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ABSTRACT: To study human social behavior concerning the environment, the concepts of privacy, personal
space, and territory have been studied by interdisciplinary experts. Examining how behavior is formed in the
environment is very important in improving the environment's design with the culture of uses. Since experts in the
field of architecture and urban planning need to provide real and objective solutions, they often do not have the
opportunity to conduct practical research on the concepts of privacy. Identifying the formation of privacy of users
can be desirable in the design of new housing. By linking the main concept and how they are in the architectural
elements of different cultures, a cultural pattern appropriate to each region can be achieved. The main purpose of this
study is to link the main concept with the cultural and architectural perspectives. This logical reasoning study used
content analysis in two fields privacy and culture. For this purpose, definitions related to the privacy of collection and
the method of open coding of its categories have been extracted. Then the privacy layers are extracted using social
sciences and environmental psychology studies by summarizing qualitative content analysis. The semantic model of
Rapoport's cultural meaning and privacy are combined in the research, and the main matrix of how the cultural layers
of privacy are formed is drawn. Based on this matrix, the layers of social behavior can be categorized from the initial
qualitative-perceptual level to quantitative-behavioral.

Keywords: Social Behavior, Privacy, Personal Space, Personalized Space, Territory, Built Environment, Culture.

INTRODUCTION socially important.

Many theorists have expressed privacy as a global cultural I_n Iranian culttfre,_according tg the religion 01_‘ Islam, visual
need. The study of privacy as individual and interpersonal prl_vacy and th_e indigenous architecture of Iranian house_s are
relationships in the environment are of great importance in evident according to the observance of all levels of privacy in all
various fields of architecture. cases and with the observance of religious and Islamic sanctity.
For example sense of belonging to a place involves one's Cultural mechanisms, including worldview and ideology,

characteristics, and on the other hand, social relationships and ¢ @among the effective and influential factors as differences

relationships with others in the environment affect the sense of ~ ©" closeness in the classification of privacy mechanisms.

belonging. (Javan Forouzande & Motallebi, 2011). Cultural privacy Events between individuals are influenced

Privacy has been considered one of the pillars of housing by intradermal processes (perceptions and motivations). The
desirability in different cultures and has always been one of the Contlnu'lty of privacy goals (one §|de (:If)se to oneself and the
important criteria for valuing a house. Architectural design can  ©ther side close to society) are directly influenced by cultural
greatly influence the degree of privacy of its occupants. Iaye_rs._ o )

Scholars such as Schwartz (1968), Altman (1976), and Nelson This is also the case with views of privacy as the control of
et al. (1972) have all pointed to the sanctity of closed doors in information flows (Rapoport, 1990). ) _
Western culture. In American culture, physical boundaries such ~ In@ddition, privacy, arecurring conceptin housing architecture,
as fences are considered private mechanisms has given rise to symbolic forms or spaces in homes. These

Rapoport (1996) considers visual privacy in Muslims as symbolic spaces are manifested in Islamic architecture as
well as Iranian architecture. For example, it has a physical
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appearance as attic spaces, earrings, closets, and chests. On
the other hand, in contemporary architecture, the correct
design of privacy layers influenced by culture and predicting
the potential behavior of the environment leads to individual
independence and identity and instills a sense of security. The
study of privacy, personal space, and territory in the human
environment of biocultural construction and how the effect of
changing the family structure in the body can determine the
solutions and the relationship between privacy and culture
in indigenous culture. For this purpose, first, by collecting,
categorizing, coding, and analyzing theoretical foundations,
privacy indicators were identified. Then, by exploring the
theories of theorists, a conceptual model of privacy was drawn.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

This logical reasoning study used content analysis in two
fields privacy and culture. Qualitative content analysis is where
quantitative analysis reaches its limits. Qualitative content
analysis can therefore be considered a research method for
the subjective interpretation of textual data's content through
systematic classification, coding, and thematization or design
of known patterns. It is also one of the fundamental features of
qualitative research theory rather than hypothesis testing.

The qualitative content analysis deals more with discovering
the fundamental meanings of the message. Qualitative content
analysis is inductive; That is, it is based on the study and
inference of topics and themes from raw data that sometimes
leads to the theory. Examples in qualitative content analysis
usually include a purposeful selection of items that reflect
research questions.

Literature Review

Privacy is a widely used term, and, as with so many other
terms, people often assume that there is agreement on its
meaning(Altman & Chemers, 1984).

Privacy as an interpersonal process is how to monitor
the exchange of information and personal and social
communication. Amos Rapoport has defined privacy as the
ability to control social interaction, the right to choose, and the
possibility of one's social interaction (Lang, 1987). This view
emphasizes Altman's definition of privacy on the basis that he
considers an important view of privacy based on the concept of
control theory and the choice of reciprocity: “selective control
of access to oneself or one's group” (Altman, 1974).

Petronio (1991, 2002) introduces privacy as a boundary-
setting process.

Privacy is expressed as a controlled and mutually selective
element: "controlling the amount of stimulus input from
others and the degree of mutual awareness and separation of
individuals from others" (Altman, 1975).

On the other hand, providing privacy and control of spatial
territory is of special importance in designing the environment
because basic human needs such as identity, motivation, and
security can be satisfied (Lang, 1987).

Privacy can be achieved by organizing activities on time
(Rapoport, 2005).

Definitions of different domains form the dialectical process of
information presentation and its mechanisms. This information
varies according to their field and culture. The definitions can
be studied in ontology and epistemological approaches (Table
1).

The concept of privacy has been studied in different sciences,
and several orientations in different sciences can be presented
as follows. Anthropology: Amos Rapoport has defined privacy
as the ability to control social interaction, the right to choose,
and the possibility of one's desired social interaction (Lang,
1987).

This view emphasizes Altman's definition of privacy because
he considers an important view of privacy based on the control
theory and the choice of reciprocity: "Selective control of
access to self or group” (Altman, 1975).

Rapoport (2016) believes that there are fundamental cultural
differences in people's view of privacy, and in his view, people
often give up physical comfort to meet their cultural needs.

Altman defines privacy as selective monitoring of an
individual or group's relationship with others. For him,
privacy is an interpersonal event that deals with interpersonal
relationships. Communication may be between person, person
to group, group to individual, and group to group. Social units
may have a variety of relationships with each other. Each of
these units may require its process to achieve privacy. And
privacy processes may or may not be similar to all of these
combinations of social units (Altman, 1975).

Public Law: Westin's Theory of Privacy (1968) discusses how
people protectthemselves throughthe temporarily limited access
of others to themselves. He shows that people need privacy,
which, along with other needs, helps us to adapt emotionally
to everyday life. According to Westin, "privacy" is the study
of individuals, groups, or institutions to determine when, how,
and how much information about them is transmitted to others,
depending on one's relationship to social participation. Privacy
is the voluntary and temporary withdrawal of an individual
from society by psychological or physical means, either in
isolation or close to a small group or between large groups in
conditions of anonymity and tolerance. Individuals desire for
privacy is never absolute, given that participation in society is
just as powerful. Thus, each person uses a process of personal
adjustment according to the environmental conditions and
social norms set by the society in which he lives, his desire for
privacy with his desire to disclose and give his information to
others (Westin, 1968).

Sociology: Simmel concluded that privacy is a "universal
sociological form." Social theories of privacy recognize that
privacy serves a social function (Waldman, 2018).

The definitions presented were openly coded to be used in the
development of contextual theory. Orientation The definitions
provided about privacy can be classified into three main



Table 1: Definitions of privacy and extraction of categories
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Continiue of Table 1: Definitions of privacy and extraction of categories

The concept of privacy

Definition

Major category

Shape and scale of rooms effects the privacy control

Researcher/year

Al-Homoud (2009)

A positive correlation between intimacy and social interaction, which was conditioned by the
environmental context.

Abu-Obeid & Atoun (1999)

The hierarchy of access to spaces and the recognition of territories are limited in modern houses.
Hence, privacy in modern houses fades.

Alitajer & Nojoumi (2016)

privacy in traditional Islamic homes involves four main layers of privacy: (a) privacy between
neighbors’ dwellings, (b) privacy between males and females, (c) privacy between family members
inside a home, and (d) individual privacy

Bahammam (1987)
Mortada (2011)

Transparency in the environment’s design has caused more communication and lack of privacy and
.has caused tension and reduced well-being due to the hierarchical position

Bentinck et al. (2020)

Not violating the visual privacy of other people’s houses according to Islamic teachings

Daneshpour (2011)

Greater density limits the attainment of privacy

Day (2000)

Results showed no difference between the sexes’ preferences of solitude, reserve, anonymity, and
isolation.

Demirbas & Demirkan (2000)

individual spacing among persons that leads to personal space invasions is a more salient environ-
mental condition than density per se.

Evans & Wener (2007)

Work satisfaction and task performance exhibited contradictory relationships with the visual

Jeon et al. (2022)

Cognitive ap-
proach

parameters.
privacy models had significantly more rooms, somewhat more corridors, and more exterior wall Keeley & Edney (1983) > _rEn
surfaces. S &
@ 3
Satisfaction with the workspace environment was the highest for those in enclosed private offices. Kim & De Dear (2013) § =
Personalization in the workplace is directly related to privacy. Laurence et al. (2013) ® <
Privacy from trees in parks and security are inversely related. Lis & lwankowski (2021)
Increasing the distance from other people in a particular area has a positive effect on preferences, Lis & Iwankowski (2021)
caused by increased privacy and safety
The need for privacy shows a direct relationship between the concept of family in culture and the Memarian & Ranjbar-Kermani
scale of privacy and territory. (2011)
Design considerations involve the control of visibility through visual privacy, noise transmission Mortada (2011)
through acoustic privacy Hallak (2000)
Guarding home privacy is vital in Islam to promote a tranquil and functional family structure Omer (2010)
The Muslim house is the main element in achieving optimal family privacy. Othman& Aird (2014)
The open space, geometry, and position of the yard play a fundamental role in the view of the house Rahimi et al. (2022)
spaces and provide visual privacy.
Privacy moderates the relationship between secure workplace attachment and exhaustion. Scrima et al. (2021)
How to plan different spaces to achieve multiple levels of privacy Tomah et al. (2016)
For Iranian adults, family privacy was important, while for American adults, the individual’s rela- Zabihzadeh et al. (2019)
tionship with the government was important.
The study’s findings suggest that, in all construction patterns, the least privacy concerns first the Zangeneh et al. (2022)
courtyard space and then the guest space, and on the contrary, most privacy concerns the bedroom.
According to Altman, one of the functions and mechanisms of privacy is to achieve individual independence and identity, which is in the third stage
of needs based on the hierarchy of the Maslow pyramid. Also, privacy is important in the relationship between the individual, the group, and the rest o)
of society. Privacy and territory are mechanisms for regulating privacy between oneself and others, among other factors affecting the perception of the < gr

environment. These behaviors are common in humans and lead to satisfying other needs such as security, self-fulfillment, and self-esteem (Altman,

1975, Hall, 1990).

categories, and their frequency can be measured (Table 2).
The coded categories of privacy definitions include three items
(isolation and non-interaction, relationship monitoring, and
selective relationship monitoring), of which the relationship
monitoring category is more common. The conceptual model
of privacy based on the categories obtained from Table 2 can
be drawn in ( Figure 1).

Further studies on privacy and social relations have been
conducted to draw a conceptual model of indigenous cultural
privacy. Various types of privacy are used to achieve the
desired access to one's self or group. The type and amount
of privacy desired to depend on the current pattern of activity,
the cultural context, and the individual's personality and
expectations (Lang, 1987). The use of symbolic and realistic



Table 2: Classification of categories and subcategories related to privacy according to their frequency in their application in various sciences

33.7%

34.3%

32%

To travel in in-
ternal states and
create a balance
between external
.and internal

Privacy acts as a
two-way pro-
cess that takes
information from
the environment
and gives it to the
.environment

The right to decide what points about his
personality and under what circumstances is
.best passed on to others

Ability to monitor the interaction, having the
right to choose and the necessary arrange-
ments and mechanisms to prevent unwanted

The feeling that others should be
separate from what is important
to them

The value of being alone and
relieved from the pressure of the
.presence of others

Subcategory

.ship

interaction and achieve the desired relation-

Avoid interaction and visual and
.auditory abuse and others

Fig.1: Conceptual model of the definition of privacy

walls, curtains, and markings to determine spatial area and
distances are all methods of securing privacy that is somewhat
under the control of environmental designers(Altman, 1975).
The four-dimensional conceptual model of the desired type,
amount of privacy, and the elements affecting its components
can be drawn in (Figure 2).

Altman describes methods of securing privacy, personalized
space, spatial territory, and using distances. The visual layers
of each of these methods are mental and physical, respectively.
Personal space is realized by mastering the natural and
cultural environment and personalized space by changing and

completing the coding environment. The spatial domain in the
third layer can be identified in the physical dimension and by
semi-fixed and fixed elements. "Personal space" and "territory"
are mechanisms to achieve the desired amount of privacy, and
"congestion” is a social situation that occurs as a result of the
inefficiency of privacy mechanisms and leads to undesirable
social relationships among individuals. One of the central ideas
linking the four key concepts mentioned above is "personal
oversight" or "border demarcation.” The methods of securing
privacy and its related components are presented in (Figure 3).
The conceptual model of the relationship between different
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Fig. 3: Methods of providing privacy and classification of the analysis unit.

states of privacy from Westin's point of view and its coding and
integration with the basic parameters of privacy-individual and
privacy-collective can be deduced. The three levels of mental-
personal, physical, and behavioral privacy can be coded in
various states.

The goals of privacy are based on a continuum, one side of
which is closeness to oneself, and the other is closeness to
society. This dimension is similar to the theories of Altman and
Taylor (1973) about interpersonal relationships, which include
intradermal processes (perceptions and motivations), simple
processes (clothing and jewelry), and interpersonal events
(actions). Verbal and non-verbal reciprocity) know. Intra-
personal and extrapersonal communications are invisible in the
form of invisible bubbles and, in some cases, visible physical

(Territory) (Figure 4).

Personal Space

The second layer of the physical environment, one of the
mechanisms of privacy, is personal space. Providing personal
space is one of the main mechanisms for achieving privacy.
The concept of personal space refers to the preferred distance
from other people that an individual maintains within a given
setting. It has been defined as "an area with an invisible
boundary surrounding the person's body into which intruders
may not come" (Sommer, 1969). As such, personal space
serves two primary functions: (1)It protects against possible
psychologically and physically uncomfortable social encounters
by regulating and controlling the amount and quality of sensory



Fig. 4: Intrapersonal and extrapersonal communication of privacy and its threefold processes

stimulation, and (2) it communicates information about the
relationship between the interactants and the formality of the
interaction by making available to others (as well as to the self)
cues as to the preferred distance which has been chosen (Aiello
& Thompson, 1980). To design the established elements of the
environment and the sitting spaces, one must understand the
characteristics of the personal space (Hall, 1990).

Personalized and Personalized Space

Personalization is the marking, integration, and homogeneity
of objects in a place that makes one feel inferior. The process
of personalization can be conscious, but in most cases, it is
unconscious. Personalization is a manifestation of the desire
to control the spatial territory and express aesthetic tastes and
an attempt to better adapt to the environment and behavior
patterns. Some environments can be customized without
damage or intrusion; Other environments that Summer calls
hard architecture to become more difficult to personalize. The
degree of personalization of a place depends on the ability of
the materials used to build it, the severity of the residents' need
to change it, the interests they have in the place, and the social
norms and formal laws prevailing in that place (Rapopart,
1967). In areas where the population is homogeneous, the
streets and neighborhoods become personalized so that the
whole area becomes a symbol of the group's culture. The
built-in environment is full of examples of adaptability and
personalization.

Territory
Although human territorial behavior cannot be said to be

directly tied to survival as it is in animals, the fact that it is so
widespread suggests that it must serve an essential purpose.
It is generally agreed that its purpose is to regulate social
interaction (Altman, 1975).

Territorial behavior is a mechanism for regulating privacy
between oneself and others, expressed by personalizing or
marking a place or an object and belonging to an individual or
group (Altman, 1975).

Attachment to place refers to an occupant's feeling of
possessiveness toward a particular territory because of its
associations with self-image or social identity(Brower, 1980).
Territory can make life easier by giving cues for behavior
(the house as a social mechanism) and whether people, like
animals, feel more secure and better able to defend themselves
in their home ( Rapoport, 2013).

Territoriality should be distinguished from other spatial
concepts, such as personal space, jurisdiction, and home range
(Brower, 1980).

By examining how people use the environment in the
process of social interaction, the meanings of the physical
environment can be extracted. Individuals express the meaning
of the environment created concerning social relations by
dominating, changing, and completing the environment.
Privacy is the core of the appearance of the next layers and
is culturally influenced internally and instinctively. It is a
personal space in which a person begins to dominate the
environment in mental dimensions. Personalized space with
a more physical and behavioral appearance, and people begin
to code and change and complete the environment to change
and complete the environment. The human territory uses fixed
elements to take over the environment and apply individual
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and group meanings as physical elements. Personal space is
close to the person, it covers the area around his body, but the
territory covers a wider area and requires the use of places and
objects in the environment. The territory in a place acquires a
psychological identity and becomes a symbol with a sense of
ownership and physical composition. Mental, behavioral, and
physical manifestations manifested in place, and its concepts
can be classified into categorized layers.

Territory in the neighborhood can create social interactions
and neighborhood ties among residents (Javan Forouzande &
Motallebi, 2012).

The conceptual model of social interactions and the expression
of meanings related to the environment can be drawn in (Figure
5).

Privacy and Culture

Culture has an important effect on the relationship between
environment and behavior, and its role as a factor influencing
human behavior is very important. Rapoport has introduced the
types of environment-behavior relationships as the impact of
environment on behavior, behavior on the environment, and
their two-way impact. Culture plays an important role in all
three cases, and it is necessary to link culture and environment
with the EBS framework. To be studied. EBS is highly
interdisciplinary and should include much knowledge from
which anthropology can be directly related, especially dealing
with culture, and it is a more useful approach (Rapoport, 2013).
Rapoport, on the other hand, is not the definite or self-conscious
quality of the environment or the classification of environments
as "better" or "worse"; it is relative; In other words, it is based

on judgments about cultural values and norms. With the impact
of culture within a system on the Hidden function of built
environments, especially houses, it is necessary to examine
the impact of culture on how social communication is done
concerning the built environment. The influence of different
layers of social behavior on culture is objectively, mentally,
and behaviorally different.

Privacy has been proposed as a global cultural need (Altman,
1977). Privacy in different cultures has been at different levels
of physical differences and responsive to home design. The need
for privacy is largely related to culture (Altman & Chemers,
1984; Hall & Watson, 1970). The design of neighborhoods,
buildings, and rooms is based on human behavior, resulting in
significant differences in different cultures. Rapoport (1969,
1977) argues that fundamental cultural differences exist in
people's perceptions of privacy. These differences are reflected
in the organization of the housing interior and exterior spaces
(Lang, 1987). Rapoport (1969) has concluded that people
often neglect physical comfort to meet their cultural needs.
These cultural interests are more prevalent in the cities of the
colonized countries.

The cultural core defines a user group profile, a particular
lifestyle, and a set of important activities. Although lists of
elements are not generally useful, core elements are likely to
be found among the following:

1. Characteristics such as ethnicity, language, and religion
2. Family and Kinship structures and child-rearing practices
3. Residence patterns, land divisions, landowning and tenure
systems 4. Food habits 5. Ritual and symbolic systems 6.
Ways of establishing and indicating status and social identity

Fig. 5: Meaning of built environment and its effect on layers of privacy



7. Manners and nonverbal communication 8. Cognitive
schemata 9. Privacy, density, and territoriality 10. Home range
behavior and networks 11. Various institutions. The elements
of the culture core are supported by supportive environments
(Rapoport, 2013).

There are two ways to study how culture affects privacy and
the mechanism of personal space and territory in the home. The
first method considers a particular state of culture or related
developments in home spaces. Using the scientific foundations
of humanities in the field of culture and its description in the
architectural body, it is possible to determine how behavior and
visual privacy (territory) are formed. In the second method,
case examples of houses are selected, and different spaces,
behaviors, and markings are extracted and interpreted based on
the culture of the users. In this method, selected examples of
houses are cases where users' similarities, physical differences,
and cultures are comparable. Also, in the research method, a
combination of writing theoretical and cultural foundations
includes dealing with culture at the scale of its components
and elements and cultural analysis in architectural examples
and explaining and interpreting specific dimensions of
environmental psychology from the cultural dimension of its
inhabitants.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Model of Social Behaviour Forming in Environment based
on User Culture with Analytical Approach

It is important to examine how culture affects environmental-
related social behavior in changing societies that want to
preserve their culture.

This study is not researching to "create" the cultural
environment. However, the product is a framework for
"critique™ of the existing environment to what extent it has the
potential to emerge the desired patterns of cultural behavior
(Nari Ghomi, 2015).

Many definitions that refer to the concept of culture, more than
anything else, resort to the symbols and elements of culture to
clarify it. It is not far from the mind that a concept as broad as
culture is so difficult to define is understood correctly. And the
necessity of resorting to it.

On the other hand, Rapaport, in an earlier article (Rapoport,
1980), puts all the definitions of culture in three areas that he
says are complementary: 1. The lifestyle of a particular group,
2. A system of symbols, 3. Meanings And mental schemas are
transmitted through symbolic code and, finally, a set of adaptive
strategies for survival in interaction with the environment and
resources. Certainly, in societies formed and with cultural
depth, all these three aspects have much content. They are mere
symbols for the field of general and all-encompassing cultures,
which cannot follow the physical design of culture.

Rapaport (1983), in his discussion of the adaptation of
architecture to culture and what is called the "supportive
environment™ of culture, describes a strategy for including

various aspects of the issue, in which the separation of issues
from two poles - one culture And the other is the characteristics
of the environment - is emphasized and claims that only after
this separation and communication between the elements
of the two can reach the environment; Another issue that he
considers and proposes a practical way to do is to pay attention
to the main cultural demands, marginal cultural demands and
the main modern demands that identify the expectations of
different categories of space within this issue and not During
it, as mechanisms that model, the latent factors of culture in

behaviors (Nari Ghomi, 2015).

According to the conceptual model presented by Rapoport
(Fig. 6) and its expansion, it is possible to draw the layers of
social behavior related to the environment in a matrix and apply
these layers and how the physical signs of culture affect it.

Based on this matrix, the layers of social behavior can be
categorized from the initial qualitative-perceptual level to
quantitative-behavioral. Layers include four layers: privacy,
personal space, personalized space, and territory (collective
privacy). Each of these layers can be examined at the inner
(inner-mental), middle (behavioral), and outer (physical)
levels. At the intersection of each layer, the three levels of
internal, internal-external, and external mechanisms of the
cultural model are located. By placing each cultural feature in
the matrix, the manner and shape of the effect and appearance
of privacy in that layer are determined.

According to this model, in the case, of examples of houses,
the residents can question the cultural items mentioned in the
matrix. The physical and behavioral cases and the appearance
of semi-fixed and non-fixed elements in the houses can
be recorded. By drawing each matrix for each house and
comparing them with each other, and extracting the similarities
and differences in each sample, the effects of cultural expression
on the social behavior related to the house can be achieved.
The intra-organizational impact of residents' worldview factors
is more evident in the primary and mental layers. Although
mental layers have less physical appearance than physical
layers, they are the basis for forming other meanings. The
individual and the family's lifestyle as an internal mechanism
directly affects the personalized mental-behavioral space. The
behavioral manifestations of interpersonal characteristics are
determined by defining the family lifestyle. Individual and
social activity systems in the third layer of personalized space
can be decoded in codings and changes made in the living
space. Homeowners' individual and family social relationships
influence the appearance of the hierarchical social body and
territory under how to take over the environment. Elements of
the environment constructed as an organization of space, time,
meaning and communication, settlement system, and cultural
landscape, made of fixed, semi-fixed, and non-fixed features in
qualitative-perceptual layers as an individual to quantitative-
behavioral solitude they are understood and embodied as
collective solitude (territory).

IUQU,ICIO[QAQCI Ueqim) pue oInidoys.ry: 10O [BU.IHO[ [euoneurau]

77



Vol.13, No. 2, Spring 2023

International Journal of Architecture and Urban Development

78

Fig.6: Diagram of dismantling of culture; relation of variables, built environment also are shown (Source: Rapoport, 2003)

Fig. 7: Semantic model of matching the four layers of privacy and the three layers of culture

In the studied external mechanisms, the last column of
the necessary study matrix can be examined in three scales:
internal-internal, internal-external, and external-external.
Fixed, semi-fixed and non-fixed elements in these categories
with different dimensions can be recorded and examined (Fig.
8).

CONCLUSION

Studying the artificial environment as human habitation, what
it is, and how it originated has always interested researchers
and scholars. How people use the built environment, especially
the home, in the process of social interaction, especially in
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terms of the concepts of privacy, personal space, personalized
space, and territory, is examined.

The concept of privacy is one of the basic concepts in various
sciences. Three main categories can be achieved by categorizing
and coding the definitions of privacy in different sciences. The
coded categories of privacy definitions include three items
(isolation and non-interaction, relationship monitoring, and
selective relationship monitoring). The basic model of privacy
and how to communicate is based on these three categories.

On the other hand, to achieve a model of privacy in the human
environment, the construction of architecture has been studied
in the field of privacy in social sciences and environmental
psychology. By examining studies in the field of privacy, it
is possible to categorize other elements, namely personal
space, personalized space, and territory. According to this
classification, it is a mechanism to achieve different types of
privacy in all layers. The manifestation of privacy is divided
into different embodied methods of individual and collective
concepts and meanings based on the hierarchy that appears
in different layers of the house. The classification of the inner
layers is affected by the cultural, social, and living environment,
and the outer environments are affected by the geographical,
cultural, social, and living environment. Individual and social
differences in the order and type of expression of privacy in
the layers are very influential. Also, this expression is based on
social culture subconsciously.

The connection between privacy and culture has been
emphasized as the main issue in all fields. How culture affects,
the appearance of different layers of privacy can be identified.

Thus, the conceptual model of the meaning of Amos Rapoport
culture in the human environment has been constructed and
combined with the semantic model of privacy.

As aresult, a matrix consisting of three columns and four rows
can be drawn that shows different aspects of culture's influence
in forming different layers of privacy. Based on this matrix, the
layers of social behavior can be categorized from the initial
qualitative-perceptual level to quantitative-behavioral. Layers
include four layers: privacy, personal space, personalized space,
and territory (collective privacy). Each of these layers can be
examined at the inner (inner-mental), middle (behavioral),
and outer (physical) levels. At the intersection of each layer,
the three levels of internal, internal-external, and external
mechanisms of the cultural model are located. By placing each
cultural feature in the matrix, the manner and shape of the
effect and appearance of privacy in that layer are determined.
According to this model, in the case examples of houses,
the residents can question the cultural items mentioned in the
matrix. The physical and behavioral cases and the appearance
of semi-fixed and non-fixed elements in the houses can
be recorded. By drawing each matrix for each house and
comparing them with each other, and extracting the similarities
and differences in each sample, the effects of cultural expression
on the social behavior related to the house can be achieved.
The intra-organizational impact of residents' worldview factors
is more evident in the primary and mental layers. Although
mental layers have less physical appearance than physical
layers, they are the basis for forming other meanings. The
individual and the family's lifestyle as an internal mechanism
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determined by defining the family lifestyle. Individual and
 social activity systems in the third layer of personalized space
can be decoded in codings and changes made in the living
space. Homeowners' individual and family social relationships
influence the appearance of the hierarchical social body and
territory under how to take over the environment. Elements of
the environment are constructed as an organization of space,
time, meaning and communication, settlement system, and
cultural landscape, made of fixed, semi-fixed, and non-fixed
features in qualitative-perceptual layers as an individual to
quantitative-behavioral solitude. They are understood and
embodied as collective solitude (territory).
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