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Little is known about the implications of individual.

aifférépcgsﬁiéﬁﬁg;ygggiggggegggcgsi.To”bipi&fi the relationship

‘between privacy preferences and the style and guality of social

interagtion in a first encounter, 77 of 320 college students _

completing the Privacy Preference Scale were grouped according to
their low (20 male, 20 female) or high (17 male, 20 female) need for

. privacy. Subjects were tested for extraversion-introversion and .
anxiety level; measures of interpersonal attraction and interpersonal
behavior were also administered. Situational demands on privacy were

varied' by méans of a self-disclosure task in which subjects
5g;a5ivelj intimate or non-intimate topics. The findings shoWwed tha
hose with high compared to low privacy preference, int raction

for
with a stranger was rated as significantly more awkward, ténse; and
vnnatural. High privacy individuals used significantly fewer verbal
reinforcements when speaking with strangers than did low privacy . ..
individuals. The manipulation of situational demands upon privacy did -
not significantly affect interpersonal attraction or interaction. The
results support previous research suggesting that people with high.

. preference for privacy may interact less and be less comfortable with
a stranger than péople with a low privacy preference:. Such = ___

individuals may benefit from interpersonal skills training. (JAC)
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Abstract.
- The prcsent study c<plored the a:mpllcatlons of variations in prlvacy
prefercnces for t.hc«qu‘ll ity and” Styie of :tnterpersonal behav10r rn an
initial encount_cr situation: The mf#uence of situational varlatlons in
pl‘ch;Cy upon tht_rpcrson'il bchavior ms aftso examined. It was hypothe—
s;i.zed tha-ti (a) - persons w1th a hlgh preference for prrveb? w’esaia be iess .
attratted ‘to and interact less w1th a ;etranger than people with a low®
preference; and, (b) dlfferences between prlvacy preference groups (htg‘x
versus low) in a’ttr’a’ctlo""f and interaction wc_)uid be greater in a sitbation * ¢
_.which places hlgh rather than low demands uﬁéﬁ prii?éaiz The, research

4
design was a 2 (privacy preference) by 2&(51tuatronai demand) by 2

v
'

(gendex) d051gn Sl‘tuatlonal demzmds upon prr\iai':y were varied by,‘ means ‘
of = seif--discicsure task in ﬁﬁiéﬁ;sﬁﬁiééts discussed relatively intimate

of tiori-intinste topics. ; | ,

k 'l‘he flnchngs showed that/for those with h:l:g"x conparec‘: with low

privacy. ereferencc, interaction with a stranger wa? rated as s:tgrnflcantly

fiore awkward, t'en's"e,' and unatural. Higﬁ privacy individuals verbally

. relnforced spcakmg by the strangers significantly less than low privacy
J_nd1V1duals. The manlpulatlon of situational demands upon privacy did not
s;gnlflcantly affect J.nterpersonal attractlon or mterac:tlon. The results

of this study support prev1o”us research Whlch has suggested that peopie with
hJ.gh preference for prlvacy may mteract less and be less comfortable w:tth

a qtranger than peor)le w1th a low preferdnce. "The 1mp11cat10ns of these fn:nd—
J.ngs for relationship devel‘opment-and interpersonal ski_iié training was
discusscd. T

L0
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Privacy can be defincd és éﬁ 66E66EE5 of ‘a pérscii‘s wish to withho 1d
from others ccrtdm Lnowledgc as to hls/her past, préséfxt or Future -

experience and action (Alt_man, 1974) . Past research on privacy has

: oonccrned itself with chang es in the dcflrutlon of privacy as a function

as a result of env1ronmcntal chzirx_;es (Alcal, 1973, Pastalan, 1979, & Wotfe
& Rlvlm, 1971), and the relatlonsh,lg between prlvacy preferences and;‘
antecedent envirormental variébies like famiiy size éh‘dt crowding, éﬁdi
also personality variables (Marshall, 1972). Another g’éaup of studies
/ has dealt with env1ronmcntal/spat1al varlables llke number and size of
bedrooms, roam dens1ty (nuber of people in a room plfr square foot) and
their relatlonshlp to percelved privacy (Park, 1979; \Sm:Lth, et al, 1979):
Little is known about the inplications of individual differences in

privacy preferences for the way people structure their social iﬁtéréééiaﬁé;

ner the Jmpl:l.catlons of privacy preferences for effectlveness in interper-

sonal 'J.nteractlons.\ It has been generally asswried that privacy should be
'p”rb’té’c:té'd and that invasion of prlvacy may cause psychological harm and »

lead to mtpalred :Lnterpersonal functlom.ng (Altman, 1974; qurard 1966) .
However, - the relatlonshlpsf between prlvacy preference, privacy mva510n,>
and social interaction have.rnot been_deteminéd; On one hand, it is
p’o's'sibié that privacy*préférémés reflect primarily a need to control
the amount of ’s’o’c’ial 1nteractlon rather than, affectmg the quality of
soc1al interaction. Alternatlvely, as suggested by sane>>f the personality
: corrclates of preferred pllvacy (Marshall, 1972) ' J_nterpersonal style and

and skills may also be desociated with pced for L.rlvacy. Marshall

¢
¢
[Ta 8
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found that people with a high need for privacy when conpared to those with

a low need for privacy tended to be introverted rather than extraverted; = v

logical and analytic rather than sympathetic and feeling, to have little ;;
desire for inclusion in groups, and to express or need little affection.:
_ L L 1 " D
These pcrsonality ccrrelates'of privacy preferences suggest that privacy

It is also 11ke1y that situational demands on privacy influence -

the quality of interaction, and that this is true to a greater extent for

those with high compared with low privacy preferences. Beardsley (1971),

Gross (1971), and Pennock and Chapman (1971) cons1der violations of \ o
privdcy as pcte'ntiéiiy hammful because they can threaten Iidividual

autonony, sclf respect,, and in a sense demean the worth of a persons

Goffrian (1961) and Jourard (1966) 901nted to the crltlcal effect of a mental
patient's privacy on self-ldentlty and self-esteem. ' '

The present study was de51gned to explore (a) the relatlonshlp betWeen
prlvacy preferences and thﬁ’style and quallty of SOClal 1nteractlon in-a
dyadlc, first encounter 51tuat10n, and (b) the 1nfluence of S1tuatlonal

variations in prlvacy upon social 1nt§ractlon. Based upon the correlates

'9

of privacy.preferéﬁces identified by Marshall (1972) arfd upon the implica-

‘®

tions’ of prlvacy preference for 1nterpersonal behaylor from the dlscu551on
7

v’

'“vof Goffman (1961) and Jburard'(l966), it was ant1c1pated that individuals

with hlgh prlvacy preferences conpared w1th those hav1ng low preferences

would express 1ess attractlon for a stranger and would be rated as less com

- )

; petent in rnteractlon sKills. Further; it was ant1c1pated that privacy

preference level would interact with situational deménds &ipon privacy such

.



DR N

places high copared with low demands upen gxivacy.

““117 males, 20 females). of
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that dlffcrencc_s in socml interaction betwecn high- and low privacy
prefcrcnce groups Would be greater follomng an 1nt1mate self dlsclosure
task than f ollowmg a nonlrEtlmate self dlsclosure task This predlct.lon
was based upon thé p,resunptlon that a greater amount of dlscomfort and
anx10ty would be e>cpe11enced by persons with a hlgh need for privacy, co-
pared to low need for pru?acy in an intimate self dlsclosure task.

Ig smmary, the hypotheses were:

1. Persons w1th a hlgh need for prlvacy will exhlblt Iess attractlon

. .
.

 for a stranger, a lower level of interdction with a stranger, ‘and less

caipetence in soeiai'gkiiis than persons with a low need for privacy.

2. Differences between privacy preferenice groups in attraction for |

v . - o . . . . . o
a stranger and social interaction will be grcater in a situation _WhiCh

e

Method )
%

1'

Subjects for this study were: 77 undergraduate students attending - ;-

1ntroductory famlly relatlons courses at Texas "‘eoh Um.ver51ty. Orie

'group 20 male, 20 female) oonSJ sted of J_ndlv,lduals w1th a low need for

-prlvacy, and another 1ncZL/ded 1nd1v1duals with a hlgh need for prlvacy

total of 320 students coimpleting the Privacy

V1Y

-

Need for Privacy

ﬁréféréneé'Scéie (ﬁﬁéi; gné‘ao scoring'thé highest on the PPS were placed in

-

A ':students were pl!aced in the low-need for privacy group (Mégn = 276. 40: -

the hlgh-need for prlvacy group (Mean = §7()
{

S.b. = 1130) Three male students im the hlgh~need for prlvacy group "7.
3
Were unable to part1c1pa(te in the study;

K . ) - a ——
[— ® 4 . . L

6 S.D. = 16.5:7), the 40 lowest

-
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Measures . S 4
" privacy preference. Students were tested “using the Privacy Preference
A '
Scale (PPS) developed by MarsNall (1972). This scale is the only one of .

-

its kind for use in measuring-privacy preference. It has a reliability of

;‘—;72 (coefficient aipha) . (Marshaii' 1972) Thé; PPS consists of 93 items

\a
7

- - -
- )

itam ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The scale includes
six subscales: . Neighboring, Seclusion,.Solitude, Anonymity;' Reserve; and -
Intimacy. . . L - R -

w

Extravers 1on—1ntrover51on Because mtererslon 1s related to ‘a high

* riced for prlvacy (érshall 1972) and 1ow J.nterpersonal mteraé%xon (Myers, ’
1962)‘—, the Extraversmn—lntrovermon (E;—I) subscale of the Myers—Bri':ééé
Type Indicatpr (M-BTI) was gdministered so that scores would be avdilable

. N -~ .

for Use as a covariatg. The E-I subscale of the M-BTI is designed to =
N ’ ¢ : ' ,

measure ease in ahd liking for i'nterperso'nai contact. Sﬁiié—féif relj-

ab\lllty (Spearman-—Brown formula) for the E~I subscale is .81l. A tes —féf:ééf:‘ )
correlatlon of .70 has been reported (Myers—Brlggs, 1962) E

'Anx1ety level . In a situation th.ch p'laces hlgh demands ©n prIvacy an

md:wldual should expemence more anx1ety than in a_ lcw—demand sttuat:ton ;'

In order to measure the level of anxiety after the 1n:Lt_1.al 5-minute periods :

descrlbed below, each person conpleted ‘the Affect Adjectlve Check List- (MEI:) 77

a l-item qulck measurement scale of general anmety Ievel (Zuckemm, 1960) -

Internal oon31stency1for this scale. is 772 (Kuder—Rlchardson FOrmuia 20, N

and test-retest rellablllty is .85 (Zuckeman, 1960) . N ~/
. . . A

“

|

s
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Intorpersonal attraction and bebavior measures. The 'L‘*gineasure of -

Intorpersonai attractxon was ‘an lnstrument OOns1st1_ng of 17-b¥x '1a'r'

e

dﬂ'mensioﬁs; The person's rat:tngs ,on each of the 17 adjectlve pan:rs weis

surrmec/l to obta:m a giobaﬂ: ::ndex of attractlon to ‘or llklng of the

oonfederate . o :'_ert L o R , - K
The second ;juestlormeitre was the Interpersonal Judgen:\znt Scale (iféj

+

(Byrne, 1971) which measures: a person s desa,re to have sorne future inter=

..

actlori w1th a partner; The two attraetxon items J_nclude the degree to -

Whlch he/she would Tike to know the stranger better ln ‘the f;.&;ure .Thé_

two 1tems a,re neasured on a 7—pomt scale rangxng fram 1- (most negatlve)

to 7 (rrost pos1t' ve) and are summed to constitute thJ.s measure of ;.ﬁter—

personal 3attrac' ion. Byrne and Neison (1965) 7_reported a 5p11t—half

;rellablllty on the scale of':85 ~ With respect to other verbal measures,

7

1JS attraota;on responses have been found to be negatlvely Lelat@d to ratmgs

ofzéécial distande (Schwartz, 1966) . Nonverbal inddces of attraction,

: mcludlng stanchng and seating proxxm:tty (Byrne, Baskett, & Hodiges, 1971) ’

and V1sual mteract.lon (I:.fra:n, 1969) - were.also pos:.t.lvely related to the

1JS rﬁeasure of attr:§ctlon - . . P : e

—

- L
t}urd measure of attraction was designed to assess The person ]

; . o

level of satlsfact'lcm with his/her mteract:ton; Based on a 21-pon.nt Scale-
T

from "not at all“ to “extre"rely,"/ students were asked t;o answer the

fOllowirigsiX' 'qi;iesti'oris _taking j_:he perspective _of “both thexrselves 0—(3

:J"

5?,]ﬁv,ﬂ,s-,e;;4;_;;i .
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' the second and t]urd ltems: “ In using the measure Ickes, et;; a

N
, reported that the items were moderately intercorrelated (x5

ol B . ‘ : : : L ) : ‘
- ) ‘ ) ‘ R Need for Privacy -
' | . PR _ L | . - C. . -‘,}

~ -

qucstions) and the stranger (3 questions): () "To what degree did the

(b) "To what degree did the interaction scem srrooth; patural; and re.’caxed

. ~to, (you/the othér porson)"‘ and (c) "‘Hc?d mach rapport ‘did (yéﬁfﬂié'étfiér

pcrson) feel WIth (the other person/you)"" 2n overall ﬁieaétife of éaf-j_‘tsf3

) factlon with the Interactlon was oﬂstamed by subtract::mg Ehe two rata:ngs

on the f;;rst rtem frcm the sum of their ratrngs on the ) ratrngs of both

.78 I ‘40 to 48 r13 :22 to —:37)’

23
Interpcrsonal behav;Lor in the. dyads was coded from vrdeotaped data.

{--.~

Behavmral 1nd1ces developcd by Ickes and Barnes (1973') for measu Qﬁme

i
quantlty and quallty .of J_nterperscjnal mteract’ion in same—sex dyads was

.

- interaction sqem. awkw:[fd forced, and strained to (you/the ather person)"' .

used7 'I'hese bohavmral mdlcators 1ri::luded (a) total duratron of verbair— .

zation; (b) frequeecy of ve.r"" -relnforcers that indicate attention to; -

ent With the stran;er (e-g., oh realiy;‘ I see;

undcrstandmg of or, agred
un-huh, me too) ; (c) the ‘total duratlon of directed gazes where the in-
dividual l’qoks dlreC‘tly toward the stranger's face; (d) duration 6f .

laughter by the person; (e) frequency of laughter by the pérééﬁé (f) totai

. frequenicy of expressive gestures whlch ‘include gross arm and hand movements

» ( ;
that appear to supplement Verballzatlon, () total duration of expre_ssrve N

;estures, and (h) frequency of questlons .

G

quallty of 1nteractlon within each of the dyads. on a 21-p01nt scale'
*

hd
-

A
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fﬁn the nﬁtlal .group of 320 students to part1C1pate in the study Follow-

‘J.ng 1de;1t1f1catmn bf ‘high ‘and’ 1ow soorxng students on the % 2P one-—half of

dj:rected gaztes, and frequency of laughter. The other two Judges rated

.91

) and tr) the level of need fo&-prxvacy of ‘the students.

D o L - i ; , o s
. - . - :

’

&

Need for Privacy

o ) i - 8
- : ] - o
. ! } b .

relazed. Lanke (1979) found th:Ls to be a good overall rat:mg of - 1nter- ’ ‘; : BRI

.action ease in same-sex dyads. -7 , ; ) /‘—

In order to establlsh rellable ratJ.ngs of the behavioral measures, two

-— 0, »

. male and two fanale Judges were trained to rate the behavioral mteractlon

'}vxeorded on VJ.deotape Two of the- Judges (one male and one femala) rated

duration of verbahzatlons, frequency of verbal relnforcersf Quration of

LY

o~

:dv;tratiton of ftaughter; frequency of gestures; duration of gesturés, fr&

—

quency of questions and quahty of J.nteractlon. Each 'ﬁu’dge indepéndéntiy iy

rated flfteen videotapes and mterrater rellablllty for each se(t of two A ji

€ «
- — ~,

fétefs, usmg Pearson s r for the varlous measures was: r = .92 for dura-

iou:éof verbahzatxons . _i:E .96 for frequenq/ of Verbal reinforc rs; r o= ~

or durat;onpf directed gazes; r = :96 for frequency of laughter; x = .95

nr

for duration 5f1aa§ﬁéé‘£: r = .98 for frequency of gostires; £'= .92 f,\cr

.99 for frequency df questions; and r= .93 for

duratlon of gestures; é
r,

quallty of 1nteract10n i\;li Judges were biind as. Qa the purpose of the study

1Y . ."' ‘ -l ‘ 4
. - e R .

\

(103 males and 212 fenaies) in theIr ciassrocms TEe £ hlghest scormg

m’ales and fenales and :the 40, .i:owest s%orxng maies and females. were selected ,

the hig’h and low scormg. students were ran nly a551gned to Task )} 1 &% - : |
o Ty A
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other half to Task 1r." = ; | ‘_

- D Eac:h student Was instricted to dlSCU.SS three tOplCS “ghich have been.

. . determmed o be J.mportant to cOllege stude:nts" zith a ccnfederate He?shé
was given § minutes te ‘discuss these tOpICS and were mstructed not to ask
the confederate questlons A timer was prov::ded and each student was.
‘mstructed to dlSCUSS each tOplC for aporoxxmately 1% minutes. _'

7 Slxty—elght toplcs ere pre—réted by 86 nndergraduate students (N
nales, 42 females) f‘or level of mfr:mgement upon thelr privacy. Each toplc
was - rated on a 7-pomt scale frcﬁ 1I:  "not an mVas:Lon of wy privacy at all"
to 7: . ;;a;n extremc J.nvas1on of iy prj;vacy " ‘i613ics selected\fbr Task T' had ,
a mean ratlng of 5‘-83 (S D. = 1.2 ) For males and 5.71 (S:D. = 1?9) for

‘,Xfemal'es. Task I (lovw prlvacy) ccn51sted of a S5-minute penod m'Wnlch the

.-.,‘ |
‘e

' person was as;ced to selF dlsclcse to a "stranger" (confederate) on 3 toplcs;
which: had been .déternined to be mt:rmate subjects to college students. For ’
the males the topics were: what bixth contrcl metheds I would use in o
marrlage," "tln,es I have eated on my grrlfrlend ;0 "lles I've told my

) p’a;rehts " For the females the tDpICS were. thlﬁgs «I dz.sllke about ny

. mother " "tlmes I have been tempted to steal scnethj.. a0 a:nd "why sqmé
people dlsh.ke me." After the :m:tlal 5-mlnute pe‘::lod the students and °
confederate were asked tc complete ti'E Affect AdjectJ.Ve Cneck I.J.st (AACL)

'.Ib' mcrease the honesty of the students in completlng the ACL, thé éiq’pérl- -

; ’ menter asked the confederate to coﬁ\e ogt of the room: for a mcn'ént. Wlule o

M ; «thé confederate ‘then re—entered the rccm ?l.nd the experm\errter collected the

scales and told the student he wculd "be J;lght back "7 At this tJme the

K

' student was V1deo-taped fer a S-mlnute perlcd At the end of tlus perlod the

.- - -
- .

AN
3




: o Nesd for Privacy
. e
student vas asked o complote the thres interpersnal attraction question-
naires.  Bahaviop interaction was rated later agiﬁc}jcﬁé videotapes.
Mhe proecdurcs for Task it (high perEICY) were exactly the same as
dcscrlbcd above exccpt that both male and female students weré asked t&
self-disclose on .three tOplLS that were judged to be lowest on 1nt1macy

(Mean = 1.20; *s: D. = .89 for men and. Mean =1. 391, Sf . = O 77 for wcmen)-

"places I have lived," "the number of brothers and 51sters X have," and’ /\

"thlngs that Interest me: " At the end of the S—mmute period the e><per1—"'

menter admmrstered Lhe AACL as in t.he experunental~ procedure,. The

remamder fo the control procedure was exactly the same as that used in
the' experimental su:uatlon. S o |
. In both tasks the confederate was given 1nstruct10ns to only hsten

dura:ng the 1n1t1al S—mmute perlod Durmg the 1ast S5-minute unstructur&ﬂ
period the oonfedérate was -1nstructed tO‘ (a) 1et the other person speak
first; (b) bc frlendly but do rot ask the other person questlons, and

-

(c) do’ not give long answers to .questlons the other’ person asks. ‘I‘h@e
.prmedu;%es were '.ut.lliged to control for th’e‘;rdiffer’ent ‘effé’cts_ the -
confederate might have on the behavioral interaction if he/siie was
-ana@ to freely interact with the student. A total of 4 confécié;j:_atés
. was used (2 male and 2 female) E‘hey were assi'g'néd to an équéci umber of
»_sessmns W.‘lth each type of student and m each S1tuatlon. Saiie s&x dyads "
were ut;hzed thrOUgh the study .. )
Before debrlefmg, each person was asked to rate how much the 51tuat10n

had mvolvcd an mfrmgenmt on hls/her prlvacy. ThlS was done to further -'

verify that the 51tuatlonal ma.mpulations had accomollshed thelr goals

;’.

.
N
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After this the person was debriefed on the purpose of the experiment.

- -

Results

by 2 (sex of subaect) design with n's of 10 in all but one cgil which had
n=7. The data were analyzed by a series of 2 x 2 x 2 analyses: In
“'order to control the experlmen ntwise alpha level at p < .05 no individual .

effects were considered to be 51gn1f1cant unless P < .012 (Haase, Note 1):

Haase's method for determ.mmg alpha is based ug)n the nunber of dependem:
;

v:ﬂ@rlables, ‘the deyree of intercorrelation between the dependent variahles; -

ard the sample size. Each of the behavioral interaction variables was:
transformed to either twp or three categories due to the nature of the dis-
tributi®n of these variables.’

"

It was originally anticipated that introversion would be significantly -

related to interpersonal interaction, Its effects were to be controlled
through, covariance analyses. ﬁoweveé, introversion did not correlate
signjficantly with any of the méagurés_éf_;nterpersanai attraction and
interaction (r's ranged fram .0l to .16), and thﬁs;;t was not included as

a variable in subsequent analyses.

-

.. Privacy Preferences = ¢

. Intérﬁérsbnai attraction.: The reiatioﬁship between pribéé? ﬁféféféﬁéé

of mterpersonal satisfaction. No 51gmf1cant dlfferences were’ found
bctWeen low and hlgh p'rivacy 'p’i:eference groups 'I'herefore, although the .5
means of the hlgh 'p'riva'cy group were all lower on these m’easures thmfi':::those
. of thc low prlvacy group, it céannot bc concluded that people with a high-.

need Ior prlvacy are 1ess attracted to a st_ranger than those mth ; low

13 -
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Behavioral ihtéracti'oﬁ.: 'rh"e' rélationship between privecy préférence

T and behamoral mteractlon was assessed us:mg t.he elght preuously 1dent1f1ed

behavxora:} 1ndlcators for the prlvacy preference groups. - Means and stapdanéi
deviations on the bG.haV1or interaction J_ndlcators for the prlvacy preference
groups ‘are presented in ,Table- 1. All means were in the expected dlreCtlon on

jvioral interaction variablés;

Results indicated that individuals with a fii’g’h need for privacy used -

verbal rernfdrcers significantly less than did md1V1duals w.rth a low need

for prIvacy;; g (;67) = 6;53; p <' :012. The d.lfference bet\/een the groups
in the Quration of verbalizations and frequency of questions approached

srgnrfrcance thh the high need for prlvacy 1nd1v1duals ver.x.llrmg less ﬂuan

e
the 1ow-need for prrvacy ones, F (1767) = 4.49; p <.037) and askmg féwer

questrons, F (1;67) = 5:59; p <.021. There was a smular trend in dura.tlon
of dlrched gaze, duratlon of laughter: a;nc':" frequency of laughter, although '

the d;ffererfces were not significant.

Relatlve to the ratqrs percept:tons of the mtclact.lons there was a .

?

S1gn1f1cant dlffercnce between the lrtgh and Iow pr1Vacy people, F (l 78) =

7’17’ E < .009: Raters percerved the Interactxon in whlch there were hJ.gh

kl

1nvolV1ng low privacy Indrvrduals

[ ,; e

y Preference and Sltuat.lonal Demands Upon Prlvacy

v ? In order to measure the effecﬁ:xveness of the task mampulatlons, cach

S e

1ndlv1du*tl wws askod at the ond of the sccond —mlnute froe interaction to

ratc on a seven—pomt scale: the degree to which pia , first b—mmuLe inter-
v’

14,_‘ , 3
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action was an infringerent -on his/her privacy. Task I individuals reported
, , , :
. a Sigiiificahtiy greater degree of infririgéﬁeht upon their privacy
 (Mean = 3.53) £han did Task II indiviguals (Mean = 213); £(68) = 3:52,

§a<§30008. However, the two grou s self—reported anxiety scores dld

not~ fotlow thlS sane trend. There was no 51gn1f1cant dlfference between

.-.-.

7 Task I.(Mean = 8.74) and Task II (Mean = 8.91) on the anxiety test £(74)
= 0 17, p <..860.7 Thus, 1t appears that the experimental Eﬁﬁiﬁﬁiaticﬁrﬁas.
successfui in creatlng variation in perceived 1nfr1ngement upon privacy, but
_the e ‘was not arnv assoc1ated difference in anx1et¥

o ' Interpersona} attraction. . The effects of sitiational variations in

privacy and need for p’ﬁé@] lipon interpersonal attraction was assessed using -

the same three measures of 1nterpersonal attractlon as descrlbed above:
J&ﬁal§§es of variance showed no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences on the attractlon
indices as a function of the interaction of situation and nzed for privacy:
Therefore; it cannot be concluded that people with a high need for privacy
are less attracted to a stranger in a high demand Sltuatlon than in a 1cw
denand one; compared w1th ‘those w1th a low need for prlvacy. Nor can it be
concluded that pecpie are nmore or less attracted to strangers foiicwxng |

:“

intimate versus ponintimate self-disclosure based upon the lack of 51gn1f1—

cant main effects of situational variations upon interpersonal attraction:

Behavicral interaction. The differential effects of ‘Tasks I and II for

> -

privacy preference groups Upon behavioral interaction were assessed using
2 the behavioral iﬁaiéatbrs ééscribéé above. Analyses of variance on the

behavioral measures reveaied no signlflcant neecd for privacy by situation

interactlons in Intcrpersonal lnteractlon. No significant dlffercnces on 1n—

- terperscnal 1ntcractlon 1ndlces were found elther for the main effect of

¢
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situations. There it cannot be cbnciuaéci ‘that people with a high need for
prlvacy interact less thh a stranger in a hlgh demand 51tuatlon than m a

low demand one, compared with those havmg 1ow prlvacy needs. In addltlon,

'there is no ev1dence that people mteract any dlfferently w1th a strangér }

-

followmg mtunate versus non—::nta:mate self-disclosure.
Relatlve to the raters percéption of the quallty of the mteractlon,

i:h"ere wasv.no significant difference between situations and no significant

Privacy Preference

differences between any interaction of situation, privacy preferencesgggéz T
sex. Thus, it cangot be concluded Ehat the interactions of high' privacy
mlelduals with a stranger are 1ess srrooth, natural and relaxed in a }ugh !
;demand 51tuat10n than in a low denan& situation, oompared W1th those of
low prlvacy 1nd1v1duals. -

Other Effects i

No SLgnlfi'cant effects of se>£ i;ér ;;gnlflcant interactions of sex with o

. 1

other variables were found in the analyses. + : i

bDiscussion

~

'The behavior of individuals scoring high on the prlvacy preference
scale compared with those scoring low was judged by obServers to be sigrmi-
ficantly more unnatural, tense; and awkward when interacting with a stranger.
THis observation was supported by the finding that high privacy individuals
Use significantly fewer 6&5&1%&&&5@@& than low privacy individuals.
Verbal reinforcements by the subject could occur only as a result of prior
verbalizations by the confederate. 's:‘tiiéé the ébﬁfeéérétéé were trained not

to initiate any interaction, this means that Lhcéubjcctg spoke first to the

/i
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" confederate and then used verbal reinforcers as the stranger spoke in retumn.

fThe ‘above relationship is supported by the finding

Verbal reinforcements may have reflected to the confederates an active

interest by the subjects in what the confederates were saying. It may also
have béen a means of encouraging more conversation by the confederates:
that duration of verbali-

zations by the subject was strongly related to the

reinforcers. 7

he results of this stddy suggest that need for privacy does mot Mave
implications for the degree’to which one is attracted to other people.
High privacy individuals appear to have an equal desire to get to know
others as low privacy individuals, but they may lack the interpersoral,
-skills n’e’cessary,- for reiatiéﬁéhiﬁ development. Perhaps irdividuals wif:ﬁ
a high need for privacy receive negative feedback from others as a result
of some deficiencies in interpersonal skills; and this negative Feedback
causes them to need and seck privacy: An alternative explanation’is’ that
individuals with a Figh need for privacy do not get enough practice
interacting with others and so & not learn the necessary social skiiis. ‘

A third possibility is that they have the social skills but were not

"interested in using them: More research is needed: to determine the rela-

tionship between social skills and need for privacy: |
Since, based upon the present study, high need for privacy individuals’
have less smooth and natural social interactions, it may be of interest &
determine if 'privac{'prefer’ences would change as a result of iﬁééiﬁéf%?ﬁi
skills training: It would also be helpful o know how need for privacy is.
related to shyness and social avoidance since Héjirieé (1979) ‘has shown that

»
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it is §oss1ble to teach shy people intcrpersonal skllls which resuits in

‘lnproved feelings about self.

>
Interactlon of Situation and Prlvacy Preferences -

-

@

\1%he manlpulatlon of s1tuatlonal demands .upon privacy d1d not srgnIfI-

cantly affect any of the dependent variables, nor did the. 1nteractnm1 of

s1tuatxpn and prlvacy preferences 1nf1uence 1nterpersonal behavior:

at the concius1on of the 5—m1nute self disclosure.

However, . they dld net- .

obtain hlgher anx1ety scores than 1nd1v1dua1s who were asked to self-

- disclose on nonelntlmate subjects. It may- be that this prlvacy 1nfr1nge—

situation was not extreme enough to produce hlgh anxlety and a subsequent

reductlon of interaction and attractlon.fOr those w1th hlgh prlvacy

preferences.

Wwith respect to s1tuatlona1 demands upon privacy, Goffman (1961)

stud;ed the env;ronments of "total institutions" such as asylums and

prisang and found that individuals' privacy was continually infringed up-

7/

on 1n that people were constantly surveyed ard intimate o nversatxons

were often taﬁe-reéorded;'fhé situations Goffman described réﬁféséﬁt a

was, repres~nted in the bresent<stud§; and this may explain Wﬁiihis sub~

jects inérease in anxiety level while those in the present stu

The results of this study reveal a need for more data on how d}ffe

degrees of self disclosure invluence individuals' attraction and inter—

action with others, as well as other aspects of functioning. .

18
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The lack of amuety associated wrth the mampulatlon of prlvacy ;
J.n thls study rrey suggest that people l'nve adapted to J.nfrmgement upon
prlvacy by .self-ﬂdlsclosure. More information is needed on how other ;
types of situational vaz{ét’iéﬁé in privacy in intimate and non-intimate
relatlonsh.uas affect-. J.nterpersonal behavror.

¢+ Finally, the results have :urpllcatlons for future work on the role

of self dlscloswf;e in ;the relatlonshlp developnent process: 'In an ong01ng g

relationship, it has been proposed ﬂ'iét féié%iaﬁéﬁ’if: ﬁﬁéfaétiéﬁ is
related .u’) a curV1lJ.near fash.lon to self chsclosure m that the most
satlsfled couples report moderate to' hlgh rather than extirer?emly high or .
dow 1evels of self dlsclosure (Taylor, 1\c979) Less IS known_ about the
mpllcatlons of level of self dlsclosure for behavroral J:nteractlon -or

was no eV1dence J.n the present study that lnteractron or attractlon varty
s

as a functlon of levelwf self dlsclosure (Iroderately h:rgh or 1ow), but

these GoricluSions are l:n_mlted to mfbrrretlon frc the speaker (rather
than speaker and listener both) in-.a rion—voluntary self-—disclosure task.

' However, thlS paradlgm nay be useful in detemnmg me conch;tlons under

3
Whlch selF -disclosure does have an m\pact upon ease, of mteractim and

~

attractlon in 1n1t1a1 enoounters through such task variatlons as the.
substltutlon of a na:n.ve subaect for the confederate in the listener role,

the altering of degrée of percelved voluritarlsm (Jn 1eve1 of &f—chsclosure,

and varylng the level of J.ntlmacy o'f;the-."self dlsclosure topics.

U
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Irhe distribution of these variablés was either bimodal or trimodal.

[ &

For, exarple, people tended to either ask no questions during the 5-minute

unstrictured period or ask 3-4 questiors. Those asking none were scored

“g" and those askifg 3-4 were scored "1." .
Se asky | a "1 L

a8,

m—
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< ¥ - . : Table 1 -
B . few F ;

© Means and Standard Deviations on the Behavior Interaction Indicators

y Preference Groups*

L fchavioral -Interaction . .. Privacy' Preference Group p-
v Y Indicptors** . * & High _ Low y :

e e P e (ned0)

'y Smoothness of intexactign |+ oy

e . men . [+ 123 128
T s . . 213 7.99 .009
- Frequfancy of verbal T | N |
reinforcers : | o '
| Mean = - 0.8 0.45  _ ¢ . .o012
e 5.5, S e o3 0.50 |
:J’,&fééQﬁéﬁéy of questions T i
. B | Mean ?93, - 016 . 0.40 021
S om0

Duration of verbalizations

¢ T N
- . .

s .. s

R 4

1.15 - T o3

-

0,83
LN

EE T

Frequency of laughter
17 . .128

S.D. S 0.85 . 0.75

L

buration Of directed gaze - |
Mean® . Y.  0.83 - Llo 1172

5.5. - 0.76 . -0.87
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ee—:, ..  fmable 1 (Continued),

e

. _ Behavioral Interaction ‘Privacy Preference Group p
- . indicators¥ : - :

v | O T o) P

Duration of .laughter ' N o PR
. ( o 77777 7:' - viiid

CMean oz gm0 5 . 185

. l" l> . . - : -

o ;.. S:D. . 0.41 0.48

o, . -
: . : 1.

ﬁﬁiiation of éé%ﬁﬁfé:' S - . | S \, ‘
Mean - | _0.27 . [0.35 T 438
so: ., o4s o048 .

Frequency of gestare - | - ‘
Wan 027 0.3 L ?3
.' i'i; ) N f 0.45 . . . o f. .

Y0 G A U

Ql
.
-

.

*For the 5-minute unstructured period
**n]]1 diration measures are in secoﬁds.
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