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Abstract 

Social Networking Sites (SNSs), such as Facebook, are becoming increasingly popular. 

Their worldwide accessibility is attracting billions of SNS users from all over the globe, 

which results in a variety of different cultures meeting on the respective platforms. Apart 

from their growing popularity, privacy issues represent a downside of SNSs attracting 

strong media and research attention. Considering SNS users’ cultural diversity, recent 

studies show that a culture influences the privacy concerns of its respective members. 

Only little research investigating cultural differences in User Privacy Behavior (UPB) on 

SNSs has been carried out so far. Furthermore, the majority of existing studies include 

the United States (US) when comparing different cultures. Taking the fact into account 

that, for instance, more than three-fourths of all Facebook users are outside the US and 

Canada, this study builds on the current state of research by comparing the UPB of Ger-

man and Swedish Facebook users based on their different cultural characterization. In 

this context, two of Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimensions, Masculinity and Uncertainty 

Avoidance, serve as a foundation for the creation of hypotheses and the development of 

the research model. The chosen research approach had a quantitative design and was 

conducted as a web-survey. The sample consisted of 791 valid respondents (667 German 

college students and 124 Swedish college students). The findings reveal several significant 

differences between German and Swedish SNS users. According to that, Swedes, as mem-

bers of a low masculinity culture, have more SNS friends and a greater amount of 

strangers within these friends, compared to Germans, as members of a culture character-

ized by a higher masculinity. As a result of their comparatively low uncertainty avoidance, 

Swedish SNS users have more trust in both SNS providers and other SNS members than 

Germans, characterized by a higher uncertainty avoidance. On the other hand, Germans 

reveal higher privacy concerns and disclose themselves to a lower extent than Swedes. 

Besides, Swedish SNS users perceive the provided control over personal information on 

SNSs as sufficient, while Germans indicate a need for more control. Moreover, Germans 

apply the provided control settings to a greater extent than Swedes. The results provide 

relevant insights for SNS providers and help them in adapting their services in consider-

ation of the respective cultural attitudes in terms of UPB. 
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1 Introduction 

The emergence and evolution of the World Wide Web in the late 90s enabled undreamed 

possibilities and opportunities for individuals, organizations and the society. As a conse-

quence, a diverse pool of online applications exploiting the WWW’s capabilities emerged, 

striving for providing best possible services. Transnational communication and collaboration 

became natural and friends or business partners from all over the world seemed to be just 

one mouse click away. Among the most famous services, attracting billions of users, are 

social networking sites (SNSs) that facilitate location-independent social relationships among 

individuals. 

Nowadays, there exists a variety of SNSs encompassing countries from all over the world. 

While some of them are mainly operating in specific countries or regions (e.g. StudiVZ in 

Germany, Mixi in Japan, and QZone in China), others became available almost everywhere 

around the globe (e.g. Facebook and Twitter), reaching a potentially unrestricted amount of 

individuals. This results in a mash up, bringing together all sorts of individuals and groups of 

people with similar and diverse interests. Facebook represents the world’s most popular SNS 

(eBizMBA, 2013). The number of active Facebook users highlights its popularity. While the 

website revealed 175 million active users in the beginning of 2009 (The Associated Press, 

2013), the number has increased six fold within four years, reaching more than 1.1 billion 

monthly active users (MAU) in March 2013 (Facebook Investor Relations, 2013). Further-

more, it is the most popular SNS in 127 countries and it is estimated to increase its popularity 

(Guynn, 2013). 

Despite their popularity, SNSs exhibit drawbacks when it comes to privacy. Indeed, privacy 

on SNSs, in particular on Facebook, represents a critical concern heavily discussed by re-

searchers and media. According to a recently published article by Golijan (2012), more than 

every tenth American Facebook user stated to have never set or known about Facebook’s 

privacy tools. Moreover, the article highlights issues concerning Facebook’s data collection 

proceeding without the knowledge of its users and the lacking influence its users have over 

the audience of published information (Golijan, 2012). Another article compares Facebook 

to “a worldwide photo identification database” (Mui, 2011).  

While national-based SNSs are mainly composed of users who share the same language and 

similar cultural experiences (Cho, 2010), transnational SNSs, such as Facebook and Twitter, 

encompass a variety of different countries, hence different cultures. Considering this, recent 

studies have shown that the ways and purposes of using SNSs differ from culture to culture 

(Chapman & Lahav, 2008; Cho, 2010; Karl, Peluchette, & Schlaegel, 2010; Y. Kim, Sohn, & 

Choi, 2011; Marcus & Krishnamurthi, 2009). Their results reveal that while the individuals 

of some cultures are rather interested in playing games, others prefer to share pictures or 

want to sustain relationships with friends. With each individual acting based on its respective 

characteristics and cultural background, a diversity of different behaviors evolves on SNSs. 

In fact, not only the user behavior is influenced by the respective cultural origin, but existing 

research shows that different cultures also differ when it comes to privacy on SNSs (e.g. Cho, 

2010; Krasnova & Veltri, 2010; Tsoi & Chen, 2011; Wang, Norice, & Cranor, 2011).  
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1.1 Problem 

Even though transnational SNSs, such as Facebook, are becoming increasingly popular, only 

little research has been conducted to investigate cultural differences of user privacy behavior 

(UPB) on SNSs. Most of these included the United States (US) in their cultural comparisons. 

However, nowadays, approximately 79% of all daily Facebook users access the platform 

from outside the US and Canada (Facebook, 2013). These constitute more than three-fourths 

of all Facebook users, leading to results of existing studies that might not be representative 

for other cultures. Besides, as SNS providers often operate on a transnational scale, they are 

required to adapt their services to the different domestic conditions. This requires them to 

be aware of cultural peculiarities. 

To counter this situation a broader scope of countries needs to be compared and investi-

gated. A preliminary requirement of investigating the influence of cultural differences on the 

UPB are distinctive features of cultures. Only if the cultures being compared differ in their 

cultural characteristics can differences in the UPB of their respective users be ascribed to 

cultural values. As mentioned, many studies focus on users from the US. One of these was 

conducted by Krasnova & Veltri (2010) who found significant differences in the UPB of 

German and US users that could be ascribed to cultural characteristics. To evaluate if such 

findings are representative for other cultures as well, comparing German users with another 

non-US culture is one way of doing so. According to Hofstede (2001), a culture that differs 

greatly in its cultural characteristics from Germany is the Swedish culture. Hofstede’s cultural 

classification database indicates a high masculinity for Germany and a high femininity (low 

masculinity) for Sweden. Moreover, the German culture is characterized by a high uncer-

tainty avoidance whereas the Swedish shows a rather low uncertainty avoidance. These cul-

tural differences provide the base on which possible differences in the UPB can be ascribed 

to. 

In this context, no research comparing the UPB of German and Swedish SNS users could 

be found. Moreover, since Facebook represents the most accessed SNS and even the second 

most accessed website overall in both Germany and Sweden (Alexa.com, 2013), a more thor-

ough view encompassing Facebook users from these countries is reasonable in order to close 

the existing research gap. 

1.2 Purpose and Research question 

The purpose of this study is to investigate and analyze cultural differences in UPBs on SNSs. 

By comparing German and Swedish Facebook users, relations between cultural characteris-

tics and privacy-related issues, including the real life relationships to SNS friends, trust in 

both SNS providers and other SNS members, privacy concerns, as well as their self-disclo-

sure, and application/perception of provided control settings are examined. In order to fulfill 

the purpose of this thesis, the research is guided by the following research question which is 

answered in section 6.1: 

Are there differences in the UPB on SNSs between German and Swedish SNSs users? If yes, 

how can these differences be ascribed to different cultural values? 
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1.3 Delimitations 

This study solely focuses on Facebook as it represents the most popular SNS with the highest 

amount of MAU (Global Web Index, 2012). Besides, the countries being investigated are 

Germany and Sweden. To limit the influential factors on the gathered data, a homogenous 

group is the target audience. According to that, the emphasized users are college students 

and former college students in the age between 18 and 34, since this age group represents 

the highest user proportion on Facebook in both Germany (52%) and Sweden (43%) (so-

cialbakers, 2013). This ensures that influential factors such as differences in age and intellec-

tual variety are held to a minimum. Moreover, people can move from one culture to another. 

Different authors report that the process of adopting the rules, norms, and customs of the 

new culture is an ongoing process that takes place over time (Y. Y. Kim, 2001; Oberg, 1960). 

In this regard, for instance, someone who lately moved to Germany or Sweden may still 

reveal the culture of the respective country of origin. Moreover, a German or Swede might 

have left their respective countries at an early age and consequently grew up in a different 

culture. Therefore, in this study, all German and Swedish respondents need to have spent 

their major life time in either Germany or Sweden, respectively. 

1.4 Structure 

Chapter 2 introduces key terms, such as social networks and SNSs and describes privacy in 

general as well as in relation to SNSs and Facebook, respectively. Furthermore, it presents 

the applied cultural classification approach and introduces findings of previous related stud-

ies in the areas of privacy concerns, usage of SNSs and UPB on SNSs. The chapter is finalized 

by the establishment of the research model. 

Chapter 3 describes the methodological approach. In this context, the chosen research design 

and research model are justified, followed by the description of the sampling process and the 

reached confidence. Moreover, the chapter presents the processes of analyzing closed-ended 

and open-ended questions and introduces the survey instrument in more detail. 

Chapter 4 contains the results of the data collection and is divided according to the five 

constructs, introduced in chapter 2. 

Chapter 5 analyzes the results which are demonstrated in chapter 4 and assesses the research 

model’s validity by confirming or refuting created hypotheses. 

Finally, chapter 6 discusses the results and their implications for research and practice. Fur-

thermore, the above-mentioned research question is answered. Additionally, it contains 

methodological limitations and gives suggestions for further research. 

1.5 Definitions 

The area of investigation yields different terms and term-interpretations depending on the 

individuals working with them. This situation makes it necessary to establish a common un-

derstanding of the used concepts. Therefore, this section defines the terminology and the 

crucial concepts which are listed alphabetically. 
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Culture: “[Culture is] the collective programming of the mind which 

distinguishes members of one human group from another. 

[…] Culture is to a human collectivity what personality is to 

an individual. Culture determines the identity of a human 

group in the same way as personality determines the iden-

tity of an individual.” (Hofstede, 1980, p. 25) 

Femininity: “Femininity stands for a society in which social gender roles 

overlap: Both men and women are supposed to be modest, 

tender, and concerned with the quality of life.” (Hofstede, 

2001, p. 297) 

Information Privacy: Information Privacy consists of five major dimensions: (1) 

collection of personal information, (2) internal unauthor-

ized secondary use of personal information, (3) external un-

authorized secondary use of personal information, (4) er-

rors in personal information, and (5) improper access to 

personal information. (Smith, Milberg, & Burke, 1996) 

Institutional Privacy: The institutional privacy perspective refers to user-con-

cerns dealing with the way organizations manage stored in-

formation. (Raynes-Goldie, 2010) 

Masculinity: “Masculinity stands for a society in which social gender 

roles are clearly distinct: Men are supposed to be assertive, 

tough, and focused on material success; women are sup-

posed to be more modest, tender, and concerned with the 

quality of life.” (Hofstede, 2001, p. 297) 

Network: On a very basic level a network describes a bundle of nodes 

that are interconnected to each other. Such a construct 

builds up a topology, which defines the structure of the net-

work.  The type and usage of the interconnection highly 

depends on the network itself. Börner, Sanyal, and Vespig-

nani (2007) highlight this dependency as follows: 

“The structure [of a network] might be rooted or not and 

directed or undirected. Quantitative information about 

types, weights or other attributes for nodes and edges might 

exist.” (Börner et al., 2007, p. 541) 

Self-Disclosure on SNSs: A SNS user’s self-disclosure “reflects the amount of infor-

mation shared on a user’s profile as well as in the process 

of communication with others.” (Krasnova & Veltri, 2010, 

p. 2) 
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Social Network: The concept Social Network nowadays covers a wide range 

of phenomena used to describe non-technological social re-

lationships as well as implementations through simple peer-

to-peer networks up to websites such as YouTube, Flickr 

or Facebook realized by multi-billion dollar companies. 

Social Networking Site: SNSs are “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. 

The nature and nomenclature of these connections may 

vary from site to site” (Boyd & Ellison, 2007, p. 211) 

Social Privacy: The social privacy perspective addresses user concerns re-

garding self-control over their own personal information. 

(Raynes-Goldie, 2010) 

Uncertainty Avoidance: “The extent to which the members of a culture feel threat-

ened by uncertain or unknown situations.” (Hofstede, 

2001, p. 161) 

User Privacy Behavior: UPB on SNSs is an assembly of five constructs: (1) 

“Friends and Relationships on SNSs”, referring to the 

number of virtual friends and the real life relationships to 

them; (2) “Trust and Confidence on SNSs”, consisting of 

both trust in SNS providers and trust in other SNS mem-

bers; (3) “Privacy Concerns on SNSs”, determining the ex-

tent to which SNS users care about their privacy on SNSs; 

(4) “Self-Disclosure on SNSs”, concerning the amount of 

information that SNS users share on SNSs; and (5) “Con-

trol over Personal Information on SNSs”, consisting of 

both SNS users’ perception of provided control settings on 

SNSs and SNS users’ application of provided control set-

tings on SNSs. 
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2 Theoretical Framework 

This chapter provides the reader the required foundations that are needed in order to facili-

tate the understanding of subsequent chapters. According to that, it introduces key terms, 

such as social networks and SNSs and describes privacy in general as well as in relation to 

SNSs and Facebook, respectively. Furthermore, it presents the applied cultural classification 

approach and introduces findings of previous related studies in the areas of privacy concerns, 

usage of SNSs and UPB on SNSs. The chapter is finalized by the establishment of the re-

search model, including hypotheses, by connecting the different concepts of the theoretical 

framework. 

2.1 Social Networks and Social Networking Sites 

The terms Social Network and Social Networking Site are often used as synonyms. Although 

this might be possible in some cases, they describe different concepts. The concept Social 

Network nowadays covers a wide range of phenomena used to describe non-technological 

social relationships (Oxford Dictonaries, 2013) as well as implementations through simple 

peer-to-peer networks up to websites (Yang, Chen, Zhao, Dai, & Zhang, 2004), such as 

YouTube, Flickr or Facebook, realized by multi-billion dollar companies. Therefore, to in-

vestigate the area of Social Networks, it is necessary to agree upon a common understanding 

of what Social Networks are and how they are differentiated to Social Networking Sites. 

Dividing the term Social Network into its increments Social and Network seems to be a good 

point of departure. 

On a very basic level a network describes a bundle of nodes that are interconnected to each 

other (Börner et al., 2007). Such a construct builds up a topology which defines the structure 

of the network. The type and usage of the interconnection highly depends on the network 

itself. Börner et al. (2007) highlight this dependency as follows: 

“The structure [of a network] might be rooted or not and directed or undirected. Quantitative 

information about types, weights or other attributes for nodes and edges might exist.” 

(Börner et al., 2007, p. 541) 

A research discipline solely focusing on the investigation of networks is the Network Science. 

Depending on the origin of the investigated network, two main activities of the Network 

Science can be identified. Firstly, by analyzing existing, usually natural evolved networks, 

researchers try to obtain a deeper understanding of the structure and functioning of such 

constructs. Secondly, based on the obtained understanding, methods and practical ap-

proaches to model new or improve existing networks are acquired, which is also referred to 

as network modeling (Börner et al., 2007). 

Networks are omnipresent in the human life and vary in their structure, form and visibility, 

such as traffic networks (Williams, Mahmassani, & Herman, 1987), cell networks (Stewart, 

Golubitsky, & Pivato, 2003) or virtual networks like the World Wide Web (Albert & 

Howoong Jeong, 1999).  In the context of this study two types, human-made and natural 

networks, are considered; more specifically technological and social relationship networks. 
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Technological networks are usually present in the form of Information Technology (IT) net-

works consisting of an associated pool of peers (e.g. computers) interconnected through a 

physical connection (e.g. Cat 5 cables or IEEE 802.11) (Gallo & CISM, 2001). The focus lies 

in the physical connection of the peers, their resource sharing and communication with each 

other. Based on the chosen perspective, networks can also represent a structure of non-

physical connections between social individuals (Stevenson, 2010). One implementation of 

such a network can be seen in a group of people building a social relationship network in 

which the connection from one person to another is solely based on emotional and social 

values. In such networks the social aspects outweigh technology. According to Wasserman 

& Faust (1994) this social perspective toward a network highlights the “distinctive orientation 

in which structures, their impact, and their evolution become the primary focus” (Wasserman 

& Faust, 1994, p. 10). Thus, “[s]ince structures may be behavioral, social, political, or eco-

nomic” (Wasserman & Faust, 1994, p. 10), a Social Network might have no technological 

component at all, as it could be solely based on a social construct in which no physical con-

nection nor technology is required. 

However, in the context of this study such a technical component is present, indeed. In this 

case, the peers of a Social Network are constituted by real persons that represent themselves 

via computerized online user accounts on a website. These representations of existing per-

sons are intertwined with other users, which builds up the network. By allowing the users to 

be in control over the interaction with other platform members, the social component of a 

Social Network is established. Clearly, this network type already constitutes a very specific 

implementation of a Social Network, which requires its nodes (users) to interact through a 

web service, in this case a website. According to Boyd and Ellison (2007) the implementation 

of a Social Network that is based on a web-based service is defined as a SNS. SNSs are “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.” 

(Boyd & Ellison, 2007, p. 211). 

One factor that influences the authenticity of SNSs constitutes the validity of these accounts. 

As user accounts are artifacts made up by real persons, their consensus to the reality plays an 

important role, whether such a SNS is representative to the society it is depicting, or not. 

One way of increasing the authenticity of the SNS data pool is by forcing its users to directly 

relate their user account information to their true identity and reality, as implemented by 

Facebook (Facebook Agreement, 2013, para. 4.1). This reduces the possibility of a SNS to 

be infested by user accounts which do not have an existing likeness. Such made up user 

accounts antagonize the social component of SNSs, as they represent information that is 

non-existent apart from virtual networks. In this regard, Mieszkowski (2003) describes the 

case of Friendster, a SNS that counted to the biggest SNSs in the years around 2005 (Mar-

wick, 2011). Friendster had to deal with the problem of fake profiles, representing non-ex-

istent persons or imagined figures. As such profiles are provided with the same functionality 

as valid user accounts, they interfere with the mission of a SNS to increase the accessibility 

of the social life, as its data pool represents an incorrect extract of the reality. 
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Besides the issues that SNS providers face with this situation, it this interesting to investigate 

the intention and reasoning of users to create profiles without an existing likeness as well. 

Marwick (2011) argues that in reality people represent themselves in different ways depend-

ing on the situation they face. “The persona one presents for a family member or professional 

colleague differs greatly from the way one’s identity operates in, for example, a romantic 

context.” (Marwick, 2011). Even though made up user accounts are partly represented in 

people’s personalities, they cannot be referred to as valid user accounts, as such an account 

is representative for an existing person, not just one increment or personality part of it. Be-

sides the user’s intention to differentiate its self-representation depending on the target au-

dience, such as family members and work colleagues, another aspect are their social privacy 

needs. 

2.2 Privacy and Privacy on SNSs 

Before going into detail about the peculiarities of social privacy, the concept “Privacy” in 

general is investigated. A thorough historical review and analysis is provided by the Stanford 

Encyclopedia of Philosophy (DeCew, 2012). Thus, privacy often is analyzed in a legal matter, 

describing its implementation regarding human rights. Although this perspective onto pri-

vacy is discussed on a large scale, it does not fit into the scope of this study. Instead, the term 

privacy is used in terms of an informational perspective, rather than a juridical.  

Smith et al. (1996) provide a framework that captures “the underlying dimensions - both 

central and tangential – that have been identified  in either scholarly literature, in federal law, 

or in privacy advocates' writings” (Smith et al., 1996, p. 169) of information privacy practices. 

Five major dimensions were identified: (1) Collection of personal information, (2) internal 

unauthorized secondary use of personal information, (3) external unauthorized secondary 

use of personal information, (4) errors in personal information, and (5) improper access to 

personal information (Smith et al., 1996). The collection of personal information describes 

the phenomena of organizations to economically rely on captured personal information 

about their customers, although the affected individuals feel queasy about this situation. In-

ternal and external unauthorized secondary use of personal information both depict the ille-

gitimate use of gathered data, be it for the internal organizational use or for external third-

parties, e.g. the disposal of personal information. Errors in personal information refers to 

the information quality and validity. Factors influencing the amount of errors might be hu-

man mistakes or a lack of information maintenance. Finally, the dimension improper access 

extends the internal unauthorized secondary use by taking organizational data and security 

policies into account (Smith et al., 1996). 

Clearly, this point of view toward information privacy mainly considers the relation of indi-

viduals and respective organizations. In this context, Raynes-Goldie (2010) provides an di-

lated distinction between the institutional and social privacy perspectives with regard to 

SNSs. The institutional privacy perspective refers to user concerns dealing with the way or-

ganizations manage stored information (similar to Smith et al. (1996)), whereas the social 

privacy perspective addresses user concerns regarding self-control over their own personal 

information (Raynes-Goldie, 2010). This is an important distinction, because the former is 
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related to the user-to-service-provider connection, while the latter focusses on the user-to-

user (audience) connection. This includes aspects such as being in control of the audience 

accessing published information, connections to other users and self-control about personal 

information published by third-parties, that can be directly related to the user itself. 

Acquisti and Gross (2006) derive in their conducted study in which 294 respondents partic-

ipated, that “[r]espondents were more concerned (with statistically significant differences) 

about threats to their personal privacy than about terrorism or global warming” (Acquisti & 

Gross, 2006, p. 44). Influences leading to such results are rooted in the combination of users’ 

self-disclosure and helplessness over their published information (Krasnova, Veltri, & 

Günther, 2012). Organizations, such as the Electronic Frontier Foundation1, demonstrate 

the importance of respecting user privacy needs through initiatives such as the Bill of Rights, 

defining fundamental user privacy rights (Opsahl, 2010). Besides, third users can directly 

influence the self-disclosure of others by publishing user specific private information. This 

might happen in the form of comments, pictures or videos in which personal rights are in-

fringed by a third party (Anderson, Diaz, Bonneau, & Stajano, 2009). The main problem with 

this situation is the user awareness of such published content. Without a direct tag (link) 

from the publisher to the related user, it is nearly impossible to estimate the audience range 

of the published information (Aimeur, Gambs, & Ho, 2010). And even though an affected 

user is notified of such a privacy violation, the instruments to conquer might be non-existent, 

ineffective or delayed in their actions. 

The way how users handle and are concerned about their privacy on SNSs is determined by 

their UPB. In this context, UPB on SNSs is defined as an assembly of five constructs: (1) 

“Friends and Relationships on SNSs”, referring to the number of virtual friends and the real 

life relationships to them; (2) “Trust and Confidence on SNSs”, consisting of both trust in 

SNS providers and trust in other SNS members; (3) “Privacy Concerns on SNSs”, determin-

ing the extent to which SNS users care about their privacy on SNSs; (4) “Self-Disclosure on 

SNSs”, concerning the amount of information that SNS users share on SNSs; and (5) “Con-

trol over Personal Information on SNSs”, consisting of both SNS users’ perception of pro-

vided control settings on SNSs and SNS users’ application of provided control settings on 

SNSs. 

2.3 Privacy in Facebook 

This chapter presents the relation of Facebook and its users’ privacy. Facebook2 is a SNS 

provided by the company Facebook Inc. It currently has the biggest user base with more 

than 1.1 billion MAU (Facebook Investor Relations, 2013). In order to investigate the com-

plex structure behind Facebook’s privacy system, it is necessary to highlight the main func-

tions Facebook offers its users. 

                                                 
1 https://www.eff.org/ 

2 http://facebook.com/ 

https://www.eff.org/
http://facebook.com/
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The initial required personal information to register a user account are very basic: name, 

surname, gender, e-mail, birthday and a password. After successfully registering an account, 

Facebook encourages newly registered users to add additional personal information to their 

accounts. For instance personal interests (hobbies, favorites such as all kinds of activities, 

places and people), work and education details, the home country, home city, relationship 

status including a link to the partner’s Facebook profile, links to relatives and their Facebook 

profiles, sexual interest (woman/men/both), languages, and contact information (messenger 

names, phone number, e-mail addresses). This information helps Facebook to suggest 

friends to help in increasing their friendship network. Besides, friends lists can be created 

and allocated to existing and newly added friends. One list, called “Close Friends”, is a fixed 

component, which semi-automatically adds friends one is in regular contact with. There are 

several ways of being in contact with other users: private messages, public messages, com-

ments, pictures, videos, check-ins, groups, events, apps and tags within all of these. A tag is 

a textual reference referring to another user’s profile page. Only private messages are per se 

limited in their visibility to the users that are texting, whereas the visibility of other commu-

nication ways depends on the user’s privacy settings. 

In the following section Facebook’s privacy mechanisms, their implementations and ways of 

how users can protect personal information are investigated through five categories: (1) 

friends and lists, (2) controlled self-disclosure, (3) security, and (4) confidential content pub-

lished by a third-party.  

(1) Friends and lists 

The concept “friends” describes the direct relation between two users being connected to 

each other. One user initiates the connection process by sending a friend request to the de-

sired receiver, who in turn can either accept or deny the friend request (Strater & Lipford, 

2008). Although the term friend indicates an existing friendship between two users, the con-

nected users do not necessarily need to be friends in reality too. This situation can be ex-

pressed by recent studies which show that an average Facebook user has approximately 190 

Facebook friends (Ugander, Karrer, Backstrom, & Marlow, 2011) which greatly exceeds the 

number of real friends (Boyd, 2004). To control the audience of published content, Facebook 

allows its users to create friends lists. Each friend can be allocated to several lists. When 

publishing content through one of the above mentioned channels, the user can choose be-

tween several audience-options: public, friends, friends except acquaintances, only me, cus-

tom, and lists (Facebook Help Center, 2013). 

(2) Controlled self-disclosure by the use of privacy settings 

According to Krasnova et al. (2012) “SNS providers find themselves under constant pressure 

to encourage user self-disclosure” (Krasnova et al., 2012, p. 127), while in the same time need 

to establish a trust base between their users and the platform. A study done by Dwyer, Hiltz, 

and Passerini (2007) shows that Facebook users have a high trust level into the platform and 

most respondents think that their published data is protected and not used in any other 

purpose than they agreed upon (Dwyer et al., 2007). Although a high trust base between 

Facebook and its users exists, they are still able to actively control their self-disclosure 
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through various methods. Facebook’s privacy settings are divided into three rubrics: (2.1) 

Privacy, (2.2) Timeline and Tagging, and (2.3) Blocking (see Table 2.1). 

Table 2.1 - Facebook's Privacy Settings (Facebook Privacy, 2013) 

(2.1) Privacy (2.2) Timeline and Tagging (2.3) Blocking 

Who can see my stuff? Who can add things to my timeline? Restricted List 

 Who can see your future 
posts? 

 Review all your posts 
and things you're tagged 
in. 

 Limit the audience for 
posts you've shared with 
friends of friends or 
Public? 

 

 Who can post on your timeline? 

 Review posts friends tag you in 
before they appear on your time-
line? 

When you add friends to your 
Restricted list they can only see 
the information and posts that 
you make public. Facebook 
does not notify your friends 
when you add them to your Re-
stricted list. 

Who can look me up? Who can see things on my timeline? Block users 

 Who can look you up 
using the email address 
or phone number you 
provided? 

 Who can look up your 
timeline by name? 

 Do you want other 
search engines to link to 
your timeline? 

 Review what other people see on 
your timeline. 

 Who can see posts you've been 
tagged in on your timeline? 

 Who can see what others post on 
your timeline? 

Once you block someone, that 
person can no longer be your 
friend on Facebook or interact 
with you (except within apps 
and games you both use and 
groups you are both a member 
of). 

 
How can I manage tags people add 
and tagging suggestions? 

Block app invites 

  Review tags people add to your 
own posts before the tags appear 
on Facebook? 

 When you’re tagged in a post, who 
do you want to add to the audi-
ence if they aren’t already in it? 

 Who sees tag suggestions when 
photos that look like you are up-
loaded? 

Once you block app invites 
from someone, you'll automati-
cally ignore future app requests 
from that friend. To block in-
vites from a specific friend, 
click the "Ignore All Invites 
From This Friend" link under 
your latest request. 

  Block event invites 

  Once you block event invites 
from someone, you'll automati-
cally ignore future event re-
quests from that friend. 

  Block apps 

  Once you block an app, it can 
no longer contact you or get 
non-public information about 
you through Facebook. 
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(2.1) includes options regarding the audience of published content (“Who can see my stuff?”) 

and the visibility to find the profile page by searching for the name, email address, phone 

number or search engines. 

(2.2) covers options encompassing the timeline (a news feed on the profile page) and tagging. 

Settings within (2.2) cover three categories: “Who can add things to my timeline?”, “Who 

can see things on my timeline?”, and “How can I manage tags people add and tagging sug-

gestions?” (Facebook Privacy, 2013). 

(2.3) is designed to specifically exclude lists, users, apps and event invitations. 

These officially provided mechanism do not constitute the only way to actively control ones 

self-disclosure. Although Facebook’s terms and conditions explicitly imply that “Facebook 

users provide their real names and information” (Facebook Agreement, 2013, para. 4.1) and, 

moreover, force its users to keep their data up to date (Facebook Agreement, 2013, para. 

4.7), fake user accounts still exist. In fact, Facebook reported that approximately 1.3% 

(~13.000.000) of its MAU appeared to be undesirable accounts (Facebook Inc., 2012). Ac-

cording to Facebook Inc. (2012), undesirable accounts “[…] represent user profiles that we 

determine are intended to be used for purposes that violate our terms of service […] (Face-

book Inc., 2012, p. 4). One approach of hiding a user’s true identity is by using a fake profile 

name, instead of the corresponding real name and surname. But using a pseudonym is of 

course not the only way to protect personal information. In fact, all functions Facebook 

provides to publish content can be abused to spread wrong information. This includes all 

personal information provided on the profile page, including images, such as the profile pic-

ture. 

(3) Security  

Although the focus of this study lies in the UPB, security does play a role in the context of 

privacy as well. Facebook, as many other online services, uses the combination of a login 

name, in this case the email address, and a password to identify a legitimate login attempt. 

To protect its users and their information, Facebook requires users to use a password with 

at least six digits. Moreover, Facebook nowadays includes an optional two-step authentica-

tion model. After its activation in Facebook’s security settings, each attempted login needs 

to be authorized through a six digit code, which is either send as a SMS to a predefined phone 

number or retrieved on Facebook’s mobile application. 

(4) Third-party published content 

Whereas the mechanism presented within (1)-(3) can directly be influenced by the related 

user, published content by third-parties cannot be controlled extensively, and thus plays a 

major influential factor in privacy. Third-party published content can be published with or 

without the will of the information owner. Eight different cases can be identified (Table 2.2). 
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Table 2.2 - Third-party published information matrix 

 With knowledge Without knowledge Tag 

Agreement 
Case 4.1 Case 4.2 yes 

Case 4.3 Case 4.4 no 

Disagreement 
Case 4.5 Case 4.6 yes 

Case 4.7 Case 4.8 no 

 

Case (4.1) describes the most desirable case. The user is aware of private information that is 

being published by third parties, agrees upon the publication and is even notified through a 

direct tag.  

Example: A friend posting a picture in which the user is tagged, personally informed of the 

publication and approves it. 

Case (4.2) describes the case in which personal information is being published without the 

knowledge of the user, but as a tag is existent, the user is getting notified of the publication 

and approves it. 

Example: A friend posting a picture in which the user is tagged and not personally informed 

of the publication, but approves it. 

Case (4.3) describes the case in which personal information is being published with the 

knowledge and agreement of the user, but without an existing tag. In this case it would be 

increasingly difficult for the related user to find the picture once it is posted, as no tag is 

present.  

Example: A friend posting a picture in which the user is not tagged, but personally informed 

of the publication and approves it. 

Case (4.4) describes the case in which personal information is being published without the 

knowledge of the user. Moreover, no tag is existent, but the related user gets informed about 

the information by coincidence and approves it.  

Example: A friend posting a picture in which the user is not tagged and not informed about, 

but sees the picture in his news feed by coincidence and approves the publication. 

Case (4.5) describes the case in which personal information is being published with the 

knowledge, but disagreement of the user. As a tag is existent the user gets notified of the 

publication and prohibits it.  

Example: A friend posting a picture in which the user is tagged and informed about the 

publication, but prohibits it. 

Case (4.6) describes the case in which personal information is being published without the 

knowledge of the user, but as a tag is existent, the user is getting notified of the publication 

and prohibits it.  
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Example: A friend posting a picture in which the user is tagged, thus notified, but not per-

sonally informed about the publication and prohibits it. 

Case (4.7) describes the case in which personal information is being published with the 

knowledge, but disagreement of the user and without an existing tag. In this case it would be 

increasingly difficult for the related user to find the picture once it is posted, as no tag is 

present.  

Example: A friend posting a picture in which the user is not tagged and not informed about, 

but sees the picture in his news feed by coincidence and prohibits the publication. 

Case (4.8) describes the case in which personal information is being published with the (the-

oretical) disagreement and without the knowledge of the user nor an existing tag. In this case 

it would be increasingly difficult for the related user to find the picture once it is posted, as 

no tag is present and the user is not aware of any published information. Moreover, as the 

published information represents undesirable content, it could actually damage the reputa-

tion of the user or spread confidential information.  

Example: A friend posting a picture in which the user is not tagged and not informed about 

and does not see the information, but if so, would prohibit it. 

Based on the outline of Social Networks, SNSs and their connection to privacy, the following 

sections focus on cultural differences in privacy, the usage of SNSs, the UPB and explicitly 

cultural differences between Germany and Sweden. 

2.4 Cultural Differences and Classification of Culture 

In order to discuss the nature of cultural differences, it is necessary to start with a definition 

of the key term “Culture”. Existing research proves that there exist more than 160 definitions 

of the concept (Kroeber & Kluckhohn, 1952). Some define culture as the “complex whole 

which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, law, custom and any other capabilities and 

habits acquired by man as a member of society”(Tylor, 1871, p. 1), whereas Hofstede (2001) 

views it as the “Collective programming of the mind which distinguishes members of one 

human group from another” (Hofstede, 2001, p. 25). Furthermore, the latter author com-

pares culture to the personality of an individual. According to Hofstede (2001), “Culture is 

to a human collectivity what personality is to an individual. Culture determines the identity 

of a human group in the same way as personality determines the identity of an individual” 

(Hofstede, 2001, p. 25). In this context, personality can be defined as “the interactive aggre-

gate of personal characteristics that influence the individual’s response to the environment” 

(Guilford, 1959). 

In order to categorize and characterize different cultures, there should be universal categories 

of cultures consisting of empirically verifiable and independent dimensions, on which cul-

tures can be ordered meaningfully (Kluckhohn, 1962). Several cultural classifications have 

been developed over time. Chanchani and Theivananthampillai (2009) briefly introduce and 

assess four different classifications (Chanchani & Theivananthampillai, 2009): Hofstede’s 
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Dimensions of Value, locating cultures on a four-factor map (Hofstede, 1980); Triandis’ cul-

tural syndromes, distinguishing between objective and subjective elements of culture (Trian-

dis, 1994); Trompenaars’ dimensions of culture, viewing culture as a way in which groups of 

people solve problems (Trompenaars, 1993); and Fiske’s forms of social reality, claiming that 

people in all cultures use just four elementary mental modes or relational models (Fiske, 

1991). 

Hofstede’s (1980) study presents the most popular approach in current literature (Chanchani 

& Theivananthampillai, 2009). His classification enables cultural comparisons on a priori 

basis (Bond & Forgas, 1984) and is essential if empirical research builds a theoretical structure 

for explaining cross-cultural differences in behavior (Forschi & Hales, 1979). Since this study 

strives for explaining cultural differences in UPB on SNS, Hofstede’s classification presents 

a suitable and reasonable reference point. 

According to Hofstede (2001), every culture is characterized by specific cultural values. Cul-

tural values are a set of strongly held beliefs that guide attitudes and behavior and that tend 

to endure even when other differences between countries are eroded by changes in econom-

ics, politics, technology, and other external pressures (Hofstede, 2001). His approach resulted 

in four different dimensions and was extended by a fifth dimension in 1988 (Hofstede & 

Bond, 1988): (1) Individualism versus Collectivism, (2) Large versus Small Power Distance, 

(3) Strong versus Weak Uncertainty Avoidance, (4) Masculinity versus Femininity, and (5) 

Long versus Short Term Orientation. Table 2.1 represents a superficial description of Hof-

stede’s classification.  

Table 2.3 - Cultural profiles (G. J. Hofstede et al., 2002) 

 Elements Core Value Core distinction 

1 
Individualism Individual freedom Me / Others 

Collectivism Group harmony Ingroup / Outgroup 

2 
High Power Distance Respect for Status Powerful / Dependent 

Low Power Distance Equality between people Responsible / Not responsible for task X 

3 

High Uncertainty Avoid-
ance 

Certainty True / False 

Low Uncertainty Avoid-
ance 

Exploration Urgent / Can wait 

4 
Masculinity Winning Man / Woman 

Femininity Caring for others Caring / Needing care 

5 
Long Term Orientation Long term benefits Does / Does not serve a purpose 

Short Term Orientation Saving face Proper / Improper 

 

It demonstrates each dimensions’ core values and core distinctions. Core values indicate the 

“obsession” of the respective culture, while core distinctions represent “the most central 

distinction that members of the […] [respective] cultures make when observing the social 

world around them” (G. J. Hofstede, Pedersen, & Hofstede, 2002, p. 92). The following 
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chapters of this study only focus on two of the presented dimensions. A more thorough view 

is presented in section 2.4.4. 

After building the foundation of how different cultures can be classified and characterized, 

the next section forges a link to the main focal area of this study, by demonstrating how 

different cultures differ in their privacy concerns. 

2.4.1 Cultural Differences in Privacy Concerns 

Taking Hofstede’s (2001) definition of culture as a starting point, it seems reasonable that 

different ‘programmed minds’ differ in the perception of issues such as privacy. As men-

tioned in section 2.1.1, the emphasis of this investigation lies on information privacy. There 

exist several studies that investigate the influences of different cultures on how information 

privacy or privacy in general is perceived and/or desired (e.g. Bellman, Johnson, Kobrin, & 

Lohse, 2004; Harris, Van Hoye, & Lievens, 2003; Kaya & Weber, 2003; Milberg, Burke, 

Smith, & Kallman, 1995; Milberg, Smith, & Burke, 2000). According to Chemers (1984), 

some cultures have a stronger preference for privacy and more privacy needs than others 

(Chemers, 1984). Indeed, many of the investigated studies exhibit differences which they 

ascribe to different cultural values. However, in some cases the results are contradictory. No 

single research comparing Germany and Sweden could be detected, though. 

Therefore, this section briefly presents relevant studies, states their focus of research and 

compares the findings in order to highlight the role of cultures in privacy concerns. Harris 

et al. (2003) investigated cross-cultural differences between the US and Belgium regarding 

the relation of privacy perception and the reluctance to submit employment-related infor-

mation over the Internet. They base their investigations on cultural differences between the 

US and Europe. Their findings indicate significant cross-cultural differences and also simi-

larities between US and Belgian respondents. Moreover, Belgian respondents, rating them-

selves as highly knowledgeable in terms of Internet usage, believe that companies had to get 

an approval before releasing information, while the opposite was found for US participants 

(Harris et al., 2003). Kaya and Weber (2003), in turn, examined cross-cultural differences in 

the perception of crowding and privacy regulations between American and Turkish freshmen 

living in similar residence hall settings. Their findings reveal that Americans have higher 

needs for privacy than Turkish students. In this context, the gender influenced the results as 

well. Male students reveal a greater desire for privacy than female students in their residence 

hall rooms in both cultures (Kaya & Weber, 2003).  

The above-mentioned studies highlight that perceptions and desires of different cultures dif-

fer when it comes to privacy concerns. In contrast to the previous studies, the following 

three papers investigate the impacts of different cultural values on privacy concerns based 

on Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimensions, in order to create their research model and for-

mulate hypotheses. Milberg et al. (1995) focused on relationships among nationality, cultural 

values, and the nature and level of information privacy concerns. However, in taking three 

of Hofstede’s (1980) dimensions (power distance, uncertainty avoidance, and individuality) 

as a foundation, their results show no significant relationships between the overall level of 

information privacy concerns and any of the three value dimensions (Milberg et al., 1995). 
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Five years later, Milberg et al. (2000) examined internal factors that influence and are influ-

enced by the information privacy regulatory and corporate management environments. This 

time, as opposed to Milberg et al. (1995), their findings indicate a strong relationship between 

cultural values (power distance, individualism, masculinity, and uncertainty avoidance) and 

privacy concerns. While power distance, individualism, and masculinity each increase the 

overall level of information privacy concerns, uncertainty avoidance has the opposite effect 

(Milberg et al., 2000). The focus of Bellman’s et al. (2004) study lies on investigating three 

possible explanations for different forms of internet privacy regulation. These are privacy 

regulations based on differences in cultural values, internet experience, and in desires of po-

litical institutions. They found, in accordance to Milberg et al. (2000), that power distance, 

individualism, and masculinity have an influence on consumers’ concerns about information 

privacy. However, the influence is in the opposite direction compared to Milberg et al. (2000). 

While power distance, individualism, and masculinity each decrease the level of  privacy con-

cerns, an influence of uncertainty avoidance could not be measured (Bellman et al., 2004). 

To sum up, all investigated studies show that different cultures are characterized by different 

privacy concerns. However, the results are partly contradicting when it comes to determining 

whether a positive or negative relation exists. This section established a basic understanding 

of how different cultures exhibit different privacy needs. The following section demonstrates 

differences in the way how and for what purpose different cultures are using SNSs. 

2.4.2 Cultural Differences in the Usage of SNSs 

Recent literature demonstrates that different cultures not only influence privacy concerns of 

its members, but also the usage of and the motivation for using SNSs (e.g. Chapman & 

Lahav, 2008; Cho, 2010; Karl, Peluchette, & Schlaegel, 2010; Kim, Sohn, & Choi, 2011; Mar-

cus & Krishnamurthi, 2009). 

For instance, Chapman and Lahav (2008) systematically investigated user behaviors on SNSs 

across multiple cultures. They come to the result that behaviors vary from culture to culture. 

For instance, users of American SNSs like to broadcast information about themselves by 

writing blogs and sharing personal pictures; users of French SNSs prefer to carry out discus-

sions that are not personal. In contrast, users of Korean SNSs like to share pictures with only 

their close friends, while Chinese SNS users value playing games and sharing resources with 

other users (Chapman & Lahav, 2008). Marcus and Krishnamurthi (2009) analyzed differ-

ences and similarities of user-interface design for SNSs from different countries and tried to 

relate these to corresponding cultural differences and similarities using Hofstede’s (1980) 

cultural dimensions. Among others, their study shows that users of Japanese SNSs are in-

clined to display animal pictures or cartoons as their profile pictures, whereas users of Amer-

ican SNSs tend to display their real pictures. The latter finding, Americans being more in-

clined to disclose personal pictures, is in accordance with Chapman and Lahav (2008) (Mar-

cus & Krishnamurthi, 2009). Also Cho (2010) reports about Americans frequently exhibiting 

self-disclosure and examined the effects of culture on SNSs relating to communication and 

socializing. The author found that users of Korean-based SNSs have fewer but more intimate 

friends, tend to keep their public profile anonymous, exhibit lesser but more personal self-
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disclosure, and use more non-verbal communication means. On the other hand, users of 

American-based SNSs have more friends, exhibit more frequent self-disclosure, and rely 

more on direct text-based communication (Cho, 2010). Karl, Peluchette, and Schlaegel’s 

(2010) study investigates how individual differences in personality are related to the likeli-

hood that someone would post information that employers would find inappropriate. By 

using Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimensions, their findings reveal that US students, compared 

to Germans, rather tend to post problematic information to their Facebook sites (Karl et al., 

2010). Vasalou, Joinson and Courvoisier (2010) investigated differences between users from 

the US, UK, Greece, France, and Italy. They found that users from the UK rate groups as 

more important and spent more time on Facebook, compared to users from the US. Fur-

thermore, Italians value groups, games and applications higher than users from the US. 

Moreover, status updates and pictures are more important for US users, compared to French 

users. For Greek users, status updates are less important (Vasalou, Joinson, & Courvoisier, 

2010). The purpose of Kim, Sohn and Choi’s (2011) study is to showcase the role of culture 

in computer-mediated communication by exploring and comparing the motives for and ways 

of using SNSs among college students in the US and Korea. They found that American 

students are using SNSs primarily for casual relationships, whereas Koreans are mainly using 

them for obtaining social support from existing social relationships. Their results imply that 

Americans are more focusing on entertainment by making new SNS friends. Koreans, in 

turn, focus more on existing relationships with close friends. With regard to Korean’s SNS 

behavior, this finding supports Cho (2010) as well as Chapman and Lahav (2008) (Y. Kim et 

al., 2011).  The presented findings demonstrate that SNSs are used for various purposes 

depending on their users’ cultures that determine common behaviors and user actions. Ac-

cording to that, Qiu, Lin and Leung’s (2012) study reveals that experienced users with two 

culturally distinctive SNSs can flexibly switch their online behavior to match the shared prac-

tice on those (Qiu, Lin, & Leung, 2013). 

This section concludes the presentation of possible cultural differences in both key concepts, 

privacy concerns and SNS use. In the following, these concepts are combined by illustrating 

that cultures also play an important role in the UPB on SNSs.  

2.4.3 Cultural Differences in UPB on SNSs 

The previous two chapters have shown that differences in cultures significantly influence 

both privacy concerns and SNS usage. Bases on these findings, this section shows that cul-

tural differences also impact SNS users’ privacy behavior.  

Cho (2010) found that members of individualistic cultures tend to have more strangers on 

their friend lists and are less likely to disclose their personal information than members of 

collectivistic cultures. The latter are more likely to disclose intimate and vulnerable infor-

mation. Furthermore, the author reports that users from collectivistic cultures are more con-

cerned about privacy than users from individualistic cultures (Cho, 2010). Krasnova and 

Veltri (2010) aimed for exploring the dynamics behind user self-disclosure in a privacy-risky 

SNS environment. By investigating Facebook users from Germany and the US, their findings 

show that Americans feel both to have more control over the information they share and to 
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be more aware of the information handling procedures, compared to Germans. Furthermore, 

Americans also have more trust in Facebook and exhibit higher privacy concerns. Germans, 

on the other hand, perceive a higher likelihood of negative outcomes and expect higher dam-

age in case those negative outcomes would take place (Krasnova & Veltri, 2010). Wang, 

Norice, and Cranor (2011) conducted a multi-national survey to investigate SNS users’ pri-

vacy attitudes and practices by using Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimensions. They observed 

that respondents from the US are the most concerned about privacy, followed by Chinese 

and Indian respondents (Wang et al., 2011). Tsoi and Chen (2011) investigated how cultural 

variables affect a user’s privacy concerns and trust in SNS. In this context, their examination 

audience were Facebook users from France and Hong Kong, justifying this selection with 

their differences in uncertainty avoidance and individualism. According to their results, 

French users feel less comfortable in publishing personal information and perceive Facebook 

as less competent in protecting their privacy. As a consequence, they tend to publish less 

personal content. Users from Hong Kong are more active in sharing contact information 

and in posting personal content items (Tsoi & Chen, 2011). Krasnova, Veltri and Günther 

(2012) were focusing on the role of culture in SNS self-disclosure. Their research comparing 

Germany and the US reveals that SNS users from countries with a high uncertainty avoidance 

(such as Germany) reduce self-disclosure due to their privacy concerns, while SNS users 

from countries with a low uncertainty avoidance (like the US) do not. Nevertheless, the au-

thors rate the privacy concerns from both countries as moderately high (Krasnova et al., 

2012). 

The presented studies highlight the close relationship between SNS users’ culture and their 

UPB. This section concludes the introduction of the papers’ key concepts that will serve as 

a frame of reference for the subsequent chapters. The following section will specifically focus 

on the two target countries (Germany and Sweden) by highlighting their cultural differences 

and create a research model on which the rest of the paper is oriented. 

2.4.4 Cultural Differences between Germany and Sweden 

In this section, cultural differences between Germany and Sweden are being described. In 

this context, Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimensions serve as a frame of reference for relating 

general cultural differences in behavior and thinking to UPB on SNSs. Based on this, hy-

potheses are created on which the following chapters of this study are oriented. 

The Hofstede Centre provides country scores (1-100) on the different cultural dimensions “that 

have been proven to be quite stable over decades” (The Hofstede Centre, 2013). Since these 

country scores indicate relative values, they can only be applied to comparisons between 

societies (The Hofstede Centre, 2013). This study aims for comparing and investigating two 

societies, namely SNS users from Germany and Sweden, and therefore these country scores 

are applicable. According to The Hofstede Centre’s indications, both countries are rated as fol-

lows: considering the power distance of both cultures, Germany is rated as 35, while Sweden 

as 31. This implies that both cultures are quite similar concerning this cultural dimension. 

The same can be observed with regard to individualism. Here, Germany is scored as 67, 

whereas Sweden reaches 71. A major difference presents the cultural dimension masculinity. 
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With a score of 66, Germany can be considered as rather masculine, while Sweden is only 

scored as 5, thus is a very feminine culture. The cultural dimension uncertainty avoidance 

represents another considerable gap. While the German culture is classified as having a high 

uncertainty avoidance (65), the Swedish culture has a comparatively low (29). Regarding both 

countries’ long term orientation, it can be observed that they do not significantly differ. With 

a score of 31, Germans are a bit more likely to be oriented in the long term, compared to 

Swedes who reach 20 (The Hofstede Centre, 2013). 

The country scores revealed that there exist significant differences in the dimensions mascu-

linity and uncertainty avoidance between Germany and Sweden. As the paper aims for re-

vealing cultural differences, only these two dimensions are considered. In the following, both 

cultural dimensions will be described in more detail. 

2.4.4.1 Masculinity 

The dimension masculinity and its opposite femininity include the respective adjectives mas-

culine and feminine. Before defining and characterizing this cultural dimension, the key terms 

masculine/feminine and masculinity/femininity are explained in more detail. According to 

Newson et al. (1978) “[t]he words masculine and feminine do not refer in any simple way to 

fundamental traits of personality, but to the learned styles of interpersonal interactions which 

are deemed to be socially appropriate to specific social contexts, and which are imposed 

upon, and sustain and extend, the sexual dichotomy” (Newson, Newson, Richardson, & 

Scaife, 1978, p. 28). Hofstede (2001) describes masculinity and femininity as “the dominant 

gender role patterns in the vast majority of both traditional and modern societies […]: the 

patterns of male assertiveness and female nurturance” (p. 284). However, he states that the 

behavior can vary between men and women and that the former statement is based on sta-

tistics indicating that men behave rather “masculine”, while women show more “feminine” 

behaviors. He further states that individuals can be masculine and feminine at the same time, 

however, a culture at the country level is predominantly one of them (Hofstede, 2001). Ac-

cordingly, these two poles, as a dimension of national culture, can be defined as follows: 

“Masculinity stands for a society in which social gender roles are clearly distinct: Men are 

supposed to be assertive, tough, and focused on material success; women are supposed to be 

more modest, tender, and concerned with the quality of life. Femininity stands for a society 

in which social gender roles overlap: Both men and women are supposed to be modest, 

tender, and concerned with the quality of life” (Hofstede, 2001, p. 297). 

In his book, Hofstede (2001) presents key differences between feminine and masculine so-

cieties. These are categorized into several areas, ranging from family and school, to work 

situations and politics, for instance. Based on these, the following forges a link to UPB on 

SNS in order to formulate logically derived hypotheses. 

Friends and Relationships on SNSs 

As mentioned in chapter 2.1, SNS users can send virtual friend requests to people they want 

to be connected with. However, presented studies show that such a relationship does not 

necessarily imply that these users are friends in reality too. The following shows that mascu-

line and feminine cultures emphasize friends and relationships differently. This might not 
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only have an effect on a users’ amount of friends, but also reflects the peculiarity of the 

virtual friendship compared to real life relationship. 

Societies with a low masculinity (therefore high femininity) are relationship-oriented, show 

empathy with others regardless of their group. Moreover, friends and acquaintances are con-

sidered as important. In contrast, high masculine societies are ego-oriented and hold more 

skeptical views of others. For getting ahead in industry, the latter society considers knowing 

influential people as more important than abilities. Furthermore, in low masculine societies 

achievement is defined in terms of quality of contacts and environment, while in high mas-

culine societies it is defined in terms of ego boosting, wealth, and recognition (Hofstede, 

2001). Considering these cultural differences, it is assumed that Swedes, as members of a low 

masculine society, value friends and relationships and appreciate especially close friendships 

which they try to sustain. Germans, on the other hand, growing up in a high masculine soci-

ety, emphasize close friendships to a lesser extent and, as ego-oriented individuals, try to be 

acquainted with those that could be helpful in getting them ahead. In relating this to the UPB 

on SNSs, the two following hypotheses (H1.1, H1.2, and H1.3) can be stated: 

Hypothesis 1.1: Swedish SNS users have more SNS friends than German SNS users. 

Hypothesis 1.2: Swedish SNS users have more close friends in their SNS friends list 

than German SNS users. 

Hypothesis 1.3: German SNS users have more strangers in their SNS friends list than 

Swedish SNS users. 

Considering Hypothesis 1.2, the term close friends refers to friends that someone considers 

as close friends in real life as well, while strangers, as stated in Hypothesis 1.3, refers to people 

that someone considers as stranger in real life as well. This might have an impact on a SNS 

user’s privacy. By default, all of a user’s Facebook friends have full access to and insight in 

the SNS profile, including published content, pictures, and videos. Therefore, it is assumed 

that the amount of strangers in somebody’s friends list has an impact on a SNS user’s privacy, 

if these stranger have not manually been sorted out from the audience. 

2.4.4.2 Uncertainty Avoidance 

According to Hofstede (2001), the way how different societies are dealing with uncertainty 

avoidance differs; not only between traditional and modern societies, but also among modern 

societies. Cultural heritages of societies determine how uncertainty is handled and basic in-

stitutions like family, school, and the state transfer and reinforce these values. Uncertainty 

avoidance is leading to an escape from ambiguity. The term has often been interpreted as 

risk avoidance. However, Hofstede (2001) highlights that these two concepts are not the 

same. “Uncertainty is to risk as anxiety is to fear” (Hofstede, 2001, p. 148). Therefore, the 

cultural dimension uncertainty avoidance can be defined as follows:  

“The extent to which the members of a culture feel threatened by uncertain or unknown 

situations” (Hofstede, 2001, p. 161). 
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Trust and Confidence on SNSs 

Hofstede’s (2001) cultural comparisons indicate that cultures with a low uncertainty avoid-

ance are more confident toward other entities compared to cultures characterized by a high 

uncertainty avoidance. To state some real life examples, members of low uncertainty avoid-

ance societies are optimistic about employers’ motives and do also accept foreigners as man-

agers. Furthermore, they are willing to take unknown risks since unfamiliar things evoke 

curiosity. On the other hand, members of high uncertainty avoidance societies are pessimistic 

about employers’ motives and foreign managers are considered as suspicious. They only take 

familiar risks since they consider the unknown as dangerous. Besides, while the former have 

confidence in the civil service and are positive toward the legal system, the latter rather lack 

that confidence and have a negative attitude toward the legal service (Hofstede, 2001). Con-

sidering these differences, it is assumed that trust and confidence in the context of SNSs also 

differs. SNS users are transferring personal information to SNS providers. As mentioned in 

section 2.2, SNS users depend on the providers storing their data and protecting them from 

unintended use. Nobody can be sure of how SNS providers are treating user data and 

whether they are used for different purposes. Recent studies show that SNS users reveal high 

trust in their providers (Dwyer et al., 2007). Considering the above mentioned examples 

highlighting differences in trust and confidence, following hypothesis (H2) can be derived: 

Hypothesis 2: Swedish SNS users have more trust and confidence in SNS providers 

than German SNS users. 

Since Sweden is a country whose culture is characterized by a comparatively low uncertainty 

avoidance, Swedes are more likely to trust and feel confident with SNS providers than Ger-

mans, whose culture has a comparatively high uncertainty avoidance. 

However, in the context of SNSs, trust does not only embrace the user-to-provider, but also 

the user-to-user relationship. There exists the danger of other SNS members using the own 

personal information in an unpleasant or undesired way. This situation becomes exacerbated 

if a SNS user opens the profile for public, meaning that everybody with or without a user 

account has full insight. According to Hofstede (2001), societies characterized by a low un-

certainty avoidance take the view that most people can be trusted, whereas societies with a 

high uncertainty avoidance are rather careful with other people, including family members 

(Hofstede, 2001). In taking this into consideration, the following hypothesis (H3) is derived: 

Hypothesis 3: Swedish SNS users have more trust in other SNS members than Ger-

man SNS users. 

Same as hypothesis 2, this hypothesis also builds on The Hofstede Centre’s country scores char-

acterizing Sweden as having a low uncertainty avoidance and Germany as a country with a 

high uncertainty avoidance. 

Privacy Concerns on SNSs 

“Users’ privacy [on SNSs] is articulated by what information they disclose on their online 

profiles and how they change their privacy settings” (Cho, 2010, p. 56). Cho (2010) argues 



  

 
23 

that Facebook users’ attitudes toward privacy are not consistent with what they are actually 

doing on Facebook. For instance, users are concerned about strangers accessing their per-

sonal information, yet, they still provide it on their profiles (Cho, 2010). In the context of 

UPB on SNSs (section 2.4.3), Krasnova et al. (2012) rated privacy concerns of Germans as 

relatively high. Indeed, considering the previous two hypotheses (2 and 3) and the underlying 

argumentations for justifying them, it is assumed that cultures having higher trust and confi-

dence in both SNS providers and other SNS members will consequently be less concerned 

about privacy issues. The relation of trust and privacy concerns has been previously investi-

gated by Pavlou (2003). His findings reveal that trust decreases privacy concerns since indi-

viduals feel that their gained benefits meet their expectations without negative consequences 

(Pavlou, 2003). Based on the assumptions that Swedes are having more trust in both SNS 

providers and other SNS members, following hypothesis (H4) can be stated: 

Hypothesis 4: German SNS users have higher privacy concerns on SNSs than Swedish 

SNS users. 

Self-Disclosure on SNSs 

While SNS users’ privacy concerns are rather related to others accessing and using someone’s 

personal information, a SNS user’s self-disclosure “reflects the amount of information shared 

on a user’s profile as well as in the process of communication with others” (Krasnova & 

Veltri, 2010, p. 2). While some previous studies show that SNS users exhibit a greater amount 

of self-disclosure, although these users have higher privacy concerns (Acquisti & Gross, 

2006; Stutzman, 2006), others propose that there is no correlation between self-disclosure 

and privacy concerns (Christofides, Muise, & Desmarais, 2009). Krasnova and Veltri (2010), 

in turn, observed differing self-disclosing behaviors which they ascribed to cultural differ-

ences. According to that, cultures with a high uncertainty avoidance are inclined to reduce 

the amount of self-disclosure on SNSs, compared to cultures with a low uncertainty avoid-

ance (Krasnova & Veltri, 2010). Indeed, considering the previous parts of this section, Kras-

nova et al.’s (2012) observation are a logical consequence. Thus, it is assumed that Germans, 

as members of a society characterized by a high uncertainty avoidance are more likely inclined 

to reduce the amount of self-disclosure. This does not imply that Swedes are significantly 

high self-disclosing themselves, but rather that Germans’ self-disclosure is comparatively 

low. This results in the following hypothesis (H5): 

Hypothesis 5: German SNS users reveal a lower self-disclosure on SNSs than Swedish 

SNS users. 

Control over Personal Information on SNSs 

In the context of information privacy, according to Malhotra et al. (2004), control is im-

portant since consumers take high risks in the submission of personal information (Malhotra, 

Kim, & Agarwal, 2004). Previous studies highlight the desire of individuals to have control 

over personal information (Nowak & Phelps, 1997; Phelps, Nowak, & Ferrell, 2000). In this 

study, control over personal information on SNSs comprises two concepts. On the one hand, 
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it includes a SNS user’s perception of the sufficiency of provided control (by the SNS pro-

vider); on the other hand, it includes the extent to which SNS users apply provided control 

settings. Krasnova and Veltri (2010) ascribe the perception of users, to have sufficient con-

trol over personal information, to the low uncertainty avoidance of their culture (i.e. Sweden). 

On the other hand, they report that cultures with a high uncertainty avoidance (i.e. Germany) 

may have more needs to address their privacy-related concerns and therefore expect more 

possibilities to control their information (Krasnova & Veltri, 2010). By building on Krasnova 

and Veltri’s (2010) findings, this results in the following two hypotheses (H6.1 and H6.2): 

Hypothesis 6.1: German SNS users perceive their given control over personal infor-

mation on SNSs as less sufficient than Swedish SNS users. 

Hypothesis 6.2 German SNS users adapt more privacy settings on SNSs than Swedish 

SNS users. 

Figure 2.1 illustrates the research model of this study and assembles all above-stated hypoth-

eses graphically. Furthermore, it illustrates their causes (based on cultural differences) and 

effects (on the five constructs of UPB on SNSs) more clearly. The research model serves as 

a guide for the data collection and analysis in order to confirm its validity or invalidity when 

contextualizing the results. 

 

Figure 2.1 - Research Model 
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3 Methods 

This chapter describes the methodological approach. In this context, the chosen research 

design and research model are justified, followed by the description of the sampling process 

and the reached confidence. Moreover, the chapter presents the processes of analyzing 

closed-ended and open-ended questions and introduces the survey instrument in more detail. 

3.1 Research Design 

Creswell (2009) defines research designs as “plans and the procedures for research that span 

the decisions from broad assumptions to detailed methods of data collection and analysis” 

(Creswell, 2009, p. 3). Building a research design starts with the general decision of whether 

to base it upon a qualitative or quantitative approach (Hoe & Hoare, 2012). Creswell (2009) 

extends this view by describing three types of research designs: qualitative research, quanti-

tative research, and mixed methods research. While qualitative research helps in “exploring 

and understanding the meaning individuals or groups ascribe to a social or human problem 

[…], [q]uantitative research is a means for testing objective theories by examining the rela-

tionship among variables” (Creswell, 2009, p. 4). He furthermore states that both approaches 

should not be seen as opposites; rather a “study tends to be more qualitative than quantitative 

or vice versa” (p. 3). Mixed methods approaches, in turn, are incorporating elements from 

both approaches. Choosing an appropriate research design is depending on the nature of the 

research problem or issues being addressed, but it also includes the researchers’ experiences, 

and the audience of the study (Creswell, 2009).  

Investigating cultural differences in the UPB on SNS requires a set of data to draw conclu-

sions upon. On the one hand, this study focuses on discovering the existence of differences 

in the UPB (“are there differences?”) and, on the other hand, addressing these to cultural 

dimensions (“how can these differences be ascribed to different cultural values?”), rather 

than investigating the reasoning behind those differences (“why do they exist or why do they 

not exist?”). Whereas the latter requires a detailed, in-depth set of data to investigate the 

fundamental rationale of cultural behavior, the former must be based on a comprehensive 

data pool, which matches the purpose of a quantitative research design. Although both ap-

proaches (quantitative and qualitative) are necessary to thoroughly understand the dynamics 

of the existence and rationale of cultural differences in the UPB on SNSs, proving the exist-

ence builds the fundament on which the rationale can be investigated. Based on the decision 

of a quantitative research design, which builds on a comprehensive (wide and flat) data pool, 

the data gathering method needs to be selected. 

3.2 Research Method 

Regarding a quantitative research design, there exist a variety of possible data gathering meth-

ods. Balnaves (2001) provides a comprehensive guide on how a quantitative research design 

can be build. According to the author, among the most commonly used research methods 

are case studies, surveys and experiments (Balnaves, 2001). The author briefly describes each 

of them as follows: 
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“Case studies investigate ‘what is happening’ and are very common in policy research and in 

exploratory work. A survey in comparison can cover a range of issues and normally results 

in a variable by case matrix (person by age, person by education). Questionnaire is one of the 

most common ways of collecting data for a variable by case data matrix, but it is not the only 

way. Experiments, like surveys, result in a variable by case matrix. In experiments, however, 

there is also the intervention by an experimenter.” (Balnaves, 2001, p. 66) 

In this context, a case study or experiment might not be the best choices, as both require its 

respondents to spend a lot of time and usually require physical attendance, which negatively 

affects the quantity of responses. Surveys, in contrast, are more flexible in the participation 

and amount of issues they can cover, such as personal characteristics, thoughts and behavior 

of respondents (Balnaves, 2001). Research conducted by surveys provides a quantitative or 

numeric description of trends, attitudes, or opinions and has the intension of generalizing 

from a sample to a population (Babbie, 1990). Surveys are usually processed through ques-

tionnaires and communicated through several channels, such as: telephone, e-mails, online 

forms and face-to-face interviews (Mellenbergh & Adèr, 2008). Whereas the former two and 

face-to-face interviews require researchers to have access to a list of phone numbers, e-mail 

addresses or to set appointments with respondents, online forms provide a highly flexible 

approach. They are timely asynchronous and potential respondents only need to be informed 

about the respective http-link. Though, Couper (2000) identifies two possible issues with 

web-surveys: (1) coverage errors and (2) sampling errors. (1) roots its cause in the necessity 

of building a research design that captures all individuals of the target group, which can be 

problematic, as the prerequisite of having access to the Internet to participate in a web-survey 

may result in excluding individuals of interest with no access to the Internet (Couper, 2000). 

In our case this is not a restriction as Internet access is not only a requirement to access the 

web-survey, but actually constitutes a necessity to be part of the target group. (2) represents 

a common problem with all types of survey methods, regardless of whether they are chan-

neled through the web or e.g. by telephone. Choosing a sample among the target population 

directly influences the results, thus should be done very cautiously (Couper, 2000). Regarding 

this study, a survey or more precisely, a web-survey appears to be the most efficient research 

method. Considering the fact that most members of the target audience are located in their 

respective countries, using a common web-survey represents the easiest way to reach them 

and facilitates further steps such as the analysis. 

Several members of the two different cultures are investigated in order to generalize the 

findings to the entire respective cultures. Therefore, a representative sample from both cul-

tures must be captured in order to reveal meaningful results. 

3.3 Sampling 

According to Qian (2010), sampling is comprised of two basic concepts. Firstly, the popula-

tion, representing “the fully specified set of elements being studied” (Qian, 2010, p. 390), 

and secondly, the sample which is “a subset of units/elements drawn from a population […]. 

A sampling unit refers to an element or an aggregate of elements about which information 

is measured at different stages in a sampling process” (Qian, 2010, p. 390). The basic premise 

behind sampling is to gather information from a subset (sample) of a larger group of potential 
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respondents (population) in order to generalize the results and findings to the population 

(Brown, 2010). A sampling process consists of three different steps: “(1) defining the popu-

lation of study and specifying the sampling frame; (2) creating a sample design, specifying a 

sampling method, and determining the necessary sample size; and (3) implementing a sam-

pling plan, which includes sample selection, data collection, and sometimes a weighting pro-

cess” (Qian, 2010, p. 391). The sampling frame is the list of sample units in the population 

from which the sampling is drawn. In the best case, the sampling frame consists of each 

element of the population separately listed exactly once (Brown, 2010).  

In this study, the population consists of all Facebook-using German and Swedish college 

students or former college students in the age between 18 and 34 years that spent at least 

half of the time of their lives in their respective country of nationality. According to that, the 

sample units are the individual persons from the population from which data are collected, 

serving as units of analysis. The sampling frame, in this context, is hard to determine. All 

sample units are spread across two or even more countries and represent a tremendous num-

ber which makes it difficult to create an accurate sampling frame. As a consequence, in order 

to reach as many sample units as possible, our sampling frame consists of more than 80 

Facebook groups of both German and Swedish universities and higher educational institu-

tions encompassing altogether more than 55.000 group members. The web-survey has been 

posted on all of these group pages leaving the decision of participating in the survey to the 

respective Facebook group members. An “Amazon3”-voucher worth 50 € (resp. 430 SEK) 

was offered as a possible reward for one person, chosen randomly, serving as an incentive 

to participate in the survey. Since there is no guarantee that all of the group members repre-

sent targeted sample units, this kind of sampling design increases the probability of undesired 

responses not corresponding to the defined population. To solve this issue, the survey was 

designed in a way that easily enabled filtering (see section 3.6). In order to reduce the amount 

of sampling errors, the sampling size of this study was desired to be as big as possible. A 

sampling error is a “[v]ariation between the estimates based on samples and the true charac-

teristics of a population […] [and] sampling errors will converge to zero as the sample size 

increases” (Qian, 2010, p. 391). In this context, the difference in the populations of Germany 

and Sweden also needed to be taken into account. According to the European Union’s offi-

cial website, Germany’s population, with 82 million inhabitants, consists of almost nine times 

more inhabitants than Sweden’s population, with 9.2 million inhabitants (European Union, 

2013). As a consequence, in order the sample to be representative and reliable, a similar 

relation of German and Swedish respondents was strived for.  

Altogether, this study’s sample consisted out of 1010 German respondents and 199 Swedish 

respondents indicating a 5-to-1-relation, approximately. Out of these 1209 responses, 418 

were invalid and consequently filtered out. Invalid responses occurred due to respondents 

indicating that they either never studied or have not spent at least half of their lives in one of 

the respective countries, or both. Furthermore several respondents did not completely finish 

the survey and were, as a consequence, filtered out as well. The same applied to respondents 
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who completed the survey in less than four minutes, since it was not possible to appropriately 

answer all survey questions in such a short time. The average time needed was approximately 

twelve minutes. Table 3.1 illustrates the distribution of the final valid responses. Altogether, 

791 valid responses remained out of which 667 were from Germans (approximately 35% 

male and 65% female) and 124 from Swedes (approximately 38% male and 62% female).  

Table 3.1 - Valid Web-Survey Responses 

 
Nationality 

German Swedish ∑ 

Gender 

Male 235 47 282 

Female 432 77 509 

∑ 667 124 791 

 

3.4 Confidence 

The “confidence interval is an interval estimate of the range of upper and lower statistical 

values that are consistent with the observed data and are likely to contain the actual popula-

tion mean” (Creswell, 2009, p. 166). Since it was not possible to precisely determine the 

population of the target group, the confidence interval could not be calculated accurately. 

However, in order to calculate the confidence interval, both the confidence level and the 

population are needed. The confidence level “refers to the percentage of all possible samples 

that can be expected to include the true population parameter” (Stat Trek, 2013). In this 

study, a confidence level of 95% was used. Since two different cultures are investigated, the 

entire population has to be divided in order to guarantee the reliability of both the German 

and the Swedish part of the sample. The fact, that the population of this study not only 

includes college students but also former college students, made it difficult to find applicable 

statistics to work with. As a consequence, Facebook itself was used in order to reach a rough 

estimation. Facebook’s advertisement tool provides the opportunity to indicate numbers of 

Facebook users that fulfill manually defined requirements. By restricting the age to 18 till 34 

years, the location to Germany and Sweden respectively, the language to German and Swe-

dish respectively, and the education to “in college” as well as “college graduates” (this com-

prises both current college students and former college students), following numbers have 

been indicated: while the German part of the population consists of 1.965.880 users, the 

Swedish part encompasses 298.300. In the first case (German sample and German popula-

tion), the confidence interval amounts to 3.79, and in the second case (Swedish responses 

and Swedish population) to 8.8. 

3.5 Analysis Methods 

The analysis constitutes the link between the survey results and their implications toward the 

research question. The choice of conducting a web-survey approach already limits further 
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analysis methods. Such a survey typically consists of two question types: closed-ended and 

open-ended questions (Pallant, 2010). 

3.5.1 Analysis of closed-ended questions 

Closed-ended questions provide the respondents a predefined variety of answers, which are 

responded to by activating a checkbox or using a slider with a predefined scale (e.g. from 0 

to 100 percent) (Pallant, 2010). Closed-ended questions are either limited to one or several 

possible answers simultaneously. A numerical response format with only one possible answer 

at the same time, such as the Likert-type scale (one to seven with 1=strongly disagree and 

7=strongly agree) allows thorough statistical analyses to determine significant relationships, 

correlations and causations between two or more variables. As this study is dealing with 

cultural differences, the countries Germany and Sweden constitute a fixed variable used in 

combination with answers of the closed-ended questions to determine possible significant 

relations. This limits possible statistical calculations, as techniques such as the correlation and 

regression are based on two or more continuous variables (Pallant, 2010) which are not pre-

sent in this study. Instead, the two distinct groups, German and Swedish Facebook users, 

constitute the categorical variable “nationality”, combined with one of the continuous varia-

bles (such as Likert-type scale questions). According to Pallant's (2010) guide for quantitative 

statistics and the usage of IBM SPSS, the remaining applicable statistical techniques are (1) 

Independent samples t-Tests (parametric) and (2) Mann-Whitney U Test (non-parametric). 

Besides those group-related tests, descriptive statistical calculations, such as the mean value, 

provide a convenient and fast way to compare the survey results based on the two national-

ities. All statistical calculations are processed with the software SPSS v21 by IBM. This sta-

tistical analysis method-set matches the methodology on which the research by Krasnova & 

Veltri (2010) is based, thus highlights its effectiveness. In the following, both techniques are 

shortly presented: 

(1) Independent Samples t-Tests  

Developed by Student (1908), respectively William Sealy Gosset (his real name), the inde-

pendent samples t-Test “is used when you want to compare the mean score, on some con-

tinuous variable, for two different groups of respondents.” (Pallant, 2010, p. 239). In our 

case, each question and its corresponding mean constitutes a continuous variable, which is 

compared based on the categorical variable nationality. The independent samples t-Test 

helps to calculate if a significant difference between the nationality of a Facebook user and 

certain continuous variables (such as Likert-type scale questions) can be measured. 

(2) Mann-Whitney U Test 

According to Pallant (2010), the non-parametric Mann-Whitney U Test, developed by Mann 

and Whitney (1947), is an alternative for the independent samples t-Test. But “[i]nstead of 

comparing means of the two groups, as in the case of the independent samples t-Test, the 

Mann-Whitney U Test actually compares medians. It converts the scores on the continuous 

variable to ranks across the two groups. It then evaluates whether the ranks for the two 

groups differ significantly.” (Pallant, 2010, p. 227) 
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By using both statistical techniques complementary, a comprehensive fundament for the fur-

ther analysis is provided. For both tests the difference of a continuous variable between two 

groups is interpreted as being significant, if the likelihood of the result to be happened by 

chance is five percent or lower, thus, the significance level is 0.05 or below. To make sure 

that all derived conclusions are statistically authentic, only significant differences will be taken 

into account. 

3.5.2 Analysis of open-ended question 

This type of question is usually answered through a continuous text varying in length and 

content. Although the focus on this web-surveys lies on closed-ended questions, the inclu-

sion of an open-ended questions provides additional value. Respondents are able to express 

their own thoughts, rather than being bound to and influenced by predefined answers pro-

vided by the researchers (Reja, Lozar Manfreda, Hlebec, & Vehovar, 2003). When analyzing 

such questions, quantitative techniques are difficult to apply, since answers cannot directly 

be allocated to numeric values, as it is the case with close-ended questions. Instead, answers 

to closed-ended questions need to be coded to categorize and make them analyzable, which 

Hsieh & Shannon (2005) refer to as the conventional content analysis. The goal of this type 

of content analysis is to “contribute to knowledge in the area of interest […]” (Hsieh & 

Shannon, 2005). 

3.6 Survey Instrument and Reliability 

In this study, the survey instrument used to collect data was a web-survey. The online survey 

tool on which the survey had been created and via which the responses were collected is 

Qualitrics4, a commercial product available since 2002. Qualitrics creates an http-link of sur-

veys via which they can be accessed. The usage of browser-cookies enables respondents to 

save an uncompleted survey and to continue at a later point of time. Moreover, since every-

body is supposed to only take the survey once, this hampered respondents to answer the 

survey several times in order to increase their chances to win the reward (Qualitrics, 2013). 

In order to ensure the reliability of the findings, the questions in the survey were designed to 

ensure that, if the experiment was repeated a number of times under the same methodolog-

ical conditions, the results would be the same. One frequently used indicator of the reliability 

of a survey scale represents its internal consistency (Pallant, 2010). It is defined as “the degree 

to which the items that make up the scale are all measuring the same underlying attribute (i.e. 

the extent to which the items ‘hang together’)” (Pallant, 2010, p. 6). In order to calculate the 

internal consistence, Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was applied. It represents the most com-

monly used statistic and indicates an average correlation among all of the items making up 

the scale. The values range from 0 to 1, with higher values indicating greater reliability 

(Pallant, 2010).  The survey consisted of eight blocks/pages and was built as follows: 

                                                 
4 www.qualitrics.com  
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(1) The first page, the “Welcome” page, welcomed prospective respondents and stated all 

requirements a person had to fulfill in order to take part in the survey. Additionally, it con-

tained both a notice about how to win the offered reward and contact information of the 

authors.  

(2) The second page collected general information about the respondents. The aim of this 

page was to facilitate the filtering of undesired respondents. For instance, it required the 

indication of a person’s age and nationality and also asked for the time how long a person 

has been living in his or her country of nationality, as well as for the educational occupation 

and background. 

(3) The actual survey started on the third page by focusing on the first of the five constructs 

of this study: “Friends and Relationships on SNSs” (H1.1, H1.2, and H1.3). Here, for in-

stance, respondents were asked to indicate the number of their Facebook friends by selecting 

one of twelve radio boxes and also to estimate their different real life relationships to their 

Facebook friends (in %). The internal consistency test revealed a Cronbach’s coefficient al-

pha value of 0.326. 

(4) The fourth block referred to “Trust and Confidence on SNSs” and was divided into 

“Trust in Facebook” (H2) and “Trust in Facebook users” (H3). In both parts, respondents 

were asked to indicate the level of their agreement to several statements. In this regard, a 

Seven Point Likert-type scale was used, ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly 

Agree). For “Trust in Facebook”, the internal consistency test revealed a Cronbach’s coeffi-

cient alpha value of 0.848, while “Trust in Facebook users” has a value of 0.908. 

(5) The following block investigated the third construct, “Privacy Concerns on SNSs” (H4), 

and was divided into two parts. In the first part, respondents needed to indicate their agree-

ment level to “privacy concerns”-related statements. The same Likert-type scale as described 

above was used in this case (Cronbach’s coefficient alpha: 0.831). The second part of this 

block listed several elements that are possible to include in a personal Facebook profile. Here 

again, the described Likert-type scale was applied and the respondents were asked to indicate 

how much they agreed to feeling comfortable with these respective elements in their profiles 

being visible by everyone (Cronbach’s coefficient alpha: 0.918). 

(6) The sixth page concerned the “Self-Disclosure on SNSs” construct (H5) of this study. 

Respondents had to indicate their agreement level to several statements (Likert-type scale, 

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha: 0.795) followed by a question asking for the elements that are 

included in their personal Facebook profiles. Possible elements were listed as checkboxes 

and respondents could select the respective ones applying to them (Cronbach’s coefficient 

alpha: 0.8).  

(7) The final research-related block referred to “Control over Personal Information on 

SNSs” (H6.1 and H6.2). It started with a question concerning the respondents’ perception 

of the provided control (Likert-type scale, Cronbach’s coefficient alpha: 0.823) and ended by 

specifically asking for the applied control settings provided by Facebook. These are privacy 
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settings (Cronbach’s coefficient alpha: 0.716), timeline/tagging settings (Cronbach’s coeffi-

cient alpha: 0.881), and blocking settings (Cronbach’s coefficient alpha: 0.82). 

(8) The final block of the survey represented the opportunity to take part in the lottery for 

the Amazon-voucher. Here it was up to the respondents to state their email-addresses in 

order to be contacted in case they win. 

The questions of block four, the first part of block five, the first part of block six, and the 

first part of block seven are based on Krasnova and Veltri's (2010) conducted survey, who 

investigated similar issues, but in relation to American and German SNS users. The entire 

survey can be found in Appendix A.  
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4 Results 

This chapter illustrates the results of the data collection. The results are divided according to 

the five constructs of which UPB on SNSs consists. The survey was designed in order to 

cover each construct. Therefore, in the following, the results of every question, allocated to 

the respective construct, are presented. All numerical values on which the diagrams are based 

on, can be found in Appendix B:. 

4.1 Friends and Relationships on SNSs 

“Friends and Relationships on SNSs” 

is the first construct the survey aimed 

to gather data on. Table 4.1 illustrates 

the results of the first question, asking 

the respondents for the number of 

their Facebook friends. The very left 

column in the table presents the pos-

sible number of friends between 

which the respondents had to choose. 

The two columns besides indicate the 

percentage of respondents (both Ger-

man and Swedish) who chose the re-

spective answers. Finally, the two col-

umns on the very right sum up the 

percentages in three steps in order to 

better illustrate differences. The data 

reveals that approximately half of 

both Germans (49.4%) and Swedes 

(51.6%) have between 250 and 549 

Facebook friends, with the major part 

of both nationalities indicating to have 

between 250 and 349 Facebook friends. While 38.3% of the Germans have less than 250 

Facebook friends, only 32.3% of the Swedish respondents indicate the same. When taking a 

look at the responses of more than 549 friends, some slight differences are identifiable as 

well. 12.9% of the Swedish respondents have between 550 and 849 Facebook friends, with 

only 10.7% of the Germans in the same interval. The same applies to those answering to 

have more than 850 friends. 3.2% of Swedish and only 1.6% of German respondents indicate 

this numbers. Altogether, 87.7% of the Germans and 83.9% of the Swedes have less than 

550 Facebook friends. This implies that Swedes, as a consequence, have more Facebook 

friends than Germans.  

The second questions aimed for getting a better understanding about the relationships of 

German and Swedish Facebook users to their Facebook friends in real life. In this context, 

the question asked for several estimations considering this relationship. Table 4.2 illustrates 

the results. The left column contains the respective questions, with each of them focusing 

 

Table 4.1 - Result: Number of Facebook Friends 

How many Facebook friends do you have? 

Number 
Number of Users in % ∑ of % 

GER SWE GER SWE 

< 49 0.70 0.00 

38.30 32.30 50 - 149 13.80 12.90 

150 - 249 23.80 19.40 

250 - 349 26.60 21.80 

49.40 51.60 350 - 449 14.90 17.70 

450 – 549 7.90 12.10 

550 – 649 6.40 6.50 

10.70 12.90 650 – 749 3.30 5.60 

750 – 849 1.00 0.80 

850 – 949 0.90 2.40 

1.60 3.20 950 – 1049 0.40 0.80 

> 1050 0.30 0.00 
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on a specific issues, while the two columns to the right illustrate the mean values of the 

respondents indications (in %). With 24.69%, Swedish respondents consider more Facebook 

friends as close friends in real life compared to Germans who only indicate 21.75%.  

Table 4.2 - Result: Real Life Relationships to Facebook Friends 

How many of your Facebook friends… 

Number of friends in 
% 

GER  SWE 

… would you consider as close friends in real life? 21.75 24.69 

… are you in regular contact with in real life? 36.78 32.19 

… could you have a spontaneous conversation with, if you met them 
in real life? 

68.59 64.62 

… would you consider as strangers in real life? 13.13 20.06 

… have you never met in real life? 8.68 6.62 

 

On the other hand, Germans are with 36.78% of their Facebook friends in regular contact 

in real life, while the Swedes respondents only indicate 32.19%. Both German (100% - 

68.59% = 31.41%) and Swedish (35.38%) respondents answered not to be able to have a 

spontaneous conversation with approximately one third of their Facebook friends, in case 

they met them in real life, while Swedish respondents even consider more than one fifth 

(20.06%) of their Facebook friends as strangers in real life; Germans, on the other hand, only 

13.13%. Furthermore, with 8.68%, the German respondents’ friends lists contain more peo-

ple that they have never met in real life, compared to Swedes who only indicate 6.62%.  

4.2 Trust and Confidence on SNSs 

The second construct of UPB on SNS is divided into two parts which have been investigated 

separately in the survey. On the one hand, it includes SNS users’ trust in SNS providers and, 

on the other hand, their trust in other SNS members. In the following, the results to both 

are demonstrated separately.  

4.2.1 Trust in Facebook 

The first part of this survey section refers to the respondents’ trust in Facebook. They were 

asked to indicate their agreements to several statements concerning this issue. Figure 4.1 

illustrates the results. All the mentioned statements are listed on the vertical axis, while the 

horizontal axis indicates the mean values of both the German (black bar) and Swedish (white 

bar) respondents’ agreements. 

The results reveal that Swedish respondents agree to every statement to a higher extent com-

pared to German respondents. The mean values of German respondents range from 2.63 to 

3.81 and reach 3.18 in average, while the Swedish respondents’ mean values range from 3.45 

to 4.14, with 3.8 in average. The three statements to which the agreements of German and 

Swedish respondents differ the most are “Facebook is honest in its dealings with me” (Ger-

mans: 2.97, Swedes: 3.72, Difference: 0.75), “Facebook tells the truth related to the collection 
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and use of the personal information” (Germans: 2.86, Swedes: 3.75, Difference: 0.89), and 

“Facebook is competent in protecting the information I provide” (Germans: 2.63, Swedes: 

3.53, Difference: 0.9).  

 

Figure 4.1 - Result: Trust in Facebook 

4.2.2 Trust in other Facebook Users 

Trust in other SNS members represents the second component of “Trust and Confidence 

on SNSs”. Here, respondents were asked to indicate their agreement to statements related 

to trust in other Facebook users. Figure 4.2 demonstrates the results. Whereas the vertical 

axis contains all the mentioned statements, the horizontal axis indicates the mean values of 

both the German (black bar) and Swedish (white bar) respondents’ agreements.  

 

Figure 4.2 - Result: Trust in other Facebook Users 
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The results match the ones illustrated in the previous section. In five out of six statements, 

Swedes reveal higher agreements compared to Germans. The mean values of German re-

spondents range from 3.66 to 3.86, reaching 3.75 in average, while the Swedish respondents’ 

mean values range from 3.81 to 4.23, with an average value of 4.12. The two statements to 

which the Germans’ and Swedes’ agreements differ the most are “Facebook users are trust-

worthy” (Germans: 3.66, Swedes: 4.15, Difference: 0.49) and “Facebook users will not use 

the information they found about me on Facebook against me” (Germans: 3.69, Swedes: 

4.23, Difference: 0.54). Only to the last statement, whether Facebook users are open and 

delicate to each other, Germans agree to a higher degree, compared to Swedes (Germans: 

3.82, Swedes: 3.81, Difference: 0.01). 

4.3 Privacy Concerns 

SNS users’ privacy concerns has been investigated through two questions in the survey. Re-

garding the first question, respondents had to indicate their agreement to privacy concern-

related statements. The second question asked for the respondents’ comfort with several 

personal information being visible to other Facebook users. Figure 4.3 contains the results 

to the first question. The horizontal axis contains the statements, while the vertical axis indi-

cates the mean values of both the German (black bar) and Swedish (white bar) respondents’ 

agreements.  

 

Figure 4.3 - Result: Privacy Concerns 

The mean values of German respondents range from 4.77 to 5.54, reaching 5.17 in average, 

while the Swedish respondents’ mean values range from 4.70 to 5.29, with an average value 

of 4.93. The first statement represents the one where the responses differ the most. The data 

shows that Germans are more concerned that their submitted information can be used in a 

way they did not foresee (Germans: 5.34, Swedes: 4.90, Difference: 0.44). The opposite can 

be observed regarding the third statement: With a mean value of 4.84, Swedes are, compared 

to Germans with 4.77, more concerned that their submitted information can be misinter-

preted.  

As illustrated in the bar chart (see Figure 4.4), the results of the second question reflect each 

culture’s privacy concerns. The horizontal axis lists several personal information that 
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Facebook users can publish. The two bars to each element present the mean values of the 

respondents’ agreement to feeling comfortable if this information was publicly accessible. In 

this context, the black bar is representative for the Germans’ responses, while the white bar 

indicates the Swedes’ agreement. At each of the 21 listed elements, Swedish respondents 

show a higher agreement compared to Germans. The Germans’ mean values range from 

1.26 to 5.85, with an average of 3.35, while the mean values of Swedish responses range from 

2.09 to 6.06, with 4.20 in average. Major differences can be identified considering the pub-

licity of the relationship status (Germans: 3.22, Swedes: 4.48, Difference: 1.26), the city in 

which a user is currently located (Germans: 3.51, Swedes: 4.77, Difference: 1.26), and a user’s 

real name (Germans: 4.38; Swedes: 5.79; Difference: 1.41). Both German (5.85) and Swedish 

(6.06) respondents feel the most comfortable with their gender being publicly visible, 

whereas both feel the least comfortable when it comes to their phone number (Germans: 

1.26, Swedes: 2.09, Difference: 0.83).  

 

Figure 4.4 - Result: Privacy Concerns over Personal Information 

4.4 Self-Disclosure on SNSs 

The construct “Self-Disclosure on SNSs” is constituted in the survey through two question 

blocks. The questions and results of the first question block are illustrated in Figure 4.5. The 

table is divided into six questions and the results are simplified through the mean values of 

all responses of German and Swedish respondents. The mean values of all answers from 

German respondents range from a minimum value of 2.61 to a maximum value of 5.01. In 

contrast, Swedish respondents show a minimum value of 3.20 and a maximum value of 5.36. 

Not only the minimum and maximum values are higher for Swedes; in fact, they show higher 

agreements for all statements when compared to Germans. The biggest gap between the 
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mean values of the answers of Germans and Swedes can be observed in the first statement, 

”I have a detailed/comprehensive profile on Facebook.”, in which the mean score of Ger-

mans is 3.18 compared to 3.89 by Swedes, resulting into a difference of 0.71 points. In state-

ment five, ”From my Facebook profile it would be easy to find out my preferences in music, 

movies or books.” both groups mean scores are close with a value of 3.98 for Germans and 

4.06 for Swedes, resulting into a difference of 0.08 points. The remaining statements range 

in their mean differences between both nationalities from 0.08 to 0.71 points. Swedish Face-

book users indicate to publish more private and valid information than German users. More-

over, German users disagree more to the statement that with access to their profile, it would 

be easy to understand what person they are, than Swedes do.  

 

Figure 4.5 - Result: Self-Disclosure on SNSs 

The results of the second question block, in which respondents were asked about the exist-

ence of valid published personal information on their profile page, are illustrated in Figure 

4.6. The graph represents the amount of respondents in percent of each nationality who 

stated to have published valid information; e.g.: 70% of the German respondents and 97% 

of Swedes stated to have published their real name. The minimum percentual number of all 

information Germans state to publish valid data about is 1% (Location (street)) and the max-

imum 90% (Gender), whereas Swedes show a minimum value of 8% (Location (street)) and 

a maximum of 97% (Name). The percentual amount of Swedes publishing valid information 

is higher for every published personal information, when compared to Germans. These re-

sults follow the phenomenon which can be observed in the previous question block. 
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Figure 4.6 - Result: Included Valid Personal Information 

In the following cases the percentages of Swedes publishing valid personal information are 

at least 20% higher compared to the percentual numbers of Germans: Name (+27%), Email 

(+23%), Employer (+26%), Hometown (+22%), Location (city) (+22%), Relationship status 

(+25%), and Videos (+26%). Whereas the majority (> 70%) of Swedes and Germans publish 

their true name, gender, birth date, education and profile picture, only few of them (< 30%) 

provide valid information about their phone number, location (street), biography and 

religion. 

4.5 Control over Personal Information on SNSs 

“Control over Personal Information on SNSs” is the last construct being investigated. By 

representing the construct through two blocks, (1) perception of provided control; and (2) 

application of provided control, divided into Privacy, Timeline and Tagging, and Blocking, a 

comprehensive set of data could be captured. 

4.5.1 Perception of Provided Control 

The users’ perception of provided control by Facebook is investigated through five ques-

tions. Figure 4.7 provides the mean values of both nationalities (German and Swedish users) 

to each of the statements. By studying the results, it can be observed that the mean values of 

Swedish users are all higher except for the last statement, in which the nationalities differ 

from each other by 0.06 points. Statements one, two and three show differences, ranging 

from 0.62 points up to 0.77 points. As the provided answer-scale of the statements follows 

a Likert-type, a four represents “neither agree nor disagree”, which is present most often by 

the mean value, ranging from 2.85 to 4.17 points for Germans and 3.62 to 4.60 points for 

Swedes. In statement two (“…how and in what case the information I provide can be used.”) 

and three (“…who can collect and use the information I provide.”) both nationalities tend 
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to disagree about the sufficiency of available control toward the usage and collection of per-

sonal information by third parties.  

 

Figure 4.7 - Result: Control Over Personal Information 

On the other hand, Swedes seem to perceive the control over information they provide 

(statement one) its audience (statement four) and actions of others (statement five) to be 

satisfactory. However, Germans tend to disagree about statement one. 

Table 4.3 - Result: Sufficient Control Over Personal Information 

Do you think that the given 
control over personal infor-
mation on Facebook is suffi-
cient? 

Mean 

GER  SWE 

Yes No Yes No 

43.50 56.50 61.30 38.70 

 

This observation is summarized in Table 4.3, in which respondents were asked if they 

generally think that the given control over personal information on Facebook is sufficient, 

or not. With only 43.5% of the German respondents agreeing, Swedes state a higher 

satistfaction toward their control over personal information on Facebook with a majority of 

61.3% answering ”Yes” – a difference of 17.8% compared to Germans. Those respondents 

stating ”No” were additionaly asked through a open-ended question, why they think so. 

Overall 229 valid answers from German and 50 from Swedish respondents were collected. 

An analysis of the answers is done in chapter 5.  

4.5.2 Application of Provided Control 

Facebook divides its privacy settings into three blocks, whose application was investigated 

separately. In the following the results of the different blocks Privacy, Timeline and Tagging 

and Blocking are demonstrated. 

Privacy 
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The first block of Facebook’s privacy settings is “Privacy”. Respondents were asked if they 

adjusted their privacy settings by overriding Facebook’s default options. Facebook divides 

its privacy control settings into three parts: (1) “Who can see your future posts?”, (2) “Who 

can look you up using the email address or phone number you provided?”, and (3) “Who 

can look up your timeline by name?”. Figure 4.8 represents the percentual number of 

respondents of both nationalities, who changed the default setting; e.g.: 85% of the German 

and 81% of the Swedish Facebook users adjusted setting (1), controlling the visibility of 

future posts.  

 

Figure 4.8 - Result: Adjusted Privacy Settings 

The values of German respondents range from a minimum of 70% (setting (3)) up to a 

maximum of 85% (setting (1)). In contrast, Swedish respondents have a minimum of 48% 

(setting (3)) up to a maximum of 81% (setting (1)). The majority of the German respondents 

changed each privacy setting from its default value. The same applies to the Swedish 

respondents, with the exception of setting (3), “Who can look up your timeline by name?”, 

with 48% stating a change of the default value. 

Timeline and Tagging 

Besides its privacy settings, Facebook provides a dedicated section for its timeline and 

tagging functionalities. There are overall seven adjustable settings and each of them has a 

predefined standard value. Respondents were asked, which of them they changed to fit to 

their personal preferences. Figure 4.9 follows the transposed layout of , showing the 

percentual number of respondents of both nationalities that changed the default values.   
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Figure 4.9 - Result: Timeline and tagging settings 

According to the survey, for each option the percentages of German respondents who 

changed the default value is higher compared to those of Swedes. The amount of German 

respondents stating to have changed the default settings range from a minimum of 31% up 

to a maximum of 53%, showing higher minimum and maximum values than Swedes, with a 

minimum of 21% and a maxmimum of 36%. Especially the default settings of options two 

and three (”Who can see posts you've been tagged in on your timeline?” and ”Who can see 

what others post on your timeline?”) does not seem to be the favorite choice of many of the 

investigated users, as 51% of the German and 36% of the Swedish respondents changed it. 

Blocking 

Additionally to the privacy and timeline/tagging settings through which an undefined num-

ber of users is affected (e.g.: all friends), blocking settings give users a tool to specifically 

exclude single users, apps, app invites and events invites from getting in contact with the 

user. The standard settings do not block any of these entities; still, many users make use of 

them. Figure 4.10 shows the percentual number of users who change the standard blocking 

settings for both two nationalities. Coherently to the previous results, German users 

outweigh Swedish users in the application of these settings. The percentual number of users 

blocking certain entities ranges from a minimum of 19%, up to a maximum of 45% for 

German users and a minimum of 12%, up to a maximum of 36% for Swedish users.  

The highest percentages can be observed in the blocking of apps (44% of Germans and 36% 

of Swedes) and app invites (45% of Germans and 34% of Swedes). Considerably less users 

block event invites (19% of Germans and 12% of Swedes). 31% of the German and 27% of 

the Swedish respondents stated to block other users on Facebook, which completely disables 

such blocked users to interact with the users that blocked them in any way through Facebook. 
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Figure 4.10 - Result: Blocked users, apps, app invites and event invites 
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5 Analysis 

This chapter builds on the results and findings of the theoretical framework. By investigating 

the results and connecting them with each other, a deeper understanding of the relationship 

between cultural values and their effects on the UPB on SNSs is established. Regarding the 

quantitative data, the statistical analysis methods, as presented in chapter 3 (independent 

samples t-Test and Mann-Whitney U Test), facilitate the analysis. Regarding this, in order a 

relationship to be considered as statistically significant in this study, both the independent 

samples t-Test and Mann-Whitney U Test need to indicate a statistically significant relation-

ship. Moreover, through a content analysis of the open-ended question, findings of both 

quantitative and qualitative nature are used complementary, resulting in a deeper understand-

ing. This chapter is divided according to the five UPB on SNSs constructs. 

5.1 Friends and Relationships on SNSs 

As mentioned in section 2.4.4.1, Hofstede (2001) characterizes high masculinity cultures 

(such as Germany) as ego-oriented, while low masculinity cultures (such as Sweden) are ra-

ther relationship-oriented. H1.1 builds on this by claiming that Swedes have more SNSs 

friends than Germans. Indeed, as Table 4.1 illustrates, the results seem to reflect that state-

ment. In fact, the application of statistical significance tests revealed a statistically significant 

difference. Both the independent samples t-Test and the Mann-Whitney U Test confirmed 

this, and hereby H1.1 can be considered as true: Swedish SNS users have more SNS friends 

than German SNS users. In order to draw inferences from that about UPB on SNS, the real 

life relationship to these SNSs friends needs to be analyzed. H1.2 claims that Swedish SNS 

users have more close friends in their SNS friends list than German SNS users. Table 4.2 

illustrates the same, however neither the independent samples t-Test nor the Mann-Whitney 

U Test could determine a statistically significant difference. As a consequence, H1.2 cannot 

be confirmed. On the other hand, H1.3 suggests that German SNS users have more strangers 

in their SNS friends list than Swedish SNS users. Interestingly, regarding this hypothesis, a 

statistically significant difference could be determined, however in the opposite direction: 

Swedish SNS users have more strangers in their SNS friends list than German SNS users. 

This proves H1.3 wrong. H1.3’s underlying argumentation, claiming that relationship-ori-

ented cultures focus on close relationships, has to be considered as inappropriate. On the 

contrary, it seems that a culture’s relationship orientation increases the overall number of 

SNS friends, irrespective of the real life relationships to these virtual friends. 

Considering the remaining statements of this block, no statistically significant differences 

could be observed. According to the independent samples t-Test, there exists a significant 

difference in the number of SNS friends someone is in regular contact with in real life, with 

Germans revealing a higher number than Swedes. Investigating the same question with the 

Mann-Whitney U Test, however, does not end up in a statistically significant difference. 

Considering the last statement, relating to the number of friends someone has never met in 

real life, the Mann-Whitney U Test determines a significant difference, with Swedes revealing 

a higher number than Germans. According to the independent samples t-Test though, the 
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difference is not statistically significant. The different test results can be ascribed to the dif-

ferent figures that both tests are comparing. 

Additionally, considering German respondents, both statistical tests revealed significant dif-

ferences in the number of Facebook friends between males and females. According to that, 

German males have more friends on Facebook than German females and German females 

are with a higher amount of their Facebook friends in regular contact in real life compared 

to German males. No significant differences could be found comparing genders among Swe-

dish respondents. Both the observed differences in German genders and the similarities in 

Swedish genders strengthen Hofstede’s (2001) above-mentioned (section 2.4.4.1) definition 

of masculinity and femininity in which he describes masculinity as “a society in which social 

gender roles are clearly distinct […]. Femininity stands for a society in which social gender 

roles overlap” (Hofstede, 2001, p. 297). 

Altogether, two significant differences could be identified. Firstly, Swedish users have more 

friends on Facebook than Germans (= H1.1), and secondly, Swedes consider a higher 

amount of their Facebook friends as strangers in real life (≠ H1.3). According to that, it is 

assumed that having more SNS friends, with a higher amount of strangers within these 

friends, increases the probability of privacy threats. In fact, Poh (2012) claims:  

“The more ‘friends’ [on Facebook] we have, the fewer our interactions are with most of them. 

You usually end up having only a few ‘friends’ […] [which] are also your close friends offline. 

The rest of your ‘friends’ on Facebook are obsolete, irrelevant, disconnected, and just random 

receivers of your updates. […] The issue here is the sharing of your information to people 

whom you don’t even know. […] The loss of your privacy through such voluntary sharing 

actually makes your position all the more vulnerable and you can’t do anything about it” 

(Poh, 2012). 

This becomes clear when considering the fact that, as mentioned in chapter 2, by default, 

each Facebook friend has full access to a person’s Facebook profile and hence to his or her 

personal information. 

The following section analyzes the results referring to German and Swedish respondents’ 

trust and confidence in both Facebook and other Facebook users. 

5.2 Trust and Confidence on SNSs 

This section is divided into two parts. The first part analyzes SNS users’ trust in SNS pro-

viders and the second part their trust in other SNS members.  

5.2.1 Trust in Facebook 

As described in section 2.4.4.2, there exist substantial differences in the attitudes that cul-

tures, characterized by a high uncertainty avoidance (such as Germany), and cultures, with a 

low uncertainty avoidance (such as Sweden), have toward other entities. Hofstede’s (2001) 

stated real life examples show that low uncertainty avoidance cultures are optimistic toward 

others, which cannot be said for high uncertainty avoidance cultures. H2 builds on that and 

links these attitudes to UPB on SNS by claiming that Swedish SNS users have more trust 
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and confidence in SNS providers than German SNS users. Indeed, the results illustrated in 

Figure 4.1 show that Swedes share a more optimistic attitude toward Facebook. Both the 

independent samples t-Test and the Mann-Whitney U Test revealed that, in six out of seven 

statements, the differences between the German and Swedish respondents’ agreements were 

statistically significant. The difference to the second statement, claiming that Facebook made 

good-faith efforts to address most members concerns, could not be proven to be statistically 

significant. The tests show that Swedes, compared to Germans, consider Facebook as more 

open and receptive to the needs of its members. They also, to a higher extent, perceive Fa-

cebook honest in its dealings with them. However, regarding the latter statement, the mean 

values of both Germans and Swedes are below four, indicating a relative low overall trust. 

Furthermore, Swedes share the opinion that Facebook keeps its commitments to its mem-

bers. Germans rather perceive the opposite. Regarding the statement which claims that Fa-

cebook is trustworthy, both nationalities indicate an agreement below four. However, Swe-

dish respondents’ agreement is higher than the one of German respondents. The same ap-

plies to the last statement concerning Facebook’s honesty when it comes to the collection 

and use of personal information. 

Interestingly, same as in the previous section, both applied statistical tests determined signif-

icant differences between the genders of German respondents. Their responses significantly 

differ at six out of seven statements, with females always agreeing to a higher extent, thus 

revealing higher trust and confidence. On the other hand, the responses of Swedish genders 

only differ at one statement significantly, with females also indicating higher trust. This again 

highlights the gap between genders which increases with the masculinity of a culture 

(Hofstede, 2001). 

Altogether, all the above-mentioned significant differences reveal that Swedish SNS users 

actually have more trust and confidence in SNS providers compared to German SNS users. 

Here it is important to consider that this statement refers to a comparison. Even though 

Swedish respondents also reveal a disagreement to some statements, their overall agreement 

always exceeds the German respondents’ agreement. H2 can therefore be confirmed: Swe-

dish SNS users have more trust and confidence in SNS providers than German SNS users. 

5.2.2 Trust in other Facebook Users 

As mentioned in section 2.4.4.2, cultures characterized by a high uncertainty avoidance (such 

as Germany) are rather pessimistic toward other people, even including family members. On 

the other hand, members of cultures with a low uncertainty avoidance (such as Swedes) share 

the opinion that most people can be trusted. This is the underlying argumentation for H3 

which states that Swedish SNS users have more trust in other SNS members than German 

SNS users. According to the independent samples t-Test and the Mann-Whitney U Test, the 

responses to the first five statements, as presented in Figure 4.2, show statistically significant 

differences. These statements strengthen H3, as Swedes indicate higher agreements to each 

of these, implying higher trust. Only the responses to the last statement, claiming that Face-

book users are open and delicate to each other, do not significantly differ between Germans 

and Swedes. The tests prove that Swedes, compared to Germans, rather share the opinion 
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that other Facebook users would not misuse their sincerity on Facebook. Furthermore, Ger-

mans tend to think that other Facebook users would embarrass them for provided infor-

mation on Facebook and could use this information against them or in a wrong way. Swedes, 

on the other hand, have more trust in other Facebook users and assume the opposite. Be-

sides, Swedes perceive other Facebook users as trustworthy, while Germans are rather careful 

toward them. Interestingly, all responses of Germans reach a mean value below four, while 

all Swedish responses, except the last one, end up in a mean value above four. As a conse-

quence, H3 can be confirmed: Swedish SNS users have more trust in other SNS members 

than German SNS users.  

The analyses of the results, as conducted in the previous and this section, clearly confirm 

Hofstede’s (2001) characterization and prove that the respective cultural values also have an 

influence on trust on SNSs. Whether the users’ trust and confidence on SNSs influence their 

privacy concerns, as claimed by (Pavlou, 2003), is analyzed in the following section. 

5.3 Privacy Concerns 

As illustrated in section 2.4.1 and 2.4.3, the extent to which individuals are concerned about 

privacy differs from culture to culture. While some authors found a negative relation between 

uncertainty avoidance and privacy concerns (Milberg et al., 2000), others could not determine 

any relation at all (Bellman et al., 2004). H4, though, based its assertion on the assumption 

that cultures with more trust in other entities consequently reveal lower privacy concerns. 

According to that, H4 claims that German SNS users have higher privacy concerns on SNSs 

than Swedish SNS users.  

Indeed, regarding Figure 4.3, it seems that uncertainty avoidance has a positive effect on 

privacy concerns of individuals. To three out of four statements, German respondents, as 

members of a high uncertainty avoidance culture, indicated a higher agreement than Swedish 

respondents, thus higher privacy concerns. Only to the statement, referring to the concerns 

that submitted information on Facebook could be misinterpreted, Swedes agreed to a higher 

extent. The independent samples t-Test and the Mann-Whitney U Test only determined a 

significant relationship at two statements. According to that, Germans are more concerned 

that their information submitted on Facebook could be used in a way they did not foresee 

and they also rather share the opinion that this information could be continuously spied on 

(by someone unintended). Also in this case, all responses of both Germans and Swedes reach 

mean values above four, meaning that both cultures have relatively high privacy concerns. 

By regarding Figure 4.4, the differences become more obvious. At each of the 21 elements, 

Germans are more concerned that information could be visible by everybody. Furthermore, 

both statistical tests indicate statistically significant differences in 20 out 21 elements. Only 

the responses to the personal information “Gender” did not significantly differ between 

Germans and Swedes. As a consequence, H4 can be confirmed: German SNS users have 

higher privacy concerns on SNSs than Swedish SNS users.  
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As mentioned in section 2.4.4.2, users are concerned about strangers accessing their personal 

information, yet, they still provide it on their profiles (Cho, 2010). This section has high-

lighted SNS users’ concerns and the following analyzes whether these concerns correspond 

to the actual behavior by investigating SNS users’ self-disclosure. 

5.4 Self-Disclosure on SNSs 

As presented in section 2.4.2, the usage behavior on SNSs, including self-disclosure, differs 

from culture to culture. While some cultures tend to keep their public profile anonymous, 

others frequently exhibit self-disclosure. The construct “Self-Disclosure on SNSs” is ana-

lyzed based on two question blocks. Block one (Figure 4.5) consists of six statements. To be 

able to extract valuable information, resulting into valid conclusions, the significance levels 

of the differences in the mean values between the two groups (nationalities), German and 

Swedish respondents, need to be determined first. Independent samples t-Tests show a sig-

nificant difference in statement one (“I have a detailed/comprehensive profile on Face-

book.”), two (“Personal information I publish on Facebook always represents the truth.”), 

four (“My profile tells a lot about me.”), and six (“From my Facebook profile it would be 

easy to understand what person I am.”). Statement three (“I always find time to keep my 

profile up-to-date.”) and five (“From my Facebook profile it would be easy to find out my 

preferences in music, movies or books.”) show no significant difference. The Mann-Whitney 

U Tests confirm these significance levels. The same tests are processed for the findings of 

Figure 4.6. According to the calculated independent samples t-Tests, the following infor-

mation fields of  show statistically significant differences: Name, E-Mail, Phone number, 

Employer, Education, Hometown, Location (country), Location (city), Location (street), 

Profile Picture, Relationship status, Biography, Religion, Photos, and Videos. The fields Gen-

der, Nationality, Birth date, and Interests do not show significant differences in their mean 

values of both nationalities. The Mann-Whitney U test confirms these findings. 

The construct is investigated through H5, claiming that German SNS users reveal a lower 

self-disclosure on SNSs than Swedish SNS users. Based on the previously presented defini-

tion of a user’s self-disclosure (“[A user’s self-disclosure] reflects the amount of information 

shared on a user’s profile as well as in the process of communication with others” (Krasnova 

& Veltri, 2010, p. 2)), the statistically significant statements of  and Table 4.3 substantiate H5 

and prove it to be right. Indeed, German respondents show a lower tendency to have a 

detailed/comprehensive profile than Swedish respondents. With only 70% of the German 

respondents (compared to 97% of the Swedish) publishing their valid name, they do not only 

publish less information, but more invalid data too. In fact, every single information field 

asked about is less often published validly by Germans than by Swedes. This observation 

matches the results retrieved from the statement, claiming that published personal infor-

mation represents the truth and tells a lot about them, to which less German than Swedish 

respondents agreed upon. These findings are rooted in the weak trust relationship between 

German users and SNS providers (H2) and a generally high distrust against other SNS users 

(H3). 
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It should be noted though, that although the German respondents reveal a lower self-disclo-

sure on SNSs than Swedes, this does not imply that Swedes can be categorized as having a 

per se high self-disclosure. Such propositions need to be proven right or wrong by comparing 

a higher quantity of nationalities, to see how a single culture fits into the bigger picture. 

Which impacts the acceptance of the H5 has on the actual perception and adaption of avail-

able privacy settings is investigated in the following section. 

5.5 Control over Personal Information on SNSs 

The next construct to be analyzed is “Control over Personal Information on SNSs”. The 

construct is investigated through two hypotheses, H6.1: German SNS users perceive less 

given control over personal information on SNSs than Swedish SNS users, and H6.2: Ger-

man SNS users adapt more privacy settings on SNSs than Swedish SNS users. 

5.5.1 Perception of Provided Control 

The perception of provided control is investigated based on one question block and one 

open-ended question. The statements of the question block can be found in Figure 4.7. The 

independent samples t-Tests show significant differences in the mean values between the 

two nationalities for the statements: 

1. Facebook provides me enough control over the information I provide on Facebook 

(e.g. in my profile, on the Wall etc.); 

2. Facebook provides me enough control over how and in what case the information I 

provide can be used; and 

3. Facebook provides me enough control over who can collect and use the information 

I provide. 

However, statements four (“Facebook provides me enough control over who can view my 

information on Facebook.”) and five (“Facebook provides me enough control over the 

actions of other users.”) show no statistically significant differences. The Mann-Whitney U 

test confirms these findings. 

H6.1 conjectures that German SNS users perceive their given control over personal infor-

mation as less sufficient on SNSs than Swedish SNS users. This hypothesis is based on the 

assumption that, as a result of their high uncertainty avoidance, German users show stronger 

control needs over their private information than Swedish users. In fact, the results in  con-

firm this assumption. To all statements to which the differences in responses are statistically 

significant, German respondents state lower agreements. Based on these findings, H6.1 can 

be confirmed: German SNS users perceive their given control over personal information on 

SNSs as less sufficient than Swedish SNS users. 

In this regard, the answers of the open-ended question reveal interesting insights into peo-

ple’s thoughts. For the open-ended question, asking for the respondents’ opinion about why 

the given control over personal information on Facebook is insufficient, a conventional con-

tent analysis is done. By analyzing the answers, six categories of responses could be identified: 
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(1) accessibility/usability of settings, (2), insufficient control provided for publishing (3), in-

sufficient control provided over other users, (4) changing nature of Facebook, (5) inability 

to delete account/data permanently, and (6) trust in Facebook/Facebook partners. Each 

comment is assigned to one or more categories, which means that the accumulated sum of 

the percentages exceeds 100%. A collection of all answers is attached in Appendix C and 

divided in German and Swedish responses. 

Table 5.1 - Content analysis categories and comments per category 

 

Table 5.1 shows the distribution of comments within the five categories; e.g. 22.22% of the 

Germans and 41.94% of the Swedish respondents’ comments are assigned to category one. 

The numbers next to the percentages show the ranks, used to represent an ascending order 

of the categories’ frequency distribution. The majority of the German respondents indicate 

problems about the sufficiency of provided control settings for publishing personal infor-

mation (ID2), whereas most of the Swedish responses are assigned to problems concerning 

the accessibility or usability of provided settings (ID1). Both nationalities express high con-

cerns about the trust in Facebook and its partners (ID6) and evaluate ID4 and ID5 as the 

least important. Though, 7.41% of the comments of German respondents state concerns 

about category ID4, whereas not even one Swedish participant expresses such concerns 

about the inability to delete the user account or data permanently on Facebook. Some com-

ments of each category are presented below (grammatical/spelling mistakes have been cor-

rected). 

Several respondents state concerns about the accessibility and usability of provided settings 

(ID1), such as: 

“Many functions are very difficult to find, for example which information can be seen by my 

friends or everybody” and 

“The way how you can control the access to your personal information is described too 

difficult”. 

ID Comment categories 

Assigned number of comments per cate-
gory 

GER SWE 

% Rank % Rank 

1 Accessibility/Usability of settings 22.22 3 41.94 1 

2 
Insufficient control provided for publish-
ing 

35.19 1 38.71 2 

3 
Insufficient control provided over other 
users 

14.35 4 16.13 4 

4 Changing nature of Facebook 7.41 5 6.45 5 

5 
Inability to delete account/data perma-
nently 

7.41 5 0.00 6 

6 Trust in Facebook/Facebook Partners 31.48 2 29.03 3 
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Others complain about both missing functions over the control of published information 

(ID2) and over other users (ID3):  

“Because you can't delete everything at once, you have to click through every single 

interaction you've made”;  

“Always the one setting I'm searching for does not exist”; 

“I wish to protect my profile even more from non-friends and unknown people”;  

“Because there are situations, when friends of you saw some of your activities on Facebook, 

of which you thought that even them aren't able to see”;  

“There are still too many possibilities for non-friends to acquire information about me with-

out my knowledge”; and 

“Because I have no control about what others do with my data”. 

Moreover, respondents of both nationalities stated concerns about the changing nature of 

Facebook (ID4), especially regarding its terms and condition clauses: 

“They can change the terms and conditions or other stuff without letting me know” and 

“A change in […] terms and conditions may reveal previously hidden information without 

the knowledge of the user” 

Solely German respondents state concerns in the open-ended question over the inability to 

delete the user account and user data permanently (ID5):  

“Studies show that data isn't ever completely deleted and "can" turn up in the strangest 

places”;  

“Because your account can't be deleted”; and 

“We as users should have the possibility to control, which information Facebook will have 

forever and which not, because even when I delete something from my wall, Facebook still 

has my information”.  

Besides, users state concerns about what Facebook Inc. and its partners do with personal 

information (ID6):  

“There was a case about Facebook posting private messages from 2009 or 2010 on the time-

line of the users”;  

“My information could be given to anyone without me knowing”;  

“I do not know how much information and which information Facebook keeps about me 

and what Facebook uses them for”; and  

“Very unclear and little information about how & which channels various companies can 

access/view your personal info”.  

These findings match the survey results according to which German and Swedish respond-

ents feel uncomfortable with the provided control over third parties collecting provided in-

formation. In fact, nearly every third German and Swedish respondent is concerned about 

the information usage of either Facebook Inc. or its partners (see Table 5.1). 
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How the cultural differences in the user perception of Facebook’s provided privacy control 

affect the actual usage of existing settings and how both nationalities differ in this regard, 

remains to be seen in the following section. 

5.5.2 Application of Provided Control 

The construct Application of Provided Control, which is investigated through H6.2, follows 

the argumentation of H6.1. Based on the high uncertainty avoidance of Germans, it is as-

sumed that German SNS users adapt more privacy settings on SNSs than Swedish SNS users. 

The survey questions are divided into the three blocks: Privacy, Timeline and Tagging, and 

Blocking and help to either accept or deny the hypothesis. As presented in the results, Figure 

4.8, Figure 4.9  and Figure 4.10 show the percentual numbers of users changing the default 

settings of all three setting-blocks. For most options the differences between the two nation-

alities are found to be statistically significant, by both, the independent samples t-Test and 

the Mann-Whitney U test – except for the following: “Who can see your future posts?”; “Do 

you block any users?”; “Do you block any apps?”; and “Do you block any app invites?”. This 

excludes most of the findings of the last question block “Blocking”. Still, within each setting 

in which responses differ statistically significant, German users outweigh Swedish users in 

the percentual number of respondents who changed their default values. Based on these 

findings, H6.2 can be confirmed: German SNS users adapt more privacy settings on SNSs 

than Swedish SNS users. 

The analysis of all results, including the confirmation and rebuttal of the hypotheses, required 

the created research model (see Figure 2.1) to be revised. The resulting valid model is illus-

trated in Figure 5.1.   

 

Figure 5.1 - Model for Cultural Impacts on UPB on SNSs 
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6 Discussion 

6.1 Discussion of Results 

Based on the developed research model consisting of five constructs, the aim of this study 

was to investigate the existence and impacts of differences in the UPB on SNS between 

German and Swedish SNS users and to ascribe these impacts to different cultural values. The 

constructs “Friends and Relationships on SNSs”; “Trust and Confidence on SNSs”; “Privacy 

Concerns on SNSs”; “Self-Disclosure on SNS”; and “Control over Personal Information on 

SNSs” encompass nine proposed distinct hypotheses. These were derived by reflecting Hof-

stede’s (2001) cultural dimensions on a thorough analysis of existing research in the areas of 

privacy, privacy in SNSs and an in-depth exploration of Facebook’s privacy mechanisms 

implementation. As the hypotheses were created based on subjective perceptions and inter-

pretation of existing research and experiences by the authors of this study, an unbiased ap-

proach of accepting or rejecting the hypotheses was a necessity. The choice of a quantitative 

research method in combination with a web-survey resulted in an extensive set of raw data 

that established the foundation on which further investigations could be drawn upon. The 

existence of statistically significant differences between the two nationalities’ responses facil-

itated and strengthened the choice of whether to accept or deny a certain hypothesis. It must 

be noted though, that the rejection of a hypothesis provides valuable information as well, as 

the opposite of an expected result might be based on cultural values too. In this regard, H1.1, 

H2, H3, H4, H5, H6.1, and H6.2 were proven to be true, whereas H1.2 and H1.3 could not 

be accepted. However, the results, on which the rejection of H1.3 is based on, show a statis-

tically significant relation in the opposite direction.  

The first part of the research question asked for the existence of differences in the UPB on 

SNSs between German and Swedish SNSs users. The answer is yes, there exist several sig-

nificant differences. The study has shown that Swedes have more SNS friends than Germans 

and reveal a greater amount of strangers within these friends. Furthermore, Swedish SNS 

users have more trust in both SNS providers and other SNS members. On the other hand, 

German SNS users reveal higher privacy concerns and disclose themselves to a lower extent 

than Swedish SNS users. The last found difference concerns the control over personal in-

formation. While Swedish SNS users perceive the provided control as sufficient, Germans 

rather indicated a need for more. Besides, German SNS users apply more of the provided 

control settings than Swedish SNS users. 

In order to answer the second part of the research questions, asking for how the differences 

can be ascribed to different cultural values, the underlying argumentation for each confirmed 

hypothesis is a good point of departure. The conducted study shows that a culture’s mascu-

linity affects the number of friends an average SNS user has. In fact, a culture classified as 

being rather masculine shows a higher amount of friends per SNS user than a culture classi-

fied as being rather feminine. On the other side, a culture classified as being rather feminine 

tends to have more strangers per user in the SNS friends list than a culture classified as being 

rather masculine. The reasons for that are the differences in each culture’s relationship ori-
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entation. While high masculine cultures are characterized as being ego-oriented, low mascu-

line cultures reveal a high relationships orientation, leading to more SNS friends, including 

strangers. 

Regarding the cultural dimension uncertainty avoidance, users of cultures with a low uncer-

tainty avoidance are characterized by a high optimism toward other entities (such as persons, 

political institutions or legal regulations), hence show more trust and confidence in SNS pro-

viders and have higher trust in other SNS members. On the other hand, high uncertainty 

avoidance cultures are characterized by a high pessimism toward other entities and conse-

quently show higher privacy concerns on SNSs. They reveal a lower self-disclosure on SNSs, 

perceive their given control over personal information on SNSs more likely to be insufficient 

and adapt more privacy settings on SNSs, than cultures with a lower uncertainty avoidance. 

The results show that, even though both investigated countries are European, there exist 

significant differences due to different cultural values and attitudes. To conclude, this study 

provides valuable evidence about the impacts that different cultural dimensions have on the 

UPB on SNSs. However, it underlies some limitations which are discussed in the following. 

6.2 Discussion of Methods 

Deciding about the methodology requires to make compromises which determine the allo-

cation of spent time and resources. Firstly, differences in the UPB needed to be identified 

and secondly, ascribed to cultural values. As discussed in chapter 3, such a detection should 

be based on a quantitative, rather than a qualitative approach, as the latter is used to investi-

gate the rationale behind, rather than the existence of, cultural differences. In this case, com-

plementary research in the form of a qualitative approach might reveal further insights. More-

over, the ascription to cultural values might be biased by the preliminary choice of the cul-

tural classification method by Hofstede (2001).  

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions have been criticized repeatedly. McSweeney (2002) criticizes 

Hofstede’s narrow focus on IBM employers to propose statements that shall be valid for the 

whole culture it is supposed to represent. Moreover, the author doubts that Hofstede’s as-

sumption, that a territorial region such as a nation isolates one culture from another, can be 

proven to be valid (McSweeney, 2002). Hofstede (2002) responded to those accusations and 

argues that the IBM data is valid. In fact, it was only used to identify relative differences 

between cultures in a predefined scale. Regarding the issue of cultural nations, he argues that 

as to this date, this approach represents the only feasible way of dividing distinctive cultures 

in order to be able to classify them (Hofstede, 2002). 

Further limitations of this study are present in the sampling of data. A problem when dealing 

with Internet phenomena is the estimation of the target population. The narrow focus on 

college students and former college students between 18 and 34 years that are either German 

or Swedish made it difficult to find statistics about the target population. By using Facebook’s 

advertisement tool, a rough estimation could be made. Though, with the intention of making 

revenue, Facebook might overstate its own user base to make its advertisement platform 

more appealing to potential customers. Moreover, Facebook bases its estimation on the data 
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its users provide on Facebook. This excludes certain individuals who do not provide either 

their age, education or nationality. Still, as no other statistics were available, Facebook ap-

peared to be the most reliable source to estimate its own user base. With a confidence interval 

of 3.79 for the German sample, the number of respondents is sufficiently high. Though, with 

only 124 valid responses from Swedish respondents, the confidence interval of the Swedish 

sample only results in 8.8. However, compared to other research done in this area with a 

comparable target population (e.g. Krasnova & Veltri (2010) with a total of 237 responses 

and Wang et al. (2011) with approximately 300 responses per country), the conducted survey 

can be evaluated as being comprehensive. 

The delimitation stating that the respondents need to have lived their major life time in either 

Germany or Sweden might also influence the results. No research could be found about how 

long it takes for an individual to adapt to or adopt a new culture. Existing research only 

highlights that it is an ongoing process that happens in the course of time (Oberg, 1960). In 

this context, in order to take the fact into account that this study’s target nationalities might 

reveal third cultures, the authors decided to require the respondents to have spent more than 

half of their lives in either Germany or Sweden. 

In order to assess the survey’s reliability, its internal consistency was assessed by calculating 

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha value for the several scales. The results show that all but one 

scale reveal a coefficient alpha value higher than 0.7. According to Nunnally (1978), a mini-

mum value of 0.7 is acceptable and can therefore be considered as reliable. Only the scale 

concerning “Friends and Relationships on SNS” reached a coefficient alpha value of 0.326, 

resulting in an unacceptable reliability. Reasons for that might be that the questions are not 

interrelated since every question focuses on a specific “Relationship on SNSs” and an answer 

to one of the questions bears no relation to an answer to one of the other questions. How-

ever, reliability does not imply validity. Validity refers to the degree to which a scale measures 

what it is supposed to measure and there is no clear indicator of a scale’s validity (Pallant, 

2010). In order to ensure content validity, referring to “the adequacy with which a measure 

or scale has sampled from the intended universe or domain of content” (Pallant, 2010, p. 7), 

the authors aimed for solely collecting responses which were part of the desired population. 

Therefore, the survey was designed in a way that easily enabled filtering of undesired re-

sponses not matching the requirements of the predefined target population. According to 

Pallant (2010), construct validity can be assessed by “testing a scale not against single criterion 

but in terms of theoretically derived hypotheses concerning the nature of the underlying 

variable or construct”. In this study, construct validity was ensured by comparing the actual 

results with both expected results (hypotheses) and results from previous research investi-

gating similar constructs. 

6.3 Implication for Research 

This study builds on existing research that has been done in the area of cultural classification. 

The result of this study shows that seven out of nine hypotheses, which are all based on 

Hofstede’s two cultural dimensions masculinity and uncertainty avoidance, have been proven 

to be true. This does not only confirm the research question of this study, but strengthens 
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Hofstede’s cultural classification model as well. With the critique of Hofstede’s model in 

mind, his classification approach can still provide a solid database on which further research 

can build. 

While some results of this study are in accordance with findings of existing research, others 

are contradictory. According to both Tsoi and Chen (2011) and Kransnova et al. (2012), a 

culture’s uncertainty avoidance has a negative impact on a SNS user’s self-disclosure. Fur-

thermore, Tsoi and Chen (2011) state that the trust in SNS providers increases with the 

uncertainty avoidance of a culture. These findings comply with H4.1 and H5. However, re-

garding this study’s finding, showing that a culture’s uncertainty avoidance increases the pri-

vacy concerns of its members, the results of Milberg et al. (2000) and Bellman et al. (2004) 

dissent. According to Milberg et al. (2000), there exists a negative relation between the un-

certainty avoidance and the individuals’ privacy concerns, while Bellman et al. (2004) could 

not measure any relation at all. Furthermore, Milberg et al. (2000) claim that the masculinity 

of a country increases the privacy concerns of its individuals. Although this study did not 

investigate the influence of a culture’s masculinity on privacy concerns, the results suggest 

that this relation does exist, indeed. Germans, characterized as being a rather masculine, show 

higher privacy concerns than the Swedes, characterized as being rather feminine. This study’s 

accordance and contradiction to the results of existing research highlights the need for fur-

ther investigations. 

Furthermore, by investigating the relationship of a culture’s masculinity to friends and rela-

tionships on SNSs, this study contributes to existing research. The study shows that the 

number of a SNS user’s friends and the amount of strangers within these friends is influenced 

by the masculinity of a culture. Consequently, cultures characterized by a lower masculinity 

are likely to have more friends on SNSs, compared to cultures with a higher masculinity. 

Moreover, the amount of strangers within these friends is higher for cultures characterized 

as being feminine, compared to cultures that are rather masculine. Though, no conclusions 

about the amount of close friends an average user of a certain culture has on its SNS profile 

could be drawn. Moreover, new findings could be revealed by determining a positive relation 

between the uncertainty avoidance and the application of provided control. SNS users of 

cultures with a high uncertainty avoidance apply more privacy settings than SNS users of 

cultures with a lower uncertainty avoidance. These findings provide new insights in the UPB 

on SNSs and extent the current state of research. 

6.4 Implication for Practice 

This study gives an insight into the demands SNS users have toward their SNS providers, as 

well as on other SNS members. SNS providers represent the target audience of this study, as 

they are in charge of their SNS, the trust their users respond to them, and the users’ self-

disclosure. Understanding the dynamics of users of different cultures is crucial to adapt ser-

vices to domestic settings. 

Based on the size of a SNS, the number of friends might play an important role in the re-

source planning. Every relation between two users must be digitally stored. This might seem 
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trivial at first glance, but depending on the user base a SNS manages, this factor might influ-

ence the efficiency of the provided service. Facebook, with more than one billion MAU and 

an average number of 190 friends per user (Ugander et al., 2011), is responsible for storing 

more than 95 billion user relationships (one virtual connection between two users). Depend-

ing on the tendency of different cultures to have more or less friends, SNS providers should 

consider this fact when planning to invest into new regional markets. Moreover, the average 

number of friends also influences the social network type a SNS wants to represent. It de-

pends on the strategy, whether SNS providers try to stimulate their users to increase their 

social network beyond their existing social friendship network, by adding people to their 

friend lists that are considered as being strangers in their real life, or not. Such stimulations 

might increase the network density, hence the audience of published content, which increases 

the probability of privacy threats as well. Clearly, the proposed constructs used in this study 

are highly interrelated when transferred on SNS providers. Cultures with a high uncertainty 

avoidance are proven to show lower trust in SNS providers and a generally lower self-disclo-

sure. This leads users to perceive their provided control as being less sufficient and increases 

the usage of provided privacy control settings. 

Such chain reactions can be used to the SNS providers’ advantage. For example, when deal-

ing with a culture that shows an undesirable low self-disclosure and is characterized by a 

rather high uncertainty avoidance, it might be more efficient to increase the trust relation 

between the users and the provider to encourage users’ self-disclosure, instead of providing 

users with more ways of publishing content, for instance. As discussed by Krasnova et al. 

(2012), “SNS providers find themselves under constant pressure to encourage user self-dis-

closure, or see their market value dissipate quickly.” (Krasnova et al., 2012, p. 127). The 

conducted study shows that users with a high trust in SNS providers are more likely to in-

crease their self-disclosure. This does affect the amount of published information and its 

correctness. With different behavioral characteristics of distinctive cultures, SNS providers 

need to adapt their services coherently. Building a platform on which users feel save and 

perceive their data as being protected builds the fundament to establish a trustworthy rela-

tionship between the SNS provider and its users. 

Besides, the study shows a lack of satisfaction in the extent to which users are in control over 

personal information and over information others publish about them. This phenomenon 

gains importance in cultures characterized by a high uncertainty avoidance. SNS providers 

need to be aware of these characteristics and conquer this situation by increasing the control 

over personal information they provide their users. If a domestic adaption to suit the users’ 

needs takes place, it is important to evaluate whether the added functionality provides an 

improvement for all users or if it should rather be only available to users from cultures with 

similar characteristics. Users from cultures that already feel satisfied with the available control 

may be confused by added functionalities, as they feel no need to adapt them. 

The results of this study highlight the need of SNS providers to evaluate whether the default 

options facilitate the trust relationship between the users and the platform, or if the opposite 

is the case. Many users tend to change the default privacy settings and struggle in finding the 

settings they are searching for. In this regard, an interesting tool that has been in the focus 
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of the authors Fang & LeFevre (2010) are “Privacy Wizards”. Instead of letting users change 

all settings manually, a software captures their behavior and searches for behavioral patterns. 

Based on the user input, the software then suggests or automatically adjust further settings. 

The approach is based on a machine learning algorithm and has been proven to be very 

efficient “using less user input than existing policy-specification tools” (Fang & LeFevre, 

2010, p. 351). Based on the findings of this study, such tools have the potential to increase 

the user satisfaction by improving the availability and accessibility of provided privacy set-

tings, to strengthen the trust relation between the users and the SNS. 

6.5 Future Research 

The inconsistency in recent research results highlights the need for further studies. In order 

to improve the current situation, existing studies need to be extended to encompass a broader 

quantity of different cultures. As discussed in the chapter “Implication for research”, state-

ments build on top of the findings of only two cultures might not be representative, when 

other cultures are taken into account. This study builds on top of the study done by Krasnova 

et al. (2012), rather than adding even more variables to the already existing inconsistency of 

results. By doing so, existing results could be substantiated and others proven to be ques-

tionable. This approach needs to be followed on, until a solid foundation is established, 

which enables future studies to take more influential factors into their scope of focal areas. 

Substantiating existing studies can be realized by an increased number of different cultures. 

In this context, the Model for Cultural Impacts on UPB on SNSs (see ) can be extended by 

investigating more of Hofstde’s (2001) cultural dimensions and their impacts on the UPB in 

SNSs. Moreover, although basing new research on the cultural classification model by Hof-

stede is a convenient and efficient approach, this does also encompass certain risks. If Hof-

stede’s dimension values deviate from reality, either by wrong estimations or by the changing 

nature of cultural evolution, derived conclusion are likely to be biased, thus, out of touch 

with reality. This risk can be mitigated by complementary classification approaches. 

Furthermore, in order to strengthen the findings of this study, future research should not 

only focus on Facebook, but broaden the scope by investigating the UPB on other SNSs as 

well. The solely focus on Facebook, as conducted by the majority of existing studies, might 

bias the findings since these are only derived from the users’ respective experiences with 

Facebook and the privacy settings as they are implemented by Facebook. The inclusion of, 

or the comparison to, additional SNSs can either lead to more meaningful conclusions (in 

case the results match each other) or highlight that the UPB depends on the SNS on which 

the user behavior takes place (in case the results are contradicting). The same applies to the 

choice of the sample. The major part of previous research is investigating college students. 

However, in order to make conclusions that are applicable to the entire culture, other age 

groups and/or educational categories need to be included as well. 
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Appendix A: Web-Survey questionnaire 

Welcome! 

If you are 

 between 18 and 34 years old, 

 a student or former student, and 

 either German or Swedish,     

than you are invited to be part of our research and have the chance to win a 50€ / 430SEK voucher (from Amazon)! We are two IT students writing 

our Master Thesis and would be very grateful if you help us by filling out this survey. Please answer the following questions as precise as possible and 

do not rush through the survey. 

Price: 

In the end of the survey you can insert your email-address to take part in our lottery. The winner receives an Amazon voucher over 50€ / 430SEK. 

Contact us: 

If you have any further questions or comments do not hesitate to get in contact with us: 

Sebastian Falk: fase1212@student.hj.se 

Nils Riel: rini1222@student.hj.se 

mailto:fase1212@student.hj.se
mailto:rini1222@student.hj.se
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General Information 

Q1  Your age: 

o 18 (1) 

o 19 (2) 

o 20 (3) 

o 21 (4) 

o 22 (5) 

o 23 (6) 

o 24 (7) 

o 25 (8) 

o 26 (9) 

o 27 (10) 

o 28 (11) 

o 29 (12) 

o 30 (13) 

o 31 (14) 

o 32 (15) 

o 33 (16) 

o 34 (17) 

 

Q2  Your gender: 

o Male (1) 

o Female (2) 

Q3  Your nationality: 

o German (1) 

o Swedish (2) 

o Other (3) 

Q4  Have you been living more than half of your life in your 

country of nationality? 

o Yes (1) 

o No (2) 

Q5  Are you currently studying or do you already have a higher 

educational degree (i.e. a university degree)? 

o Yes (1) 

o No (2) 

Q6  How would you rate your own Facebook experience? 

o Very Poor (1) 

o Poor (2) 

o Fair (3) 

o Good (4) 

o Very Good (5) 

Q7  How much time do you approx. spend on Facebook every day? 

o < 30min (1) 

o 31min - 1h (2) 

o 1h - 2h (3) 

o 2h - 3h (4) 

o 3h (5) 



  

 
IX 

Friends and Relationships 

Q8  How many Facebook friends do you have? (approx.) 

o < 49 (1) 

o 50 - 149 (2) 

o 150 - 249 (3) 

o 250 - 349 (4) 

o 350 - 449 (5) 

o 450 - 549 (6) 

o 550 - 649 (7) 

o 650 - 749 (8) 

o 750 - 849 (9) 

o 850 - 949 (10) 

o 950 - 1049 (11) 

o > 1050 (12) 

Q9  How many of your Facebook friends 

... would you consider as close friends in real life (in %)? (1) 

... are you in regular contact with in real life (in %)? (2) 

... could you have a spontaneous conversation with, if you met them in real life (in %)? (3) 

... would you consider as strangers in real life (in %)? (4) 

... have you never met in real life (in %)? (5) 

  



  

 
X 

Trust in Facebook 

Q10  To which extent do you agree to the following statements? 

In general, Facebook... 
Strongly 

Disagree (1) 

Disagree 

(2) 

Somewhat 

Disagree (3) 

Neither Agree 

nor Disagree (4) 

Somewhat 

Agree (5) 

Agree 

(6) 

Strongly 

Agree (7) 

...is open and receptive to the needs 

of its members. (1) 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

...makes good-faith efforts to address 

most members concerns. (2) 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

...is honest in its dealings with me. (3) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

...keeps its commitments to its 

members. (4) 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

...is trustworthy. (5) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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...tells the truth related to the 

collection and use of the personal 

information. (6) 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

...is competent in protecting the 

information I provide. (7) 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Trust in other Facebook users 

Q11  To which extent do you agree to the following statements? 

Generally, I have trust that other 

Facebook users (including non-

friends)... 

Strongly 

Disagree (1) 

Disagree 

(2) 

Somewhat 

Disagree (3) 

Neither Agree 

nor Disagree (4) 

Somewhat 

Agree (5) 

Agree 

(6) 

Strongly 

Agree (7) 

...will not misuse my sincerity on 
Facebook. (1) 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

...will not embarrass me for some 
information they learned about me 

through Facebook. (2) 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

...will not use the information they 
found about me on Facebook against 

me. (3) 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

...will not use the information about me 
in a wrong way. (4) 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

...are trustworthy. (5) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  



  

 
XIII 

...are open and delicate to each other. 
(6) 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

 

  



  

 
XIV 

Privacy Concerns 

Q12  To which extent do you agree to the following statements? 

I am concerned that my 

information submitted on 

Facebook... 

Strongly 

Disagree (1) 

Disagree 

(2) 

Somewhat 

Disagree (3) 

Neither Agree 

nor Disagree (4) 

Somewhat 

Agree (5) 

Agree 

(6) 

Strongly 

Agree (7) 

...can be used in a way I did not 

foresee. (1) 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

...can become available to someone 

without my knowledge. (2) 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

...can be misinterpreted. (3) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

...can be continuously spied on (by 

someone unintended). (4) 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q13  To which extent do you agree to the following statements? 

I feel comfortable with Facebook users 

(including non-friends) seeing following 

information about me on my Facebook 

profile: 

Strongly 

Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 

(2) 

Somewhat 

Disagree (3) 

Neither Agree 

nor Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 

Agree (5) 

Agree 

(6) 

Strongly 

Agree (7) 

Real name (1) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Gender (2) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Nationality (3) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Birth date (4) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Email (5) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Phone number (6) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Employer (7) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Education (8) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Hometown (9) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Location (country) (10) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Location (city) (11) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Location (street) (12) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Profile picture (13) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Relationship status (14) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Biography (15) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Interests (16) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Religion (17) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Status updates (18) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Timeline (19) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Photos (20) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Videos (21) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Self-Disclosure 

Q14  To which extent do you agree to the following statements? 

 
Strongly 

Disagree (1) 

Disagree 

(2) 

Somewhat 

Disagree (3) 

Neither Agree 

nor Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 

Agree (5) 

Agree 

(6) 

Strongly 

Agree (7) 

I have a detailed/comprehensive profile on 

Facebook. (1) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Personal information I publish on Facebook 

always represents the truth. (2) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I always find time to keep my profile up-to-

date. (3) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

My profile tells a lot about me. (4) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

From my Facebook profile it would be easy 

to find out my preferences in music, movies 

or books. (5) 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

From my Facebook profile it would be easy 

to understand what person I am. (6) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

 

 



  

 
XVIII 

Q15  Which personal information is included in your Facebook profile and corresponds to the truth? 

 Name (1) 

 Gender (2) 

 Nationality (3) 

 Birth date (4) 

 Email (5) 

 Phone number (6) 

 Employer (7) 

 Education (8) 

 Hometown (9) 

 Location (country) (10) 

 Location (city) (11) 

 Location (street) (12) 

 Profile picture (13) 

 Relationship status (14) 

 Biography (15) 

 Interests (16) 

 Religion (17) 

 Photos (18) 

 Videos (19) 
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Control 

Q16  To which extent do you agree to the following statements? 

Facebook provides me enough control 

(e.g. through functionality, privacy 

policies) over… 

Strongly 

Disagree (1) 

Disagree 

(2) 

Somewhat 

Disagree (3) 

Neither Agree 

nor Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 

Agree (5) 

Agree 

(6) 

Strongly 

Agree (7) 

…the information I provide on Facebook 

(e.g. in my profile, on the Wall etc.). (1) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

…how and in what case the information 

I provide can be used. (2) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

…who can collect and use the 

information I provide. (3) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

…who can view my information on 

Facebook. (4) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

…the actions of other users (e.g. tagging 

me in pictures, writing on the Wall). (5) o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q17  Do you think that the given control over personal information on Facebook is sufficient? 

o Yes (1) 

o No (2) 

Q18  If no, why?  

____________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________ 

 

Facebook divides your privacy settings into three rubrics (privacy, timeline/tagging, and blocking). Please answer the questions 

according to your present settings. 

Privacy 

Q19  Did you change the privacy settings on Facebook? 

o Yes (1) 

o No (2) 

Q20  If yes, which of the following settings did you adjust? 

 Who can see your future posts? (default: public) (1) 

 Who can look you up using the email address or phone number you provided?  (default: everyone) (2) 

 Who can look up your timeline by name? (default: everyone) (3) 
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Timeline and Tagging 

Q21  Did you change the timeline and tagging settings on Facebook? 

o Yes (1) 

o No (2) 

Q22  If yes, which of the following settings did you adjust? 

 Who can post on your timeline? (default: Friends) (1) 

 Who can see posts you've been tagged in on your timeline? (default: Friends of Friends) (2) 

 Who can see what others post on your timeline? (default: Friends of Friends) (3) 

 When you’re tagged in a post, who do you want to add to the audience if they aren’t already in it? (default: Friends) (4) 

 Who sees tag suggestions when photos that look like you are uploaded? (default: Friends) (5) 

 Review posts friends tag you in before they appear on your timeline? (default: Off) (6) 

 Review tags people add to your own posts before the tags appear on Facebook? (default: Off) (7) 
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Blocking 

Q23  Did you change the blocking settings on Facebook? 

o Yes (1) 

o No (2) 

Q24  If yes, which of the following settings did you adjust? 

 Do you block any users? (default: none) (1) 

 Do you block any apps? (default: none) (2) 

 Do you block any app invites? (default: none) (3) 

 Do you block any event invites? (default: none) (4) 

 

Finally done! In order to get the chance to win a 50€ / 430SEK Amazon voucher, state your email-address in the text field below. We 

guarantee that your email-address will be solely used to contact you in case you win. 

Q25  Your E-Mail  

________________________________
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Appendix B: Survey results in tabular form 

Result: Real Life Relationships to Facebook Friends 

How many of your Facebook friends… 

Number of friends in 
% 

GER  SWE 

… would you consider as close friends in real life? 21.75 24.69 

… are you in regular contact with in real life? 36.78 32.19 

… could you have a spontaneous conversation with, if you met them 
in real life? 

68.59 64.62 

… would you consider as strangers in real life? 13.13 20.06 

… have you never met in real life? 8.68 6.62 

 

Result: Trust in Facebook 

In general, Facebook… 
(7-point Likert-type scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 7 = Strongly Agree) 

Mean 

GER  SWE 

… is open and receptive to the needs of its members. 3.81 4.14 

… makes good-faith efforts to address most members concerns. 3.80 3.93 

… is honest in its dealings with me. 2.97 3.72 

… keeps its commitments to its members. 3.42 4.08 

… is trustworthy. 2.76 3.45 

… tells the truth related to the collection and use of the personal in-
formation. 

2.86 3.75 

… is competent in protecting the information I provide. 2.63 3.53 

Average mean 3.18 3.80 

 

Result: Trust in other Facebook Users 

Generally, other Facebook users… 
(7-point Likert-type scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 7 = Strongly Agree) 

Mean 

GER  SWE 

… will not misuse my sincerity on Facebook. 3.79 4.17 

… will not embarrass me for some information they learned about me through 
Facebook. 

3.86 4.23 

… will not use the information they found about me on Facebook against me. 3.69 4.23 

… will not use the information about me in a wrong way. 3.69 4.14 

… are trustworthy. 3.66 4.15 

… are open and delicate to each other. 3.82 3.81 

Average mean 3.75 4.12 
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Result: Privacy Concerns 

I am concerned that my information submitted on Facebook… 
(7-point Likert-type scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 7 = Strongly Agree) 

Mean 

GER  SWE 

… can be used in a way I did not foresee. 5.34 4.90 

… can become available to someone without my knowledge. 5.54 5.29 

… can be misinterpreted. 4.77 4.84 

… can be continuously spied on (by someone unintended). 5.03 4.70 

Average mean 5.17 4,93 

 

Result: Privacy Concerns about Personal Information 

I feel comfortable with Facebook users (in-
cluding non-friends) seeing following infor-
mation about me on my Facebook profile… 

(7-point Likert-type scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 7 = 
Strongly Agree) 

Personal Infor-
mation 

Mean 

GER  SWE 

Real name 4.38 5.79 

Gender 5.85 6.06 

Nationality 5.52 5.87 

Birth date 3.90 4.83 

Email 1.77 2.94 

Phone number 1.26 2.09 

Employer 2.88 3.94 

Education 4.12 4.92 

Hometown 3.76 4.79 

Location (country) 4.33 5.17 

Location (city) 3.51 4.77 

Location (street) 1.54 2.48 

Profile picture 4.88 5.31 

Relationship status 3.22 4.48 

Biography 2.39 3.6 

Interests 3.58 4.26 

Religion 3.14 4.04 

Status updates 2.91 3.49 

Timeline 2.65 3.33 

Photos 2.51 3.15 
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Videos 2.16 2.89 

 

Result: Self-Disclosure on SNSs 

To which extent do you agree to the following statements? 
(7-point Likert-type scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 7 = Strongly Agree) 

Mean 

GER  SWE 

I have a detailed/comprehensive profile on Facebook. 3.18 3.89 

Personal information I publish on Facebook always represents the truth. 5.01 5.36 

I always find time to keep my profile up-to-date. 3.29 3.44 

My profile tells a lot about me. 3.17 3.59 

From my Facebook profile it would be easy to find out my preferences in music, 
movies or books. 

3.98 4.06 

From my Facebook profile it would be easy to understand what person I am. 2.61 3.20 

 

Result: Included Valid Personal Information 

Which personal information is included in your 

Facebook profile and corresponds to the truth? 

Personal Information 
Number of users in % 

GER SWE 

Name 70 97 

Gender 90 93 

Nationality 67 74 

Birth date 71 77 

Email 20 43 

Phone number 3 21 

Employer 19 45 

Education 74 90 

Hometown 54 76 

Location (country) 51 69 

Location (city) 44 66 

Location (street) 1 8 

Profile picture 82 92 

Relationship status 37 62 
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Biography 9 19 

Interests 48 49 

Religion 11 27 

Photos 64 77 

Videos 9 35 

 

Result: Control Over Personal Information 

Facebook provides me enough control (e.g. through functionality, privacy 
policies) over… 
(7-point Likert-type scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 7 = Strongly Agree) 

Mean 

GER  SWE 

…the information I provide on Facebook (e.g. in my profile, on the Wall etc.). 3.97 4.60 

…how and in what case the information I provide can be used. 3.00 3.62 

…who can collect and use the information I provide. 2.85 3.62 

…who can view my information on Facebook. 4.22 4.46 

…the actions of other users (e.g. tagging me in pictures, writing on the Wall). 4.17 4.11 

 

Result: Suffiicient Control Over Personal Information 

Do you think that the given control over personal in-
formation on Facebook is sufficient? 

Mean 

GER  SWE 

Yes No Yes No 

43.5 56.5 61.3 38.7 

 

Result: Adjusted Privacy Settings 

Which of the following settings did you adjust? 
Number of users in % 

GER SWE 

Who can see your future posts? (default: public) 85 81 

Who can look you up using the email address or phone number you 
provided? (default: everyone) 75 60 

Who can look up your timeline by name? (default: everyone) 70 48 
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Result: Timeline and tagging settings 

Which of the following settings did you adjust? 
Number of users in % 

GER SWE 

Who can post on your timeline? (default: Friends) 35 21 

Who can see posts you've been tagged in on your timeline? (default: 
Friends of Friends) 

53 34 

Who can see what others post on your timeline? (default: Friends of 
Friends) 

51 36 

When you’re tagged in a post, who do you want to add to the 
audience if they aren’t already in it? (default: Friends) 

31 18 

Who sees tag suggestions when photos that look like you are 
uploaded? (default: Friends) 

41 21 

Review posts friends tag you in before they appear on your timeline? 
(default: Off) 

43 26 

Review tags people add to your own posts before the tags appear on 
Facebook? (default: Off) 

37 26 

 
Result: Blocked users, apps, app invites and event invites 

Which of the following settings did you adjust? 
Number of users in % 

GER SWE 

Do you block any users? (default: none) 31 27 

Do you block any apps? (default: none) 44 36 

Do you block any app invites? (default: none) 45 34 

Do you block any event invites? (default: none) 19 12 
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Appendix C: Open-Ended Question Result 

German Responses 

I wish to protect my profile even more from non-friends and unknown people. 

Other users may have settings which use my information too althuogh I never agreed to 
that 

There are still too many possibilities for non-friends to acquire information about me 
without my knowledge 

facebook uses our information and transfers to third parties. thats not okay 

I want to control EVERYTHING i post in facebook, and i is not possible to do this for 
some of the activities/likes 

it's hard to manage privacy settings 

because it is hard to understand what you can do to protect your personal information 

It's not "deep" enough, e.g. I have control who can see my posts etc. However, if I like 
something from another site or person, there may be instances where I cannot "forbid" 
other people to see this. So, the privacy settings only work in the most frequnt situations. 

weil sie ständig die einstellungen verändern und man so sich nicht darauf verlassen kann 
dass die einstellungen die man mal getroffen hat bleiben. das heißt nach jeder änderung 
muss man alles überprüfen und das ist seehr zeit intensiv 

Could be better in terms of controlling what of my stuff other people can read/see. 

weird names for actual settings + no clear structure 

because it's not enough 

Partially there's still not enough control about personal data, such as status updates you're 
tagged in by others. 

It could be much more detailed. 

The members should be given more rights when it comes to providings their data to third 
parties. 

There are always small ambiguities that facebook uses to sell and spy on the dates. It is 
also quite complicated to really get the information what facebook does with the dates. 

I am not sure how much others can follow my activities, e.g. what I like and comment etc. 

Because they (from Facebook ) don´t enable the full control over my personal information. 

There are not enough clear statements and direct informations what is happening to the 
data. 

Because Facebook makes it not easy to find this control. I would appreciate more detailed 
privacy options. 

I don´t think that it´s really reliable. my information could be given to anyone without me 
knowing. 
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Facebook is in my eyes actually not trustworthy enough for me to be persuaded personal 
information is well controlled 

Because on the Internet one never knows 

Studies show that data isn't ever completeley deleted and "can" turn up in the strangest 
places. It should be possible to delete things for good. Other studies have shown that 
replies to complaints are -if they come at all- incredibly late. 

because somebody recently broke into my fb account 

because you can't delete everything at once, you have to click through every single 
interaction you've made 

user handling is way too complicated 

Because you can never be sure which information is used from facebook. 

because you always have to follow everythin in the news in order to maintint your privacy 
settings up to date. Also you can never avoid that someone uploads a picture of you 
without you tagging in it. 

I do not exactly know who sees what and how it can be passed over. 

There are a lot of people who do have the skills to get the personal information even if 
they arent allowed or empowered to do so, so you could say that basically everyone on 
facebook thinks their information is safe but in reality, there is a huge gap. Trough this 
gap there's thousands of secured data flowing to a third or to a third party getting 
information which should be tagged as secured. 

I would be happy to see more individual suecurity settings which aren't suggested and 
spied on by Facebook. 

not easy to handle, more functions should be provided 

'cause I have no control about what others do with my data plus I'm not 100% sure how 
to check, what and how many information I'm sharing with whom. 

Because I dont know who else gets the information from facebook beside the users. 

I don't think one can actually control how facebook uses personal data. 

A change in layout or terms and conditions may reveal previously hidden information 
without the knowledge of the user 

Because there are many things, that can't be controlled by the users. 

- Because Facebook itself continously requests more and more information even though 
I previously denied to provide this information. 

as for my personal information, facebook collects it for any of their causes, so there is no 
real "control" over that 

Data can never be full deleted in the Internet 

you have to find out which information you show openly and how to hide them, on your 
own 

It is as it is 
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I know its almost everything possible to hide from others. But the setting is very difficult 
to understand. 

I don`t know what the administrator(s) of facebook can do with my personal dates, but i 
take the risk. otherwise I would have to close my account 

not enough control! 

Even though facebook tries to be transparent and open, due to missunderstandable writing 
and not-told updates in regard to privat-sphere settings the company is more controlling 
as it presents itself. 

They often change their policies and not everyone knows all the details between the lines. 
Not everybody knows that Facebook doesn't really delete the content you deleted - it's all 
saved somewhere. 

I think there are many things they don't tell their users an many functions are very diffuciult 
to find, for example wich information can be seen by my freinds or everybody... 

Obscure Menu 

I can control what other users see from my data, but i feel like not knowing what 
facebook/industry/co is doing with my data and shares 

Due to the constant changes of the layout of the page, sometimes it's hard to keep track 
on how to make changes, e.g. over privacy settings. 

Because you can not decide about some details as who can see your profile picture. 

Man kann nicht kontrollieren, was mit den Daten gemacht wird, noch kann man sich bei 
allen Einstellungen entscheiden, ob man sie haben will, wie z.B: die "Chronik". Des 
weiteren findet man trotz Sperre das Profilbild in klein bei Google-Bilder. 

It's sometimes a little tricky to set the privacy options in the way i want. It's quite a bit of 
work to set all the options. 

because your account can't be deleted 

cant control everything (e.g. titelbild) 

I feel like they scan the text messages I send to my friends in order to personalize the 
advertisement. 

...too lazy to argue..sry... imagine a potato... here take this potato 

Because facebook is able to do nearly all with the personal information. I can't delete it 
completly. 

too complicated 

In my opinion it is often not really clear which information is visible and which isn't and 
what parts of my profile others can or cannot see. Moreover, sometimes things appear on 
other persons walls which I didn't wanted them to see. 

for example: facebook saves the information I deleted 

because people I am not friends with can still see my profile picture. 

Ich würde es beispielsweise befürworten Titelbilder als privat zu kennzeichnen und die 
Sichtbarkeit der Freundesliste stärker einschränken zu können. 
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Because you can't know what Facebook itself does with the information. 

Too many functions, mostly hidden end set too "open" by default. When asked Facebook 
gives some information about their policies and clients, but not without being asked. There 
way of making money isn't transparent at all. My data is sold. I can't delete t, if I want to. 
I can't decline usage by any third person. etc. Changes happen all the time, there's no 
option to opt-out etc. 

I want to know exactly who can read my Profile. 

I can not see through all functions and there are many things to tick but many issues are 
hard to find.  I also don´t know what happens to information of mine for friends of 
friends, They also change very often control-issues and I am too lazy to read tht and to 
check all offered information again. 

Information is saved and cannot be deleted; Information are used to advertise and are 
shared to partners of Facebook for advertising purposes; Facebook makes it very easy for 
Facebook App creators to gather personal information. (also see europe v faceboo) 

i would like to have a totally blind profile for non-friends. And only a completely open 
profile (also status AND information) for my closest friends. 

I cannot be a hundred percent sure for what purpose facebook might use the information 
I provided in the future. 

Because there are not enough possibilities to hide information. 

Because eyerbody can get to my profile. Doesn`t  matter what i set in my private settings. 

More transparent guidance (like a detailed manual) and information about who can see 
what would be appreciated. Hard to find the settings, with which limiting access etc. can 
be set. 

You can only choose between friends, people you know, publicity- that's not enough. You 
should be able to pick only one person who can/can't see what you are sharing with the 
others. 

A person who is interested in you can find out everything that is in fb, even if you don't 
want it. 

Often you're not sure who can see the information you offer to facebook. Sometimes its 
hard to find the right page to edit your privacy settings 

Would be far more sufficient if there'd be functions to have really the whole control over 
all personal information. So you can just delete some data that was collected and just have 
exactly the complete control over your given information. 

it's super hard to find out what exactly is saved about you on their servers. sure you can 
write them an email and ask for it, but that's insanely inconvenient. it's not always super 
easy to set the privacy settings, some of them are well buried within sme menu structure. 
in general, it's rather surprising that a company which seems to offer so little transparency 
is then entrusted with everyone's data. I'm always worried about my email suddenly being 
published because of some new stupid policy, and  don't want my email to be public, just 
as little as my phone number and the likes. I don't feel there is enough control over all the 
things going on 

It's difficult to adjust the settings 
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difficult to handle. unclear 

Because there are situations, when friends of you saw some of your activities on Facebook, 
of which you thought that even them aren't able to see. 

insufficient sincere information about data trading by facebook to other firms. even 
though information might be impossible to see for normal facebook users, it still might 
be "made visible" by facebook to people who pay for it. 

not datailed enough 

Takes a lot of steps, is somehow complicated 

Everyone can see the picture above my profile picture (don't know how its called) 

you can control what other users can see from your personal information, but you never 
know what else happens to the information you give about you. i even use a seperate 
emailadressonly for facebook so it doesnt bother me if someone can see that adress 

Everytime I check my profile I find something that shouldn't be in my profile. 

Because i think they use information i don´t know about. 

Because you cannot really control who sees what and how much of it, you cannot even 
keep non-friends from finding you. 

2 months after declaring, that I don't want that my facebook profile is found when typing 
my name into Google, you can still find it. 

Even if it seems that you have Control over your Profile and Information on Facebook, 
in Reality people behind Fb are saving all your Data Wether its private of Not. Thats how 
they keep the Site going, by providing Companies with your Info so they  can ofer you  
adverts, you're most likely to respond to. 

- No "normal" way to delete former entries/ my account - easy to get information about 
a person who's not your "friend" - false settings at the beginning (everything should be 
private and needs to be changed, not other way around) - very confusing contol options 
for me 

I'd like to be able to just chose a single person to see particularstuff withotordering my 
friends in groups 

Because its difficult to get a view of what facebook is saving from my delated information 

I don't believe that the stuff they are saying is true. I think there is always a way how other 
people will be able to see your information even though it is said to be impossible. 

it's too difficult to find the settings and sometimes settings aren't accomplished by 
facebook 

Not transparent, who is able to see which information. And aren´t they selling the 
information they collect? 

it's hard to find the sides where you can control your privacy. especially hard for new 
people on facebook. 

Facebook still missuses information 

you can not control people talking about you officially on facebook and going along with 
that sharing information that seems unimportant but is actually evident 
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Too less information and too often less secure settings are implemented in the first step. 

Because it is not transparent enough for the users which private information facebook 
provides to other users, especially companies. 

I would like to keep my profile picture private. 

because it´s not easy to check what kind of informations facebook realy use for advertising 
or something else 

Its not easy to say who can see what and you have no influence when if friedns of friends 
see phottos etc. 

. 

for example last week, two friends of mine tagged my living city and i had no chance to 
remove it. im sure, fb will save those informations. 

for example, you always can guess where the persone lives or so. Maybe they have many 
friends who do say where they life, went to school, study, do sports, work and so on and 
then it´s likely that you are kind of connected too their information. 

because actually I'm not the one who has control over my FB-profile...in fact the admins 
of FB sitting in the headquarters are the guys who have the actual control 

Too confusing menu 

hidden functions functions divided in too many menus 

it's against european data safety laws 

I get a lot of Advertising fitting to my profile 

Sufficient for the mainstreem maybe, but not for experts. Everything and everyone who 
is in the net is some kind of transparent. 

I don't think it's very difficult to get the information from a facebook profile, even if you're 
not friends with that person. I think facebook sells the information to people the users 
can not know. 

to complex, should be easier and more user friendly 

It takes too much time to figure it out. I think the control is there but no one would take 
the time to really understand it and make proper settings. 

Because they often change the rules without telling the users and it's really confusing. 

Too complex, too annoying/much work to use the list-based privacy settings. 

There are still some things which I HAVE to publish for everyone (like the profile pic or 
the "Titelbild"). Another problems are apps, which are kind of independent from FB and 
where you have to accept a lot of data-collection if you want to activate th app. 

Alwas the one setting I'm searching for is not excisting 

I would like to have examples of how data can be misused 

can't shut off social plug-ins and personalised advertisement 

because facebook is dealing with my informations and i can't say, what i was posting before 
years. And i can't delete my account. 
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lack of transparancy 

no prove of the use of my information for eg. adds 

- no possibility of directly deleting photos of oneself taken by another person (have not 
tried the reporting function) 

to less information 

because you hear and see to much in the news about facebook selling personal information 
for advertisment and to companies with no chance by users to forbid this. also facebook 
does not give its user the chance to codecide changes in privacy settings 

In general a lot of information is provided from the beginning and after intense dealing 
with all the security polocies and settings one can make his/her profile safer but it is quite 
time consuming. 

Have you ever seen the personalized ad? - I dont´t always want some dating websites to 
know if i am single or not -> It´s also scary to see ad for online shops, which provide just 
the equiptment you need for your favourite sport etc. 

... 

because things I want deleted on my timeline always come up again and I can't do anything 
about it. 

Not easy to find adjustment-options 

difficult to find all settings 

Weil sich Facebook große Freiheiten im Umgang mit den persönlichen Daten "zusichert" 
und man nicht weiß, was facebook oder andere Firmen & Organisationen dann damit tun. 

What does Facebook do with my information. Are deleted photos etc. deleted or saved 
somewhere? 

they very often change their privacy stuff. 

Es gibt voreingestellte Dienste,über welche man nicht informiert wird.Höchstens in den 
AGB, aber wer liest sich die richtig und ausführlich durch? Es kann eine Weile dauern, bis 
man die Einstellungen gefunden hat,die man sucht...vorausgesetzt,man kann ie verändern.. 

There could always be more and there are always some loopholes for Facebook to use my 
information in a way they want 

Of course you can choose not to let everyone see your whole profile but in my opinion 
experts can find out how to get access. And more and more employers are checking out 
their applying potential employees. They engage professionals to do so. Studies haveshown 
that its possible to describe someones personality out of his or her likes. I find that scary. 
I don't know whether this is facebook's fault but I think one should use it wisely. 

Es kann nie gewährleistet werden, dass Dinge, die man in FB schreibt oder veröffentlicht, 
nicht anderweitig genutzt werden, kopiert, geklaut werden oder von anderen 
weiterverbreitet werden etc. Selbst, wenn man seine Privatsphäre-Einstellungen 
ändert,können durch Liken, Teilen, Kommentieren andere Unbefugte etwas von meinen 
Aktivitäten mitbekommen. Wenn man absolute Kontrolle über seine privaten 
Informationen haben möchte, darf man sich gar nicht erst einen FB Account zulegen oder 
eben nichts postn. 
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There is always a bad feeling. 

Für die Chronik blockierte inhalte können an andere Stelle angezeigt werden. 

I should at least be able to choose how Facebook uses my information or pictures. 

they own all your oictures and everything you put up 

Because once you or someone else had ubloaded something, it is nearly impossible to 
delete it completely 

I do not know how much information and which information Facebook keeps about me 
and what facebook uses them for 

Because you can't erase old entries that you have made. Facebook saves copies of old 
entries on their servers. 

They changed everything so they can change AGBs or other stuff without letting me know 
after the survey failed, Other people could see stuff in their friends profile when they visit 
and learn something about me I can't control, it's very hard to find everthing that 
influences whio is allowed to see my profile. 

because fb is interredes that it`s partners (for advertising) are able to use information about 
the users 

Very unclear and little information about how & which channels various companies can 
access/view your personal info. 

Everybody can download your pictures Everybody can tag you in a picture without the 
agreement and you may notice it too late Your friends can upload picture which show you 
without your agreement 

Because one can be given information of other people just by asking Facebook. 

Control over saving and giving away my personal information is not sufficient. 

/ 

because Facebook accounts can be very easily hacked. Also, there are conditions, when 
using games, that incude the seeing of my personal Messages. 

Without knowing, other persons can get access to too much information about me. There 
are too many clauses and the way how you can control the access to your personal 
information is described too difficult. 

not enough protection of information 

Because i don´t no how many personal informations can be used from other users. This 
is also the reason why my name an some other things aren´t real. 

I) The most shocking example is probably the very personalized advertisement. So third 
parties seem to be given access, at least passively, since they can reach out to me. II) I can't 
control everything that pops under 'recent activity' on my timeline. Sme things like 
friending activity can be hidden, but for instance events I attented can't. III) I can't choose 
that pictures I'm tagged in don't pop up on my timeline constantly, but are still available 
for my friends to see under 'photos'. II)+III) corespond to the fact that I'm not able to 
fully decide what I want to share in facebook with my friends. 

Maybe it's because I don't spend too much time getting to know facebook, but I keep 
getting emails and stuff about people tagging me to some photo or somethinh like that. 
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It's only then that I start trying to figure out the settings and switch them accordngly, but 
every time I'm like 'hey, that wasn't there before. Nobody told me this changed!'. Therefore 
I think the control I get over my personal information is fine, but the notification about 
changes concerning it is not sufficient. 

Sometimes information that I don't want to be published appears on my site 

Actually it was, I think. But today it's complicated to find the right options/ right menu, 
because it's quite much too detailed, but separated and hidden! There is not enough 
information, like instructions HOW to use these new options. bender if we tal about 
younger people or new users. In Past, it was much more uncomplicated to use facebook 
and it's different options, because it was not that detailed, split and hidden. 

My friends can share information about me against my will when they use games or 
applications on Facebook. I'm not sure whether my friends' friends can see my pictures or 
status updates in their ticker when one of my friends comments or likes my status. 

For instance, I have no idea what happened/happens/will happen to the photos I 
published on Facebook. 

Ich habe eingestellt, dass nur Freunde mich verlinken können und trotzdem hat mich 
jemand auf einem Bild verlinken können, den ich überhaupt nicht kenne und der nicht in 
meiner Freundesliste ist! 

We as users should have the possibilty to control, which information facebook will have 
forever and which not, because even when i delete something from my wall, facebook still 
have my information. 

You can't be sure it works! 

It is not sure, if any 3rd party has insight into my facebook account. 

There are to less preferences given 

I am not able to delete any information totally and I can not decide what fb is doing with 
my data. 

i want more settings 

for example: if someone uses my  name (without a link), i don't get an information about 
that. 

No information where it will be used and who has seen it 

It is not possible to opt out of having your "likes" used as statistical data by companies or 
to influence the way in which the information about your preferences is used in general 
(i.e. advertising). 

Every person should know himself, how many information he wants to show. But anyway 
I think that they are dealing wirt my name, my purchase behaviour in the internet... 

Facebook changes its page very often. There is no time to understand how you can hide 
the information about yourself well. So, users have no chance to create a safe page cause 
after some month, facebook change the display of its page again. 

Facebook somehow hides the techniques about how to control your account. It is 
complicated to get a gerneral idea about your possibility to change something. 

Zu leicht zu hacken.  Facebook ändert sich zu oft - man hat kaum noch einen überblick 



  

 
XXXVII 

The right settings are very hard to find. 

Not sure if people can't easily get information about me that i don't want them to get 

You can´t prevent some things you want to provide/ prevent. 

you should never be satisfied if your personal life/informations are concerned. 

öälkjhg 

People can see me tagged although I haven't confirmed it yet... It's in my setting though 

In some way we are able to decide what information we offer on our own, but the 
connections to other profils,links or others even if you dont want it, can't be deletet. So 
Facebook asked me if im on a certain university, which was right but i didn't give his 
information myself. Also it is not clear whether the informationwe give will be selled. 

Facebook does give me the option to have certain control over my information, but makes 
it very difficult to find all these hidden little boxes you have to un-tick 

Its very difficult to find the options for saving your private information1 

I can not influence informations about me published by other  I cannot sufficienty controll 
who collects information on me I am not able to fully controll which information facebook 
delets and am not able to see which information facebook has collected ver the years. 

because facebook changes so much and too often 

I don't have enough control about who can use my data 

I'm not sure, if anybody who knows many things about computers is able to get to know 
more information about me than he can find in my profile. Because my smartphone is 
connected to facebook ... 

Because you cant hide all information 

I may have some control which informations other facebook users can see but I can't 
influence what facebook itself do eith the data I so easily provide them with do.  That's 
why I'm trying to be careful with valuable informations about myself. 

Because even though i e.g only allow my friends to see my pictures, other pp still can see 
because i ' e.g tagged by others 

Because they still can do whatever they want to with my information 

 

Swedish Responses 

They own my soul (really, the contract you sign as a member is insane). 

Dunno.. 

uncomprehensible 

The possibility for me as a user to decide to what my information will be used and for 
how long it will be saved is close to impossible to impact, but it is a deal that you make 
when signing up for the service, if you don't like the rules, don't play the ame. 

I´m still searchable if I´ve written on someones status, even if my profile is hidden, if 
that person has other privacy settings. 
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They can use it as they like in many ways 

Because there is no easy way to decide whom of your friends should be able to see what. 

Could use more advanced tooltip to filter friends or global users 

Because they will actively sell your information to advertising companies which is made 
evident by what kind of ads appear on your Facebook when you log on to an account. 
Just changing your gender from male to female changes alot of the ads, I have discovred. 

maybe it is sufficient, but they change the design to very often 

I cant controll to who FB is selling information about me. 

I have had problems with untagging myself in other peoples pictures. 

Trust issues 

Why what? You have no specified which question this relates to. Why do I not feel they 
give me enough options? Because I'd prefer to be able to completely control how 
information about me is used. However, Facebook is not a charity, it's a company tryng 
to make money. I use it because it's useful for keeping in touch with people on the other 
side of the globe but I have no illusions about them selling my personal information. 
However, it'd be nice to have that. 

You should be ablr to preview your profile in an easier way Better control and 
information about the applications You should be able to confirm your tags bwfore they 
are shown 

I don't know what companies and other third parties do with my information 

Cause some times the system forces to change your privacy 

Should be even easier to see what different persons (friends, friends of friends, non-
friends etc.) can see from what I am posting. Also if it is difficult to find it on google or 
some other way. 

I have had problems with privacy settings. They tried making it "easier" for every-day 
users to set their privaccy settings, but you only get to set two settings for it. When I 
went to see "This is what other users see your profile picture", too much, in y opinion, 
was visible to people who didn't even have me as their friend-of-a-friend. I have yet not 
figured out how to fix this without going through all my pictures, etc, manually. 

I don't trust companies 

Both that FB dont gice me control over every thing inckuding specialist UI and thet I 
dont beleve people can handle that much control in general. 

there was a case about facebook was posting private messages from 2009 or 2010 on the 
timeline of the users -> that is questionable but as well you have to be cautious 

I don't know how much control I actually have. 

There is not enought info about different changes in settings a person can make in 
personal info. Friends can tagg you in pics or comments without you accepting it. 

Because the control over personal information and how it is used on Facebook is almost 
non-existent. 
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It should be easier to make photos and information private, its too complicated at the 
moment i feel. 

I would like to be able to untag me on all of, or many of my pictures in an easy and 
quick way. 

Because e.g. I cant choose to not show my profile picture for non friends. I can't choose 
to turn off ads that are payed for (when one of my friends likes a payed statusuppdate 
then it is shown on my timeline). 

Because facebook share my personal data to companies, for example they who buys 
advertising on facebook seems to know quite a lot about me... 

They own my soul (really, the contract you sign as a member is insane). 

Dunno.. 

uncomprehensible 

The possibility for me as a user to decide to what my information will be used and for 
how long it will be saved is close to impossible to impact, but it is a deal that you make 
when signing up for the service, if you don't like the rules, don't play the ame. 

I´m still searchable if I´ve written on someones status, even if my profile is hidden, if 
that person has other privacy settings. 

They can use it as they like in many ways 

Because there is no easy way to decide whom of your friends should be able to see what. 

Could use more advanced tooltip to filter friends or global users 

Because they will actively sell your information to advertising companies which is made 
evident by what kind of ads appear on your Facebook when you log on to an account. 
Just changing your gender from male to female changes alot of the ads, I have discovred. 

maybe it is sufficient, but they change the design to very often 

I cant controll to who FB is selling information about me. 

I have had problems with untagging myself in other peoples pictures. 

Trust issues 

 


