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T Privacy i the Home: ¢ l _ < .
A developmental and situational analysis

. Douglas B. Sawin, Ross D. Parke, and Sue,Dﬂéiceli_a i

N\

In recent years -there has been~an-increasing intdrest in the interaction
. L .

, ., between nan's physical environment and his social behavior (Altman, 1973;

.

Ittelson, ProShansky; Rivlin, & Winkel, .1974; Moos &‘Insel, 1974) . In s dias .

involving children, this interest*has been reflected in research on rowding//

(Loo, 1973; McGrew, 1972), adult.reactions to children's invasich of their
‘ 7 .

» personal space (Fry~& Willis, 1971), children's interbersongl distancing Y

(Ai%ﬁjo & Jones, 1971; Evans & ‘Howard, .1973; Pedersen, 73), and pafterns of

.}

‘spaoe utilization among institutionalized children *(Wolfe & Rivlin, 1972).
Swrprisingly, there has been relatively little research concerning patterns of N
' N te . 'V'\ . _0 .

space utilization among family. members in the physical context of the home

.

(Altman, Nelson. & bgté, 1972), and no data cencerning how the‘home environment

. )
is utilized to‘establish and maintain personal space andsprivacy. Though some

1

attention” has been paid to children's conceptions of privacy (WO¥£g & Laufef,
N X . -

. / .
1974),. neither the ;u%@s which regulate pr¢vacy in the home situation,’ nor the

!
{

I3

manner in which privaky is achieved in home contexts have been investigated.

The purpose of this

—

and situational factors that are related to children's

eport is to present descriptive data on the developmental

T

- »
use of privaty rules
and privacy marker
| |
.space areas/ of thd home enviromnment. .
/ ’ N B
. / / .
Privacy was opefationayized for this research~as the extent to which access
/ * ’// 4 ) ‘ !
ome environment was limited by the principal occupant of that

in the regulifion of family membérs' access to personal . .

to space in the ]

/
/ \ oo
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and social rules (e.g., knocking requirg¢ments, access restrictions) to a ve
. : . Ay '
privacy”in their bedrooms and bathroomsN In addition to examining privacy -

¢ i - . . .
a function of age, ‘physical maturation, and sex, several modifying .situational

rr .‘-_ \ . /

and socialization variables were examined:, These are age and sex of person seeking , ¢

- .

v . *or o
"access, activities being engaged in, size“of home, size of family, family

» » » ’ . ’ '
density and mgternal ¢hild rearing practices.

. .
- ? .

The subjects were 112 ’children rangiﬁé‘{h age from 2 to 17 years who

were from 48 middle~class families participating in the Fels Longitudinal

.

Study. The data regarding priQacy habits in the home were obtained by 3

questionnaire adapted from an earlier version by’Altman,~Nelson, and Lett (1972).

[

The questionnafre consisted of items dealing with the use and regulation of

N . /
«various rooms in the house. Questions concerning theAbedK\ d bathroom

. 1 4 N ’ * .
are relevant to this paper. For both rooms, the following inflormation was
w L4 .

séhured:'.(l)-usq of the rooms by family members,’ (2) door practices (open

¥s. . closed);, (3f doar knock rules, and (4) access rules. Specificatibn of
the age and sex of both the oqcupant'and individual\aaekipg access were noted
for. each #pse. The time required to complete the quescionnéﬁfg was appr:;;jly

mately 35-40 minutes. + . “ ‘ o

v

A3
The questionnaire was sent to the families and returned by mail. A
. ’ , ! /o
sep%;ate section on bedroom and batjroom practices was filled out for eac}*

’ v

Parents were informed that the questionnaire concerned vaays in w

L4

child. ich

-

space in'ybur home is typically organized and used." Return rate was 85%.

) v . ' '
There was no systematic bias in terms of family type among the non-participants.
An effort was made to insure an appfoximately even distributign 6f<¥espondents_

y
-

atweach ége of child level and for sex of child. f ,

The items of primary interest for this report are the questions

. .

concerning, the child's use of closed doors as, privac markers, use of knock
\the, use of ¢ privacy mark ,

-

\ 2

rules for parents and siblings and whether other family members were‘perﬁitged

e L1
)

access to the child's bedroom and. bathroom.

’

| . .
Lo Avggg | | ‘

—— . |
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. The responses té the items were treated as binary variables and

were submitted to analyses of variance or point bi-serial correlational

.~
~

analyses. Only a sample of the findings will be presented in this first
..‘ N , ‘. ' -~ .
report, though all of the findings reported here are significant at the
. - s
p<-05 level or less. . ‘- ’ )
. o , . .
1 Children's chronological age was consistently relate@ to their
/ .l -

r

use of closed doors, knock rules and access timitations. .This wastiij:
A\ «

in both the bedroom and .the bathroom (Fig.l), and for ﬁareﬁts as well™as__ . 3

4

siblings (Fig. 2). On these raphs note that the greatest jump in restricted
Se g

bathroom access occurs during early adolescence. While thére ate several

possible explanations for increases in privacy occurring at this time in

J

maturity =-- gspeé%ally the appearance of secondary sex characteristics. »

childpgn's 15?&5, we felt that one of these was surely children's physical

With this hypothesis in mind we examined the Fels Physical Growth Data for the
ch%ldren befheen 9 and 16 years of age and found that increasing physical
¢ N

maturity in adolescence as measured by skeletal.age wiéﬁ chronglogicél

age partialled out, was-significantly correlated with greater/use of privacy,

"/
particularly ih the bathroom. For example; while engaged in/personal ™ .
o . 3 * .
bathroom .activities, more physically mature adolescents keep the bathroom
. ‘ - /
door closed (r=.29) and are more likely to réstrict the acless of other = . ..
‘\'"‘m- .y *
family membeQ§ (e.g., mother not allowed in bathroom while child is bathing; "%L
- \\ . .
r=.38). N~ .
) ¢ ! i T .
It had beeh expecteéd-fhat girls mwould be m&%e private than boys. .

In general, however, the differences between boys' and girls' use of privacy

were consistently signiﬁ#cant only when the sex of the person seeking access

i »
and the age of the children are also considered (Fig. 3).




.« WOOYHLYVY

]

“LI-bY S1-0T 6-9

hd o _o_o_o _Jrgeeeddeo I - TywTTTT
MOMOMOMOM o.oooooooaoooooo.oo
0%e%e%e%recccccne .000000004
..OOOOCOO e0o0ccocoe®®®00ocoo
- LT 252 (XX XX AAAAASAALS
v ...00&000 eeeeoooe [ XY XY N XN XY
. e®e®s%sodrecccccosoeoccccoe
2SN RARLLX L L L AARAAAL AL A
IS (AL XXX XXX rececevooed
e 0%e%e%e %, esccccoboajirasnsasa
e 0% 0
o _ole 0 o
. 0®e® 0 0
R
: - seelsiiie
X S *e%o%s%e .
. ) e ,0,0,°
.9 0 0 0
®e%e%e%,° OO X
. oooo"oo bocecesee
o _o =
(4 e e
] h - L4 .
- - : e .
rJe °
L 4 L]
- o ~
°
heoeoe hd
XXX °
\ \ o000 0000 0 o - " AAARAIAA
. XY XY FIY
N o
- - —— ‘le N
* ¢ -~ e ‘
. . .
o
> . ) 4
by g K
. e 2%t N
o
" XX XXEXYYY - P
-~ P ®0 0000000 . - - . — .
, . -A....booo. . -
e%e P ..
- sl : | ,
o' e Y .
b o
2% — "
.- 0®%e % ¢ ~ - 0 - h
. evel - - - e .
e%e . - »
- \\\lJ‘)I
siold . ]
."."A e o — \ ~
uooo“ ’
00"0. * . T.a
DOIO “ ~
— /l-
‘ - /
S
- “~ s ~
v -~ 4 L 4
\ P /
XXX XXX . ~_
. hoeoooodaoe — —
| \ ~

- . ) N .u . : .
. - ~ -~ - ,

- . 319V x sd00¢ gas 3 -
3 | | X | 019 .

4 .
N

S o Lol o \




L T e - » N N ~ g ~ -
-~

. rb\-—'...!nuc.

“dImMQ1IV ION SONISIS ~ @IMOTIV ION SIN3¥Vd
LI-P1 E1-01 6-9  §-7 o . [1-t1 €1-01 .6-9 §-C

XXXl pococcocboohmoccccoee [ 00000000 qgO®0eo00OdoPprrr T T
(00000004001000000 XTI xxxxrrryyexxxxxy X A XX XXX XX X c
pooccccecobhococccee . 000000000400 000000ePeescsooeine000ooooo
(XX XXX Y P YY) hbeoocococose oooooooo-?ooooooo goeeccoce A
hbocvoceosohoccccccns - 000000900g0e0000000ol0000005.000000000000
00000000 Me0000000 0 hoegoeceidoosopeccccccodoecccccodhpocsecdpocee S .
rooooooodtooooooooo OOOiooooo.0‘%000000.0000000:0000 eveoeoe .
LEELEXEELE XXX : hboeococcscosolpoecocoscscodoccccccchoccccccee e
200000000 000000000 - X R Iy I x xxx 3 [ XXX XXX N X J ﬂc
egecoesotessccccee - Pooctocccseipeccccccegoeocccccscphescsscscssce cﬂ
pooecececceeQhoocccccee 00000 cccegoccccccce 000000000 -
®eecoccoodoocccccoce TEEXXTTTYYY XXX XY PEYY peoccscscce -
pesccccssposeeqocee 0 0cccccodoccocdecoe AR -
o000 ONOGOGNooo000000 AALEIEEXEIE] A ALXEX XXX Y AXEEX XX XXX ] -~
p0OSSCOSOQROIOGIOIOGIOGIOGIOIOTS ®00c0ccoogdeccccocoe AR -—
0000000000000 0000 il XXX XYY A e ——
hoeooooeeeodococonoce - . AYYYYYYYY I Y Y XXX
e00000000 ~ i Xl XXX T X I pececccsccce
XXX XXX X 0000000 s0ogoccccecee
(XXXXXXXXY N . @ec0cccccccpoeccccccoy
.5 g v ¢ (XY X XXYY Y EEX XY XYY . .
hd oo . xxxxrax
0000000 goocccccce . ﬁ. Jrma——
o000 cccccofreccccsce ¢
. - 0000 0cocegoocccscces m
~ X XXX Y XXX XYY
EXXXIXIXYY Y XXX T X EIWY CL
00000 ccocfercccacoo o
EXXXX XYY AAALA0 00
[ XX XYY XY . | .

ALXXXXXXXX
«!

§$300V QILDINISTY o

4

1
)
.60
d

' "I9V X S$5I00V WOOUHIVE QIidMIsIy . . oY
. : 7 61 - - -

~ |




S
.

. Fig. 3. LT '
BEDRUOM DOOR KNOﬁKlNG X SE-X/ X SIBL|NG

,‘1 '0~ 0 - ‘ , . (~ ‘ ) l . , N
= “ _  SEX OF OC_CUPANT
90| v 1 .
S égwh X I
1 * . .
80] . ST 8HEH:
1 boys. [
¥ -' m.. ! . !
", s / s
6] . \ -
o / . - >y (~
< 50 / < / ' . \
F oot LT
- . T AL LA AT L1 ~ ' o -t
= > ,
- Xy
z . ) -.O.. ........0..
o]
_ 30 : O L
5~ p:o:o: :0:0:0:.:0. A \
.o:.. :o:o:::::o. \ '
XX XOO00 0,
AR Cererebes
R X0
]
e,

;
<

1(”)% -




y f .
. : L) ___,/‘l - '
.
. . N .
. - . - N
o ! . Y
e . ~4- . ) 5.
. . [ N .3 . ey
‘Lz

L T . Y 3 "

‘l' ) . ) . . - \'
S For parents' kggaking on their children's bedropm doors (see Hig. \Z, the

. ' ,.\ . . \ ] > ) . . B . \{:- .
C ) ¢ highest incidence of knocking is for fathers dm their'ﬂqughféﬂ's:bédrgpm doorss, ‘-’, .
5 . ( - L

while knocklng on t’belr son's doors is less, érequent and s;.mflar\or fathers and <

. 0 .
‘\ AN | P - ?
P

“ mothers. Hotheré//ppearfto make 11t£1e dxstlnctlon betwegn sons aﬁg daughters

- . W }1L~.
gga;ﬁ*”

“in their knocklng o7 bedroom doors, but kndEk more.frequcﬁtly»on qqgs ath

L S .
. ’ = I~ - ’ . v
’ . -~ I B . ,\3 £ 0 '&
_doors.than on daughters . . i} < T f ,}
. N Al ’ \ - ~* -~ £ ‘
-t TR ) - A\
Aclcess to the bathroom shows 51m11ar cross- sex anteractlon effect (see Figs 5 3 &
) ‘ 9, ) JOOUN
.$§\\ While childyen erg engaged T personal bathroom aét1v1t1es, accé%s.to the12_ <;;
-~ a2

AN . - I

o baithroom is.re§E£jcted mdét}freduehsly'for brothers and fathgrs by girls and(for .

- .
. B . . ’ »

- - sisterd and s. Ning or parent is seeking
v 45 4 : e ,
> ‘ dﬁcess, r Efﬁ?txons are less gr . 5 ex interaction cffects
* J s S s ' .
showed deVelgpmental’frtnds,as wel}.' ound that\tgé gredtest increase
“ . . ‘ a . & i/

JF \ ¢ U(f‘*' {,

in the ercent e of b6
l‘:f,,,fl |8 ¥§

& -owiy
-

»

M
; | N .
i béing engaged in while prlvacy is being sough{\(Equf'g. 6). The effects of thi§.
4
i I o . N
j" factor, too, showed age; :rel'ated trends. 1® example,ﬁ‘ymmger chlldren (2- S)

. - . - .
«f appear to make few distinctions among bathroom activities i?/establishing
s .

bathr8om-access patterns for parents. In dontrast, among older adolescents

. . A Y

(14-17) bathroom access restrictions are most frequently imposed during toilet
’ | I

use, sébmewhat less frequenLly’duang bathing and dressibg, ard most infrequently
. | :

. while grooming. A, . /ﬂ
N . . .
- . | ; .
In gegeral then, our findings indicate that prijacy is a developmental

variable, that the course of development ‘is different for boys and girls, and

P4
N

{ ~
~ for situations involving different activities. When the development of privacy
. .

»
Q beba.ior, 1s considered in the context of parent-child dyads, it appoars thaL\the

ERIC : . |
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% . . socialization Qf girls' privacy habits in regard to theit fathers begins quite

- M ] ' N

. ] R . - ©t :
.~ early, and that ¢he socializatiop of boys' privacy habits occurs later -and is
14 . . M ) - v - . .
B ] L . . .. . 4 . ¥ J
less, specif i to® the sex of. his parent. Different rates of maturation Jnay !

- 4 N

" also play a role in thése sex apd age Ynteractions. Secondly,:as privacy

. .

behaviors incregge with age, they become more .discriminating in terms of the T
v ¢ rs . .

- L L] . -
.
. . ’ .

.type of personal adfivfty involved. We view these developmental”patterns

as a flinction o¥ the ‘qn-going socialtzation of children's privacy habits,
*+ *of the emergence of the more obvious secondary sex characteristics, and of

+ .

children's increasing awareness of other persons' awareness of them.

- . \

. " Several 9ther factors pnovea‘tp be determinants of cbildren's

The size of the home is one of thése (Fig. 7). Though we had expected gfeateé

privacy.

. * « . .
privacy in.smaller homes, we found that the proportion of children reporting
) * * ¢ -~

.
- « .

.ot keeping .their bedroom and bathroom doors closed was Qositivg%z related to the

-

*. P

) . . . . - . . . '
number of rooms in the house. This agsociation was fournd for other physical

Al REN » R < -

. ~ .
. + . shacecvariables as well. It appears, then . that less privacy is afforded children
Y 3 L

- in Smaller homes with fewer facilities. .

. . . N . . R
. ., . Family size was also examined, but unexpectedly, failed to yield consistent

) . ~ ,

associations with privacye However, a variable we derived from family size and

0y
.
s

home size thé;'we labeled Family Density (seé Fig. 8) was founé‘to be an important -

.
. . .

- [V . 7
. determinant of privacy. First, we.defined Family Density in the, following way: . .
4
4 “ Low Density = smaller familles in larger homes ) o .
". ‘ Maderate Density = smaller ‘families in smaller homes
. . N larger families in larger homes : - )
e s Ve e
; . “* High DenSity =.larger families.in smaller homes. “
’ N . s ' ._; ’ - ."$§
) ! L Aq\fan be seen in Figure.9, there is a U-shaped curvilinear relatipon betweén
< » ! . - . ' ..
., ' .

J

family dengity and'children'g pfivacy. Higher levels of resfricted‘bathroom
. ’ - » . ' '

v access were reported by children in: low and in high density homes and fewer
bathroom access restrictions wcrefrﬂ$urted by the children in moderately dense

f

~

, ot homes. - This re]ationship~suggests th*; both the amount of_spﬁce available in
, ’ y . . 4

<
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which éne may bo private and the psycthogical'need for privacy in highly dense

-

contexts contribute to higheﬁ levels of privacy use by children. '3
! . . N
?inally, in order to determine whether our privacy data relatedrin S

- 1

. ’
sensible ways to the ongoing socialization in the home, we examined the relatidn~
f - .
A ','i, : —_

\
between maternal child rearing variables and €Djldren's privacy. For the
.
t‘_ d 4

maternal behaviBral variables, we utilized the mothers scores, og the Fels

¥ iy oL ) .
Parent Behavior Rating Scalesjthat are based on observations of the mothers

. X : . 5 ;

S §
with their children at regu]@; intervals from infancy through seven years of

. k] - . .
age. These are ongoing asscsLments made independently of the privacy measures.
3 .

H

The pattern of associations ée obtained is represented by the following sample

oa

of - correlations between pair% of privacy and maternal variables for two to

t

-

. . . i
seven year old subjects: -t - /
[ 4 B .
. 1. Chl]dren keeping thelr bedroom doors open dLrlng recreational )
. ¢ PR .
’ act1v1t1es ot during entertaining of frJendE was positively Lo

related to gntings of the restrictiveness of regudations imposed -
by mothers (r=.38) and to the severity of akctual punishments
‘ <

imposed by mothers in cases of misconduct (r=.63).
: ) ; -

2. Children keeping the bathroog " door open whiLqurooming was positively

» ) ¢

related to the affectionateness of their mother (r=.37)"

v . ' *.

3. Similarly, keeping the bathroom door open while dréssing

was positively related to the mother's tendancy to be.’

negatively related to ratings of the mother's| general protective- .
-y . .., - " " -
PR B

ness (rs&.42). It has been idggestédztﬁaf thils relationship N ‘

.= may be a result of protective mothers cautjoni their children

to guard Lhcmselves from drafts and thus from catching colds!
5. Finally, parbnts, ratheﬂ%than the child, docxdlng whether

the child's bedroam door-is.to be.left open” or cloded was

V]




-

. positively related to ratings of tghe coersiveness of the

mother's suggestions to the child (r=.28).
In general, then, these child rearing data yield a pattern in which
\ ] .
it appears that restrictive and coersive mothers exercise more control over
» * L]
children's privacy habits, and affectionate and approving mothers have
- . / . , '
children who are less private during pe¥sonal activities.

 In closing, let me point ocut that this, examination of the development
of privagy in,childhood has provided an excellent verhicle for demonstrating
;. ¢ . .
the importance of considering the interactions of developmental, sjtuational,
, * ' <
physical space, and socialization variables in the development of children's
social behavior. Finally, these findings indicate the usefulness of a multi-

=

v

assessment approac% including physical growth measures, situational measures,
7

behavioral measures and in-situ observatignal measures for evaluating these

, ¢
[

" , .
. . . N o
intgractian effects on children's development. . b
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Note
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| 1. 'A more detailed version of this paper is available from Rass D. Parke,
Fels Research Institute, Yellow Springs, Ohio 45387.
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