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Abstract 
Social Network Site (SNS) users’ disclosed personal information is beneficial for 

marketers, as targeted advertising can be provided accordingly. This study identifies the 

three privacy concepts of concerns, attitudes and intentions, along with culture (i.e. 

Hofstede’s masculinity) to be key drivers of users’ self-disclosure on SNSs. Hence, this 

study evaluates these antecedents and their potential effect on self-disclosure, 

considering Facebook as the SNS of choice. To account for potential cross-cultural 

differences, data has been gathered via two online questionnaires, resulting in one 

German and one Norwegian sample of respondents. Multiple regression analyses were 

carried to evaluate the antecedents of self-disclosure and one-way ANOVA to examine 

potential differences amongst Germans and Norwegians. Results indicate that privacy 

intention is the strongest predictor of self-disclosure on SNSs; whereas privacy concerns 

and attitudes only reveal an indirect effect on self-disclosure. In addition, significant 

differences have been found for all of the constructs, indicating that there exist 

fundamental differences between Germans and Norwegians with regards to their 

cognitive processing behind personal information disclosure on SNSs. 
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1 Introduction 
This prefatory chapter presents the background of the research topic, followed by the 

problematization. In addition, the purpose discussion, the research purpose, 

delimitations and an outline for the paper are provided. 

 

1.1 Background 

The sight of personalized advertisement online is a familiar experience for most internet 

users. Some people do not notice it, other notice and think it is ok or even appreciate it 

because it is less annoying than being exposed to advertisement that is completely 

unrelated to their interests or lifestyle. Then there are those who become profoundly 

worried, wondering how these ads can be so tailored towards them. The recent exposé 

of the personal information leakage from the world’s largest social network site has 

spiked the interest and concerns surrounding the disclosing of personal information 

online. Forbes’ Clayton Johnson (2018) argues that this will have serious consequences 

for the 11-digit US$ online advertisement industry, leaving marketers with major 

dilemmas about what to do next. 

For decades, the majority of marketers have utilized consumer information as a 

guide for their promotion and marketing efforts (Phelps, Nowak & Ferrell, 2000). The 

ability of knowing the consumer and presenting advertisement that is likely to appeal to 

this consumer is of utmost importance for marketers. When consumers are exposed to 

an advertisement that they consider relevant to them, their attitude towards the sender 

improves, as well as their intention to act on the ad (Aguirre, Mahr, Grewal, de Ruyter 

& Wetzels, 2015; Kim & Gambino, 2016; Schivinski & Dabrowski, 2016). As 

technology has advanced, tools have become available for collecting person-specific 

information that allows for the creation of tailored, or personalized advertisement 

(Phelps et al., 2000). For instance, a person can be exposed to an advertisement for a 

local café based on their self-disclosed location, or an ad for wedding dresses can be 

presented to the newly engaged bride-to-be. 

There exist multiple tools for accessing and collecting individual consumer 

information. One of the most important tools in today’s highly technological society is 

Social Network Sites (SNS). Ellison and boyd (2007, p. 211) define SNS as “web-based 

services that allow individuals to (1) construct a public or semi-public profile within a 

bounded system, (2) articulate a list of other users with whom they share a connection, 

and (3) view and traverse their list of connections and those made by others within the 

system”. It is often referred to as social media; however, this is a collective term that in 

addition to SNSs includes sites that focus on media content such as blogs, video, and 

images, and not necessarily the sharing of personal information.  

The number of social network sites is immense, and the nature and amount of 

disclosed information vary. Platforms which are popular in one country might be 

unknown in other countries, due to reasons such as national differences and 

governmental policies limiting access (Business Insider, 2017). There are for instance 

large differences between China and the United States in terms of popularity of different 

SNSs (MarketingCharts, n.d.; We are social, n.d.a.) Ellison and boyd (2007) consider 

the first SNS to be Six Degrees.com, as it fulfilled all of the criteria stated above. It was 

established as far back as in 1997. Other major sites are Friendster, Facebook, and 

LinkedIn. Facebook is the social network site which will be in the focus of this study, 

due to the vast amount and types of personal information users disclose, as well as the 

fact that it is definitively the largest SNS with more than 2.2 billion monthly active 

users as of April 2018, which is four times that of the second largest SNS: Chinese 

QZone (We Are Social, n.d.b). Users disclose different types of information on 
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Facebook, from status updates with plain text, to pictures and videos, comments and so 

forth. Then there are different types of personal information that users disclose on their 

profile, such as demographic, geographic, lifestyle and psychographic variables 

(Facebook Business, n.d.). Personal information is the main type of information that this 

study revolves around, as it is the most commonly-used information for targeting 

advertisement within this domain. It is, in fact, argued that such information is the 

“currency of the future”, and that there are even entire firms dedicated to finding and 

interpreting this data for the use in targeted advertising (Maack, 2017; Tkatchuk, 2017). 

 

1.2 Problem discussion 

It cannot be denied that users tend to reveal growing concerns about their privacy and 

data security in online environments and particularly on SNSs (Dienlin & Trepte, 2015; 

Xu, Michael & Chen, 2013). Even though SNSs offer a number of options to undertake 

privacy-protective measures via settings of privacy, privacy doubts remain amongst the 

users as public and private boundaries are blurring (Acquisti, Taylor & Wagman, 2016; 

Lankton, McKnight & Tripp, 2017). A recent event considered to evoke privacy 

concerns was the CA data scandal, involving the unauthorized access to the profile 

information of approximately 87 million Facebook users, causing a massive media 

coverage and bringing the topic of online privacy to the public eye after the revelation 

in March 2018 (Badsah, 2018; Cadwalladr & Graham-Harrison, 2018; Elgot & Hern, 

2018). Against that backdrop, one may question whether these apparent insecurities 

concerning privacy in online environments affect the users’ actual behavior on SNSs, 

for instance with regards to the level of disclosure of personal information (Dienlin & 

Trepte, 2015).  

In the light of the recent CA scandal mentioned above and previous non-

transparencies by organizations concerning the handling of sensitive and personal 

customer information, new legislations have been required, such as the General Data 

Protection Regulation (GDPR), which comes into EU-wide existence this year, from the 

May 25th, 2018 onwards. The GDPR expects organizations to fully reveal every single 

organizational process, which is concerned with the handling, processing and storing of 

personal customer information, in an attempt to create total transparency towards the 

customer (EU Commission, 2016). Nonetheless, the implications of the law are yet to 

be unknown and it remains questionable as to whether customers’ privacy concerns can 

be significantly decreased after its release.     

From an academic point of view, previously, the notion prevailed that users are 

generally concerned about their privacy on SNSs; however, they do not necessarily 

intend to actually undertake active privacy-protective measures against it (Barth & de 

Jong, 2017; Baruh, Secinti & Cemalcilar, 2017; Dienlin & Trepte, 2015; Ellison & 

boyd, 2007). This phenomenon, related to the discrepancy between users’ privacy 

concerns and actual privacy behavior, is called privacy paradox, a concept which has 

been extensively discussed by scholars (Awad & Krishnan, 2006; Barth & de Jong, 

2017; Baruh et al., 2017; Dienlin & Trepte, 2015; Norberg, Horne & Horne, 2007). 

However, with regards to latest research dedicated to the privacy paradox, it can 

be stated that this phenomenon has been heavily disputed in academia (e.g. Chen & 

Chen, 2015; Kehr, Kowatsch, Wentzel & Fleisch, 2015; Xu et al., 2013; Zlatolas, 

Welzer, Heriĉko & Hölbl, 2015). Against that backdrop, Kokolakis (2017) as well as 

Baruh et al. (2017), who conducted meta-analyses on privacy concerns and privacy 

management, posit that users’ privacy concerns indeed meaningfully relate to their use 

of online services and their actual privacy behavior, such as the extent to which 

information is disclosed or additional privacy-protective measures are taken. 
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On the contrary, Dienlin and Trepte (2015) oppose, by having a closer look at 

one of their findings, indicating that users’ actual privacy management behavior (i.e. 

self-disclosure and changes in privacy settings) was not increased by elevated privacy 

concerns whatsoever. Instead, Dienlin and Trepte (2015) claim that the privacy paradox 

can be partially dispersed, as, according to their findings, users’ privacy behavior was 

rather based on the general privacy attitude users possess in relation to SNSs 

environments. However, there also exists a number of studies, which illustrate the 

relevance of the privacy paradox up to this point (Awad & Krishnan, 2006: Norberg et 

al., 2007). Hence, it can be acknowledged that there exists opposing research revolving 

around the privacy paradox and in particular on its potential effect on SNS users’ 

privacy behavior. 

In addition to this, the privacy concerns and attitudes of SNS users cannot be 

considered as the exclusive drivers of users’ privacy behavior. In this regard, Baruh et 

al. (2017) stress that users may still actively use SNSs, even in case privacy concerns 

and negative attitudes are held, as additional variables need to be taken into account. 

More specifically, Baruh et al. (2017) inter alia acknowledge the importance to study 

users’ SNS usage motivations, in line with cultural differences of users, since, as of now 

there does not exist extensive research which models the impact of culture and usage 

motivations on the connection between privacy concerns, privacy attitude, and privacy 

behavior. Yet, a number of studies have already revealed the apparent impact of cultural 

differences on users’ privacy concerns and level of self-disclosure on SNSs (Bellman, 

Johnson, Kobrin & Lohse, 2004; Lowry, Cao & Everard, 2011). 

When scholars attempt to account for cross-cultural differences, Hofstede’s 

cultural dimensions have been predominantly used in organizational, business and 

marketing research so far, as they consist of six distinct cultural dimensions which 

allow for explaining cross-cultural differences from different angles and perspectives 

(Yoon, 2009). Within the scope of study, there also exists a slight number of studies 

which have successfully extracted and applied some of Hofstede’s dimensions in an 

attempt to explain cross-cultural differences concerning information disclosure and 

privacy concerns in SNS contexts (Bellman et al., 2004; Milberg, Smith & Burke, 

2000). Against that backdrop, especially the cultural dimension of 

Masculinity/Femininity seems to account for cross-cultural differences in relation to 

privacy concerns and information disclosure on SNSs. In this regard, Milberg et al. 

(2000) found indications of highly masculine countries possessing higher privacy 

concerns. A later study by Bellman et al. (2004) did, however, result in opposite 

findings. In addition, Al Omoush, Yaseen and Alma’Aitah (2012) found masculinity to 

be positively associated with users’ motivations for engagement in online societies such 

as Facebook. Further, Veltri, Krasnova and Elgarah (2011) found that Facebook users 

from masculine societies disclose more information on SNSs than users from feminine 

societies. 

Apparently, there are opposing findings when it comes to the impact of 

masculinity on users’ privacy concerns and self-disclosure on SNSs, which calls for 

additional research in the sense of a country comparison between two societies, which 

reveal significant differences regarding the cultural dimension of masculinity. 

Two countries that differ significantly on the masculinity/femininity cultural dimension 

are Germany and Norway, where the German culture is considered a highly masculine 

one, and the Norwegian culture is the second most feminine according to Hofstede 

(2003). In this regard, this study intends to conduct a cross-cultural comparison between 

Norway and Germany, as these two nationalities are expected to reveal a different 

understanding of privacy concerns, attitude, and behavior. Statistics further motivates to 

delve into this research domain, as recent statistics do not match the latest findings in 
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academia. Even though Germany is a society with prevalent masculine values and 

Norway a typically feminine one, social media usage is considerably lower in Germany, 

where 46% of internet users were active users in January 2018, whereas the share was 

69% in Norway (We Are Social & Hootsuite, n.d.). 

 

1.3 Purpose discussion 

The 21st century is witnessing an increased number of products and services, which 

require their users to disclose personal information to a certain extent. However, also 

with regards to recent incidents and data breaches discussed earlier, such as the 

Cambridge Analytica data scandal, the disclosure of personal information, especially 

online, has become a sensitive subject of public and private interest (Cadwalladr & 

Graham-Harrison, 2018). This might be due to the fact that some organizations have not 

revealed full transparency concerning the handling, storage and processing of 

customers’ personal information. As private and public boundaries appear to be 

blurring, new EU regulations come into play, such as the General Data Protection 

Regulation (GDPR), which aims to create full transparency in this regard (EU 

Commission, 2016).  

From a marketing perspective, a user’s disclosure of personal information online 

via a website or service is highly beneficial, as targeted advertising can be provided to 

the user based on identifying information, and for psychographic information such as 

users’ disclosed interests and favorite activities. Hence, it is in the marketer’s interest to 

understand which particular factors in fact drive individuals’ self-disclosure online, for 

instance on social network sites. Marketers could address these factors accordingly, to 

further stimulate users to disclose information which can be used for targeted 

advertising. Thus, it may be reasonable to have a closer look at Facebook as a role 

model of social network sites and services, which require the disclosure of personal 

information, as it is currently the most popular social network site. Findings could be 

transferred and be of use for comparable service providers as well, in order to explain 

users’ reasoning concerning the disclosure of personal information online. Eventually, 

the intended cross-cultural comparison could provide valuable input for international 

marketing purposes. 

 

1.4 Research purpose 

The purpose of this study is to extend the understanding of users’ self-disclosure of 

personal information on Facebook. More specifically, it will evaluate the influence of 

the three anteceding privacy concepts of concerns, attitudes and intentions on the 

information disclosure. In addition, the potential impact of culture is examined. 

 

1.5 Delimitations 

This study does not cover the topic of privacy setting use in SNSs, also termed “vendor-

provided privacy settings”, as being part of users’ privacy management behavior on 

SNSs. Instead, this paper exclusively focuses on the level of users’ self-disclosure on 

their Facebook profile in relation to their privacy concerns, attitudes, intentions and 

cultural characteristics as it is considered more related to marketing. Further, the 

concept of online privacy literacy is not addressed in this study. 

 

1.6 Outline of the study 

After the introduction, the literature review is following, which presents the context, key 

concepts and theories employed in the study at hand. Based on the literature review, 

hypotheses will be created, eventually leading to a research model, being presented in 
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the frame of reference. The methodology chapter follows and provides an overview of 

the methodological steps undertaken in this study. At this point, the variables in the 

research model will be operationalized with theoretical and operational definitions and 

items, which will be forwarded into a questionnaire. Moreover, the data gathered will be 

analyzed in the analysis section and the results will be presented. Afterwards, the 

discussion and conclusion are following, finally resulting in theoretical and managerial 

implications, which are meant to understand the level of self-disclosure of German and 

Norwegian users in an SNS context. Eventually, the study concludes with research 

limitations and provides suggestions for future directions of research.
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2 Literature Review 
The literature review consists of three parts. First, the key concepts, history about and 

marketer use of social network sites are elaborated on. Second, the four information 

privacy concepts: Behavior and self-disclosure, concerns, attitudes, and intentions are 

thoroughly explained as elements of the Theory of Planned Behavior. The third and last 

part deals with Hofstede’s cultural dimension of masculinity, information about privacy 

and SNS use in Germany and Norway, as well as an insight in the potential impact of 

World War 2 on privacy concerns. Tables at the end of this chapter summarize related 

studies for an easier comparison of findings. 

 

2.1 Social media and Social Networking Sites 

Social network sites (SNS) is often referred to as social media, which is a collective 

term for websites and/or mobile applications where individuals and organizations create 

user profiles, communicate with other users and publish content (Evans, 2012; Obar & 

Wildman, 2015). According to Lomborg (2017), there is a remarkably limited amount 

of literature attempting to provide definitions of social media, as the nature of each 

network differs to a large degree. Evans’ (2012, p. 38) working definition of social 

media is “a participatory online media where news, photos, videos, and podcasts are 

made public via social media websites through submission. Normally accompanied by a 

voting process to make media items become ‘popular’”. Obar and Wildman (2015) add 

the possibility in certain social media platforms to create and/or join groups of users, 

often with users that share similar interests. Đurković, Trninić, and Vuković (2016, p. 

56) categorized social media into eight categories, namely 

  

...collaboration projects (e.g. Wikipedia), blogs and microblogs (e.g. Twitter), 

communities for content creation and sharing (e.g. YouTube), social networks (e.g. 

Facebook, LinkedIn etc.), virtual game worlds (e.g. World of Warcraft), virtual social 

worlds (e.g. Second life), Social bookmarking sites (e.g. Reddit), and finally 

aggregators (e.g. Really Simple Syndication (RSS) feeds). 

  

While social media focus on the media content, social network sites focus on the 

relationships between people. Andrews (2011) and Ellison and boyd (2007) refer to 

social network sites as online services allowing individuals to construct a profile 

containing personal information, create a list of users that they have a connection with, 

and browse through their connections. Ellison and boyd (2007) further distinguish 

between the use of the term “network” and “networking”, explaining that “networking” 

implies the initiation of new relationships, while they consider the primary practice on 

social network sites being to keep in touch with existing connections, hence they choose 

the term “social network sites”.  

Six Degrees.com, launched as early as in 1997, meets the criteria mentioned 

above and is considered to be the first major social network site (Andrews, 2011; 

Ellison & boyd, 2007). It featured the creation of profiles, friends list and after one year 

the ability to surf the friends lists was added, but the site was closed down in the year 

2000, most likely due to the internet not being that widespread yet (Ellison & boyd, 

2007). A similar social network, LiveJournal, was launched in 1999, introducing 

privacy settings which allowed for restricting access to personal information (Ellison & 

boyd, 2007). Fast forwarding to the year 2002, Friendster was launched, a social 

network site that allowed search engines such as Google to access user profiles and 

personal information, even for non-users of Friendster (Ellison & boyd, 2007). 
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         Social network sites soon started to specialize in different areas. In 2002, 

at the same time as Friendster was launched, the content-focused sites Fotolog and 

Skyblog were launched, offering respectively photo sharing and blogging in addition to 

the traditional features of SNSs (Ellison & boyd, 2007; Fotolog, n.d.; SkyRock, n.d.). 

The network site LinkedIn was launched in 2003, specializing in business networking, 

and Couchsurfing which facilitated international networking with a focus on traveling 

(Ellison & boyd, 2007).  

As the original social network sites started developing into content-sharing, 

researchers considered the Ellison and boyd (2007) definition to be insufficient and too 

diffuse. Kane, Alavi, Labianca, and Borgatti (2014, p. 279) therefore came up with the 

terminology “social media networks”, explained as 

  

 ...users (1) have a unique user profile that is constructed by the user, 

by members of their network, and by the platform; (2) access 

digital content through, and protect it from, various search 

mechanisms provided by the platform; (3) can articulate a list 

of other users with whom they share a relational connection; 

and (4) view and traverse their connections and those made 

by others on the platform. 

  

Exploring search trends on Google Trends clearly demonstrate that the topic 

social media has surpassed social network sites in terms of interest. By the end of 2011 

the two topics were equal, and at the end of 2012, social media surpassed social network 

sites (Google Trends, 2018a). Despite this, Ellison and boyd (2013) maintain that the 

term social network sites still prevails, including sites such as Facebook, despite its 

development after their 2007 definition of the terminology. 

One social network site that meets the above-mentioned requirements is 

Facebook, which is definitely the largest network today with its 2.2 billion users as of 

Q2, 2018 (We Are Social, n.d.b). It was launched in 2004 but was only available to 

Harvard students, high school- and corporate networks until 2006 when it became 

available for everyone (Ellison & boyd, 2007). It was from the start a typical social 

network site but has developed into a social media network by offering the sharing of 

user-generated content and status updates, and commenting on content by other users - 

to name a few functions (Ellison & boyd, 2013; Kane et al., 2014). 

 
2.1.1 Personal information and its marketing value 

The search term “marketing in social media”, which includes SNSs, has grown rapidly 

in popularity, judging from the search trend in Google. Ever since Facebook became 

publicly available in 2006, the worldwide interest has grown by almost 90% and is 

currently at its all-time high (Google Trends, 2018a). Digital Market Outlook (2018), 

reported a total social media advertising revenue of 43.8 billion US$ in 2017, with an 

expected steady growth of 10.5%, with an estimation of 76.6 billion US$ in the year 

2022. The revenue from advertising on Facebook alone was 39.9 US$ in 2017, a growth 

of 49% from the preceding year (Facebook Investor Relations, 2018). 

The development of the internet and communication systems in the last decade 

has led to a complete change in the means of communication, and it has surpassed the 

use of traditional media such as radio, television, and newspaper as advertising channels 

(Đurković et al., 2016). Some even argue that businesses which do not possess a 

website or are not present on SNSs will not be noticed and might as well not exist 

(Đurković et al., 2016). SNSs are used by organizations to get attention from 



  
 

15 

consumers, to initiate the promotion of brands and products, and implementing 

marketing campaigns (Đurković et al. 2016). 

It is crucial for organizations to reach the right audience, with the right message, 

at the right time, and this can be accomplished through targeted marketing based on 

personal information (McStay, 2016). Attempting to know more about consumers is not 

new. It dates back to 1914 with the foundation of Audit Bureau of Circulation, a not-

for-profit organization which consisted of publishers and advertisers, whose purpose it 

was to bring order and transparency to the media industry by ensuring verified, 

trustworthy market information (Alliance for Audited Media, n.d.; McStay, 2016). The 

process of targeting advertisement is the same today as it was back then, involving 

information collection, analyzing and using these insights to improve campaigns and 

measuring the effectiveness of these campaigns (McStay, 2016). Although computers 

were used to target postal campaigns as far back as in 1970, the difference today with 

the internet and SNSs is the vast amount of information which is accessible to 

marketers, also called big data (McStay, 2016). 

McStay (2016) stresses that advertisers need to consider that people nowadays 

pay less attention than before due to the almost limitless number of stimuli they are 

exposed to. This applies to young people in particular, as they have learned how to filter 

out impressions that they consider not to be worth their time, and not relevant to them 

(McStay, 2016). Facebook data have been found to significantly improve the 

effectiveness of product recommendations and higher propensity to buy. For instance, 

particularly data on users’ favorite movies, TV shows, and music has been found to 

increase the perceived quality of the advertisement, and in turn an increased purchasing 

intention (Heimbach, Gottschlich & Hinz, 2015). 

A recent event that has captured marketers’ attention is Facebook’s new 

overhauling of the news feed, involving changes in the algorithms which is intended to 

make “meaningful” content from friends and family more visible, and organizations’ 

content less visible (Mosseri, 2018). This is according to Facebook’s founder 

Zuckerberg (2018), a result of posts from businesses, brands, and media crowding out 

valuable personal moments. This reduction of organization pages’ visibility can be 

argued to potentially increase the use of paid advertisements, and consequently the 

importance of more optimal advertisement targeting. The change is however not yet 

fully implemented, so the consequences are unknown. 

 

2.2 Theory of Planned Behavior 

This study is using the Theory of Planned Behavior as a foundation for examining the 

antecedents of individuals’ self-disclosure on Facebook and is therefore explained 

stand-alone and later incorporated into the context of this study. 

 

The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) belongs to the area of psychology research and 

was developed in 1985 by Icek Ajzen, in an attempt to explain the behavioral actions of 

individuals by relating them to individuals’ intentions and attitudes, subjective norms 

and perceived behavioral control over the intended actions (Ajzen, 1985; Ajzen, 1991). 

The theory itself originates from the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), which was 

developed earlier in 1980 by Ajzen and his colleague Martin Fishbein (Ajzen, 1991). 

Both theories serve a similar purpose, which is to meaningfully explain the behavioral 

actions of individuals from a psychological angle. However, the theories also reveal 

differences, in the sense that the TPB incorporates perceived behavioral control as an 

additional independent variable, next to attitudes and subjective norms as mentioned 

above (Ajzen, 1991). Hence, Ajzen (1991) himself argues that the TPB can be viewed 

as an extension of the TRA.  
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In essence, Ajzen (1991) posits that individuals’ attitudes towards a certain 

behavioral action, subjective norms in relation to that action, and the level of perceived 

behavioral control over that particular action serve as predictors concerning the 

individual’s intention to perform a certain behavior (Ajzen, 1991). In turn, Ajzen (1991) 

hypothesizes that the behavioral intention also affects the individual’s actual behavior. 

In the context mentioned above, Ajzen (1991, p. 188) refers to attitude as “the degree to 

which a person has a favorable or unfavorable evaluation or appraisal of the behavior in 

question”. The second independent variable is called subjective norm and refers to the 

societal pressure which may be exerted on an individual when performing the action of 

question (Ajzen, 1991). Lastly, perceived behavioral control refers to the level of 

control that an individual possesses when intending to perform a certain action, taking 

impediments and obstacles into account, which may prohibit a person from acting in the 

intended manner (Ajzen, 1991). According to Ajzen (1991), the extension of the model 

has become necessary due to the fact that many behavioral actions reveal high resource-

dependency and are opportunity-based, which may weaken the individual’s ability to act 

in the intended manner. Since its development in the mid-1980s, the Theory of Planned 

Behavior has been adopted, modified, tested and verified by a significant number of 

studies across different research areas. 

In the context of research about the privacy paradox within SNSs, the study of 

Dienlin and Trepte (2015) stands out, with regards to their application of the TPB to 

shed light on SNS users’ privacy behavior in terms of changing privacy settings and the 

degree of self-disclosure. As briefly introduced before, the privacy paradox refers to a 

tendency that has been observed in the context of SNSs and other online spheres, where 

individuals are acting contradictory to what one would expect; there are discrepancies 

between expressed privacy concern and how individuals actually behave in terms of 

protecting their privacy (Kokolakis, 2017). 

 

2.3 Privacy 

In order to understand the privacy paradox, it is vital to know the fundamental 

principles of privacy and how it has become relevant in the online domain. Privacy can 

be defined as a “right to be let alone”, and is considered to be a part of the right of life 

(Warren & Brandeis, 1890, p. 194). A newer definition that is more specifically directed 

towards information privacy is “the interest an individual has in controlling, or at least 

significantly influencing, the handling of data about themselves” (Bélanger & Crossler, 

2011, p. 1018). Li, Luo, Zhang, and Xu (2017) argue that privacy as a concept relates to 

an inherent human need for individuation, and the desire to have the freedom to choose 

to be alone or to interact with other people. Privacy has been discussed for centuries 

across multiple research disciplines, such as marketing (Norberg et al., 2007), law 

(Warren & Brandeis, 1890), psychology (Dienlin & Trepte, 2015), economy (Acquisti 

et al., 2016), internet communication technology (Awad & Krishnan, 2006; Bélanger & 

Crossler, 2011; boyd & Ellison, 2007; Lankton et al., 2017; Li, Lin & Wang, 2015), 

culture and communication (Baruh et al., 2017; Miltgen & Peyrat-Guillard, 2014). 

Researchers argue that privacy is a topic of current interest due to the 

technologies allowing for simple and cost-effective collection, distribution and 

manipulation of personal information for commercial purposes (Acquisti et al., 2016; 

Norberg et al., 2007). Acquisti et al. (2016) argue that individuals are no longer only 

consumers of information, they are also producers of highly personal data, and that vast 

amounts of data are being collected by third parties, often without explicit consent or 

even awareness from the individuals. This information can, in addition, be sold to 

parties other than those who collected the data, and it can potentially be lost or stolen by 

people with bad intentions (Buchanan, Paine, Joinson & Reips, 2007). 
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Dienlin and Trepte (2015) propose a novel operationalization of the concept of 

privacy, which accounts for the multidimensional character of privacy. In this regard, 

Dienlin and Trepte (2015) separate between informational, social and psychological 

privacy, as adapted from Burgoon’s study in 1982. Here, informational privacy refers to 

the user’s control over the processing and transferring of personal information; social 

privacy refers to the user’s handling of distance to other users; and psychological 

privacy refers to the user’s level of personality which is displayed on one’s SNS profile 

(Burgoon, 1982; Dienlin & Trepte, 2015). This new approach to the operationalization 

of the concept of privacy is unique in academia and the authors encourage future studies 

to clearly define their direction of research in accordance with the separation mentioned 

above (Dienlin & Trepte, 2015). 

Moreover, Dienlin and Trepte (2015) applied the Theory of Planned Behavior to 

explain users’ privacy behavior on SNSs, in the sense that users’ privacy concerns were 

related to attitude; and attitude to privacy behavior, mediated by privacy intentions. The 

authors criticize previous studies on the privacy paradox, as many of these have directly 

related privacy concerns to privacy behavior, which most of the time resulted in no 

significant relation between concerns and actual behavior. Hence, the authors included 

privacy attitudes and privacy intentions within their conceptual model, a model that is 

displayed in Figure 1.  

 

 

 
Figure 1: Dienlin and Trepte’s conceptual model 

 

The scope of this thesis is limited to the informational privacy component. Whereas the 

Dienlin and Trepte (2015) research is more focused on social psychology, this study has 

a stronger focus on the marketing domain. The social and psychological privacy 

elements in Dienlin and Trepte’s (2015) study revolves around information and aspects 

which are not commonly used within SNS marketing, whereas informational privacy 

involves data which is disclosed by SNS users, and is most commonly utilized for 

commercial purposes, such as targeted advertising. The following sub-chapters 

elaborate on the four privacy elements of this study, namely the dependent variable self-

disclosure, and the independent variables privacy concerns, privacy attitude and privacy 

intention. Hypotheses will follow after each associated independent variable. 

 
2.3.1 Privacy behavior and self-disclosure 

Behavior is defined as “observable acts that are studied in their own right” (Fishbein & 

Ajzen, 1975, p. 335), and is thought to be a result of behavioral intention. Several types 

of SNS privacy behaviors have been studied over the past years. Most prominent is 

research about privacy protection strategies in terms of privacy settings (e.g. Debatin, 

Lovejoy, Horn & Hughes, 2009; Kokolakis, 2017; Young & Quan-Haase, 2013; 
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Zlatolas et al., 2015), limiting amounts of SNS “friends” and pictures (e.g. Young & 

Quan-Haase; Zlatolas et al., 2015), self-disclosure in the form of published content such 

as “posts” or chat messages (e.g. Taddicken, 2014), and, within the scope of this study, 

limiting the amount of private information in their profile (e.g. Dienlin & Trepte, 2015; 

Kokolakis, 2017; Nosko, Wood & Molema, 2010; Taddicken, 2014; Young & Quan-

Haase, 2013). 

Individuals do have the ability to control their information sharing, and existing 

research on online privacy behavior distinguish between the disclosure of information 

and the controlling of access to that information. For instance, Acquisti et al. (2016) and 

Bélanger and Crossler (2011) affirms that privacy is not the opposite of sharing 

information, it is the control of that information, either by utilizing available privacy 

settings or acting in a strategic manner when disclosing information. 

SNS providers offer the users ways to decide to whom their disclosed 

information can be visible. For instance, Facebook offers to limit the information access 

to all Facebook friends, friends except for acquaintances, not visible to anyone, or the 

user can customize the visibility, making it only visible to certain friends or groups. 

Changing these settings until recently required that the user goes to approximately 20 

separate sections, but after the recent “Cambridge Analytica Scandal”, Facebook has 

provided all these settings in one place in order to ease the process (Frenkel & Singer, 

2018). 

The decision of utilizing privacy settings has been found to be motivated by 

multiple factors. For instance, Debatin et al. (2009) found that people who had 

experienced a personal invasion of privacy were more likely to change their Facebook 

privacy settings. Furthermore, they found that although less prominent, this was also the 

case if they knew other people who had experienced such invasion. Tufekci (2008) 

attempted to explain why people might choose to restrict their privacy settings rather 

than limiting disclosure, and one explanation was that they did not want to miss out of 

the publicity they received by self-disclosing on SNSs. Debatin et al. (2009, p. 101) had 

similar findings, suggesting that using SNSs was so embedded in the Facebook users’ 

lives that they considered not being active and sharing personal information would lead 

to “social death”, and they had a desire to disclose personal information to allow for 

other people to “get to know the individual behind the name”. 

Debatin et al. (2009) emphasized that the most common course for protecting 

SNS privacy is to change privacy settings to restrict access to friends and that it is a 

very weak strategy; a quick-fix that overlooks risks resulting from the large amounts of 

data that is provided to the SNS. Using an iceberg as a metaphor, Debatin et al. (2009) 

explain that restricting visibility of the profile information is only the tip of the iceberg, 

but constantly self-disclosing personal data to the SNS is like feeding the invisible 

bottom of the iceberg, which is the strongest threat to their privacy. 

Jourard (1971, p. 2) defined self-disclosure as “the act of revealing personal 

information to others”. When studying people’s motivation for disclosing personal 

information in an offline context, Bazarova and Choi (2014) found that relational 

development and social validation were the most important motivations for disclosing 

information, with respectively 35.7% and 29.7% of the respondents. Furthermore, 

Tamir and Mitchell (2012) found, by conducting fMRI brain scans, that self-disclosure 

was strongly associated with the mesolimbic dopamine system (i.e. releasing a reward-

message in the brain), resulting in an increase in the subjects’ motivation to talk about 

themselves. The experiment also found that especially answering questions about 

themselves was significantly preferred over arbitrary questions (Tamir & Mitchell, 

2012). 
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Bazarova and Choi (2014) discussed the traditional gradual disclosure to other 

people as one became more acquainted, and how it has developed to today’s possibility 

to access large amounts of intimate information by simply visiting a person’s SNS 

profile. The presence of personal information sharing is especially large in Facebook, 

where, as with several other SNSs, individuals can create a profile with personal 

information, and search for friends, acquaintances or strangers (Nosko et al., 2010). 

Individuals are encouraged to provide information such as age, gender, location, sexual 

orientation, relationship status, political and religious affiliation, education and working 

place, interests etc., creating a digital identity for themselves (Ellison & boyd, 2007, 

2013; Facebook Business, n.d.). Providing their name, e-mail address or cell phone 

number, age, and gender is mandatory when creating an account, but they can choose to 

change their privacy settings in order to determine who will see which information 

(Facebook Help Center, n.d.). The remaining information is optional to provide. The 

disclosed information will however still be available for marketers’ advertisement 

targeting, regardless of privacy settings (Facebook Business, n.d.). 

With respect to the degree of perceived sensitiveness of the different types of 

information, Nosko et al. (2010) identified three categories of information; 

Default/standard information (i.e. street, city/town, postal code, gender, birth day and -

year, profile picture and e-mail). Furthermore, they identified a second category which 

was considered personally revealing and sensitive information that could be used for 

harm, which comprised of employer, job position, “wall” (i.e. a place where content 

from the user and content posted from friends are displayed, more recently termed 

“timeline”), photos (i.e. photos published by the user as well as friends, where the user 

was present), and the friends list. The third and last category identified in the study, 

which was considered to potentially result in stigmatization within society, comprised 

of religious and political views, sexual orientation, interests, activities, favorite music, 

movies, TV shows, books and quotes, and finally the “about me” section (i.e. where the 

users could write a bit about themselves). The study did however not find any 

significant patterns in the type of disclosed information with regards to the sensitiveness 

category, but the participants demonstrated some discretion in terms of which types of 

information they shared, based on their perceived sensitivity of the information, 

regardless of the identified categories. 

Studies have been conducted on differences in individuals’ demographic 

characteristics and their willingness to disclose personal information. Nosko et al. 

(2010) found that their respondents on average disclosed 25% of all possible 

information on Facebook, and that age and relationship status significantly influenced 

the amount of disclosed personal information. They found that single respondents 

disclosed more information and that a decreasing amount of information was disclosed 

with age. Similar to the findings of Nosko et al. (2010), Tufecki (2008) found a 

decrease with age in terms of self-disclosure, more specifically the disclosure of 

political views, relationship status, sexual orientation and phone number. 

While Nosko et al. (2010) did not find a significant difference in the amount of 

disclosed information between genders, they did find that men were more likely to 

disclose their political and religious views. Several studies, however, found significant  

patterns in genders, where females shared less information than men, despite men 

perceiving a higher risk considering information disclosure (Fogel & Nehmad, 2009; 

Garg, Benton & Camp, 2014; Stutzman, Capra & Thompson, 2011). Contrary to the 

findings of Garg et al. (2014), a later study by Li et al. (2015) did, however, find that 

females disclosed a larger amount information compared to men, and this information 

was also more sensitive, findings linked to traditional face-to-face interaction, where 

women had a higher inclination to disclose intimate information. Education has also 
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been found to have an influence on self-disclosure, where higher educated individuals 

perceived a higher risk of self-disclosure disclosed less information on SNSs (Garg et 

al., 2014; Yu, Hu & Cheng, 2015). The amount of disclosed information differs across 

different studies conducted in different countries, some of which can be found in Table 

22 in Appendix A. 

So why will SNS users freely give this information in the first place? Several 

studies have delved into this. Tufecki (2008) conducted depth interviews with students, 

and one of the participants remarked that SNS users should disclose a certain minimum 

amount of personal information, asking “why have a profile if your profile will not say 

enough about who you are?” Many of the participants expressed an awareness of certain 

“norms” within self-disclosure, norms that could differ from one SNS to another 

because the culture within them might be different. 

 
2.3.2 Privacy concerns 

Online information gathering has created concerns amongst individuals. In the context 

of information disclosure, Zlatolas, Welzer, Heriĉko, and Hölbl (2014) explained 

privacy concerns as the degree of concern people have with regards to who will have 

access to the information they reveal on SNSs. Furthermore, privacy concerns have 

been defined as “an individual’s perception of his or her concern for how personal 

information is handled by websites, which is different from his or her expectation of 

how websites should handle his or her personal information” (Hong & Thong, 2013, p. 

276). A definition by Buchanan et al. (2007, p. 158) captures the core of the concept of 

privacy concerns, which is the “desire to keep personal information out of the hands of 

others”. 

Privacy concerns have become a topic of current interest, inter alia, due to the 

uncovering of the “Cambridge Analytica Scandal”, where the profile information of up 

to 87 million Facebook users had been harvested by the company Global Science 

Research, in collaboration with Cambridge Analytica, a British data analysis and 

political consulting firm (Badshah, 2018; Facebook Newsroom, 2018b; Solon, 2018). In 

March 2018, The Guardian revealed that the companies in the year 2014 collected 

personal information on Facebook users through a mobile app called “This Is Your 

Digital Life” that connected to Facebook, and offered the users payment for 

participation in a personality test and having their data collected for academic purposes 

(Cadwalladr & Graham-Harrison, 2018). 

The test did however also collect information about these test-takers’ Facebook 

friends, resulting in the accumulation of a pool of data from tens of millions of unaware 

people, which was against Facebook’s privacy policies (Cadwalladr & Graham-

Harrison, 2018; Facebook Newsroom, 2018b). It is according to Hartmans (2018) 

impossible to know exactly what type of data was collected, but virtually all 

information on both the test-takers’ and their friends’ Facebook profile was accessible, 

including interests, group membership, and political affiliation. A former Cambridge 

Analytica employee has even provided evidence of emails, invoices and bank transfers 

having been harvested in connection with the Facebook data breach (Cadwalladr & 

Graham-Harrison, 2018). The data was fed into a database where, by using algorithms, 

it was developed to become a powerful political tool that is thought to have been used 

for “psychographic” targeting in the Trump 2016 presidency electoral campaign in the 

USA, as well as the “Vote Leave” campaign in the UK “Brexit” election (Cadwalladr & 

Graham-Harrison, 2018; Elgot & Hern, 2018). Even though Cambridge Analytica has 

certified that all the collected data has been destroyed, copies of it can still (March 

2018) be found online (Fruchter, Specter & Yuan, 2018). 
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Although Facebook already made and plan to make changes inhibiting this sort 

of data breach, this kind of revelation might evoke privacy concerns in the people as 

well as in public bodies (Cadwalladr & Graham-Harrison, 2018; Norberg et al., 2007). 

In fact, in the wake of the revelation, major websites have provided guides for people to 

protect their privacy in terms of changing their privacy settings (e.g. Edwards, 2018; 

Smith, 2018). In addition, the online campaign “#DeleteFacebook” has spiked attention 

worldwide, leading to both regular people, celebrities (e.g. SpaceX CEO Elon Musk) 

and advertisers leaving the social network, resulting in a drop in Facebook Inc. stock 

value (Assis, 2018; Cherney, 2018). 

Multiple studies have shown similar reactions to privacy concerns in an online 

context. For instance, privacy concerns have been found to inhibit the use of e-

commerce in Italy and US, due to the respondents perceiving a risk that did not 

outweigh the perceived risk of conducting online transactions (Dinev, Bellotto, Russo, 

Serra & Colautti, 2006). When studying the likeliness of leaving SNSs, Acquisti et al. 

(2016) found inconsistencies when examining college students. Their study found that 

junior college students were less likely to leave social media compared to senior college 

students, even with the same degree of privacy concerns. 

With regards to self-disclosure in SNSs, Stutzmann et al. (2011) found that the 

fear about information leakage on SNSs, similar to what happened in the Cambridge 

Analytica scandal, more than doubled the odds of limiting self-disclosure. Zlatolas et al. 

(2015) found that the higher the users’ privacy concern, the less information they would 

disclose on SNSs. A cross-country study on US American and Swizz respondents 

resulted in similar findings; both samples displayed less self-disclosure when they 

experienced concerns in terms of privacy (Kehr et al., 2015). Some studies have focused 

on the nature of the information and the purpose of the gathering, such as Jeong and 

Kim (2017) who found that location-related information on the user’s Facebook 

timeline increased privacy concerns when they knew that the information was collected 

by marketers. The researchers explain that people increasingly use their smartphones to 

access Facebook, allowing for the gathering of exact positioning data through the inbuilt 

GPS system and that especially the fact that users may not be aware of and in control of 

this data sharing evokes a concern. One example in the study is when the user and a 

Facebook friend visits a restaurant, and this friend “checks in” on Facebook, and “tags” 

the user, implying that the user will also be registered as a visitor, leaving information 

that can be used for marketing purposes. 

There is also research with findings contradicting the relationship between 

online information privacy concern and self-disclosure. Studying self-disclosure 

behavior, Spiekerman, Grossklags, and Berendt (2001) conducted an experiment where 

they compared the participants’ self-reported privacy concerns with their disclosure 

behavior while shopping online. The researchers were surprised to see that the 

participants would disclose large amounts of private and highly personal information 

when communicating with a human-like “bot” that was embedded into the shopping 

website, despite displaying information privacy concerns. These findings are examples 

of the privacy paradox - a tendency within e-commerce and SNS where there are 

dichotomies between expressed privacy concerns and actual self-disclosure (Barth & de 

Jong, 2017). Table 1 displays a comparison of related studies with the conclusions 

regarding the privacy paradox. 

Dienlin and Trepte’s (2015) study indicated that information privacy concerns 

did not have a direct effect on information privacy behavior (i.e. self-disclosure), 

however, it did influence privacy attitudes which in turn influenced actual behavior. 
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2.3.3  Privacy attitude 

Attitude, in addition to the definition mentioned vide supra, has been explained by 

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975, p. 24) as “an unobservable response to an object that occurs 

prior to, or in the absence of, any overt response”. They provided the example of a child 

who frequently received and ate a certain type of candy (i.e. stimulus), which produced 

visible responses such as salivation, but also a hidden response in form of a positive 

evaluation of this candy. As a result, the child forms a positive attitude towards this sort 

of candy (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). As found by Dienlin and Trepte (2015), concerns 

can evoke certain attitudes, and they argued that as attitudes can be both positive and 

negative (i.e. bipolar), and concerns only negative (i.e. unipolar), the two have large 

differences, and they, therefore, suggested that it was important to consider both 

information privacy concerns and attitudes. In addition, they argued that privacy attitude 

has a larger potential in terms of how it can be applied, and that attitude is more 

versatile than concerns. Therefore, they distinguished between privacy concerns and 

privacy attitude, using attitude as the main predictor of privacy behaviors. Kokolakis 

(2017) further emphasizes that privacy concerns and privacy attitudes, albeit essentially 

akin, are fundamentally different in terms of context. Concerns can be regarded as quite 

universal, whereas attitudes are more connected to the resulting behavior (Kokolakis, 

2017). 

Already in 2010, Facebook’s founder Mark Zuckerberg discussed how the 

attitude towards sharing personal information and the expectations of privacy is 

apparently becoming absent (Johnson, 2010). Talking at the Crunchie awards, he stated 

that “People have really gotten comfortable not only sharing more information and 

different kinds, but more openly and with more people”, and that “social norm is just 

something that has evolved over time” (Johnson, 2010). Furthermore, he said that the 

openness in social media was only reflected by the changing attitudes among people, 

changes that had appeared as blogging became common. Blogging has been around 

since the 90s, with the term weblog coined in 1997 which referred to sharing text and 

hyperlinks publicly online (Miller & Shepherd, 2004). 

Dienlin and Trepte’s (2015) study indicated that privacy attitudes in the context 

of personal information on Facebook had an influence on privacy intention as well as a 

direct influence on actual self-disclosure. Their findings implied that people who have a 

favorable opinion about disguising themselves reported a higher intention to not provide 

identifying information on Facebook. These findings are also in line with the previous 

findings of Stutzman et al. (2011), where a negative information privacy attitude would 

decrease the likeliness to disclose personal information on Facebook. Additionally, the 

study found that attitude was also correlated with privacy behaviors in terms of 

customization of privacy settings on Facebook, which in turn was correlated with 

disclosure (i.e. a person who had stricter privacy settings would disclose more 

information). 

 
2.3.4 Privacy intention 

In Fishbein and Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior, intention is thought to be a result of 

a person’s attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioral control (Fishbein & 

Ajzen, 1975). They noted that intention has frequently been regarded as a conative part 

of attitude, but in their theory, they separated the two and defined intention as “a 

person’s subjective probability that he will perform some behavior.” (Fishbein & Ajzen, 

1975, p. 288). They did, however, cast doubt upon the attitude-intention relation, 

providing examples of research where a favorable attitude did not result in a 

corresponding intention. One example is a study they conducted in 1974, where the 

respondents had a positive attitude toward religion, but their intention to for instance 
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donate money or pray before meals had a low (.17) correlation with the stated attitude. 

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) concluded that intentions do not determine attitudes per se, 

and explained that a person might have an intention to attend church on a regular basis 

and pray before meals, but the person did not intend to give donations to or sing in the 

church. 

Research have identified different factors that can alter the relationship between 

attitude and intention in the context of information disclosure on SNS, some of which 

are briefly summarized in Table 2. One theory is that there is a risk-benefit calculation 

where people unconsciously consider the perceived risks and the perceived benefits of 

self-disclosing (Barth & de Jong, 2017). People might be aware of the risks of identity 

theft and unauthorized use of their personal information, but they also enjoy the benefits 

of networking with friends or getting personalized advertisement instead of ads that do 

not apply to them (Barth & de Jong, 2017). Baek (2014) conducted experiments on 

people’s privacy knowledge and intention to adopt privacy protective behaviors in terms 

of limiting self-disclosure and found that people who had lower knowledge about online 

privacy (i.e. did not read privacy policy message) would easily succumb to the 

temptation of benefits and had a higher intention to self-disclose compared to those who 

read the message. 

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) emphasize that the simplest way of knowing if 

someone is going to do something, is just to ask them, and that the best predictor of 

behavior is whether the person intends to perform the behavior in question. However, a 

measure of intention will not always correlate perfectly with the behavior (Fishbein & 

Ajzen, 1975). One example that many people might recognize - either personally or 

from friends and family - is saying that they will stop smoking, but they do not act on 

that intention (Dienlin & Trepte, 2015). 

Norberg et al. (2007) successfully found a relationship between intention to 

disclose information and the actual self-disclosure; in fact, they found that the actual 

self-disclosure exceeded the intention to disclose, meaning that the arithmetic mean 

questionnaire score for actual behavior was significantly higher than the mean score for 

intention. These findings led the researchers to emphasize the need to put more research 

effort into understanding actual self-disclosure behavior, and that it appears that 

behavioral intentions might not be the most accurate predictor of actual behavior.  

In researching privacy in an online environment, several studies do according to 

Kokolakis (2017) only measure privacy intention, overlooking the fact that often 

privacy intention does not necessarily lead to actual privacy behavior. Dienlin and 

Trepte (2015) did, however, cover both of these in their study, arguing that a person 

might, for instance, think that it is better to display a nickname rather than their full 

name on Facebook (attitude), but his or her friends disclose their full, authentic name 

(subjective norm), something that moderates the user’s intention to disclose his or her 

full name. Furthermore, they exemplify “perceived behavioral control” with a person 

thinks that it is a good idea to restrict certain people’s access to his or her profile, but 

does not know how to change the privacy settings. Dienlin and Trepte (2015) decided to 

incorporate the TPB components subjective norm and perceived behavioral control into 

their intention construct and succeeded in finding a positive relationship between 

information privacy intention and self-disclosure. 

 

2.4 Culture 

A commonly-used definition of the term culture is the one by Geert Hofstede, who 

defines culture as “the collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the 

members of one group or category of people from others” (Hofstede, 2011, p. 3). Veltri 

et al. (2011) add that national culture is based on values, traditions, and beliefs, which 
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drive an individual’s behavior and the way people make sense out of various situations 

in life. 

From an academic point of view, Hofstede is the scholar who stands out in 

research with regards to his famous classification of nationalities and cultures along 

with six cultural dimensions, which all together have been subject of academic 

discussions and have been proven to successfully explain phenomena in different areas 

of interest related to cross-cultural differences (Al Omoush, Yaseen & Alma’Aitah, 

2012; Bellman et al., 2004; Veltri et al., 2011). Hofstede developed the first four 

cultural dimensions, Power Distance Index (PDI), Uncertainty Avoidance Index (UAI), 

Masculinity versus Femininity (MAS), and Individualism versus Collectivism (IDV), 

based on a longitudinal study of employees conducted at local subsidiaries of the 

multinational company IBM in the 1970s. In this regard, Hofstede explains that this 

study, although it was conducted on an individual employee level, was able to identify 

cultural values as an aggregation at the national level, as the respondents were very 

much alike, and only significantly differing concerning the aspect of culture, which led 

the effect of national differences stand out in a striking manner (Hofstede, 2011). The 

dimensions of long-term/short-term orientation (LTO) and Indulgence versus Restraint 

(IVR) were added significantly later in the research process (Hofstede, 2011). 

In the past couple of years, these cultural dimensions have also been subject of 

analysis in studies, which investigated cross-cultural differences amongst SNS users in 

relation to their privacy concerns and privacy behavior, such as self-disclosure on SNS 

(Al Omoush et al., 2012; Veltri et al., 2011). However, these studies revealed opposing 

results, especially concerning the dimensions of MAS and LTO and their effect on SNS 

users’ privacy concerns and behavior. For instance, Veltri et al. (2011) found that 

American Facebook users disclose more information on SNS than users from Morocco. 

The authors explained this difference in self-disclosure with regards to the masculine 

values prevalent in American culture, which promotes self-oriented individuals, who 

focus on success, competitiveness, and ambition, and reveal the desire to gain 

recognition for the achievements in life (Hofstede, 2011). In contrast, users from 

Morocco were found to disclose less information on Facebook. Veltri et al. (2011) 

related this finding to the feminine values prevalent in Morocco, such as the tendency of 

individuals to be rather thoughtful when expressing personal information and emotions, 

a behavior, which may also be revealed in an SNS context.   

In addition, Al Omoush et al. (2012) concur, indicating that their study found the 

cultural dimension of MAS to significantly affect Arab users’ motivation for engaging 

in SNS such as Facebook. However, the authors also acknowledge that other factors 

may have interplayed with their study, as only Arab Facebook members were 

questioned, during times of the Arab spring, which may have entailed the increased 

desire to express one’s opinion on the different online channels that exist by now. 

On the contrary to the previous notions, Milberg et al. (2000) found several 

cultural dimensions to be positively associated with information privacy concerns, inter 

alia also Hofstede’s MAS dimension. Against that backdrop, Milberg et al. (2000) 

explained high levels of masculinity to account for increased information privacy 

concerns. In this regard, masculine societies were found to consist of individuals, who 

were rather concerned about privacy and self-disclosure of information, as they were 

aware of the economic value of this information which is disclosed on SNS, with 

regards to their competitive mindset. 

Table 3 displays a short summary of studies relating Hofstede’s cultural 

dimension to internet technology, privacy, and self-disclosure for a simpler comparison. 

In essence, we can observe conflicting research concerning the direction of the apparent 

effect of MAS on SNS users’ privacy concerns and level of self-disclosure. Thus, 
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additional research is required, in the sense that cultures which score differently of these 

respective dimensions are compared, in order to evaluate whether the effects described 

above are still valid, taking the impact on Hofstede’s MAS on an individual’s self-

disclosure into account. That said, this study aims to have a closer look at samples from 

Germany and Norway, as these countries differ significantly in terms of MAS. 

According to the literature review above one may assume that high MAS 

countries such as Germany tend to disclosure more information on SNS as compared to 

low MAS countries. Surprisingly, this does not seem to be the case for Germans, even 

though revealing high masculinity in society. According to recent statistics, Germans 

are rather avoiding SNS usage and do not disclose as much information as Norwegians 

(Eurostat, 2018; We Are Social & Hootsuite, n.d.). Germans also stand out with regards 

to education and SNS use, together with Denmark and Switzerland, where the everyday 

use is lower in people with education on the university level, compared to those without 

(Eurostat, 2017). The statistics show that the percentage of daily SNS users in highly 

educated Germans is 0.8% lower than that of Germans without higher education. This 

might not seem like a large difference, but it can be regarded as considerable if 

compared to the 4.8% difference in the opposite direction amongst all EU countries. 

The difference is 2.9% in Norway (Eurostat, 2017). With regards to the opposing 

research results mentioned above, this notion is further complicating the effect which 

can be expected of MAS on the level of self-disclosure of SNS users. 

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions are not infallible. Considering the age of the 

dimensions, they are based on research that is almost half a century old, and especially 

in the context of internet technology this should be taken into consideration. Second, the 

original items are aimed towards measuring organizational culture, and modifying these 

items to fit in other contexts might produce other results (Sharma, 2010). The 

dimensions have been argued to not be appropriate to measure culture on an individual 

basis. Blodgett, Bakir and Rose (2008) found that Hofstede’s cultural instruments 

lacked construct validity when applying them at an individual level, and that the 

majority of the items lacked reliability and face validity, and the researchers stressed the 

need for the development of new reliable and valid instruments. Similarly, Bearden, 

Money and Nevins (2005) conducted two large studies where they attempted to validate 

Hofstede’s Values Survey Module from 1994 (VSM 94), a set of 20 items available 

freely to measure PDI, IND, MAS, UAI and LTO. They were not able to validate the 

items but argue that Hofstede’s items were never intended to measure culture at an 

individual level. 

 
2.4.1 Statistics about SNS use and technology in respective countries 

According to statistics, in particular with regards to social media penetration, a mere 

46% of the German population were active users as of January 2018, whereas the 

number in Norway was 69% (We Are Social, & Hootsuite, n.d.). Germans show 

considerably more caution in terms of privacy literacy and privacy protection measures. 

Illustrating this, statistics from 2015 shows that 73% of Germans were aware that online 

cookies can be used to trace people’s internet activity, and 45% had changed their 

browser settings to limit the number of cookies (Eurostat, 2018). With regards to 

Norway, the numbers are respectively 57% and 25%. Internet banking penetration can 

also be used to illustrate the privacy concerns of individuals, and here there are striking 

differences between the two countries. Ranking at the top of the list of European 

countries, in 2017, 92% of Norwegian inhabitants accessed online banking systems, 

whereas only 56% of the German population did the same (Eurostat, n.d.), which can be 

related to concerns about privacy. 
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2.4.2 War and privacy concerns 

There might be inherent skepticism towards data collection in the German society 

stemming from the time before, during, and after World War 2 (Freude & Freude, 

2016). Already in 1933, Hitler used a predecessor of today’s computers, which 

consisted of punch cards which were read by a machine to organize his anti-Jewish 

program (Black, n.d.). The punch cards contained information on Holocaust prisoners’ 

location, sexual orientation, ethnic group belonging, religious views and more (Black, 

n.d.; Freude & Freude, 2016; Frohman, 2015). Frohman (2015) notes that not only did 

the Nazi regime keep track of prisoners, but also the general public, collecting 

information from informants (e.g. neighbors, friends and the secret Gestapo police). A 

census was conducted in 1939 to register people’s education, occupation and military 

training, specific skills (e.g. language, technical- and vehicle operational skills etc.) - all 

in order to mobilize the population for war (Frohman, 2015). 

Later on, the Stasi, short for Ministerium für Staatsicherheit (Ministry for State 

Security) was established in the post-war Soviet-occupied zone in Eastern Germany, 

with the purpose of surveillance and intelligence gathering (Cameron, 2016). Personal 

freedom and privacy were at this point enshrined, however, the Stasi functioned as a 

dictatorship, and individual rights violations were a matter of usual practice (Freude & 

Freude, 2016). 

The history of widespread surveillance is still present in the collective 

consciousness of Germans today, and many are still having a complex relationship with 

intelligence services, worrying that the history will repeat itself (Freude & Freude, 

2016; Hucal, 2016). Strong mistrust has given life to information privacy activists 

obtaining extensive coverage in the mass media, leading to the passing of privacy 

protection laws stricter than those in many other countries (Frohman, 2015; Löblich & 

Wendelin, 2012). For instance, in 1970, the government approved a privacy law 

prohibiting unauthorized access to personal information, and that the citizens had the 

ability to correct any incorrect information about themselves (Frohman, 2015). Even 

bills involving centralized identification systems have been downvoted, such as ID 

numbers which are common in many other countries, as it was claimed to be a violation 

of the country’s commitment to human dignity (Frohman, 2015). 

Despite all this, advocates of government surveillance raise the discussion about 

the discrepancy between the Germans’ desires and actions in terms of privacy; 

criticizing the intelligence but simultaneously willingly disclosing personal information 

on SNSs (Freude & Freude, 2015). Taking Facebook as an example and thinking back 

on the information gathering by Nazi Germany and the Stasi, the majority of the 

information that was collected in the past is now provided freely to Facebook and stored 

on their servers, and, as proven by recent events, not without unwanted consequences.
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Table 1: Privacy Paradox literature review 

Research study 

Research 

method Sample size Location Constructs 

Analytical 

technique Title Findings 

Chen and Chen 

(2015) 

Survey 515 students USA Privacy concerns 

Self-efficacy 

Privacy management 

Friending 

Self-disclosure 

Multiple regression 

Hierarchical 

regression 

Path analysis 

Couldn't or Wouldn't? 

The Influence of Privacy 

Concerns and Self-

Efficacy in Privacy 

Management on Privacy 

Protection 

Privacy paradox not supported: 

Privacy concerns limited profile 

visibility.  

Could however not find a significant 

direct relationship between concern 

and disclosure 

Kehr et al. (2015) Survey 414 USA 

Switzerland 

Privacy concerns 

Institutional trust 

Perceived risks 

Perceived benefits 

Perceived privacy 

Intention to disclose 

Explorative factor 

analysis 

Measurement 

invariance testing 

Delta method 

Blissfully ignorant: The 

effects of general privacy 

concerns, general 

institutional trust, and 

affect in the privacy 

calculus 

Privacy paradox rejected: Privacy 

concerns significantly reduced 

intention to disclose in the US sample 

Taddicken (2014) Survey 3,030 Germany Willingness to self-disclose 

Actual self-disclosure 

Privacy concerns 

Social relevance 

Number of SNSs used 

Multiple regression 

Exploratory factor 

analysis 

Multiple-group 

analysis 

 

The 'Privacy Paradox' in 

the Social Web: The 

Impact of Privacy 

Concerns, Individual 

Characteristics, and the 

Perceived Social 

Relevance on Different 

Forms of Self-Disclosure 

Privacy paradox not supported: 

Relationship between privacy 

concerns and self-disclosure not 

significant 

However, willingness to self-disclose 

increased actual self-disclosure 

Xu, Michael and 

Chen (2013) 

Survey 171 students China Privacy concerns 

Perceived benefit 

Perceived risk 

Perceived control 

Sensitivity 

Subjective norm 

Intention to disclose 

Multiple 

hierarchical 

regression 

SEM 

Factors affecting privacy 

disclosure on social 

network sites: an 

integrated model 

Privacy paradox rejected: Privacy 

concern was found to decrease 

disclosure.  

Perceived benefits had a significant 

positive correlation with disclosure 

Stutzman, Capra 

and Thompson 

(2011) 

Survey 122 students USA Disclosure 

Privacy behavior 

Privacy attitudes 

Privacy policy consumption 

Multiple regression 

Nested ordinal 

logistic regression 

Factors mediating 

disclosure in social 

network sites 

Privacy paradox rejected: Privacy 

concerns decreased disclosure 

Tufekci (2008) Survey 704 students USA General online privacy 

concern 

General unwanted 

audiences 

Likelihood of future 

audiences (employer, 

government, corporation) 

Level of info disclosure 

ANOVA 

T-test 

Logistic regressions 

Can You See Me Now? 

Audience and Disclosure 

Regulation in Online 

Social Network Sites 

Privacy paradox supported: Found no 

relationship between privacy concerns 

and information disclosure on SNS 

Privacy concerns did however reduce 

the likeliness of joining SNS, and 

increased profile visibility adjustment  
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Table 2: Attitude and intention literature review 

Research study 

Research 

method Sample size Location Constructs 

Analytical 

technique Title Findings 

Tsay-Vogel, 

Shanahan and 

Signorielli (2018) 

Surveys 

conducted 

annually 

428-556 

students 

USA Attitude towards privacy (in 

general and online) 

Attitude towards 

governmental privacy 

protection 

Self-disclosure (offline and 

online) 

Path analysis 

ANOVA 

 

Social media cultivating 

perceptions of privacy: A 

5-year analysis of privacy 

attitudes and self-

disclosure behaviors 

among Facebook users 

A relaxed attitude towards SNS 

privacy and governmental 

regulations led to greater self-

disclosure. The perceived threat to 

privacy increased and self-

disclosure decreased over the time 

period 2010-2015 

Al Omush, Yaseen 

and Alma’aitah 

(2012) 

Survey 749 Arab 

Facebook 

members 

14 Arab 

countries, 

including 

Algeria, 

Egypt, Iraq, 

Palestine, 

Saudi Arabia, 

UAE  

Attitudes 

Motivations 

Hofstede’s cultural 

dimensions 

Facebook usage 

Continuity of (FB) 

membership value 

SEM  The impact of Arab 

cultural values on online 

social networking: The 

case of Facebook 

Attitudes had a positive effect on 

FB usage 

IDV, MAS, LTO and IVR 

positively influenced attitudes 

Shin and Kang 

(2015) 

Survey 746 adolescents 

(aged 12-18) 

Singapore Intention to self-disclose 

Actual self-disclosure 

Privacy concerns 

Restrictive and instructive 

mediation (from parents) 

Disclosure to parents (about 

internet use) 

Hierarchical 

regression 

Adolescents' privacy 

concerns and information 

disclosure online: The 

role of parents and the 

Internet 

Among adolescents, those with 

higher intention to disclose personal 

information were more likely to do 

so 

Norberg, Horne 

and Horne (2007) 

Experiment 23 students USA Behavioral intention 

Self-disclosure 

t-tests The Privacy Paradox: 

Personal Information 

Disclosure Intentions 

versus Behaviors 

Self-disclosure significantly 

exceeded the intention to do so 

IDV: Individualism 

MAS: Masculinity 

LTO: Long-term Orientation 

IVR: Indulgence 
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Table 3: Culture literature review 

Research study 

Research 

method Sample size Location Constructs 

Analytical 

technique Title Findings 

Krasnova, Veltri 

and Gunther 

(2012) 

Survey 331 Germany 

USA 

Self-disclosure 

Privacy concerns 

Enjoyment 

Trust 

SEM: Partial least 

squares 

Structural model 

Self-disclosure and 

privacy calculus on social 

networking sites: The role 

of culture intercultural 

dynamics of privacy 

calculus 

In their German sample, privacy 

concerns were considerably 

reducing the self-disclosure on 

SNSs, whereas no significant 

relation was found in the US sample 

Parboteeah et al. 

(2005) 

Survey data 

from 

organizations 

such as the 

World Bank 

22,999 27 countries, 

including 

Germany 

Norway 

Italy 

Japan 

Netherlands 

USA 

New Zealand 

Degree of industrialization 

Degree of religiosity 

Degree of social inequality 

Individualism 

Uncertainty avoidance 

Masculinity 

Hierarchical linear 

modeling analysis 

 

Perceived Usefulness Of 

Information Technology: 

A Cross-National Model 

Masculine-oriented cultures more 

likely to perceive technology as 

being useful compared to feminine-

oriented cultures 

McCoy et al. 

(2005) 

Survey 171 students USA 

Uruguay 

Perceived usefulness 

Perceived ease of use 

Perceived behavioral 

control 

Subjective norm 

Uncertainty avoidance 

Power distance 

Masculinity 

Individualism 

Intention to use E-mail 

Chi-square 

difference test 

An examination of the 

technology acceptance 

model in Uruguay and the 

US: A focus on culture 

The sample from Uruguay 

(feminine culture) had higher 

intention to use E-mail compared to 

the US sample (masculine). The 

study argued that feminine cultures 

had a higher urge for staying in 

touch 

Milberg, Smith and 

Burke (2000) 

Survey 595 19 countries 

across all 

continents, 

including 

Germany and 

Norway 

Corporate information 

management 

Corporate privacy-related 

problems 

Privacy regulation 

preferences 

Privacy concerns 

National privacy regulations 

Hofstede’s cultural 

dimensions 

SEM: Partial least 

squares 

Information Privacy: 

Corporate Management 

and National Regulation 

PDI, IDV, and MAS increased 

privacy concerns. UAI decreased 

privacy concerns. Higher privacy 

concerns were associated with more 

restrictive regulatory approaches 

PDI: Power Distance 

UAI: Uncertainty Avoidance 

MAS: Masculinity 

IDV: Individualism 
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3 Frame of reference 
The frame of reference presents a short summary of the literature review followed by 

the hypotheses, and finally, the conceptual model which is illustrating the hypotheses 

and relationships between them. 

Tying all of the concepts described above together, it can be stated that there exist 

several antecedents to individuals’ personal information disclosure on Facebook, which 

have to be taken into consideration within the scope of this study. One study, which 

stands out in research about SNS users’ information disclosure is the study by Dienlin 

and Trepte (2015). Inter alia, the authors meaningfully explained individuals’ self-

disclosure of personal information on SNSs within the scope of the Theory of Planned 

Behavior, by utilizing the three privacy concepts of concerns, attitudes, and intentions 

as predicting variables. As a result, Dienlin and Trepte’s (2015) sophisticated 

conceptual model serves as a foundation of this study, with slight modifications. In 

addition to the three privacy concepts, of which two of them - attitudes and intentions - 

have been extracted from the TPB, the cultural dimension of masculinity is included in 

the conceptual model of the study at hand.    

The first privacy concept introduced in this study is the concept of privacy concerns. As 

found by Dienlin and Trepte (2015), privacy concerns can elicit a general privacy 

attitude. In addition to this, the authors emphasize that it is insufficient to study only 

privacy concerns, as concerns are naturally negative and therefore unipolar, whereas 

attitudes offer a wider application potential in research as attitudes are bipolar and hence 

can be both positive or negative. As a consequence, this study examines the potential 

relationship between the two privacy concepts of concerns and attitudes in the context 

of Facebook.      

Hypothesis 1a: Informational privacy concerns influence informational privacy attitude 

on Facebook. 

In addition to this, various authors emphasize that informational privacy concerns can 

account for personal information disclosure on SNSs. In this regard, Zlatolas et al. 

(2015) found, within the scope of their study, that the higher the users’ privacy 

concerns, the less likely they are to disclose information on SNSs. Kehr et al. (2015) 

concur, with regards to their cross-cultural comparison of US American and Swiss 

respondents, resulting in less self-disclosure for both samples when experiencing 

concerns about privacy. Stutzmann et al. (2015) further illustrate that especially 

information leakage on SNSs is a major concern for users, as data breaches, such as the 

recent CA scandal, may double the odds of limiting users’ self-disclosure on SNSs. Yet, 

there exist also studies which are opposed to these findings, such as Spiekerman et al. 

(2001), who studied users’ privacy concerns and disclosure behavior when shopping 

online, and found that users are willing to reveal private and personal information 

regardless of their privacy concerns held. To examine whether a relationship between 

privacy concerns and self-disclosure on Facebook can be established, the following 

hypothesis is developed.     

Hypothesis 1b: Informational privacy concerns influence self-disclosure on Facebook. 
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Moreover, the privacy concept of attitude is discussed. As initially found by Fishbein 

and Ajzen (1975), an intention can be considered as the result of an individual’s 

attitude. Dienlin and Trepte (2015) were able to confirm this notion within the scope of 

their study, as they found that privacy attitudes in terms of personal information 

disclosure on Facebook did have a direct effect on users’ privacy intentions. 

Comparable findings could be reported by Stutzman et al. (2011), indicating that users’ 

who hold a negative information privacy attitude are less willing to disclose personal 

information on Facebook. Furthermore, Dienlin and Trepte (2015) were also able to 

establish a direct effect from information privacy attitude towards actual self-disclosure 

on Facebook.      

Hypothesis 2a: Informational privacy attitude positively influences the intention to self-

disclose on Facebook  

Hypothesis 2b: Informational privacy attitude positively influences self-disclosure on 

Facebook 

Furthermore, the third privacy concept, informational privacy intention is discussed. In 

this regard, Dienlin and Trepte (2015) found a positive relationship between 

informational privacy intention and self-disclosure on Facebook, when incorporating 

the TPB elements of subjective norm and perceived behavioral control into their 

information privacy intention construct. Norberg et al. (2007) confirm this finding with 

regards to their study, indicating a significant relationship between information 

disclosure intention and actual self-disclosure.  

Hypothesis 3: Informational privacy intention positively influences self-disclosure on 

Facebook. 

Additionally, Hofstede’s masculinity dimension is discussed. Against that backdrop, 

Veltri et al. (2011) conducted a cross-cultural comparison between American Facebook 

users and SNS users from Morocco. The authors found that the American Facebook 

users disclosed more information than the users from Morocco and explained this 

finding with regards to differing cultural values in the respective societies. Here, Veltri 

et al. (2011) argue that highly masculine societies such as the American one can be 

expected to disclose relatively more information on Facebook, as individuals in this 

competitive society are known to be longing for recognition through their environment. 

On the contrary, Veltri et al. (2011) illustrate that feminine societies such as the one 

from Morocco are rather thoughtful concerning the expression of personal information 

and emotions online. Further, Al Omoush et al. (2012) confirm this finding, 

emphasizing that highly masculine countries reveal an increased motivation for 

engagement in SNSs such as Facebook.  

Hypothesis 4: Hofstede’s masculinity dimension influences self-disclosure on Facebook 

As this study intends to compare Germans and Norwegians with regards to privacy 

concerns and personal information disclosure on Facebook, potential differences 

between both samples will be investigated as well. According to the above mentioned 

notions about Hofstede’s masculinity dimension and its effect on users’ personal 

information disclosure on SNSs, one may assume Germans to disclose more personal 

information on Facebook than Norwegians, as, according to Hofstede, the German 

society is typically masculine, whereas the Norwegian one is the second most feminine 
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one in the world. Yet, recent statistics do not confirm this assumption, as Germans seem 

to be rather avoiding SNS usage and do not disclose personal information online in the 

same fashion as Norwegians (Eurostat, 2018). As there seems to be a mismatch between 

recent statistics and research about the relationship between the level of masculinity and 

associated privacy concerns and self-disclosure of personal information online, potential 

differences within the constructs employed in the study at hand will be examined for the 

samples selected.   

Hypothesis 5a: Germans and Norwegians differ in terms of self-disclosure on Facebook 

Hypothesis 5b: Germans and Norwegians differ in terms of informational privacy 

concerns on Facebook 

Hypothesis 5c: Germans and Norwegians differ in terms of informational privacy 

attitudes on Facebook 

Hypothesis 5d: Germans and Norwegians differ in terms of informational privacy 

intention on Facebook 

Hypothesis 5e: Germans and Norwegians differ in terms of Hofstede’s masculinity 

 

 
Figure 2: Conceptual model 
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4 Methodology 
This chapter presents all of the methodological considerations, which have been made 

prior to the execution of this study. In essence, this chapter delves into research 

approach and design, data sources and sampling, data collection instrument and 

operationalization, and provides an overview about the data analysis methods which 

are employed. Each methodological choice is motivated and explained in the context of 

the subject matter. Eventually, the chapter concludes with quality criteria of 

measurement. 

 

4.1 Research approach and research design 

The present study employs a deductive research approach. According to Babbie (2013), 

deduction occurs, when hypotheses are deduced from previous research and theories. In 

addition, Babbie (2013) emphasizes that the process of deduction moves from patterns, 

which can be theoretically expected, to observations, which are supposed to test in how 

far the expected pattern actually occurs in real life. Against that backdrop, the study at 

hand utilizes the theories of Ajzen (Theory of Planned Behavior) and Hofstede (Cultural 

Dimension of Masculinity) in a SNS privacy context as a foundation and derives its 

hypotheses from these. This approach seems worthwhile in the context of study, as there 

already exists a significant number of relevant theories which aim to explain SNS users’ 

privacy behavior. In turn, the induction of additional theories in this context is not 

necessarily required. Hence, this study investigates whether the theories mentioned vide 

supra can in fact account for the privacy behavior of SNS users, in particular for their 

level of self-disclosure (Bryman & Bell, 2015). Having a closer look at this from a 

theoretical angle, this study represents an extension of the research model used by 

Dienlin and Trepte in 2015, in the sense that next to their successful attempt to explain 

SNS users’ privacy behavior by employing the TPB, the effect of culture, or more 

specifically Hofstede’s masculinity, is added to the model, in order to account for 

potential cross-cultural differences with regards to the German and Norwegian samples. 

Moreover, this study can be acknowledged as a quantitative one as primary, 

numerical survey data is going to be collected via means of a self-completion 

questionnaire. Eventually, the data gathered is going to be used for statistical analysis. 

At this point, the expected benefits are twofold. On the one hand, this approach allows 

for the collection of a large number of numerical data, which, in turn, enables the 

researchers to make generalizations based on the samples (Babbie, 2013; Bryman & 

Bell, 2015). Within the context of study, this collection of numerical data is desirable, 

as one intends to make two societal cross-sections in terms of culturally-driven 

behavior, for which a large number of responses is required. 

Furthermore, the research design utilized in the present study is descriptive. 

According to Malhotra (2010) and Babbie (2013), a descriptive design is suitable when 

aiming to describe the specific characteristics of particular groups within the market, via 

precise measurement, in order to accurately report the phenomena of interest. In 

addition, Malhotra (2010) stresses that descriptive designs are typically associated with 

a clear structure, and hypothesis testing based on large samples to ensure that the results 

allow for generalization. As this study intends to analyze two culturally-distinct samples 

at large scale in terms of privacy characteristics, the selection of the descriptive research 

design is justified. Eventually, Malhotra (2010) also emphasizes that descriptive designs 

are usually applicable for mature research areas, in the sense that there already exists a 

large number of related theories and knowledge. As the body of research on privacy 
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behavior on SNSs can be considered as relatively extensive, an exploratory research 

design was disregarded.  

 

4.2 Data sources and sampling 

The current study is collecting and analyzing both primary and secondary data sources. 

According to Malhotra (2010), primary data is gathered by the researchers themselves 

in order to cover the unique research problem established in a study. In this regard, this 

study makes use of primary data collected via an online survey, which is addressing the 

potential differences concerning SNS privacy behavior amongst German and 

Norwegian users. The questionnaire can be considered as a suitable tool to collect data 

within the scope of study, as it is easy to administer and allows the researchers to collect 

responses at large scale, which enhances generalization opportunities (Bryman & Bell, 

2015). 

In addition to this, secondary sources, such as peer-reviewed scientific articles, 

books and recent statistics, have been utilized in the context of study in order to build up 

a theoretical framework of the subject matter in line with a problematization and 

research gap. Malhotra (2010) emphasizes that secondary data is further particularly 

suitable to approach and narrow down a problem and also to meaningfully interpret the 

primary data gathered in context. 

Concerning the sampling technique, it can be stated that the respondents of the 

present study are conveniently sampled due to the fact that the nationalities of the 

respondents, either being German or Norwegian, match with the national backgrounds 

of the researchers. In general, Malhotra (2010) emphasizes that individuals can be 

considered as conveniently sampled, in case the respondents are easily accessible to the 

researchers. Hence, convenience samples belong to the group of non-probability 

samples, as every individual in the population does not have the equal chance of being 

selected for the purpose of study (Bryman & Bell, 2015; Malhotra, 2010). 

Moreover, this study employs snowball sampling as an additional sampling 

technique. Malhotra (2010) argues that for snowball sampling, respondents are initially 

selected at random. Then, the initially sampled respondents identify further suitable 

respondents within the scope of study by themselves, ideally followed by several 

iterations of this process in the sense that identified respondents at any stage in the 

process are constantly spreading the survey on their own by making use of suitable 

referrals (Malhotra, 2010). Even though this study does not randomly select the initial 

sample at first, the following steps of the sampling process match the snowball 

technique described above. Against that backdrop, the authors of the current study also 

encouraged the respondents to identify other suitable respondents on their own, either 

being of German or Norwegian nationality.  

 

4.3 Data collection method and instruments 

As previously mentioned, this study collects data by means of a self-completion online 

questionnaire, as this particular instrument was found to be most suitable to realize the 

purpose of study. According to Bryman and Bell (2015), standardized online 

questionnaires are relatively easy to administer and enable researchers to gather 

respondents at large scale with utmost efficiency, as every single respondent has to deal 

with the same set of questions. In addition to this, Malhotra (2010) argues that surveys 

in general are commonly utilized to grasp opinions and attitudes of consumers. As this 

study intends to conduct a cross-cultural comparison amongst Norwegians and Germans 

with regards to their privacy attitudes and behavior in the context of SNSs, a large 

number of respondents is required allowing for societal aggregation. Hence, it seems 
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worthwhile to tackle this by the employment of an online questionnaire, which gathers 

consumer attitudes and behavior at large scale. 

The online survey itself was created with Google Forms and distributed via 

Facebook. The motivation for selecting Facebook as the major distribution channel is 

twofold. On the one hand, the researchers were able to reach out to potential 

respondents in an efficient manner by directly distributing the survey to Norwegian and 

German individuals, respectively. On the other hand, distribution via Facebook 

particularly made sense as it had been one of the prerequisites of participation to 

actually possess a Facebook account. In the course of distribution of the questionnaire, 

the authors of the study at hand were striving for an even distribution amongst the 

respondents concerning age, gender and location throughout the respective countries in 

order to achieve a sample which is describing the population as closely as possible. 

Hence, the questionnaire was inter alia shared in groups on Facebook, which could be 

related to different geographical areas and age groups in the respective countries. For 

instance, in order to be able to reach people who are older than 60 years old, Facebook 

groups focusing on history in different cities across the countries were approached. In 

addition to this, it was avoided to share the questionnaire in Facebook groups related to 

social media, as the members in these groups might generally be more interested in the 

topic, which could have resulted in a research bias.   

Initially, the authors created the questionnaire in English language. Then, 

forward translation was carried out by the authors and one German and one Norwegian 

questionnaire was created, respectively. In addition, for the respective versions, back 

translations were conducted by one German and one Norwegian native speaker, who 

also revealed an excellent proficiency in English language. The two versions were then 

compared to the original English survey, and in the end, two persons with knowledge of 

both respective languages compared the German and Norwegian version in order to 

detect any inconsistencies. Hence, the authors were able to ensure translation accuracy 

for both the German and the Norwegian version of the questionnaire.       

The questionnaire itself can be divided up into four major sections. It starts with 

a cover letter about the survey, which provides a rough introduction about the scope of 

the survey to the respondent and informs about the anonymous treatment of data. Here, 

a gift card drawing is mentioned as well to further stimulate the potential respondents to 

participate. Bryman and Bell (2015) argue that the providing of monetary incentives is 

often an effective way of increasing response rates and that a larger value of the 

incentives does not necessarily improve the response rates more than one of a quite low 

value. The values of the gift cards in the German and Norwegian surveys are 

respectively €20 and 250 NOK. One might think that the response quality might be 

reduced in the sense that the respondents rushes through and answers randomly on the 

questions, however research has found no differences on the response quality of 

questionnaires with or without monetary incentives (Porter & Whitcomb, 2003). Porter 

and Whitcomb (2003) also discussed the nature of the incentives, that researchers 

should make sure that the gift card does not appeal to only a certain type of people, for 

instance gift cards for a specific type of goods. In order to avoid bias caused by this, the 

incentives used in this study are universal gift cards. The authors of this study 

deliberately decided to include a gift card drawing as voluntary surveys are often biased 

since only people who are actually interested in the topic tend to participate. The reward 

is meant to reduce this potential bias.  

The survey continues with two control questions, which aim to exclude 

respondents from the sample, who either do not possess a Facebook account or who do 

not consider themselves as either being Norwegian or German, respectively. Then the 

questions related to the different variables of study are raised, which question the 
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respondent in terms of self-disclosure on Facebook (1), privacy concerns (2), privacy 

attitude (3), privacy intention (4), and cultural values (5). Eventually, the survey 

concludes with personal questions to the respondent. A detailed overview of the survey, 

the items and the scales is provided in the upcoming chapter dedicated to the 

operationalization. 

 

4.4 Operationalization and pre-testing 

The operationalization of a study enables the researchers to actually measure the various 

variables which are employed in the research model (Babbie, 2013; Bryman & Bell, 

2015). In this regard, the different constructs are assigned with theoretical definitions, 

operational definitions and items, which are ought to be suitable indicators of the 

particular variable in question (Babbie, 2013; Bryman & Bell, 2015). The 

operationalization table of this study, presented in Table 4, lists five different constructs 

in total: (1) privacy concerns, (2) privacy attitudes, (3) privacy intentions, (4) self-

disclosure and (5) Hofstede’s masculinity, in line with the respective theoretical 

definitions of the constructs, the operational definitions and items.  

All of the items used in this study are derived from established scales and 

revealed acceptable reliability coefficients in the previously applied contexts. As 

previously mentioned, the study by Dienlin and Trepte (2015), who analyzed users’ 

privacy attitudes and privacy behavior in SNS environments, serves as a theoretical 

foundation of this study. Accordingly, the items for the constructs (1) to (4) were taken 

almost identically from Dienlin and Trepte (2015) and only slightly modified. The most 

significant change was made in the sense that the questions utilized by Dienlin and 

Trepte (2015) were changed to statements, in an attempt to make the answering process 

of the questionnaire as smooth as possible for the respondents. In turn, the respondents 

were asked to provide an indication about their agreement to the respective statements, 

on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (=’strongly disagree’) to 7 (=’strongly agree’). 

In this regard, the items for privacy behavior and privacy intentions by Dienlin and 

Trepte (2015) were not further changed. However, additional changes were made 

concerning the construct of attitude in the sense that the attitude scale was shortened to 

a remaining number of four items, as the two least reliable items were excluded, as 

identified by Dienlin and Trepte (2015). Eventually, also the number of items for 

privacy concerns was shortened, as some of them either did not match the scope of the 

study at hand, or the authors of this study had the impression that some items were 

resembling the exact same thing.  

The items for the remaining construct of culture, namely masculinity, were taken 

from Yoon (2009), who adapted these items from Hofstede’s initial IBM study. Even 

though utilized in a different context by Yoon (2009), the items were found to be fitting 

within the scope of the study at hand, as the items were found to be neither sexist nor 

gender-related. Instead, the items were rather revolving around the extent to which 

traditional masculine values, such as competitiveness and the desire for recognition of 

achievements, and feminine values, such as empathy and the quality of life, are 

prevalent in a society, which is at the heart of the masculinity dimension by Hofstede 

(Hofstede, 2003). 

In addition, prior to the dispense of both surveys, extensive pre-testing was 

conducted in an attempt to ensure face validity and to detect potential pitfalls for the 

respondents when answering the survey. In this regard, both surveys were sent out to 

seven native speaking pre-testers for each country, to make sure that all of the questions 

in fact measure what they are supposed to measure, and changes were made in 

accordance with the pre-testers’ feedback.  
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Table 4: Operationalization table  

Research 

study Construct Theoretical definition Operational definition Questions 

Dienlin & 

Trepte  

(2015) 

Privacy 

concerns 

“an individual’s perception of his or 

her concern for how personal 

information is handled by websites” 

(Hong & Thong, 2013, p. 276) 

Measuring the degree to which people 

are worried regarding their online 

privacy 

 

Likert scale where  

1 = Strongly disagree 

7 = Strongly agree 

PC1: I am in general concerned about my privacy when I am 

using the internet 

PC2: I am concerned that I am asked for too much personal 

information when I register online 

PC3: I am concerned that I am asked for too much information 

when I do online purchasing 

PC4: I am concerned about identity theft on the internet 

PC5: I am concerned about people I do not know acquiring 

personal information about me from my online activities 

Dienlin & 

Trepte  

(2015) 

Privacy 

attitudes 

“an observable response to an object 

that occurs prior to, or in the absence 

of, any overt response.” (Fishbein & 

Ajzen, 1975, p. 24) 

Measuring the general appraisal of 

posting identifying information on 

Facebook  

 

1-7 Likert scale 

I think that giving information on Facebook that 

identifies me is: 

PA1: Not useful – very useful 

PA2: Disadvantageous – advantageous 

PA3: Careless – not careless 

PA4: Very bad – very good 

Dienlin & 

Trepte  

(2015) 

Privacy 

intentions 

 

“a person’s subjective probability that 

he will perform some behavior.” 

(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, p. 288) 

Measuring how many identifying pieces 

of information people currently wanted 

to share on their Facebook profile 

 

1 = Strongly disagree 

7 = Strongly agree 

PI1: I currently want to provide a lot of identifying information 

on Facebook 

PI2: I generally want to have a lot of identifying information 

about myself on my Facebook profile 

PI3: I want to be precisely identifiable for strangers on 

Facebook 

Dienlin & 

Trepte  

(2015) 

Self-disclosure 

 

“observable acts that are studied in 

their own right” (Fishbein and Ajzen, 

1975, p. 335) 

Measuring how many identifying pieces 

of information people actually shared on 

their Facebook profile  

 

1 = Strongly disagree 

7 = Strongly agree 

SD1: I have posted a lot of identifying information on 

Facebook 

SD2: A lot of identifying information can generally be found 

on my Facebook profile 

SD3: I can be precisely identified on Facebook by strangers 

 

+ Type of information disclosed (e.g. full, real name, birth 

year, birth date, location) 

Yoon, 2009 Culture “the collective programming of the 

mind that distinguishes the members 

of one group or category of people 

from others” (Hofstede, 2011, p. 3) 

Measuring degree of masculinity  

 

1 = Strongly disagree 

7 = Strongly agree 

MA1: The fulfillment of tasks is more important than caring 

for others 

MA2: A job with high earnings is better than a job with high 

quality of life 

MA3: A man should be strong and a woman should be 

emotional 
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4.5 Quality criteria of measurement 

Research projects are required to address two quality criteria of measurement, namely 

reliability and validity, in order to be recognized as a thoroughly-executed research 

undertaking (Babbie, 2013). In this regard, the quality criterion of reliability is 

concerned with the stability and consistency of the measures employed in a study. 

Bryman and Bell (2015) add that reliability is questioning whether a certain approach of 

measurement is able to deliver identical findings, when being applied to the same units 

of observation at different points in time. If so, the approach selected would allow 

future measurements to replicate the initial findings (Bryman & Bell, 2015). Most 

commonly, the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient is utilized as an appropriate measure of 

reliability, as the coefficient provides an indication about the intercorrelation between a 

group of several items (Hair, Black, Babin & Anderson, 2014). The way it functions is 

that it splits the responses for the items in two, summarizes those items, and then 

calculates the correlation between them (Brace, Snelgar & Kemp, 2012). According to 

the academic consensus, the Alpha coefficient should have a value of at least .7 to be 

acknowledged as acceptable (Hair et al., 2014). In addition, George and Mallery (2003) 

emphasize that the ideal coefficient value can be found in between .8 and .9, whereas 

the value should not be higher than .9. Hence, this study calculates the Cronbach’s 

Alpha coefficients for all of the items and constructs employed in the study. As with 

most statistical methods, Cronbach’s alpha is not without drawbacks, for instance if the 

scales apparently have high correlation, the individual items might have a low 

correlation with the other items (Brace et al., 2012). Therefore, according to Brace et al. 

(2012), it is important to have a look at the item-total correlation matrix, and make sure 

all the loadings exceeds .4. 

Moreover, the quality criterion of validity is addressed. According to Babbie 

(2013) validity is concerned with whether or not a measure is providing an adequate 

description of the concept which is intended to be denoted. Breaking down the concept 

of validity even further, the assurance of face validity and construct validity are of 

utmost importance within the scope of this study. Face validity is evaluating whether all 

of the variables employed in a study are represented by reasonable measures and 

indicators (Babbie, 2013; Bryman & Bell, 2015). According to Bryman and Bell (2015), 

it is a common approach in academia to have the measures checked by individuals who 

are knowledgeable about the subject matter. Against that backdrop, the questionnaire 

utilized by the study at hand was checked for face validity by two scholars at Linnaeus 

University, who are familiar with the field of research. Concerning the assurance of 

construct validity, a Pearson correlation analysis was run, in an attempt to provide an 

indication about the strength of the relationships between the variables tested (Hair et 

al., 2014). Against that backdrop, a contingency table was created, which is showcasing 

the respective correlation values between all of the variables. According to Bryman and 

Bell (2015), all of the correlation values lay between -1 and +1, and the closer the 

respective values are to either -1 or +1, the stronger is the relationship. Hence, a 

correlation value close to 0 naturally indicates weak correlation, whereas 0 indicates 

that there is no correlation at all (Pallant, 2010). Brace et al. (2012) states that as a rule 

of thumb, a Pearson’s r correlation is deemed weak if it is between 0 and .2, moderate if 

between .3 and .6, and strong if between .7 and 1. To avoid multicollinearity between 

the independent variables, O’Brien and Scott (2012) recommends that the Pearson 

correlation coefficient should not be higher than .9.   

An additional test to ensure construct validity is to conduct a factor analysis and 

make sure that the items for one construct are highly intercorrelated and therefore 

measure the same concept, and that the different constructs are mutually exclusive 
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(Brace et al., 2012). The factor analysis produces tables, scree plots and pattern matrix 

with components. One of the tables includes a Kaiser-Meyer Olkin Measure of 

Sampling Adequacy (KMO), which should be minimum .5, and the p-value under the 

level of significance (Brace et al., 2012). Furthermore, Brace et al. (2012) state that the 

total variance explained table shows the eigenvalues, where the number of eigenvalues 

above 1 indicates the number of components (i.e. constructs). Lastly, the pattern matrix 

displays the loading of each item on different components, where the aim is that all the 

items for each construct loads on separate components with a threshold of .4 (Brace et 

al., 2012). 

 

4.6 Data analysis methods 

Within the scope of this study, two statistical tests are utilized for the hypothesis testing, 

namely multiple linear regression and one-way ANOVA. Both of them were carried out 

using the IBM SPSS software. According to Hair et al. (2014), a multiple regression 

analysis is a suitable analysis method when one is dealing with one particular dependent 

variable and a set of several independent variables, and aims to analyze the relationship 

between these. Pallant (2010) adds that a multiple regression provides an indication 

about how much of the variance in the dependent variable can be accounted for by the 

independent ones. Moreover, one can not only observe the collective impact of all 

independent variables on the dependent one, but also check for the impacts of the 

respective independent variables stand-alone (Malhotra, 2010; Pallant, 2010). The 

multiple regression analysis provides valuable insights within the scope of study, as it 

allows the researchers to identify the relative and collective contribution of the three 

privacy concepts of concerns, attitudes and intentions on the dependent variable, namely 

self-disclosure.  

After having conducted a multiple regression, there are several values which 

need to be examined. Based on the significance level, one can observe whether there 

exists a statistically significant relationship between an independent variable and the 

dependent one. Typically, the statistical significance is assessed at the .05 level, which 

means that all of the p-values which are greater than this threshold illustrate that the 

particular independent variable is not making a statistically significant contribution to 

the dependent one, and that the risk of falsely presume that the relationship exists in the 

population is greater than 5% (Bryman & Bell, 2011; Pallant, 2010). In addition to this, 

the Beta values are of utmost importance, as these indicate the extent to which the 

dependent variable is increasing or decreasing, if the independent variable in question is 

increased by 1. Furthermore, the R Square, adjusted R Square and change in R Square 

need to be considered. The R Square value provides an indication about of much 

variance in the dependent variable can be explained by the respective model (Pallant, 

2010). In addition to this, the multiple regression output delivers the adjusted R Square 

value, which should be reported in case the analysis is based on a relatively small 

sample size. In this regard, the adjusted R Square represents an estimation of the actual 

R Square in the entire population (Pallant, 2010). However, as this study’s sample size 

with over 400 respondents is relatively large, the adjusted R Square does not have to be 

taken into account for further analysis. Eventually, the change in R Square is an 

insightful value, as it provides an indication about the change in variance in case a 

particular independent variable is added or removed (Pallant, 2010).  

Prior to the execution of a multiple regression analysis, one has to ensure that all 

of the variables which are included in the analysis consist of numerical values, as only 

then these can be utilized for the regression analysis. Hence, the variables of nationality, 

gender, age and education were coded to make them usable for the analysis. An 

overview can be found in Table 23 in Appendix C: Data examination. 
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ANOVA, short for Analysis of Variance, allows for testing whether or not there 

is a significant difference of the mean scores of factors (i.e. variables) in two or more 

different groups of respondents (Hair et al., 2014). The test produces different values 

that have to be assessed. The F ratio displays to which degree the variance is caused by 

differences in the groups, or if it is a result of noise such as individual differences in the 

groups, also called noise (Brace, Snelgar & Kemp, 2016). If the F-ratio is greater than 1, 

the variance can be explained by the independent variables and is not a product of the 

noise (Brace et al., 2016). In addition to the F-ratio, two sets of degrees of freedom 

corresponding to each F value has to be assessed (Brace et al., 2016). The degrees of 

freedom shows how many observations there were in the calculation of the error 

variance, and how many were in the calculation of variance due to the independent 

variables (Brace et al., 2016).  

When conducting this test, one assumption that has to be met is whether or not 

the variance within the groups of respondents is similar; termed homogeneity of 

variance or homoscedasticity (Brace et al., 2016; Hair et al., 2014). In order to control 

for this assumption, the significance level of the Levene’s test has to be assessed, where 

a significant value means that the assumption of homogeneity is violated (Brace et al., 

2016). In such a case, the values of the standard ANOVA table must be discarded, and 

instead, the values from a robust tests of equality of means have to be interpreted as a 

substitute (Brace et al., 2016).
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5 Data Analysis 
This chapter presents the analysis of the data, which have been gathered within the 

scope of this study. In essence, the chapter consists of data presentation and discussion 

of descriptives, continues with several reliability and validity tests, and eventually 

concludes with the testing of the hypotheses, which have been assembled previously in 

the frame of reference. 

 
5.1.1 Descriptive statistics 

The following sub-chapter presents the number of and characteristics of respondents, as 

well as the mean scores for the constructs in this study. Presenting the figures 

graphically was considered to be more suitable for this study in order to simplify the 

comparison between samples. 

This study was conducted among Facebook-users that considered themselves 

German or Norwegian. It can be challenging to set a distinction with regards to national 

and/or cultural populations, therefore the respondents were asked about whether or not 

they considered themselves German or Norwegians and would identify themselves as 

such, regardless of their current place of residence, or their heritage. There were no 

restrictions with regards to age or other demographic characteristics, nor psychographic 

traits or behavioral routines, such as Facebook usage frequency. In order to acquire 

representative samples, people from a diverse set of locations, age, interests and so on 

were approached by, as mentioned earlier, carefully selecting appropriate Facebook 

groups.  

The two surveys were distributed in Facebook groups with an approximate total 

member count of 40,000. They were in addition shared on private Facebook profiles, 

and direct messages, with a total reach of roughly estimated 2000 Facebook users, based 

on recent statistics on average friends in US Facebook users, which is approximately 

200 friends per user (Fractl, n.d.). The total number of responses was 435, whereof 14 

were removed because they did not belong to the target group. The remaining sample 

size for Germany was 203 and for Norway 218. This leaves a response rate of roughly 

1%. This low response rate can partly be explained by Facebook’s default algorithms 

deciding what to show in a person’s newsfeed, therefore it is likely that many people 

did not see the survey. It must also be emphasized that the number 435 was the number 

of completed surveys, meaning people who answered all questions and clicked send 

because Google Forms only provides the number of submitted responses, not the total 

number of people accessing the survey. A response rate constitutes of the number of 

completed and submitted surveys divided by the number of people approached, yielding 

a lower percentage.  

The surveys were distributed regularly, on different points in time, from March 

28th to April 22nd (Norwegian) and April 26th (German). There were more males in the 

German sample, and more females in the Norwegian sample (see Figure 3). A few 

respondents chose “other” as gender (0 in the German, 0.5% in the Norwegian sample). 

The alternative for those who did not want to provide their gender amounted to 2.46% 

and 4.10% respectively. 
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Figure 3: Gender distribution in both samples 

 

With regards to age, dividing them into established generation categories was 

considered appropriate for this study, as they can be related to historical events as well 

as technological self-efficacy. Although the exact age threshold being disputed amongst 

researchers, the generation categories were in this study defined as the following: the 

“Baby boomers” generation consisted of people currently aged between 56 and 74; 

people aged 38-55 were considered a part of “Generation X”; “Millennials” consisted of 

the 23-37-year-olds, and finally the “Generation Z” consisted of those 22 years and 

younger. Providing age was optional in the questionnaire, therefore there were some 

missing values which were replaced by the mean, placing them into the “Millennials” 

generation. A graphic presentation for respective countries is displayed in Figure 4 and 

Figure 5. 

 
Figure 4: Age distribution in the German sample 
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Figure 5: Age distribution in the Norwegian sample 

 

Another demographic question in the survey was education level. The education system 

in Germany and Norway differ substantially up to tertiary level education. Therefore the 

education levels were coded into approximate years of school attendance up to tertiary 

levels, where the achieved degrees of well-established Bachelor, Master and Ph.D. 

levels were applied. For instance, a person studying their last year of a master’s 

programme would fall into the Bachelor’s category. The distribution is presented in 

Figure 6, where it is quite clear that the majority of the respondents had completed high 

school level, followed by bachelor’s level. 3% to 5% of the respondents did not want to 

indicate their level of education. 

 

 
Figure 6: Education level in both samples 
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One thing that was unique to the German survey, was the indication of which state, or 

“Bundesland” the respondents belonged to, in order to see if there are effects on privacy 

concerns that can stem from the surveillance that occurred especially in the Eastern part. 

The distribution was very uneven, with a mere 3.45% of the respondents belonging to 

Eastern Germany, 89.66% to Western Germany, and the remaining 6.89% either did not 

want to answer or did not know which state they belonged to. 

 
5.1.2 Means for constructs 

As can be seen in Figure 7, the means for each nationality differs by approximately .3 

across all constructs, although slightly more on the masculinity construct. This is in 

accordance with Hofstede’s findings, where the German culture is regarded as 

masculine while the Norwegian culture is regarded as feminine. However, the 

difference is substantially larger in Hofstede’s original findings, with a score of 66 and 

8 respectively (Hofstede Insights, n.d.). 

 
Figure 7: Mean scores for each construct 
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5.2 Data examination 

As there are two samples in this study, one from Germany and one from Norway, this 

sub-chapter presents these independently, as well as a merged sample. The quality 

assurance tests will be presented in the following order: Germany, Norway, and a 

merged sample. 

 
5.2.1 Reliability testing 

As the reliability of a set of constructs is crucial to ensure reproducibility, the data used 

in this study has been tested using a split-half technique to produce a Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient. All of the privacy constructs achieved a Cronbach’s alpha exceeding the 

desired level of .7, indicating that they were reliable. One of the privacy attitudes items 

had an item-total correlation of .365 and was therefore removed from the German 

sample to ensure higher reliability. Hofstede’s masculinity dimension could however 

not pass the test in any of the samples, with Cronbach’s alpha coefficients ranging from 

.5 to .6. The test results can be seen in Table 5, Table 6, and Table 7. 
 

Table 5: Outcome of reliability test for the German sample 
Construct Number of items Cronbach’s α Item-total correlation range 

Self-disclosure 3 .725 .441 - .639 

Privacy concerns 5 .845 .549 - .729 

Privacy attitudes 3 .726 .498 - .625 

Privacy intentions 3 .804 .531 - .748 

Masculinity 3 .600 .353 - .445 

 

Table 6: Outcome of reliability test for the Norwegian sample 
Construct Number of items Cronbach’s α Item-total correlation range 

Self-disclosure 3 .860 .642 - .791 

Privacy concerns 5 .872 .655 - .721 

Privacy attitudes 4 .894 .716 - .838 

Privacy intentions 3 .892 .723 - .828 

Masculinity 3 .500 .271 - .446 

 
Table 7: Outcome of reliability test for both samples 
Construct Number of items Cronbach’s α Item-total correlation range 

Self-disclosure 3 .805 .552 - .726 

Privacy concerns 5 .858 .635 - .725 

Privacy attitudes 4 .814 .546 - .733 

Privacy intentions 3 .855 .639 - .788 

Masculinity 3 .560 .315 - .455 

 
5.2.2 Validity testing 

Moving on to the validity testing, the data were analyzed by means of a principal 

component analysis, with a Varimax rotation. Five components were selected, and all 

items for each construct loaded sufficiently on respective components, including 

masculinity. In addition, the KMO exceeded the threshold of .5. This applies to both 

nationalities as well as the merged sample, and the tables can be found in Table 24, 

Table 25, and 
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Table 26 in Appendix C: Data examination.  

Due to the construct masculinity being deemed to not be considered reliable, a 

factor analysis was conducted for each sample once more, this time with masculinity 

excluded. It was expected that narrowing down the number of components to 4 would 

change the component loadings and KMOs for the remaining constructs. The 

component and item reduction did however not create any large differences.  

In the German sample, the KMO was .768, significant on a p < .001 level, and it 

exceeded the threshold of .5. There were four components with an eigenvalue of greater 

than 1 were found, and all the items for self-disclosure, privacy concerns, attitude and 

intentions loaded on respective components, which are shown in Table 8. The 

Norwegian sample yielded a KMO of .849, significant on a p < .001 level, with all 

items for each construct loading over .7 on respective components, as seen in Table 9. 

Finally, the merged data set including both nationalities did, as displayed in Table 10, 

load significantly on respective components, and here the KMO was .820, significant at 

a p < .001 level. To conclude, the Varimax rotated factor analyses indicated that all four 

informational privacy constructs across all samples could be deemed valid. 

 
Table 8: Varimax rotated factor analysis for the German sample 

Component 

Item 1 2 3 4 

SD1    .764 

SD2    .847 

SD3    .702 

PC1 .744    

PC2 .835    

PC3 .796    

PC4 .709    

PC5 .821    

PA1  .577   

PA2  .671   

PA3  .736   

PA4  .813   

PI1   .832  

PI2   .796  

PI3   .736  

KMO: .768***  N: 203   

 
Table 9: Varimax rotated factor analysis for the Norwegian sample 

Component 

Item 1 2 3 4 

SD1   .877  

SD2   .894  

SD3   .789  

PC1 .762    

PC2 .823    

PC3 .812    

PC4 .824    

PC5 .815    

PA1  .790   

PA2  .855   

PA3  .786   

PA4  .857   

PI1    .796 

PI2    .788 

PI3    .808 

KMO: 849***  N: 218   
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Table 10: Varimax rotated factor analysis for both samples 

Component 

Item 1 2 3 4 

SD1   .835  

SD2   .872  

SD3   .761  

PC1 .750    

PC2 .834    

PC3 .799    

PC4 .771    

PC5 .817    

PA1  .706   

PA2  .797   

PA3  .766   

PA4  .832   

PI1    .829 

PI2    .819 

PI3    .771 

KMO: .820***  N: 421   

 

In order to test the correlation between the constructs, a Pearson’s r was computed and 

did not result in any coefficients above the recommended .9 by O’Brien and Scott 

(2012) between any of the constructs in either sample. There were no extraordinary 

relationships between the constructs; concerns reduced all the other privacy constructs, 

while attitudes, intentions, and self-disclosure had mutually positive correlations. 

Masculinity however alternated between positive and negative correlations across the 

different samples. These correlations were however very small and/or insignificant, 

which can be seen in Table 11, Table 12, and Table 13 for respective samples. 

 
Table 11: Pearson’s r for the German sample 

Construct 

Self-

disclosure 

Privacy 

concerns 

Privacy 

attitudes 

Privacy 

intentions Masculinity 

Self-disclosure 1     

Privacy concerns -.147* 1    

Privacy attitude .183** -.098 1   

Privacy intention .396*** -.267*** .436*** 1  

Masculinity -.052 -.085 .040 .176* 1 

*  Significant at the .05 probability level (2-tailed) 

** Significant at the .01 probability level (2-tailed) 

*** Significant at the .001 probability level (2-tailed) 

 
Table 12: Pearson’s r for the Norwegian sample 

Construct 

Self-

disclosure 

Privacy 

concerns 

Privacy 

attitudes 

Privacy 

intentions Masculinity 

Self-disclosure 1     

Privacy concerns -.066 1    

Privacy attitude .358*** -.219** 1   

Privacy intention .477*** -.228** .627*** 1  

Masculinity -.028 .118 .215 .087 1 

*  Significant at the .05 probability level (2-tailed) 

** Significant at the .01 probability level (2-tailed) 

*** Significant at the .001 probability level (2-tailed) 
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Table 13: Pearson’s r for both samples 

Construct 

Self-

disclosure 

Privacy 

concerns 

Privacy 

attitudes 

Privacy 

intentions Masculinity 

Self-disclosure 1     

Privacy concerns -.111* 1    

Privacy attitude .262*** -.146** 1   

Privacy intention .449*** -.253*** .519*** 1  

Masculinity -.055 .037 .083 .111* 1 

*  Significant at the .05 probability level (2-tailed) 

** Significant at the .01 probability level (2-tailed) 

*** Significant at the .001 probability level (2-tailed) 

 

As can be seen, the construct for Hofstede’s cultural dimension did not perform well in 

the quality testing. As the secondary statistical data show, there are clear differences in 

social media use and ICT privacy concerns in general in the two populations. An 

attempt to understand these differences, the most prevalent established cultural factor 

was chosen, but unfortunately failed to apply to quality assumptions. 

The reason for why the construct of masculinity did not pass the quality testing, 

might be twofold. As this study has discussed before, Hofstede’s dimensions are created 

in a context of organizational culture, and adapting the items into a more everyday, 

individual context involves risks (Sharma, 2010). The items that were considered most 

suitable for this study were from a study by Yoon (2009) intended for a Chinese sample, 

which was then modified slightly to fit a German and Norwegian population. One item 

from Yoon (2009) for instance, was “A man should be strong and a woman should be 

tender”. The word “tender” cannot be perfectly translated into any Norwegian word that 

would capture the true meaning. It was, therefore, after extensive researching and 

discussion with members of the intended populations, replaced by the German and 

Norwegian equivalent of “emotional”, a word that would be interpreted exactly the 

same in both languages. Other questions were after the advice from the pre-testers and 

professors extended with examples. These changes could potentially distort the result, 

however, one study (Bearden et al., 2005) even failed in quality testing the original 

items from VSM 94. 

Secondly, these cultural dimensions are aging, whereas the society is changing, 

especially due to the globalization caused by amongst other the internet. There are also 

political changes that might alter the respondents’ answers. Recently there has been a 

large focus on gender equality within the German society in terms of distributions in 

leading work positions. This focus can have skewed the German population more 

towards a feminine one. Taking subjective norm into the equation, some respondents 

may arguably, although having masculine attitudes, answer more in the direction of a 

feminine culture. 

 

5.3 Hypothesis testing 
5.3.1 Multiple regression 

As it can be observed in the conceptual model, this study employs a total number of 

three different dependent variables, which are privacy attitude, privacy intention, and 

self-disclosure. Hence, three different multiple regression tables are created within the 

scope of study, in the sense that every dependent variable is modeled separately in line 

with its respective predictor variables and the control variables. In this regard, Table 14 

considers self-disclosure as the dependent variable. Here, model 5 is of utmost 

importance, as this model includes all of the different predictor variables (privacy 

concerns, privacy attitude, and privacy intentions) in line with the control variables. 
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Based on model 5, hypotheses can be accepted or rejected, as this model depicts the 

collective impact of the predictor variables and the control variables on self-disclosure. 

Along with this, model 1 to 4 display the relationship of the respective predictors 

towards the dependent variable stand-alone to examine the singular impact that a 

particular predictor has. On a side note, it has to be emphasized that the control 

variables are included in every model. Overall, model 5 can be considered as a highly 

statistically significant model with regards to the analysis of variances, which was 

assessing the statistical significance of the R², as F(7,413) = 16.431, with p < .001. In 

addition to this, 20.5 % of the variance in self-disclosure can be accounted for by this 

model (adjusted R² = .205). Concerning the different predictors, it can be stated that 

only privacy intention was found to be a statistically significant predictor of self-

disclosure, as privacy intention is significant at the .001 level. In other words, it can be 

emphasized that privacy intention has a significant unique contribution on self-

disclosure (Pallant, 2010). By having a closer look at this very predictor, one observes a 

relatively high regression coefficient for privacy intention with a value of .473, 

indicating that the criterion variable self-disclosure is increasing by this amount in case 

privacy intention is increased by one additional unit. As a result, there was found 

support for Hypothesis 3, indicating that informational privacy intention in fact has a 

positive effect on an individual’s self-disclosure on Facebook. Thus, H3 can be 

accepted. On the contrary to this, neither privacy concerns nor privacy attitude were 

found to have a statistically significant effect on self-disclosure in the model 5. As a 

consequence, hypotheses 1b and 2b have to be rejected, as their respective p-values are 

exceeding the threshold of .05. 

Moreover, insightful information can be detected by having a closer look at the 

respective predictors stand-alone, so models 2 to 4 in Table 14. For instance, a 

statistically significant model emerges, when attitude is modeled stand-alone towards 

the dependent variable, as F(5,415) = 9.540, with p < .001. As it can be observed in 

model 3, this very model accounts for 9.2 % of the variance in self-disclosure, with an 

adjusted R² = .092. In this scenario, attitude also generates a relatively high beta value 

with .353. Furthermore, a statistically significant model emerges with regards to model 

4, when intention is modeled stand-alone towards self-disclosure, as F(5,415) = 22.767, 

p < .001. Here, this model accounts for 20.6 % of the variance in self-disclosure, 

indicating that this value is even higher than the adjusted R² in the final model. 

Accordingly, privacy intention, when being modeled stand-alone, reveals a relatively 

high regression coefficient with a value of .507, with which self-disclosure would 

increase, if one was to increase the predictor privacy intention by one unit. Hence, it can 

be stated that this model has the highest explanatory power concerning the dependent 

variable of self-disclosure. In other words, this model is the model which has the best fit 

with the sample of study. In addition to this, it is remarkable to observe that neither 

privacy concerns nor privacy attitude are significant in the final model, whereas privacy 

attitude is still significant when being modeled stand-alone. This change can be 

explained by the very strong beta value of privacy intention, which seems to severely 

outperform all of the other predictors, making it the only significant predictor variable 

in the final model. Moreover, another remarkable observation can be made by having a 

closer look at model 1, modeling only the control variables and the criterion variable. 

Here one observes the lowest of all the adjusted R²’s in Table 14, indicating that this 

model has low explanatory power towards self-disclosure and additional variables are 

needed to create an improved fit with the sample (Pallant, 2010).     

Furthermore, Model 2 was found to be statistically significant as well; however, 

concerning the singular impact of privacy concerns on self-disclosure, it can be stated 

that there is no statistically significant relationship between these two variables. 



  
 

50 

  

 
Table 14: Self-disclosure is the dependent variable 

Variables 

Model 1 (only 

control 

variables) 

Model 2 (control 

variables, 

concern) 

Model 3 (control 

variables, 

attitude) 

Model 4 (control 

variables, 

intention) 

Model 5 (control 

variables, concern, 

attitude, intention) 

Intercepts 3,318*** 

(0,402) 

3,699***(0,449) 1,841***(0,459) 2,108***(0,381) 1,818***(0,485) 

Control 

variables 

     

Nationality 0,469**(0,164) 0,417*(0,166) 0,584***(0,159) 0,275(0,148) 0,320*(0,154) 

Gender 0,099(0,142) 0,117(0,142) 0,053(0,136) 0,151(0,127) 0,135(0,128) 

Education 0,061(0,078) 0,071(0,078) 0,096(0,075) 0,073(0,070) 0,078(0,071) 

Generation -0,227*(0,096) -0,203*(0,097) -0,215*(0,092) -0,154(0,087) -0,160(0,087) 

Independent 

variables 

     

Concern  -0,095(0,050)   0,014(0,047) 

Attitude   0,353***(0,059)  0,075(0,066) 

Intention    0,507***(0,051) 0,473***(0,061) 

R2 0,026 0,034 0,103 0,215 0,218 

Adjusted R2 0,017 0,023 0.092 0,206 0,205 

Change in R2 0,026* 0,034* 0,103*** 0,215*** 0,218*** 

Std. Error of 

estimates 

1,37670 1,37253 1,32266 1,23720 1,23816 

f-values 2,772 2,938 9,540 22,767 16,431 

Degrees of 

freedom (DF) 

regression 

4 5 5 5 7 

*  Significant at the .05 probability level 

** Significant at the .01 probability level 

*** Significant at the .001 probability level 

S.E (standard error) is presented within 

parenthesis for each variable 

 

Moreover, Table 15 considers privacy attitude as the dependent variable, and reveals 

two different regression models, as model 1 depicts only the control variables towards 

privacy attitude, and model 2 includes the predictor privacy concerns next to the control 

variables. First of all, it can be stated that model 2 is a statistically significant model 

with F(5,415) = 4.830, p < .001. The model explains 4.4 % of the variance in privacy 

attitude. Privacy concerns is found to be a significant predictor of the dependent 

variable, namely privacy attitude, at the .01 threshold. An insightful observation is made 

by having a look at the regression coefficient of privacy concerns, which is -.132. This 

means that if the predictor privacy concerns is increased by one unit, then the privacy 

attitude decreases by the regression coefficient. In other words, the higher the privacy 

concerns of an individual, the more negative that individual’s privacy attitude becomes. 

As a consequence, it can be concluded that there is in fact a statistically significant 

negative effect of informational privacy concerns on an individual’s informational 

privacy attitude on Facebook. Hence, hypothesis 1a can be accepted. 
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Table 15: Attitude is the dependent variable 
Variables  Model 1 Model 2 

Intercepts  4,183***(0,321) 4,710***(0,355) 

Control variables    

Nationality -0,324*(0,131) -0,397**(0,131) 

Gender  0,132(0,113) 0,157(0,112) 

Education -0,099(0,062) -0,084(0,062) 

Generation -0,034(0,076) 0,000(0,076) 

Independent variable   

Concern  -0,132**(0,040) 

   

   

R2 0,030 0,055 

Adjusted R2 0,021 0,044 

Change in R2 0,030* 0,055*** 

Std. error of estimates 1,09718 1,08435 

f-values 3,236 4,830 

Degrees of freedom (DF) regression 4 5 

*  Significant at the .05 probability level 

** Significant at the .01 probability level 

*** Significant at the .001 probability level 

S.E (standard error) is presented within parenthesis for each variable 

 

Furthermore, Table 16 considers privacy intention as the dependent variable. Again, the 

significance of the final model is assessed at first, and it can be stated that a significant 

model emerges, when the control variables and privacy attitude are modeled 

collectively, as follows: F(5,415) = 37.118, p < .01. The model explains 30.1 % of the 

variance in privacy intentions, which is a relatively high value as compared to the 

values previously received in this study. Accordingly, privacy attitude was found to be a 

significant predictor of privacy intention at the .001 level, generating a regression 

coefficient of .593, with which privacy intention would increase, if one was to increase 

the predictor privacy attitude by one unit. As a result, H2a can be accepted, as 

informational privacy attitude is positively affecting an individual’s intention of self-

disclosure on Facebook. 

 
Table 16: Intention is the dependent variable 
Variables  Model 1 (insignificant) Model 2 

Intercepts  2,387(0,350) -0,095(0,349) 

Control variables    

Nationality 0,384(0,142) 0,576***(0,121) 

Gender -0,103(0,123) -0,181(0,104) 

Education -0,023(0,068) 0,036(0,057) 

Generation -0,144(0,083) -0,124(0,070) 

Independent variable    

Attitude  0,593***(0,045) 

R2 0,019 0,309 

Adjusted R2 0,009 0,301 

Change in R2 0,019 0,309*** 

Std. error of estimates 1,19692 1,00556 

f-values 1,975 37,118 

Degrees of freedom (DF) 

regression 

4 5  

*  Significant at the .05 probability level 

** Significant at the .01 probability level 

*** Significant at the .001 probability level 

S.E (standard error) is presented within parenthesis for each 

variable 
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Next to the findings related to the predictor variables, insightful observations can be 

made concerning the control variables. The most striking observation can be made by 

having a closer look at the control variable nationality, which is significant in all of the 

final models created for this study. Hence, there is a statistically significant relationship 

between nationality and self-disclosure, nationality and privacy attitude, and nationality 

and privacy intention. The authors of the study at hand did not hypothesize any of these 

relationships in the first place; however, as there seem to be significant relationships 

between these variables, further analysis will be conducted vide infra, in order to check 

for potential nationality differences within the constructs of the study at hand. 

 
5.3.2 ANOVA 

Hypotheses H5a to H5d were tested by conducting ANOVA tests of each of the privacy 

constructs. Due to the construct masculinity deemed unreliable, it was omitted from the 

tests. The complete test results can be found in Table 17 and Table 18. 

Regarding H5a, hypothesizing that Germans and Norwegians differ in terms of 

self-disclosure on Facebook, a one-way between-subjects ANOVA test was conducted, 

yielding a significant Levene statistic, showing a violation of the assumption of 

heterogeneity of variances. As a substitute, the robust test of equality was interpreted, 

providing a significant effect with a Welch F(1,417) = 4.714, p < .05. The mean for 

Germans was 3.7, whereas the mean for Norwegians was slightly higher: 4.0. Thus, the 

hypothesis was accepted, indicating a difference between Germans and Norwegians in 

terms of self-disclosure. 

Concerning hypothesis 5b, the assumption of homogeneity of variances test was 

insignificant, and the one-way ANOVA test showed a significant effect with F(1,419) = 

4.869, p < .05, with a mean of 4.6 for privacy concerns in the German sample, and 4.3 

in the Norwegian sample, hence hypothesis 5b could be accepted. There are indications 

of differences between Germans and Norwegians in terms of informational privacy 

concerns. 

Moving on to hypothesis 5c concerning whether or not Germans and 

Norwegians had different attitude levels towards the disclosing of personal information 

on Facebook, the hypothesis was accepted. The test complied with the assumption of 

homogeneity of variances, and resulted in a quite large F(1,419) = 8.481, p < .01. The 

German and Norwegian samples displayed mean scores of 3.6 and 3.3, respectively, 

indicating a more favorable attitude towards self-disclosure in the German sample. 

Lastly, hypothesis 5d concerning the intention to disclose personal information 

on Facebook, the test revealed a violation of the assumption of homogeneity of 

variances. The robust test of equality of means resulted in a Welch F(1,418) = 4.019, p 

< .05. Thus, the hypothesis was accepted, with an intention mean of 2.3 in the German, 

and 2.5 in the Norwegian sample on the intention to disclose personal information on 

Facebook. 

From these findings, it can be observed that the intention to disclose personal 

information on Facebook was significantly smaller compared to the perceived actual 

self-disclosure in both samples, where the total means for the combined samples were 

2.4 for intention and 3.9 for self-disclosure (Figure 7). The results of the tested 

hypotheses have been summarized in Table 19. 
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Table 17: ANOVA for the constructs with homogeneity of variances 
 Source SS df MS F Sig. 

Privacy 

concerns 

Between 

groups 

8.860 1 8.860 4.869 .028 

 Within groups 726.440 419    

 Total 771.299 420    

       

Privacy 

attitudes 

Between 

groups 

10.244 1 10.244 8.481 .004 

 Within groups 506.118 419 1.208   

 Total 516.362 420    

 

 
Table 18: Robust tests of equality of means for the constructs not meeting the assumption of 

homogeneity of variances 

 

Levene test 

sig.  Statistic (F) df1 df2 Sig. 

Self-disclosure .041      

  Welch 4.714 1 417.071 .030 

Privacy 

intentions 

.047      

  Welch 4.019 1 418.565 .046 

The two constructs had significant Levene statistic values, thus violating the assumption of homogeneity of variances 

 
Table 19: A summary of the hypothesis testing 
Hypotheses Result 

H1a: Privacy concerns → privacy attitudes Accepted 

H1b: Privacy concerns → self-disclosure Rejected 

H2a: Privacy attitudes → ↑ privacy intention Accepted 

H2b: Privacy attitudes → ↑ self-disclosure Rejected 

H3: Privacy intentions → ↑ self-disclosure Accepted 

H4: Masculinity → self-disclosure N/A 

H5a: Germans ≠ Norwegians in terms of self-disclosure Accepted 

H5b: Germans ≠ Norwegians in terms of privacy concerns Accepted 

H5c: Germans ≠ Norwegians in terms of privacy attitudes Accepted 

H5d: Germans ≠ Norwegians in terms of privacy intentions Accepted 

H5e: Germans ≠ Norwegians in terms of Hofstede’s masculinity N/A 

 
5.3.3 Additional findings 

In addition to answering the stated hypotheses, there are several other findings that are 

considered worthwhile to include in this study. One of them is comparing the German 

sample, and if there are any patterns that can be accounted for by which state the 

respondents belong to. The different states have been divided into East and West and 

compared in terms of the privacy constructs. It has to be noted that the sample 

belonging to East Germany is considerably smaller than the Western Germany sample, 

and this might be the reason for why only one relationship was considered significant, 

namely self-disclosure, as seen in Table 20. The one-way ANOVA resulted in an 

F(2,200) = 3.247, p < .05 for the between groups including the East, West and non-

response sample. Employing the Bonferroni post-hoc test presented in Table 21, 

showing the significant differences found between the East and West (p < .05), where 

the Eastern mean for self-disclosure was 1.214 larger than for the Western sample. 

There were no significant differences in concerns, attitudes or intentions. This finding 

contradicts that the country division and surveillance that was especially present in 

Eastern Germany would result in a lower self-disclosure in this sample. One reason 
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might be that the East Germany sample only consisted of respondents 37 years old and 

younger and did not live during the post-war surveillance period. 

 
Table 20: ANOVA for East- and West Germany on each construct 
 Source SS df MS F Sig. 

Self-disclosure Between 

groups 

10.399 2 5.200 3.247 .041 

 Within groups 320.302 200    

 Total 330.701 202    

       

Privacy 

concernsns  

Between 

groups 

1.336 2 .668 .394 .675 

 Within groups 339.457 200 1.697   

 Total 340.793 202    

       

Privacy 

attitudesns  

Between 

groups 

2.454 2 1.227 1.043 .354 

 Within groups 235.209 200 1.176   

 Total 237.663 202    

       

Privacy 

intentionsns  

Between 

groups 

2.321 2 1.160 .904 .407 

 Within groups 256.748 200 1.284   

 Total 259.068 202    

 
Table 21: Bonferroni post-hoc test on East- and West German respondents’ self-disclosure 
Dependent 

variable 

Sample Compared to 

sample 

Mean difference Std. Error Sig. 

Self-disclosure East West 1.214* .487 .041 

No answer 1.357 .586 .065 

West East -1.214* .487 .041 

No answer .143 .351 1 

No answer East -1.357 .586 .065 

West -.143 .351 1 

*  Significant at the .05 probability level 

 

One finding that is remarkable is that although the Germans seem to have a lower self-

disclosure, intention to self-disclose, and higher concerns, they have a more positive 

attitude towards disclosing compared to the Norwegian sample. Looking further into 

this, the Germans’ perceived advantage of disclosing information is particularly high, 

with a mean of 3.77 whereas the means for the Norwegians it is 3.30. The one-way 

ANOVA resulted in a Welch F(1,419) = 13.562, p < .001. 

Statistics (Eurostat, 2018) show that the number of German Facebook users was 

lower in highly educated people, in contrast with most other European countries, and it 

could be deduced that there might be such a pattern in self-disclosure, privacy concerns, 

attitudes, and intentions. In this study, there were no significant differences in this 

regard. Differences were however found in the Norwegian sample, where a Bonferroni 

post-hoc test for education level and self-disclosure resulted in an F (6,211) = 2.330, p < 

.05, and in privacy concerns with an F (6,211) = 2.704 p < .05. 

From the means graphically illustrated in Figure 8 it can be seen that there is a slight 

decrease in both self-disclosure and privacy concerns from elementary school, and when 

reaching a Ph.D. level, the self-disclosure decreases significantly and the gap increases. 

There is also a significant difference in the Norwegian sample with regards to age and 

privacy concerns, with an F (3,191) = 7.116, p < .001, where a Bonferroni post-hoc test 

indicates a steady increase in concerns with age. For instance, the baby boomers (56-74 

year-olds) exhibit a 1.973 higher mean difference compared to Generation Z (22 years 

and younger). 
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Figure 8: Education versus self-disclosure and privacy concerns in the Norwegian sample 

 

The Cambridge Analytica scandal that was revealed on March 17th (Cadwalladr & 

Graham-Harrison, 2018) has led to a lot of attention, judging from Google Trends 

(2018b). The survey for this study was distributed from March 28th, and it is considered 

likely that the respondents might have been influenced by the media coverage to a 

certain degree. Therefore, a comparison was made where the search popularity for the 

term “Cambridge Analytica” (a score between 0 and 100) has been compared with the 

construct means for privacy concerns on the respective days, for both countries 

separately. There are a few gaps in the data on concerns, but from Figure 9 and Figure 

10, a relationship between the search popularity and privacy concerns can be detected in 

the first ten days, especially in the Norwegian sample. 

 

 
Figure 9: Cambridge Analytica Google search popularity vs. concerns in the German sample 
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Figure 10: Cambridge Analytica Google search popularity vs. concerns in the Norwegian sample 

 

As this study is not based on experiments, there is no certain way to assess whether or 

not the reported self-disclosure is true. The accuracy of reported use has previously been 

assessed in terms of SNS usage frequency, indicating that depending on SNS type, 51% 

to 78% of the respondents reported the correct usage frequency (Scharkow, 2016). In an 

attempt to take this in consideration, this study’s questionnaire included a question 

where the respondents were encouraged to check their Facebook profile and indicate 

what type of information they had actually provided (e.g. full, real name, street name, 

interests). This data was later weighted based on perceived sensitivity in Nosko et al. 

(2010), where 1 indicated standard information, 2 indicated sensitive information, while 

3 indicated potentially stigmatizing information. The total score was added up for every 

respondent. Running a bivariate Pearson correlation test on the merged samples resulted 

in a significant moderate positive correlation between self-disclosure and type of 

information disclosed (r = .424, N = 421, p < .001, two-tailed). The test was also 

conducted on the German and Norwegian sample individually with similar results: r = 

 .412, N = 203, p < .001 and r = .422, N = 218, p < .001, respectively. This indicates 

that there is a relationship between the perceived level of self-disclosure and the 

reported amount and types of information on the respondents’ Facebook profiles, 

however the correlation cannot be considered large if following the rule of thumb from 

Brace et al. (2012).
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6 Conclusions and implications 
The final chapter of this study is delivering conclusions based on the discussion vide 

supra. Major findings are pointed out, along with theoretical and managerial 

implications. Eventually, limitations of study are presented and suggestions for further 

areas of research are made, which conclude this thesis.  

 

6.1 Discussion 

This chapter is discussing the results of this study, in the sense that the hypothesis 

testing is elaborated on and a connection is established from this study to previous 

research within the subject matter. 

 

As illustrated in the introduction, this study delves into the antecedents of individuals’ 

self-disclosure of personal information in a Social Networking Site context. Additional 

research in this area has been required with regards to opposing scholarly findings 

concerning the contemporary relevance of the privacy paradox. More specifically, it 

remains questionable up to this point whether the self-disclosure of personal 

information on SNSs can be significantly accounted by users’ privacy concerns, or 

whether other variables have additional explanatory power in this regard. Hence, within 

the scope of study, the three privacy concepts of concerns, attitudes, and intentions, 

along with cross-cultural differences have been subject of analysis and have been set 

into a relation towards self-disclosure. Even though this study is restricted to the SNS 

domain, it provides valuable insights for marketers, as this study attempts to explain 

individuals’ cognitive evaluations concerning personal information disclosure. By 

considering the drivers of this process, marketers are able to develop an enhanced 

understanding of users’ willingness to disclose personal information online. Thus, if 

addressed accordingly, personal information disclosure can be further stimulated by 

marketers, in an attempt to provide personalized content or targeted advertising.  

For the examination of the antecedents of self-disclosure, the hypotheses 1a, 1b; 

2a, 2b; 3 and 4 have been assembled. In addition, to check for potential cross-cultural 

differences with regards to the German and Norwegian samples, hypotheses 5a-5e have 

been developed. All of the hypotheses will be discussed vide infra. 

First of all, the hypothesized direct effects of the three privacy concepts on self-

disclosure (H1b; H2b; H3) will be discussed. H1b hypothesized that the self-disclosure 

on Facebook is affected by the informational privacy concerns which are held by a user. 

As indicated in the multiple regression analysis, H1b was found to be statistically 

insignificant and had to be rejected accordingly. Hence, this study confirms the privacy 

paradox, as informational privacy concerns and users’ privacy behavior, i.e. self-

disclosure cannot be significantly related to each other within the scope of this study. 

Even though the confirmation of the privacy paradox goes in line with Dienlin and 

Trepte (2015), who build the theoretical and operational foundation for this study, this 

finding has to be treated with caution, as both privacy paradox confirmations (Baruh et 

al., 2017; Dienlin & Trepte, 2015; Ellison & boyd, 2007) and falsifications (Chen & 

Chen, 2015; Kehr et al., 2015; Xu et al., 2013) can currently be found in academic 

literature. In addition to this, in light of the recent Cambridge Analytica data scandal, 

the confirmation of the privacy paradox can be considered as an unanticipated finding 

due to the fact that the questionnaires of this study were sent out shortly after the CA 

revelation, which possibly could have led to increased concerns amongst users along 

with a lower intention of self-disclosure on Facebook. However, one may also argue 

that the time span between the revelation and the send-out of the questionnaires was too 
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narrow to give the respondents enough time to discover the full depth of the data 

scandal, which in turn could have revealed a significant relationship between privacy 

concerns and actual privacy behavior amongst the respondents. Against that backdrop, 

future studies examining the privacy paradox might experience difficulties to replicate 

the confirmation of the privacy paradox. In this regard, Stutzman et al. (2011) 

emphasize that SNS users are particularly sensitive about data breaches on SNSs, as, 

within the scope of their study, the fear about information leakage on SNSs more than 

doubled the odds of limiting self-disclosure. Nonetheless, eventually it remains 

questionable as to why privacy concerns and recent data breaches did not seem to have 

an effect on users’ privacy behavior. An answer to this is delivered by Debatin et al. 

(2009), who posit that SNSs, in particular Facebook, have penetrated our everyday lives 

to such a great extent, which makes it difficult for users to limit their self-disclosure 

online, as less publicity and “social death” could occur to the users. Against that 

backdrop, future studies may have a closer look at users’ motivation to disclose 

personal information online, despite keeping concerns about privacy.  

 Moreover, H2b hypothesized that self-disclosure on Facebook is affected by the 

informational privacy attitude which is held by a user. With regards to the multiple 

regression analysis, the hypothesis had to be rejected, as the predictor privacy attitude 

was found to be statistically insignificant in the final model. However, when being 

modeled stand-alone, privacy attitude was found to have a statistically significant effect 

on self-disclosure, and generated a strong regression coefficient with .353. So even 

though H2b had to be rejected, there still seems to be a linear association between 

privacy attitude and self-disclosure on Facebook. This apparent association is confirmed 

by a significant number of studies. For instance, Stutzman et al. (2011) found that 

negative information privacy attitudes decrease users’ likeliness to disclose personal 

information on Facebook. Additionally, Dienlin and Trepte (2015) concur, as their 

study revealed a direct effect from informational privacy attitude towards actual privacy 

behavior. Accordingly, one may question why attitude did not perform well in the final 

model. One reason might be the scenario of an attitude-behavior gap within the context 

of study. The descriptives strengthen this notion, as Germans did reveal a higher attitude 

towards SNSs than Norwegians, however, lower self-disclosure, illustrating that 

positive attitudes towards SNSs cannot be necessarily translated into a higher level of 

information disclosure on SNSs.  

Additionally, as already indicated in the results section, another potential reason 

for the insignificance of attitude in the final model might be the strength of the third 

predictor, privacy intention, as it generated by far the strongest regression coefficient 

with .473, which seems to have outperformed the other predictors of privacy attitudes 

and concerns. In turn, privacy intention was found to be statistically significant in the 

final model and when being modeled stand-alone. Hence, this study accepts H3, 

indicating that users’ informational privacy intention is significantly related with their 

self-disclosure on Facebook. As previously discussed, Norberg et al. (2007) raised the 

discussion about the accuracy of the predictor “intention to disclose information” in 

relation to the actual self-disclosure. Even though a significant relationship between 

intentions and actual behavior was established within their study, the descriptives 

revealed higher arithmetic mean scores for the actual self-disclosure than for the 

intention to disclose information, which led to the authors’ assumption that intention 

might not be an accurate predictor of actual behavior. However, as the privacy intention 

was found to be the strongest predictor for this study, these findings are opposed to each 

other and call for further research on the relevance of intentions as a predictor for actual 

behavior.  
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The remaining two hypotheses H1a and H2a conclude the investigation of the 

antecedents of self-disclosure of personal information on Facebook. Whereas H1a 

argues for an effect of informational privacy concerns on informational privacy attitude 

on Facebook, H2a in turn hypothesizes an effect of informational privacy attitude on the 

intention to disclose information on Facebook. With regards to the multiple regression 

analysis, both hypotheses were accepted, so a statistically significant effect could be 

established from privacy concerns to privacy attitude, and in turn from privacy attitude 

to privacy intention. As H3 already established a significant relationship between 

intentions and self-disclosure, this study also reports an indirect effect from privacy 

concerns to self-disclosure on Facebook, via the two privacy concepts of attitudes and 

intentions. This effect (concerns-attitudes-intentions-disclosure) was also reported by 

Dienlin and Trepte in 2015.  

In conclusion, it seems that the privacy paradox still prevails for SNS users. 

Whereas the self-disclosure of personal information on Facebook cannot be exclusively 

explained by the privacy concerns a user holds, the level of self-disclosure can be 

meaningfully explained by considering the TPB and the three privacy concepts of 

concerns, attitudes and intentions.  

Eventually, hypotheses 5a-e will be discussed. All of them hypothesized that 

there exists a statistically significant difference between Germans and Norwegians 

concerning the five constructs employed in this study, respectively, which are the three 

privacy concepts of concerns, attitudes, intentions, along with masculinity and self-

disclosure. Recapturing the ANOVA results from the previous chapter, H5a was 

accepted, indicating that there exists a statistically significant difference between 

Germans and Norwegians concerning their self-disclosure of personal information on 

Facebook. More specifically, Norwegians were found to be more inclined towards 

personal information disclosure on SNSs than Germans, as the Norwegian mean scored 

with 4.0 slightly higher than the German one with 3.7. This finding of Norwegians 

disclosing more personal information on SNSs is consistent with recent statistics, in 

accordance with We Are Social and Hootsuite (n.d.), indicating that as of January 2018, 

about 69% of the Norwegian population were active social media users, whereas this 

number was significantly lower in Germany with only 46% active users on social 

media.  

As Norwegians disclose more personal information online, the antecedents 

employed in this study might provide insights as to why this is the case. One of the 

reasons for this seems to be the privacy concerns of the Germans, which are higher than 

the Norwegian concerns. In this regard, H5b found a statistically significant difference 

amongst Germans and Norwegians for the construct of informational privacy concerns. 

More specifically, the ANOVA test revealed a mean score of 4.6 for the Germans, 

whereas the Norwegians scored 4.3. As illustrated before, the higher privacy concerns 

of the Germans might stem from an inherent skepticism towards data collection, based 

on the negative experiences which have been made in the course of German history, 

with regards to information tracking and surveillance of the population during times of 

the Nazi regime, or in Eastern Germany after World War 2 (Cameron, 2016; Freude & 

Freude, 2016). This skepticism, which still seems to be prevalent in society, may also 

explain the fact that Germans reveal a relatively high privacy literacy and interest in 

privacy protection measures (Eurostat, 2018).  

In addition to this, H5c was accepted, indicating that there exists a statistically 

significant difference between Germans and Norwegians in terms of informational 

privacy attitudes on Facebook. In particular, a more positive attitude towards self-

disclosure was observed for the German sample with a mean score of 3.6, whereas the 
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Norwegians scored 3.3. This finding is quite unanticipated, considering that eventually 

less information is disclosed by the Germans.  

Eventually, H5d was deemed to be statistically significant as well, indicating 

that there exists a difference between Germans and Norwegians in terms of their 

informational privacy intention. The mean score of the Norwegians here was 2.5, 

whereas the Germans revealed a mean score of 2.3. These values match with the values 

which are eventually received for the construct of self-disclosure as Norwegians 

disclose more information than Germans. As pointed out before, the construct of 

masculinity was excluded prior to analysis and hence, H5e was not answered and left 

open.  

 

6.2 Implications 

Theoretical implications 

This study replicated the model Dienlin and Trepte (2015) adapted from the TPB 

model, proving that the framework did also function for a cross-cultural sample, and 

that nationality did have an influence on informational privacy attitudes and self-

disclosure. It did also find support for the disputed paradox, that despite privacy 

concerns, there was no significant effect on the self-disclosure on Facebook. The study 

did also provide an indication of the influence of major events (i.e. Cambridge 

Analytica scandal) on privacy concerns. It provided an indication of a correlation 

between topic interest and concerns in the beginning, which faded out after the first ten 

days of the survey. Eventually, it needs to be pointed out that the multiple regression 

model on self-disclosure had an R Square value of 20,5%, indicating that there exist 

other predictive variables than the ones employed in this study may have explanatory 

power towards self-disclosure as well. 

 

Managerial implications 

As targeted marketing is a large contributor to sales, it is important that the marketers 

get as much personal information as possible. As found in this study as well as in 

previous studies, the intention is the main driver of self-disclosure and appears to be an 

especially important variable for marketers to work with. In addition, a positive attitude 

was found to increase self-disclosure if tested alone as well as indirectly through 

intention. The questions found in Appendix B: Questionnaire for measuring attitude 

provides an indication that the perceived usefulness and advantage of and from 

disclosing personal information is important. Usefulness incorporates several aspects, 

such as the degree this information will help users get in touch with people they want to 

have a connection to. Similarly to usefulness, advantage can derive from more technical 

functions such as using a Facebook-account for logging into other websites and 

applications, without the need of filling in the required information. These insights can 

help marketers lead people further to intention, and finally to actual self-disclosure, for 

example by incorporating the mentioned fill-in and log-in functions. The social network 

site providers can consider what type of information they offer users to provide and to 

which degree this information helps the users achieve their goal. For instance, looking 

at Table 22 in Appendix A, this study found that only 1% to 6% of the respondents 

provided their street name. It is according to Nosko et al. (2010) not considered a very 

sensitive piece of information, indicating that the privacy concerns are not the issue, so 

perhaps the SNS providers should remove that field and replace it with a more useful 

type of information from both the users’ perspective and for targeted marketing. In 

addition, the findings from this study can also be transferred to the context of products 

and services that require collection of personal information, such as fitness applications 

which collects personal, nutritional and positional data. 
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Furthermore, as information privacy concerns have been found to indirectly 

decrease self-disclosure, managers and SNS providers can create a more transparent 

privacy policy and improved security measures as well as reducing the amount of 

collected information to only the most necessary types. This may, in addition, lead to a 

higher perceived control from the SNS users’ perspective, which might, in turn, 

decrease the feeling of being careless when disclosing information, thus improving their 

attitude. It is only when the worldwide public give their personal information to 

companies and SNS providers that the potential of an online presence and targeted 

marketing can be fully utilizable. Earning this trust requires tailoring their collection of 

information to tend to the diverse preferences in the different geographical regions. 

With regards to the cultural comparison conducted in this study, the findings can help 

SNS providers as well as the organizations’ presence especially in Germany, but also in 

Norway. Secondary sources show a higher SNS participation and lower online privacy 

concerns in Norwegians, and the results from this study show fewer concerns in this 

sample, as well as higher intention to disclose and the actual self-disclosure, providing 

an indication of the potential for improvements in the German market. 

 

6.3 Limitations 

Limitations of this study are mainly related to the means of data collection as well as the 

chosen research approach. What is perhaps most prominent is the inability to create 

items for measuring the cultural dimension of masculinity. A second aspect is the 

choice of approach, where quantitative surveys have their limitations. Especially in the 

context of privacy, a bias can arise from highly concerned people not wanting to 

provide answers in an online survey. Although there were “do not want to answer” 

alternatives for all potentially identifying demographic and geographic variables, the 

voluntary nature of this survey might have attracted a biased set of respondents. The 

study was also not an experimental one, thus there is no guarantee that the reported self-

disclosure is accurate. Thirdly, the more nuanced reasons behind the answers could not 

be captured, as is the case with most survey-based quantitative studies which do not 

allow for detailed answers. Lastly, the fact that the Cambridge Analytica scandal came 

to the public eye, as well as the GDPR media covering, is likely to have altered people’s 

opinions, and the results might have fluctuated on basis of exposure to and interest 

around the topic, leading to a result not generalizable in a longer term. 

 

6.4 Suggestions for future research 

Researchers interested in a more nuanced insight into the driving forces behind the 

antecedents of self-disclosure on SNSs are encouraged to conduct a qualitative study 

based on focus group and/or depth interviews. The method is not commonly used in this 

exact field of study and would be a good contribution to academic insight as well as 

managerial purposes. In addition, as mentioned, conducting an experiment, for instance 

by checking the respondents’ SNS profiles for disclosed information might give a more 

accurate result, especially if comparing to the perceived degree of self-disclosure. It is 

also suggested to conduct a similar study like this in the future when there is fewer 

media coverage on the topic in order to get a better long-term generalization, as well as 

getting an insight in the impact of media on people’s opinions and actions. As this study 

revealed, the attitudes of the Germans respondents towards disclosing information was 

higher than that of the Norwegians. Discrepancies between attitude and behavior is 

nothing new, but the fact that a higher concerned sample displays a more favorable 

attitude to the behavior in question raises questions regarding the mechanisms behind 

this, questions that further research could address. Lastly, as the dimension of 
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masculinity did not pass the quality assurance tests in this study, similarly to other 

studies testing Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, it is suggested to develop new constructs 

for capturing the diversity in populations. These constructs should fill in the need for 

measures fitting into an individual context in a modern and developing world. 

 

6.5 Conclusion 

In sum, this study provides valuable insights concerning SNS users’ disclosure of 

personal information, particularly considering the cognitive processing related to the 

self-disclosure. Most importantly, only the privacy concept of intentions was found to 

possess a direct effect on users’ self-disclosure of personal information on Facebook. 

The other two privacy concepts of concerns and attitudes only revealed an indirect 

effect towards self-disclosure, where privacy concerns affect attitudes, attitudes affect 

intentions, and in turn intentions affect self-disclosure. Hence, this study confirms the 

privacy paradox, in the sense that privacy concerns and privacy behavior are not 

significantly related. However, this study is able to meaningfully explain the Facebook 

users’ self-disclosure with help of the TPB and the three privacy concepts of concerns, 

attitudes and intentions as illustrated in the scenario mentioned above. In addition, this 

study reveals fundamental differences concerning all of the constructs amongst the 

German and Norwegian samples of respondents.
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Appendices 

Appendix A 
 

Table 22: Comparison of percentage of types of disclosed information  

 

Authors (year) 

Country Full name Birth year Birth date Hometown Present city Street name 

This study (2018) 

Germany|Norway 
57|94% 71|76% 80|86% 56|72% 53|78% 1|6% 

Nosko et al. (2010) 

Canada 
- 73% 84% 45% 8% 4% 

Debatin et al. 

(2009) 

USA 

90% 90% 90% - 33% 

Tufekci (2008) 

USA 
95% - - - - 13% 

       

Authors (year) 

Country 

Phone 

number E-mail School Employer 

Identifying 

profile 

picture 

Relationship 

status 

This study (2018) 

Germany|Norway 
5|25% 37|31% 48|57% 84|87% 22|68% 

Nosko et al. (2010) 

Canada 
5% 43% 83% 35% 74% 63% 

Debatin et al. 

(2009) 

USA 

33% 80% - 90% - 

Tufekci (2008) 

USA 
21% - - - - 76% 

       

Authors (year) 

Country 

Sexual 

orientation Religion 

Political 

views Interests Activities  

This study (2018) 

Germany|Norway 
11|11% 3|11% 3|12% 44|30% 27|23%  

Nosko et al. (2010) 

Canada 
55% 31% 35% 47% 37%  

Debatin et al. 

(2009) 

USA 

- - - 80% -  

Tufekci (2008) 

USA 
72% 44% 46% - -  

      

Authors (year) 

Country 

Favorite 

music 

Favorite 

movies 

Favorite 

TV shows 

Favorite 

books   

This study (2018) 

Germany|Norway 
44|33%   

Nosko et al. (2010) 

Canada 
51% 50% 47% 41%   

Debatin et al. 

(2009) 

USA 

80% - - -   

Tufekci (2008) 

USA 
80% 78% - 66%   
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Appendix B: Questionnaire 

Screening questions 

 

Are you a Facebook user? 

○ Yes 

○ No [if No, exit survey] 

 

Do you consider yourself German/Norwegian? [Depending on language version] 

○ Yes 

○ No [if No, exit survey] 

 

Privacy questions 

Privacy behavior [Strongly disagree – Strongly agree] 

 

• I have posted a lot of identifying information on Facebook 

• A lot of identifying information can generally be found on my Facebook 

PROFILE 

• I can be precisely identified on Facebook by strangers 

 

Which of these types of (legitimate) information do you have on your Facebook profile? 

(Regardless of privacy settings) 

 

☐ Full name ☐ Birth year ☐ Birth date ☐ City you come from ☐ City you live in 

now 

☐ Street name ☐ Phone number ☐ E-mail address  

☐ Current workplace and/or school 

☐ Profile picture of yourself ☐ Relationship status ☐ Sexual 

orientation  ☐ Religious views 

☐ Political views ☐ Interests ☐ Activities ☐ Favorite music, movies, TV 

shows and/or books ☐ “About me” section 

 

Privacy concerns [Strongly disagree – Strongly agree] 

 

• I am in general concerned about my privacy when I am using the internet 

• I am concerned that I am asked for too much personal information when I 

register online 

• I am concerned that I am asked for too much information when I do online 

purchasing 

• I am concerned about identity theft on the internet 

• I am concerned about people I do not know acquiring personal information 

about me from my online activities 

 

Privacy attitudes 

I think that giving information on Facebook that identifies me is… 

 

• Not useful - Very useful 

• Disadvantageous - Advantageous 

• Careless - Not careless 

• Very bad - Very good 



  
 

III 

 

Privacy intentions [Strongly disagree – Strongly agree] 

 

• I currently want to provide a lot of identifying information on Facebook 

• I generally want to have a lot of identifying information about myself on my 

Facebook profile 

• I want to be precisely identifiable for strangers on Facebook 

 

Culture questions 

Masculinity/femininity [Strongly disagree – Strongly agree] 

 

• The fulfillment of tasks is more important than caring for others 

• A job with high earnings is better than a job with high quality of life 

• A man should be strong and a woman should be emotional 

 

[In German version] Which state do you belong to? 

Drop-down menu with all 16 states 

 

What is your age? [Not mandatory] 

○ Enter age: 

 

What is your gender? 

○ Male 

○ Female 

○ Other/Do not wish to answer 

 

What is your highest completed education level? 

○ None 

○ Primary school [year 1-10] 

○ Secondary school 

○ Bachelor’s degree 

○ Master’s degree 

○ Doctoral degree 

○ Do not wish to answer 

○ Other: 
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Appendix C: Data examination 

 
Table 23: Coding of demographic and geographic variables 
Variable  Coded to 

Age groups 

≤ 22: Generation Z 1 

23 - 37: Millennials 2 

38 – 55: Generation X 3 

56 – 74: Baby boomers 4 

No answer 2.34 (mean) 

Gender 

Male 1 

Female 2 

Other/Do not want to answer 1,50 (mean) 

Education 

No completed formal education 1 

Elementary 2 

Upper high school/apprenticeship 3 

Bachelor 4 

Master 5 

Ph.D. 6 

Other: Assigned to closest category 

Do not want to answer 3.68 (mean) 

German states   

East Brandenburg 1 

Berlin 2 

Sachsen-Anhalt 3 

Thüringen 4 

West Schleswig-Holstein 5 

Hamburg 6 

Bremen 7 

Niedersachsen 8 

Nordrhein-Westfalen 9 

Hessen 10 

Rheinland-Pfalz 11 

Saarland 12 

Baden-Württemberg 13 

Bayern 14 

   

 Do not know/Do not want to answer 15 

 



  
 

V 

 
Table 24: Varimax rotated factor analysis for the German sample with masculinity included 

Component 

Item 1 2 3 4 5 

SD1   .746   

SD2   .834   

SD3   .677   

PC1 .748     

PC2 .832     

PC3 .794     

PC4 .703     

PC5 .821     

PA1  .571    

PA2  .665    

PA3  .724    

PA4  .812    

PI1    .800  

PI2    .754  

PI3    .716  

MA1     .729 

MA2     .818 

MA3     .626 

KMO: .740***  N: 203   

 
Table 25: Varimax rotated factor analysis for the Norwegian sample with masculinity included 

Component 

Item 1 2 3 4 5 

SD1   .877   

SD2   .898   

SD3   .739   

PC1  .770    

PC2  .823    

PC3  .813    

PC4  .817    

PC5  .813    

PA1 .807     

PA2 .851     

PA3 .777     

PA4 .872     

PI1 .484   .698  

PI2 .450   .691  

PI3    .726  

MA1     .705 

MA2     .805 

MA3     .582 

KMO: .833***  N: 218   

 



  
 

VI 

Table 26: Varimax rotated factor analysis for both samples with masculinity included 
Component 

Item 1 2 3 4 5 

SD1   .824   

SD2   .867   

SD3   .767   

PC1 .754     

PC2 .837     

PC3 .801     

PC4 .766     

PC5 .813     

PA1  .701    

PA2  .796    

PA3  .768    

PA4  .832    

PI1    .832  

PI2    .818  

PI3    .750  

MA1     .715 

MA2     .807 

MA3     .646 

KMO: .801***  N: 421   
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