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THE INTERRELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PERSONAL SPACE AND

SEX, SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS, AND PERSONALITY

IN A COLLEGE POPULATION

Introduction

For some centuries now, man has been primarily a house

dweller. Within the western house, space is oriented such

that each room has one or more functions. Although most

space is still multifunctional, the function for which space

has become designated seems to define the principle activity

which takes place within that area: for example, sanitation,

rest, eating, and socializing. The practice of defining

space for a particular activity and restricting it to that

activity has not always been the case. The fixed function

of the space or rooms seems to be a fairly recent develop-

ment. Aries (1962, pp. 92-98) points out that in European

homes rooms had no fixed function until the 18th century,

leaving the members of the household no privacy as we know

it today. Not only is the space-function concept new, but

actually very little is known about the way humans use space.

Until very recently, studies relating human behavior to

ecology have focused on such areas as the distribution of
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mental retardation, illegal drug use, and juvenile delin-

quency and aspects of dwelling site or population density.

It seems that much more is known about the space use of

the subhuman species than is known about space in relation

to man. When the term "space" is used in relation to animals,

it is usually in the geographic sense, i.e., the animal's

area of normal activity, that of hunting and mating, and is

called "territory."

The concept of space is divisible into two main types.

The first, a geographic area, may be classified as a species-

held area which is defended against all intruders. The

second way the concept of space may be used is to refer to

an individual's "personal space." Personal space comes from

the concept of territory, as defined by the lower organisms,

but is entirely different. Personal space may be thought of

in terms of physical distance that individual animals place

between themselves and another organism (Sommer, 1959,

pp. 247-260). The personal distance seems to vary from species

to species and from individual to individual. Sommer (1959,

pp. 247-260) distinguishes between the two concepts in sev-

eral ways: (a) Personal space travels with the individual,

while territory is static. (b) Men and animals will mark

territory so that it is visible while personal space is not
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delineated. (c) Personal space is thought of as having the

organism's body in the center of it, while territory is

not. (d) Animals tend to fight for territory, but usually

if personal space is violated they will withdraw.

Sommer (1969, pp. 15, 17) hypothesizes that a group-

held territory is defined to reduce the conflicts which he

believes are associated with feeding, although he offers no

objective evidence for this point of view. Klopfer (1960)

defines territory as "a defended area to which certain

activities are restricted at least in some seasons [pp. 82-

83]." Klopfer (1969, p. 74) summarizes Hinde's belief that

a territory serves the following functions: (a) provides

natural resources (food and refuge), (b) limits competition

for food or nests, (c) increases pair formation and pair-

bond maintenance, (d) reduces predation, aggression, and

spread of infectious germs. There seems to be some contro-

versy as to who originated and named the concept of necessity

of privacy for animals. Ardrey (1966, p. 158) states that

although Burchardt is given credit for the concept, Ardrey

believes that it was actually Hedigar who noticed and named

the phenomenon "individual distance."'

Several theories have been put forth to explain terri-

toriality in animals in terms of both physiological and
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psychological hypotheses. Most of the theorists tend toward

the psychological interpretation, including Darling (1966,

p. 333) who sees the basis of territoriality in terms of

"needs": both the need for security and the need for stimu-

lation. Ardrey (1966, P. 333) perceives three fundamental

needs influencing the behavior of both men and animals.

Those needs are identity, stimulation, and security. Lorenz

(1963), and other theorists on the bases of their observa-

tions and animal studies, tend to extend their theorizing

cautiously to man. It should be pointed out that the posi-

tions concerning needs held by Klopfer, Darling, Ardrey,

and Lorenz are based on conjecture, as there is no definitive

evidence of them. Another short-coming of these positions

and others in this area is that the majority of evidence for

including man in this concept of territoriality rests on

analogies from animals to man, unsupported by rigorous sci-

entific evidence. Klopfer (1969) states that "there are

neither factual nor theoretical bases regarding the role of

ancestral territorial 'impulses' in the structuring (or

fracturing) of human social behavior [p. 102]."

Hall is another of the theorists who supports the posi-

tion that man is a territorial animal. Hall believes that

all living things have a form which separates them from the
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environment. Most organisms also have a second boundary

which is "non-physical and exists outside the physical

boundary [Hall, 1959, p. 187]." Hall calls this area

"organ's territoriality." The definition of "organ's ter-

ritoriality" is "the act of laying claim to and defending

a territory [Hall, 1959, p. 187]." Hall (1959) goes a step

further in his theorizing than do the other theorists, hy-

pothesizing that man learns about space in a "classical"

sense. Hall (1959) notes that "in growing up, people learn

literally thousands of spatial cues, all of which have their

meaning in their own context. These cues 'release' responses

already established in much the same way as Pavlov's bells

started his dogs salivating Lp. 190]." Hall goes on to say

that the hypothesis concerning spatial memory has never been

accurately tested.

Hall (1966) has developed a classification scheme based

on observations of both animals and man. He defines and

describes the salient features and modes of behavior for four

different kinds of space, in which the individual human is

the center of the defined space which radiates from him.

These four distance zones are divided into a "near phase"

and a "far phase." The major classifications include

(a) intimate distance, (b) personal distance, (c) social
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distance, and (d) public distance. Intimate distance is

characterized by an increase in sensory input, physical

contact is possible, and the individual is aware of it.

Personal distance "is a term originating from Hedigar to

designate the distance consistently separating the members

of noncontact species [Hall, 1966, p. 1 1 2 ].1 It is a cul-

turally defined space which an organism customarily maintains

between itself and others. Social distance, at the border-

line of this area, is said to be the "limit of domination";

i.e., touch is not possible though voice level is normal.

Public distance necessitates sensory shifts between social

distance and public distance. Public distance is beyond an

individual's "circle of involvement (Hall, 1966, p. 114) ."

Hall's (1966) perception of space is dynamic because it

is related to action. When we accept space, rather than

view it passively, ". . . we can think of man as surrounded

by a series of expanding and contracting fields which provide

information of many kinds. We can begin to see man in a

different light [Hall, 1966, p. 108.11 Hall believes that

with information concerning space, we can better understand

human behavior, including man's personality. The four dis-

tance zones, Hall feels, vary according to personality and

environmental factors.
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Personality factors which affect space include "intro-

verts and extroverts, authoritarian and egalitarian type of

personalities . . . [Hall, 1966, p. 109]." Hall goes on to

say that humans have several situational personalities which

come in various forms. "The simplest form of the situational

personality is that associated with responses to intimate,

personal, social, and public transaction [Hall, 1969, p. 109].??

Several studies have been done involving small groups in

confinement. Altman and Haythorn (1967) conducted one in

which they found that when two sailors were confined, the

sailors gradually separated themselves, displaying "cocooned"

type of behavior, so that each carefully respected the per-

sonal space of his neighbor. There is very little research

in the literature concerning relevance of space in relation

to personality. Both Williams and Leipold agree that people

classified as introverts, based on personality test scores,

maintain a greater spatial distance and social distance from

other people (Sommer, 1969, p. 20). Lyman and Scott (1967)

set up four types of human territory, including public ter-

ritory, home territory, interactional territories, and body

territories. By public territory the experimenters mean

places where the individual has freedom of access but not

action, as in parks, streets, etc. Interactional territories



are social gathering places marked by boundaries and having

specific rules of access. Personal space is the most private

and belongs to a specific body. The authors further dis-

tinguish between three kinds of encroachment on territory:

violation, in which the violator uses space in some unwar-

ranted manner; invasion, the actual physical presence of an

intruder; and contamination, using a space for something

other than its culturally defined purpose.

Surprisingly little literature regarding the use of

both personal space and social space by human beings is ex-

tant. Though much research exists on the use of space by

animals, little of it is based on analytical evidence. The

major rationale for including man in this framework is obser-

vations of parallel behavior between man and animals in

certain situations involving such factors as forced propin-

quity and/or overbreeding. Calhoon's experiments clearly

demonstrate "1. . . that the rat, hardy as he is, cannot

tolerate disorder, and that, like man, he needs some time

to be alone. Females . . . are particularly vulnerable, as

are the young who need to be screened from birth to weaning

[Hall, 1966, p. 29]."1 Perhaps the reason for the lack of

rigorous investigation of man's use of space is that the
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concept of personal space for humans remains undefined in

an operational manner.

For the purpose of this study personal (PS) is defined

as that area of the total space (TS) in which the subject (S)

can normally expect to be alone. Social space (SS) is de-

fined as that area of the TS which the S can normally expect

to be with other people.

The following study is an attempt to compare the rela-

tive amount of personal space to demographic variables of

sex and socio-economic status. A second objective is to

relate personal space to personality variables as defined

by the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (Hathaway

and McKinley, 1967).

Method

Subjects

The 100 Ss in this study consisted of 50 males and 50

females in undergraduate psychology courses at North Texas

State University, who were volunteered by their instructors

for experience as Ss as part of their course requirements.

All of the Ss were unmarried and were between the ages of

seventeen and twenty-five years of age. Those Ss who com-

pleted the testing were given credit. The Ss were not
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informed as to the nature of the experiment, being told only

that they would receive credit for the experiment and that

it would be involved in a Master's thesis in which their

names would not appear.

Apparatus

The apparatus used in this study consisted of a personal

history data form manufactured by the experimenter (see

Figure 1), a floor plan design which was devised to measure

personal and social space (see Figure 2), and the Minnesota

Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI).

The design used for measuring PS and SS consisted of a

sheet of 18 x 12 inch grid paper in one-fourth inch scale.

The paper was ruled into an 8 x 12 inch area which presented

the TS available for the S to use. The experimenter provided

the Ss with 13 furniture cutouts (Figure 2), including 2 twin

beds, 1 double bed,' 1 king size bed, 1 double dresser (54

inch), 2 small armchairs, 1 cocktail table (48 inch), 1 ex-

tension or oval table, 1 sofa/divan bed (72 inch), 1 bookcase

(48 inch), 1 television, and 1 kneehole desk. The name of

the item was printed on the cutout. All of the furniture

was cut to one-fourth inch scale. Each S was furnished a

sharpened pencil and a straight edge of cardboard 12 inches

long.
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NAME

SEX: MALE FEMALE RACE NATIONA

MARITAL STATUS: (circle) S M D W SEP

HOW OLD WERE YOU WHEN YOU MARRIED?

NUMBER OF CHILDREN BOYS G

AGE OF CHILDREN: MALES

FEMALES

AGE

LITY

IRLS

NUMBER OF BROTHERS AND SISTERS NUMBER OF BROTHERS

OLDER NUMBER OF SISTERS OLDER NUMBER OF

BROTHERS YOUNGER NUMBER OF SISTERS YOUNGER

COMMUNITY IN WHICH YOU WERE BORN

POPULATION

WHAT WAS THE GENERAL NATURE OF THE COMMUNITY? (cir

FARMING INDUSTRIAL SUBURBAN URBAN

PRIMARY TYPE OF HOUSING DURING CHILDHOOD: (circle)

APT RENT OR LEASE OWN

NUMBER OF BEDROOMS DID YOU HAVE YOUR OWN ROOM

IF NOT WITH WHOM DID YOU SHARE? (circle) OLDER SI

OLDER BROTHER, YOUNGER SISTER, YOUNGER BROTHER.

OTHER

HOW MANY HOUSES OR APARTMENTS DO YOU REMEMBER LIVIN

DURING CHILDHOOD?

cle)

? YES NO

STER,

G IN

Fig. 1. Information sheet
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FATHER'S OCCUPATION: (circle) RANCHER FARMER LABOR

TECH PROF

FATHER'S APPROXIMATE INCOME:

FATHER'S EDUCATION: (circle) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

SOME COLLEGE BA MA DR. PHD. OTHER

DOES YOUR MOTHER WORK? APPROXIMATE INCOME

MOTHER'S EDUCATION: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

SOME COLLEGE OTHER

IS ONE OF YOUR PARENTS NOT IN THE HOME? YES NO

REASON YOUR AGE AT THE TIME?

WITH WHOM DO YOU LIVE?

IF PARENTS ARE DIVORCED OR SEPARATED WITH WHOM DID YOU LIVE?

DID THE REMAINING PARENT REMARRY? YOUR AGE?

Fig. 1. Continued



SolalDivan Bed

Kneehole Desk

Small
Arm Chair

Twin Bed

Extension Table

Oval Table

48EBookcase

ArCSmallArm Chair

Twin Bed

Double Dresser

48" Cocktail
Table

Television

Fig. 2. Furniture used in the social/private space

device .
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Procedure

Arrangements were made for the personal history sheets

to be filled out and returned by the Ss during a normal

class period at the request of their instructor. The Ss

who did not meet the basic requirements of age and marital

status were disregarded. The MMPI was then administered to

the remaining Ss. The instructions given to the Ss were the

standard instructions and statement saying the results would

be confidential and that the only reason for using their

names was to keep track of each person's data.

Each S was given the following instructions on a sheet

of paper:

You have been handed a large grid and envelope.
The paper is marked off into a one-fourth inch grid.
The area within the darkened line is the area which
you are to use. Within the area you are to design the
floor plan of your house. You are to draw the follow-
ing rooms within the floor plan:

1) Bathroom.
2) Bedroom (children's).
3) Bedroom (master).
4) Den or office-room to work in or be alone.
5) Kitchen.
6) Living room or family room--room to be in with

others.
7) Sewing room--room to work in or be alone.

You may designate as much area of the house as you wish
for any of the rooms, so long as all of the rooms are
included and all of the space is used. Do not use halls

or closets; all of the available space is to be used
for the rooms. The rooms may not be exactly as you
would like them because of the shape of the total area.
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The envelope contains paper furniture which is
cut to scale and has the name printed on the top. The
furniture is to give you a size perspective from which
to measure the size of the rooms. The furniture in-
cludes the following:

1) 1 king size bed.
2) 1 double bed.
3) 2 twin beds.
4) 1 extension or oval table.
5) 1 sofa/divan bed.
6) 1 cocktail table.
7) 2 small armchairs.
8) 1 double dresser.
9) 1 kneehole desk.

10) 1 bookcase.
11) 1 television.
You are to design this floor plan to house you and

your family. You are to imagine yourself as a parent
within a family that includes a spouse and two children.
Remember there are four people in each family.

Please use the pencil that has been furnished you.
If you must erase, please do it completely. Make your
lines dark enough to be read and use the straight edge
that has been provided to make the lines straight.
Please write your name at the top of the page. If you
have questions, reread the instructions and if the
question is not answered, please raise your hand.

The personal history sheet was used to designate two

groups, male and female. The Ss were divided into socio-

economic classes by combined income of both parents, and a

median was calculated. A median income of $16,000 was estab-

lished and used to delimit high and low groups.

The instrument for measuring space was used to calculate

the amount of PS and the amount of SS for each S. Four

measures of space were computed from the data. Space which

was designated PS and SS was measured with one-fourth inch



16

equal to one foot, and an amount in square feet was calcu-

lated. The measures of PS and SS were calculated as follows:

PS in relation to total space (TS) available (PS/TS); SS in

relation to the TS available (SS/TS). The relation of SS

to PS was calculated SS/PS, and the amount of TS which an

individual allowed as PS for projected spouse (PSos) was

calculated PSos/TS. For example, if a male S designated

435 square feet as the living room of the 1,536 square feet

available to him for his house, the 435 was divided by the

1,536 (1,53 equaling .2832. If the same S designated

136 square feet as the den (PS), the TS (1,536) would be

divided into it 136 equaling .0885. The relationship

between PS and SS was calculated SS/PS (2 ), equaling

3.20. The figure 3.20 was used as a dependent measure for

part of this study dealing with the amount of PS S desig-

nated for self. In order to establish the dependent measure

for PSos, the number of square feet that the S designated

as PS for his projected spouse in the sewing room or den was

used. If the square feet designated as PSos (sewing room)

was 119 square feet, the calculation would be PSosTS
119 = .0970. The figure .0970 would be used as a dependent

measure for the amount of PS a S designated for his PSos

in the analysis of variance.
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The MMPI was administered and hand scored. All t

scores were determined by the procedure outlined by Hathaway

and McKinley (1967) using the norm that they established,

converting raw scores to t scores when the K factor had

been added to the raw scores. The data obtained on the

MMPI was correlated with the amount of PS to SS using a

Pearson (Product Moment) r.

Means and standard deviations were calculated using

the ratio of PS to SS for all the groups. Analysis of

variance was used to test the difference between groups as

to the amount of PS and SS designated for self and for PSos.

A simple analysis of variance was used to determine the

amount of difference in PS between males and females. A

second analysis of variance was used to analyze the differ-

ence in income and sex. A third analysis of variance was

run to test the difference between PS designated for self

and PSos. A Duncan Range Test (Duncan, 1955) was used to

test significance and to distinguish the amount of variance

between groups. For all statistics an alpha level of <.05

was decided upon a priori.



Results

Means and standard deviations between males and females

are presented in Table 1. The method used for calculation

of the dependent variable was PS/SS.

TABLE 1

Means, and Standard Deviation of the Ratio of

Personal/Social Space Between

Males and Females

Groups Means Standard Deviations

Males 2.121 1.491

Females 3.051 2.213

By examination of Table 1 it is evident that females

yielded a larger 7 than did the males' X. An analysis of

variance was calculated to test the significance between

the 7s.

As shown in Table 2, the results of the analysis of

variance indicate that males and females designated signifi-

cantly different amounts of space as personal space. By

examination of the 7s it is evident that females designate

more space as personal space than do males.
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TABLE 2

Simple Analysis of Variance for Sex and

Personal/Social Space Ratio

Source Sum of Squares df Variance Estimate F P

Between 21.595 1 21.595 5.984 <.05

Within 353.683 98 3.609

Total 375.278 99

Table 3 represents the Xs and Standard Deviations for

sex and socio-economic status.

TABLE 3

Means and Standard Deviations of the Ratio of Personal/Social

Space Between Sex and Socio-Economic Status

Sex Socio-Economic Combined Means and

High Low Standard Deviation

Mean 2.2334 2.0090 2.1214
Male

Standard
Deviation 1.6541 1.2973 1.4907

Mean 3.6892 2.4124 3 .0508
Female

Standard
Deviation 2.7872 1.0528 2.2026

Mean 2.9614 2.2108
Combined

Standard
Deviation 2.4057 1.1985



20

When the sex and socio-economic class means were ana-

lyzed, the results demonstrated in Table 4 indicate that

there is a significant difference between socio-economic

Classes as defined.

TABLE 4

Analysis of Variance of Sex, Socio-Economic Status, and

Relationship to Personal/Social Space Ratio

Source Sum of Squares df Mean Squares F P

Rows (Male
and Female) 14.0850 1 14.0850 4.0645 <.05

Columns
(Socio- 21.5946 1 21.5946 6.2315 <.05
Economic
Class)

Interaction 6.9221 1 6.9221 1.9975 n/s

Within Cells 332.6758 96

Total 375.2776 99

Interaction was not significant between sex and socio-

economic class. A significant difference was found between

high and low socio-economic classes by examining the sample

means (see Table 3); it seems that the higher-class females

accounted for the variance. There is no interaction between

the variables, which suggests that while there are differences
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between the sexes, with high-class females accounting for

the variance in the dependent variable, it does not appear

to be influenced differentially by income.

The relationship between the mean amount of the ratio

between PS for self and the amount of PS designated for

projected spouse is represented in Table 5.

TABLE 5

Means and Standard Deviations Between Sex, Socio-Economic

Status for the Ratio of Personal Space for Self

and Projected Spouse

Socio-Economic Class

Sex
High Low

Mean .1393 .1296
Male

Standard
Deviation .0517 .0456

Mean .0980 .1050
Female

Standard
Deviation .0511 .0500

In order to measure the significance between the

sample means, an analysis of variance was calculated (see

Table 6).
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TABLE 6

Analysis of Variance of Sex, Socio-Economic Status and

Relationships on Personal Space Projected Space

Source Sum of Squares df Mean Squares F P

Rows M-F .2071 1 .0271 10.5521 <.05

Columns S-E .0000 1 .0000 .0181 n/s

Interaction .0017 1 .0017 .6780 n/s

Within Cell .2472 96 .0025

Total .2762 99

The results of Table 6 indicate that there is a signifi-

cant difference between the amount of PS which males and

females will designate for their projected spouses. There is

no interaction between sex and socio-economic status. A

Duncan Range was calculated in which pair by pair comparisons

of cells were viewed (see Table 7).

The X scores reported determine which of the groups con-

tributed the variance necessary to produce significance.

Mean scores of three groups that differ significantly include

high-class Males M (HC) versus high-class Females F (HC),

high-class Males M(HC) versus low-class Females F(LC), and

low-class Males M(LC) versus high-class Females F(HC).
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TABLE 7

Duncan Range with Sex, Socio-Economic Class,

and Personal Space

Ranks Initial Groups Mean Differences Range Products P

4-1 M(HC) 1-3 F(HC) .041 .031 <.05

4-2 M(HC) 1-4 F(LC) .034 .032 <.05

4-3 M(HC) 1-2 M(LC) .010 .029 n/s

3-1 M(LC) 2-3 F(HC) .032 .030 <.05

3-2 M(LC) 2-4 F(LC) .025 .029 n/s

2-1 F(LC) 4-3 F(HC) .007 .029 n/s

By examination of the X scores in Table 7 it is pos-

sible to determine which of the groups contributed the

variance necessary to produce significance. Lower-class

males will allot more of the space available for their own

PS than they will allot for their projected spouse.

As is represented in Table 8, the amount of personal

space for males was significantly correlated with the Mascu-

linity/Femininity Scale positively and with the Social

Introversion Scale negatively. Other scales were not sig-

nificant.
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TABLE 8

Means and Standard Deviations on 12 MMPI Scales and Amount

of Personal Space for Males, Using the Pearsonian

Correlation Between Two Measures

Variables (Scales) Means SD r D

1. Validity (F) 52.700 9.183 .067 n/s

2. Correction (K) 59.480 11.594 -.209 n/s

3. Hypochondriasis (Hs) 54.200 10.360 -. 08 3  n/s

4. Depression (D) 56.300 14.066 -.163 n/s

5. Hysteria (Hy) 58.580 8.234 -.071 n/s

6. Psychopathic
Deviate (Pd) 62.220 12.174 -.031 n/s

7. Masculinity/
Femininity (MF) 66.680 11.587 .307 <.05

8. Paranoia (Pa) 57.040 10.227 -.257 n/s

9. Psychoasthenic (Pt) 62.180 14.068 -.120 n/s

10. Schizophrenic (Sc) 65.080 14.860 -.219 n/s

11. Hypomania (Ma) 65.020 10.723 .161 n/s

12. Social Introversion 49.780 9.918 -.363 <.05

(Si)

For females the correlation between PS and MMPI scores

produced one significant negative correlation, personal
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space and low score on Psychopathic Deviant scale, signifi-

cant at the <.05 level of confidence (see Table 9).

TABLE 9

Means and Standard Deviations on 12 MMPI Scales and Amount

of Personal Space for Females, and the Pearsonian

Correlation Between Two Measures

Variables (Scales) Means SD r D

1. Validity (F) 53.939 9.597 -.197 n/s

2. Correlation (K) 56.122 12.023 .094 n/s

3. Hypochondriasis (Hs) 54.327 10.189 .174 n/s

4. Depression (D) 50.755 10.310 .069 n/s

5. Hysteria (Hy) 57.082 8.776 .041 n/s

6. Psychopathic
Deviant (Pd) 61.286 11.704 -.349 <.05

7. Masculinity/
Femininity (MF) 46.388 7.884 .063 n/s

8. Paranoia (Pa) 56.510 11.189 -.152 n/s

9. Psychoasthenic (Pt) 55.408 11.528 -.024 n/s

10. Schizophrenic (Sc) 59.735 8.877 -.071 n/s

11. Hypomania (Ma) 61.980 10.786 .057 n/s

12. Social Introversion
(Si) 49.612 11.444 .011 n/s
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The remaining scales failed to reach significance. The cor-

relation was negative; thus, it seems that as the wish for

PS increased, the scores on the Psychopathic Deviant scale

decreased.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to investigate PS in

terms of sex differences, economic differences and personal-

ity. As this study was explorative, there were no hypotheses

made.

Several interesting results were found in this study.

Results indicated the following: (1) There is a difference

between the space needs of men and women. Women seemed to

need more PS than men do. (2) There is a difference between

socio-economic classes in the amount of PS an individual

will allot for himself. The higher-class female will allot

more PS for herself than will the lower-class female.

(3) There seems to be a difference in the amount of PS a S

will designate to his projected spouse. High-class females

contributed significantly more space to their spouse than

did low-class males. (4) When MIPI scales were correlated

with PS, several scales were found to be significant. For

females the MMPI Psychopathic Deviant Scale was found to be

significant.
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The findings of this study will be explained in a social-

ization framework. It is this author's contention that

behavior which leads to differential needs of space, both

PS and SS, is learned as one learns other forms of social

behavior. Girls in growing up usually will have a room to

themselves if it is at all possible. Boys on the other hand

will usually share a bedroom with other boys in the family.

In public schools there is some differentiation as to the

privacy needs between boys and girls. One of the prominent

examples of this differentiation is in the bathrooms. Boys'

bathrooms usually have a group urinal and separate stalls

without doors. Girls' bathrooms tend to have stalls with

doors and possibly locks. In a dormitory situation girls

tend to have private bathrooms, while boys' bathrooms tend

to be collective. If the need for personal space is learned

as Hall hypothesizes, in an S-R framework, part of the dif-

ferences between sexes may be accounted for in this way.

Socio-economic class seems to be a factor in the amount

of PS that an individual will allot for himself. The higher-

class female allotted more PS to herself than did the lower-

class female. It seems that a possible explanation of this

result might also be made in terms of what the S was accus-

tomed to while growing up. Income of a child's parents is
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Thus the higher-class child has, as a rule, more space avail-

able to be used as PS. The lower-class child's home may

very well not have the total space available for designating

space as a den or a sewing room. Thus the author suspects

that there would be a negative correlation between multi-

purpose space and income. That is, in the lower-class home,

rooms would have an increased number of functions. As the

social class rises, the number of functions of a room would

decrease. These variables were not examined in this study,

however.

When PSos was examined, it was found that males and

females allotted different amounts of space for their spouse.

High-class females tended to contribute significantly more

space to their spouse than did lower-class males. It is

possible to explain these results on the basis of the space

available within the TS. Another possible explanation is

the difference in the socialization process for males and

females.

In a discussion of how culture affects a child, Stone

and Church (1965, p. 95) point out that not only does "culture"

play a major part in shaping human behavior, but that within

one's culture are "subcultures" in which individuals may
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play different roles as designated by their social position.

The researchers go on to point out that income, neighborhood,

occupation, etc., determine the subculture variation. Chil-

dren tend not only to learn sex differences when they are

very young, but also to learn what they are to do as adults.

Boys learn to be men, girls learn to be wives. Stone and

Church (1965, p. 99) point out that "learning what it means

to be male and female is one of the most vital lessons of

childhood, and can serve as a model for all cultural learn-

ing." Parents tend to treat boys differently from girls;

boys get masculine-type toys, girls get feminine-type toys.

Each gets toys which are representative of their sex-oriented

functions later in life.

Sears (1964, p. 128), in a discussion of the development

of personality in children, says that intracultural variations

in methods of child-rearing produce "different affectional

values within the family, produce children with different

kinds of motivational systems and different styles or qual-

ities of affectual behavior." Komarovsky (1950, pp. 508-

516) studied the variations in a female college population

by which independence was learned for sons and daughters,

in terms of sex role. She found that boys were deliberately

emancipated early in life while girls' development was
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retarded. Males were given much more freedom for independ-

ent action and more privacy in personal affairs. On the

other hand, girls' roles, especially with regard to family

social obligations were much more strictly adhered to. It

seems possible that females, because they are not given the

privacy outside the home, will tend to take space within the

home for privacy.

It is this author's contention that the need for space

is probably learned in much the same way other social behavior

is learned. The factors that affect the culture or subcul-

ture also affect the need for PS. It appears, however, that

even within cultures variations of child-rearing exist which

are felt to affect personality development.

When PS was correlated with the personality variables,

there were three significant findings. For males the

Masculinity-Femininity Scale and the Social Introversion

Scale correlated significantly. The Masculinity-Femininity

Scale produced a positive correlation indicating that as

Masculinity-Femininity increases, so did the desire for PS.

The Masculinity-Femininity Scale is constructed assuming

that males and females have patterns of interest which are

characteristic of their sex. These interests may be indices

of masculine and feminine interests (Bier, 1956).
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Bier (1956, pp. 586-609) reports that in his study he con-

firmed the results of Terman and Miles who reported unfavor-

able scores for seminary college students. It may be that

college students, because of education, have inflated MF

scores which accounts for the correlation.

When PS was correlated with Social Introversion, a

negative correlation was produced. Thus, the lower the

Social Introversion, the higher the PS. It may be that the

Social Introversion Scale on the MMPI and the PS instrument

in which the S had to delineate a given area of space as PS,

were not measuring the same concept. Sommer (1969, p. 69)

points out that "several studies have shown that introverts

remain further away from other people than do extroverts,

which is another way of saying that spatial distance as well

as social distance are aspects of what we call introversion.

Fear of rebuke tends to increase individual distance but

approval seeking reduces it." It may be that the socially

introverted individual is more withdrawn into self and does

not go beyond self; therefore, he does not attach self to

anything but self. Personal possessions are usually thought

of as an extension of self for the extroverted individual.

The more possessions that a person acquires, the more space

it takes to store and utilize these personal possessions.
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An example of how the less introverted person might need a

large amount of PS is the person who enjoys hunting and

trophy collections. One way to estimate status is to esti-

mate what a person owns. It seems that status to a large

extent is built on possessions: the more possessions the

higher the status. The results of this study seem to bear

out this premise. The more PS an individual requires, the

higher the socio-economic status.

When the MMPI was correlated with female PS, it was

found that there is a significant negative correlation be-

tween Psychopathic Deviant and female PS. As the Psychopathic

Deviant Scale goes down, the personal space goes up. It may

be that the negative correlation between the Psychopathic

Deviant Scale and PS can be explained on the basis of the

development of social behavior. A person with well-integrated

social behavior or one that was not high on the Psychopathic

Deviant Scale might be expected to require more PS. The

Psychopathic Deviant personality on the other hand is more

dependent on others; i.e., he depends on the presence of

others. Thus he would be expected to require less PS than

would the non-Pd personality.

Another possible explanation is exemplified by the

results of Black's (1953, pp. 562-574) study in which he
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used ratings by peers for girls in a college population and

MMPI scores. Results indicated that of girls rated high,

the most likable were those with significantly lower scores

on several scales including Psychopathic Deviant. A pos-

sible explanation for the present results is that females

scoring low on the Pd scale had well-developed social be-

havior or at least were sure of themselves and thus can

afford to designate as much space as they would like as PS.

Because of the limits placed upon this study, it is not

possible to go any further in trying to explain these re-

sults. There is obviously a great need for more research in

this area.

This study was an attempt to study certain variables

which were thought to interact with PS. Several interesting

results were found, including the finding that females re-

quire more PS than males do. Socio-economic class does seem

to affect personal space. The Ss of higher socio-economic

class designated more PS than did the Ss of lower socio-

economic class. When PSos was measured by socio-economic

class, it was found that high-class female Ss designated more

PS to their projected spouses than did the low-class male Ss.

Certain MMPI Scales were correlated. Male MMPI Mascu-

linity/Femininity correlated positively, scale Si correlated
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negatively. For females, Psychopathic Deviant Scale corre-

lated negatively with PS. Adequate explanations for these

results could not be made. It is obvious that further

research in the field is needed.



References

Altman, I. & Haythorne, W. W. The ecology of isolated

groups. Behavioral Science, 1967, 7, 169-182.

Ardrey, R. The territorial imperative. New York: Atheneum,

1966.

Aries, P. Centuries of childhood. New York: Alfred A.

Knopf, 1962. Cited by E. T. Hall, The hidden dimension.

New York: Doubleday, 1966, pp. 97-98.

Bier, W. C. A comparative study of five Catholic college

groups on the MMPI. In G. S. Welsh & W. G. Dahlstrom

(Ed.), Basic readings on the MMPI in psychology and

medicine. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,

1956.

Black, J. D. MMPI results for fifteen groups of female col-

lege students. In G. S. Welsh & W. G. Dahlstrom (Ed.),

Basic readings on the MMPI in psychology and medicine.

Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1965.

Duncan, D. B. Multiple range and multiple f test. Biometrics,

1955, 11, 1-42.

35



36

Darling, F. F. Social behavior and survival, AUK, 1952, 69,

183-191. Cited by R. Ardrey, The territorial impera-

tive. New York: Atheneum, 1966, P. 333.

Fisher, R. A. The design of experiments. (2nd ed.) Edin-

burgh, Scotland: Oliver & Boyd, 1937.

Hall, E. T. The silent language. Garden City, N. Y.:

Doubleday, 1959.

Hall, E. T. The hidden dimension. Garden City, N. Y.:

Doubleday, 1966.

Howard, H. E. Territoriality in bird life. New York:

Atheneum, 1964.

Hinde, R. A. The biological significance of the territories

of birds, Ibis, 1956, 98, 340-369. Cited by F. H.

Klopfer, Habitats and territories. New York: Basic

Books, 1969, pp. 83-84.

Klopfer, P. H. Habitats and territories: A study of the use

of space by animals. New York: Basic Books, 1969.

Komarovsky, M. Functional analysis of sex roles. American

Sociological Review, 1950, 15 (4), 508-516.

Leipold, W. E. Psychological distance in a dyadic interview.

Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of North

Dakota, 1963. Cited by R. Sommer, Personal space, the



37

behavioral basis of design. Englewood Cliffs, N. J.:

Prentice-Hall, 1969, p. 30.

Lorenz, K. On aggression. New York: Harcourt, Brace, &

World, 1966.

Lyman, S. M. & Scott, M. B. Territoriality: A neglected

sociological dimension. Social Problems, 1967, 15,

236-249.

Sears, R. R. Personality development in the family, Social

science research council, 1948. Cited by J. Seidman,

The child. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston,

1964, pp. 117-137.

Sommer, R. Personal space, the behavioral basis of design.

Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, 1969.

Sommer, R. Studies in personal space. Sociometry, 1959, 22,

247-260.

Stone, L. J. & Church, J. Childhood and adolescence: A

psychology of the growing person. New York: Random

House, 1965.

Williams, J. L. Personal space and its relation to extro-

version-introversion. Unpublished master's thesis,

University of Alberta, 1963. Cited by R. Sommer,

Personal space, the behavioral basis of design. Engle-

wood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, 1969, p. 30.


