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1 Summary ofFindings

This research report presents comparative results from five nations (United States of America, United
Kingdom, GermanyNetherlands, and China) with regard to social media usthiscée$iure, privacy
perceptions and attitudes, and privacy behavior in online environments. The matfrstean online
surveythat was conducted from Novemb@011 to December2011.Across all nationgy = 1,800
participants completed the survey. Based on theshe&ddowingkey findingsvere observed

1. SNS users from all five countries did not difféneir frequency ofsocial network site (SNS)
use They usé SNSs around 60 b 90 minon an average day.

2. There were significant differenéesnetwork size WhereadJS Americandiad much larger
networkon SNS, German usefsgdthe smallestetworksUSAmerican SNS users also e
diverse SNS networkshat included people fromdifferent social contexts

3. People from all countrigsdicatechavingahigh privacy literacy. Participats from Germany and
theUSperceived themselves as slightly fiteratethan participants from other countries.

4. German SNS userseported generallyapplying more privacy settingsto safeguard thedlata
and privacy when using SNSs. In particular réistiycted the visibility of profile information
more than SNS user from other countries. However, sophisticated settings such asigbstg frien
wereapliedequally ofteiby users from different countries.

5. All SNS userseportedfinding it important to prevent risks that might arise from privacy
related behaviorsuch as having apen profile or uploading picturésowever, there were
significant differences in the implementation of such behavames:.Chinese SNS user had an
open profile, andmore Dutch users uploaded pictures do their SNSs.

6. USAmerican and Chinese useportedspenihgmore time per day on microbldigan users from
the other three countries

7. The number of followerson microblogsdid not differ between countries. The audigrecerally
consistdof diverse contestincluding strangers and people the uskendxer met before.

8. USAmerican microblogsers ofterusedarecognizable profile picturebut used a pseudonym
whereas manghineseusersreported grefeencefor bang visually anonymousby using an
avatar oran unrecognizable picture,but they used their real name

9. Most microblog usersade their tweets accessible to everybodyHowever, comparesith the
other four countried)SAmericangenerallyestricedtheir tweets to their followers.

10. Overallpeoplereported that they hachot yetexperiencel many privacy violations Most users
hadnot even encounteda single privacy threat during tipegvioususage.

11. Europeans and in particuf@ermansreported perceiving information as more sensitiveand
reportedbelievngthat privacyelated behaviors suchpastingppo n e 8 s r el atectohais hi p st at
privacy.

12. Selfdisclosure happerdless frequently in online environments than offl8eAmerican and
Chinese social media users generally p@st more sensitive information online than

Europeans.
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2 Introduction

The social web requinesople tadisclos and shar personal information in order to sustain its functionality.
With the rise of social network sites (§NBd microblogging services, siasgincreasingly shagintimate
informationabout themselvesith other users, companies, onpinevidersand unidentified third parties.
Accordingly, handlingersonal data in online environments is associated with many risks for the individual
user Effective datdandlinghusbecomes challeng®ue totherapiddevelopmentf new medias wedlas
the global expansioof the Internef privacy managemembw applies beyongational boundarieso@al
mediauses acton aworldwidestagevhereinformationeasilytraverssculturalboundaries ancbntexts.

Even thouf privacy and the need forvaicy have been conceptualized as ualivard transcultural
phenomena, it has begocumentedhat privacy is perceived and enacted diffesmrtigs differergultural
andsocietal backgrous@ltman, 1975, 1977; Laufer & Wolfe, L9%@3ording to Laufer and Wo(fe977)
the boundaries of consciousness about privacy are transmitted through language, tradition, and values within a
specific culture. They furtheiguelt hat oeven in highly compl exf societie
the community play a decisive r ol elaufer&Wblfe,19%98y an i n
p. 28)Likewisethe social psychologist Irwin Altmreasonethatd w h i Icapabilithfer privacy regulations
may be culturallyniversal, the specific beloasiand techniques used to control interagtitay be quite
di fferent fr oifAltrnan, 1977, p.€9)t o cul turebod

In the social web, usesire part of a virtual network that comssigtpeople from different cultural
backgrounds with different norms, vglaesl perceptions of privacy. Research on privacy in the social web
thus requirethe researcher take a multicultural perspectivihe 0Young Scholars Network on Privacy and
Web 2.6 conducted anultinationaburveythat wasimedat investigating culairdifferencgin social media
use, selflisclosure privacy behaviprand privacy perception$he following research report presents
descriptive results from this studychapter 3we will look at previous reseat@tusedculturecomparative
designs taeview previous findingsn cultural differences in setfisclosure or privagyerceptions and
behavior.We found that previous studies have shown somewhat mixed results with regard to privacy
managemerdn the social webln chapter 4the methodology of the study will be describeatktail In
chapters, the main findingsvill be presentecultural differencewith regard t&&NS usavill bepresented
first, thenwith regard tonicroblog useandfinally with regard tgeneral measures of social medialugbe
lastchapterwewill draw abrief conclusiorthatemphasigsthe need for more cultw@dmparative studiés

provide a bettaunderstanithg ofcultural influences on online behaviors.
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3 Literature review

Most scholars who have done research on privacy acknowlediges thainiversal phenomenand is
regardedsa basic human nedthtenables people to manage both personal activities and social interactions
(Pedesen, 1997)Losing privacy when it is needed is farseived as a threatening experi€hepte &
Reinecke, 201Brivacynvolvesd t h e s e | eocft iavcec ecsodiltrneog 1978, @. 24)\cedrding

to Altman, itencompagsa dynamic process ioterpersonal boundary control asthusa nonmonotonic
function. Ifa p e desiced I6vel of privacy correspowith his or hemactual level of privadje person
experiences an aptl level of privacy. But the@n bestdes of too much or todtle privacy too. Depending

on their situational experiengith privacy legls, peoplewill engage in different behavioral mechanisms in
order to regulate their privacy to reach the optimal level. Although this process seemgdsahcross
culturesit does noimply that all human beings have the same privacy preferences or use the same regulations
in order to obtaitheir preferred optial levebf privacy.

In one of thefirst studiedealing with differencésprivacyperceptions and evaluatioRedersen and
Frances(1990)found significant differences in privacy preferences between people residing in different
geographical regis in the United StateBheir findings suggestdtat peopldiving in areas witka higher
population density shedagreatedesire foisolationsolitudeand anonymity

Many researchers haughlightedhe impact of culture on privacy perceptiomszhaviofAltman,

1977; Laufer & Wolfe, 197HApwevermulticultural stués in this field remain scarce and present a somewhat
mixed picture. Aumber of scholars have investigétedextent to whictypical cultural valuésas defined

by Geert Hofsted€1980; 1990) influence privaeselated attitudes and behaviors. Bellman and colleagues
(2004)for exampleexaminedvhetherdifferences in privacy concerns are retatedreflect differences in

these cultural valu@&y samplingnternet users from 39 countrigeey foundhat cultural values did not have

an i nfl uence concerngaouptheprivacy af taiormation However, ational regulation

had an influence on privacy concetimsssuggesting that the influemfeultural values on privacy consern
might be mediated by regulatory differences (p. 32dtheA study by Marshall and collead@ee8)
confirmed these findings as their results did not show any difference between American and Indian students.
In 2009however Cho, River&sanchezand Lim surveyed2blinternet users fro five different countries

with regard to privacy concerhiscontrast to the previous studiésit findings suggestthat uses from
individualistic countries (eldS and Australiaveremore likely to be concerned about online privacy tha
users fom collectivistic cultures (e.g., Korea and Indtisyever, ther cultural valgdad nesignificaneffect

on privacy concerii€ho, River&anchez, & Lim, 2008)report by the European Union revealed that privacy
concers alsodiffered between countries of the European Union. For example, 50 percent of the German,
French, and Italian populatissereconcerned that their behaweaisrecorded on thinternet, whereamly

less than 20 percent of the Swedish, BulganidfRomanian poptilen expresseduchconcerngEuropean

Commission, 2011)
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Scholardavealso looked at the influence of cultdiierence®n selfdisclosure anbehavior related
to regulatig privacyResearchers from the University of Alabama found that Latin Amegtfdisclosed
more to a person aroditheir age than North Americatid (DiazPeralta Horenstein & Downey, 2010)

With regard to behavions online environmentsulticultural studielsaveprimarilycompard Asian
and North American countries, thus contrasiivigsterid andoEasterid culturesor in other words, countries
that were on opposite ends of the Hofstede écalen di vi dual i s m¢for anroderviewsee | | ect i vi
Gallagher & Savage, 20B)t everwithinwestern cultures, differendes/e been founith selfdisdosure
For example, whereas half of the Swedish and Austrian popdiatiosed their home addressanrSNS
more than threquartes of the Italian populatiodid not(European Commission, 20I8)rthermore, oly
34% of German SNS usewngere found tsharetheir list offriends, whereas more than half of the Danish
populatiordid not mind sharintheir friends listEuropean Commission, 2011)

Findings from previous research on the influence of culture on privacy perceptions and behavior at times
complement each other and at other times contradict eactCatheg indeedseems to have an influence
on privacyrelatedattitudes and behavipbsit these differences are not always consistent with cultural values.
The research presented here wragmplement this prior research by compdhiggpcial media use, piiya
attitudesandprivacybehavior®f USAmerican, British, German, Dutch, &fdnese users.
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4 Procedureand Sample

4.1 Research Design

The dataused irthis research repatermedfrom an online surveliatwas conducted in the United States,
the United Kingdom, Germanthe Netherlands, and Chira.the following these countries are referred to
by the followingbbreviatios

Table 1: Abbreviations

United States United Kingdom Germany Netherlands China
of America

USA GBR GER NED CHN
- ahe = — -

To ensure comprehensivenesghe participants from all five countribe survey was translated ieéeh
respectivenational languag&nglish, German, Dutch, afhinese)Each member of th@&¥oung Scholar
Network on Privacy and Web@distributed the link individually tgeaol of initial informanta/ho, in turn,
postedthe linkon their social networkites It has to be noted that due to this nonprobability sampling
techniqugsnowball samplindhe resulting national samplese not equal in size and wererepresentae

of the correspondingational population$he survey was conducted from the dBNovember2011 until

the 20 of December2011.No personally identifying information was stored with the individual responses.
In total,N = 1,800peopletook part in the surveyhe following sample sgagere achieved each country:

Table 2: Sample sizes in each country

Country USA E= GBR &= GER = NED — CHN &
n 555 81 884 95 185

4.2 Age and GendeDistributions

Although different isize, dlnational samples resendl#ach othewith regard to thdistributionof age(see
Figure 1). In aflve samples, most participantseMeetween 19 and 25 years©tdy afew peoplavereolder
than 36 (0.7%8.6%).0n averagédmerican partipants were 2@ears old, with a standard deviaifi)of
5.16 yearSBritish participants were slightly older with a mean &fyefirs $D = 7.37 yearsfserman
participantaverethe oldest with an average age ofexts $D = 5.92 yearsputch paticipants were on
averag@2years old3D = 6.01 yearsandChinese participants werey22rf ageon averageSp = 3.52
years).

With regard to gender, the sampiad quite different distribigns (see Figure 2)n the American
sample, 44% of the participants wenmale and55.26 werefemale.79.0% of the Britishparticipants were
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male and 210% were female. In the German sample2Wéremale and 72.% werefemale. In the Dutch
sample, 22% of the participants were malad77.9% were femalerinally 26.846 of the participants ithe
Chinese sample were mata 73.% were female.

USA E= GBR &= GER = NED = CHN &

09€CE€C¢C

m Female =Male

Figure 1 Gender distributiors

4.3 Educational level

Figures 2 to 6 presenthe difference the educatioal leved of the participantsn generalall participants
had a higtevel ofeducation

0.2% 1,2%

3,7%
_\/_ 3.7% 6,2 po ()

0,9%

34,7% High school No education
= High school
= 2- I
45,.2% year colege 32,1%
' = 2-year college
= Bachelor
= Bachelor
= Master
= Master
« Ph.d. .
51,9% Ph.d.
19,1%
Figure 2: Educational levek in the USA Figure 3: Educational levek in Great Britain
0,1%  0,29% 0
21\ T41% No education 1.1%
139 = Middle school 29% High school
= In-firm training * Polytechnics
= University-entrance - ;Jniversity
certificate . Pigéee
= Bachelor e
Master 5,4% 64,5%
62,6%
= ph.d.
Figure 4: Educational leves in Germany Figure 5. Educational leves in the Netherlands
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6,1% 12,7%

20% ), 0,6% High school

= Associated
degree
= Bachelor

= Master

= Ph.d.

60,6%

Figure 6: Educational levesin China

4.4 Active and Passivésocial Media Use

In the first part of the surveye asked all participants which of the following activities (using a social network

site, microblogging actively, readingc r obl ogs, watching videos on a vide
regularlyThe results are presented in Table 3.
Table 3: Active and passive social media usage
USA = GBR & GER = NED CHN
N % N % N % N % N %
Using a Social Network Site yes 521 93.9 73 90.1 799 90.4 93 97.9 175 94.6
no 34 6.1 8 9.9 85 9.6 2 2.1 10 54
Microblogging actively yes 214 38.6 17 21 64 7.2 20 7.2 128 69.2
no 341 61.4 64 79 820 92.8 75 92.8 57 30.8
Reading microblogs yes 218 39.3 21 25.9 119 135 32 33.7 151 81.6
no 337 60.7 60 74.1 765 86.5 63 66.3 34 18.4
Watching videos on a video platform yes 417 75.1 63 77.8 747 84.5 87 91.6 156 84.3
no 138 249 18 22.2 137 15.5 8 8.4 29 15.7
Uploading videos to a video platform yes 57 10.3 2 25 36 4.1 9 9.5 32 17.3
no 498 89.7 79 97.5 848 95.9 86 90.5 153 82.7
Writing blogs yes 25 45 6 7.4 50 5.7 6 6.3 72 38.9
no 530 95.5 75 92.6 834 94.3 89 93.7 113 61.1
Reading blogs yes 133 24 18 22.2 263 29.8 27 28.4 96 51.9
no 422 76 63 77.8 621 70.2 68 71.6 89 48.1
Contributing actively to a Wiki yes 4 0.7 0 0 24 2.7 0 0 13 7
no 551 99.3 85 100 860 97.3 95 100 172 93
Reading a Wiki yes 161 29.0 23 28.4 624 70.6 48 50.5 144 77.8
no 394 71.0 58 71.6 260 29.4 47 49.5 41 22.2
Sum 555 100 85 100 884 100 95 100 185 100
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In sum,we observethatpeople prefer to consurnentent instead of produciiighemselves. For exampl
more than two thirdsf each national sampieportedwatching videos on platforms such as Youtube or
Vimeo, but only a few actually upkdddeos to these platforms. The same pattardbe seen with regard
to wiki platforms (e.g., Wikipedia). Althoaghthird of the American and British sarsphalf of the Dutch
sampleand more than 704 the German and Chinese saswgad wikis, less th@foactually contribute

content to these gtforms.
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5 Main Findings

In the following, we will compatheresuls across théive different nations. Chapter fbduses olSNSand
how usesbehave on these platformfiaPter 5.additionallypresenthiow uses usemicroblogging services
(e.g. Twitter) Acrossthesdlifferent forms of social mediae wefocusdon culturablifferences with regard
to a variety of different measusash asisage patterns and frequency ofnetejorksizeand composition
attitudes and behaviors, priveglated measures such as privacy literacy, use of privacyesettiitisgness
to engage in privacy behaviorthe subsequent chapter, &i8report the results of amvestigaon of cultural
differences with regard to general measures of sati@lusel he measuresonsisédof, for exampleself
disclosure online and offline, reasons fodgsfosureand effectof selfdisclosure.

In the Appendix we present selected correlations within eacimalasample (Appendix: TableV).
In order tobe able taletectdifferencsin the correlationbetweerthe national sampewealsocalculated
the standard deviat®(ED) of the correlationd.arger values these tablaadicategreater variatioim the
correlationsbetweenthe national sapes (Appendix: Tables VI and XllI). In part, correlations varied
substantially between the countries.

5.1 Social Network Sites

SN&Scan be defined as 0net wiowhkohgarticipamgh) uhave crequelyon pl at
identifiable profiles that consist of us@pplied content, content provided by other users and/or dgstim

data;(2) can publicly articulate connections that can be viewed and traversed by aecanacmhsume,

produce, and/ointeract with streams of usee ner at ed content provided by t he
(Ellison & boyd, 2013, p. 158NS furthermoreprovide different communication chanrtbbt can be

differentiated intoneto-one and oro-many, synchronous and asynchroremdtextualbased and media
basedcommunicationgEllison & boyd, 2013) Thefollowing analyses foced only on participants who

indicated that theyseat leat oneSNSregularlyWe thus dsw subsamples of SNS sfeom each national

sampleFirst, the sociedemographics of these subsamples will be described.

5.1.1 Sociocdemographicsof SNSusers

As almost all participants had a profile on some kind of SNStifam@0% in each subsample), the socio
demographics of SNS uséifferedonly slighthfrom thefull sample SNS usexin the Americasampler(

= 521)were 2¢earold on averagesD =2.41 yearsand 55%of themwele female. In the British sampie (
= 73), he average agéan SNS usewas 23/ears$D = 6.86 yearsaindmost of themwere male (794.
German SNS usgin= 799)hada mean age of éars$D= 5.78 years). The majodfyusersverefemale
(73.70). The Dutth SNS userén = 93) hadan averagage of22 yeargSD = 6.07 years), and4% were
female. Finallfzhinese SNS usén= 175)were22 yearsld (SD= 3.33 yearsand 73.% were female. The
following analysegere thudbased on these figatsamples.
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5.1.2 Use of specificSNS plaforms

In 2011, Faceboakas already popular in each of the surveyed cougias. be seen Figure 8Facebook
wasused in all of the surveyed countiiethe AmericaisNSsulsample, 98% said that they used Facebook
more than angther SNSOnly a small percentagalghat they used LinkedIn (%8 MySpace (G4, or
Interpals (0%). British SNS usagasdistributed in a similar way: 98 .3sel Facebookl.®% indicatedhat
they used Google+and another 194 said that theynostlyused beboln Germany, the majority used
Facebook (89%6), wherea$.6% used studiVAnd3.86 used either XING, Wekenntwen, Google;or
meanVZ. In the Dutchsutsample, 94% used Facebooplind 5.% used LinkedIrA verydifferent distribution
was observed in the ChinestsampleMost participats used Renren (6%¥instead oFacebook24.86).
Until recentlythe Chinese governmentitidocked the Faceboakebsiteln order to use iChinese citizens
had to use professional software (@igual private networksyhismight explainvhy less thaanethird of
the Chinessulsample used Facebakhe timeApart from Renren and Facebpalsmall pai. ®6) used

Chinese SNsSuch aslouban or kaixin.

USA EE GBREE GER== NED — CHN i
= Facebook = Facebook = Facebook = Facebook = Facebook
= Other = Other Studivz LinkedIn Renren

= Other = Other

Figure 1 Usage of specific SNS platforms

5.1.3 Frequency of SNS use

Two variables were used to meabave often people udeSNS and howmuchtime theyspent on SNSs.

First,we were interested in how often users edgatietheir preferred SNShus,veas ked: OHow oft en
youus¢ Name of the preferred SNS] ?deveRldimes ptdjlessofen s wer op't

The results are presented in Figure 9.
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80,2% 11,5% 6,5% 1,3% 0,6%
USAE=

80,6% 12,3%  4,% 2,8%
GBR =

68,6% 15,46 10,3% 4,1% 1,6%
GER ==

84.9% 5% 656 7.5%
NED =

68,9 17,8% 8,1% 3,4%2%
CHN &=

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

mSeveral times aday ®Once aday #A couple of day a week = A couple of days a month mLess often

Figure 2: Frequeng of SNS usen each subsample

Thefindings reveatithatmost SNS usersportedactively engatg with theirfavorite SNS several times a
dayno matter what country theyerefrom. 90% of all userseportedoggingin totheir preferre&NS at least
once a daylhe frequency of ugbusdiffered only slightlybetweencountriesin Germany and in China,
howeverpeople seeead to use SNSa bit less often comparadth the other countrieShis influence of
nationality on frequency of SNS twseedout to be significant(4)=32.68p < 001, g2 = .02 Lookingat
the pairwise comparisit couldbe seerthat Germarparticipantsised SNSsignificantly lessften than
Americanf§ < 01) andDutch (p < 01) usersAlthough these differendesned out to be significant, the effect
sizewasrather small. In surit,can be said that most SNS usavsittwo thirds in each country) enghipe
SNS use several times a day.

Further, e askedd | n t he past week, on average, approxi mat e
actively usinfname of the preferred SK$Participantconsequentlifad toestimateghe exact number of
minutes per day they actively sparther favoriteSNS The results are presented iiguiFe 10.

120

105 M=92.29

%0 M=86.37

e M=73.68 M=75.65

M=60.58

60

45

30

15

0

USAE= GBR=& GER = NED — CHNi=

Figure 3: Time spent onSNSs on an averagalay (in minutes)

In every country, participaspent more than one hour per day on their favoriteEBiSh uses, however,

spent the longest tinper dayon SNSs92 minuteson averageSPO = 8008 minutes). Germarserson the
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other handyspent aboubnly 61 minutes on SN$SD= 7466 minutes)The overall effect of nationality on
time spent on SNper day wasignificantWe | E(4 862.76= 7.18;p< .001 however, it was very small,
estp2= .02 Pdrwisecomparisonsevealedhat German SNS usapentsignificantlyess timen SNSs than
American f§ < 01) or British SNS{{ < 05) users Agewasgenerallynegatively correlatedth SNS usage
frequencyr = -.16 in thdJnited Kingdonto r = -.08 in Germany). Only in the Chinsgksamplalid older
SNS users not spitless time on S$han younger users (r = .01).

5.1.4 Start of SNS use

To investigate when the participants started to use their preferréldeShiowing questionasposed:

OFor how | ong hhame gbut beepreséengefl SNShdekthahnswer 0]
four yeat® 5 (ess than one) yRBarticipants could also intkda d o nif@they dkd maresnember when

they started usinigeir preérred SNSThe results are presented in Figure 11.

42,8% 31,3% 15,76 7,3% 1,% 1%
USAE
25% 27,%% 27,8% 15,3%
GBR ==
9,6% 13,%% 29,%% 31,9% 14,3% 1,3%
cer= |
14% 7,5% 24, D% 41,%% 11,8%

NED —

22,3% 29, ™% 19,8% 17,6% 8,8% 2%
CHN 1

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
m More than four years m Three to four years Two to three years
One to two years m | ess than a year m | don't know

Figure 4: Start of SNS use

Theoverall effect of nationality ewhenSNS usdegarnwas significant (4) = 354.03p<.001, 2=9.23 It
can be seen thatericans started tse SNSearliethan usesfrom other countrie81 3% of the Americans
surveyethadbegurto useSNSs three to four years agual anothe42.86 hadevenbegurto use SNSmore
than 4 yearago Posthoc testsevealed that American udeegarusng SNS earliethanparticipants from
all other countrie@< .01).

5.1.5 Mobile SNS usage

Since the introduction of smartphones, mobile usage has beconegrah parof general SNS usage.
Participants where askédHow often do you publish something on |
smartphone or any ot her merel@dways2éemetinesn® dfevErthe answer

results can be found in Figure 12.
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19, 7% 63,7% 16,8%
USAE

18.1% 51,86 30,8%
GBR=&

2,8% 34,9% 62,3%
GER®==

8,6% 63,4% 28%
NED

16,26 71,8% 12, 2%

CHN &=
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Figure 5: Frequency of ug of microblogging services on a mobile device

Almost 706 of all SNS ussreportedposing content from a smartphoffem time to timeNationality had
a significant effect on mobile us&fd) = 351.59) < 001, 2=g22 Specificallin Germany, SNS usenale
less use afmartphongto postsomethingn their preferre@NS(all pairwise comparisopss 001). 62%
of the Germans eveéndicated that they never dsesmartphone to publish contentasrSNS.

5.1.6 SNS characteristics
Socialmedia is abounteracting with other peoplé.is thus crucialo understandvith whom people are
communicating on these platforms. In order to grasp both size and diversity, we used a number of different

variables to gasure the audience of SNSauser

5.1.6.1 Networkize

The first variableeferedt o t he s i z e netivorkymmedsuringithe & d t & InWnpes oft 6 s
friends Participants were asked to guess how many contactsdtbeytingir SNS. The exact question was
O0About how many contacts do vy oAlthohgh thie measuveafbbbadme o f
on selfreport, it nonethelegsesentafairly accuratestimate of the actualdience siz&igure 13 shows the

average number of friends in each natsaimhmple
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Figure 6: Network size (number of contacts)

An analysisf varianceevealedignificantnd largelifferences between the natisudbamplesiVe | €4 6 s
159.8Y = 25726 p < 001 estpz = .29 American SN8sergeported havinthe largest networiM = 683
contactsSD = 400 contacts). On the otleand German users had only 207 cont&fs=(144 contacts) on
averageRosthoctess showed that American SNS g$ed significantly more contacts than SNS fieer

all other countries (all pairwise comparignasdl).On the other handserman SNS users had significantly
fewercontacts than SNS us&om the USA, the United Kingdgmind Chindall pairwise conapisonsp <

.01).In all nationasutsamples, women had generally larger audiences than men. Only indic:geader

have no significant effect on audience size. Likewise, in all countries except for China, younger &NS user ha
more friends on their S\N(r =-.08 in thaUSA to r =-.27 in Great BritajnLarger variatiorouldbe found

with regard to the relationship between usage frequency and audience size. There was a positive correlation in
Great Britair(r = .43) and in Germany (r = .20). In thieen three countries, the correlation was very small.

5.1.6.2 Proportiafreafriends

Although contacts are labet#dend® on most SNSs, studies have shown thas dearot addusttheir

oreal friend8 but also caworkers, acquaintances, family membersven strangers thbgivenever met
before.Accordingly, @ wanted to know how mamy the peopleon p ar t i SN$ weretcsually
consideredeal friendsThe follovingquestion waasked O Ap pr o x i mat erlcogntadis@ewoumany o f
consideracta | f r i mopatordfdealTrierals (in percent) vilksncomputedy dividing this number

by the total audience siZbe analysis of varianbewever, was conducted with the original variable (hnumber

of friends).
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Figure 7: Proportion of real friends(in percent)

Figure 14 already indichtbat the averagaroportion of real friends diffed a lot between the national
sutsamples. The overall effect was signifi¢éat] E(4 8929 = 90.47p < 001,estp2 = .18. SNS users

from the Dutchsulsample indicated that they would congidBr 11.6% of their SNS contatttdbeactual

friends a proportion thatvas significantly lower than qngportion of real friends inllaother countriegall

pairwise comparisoms< 01). British SNS usergiithe highesproportion of real friends on SN&t32.5%.

Themean score was significantly higher than the scores of German, Dutch, and Chinese SNS users (all pairwise
comparisong < 01).Generally speaking, users consiless thawnethird of their contacts on SK® be

real friendsAs indicated by the correlations in the Appendiprtpertion of real friends declidén larger

networks

5.1.6.3 Proprtiorof international contacts

As SNSs are used all over the waid userconnectionsnay be internationdt wasalsoimportant to

measure the internationalsveyeohskethereonoADbsINSNBowe mwn
contactsdo not live in the country you live in? Tphoportion of international contée (in percent) was

computed in the same way aspiioportion of real friendsAgain, the analysis of variance coasputed on

the original variable (number of international contk@sye 15 shows the comparative results.

Research RepaxCultural Differences in Social Media Use, Privacy, aidissisuré -19-



50

40
30
20 M=19.9%
M=13.7%
10 M=8.0% M=9.9% M=9.6%
0
USAES GBREE GER™ NED= CHN -

Figure 8: Proportion of international contacts(in percent)

Generally speaking, most SNSaxdernot have a lot of international contacttheir SNS networklhe
proportion of international contacis rarely higher that®. The oveall effect of nationality wamt
significantWe | c(4 838.02F 1.97 p< .10 estpP? = .00. However,jn examininghe confidence intervals
of theproportion of international friendsie obsendthat German usarad a kghtlyhigher percentage of
international contacits their SNS audienti@an American, Britisbr Chinese users.

5.1.6.4 Networlkomposition

Apart from real friends and international contacts, most SN@eweosks also includeeople from various
social context It has been argued that one of the key characteristicssdé $iNg they collapse multiple
audiences into on@larwick & boyd, 2011previous studies have often relied on single meésgres
audience sizes measured in this stydyhich donot take into consideratitime different contextthat SNS
contactsnightfall into. Binder and colleag(2809)and Vitak2012used a differer@nd more sophisticated
approach in their studies. Both presented their participants with 14 to 16 differemtschtegmal contexts
(e.g, friends, family, eaorkers, school relations, neighbors, childhood friandsstrangeysand asked if
individuals falling into these categories were represented in their SNS networks. An estishagesity thie
thetotd audience was then obtained by sumopradl of theanswersuch that aigher estimatedicatech
more diverse network. In this study, we used a similar approach to grasp the composition of the SNS audience
andits diversity.

The following questionwa posed: OAre the following people amot
were then presented with 12 categories representing difergavhoare typiallyi n an SaNd®nces er 6 s
(friends, ceworkers, bogsor teachers, parents, children or gtaifdten, other members of the family,
partner, eyartnes, strangers, people the participants knowhbuénever met personally, people the
participant is interested in, and celebyrifiégure 1resentan overview of the composition of SNS siser

audiencedrom each country.
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Figure 9: Network composition (Proportion of participants who indicated that their network includes the

respective group of people
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Table 4: Diff erences innetwork composition

& df p ¢
Friends 4.05 4 400 .00
Coworkers 24.31 4 <.001 .02
Boss or teacher 192.04 4 <.001 A3
Parents 194.15 4 <.001 13
Own Children or grandchildren 15.81 4 <.010 .01
Other members of family 108.46 4 <.001 .07
Romantic partner / wife husband 11.08 4 <.050 .01
Ex-romantic partners 99.14 4 <.001 .07
Strangers [/ peopl e | 302.47 4 <.001 .20
People | know but never met personally 303.12 4 <.001 .20
People | am interested in 79.40 4 <.001 .06
Celebriti epersonalyfd ondt 157.06 4 <.001 A1

In the following, we will focus on the most relevant differences. First, almost every SNS user, no matter what
country he or shevasfrom, listedfriends in his or her SNS network. Accordingly, the results @¥fttst

were not significant for friends (see Table 4). In the work contegtercultural differences were significant:
FewerGerman and Chinese SNS users addewit@rs to their SNS network, daderGerman and Dutch

SNS users addathoss or teacher. Wiregard to family members, some differences were visible: for example,
fewer German users ac@gptheir parents as SNS contacts. Chinese weeggenerally more open to
befriendingstrangers and people they hat met in person as SNS contacts asuwlaalded more celebrities.

In general, cultural differences were significant within each c@tegable 4.

5.1.6.5 Networkliversity

As noted before, we also computatevorkdiversity index by summiagrossall of the categories. The
resulting estimataus rangefrom 0 to 12. A higher value represents more diversity as the audience of that
SNS user includenore people from different social contexts. The results can be seen in Figure 17.

12
10

8 M=7.51

0 I
&= e = = -

rals —

[¢]

N

N

USA GBR GER NED CHN
Figure 1Q Audiencediversity (Summative indexof all categories)
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The differences between the countries were signitianit, E(4 868.41) = 124.51 < 001,estpz = .23.
American useneportedthe most diverse friend networks on S = 7.51;SD = 2.01). Poshoc tests
revealethat American usersportedsignificantly more different social contexts in their friends netiamk
users from any other country (all pairwise comparsengfl).By contrast, German useeportedrather
homogeneous networkd € 5.11;SD= 1.61;all pairwise comparisops< 05). British, Dutch, and Chinese
users did not differ significantly from each othdine with our expectatisrwe found a moderate positive
relationship between audience size and audience diversity (r = .28 in tlendietbe = .37 in Germany).
It is nterestinghowever, there was almost no such effect in the Chuisample (r = .05).

5.1.7 Feedbackon status updates

Previous research has shown that people receive social support through the sifellfdBiNSteinfield, &
Lampe, 2012; Trepte, Dienlin, & Reinecke, 20hi%) social support may be received through feedback on
statusupdates itheform of comments, likesr personal repliek the following, we analyzexdbtdifferent
measures with regard to the quantity and qualigyiotis kinds deedback on status updates.

5.1.7.1 Feedbadefluency

First, we wanted tanvestiga how frequentlySNS userseceivd feedbackon their status updates
Accordingly, articipants weraskedoHow often do you receive feedback on your status upidasssible
answers rangdcbm 1 @lwaydo 5 fevgrResults are presented in Figl8e

28,2% 47,%% 19,6% 3,8% 0,7%
18,9% 46,3% 22, % 5.6%  7,4%
18,%% 41,%% 24% 103%  58%
o=
18,3% 63,%% 14,1%  2,8% 1,4%
veo =
22,2% 26, 37,%% 13,3%
cvn |
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
mAlways mOften Sometimes Seldom  mNever

Figure 11 Frequency of feedbaclon statusupdates

Overall, more than half of the participants reported that theyedinedeedback on their status udpates.
However, there were some small but significant differences between thesulstgonplesH (4) = 32.23p
<.001 2=g03 USAmericans generathceivednore feedback than participants from other cour28eX%

of them indicated that they always redei@edbak on their status updatdsS American users showed
significant differences when compared @é@fman |f < .00) andChinese SNS useps<(.05)
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5.1.7.2 Feedbaakie

The second measure focused on the quality of the feediesagkedoWhat is tle general tone of the
f e e d bAmswkr Bgiions ranged fromall positivio 5 @ll negativBesults are presented in Fidifte

5
4
3
M=2.04

M=1.82 - _
2 M=1.58 M=1.77 M=1.82 .
. = N B

USAE= GBR == GER™= NED= CHN =

Figure 12 Feedback tonein commentson status updateg1 = all positive to 5 = all negative)

Participants indicated that the eéaf answers and feedback on status updatgsositive In all countries
the mean wabelow M = 2.00. Nevertheless, there were smallsigmificant differences betwete
nationalitiesWe | E( Bx0) = 4.07 p < 01, estp? = .01 Chinese user®r exampleperceived thione
of feedback as slightly more negatwe (2.04,SD = 0.60). Thdeedback tone for Chinese usdffered
significany from theChinese and Britisp€ .01), Germarmp( .05), and Dutchp& .05)users

5.1.8 Motivation to use SNS

Apart from usage patterns ahdcompositiorof the network of friendsve wanted to knowhether cultural
differencegxisedin how people perceive social networking in geretavhat motivates them to use SNS
We asked participants to indicate their agreemitbra number ofpecific statemeswith regard to usage
motivesWe used Liketttype scales ranging frdndisgree comp)dtely bgree comp)etely

5.1.8.1 Motivation Opportunity interact with gheeple

Previous research has shown ititetacting and communicating with other useyse of the maidriving
forceshehindSNSuse(e.g., Papacharissi & Mendelsohn, 2011; Smock, Ellison, Lampe, & WolS\N&011)
enable users to communidate variety of different channésople can reach many usegth both private
messaging (ofie-one communication) and status updates-t(emmny communicatiorthus creating
manifold opportunities to interact with othdihe following statement refedto this motivation by asking
if the participants likehavinghe opportunity tareach many people through their interactions os. $N&

results are presentedrigure 20
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Figure13 Agr eement wi t h t hslliketthatl camreach a Id®f®aoplSwitls mymessagesé
(1 = disagree completely to 5 = agree completely)

Participants from alutsamples generally agreed with this statdAmmever smalldifferencebetween the
nafonalsutsamples were identifialllée | € (B, @7%&1.067) = 26.15< 001, estp? = .06 USAmerican SNS
usersshowed the highest agremnt with this statemem & 3.95,SD= 0.94)and differed significantly from
the German | < 01.) Chinesef < 01), and Dutchp(< 05) usersComparedvith participants from other
countriesGerman SNS useagreednly moderately with this statemévit= 3.33,SD= 1.23) There were
significant differences between GermarBaitidhusergp < 05) andserman anchinese userp € 05).

The next statement refers to the ideadhatofthe functions of SNSs tohelp initiate conversations
and discussiorfsf. Figure ). This mightbeparticulaly helpful for people who feel uncomfortableiggin
touch with other people in offline environments.

5
4
M=3.40
3 M=3.00
M=2.60 M=2.62
| . I

USAE GBR &8 GER= NED — CHN &=

Figure14Agr eement wi t hThabkstthimgaloutSNSse st tdhat it sparks conversat
(1 = disagree completely to 5 = agree completely)

Participants from all countries diat agree pdisagree with this statemevit< 2.87,SD= 1.12) However,
there were significant differencesneen participés from different countriegye | c(4 B74.83%) = 32.77,
p < .00l est 2=pP07. Differerces between German/Dutch users on the one hand@Acdherican/Chinese
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users on the other hand were significant (all pairwise comparisons: Pr aO&jageBritish participants
did notagree or disagree.

In order to benefit fully frorauchopportunities to interact with othe®NS usethave to build up and
maintain a large network of conta8peecificallyyounger users have langetworkson SNSthan older usser
(cf. Appendix: Tabdd to V). With the next question, we wanted to know if people geneaatylto add
friends to makéheir networks larger antbre diverseThe lesults are presented in Figg2e
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1 H
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Figure15Agr eement wi t hThanoe contaca lthavenemytSN§t he better 6
(1 = disagree completely to 5 = agree completely)

In general, participants from all countiéesled tadisagreavith the statementlavingas many contacts as
possible seesdto be less importato most usersyet,there werasmall busignificant differences between
the nationatubsampeWe | [E(h26%70)= 3542 p< .00} estP2= .08 German participant®r example
disagreedhe most (M = 1.36) followed byBritish participantgM = 1.75) The Germarsubsamplevas
significantly ifferert from theUS(p < 01) andChinesef{ < 01)subsampke andthe Britishsubsamplevas
significantly different from théS(p < 01) and Chinesp € 01)subsampke

5.1.8.2 Motivation 2: Keepirigdate with trends aed pdople

Not only doSNSenable people tmmmunicateith eaclother butthey alsallowusers to share information
about themselves, about othargl about things they like or are interested in. The following qusstiens
askedo measure/hetheusers feghey miss out on relevant information when they are not on their preferred
SNS.
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Figure1l8 Agr eement wi t hifl anhnet os hysENS @@ missingdout on important informationd
(1 = disagree completely t& = agree completely)

In western cultures, participatéeded tadisagree with thitatementin the Chinesesubsamplénowevey
participantagreedvith it slightly Accordingly, ationaliy hada small busignificaninfluenceF(4, 1572) =
12.55p<.001 203 Pairwise comparisons revealeddiff@rences between tlinesesubsampland

all other countriesere significargall pairwise comparisopsg 01).
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4 M=4.10 7 M=3.97 M=4.00 M=4.03
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Figure17ZAgr eement wi t hllike tha | cantstayuptondate with a lot of people omy SN S 6
(1 = disagree completely to 5 = agree completely)

Participantfrom allcountriesstronglyagreed with thistatemen{Overall mearv = 4.03,SD= 0.99. To
stay in touch with the netrkovas thuperceived asserongbenefit of SN8se byiserdrom all five countries.
No significantifferences between thebsampkwerefound,F(4, 1569) = 1.9¢=.099 2=D0.

5.1.9 Privacy-Related Measures

5.1.9.1 Subjectiv@vaciteracy

Toassegsar ti ci pant sd s udgskethantoindicatp thdir lewelofiknolledgderegard y , w
to the ability to use a number gifecific privacy settings their preferre@&NS(e.g, 0l know how to delete
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Figure 18 Privacyliteracy (1 = nogood knowledgeto 5 = very good knowledgé

In general, participants from all surveyed coumdesatedhat they hd quitegood knowledgeboutthe
privacy settingsn their SNS (Overall mean:= 3.84). Howevegnanalysis of variance showed small but
significant differenced/e | (4 2B8.846) = 20. 7% .001 estP?2= .05 USAmericas rated their knowledge
about privacy settingggher than participants from otloeuntriesTheir knowledge was significantly higher
than that oDutch (p< .001)andChinesdp< .001)usersThe Chinese participants rated their knowtbdge
lowest.The Chinessubsampl&vassignificantly different frorie British |§ < .01) and Germamp & .001)
subsampke

5.1.9.2 Visibility of profile information

SNS users can limdtt h e r accessdapexificprofile informationn orderto protect their privacy. We

wanted to know if SNS usdrom different parts of the world deause of these visibility features. We asked:

OPlease answer the following questiong/fmr fnost used Social Network Site]. Who can see the following

parts of YVYwerverioféeme?dere given (e.g., contact det .

Answer optioaranged from loply meo 5 everybddihe esults are presented in Figure 26.
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Contact details (e-mail, phone number...) Birthday (day and month)
USAE 27,3 57,5 3 63,1
GBR &= 27,1 70 7.1 61,4
cer =
NED == 30,7 55,7 5,7 62,5
CHN 315 54,5 7.1 49,7
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Age Relationship status
USAE [EE 59,8 8.1 60,8
cer =
NED = [K] 54,8 10 68,6
CHN @ N 457 28,9 55,1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Religion Current school / university / company
Ush =
GER = 43,4 48,3 6,7 58,5
NED == 17 67,9 11 49,4
CHN 18,2 49,1 7,9 51,7
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Place of residence Sexual preference
USAE 17,3 58,3 71 60,3
GBR & 15,6 59,4 13,6 61
GER = 16,1 56,9 44,4 457
NED=
CHN 14,8 47 24,1 )
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

H Only me B Friends B Friends of friends [ Everybody in the network Everybody
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Interests (music, sport, hobbies) Status updates / activity feed

USAE ¥ 64,7 11 79,1 .
GBR &w it 64,6 43 77,1 .
cer= [B 751 | 2§ 87,6
NED= [ 61,8 B ) 77
cinm |2 46,6 I 38 58
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100%
Profile picture Friend list

USA E 429 - 1 57,4 -

GBR =& 35,7 11,1 54
NED == 29,3 5,8 46,5
CHN 49,4 I 10,6 52,3
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B Onlyme M Friends B Friends of friends Everybody in the network Everybody

Figure 19 Visibility of profile information

Most SNS users restricted access to their profile information for people they were not friends with.
Nonethelesghere was a small but significant influence of nationality on the visibility of profile information:
For all12items, theKruskaWallistestwas significant (see TableTdje Germarsubsamplein particular,
restricted access to their profile informafidwe visibility of contact details, birthday, age, relationship status,
religion, and sexual preferengeshe Germansubsampldiffered fom all otherusers(all pairwise
comparisong< .05).The Germarsubsampldiffered significantly from the otterbsampkewithregard to
the visibility of interests (pairwise compasigoth the US American, British, and Chinessdosampke p <
.05) friends list (pairwise comparisawith the US American and Dutcbubsampke p < .05), current school
(pairwise comparisewith the US American and Dutchubsampke p < .05), place of residence (pairwise
comparison with the Dutckubsample p < .05), and status updates (pairwise comparison withSthe
Americarsubsample < .001).

Profile picture were usuallyisible to the public. However, more Chinessgghan Germanp(< .01)
and Dutch [ < .01) usersrestricted access to ithprofile picture. This is particularly interestiagause
Chinese users did not restthoe visibility of most other profile information. For example, Chinese users
restricted the visibility of their place of residence (pairwise congpaitistheUS and Germarsubsampke
p< .05) and their status updates (all pairwise comparisons<n0d) less than users from other countries.

Generally, the strongest effects of nationadit]f ound f or the visibility of oneb®:

( 7= .16).
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Table 5: Differences inthe visibility of profile information

H df p Q?
Contact details 109.70 4 <.001 .08
Birthday 110.22 4 <.001 .07
Age 107.73 4 <.001 .07
Relationship status 123.19 4 <.001 .10
Religion 162.63 4 <.001 .16
Current school / work 39.97 4 <.001 .03
Residence 22.03 4 <.001 .02
Sexuapreference 169.73 4 <.001 .16
Interests 83.05 4 <.001 .06
Status updates 92.54 4 <.001 .06
Profile picture 17.72 4 <.001 .01
Friendslist 24.86 4 <.001 .02

We additionallyfound significant correlations between the visibility of profile information and privacy
literacy in all countries (cf. Appendix: TalteV). More literate users were more likely to restrict the visibility
of their profile. The correlation coefficients ranged from14 in thdJSAto r = -.38 in the Netherlands.

5.1.9.3 Use of privacy settings

Besidesfferingthe ability tdimit the visibility of personal information, SIdB® offer otheprivacy settings
such as indicating who is allowed to send friend requests is allowed to tefgm or herselfri pictures
These privacy settings are important opfars e ¢ u r i mivacy evinile Wsing SBISVe wanted to know
if users mde use ofhese features andked four questiotizatreferred to the use of privacy settings.
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First, Wheo aisskead ljowed t o cont act sgetadfripm®nswer opti
(eerybopyrhe esultsare presented in Figure 27
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m Selected friends  ®All friends = Friends of friends = Everybody in the network  ® Everbody

Figure 20 Who is allowed to contact you?

As can be seen in Figure r2atjonalityhad a significant influenég(4) = 104.04p < .001, g2 = .07. German
SNS users, in general, aldmore people to contact thémail pairwise comparisops: .001).
On SNS, an important part of social interaction is sharing pictures. As this might present a privacy threat
to many usersye wanted to knovf peopk tiedto avoid being tagdwithout their knowledgés nost
SN allow users to regulatho is allowed to tdgm or heself, ve asked the following questi@who is
all owed to tag pictures of TJheesdtdarejasentadamFigagp28i ons r e mi

76% 6,4%  3,6% 7,1%

USAE=
4.7% 7,8% 1,6%
GBR EiE
3,1% 0,9 1,7%
cER= T o
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2,8% 8,3% 10,3%
CHN

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
m Selected friends  ®All friends = Friends of friends = Everybody in the network  ® Everbody

Figure 21 Who is allowed to tag pictures of you?

Again, nationality had a significant influeH¢4) = 84.79p < .00], g2 = .06. In contrast to the previous
questionalmost alGerman SNS usexiowednlyfriends to tag them in a pictufdis privacy behavior was
significantly more pronounced in Germany compeitbchll other countriegall pairwise comparisopss
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.06). However, as can be seen in Figurm@8tSNS userallowed onlyriends or selected friends to tag them
in pictures.

Not only do pivacy threats arise frasther usersut theyalsoarisefrom the infrastructure of the
Internet itself. Information provided online becomesteasarchor, copy, and access by invisible audiences
(boyd, 2007). We wanted to kredvout thesteps users take to prevent unintended audferrtesccesag
their data. Specificalgearchability might present a growing threat. Manyalb\8 users to adjust their
privecy settings in order tendetrtheir profiles unsearchable by search enginések&frenvanted to know
if users made use of this setting. Participants ladidatewhether theyndorsedhe following statement:
oMy profile can be found by search eegfi Answer optionsvereyesngand d o n 6.Resulta arenpresented
in Figure 29

33,8% 22.8% 43,6%
USAE=

19,26 28,8% 52,1%
GBR &g

25,9% 45,%% 2%

GER==

46,2% 15,1% 38, ™%
NED =

24,8% 18, 2% 57%

CHN &

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

mYes mNo | don't know
Figure 22 Can your profile be found on search engines?

Overall, there was a 2%8pn#fld2ahd®Rd4disiteestthghdirhoregat i onal i
than one third of all participants did not know if their prafildbe found by search engin&isnost half of
the Germarsubsamplesportedusngthe privacy setting to restrict their praditel rendeit unsearchab by
search engines.
Most SNSalso allow users to adjust their privacy settings with regard to the sharing of information with
third parties. W a sl&kyowt SNS (or parts, egpertain apps) allowed to share persof@mation with
t hi r d Raddpantseald dhoose between the answer o request, no, not apgdicdble d o n & t
knowThe results are presented in Figure 30
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USAE

GBR 25

GERE==

NED =

6,1% 0,6%

CHN g

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
mYes mOnrequest =No = Not applicable m | don't know

Figure 23 Is your SNS allowed to share personal information with thindarties?

Nationality had amall busignificant influencéi(4) = 9.62p < .05 g?= .01 Chinese SNS us¢esided to
allowtheir SNS providdo share personal informatiopon request, whereas all other subsargpided to
indicate that thegid not dlow their provideto share personal information with third parties. This difference

was significant in compariswith the Germarsubsamplép < .05).

5.1.9.4 Use dfiendlists

As shown in sectiofl1.6.mo st SNS us er gpeopledromnaniolssocial montexts.dreorder
to enableheir users to communicate with selected audie®&sprovidea specific feature callends
lists. Users ocacreate multiple staudiences for different social corgéatg, for family membms, friends,
cowo r k e We &anted to know 8NSusers mde use of this featurParticipants wenhusasked to
indicate their usage with the itdmisefriendslists on Ricebook to control who can see my status updates

Answer options ranged frahfalwayg$o 5 ever

4,6% 4,9% 24.9%
USAE

4,2%4,2% 21,1%
GBR &

4.4% 6,8%

GER==

20,9%
NED —

15,% 22,™%
CHN

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
mAlways mOften =Sometimes = Seldom mNever

Figure 24 Use offriends lists
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Nationalitysignificantly influenced the use of friends gy, = 20.61p < 001 g2= .01 In theUSAmerican,
British, German, and Dutsluibsampkg onethird indicated that they wbfiendslists at least sometimBy.
contrast61% of Chinese users deuse of this feature sometiroesnore oftern(all pairwise comparisons
with Chinap < 01).

Although only slightly more that 50% of all participaamertedusng friends lists, we nonetheless
wanted to know whether participants thought that there were not enough optionghe dixpibsure of
status updates to certain audierides following statement was measured scaleanging from ldiggree
compleddly 5 agree comp)etely

5
4 M=3.79
M=3.18 M=3.11
3
M=2.59
M=2.41
| I I
1
USA= GBR == GER®== NED= CHN

Figure25 Agr eement wi t hlwduld Eke te hasetmermeptiots to @address specific groups on
SNSs0 (1 = disagree completely to 5 = agree completely)

BN

No clear tendency in agremrtacrosshe surveyed countries could be foundreifardtd he st at ement 0
would like to have more options to address only specific grogs®@ Nat | howeadrhad &

significant influenc&/e | c(#, 878.95B) = 55.0dx .001, est 29012 Chinese participants agréezmost

with the statement. Differences between the Chinbsampland all othesubsampkewere significar(all

pairwise comparisong:< .001). Dutch participants, on the other hand, disagreed wistatbmenbn

averageT he Dutch subsampldiffered significantly from théS American< .001) and Britistp .001)

subsampke Significant ifferencesverealso found between the GernaardUS Americansubsampke(p <

.001)andthe Germarand Britishsubsampk(p < .01).In summary, it can be said that many participants

would like to have more options to address only specific audiences with their status updates.
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5.1.9.5 Friending behavior

5
4
3 M=2.97
M=2.54
5 M=2.14 M=1.95
1 .
USAEE GBR:=& GER= NED— CHNi=

Figure26 Agr eement wi t hl sombtimesactepttineitations br camtact requests from
peopl e 1 8d r at héf(l=dgsagreebompldtelyitosd r dgsee esimpletely)

The nextstatement refers to the generally perceived phenomenon that people seem to accept friend requests
from almoseny person no matter if these people are close to them or not.

In general, SNS users disagreed with the statétogmver nationality had amall butsignificant
influenceWe | (4 2r8.442) = 32.95< 001 estp2=.02 Chinese SNS usérdicded that they sometimes
acceptd contact requests from people theuld rather notbe friends with(all pairwise comparisop <
.01). AlsoUSAmerican SNS users segito accept unwanted contact requests more often than German (
< .01) or Dutchf§ < 01)SNS users

5.1.9.6 Posting behavior

The nedia often say that people post intimate and private details of their lives WeSiited tenow if
empirical datevould supporthis common perceptioWith the next two questions, theiswanted to know
howmuchthoughtpeopleput intodecidngwhatto post on SN§

M=4.40

4 M=3.83 5395
M=3.65

3

2

1

‘388

USAE GBR =& GER™ NED— CHN &=

Figure27. Agr eement wi t hldntvdryedeliberateab@iwvbat Itposbon SNSs6
(1 = disagree completely to 5 = agree completely)
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Overall, participants frorall surveyed countrieeported beingather deliberataboutwhat they post
Nationality consequently had only a smabibutficant influenc®e | c(4 868.80F) = 46.57< .00], est.
pz=.02 German participants particulameported beingery thoughtfubbouttheir posting behavicrhey
differed significantly frottne US American§ < .001), Chines@ € .001), Britishpg< .01), and Dutchp(<
.01) participants.

5
4
M=3.41 =
M=3.19 =3.16 M=3.25 M=3.36
3
2
1

USAE GBR =% GER™= NED=— CHNE=

Figure28 Agr eement wi t hlofterhveant ® posttsametking brandSNS but then on
second thought | stop myseli (1 = disagree completely to 5 = agree completely)

In general, participants from all surveyed countriesl atjigglywi t h t he st at ement ol oft
something oanSNS but then on second thoughstopmysel6 Al t hough | eveedamly of agree
slightly, ationalitynonetheleskadasignificant influencéye | ¢ (#,2%.39) = 3.30< .05 estp?2= .01

A pairwise comparison between the GermarJ&fimericarsubsampkerevealed significant differenges (

< .01), withUSAmericans agreeitttge most with this statement and Germans agreeing the least.

5.1.10 Specific privacy behavior

Besides the general use of privacy settings alevehefagreementvith statementsboutfriending and

posting behavior, we also focused more specifically on two distinctrptatadybehavigsr(1) having an

open profilehatcan be searchéar viaGoogle and@essed by anyone (even-noembers of the SNS) and

(2) uplading pictures and thus disclosieyy i sual content of onef6s own | ife.
behaviors more closely, we asked several associated questions. The first queslitontheefiédingness to

engage in these behaviors, whereas the second asked whether people actually do engage in these behaviors.
Afterwards, we also investigated whether people think that negative privacy outcoareserfrigiithese

behaviorsOn the gher hangdwe also wanted to know whether participants thought thatitireget social

rewarddy engaging in these behaviors and how important these social rewards were to them.
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5.1.10.1 Willingness to have an open profile and share gictures on SNS

The first qiestion refeedto thewillingness to engage in privesiatedoehaviorWe wanted to know how
many of the participants actually had an open profitbudsskedHow high is your willingnesshave an
open profile thatanbe found via Google and th@ontains informatiothat canbe read bynternet users
whodo not belong to your netwookfriendsd6 A n s we r edpgron 1gerydgwo Sayenghigh

5
4
3
M=2.19
2 M=1.75 M=1.67
. -
USAE GBR it GER= NED= CHNE=

Figure 29 Willingness to have an ope®NSprofile (1 =very lowto 5 =very high)

Overall, the willingness to have an open profile was rather low, rangMg-flo&® in GermanysQO = .83)
toM=2.19in China D= 1.11). However ationality had a significant influente, | (428180 £27.62
p< .00} estpz = .06 Differences between the Chinese and all other subsamples were significant (all pairwise
comparisong < .01), and theUS Americarsubsamplalso differed significantly from tBerman < .01)
and Britishf§ < .05)subsampke We further found that higher privacy literacy was negatively correlated with
the willingness to have an open SNS profile. The correlation coefficients ranged.f@nimGreat Britain
to r =-.19 in the Netherland&gain, this correlatiahpatternwas not found in the Chinesghsample

The second question regarding the willingness to engage inbaiaaigrw a sHow high is your
willingness taipload pictures that may be accessed by all of your networlXfrayads, aswer options
ranged flom 1 gery Igwo 5 ¢ery high
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Figure 30 Willingness to upload picturesonto SNSs (1 =very lowto 5 = very high)

The willingness to upload and share pictures asv@&dgjenerally higher than the willingness to have an open
profile. There were only small differences between the couvriesig(4 #79.05) = 5.78< .001estpz =

.01. Overall, meamanged fronM = 2.41in Germany $D = 1.29)to M = 3.01in the NetherlandsSD =
1.28).The Dutch differed significantly fralhre Germang(< .001), Chines@ € .01), andJSAmericang§<
.01)subsampke It is interestinghatwe did noffind noteworthy (negative) effects of privacy literacy on the

willingness to upload pictures.

5.1.10.2 Having an open profile and sharing pictgres on SNS

To comparaenerdy beingwillingwith actual behavipwefurthera s k ®d youhave an open profile that
canbe bund via Google and that contains informatiabmay be read byternet userasho do notbelong

to your networlof friends®

75
50
M=38.8%
M=30.8% M=31.1%
25 M=22.2%
“ M=14.6%
0 -
USAEE GBR == GER™ NED=— CHN &

Figure 31 Having an open profile(percentageof subsamplesindicating that they engage in the behavior)
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Despite thdack ofwillingness to have an open profile, many participants actually had an opérhprefile.
were some differences betweendentriesc?(4) = 71.57 p < .001, 2 =g.05 In line with their lower
willingness to have such a profilely 14.6% of German usetsad an open profile. Likewise, in line with their
higher willingness to have an open pr&88% of the Chinese useastuallystatedthat theyhad an open
profile. The Germansubsampldiffered synificantly from the Chinedd¢SAmericanand Dutchsubsampke
Second, we asked o0Do you wupload piicyopwmesverRd hat may
More than half of the participants indicated thatdbeuploadsuchpictures. lnethetss, ationality had a
small but significant influencé(4) = 20.99p< . 026 D1.Hogever, his differencevas significaranly
because more Dutch users (77.8%) uploaded ptbatresuldbe accessed by their SNS network. As can be

seen irFigure 39, all other countries did not differ significantly from each other.

M=77.8%
75
M=52.1% M=54.9% M=53.8% M=53.9%
50
25
0
USAEE GBRE&S GER™= NED=—= CHNE

Figure 32 Uploading pictures (percentage ofsubsamplesindicating that they engage in the behavior)

5.1.10.3 Perceivadksof having an open profilerargdmbaures on SNS

Perceived risks of negative privacy outcomes of prelatgd behaviawere measured with iterdapted
from Debatin, Lovejoy, Horn, and Hugk2809)Weasked paicipants to rate how likely thpughthaving
an open profilavould lead © variousnegative consequences (engreasing the chascef data abuse
increasing the chasae unwanted advances, increasing the chahbeingdamagd bygossip) Answers
ranged froml (hot likely at)alb5 very likghf he i nt er nal consi stency of the s
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Figure 33 Perceived risks of having an open profilel =not very likelyto 5 = very likely)

Overall, participantiought that these behaviors were rather. fidégns rangdcom M = 3.78(SD= 0.97)
in the US Americarsubsampléo M = 4.43 §D = 0.77) inthe BritishsubsampleNationality had amall but
significant influencéVe | E(4, B7487) = 26.65, p < .001 estP? = .06 British and GermarBNS users
perceivd these risks as significantly higher th@American§< .001), Chines@ € .001), and Dutctp&
.05)usersWe further found that women in tb&SA Great Britainand theNetherlands generally perceived
the risks of having an open profishigher thathemenin thesesubsampkedid In Germany, however, men
found it more risky to have an open profile than women (r #n 22¢. Chinessubsampléy contrast, there
wasno significant relationship between gender and risk perception.

Next, we asked participantse same question with regardiptoading pictures theouldbe accessed
by all of theimetwork friendsTheythusrated how likely theyhoughtit would bethat uploading pictures
wouldlead tothe same negative consequengaswers ranged from dof likely at)tb 5 ¢ery likglyThe

scaldisnt ernal consistency was a = .87.
5
4 M=3.91 M=3.92 M=3.91
M=3.62 M=3.59
3
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Figure 34 Perceived risks of uploading picture$l =not very likelyto 5 = very likely)
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Participants believed thhe potential negative outcon@suploading picturesere less likethanthose of
having an open profileansanged fronM = 3.59in the DutchsubsampléSD= 0.92)to M = 3.92in the
GermansubsampléSD = 0.95). Nationality hashly asmall busignificant influenc&(4, 1582) = 9.5p<

.001 2.02 The Germasubsampldiffered significantly from théS Americanf< .001) and Dutchp

.05)subsampke Also,differences étweenJS American and Chinese users were signifigen0().In all

subsampke the perceived risks of having an open profiletla@gerceived risks of uploading pictuwese
strongly correlated. Correlation coefficients ranged fraB1 in the Ntherlands to = .80 in China.

5.1.10.4 Likelihood mdceivisariatewardbrough having an open profile and sharing pitures on SNS

To measure the perceived likelihoodeokivingsocial rewardsom having an open profile or uploading

pictureswe adapteitems from William&006) We asked participantswh likelytheythoughtit would be

thathaving an open profilgould helpthemfind different types of friendships and social confaashelp

to find peoplethat onerusisto help solve problemielp to find people that one can turn to for advice about

making very important decisipos their preferred SNShe scale consisted of six itefifeeanswer options

ranged fromi (ot likely atib 5 very likdhif he i nt ernal consi stency of the s«
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Figure 35 Social reward from having an openprofile (1 =not very likelyto 5 = very likely)

In general, participants did not feel that having an open profild help them receivesocial rewards.
Nonetheless, there were significant differences with regatibtality We | ¢ (#,6280.3F 78.01p<
.001  e2st16 Chjhesaisers rated the charibat having an open profilould helpthemreceive more
social rewardassignificantly highehan any othesubsampléall pairwise comparisopss .001). Also, the
US subsampldiffered significantly from the British and Gersatmsampke(all pairwise comparisompss
.001).
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Again, we adapted the questtmutuploading pictures and asked r e xHowm [ikélyedo yoa
think uploading pictures SNSwill help you find peoplghom you trust to help solve your problens?T h e

internal consistency of the scale was & = .92.
5
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Figure 36 Social rewarddrom uploading pictures(1 =not very likelyto 5 = very likely)

The pattern across the natiositbsampkewas similar to the pattern observed with regard to having an open
profile. Nationality had a significant influeki¢e,l c(4, @78.1595=106.56x . 0 0 25 .21eAgdin, thep
Chinessubsamplscored higér than any otheubsampléM = 3.03,SD=.89). Differencewith the Chinese
subsamplvere significant (all pairwise compariqors001). Also, the USibsampldiffered significantly

from the Britishif< .001) Germanf< .001) andDutch (> .05 subsampke

5.1.10.5 Subjectiimportanotociatewardsonhaving an open paofilsharing pictures an SNS

To measuré¢he subjectivemportanceof social rewardsve used the santemsagain(Williams,2006)but
askechow important itvasfor participants toeceive these social rewalideanswer options ranged frdm
(notimportamt alf to5 (verymportanff he scal e had an internal consi stenc
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Figure 37: Subjectiveimportance of social rewards (1 =not important at allto 5 = very important)

It is nterestinghatwe observed almost the sgrattern across the national subsampldspistedn Figure
43. People who thought they were more likelgab social rewardated these social rewards more
important Accordingly, ationalityalsohad a significant influent®e | c (4, @89.47 = 68.0d< .00, est.
pz = .14 The importance of thesectal rewarslwas rated highest Bhinese SNS useM € 3.09,SD =
0.94). Differencefom all other subsamples were significant (all pairwise compgpison301). Also,
comparisons between fi8subsampland the Germam& .001) and Britistpk .001)subsampkrevealed
significant differences.

5.1.11 Subjective importance of preventing negativerjvacy outcomes

Finally, we wanted measure how importantiisfor SNS useto prevenfprivacyviolationghat couldbe
associated with the use of SN8e adapteitems from Debatin et al. (2009). Tredesincluded three items
( e . Hpw impodant is it for you to prevent data abus8N®? and ranged from hd¢t important a} tl
5(eryimporlaiith e i nt er nal c oResultssate presenyed iwBiggire 45. = . 8 8.
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Figure 38 Subjectiveimportance of preventing negative privacy outcomes
(1 =not important at allto 5 = very importani)

Asexpecteghll participants indicated that it was important to tbemeventhese privacyiolationsMeans
rangdfrom M = 3.76(SD = 1.18)in the US Americansubsampléo M = 4.34(SD = 0.79)in the German
sutsample Although thedifferencesvere quite smalhationality had significant influencéve | c @6 s F
279.10) = 24.1%< .00], e2st05 AnfericarSNS userdiffered significantly fromll othersubsampke

(all pairwise comparisompss .01).In all subsampke we found positive correlations between the perceived
importance of preventing negative privatgomesnd the perceived risks of having an open profil&{

in the Netherladfs tor = .54 in the US) and the perceived risks of uploading picturgs (n the Netherlands
tor=.51 in China)tlis nterestinghatpeople who thought that preventing negative outcoasaaportant

also rated different information types asemsensitive (cf. 5.3.5).

5.2 Microblogs

In comparisorwith SN, microblogging services can be regardsohaléemplatforns that allowusersto

publish short text messages either publicly or to a restricted base of followers. The most prominent service is
Twitterwith 302 million users worldwi@itatista, 2015) microblogging platform has typical characteristics

such as limitg postso a smalhumberof characters @, 140 characters on Twitter),apportunityto post

in certain channels by using hashtagepit@tunityt o c omment and repost (o0retweet
usersand a general focus the latest news and daily eveiisersbach, Glaser, & Heigl, 2011, p. B4®

to its specificharacteristicenicroblogging has becopseticularlypopular in certain e such as journalism,

art, politics, andthe media.

5.2.1 Sociocdemographics of nicroblogs uses

USAmerican microblog users214)were on average 20.23 years3ild=(2.38years About half of them
were male (55.1%8ritish microblog usera £ 17) were on average 22.94 yearsSil=(6.03 years)he
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majorityof them werdemale (79.0%Berman microblog usersH 64)were on average 26.73 yearsSild (
= 7.84 yearsand724% of them were malButch microblog usera £ 20)were on average 28.years old
(SD= 7.54 yearsYhe majoritpf themweremale (77.9 %).Hhese microblog usens=(128)were on average
22.67 years ol&D = 3.68 yearspgain, the majorigf them werenale (73.5 %).

5.2.2 Use ofspecific microblog platforms

Twitter and Tmblr are the most commigrused microblog platforms in ¥estern counies. Among the
USusers, theastmajority (94%) used Twitter and only3%b usedTumblr. Only one persafaimedo use
another microblog platform. A very similar patterrddoeifound among British usefswvhich 93% used
Twitter and 67/% used Tumbilr. In Germany,.8% of the micobloggers useTwitter and 18% usel Tumblr.
Only one person, agaifaimedo usearother microblog platform. In the Dutch sample % (éportel usng
Twitter.Chinese microbloggers disgainly Chinese microblogging platfosoch as Weib@nly one person
claimed taise Twitterin China

5.2.3 Frequency ofmicroblog use

To measure the frequency of microblog usagaieincludedwo different questits (cf. section 5.1.3). The
first question read as followslow of t en do vy oRossiblesanswenioption® rarged dran?16
(several times atddy (ess ofjeifhe rsults are presented in Figure 46

75,0 9™ 11,2%% 1,9% 1%
USAE
53, 26,0 0% 20%
GBR =&
3% 18,6% 18,6% 18,6% 5,1%
cer=
61,1% 27,8% 2,10%
NED =
63,20 15,1% 12,3% 7,5% 1,%
ooy i
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

EmSeveral timesaday ®mOnceaday ©A couple ofday aweek & A couple of days a month ®Less often
Figure 39 Frequency of microblog se

Over 506 of the participants u$enicroblogs at least once a day. Nonetheless, nationality significantly
influenced the frequency of udé¢4) = 32.95p < 001, 2=g08 The Germamicroblogging siample used
microblogdessoften tharthe other subsamples. This difference was significant in comparison Wiithe
<.01) and Chinesp € 01)sulsamples
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To meaasre the actual time peopledgem mi cr obl ogs on an average day, w
average, approximately how much time per day have y
estimatedhow many minutes pday they actively spent on microbldge esults & presented in Figure 47.
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Figure 40 Time spent onmicroblogs per day (in minutes)

On an average ddyerman userspent the shorteaimount oftime on microbloggdM = 26 minutes a day,
SD= 31.18)By contrastUS American users spent the longasbunt oftime on microblogat 77 minutes
per day(SD = 91.74).Consequently,ationality significantly influenced déitye spent using microblags
We | ¢ @#,65.34)= 10.0p,< 001, estp? = .10 Pairwise compadnrs revealedhat German users spent
significantly less time using microblogs th@Wmerican§ < 01) and Chinesp & 01)usersAge was
negatively correlatedth frequency ofnicroblog use in thBSA Great Britainand the NetherlasdBy
contrast, there was a positive relationship between age and frefquesicyGermany and China.

5.2.4 Beginning of use

To examine when people started wusing micrthebl ogs, W
microblo® 6 Answer o pt insoreshanfaumyégas fbss thancomne) ydmalgoincluded don dt

knowThe results are presented in Figure 51.
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Figure 41 Beginning of microblog use

Overall, only a minorithad started using microblogs mdrsefore 2011 when the data were collected
Nationalitydid have a small batgnificaneffecton when people began using microhlbigd) = 23.01p <

001, 2=306 Specifically in Germany and the Netherlands, over 30% of microbldmdssreadgtarted

ushg microblogs two or more years ago. Thus, they started using microblogs earlier than participants from
other countries. Pairwise comparisons, however, revealed ti&Amigrican participantgdstarted using
microblogs significantly later thha German(p < 01)and Dutch(p < 01)participants

5.2.5 Mobile usage

To examine howften participantasal a mobile device for microblogging, the following question was asked:
oHow often do yoypostsomething on [gferred microblog] from a sn@rone or othemobile devic&The
answer optionsanged from lajwayg$o 3 fievér

37,1%
USAE

GBR ==
44,1%
GER==

61,1%

NED ==

CHN &=

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Always H Sometimes = Never

Figure 42 Mobile usage
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In the US Americamicroblogging siample54.5%of the participants statdtht they always wsa mobile
devicefor microbloggig. On the other hand, only 10.2% of German microbloggers alwags mebile
device for microblogging. Nationathiyssignificantly influenced mobile us&tfd) = 61.98p< .001, 2=g
.16 Pairwise comparisons showed that Gernegnated usng a mobile devickess ofterthan theUS (p <
.01), Dutchff< .05), and Chinesp< .01)sutsamplesAlso thedifference betwedheUSand Chinese users
wassignificantff< .01).

5.2.6 Audience

5.2.6.1 Number of udettowed

In contrast to SNSs, microblogs do not consisetforksob f rséendchst ead, users can f ol
A network thus consists of people that a user follows and of people that, in turn, follow the user. Depending

ona u spedifid settings, owsan simply follow this user or has to wait foohtserapproval. In order to

examine complex networks on microblogs, we first wanted to analyze the number oftspestibgtants

in ourstudyfollowed Abdut how many peopt you follow onyou microblog®

350
300

250

200 M=180
M=170

150 M=123 M=126 M=133

100

50

USAEE GBRER GER= NED == CHNE

Figure 43 Number of microblog usersthat | follow

Participants generally followed between 123 (Germany) and 180 (GreaitBeitaisgrDue to the small
subsamplsizes, nosignificant differencégtweerthe national subsamplegredetectedr(4, 397) = 1.1
=.325.

5.2.6.2 Number of followers

In order to measure the actaatlience sizen mi cr o b | o g fhout hoev mangohotversads Jjoe d 0

have on [Mme of preferred microblog]?has to be noted, @ver, that depending on the privacy settings,
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postings on microblogs might be visible to a much broader audience. By the use of hashtags, certain postings
might be seen by many more microblog users than just the followEhdassults are presentedHigure
51.

350
300
250
M=218
M=198
200
150 M=127 M=128
100 M=67
) “
0
USAEE GBRE&& GER= NED == CHNE

Figure 44 Number of Followers

Participants in our study had between 67 and 218 follBvitish. users fikthe loweshumber(M = 67,SD
= 64) and Chinese microbloggers thadhighest numbéi = 218 SD = 506)of followers Nationality had
asmall busignificant influenc#/e | o4 &460) £3.58<.05 e2s 103 Papwise comparisons showed
that the difference between the @baand the British subsamaplassignificantff< .05).

In summary, theumber ofusersfollowed and the number of followers were strongly and positively
correlated (r = .20 in China to r82 in the Netherlands).

5.2.6.3 Proprtioofrealrfends

Although followers can be real friends, microblogging is also about interactitigewipeaple such as

celebrities, journalistsjt also cavorkerspeoplewhoshare the same interests or,jobgven strangers the

userhasnever met beforéirst, ve wanted to know how many of their fokbosvparticipants considetted

bereal friends The foll owing questions was asked: OApproxi
consider act ua lthusestimaeathe acludl numiser of peaple {hey nonsiderbefriends.

Figure 55 shows the averpgecentagef real friendper country.
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Figure 45 Percentagef real fiends within the followers

US Americarmicroblogges hadby farthe highespercentagef real friendsvithin their follower$56.9%).
German microbloggetsad he lowestproportion of real friendsas hey consided only 5.24 of their
followersto bereal friendsDifferences between the natiosalisamples werthereforesignificantWe | ¢ h 6 s
F(4,7139 = 35.75 p < 001, estp?= .25 USAmericamicroblog users had significantlyre friends in their
follower base that usdrom Germary, the Netherlangl andChina(all pairwise comparisopss 01).

In contrast to the context of SNS use ptioportion of real friends within the followers was positively
correlated with audience size. The correlation coefficients ranged from r = .35 in Germafyinddhina.

5.2.6.4 Proprtiorf internatiofalower

Similar to the analysis of tiee of the friends netwook SNS usersye alsomeasured thproportion of
international followersf microblogsWe a s Abeutl how many of your followers are not living in the
country you live id?The proportion of international followers (in perfewas computed in the same way as
the proportion of real friends.
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Figure 46 Percentageof international followers

In general, the microbloggrs a u dweemareeisternational thathe friends networlof SNS users.
Furthemore there were small but significant differences between the satigeraplesie | ¢ (B, %12)F
= 2.75,p < 05,est 29.10.British users hethe highestipercentagef international follower280%). On
the other hand, Chiise microbloggeradionly 4.%o international follower3he percentagef international

followerswas significantly higher for German than for Chinese(pises).

5.2.6.5 Audience composition

To measure the audience composition in more, degadiskedgaindo Ar e t he f ol l owing peopl
follower&b Similar to the SNS measure (cf. 5.1.6aficipants weragainpresented with 12 categories
representing different peopldo could bein the audience on microblogs: friendswodkers, boss or
teaches, parents, children or grandchildren, other members of the family, pafinemnesx strangers,
people the participants know thavenever met personally, people the participant is interested in, and
celebrities. Figurel presentan overview of theompositiorof the audiencie each country

The compositiorf the audiencef microblog users diffed quite a lot from the compositiarf the
audiencef SNS userd\lthough SNS audiences comsisf many different social contgxhe majorityvere
known to the user (e.g., friendsywarkers, family members, and partners). On microblogs, the aaldience
includel close acquaintances and friends, but arlangkeralso consist of people that the usersdhaot
met personally owereinterested inMore than half of the participants indicated that their follower base
includel people theylid not know personally. Apart from the US American participants, two thirds of the

participants said that their audience also emhsisitrangers. Overall, teawere significant effects of
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Figure 47 Audience composition(Percentageof participantswho have the relative group within their followers)
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Table 6: Differences inaudience composition

& df p @
Friends 45.391 4 <.001 A1
Coworkers 33.74 4 <.001 .08
Boss or teacher 30.26 4 <.001 .08
Parents 10.07 4 <.050 .03
Own children or grandchildren 3.30 4 509 .01
Other members of family 34.09 4 <.001 .09
Romantic partner / wife / husband 10.54 4 <.050 .03
Ex-romantic partners 36.80 4 <.001 .09
Strangers [/ people 1 52.79 4 <.001 .13
People | know butavenever met personally 6.06 4 194 .02
People | am interested in 7.62 4 .107 .02
Celebrities | donot 37.97 4 <.001 .10

nationality on the probability b&ving amember of @pecific social context in the audience (cf. Table 6).
There were no differences between the natolsmples with regard to children and grandchildren, people
I know buthavenever mepersonally, and people | am interested in.

Againwealsocomputed an audience diversity index by summing up all categories. The resulting estimate
thus rangafrom 0 to 12. A higher valagairrepresergd more diversity as the audienca oficroblogger
with a higher numbéncludel people from more social contexts. The results can be seen ingrigure 5

12
10
8
- M=5.78 M=5.77
6 M=5.58 M=5.20
M=3.80
4
2
0
USAEE GBR&& GER= NED= CHNE

Figure 48 Audiencecomposition (summative index of all categories)

German microbloggéis a u di e n c e spproxinedly four sodial contésiM = 3.80,SD = 2.26).
Dutch microblog useiis a u by centrastevas more diverg®l = 5.78,SD= 2.18). There were significant
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differencebetween the natioraltsampled=(4, 399) = 8.4@< .001, 2D07. Pairwise comparisons showed
that German microbloggehad less diverse audieadban microbloggers from tHdS (p < .01), the
Netherlandsp(< .05), or Chinap(< .01).

In all sutsamples, frequenoy usewas related to audience diversity (r = .15imaChb r = .51 in the
Netherlands)Thus people who use microblogs more frequentlyfaridngerperiodsper day have more

diverse followers.

5.2.7 Privacy-Related Measures

5.2.7.1 Visual anonymity

Microblogsprovide differensettings that allow users to contradir privacy. We asked three questions
concerning privacy settings as w&Vhatkindda prgfile pictueec y
doyouusé? A n s we rangedfriom (e, secogniZabld honeResults can be seerfFigure b.

88,3% 8,3% 2,%% 0,%%
USAE
73,3% 13,3% 6,% 6,7
GBR ==
30,%% 27,1% 35,8% 6,8%
cer=
77,8% 16,6 5,6%
NeD — | .
45, % 3,8% 46, 3,8%
crn I
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
m Me, recognizable u Me, not very recognizable Avatar or logo None

Figure 49 Type of profile picture used on Microblogs

The vast majority @l microbloggers had some kind of profile pictdosvever, nationality had a significant
influence orthetype of pictureéhatwas used;(4, 402) = 110.24, < 0 0 12 = .2y Except forGerman
microbloggersusersfrom all nations usuallyseda profile picture of themselves in which theye
recognizable. Thigasmost common in the United States3% of USAmerican microblog users stated that
they had a recognizablarofile pictureln Ching howeveravatars (484) and pictures of the microbloggers
in which theywererecognizable (434 wereequally populam Germaty, the majority (384 claimedo
have an avatar or logbifferences betwedhe GermammicrobloggerandUSAmericanDutch,and British

microbloggers were significéait pairwise comparisons: p <.05)
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5.2.7.2 Pseudonymization of profile information

o

We furthemwanted to know if microbloggersalipseudonyms to protect their privacy.thiisa s k &tat
name do you us e ? &Fulraiame2(Parts pfimy reahEands @sewonymhe esults
are presented in kg 57

53, 38% 8,3%
vsae I S
46,6 40% 13,3%
cerz= I
15,%% 24,1%% 60,3%
cer= |
50% 50%

neo = [ ——

11,9% 38,%% 50%
civis

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
H Pseudonym u Parts of my real name Full real name

Figure 50 Types of names used on Microblogs

In the United States (53}t and Great Britain (484J, most microbloggerssal pseudonyms. In China
(49.20) and Germany (5943, itwasmore common taseo n egalsiame. In the Netherlandsingparts
of o n edalmamé¢sids) and using a pseudonyi®%) wereequallycommon. Natinalitythussignificantly
influencedwhat kind of nhamewvasusedH(4) = 113.00p < 001, 2=9.28 Pairwise comparisons skeow
significant differences between German and Chinese microblagdjeoth differed significantly from all
other participantgairwise comparisons< 01).

It is nterestingthat in the natons in which microbloggedsd not engage iwisualanonymization
strategies, pseudonywaremore common than ithe nations in whih microbloggers usavatars or logos
as profile picturest seems thamicrobloggergenerally relgn onesingleanonymization strategy and hide

either their face or their real name.

5.2.7.3 Visibility of tweets

The last question was for Twitter users. dnitter generallpffersonly a few privacy options. The most
important one is the restriction of the visibility of tweets. Users can decide whether they want to share their
tweets with everybody (even Internet users outside of the Twitter networkyisibifitit to their followers.
WethusaskedoWho is able to see your twe&fd®e aswer options wermverybahdmy followerke iesults

are presented in Figure 58
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Figure 51 Who is able to see your tweets?

More tharhalf of the participastallowed everybody to see their tweets. This is not sulpeishugenost

of thebenefitof using Twitter can be obtainenlyi f oneds own tweets become part
Great Britain, Germangnd Chinanore tharv0% of alimicrobloggers all@deverybody to see their tweets.

In the USA half of the participantanited the visibility of their tweets to their followdilsis might be

explainedy the differences in audience compositi@American microbloggersrgrallyhavemore close

acquaintances their audienc&heir communication on Twitter mightisbe more privateand heir need

to protectthese conversationsghtthereforebe higher. Alsmithe Netherlands, both answer options were

chosen equallyften. Consequently,ationalityhad asmall butsignificant effect owhom a microblogger

allovedto read his or her twee§4) = 4515 p < 001, 2=g11.

5.2.8 Disclosure ofprofile information

Next, we asked whether there were cultural differences with regard to the disclosure of profile information. We
wanted to know if people disclosed their gender, age, occupddicetjon. Figure 59 shows the results.
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Figure 52 Disclosure of profile information
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As can be seen in Figure 59, all countriesestwimilar pattern. Whereas more than half of the users
disclosed their gender and their locafnerusers disclosed their age or occupation. Nationality had a
signifcant influence on the disclosure of all information types (see Table 7). Most Chinese microblog users
disclosed profile information such as gender and lo&tioontrast, only 40% of the Dutch users disclosed

their gender and location.

Table 7: Differences inthe disclosure of profile information

& df p @
Gender 36.87 4 <.001 .09
Age 24.58 4 <.001 .06
Occupation 23.89 4 <.001 .06
Location 48.72 4 <.001 A2
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5.3 GeneralMeasures

Apart from platforrrspecifianeasures, we also looked at more general measures and in particular at measures
with regard to general social media use. In order to identify more general differences between the five countries,
we investigated complex phenomena such atiss@dsure, siing of informationand negative privacy
experiences from a broader perspective.

5.3.1 Generaltrust of other people

Trusthasgenerally been identified as a positive predictor-dissdfsure (e.g., Steel, 1991; Wheeless & Grotz,

1977)and privacy protecth behaviarTo measure peofdeoverall trusvf other people, we adoptéenms

from the measures of personality and social psychological attitRidsnspn, Shaver, and Wrightsman
(1991)Participants were presentath a list of statements (e@Mo st peopl e are goodd) and
how much they agmevith these statements. Answer options ranged fralisajiee compleiely gree

compledelthent er nal consi st en cThe esufts ate presenged ia File was & = . 86 .

5

4

M=3.22
3 V=2 81 M=2.86 M=2.98
M=2.66
| I
1
USA= GBRsiE GER= NED = CHN =

Figure 53 Trust of other people(1 =disagree completelyto 5 = agree completely

As can be seen from the barplloé means in each aatry wereslightly below or slightly abo®en the 5

point scale. Thengas thusio clear tendendy whether people juddg®ther people as trustworthy or not.
Nationality had amall busignificant influenc&/e | c (4,&299.83 = 16.38< .001 estp?= .03 Chinese
participants rated other peopkeslightly more trustworthy than participants from other countries. Pairwise
comparisons revealed that the Chinese sample differed significantly from the GermaiSamdahean
sample (ps < .01).German participants rated other peaghightly less trustworthy than participants from
other countries (comparedth USAmerican, Dutchand Chinese useps< .05).
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5.3.2 Previous experiencesvith privacy violations

Since there were differences betwheenationalities with regard to privacy attitudes and behaviors, we wanted

to know if there were also differences i n lmxperience
the past year, how often has personal information from yous proéil social network site been shared with

others against your willRis maynvolvepeoplgellingothers about what you posted on your profifeople
forwardngyoup er sonal information to ot hRossihleanswediiansigh you d
ranged from Ingvto 6 More than four JinTé® results are presented in Figlre 6

5,4%2,3% 9,1% 14,3% 14,6% 54,%
USAE
7% 5,6% 14,1% 5,6% 67,6%
ceres [ N
3,760,4%2,2% 7% 11,6% 75,1%
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3,2% 4,3%5,4% 24, ™% 62,80
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9.8%  58% 7.5% 64% 70,96
crn I
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m More than four times ®Four times = Three times = Twotimes ®mOnce ®Never

Figure 54 Previous experiencewith privacy volations

Surprisingly, the majority of the participants has never experiengedaagyviolatios More than 60% of
the people surveyed indicated that no persbaves shared information from their profile against their will.
Nonetheless, there were smaller differences between the nationalldédhpled/.08p < .001, 2 =9.04.

With 45.7%who had experienced privacy violations at least ond&Ahgerican sample differed significantly
from the Germarand Chinese samsl@oth comparisonsp < .01). We alsofound small but significant
negative correlations between privacpdiyeand thaumberof negative experiences (cf. Appendix: $able
to V), indicating that more literate ugerskedto protect their privacy bettevhich resuéidin fewernegative

outcomes.

5.3.3 Selfdisclosureonline and offline

To measure setffisclosurdoth online and offline, items were adapted from Miller, Berg, and (AB3®&)r
Participats were presented a ti$tfour different topics (Things | have dahatl feel guilty aboyfhings |

woul dndt ;Mydedpest faelinddy dlose relationships with other pepplea n d We svaukl d : o}
like to know how willing you would bediscuss each of these tepiith a frienda) offline andb) onlined

Answer options ranged fromrb{ discuss 3ttalb ¢liscuss fully and comflatelpternal consistenfoy the

of f 1 ine s99andforthe ardine 8calle = MedisZor sekdisclosure online and seiéclosure

offline are presented in Figug 6
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As can be seen in tfigure, within each national sampteconfidence intervals oveped between online
and offline disclosurén other words, participants disctbfeemselves significantly more in offline costext
than in online realm&omparing the levadf seltdisdosure between the national samplescamevident
that therewasa small but nonetheless significant effect of nationality -aiisski§ure offlineNe | E(d 6 s
297.57 =981, p< .001 estp2 = .02 Pairwise comparisons showleat Germanuserdlisclosd themselves
significantly more in offline contexhan US American, Britishand Chinesgarticipants(all pairwise
comparisongy < .05). In online environments, however, nationality had no significant Efect775) =
0.82p= .514.

5.3.4 Subjectiveprivacy level ofprivacy-related behaviors

People might perceive different types of information asrdjfiathe extent to which they affqmivacy
levels In this study, we wanted to kntlne extent to whiclparticipantsconsidered differérkinds of
informationto havethe potential taffed their privacyWe presented them with differbehaviorge.g.,
telling your relationship status, telling your political orientation, telling your sexuabrgrimdatiaving an
open profile)andparticipants had to indicadlee extent to whicthis kind ofinformation affeedtheir privacy.
Possible answers options ranged frotoelapt affectyprivacy at)dth 5 @ffects my privacy veyylimeigsults
are presented in Figurg 6

Research RepaxCultural Differences in Social Media Use, Privacy, aidissisuré -61-



o

37

4,02

4,55
5

™
S <
NS <
4 I} ]
5 S 8 5
8 ~ $ REINY o o N
o N ¥ o © S
3 < m 8 o~ o o
N NS
1
USAE= GBR == GER™ NED — CHN =

mTelling your relationship status u Telling your political orientation

m Telling your sexual orientation ® Having an open profile

Figure 56 Subjectiveprivacy levek of different types of information and behaviors
(1= does not affect my privacy aall to 5 =affects my privacy very much

FromFigure 62, it can be seen thatthreetypes oinformation(excluding having an open profileye not
rated differentlyithin any countnHoweverlarger differencesccurrecbetween the countriagl@ationship
statusWe | E(4 #8%.25F 130.97p< .00] estp? = .24, political orientatiorr(4, 1646) 108.33p< .001,
pz= .21 sexual orientatiowe | (4 ZBB.52) = 147.5% . 001 estp2=.26). German participants generally
consideredlisclosingny of thesgy/pes ofinformation tohavemoreof an dfecton privacyBy contrastyS
America participants generally indicatedlibelbsinghesekinds ofinformationdid not affect privacy. Their
rating weresignificantly lower than the ratings by German, DamtchChinese users.01).Having an
open profilewasgenerallyconsigredto affect privacy. Means ranged frishs 3.33(SD = 1.25)for the
Chinesesampldgo M = 4.55(SD= 0.87)for the German sampMationalityagairhad a significant influence,
We | EAhr&52=62.66p< .00] estp?z=.13.Chinese andSparticipants rated this behaviohaging
lessof an effect onprivacy Both samples differed significantly from all other cour{aiegpairwise
comparisong< .01).

5.3.5 Sensitivity of nformation

To measure differences in the sensitivigpetificpiecesof information weusedthe scaleby Jourard and
Lasakow(1958) Participants were presented a list4dbpics €.9.,Whether or not | have savings and the
amounf My feelings about my adequasgsexuapartnerMy pastecordof illness and treatm@nvith the
requestoPlease rate the sensitivity of each piece of informattiorespect to beirghared in Social Media.

Answer options ranged fromrib( at all sensitiver ery sensjtivee esults are presented inukega!.
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My favourite foods, the ways | like food prepared and my
food dislikes.

My likes and dislikes in music.

My views on the present government, the president, policies,
etc.

My feelings about how parents ought to deal with children.

What | feel are my special strong points and qualifications at
work.

The kinds of things that just make me furious.

How | wish I looked: my ideals for overall appearance.

What it takes to get me feeling real depressed and blue.

The aspects of my personality that | dislike, worry about, that
| regard as a handicap to me.

My past record of illness and treatment.

Things in the past or present that | feel ashamed and guilty
about.

How | really feel about the people that | work with.

My feelings about my adequacy in sexual behavior.

Whether or not | have savings, and the amount.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BUSAE mGBR 58 " GER = ENED = = CHN i

Figure 57: Perceived ensitivity of information (1 = not at all sensitive to 7 = very sensitive)
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Table 8: Differences in information sensitivity

We |l c
whether or not | have savings, melamount 112.88
sexual behavior 100.49
how | feel about the people | wavith 104.106
things | feel ashamed about 88.73
my past record of illness and treatment 111.39
aspects of my personality that | dislike 111.37

What it takes to get me feeling depressed 95.71
ideals for overall appearance 63.36
things that make nierious

my qualifications for my work

how parents ought to deal with children

views on the present government

likes and dislikes in music 11.20
favorite foods 16.15

F

10.57
38.04
24.09
18.70

df

4, 287.7€
4, 285.9C
4, 290.0z
4, 293.9C
4,294.11
4, 290.27
4, 296.3¢
4, 138.9¢
4,1746
4,1745
4,1740
4,1748
4,301.37
4, 300.2¢

AN NN NN N AN NN N NN NN

p

.001
.001
.001
.001
.001
.001
.001
.001
.001
.001
.001
.001
.001
.001

estpy 2|
.20
.19
.19
A7
.20
.20
.18
A3
.02
.08
.05
.04
.03
.04

In general, different pieagfsnformationwere indeed rated havingifferentlevels okensitiity within

each countryinformation about savings, sexual behavior, feelings towaaikess and things that one

might feel guilty abowuteregenerally perceived as rather sensitive information. On theaoith@rformation

about oneds f awasnot doresidedd verydsensitiv€ompasng the national samples, we

couldalso see larger differences between the different cightfiebled). Again, German participants rated

all informationassignificantly more sensitive than all other participants fromcotingries (all pairwise

comparisong < .05).Also, British users rated mpg&ces oinformationasmore sensitive than participants

from China, théJSA and the NetherlandBd. Chinese participattatedmostpieces ofnformationasless

sensitive tan participants frothe other countriedid. However, information about their views and opinions

about the government was considered significantly more sensitive in China thasShy &mel the

Netherlands(all pairwise comparisprs:.05). t is nterestingthat although Chinese participants generally

ratedmostkinds ofinformationasless sensitihan participant§om the other countrieslid, the Chinese

ratedtheirfood and music tastassignificantly more sensitive than all other courdidgg< .01).

The general difference in the national perceptitimeckensitivity of informatiobecamesven more

visiblewhenwe computel a mearindexthatincluced all topicsT h e

results arpresented in FiguBs.

internal

consi stency
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Figure 58 Perceived gnsitivity of information index (1 = not at all sensitive to 7 = very sensitive)

German patrticipants generally rated all informasiorore sensitive than all other participaxionality

thushada significant influenc&/e | c¢ @#,8985.7¢) = 90.2p< .00], estpP? = .17. Pairwise comparisons
revealed significant differences between German participants and participants from all other countries (all
pairwise comparisonqss 01).USAmerican pdicipants generalyewedall informatiorasless sensitivéhe

ratings in thaJS sample differed significgnfrom those in bottihe British and Dutch samspléoth
comparisong < 01).

5.3.6 Sharingof different types ofinformation

Next, we wanted tknow how often people shdthis kind ofinformation (a) with other users in general and
(b) with their friendsThus participants were presentgith the same list df4topicsthathadalreadypeen
usedin the sensitivityevaluationBut nomwe askedd Pl ease think of your own beha\
you share this information on Social Media Sitegayitither users igeneralfb) your online friends ar
limited group of userdPossible answer options ranged frome¥gto 7 ¢ery ofjeihe results for sharing
sensitive information with other users in general are presented in Faguté@sults for sharing sensitive
informationspecificallwith friendsare presented Figure66.

A comparison ofigures 64 and 65howghat information thavasconsidered sensitiwesshared less
oftenwith other users in gmaerahformation thawasnot considered sensitive. There was a significant effect
of nationality for each item (cf. Table 8). Genets8lfymerican and Chése participasshared information
more often. Yet, both tHéSand Chinese samplgenerally considered informatiorbeless sensitive than
the other sampledid. By examininghe pairwise comparisons, we found W@tAmerican and Chinese
participantshared information significantly more frequently than German participants (pairwise comparisons
for all itemsp < .01). AlsoJUS Americans shadanostkinds ofinformation significantly more often than

people from the Netherlands (p <. 01).
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My favourite foods, the ways | like food prepared and my
food dislikes.

My likes and dislikes in music.

My views on the present government, the president,
policies, etc.

My feelings about how parents ought to deal with children.

What | feel are my special strong points and qualifications
at work.

The kinds of things that just make me furious.
4,18

How | wish | looked: my ideals for overall appearance.

What it takes to get me feeling real depressed and blue.

The aspects of my personality that | dislike, worry about,
that | regard as a handicap to me.

My past record of illness and treatment.

Things in the past or present that | feel ashamed and guilty
about.

H 1,19

171

How | really feel about the people that | work with.

My feelings about my adequacy in sexual behavior.

Whether or not | have savings, and the amount.

1 2 3 4 5

BUSAE mGBR &= GER = ENED = m CHN &
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Figure 59 Sharing ofsensitive information with other sers (1 =neverto 7 = veryoften)
Table 8: Differences insharing sensitiveinformation with other users

We l c df p est
whether or not | haveavings, and the amount 84.12 4, 265.53 <.001 17
sexual behavior 102.61 4, 254.02 <.001 .20
how | feel about the people that | warikh 112.36) 4, 261.49 <.001 21
things | feel ashamed about 112.03| 4, 259.59 <.001 21
my past record of illneaad treatment 79.65  4,274.02 <.001 .16
aspects of my personality that | dislike 114.70, 4, 266.4C <.001 .22
what it takes to get me feeling depressed 76.58 4, 271.72 <.001 .16
ideals for overall appearance 12792 4, 257.65 <.001 .24
things thatmake me furious 56.45  4,281.32 <.001 12
my qualifications for my work 95.50 4, 273.85 <.001 .19
how parents ought to deal with children 88.49) 4, 269.34 <.001 .18
views on the present government 36.52 4, 276.74 <.001 .08
likes and dislikes in music 23.10 4,283.44 <.001 .05
favorite food 86.(8 4,277.14 <.001 A7

In comparing Figuss64 and 66, weansee that again, people staméormation that they consiger
less sensitive more frequentith their frienBst looking at Figus&5 and 66 in comparison, we can also see
that participants generally sbardormation more often with friends than with users in gesedahus
restriced the audiencthatwasable to viewheir postings or communicatiohknethelesdboth measures
were strongly correlated in all countries (cf. AppendixsTébM). Again, we found a significant effect of
nationality on all items (cf. Table 9). Similar to the distribution in Fig@hirgse antlS Americans
disclogd information to friends mefrequentlyhanparticipants from European countdéas But in contrast
to the results osharing sensitive information in gendénate were also significalifferences between the
Chinese andS sample Chinese peopkharedall kinds ofinformationmorefrequently with their friends
than theUS Americanglid (all pairwise comparisopss .01)

Sharing information with other users was also negatively correlated with the perceived risks of having an
open profile. If SN&sergerceivedhat negative outcomes of having as open preéitelikely, they were
very deliberat@boutwhat they postd(cf. Appendix: Takdd to I1V). The correlation coefficiestanged from
r=-.12 in the German sample to-.32 in thdJSAmerican sample. Orilye correlation in the Dutch sample

was not significant.
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3,94

My favourite foods, the ways | like food prepared and my
food dislikes.

My likes and dislikes in music.

My views on the present government, the president, policies,
etc.

My feelings about how parents ought to deal with children.

What | feel are my special strong points and qualifications at
work.

The kinds of things that just make me furious.

How | wish I looked: my ideals for overall appearance.

What it takes to get me feeling real depressed and blue.

The aspects of my personality that | dislike, worry about, that
| regard as a handicap to me.

My past record of illness and treatment.

Things in the past or present that | feel ashamed and guilty
about.

How | really feel about the people that | work with.

My feelings about my adequacy in sexual behavior.

Whether or not | have savings, and the amount.

1 2 3 4 5 6
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Figure 60 Sharingsensitiveinformation with friends (1 =neverto 7 = veryoften)
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Table 9: Differences insharing sensitiveinformation with friends

We l ¢
whether or not | have savings, and the amoul 75.94
sexual behavior 67.35
how | feel about the people | wavith 59.59
things | feel ashamed about 62.62
my past record of illness and treatment 50.51
aspects of my personality that | dislike 72.54
what it takes to get me feeling depressed 34.25
ideals for overall appearance 88.49
things that make me furious 14.18
my qualifications for my work 60.01
how parents ought to deal with children 64.00
views on the present government 11.77
likes andlislikes in music 2.84
favorite foods 35.64

We also computed the mean for sharing information with users in gettealnetand and with friends
on the otherThe nternalconsistency for both indicesa s & The lesul® dre presented in Figuge 6

7
6
5
4 m 8
o o
3 o oPr') ™ o} X
= — S o
(\1 g o o
2 H i
1
USA E GBR &&= GER = NED =

df
4, 265.81
4, 271.5€
4,271.45
4,274.24
4, 280.84
4,275.42
4, 280.49
4, 265.79
4, 282.07
4,278.79
4,272.54
4,278.83
4, 281.01
4, 279.85

3,42

o)
Q
%)

CHN &

p
.001

.001
.001
.001
.001
.001
.001
.001
.001
.001
.001
.001
.050
.001

AN N N AN AN N N N AN N N AN NN

est
.16
14
13
13
A1
.15
.08
.18
.03
13
13
.03
.01
.08

Sharing sensitive

informati on

mwith users

mwith friends

Figure 61 Sharing sensitive information with users and friendgl =neverto 7 = veryoften)

In looking at the indices,igteven more apparent that people generally do not disclogge¢besenf
informationvery often. Almost all meangerebelow or slightly above 3, meaning that on averagge
reportedshamginformation with other users or friends only from time to time. Nonetheless, we found that
people share information with their friends more often than with users in gertstsfadl .05). Nationality
furthermorehada significant effect on shayiimformation with users in general and with friends (Sharing with
users in generdlile | c(4 B7%.65F= 147.146x .001,estP? = .26; Sharing with friend&fe | c(4 B76.72F

=76.31p<.001estpz=.16).
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6 Conclusion

In this research repormtie argued that research on online privacthamstcial web requires a multicultural
perspective. This comparative study revealed that there are indeed cultural differences with regard to social
media use, privacglated behavior, and sdi§closureln the following, we will present some key
observations.

Media Use

With regard tahe frequencyof useof different online services, we folsmlalledifferences than expected.

In all five countries, over 90% of all participaspertedusng SNSs (mostlfFacebook), more than 75%

reported usingideo platforms (e.g., Youtub&)d aroundnethird reportedreading blogs. More Chinese

and US American users, however, used microblogging platforms (e.g., Twitter). On the other hand, European
userengagedorein the use ofiki platforms (e.g., Wikipediahe fequency of SNS use was nonetheless

quite similar in all countries. Participants spent about one to one and a half hourdior8N&gging use

was quite different between the countries with alatfiarnhour in Germany and 76 minutes in the USA.

Privacy protection behavior

With regard to privaaglated measurege found that the broad differentiation betwastern and
Eastern cultures (as suggested by previous studies) only partlgddforatifferences in social media use
and privacy behavidRather, our findingevealedhat European countries (United Kingdom, Germany, and
the Netherlands) share a common culture that is distinguishable fileoreymean cultures (in this cdbhe
USA and China). Participants from European countries had generally smaller audiences on SNSs and
Microblogying platformgended tdimit the visibility of their postings and profile information namicused
more privacy settingk particular, German sabinedia users seedto be guarded, protectjand rather
reluctant to participate in online communicaion.example, whereas more than 50% of the German SNS
users limited the visibility ¢ieir profile information such as contact details, birthedigion, sexual
preferenceso that no other usangereallowed to sesuch informationtheportionof users who limitettheir
profilesin such a wawassubstantialliower in other countrie®n the other hand, users from th8Arated
privacyrelatecbehavior such as having an open profile or uploading pictures as lessthekgrgabed in
thesebehavios more frequently. Both Chinese alglAmerican users ustslverprivacy settings on SNSs.

SelfDisclosure

Similarly, German users were morde@elteaboutwhat theyposedon SNSs. They genera#iported
perceiinginformation as more sensitive and were less likely to &hiafertation with other useiGhinese
users generalljiffered from European and US American users in their perceptions dingsabf
informationthey considereprivate. For example, they rated financial information or feelings about work

colleagueassignificantly less sensitive. However, they ratethatfon about their food, likasddislikes in
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music andtheir views on politicasmuch more sensitive than users from other coudide# general,
however, BineseandUSAmerican participanshared private information more frequently.

6.1 Limitations

The findinggprovide thdfirst insights ito cultural differences, btite subsamplegerehighly problematic

with respect tdow they were recruitebue to the different sample sizes, the power to detect statistically
significant differences betweea tountriesvaslimited.The findingn microblog usein particulamight

be less reliableecause dhis limitation.

6.2 Future Perspectives

When viewingllof the currenfindings from a broader perspective, this study also shows that there are more
commonalities than differences. People all over the world think it is very important to protect their privacy in
order to prevent privacy violations. Everybody consciouslgsietidt to share and what not to share. As the
findings show and in contrast to a common belief in many western societies, people do not always share
intimate and detailed information about their lives. Instead, they deliberately de ggeadadhformation
areharmless enough to be shared and velnétbo sensitiveandthe latter areonsequently withheld.

At this point in timeit is unclear whetheretlcurrent picturgpainted with this researhalready a
consequence of ongoing globalizationvhether it represents new globalized online culture. Different
cultural values are put to the test as social owediaue tdbolur and diffuse boundaries, traditj@ml rules.
Nonetheless, we believe that culture has a significant influence on the perception, andlbatidiing of
privacy. Looking at cultural dynamics and understanding how new media transform our tradiiabatbelie
privacy thus seemstie of utmost importance. With this repast hope to add to this @oing task.
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Appendix

A 1Description of statistical procedures

For metric variables, we produced bar charts including 95% confidence intervals in ordér to visual
represensignificant differences between the national samplesvBidapping confidence intervals can be
interpreted as significant differences. For olylstlled variables, we produced stacked bar Wiaelso
repored the results of the statistical asedy For metric variables, we computed analyses of variance
(ANOVAS). If L e v test Bhemogeneity of variances was significant, we répartede instead offthe
normalF-ratio asWe | c ik e rdbusivhen thevarianceare not equal acrogsoups. We also repedt
posthoc tests for pairwise comparisons between the countries. Weeouseld B8R iif thé \v@riances were
homogeneous and tlBameldowelprocedurevhen thevariancesveresignificantlydifferent Both tests are
specifically degned to cope with different sample sizes. If the variabdbsedranked data, we computed
theKruskalValligest, a nofparametric alternatitet he ANOVA. I f the data were bi
tests. We also reported different effect sizes degeslithe analysis: For general analyses of variance, we
reporgt ewhipch i s 1 Igthegroup vasianeesl of thehdependgnt variabtesignificantly
differenf we r e p or t &Rbrrankee data dr categorical data))we repgited
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A 2 Correlationsbetween SNS variables

Gender(0 = Female, 1 = Male
Age
Time spent on SNS
Number of contacts
Proportionof real friends
Proportionof international contacts
Audience diversity
Accepting invitationérom unwanted friends
Being able to reach a lot of peopl
Being ake to keep up to date with other peoplt
Best about SNS is that it sparks conversati
The more SNS contacts | have, the bet
Missing out on important informatior
Most information on SNS is irrelevant to
Wanting moreopportunitiesto contact specific
groups
I'm very deliberateaboutwhat | poston SNS
Wanting to post something, but deciding not
Privacyliteracy
Visibility of profile information
Willingness to have an open profil
Willingness to upload picture:
Perceived risk of having an open profi
Perceived risk of uploading picture
Subjective evalation of preventing negative
outcomes
Likelihood of social rewardsom having an open
profile
Likelihood of social rewardsom uploading pictures
Subjective evalation of getting social rewards
Seltdisclosureonline
Selfdisclosureoffline
Negative experience:
Sensitivity of Information
Sharing sensitive information with other use
Sharing sensitive information with friend
General trust

Table I: Zero-Order Correlations forSNSvariables in the USAmerican sample
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Gender (0 = Female, 1 =Mal 1
Age 2 12
Time spent on SNS 3 -12  -16
Number of contacts 4 | -22  -27 [4S]
Proportionof real friends 5 -.08 .02 A7 -13
Proportionof international contacts 6 17 A1 15 -09 .01
Audience diversity 7 =128 -.03 A7 Ed -05 -1
Accepting invitationérom unwanted friends 8 -18 -08 .09 15 -13
Being able to reach a lot of peopl 9 -16 -.07 .16 12 A3 12
Being ale to keep up to date with other peopl 10 | =28 -02 | .29 18 11 -10 1 32
Best about SNS is that it sparks conversatic 11 | -25 .10 .09 A 28 3 31 .28
The more SNS contacts | have, the bet 12 -12  -.09 -11- -03 -13 28 31 20 “
Missing out on important information 13  -09 = -21 10 .07 -17 27 29 .16 .20
Most information on SNS is irrelevanttormr 14 = -17 .08 .00 .09 08 -17 -01 03 .02 -18 .10 -06 -22
Wanting moreopportunitiesto contact specific groups 15 -11  -09 -.04 10 05 -04 -02 22 .09 .10 .30 .00 .24 .07
I'm very deliberateaboutwhat | postonSNS 16 .07 14 A1 -08 16 -12 11 04 06, .28 19 .02 .28 -02 -06
Wanting to post something, but deciding nott 17 5881 .09 .19 28 12 -o5 B8N 30 .12 .23 -06 .18 .08
Privacyliteracy 18 -05 -13 A1 .08 .06 .17 -04 -10 .11 16 -12 21 -05 .05 .17 .05
Visibility of profile information 19 .10 | -.19 -.03 -05 -15 -15 -06 .15 .02 -01 -04 .13 .03 -06 -11 .11 -19 -22
Willingness to have an open profil 20 = .27  -.08 21 19 -05 -07 26 03 23 .07 .08 15 22 05 -14 .18 -02 -07 .31
Willingness to upload picture: 21 .00 = -.20 .08 16 03 -18 .17 04 09 .03 .12 16 .11 -07 -24 .09 .09
Perceived risk of having an open profi 22 -.12 .09 -13 -18 .11 -08 -14 -15 -11 -09 -04 -18 -11 82 12 11 11
Perceived risk of uploading picture 23 .02  -.07 .13 11 -22 -01 -04 -02 -18 -03 -21 -14 -06 .17 .00 .21 .03
Subjective evalkation of preventing negative
outcomes 24 .09 -13 -22 29 -01 -08 -08 .17 24 11 -21 .02 .02 .19 .04 .14
Likelihood of social rewardsom having an open
profile 25 = -18 .00 .06 09 03 -12 06 .15 .18 .02 .14 17 .01 .07 -11 -11 .02 -.26
Likelihood of social rewardeom uploading pictures 26 -08  -11 .10 15 18 -10 03 14 29 16 .18 19 .14 00 -03 .02 .03 -.26 h
Subjective evalation of getting social rewards 27 | =25 -25| .01 03 11/-23 04 15, 31 250088 24 21 -04 -04 07 .12 -15
Seltdisclosureonline 28 .13  -.04 15 -02 09 .00 .06 -09 .13 .13 .16 .09 - -21 05 .17 .00 -17 04 17 23
Selfdisclosureoffine 29 .00 -.06 .04 05 28 -01 05 01 19 12 -03 -01 .09 -18 .07 .02 .13 .08 .00 .10 .07 -

Negative experiences 30 ~ -17 -16 .11 -10 -14 15[ 29 02 -04 2081 06 21 28 -13 .18 - ! 4 b . . 06 .07 04 11 -19 .07
Sensitivity of Information 31 8408 -15 22 19 -09 03 .18 15/ 29 31 .13 21 .19, 8| .00[8 05 -13 -04 -18 .10 .10/ 28 -01 .03 .13 -21 -01 .19
Sharing sensitive information with other use 32 -.06 .10 .19 22 -03 -21 25 28 .18 .05/041 .10 .22 15 18 .01 .13 .08 -09 .13 .10 -17 | =24 -13 .20 .13 -08 .14 .00
Sharing sensitive information with friend 33 = -15  -03 | .27 24 06[-22 09 .10 .22 06 18 24 15 11 -11 -04 13 03| -18 -03| 27 01 -11 -05 31 24 28 09 19 -14 [E:
Generaltrust 34 = .26 .10 04 -16 .12 05 =24 -17 -15 -0l -11|-26 .04 -13 -21 80 -15 .17 -08 -12 .07 -02 .00 .17 .01 -08

-08 .06 .01 -26 -15 -04 .04

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33

M 21 2269 9229 39275 033 010 593 214 378 422 300 175 261 363 311 383 319 395 258 145 262 443 391 424 173 163 187 284 332 186 465 208 240
SD .41 737 8008 28894 024 014 19 132 126 091 111 091 121 112 111 115 133 093 086 078 141 077 087 097 080 083 091 106 125 148 121 115 123

Table II: Zero-Order Correlations forSNSvariables in theBritish sample

Note: Correl at i onwereakilated. Blueecoldrimgicdtdpestive soorelafions and red coloiimjcatesegative relations (the darker the color, the stronger the correlation).
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Gender (0 = Female, 1 =Mal 1
Age 2 -13
Time spent on SNS 3 -04 -08
Number of contacts 4 o1 s 20
Proportionof real friends 5 00 -01 -05 [ERE
Proportionof international contacts 6 -.04 09 .06 .09 03
Audience diversity 7 -.05 00 A1 37 -15 02
Accepting invitationérom unwanted friends 8 02 02 -.01 10 -14 -.05 13
Being able to reach a lot of peopl 9 01 -01 .16 17 -04 04 16 06
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Being ake to keep up to date with other people
Best about SNS is that it sparks conversatit
The more SNS contacts | have, the bet -.02 .15
Missing out on important information . 25 23 17
Most information on SNS is irrelevanttom 14 -03  -06 [ =18 -01 -03 .00 -02 .07 -06 -11  -15 -07 [E200
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Wanting moreopportunitiesto contact specific groups 15 .00 .02 .01 09 -01 02 .07 .07 06 .08 .08 .03 .05 .04
I'm very deliberat@boutwhat | postonSNS 16 .10 .03 [ =14 " '=16] .01 .00 -11 -14| -05 .11 -09 WEZON -14 .12 -04
Wanting to post something, but deciding nott 17 .13  -.08 .07 09 00 -01 .07 12 12 20 .12 -02 .12 .08 15 05
Privacyliteracy 18 -04 -01 .07 11 02 02 .06 -09 -02 .10 .00 -08 .05 -04 -06 .10 .01
Visibility of profile information 19 -.04 -.02 .04 .01 -03 -05 .07 07 08 .04 05 .12 .08 -07 .01 -11 03] -18
Wwillingness to have an open profil 20 15487 .08 .09 05 .00 -03 12 03 .08 .01 .10 17 .07 -06 .01|-15 -05 -10 32
Willingness to upload picture: 21 -.02 -.06 .10 14 -04 -03 17 03 16 14 08 15 15 -04 04 -08 10 -05 .15 22
Perceived risk of having an open profi 22 =~ .22 -05 -06 .00 00 .01 -04 -07 -01 -01 -08 -17 -05 .10 .05 .14 .05
Perceived risk of uploading picture 23 .09  -03  -.05 .00 -09 01 -02 -02 -02 -03 -06 -07 -03 .13 .04 .08 .04
Subjective evalation of preventing negative -
outcomes 24 .20 .07 -01 -14 05 03] -11 -08 -03 -03 -05 =11 06 .07 23 02 .29
Likelihood of social rewardsom having an open
profile 25 -.06 .05 .04 12 .02 .03 G| .00 .16 13 .18 17 A7 -05 .05 -038 .03 .00 .04 .24 13 =11 .02 | -13
Likelihood of social rewardsom uploading pictures 26 -10  -.06 .09 13 09 00 09 -01 17 13 15 15 14 -04 07 -08 05 .03 .02 .14 19 -09 -07 -12 h
Subjective evalation of getting social rewards 27 = -.12 .04 .07 13 01 02 20 0O 22 18 23 22 .18 -03 .10 -05 .12 -05 .06 .12 .13 -07 -01 -04
Selfdisclosureonline 28 .00 -12 .07 10 .04 -02 13 10 10 14 06 .09 .15 -03 01, -15 06 .05 .13 09 .18 -02 -05 -09 .08 .10 .16
Selfdisclosureoffline 29 -.03 -.02 -.07 09 -01 03 10 05 0O .08 -02 03 00 07 04 -05 -03 15 09 03 .04 00 .01 .00 .01 .03 .07 -
Negative experiences 30 .00 -.05 .06 12 -06 06 11 06 .00 .02 .02 -05 .03 -01 09 -12 04 -05 00 00 -05 .07 .15 .06 .03 .02 .07 .08 .03
Sensitivity of Information 31 .07 .03 -01 -01 -02 06 -10 -02 -10 -06 -O7 -08 -05 01 -01 .13 -04 06 -13 -12 -11 .15 .09 .18 -11 -09 -09 -17 -02 -02
Sharing sensitive information with other use 32 =12 .07 .13 09 00 .01 .16 -01 .18 .06 .18 .10 .15 -08 .05 - 05 05 15 21 07 =12 01[-17 25 17 20 .14 07 .08 h
Sharing sensitive information with friend 33 -07  -.02 .19 .08 02 -03 .19 -02 18 .15 .17 11 .18 -10 .06 10 06 20 15 15 -04 05 -11 21 21 24 381 .14 15
General trust 34 -.03 .07 -.10 .00 .01 -06 03 01 o00 .00 0 .10 -04 06 01 00 -03 -09 .07 08 .10 -112 -183 -08 .06 .03 07 .03 .02 -183 .02 -06 -09
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33
M .72 2449 6058 20670 020 020 511 195 333 397 260 163 252 361 259 440 316 403 227 139 241 427 392 434 191 165 189 270 379 152 513 165 213
SD 45 592 7466 14371 018 028 162 114 123 103 113 092 117 107 128 086 131 082 062 083 127 076 095 079 076 076 085 096 113 114 101 075 096

Table Il : Zero-Order Correlations forSNSvariables in theGermansample
Not e: Correl at i onweexcadulatedcBiue aolorindicdtdpestive sooralafions and red coloiimjcatesegative relations (the darker the color, the stronger the correlation).
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Gender (0 = Female, 1 =Mal 1
Age 2 -.05
Time spent on SNHS 3 -03 | -12
Number of contacts 4 ~ -08  -14 .10
Proportionof real friends 5 =13 -12 .04 26
Proportionof international contacts 6 -.03 04 -14 10 -01
Audience diversity 7 -02 .02 18 28 =24 -13
Accepting invitationgrom unwanted friends 8 09 -07 .19 10 -08 -04 .07
Being able to reach a lot of peopl 9 -09 | -17 .22 .01 14 06 14 @ -23
Being ale to keep up to date with other peoplt 10 .02 | -.16 12 -10 a8 .07 -09 -18 [EEl
Best about SNS is that it sparks conversatir 11~ -.02 .14 .03 -.07 .02 -02 .03 .00 20 .15
The more SNS contacts | have, the bet 12 .02 .02  -01 A1 -13 -08 a8 35 c2s el o4
Missing out on important informatior 13 -02  -.07 .04 .01 08 -17 .18 .18 24 24 15 .12
Most information on SNS is irrelevanttonr 14 = -13  -.07 .05 -18 -11 -04 -02 18 .05 .09 .15 -15 -15
Wanting moreopportunitiesto contact specific
groups 15 .10 .07 -.09 19 -15 .09 -01 .17 -13 12 34 -07 -14
I'm very deliberat@boutwhat | postonSNS 16 -.03 | .23 00 =27 06 .09 -01|-22 .28 10 B8 .04 .19 EZEN
Wanting to post something, but deciding nott 17 .05  -12 .05 -10 03 .01 -04 12 18 25 .16 .01 .09, 28 .08 .24
Privacyliteracy 18 -08 -.10 .00 .07 15 .08 -12 - .02 11 .00 -05 -04 -01 -07 .01 .07

Visibility of profile information 19 -07 .15  -13  -06 -11[ =200 09 -03 -11 -04 -09 .00 .04 -08 .04 .11 -02 -
Willingness to have an open profil 20 = -.19 .25 .08 -10 04 -05 19 o0O7 -18 -18 -06 .19 -01 .01 11 .15 -19 -19
willingness to upload picture: 21 -.02 (15281 .19 12 -03 @88 03 08 -15 =28 12 17 .12 09 .00 @28 01 .19 .03 -03
Perceived risk of having an open profi 22 .00 = -.13 .06 05 -05 .05/ -17 .00 .16 -04 .09 .06 -06 -01 -02 -11 .20 .20 E2olEEEl .13

Perceived risk of uploading picture 23 = -.13 .10 -23 -03 -09 01 o0 .05 -06 -11 -19 -08 -183 O7 .02 .01 .01 -03 .12 .03 -183 31
Subjective evalation of preventing negative
outcomes 24 .17 .04 05 -02 -12 05 -0l -08 20 .02 .10 -09 -06 -06 -13 -07 -03 .08 14 11
Likelihood of social rewardsom having an open
profile 25 -16 .17  -11 00 -04 -01| 28 .26 -08 15 02 .01 .15 -03 -07 26 -12 06 -13
Likelihood of social rewardsom uploading pictures 26 =28 -.17 22 07 09[%22° 28 .19 -05 -06 .04 06 -01 07 21 .04 .09 -10 .10/ .30 .07 -06 -12
Subjective evalation of getting social rewards 27 | =22 .06 A1 00 -13 -05 .19/ .8 -20 -18 .10 .10 -03 .17 .18 .05 .03 -12 .17[ 89 .08 -20 .02 -08
Seltdisclosureonline 28 -09  -12 08 -03 10| -17 -08 -02 -01 -11 -12 .10 07 -10 -01 -11 -01 .04 -01 -16 .31 .28 -07 .07 -06 .01 -07
Seltdisclosureoffine 29 .01 .06 13 -02 -02 -08 -02 .20 -03[=26| 02 .14 .08 .10 .13 -04 -06 ®28] 13 18 .19 -03 -04 20 06 .01 .10 .16
Negative experience: 30 -01 | =17  -05 10 01 .06 .04 .05 -03 -16 .01 .09 -06/ =21 19 -15 28 .09 =22 -11 03 .18 .08 -04 01 .14 .03 .15 -15
Sensitivity of Information 31 .18 | .86 -08  -17 -12 18/ -200 .06 -12 -13 11 03 -09 .09 .06 .20 -02 [}825]| -02 .07 -18 .05 .03| 26 .03 =28 .06 -13| 85 -02
Sharing sensitive information with other use 32 = -14  -.15 27 06 10 -11 24 11 00 -12 -05 .45 .15 -15 .06 86N -04 19 =200 .13 17 .01 -09 -12 24 26 23 21 .00 .25
Sharing sensitive information with friend 33 -.10 | =261 .13 16 .16 -07 20 -03 04 .00 -04 .14 07 -15 00| -22 -O7 .18 =-21 -02 .11 -06 -04| -16 .10 .18 .09 .21 -04 .27
Generaltrust 34 .03 .19 =21 08 -05 .00 -15 .12 -08 -03 -06 -03 .02 .08 -03 .02 -13 -09 .09 -02 .10 -15 -03 .07 .03 -10 -08 .01 .13 14 -21
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33
M 78 2180 7368 26585 .12 .14 560 189 359 400 262 204 258 329 241 395 325 365 269 167 301 401 359 413 211 189 212 257 375 165 447 210 231
SD 42 601 13709 14550 .10 .21 152 106 .99 114 103 109 108 95 .96 100 110 .81 .88 .97 125 .73 92 .80 .81 .80 .88 .85 108 112 106 105 108

Table IV: Zero-Order Correlations forSNSvariables in theDutch sample

Note: Correl at i onwseexcadulatedcBiue aolorindicdtdpestive soorelali@and red coloringdicatesegative relations (the darker the color, the stronger the correlation).
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
Gender (0 = Female, 1 =Mal 1
Age 2 [HES
Time spent on SNHS 3 .00 .01
Number of contacts 4 -13 -02 .07
Proportionof real friends 5 -12 11 -.09 -.10
Proportionof international contacts 6 -.02 12 -.05 -.05 19
Audience diversity 7 -09 -.04 .13 .05 .07 .02
Accepting invitationgrom unwanted friends 8 =11 .08 -01 -15 -03 16 .02
Being able to reach a lot of peopl 9 -04  -.09 .09 .06 -01 -13 .14 .23
Being ale to keep up to date with other people 10 -01  -.04 02 06 -02 BE28) 07 .04 42
Best about SNS is that it sparks conversatii 11 ~ -.06 .02 .07 12 12 -05 .17 10| 45 .39
The more SNS contacts | have, the bet 12 - 14 -03 20 =12/ 09 .17 18 20 .06 .30
Missing out on important informatior 13 -.06 .01 .12 .06 11 05 25 29 32 26 .27
Most information on SNS is irrelevanttonr 14 .13 -.04 -.06 -16 -10 16 -11 .13 -01 .06 -09 -08 -02
Wanting moreopportunitiesto contact specific
groups 15 .00 .00 12 -05 .09 -06 .08 .20 36 .34 24 .09 20 .01
I'm very deliberateaboutwhat | postonSNS 16 .21 .03 -.06 -08 -12 -07 - .00 12 23 12 -05 .03 .23 .10
Wanting to post something, but deciding nott 17 .14  -.09 -.06 -09 -05 25 -06 .32 .08 .19 .08 -07 .17 24 .13 .29
Privacyliteracy 18 -10  -14 14 15 10 01 19 -04 O7 09 10 .00 .09 .02 .02 -16 -
Visibility of profile information 19 .01 .01 13 -10 .04 05 16 05 -04 06, .30 .27 -02 .08 -03 .01 -16
Willingness to have an open profil 20 19 -.04 o5 05 -14 16 14 08 -02 11 20 .17 00 .06 -10 -11 14 34
Willingness to upload picture: 21 16 -07 03 .07 -03 13 -02 -0l .08 .04 .19 .05 .08 .07 -08 -10 .07 .25 [NGH
Perceived risk of having an open profi 22 .05 .00 01 -06 2N -14 14 07 02 07 “ 26| 04 07 26 23 -10 -06 -06 .00
Perceived risk of uploading picture 23 .06 .04 -.06 -02 | -13 -10 -11 .08 -01 .03 -14 -04 09 14 24 -08 -14 -06 -.09
Subjective evalation of preventing negative
outcomes 24 .22 -08 =01 -16 -01 .04)-10 .07 .02 .10 -10 -14 -05 .04 12 20 .25 -08 -10
Likelihood of social rewardsom having an open
profile 25 .00 -.05 -.02 -13 -.06 .18 .18 A1 A7 19 .03 -01 -11 13 .10 .06 .10 .09 .22 .15 .15 A1 .10
Likelihood of social rewardsom uploading pictures 26 = -.09  -.07 .03 .07 @ -.08 03 13 19 23 22 12 10 -08 05 .05 05 .11 .10 .10 .08 .02 -02 .01 -
Subjective evalation of getting social rewards 27 | =15  -.05 -13 07 02 03 .16 30 .18 .17 28 .20 34 -07 -04 01 .13 10 J12 22 17 .12 .09 .05 .45
Selfdisclosureonline 28 -.01 -01 -12 16 .09 -09 5 04 -01 07 .10 .16 11 - .02 -06 .01 6 04 14 11 -08 -07 -06 .20 .17 .30
Seltdisclosureoffline 29 .06 -.06 -.02 .16 15 | -.06 13 -04 -05 .16 13 12 .01 .04 .04 -01 -02 11 -03 .03 .02 .00 -01 .00 .10 13 18 -
Negative experience: 30 B2 .00 04/ -08 .12 32 18 .08 -05 -12 -12/ 09 08 .12 -07 W22 -05 .11 20 19 .23 -07 -05 -03 .03 .10 .09 .20 .11
Sensitivity of Information 31  -.06 -.03 -.02 12 -10 .04 -02 .08 -03 -01 -04 21 A1 .09 .02 .04 .02 .06 14 22 13 17 .04 14 -02 -04 19 -05 -04
Sharing sensitive information with other use 32 - -01 .08 20 -06 -02 18 .02 .01 -01 06 .33 .14 -12 -02 -16 -13 30 .19 39 .27 21 25 23 38 .13
Sharing sensitive information with friend 33 = -09  -.04 -.03 13 -03 -04 10 01 -03 -04 03 24 06 -02 -03 -12 -11 24 09 31 .18 -14 -02 10 25 12 29 14
General trust 34  -.09 .08 - .05 15 12 -01 .03 12 04 .10 17 06 02 17 09 -03 .01 -03 .03 .04 01 00 .06 .00 .01 .12 -07 -01
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
M .74 2214 7565 358.06 .23 .10 6.29 297 3.62 4.03 340 242 318 3.04 379 388 336 343 279 219 246 396 391 420 3.09 3.03 3.09 273 3.30
SD 44 352 10355 51309 .22 20 224 129 9% 104 98 104 114 113 99 109 108 97 101 111 115 B84 88 97 8 89 .94 102 1.09

Table V: Zero-Order Correlations forSNSvariables in theChinesesample

30

30

1.88
161

31 32 33
.28

31 [l

.06 -02 -07

31 32 33
4.11 3.08 3.42
1.18 1.26 1.34

Note: Correlatiorcoefficient P e a ) sverencélasulateBluecoloringindicatepositive correlations and realoringindicatesiegative relations (the darker the color, the stronger the correlation).
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