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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION
A LONGITUDINAL ASSESSMENT OF PRIVACY AND TERRITORY
ESTABLISHMENT IN A COLLEGE RESIDENCE HALL SETTING

College student retention/persistence is of great concern to higher education
officials and has been linked to academic, social, and cultural factors that predict
successful adjustment and satisfaction with the setting and the experience. The current
research examines territory formation in a residence hall as one of the predictors of
favorable outcomes for first-year students.

A sample of first-year Honors students (» = 110) assigned to a new residence hall
participated in a five-wave longitudinal study to track changes in territoriality over their
first 11 weeks on campus and to assess the impact of 17 territoriality indicators on
student outcomes, including perceived stress and well-being. At each occasion,
participants completed paper questionnaires related to assessment of their residence hall
room and the student outcomes of interest. Personality traits such as privacy preference
and dominance served as covariates. All participants had a roommate whom they had not
met prior to assignment to the residence hall.

Unconditional growth models showed that 11 of the 17 territory components (e.g.,
perceived room carrying capacity, perception of the space as more private than public)
demonstrated changes over time consistent with territory formation. The longitudinal data
also showed that territory correlates (e.g., amount of personalization) were associated

with positive student outcomes related to health, loneliness, happiness, life satisfaction,

il



roommate satisfaction, and university satisfaction. Data from 2- or 3-week comparison
samples (n = 66 and 28) and a separate analysis of the first 3 weeks of the 11-week
sample showed very little change in territoriality and student outcomes, suggesting that
residence hall territory establishment and the relationships associated with it require more
than 3 weeks to develop.

The findings also imply the need to clarify between immediately occurring
‘maintenance’ behaviors and gradually developing ‘attachment’ cognitions. Previous
research conducted with short personalization taské or in public spaces suggested that
individuals immediately form a territorial bond using social scripts. The current work
suggests that stronger territorial cognitions likely take time to develop and are therefore
only found in primary territories or after prolonged exposure, but once formed do predict
positive outcomes, including overall satisfaction with a university.

Keywords: PERSISTENCE, COLLEGE STUDENT, OWNERSHIP, ATTACHMENT,
PERSONALIZATION
Jacob Arthur Benfield
Psychology Department
Colorado State University

Fort Collins, CO 80523
Fall 2008
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

College student retention, satisfaction, emotional well-being, and academic
success are major goals of every university. Entering freshmen in many cases are
transitioning from dependent living arrangements with family members to independent
living with other students. This transition can be a disastrous maladaptation for some and
an exhilarating growth opportunity for others. Some students can experience loneliness,
stress, and other forms of psychological distress. Crowded communal living
arrangements, loud and distracting neighbors, and difficulty connecting with the
community can cause some students to withdraw from school and return to a more
comfortable setting.

At the same time, other students are truly satisfied with their new living
arrangement and have no trouble finding a niche in the university community. These
individuals do not seem to mind the densely populated residence hall and successfully
block out or avoid the distractions that accompany such living conditions. To these
students, previous residences become replaced by the new home that they have at college,
and long-term identification with that particular setting is extremely likely. Why do such

contrasting experiences occur? What mechanisms help explain, and predict, both the

disconnected and the well-adapted student experience?



Student Persistence Research

Student retention, or persistence to graduation, is an area of extensive research
within the field of education with most of the focus being on either high school or college
student persistence. Current estimates show a national first-year retention rate of 67.6% at
four-year public institutions; five-year graduation persistence rates average around 40.5%.
Four-year private institutions fare slightly better in first-year retention (70.2%) and
degree persistence (57.5%) but two-year institutions (both public and private) do
substantially worse (American College Testing, 2007). Overall, only about two-thirds to
three-quarters of incoming college students continue past their first year of education; ..
only half of entering students will complete their degree in five years. Degree completion
rates do not substantially increase after the first five years.

While several different models, approaches, and variables have been used to
explain and/or predict persistence, some attempts have been more fruitful than others (for
reviews see Pantages & Creedon, 1978; Peltier, Laden, & Matranga, 1999). Most notable
are Tinto’s theory of student departure (Tinto, 1993), Astin’s student integration model
(Astin, 1977a, 1977b), and Bean’s psychological model (Bean, 1980; Bean & Eaton,
2001). Each model differs in underlying assumptions (e.g., Tinto’s approach is
sociological and Bean’s is psychological) and in the central influence on retention (e.g.,
Astin emphasizes involvement in campus activities and Bean emphasizes psychological
processes and individual differences), but all emphasize the need to bond or affiliate
academically, socially, and/or culturally with the educational institution.

The specific variables commonly used in the persistence literature highlight one

or more of these models by emphasizing both individual and group level academic, social,



and cultural characteristics. For example, prior academic success (e.g., high school GPA),
placement exam scores, educational aspiration and academic momentum (e.g., recent
academic successes or failures) are commonly used indicators of persistence and partially
explain some of the gap between public and private institutional retention rates (Astin,
Tsui, & Avalos, 1996, Cardoza, 1991; Sax, Astin, Korn, & Mahoney, 1995). Academic
success/ability variables are generally more predictive of first-year retention rather than
five-year degree completion (Kohen, Nestel, & Karmas, 1978).

Social components also play a vital role in first-year retention and seem to carry
over into degree completion better than purely academic variables. Berger (1997) tested
social integration and sense of community as a source of persistence using concepts from
community psychology research. He found that a stronger sense of community was
created in residence halls compared to off-campus housing and that it related to both
positive social integration with peers and first-year student retention. This supported
previous research suggesting that residence halls alone account for around a 12%
persistence increase and that positive social support networks increase retention (Astin,
1977a; Nora, Cabrera, Hagedorm & Pascarella, 1996). Other forms of social interaction
and involvement such as early interactions with other students (e.g., orientations), one-
on-one faculty mentoring, participation in athletics, and participation in extracurricular
activities have been shown to relate to higher retention and five-year graduation rates
(Milem & Berger, 1997; Pascarella & Smart, 1991).

Cultural variables related to persistence have largely centered on ethnic or gender
minority status, with some fesearch on socio-economic factors (Peltier et al., 1999). Often

times the interaction of those individual characteristics is most important in determining



whether the student will be able to integrate into the culture of the institution. For
example, Stoecker, Pascarella, and Wolfe (1988) found a number of differences both
within and between ethnic groups based on gender. Whereas African-American male
persistence was based on socio-economics and academic achievement, African-American
female persistence was centered on the prestige of the institution and academic goals. In
addition to ethnic group and gender differences in prediction, another consistent finding
shows that persistence is most difficult when a student is a minority within the institution
(e.g., being Hispanic at a predominantly European-American college or being from a
low-income family at a largely upper class private university). This seems to be true
regardless of whether the minority status is based on ethnicity, gender, socio-economic
status, or state residency status (Bennett & Okinaka, 1990; Cabrera, Nora, Terenzini,
Pascarella, & Hagedorn, 1999; Cardoza, 1991; Eimers & Pike, 1997; Leppel, 2002).
Research on student retention covers a very wide range of institutional and
societal issues. It has utilized several different types of models and variables to help
explain what differentiates the disconnected from the ‘at home’ student experience in a
way that encompasses the breadth of the issue. However, these research findings are
largely based on immovable aspects of either the institution or the individual student. To
say that a person’s academic ability (IQ, reading level), social experience (having a
positive first day, going to faculty office hours), or genetic make-up (having a Y
chromosome, producing more skin pigmentation) predict persistence is to imply that
much of the persistence problem is beyond the influence of the university itself. While
this may be partially true, focusing on more easily influenced variables may be more

helpful in the long term. Psychological research on the built environment and social



interaction has produced several alternative explanations for how a student could become
either disconnected or ‘at home’ in the institution.
Privacy

As a common human behavior and psychological motivation, privacy has been
described within various disciplines in a variety of ways. Several definitions, and general
social connotation, emphasize the role of physical seclusion and/or interaction avoidance.
Privacy is something that is accomplished by temporarily removing oneself from the
public view or by removing unwanted parties from the area in order to gain seclusion and
consequently privacy (Bates, 1964; Chapin, 1951; Newell, 1995, 1998). Other privacy
researchers and theorists have avoided the seclusion definition and chosen to treat privacy
as a control mechanism. Privacy in this case refers to an individual’s desire to control
what level of interaction occurs, the type of interaction taking place, and/or with whom
he or she interacts (Altman, 1975; Ittelson, Proshansky, & Rivlin; 1970; Pedersen, 1997,
1999). The latter description of privacy as a control mechanism is generally more widely
accepted within social and environmental psychology research for two reasons.

First, privacy as regulated control allows for the inclusion of avoidance and
seclusion behaviors outlined by the other definitions of privacy without the exclusion of
other, non-avoidance behaviors. For example, one way to control the type of interaction
occurring, or to control with whom an individual interacts, is to hold the interaction at a
secluded location or to remove undesirable parties from the location one is currently in
(avoidance/seclusion behaviors). This is not to say that other behaviors, such as

whispering, could not have accomplished the same level of privacy.



A more specific example of the importance of viewing privacy as including
avoidance behaviors but not being limited to them comes from Westin’s (1970) analysis
of privacy types and functions. In this framework, privacy can occur through solitude,
intimacy, anonymity, or reserve. A persoﬁ can achieve privacy through seclusion and
avoidance (solitude) but can get the same psychological feeling by being in a large,
anonymous crowd (anonymity) or with high levels of selective attention (reserve). In this
model, Westin also points out that protected communication is only one of several
functions of privacy and that seclusion behaviors may not promote other, less secretive
privacy functions. At times, we may desire privacy in order to help define ourselves and
our affiliations. In that case, privacy is about controlled interaction and public behavior
rather than the seclusion one desires for protected communication.

The second reason that a control approach to privacy is more widely used
involves the important role that perceived control seems to play in several other
psychological concepts. Loss of personal control is the very essence of learned
helplessness and is related to several psychological disorders including depression
(Seligman, 1975; Seligman & Maier, 1967). High perception of personal control is
related to psychological well-being and health (Rodin, 1986; Seligman, 1991; Tangney,
Baumeister, & Boone, 2004). In short, control appears to be salient in all human behavior
so should therefore be salient in all human privacy behaviors.

Within the field of environmental psychology, privacy as control is valuable in
that privacy research can be easily modeled in existing theoretical frameworks. The
behavioral constraint model places control as the central aspect of behavioral freedom

(Proshansky, Ittelson, & Rivlin, 1970; Zlutnick & Altman, 1972). In this model of



environmental influence on behavior, it is the loss of perceived control that leads to
actual or perceived behavioral constraint by the environment. In the context of privacy,
environments that decrease the perception of control over privacy (i.e., shared bedrooms,
open-access internet chat rooms) lead to further constraints on behavior such as
socializing, group affiliation, or keeping secrets.

Privacy, whether it is accomplished through temporary seclusion or general
control over interactions, is a primary behavior found across all variants of humanity
(Altman, 1977; Gauvain, Altman, & Fahim, 1983). Using a control framework, privacy
could be argued as a psychological need that could even be biologically motivated.
Research on privacy shows that it is a crucial element of design (Evans & McCoy, 1998;
Keeley & Edney, 1983; Kupritz, 1998; Sundstrom, 1986), and other research indicates
that privacy is related to healthy social functioning, restored emotional well-being, and-
lower stress levels (Haggard & Werner, 1990; Newell, 1998; Vinsel, Brown, Altman, &
Foss, 1980). Harris, Werner, Brown, and Ingebritsen (1995) described privacy asa -
“universal human need” (311).

If privacy is indeed so key to universal human functioning, especially if control
dictates privacy behaviors, much of human behavior should be interpreted in the context
of privacy. One particular model does just that. Altman’s (1975) explanation of the
environment’s potential impact on social behavior lays a foundation for explaining
several universal human behaviors including privacy.

Altman’s (1975) conceptualization of the environment’s impact on human social
behavior holds privacy as the central motivating force behind various social and

environmental based compensatory mechanisms. In his framework, privacy is described



as a dialectic boundary control process that allows individuals, groups, and any other
social unit to optimize the level of interaction occurring with other individuals, groups or
social units. Through a series of behavioral mechanisms—territoriality and personal
space—a person or group is able to move toward a desired level of privacy.
Psychological and physical distress occurs when achieved privacy is either higher or
lower than desired levels.

For example, crowding is conceptualized by Altman as the perceived breakdown
of personal boundaries and/or territorial mechanisms leading to a very low level of
achieved privacy. On the opposite pole would be complete solitude in which territorial or
personal boundaries have restricted interaction more than desired by the individual or
other social unit. However, it is important to note that privacy in this framework is also a
dynamic process in which desired levels fluctuate dependent on the situation. At times, a
person or group may want complete, open interaction and at others may strive for total
social isolation. As such, the importance of successfully using behavioral mechanisms in
matching desired privacy and achieved privacy is central to his discussion.

As a consequence of Altman’s (1975) conjecture that privacy is central to human
functioning, several projects have included privacy when trying to evaluate the physical
environment and when attempting to predict or explain behavior. For example, perceived
lack of privacy has been used to explain low rates of advice seeking by pharmacy patrons
(Anderson, Blenkinsopp, & Armstrong, 2004), office worker productivity and building
satisfaction (Block & Stokes, 1989; De Croon, Sluiter, Kuijer, & Frings-Dresen, 2005;

Sundstrom, 1986), quality of life issues in residential treatment facilities (Kane, 2001;



Kane et al., 2003), and a number of behaviors relating to university undergraduates and
college student living.

For example, one research project found that individuals scoring high on the
specific privacy measures of Seclusion and Not Neighboring were more likely to sit in
the back third of the college classroom (Pedersen, 1994). Other research on student
family housing indicated that privacy and perceived control were correlated with overall
place attachment to the apartment the student was renting (Harris, Brown, & Werner,
1996). Research also shows that student choices regarding sophomore living
arrangements related to a privacy-sociability continuum with high need for affiliation
individuals opting for lessened privacy (Switzer & Taylor, 1983). Privacy has also been
an important factor when investigating college residence hall satisfaction and several
other features of successful college living such as long-term student retention.

Vinsel, Brown, Altman, and Foss (1980) used surveys and behavioral trace
measures to explore the impact that privacy regulation and room decorations had on more
than 100 first semester undergraduates’ short- and long-term university adjustment and
retention. Their findings indicated that students successfully using both contact seeking
and contact avoiding privacy behaviors were more satisfied with the university, more
satisfied with residence hall living, had more optimistic expectations relative to academic
and career outcomes, and were more active in university affairs. Participants who were
successful at regulating interaction and achieving optimal levels of privacy were also
more likely to be enrolled at the university at the end of the sophomore year (three
semesters later). Individuals failing to successfully regulate interaction also reported

more health problems in comparison to those achieving desired levels of privacy.



An additional analysis done by Vinsel et al. (1980) indicated that room
decorations were another environmental element that was useful in predicting both short-
and long-term student outcomes. In this project, students choosing several university or
area specific decorations were more likely to stay enrolled compared to students choosing
several home or family specific decorations. ‘Stay in’ students also showed more
diversity in the types of decorations used when compared to ‘drop out’ students. It should
be noted that room decoration, or personalization, is not an accurate indicator of privacy,
and it is not directly linked to privacy. However, personalization is a commonly
occurring behavior in the perceived ownership of space, or territoriality.

Territoriality

Possessive behavior is demonstrated in nearly every aspect of human society.
Individuals acquire material objects, copyright original ideas, and can even demonstrate
possessive behaviors in their relationships with other individuals. Related specifically to
physical space, it seems that both Homo sapiens and non-human animals are capable of
having perceived ownership over a physical space. This perceived ownership is
commonly referred to as territoriality, and several distinct definitions have been used to
operationalize this specific type of behavior (see Altman, 1975; Brown, 1987 for reviews).
Similar to privacy, two large groupings of territorial definitions exist independent of
whether or not researchers are discussing humans or other types of animals.

One group of territory definitions relies heavily on defense and occupancy
behaviors used to maintain possession of the space (Alcock, 2001; Altman & Haythorn,
1967; Becker & Mayo, 1971; Dyson-Hudson & Smith, 1978; Sundstrom & Altman,

1974). In this type of definitional model, perceived ownership is demonstrated by and

10



achieved through using aggressive defense in the form of challenging intruders verbally
or physically in an attempt to maintain some level of exclusive control over the space.

For example, human territoriality would be demonstrated by an individual only when
showing an overt response to another person or group trying to occupy the same physical
area (e.g., threatening to call the police). Similarly, non-human animal territoriality is
observed during the intrusion of another animal of the same species into an occupied area.

A separate group of territorial definitions focuses less on defense and occupancy,
but places large emphasis on perceived attachment between animal and space. For
researchers with this view, territoriality stems from a desire to organize and control a
specific location that holds some type of value or attachment to the territorial individual
(Altman, 1975; Jay, 1965; Pastalan, 1970; Pierce, Kostova,.& Dirks, 2003; Sack, 1983).
Aggressive defense results from a motivation to maintain that organization and the
attachment the animal has with the space. For example, a person perceives ownership
over the home (territory) because he or she enjoys having the ability to arrange the space
and has developed psychological attachment to it. As a result of that attachment, peopie
occupy the space more often and will feel more threatened by unwanted intrusion. The
person then reacts to the threat aggressively. In essence, defense and occupancy are
secondary behaviors occurring as a result of territorial ownership and attachment.

A survey of the different definitions of territory, regardless of emphasis, indicates
that at some level, territorial behaviors and processes may have an instinctual, animal
basis. Behavior patterns found universally among humans also resemble research in the
area of ethology related to territory in a number of species (Bolyard & Rowland, 2000;

Clayton, 1987; Mateo, 2006; Taylor, 1988). Other research indicates that territoriality and
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general possessive behaviors emerge at very young ages in most human cultures (Ardrey,
1966; Furby, 1980; Singer & Hannikainen, 2002). However, these seemingly analogous
behaviors between human and non-human animals are not accepted by all territory
researchers. Elements such as the scope of the territory, the geographical properties of
territory, and the variability in possessiveness and marking behaviors have become key
points of the human-animal dissimilarity argument (Brown, 1987; Edney, 1974).

For example, while both humans and non-human animals will possess space at
individual and group levels, non-human animals do not appear to exhibit behaviors
indicating that territory extends to a national or state level. Similarly, non-human
animals’ territory is connected and maintained based on proximity to one or more core
areas within the larger home range. In humans, the home, office, or vacation villa can be
separated by thousands of miles but still maintained in the absence of constant occupancy.
Humans also exhibit possessive behaviors over more than just space, with specific
objects, ideas, or other people also being ‘owned’ (Brown, Lawrence, & Robinson, 2005;
Gold, 1982; Pierce et al., 2003).

One of the behavioral mechanisms for regulating privacy proposed by Altman
(1975) is territoriality. The perceived ownership of physical space or objects related to a
location allows individuals or groups to exhibit some level of control in specific
environments which enables privacy via regulated access to that space. Because of the
important role territory plays in Altman’s model, an in-depth description and conceptual
framework has been proposed concerning both types of territories that exist and the

likelihood of various territorial behaviors occurring in each type of territory.
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Primary tetritories are described as physical places that have a very high level of
perceived or actual ownership. Examples include a person’s home or a group’s privately
owned meeting house. In primary territories, individuals or groups feel strong ownership
over the space and are likely to perform various behaviors related to that ownership.
Primary territories often have more elaborate and effective mechanisms for regulating
public access to the space when compared to other types of territories. For example,
expensive locks, alarm systems, and guards are common when controlling access to
private property but are generally not found in publicly accessible places such as parks or
public roadways.

Another territorial behavior that happens more often in primary territories is acts
of personalization. Personalization can include several different categories ranging from
simple, unobtrusive markers (e.g., a family picture on the wall, Halloween pumpkins with
the family name carved in them) to more elaborate or permanent changes (e.g., painting
the walls, carving your name into a desk). These personalizations serve two distinct
purposes related to social interaction and control over privacy. First, personalization
signals to others that the space is claimed and that access to it is indeed controlled by
someone. Second, personalization serves as an expressive mechanism for the owner(s) of
the territory. In this case, personalization allows the owner(s) to show potential visitors
and/or intruders information about his or her beliefs, attitudes, and interests. In primary
territories, personalizations are generally more numerous and elaborate compared to other
territories because the individual or group has more ownership of the space than would be
found in other types of territories. This increased ownership makes the holder want to

demonstrate ownership, controlled access, and of course, his or her individual personality.
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The final behavior commonly associated with territoriality, especially primary
space, is the aggressive defense of space in response to intrusion. Based on the important
role controlled access plays in privacy regulation in Altman’s model, it makes sense that
breakdowns in controlled access would result in aggressive responses intending-to restore
control and desired privacy. Aggressive defense is seldom physical in nature because that
would violate larger social norms and standards. However, non-physical aggressive
responses such as verbal challenges, social exclusion, non-verbal cues (e.g., glares,
frowns), and the involvement of powerful others (e.g., parents, police officers) are
common reactions to unwelcome intrusions.

In addition to primary territories that individuals or groups lay large ownership to,
the Altman model describes two other types, or levels, of territory. Secondary territories
such as a shared commons area in a residence hall or an office cubicle still provide some
sense of ownership to the individual or group using the space even though other
individuals or groups may possess formal legal ownership over the space. Secondary
territories still include some amount of controlled access such as the ability to hold office
hours, shut the door, or require identification for use of the commons room. Individuals
or groups will also personalize secondary space but often times using removable, non-
permanent markers such as picture frames, posters, or banners. Defense of secondary
space is also less severe and occurs less often than defense of primary space. In
secondary space, individuals use less hostile defense behaviors (e.g., glaring), and in
some cases defense would be inappropriate because the intruder has just as much right to

access as the defender. For example, a custodian entering an office uninvited is not
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confronted with hostility by the ‘owner’ of the office because he or she has rights to
access that transcend the ‘owner’s’ right to controlled access and defense.

Public territories are physical environments that individuals or groups can only
lay claim to on a very temporary basis because the space is shared by the larger public.
For example, an individual can claim a spot on the beach during his or her visit or a
group can reserve space at a pavilion in the local park for a company gathering. When the
individual or group is done using the space they will leave it and have no concern for
maintaining ownership. The transient nature of ownership in public spaces leads to a very
low likelihood of controlled access, personalization, and aggressive defense. Any
occurrence of these behaviors in a public space is often quite mild especially in
comparison to primary territories. An individual could show up early to the beach to get
access to the best spot, the group could put up banners to show others that the pavilion is
claimed for that particular day, and both could ask someone to please leave the space
alone but this is a far cry from door locks, painted exteriors, and pressing charées for
trespassing.

Research in the area of territoriality prior to the creation of this framework was
rather eclectic in its definitions and overall treatment of the issue, but follow-up research
has become far more coherent with the majority of projects accepting most, if not all, of
Altman’s (1975) outline. This large level adoption was likely facilitated by empirical
work that validated the previous theoretical assertions made in the creation of this
framework (Taylor & Stough, 1978). Since the creation of this model, researchers have
related territorial behavior to a number of territory types and situations. For example,

public territory defense behaviors have been demonstrated at video arcades (Werner,
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Brown, & Damron, 1981), water fountains (Ruback & Snow, 1993), pay phones (Ruback,
Pape, & Doriot, 1989), storefronts (Childress, 1994) and parking lots (Ruback & Juieng,
1997). The use of personalization behaviors in primary territories has also highlighted the
importance of holiday decorations on social cohesiveness (Brown & Werner, 1985;
Ruback & Kohli, 2005), exclusive areas in the home on marital satisfaction (Rosenblatt
& Budd, 1975), other territorial markers on residential burglary (Brown & Altman, 1983),
and bumper stickers on vehicles (Szlemko, Benfield, Bell, Deffenbacher, & Troup, 2008).

Historically, one of the most prevalent research locations and topics for territory
researchers has been the expression of territorial behaviors by college students at various
campus locations. In one project, researchers investigated the defense of established
territory on social in-group/out-group interactions in a college cafeteria by having
confederates invade a table reserved for various campus groups. Territory owners usually
either communicated in an unfriendly manner with individuals sitting at their table or
ignored the intruder but made audible rude comments about them (Calsyn, 1976).
Defense of space research conducted in college libraries, the student union, and
classrooms have found similar outcomes (Becker, 1973; Becker & Mayo, 1971; Haber,
1980; Sommer & Becker, 1969).

Specifically related to college residence halls, researchers have tried
demonstrating the importance of territoriality in room attachment, resident-visitor
interactions, and college success. For example, a series of projects by Julian Edney and
colleagues demonstrated not only the importance of territorial behaviors (i.e.,
personalization), but also other outcomes such as perceived environmental influence or

affective responses to the environment that occur as a result of those behaviors. In one
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project, participants completed a series of tasks in pairs in one of the participant’s
residence hall room (Edney, 1975). After these tasks, both the “resident” and the “visitor”
completed questionnaires related to the room, their feelings, and perceptions of the
environment. Results indicated that the visitor group scored lower on perceived control,
pleasantness of space, perceived privacy, and being ‘at home’ compared to the resident
participant group. Territory residents also felt that that room had a lower carrying
capacity even though it was also perceived to be larger.

In a separate but related project, Edney and Uhlig (1977) had participants
complete a room personalization task for 30 minutes and then asked them to complete a
series of questionnaires either in the personalized room or in an identical, non-
personalized room. Results indicated that participants in the personalized room felt that
the environment was more pleasant, arousing, and happiness inducing. They also reported
having more ownership over the space, a smaller perceived carrying capacity for tHe
room, and being more influenced by the environment when compared to participants in
the non-personalized room. The results of this project were similar to previous work on
residence hall personalization that also demonstrated the important role of privacy in
territory assessment (Edney & Buda, 1976).

Edney and colleagues’ work highlights valuable aspects of territoriality. For
example, the use of experimental manipulation allowed for direct testing of perceived
resident advantage/control, the impact that territoriality had on environmental perception,
and the importance of personalization in territory establishment. However, it could also

be criticized for lacking external validity considering that ‘ownership’ or ‘territory’ was
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artificially created using a 30-minute personalization task. Fortunately, field research
using a broader inventory of effects has supported and extended some of those findings.

Mercer and Benjamin (1980) studied over 300 roommate pairs in double-
occupancy residence halls in an attempt to quantify previous findings from researchers
concerning both personality (e.g., Altman, Taylor, & Wheeler, 1971; Esser, 1973) and
environment (e.g., Becker, 1973; Edney, 1976). This project consisted of an intensive
research session with participant personality, previous residential experience, and
reported behaviors being measured in addition to having participants rope off territory
boundaries within the room and complete environmental assessment measures. Results
indicated gender differences in size of exclusive territory but not shared space.
Additionally, attitudes towards both the room and roommate varied based on size of
territory and other territory measures such as personalizations, while other territory
predictors were gender specific. For example, female territory seemed to be more
influenced by the environment (e.g., layout) and immediate factors (e.g., currently messy),
whereas male territory was predicted by personality (e.g., dominance) and past events
(e.g., leisure activities taking place in the room). More recent research has also found
gender differences regarding territorial behaviors in residence halls, but some results
were not consistent with other research (Amole, 2005)

In short, territory research in residence halls indicates that physical layout,
personality factors, and person-environment interaction impact student territorial
behaviors as well as size of territory. The influence of each of these factors may depend
on the gender of the resident, but the outcomes of having established territory seem to be

consistent and non-gender-specific. Individuals with a stronger territorial attachment to
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their residence hall room report being more comfortable, satisfied, and emotionally
satisfied with their current living situation. Additionally, they perceive having more space
and are less likely to tolerate crowded social situations within their rooms. Finally,
research also indicates that some territory behaviors relate to long-term student retention
and higher satisfaction with the larger university experience. However, no one has
examined the length of time it takes to establish territory within the residence hall and
how that creation process impacts these other positive resident outcomes.

Current Project

Based on previous research and Altman’s (1975) conceptualization of the
interaction between territory, personal space, and crowding as mechanisms for privacy
regulation, the current project was designed as an initial exploration of the territorial
process across time among first-year university students in residence halls. While no
specific hypotheses were laid out at the onset of this project, three broad research
questions were outlined: which territory indicators change over time, what role do
personality/experience predictors play in relation to the territory indicators that change,
and how do territory indicators relate to changes in student outcomes such as stress or
health? Initial predictions based on previous research were included for some research
questions to help with the interpretation of findings.

It was predicted that territorial indicators would change over time but without
previous projects to inform specific hypotheses, no specific variables were considered
either stable or variant. Instead, unconditional models were made for any and all
variables that were initially intended to be proxies for territorial establishment. These

included, but were not limited to, ratings of room attachment, perceptions of room size,
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and feelings of privacy. Because of the open nature of this initial question, it served as the
foundation for all later exploration of the other two research questions. Interclass
correlations were used to describe what proportion of model variance was initially based
on both within-subject (e.g., time) and between-subject (e.g., dominant personality)
variables. Only models that improved with the inclusion of time were used in conditional
models using territorial predictors (e.g., personality characteristics) or in models
examining the relationship between territory and a change in student outcome.

Related to the second research question (what role do personality/experience
predictors play in the establishment of territory?), specific participant characteristics were
predicted to influence the speed of territorial establishment and the strength of the
territorial ownership. Individuals scoring higher on personality characteristics such as
dominance, preference for privacy, and territorial behaviors were expected to establish
territories more quickly and to report higher levels of perceived ownership compared to
individuals scoring lower on those same characteristics. Those scoring higher on
dominance should report using more personalizations and being more likely to
aggressively defend territory compared to lower dominance individuals. Higher privacy
preference scores were expected to relate to increased likelihood of controlling access to
territory.

With previous research on privacy, crowding, and perceived control
demonstrating effects on physical and mental well being and Altman’s (1975) conceptual
model of territory including those elements, it seemed reasonable to conclude that
territory establishment would have positive impacts on overall student health and well

being. Specifically, participants exhibiting behaviors that facilitate the establishment of
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territory such as successful privacy regulation should also report lower levels of stress
and loneliness along with higher levels of happiness and life satisfaction. Individuals with
strongly established territories should also report higher satisfaction with the larger
university setting as well as with their residence hall. Satisfaction with the participant’s
roommate was also predicted to be related to stronger territoriality, but the direction of
the relationship was not hypothesized.

Privacy and territorial creation were also hypothesized to relate to campus
involvement as well as participation in other social activities. Participants reporting
higher success in privacy regulation, lower perceptions of crowding, and an established
territory should feel more individual control in the environment and more attachment to
the larger university climate which should be manifest by increased social interaction and
subsequent involvement in outside activities. Satisfaction with the university, residence
hall, and roommate served as proxies for attachment to the larger university climate and
social network. Finally, it was predicted that individuals who successfully regulated
privacy and establish a strong territorial attachment would perform better academically
than individuals who were less successful at privacy regulation and individuals who took

longer to establish or who established weaker territorial attachment.
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CHAPTER TWO
STUDY 1
METHOD

Using a five-wave longitudinal design, the establishment of territory was assessed
within one type of residence hall floorplan. Pre-occupancy measures included prior
experience and stable traits that have been shown to impact territory establishment or the
need for territorial establishment. Subsequent waves focused on specific perceptual and
cognitive measures of environmental satisfaction, interaction, and affordances related to
positive student outcomes such as academic success, campus involvement, and general
well-being.
Participants

One hundred eighty-three undergraduates were recruited for participation from a
university database consisting of all incoming students who would be living in the
residence hall under investigation. Of that initial 183-student sample pool, 110 students
participated in at least one wave of data collection (29 completed only one wave; 71
completed at least three waves; 40 completed all five waves). Because growth modeling
allows for participants to miss any given wave of data collection but still participate in
later waves, actual participation in any given wave averaged 70 participants (Range = 58-
92) and was not as limited as the total completion rates suggest.

All participants were members of the University Honors Program and were first-

semester students. All participants were in same-sex roommate pairs, recruited prior to
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the start of the fall semester, and none of the participants was acquainted with the
roommate prior to being assigned as roommates. As an incentive for participation,
participants received one $6 convenience account credit after each of waves 2, 3, 4, and 5
($24 dollars total for those who participated fully). Additionally, participants who
completed all five waves of data collection were entered into a raffle for a single $500
tuition credit that was awarded at the end of the study.

Consistent with the larger university demographics, participants were
predominantly of European-American descent (80.9%; 16.3% missing data) and
classified as in-state residents (60%; 16.3% missing data). The average participant was
about 18 years old (M= 17.9, SD = .33), female (72.7%), and was raised in a 2-child
home (M = 2.32, SD = .92). Larger family demographics indicate that participants were
generally from middle-class backgrounds and were raised in homes with an average size
of 2,692 ft* (SD = 1,129 ft*; Range = 1,156-6500 ft?).

Materials and Measures

Table 1 summarizes the variables of interest and the specific scales for these
variables. During the course of the 16-week semester, participants completed a number of
surveys of attitudes, behaviors, personality traits and demographics shown to be related to
privacy and territoriality by both previous research and current theory. Additional
measures related to satisfaction, campus involvement, well-being, social support, and
academic success were also included. Whenever possible, established scales used in
previous territory research were used. In some cases, critical assessments were adapted to
be more time-period appropriate, and new assessments were created and pilot-tested with

a separate sample.

23



Table 1

Summary of variables of interest and associated scale/item information

#of  Reliability
Variable of Interestwave) Scale/Item (Appendix) Items ()
Contact Seeking Contact Behaviors Checklist (F) 9 --
Behaviors(2,3,4,5)
Contact Avoiding Contact Behaviors Checklist (F) 9 --
Behaviors(2,3,4,5) i
Public v. Private Environmental Assessment Items - 1 --
Assessment(1 23 45) #18 (G)
Amount of Personalization Room Personalization Survey - | --
Compared to Othersp 3 45) #15 (L)
Use of Decorations to Claim  Room Personalization Survey - 1 --
Space(2,3,4,5) #16 (L)
Current Room Inclusion of Other in Self Scale - 1 --
Inclusiong 2345 Current Room (O)
Previous Room Inclusion of Other in Self Scale - 1 --
Inclusion 23 4.5 Previous Room (O)
% Your Space345) Resident Room Questionnaire - 1 -
#3 (D
% Shared Space( 3 45) Resident Room Questionnaire - 1 -
#2 (D)
Attachment Compared to Resident Room Questionnaire - 1 -
Roommate 3 4 5 #10 ()
Attachment Compared to Resident Room Questionnaire - 1 --
Others(2,3,4,5) #17 (D
‘Feels Like Home’ (23455 Resident Room Questionnaire - 1 -
#13 (D
Room Carrying Resident Room Questionnaire - 1 --
Capacity,2,3.4,5) #8 (I)
3 Roommate Friend Resident Room Questionnaire - 1 --
Comfort(l,z,3,4,5) #11 (D
5 Roommate Friend Resident Room Questionnaire - 1 --
Comfort(1,2,3,4,5) #14 )]
7 Roommate Friend Resident Room Questionnaire - 1 --
ComeI‘t(15253,4,5) #18 (I)
Not Crowded v. Environmental Assessment Items - 1 -
Crowded(1,2,3,4,5) #28 (G)
Perceived Academic Academic Questionnaire - #11 (P) 1 --
Achievement 3 4 5 '
Overall Health(; 34 5 Health Questionnaire - #7 (P) 1 -
Perceived Stress(i 2,345 Perceived Stress Scale 14 .84 — .86
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Table 1 (Continued)

Summary of variables of interest and associated scale/item information

#of  Reliability

Variable of Interestave) Scale/Item (Appendix) Items (o)

Loneliness( 23.4,5) UCLA Loneliness Scale 20 .89 - .92

Subjective Happinessi 2,3.45) Subjective Happiness Scale 4 79— .94

Life Satisfaction( 23455 Satisfaction with Life 5 .87

Roommate Social Satisfaction Questionnaire 5 .87
Satisfaction 3 45 — Satisfaction Subscale (N)

Resident Hall Resident Satisfaction 18 --
Satisfaction 3 4.5 Questionnaire (M)

Privacy Preference — Privacy Preference Scale — 13 g7
Intimacy) Intimacy Subscale (D)

Privacy Preference — Privacy Preference Scale — 9 57
Anonymity) Anonymity Subscale (D)

Privacy Preference — Not Privacy Preference Scale — Not 9 .68
Neighboring Neighboring Subscale (D)

Privacy Preference — Privacy Preference Scale — 6 .65
Solitude Solitude Subscale (D)

Goldberg et al. (2006) CPI-adapted Dominance Scale (C) 11 .82
Dominance)

Jackson (1971) Personality Research Form — 15 .92
Dominance) Dominance Subscale (D)

Territorial Behaviors — Territorial Behaviors Scale — 10 74
Controlled Accessy Access Subscale (A)

Territorial Behaviors — Territorial Behaviors Scale — 8 72
Personalizationyy Personalization Subscale (A)

Territorial Behaviors — Territorial Behaviors Scale — 9 74

Aggressive Defense)

Defense Subscale (A)
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The Territory Behavior Scale-Primary (TBS-P; Appendix A) is a 24-item Likert-
type scale made up of three subscales measuring common territorial behaviors. Access
Control (10 items, a = .74) items explore individual endorsement of behaviors that
facilitate privacy by limiting access to primary territories (“When I meet someone I like
to wait for a long time before allowing theﬁl into my home.”). The Personalization
subscale (8 items, a = .72) examines endorsement of territorial personalization behaviors
(“Making my apartment/house show my interests and personality is one of the first things
I do when moving in.”). The Aggressive Defense subscale (9 items, o = .74) is based on
behaviors used to remove territorial invasions and recover control over access (“The
longer I live in a place, the more I like it and am willing to defend it.”). Initial testing of
this scale was conducted on an independent sample (» = 361) of university
undergraduates. Results for the initial factor analysis and reliability testing can be found
in Appendix B. Partial validation of this scale was a side objective for this project.

Two separate measures of dominance were used in this project. The first was an
11-item Likert-type measure of personality dominance (o = .82) designed to be a suitable
replacement for the California Personality Inventory (CPT) dominance subscale
(Goldberg et al., 2006; Appendix C). The second measure of dominance was the
dominance submission scale of the Personality Research Form (Jackson, 1971; Appendix
D). This measure consists of 15 items (o =.92) and was used in research conceptually
replicated by the current project (Mercer & Benjamin, 1980).

Privacy was another area of interest in which two separate assessments were used.
In this case, the Privacy Preference Scale (PPS; Appendix E) was a more stable trait

assessment consisting of 42 items in a Likert format and that measures overall
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endorsement of privacy behaviors and cognitions along six separate dimensions (o = .56-
80; Marshall, 1972, 1974). The second privacy scale was the same scale used by Vinsel,
Brown, Altman, and Foss (1980; Appendix F) and contained two subscales devoted to
contact avoidance behaviors (9 items) and contact seeking behaviors (9 items) in
checklist format. Effectiveness of each behavior was also rated on a 4-point scale. This
measure focuses on more variant behaviors that could change during the course of the
research.

Participant cognitive and affective responses to the territory were other areas of
interest for this project, and a number of measures were used to assess both changes and
differences related to territorial space. The first evaluative tool used was a 31-item set of
9-point bipolar adjectives including those used by Mercer and Benjamin (1980; Appendix
G). These items came from a larger pool and have been shown to have sufficient variance
when used to describe physical environments (Kasmar, 1970). The second measure of
affective environmental responses was the 18-item semantic differential scale described
in Mehrabian and Russell (1974; Appendix H) and used by Edney and Uhlig (1977).
Additional questions related to cognitive and perceptual components were also used that
were intended to examine perceived size of territory, carrying capacity of the room, and
subjective view of physical size/usefulness (Appendix I). Perceived crowding was a
specific area of focus for some of these additional questions.

Additional questionnaires focused on characteristics of the individual and his or
her prior experiences that could impact territoriality (Appendix J). Demographics of
iﬁterest included age, sex, number of siblings, birth order of participant, parental marital

status, number of residential moves in lifetime, size of most recent residence, size of



participant room in most recent residence, previous experience sharing a room or having
roommates (e.g., summer camps), and location of previous residence (to calculate
distance from home). A parental residence survey (Appendix K) contained more specific
items concerning the residence from where the participant had just moved. It contained
information about square footage of the home, square footage of the participant bedroom,
number of years of occupancy in residence, room changes during that occupancy, and
some items found on the participant demographics in order to check accuracy of
reporting.

Self-report measures of personalization behaviors were also taken (Appendix L)
and accuracy of reporting was completed on a randomly selected subsample using digital
photographs taken of the entire residence hall room. A raw count of the number of
personalizations was used to calculate the range and distribution of personalizations. This
personalization measuring technique is similar to the method used by Vinsel et al. (1980).
Based on the validation, participant self-reports of personalization behaviors related to
actual personalizations with 92.4% agreement.

Satisfaction with the university and residence hall was assessed with the same
items used by Vinsel, Brown, Altman, and Foos (1980; Appendix M). This measure
included 18 items in a 4-point Likert format and 4 items in a 4-option alternative choice
format. No reliability data were reported by the previous researchers, but this measure
was a significant predictor of overall student satisfaction and long-term student retention.

The Social Satisfaction Questionnaire (SSQ) is a 12-item measure of roommate
relationship quality consisting of two factors (Fleming, Perkins, Lovejoy, & Collins,

1991; Appendix N). Perceived Satisfaction (5 items, a = .87) and Shared Activities (5
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items, o = .82) are both rated using a 5-point Likert format. The two remaining items on
the scale are single-item indicators of perceived roommate satisfaction with the
participant. The SSQ has been shown to be predictive of roommate break-ups and other
conflict (Fleming, Perkins, Lovejoy, & Collins, 1991; Lovejoy, Perkins, & Collins, 1995).
An additional measure of participant-roommate satisfaction was taken in the form of the
Inclusion of Other in the Self Scale (Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992; Appendix O). This
measure required participants to indicate which of seven interconnected rings best
described their relationship with their roommate.

In order to measure student well-being, four established scales were utilized as
well as some more general questionnaires (Appendix P). The four scales represented
opposite ends of the well-being spectrum with two measuring negative factors (loneliness
and stress) and two measuring positive factors (life satisfaction and subjective happiness).
The UCLA Loneliness Scale Version 3 consists of 20 items in a 4-point Likert format
with good reliability across several different populations (o = .89 - .92) and is considered
a valid measure of individual loneliness (Russell, 1996). The Perceived Stress Scale (PSS;
14 items, o = .84 - .86) was used as a global measure of perceived stress and is scored on
a 5-point Likert scale (Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983). Subjective well-being
and happiness were measured using the Satisfaction with Life Scale (5 items, o = .87) and
the Subjective Happiness Scale (4 items, a = .79 - .94) which both utilize a 7-point Likert
format (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985; Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999).
Procedure

The Honors residence hall was a new facility that opened for the first time for the

Fall 2007 semester. It was a hotel-style facility, meaning each 2-person room had its own
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bathroom. Based on the need to track changes in territory establishment, data collection
was carried out on five separate occasions in order to track territorial development and
stabilization across the length of a 16-week semester. Initial recruitment for the project
took place two weeks prior to the beginning of the Fall 2007 semester using a recruitment
letter (Appendix Q) mailed to the home addresses of everyone in the sample pool.
Eligible participants were selected from the Honors Program database using the
following criteria: he or she must be an incoming freshman, assigned to a room within the
Honors residence hall, and must have been assigned to a roommate rather than having
requested a specific roommate. During initial recruitment, participants were informed
about the nature and scope of the project, the four $6 convenience account credits, and
the drawing for a $500 tuition credit that would be available upon project completion.
Those agreeing to participate logged onto an internet survey site (the link was provided in
the recruitment letter) and completed the first round of data collection. Participation in
Wave 1 implied consent and all participants were given a cover letter (Appendix R) at
both Wave 1 and Wave 2.

The first wave of data collection (n=92) took place immediately following
recruitment and preceded the start of the term by one week on average. Participants were
mailed a link to an online survey containing the TBS-P, PPS, the 11-item dominance
scale, and the participant experience and demographic questionnaires. Baseline measures
of loneliness, stress, life satisfaction, and subjective happiness were also collected during
Wave 1. A separate portion of data collection involved internet surveys with the parent(s)
of the participants in order to gain more insights into both the physical environment the

participant was leaving and previous experience the participant had with sharing territory.
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The survey involved the online completion of the parental residence survey. The main
purpose of Wave One was to collect information on stable personality characteristics
prior to participant interaction with the territory being studied.

The second wave of data collection (»= 92) began on the first day of classes for
the Fall 2007 semester and was concluded by the final day of that first week. Because of
lower than expected participation in Wave One, recruitment was resumed in Wave Two
by allowing roommates of Wave One participants to complete the questionnaire and still
be eligible for the convenience credit and the final drawing. Wave Two, and all
subsequent waves of data collection, took place at the participants’ room inside the
residence hall. During the second wave, participants completed the Mehrabian and
Russell (1974) scale, the Kasmar (1970) items of environmental affect, the privacy
behaviors checklist, the person-environment interaction questionnaire, a
cognitive/perceptual aspects of territory questionnaire, a territorial behaviors checklist,
and all of the measures related to satisfaction (university, residence hall, and roommate),
student involvement, well-being, and academic success. Wave Two, and its associated
measures, was designed to provide a baseline indicator of territory behavior,
environmental affect, and person-environment interaction.

The third data collection wave (n=67) took place on the third week of the Fall
2007 semester, and one complete week after the conclusion of Wave Two. This wave of
data collection was an exact duplicate of Wave Two in that all measures and procedures
were repeated with all participants. Wave Three allowed for the measurement of changes
in affect, satisfaction, well-being, territory behavior, territory size, and person-

environment interaction that was occurring in a very short period of time.
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The fourth wave of data collection (»= 65) did not occur until four complete
weeks after the completion of the third wave of data collection. At this point, it was seven
complete weeks into the semester and the eighth week was beginning. Once again,
participants completed each measure and task used in Waves Two and Three in order to
obtain data related to environmental affect, territory behaviors, territory size, person-
environment interaction, satisfaction, involvement, well-being, and academic success.
This wave of data collection furthers the ability to track change across time by giving a
third time point. In this case, the time point was farther out than the previous two and was
intended to give an indication of which measures of territoriality were beginning to
stabilize with the establishment of private space.

1" week of the semester after another

Wave Five (n=58) took place during the 1
four-week gap and was identical to the three waves of data collection preceding it. Wave
Five was the final wave of data collection and was intended to further indicate which
territory and privacy behaviors had stabilized. It was hypothesized to be quite similar to
Wave Four’s findings and to be a proxy for any additional data that would have been
collected on a stable territory.

Upon completion of the final wave of data collection, participants were
completely debriefed regarding the measures, purposes, and hypothesized outcomes of
the project. Those completing all five waves of data collection (or completing the final
four waves because of the second recruitment) were entered into the $500 tuition raffle

and a single prize was awarded. Results were shared with participants in the Honors

Program.
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RESULTS

Consistent with the broad research aims for this project, a series of growth models
using theoretically relevant proxy indicatofs of privacy, territory, and crowding were
tested using SAS Proc Mixed. Complete models, including predictor variables as
covariates, were created sequentially based on previous model statistics and relevant
theory. Part One procedures involved unconditional models for each territorial indicator
to see whether it changed over weeks of the semester. Part Two procedures involved
conditional models to see whether other predictors (e.g., sex, privacy preference)
modified these changes over the weeks. Following description of Part One and Part Two
procedures, the Part One and Part Two analyses are presented below for each territorial
indicator. Part Three analyses are then presented which involved testing whether student
outcomes (e.g., health, satisfaction) were associated with the territorial indicators.
Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics showed that the distributions roughly approximated
normality (including skew and kurtosis) on the indicator variables chosen for Part One
(see Table 2). Brown (1996) suggests that so long as ses for skew or sek for kurtosis are
less than two times the standard error the data are sufficiently normal to proceed with
parametric tests. Tabachinik and Fidell (1996) provide a formula for estimating ses (V6/n)
and sek (¥24/n). All indicator variables were within acceptable limits for parametric
testing.

Descriptive statistics also showed that the distributions roughly approximated
normality (including skew and kurtosis) on the predictor variables chosen for the

conditional models in Part Two (see Table 3) and the student outcome variables used in
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Table 2

Descriptive statistics of territory indicator variables across all waves

Mean Kurtosis
Variable (St. Dev.) Skew (SE)  ses (SE) sek

Contact Seeking 5.29 (1.86) 85(15) 234 3.38 (.30) 467

Behaviors

Contact Avoidance 4.63 (1.82) 47(15) 234 .01 (.30) 467
Behaviors

Public v. Private 4.29 (1.80) A2 (13) 234 -.52 (.26) 467
Assessment

Amount personalization 5.23 (2.26) -19(.15) 234 -.74 (.29) 467
compared to others

Use of decorations to 6.05 (2.68) -28(.15) 234 -.90 (.29) 467
claim space

Residence Hall 4.50 (1.44) -46 ((13) 234 -.20 (.26) 467
Room/Self Inclusion

Previous Residence 5.03 (1.66) -71(13) 234 -.40 (.26) 467
Room/Self Inclusion

Roommate/Self Inclusion 4.01 (1.48) A2 ((15) 234 -.61 (.29) 467

% “Your Space’ 31.15(13.03) 1.40(.15) 234 7.06 (.29) 467

% ‘Shared Space’ 44.12 (20.35) 63 (.15 234 35 (.29) 467

Feels like home 4.05 (.93) -1.11 (.15) 234 1.26 (.29) 467

Attached compared to 3.07 (.67) 06 (.15) 234 .05 (.29) 467
roommate

Attached compared to 2.92 (.69) -02 (\15) 234 .16 (.29) 467
others

# of people to feel 5.66 (3.36) 1.70 (.13) 234 3.44 (.26) 467

crowded

Comfort with roommate 3.89 (1.08) -88 (.13) 234 .18 (.26) 467
+ 3 friends

Comfort with roommate 3.20 (1.21) -10(.13) 234 -.87 (.26) 467
+ 5 friends

Comfort with roommate 2.39(1.29) .67 (.13) 234 -.68 (.26) 467
+ 7 friends

Not Crowded v. Crowded 5.29 (1.61) 19 (13) 234 -.44 (.26) 467
Assessment
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Table 3

Descriptive statistics of predictor variables across all waves (time invariant)

Mean Kurtosis
Variable (St. Dev.) Skew (SE)  ses (SE) sek
Goldberg et al. (2006) 30.32(6.11) .10(.25) 234 -.34(.50) 467
Dominance
Jackson (1971) 42.47(9.87) 22(.25) 234 -.48(.50) 467
Dominance
PPS — Intimacy 55.91(4.98) -.29(.25) 234 -.61(.50) 467
PPS — Not Neighboring 21.83(4.16) A15(.25) 234 -.37(.50) 467
PPS — Seclusion 26.89(4.28) -01(.25) 234 -.52(.50) 467
PPS — Solitude 25.03(3.13) -.38(.25) 234 -.58(.50) 467
PPS — Anonymity 24.29(3.93) 24(.25) 234 -.34(.50) 467
PPS — Reserve 21.43(3.65) -.18(.25) 234 -.13(.50) 467
TBS — Controlled Access  34.00 (6.23) .16(.25) 234 42(.50) 467
TBS — Personalization 32.78(6.14) -.07(.25) 234 -.13(.50) 467
TBS — Aggressive 40.24(4.88) -.06(.25) 234 -.38(.50) 467

Defense
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Part Three (see Table 4). All predictor variables were within acceptable limits for
parametric testing.
Part One: Unconditional Growth Models of Territorial Indicators

Growth modeling is a longitudinal multilevel data analysis technique that allows
researchers to examine both intraindividual change (how do people change over time)
and interindividual differences in change (how do people differ in how they change over
time) (Henry & Slater, 2007). Within a multilevel framework, repeated measurement
occasions are nested within persons such that measurement occasions represent level 1 of
the hierarchy and individuals represent level 2. As a result, many problems commonly
associated with traditional forms of longitudinal analysis (e.g., repeated measures
ANOVA) are overcome. For example, in a multilevel growth modeling framework
interindividual differences in intraindividual change is appropriately modeled by
estimation of random effects of the growth parameters. Additional problems such as
missing participant data at any measurement occasion leading to a removal of that entire
participant from the analyses are also overcome. With multilevel growth modeling,
individual participants can vary in both their number of measurement occasions and the
time elapsed between occasions. That is, each individual is allowed to contribute data to
whichever time points he or she is observed. Individuals with more measurement
occasions simply contribute more data to the final model; individuals with fewer
occasions of measurement contribute less information to the model. In the case of
attrition, the individual’s data will increase precision in the earlier times by adding data
points to the larger model and will simply not contribute to the later times. In short,

growth modeling allows for the examination of change within individuals and across
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Table 4

Descriptive statistics of student outcome variables across all waves

Mean Kurtosis
Variable (St. Dev.) Skew (SE)  ses (SE) sek
Perceived Academic 3.54(0.61) A46(.15) 234 -.46(.30) 467
Achievement
Overall Health 8.25(1.32) -1.25(.13) 234 4.13(.26) 467
Perceived Stress Scale 24.80(5.97) 34(.13) 234 .14(.26) 467
UCLA Loneliness 38.86(8.87) S1(.13) 234 22(.26) 467
Subjective Happiness 21.15(4.21) -.65(.13) 234 .18(.26) 467
Scale
Life Satisfaction Scale 27.20(5.42) -42(.13) 234 1.03(.26) 467
SSQ — General 14.00(1.74) -.87(.15) 234 .60(.29) 467
Roommate
Satisfaction
Residence 58.05(6.56) -31(.15) 234 11(.30) 467
Hall/University

Satisfaction Scale
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individuals while overcoming some of the traditional problems associated with
longitudinal research and data collection and allowing for more interesting questions
regarding intraindividual variability to be addressed.

Seventeen individual items were chosen from the questionnaire as proxy
indicators of successful territorial establishment and were used in a series of
unconditional growth models. These indicators were based on previous research
concerning the successful regulation of or perception of privacy, perceptions of being
closer to or more at home in the environment, and perceptions of a more spacious or less
crowded environment. Initial model building for all 17 items involved three models (A, B,
and C) consisting of the unconditional means, unconditional linear growth model, and
unconditional quadratic growth models. These initial models were used to examine the
distribution of the variance within and Between persons, study the basic shape of the
conditional models (linear v. quadratic), select the best fitting model, and determine
which indicators should be used for more complete models (i.e., which indicators suggest
a territorial process).

The unconditional means model (Model A) corresponds to the mean value of the
indicator variable collapsed across all time points. The unconditional means model is
used to calculate the intraclass correlation, a statistic that indicates how much of the total
variance is due to between-person differences. This model also provides a baseline for
comparing model fit statistics. The unconditional linear growth model (Model B) takes
into account the linear passage of time to help demonstrate which of the indicator
variables appear to change linearly with time thus showing involvement in a territorial

process or progression.
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Model C (the unconditional quadratic growth model) expands on Model B by
allowing for acceleration or deceleration in the growth model (i.e., a curvilinear growth
model). Depending on the indicator, that acceleration or deceleration could be suggesting
the end of the process and the formal establishment of territory. The territorial process
and its associated timeline were of key interest in this project. As such, the unconditional
models are presented separately to better highlight important results that emerged with
only the presence of time. Time for both the linear and quadratic model was centered at
Wave 1 for all of the unconditional and conditional models to help with interpretation of
the fixed effects (by defining the intercept as the predicted score at Wave 1).

Part Two: Conditional Growth Models of Territorial Indicators

To test conditional models, either the growth parameters (i.e., intercept, slope,
quadratic term) from the unconditional models are regressed on a time-independent
covariate (e.g., a stable trait), or the residual time-specific scores of the outcome variable
(after adjusting for growth) are directly regressed on the time specific scores of the
predictor depending on whether the predictor is time-independent or dependent. Models
for the individual territorial indicator variables are described in detail below. Eleven of
the 17 initial territorial indicators showed significantly improved model fit with the
inclusion of either the linear (n=6) br the quadratic (»=5) time function, and were further
studied using conditional growth models with predictor variables (centered at the grand
mean) entered as covariates. These conditional models were used to better describe
territorial establishment by pinpointing which personality or experience variables
influenced the establishment process for the chosen indicators and served to better

understand the second research question (what role do personality/experience predictors
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play in the establishment of territory?). The remaining six indicators that did not vary
with time were dropped from additional model testing because they did not facilitate the
continued examination of a territorial process or timeline.

Information regarding conditional model building decisions and theoretically
relevant results are outlined separately for each of the 11 indicators. All of the predictors
used in the conditional models were included based on a previously demonstrated
connection between the predictor and that indicator in an already established territory.

Because previous research had often looked at sex differences in territoriality and
its component behaviors (e.g., Kaya & Weber, 2003; Mercer & Benjamin, 1980; Vinsel
et al., 1980), the first conditional model tested for all 11 indicators included participant
sex as the covariate (shown in Model D for Tables 5 — 21). For most of the indicators, the
addition of the sex covariate did not correspond to a significant change in overall model
fixed effects or model fit. However, participant sex did contribute meaningfully to
models for the amount of personalization compared to others, previous residence
integration, and ‘feels like home” indicators (Tables 8, 11, and 16, respectively). Those
speciﬁc findings are outlined with the other models tested for those three indicators.

The complete model building summaries for each of the original 17 territory
indicators are described in the following paragraphs and detailed in the associated Tables
5 —21. Variance explained for each model is based on the previous ‘best fitting’ model
(e.g., the unconditional linear model was based off of the unconditional means model; the
conditional models were based off of whichever unconditional model [linear or quadratic]
best fit the data). It was calculated using Singer and Willett’s (2003) pseudo-R* formula

which is essentially based on a proportion of the difference in residual values compared
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to the previous value for that residual component. This approach has been criticized for
occasionally producing negative values in which case the variance explained is not
interpretable (see Snijders & Bosker, 1994, 1999). As such, R?, as calculated by Snijders
and Bosker (1999), is given in text for any significantly improved model. In those cases,
two separate R values are given. The first, R?}, relates to the amount of variance
explained in the individual scores across time points while the second, R?,, corresponds
to the amount of explained variance in each person’s average score.

To aid interpretation of the growth tables, a little more information is necessary to
clarify each component of the growth model (and consequently each component of the
table). The uppermost portion of the table, marked as “Fixed Effects” displays the group
average for both initial status (labeled as “Intercept™) and rate of change (labeled as
“TIME”). These two numbers represent the average, estimated score at Wave 1 (the
intercept) and the average estimated trajectory of change (e.g., the linear slope). In more
complete models that include a covariate (Models D — G) additional fixed effect statistics
are given that correspond to the average effect that a 1-point increase of the covariate has
on either the initial status (found under the “initial status” subheading) or on the slope
(found under the “rate of change” subheading). It is important to remember that the fixed
effects correspond to a hypothetical ‘average’ person and give coefficients related to the
average, or single best guess, model for that variable. Figures are included to display

average trajectories as well as prototypical trajectories when appropriate (i.e., to describe

significant covariate effects).
The second section of the table, labeled “Variance Components,” displays

coefficients for both the level 1 (within-subject) and level 2 (between-subject) variance
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components as well as the percent of variance explained by that particular model above
and beyond the previously best fitting model. For example, if Model B (the unconditional
linear growth model) was the best fitting model then the variance explained value for
Models C — G indicates how much more variance is explained by the addition of some
component to the unconditional linear model (Model B). A significant value for either the
within-subject or between-subject variance coefficient indicates that the remaining
variance is still significantly greater than zero. The level 2 variance components are split
between both between-subject initial status and between-subject rate of change for most
models that contain a time component because the time component allows for variation in
slope in addition to the standard variance in initial status found in the unconditional
means model.

The final section of the growth model table (labeled as “Deviance Statistic™)
displays information used to assess whether or not a model improves upon overall fit for
the data. The deviance statistic represents the -2 Log Likelihood function and can be used
for comparing nested models if maximum likelihood estimation was used. Testing for
improvement in fit between nested models is done by treating the difference in deviance
statistics as a chi-square value with the degrees of freedom being equal to the difference
in the number of parameters modeled (Singer & Willett, 2003). It is in this section of the
table that the improvement in model fit is displayed via the deviance statistic and the
accompanying chi-square test.

Contact Seeking and Avoidant Behaviors
Based on Altman’s (1975) framework and research by Vinsel et al. (1980), the

total number of successfully used contact seeking and contact avoiding behaviors is

42



believed to be higher in established primary territories because these territories promote
the successful regulation of privacy. Therefore, it was reasoned that the total number of
successful contact seeking and avoidant behaviors would increase as primary territory
was established.

For contact seeking behaviors, intraclass correlations (p = .47) indicated that 47%
of the total variance in contact seeking behaviors was due to between-person differences
(e.g., some participants reported consistently high contact seeking behavior while others
reported consistently low contact seeking behaviors). The remaining 53% of the variance
was due to within-person or intra-individual change in contact seeking behaviors during
the observation period.

The unconditional models (see Table 5; Models A — C) suggested that the
inclusion of time as a linear component (Model B) significantly improved model fit and
reduced within-subject variance by 30.1%; a quadratic function (Model C) did not
improve fit or explain a substantial portion of remaining within-subject variance (R21
=.003; R22= .004). It was concluded that the linear model would be used as the baseline
for the conditional models (i.e., models including predictor variables). Inconsistent with
the initial prediction, the unconditional linear model chosen suggests that, on average,
contact seeking behaviors decreased steadily with the passage of time (Figure 1). The
random effects model statistics indicated that there were significant amounts of variance
in both initial status and rate of change between participants; that is, people differed

substantially in where they started and how much they changed.
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Model B (Unconditional Linear) Fixed Effect

—e— Average

Behaviors
O~ NWDAOOON OO

# of Contact Seeking

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Week

Figure 1. Fixed effects model for Contact Seeking Behaviors territory indicator.
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Contact avoidant behaviors (Table 6) performed somewhat similar to contact
seeking in that the linear time component (Model B) improved model fit and accounted
for 29.0% of within-subject variance. Similarly, there were significant amounts of
between-subject variance in both slope and initial status indicating that people varied for
those components. Contrary to the contact seeking model, the quadratic function (Model
C) did in fact improve on the linear contact avoidance model by explaining an additional
6.1% of the remaining within-subjects variance (R*; = .011; R%=.001; see Table 6). For
this model, avoidant behaviors generally increased with time but the size of that increase”
diminished (Figure 2). This relationship was in line with previous research and initial
predictions. Random effects model statistics showed significant variance between
subjects for both initial status and rate change; the variance for the quadratic term was
constrained at zero.

Next, conditional growth models were assessed by several time-independent
covariates as predictors bf the intercept and growth parameters. In addition to conditional
models that included sex as a covariate, models were tested for each of 11 indicators
using several time invariant predictors. In the case of both contact seeking and contact
avoidant behaviors, the Privacy Preference Scale (PPS) subscales for intimacy, not
neighboring, and solitude were modeled separately as covariates. These scales were
chosen because of the theoretical link between contact seeking and avoidant behaviors
and privacy. Out of the six possible privacy preference subscales, these three seemed
most relevant to both the behaviors in question and the research aims. The PPS subscales

of seclusion, anonymity, and reserve were not modeled.
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Model C (Unconditional Quadratic) Fixed Effect

—e— Awerage

# of Contact Avoiding
Behaviors
O =2 NOLOUAMANTOHHNIO

1.2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Week

Model E (PPS-Intimacy Covariate) Fixed Effect

—e— Average
—@—+ 18D

# of Contact Avoiding
Behaviors
O -a2aNWAOOO~ WO

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Week

Model F (Not Neighboring Covariate) Fixed Effect

—eo— Average

—m—+ 18D

# of Contact Avoiding
Behaviors
O=_=NWOWArOON® O

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Week

Figure 2. Fixed effects models for Contact Avoidant Behaviors territory indicator.
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For contact seeking behaviors, none of the conditional models showed
improvement over the unconditional linear model (see Table 5; Models E-G). Overall
model fit and model variance was not significantly affected by the addition of these
privacy preference covariates. For contact avoidant behaviors, the solitude subscale failed
to improve on model fit or explain additional variance (see Table 6; Model G). However,
the intimacy subscale of the PPS appeared to have a marginal (p = .067) interaction effect
on the average rate of both linear and quadratic change (see Table 6; Model E).
Unfortunately, very little variance was explained by the addition of the PPS intimacy
covariate (R21 =.019; R%=.019), suggesting that the conditional model does not
substantively add to the previously tested unconditional model. The not neighboring
covariate also improved model fit (R* = .027; R%=.030) and had a significant interaction
with the quadratic rate of change (see Table 6; Model F). Specifically, the not
neighboring covariate had an initial positive effect on contact avoidant behaviors but that
effect deteriorated over time.

Public v. Private Environmental Assessment

One pairing of environmental assessment adjectives taken from Kasmar (1970)
asked participants directly where they felt their room fell on the public versus private
space continuum. Once again, since Altman’s (1975) framework suggests that
territoriality is used to achieve and maintain privacy, it was predicted that participant
responses to this item would shift more toward the ‘private’ end of the response
continuum with the establishment of territory.

Unconditional model testing of the public v. private indicator (Table 7) supported

the initial prediction. Both the unconditional linear (Model B) and the unconditional
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quadratic (Model C) time models explained significant amounts of variance (6.6% and
9.3% of within-subjects variance, respectively; R* = .070 and R%= .026 for the quadratic
model) and demonstrated a shift toward the ‘private’ end of the response continuum. The
unconditional quadratic model, in which responses become more positive with time but
the size of the change decreases (see Figure 3), was selected for further conditional model
testing and showed significant amounts of between-subject variance in initial status but
not rate of change. The variance for the quadratic term was not estimated.

Conditional models were tested for the public v. private environmental
assessment indicator that included the dominance predictors and the TBS controlled
access subscale. These three predictors were chosen for this indicator for one of two
reasons. First, previous research (e.g., Deutsch, Esser, & Sossin, 1978; Mercer &
Benjamin, 1980; Sundstrom & Altman, 1974) has shown that the trait of dominance is
related to more established and exclusive territories (i.e., more established and private
territories). Second, Altman’s (1975) model posits that territorial control over access to a
space is one of the primary mechanisms for regulating privacy (defined as having control
over social interactions).

Results of the two conditional models that included the dominance scales were
mixed. The Goldberg et al. (2006) dominance scale did not explain between-subject
model variance or improve model fit. The Jackson (1971) version of the dominance scale
marginally improved model fit (p = .086) but explained small amounts of variance (3.5%
in intercept; R* =.020 and R%=.035). The fixed effects for the Jackson (1971)
dominance model indicated that its inclusion does not alter initial status or rate of change

for the average participant (see Table 7; Model F).
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Model C (Unconditional Quadratic) Fixed Effect

Private

—e— Average

Public v. Private
Assessment

Public 4 5 3 4 5 5§ 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Week

Model G (TBS Access Covariate) Fixed Effect

Privage

—e— Average

—s—+ 13D

Public v. Private
Assessment
N w F-N [4;] ()]

Public ¢ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Week

Figure 3. Fixed effects models for Public v. Private assessment territory indicator.
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The TBS controlled access conditional model also showed a significant
improvement in overall model fit (R*; = .014 and R%=.011) and the fixed effects
indicated some significant change in slope corresponding with change in TBS controlled
access scores. Specifically, the average slope increased by .02 units for every 1-point
increase in TBS controlled access scores indicating that those higher on controlled access
generally tended to move toward the private end of the continuum faster than those with
lower scores, although this effect diminished over time (see Table 7; Model G). TBS
controlled access scores did not seem to significantly relate to initial status.

The Perception of Personalizations

Two indicators of territorial establishment involved participant perceptions of
personalizations as a way of investigating changes in perceptions of a well-documented
(see Brown, 1987 for review) territorial behavior. One of the indicators pertains to
participants’ perception of their individual level of personalization compared to others in
the residence hall. It was reasoned that those perceiving themselves as having more
personalization compared to others likely viewed their space as more their own since
research has shown that decorating a room can induce a territorial response (Edney &
Uhlig, 1977). The second indicator asked participants how important they felt decorations
were in claiming their space. More direct than the first indicator, this one was predicted
to also increase for those who were establishing a territorial bond.

Model testing for perceived amount of personalization compared to others showed
that a linear model was the best fit for the data (see Table 8). The unconditional linear
model (Model B) explained 24.1% of within-subjects variance compared to the

unconditional means model and indicated a significantly positive change in perception of
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personalization amount scores with the passage of time along with significant amounts of
remaining variance in initial status and rate of change across participants. The inclusion
of a quadratic time function (Model C) did not significantly improve overall model fit
and was not used for conditional models.

The amount of personalization compared to others indicator was one of the three
that were significantly influenced by the sex covariate. This conditional model showed
that males had a significantly lower average starting point compared to females (Figure
4). Males tended to increase at a sharper rate than females, although the difference was
only marginally (p = .098) significant. The inclusion of the sex covariate helped to
explain 14.7% of between-subject variance in initial status and 9.1% of between-subject
variance in linear change over time (R21 =122 and R%= .146).

For the other conditional models, this indicator was modeled separately with the
TBS controlled access and personalizations subscales as covariates. The PPS anonymous
subscale was also tested as a separate conditional model. The decision to include these
covariates was based on research suggesting that personalizations serve two primary
purposes—to signal occupancy as a means of controlling access and to express individual
preferences to others (Brown & Altman, 1981; 1983). In this specific context it was
believed that TBS controlled access would be positively related because of the desire to
control access and PPS anonymity would be negatively related because of a preference to

remain anonymous. The TBS personalization subscale was designed to measure
individual tendency to personalize and therefore has an intuitive connection to the

indicator of interest.
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Model B (Unconditional Linear) Fixed Effect

—e— Average

Amount of Personalization
Compared to Others
N W b [6,] D ~}

1 2 3 4 56 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Week

Model D (Sex Covariate) Fixed Effect

-%-— Female
—m» Male

Amount of Personalization
Compared to Others
N w E.N [6,] [o) RN )

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Week

Model G (TBS Personaiization Covariate) Fixed Effect

—e— Average

—a—+ 18D

Amount of Personalization
Compared to Others
N W E.N [6,] D ~

-

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Week

Figure 4. Fixed effects models for Amount of Personalization Compared to Others
territory indicator.
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Neither of the conditional models that included the TBS controlled access or the
PPS anonymity subscales fit the data better than the unconditional linear time model.
These covariates appeared to have no effect on initial status or rate of change for the
personalization indicator and did not support the reasoning behind their inclusion in the
model (see Table 8; Models E and F).

The TBS personalization subscale did contribute to the model fit for the
personalization indicator as expected. Participant initial status increased by an average
of .2 points for every 1-point increase in TBS personalization score (see Table 8; Model
G). This covariate explained 42.6% of variance in initial status and 1.3% of variance in
rate of change (R?; = .264 and R%=.325) even though it did not have a significant fixed
effect on rate of change. The random effects statistics suggest that even with the inclusion
of the personalization subscale, significant amounts of between-subject variance existed
for both intercept and slope.

The second indicator in this category, participant feelings toward the importance
of personalization in claiming space, did not change with time. Both the unconditional
linear and quadratic model failed to improve upon overall model fit (see Table 9).
Together with an intraclass correlation suggesting a large portion of the total variance lies
between-subjects (p = .71), it appears that perceived importance of personalization is
separate from the temporal component of the territorial process and more dependent on

stable, or trait, factors and was therefore excluded from additional model testing.

Measures of Self and Room Integration
Models were also tested on two items designed to gauge the extent to which the

participants felt that they are integrated with their room using a modified inclusion of
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Table 9

Results of model fitting for Perceived Importance of Personalization for Claiming Space, time
centered at Time 1

Model A Model B Model C

Fixed Effects
Initial Status

Intercept 5.92(.25)* 5.83(.28)* 5.91(.38)*
Rate of change

TIME 0.02(.03) -0.02(.12)
Quadratic change

TIME? 0.00(.01)
Variance Components
Level 1

Within person 2.10(.22)* 1.87(.24)* 1.87(.24)*

Variance Explained
Level 2

Intercept 5.21(.89)* 5.19(1.13)* 521(1.14)*

Variance Explained

Change 0.01¢.01) 0.01¢.01)

Variance Explained
Deviance Statistic
Deviance 1202.1 1198.9 1198.8
Parameters 3 6 7
Chi-Square Change 3.2 0.1
p-value 362 999

*=p<.05
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other in self (IOS) scale. One item assessed their integration with their residence hall
room and the other assessed integration with their previous room. It was predicted that
territorial establishment would be marked by increased integration with the current room
and a decreased integration with the previous residence.

Integration with the current residence (Table 10) was best modeled using the
unconditional quadratic model (Model C) with 9.0% more of the within-subject variance
being explained by that function (R* = .048 and R%=.003) over the linear model. As
predicted, the average participant’s room integration increased over time but eventually
decelerated (Figure 5). Results also indicated that significant amounts of between-subject
variability existed for initial status but not for rate of change. Model C was used for
additional model testing involving predictor variables.

Results for the previous residence integration indicator (Table 11) were less clear
cut. For this measure, the model was significantly improved by the addition of the linear
time component, and time explained 10.7% of within-subjects variance (RZ[ =.082 and
R%,=.049), but the fixed effect for time indicated that, on average, rate of change did not
vary with the passage of time. However, this does not mean that there is a lack of
interindividual differences in intraindividual change; it only suggests that the average of
those intraindividual rates of change is not different from zero. Based on the random
effects, deviance statistics, and the potential for substantively interesting comparisons
between this indicator and the current residence integration item, the researcher decided
to proceed with conditional models using the linear time function.

Unconditional model testing had indicated that integration with the current

residence was best treated with a quadratic time function while integration with the
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Modei C (Unconditional Quadratic) Fixed Effect
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Figure 5. Fixed effects models for Inclusion of Self with Current Room territory indicator.
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previous residence was modeled with the linear time function. Both of these indicators
were conditionally modeled using each of the three TBS subscales (controlled access,
personalization, and defense) in order to assess the extent to which individual tendencies
toward territorial behaviors impacted individual integration with current and previous
residences.

For the integration with the current residence indicator, all three of the conditional
models had a significant fixed effect for the covariate. The addition of the TBS controlled
access subscale accounted for 7.0% more variance in initial status (R2 1=.042 and
R%= .069) over the unconditional quadratic time model, and indicated that higher scores
on controlled access relate to a higher initial status for current room integration but a
slower rate of change (see Table 10; Model E).

The conditional model that included the personalization subscale also improved
model fit, and accounted for large amounts of additional between-subject variance in rate
of change (47.7%) although that percentage accounted for very little of the total variance
(R*=.005 and R%= .003). For this conditional model, personalization had a marginally
significant (p = .078) interaction with the linear rate of change (see Table 10; Model F).

Results similar to the TBS controlled access conditional model were found when
adding in the TBS defense subscale as a covariate. The average participant’s initial status
was higher for those reporting being more likely to defend their territories compared to
those scoring lower on the TBS defense subscale. The conditional model including this
covariate explained an additional 9.5% of variance in initial status (R21 = 047 and

R%=.094) over the unconditional quadratic model (see Table 10; Models C and G).
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The second room integration indicator» focused on the previous residence of
participants and was conditionally modeled with each of the TBS subscales (Figure 6). In
opposition to the current residence models, this set of conditional models indicated that
controlled access, personalization, and defense had no significant impact on model fit
orvariance explained. In sum, previous room integration models including TBS
covariates were not significantly better than the linear model without covariates.

A conditional model including sex as a covariate (Model D) was a significant
improvement for this indicator. Model statistics suggested that the average male had a
significantly lower intercept than the average female; sex had no impact on the average
change trajectory. The inclusion of the sex covariate explained 8.1% of variance in initial
status and 16.2% of variance in slope (R21 =046 and R%= .081).

Percentage of Owned and Shared Space

The roommate situation sets up the potential for both owned space (primary
territory) and shared space (secondary territory) within the residence hall room and it was
predicted that changes in that dynamic occur as the result of territorial establishment.
With an increase in territorial ownership it was expected that the percentage of owned
(primary) space would increase while the percentage of shared (secondary) space would
decrease. Two sets of models were tested—one for primary space and one for secondary
space.

Results for the unconditional models involving percentage of owned space (Table
12) did not support predictions, with neither the unconditional linear nor the
unconditional quadratic models improving on the initial means model. Conditional

models were not explored.
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Model B (Unconditional Linear) Fixed Effect
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Figure 6. Fixed effects models for Inclusion of Self with Previous Room territory
indicator.

65



Table 12

Results of model fitting for Percentage of Owned Space, time centered at Time 1

Model A Model B Model C

Fixed Effects
Initial Status
Intercept

Rate of change
TIME

Quadratic Change
TIME?

30.81(1.29)*  31.11(1.47)*  30.29(1.85)*

-0.05(.11) 0.30(.51)

-0.03(.04)

Variance Components
Level 1
Within person
Variance Explained
Level 2

38.94(4.02)* 35.44(4.44)y* 35.42(4.44)*

Intercept 137.23(22.60)* 160.42(30.17)* 160.25(30.13)*
Variance Explained
Change 0.19(.16) 0.19(.16)
Variance Explained
Deviance Statistic
Deviance 2045.9 2043.1 2042.6
Parameters 3 6 7
Chi-Square Change 2.8 33
p-value 424 509

*=p<.05
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Similar to the percentage of owned space indicator, percentage of shared space
(Table 13) did not vary as a function of time and models including time did not
substantially improve model fit nor explain significant amounts of variance compared to
the unconditional means model. As a result of being seemingly independent of time, this
indicator was excluded from further model testing involving predictor variables. Random
effects for both unconditional models suggested that rate of change did not vary across
participants so it was concluded that data for this indicator were largely stable for the
entire sample.
Direct Attachment Questions

Two items chosen to be indicators took a more direct approach at assessing
territoriality by asking participants how attached they felt to their rooms compared to
both their roommate and others in their residence hall. A third indicator item measured
the extent to which the participant’s room ‘feels like home.” It was predicted that all three
of these indicators would increase as time progressed and territorial bond strengthened.

Change in room attachment compared to their roommate did not follow a linear or
quadratic growth model (see Table 14). Model fit was not significantly improved upon by
the addition of either time function and as a result this indicator was not used for any
additional model testing. Similarly, participant room attachment compared to others in
the residence hall did not change with time and very little variance was explained by
either the linear or quadratic time functions (see Table 15).

Results for whether or not the participant’s room felt like home (Table 16) were
more promising than the attachment items but the overall model was not entirely

conclusive. The addition of a linear time component significantly improved overall model
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Table 13

Results of model fitting for Percentage of Shared Space, time centered at Time 1

Model A Model B Model C

Fixed Effects
Initial Status
Intercept

Rate of change
TIME

Quadratic change
TIME?

44.74(1.86)*  45.53(2.26)*  42.95(3.28)*

-0.15(.23) 0.99(1.07)

-0.08(.08)

Variance Components
Level 1
Within person
Variance Explained
Level 2

175.02(18.25)* 163.53(22.52)* 161.48(22.23)*

Intercept 252.15(48.93)* 282.61(76.76)* 286.53(76.90)*
Variance Explained
Change 0.64(.93) 0.66(.92)
Variance Explained
Deviance Statistic
Deviance 2389.9 2388.9 2387.7
Parameters 3 6 7
Chi-Square Change 1.0 2.2
p-value .801 .699

*=p <05
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Table 14

Results of model fitting for Attachment Compared to Roommate, time centered at Time 1

Model A Model B Model C

Fixed Effects
Initial Status

Intercept 3.04(.06)* 3.08(.07)* 3.00(.11)*
Rate of change

TIME -0.01¢.01) 0.03(.04)
Quadratic change

TIME? -0.00(.00)
Variance Components
Level 1

Within person 0.20(.02)* 0.17(.02)* 0.17(.02)*

Variance Explained
Level 2

Intercept 0.27(.05)* 0.32(.08)* 0.32(.08)*

Variance Explained

Change 0.00(.00) 0.00(.00)

Variance Explained
Deviance Statistic
Deviance 485.3 482.0 480.9
Parameters 3 6 7
Chi-Square Change 33 4.4
p-value .348 355

*=p<.05
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Table 15

Results of model fitting for Attachment Compared to Others in Hall, time centered at Time 1

Model A Model B Model C

Fixed Effects
Initial Status

Intercept 2.91(.06)* 2.92(.06)* 2.97(.11)*
Rate of change

TIME -0.01(.01) -0.02(.04)
Quadratic change

TIME® 0.00(.00)
Variance Components
Level 1

Within person 0.20(.02)* 0.19(.02)* 0.19(.02)*

Variance Explained
Level 2

Intercept 0.30¢.06)* 0.28(.06)* 0.20(.07)*

Variance Explained

Change 0.00(.00) 0.00(.00)

Variance Explained
Deviance Statistic
Deviance 493.9 489.4 489.3
Parameters 3 6 7
Chi-Square Change 4.5 4.6
p-value 212 331
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fit and helped to explain 26.2% of within-subject variance. Based on the fixed effects,
time, on average, did not significantly alter scores for this indicator even though there
were a lot of interindividual differences in intraindividual change. Given the importance
of better understanding the factors contributing to feeling ‘at home’ and the overall model
improvement with the linear time function, this indicator was tested with conditional
models. The between-subject variance was significant for both initial status and slope
suggesting that differences were present but not yet accounted for in the model.

»The average male in this sample did not differ from the average female on initial
status for the ‘feels like home’ indicator, but did have a different slope (Figure 7). In fact,
the fixed effects for this conditional model indicated that female scores for this item did
not change significantly over time while male scores increased steadily. This time x sex
interaction helps explain the null effect for time in the unconditional models and
highlights some substantive differences in territorial establishment. For this indicator, the
inclusion of sex in the model accounted for an additional 3.1% of variance in initial status
and 20.3% of variance in slope between-subjects (R*; = .021 and R%=.032).

Additional conditional models using the three TBS subscales as covariates were
also tested. These were chosen for reasons similar to the room integration indicators—to
assess the extent to which a territorial behavior tendency impacts person-environment
bond. Results for all three conditional models (Models E —G) were non-significant, with
none of the covariates improving model fit or explaining more variance. In short, the
‘feels like home’ indicator did not perform well within the framework of this project. Not
only did it fail to vary with time but predictor variables known to influence a personal

sense of ownership did not meaningfully relate to it, either. While results for participant
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Figure 7. Fixed effects models for ‘Feels Like Home’ territory indicator.
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sex did show differences, even fhose seem to suggest ‘no change’ for women but some
increase for men.
Perceptions of Crowding

The final set of territorial indicators tested with unconditional models involved
individual perceptions of crowding. A vital component of Altman’s (1975) model is
territoriality as a mechanism to avoid or reduce feelings of crowding. Because of the
connection between territoriality and crowding, four separate questions were included to
measure participant perceptions of crowding and their room’s perceived carrying capacity.
It was predicted that perceptions of crowding would decrease with time and that
perceived carrying capacity would increase with time. A final indicator item came from
Kasmar’s (1970) environmental assessment adjectives. It required participants to rate
their room along the Not Crowded v. Crowded continuum and was conceptually
analogous to the previous public v. private indicator.

Unconditional models were tested for an indicator dealing with the number of
people that can fit in the residence hall room before it feels crowded (i.e., perceived
carrying capacity). Model results (Table 17) showed that the quadratic time function fit
the data best with 37.2% of within-subjects variance (R* = .478 and R%=.556) being
accounted for with the inclusion of time. As predicted, the perceived carrying capacity of
the room increased with time, but there was a deceleration over time. Both initial status
and slope had significant portions of unexplained variance between-subjects.

Conditional models for the carrying capacity indicator, and the other crowding
indicators, included the TBS controlled access subscale and the PPS solitude and

anonymity subscales. The TBS subscale was chosen because of the negative relationship
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outlined by Altman (1975) between the successful regulation of interaction (via
controlled access) and perceptions of crowding. The inclusion of privacy preference
measures was based on similar reasoning, and the individual subscales (solitude and
anonymity) were picked based on the intuitive link between either enjoying solitude or
preferring anonymity in groups and the perception of crowding.

Both the TBS controlled access and the PPS anonymity scales were useful model
covariates for the carrying capacity indicator. Controlled access (Figure 8) improved
model fit and explained an additional 12.2% of variance in slope (R21 =.003 and
R%=.066). Controlled access had a reducing influence on the average participant slope,
with a .05 reduction for every 1-point increase in controlled access (see Table 17; Model
E). In sum, the average participant with a high score on the TBS subscale had the same
initial carrying capacity but that perceived carrying capacity did not increase as
dramatically over time compared to those with a lower TBS controlled access score.

The inclusion of PPS anonymity also improved model fit and helped to model the
average change for the carrying capacity indicator. PPS did not alter initial status but did
influence the average rate of change for participants, with higher PPS anonymity scores
corresponding to a steeper slope. Interestingly, the PPS covariate helped to explain very
little additional variance, suggesting that it may not be as valuable as the fixed effects
indicated (see Table 17; Model G). The PPS solitude subscale did not improve model fit
or demonstrate any significant influence on model fixed effects over the unconditional
quadratic model (see Table 17; Model F).

Three separate indicators asked participants to rate their comfort levels if their

roommate had three, five, and seven visitors, respectively. In each set of models (Tables
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Model C (Unconditional Quadratic) Fixed Effect
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Figure 8. Fixed effects models for Room Carrying Capacity territory indicator.
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18 — 20), the linear time function (Model B) contributed significantly to model fit; the
quadratic function also contributed to the five-visitor scenario. In all three cases, large
portions of within-person variance were explained by time (12.5%, 23.0%, and 24.6%,
respectively), and significant amounts of between-subject variance in slope and initial
status remained. As predicted, participant comfort with roommate visitors increased with
the progression of time; these indicators were included in conditional model testing using
the TBS controlled access and PPS solitude and anonymity subscales (see Tables 18 — 20;
Models E — G).

For each one of these three indicators (comfort with 3, 5, and 7 roommate friends,
respectively), the TBS controlled access covariate helped to explain significant portions
of variance in initial status (6.5%, 4.3%, and 4.8%, respectively; R% = .024, .029,
and .026, respectively; R%=.063, .042, and .048, respectively) and had at least a marginal
effect on model fixed effects (see Table 18 - 20; Model E).

For the 3-friend indicator, the access subscale had a marginal effect (p = .082) on
initial status, with higher scores corresponding to a decrease in initial status, but had no
significant effect on slope (Figure 9). The opposite was true for the 5-friend indicator in
which the access covaﬁate was marginally (p = .058) related to a reduction in slopes for
every 1-point increase (Figure 10). The final indicator in this set had a significant
decrease in average rate of change for higher TBS access scores (Figure 11).

PPS solitude scores did not contribute to overall model fit for any of the comfort
with roommate friend indicators (see Table 18 - 20; Model F). While model fixed effects

statistics showed marginally significant changes in initial status for the 3- and 7-friend

78



6L

680" >d=,60>d=

YT €8T VIO 0T €hE 2007 St[eA~d
S'¢ v'e s 00 60 I's1 a3uey) srenbg-1y)H
8 8 8 8 L 9 € sIojowRIRg
0976 1926 €126 $'676 9'876 $'6T6 9'v16 soueIAS(
o_ammaﬂam ooﬂ&f»oa—
(%0°T) paure[dXyg S5URTIEA
(001000 (000070 (000070 (00000 (007000 (0010070 a3uey)
(%5$°9) paurejdxy souelie A
+(£1)0€°0 «(£1)0€°0 «(€1)1€0 +(E1E0 (E1PE0 «EIME0 +(01)0t°0 1doaroyur
Z _D>OA
(%%1°0) (%ST1) pauredxy soueLiEA
+(£0)69°0 +(L0)69°0 (L0690 £(L0)69°0 +(£0)69°0 (L0690 +(L0)6L°0 uosad unprm
[ [0A97
sjusuodwo)) dueLIep
(007000~ AL
a3ueyo oneipend)
(00000 AnwAiuouy-Sdd
(00)10°0 spmI0S-Sdd
(000070 $8900V-SH L.
(£000°0 XdS
«(10)10°0 «(10)¥0°0 «(107v0°0 (20100 #0200 100700 JNLL
a3ueyd Jo vy
+(T0)¥0°0- Aypwluouy-sdd
+(€0750°0- apmIOS-Sdd
+ (10)€0°0- $5920V-S4.L
(17)€0°0 X4dS
£(60)7L°¢ +(60)0L°€ +(60)0L°¢€ «(11)69°€ «(11)59°¢ #(60)0L°€ +(80)98°¢ 1dooieyu]
snjels _MSEH
S0 PIXIg
5 TSpON d [SPON A 9PON d [PPON D I3PON € [PPOIN V [SPON

[ PWL] 1D Pa.421uad duil] ‘SI0JIS1 A dIPUO0Y € YIlm 1Lofuo)) Jof Suiinf japout Jo synsayy

81 319eL



08

Lo >d=,50>d=,

650" AL €00° 575 T00" 000" omea-d
<9 €T L1l 90 601 867 93uey) arenbg-yD)
6 6 6 6 L 9 € s1o)ouIETeJ
€26 $'876 1616 T0£6 80€6 L1v6 S1L6 20UBIA(L
MSNEIS UBIAA(J
(%9°¢) (%TT1) paure[dxq soueltep
+(00710°0 (007100 £(00700°0 «(00)10°0 (007100 +(00)00°0 aguey)
(667) (%ep) paurerdxd souenrep
(SIS0 +S1)¢5°0 +FIS0 «($1)95°0 #($1795°0 «(S1)rS0 S1)1L°0 1daorauy
ré ~o>uw~
(©%9°1) ©L'1) (%¢£°9) (%LLY) paurerdxy soueLIB A
+(90)85°0 +(90)65°0 +(90)85°0 «(90)65°0 «(90)65°0 (L0290 «(LO)LLO uosiad uryiig
1 ~0>QH
m«:onoQEoU uu—:w_.:w>
<00700°0 ANuAuouy-Sdd
(000070~ apmI0§-Sdd
(00000 $$200V-S€ .
(107000~ EN
+(00710°0- «(00)10°0- (001070~ «(00)10°0- +(00)10°0- ANWIL
93ueyp ongerpeny)
+ (100700 Awiuouv-Sdd
(107100 apmIog-Sdd
+(10)10°0- §5920V-S4 L
(60900 XAS
+F0)L1°0 «F0)L10 «FOILTO «(50791°0 +(FOILTO «(10750°0 ANLL
93ueyp jo sy
«(£090°0~ Aywiuouy-Sd4
(#0500~ opmIog-Sdd
(z0)20°0- $$300V-Sd ],
(92)91°0~ XS
+198L°C L1)eLe L11)eLC SLE1ILLT «(T1)€LT #(01)06°C LO1)11°¢ 1dao1o1u]
styelg TenIu]
SIOPF PIXIy
D PPON I TOPOIN T PPON d PPON D SPON t IFPON V IPPON

[ duil] Jo padajuad auil] ‘SA0JIS1,| IDUIUOO0Y C YIIM 140fiu0)) 4of Suljjf japout f0 sjnsayy

6l Sl9eL


http://-0.00f.00)*

I8

$80'>d=,'60'>d =

89¢" 61 L00° T0€ 89T 000" snjeA-d
0C €€ 66 v 61 8 a3uey) arenbg-1yD
8 8 8 8 L 9 € sIajourered
v 6 I'¢v6 $'9¢6 0'v¥6 b6 v Y6 7886 soueIAdd
NS LIS dUBIA(
(%S patie[dXy SoUeEA
+(00010°0 +(00)10°0 «(00010°0 £(00)10°0 +(00)10°0 %(00710°0 aueyH)
(%8'1) pourejdxg soueLIR A
(1650 «(S1)LS0 «(S1)85°0 +(S1)19°0 «(S1)19°0 #(S1)19°0 «(91)28°0 1daorayug
ACLES|
(%+°0) (©69't7) paure[dxy aoueneA
£(90)65°0 £(90)65°0 £(90)65°0 «(90)65°0 £(90)65°0 £(90)65°0 «(L0)6L0 uosad urynm
[ [oA9]
sjusuoduwio)) dueLIvA
(007000~ LANLL
93ueypd sneIpend)
{00000 : AnwAuouy-Sdd
(00000 opmyI[oS-Sdd
x(007)10°0- $§990V-SA L
(#0)50°0 X4S
+(10)90°0 +(10190°0 £(10190°0 £(207)50°0 +*(F0)11°0 «(10790°0 JNILL
98ueys Jo a1ey
(€0)¥0°0- AwAuouy-sdd
+(€0)90°0- 3pmIjos-Sdd
(20)€0°0- $S900V-SH L
(P7)9T 0 X4S
«(11)80°C +(01)L0°T «(11)L0°C «(Z11°T +(T100C «(11)L0°C «11)28°C IER NG|
snjels [enIug
)0 POxXIY
D [9pON 1 TSPOIN d [PON PO D 19POIN € [°PON V I9POIN

[ dWL] D paddjuad aull] ‘SA0J1S14 I0WUO0Y [ YIIM Ji0fido)) Jof Sutipf jopout fo synsayy

0T 21qeL


http://-0.00f.00

Model B (Unconditional Linear) Fixed Effect

g 7
E 6
[*]
gg’
; 2 4 —e—Average
3> 3
H
.- 2
E
8 1 :
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Week
Model E (TBS Acess Covariate) Fixed Effect
e 7
£
6
g
ge’
- 8 4 —e—Awerage
59 —a—+ 18D
3”3
'
2 2
£
8 1 ,
12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Week
Model F (PPS Solitude Covariate) Fixed Effect
2 7
E s
E
8,5
r £
© 8, —e—Avwerage
£ 2 ~a—+ 1 8D
3> 3
€
“E 2
8 1
1.2 3 4 5 86 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Week
Model G (PPS Anonymity Covariate) Fixed Effect
£ 7
©
E 6
[=]
S p 5
5 g 4 —e— Average
£2 —a—+ 1 SD
>3
€
-g 2
Q
o 1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Week

Figure 9. Fixed effects models for Comfort with 3 Roommate Visitors territory indicator.
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Model C (Unconditional Quadratic) Fixed Effect
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Figure 10. Fixed effects models for Comfort with 5 Roommate Visitors territory
indicator.
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Model B (Unconditional Linear) Fixed Effect
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Figure 11. Fixed effects models for Comfort with 7 Roommate Visitors territory
indicator.
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indicators, those differing intercepts did not explain sufficient amounts of model variance
to improve overall model fit statistics.

The anonymity covariate models improved upon unconditional models for the
comfort with 5-friend indicator but not the 3- and 7-friend equivalents. In the significant
model, the covariate explained an additional 2.9% of variance in initial status (R*; = .022
and R%=.029). The model fixed effects for the 5-friend indicator suggested that higher
scores for PPS anonymity related to a reduction in average initial status; rate of change
was also marginally (p = .061) increased by higher scores for the PPS anonymity
subscale on the 5-friend indicator (see Tables 18 -20; Model G).

The not crowded v. crowded environmental assessment indicator (Table 21) did
not vary with time and was not included in conditional models that included predictor
variables. Neither the linear nor the quadratic time functions explained significant
amounts of model variance even though intraclass correlations (p = .39) suggested a large
portion (61%) of within-subject variance.

Part Three: Growth Models of Student Outcomes
Analytic Procedure

Similar to Parts One and Two, the third component of Study 1 involved the
testing of several unconditional and conditional growth models to assess change over
time. However, rather than focusing on the theoretical component of territoriality and its
timeline, Part Three dealt entirely with the applied issues of student satisfaction, health,
and well-being. In this set of analyses, the outcomes of interest were perceived academic
performance, overall student health, stress, loneliness, happiness, life satisfaction,

roommate satisfaction, and resident hall/university satisfaction. For each of those eight
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Table 21

Results of model fitting for Not Crowded v. Crowded Assessment Adjectives, time centered at Time 1

Model A Model B Model C

Fixed Effects
Initial Status

Intercept 5.34(.12)* 5.37(.13)* 5.23(.15)*
Rate of change

TIME -0.01(.02) 0.10(.06)
Quadratic change

TIME? -0.01(.00)
Variance Components
Level 1

Within person 1.59(.14)* 1.60(.14)* 1.59(.14)*

Variance Explained
Level 2

Intercept 1.00(.22)* 0.96(.22)* 0.71(.27)*

Variance Explained

Change 0.00(.00) 0.00(.00)

Variance Explained
Deviance Statistic
Deviance 1288.8 1286.5 1283.4
Parameters 3 6 7
Chi-Square Change 23 5.4
p-value <513 .249

*=p<.05
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student outcomes a set of three unconditional models were tested to assess change over
time and the best fitting shape (linear or quadratic) for the model, as detailed below for
Tables 22 — 29, Models A — C. The best fitting unconditional model for each outcome
was then tested with the addition of some of the territorial covariates from Parts One and
Two. Each set of covariates was chosen based on previous research and relevant theory
linking the territorial covariate to the student outcome. Once again, the variance
explained statistics are proportional calculations based on Singer and Willett (2003), but
Snijders and Bosker’s (1999) R?is reported for all significantly improved models.
Academic and Health Outcomes

The first two student outcomes were the most general in nature and targeted
perceived academic achievement compared to their peers and their perceived overall
level of health. These two were chosen to represent the more common outcomes used
when dealing with student populations. Perceived academic achievement relative to peers
was used instead of more objective indicators (current GPA, test scores) because the
current Honors sample showed very little variability in those items. Perceived overall
health was used for similar reasons in that objective measures (# of illnesses, # doctor
visits) did not vary substantially.

Perceived academic achievement compared to others was best modeled using a
linear time function with the average achievement score increasing as the semester
progressed (Table 22, Figure 12). The linear time function also helped to explain 29.0%
of within-subject variance while the quadratic did not explain additional within-subject
variance. Significant amounts of variance remained for all within-subject and between-

subject effects after the inclusion of the linear component. Conditional models were then
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Model B (Unconditional Linear) Fixed Effect
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Figure 12. Fixed effects model for Perceived Academic Achievement student outcome.
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tested using the linear model as the best fitting comparison and the territorial indicators of
contact seeking behaviors, contact avoiding behaviors, and perception of public v. private
space as covariates (see Table 22; Models D — F). These three were chosen based on the
theoretical link between successful privacy regulation and successful study habits within
the residence hall setting, and it was believed that increased ability to regulate social
interaction (i.e., achieve privacy) would relate to higher perceived academic achievement.

Conditional models that included the contact seeking, contact avoiding behaviors,
and the public v. private assessment did not significantly improve upon the unconditional
linear model for academic achievement and did not explain significant portions of
variance. For all three models, the fixed effects for the covariates were not significantly
different from zero (see Table 22; Models D — F).

Overall student health also changed with time and was best modeled using a
quadratic function (Table 23). Inclusion of the quadratic function explained 5.1% more
within-subject variance than the linear function (R21 =.009 and R22= .028) and the fixed
effects indicated a significant decrease in health with the passage of time but that
decrease became less pronounced, too (Figure 13). The random effects suggested
significant amounts of variance were still present both within-subjects and in between-
subject initial status (see Table 23; Model C). The quadratic model was employed for all
conditional model testing using the territory indicators of public v. private space,
inclusion of self in current room, and ‘feels like home.’

All three covariates tested were chosen because of the assumed link between a
stronger territorial connection and improved health, but only one of the conditional

models supported this assumption (see Table 23; Models D — F). Models that included
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Model C (Unconditional Quadratic) Fixed Effect
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Figure 13. Fixed effects models for Overall Health student outcome.
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the public v. private and current room inclusion covariates did not improve model fit nor
explain additional variance. The ‘feels like home’ covariate did improve model fit and
had both a significant main effect and a time x covariate interaction. Higher scores for
this indicator related to lower overall health ratings at Time 1, but the size of that
decrement became smaller in later time points (Figure 13). A quadratic time x covariate
interaction was also found to be significant which means that the lessening of the
negative effect over time found for the time x covariate interaction also becomes less
pronounced with time. In the course of this study, the negative effect of the ‘feels like
home’ covariate reversed itself and was related to a positive effect on health.
Student Stress and Loneliness

Two student outcomes of perceived stress and perceived loneliness were also
modeled for change during the first semester. These negative components of the college
student experience have been related to problems in first-year student adjustment and
overall persistence so were of direct interest in Part Three (Bean & Eaton, 2001; Nora et
al., 1996). This project predicted that some of that stress and loneliness occurs as result of
both lack of privacy and perceptions of crowding so territorial indicators related to those
domains were tested for both of these outcomes in conditional models. This prediction
was based on research indicating that a strong sense of privacy relates to lower stress and
a heightened ability to control and maintain social interactions (Haggard & Werner, 1990;
Newell, 1998; Vinsel et al., 1980). The perception of crowding has often been related to a
higher stress response (D’ Atri, 1975; Epstein, 1982; Gomez-Jacinto & Hombrados-

Mendieta, 2002; Lepore, Evans, & Palsane, 1991).
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The unconditional models for perceived stress (Table 24 and Figure 14) indicated
that the linear time function explained significant amounts of within-person model
variance (33.9% of variance) and significantly improved model fit, but the fixed effects
indicated that, on average, time did not explain changes in perceived stress (Model B).
The quadratic time function did not improve model fit over the linear time component so
further conditional model testing was carried out using the linear model because of the
model improvement. The territorial covariates of contact seeking behaviors, public v.
private space assessment, room carrying capacity, and not crowded v. crowded space
assessment were tested in separate conditional models of perceived stress (see Table 24;
Models D — G).

Both the contact seeking behaviors and the public v. private space assessment
indicators appeared to have no significant effect on perceived stress (see Table 24,
Models D and E). Fixed effects for both covariate models showed no significant effect of
the covariate upon ratings of perceived stress. Model fit statistics were also not improved
upon with the addition of either covariate. |

Two additional conditional models that included crowding covariates were tested
on the linear perceived stress outcome. The room carrying capacity indicator did not help
to account for significant amounts of variance in perceived stress. The final conditional
model included the environmental assessment item related to the space being along the
crowded—not crowded continuum. This territorial indicator was shown in Part One not to
vary with time but because multiple measurements were taken for this variable across
time, it too was treated as a time variant covariate for this model. Results showed fhat this

covariate did not explain additional variance and that overall model fit was not improved
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Model B (Unconditional Linear) Fixed Effect
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Figure 14. Fixed effects model for Perceived Stress student outcome.
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(see Table 24; Model G). Territorial indicators did not seem to have an impact on levels
of perceived stress.

Loneliness was the second negative student outcome of interest in Part Three of
this project and models for this outcome can be found in Table 25. The unconditional
linear model significantly improved model fit and explained 23.9% more within-subjects
variance than the unconditional means model, and the quadratic model did not improve
upon the linear model (see Table 25; Models A — C). As a result, conditional models that
utilized the territoriality covariates of amount of personalization compared to others,
‘feels like home,” and room carrying capacity were tested using the linear time function.

Research by Vinsel et al. (1980) suggested that personalizations signaled student
retention or withdrawal by indicating whether they felt attached to the university (by
having lots of university focused personalizations) or were still focused on home (by
having more home based personalizations). Because of that research, it was predicted that
both the amount of personalizations and ‘feels at home’ indicator were negatively related
to student loneliness. The carrying capacity indicator was included in model testing under
the assumption that more comfort with more people in the room would correspond to
lower loneliness.

The inclusion of the amount of room personalization covariate explained an
additional 3.2% of within-subject variance in loneliness (R* = .046 and R%=.053) and
decreased the average participant’s loneliness score by .84 for every 1-point increase in
amount of personalization (see Table 25; Model D and Figure 15). This significant main
effect for the covariate indicated that the effect of amount of personalization on

loneliness scores was consistent across time points. Similar results were found for the
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Model B (Unconditional Linear) Fixed Effect
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Figure 15. Fixed effects models for Loneliness student outcome.
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‘feels like home’ covariate—3.0% of within-subject variance in loneliness was explained
(R* = .084 and R*=.108) and the covariate had a consistent effect of lowering loneliness
scores 2.21 points for every 1-point increase in the covariate at any given time point (see
Table 25; Model E). Also as predicted, the room carrying capacity covariate had a -
consistent reducing effect on participant loneliness scores. Specifically, loneliness scores
were .52 lower for every 1-person increase on the carrying capacity covariate at any
given time (see Table 25; Model F; R?,=.085 and R%= .134). To summarize, all three
covariates improved upon the unconditional loneliness model and indicated that more
personalizations, stronger feelings of being at home, and perceiving a higher carrying
capacity for the room related to consistently lower feelings of loneliness.
Individual Student Happiness and Satisfaction

Half of the student outcomes in this project involved positive aspects of student
living and focused on student happiness, life satisfaction, roommate satisfaction, and
resident hall/university satisfaction. For this section, the individual level outcomes of
student happiness and life satisfaction are presented. While stress and loneliness relate to
withdrawal from the university, satisfaction and happiness have been shown to be
protective factors and predictors of long-term student persistence (Astin, 1977a; Lovejoy
et al., 1995; Nora et al., 1996; Vinsel et al., 1980).

The subjective happiness outcome (Table 26) was best modeled using the linear

time function, but the fixed effects indicated that the average participant score did not

change with time. Model fit statistics suggested an improved fit and the linear component
explained 20.4% of within-subjects variance so all conditional models were tested using

the linear time function (see Table 26; Model A — C).
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The first conditional model tested included the public v. private space assessment
as a covariate, which was predicted to have a positive effect on happiness scores. This
was based on research relating both control and privacy attainment to psychological and
emotional well-being (Haggard & Werner, 1990; Seligman, 1991; Tangney et al., 2004).
Results indicated that the public v. private space covariate marginally improved model fit
(p = .094) and explained significant amounts of variance, but did not support the
prediction for the model (Model D). The marginally significant main effect of the
covariate on happiness was negative and consistent across time. Higher ratings on the
public v. private continuum related to a .13 decrease in happiness per unit of increase.

Two other conditional models were tested for the subjective happiness outcome.
Both of those models included covariates focused more specifically on student
attachment to the room and ‘feeling at home’ because previous research by Edney and
colleagues suggested that territorial attachment related to more pleasant feelings and
increased resident happiness (e.g., Edney, 1975; Edney & Buda, 1976; Edney & Uhlig,
1977).

The first room attachment conditional model had the inclusion of self in the
residence hall room indicator as the covariate and supported the previous research. This
conditional model had a significant main effect for the covariate as well as a significant
time x covariate interaction (R*; = .010 and R%=.015). Higher inclusion of self with the
room was related to lower levels of happiness at Time 1 and that decrease in happiness
due to the covariate becomes smaller at later time points (Figure 16). For example, at

Time 1, a 1-point increase in inclusion of the self with the residence hall room lowered
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Model B (Unconditional Linear) Fixed Effect
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Figure 16. Fixed effects models for Subjective Happiness student outcome.
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happiness rating by .22 points. That same 1-point increase in the covariate above the
average at time 3 related to a meager .01 point decrease in happiness ratings.

The “feels like home’ territory indicator was entered as a covariate for happiness
scores and explained an additional 0.4% of within-subject variance (R21 =.066 and
R22= .077). Model statistics showed a significant main effect for the ‘feels like home’
covariate indicating it has a consistent effect across time (see Table 26; Model F).
Specifically, happiness scores were, on average, .61 points higher for every 1-point
increase in scores for the ‘fecls like home’ variable across time points.

Life satisfaction was another student outcome of interest, and the unconditional
linear time model improved upon the unconditional means model (Table 27, Figure 17).
The linear time function explained 18.6% of within-subject variance and fit statistics
suggested significant improvement over the means models. Model fixed effects indicated
a significant change in scores over time (see Table 27; Model B). Conditional models
using the linear function were carried out using the same three covariates used in the
happiness conditional models.

The public v. private covariate model (see Table 27; Model D) improved upon the
unconditional linear model (R21 =.010 and R*= .015). However, the fixed effects
showed that the effect of higher private space assessment scores on life satisfaction was
not significantly different from zero. Interestingly, the significant time x covariate
interaction indicated that the non-significant effect of the covariate at Time 1 would get
larger (i.e., more negative) with time, suggesting an eventually significant impact. Similar
results were found for the inclusion of self with room covariate model. The addition of

the covariate significantly improved model fit statistics and explained additional variance
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Modet B (Unconditional Linear) Fixed Effect
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Figure 17. Fixed effects models for Life Satisfaction student outcome.
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(R* = .055 and R%= .066). A main effect of the covariate for this model showed a
significant increase in life satisfaction scores corresponding to higher inclusion scores
(see Table 27; Model E). The size of the increase in life satisfaction scores was consistent
across all time points.

The final conditional model that included the ‘feels like home’ indicator showed
slightly more powerful results in explaining satisfaction scores (R*=.066 and R%= 074).
Results for the conditional model showed a main effect corresponding to a consistent
increase in life satisfaction scores with elevated ratings on the ‘feels like home’ covariate.
Specifically, a 1-point increase in ‘feels like home’ scores corresponded to satisfaction
scores that were 0.76 points higher than the average rating (see Table 27; Model F).
Altogether, the three conditional models for life satisfaction suggested that privacy and
territoriality may improve student satisfaction but not to a very large extent.

Student Roommate and Resident Hall Satisfaction

The final two outcomes of interest went beyond the individual student and
assessed satisfaction with both the participant’s roommate and the residence
hall/university. Having positive roommate interactions and a positive view of the
residence hall has been shown to improve student retention (e.g., Berger, 1997; Vinsel et
al., 1980) and therefore relevant to this project.

Roommate satisfaction (Table 28) was best modeled with a linear time function
that helped to explain 33.7% of within-subject variance. Conditional models were created
using the linear time function and contact seeking behaviors, contact avoiding behaviors,

public v. private space assessment, and ‘feels like home’ as covariates.
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Model B (Unconditional Linear) Fixed Effect
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Figure 18. Fixed effects models for Roommate Satisfaction student outcome.
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By including contact seeking behaviors as a covariate in a conditional model,
significant amounts of additional variance were explained (R*; = .041 and R%=.058).
Fixed effect statistics indicated that the contact seeking covariate had a positive main
effect on roommate satisfaction scores beginning at Time 1 but that the size of the effect
diminished at later time points because of a time x contact seeking interaction (see Table
28; Model D and Figure 18). Results for the contact avoiding covariate model suggested
no effect of contact avoiding behaviors on roommate satisfaction (see Table 28; Model E)

Roommate satisfaction was also conditionally modeled with the public v. private
covariate, and results showed a decrease in average roommate satisfaction for every 1-
point increase in public v. private space assessment (see Table 28; Model F). Participants
who viewed their room as more private also viewed their roommate less favorably. This
effect of the covariate was consistent for all time periods and the inclusion of this
covariate improved model fit (R = .039 and R%=.006).

The final student outcome was taken from Vinsel et al. (1980) and dealt directly
with student satisfaction with the larger residence hall and university. The conditional
models for this outcome included the three broadest covariates that coincided with
Altman’s (1975) theoretical model—privacy, territoriality, and crowding. Specifically,
the public v. private space assessment, the ‘feels like home,” and the room carrying
capacity indicators were used as covariates in conditional models of the residence
hall/university satisfaction outcome (Table 29).

In testing the first three unconditional models, model fit statistics suggested that
residence hall/university satisfaction was best modeled with the linear time function. That

unconditional linear model explained 18.6% of within-subject variance, but the fixed
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effects indicated that time did not, on average, relate to a change in residence
hall/university satisfaction (Figure 19). Nonetheless, the unconditional linear model was
used for the testing of conditional models that included a territorial indicator covariate.

The main effect of public v. private covariate related to an average decrease of .44
points in satisfaction for every 1-point move toward the private end of the continuum

(R21 = 089 and R22= .124). The amount of decrease in satisfaction scores related to
elevated privacy ratings was consistent for all time points. Results for this model do not
support initial predictions that stated increased privacy would boost satisfaction ratings
(see Table 29; Model D).

The ‘feels like home’ indicator was included as a covariate for resident hall
satisfaction models because it was believed to be the broadest single measure of
territoriality. Results indicated that the more the average participant felt at home, the
more satisfied with the residence hall and university that participant also felt. Specifically,
satisfaction scores were 2.41 points higher for every 1-point increase in ‘feels like home’
scores (R21 =272 and R22= .340; see Table 29; Model E). This effect of the ‘feels at
home’ covariate on residence hall/university satisfaction was consistent across time and
in the predicted direction (Figure 19).

Residence hall and university satisfaction was also modeled significantly better
with the inclusion of the perceived room carrying capacity covariate, and initial
predictions of higher perceived carrying capacity being related to higher satisfaction were
supported (see Table 29; Model F). This covariate explained substantial amounts of
additional variance (R*; = .061 and R*= .091) and had a consistent positive effect on

residence hall and university satisfaction scores. In summary, all three proxies for
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Figure 19. Fixed effects models for Resident Hall Satisfaction student outcome.
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Altman’s theoretical model improved model fit for residence hall satisfaction and had a
consistent positive effect on satisfaction scores.
DISCUSSION

Study 1 was designed to explore two specific questions regarding the process of
establishing a sense of psychological ownership, or territoriality, over time. Specifically,
a longitudinal design was used to assess (1) which territory indicators would change with
time, and (2) what role personality and experience predictors might play in that process
of change.

The first question asked which territory indicators would change with time and
was initially answered quite nicely with the data available. Of the 17 territory indicators
chosen for analysis in this project, 11 of them were shown to change significantly over
time or at least be modeled significantly better by the inclusion of a time component.
These indicators covered a wide range of territoriality behaviors and related constructs
including the privacy components of contact secking/avoidant behaviors, the territory
component of self-room inclusion, and the crowding component of perceived room
carrying capacity. |

Some of these indicators demonstrated very large changes while others were less
pronounced. For example, unconditional models showed that public v. private
environmental assessment and perceived room carrying capacity scores doubled, or
nearly doubled, over the course of the 13-week study (see Figures 3 and 8) While the
previous residence self-room inclusion and ‘feels like home’ indicators showed only the
slightest amount of change (see Figures 6 and 7). This variability in effect ranging from

‘no change’ to ‘nearly doubles’ suggests that some territorial indicators and constructs are
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possibly independent of the long-term process while others are very much dependent on
the passage of time and the development of a sense of ownership, or territoriality.

Another possible explanation for the variability found in the unconditional growth
models of territorial indicators is simply a lack of sensitivity in measurement for some
indicators but not others. This is indeed a possibility but does not entirely explain the
range of models found. For example, the unconditional model for previous residence self-
room inclusion shows an almost flat trajectory with scores only decreasing slightly over
the course of the semester (see Figure 6). However, the unconditional model for the
current residence self-room inclusion shows a much steeper trajectory (see Figure 5) and
was measured using an identical item consisting of an adapted 10S scale. Similar
variability in change scores was found for the public v. private and not crowded v.
crowded environmental assessment indicators that were also measured using the same
basic question (both are nested within the Kasmar [1970] set of environmental descriptor
adjectives).

In short, large amounts of model variability were present even when measured
with equally sensitive tools suggesting that some indicators were more influenced by time
than others. Nothing in the results suggested a purely random cause for the variability.
That is to say, flat trajectories for some items but not others made theoretical sense. For
example, it is reasonable that student inclusion with the new room would increase
dramatically while inclusion with their previous room (which they have not permanently
surrendered) remained fairly stable. This further supports the conclusion that some -
indicators are separate from the long-term process and do not change with time, whereas

others are highly dependent on a territorial process that occurs over some period of time.
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The second question explored in Study 1 was related to a better understanding of
the indicator variables that suggest a territorial process. By examining what role
personality and experience predictors played in that process of change, the current project
uncovered some interesting outcomes in the context of previous research and also lent
strong support for emerging measures of territoriality.

Overall results for the conditional growth models were varied because of the
exploratory nature of the project. Several covariates that were included because of
empirical or theoretical reasons did not contribute to the overall model fit for several of
the indicators, suggesting that those covariates may not be involved in the territorial
creation process. For example, the personality characteristic of dominance has been
shown to be related to size of territory and the control of more desirable territories (e.g.,
Esser, 1973; Mercer & Benjamin, 1980), but in the current project did not significantly
impact model statistics when added as a covariate. A similar lack of significant model
contribution was found for participant sex even though several projects had found sex
differences (Edney & Buda, 1976; Kaya & Weber, 2003; Mercer & Benjamin, 1980).
Perhaps the influence of these predictors on territorial behaviors only manifests itself
once the territory is established or only has an effect regarding the strength of a specific
behavior such as aggressive defense or the preference for one territorial location over
another. Both possibilities would explain the previously observed effects and the lack of
influence found in the current project’s growth models. It is equally possible that those
factors are related to the territorial process but not for the indicators chosen; future
research involving either territorial process or those specific predictors will have to

examine some of those potential explanations.
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Other covariates contributed to territorial indicator models fairly often. The TBS
controlled access subscale was a valuable covariate in six of the conditional models,
suggesting that individual tendency to control access influenced more than half the
indicators shown to be changing with the establishment of territory. This directly
supports models that emphasize the control component of privacy and related privacy-
enabling behaviors (i.e., territoriality). The other TBS subscales of personalization and
aggressive defense each contributed to at least one set of conditional growth models
involving territorial indicators. All three were found to influence participants’ integration
with their current room.

Three of the four PPS subscales modeled contributed to at least one conditional
model. The anonymity subscale seemed to be important for crowding related variables
while intimacy influenced both initial status and rate of change for contact avoidant
behaviors. Taken together, the overall results for this part of Study 1 indicated that the
TBS scales and selective PPS subscales (e.g., anonymity and intimacy) are important
components in determining territory establishment and should be included in future
projects on territory establishment. Other measures such as dominance and the PPS
subscales of solitude and not neighboring may not be as useful and could be excluded
from projects with a limited number of questions. Obviously, other covariates were not
tested in this project and need to be examined within a territory establishment timeline.

The final component of this study was the modeling of several student outcome
variables in order to assess how the territory indicators relate to changes in those
outcomes. This portion found several significant results, with six of the eight outcomes

being better modeled with the addition of at least one indicator. As suggested by the
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previous literature, student satisfaction, loneliness, and well-being were all impacted in
some way by a person’s progression in the territorial process. In most cases, the territorial
covariate had a significant effect on the outcome variable that was consistent across time
and in the hypothesized direction. This potentially speaks to the importance of territorial
indicators in student retention and persistence issues by suggesting they act differently
than other predictors of retention and persistence. These factors may not seem to affect
any change in trajectory that the outcome takes because of the parallel slopes but it is
important to recognize that individual scores (but not trajectories) can be improved with
increases in the territorial indicators. Since these covariates were time varying, it could be
possible to ‘bump up’ individual scores on the student outcomes via promotion of the
territorial process and the specific indicators modeled. These models suggest that the
‘bump up’ could occur with equal success at any given time point rather than only in the
very beginning as some of the persistence literature suggests.

It is also important to point out here that several findings were statistically
significant but their corresponding graph suggests that the differences observed may not
be very meaningful. For example, Figure 17 displays four significant models for the life
satisfaction student outcome. Each graph shows a line that is significantly different from
zero and three of them include an example line of how different someone’s outcome
score would be if he or she scored one standard deviation above the mean on a covariate
that significantly improves model fit. However, the significant differences in those graphs
correspond to very small real world differences that account for maybe 1/30™ of the total

range for the scale. In short, the differences observed in Part One of this study (what

118



indicators relate to a territorial process?) were far more striking, and the effect
territoriality has on the student outcomes for this project were fairly small.

With a more solid understanding of important territorial indicators and predictors,
future projects may be better able to quantify the relationship between student outcomes
and territorial establishment. Research in territoriality and privacy has shown repeatedly
the influence these factors have on stress, health, and well-being; the current project
supported that research but the effect size was small in most cases. Perhaps more
powerful territorial indicators or predictors such as the TBS subscales would show a
stronger impact on student outcomes. These results could also be an artifact of the
population sampled in Study 1. Honors students could be simply better at adjusting to
college than the average student, making them less susceptible to the negative outcomes
tested in this project. Additionally, their program encourages community more than the
average residence hall experience and their course schedules create a stronger cohort for
them to relate with. These factors have been shown to be protective factors in first-year
retention (e.g., Astin, 1977a; Berger, 1997; Nora et al., 1996) and could have made the
student outcomes less variable than would be found in a more géneral student population.
This was one of the principal reasons for conducting Study 2—to have a comparison

group from the general student population.
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CHAPTER THREE
STUDY 2
METHOD
As a supplement to Study 1, this project was designed to brietly explore any
differences in privacy, territory, or positive student outcomes that could be present among
students living in suite-style (two or three resident rooms connected by a shared
bathroom) or corridor-style residence halls (all rooms on a floor sharing one large
bathroom) compared to those in hotel-type rooms. A simple pre-post method using
several of the same measures from Study 1 allowed for simple tracking of changes during
a similar timeframe such as the first two weeks or first four weeks of the semester.
Participants
Four hundred sixteen Introduction to Psychology students were recruited for
participation as partial fulfillment of in-class research points. Of the initial 416-person
sample pool, 239 (146 females; 93 males) completed the first wave of data collection.
One hundred thirty-nine individuals (96 females; 43 males) participated in the second
wave and provided meaningful identifiers that allowed their two sets of data to be paired.
Of the 139 usable participants in Wave Two, only 94 completed the entire second
questionnaire (i.e., 45 participants started Wave Two and provided an identifier but did
not finish the entire wave). The first and second wave samples were not significantly
different from one another on any of the recorded demographic characteristics; all

reported demographics, therefore, are for the Wave One sample (n=239).
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Consistent with the larger university demographics, participants were
predominantly of European-American descent (87%) and classified as in-state residents
(82.8%). The average participant was 19 years old (M = 18.56, SD = 1.26), and was
raised in a 3-child home (M =2.74, SD = 1.02).

Materials and Measures

During the course of data collection, participants completed a number of surveys
of attitudes, behaviors, personality traits and demographics shown to be related to privacy,
territoriality, and positive student outcomes by both previous research and current theory.
All measures used in this study were identical to those used in Study 1. Whenever
possible, established scales from previous territory research were used. In some cases,
critical assessments were adapted to be more time-period appropriate, and new
assessments were created and pilot-tested with a separate sample. For a detailed
description of these measures, refer to the materials and measures section of Study 1,
Table 1, and Appendices A — P.

Procedure

Data collection was carried out on two separate occasions in order to track short-
term changes in territoriality, privacy, and well-being during the first four weeks of the
semester. In order to facilitate the collection of early semester baseline data and to reduce
the likelihood of large attrition rates, participation in this project was an extra credit
element in two sections of Introduction to Psychology. Recruitment and baseline data
collection began on the first day of classes during the Fall 2007 semester and was

continued through the first week of the course.
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The first wave of data collection (n=239) began on the first day of classes during
the Fall 2007 semester and was a maximum of 4 days after the earliest move-in allowed
by the residence halls on campus. Participants were e-mailed a link to the survey and the
link was also posted on the course website. The survey site itself contained an informed
consent form and survey materials containing the TBS-P, PPS, the 11-item dominance
scale, the 15-item dominance scale, the Kasmar (1970) items of environmental affect, the
privacy behaviors checklist, the person-environment interaction questionnaire, and the
participant prior experience and demographics sheet. Perceptual and cognitive measures
were also taken along with measures of satisfaction and well-being. The main purpose of
Wave One was to collect information on stable personality characteristics, prior privacy
and territory experience, and baselines of territory behavior, environmental affect,
person-environment interaction, satisfaction, and well-being in relation to the current
residence. All change was assessed using this wave of data collection as the baseline.

The second data collection wave (n=139) took place on either the second (n=94
started; n = 66 finished) week of the semester (A-B group) or the third (n=45 started; n =
28 finished) week of the semester (A-C group) and at least one complete week after the
completion of Wave One. This wave of data collection was a partial duplicate of Wave
One in that all measures with the exception of the demographics, prior experience, and
personality assessments were repeated with all participants. This wave of data collection
was completed using an online survey instrument. The link was e-mailed to all students
who had agreed to participate and was also available on the course web page. Participants
were instructed to complete the survey in their residence whenever possible. Wave Two

allowed for the measurement of changes in affect, satisfaction, well-being, territory
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behavior, territory size, and person-environment interaction that was occurring in a very
short period of time.

Upon completion of the final wave of data collection, participants were
completely debriefed regarding the measures, purposes, and hypothesized outcomes of
the project. Extra credit was given to participants in equal halves as the project
progressed from pre to post measures, but participants were reminded to check to ensure
they received proper credit. Results were shared with the Introductory Psychology class
during some of the remaining weeks of the semester with portions of it being related back
to course material.

RESULTS
Territorial Indicators

Within-subject z-tests were carried out on both the Week 1-Week 2 (A-B) sample
and the Week 1-Week 3 (A-C) sample. Significant differences from Time 1 (always
Week 1 of the Fall 2007 semester) to Time 2 (either Week 2 or Week 3 of the Fall 2007
semester) were considered an indication of change over time, especially when occurring
in both samples. Tables 30 and 31 (Week 1-Week 2 and Week 1-Week 3 samples,
respectively) display the paired samples #-test results for all 17 territory indicators that
were also initially tested in Study 1, Part 1.

As is evident from Tables 30 and 31, very little support for the Study 1, Part 1
findings was found with the Study 2 sample. Out of both samples, only three of the #-tests
found a significant difference in means. All three of those differences (both room
inclusion indicators and the carrying capacity indicator) were in the correct direction

based on the Study 1 findings. Specifically, current room inclusion and room carrying



Table 30

Results for paired-samples t-tests of territorial indicators (Week 1 to Week 2 sample)

Mean Mean (St. Dev.)

Indicator Variable (St. Dev.) Differences [-score df.  p-value

Contact Seeking 3.95(3.70) -0.19(2.90) -0.64 93 524
Behaviors 4.14(3.85)

Contact Avoiding 3.61(3.52) -0.20(2.84) -0.69 93 492
Behaviors 3.81(3.69)

Public v. Private 3.03(1.99) -0.14(1.48) -0.76 63 450
Assessment 3.17(2.00)

Amount of 6.11(2.18) -0.36(1.91) -1.51 63 136
Personalization 6.47(2.38)

Importance of 6.55(2.57) 0.13(1.76) 0.57 63 572
Personalization 6.42(2.39)

Current Residence 4.36(1.29) -0.50(1.14) -3.51* 63 001
Integration 4.86(1.30)

Previous Residence 5.09(1.90) 0.20(1.32) 1.23 63 224
Integration 4.89(1.98)

Percentage of Owned 33.60(17.25)  -2.67(21.04) -0.69 29 493
Space 36.27(18.62)

Percentage of Shared 55.93(25.76)  -3.07(16.59) -0.96 26 344
Space 59.00(23.50)

Attachment Compared to ~ 3.23(1.17) -0.05(0.92) -0.41 63 .684
Others 3.28(0.90)

‘Feels Like Home’ 3.39(1.24) -0.03(0.85) -0.29 63 71

3.42(1.26)

Room Carrying 5.27(2.16) -0.73(1.81) -2.92* 51 .005
Capacity 6.00(2.46)

Comfort with 3 4.17(0.97) 0.14(1.13) 1.00 63 321
Roommate Visitors 4.03(1.14)

Comfort with 5 3.27(1.23) -0.19(0.99) -1.52 63 135
Roommate Visitors 3.45(1.05)

Comfort with 7 2.64(1.33) -0.14(1.15) -0.98 63 333
Roommate Visitors 2.78(1.19)

Not Crowded v. 5.38(1.91) 0.05(1.53) 0.25 63 .807
Crowded Assessment  5.33(1.89)

*p<.05
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Table 31

Results for paired-samples t-tests of territorial indicators (Week 1 to Week 3 sample)

Mean Mean (St. Dev.)

Indicator Variable (St. Dev.) Differences f-score df.  p-value

Contact Seeking 3.91(3.35) 0.51(3.14) 1.09 44 280
Behaviors 3.40(3.47)

Contact Avoiding 3.87(3.27) 0.56(3.43) 1.09 44 283
Behaviors 3.31(3.52)

Public v. Private 3.07(2.18) -0.14(2.03) -0.37 27 713
Assessment 3.21(2.04)

Amount of 5.57(2.52) -0.29(2.42) -0.63 27 537
Personalization 5.86(2.31)

Importance of 6.79(2.44) -0.54(2.82) -1.01 27 324
Personalization 7.32(1.95)

Current Residence 4.89(1.52) 0.43(1.60) 1.42 27 167
Integration 4.46(1.53)

Previous Residence 4.86(1.96) 0.61(1.13) 2.84* 27 009
Integration 4.25(1.86)

Percentage of Owned 45.68(32.50) 5.26(17.28) 1.33 18 201
Space 40.42(30.39)

Percentage of Shared 46.90(34.85) 2.00(31.05) 0.29 19 776
Space 44.90(32.36)

Attachment Comparedto  3.64(1.10) 0.07(1.12) 0.34 27 738
Others 3.57(0.96)

‘Feels Like Home’ 3.32(1.16) -0.29(0.94) -1.61 27 118

3.61(1.17)
Room Carrying Capacity  5.12(2.09) -0.12(1.51) -0.40 24 694
5.24(2.03)

Comfort with 3 4.18(1.02) -0.04(1.04) -0.18 27 .857
Roommate Visitors 4.21(1.00)

Comfort with 5 3.43(1.40) 0.04(0.88) 0.21 27 832
Roommate Visitors 3.39(1.32)

Comfort with 7 2.46(1.32) -0.21(1.20) -0.95 27 352
Roommate Visitors 2.68(1.34)

Not Crowded v. 4.79(2.18) 0.07(2.04) 0.19 27 854
Crowded Assessment  4.71(2.12)

*p<.05
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capacity increased from Week 1 (M =4.36, SD = 1.29; M =5.27, SD = 2.16, respectively)
to Week 2 (M =4.86, SD = 1.30 and M = 6.00, SD = 2.46, respectively), #(63) =-3.51,p
=.001 and #(51) =-2.92, p = .005, respectively. Previous room inclusion at Week 1 (M =
4.86, SD = 1.96) was higher than it was at Week 3 (M =4.25, SD =1.86), 1(27)=2.84,p
=.009.

All other paired tests of indicator variables showed no significant differences
from Week 1 to either Week 2 or Week 3. Some of these null results also supported the
Study 1 findings for the six indicators that were shown not to vary with time, but the
majority of the null results were not congruent with Study 1 findings.

Student Qutcomes

Within-subject ¢-tests were carried out on both the Week 1-Week 2 (A-B) sample
and the Week 1-Week 3 (A-C) sample. Significant differences from Time 1 (always
Week 1 of the Fall 2007 semester) to Time 2 (either Week 2 or Week 3 of the Fall 2007
semester) were considered an indication of change over time, especially when occurring
in both samples. Similar findings existed for the second set of paired samples tests run on
the student outcome variables that corresponded to Study 1, Part 3. Tables 32 and 33
display the results for these tests.

Only three of the analyses indicated a significant change from Week 1 to either
Week 2 or Week 3 in a student outcome variable. Perceived stress decreased significantly
from Week 1 (M =39.28, SD = 6.81) to Week 2 (M =37.55, SD = 7.40), 1(93) = 3.00, p
=.003. This is different from Study 1 results which indicated that the average
participant’s stress level did not change significantly. Residence hall satisfaction at Week

2 (M =55.89, SD =7.22) was also significantly higher than at Week 1 (M = 54.78, SD =
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Table 32

Results for paired-samples t-tests of student outcomes (Week 1 to Week 2 sample)

Mean Mean (St. Dev.)
QOutcome Variable (St. Dev.) Differences t-score  d.f. p-value
Overall Health 7.87(1.74) -0.10(1.25) -0.75 93 458
7.97(1.78)

Perceived Stress 39.28(6.81) 1.72(5.57) 3.00* 93 .003
37.55(7.40)

UCLA Loneliness 41.86(9.64) 0.41(7.32) 0.55 93 584
41.45(10.13)

Subjective Happiness ~ 20.83(5.00) -0.03(2.82) -0.11 93 913
20.86(4.83)

Life Satisfaction 25.50(5.96) 0.05(5.73) 0.09 93 .929
25.45(6.29)

Roommate 13.02(1.78) -0.20(2.18) -0.75 63 458

Satisfaction 13.22(1.72)

Resident Hall 54.78(6.77) -1.11(3.78) -2.35* 63 022

Satisfaction 55.89(7.22)

*p <.05
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Table 33

Results for paired-samples t-tests of student outcomes (Week 1 to Week 3 sample)

Mean Mean (St. Dev.)

Outcome Variable (St. Dev.) Differences t-score  d.f. p-value

Overall Health 8.40(1.54) 0.40(1.53) 1.76 * 44 .086
8.00(1.62)

Perceived Stress 38.84(6.91) -1.02(7.46) -0.92 44 363
39.87(6.82)

UCLA Loneliness 41.73(9.46) -0.31(7.49) -0.28 44 782
42.04(8.97)

Subjective Happiness  21.71(3.84) 0.36(3.26) 0.73 44 469
21.36(3.73)

Life Satisfaction 27.33(5.04) 0.22(4.36) 0.34 44 734
27.11(4.95)

Roommate 13.61(1.81) 0.36(2.33) 0.82 27 424

Satisfaction 13.25(2.15)

Resident Hall 54.18(5.91) 0.14(5.34) 0.14 27 .888

Satisfaction 54.04(6.32)

*p <.05; *p < .09
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6.77), t(63) = -2.35, p = .022. Once again this finding was not consistent with Study 1°s
findings that resident hall satisfaction did not change for the average participant.

The final statistically significant difference in outcomes occurred between Week 1
(M=8.40, SD = 1.54) and Week 3 (M = 8.00, SD = 1.62) for the overall health outcome
variable, #(44) = 1.76, p = .086. This marginally significant decrease in health ratings was
consistent with the growth models from Study 1. All other analyses did not reject the null
hypothesis and were largely inconsistent with Study 1°s findings.

DISCUSSION

Study 2 was designed to be a comparison group for the more intricate Study 1.
The design allowed for a larger, more diverse, and more representative sample of college
students. The data were collected to enable the replication of any time-related changes of
indicators or outcomes found in Study 1 as well as exploring the stability of the
parameters for initial status and slope in the Honors sample.

Paired samples #-tests on all indicator and outcome variables for both the Week 1-
Week 2 and Week 1-Week 3 samples found only six significant differences. Only some
of those differences were in the same direction as the Study 1 findings and previous
research or theory. Some of the null results also supported Study 1 findings because some
of the indicators were shown in Study 1 not to change with time (meaning that a change
in mean would not be expected). However, far more indicators and outcomes were
expected to change (i.e., have significant Time 1 to Time 2 differences), but did not.

Whereas the project was designed to have a larger, more representative sample,
student participation was lower than expected (57.5% of the sample pool) and attrition

rates were quite high (41.9% total from Time 1 to Time 2). Another large proportion of -
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the sample failed to complete the second wave after starting (29.8% in Week 2; 37.8% in
Week 3). In sum, Study 2’s dataset was much smaller than initially intended and the
outcomes or lack thereof could be due to the high attrition rate.

There are several other potential explanations for the different outcomes of the
two studies. The first set of findings might be specific to the Honors sample. That sample
consisted of very bright students who had very strong academic outcomes. All of the
Honors students were paired with a roommate that they did not know prior to arriving at
the residence hall. There were also specifically planned activities for the Honors students
designed to create a sense of community. Furthermore, the residence hall had no students
who had previously lived in it, and it was the only hotel-style residence hall on the
campus. Another possible explanation is that Study 2’s findings were restricted to two
waves of data at the beginning of the semester, and a longer timeframe is needed to detect
territory establishment and to find meaningful predictors of it.

To test this last possibility of a restricted timeframe, paired samples ¢-tests were
conducted between Waves 2 and 3 of the Study 1 data. Results largely mirrored Study 2’s
findings with very few territory indicators (»=3) or student outcomes (#=3) changing
significantly during the first three weeks of the semester in the Honors sample (see
Tables 34 and 35). This follow-up analysis helps to rectify the incongruence between
Study 1 and Study 2, and suggests that the Honors sample may not be that different from
the larger student population. When restricting our examination of change to a short
period of time, both samples did not appear to change significantly. When given a longer
timeframe, as is the case with the Study 1 sample, changes in territorial attachment and

student outcomes are more detectable.
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Table 34

Study 1 results for paired-samples t-tests of territorial indicators (Week 1 to Week 3)

Mean Differences

Indicator Variable (St. Error) t-score d.f. p-value

Contact Seeking -0.20(0.20) -0.99 58 325
Behaviors

Contact Avoiding -0.22(0.19) -1.15 58 256
Behaviors

Public v. Private 0.00(0.23) 0.00 64 1.00
Assessment

Amount of -0.10(0.18) -0.54 62 591

- Personalization ,

Importance of 0.06(0.29) 0.22 63 .829
Personalization

Current Residence -0.03(0.12) -0.27 62 192
Integration

Previous Residence 0.30(0.17) 1.71 60 .092
Integration

Percentage of Owned -0.41(0.99) -0.42 63 677
Space

Percentage of Shared 1.06(2.07) 0.51 63 610
Space ‘

Attachment Compared to -0.05(0.08) -0.57 63 .568
Roommate ' :

Attachment Compared to -0.02(0.09) -0.17 63 .863
Others

‘Feels Like Home’ -0.24(0.21) -1.12 63 266

Room Carrying -1.06(0.33) -3.21 62 002
Capacity

Comfort with 3 -0.40(0.10) -3.86 63 000

- Roommate Visitors

Comfort with 5 -0.23(0.14) -1.65 63 .104
Roommate Visitors

Comfort with 7 -0.06(0.15) -0.43 63 670
Roommate Visitors

Not Crowded v. 0.47(0.20) 2.35 63 022

Crowded Assessment
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Table 35

Study 1 results for paired-samples t-tests of student outcomes (Week I to Week 3 sample)

Mean Differences

Outcome Variable (St. Error) I-score d.f. p-value
Academic Achievement -0.09(0.09) -1.09 52 279
Overall Health 0.21(0.11) 1.99 63 051
Perceived Stress 0.92(0.59) 1.55 60 127
UCLA Loneliness 1.69(0.76) 221 61 .031
Subjective Happiness -0.25(0.27) -0.94 62 352
Life Satisfaction -0.65(0.32) -2.02 63 .048
Roommate Satisfaction 0.19(0.19) 1.01 6 1 314
Resident Hall -0.43(0.58) -0.75 59 457
Satisfaction
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CHAPTER FOUR
GENERAL DISCUSSION

Study 1 helped to make a considerable initial jump in the field’s current
understanding of territoriality. Prior to this project no published research had examined
the timeline and process involved in the establishment of the perceived ownership of
space. While considerable work had focused on describing the behaviors and thoughts
occurring in established territories, research on change and development was neglected or
these aspects were simply taken for granted. This project specified several indicators that
appear to be part of the longer territorial establishment process and also specified some
predictor variables that impact the development of those indicators in the territory process.
While in no way all-inclusive, this project highlighted the need for considerable work
involving territorial process and implies a need to delineate between ‘maintenance’
behaviors and thoughts and ‘establishment’ behaviors and thoughts. This project also
serves as a useful starting point for better classifying the role of personality and
experience factors in territory establishment and in detailing the role of privacy and
territoriality in student success, distress, and long-term retention.

Unconditional growth models of over a dozen previously researched territory
indicators showed that some factors did not fluctuate with time. This suggests that
previous research showing the presence of and/or heightened levels of these indicators in
established territories may be measuring a different territorial process altogether. For

instance, it is possible that territoriality is achieved in two ways—one very quickly with
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stable characteristics and the other more gradually with changing characteristics. The
design and aims of the current project emphasized the second establishment process by
focusing on indicators that changed gradually over time in a theoretically meaningful
direction. The previous projects that had used indicators shown to be time invariant in
this project could have been tapbing the other, more immediate and stable territorial
process. Perhaps the first process allows for immediate maintenance of the territory
(facilitating controlled access and defense) while the second helps to build the attachment
component of territoriality (likely amplifying the importance of controlled access and the
strength of the defensive response).

This duel process possibility would help to explain why Edney and Uhlig (1977)
were able to elicit differences with a very short (30-minute) personalization task but did
not see some of the differences found in projects occurring in more established or less
artificial territories (e.g., Mercer & Benjamin, 1980). In the current project, almost all
participants reported personalizing the space within one day of occupancy, which was in
line with the timeline of Edney and Uhlig’s (1977) personalization task. Perhaps
personalization is one of the immediate and stable maintenance components of territorial
establishment; that is precisely the purpose of personalization outlined by Altman (1975).
Additionally, research has shown that the mere presence of territorial markers on cars,
houses, or tables in the student center were enough to elicit aggressive defense behaviors
by owners and/or space avoidance behaviors by intruders (Becker, 1973; Brown &
Altman, 1983; Calsyn, 1976; Sommer & Becker, 1969; Szlemko et al., 2008).

The two-process framework also could explain several of the important findings

from Study 1 of this project. The immediate act of personalization may have yielded an
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initial increase in territorial attachment compared to non-personalizing visitors (as shown
by Edney and colleagues) but cannot explain the gradual changes found in public vs.
private environmental assessment, self-room inclusion, room carrying capacity, and
several others. While some territorial behaviors may be present upon formal ‘ownership’
of space, it seems that several of the environmentally focused cognitions develop slowly.
Anecdotally, actual amount of personalization assessed via self-report of total number of
items did not change substantially after the initial personalization, but the perceived
amount of personalization compared to others was one of the 11 indicators that did
increase gradually as the territory was established. In this example, the maintenance
behavior remains constant but perceptions of individual maintenance behavior relative to
others increase slowly. It is possible that the slower occurring attachment component
invokes this skewed positive bias in perceived behavior relative to others.

At this point, the duel process model of territorial establishment is all conjecture,
with selectively chosen support from both previous research and the current project»v
Future research, especially if carried out in a situation that allowed for extended study of
a person’s initial and continued attainment of space, should be mindful of this possibility
and intentionally focus on both immediate change and gradual development. It is
suspected that several of the common behaviors occur quite quickly as part of a social
script for ownership or territoriality. Carrying out those behaviors repeatedly likely
strengthens reported bonds very quickly and helps to gradually develob a stronger and
more implicitly important sense of space ownership. That stronger sense of ownérship
then translates into perceptual changes regarding the value, affordances, and emotional

appeal of the space.
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Separate from the potential for both immediate and gradual territorial
establishment processes, this project began initial work on the role of individual
differences in the territorial process. Results for this project demonstrated that some
personality components related to established territories may not be influential in
establishment. This opens up important areas of needed inquiry in the field. For example,
how do some factors influence the end product without playing a role in the creation of
that product? That is to say, research needs to reassess important personality predictors
such as dominance in the larger context of both territorial establishment and maintenance
in order to explain how it could relate to one but not the other. Additionally, with the
TBS scale being a fairly consistent contributor to territorial establishment models, the
field needs to explore the potential for measuring other stable forms of territory-specific
preferences, motivations, and tendencies. It is interesting to note that very few attempts
have been made to provide pencil-and-paper indicators of territoriality.

The connection between territoriality and student retention issues was also tested
in this project and results were mixed. There is good reason to believe that first-year
retention is heavily tied to the residence hall and ‘feeling at home.” Research in both
student persistence and territoriality supports that conclusion and this project was no
different. Territory indicators significantly contributed to models of student outcomes.
However, the practical impact of territorial establishment on student outcome was
questionable in this project. Results were often statistically significant but of small
magnitude, but this could have been related to the unique sample used in Study 1, with all

participants having largely positive outcomes at the end of one semester.
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The importance of better clarifying the relationship between territorial
establishment and student well-being should not be downplayed. If a strongly or quickly
established territory is found to be related to higher student persistence, and a better
understanding of that establishment process is developed, it would be possible for
universities to encourage or facilitate behaviors and thoughts that promote territoriality.
This is of far more practical benefit to university administrations than research showing
that majority status promotes retention since several current persistence/retention factors
such as majority status are fairly static.

As with most exploratory endeavors, this project resulted in more questions than
answers. The initial assumption of a territorial process was supported and scattered pieces
of information related to its components, predictors, and timeline were gathered. The
realization of the existence of that process now requires an almost complete shift in
research focus and opens the potential for problems within the previous literature on
established territory. At the least, it highlights how complex the territorial dynamic is and
how incomplete the current literature is. Substantial investigation of both process and
individual difference components will be necessary to move the field from the description
of behaviors to the explanation and prediction of outcomes. Such a shift will undoubtedly
be accompanied by alterations in current territory models; perhaps the inclusion of both
immediate but stable and gradual but shifting territorial behaviors and cognitions will be
part of that model alteration. Future work should compare short-term and longer-term
territorial establishment as well as outcomes over a longer period of time. Populations

beyond Honors students and residence halls that are not just hotel-style should be studied.
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The student population has often been the base for most territorial research. While
a greater understanding of the process should be extended to more general populations
and situations such as military personnel or homeowners, the student population could
potentially benefit the most from research in the area of territorial establishment. Given
the link between territoriality and positive outcomes along with the common problems of
student retention and persistence, any research that provides a mechanism to alter
territorial establishment timelines could translate into large reductions in student issues
such as stress, depression, and withdrawal. It is still unclear if such a mechanism exists or
is able to be pracﬁcally implemented, but the potential impact should drive future lines of
research.

Possible intervention strategies could focus on expanding student repertoires of
contact seeking and contact avoiding behaviors through pamphlets or training sessions.
These two types of behaviors are central to privacy regulation which was positively
related to improved student outcomes. Additionally, successful use of those strategies
likely promotes other factors shown to be important in retention and persistence. For
example, contact seeking promotes positive social networks while contact avoidance
allows for a greater ability to study through distraction reduction.

Territorial promotion or screening could also be useful strategies employed by
universities. Students could be explicitly advised to personalize their space or could even
be given greater access to low cost personalizations (posters, corkboérds, etc.) as a way
of increasing feelings of being ‘at home’ or included in the space. Based on Vinsel et al.
(1980) those personalizations should be university- or community-based to promote

social cohesion and reduce withdrawal or homesickness. Some of the individual
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difference measures of territorial preference (i.e., the Territorial Behaviors Scale) could
also be used as either a retention/persistence predictor or as a tool for making more
compatible roommate pairs.

While these strategies could be useful to universities trying to promote more
cohesion while boosting retention, more research on the negative impact of strong
territorial bonds in residence halls also needs to be undertaken. While increased privacy
and territorial attachment may facilitate social interactions, academic success, and
retention, violations of these two elements cbuld also be the cause of conflict.
Researchers will need to address the role of privacy and territoriality in facilitating rule
breaking, vandalism, roommate disagreements, and even racial or cultural intolerance.
These mechanisms, when expressed too strongly or in opposing ways between
individuals, could become more detrimental than the student outcomes they are trying to
alter. Future research needs to better clarify both the positive and negative effects of |

territorial establishment and if possible, the interaction between the two.
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Appendix A: Territory Behaviors Scale-Primary
Using the scale provided, respond to each statement based on how much you agree with

that statement. There is no right or wrong answers and this survey simply hopes to

measure an individuals preferences regarding personal territory.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Strongly Disagree Strongly
Agree
1. Idon't like it when people come to my house uninvited.

2. I personalize my stuff because it means something to me

3. People protect their property because it is valuable.

4. T would be upset if someone had a bit of my food without asking.

5. Tlike having my name on the mailbox or doorway.

6. We should defend what we work hard for.

7. I wouldn’t mind if a roommate entered my room while I was gone as long
as they didn’t take anything.

8. Ilike to put pictures or other markers on things that are important to me.
9. The longer I live in a place, the more I like it and am willing to defend it.
_10. When I meet someone I like I wait for a long time before allowing them

into my home.

11. TItis important to me that [ make my home visually distinctive from the

neighbors” homes.

12. People protect their property because it is meaningful to them personally.
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_ 13, T am willing to expend time and/or money to make sure that people can’t
get into my room/home without my permission.

___14. TIlike to put things in my car that show off who I am (such as graduation
tassles, pictures of friends, favorite bands, etc.).

15, Iprotect my residence because it contains my livelihood.

_____16. Idislike having glass doors in my home because people can see into my
home.

17. During my favorite holidays I decorate my home extensively.

18. I protect my residence because it contains my memories and emotions.

_19. I will rearrange my day to be sure ’'m home when a yard worker or
repairman will be there.

_20. It’ssilly to change a home (move walls, paint murals) just to make it
unique like the owner.

_____21. A person will protect his or her home more if he or she has lived there a
long time.

___22. 1protect my favorite places, even if they aren’t my most valuable.

23, Making my apartment/house show my interests and personality is one of
the first things I do when moving in.

24. 1 am willing to spend considerable money to make sure someone cannot

get into my home.
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Appendix B: Initial Factor Analysis and Reliability Results for TBS-P

Total Variance Explained

Component Initial Eigenvalues
Total % of Variance Cumulative %
1 (Control Access) 5.47 14.03 14.03
2 (Personalization) 2.93 7.52 21.55
3 (Aggressive 2.07 5.31 26.86
Defense)

Rotated Component Matrix

Component
Item # 1 2 3
Control Access Personalization Aggressive Defense

Q13 .708

Q24 702 370
Q10 505

Q19 474

Q1 444

Q22 426 469
Q4 415

Q7 380

Q16 363

Q21 312 358
Q8 - 642
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Component

Item #

ControllAccess Personzlization Aggressi\?e Defense

Q23 612

Q11 559

Q17 558

Q14 425

Q2 400

Q5 397
| Q20 379

Q3 466

Q6 424

Q9 395
Q12 .601
Q15 524
Q18 659

Note: Rotated Promax Solution. Only factor loadings above .3 are displayed.

Reliability Coefficients

# of standardized  5-week test-retest  9-week test-retest
Scale items  alpha (o) alpha reliability (ICC) reliability (ICC)
Controlled 10 73 74 .87 .80
Access
Personalization 8 72 72 .89 .70
Aggressive 9 74 74 .84 74
Defense
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Appendix C: CPI-Dominance Equivalence Items
Using the scale provided, respond to each statement based on how accurately it describes
you. There is no right or wrong answer and this survey simply hopes to measure a set of
personality characteristics.

1 2 3 4 5

1. Try to surpass others' accomplishments.
2. Impose my will on others.

3. Am not afraid of providing criticism.

4. Put people under pressure.

5. Hate to seem pushy.

6. Try to outdo others.

7. Demand explanations from others.

8. Challenge others' points of view.

9. Am quick to correct others.

10. Want to control the conversation.

11. Lay down the law to others.
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Appendix D: Jackson (1971) Dominance Submission Scale

Using the scale provided, respond to each statement based on how accurately it describes
you. There is no right or wrong answer and this survey simply hopes to measure a set of
personality characteristics.

1 2 3 4 5
[ Am...
1. Governing
2. Controlling
3. Commanding
4.  Domineering
5. Influential
6. Persuasive
7. Forceful
8. Ascendant
9. Leading
10. Directing
11. Dominant
12. Assertive
13. Authoritative

__14. Powerful

15. Supervising
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Appendix E: Privacy Preference Scale
For the following questions, check the appropriate space according to the following
information: SA = Strongly Agree; A = Agree; U = Undecided; D = Disagree; SD =
Strongly disagree. Remember to answer all questions and mark only one space for each
question. YOU may continue when you understand the above instructions.
1. People should respect other’s right to be individual and different.

SA A U D SD

2. It is important to be able to confide in someone and know that your confidence
will be kept secret.

SA A U D SD

3. Even intimate friends should respect your desire to keep certain thing to yourself.

SA A U D SD

4. Close friendships require having time to be alone together.

SA A U D SD

5. Toften like to go to a secluded place to talk to an intimate friend.

SA A U D SD

6. It is important to me to live where I can do what I want without bothering other
people.

SA A U D SD
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10.

11

12.

13.

14.

[ occasionally enjoy getting away from the rest of the world with an intimate

friend.

SA A U D SD

It is very relaxing to get away from other people with just your family or close
friends.

SA A U D SD

It is important for child to have a room of his own after he reaches a certain age.

SA A U D SD

It is important for a family to have time together, away from friends or relatives.

SA A U D SD

. I like to have someone to whom I can tell everything about myself, even my

deepest and most personal thoughts and feelings.

SA A U D SD

If T were not living with my family, [ would rather share a two-bedroom
apartment with three friends than live alone.

SA A U D SD Does Not Apply

Even members of a family need to get away from each other now and then.

SA A U D SD

I sometimes want to get away from everyone for a while, even my close friends.

SA A U D SD
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

It 1s important to me to be able to be alone when I want to be.

SA A U D SD

There are times when I really want other people to leave me alone and not intrude
on my thought even though we’re in the same room.

SA A U D SD

I dislike being completely alone, either in a house or in the wilderness.

SA A U D SD

I want my friends to feel that they can drop in at my house any time they like.

SA A U D SD

I would prefer a neighborhood where neighbors had a tendency to drop in all the
time to one in which it was difficult to get to know them.

SA A U D SD

I really enjoy being able to loan things to friends.

SA A U D SD

I would dislike living in an urban area where I never got to know my neighbors.

SA A U D SD

It usually annoys me to have people come to my home without letting me know
they are coming.

SA A U D ' SD
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23

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

. I would like to live in a neighborhood where people do things together now and

then.

SA A U D SD

Although I occasionally enjoy talking to my neighbors, I don’t like to get
involved with them.

SA A U D SD

When I have a very important decision to make I prefer to make it alone.

SA A U D SD

When I really need to find a solution for a problem, I do it best by talking with
others rather than working alone.

SA A U D SD

I dislike talking about personal matters to a friend in a crowded place where other
people can overhear us.

SA A U D SD

I usually don’t tell people I don’t know very well personal things about myself.

SA A U D SD

I don’t like to talk about personal things with friends until I have known them a

long time.

SA A U D SD
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30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

I would dislike having a patio or balcony that neighbors or passersby could see
into.

SA A U D SD

I would be very upset if a friend read something I had written or my personal
correspondence without my permission.

SA A U D SD

Acquaintances often ask questions that I consider rude and personal.

SA A U D SD

“Fences make good neighbors.”

SA A U D SD

I would like to live in a large city because neighbors and acquaintances there
would probably be less concerned about my private life.

SA A U D SD

I wouldn’t mind living in a large city — at least everyone wouldn’t know
everything about you.

SA A U D SD

I would not like to live in a small town because there is too much gossip about
your private life.

SA A U D SD

I would like to have acquaintances at work, at home, in clubs, and so forth that
don’t know each other because each group would only know a part of me.

SA A U D SD
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38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

It is important to me to have a house away from the noise of traffic.

SA A u D SD

The constant noise of modern life is really rather exciting.

SA A U D SD

I would like to live in a secluded house out of sight of any other houses.

SA A U D SD

“A house should be so far away from a ne1ghb0r that only by yelling at the top of
one’s lungs can one be heard.”

SA A U D SD

It wouldn’t bother me to be able to overhear the noise of everyday living from
neighboring houses (footsteps, water, running, etc.).

SA A U D SD

Although I enjoy walking in the woods, [ would rather not go alone.

SA A U D SD

I would like to have a private retreat which no one would enter without asking me.

SA A U D SD
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Appendix F: Contact Seeking and Contact Avoidance Behavior Checklist
The following questions concern your style of interacting with others. We are interested
in how you deal with other people in the residence hall — both when you want to be with
others and when you want privacy. First check those items on the left that you have used.
Then on the right indicate how well each works for you by circling the appropriate

number (1=not well; 4=very well).

If I want to have contact with others. I do the following:

1. Open the door to my room 1 2 3 4
___2.Go to the lounge/commons area 1 2 3 4
3. Go to the student center or another popular place 1 2 3 4
__4.Call someone on the telephone 1 2 3 4
5. Study at a time and place when people are around 1 2 3 4
6. Go looking for people in their rooms 1 2 3 4
__ 7. Turn on music to attract people 1 2 3 4
8. Use the bathroom to wash up at a popular time 1 2 3 4
9. Invite people to my room 1 2 3 4

If I want to avoid having contacts with others, I do the following:

_____ 1. Shut the door to my room 1 2 3 4
__ 2. Find a quiet spot on campus or in the dorm 1 2 3 4
3. Arrange my room to provide for privacy 1 2 3 4
4. Tune out noise when I want to concentrate 1 2 3 4

5. Play loud music and/or put on headphones to
shut out distractions 1 2 3 4
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6. Go for a walk by myself 1 2
7. Get up early/stay up late to get the bathroom to myself
1 2
8. Getready for bed in the bathroom if others are in my room
1 2

9. I have learned to sleep/study with other people in the
room and/or with parties on the floor 1 2
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Appendix G: Environmental Assessment Adjectives from Kasmar (1970)

Take about two minutes to really think about your dorm room; then rate your opinion of

the room with the adjective pairs below. Some of the pairs might seem unusual, but

you’ll probably feel more one way than the other. So, for each pair, put a check mark

v

Example: ----:-X-- :----) close to the adjective which you believe to describe your feelings
d y

better. The more appropriate that adjective seems, the closer you put your check mark to

it.

Adequate Size ————lmmee T
Unappealing —mmm i fmmmmlmmemlmmme e e o
Attractive —mmm e R
Dull | T e e e
Cheerful mmmlmmmm e mm e e e e e e
Dirty mmm e e e e e e e e
Drafty e lmmmm e e e e e e
Full aRICE Immmmlmmemlmmmelmmmn e e ae
Colorful RICEE fmmmmlmmmm e m e e m e e e
Uncomfortable e lmmem e e s e e e e
Comfortable Temperature----:----- i
Ordinary | I EEE fmmmmlmmm Lo D e
Huge | IR fmmmmlmmmm e e e
Restricted Space et GRS P e
Fresh Odor i R Tt
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Inadequate Size
Appealing
Unattractive
Bright

Gloomy

Clean

Stuffy

Empty

Drab
Comfortable

Uncomfortable
Temperature

Distinctive
Tiny
Free-Space

Stale Odor



Functional
Good Lighting
Public

Quiet

Small

Light

Single Purpose
Neat
Unpleasant
Roomy
Useless

Cool

Uncrowded

Poorly Organized

Well-Planned

Narrow
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Non-functional
Poor Lighting
Private

Noisy

Large

Dark

Multiple Purpose
Messy

Pleasant
Cramped
Useful

Warm
Crowded-
Well-Organized
Poorly Planned

Wide



Appendix H: Mehrabian and Russell (1974) Environmental Affect Scale
Take about two minutes to really get into the mood of the room; then rate your feelings in
the situation with the adjective pairs below. Some of the pairs might seem unusual, but
yow’ll probably feel more one way than the other. For each pair, put a check mark
.

(Example: ----:-¥-~ :----) close to the adjective which you believe to describe your feelings

best. The more appropriate that adjective seems, the closer you put your check mark to it.

Sluggish —mmm e e Frenzied
Influenced e e et R R LR e S Influential
Sleepy e lmmemmlm e e e e e e Wide Awake
Annoyed mmmmlmmme e m s e e S e e Pleased
Controlled ———leme- e T Controlling
Bored mmmimmme- e Relaxed
Submissive T s Dominant
Unsatisfied T T T e SR Satisfied
Unaroused eI C R SRR EE Aroused
Unhappy mmmlmmmmm i m e e e e e e e Happy
Despairing T T S A Hopeful
Cared-for ————imee- fmmmm i mm e e e In control
Awed e fmmmm e lm e e e Important
Relaxed e lmmee T Stimulated
Dull G fmmmmlmmelem e e e e e Jittery
Guided mmm o S S ST S Autonomous

169



Appendix I: Cognitive and Perceptual Resident Room Questionnaire
The following questions pertain to the residence hall room that you are currently living in.
Answer each question by filling in the space provided or by circling the response that
best describes your perception of the space. There is no right or wrong answer; each
respénse is a matter of personal opinion and/or perception.

1. How many square feet (ft*) is your residence hall room (open response)?

ft2

2. What percentage of the residence hall room is considered “shared space” between
you and your roommate (respond from 0 — 100)? %

3. What percentage of the residence hall room is considered “your space” (respond
from 0 ~ 100)? %

4. On average, how many waking hours do you spend in the room alone (without
your roommate) per day?

5. On average, how many waking hours do you spend in the room with your
roommate per day?

6. How many nights per week do you sleep in the room?

7. How many nights per week does your roommate sleep in the room?

8. How many people can be in your room visiting before it starts to feel crowded?

9. Compared to the last place you lived, your residence hall bedroom is...

V4 the size Y the size %4 the size about the same size

1 V4 the size 1 V% the size 1 % the size at least twice the size
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10. Compared to your roommate, how attached to your room do you think you are?
Not at all attached Somewhat less attached Just as attached
Somewhat more attached A lot more attached
11. If your roommate had 3 friends from the residence hall over to your room, how
uncomfortable would you feel in the room (1 = very uncomfortable, 5 = very
comfortable)? 1 2 3 4 5
12. Do you have enough space to function effectively in your residence hall room (1
=not at all, 5 = definitely)? 1 2 3 4 5
13. Does your residence hall room feel like a home to you (1 =notatall, 5 =
definitely)?
1 2 3 4 5
14. If your roommate had 5 friends from the residence hall over to your room, how
uncomfortable would you feel in the room (1 = very uncomfortable, 5 = very
comfortable)? 1 2 3 4 5
15. How satisfied would you be in an apartment with a bedroom about this size (1 =
not at all, 5 = very satisfied)? 1 2 3 4 5
16. Compared to other residents’ rooms in your residence hall that are the same size,
how well do you use your space (1 = not very well, 5 = very well)?
1 2 3 4 S
17. Compared to the other residents’ in your residence hall, how attached to your
room do you think you are?
Not at all attached Sorﬁewhat less attached Just as attached

Somewhat more attached A lot more attached
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18. If your roommate had 7 friends from the residence hall over to your room, how
uncomfortable would you feel in the room (1 = very uncomfortable, 5 = very
comfortable)? 1 2 3 4 5

19. If you could design a residence hall, what would your rooms be like (size of

rooms, layout, features, etc.)? Use the back of sheet if necessary.
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Appendix J: Resident Prior Experience Questionnaire
Answer each of the following questions related to your demographic make-up, prior
experiences with room sharing, previous living arrangements, and overall family
structure by filling in the blank or by circling the response that best describes your
experiences.

1. What is your age in years?

2. What is your sex? Male Female

3. How many brothers do youhave? = older brothers _ younger
brothers

4. How many sisters do you have? older sisters younger sisters

5. What is your birth order in the family (i.e., if you are the second oldest out of 4
children, you would respond “2 out of 4”)?  out of
6. What statement best describes your parents’ marital status?
Never married Married to each other
Divorced/Separated and both single Divorced/Separated with Mom remarried
Divorced/Separated with Dad remarried Divorced/Separated with both remarried

7. During the course of your lifetime, how many different homes have you had?

8. What city is your current residence in? What state?

9. What is the 5 digit zip code of your current residence?
10. Do you or your family currently rent or own your current residence?

Rent Own
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11.
12.
13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Which best describes the type of residence you live in?
Apartment Condominium House

How long have you been in the current residence?

If less than 1 year, how long were you in the previous residence? L

How many bedrooms are in your current residence?

How many bathrooms are in your current residence (1 full bath includes toilet,

sink, and shower/bath; Y2 bath includes toilet and sink but no shower/bath)?

How many rooms are in your current residence?

How many square feet is your room in your current residence (e.g. 10 ft. X 10 ft.
=100 ft})? ft?

How confident are you with you estimate of the square footage of your room?

%

Have you ever shared a room with someone during summer camp or a similar
type of temporary living arrangement?

If yes, with how many people did you share a room? For how long?

In the past, have you ever shared a room with a sibling or other relative as a
permanent living arrangement? Yes No

If yes, with how many people did you share the room? For how long?

Are you currently sharing a room with a sibling or other relative as a permanent

living arrangement? Yes No
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24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

If yes, with how many people do you share the room? For how long?

In the past, have you every shared a room with a non-relative (e.g., friend,
significant other, etc) as a permanent living arrangement? Yes No

If yes, with how many people did you share the room? __For how long?

Are you currently sharing a room with a non-relative (e.g., friend, significant
other, etc.) as a permanent living arrangement? Yes No

If yes, with how many people do you share the room? For how long?



Appendix K: Parental Residence Survey
Answer the following questions related to the physical properties of your current
residence and the living arrangements within your residence by either filling in the blank
or circling the response that best describes your residence. Follow the same instructions
for the questions pertaining to your child’s experiences and living arrangements within

your residence.

1. What city is your current residence in? What state?

2. What is the 5 digit zip code of your current residence?
3. Do you or your family currently rent or own your current residence?
Rent Own
4. Which best describés the type of residence you live in?
Apartment Condominium House
5. How long have you been in the current residence?

6. Iflessthan 1 year, how long were you in the previous residence? o

7. During the course of your child’s lifetime, how many different homes has s/he
lived in?

8. How many bedrooms are in your current residence?

9. How many bathrooms are in your current residence (1 full bath includes toilet,

sink, and shower/bath; Y5 bath includes toilet and sink but no shower/bath)?

10. How many rooms are in your current residence?

11. How many square feet is your current residence? ft*
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12.

13.

14.

15

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

How many square feet is you child’s room in your current residence (e.g., 10 ft.
X 10 ft. = 100 ft)? ft?

In the current residence, has your child ever changed bedrooms? Yes No

If yes, how many times? ____When was the most recent change?

. Has your child ever shared a room with someone during summer camp or a

similar type of temporary living arrangement?

If yes, with how many people did s/he share a room? For how long?

In the past, has s/he ever shared a room with a sibling or other relative as a
permanent living arrangement? Yes No

If yes, with how many people did s/he share the room? For how long?

Is your child currently sharing a room with a sibling or other relative as a
permanent living arrangement? Yes No

If yes, with how many people does s’he share the room?  For how long?
On a scale of 1 to 10, how long will your child take to adjust to living in the
residence halls (1 = will take a long time to adjust, 10 = will adjust very
quickly)?

On a scale of 1 to 10, how territorial would you say that your child is (1 = not

territorial at all, 10 = very territorial)?
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23. On a scale of 1 to 10, how private would you say that your child is (1 =not a
private person at all, 10 = very private person)? _

24. On a scale of 1 to 10, how happy would you say that your child is in general (1 =
not happy at all, 10 = extremely happy)?

25. On a scale of 1 to 10, how well do you think your child handles stress in general
(1 = does not handle stress well, 10 = handles stress extremely well)? -

26. On a scale of 1 to 10, how dominant of a personality do you think your child has

(1 = not dominant/very submissive, 10 = very dominant/not submissive)?
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Appendix L: Self-reported Room Personalization Survey
Answer each of the following questions related to your residence hall room and the
personalizations, or decorations, that you have added to the room by filling in the blank
or circling the response that best describes your thoughts.
1. How long were you living in your room before you put up personalizations (e.g.,
posters, pictures, banners, etc.)?
2. How many posters have you put on the wall?

3. Of those posters, how many would you consider to be related to:

Art _ Music/movies Celebrities/models Drinking
Religion CSU Local sports Hometown sports
Local area/attractions Hometown area/attractions _ Other

4. How many posters has your roommate put on the wall?
5. How many pictures of friends/family have you put on display in the room? -
6. Of those pictures, how many are of:
Family Hometown friends Local Friends
Hometown significant other Local significant other
7. How many pictures of friends/family has your roommate put on display?

8. How many other decorations (e.g., curtains, carpets, window decorations, plants,

etc.) have you added to the room?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Please describe the other decorations that you have added to your room by

explaining the number of and type of decorations used.

How many other decorations (e.g., curtains, carpets, window decorations, plants,

etc.) has your roommate added to the room?

Have you placed personalizations on the outside of your door? Yes No

If yes, what did you put up and why did you do it?

On a scale of 1 to 10, how much are your room decorations reflective of your
personality (1 = not at all reflective, 10 = very much reflective)? L

On a scale of 1 to 10, how important is personalizing your room when trying to

feel “at home’ (1 = not important at all, 10 = extremely important/vital)?

On a scale of 1 to 10, how does your amount of personalization compare to other

people in the residence hall (1 = way less than most, 10 = way more than most)?

On a scale of 1 to 10, how important are your decorations in claiming ‘your

space’ (1 = not important at all, 10 = extremely important/vital)?
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Appendix M: Resident Satisfaction Questionnaire
The following questions deal with general opinions you have about the University and
resident hall life. Please answer each question according to the following:

1 2 3 4
Strongly Disagree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree

1. Residence hall students are generally friendly.

2. I often feel alone at the University.

3. Social life here is generally good.

4. A big campus like this is lonely.

5. So far this has been a generally good year.

6. Sometimes I feel homesick.

7. I’'m adjusting pretty well to the University.

8. It is difficult to make friends with people in my classes.

9. I feel like the residence hall is “home” now.

10. People here are interested only in superficial relationships.
11. I feel pretty good about my academic program and classes.
12. I cannot figure out how this University works.

13. I like living in the residence hall.

14. No one here cares about students.

15. The food at the residence hall is satisfactory.

16. Cultural/social opportunities at the university aren’t too good.
17. If I had to do it all over again, I would still attend the University.

18. If I had to do it all over again, I wouldn’t live in the residence halls.
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Appendix N: Social Satisfaction Questionnaire (SSQ)

For each item below, please circle the response that is most true for you on the average.

1. How satisfied are you with your classes

at Colorado State University? Somewhat Somewhat Very

Unsatisfied Unsatisfied Satisfied  Satisfied

2. How satisfied are you with your current 1 2 3 4
housing/living arrangements?

3. How satisfied are you with the 1 ) 3 4
relationship you have with your
roommate?

4. How satisfied do you think your 1
roommate would say s/he is with your
relationship?

[\
(%]
=

5. How do you think your roommate feels
about his/her current housing/living
arrangements?

—
[\
98]
S

6. How satisfied are you with the amount 1 2 3 4
and type of extracurricular activities
available to you as a Colorado State
University student (sports events,
cultural events, resident hall activities,
etc.)?

7. How comfortable do you feel living with Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
your current roommate? Uncomfortable Uncomfortable Comfortable Comfortabie

8. How well do you feel you get along with Notatall PoorMost ~ Okay Good Most  Very Well
your roommate? of the Time of the Time

9. How many times per week do you eat 0 1-3 4-6 79 10+
with your roommate?

10. How many times per month do you
attend sports events sponsored by CSU 0 12 3-4 5-6 7+
(football or basketball games, etc.)?

11. How many times per week do you go to

movies, parties, or other similar social 0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7+
activities with your roommate?
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12. How many times per month do you
attend cultural activities sponsored by
CSU (theater, concerts, etc.)? 0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7+

13. How ‘many times per week do yoh study
with your roommate? 0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7+

14. How many times per month do you
attend activities sponsored by social
clubs on campus? 0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7+

15. How many times per week do you run
errands with your roommate? 0 1-2 34 5-6 7+

16. How many times per month do you
attend residence hall events or activities

sponsored by the housing office? 0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7+
17. How many times per week do you and

your roommate visit other friends 0 -2 3-4 5-6 7+

together?

18. How many times per week do you and

your roommate have conflicts or 0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7+
arguments?
Once in As often as Never
19. How often do you plan your schedule to awhile  Occasionally  possible Frequently

avoid your roommate?
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Appendix O: Inclusion of the Other in Self Scale
Which of the following diagrams best describes the closeness of your relationship with

your roommate?

Roommate Roommate ‘ oommate

Robmmate s

Which of the following diagrams best describes the closeness of your relationship with

your current residence (residence hall room)?

‘ Room | Self Room

Self X ) < )
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Which of the following diagrams best describes the attachment you feel towards your
previous residence?

h . Self  Roo
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Appendix P: General Resident Well-being Questionnaires
UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3)
The following statements refer to how people sometimes feel. For each statement, please
indicate how often you feel the way described by writing a number in the space provided.
Here is an vexample:
How often do you feel happy?
If you never felt happy you would response “never”; if you always felt happy you would
respond “always.”

NEVER RARELY SOMETIMES OFTEN
1 2 3 4

1. How often do you fecl that you are “in tune” with the people around you?

2. How often do you feel that you lack companionship?

3. How often do you feel that there is no one to turn to?

4, How often do you feel alone?

5. How often do you feel part of a group of friends?

6. How often do you feel that you have a lot in common with the people around you?

7. How often do you feel that you are no longer close to anyone?
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8. How often do you feel that your interests and ideas are not shared by those around you?

9. How often do you feel outgoing and friendly?

10. How often do you feel close to people?

11. How often do you feel left out?

12. How often do you feel that your relationships with others are not meaningful?

13. How often do you feel that no one really knows you well?

14. How often do you feel isolated from others?

15. How often do you feel you can find companionship when you want it?

16. How often do you feel that there are people who really understand you?

17. How often do you feel shy?

18. How often do you feel that people are around you but not with you?
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19. How often do you feel that there are people you can talk to?

20. How often do you feel that there are people you can turn to?

Perceived Stress Questionnaire (PSS)

The questions in this scale ask you about your feelings and thoughts during the last
month. In each case, you will be asked to indicate ~ow offen you felt or thought a certain
way. Although some of the questions are similar, there are differences between them and
you should treat each one as a separate question. The best approach is to answer each
question fairly quickly. That is, don’t try to count up the number of times you felt a
particular way, but rather indfcate the alternative that seems like a reasonable estimate.

1. In the last month, how often have you been upset because of something that happened

unexpectedly?

0 1 2 3 4
never almost never sometimes fairly often  very often

2. In the last month, how often have you felt that you were unable to control the
important things in your life?

0 1 2 3 4
never almost never sometimes fairly often  very often

3. In the last month, how often have you felt nervous and “stressed”?

0 1 2 3 4
never almost never sometimes  fairly often  very often

4. In the last month, how often have you dealt successfully with irritating life hassles?

0 1 2 3 4
never almost never sometimes  fairly often  very often
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10.

11.

12.

. In the last month, how often have you felt that you were effectively coping with

important changes that were occurring in your life?

0 1 2 3 4
never almost never sometimes fairly often very often

. In the last month, how often have you felt confident about your ability to handle your

personal problems?

0 1 2 3 4
never almost never sometimes fairly often  very often

In the last month, how often have you felt that things were going your way?

0 1 2 3 4
never almost never sometimes fairly often =~ very often

In the last month, how often have you found that you could not cope with all th
things that you had to do? '

0 1 2 3 4
never almost never sometimes  fairly often  very often

. In the last month, how often have you been able to control irritations in your life?

0 1 2 3 4
never almost never sometimes  fairly often  very often

In the last month, how often have you felt you were on top of things?

0 1 2 3 4
never almost never sometimes  fairly often  very often

In the last month, how often have you been angered because of things that happened

that were outside of your control?

0 1 2 3 4
never almost never sometimes  fairly often  very often

In the last month, how often have you found yourself thinking about things that you

have to accomplish?

0 1 2 3 4
never almost never sometimes  fairly often  very often
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13. In the last month, how often have you been able to control the way you spend your
time?

0 1 2 3 4
never ~ almost never sometimes  fairly often very often

14. In the last month, how often have you felt difficulties were pilling up so high that
you could not overcome them?

0 1 2 3 4
never almost never sometimes  fairly often  very often

The Satisfaction with Life Scale

Directions: Below are five statements with which you may agree or disagree. Using the
1-7 scale below, indicate your agreement with each item by placing the appropriate
number in the line preceding that item. Please be open and honest in your responding.

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree

3 = Slightly Disagree

4 = Neither Agree or Disagree

5 = Slightly Agree

6 = Agree

7 = Strongly Agree

o 1. In most ways my life is close to my ideal.
2. The conditions of my life are excellent.
3.1 am satisfied with life

4. So far I have gotten the important things I want in life

5. If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing

Subjective Happiness Scale (SHS)
For each of the following statements and/or questions, please circle the point on the scale

that you feel is most appropriate in describing you.
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1. In general, I consider myself:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not a very happy : a very happy
person person

2. Compared to most of my peers, I consider myself:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
less happy more happy

3. Some people are generally very happy. They enjoy life regardless of what is going on,
getting the most out of everything, To what extent does this characterization describe

you?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all a great deal

4. Some people are generally not very happy. Although they are not depressed, they
never seem as happy as they might be. To what extent does this characterization

describe you?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all a great deal

Overall Health Items
1. How Would’ you rate your health during the 12 months prior to entering college (1 =
very poor; 10 = very good)?
2. In the year prior to entering college, how many times did you get sick?
3. In the year prior to entering college, how many times did you visit a doctor?
4. How would you rate your health since entering college (1 = very poor; 10 = very
good)?
5. Since entering college, how many times have you been sick?
6. Since entéring college, how many tirﬁes have you visited a doctor?

7. Overall, hbw would you rate your general health (1 = very poor; 10 = very good)?
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Academic Performance Questionnaire

1. How many courses are you enrolled in this semester?
2. How many credit hours are you taking this semester?
3. List your classes and the grade you expect to receive in that class along with
current grades and attendance.
Class Expected Test Paper Other Percentage | Percentage of
Final grades | grades grades of study classes
Grade time spent | attended
4. How many hours do you study on an average week?
5. How many hours do you study on a busy week?
6. The semester is 16 weeks long. How many busy weeks do you think you’ll have?
7. How many hours do you study in your room on the average week?
8. How many hours do you study in your room on a busy week?
9. Compared to your friends, how much are you studying (1 = a lot less; 5 = a lot
more)
10. Compared to everyone else in your hall, how much are you studying (1 = a lot
less; 5 = a lot more)
11. Compared to your friends, how are you doing in your classes (1 = a lot worse; 5 =

a lot better)




12. Compared to everyone else in your hall, how are you doing in your classes (1 =

lot worse; 5 = a lot better)
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Appendix Q: Participant Recruitment Letter

Department of
, - Psychology
Fort Collins, Colorade 80523-1876
(970) 491-6363
FAX: (970) 491-1032
www.colostate.edu/Depts/Psychology/
August 1%, 2007 .

Dear Honors Program Participant,

The University Honors Program and the Department of Psychology at Colorado
State University are conducting a research project this Fall 2007 semester in the new
Academic Village residence halls. The project is designed to examine several aspects of
student behaviors related to the somewhat unique conditions involved in resident hall
living. The establishment of personal boundaries and the ability to control the amount of
personal interaction between people are of primary interest for this project.

Because of your enrollment in the Honors Program and your residential
assignment to the Academic Village we are contacting you to participate in this project.
Participation will involve filling out questionnaires both online at your current residence
prior to move-in day as well as in person at your new residence hall after the semester
begins. The information that you provide us with will be shared with the Honors
Program, Housing and Food Services, and the Department of Psychology in hopes of
better understanding some of the issues that can hinder or enhance student growth and
achievement when first attending college.

Your participation in this project is completely voluntary, but because of a limited
number of students available we are hopeful that you will choose to participate. If you
decide to help with this research, you will receive a small reward for each time you
complete our questionnaires during the semester (4 times total). Also, participants who
complete both the at-home questionnaire and the 4 administrations of the on-campus
questionnaires will be entered into a drawing for a $500 cash prize.

Attached to this letter is a cover sheet that explains the project in more detail and
gives you the web address for the at-home online questionnaire that will need to be
completed before August 17", If you have any questions or comments about this project,
or if you would prefer to have the web address e-mailed to you, please feel free to contact
me by either phone or e-mail. Your participation in this project will be very beneficial
for several University departments and we look forward to your cooperation. Thank you!
Jacob Benfield, M.S.

Department of Psychology-1876
Colorado State University

(970) 491-7749
jake.benfield@colostate.edu
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Appendix R: Study One Cover Letter
Consent to Participate in a Research Study
Colorado State University

TITLE OF STUDY: A Longitudinal Assessment of Privacy and Territory Establishment in a
College Residence Hall Setting-St udy 1

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Paul Beli, PhD. $70-491-7215
CO-PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Jacob Benfield, M.S. 970-491-7749

WHY AM | BEING INVITED TO TAKE PART IN THIS RESEARCH? You are being asked to
participate in this research because you are going tc be living within a new residence hall at
Colorado State University. This project is trying to understand how that type of residence hali
affects different behaviors and thoughts.

WHO IS DOING THE STUDY? The Department of Psychology is doing this study with the
support of the University Honors Program and Housmg and Dining Services at Colorado State
University

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY? This study is being conducted in order to better
understand the process students go through when moving into a new environment. Because of
the somewhat unique conditions involved in residence hall living, the estabiishment of personal
boundaries and the abiiity to control the amount of personal mteractlon between people are of
primary interest.

WHERE IS THE STUDY GOING TO TAKE PLACE AND HOW LONG WILL IT LAST? The
majority of this study will take place inside your residence hall room at Colorado State University
and will last through the 11" week of the Fall 2007 semester. One part of this study wnli take place
at your current residence before you move into your residence hall. . . .

WHAT WILL | BE ASKED TO DO? You will be asked to fill out a series of questionnaires at 5
different times. These times will be: 2 weeks before Fall semester, the 1% week of Fall semester,
the 3™ week of Fall semester, the 7" week of Fall semester, and the 11" week of Fall semester.
Each questionnaire takes about 1 hour to complete so you will spend about 5 hours during the
course of the 13-week study. For a small group of participants, observations will be made of the
residence hall rooms and the decorations contained in it. Your written consent must be given
before photographs of your decorations can be taken. Observations and consent for them will
take place at a later date. :

WILL | RECEIVE ANY COMPENSATION FOR TAKING PART IN THIS STUDY? You will
receive a $6 credit to your university convenience account after completing each of the four
questionnaires that are given on-campus ($24 totai). Students who complete the questionnaires
all 5 times will alsc be entered into a drawing for a $500 cash prize. Only those completing all 5
questionnaires will be eligible for the large drawing.

ARE THERE REASONS WHY | SHOULD NOT TAKE PART IN THIS STUDY? If you are not a
participant in the University Honors Program or are not living in the new Academic Vlllage
residence hall you should not participate in this study.

ARE THERE ANY BENEFITS FROM TAKING PART IN THIS STUDY? The results of this
research will be shared with the University Honors Program and Housing and Dining Services,
who will use this research to better meet the needs of future students. Participants receive no
direct benefit from participation but will also be informed about the resuits of the project which they
may find interesting or insightful regarding some of their residence hali behaviors.
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DO HAVE TO TAKE PART IN THE STUDY? Your participation in this research is voluntary. If
you decide to participate in the study. you may withdraw your consent and stop participating at
any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.

WHAT WILL IT COST ME TO PARTICIPATE? No financial costs will arise from your participation
in this research. However, you will be asked to spend time completing surveys on five separate
occasions.

CAN MY TAKING PART IN THE STUDY END EARLY? If you were to move from the Academic
Village residence hall during the research project, you would be excluded from further participation
in the project.

WHAT ARE THE POSSIBLE RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS? There are no known risks for
participating in this study. However, it is not possible to identify all potential risks in research
procedures, but the researchers have taken reasonable safeguards to minimize any known and
potential, but unknown, risks.

WHO WILL SEE THE INFORMATION THAT | GIVE? We will keep private all research records
that identify you, to the extent allowed by law.

Your information will be combined with information from other people taking part in the study.
When we write about the study to share it with other researchers, we will write about the
combined information we have gathered. You will not be identified in these written materials. We
may publish the results of this study; however, we will keep your name and other identifying
information private.

In order to match your records from each questionnaire, you will be assigned a unique iD number
that contalns a code for your residence hali (e.g., A = Corbett), the order you agreed to participate
in (e.g., 12" participant = 012), the first 2 letters of your mother’s first name (e.g., Jamie =JA),
and the last two digits of your phone number. A list that pairs your name and your code will be
kept in a secure location until the end of the semester when it will be shredded.

We will make every effort to prevent anyone who is not on the research team from knowing that
you gave us information, or what that information is. For example, your name will be kept
separate from your research records and these two things will be stored in different places under
lock and key. You should know, however, that there are some circumstances in which we may
have to show your information to other people For example, the law may require us to show your
information to a court.

WHAT HAPPENS IF i AM INJURED BECAUSE OF THE RESEARCH? The Colorado
Governmental Immunity Act determines and may limit Colorado State University's legal
responsibility if an injury happens because of this study. Claims against the University must be
filed within 180 days of the injury.

WHAT IF | HAVE QUESTIONS? Before you decide whether to accept this invitation to take part
in the study, piease ask any questions that might come to mind now. Later, if you have questions
about the study, you can contact the investigator, Paul Bell at 970-491-7215. If you have any
questions about your rights as a volunteer in this research, contact Janell Meldrem, Human
Research Administrator at 970-491-1655. This cover letter is yours to keep for your records.

WHAT ELSE DO | NEED TO KNOW? Your willingness to fill out the questionnaires
acknowledges that you have read the information stated and willingly part_icipate in this project.

_ To Access the first round of the questionnaire, please access this web address on an internet
ready computer:
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https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=Xd3vltixIP_2bSXkRKQr5nKQ_3d_3d

If you have problems accessing the link or would prefer to have an electronic link sent to you,

please e-mail Jake Benfield at jake.benfield@colostate.edu and he will send you an electronic

link to the questionnaire. Please compilete the first round of questionnaires before August 17",
2007.

Dr. Paui Bell is supervising the completion of this project for the Department of Psychoiogy. If you
need to contact him with any questions or concerns you may have he can be reached at (970)
491-7215 or via e-maii at paul.bell@colostate.edu.
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