was unfriendly to the intruder. (R) 

I was cold and distant in response to the intrusion. (R) 

Dominance 

I responded with passiveness to the intrusion. (R) 

I communicated aggressiveness. 

I tried to dominate the situation. 

I actively asserted my desire for privacy. 

Composure/arousal 

I felt very tense because of the intrusion. (R) 

The intrusion caused me to feel anxiety. (R) 

I tried to appear composed as I responded, (dropped) 

Note: R=item reversed (recoded) 



APPENDIX C 

CODING SHEET FOR OPEN-ENDED PRIVACY DESCRIPTIONS 

Description of Situation 

1. Number of intruders: 

2. Orientation: 

3. Territory: 

4. Socio- fugal/petal space: 

single intruder 

conversational 

primary 

multiple intruders 

behavioral 

secondary public 

conducive to privacy 
conducive to interruption 

not at all 
1 
1 

2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 

completely 
6 7 
6 7 

5. Setting: 

private 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 public 
formal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 informal 
constrained 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unrestrained 
familiar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unfamiliar 

6. Reason for desired privacy: 

. embarrassment 

. feeling crowded 

. self-evaluation 

. avoid persecution 
, other(specify) 

.security 

. emotional release 

. personal autonomy 

. selective or limitol communication 



Description of Response 

1. Strategy style: aggressive 

2. Strategy change: increase 

3. Relational conseq.: negative 

4. Directness of strategy: 

indirect 1 2 3 4 5 6 
defensive 1 2 3 4 5 6 
offensive 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. Pleasantness: 

not at ail 1 2 3 4 5 6 
not at ail 1 2 3 4 5 6 
not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 
not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6. Dominance: 

not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 
not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 
not at ail 1 2 3 4 5 6 
not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7. Composure: 

not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 
not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 
not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 
not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 

mod. aggressive nonaggress. 

deaease no cbange 

positive none 

direct 
offensive 
inoffensive 

very pleasant 
very warm 
very UNFRIENDLY 
very UNPLEASANT 

very assertive 
very SUBMISSIVE 
very PASSIVE 
very dominant 

very TENSE 
very composed 
very relaxed 
very ANXIOUS 

7 
7 
7 

7 
7 
7 
7 

7 
7 
7 
7 

7 
7 
7 
7 

8. Mode of communication: "face-to-face" phone other. 
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APPENDIX D 

INTERCORRELATIONS FOR SCALE ITEMS 

Table 11 

Intercorrelations among I*rivacv Mechanisms 

Agg Rej Msk Sep EMs Wdw 

Aggress - -.09 32** .33** .10 

Reject - -.09 .33** .37** .16 

Mask ~ .48** .51** .56 

Separate - .70** .75** 

Distance - .67** 

Withdraw -

Note. Correlations marked with double asterisks (••) are significant at £ <.001 (two-tailed). All other 

correlations are nonsignificant at £>.0S. 
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Table 12 

Intercorrelations among Participants' Ratings of Situation Variables 

Impact Justif Threat Auticip Satis 

Impact - .02 .32'»* .08 -.30** 

Justification - .09 -.17» .18* 

Threat - .19* ..33** 

Anticipation - -A2** 

Satisfaction -

Note. Impact=relational impact; Justif=justiGcation; Threat=threat; Anticip^anticipation of negative 

consequences; Satis=satisfaction with own response and outcome. Correlations marked with a single 

asterisk C") are significant at £ <.05; those marked with a double asterisk (**) are significant at £<.001 

(all two-tailed). All other correlations are nonsignificant at £>.0S. 
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Table 13 

Intercorrelations of Participants' Ratings of 

Setting Perceptions 

Constraining Private Familiar 

Constraining - -.11 -.06 

Private - .26** 

Familiar -

Note. Correlations marked with double asterisks (**) are significant at ^.001 (two-tailed). All other 

correlations are nonsignificant at £>.05. 
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Table 14 

Iniercorrelations of Coders' Ratings of 

Relational Messages 

Pleasant Dominant Composed 

Pleasant - -.58** Ji** 

Dominant ~ -.28** 

Composed — 

Note. All correlations are significant (**) at £<-001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 15 

Intercorrelations of Paiticipants' Ratings of 

Relational Messages 

Pleasant 

Pleasant 

Dominant 

Composed 

Dominant 

-Al** 

Composed 

31** 

.12 

Note. Correlations marked with double asterisks (**) are significant at £<.001 (two-tailed). All other 

correlations are nonsignificant at £>.0S. 



97 

REFERENCES 

Altman, I. (1975). The environment and social behavior: Privacy, personal space, territory, and 

crowding. Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole. 

Altman, I. (1977). Privacy regulation: Culturally universal or culturally specific? Journal of Social 

Issues. 33(3), 66-84. 

Alunan, I., & Cbemers, M. (1980). Culture and environment. Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole. 

Archea, J. (1977). The place of architectural factors in behavioral theories of privacy. Journal of 

Social Issues. 33. 116-136. 

Arkin, R. M. (1981). Self-presentation styles. In J. T. Tedeschi (Ed.), Impression management 

theory and social psychological research (pp. 311-333). New York: Academic. 

Bakker, C. A., & Bakker-Rabdau, M. K. (1973). No trespassing! Explorations in human 

territoriality. San Francisco: Chandler & Sharp. 

Baxto-, L. A. (1984). An investigation of compliance-gaining as politeness. Human Communication 

Research. 10. 427-456. 

Bechtel, R. (1993, Fall). Territoriality. In R. Bechtel (Ed.), Introduction to environment and 

behavior research. (Available from Chedan Ehiplicating, 812 N. Tyndall Ave., Tucson, AZ, 85721) 

Bok, S. (1982). Secrets: On the ethics of concealment and revelation. New York: Pantheon. 

Brown, B. B. (1987). Territoriality. In D. Stokols & I. Altman (Eds.), Handbook of environmental 

psychology (Vol. 1) (pp. 505-531). New York: John Wiley & Sons. 

Brown, B. B., & Harris, P. B. (1989). Residential burglary victimization: Reactions to the invasion 

of a primary territory. Journal of Environmental Psychology. 9, 119-132. 

Burgoon, J. K. (1994). Nonverbal sipals. In M. L. Knapp & G. R. Miller, (Eds.), Handbook of 

interpersonal conununication (2nd ed.) (pp. 229-285). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Burgoon, J. K. (1982). Privacy and communication. In M. Burgoon (Ed.), Communication 



98 

vearfaook 6 (pp. 206-249). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 

Burgoon, J. K., Buller, D. B., AM, W., White, C., & Buslig, A. L. S. (1995). The role of 

iounediacy in deceptive interpersonal interactions. Unpublished manuscript. University of Arizona, 

Department of Communication, Tucson. 

Burgoon, J. K., Buller, D. B., & Woodall, W. G, (1996). Nonverbal communication: The unsnoken 

dialogue (2nd. ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Burgoon, J. K., & Hale, J. L. (1984). The fundamental topoi of relational communication. 

Communication Monographs. 51. 193-214. 

Burgoon, J. K., & Koper, R. J. (1984). Nonverbal and relational communication associated with 

reticence. Human Communication Research. 10. 601-626. 

Burgoon. J. K., Parrott, R., Le Poire, B. A., Kelley, D. L., Walther, J. B., & Perry, D. (1989). 

Maintaining and restoring privacy through communication in different types of reladonships. Journal of 

Social and Personal Relationships. 6. 131-158. 

Buslig, A. L. S. (1991). Architects' and lavpeople's perceptions of interaction environments. 

Unpublished master's thesis. University of Arizona, Tucson. 

Buslig, A. L. S. (1994). Controlling privacy: Environmental, nonverbal, and verbal mechanisms. 

Unpublished manuscript. University of Arizona, Tucson. 

Buslig, A. L. S. (1996, November). "Stop" signs: Regulating our privacy with environmental 

features. Paper presented at the meeting of the Speech Communication Association, San Diego. 

Chermayeff, S., & Alexander, C. (1963). Community and privacy. Garden City, NY: Doubleday. 

Churchman, A., & Herbert, G. (1978). Privacy aspects in the dwelling: Design considerations. 

Journal of Architectural research. 6, 19-27. 

Cohen, J. (1960). A coefficient of agreement for nominal scales. Educational and Psychological 

Measurement. 20. 37-46. 



99 

Deasy, C. M. (1985). Designing places for people: A handbook on human behavior for architects, 

designers, and facility managers. New York: Whitney Library of Design. 

E>erlega, V. J., & Chaikin, A. L. (1977). Privacy and self-disclosure in social relationships. Journal 

of Social Issues. 33. 102-115. 

deTurck, M. A., & Miller, G. R.(198S). Deception and arousal: Isolating the behavioral correlates 

of deception. Human Communication Research. 12. 181-201. 

Devlin, K., & Nasar, J. K. (1989). The beauty and the beast: Some preliminary comparisons of 

'high' versus *popular' residential architecture and public versus architect judgments of same. Journal 

of Environmental Psychology. 9, 333-344. 

Dillard, J. P., Segrin, C., & Harden, J. M. (1989). Primary and secondary goals in the interpersonal 

influence process. Communication Monographs. 56. 19-38. 

Dillard, J. P.. & Spitzberg, B. H. (1984). Global impressions of social skills; Behavioral 

predictors. Communication yearbook. ^ 446-463. 

Doob, L. W. (1990). Hesitation: Impulsivitv and reflection. New York: Greenwood. 

Dosey, M., & Meisels, M. (1969). Personal space and self-protection. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology. 11. 93-97. 

Duvall-Early, K., & Benedict, J. O. (1992). The relationship between privacy and different 

components of job satisfaction. Environment and Behavior. 24. 670-679. 

Edney, J. J., & Buda, M. A. (1976). Distinguishing territoriality and privacy: Two studies. 

Human Ecology. ^ 283-296. 

El-Rafey, M. (1992). Housing and women's needs: Emerging trends in the Middle East. 

Architecture and Behavior. 8.181-196. 

Epstein, N. (1980). Social consequences of assertion, aggression, passive aggression, and 

submission. Behavior Therapy. 662-669. 



100 

Evans, G. W. (Ed.) (1982). Environmental stress. Cambridge: Cambridge University. 

Felipe, N. J., & Sommer, R. (1972). Invasions of personal space. In R. Gutman (Ed.) People and 

buildiings (pp. 54-64). New York: Basic Books. 

Feison, R. B. (1981). An interactionist approach to aggression. In J. T. Tedeschi (Ed.) Impression 

management theorv and social psychological research (pp. 181-199). New York: Academic. 

Field, D. J. (1939). The human house. Boston: Houghton MifBin. 

Gauvain, M. & Airman, 1.  (1982).  A cross-cultural analysis of homes. Architecture & Behavior. 2, 

27-46. 

Gottlieb, L. D. (1965). Environment and design in housing. New York: Macmillan. 

Gove, W. R., & Hughes, M. (1983). Overcrowding in the household: An analvsis of determinants 

and effects. New York: Academic Press. 

Guilford, J. P. (1954). Psvchometric methods. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Haggard, L. M., & Werner, C. M. (1990). Situational support, privacy regulation, and stress. Basic 

and Applied Psychology. 11. 313-337. 

Hareven, T. K. (1991). The home and the family in historical perspective. Social Research. 58. 253-

285. 

Hollandsworth, J. G., Jr. (1977). Differentiating assertion and aggression: Some behavioral 

guidelines. Behavior Therapy. ^ 347-352. 

Hollandsworth, J. G., Jr., & Cooley, M. L. (1978). Provoking anger and gaining compliance with 

assertive versus aggressive responses. Behavior Therapy. 9, 640-646. 

Holsti, O. (1969). Content analvsis for the social sciences and humanities. Reading, MA: Addison-

Wesley. 

Huberty, C. J., & Morris, J. D. (1989). Multivariate analyses versus multiple univariate analyses. 

Psychological Bulletin. 105. 302-308. 



101 

Hull, D. B., & Schroeder, H. E. (1979). Some interpersonal effects of assertion, nonassertion, and 

aggression. Behavior Therapy. 10. 20-28. 

Inness, J. C. (1992). Privacv. intimacy, and isolation. New York: Oxford University. 

Keeley, R. M., & Edney, J. J. (1983). Model house designs for privacy, security, and social 

interaction. The Journal of Social Psychology. 119. 219-228. 

Kellennann, K., Reynolds, R., & Chen, J. B. (1991). Strategies for conversational retreat: When 

parting is not sweet sorrow. Communication Monographs. 58. 362-383. 

Kelly, J. A., Kern, J. M., Kirkley, B. G., Patterson, J. N., & Keane, T. M. (1980). Reactions to 

assertive versus unassertive behavior: Differential effects for males and females and implications for 

assertiveness training. Behavior Therapy. 11. 670-682. 

Kelvin, P. A. (1973). A social-psychological examination of privacy. British Journal of Social and 

Clinical Psychology. VI, 248-251. 

Kennedy, R. W. (1953). The house and the art of its design. New York: Reinhold. 

Kira, A. (1970). Privacy and the bathroom. In H. M. EYoshansky, W. H. Ittleson, & L. G. Rivlin 

(Eds.), Environmental psychology: Man and his physical environment (pp. 269-275). New York: Holt, 

Rinehart, and Winston. 

Kline, L. M., & Bell, P. A. (1983). Privacy preference and interpersonal distancing. Psychological 

Reports. 53. 1214. 

Klopfer, P. H., & Rubenstein, D. I. (1977). The concept privacy and its biological basis. Journal 

of Social Issues. 33. 52-65. 

Knapp, M. L.(1978a). Nonverbal communication in human interaction (2nd ed.). New York: Holt, 

Rinehart, and Winston. 

Knapp, M. L. (1978b). Social intercourse: From greeting to goodbye. Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 

Knapp, M. L., & Hall, J. A. (1992). Nonverbal communication in human interaction (3rd ed.). Fort 



102 

Worth, TX: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston. 

Kottler, J. (1990). Private moments, seaet selves: Enriching our time alone. Los Angeles: Jeremy P. 

Tarcher. 

Laufer, R. S., Proshansky, H. M, & Wolfe, M. (1973). Some analytical dimensions of privacy. In R. 

Kuller (Ed.), Architectural psychology: Proceedings of the Lund conference (pp. 353-372). Stroudsburg, 

PA: Dowden, Hutchinson, & Ross. 

Lawrence, R- J. (1987). Housing, dwellings, and homes. Chichester: John Wiley. 

Lewis, P. N., & Gallois, C. (1984). Disagreements, refusals, or negative feelings: Perceptions of 

negatively assertive messages from friends and strangers. Behavior Therapy. 15. 353-368. 

Malmberg, T. (1980). Human territoriality. Paris: Mouton. 

Marshall, N. J. (1974). Dimensions of privacy preferences. Multivariate Behavior Research. 9, 255-

272. 

McCampbell, E., & Ruback, B. (1985). Social consequences of apologetic, assertive, and aggressive 

requests. Journal of Counseling Psychology. ^ 68-73. 

Millar, F. E., & Rogers, L. E. (1987). Relational dimensions of interpersonal dynamics. In M. E. 

Roloff, & G. R. Miller, (Eds.), Interpersonal processes: New directions in communication research (pp. 

117-139). Newbury Park, CA; Sage. 

Miller, S., & Schlitt, J. K. (1985). Interior space: Design concepts for personal needs. New York: 

Praeger. 

Newell, P. (1994). A systems model of privacy. Journal of Environmental Psychology. 14. 65-78. 

Nyberg, D. (1993). The varnished truth: Truthtelling and deceiving in ordinary life. Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press. 

O'Reilly, J., & Sales, B. (1987). Privacy for the institutionalized mentally ill: Are court-ordered 

standards effective? Law and Human Behavior. 11. 41-53. 



103 

Pastalan, L. A. (1970). Privacy as an expression of human territoriality. In L. A. Pastalan & D. 

H. Carson (Eds.) Spatial behavior of older people (pp. 88-101). 

Pedersen, D. (1988). Correlates of privacy regulation. Perceptual and Motor Skills. ^ 595-601. 

Rosenthal, R., «fe Rosnow, R. L. (1984). Essentials of behavioral research: Methods and data 

analysis. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Ruback, R. B., & Snow, J. N. (1993). Territoriality and nonconscious racism at water fountains: 

Intruders and drinkers (Blacks and Whites) are affected by race. Environment and Behavior. 25. 250-

267. 

Scott, G. G. (1995). Mind your own business: The battle for personal privacy. New York: Insight 

Books, Plenum. 

Sillars, A. L., & Weisberg, J. (1987). Conflict as a social skill. In M. E. Roloff, & G. R. Miller, 

(Eds.), Interpersonal processes: New directions in communication research (pp. 140-171). Newbury 

Park, CA: Sage. 

Sonuner, R. (1969). Personal space. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: E»rentice-Hall. 

Sommer, R. (1970). The ecology of privacy. In H. M. Proshansky, W. H. Ittleson, & L. G. Rivlin 

(Eds.), Environmental psychology: Man and his physical environment (pp. 256-266). New York: Holt, 

Rinehart, and Winston. 

Spencer, C., & Baneiji, N. (1982/84). Strategies for sharing student accommodation. Architecture 

& Behavior. 2, 123-125. 

Stem, L. A. (1994). Confrontation between friends. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University of 

Arizona, Tucson. 

Stem, L. A. (1990). The effect of assertive and unassertive messages and conmiunication style on 

perceptions of relational messages, attractiveness, and satisfaction. Unpublished masters thesis. 

University of Arizona, Tucson. 



104 

Stone, L. (1991). The public and the private in the stately homes of England, 15(X)-1990. Social 

Research. 58. 228-251. 

Victor, J. S. (1980). Privacy, intimacy, and shame in a Erench community. In S. K. TefR, (Ed.), 

Seaecv: A cross-cultural perspective (pp. 100-115). New York: Human Sciences. 

Vinsel, A., Brown, B. B., Altman, I., & Foss, C. (1980). Privacy regulation, territorial displays, and 

effectiveness of individual fimctioning. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 39. 1104-1115. 

Walden, T. A., Nelson, P. A., & Smith, D. E. (1981). Crowding, privacy, and coping. 

Environment and Behavior. 13. 205-224. 

Warren, C, & Laslett, B. (1980). Privacy and secrecy. A conceptual comparison. In S. K. Tefft, 

(Ed.), Secrecy: A aoss-cultural perspective (pp. 25-34). New York: Human Sciences. 

Webb, S. D. (1979). Privacy and psychosomatic stress: An empirical analysis. Social Behavior and 

Personality. ^ 227-234. 

Weiss, A. G. (1987). Wvacy and intimacy: Apart and a part. Journal of Humanistic Psychology. 27. 

118-125. 

Weitman, S. R. (1973). Intimacies: Notes toward a theory of social inclusion and exclusion. In A. 

Birenbatmi, & E. Sagarin, (Eds.), People in places: The sociology of the familiar (pp. 217-238). New 

York: Praeger. 

Werner, C. M., & Haggard, L. M. (1992). Avoiding intrusions in the office: E^vacy regulation on 

typical and high solitude days. Basic and Applied Social Psychology. 13. 181-193. 

Westin, A. (1970). Privacy and freedom. New York: Atheneum. 

Wilmot, W. W. (1980). Dyadic communication (2nd ed.). Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 

Woolfolk, R. L., & Dever, S. (1979). Perceptions of assertion: An empirical analysis. Behavior 

Therapy. 10. 404-411. 


