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1 Summary of Findings

This research report presents comparative results from five nations (United States of America, United

Kingdom, Germany, Netherlands, and China) with regard to social media use, self-disclosure, privacy

perceptions and attitudes, and privacy behavior in online environments. The data stemmed from an online

survey that was conducted from November, 2011, to December, 2011. Across all nations, N = 1,800

participants completed the survey. Based on these data, the following key findings were observed:

10.

11.

12.

SNS users from all five countries did not differ in their frequency of social network site (SNS)
use. They used SNSs around 60 to 90 min on an average day.

There were significant differences in network size: Whereas US Americans had much larger
networks on SNSs, German users had the smallest networks. US American SNS users also had more
diverse SNS networks that included people from different social contexts.

People from all countries indicated having a high privacy literacy. Participants from Germany and
the US perceived themselves as slightly more literate than participants from other countries.
German SNS users reported generally applying more privacy settings to safeguard their data
and privacy when using SNSs. In particular, they restricted the visibility of profile information
more than SNS user from other countries. However, sophisticated settings such as using friends lists
were applied equally often by users from different countries.

All SNS users reported finding it important to prevent risks that might arise from privacy-
related behavior such as having an open profile or uploading pictures. However, there were
significant differences in the implementation of such behaviors: More Chinese SNS user had an
open profile, and more Dutch users uploaded pictures onto their SNSs.

US American and Chinese users reported spending more time per day on microblogs than users from
the other three countries.

The number of followers on microblogs did not differ between countries. The audience generally
consisted of diverse contexts, including strangers and people the user had never met before.

US American microblog users often used a recognizable profile picture but used a pseudonym,
whereas many Chinese users reported a preference for being visually anonymous by using an
avatar or an unrecognizable picture, but they used their real name.

Most microblog users made their tweets accessible to everybody. However, compared with the
other four countries, US Americans generally restricted their tweets to their followers.

Overall, people reported that they had not yet experienced many privacy violations. Most users
had not even encountered a single privacy threat during their previous usage.

Europeans and in particular Germans reported perceiving information as more sensitive and
reported believing that privacy-related behaviors such as posting one’s relationship status affect their
privacy.

Self-disclosure happened less frequently in online environments than offline. US American and
Chinese social media users generally posted more sensitive information online than

Europeans.
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2 Introduction

The social web requires people to disclose and share personal information in order to sustain its functionality.
With the rise of social network sites (SNSs) and microblogging services, users are increasingly sharing intimate
information about themselves with other users, companies, online providers, and unidentified third parties.
Accordingly, handling personal data in online environments is associated with many risks for the individual
user. Effective data handling thus becomes a challenge. Due to the rapid development of new media as well as
the global expansion of the Internet, privacy management now applies beyond national boundaries. Social
media users act on a worldwide stage where information easily traverses cultural boundaries and contexts.

Even though privacy and the need for privacy have been conceptualized as universal and transcultural
phenomena, it has been documented that privacy is perceived and enacted differently across different cultural
and societal backgrounds (Altman, 1975, 1977; Laufer & Wolfe, 1977). According to Laufer and Wolfe (1977),
the boundaries of consciousness about privacy are transmitted through language, tradition, and values within a
specific culture. They further argued that “even in highly complex societies [...] the dominant perspectives of
the community play a decisive role in the way an individual defines privacy situations” (Laufer & Wolfe, 1977,
p. 28). Likewise, the social psychologist Irwin Altman reasoned that “while the capability for privacy regulations
may be culturally universal, the specific behaviors and techniques used to control interactions may be quite
different from culture to culture” (Altman, 1977, p. 69).

In the social web, users are part of a virtual network that consists of people from different cultural
backgrounds with different norms, values, and perceptions of privacy. Research on privacy in the social web
thus requires the researcher to take a multicultural perspective. The “Young Scholars Network on Privacy and
Web 2.0” conducted a multinational survey that was aimed at investigating cultural differences in social media
use, self-disclosure, privacy behavior, and privacy perceptions. The following research report presents
descriptive results from this study. In chapter 3, we will look at previous research that used culture-comparative
designs to review previous findings on cultural differences in self-disclosure or privacy perceptions and
behavior. We found that previous studies have shown somewhat mixed results with regard to privacy
management on the social web. In chapter 4, the methodology of the study will be described in detail. In
chapter 5, the main findings will be presented. Cultural differences with regard to SNS use will be presented
first, then with regard to microblog use, and finally with regard to general measures of social media use. In the
last chapter, we will draw a brief conclusion that emphasizes the need for more cultural-comparative studies to

provide a better understanding of cultural influences on online behaviors.
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3 Literature review

Most scholars who have done research on privacy acknowledge that it is a universal phenomenon and is
regarded as a basic human need that enables people to manage both personal activities and social interactions
(Pedersen, 1997). Losing privacy when it is needed is thus perceived as a threatening experience (Trepte &
Reinecke, 2011). Privacy involves “the selective control of access to the self” (Altman, 1975, p. 24). According
to Altman, it encompasses a dynamic process of interpersonal boundary control and is thus a nonmonotonic
function. If a person’s desired level of privacy corresponds with his or her actual level of privacy, the person
experiences an optimal level of privacy. But there can be states of too much or too little privacy, too. Depending
on their situational experience with privacy levels, people will engage in different behavioral mechanisms in
order to regulate their privacy to reach the optimal level. Although this process seems to be universal across
cultures, it does not imply that all human beings have the same privacy preferences or use the same regulations
in order to obtain their preferred optimal level of privacy.

In one of the first studies dealing with differences in privacy perceptions and evaluations, Pedersen and
Frances (1990) found significant differences in privacy preferences between people residing in different
geographical regions in the United States. Their findings suggested that people living in areas with a higher
population density showed a greater desire for isolation, solitude, and anonymity.

Many researchers have highlighted the impact of culture on privacy perceptions and behavior (Altman,
1977; Laufer & Wolfe, 1977). However, multicultural studies in this field remain scarce and present a somewhat
mixed picture. A number of scholars have investigated the extent to which typical cultural values — as defined
by Geert Hofstede (1980; 1990) — influence privacy-related attitudes and behaviors. Bellman and colleagues
(2004), for example, examined whether differences in privacy concerns are related to or reflect differences in
these cultural values. By sampling Internet users from 39 countries, they found that cultural values did not have
an influence on people’s overall concerns about the privacy of their information. However, national regulation
had an influence on privacy concerns, thus suggesting that the influence of cultural values on privacy concerns
might be mediated by regulatory differences (p. 321). Another study by Marshall and colleagues (2008)
confirmed these findings as their results did not show any difference between American and Indian students.
In 2009 however, Cho, Rivera-Sanchez, and Lim surveyed 1,261 Internet users from five different countries
with regard to privacy concerns. In contrast to the previous studies, their findings suggested that users from
individualistic countries (e.g., US and Australia) were more likely to be concerned about online privacy than
users from collectivistic cultures (e.g., Korea and India). However, other cultural values had no significant effect
on privacy concerns (Cho, Rivera-Sanchez, & Lim, 2009). A report by the European Union revealed that privacy
concerns also differed between countries of the European Union. For example, 50 percent of the German,
French, and Italian population were concerned that their behavior was recorded on the Internet, whereas only
less than 20 percent of the Swedish, Bulgarian, and Romanian population expressed such concerns (European

Commission, 2011).
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Scholars have also looked at the influence of cultural differences on self-disclosure and behavior related
to regulating privacy. Researchers from the University of Alabama found that Latin Americans self-disclosed
more to a person around their age than North Americans did (Diaz-Peralta Horenstein & Downey, 2010).

With regard to behaviors in online environments, multicultural studies have primarily compared Asian
and North American countries, thus contrasting “Western” and “Fastern” cultures, or in other words, countries
that were on opposite ends of the Hofstede scale “individualism” and “collectivism” (for an overview, see
Gallagher & Savage, 2013). But even within western cultures, differences have been found in self-disclosure:
For example, whereas half of the Swedish and Austrian populations disclosed their home address on an SNS,
more than three quarters of the Italian population did not (European Commission, 2011). Furthermore, only
34% of German SNS users were found to share their list of friends, whereas more than half of the Danish
population did not mind sharing their friends list (European 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 each other: Culture, indeed, seems to have an influence
on privacy-related attitudes and behaviors, but these differences are not always consistent with cultural values.
The research presented here aims to complement this prior research by comparing the social media use, privacy

attitudes, and privacy behaviors of US American, British, German, Dutch, and Chinese users.
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4 Procedure and Sample

4.1 Research Design

The data used in this research report stemmed from an online survey that was conducted in the United States,
the United Kingdom, Germany, the Netherlands, and China. In the following, these countries ate referred to

by the following abbreviations:

Table 1: Abbreviations

United States United Kingdom Germany Netherlands China
of America

USA GBR GER NED CHN
- ahe = — -

To ensure comprehensiveness for the participants from all five countries, the survey was translated into each
respective national language (English, German, Dutch, and Chinese). Each member of the “Young Scholar
Network on Privacy and Web 2.0” distributed the link individually to a pool of initial informants who, in turn,
posted the link on their social network sites. It has to be noted that due to this nonprobability sampling
technique (snowball sampling), the resulting national samples were not equal in size and were not representative
of the cotresponding national populations. The survey was conducted from the 15% of November, 2011, until
the 20" of December, 2011. No personally identifying information was stored with the individual responses.

In total, N = 1,800 people took part in the survey. The following sample sizes were achieved in 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 Gender Distributions

Although different in size, all national samples resembled each other with regard to the distribution of age (see
Figure 1). In all five samples, most participants were between 19 and 25 years old. Only a few people were older
than 36 (0.7% - 8.6%). On average, American participants were 20 years old, with a standard deviation (SD) of
5.16 years. British participants were slightly older with a mean age of 23 years (§D = 7.37 years). German
participants were the oldest with an average age of 24 years (§D = 5.92 years). Dutch participants were on
average 22 years old (§D = 6.01 years), and Chinese participants were 22 years of age on average (§D = 3.52
years).

With regard to gender, the samples had quite different distributions (see Figure 2). In the American

sample, 44.9% of the participants were male, and 55.1% were female. 79.0% of the British participants were
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male, and 21.0% were female. In the German sample, 27.6% were male, and 72.4% were female. In the Dutch
sample, 22.1% of the participants were male, and 77.9% were female. Finally, 26.5% of the participants in the

Chinese sample were male, and 73.5% were female.

USA E= GBR & GER = NED = CHN &

09€CE€C¢C

m Female =Male

Figure 1: Gender distributions

4.3 FEducational level

Figures 2 to 6 present the differences in the educational levels of the participants. In general, all participants

had a high level of education.

0.2% 1,2%

0,9%
aVa 37% 6,2 ~-3,7%

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 levels in the USA Figure 3: Educational levels in Great Britain
0,1% 0,20 o
- 41% No education 1.1%
= Middle school 29% High school

= Polytechnics

21/
13,9 ‘

= In-firm training

= University-entrance . ;Jniversity
certificate . Pig[;ee
= Bachelor .d.
Master 5,4% 64,5%
62,6%
= ph.d.
Figure 4: Educational levels in Germany Figure 5: Educational levels in the Netherlands
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6,1%
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degree

= Bachelor

= Master

= Ph.d.

Figure 6: Educational levels in China

4.4 Active and Passive Social Media Use

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

site, microblogging actively, reading microblogs, watching videos on a video platform, etc...) they engaged in

regulatly. The results are presented in Table 3.

Table 3: Active and passive social media usage

USA = GBR i GER =2 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 21 10 5.4
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 18 222 137 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 observed that people prefer to consume content instead of producing it themselves. For example,
more than two thirds of each national sample reported watching videos on platforms such as Youtube or
Vimeo, but only a few actually uploaded videos to these platforms. The same pattern could be seen with regard
to wiki platforms (e.g., Wikipedia). Although one third of the American and British samples, half of the Dutch
sample, and more than 70% of the German and Chinese samples read wikis, less than 7% actually contributed

content to these platforms.
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5 Main Findings

In the following, we will compare the results across the five different nations. Chapter 5.1 focuses on SNSs and
how users behave on these platforms. Chapter 5.2 additionally presents how users use microblogging services
(e.g., Twitter). Across these different forms of social media use, we focused on cultural differences with regard
to a variety of different measures such as usage patterns and frequency of use, network size and composition,
attitudes and behaviors, privacy-related measures such as privacy literacy, use of privacy settings, and willingness
to engage in privacy behavior. In the subsequent chapter 5.3, we report the results of an investigation of cultural
differences with regard to general measures of social media use. The measures consisted of, for example, self-
disclosure online and offline, reasons for self-disclosure, and effects of self-disclosure.

In the Appendix, we present selected correlations within each national sample (Appendix: Tables I-V).
In order to be able to detect differences in the correlations between the national samples, we also calculated
the standard deviations (§D) of the correlations. Larger values in these tables indicate greater variation in the
correlations between the national samples (Appendix: Tables VI and XII). In part, correlations varied

substantially between the countries.

5.1 Social Network Sites

SNSs can be defined as “networked communication platforms in which participants (1) have uniquely
identifiable profiles that consist of user-supplied content, content provided by other users and/or system-level
data; (2) can publicly articulate connections that can be viewed and traversed by others; and (3) can consume,
produce, and/or interact with streams of uset-generated content provided by their connections on the site”
(Ellison & boyd, 2013, p. 158). SNSs furthermore provide different communication channels that can be
differentiated into one-to-one and one-to-many, synchronous and asynchronous, and textual-based and media-
based communications (Ellison & boyd, 2013). The following analyses focused only on participants who
indicated that they use at least one SNS regularly. We thus drew subsamples of SNS users from each national

sample. First, the socio-demographics of these subsamples will be described.

5.1.1 Socio-demographics of SNS users

As almost all participants had a profile on some kind of SNS (more than 90% in each subsample), the socio-
demographics of SNS users differed only slightly from the full samples: SNS users in the American sample (#
= 521) were 20 years old on average (SD = 2.41 years), and 55% of them were female. In the British sample (#
= 73), the average age of an SNS user was 22 years (§D = 6.86 years), and most of them were male (79.5%).
German SNS users (7 = 799) had a mean age of 24 years (§D = 5.78 years). The majority of users were female
(73.7%). The Dutch SNS users (# = 93) had an average age of 22 years (§D = 6.07 years), and 77.4% were
female. Finally, Chinese SNS users (# = 175) were 22 years old (§D = 3.33 years), and 73.7% were female. The

following analyses were thus based on these five subsamples.
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5.1.2  Use of specific SNS platforms

In 2011, Facebook was already popular in each of the surveyed countries. As can be seen in Figure 8, Facebook
was used in all of the surveyed countries. In the American SNS subsample, 98.5% said that they used Facebook
more than any other SNS. Only a small percentage said that they used LinkedIn (1.3%), MySpace (0.2%), or
Interpals (0.2%). British SNS usage was distributed in a similar way: 97.3% used Facebook, 1.4% indicated that
they used Google+, and another 1.4% said that they mostly used bebo. In Germany, the majority used
Facebook (89.6%), whereas 6.6% used studiVZ, and 3.8% used either XING, Wer-kennt-wen, Google+, or
meinVZ. In the Dutch subsample, 94.5% used Facebook, and 5.5% used LinkedIn. A very different distribution
was observed in the Chinese subsample: Most participants used Renren (67.4%) instead of Facebook (24.8%).
Until recently, the Chinese government had blocked the Facebook website. In order to use it, Chinese citizens
had to use professional software (e.g., virtual private networks). This might explain why less than one third of
the Chinese subsample used Facebook at the time. Apart from Renren and Facebook, a small part (7.7%) used

Chinese SNSs such as douban or kaixin.

GBREE GERE= NED — CHN &l

! \

c
@
>

I

\

= Facebook = Facebook = Facebook = Facebook = Facebook
= Other = Other = StudivVz = LinkedIn = Renren
= Other = Other

Figure 1: Usage of specific SNS platforms

5.1.3 Frequency of SNS use

Two variables were used to measure how often people used SNSs and how much time they spent on SNSs.
First, we were interested in how often users engaged with their preferred SNS. Thus, we asked: “How often do
you use [Name of the preferred SNS|?” Possible answer options ranged from 1 (several times a day) to 5 (less often).

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

80,6% 12,5%  4,2% 2,8%
GBR &5

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

84,9% 7,5%  65%  7,5%
NED

68,9% 17,6% 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: Frequency of SNS use in each subsample

The findings revealed that most SNS users reported actively engaging with their favorite SNS several times a
day no matter what country they were from. 90% of all users reported logging in to their preferred SNS at least
once a day. The frequency of use thus differed only slightly between countries. In Germany and in China,
however, people seemed to use SNSs a bit less often compared with the other countries. This influence of
nationality on frequency of SNS use turned out to be significant, H(4) =32.68, p <.001, n? = .02. Looking at
the pairwise compatisons, it could be seen that German participants used SNSs significantly less often than
American (p <.01) and Dutch (p <.01) users. Although these differences turned out to be significant, the effect
size was rather small. In sum, it can be said that most SNS users (about two thirds in each country) engaged in
SNS use several times a day.

Further, we asked: “In the past week, on average, approximately how much time per day have you spent
actively using [name of the preferred SNSJ?” Participants consequently had to estimate the exact number of

minutes per day they actively spent on their favorite SNS. The results are presented in Figure 10.

120
105 M=92.29
% M=86.37

M=73.68 M=75.65
M=60.58

USAEE GBR& GER = NED CHN =

Figure 3: Time spent on SNSs on an average day (in minutes)

In every country, participants spent more than one hour per day on their favorite SNS. British users, however,

spent the longest time per day on SNSs: 92 minutes on average (5D = 80.08 minutes). German users, on the
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other handy, spent about only 61 minutes on SNSs (§D = 74.66 minutes). The overall effect of nationality on
time spent on SNSs per day was significant, Wekh’s F(4, 262.75) = 7.18; p < .001, however, it was very small,
est. w?> = .02. Pairwise comparisons revealed that German SNS users spent significantly less time on SNSs than
American (p < .01) or British SNS (p < .05) users. Age was generally negatively correlated with SNS usage
frequency (r = -.16 in the United Kingdom to r = -.08 in Germany). Only in the Chinese subsample did older

SN users not spend less time on SNSs than younger users (r = .01).

5.1.4 Start of SNS use

To investigate when the participants started to use their preferred SNS, the following question was posed:
“For how long have you been using [name of the preferred SNS|?” Answer options ranged from 1 (more than
Jonr years) to 5 (less than one year). Participants could also indicate I don’t £now if they did not remember when

they started using their preferred SNS. The results are presented in Figure 11.

42,8% 31,3% 15,7% 7,3% 19% 1%
usa=
25% 27,8% 27,8% 15,3%
cerz I
9,6% 13,4% 29,5% 31,9% 14,3% 1,3%
cer= |
14% 7,5% 24,7% 41,9% 11,8%

neo= |

22,3% 29,7% 19,6% 17,6% 8,8% 2%
crn s [ — -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

The overall effect of nationality on when SNS use began was significant, H(4) = 354.03, p <.001, n? = .23. It
can be seen that Americans started to use SNSs eatlier than users from other countries. 31.3% of the Americans
surveyed had begun to use SNSs three to four years ago, and another 42.8% had even begun to use SNSs more
than 4 years ago. Post-hoc tests revealed that American users began using SNSs earlier than participants from

all other countries (p <.01).

5.1.5 Mobile SNS usage

Since the introduction of smartphones, mobile usage has become an integral part of general SNS usage.
Participants where asked: “How often do you publish something on [Name of the preferred SNS] from a
smartphone or any other mobile device?” The answer options were 1 (a/ways), 2 (sometimes), and 3 (never). The

results can be found in Figure 12.
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USAE
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m Always = Sometimes = Never

Figure 5: Frequency of use of microblogging services on a mobile device

Almost 70% of all SNS users reported posting content from a smartphone from time to time. Nationality had
a significant effect on mobile usage, H(4) = 351.59, p <.001, n? = .22. Specifically in Germany, SNS users made
less use of smartphones to post something on their preferred SNS (all pairwise comparisons: p <.001). 62.3%

of the Germans even indicated that they never used a smartphone to publish content on an SNS.

5.1.6 SNS characteristics

Social media is about interacting with other people. It is thus crucial to understand with whom people are
communicating on these platforms. In order to grasp both size and diversity, we used a number of different

variables to measure the audience of SNS users.

5.1.0.1 Network size

The first variable referred to the size of an individual’s network by measuring the participant’s number of
friends. Participants were asked to guess how many contacts they had on their SNS. The exact question was
“About how many contacts do you have on [Name of the preferred SNSJ?” Although this measure was based
on self-report, it nonetheless presents a fairly accurate estimate of the actual audience size. Figure 13 shows the

average number of friends in each national subsample.
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Figure 6: Network size (number of contacts)

An analysis of variance revealed significant and large differences between the national subsamples, Welh’s F(4,
159.87) = 257.26, p < .001, est. w?> = .29. American SNS users reported having the largest network (M = 683
contacts, SD = 400 contacts). On the other hand, German users had only 207 contacts (5D = 144 contacts) on
average. Post-hoc tests showed that American SNS users had significantly more contacts than SNS users from
all other countries (all pairwise comparisons: p <.01). On the other hand, German SNS users had significantly
fewer contacts than SNS users from the USA, the United Kingdom, and China (all pairwise comparisons: p <
.01). In all national subsamples, women had generally larger audiences than men. Only in Germany did gender
have no significant effect on audience size. Likewise, in all countries except for China, younger SNS user had
more friends on their SNS (r = -.08 in the USA to r = -.27 in Great Britain). Larger variations could be found
with regard to the relationship between usage frequency and audience size. There was a positive correlation in

Great Britain (r = .43) and in Germany (r = .20). In the other three countries, the correlation was very small.

5.1.6.2 Proportion of real friends

Although contacts are labeled “friends” on most SNSs, studies have shown that users do not add just their
“real friends” but also co-workers, acquaintances, family members, or even strangers they have never met
before. Accordingly, we wanted to know how many of the people on participants’ SNSs were actually
considered real friends. The following question was asked: “Approximately how many of your contacts do you
consider actual friends?” The proportion of real friends (in percent) was then computed by dividing this number
by the total audience size. The analysis of variance, however, was conducted with the original variable (number

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

Figure 14 already indicated that the average proportion of real friends differed a lot between the national
subsamples. The overall effect was significant, Wekh’s F(4, 292.19) = 90.47; p < .001, est. w?> = .18. SNS users
from the Dutch subsample indicated that they would consider only 11.6% of their SNS contacts to be actual
friends, a proportion that was significantly lower than any proportion of real friends in all other countries (all
pairwise comparisons: p <.01). British SNS users had the highest proportion of real friends on SNSs at 32.5%.
The mean score was significantly higher than the scores of German, Dutch, and Chinese SNS users (all pairwise
comparisons: p <.01). Generally speaking, users considered less than one third of their contacts on SNSs to be
real friends. As indicated by the correlations in the Appendix, the proportion of real friends declined in larger

networks.

5.1.6.3 Proportion of international contacts

As SNSs are used all over the world, and users’ connections may be international, it was also important to
measure the internationality of someone’s SNS network. Users were asked: “About how many of your SNS
contacts do not live in the country you live in?” The proportion of international contacts (in percent) was
computed in the same way as the proportion of real friends. Again, the analysis of variance was computed on

the original variable (number of international contacts). Figure 15 shows the comparative results.
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Figure 8: Proportion of international contacts (in percent)

Generally speaking, most SNS users do not have a lot of international contacts in their SNS network. The
proportion of international contacts is rarely higher than 10%. The overall effect of nationality was not
significant, Welkh’s F(4, 233.02) = 1.97; p < .10, est. w?> = .00. However, in examining the confidence intervals
of the proportion of international friends, we observed that German users had a slightly higher percentage of

international contacts in their SNS audience than American, British, or Chinese users.

5.1.6.4  Network composition

Apart from real friends and international contacts, most SNS users’ networks also included people from vatious
social contexts. It has been argued that one of the key characteristics of SNSs is that they collapse multiple
audiences into one (Marwick & boyd, 2011). Previous studies have often relied on single measures (e.g.,
audience size as measured in this study), which do not take into consideration the different contexts that SNS
contacts might fall into. Binder and colleagues (2009) and Vitak (2012) used a different and more sophisticated
approach in their studies. Both presented their participants with 14 to 16 different categories of social contexts
(e.g., friends, family, co-workers, school relations, neighbors, childhood friends, and strangers) and asked if
individuals falling into these categories were represented in their SNS networks. An estimate of the diversity of
the total audience was then obtained by summing up all of the answers such that a higher estimate indicated a
more diverse network. In this study, we used a similar approach to grasp the composition of the SNS audience
and its diversity.

The following question was posed: “Are the following people among your SNS contacts?” Participants
were then presented with 12 categories representing different people who are typically in an SNS uset’s audience
(friends, co-workers, bosses or teachers, parents, children or grandchildren, other members of the family,
partner, ex-partners, strangers, people the participants know but have never met personally, people the
participant is interested in, and celebrities). Figure 16 presents an overview of the composition of SNS users’

audiences from 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: Differences in network composition
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Friends 4.05 4 400 .00
Co-workers 24.31 4 <.001 .02
Boss or teacher 192.04 4 <.001 13
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 / people I’ve never met 302.47 4 <.001 .20
People I know but never met personally 303.12 4 <.001 .20
People I am interested in 79.40 4 <.001 .06
Celebrities I don’t know personally 157.06 4 <.001 11

In the following, we will focus on the most relevant differences. First, almost every SNS user, no matter what
country he or she was from, listed friends in his or her SNS network. Accordingly, the results of the y>-test
were not significant for friends (see Table 4). In the work context, however, cultural differences were significant:
Fewer German and Chinese SNS users added co-workers to their SNS network, and fewer German and Dutch
SNS users added a boss or teacher. With regard to family members, some differences were visible: for example,
fewer German users accepted their parents as SNS contacts. Chinese users were generally more open to
befriending strangers and people they had not met in person as SNS contacts and also added more celebrities.

In general, cultural differences were significant within each category (cf. Table 4).

5.1.6.5 Network diversity

As noted before, we also computed a network diversity index by summing across all of the categories. The
resulting estimate thus ranged from 0 to 12. A higher value represents more diversity as the audience of that

SNS user included more people from different social contexts. The results can be seen in Figure 17.
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Figure 10: Audience diversity (Summative index of all categories)
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The differences between the countries were significant, Wekh'’s F(4, 268.41) = 124.51, p < .001, est. w? = .23.
American users reported the most diverse friend networks on SNSs (M = 7.51; §D = 2.01). Post-hoc tests
revealed that American users reported significantly more different social contexts in their friends networks than
users from any other country (all pairwise comparisons: p < .01). By contrast, German users reported rather
homogeneous networks (M = 5.11; §D = 1.61; all pairwise comparisons: p <.05). British, Dutch, and Chinese
users did not differ significantly from each other. In line with our expectations, we found a moderate positive
relationship between audience size and audience diversity (r = .28 in the Netherlands to r = .37 in Germany).

It is interesting, however, there was almost no such effect in the Chinese subsample (r = .05).

5.1.7 Feedback on status updates

Previous research has shown that people receive social support through the use of SNSs (Ellison, Steinfield, &
Lampe, 2012; Trepte, Dienlin, & Reinecke, 2014). This social support may be received through feedback on
status updates in the form of comments, likes, or personal replies. In the following, we analyzed two different

measures with regard to the quantity and quality of various kinds of feedback on status updates.

51.71 Feedback frequency

First, we wanted to investigate how frequently SNS users received feedback on their status updates.
Accordingly, participants were asked: “How often do you receive feedback on your status updates?”” Possible

answers ranged from 1 (a/ways) to 5 (never). Results are presented in Figure 18.
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Figure 11: Frequency of feedback on status updates

Opverall, more than half of the participants reported that they often received feedback on their status udpates.
However, there were some small but significant differences between the national subsamples, H(4) = 32.23, p
<.001,n?=.03. US Americans generally received more feedback than participants from other countries. 28.2%
of them indicated that they always received feedback on their status updates. US American users showed

significant differences when compared with German (p < .001) and Chinese SNS users (p < .05).
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51.7.2 Feedback tone

The second measure focused on the quality of the feedback. We asked: “What is the general tone of the

feedback?” Answer options ranged from 1 (a// positive) to 5 (all negative). Results are presented in Figure 19.
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Figure 12: Feedback tone in comments on status updates (1 = all positive to 5 = all negative)

Participants indicated that the tone of answers and feedback on status updates was positive. In all countries,
the mean was below M = 2.00. Nevertheless, there were small but significant differences between the
nationalities, Wekh’s F(4, 152.01) = 4.07, p < .01, est. w? = .01. Chinese users, for example, perceived the tone
of feedback as slightly more negative (M = 2.04, SD = 0.60). The feedback tone for Chinese users differed
significantly from the Chinese and British (p < .01), German (p < .05), and Dutch (p < .05) users.

5.1.8 Motivation to use SNSs

Apart from usage patterns and the composition of the network of friends, we wanted to know whether cultural
differences existed in how people perceive social networking in general and what motivates them to use SNSs.
We asked participants to indicate their agreement with a number of specific statements with regard to usage

motives. We used Likert-type scales ranging from 1 (disagree completely) to 5 (agree completely).

5.1.8.1 Motivation 1: Opportunity to interact with other people

Previous research has shown that interacting and communicating with other users is one of the main driving
forces behind SNS use (e.g., Papacharissi & Mendelsohn, 2011; Smock, Ellison, Lampe, & Wohn, 2011). SNSs
enable users to communicate in a variety of different channels. People can reach many users with both private
messaging (one-to-one communication) and status updates (one-to-many communication) thus creating
manifold opportunities to interact with others. The following statement referred to this motivation by asking
if the participants liked having the opportunity to reach many people through their interactions on SNSs. The

results are presented in Figure 20.
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Figure 13: Agreement with the statement “On SNSs, I like that I can reach a lot of people with my messages”
(1 = disagree completely to 5 = agree completely)

Participants from all subsamples generally agreed with this statement. However, small differences between the
national subsamples were identifiable, Wekh’s F (4, 274.067) = 26.15, p <.001, est. w?> = .06. US American SNS
users showed the highest agreement with this statement (M = 3.95, §D = 0.94) and differed significantly from
the German (p <.01.), Chinese (p <.01), and Dutch (p <.05) users. Compared with participants from other
countries, German SNS users agreed only moderately with this statement (M = 3.33, §D = 1.23). There were
significant differences between German and British users (p <.05) and German and Chinese users (p <.05).
The next statement refers to the idea that one of the functions of SNSs is to help initiate conversations
and discussions (cf. Figure 21). This might be particularly helpful for people who feel uncomfortable getting in

touch with other people in offline environments.
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Figure 14: Agreement with the statement “The best thing about SNSs is that it sparks conversation”
(1 = disagree completely to 5 = agree completely)

Participants from all countries did not agree or disagree with this statement (M = 2.87, SD = 1.12). However,
there were significant differences between participants from different countries, Wekh’s F(4, 274.834) = 32.77,

p <.001, est. w? = .07. Differences between German/Dutch users on the one hand and US Ametican/Chinese
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users on the other hand were significant (all pairwise comparisons: p < .01). On average, British participants
did not agree or disagree.

In order to benefit fully from such opportunities to interact with others, SNS users have to build up and
maintain a large network of contacts. Specifically, younger users have larger networks on SNSs than older users
(cf. Appendix: Tables I to V). With the next question, we wanted to know if people generally wanted to add

friends to make their networks larger and more diverse. The results are presented in Figure 22.
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Figure 15: Agreement with the statement “The more contacts I have on my SNS, the better”
(1 = disagree completely to 5 = agree completely)

In general, participants from all countries tended to disagree with the statement. Having as many contacts as
possible seemed to be less important to most users. Yet, there were small but significant differences between
the national subsamples, Welkh’s F(4, 267.701) = 35.42, p < .001, est. w?>=.08. German participants, for example,
disagreed the most (M = 1.36), followed by British participants (M = 1.75). The German subsample was
significantly different from the US (p <.01) and Chinese (p <.01) subsamples, and the British subsample was
significantly different from the US (p <.01) and Chinese (p <.01) subsamples.

5.1.8.2 Motivation 2: Keeping up-to-date with trends and other people

Not only do SNSs enable people to communicate with each other, but they also allow users to share information
about themselves, about others, and about things they like or are interested in. The following questions were

asked to measure whether users feel they miss out on relevant information when they are not on their preferred

SNS.

Research Report “Cultural Differences in Social Media Use, Privacy, and Self-Disclosure” - 26 -



4
M=3.18
3 —_
a1 M=2.61 M=2 52 M=2.58
1
USA == GBR & GER™= NED = CHN i

Figure 16: Agreement with the statement “If I am not on my SNS, I am missing out on important information”
(1 = disagree completely to 5 = agree completely)

In western cultures, participants tended to disagree with this statement. In the Chinese subsample, however,
participants agreed with it slightly. Accordingly, nationality had a small but significant influence, F(4, 1572) =
12.55, p <.001, w? = .03. Pairwise comparisons revealed that differences between the Chinese subsample and

all other countries were significant (all pairwise comparisons: p <.01).
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Figure 17: Agreement with the statement “I like that I can stay up to date with a lot of people on my SNS”
(1 = disagree completely to 5 = agree completely)

Participants from all countries strongly agreed with this statement (Overall mean: M = 4.03, §D = 0.99). To
stay in touch with the network was thus perceived as a strong benefit of SNS use by users from all five countties.

No significant differences between the subsamples were found, F(4, 1569) = 1.96, p = .099, w?=.00.

5.1.9  Privacy-Related Measures

5.1.9.1 Subjective privacy literacy

To assess participants’ subjective privacy literacy, we asked them to indicate their level of knowledge with regard

to the ability to use a number of specific privacy settings on their preferred SNS (e.g., “I know how to delete

Research Report “Cultural Differences in Social Media Use, Privacy, and Self-Disclosure” -27 -



or deactivate my account”; “I know how to restrict access to profile information such as hobbies, interests”; or
“I know how to restrict the access to my profile from a Google search”). Answer options ranged from 1 (no

good knowledge) to 5 (very good knowledge). The internal consistency of the scale was o« = .83.
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Figure 18: Privacy literacy (1 = no good knowledge to 5 = very good knowledge)

In general, participants from all surveyed countries indicated that they had quite good knowledge about the
privacy settings on their SNS (Overall mean: M = 3.84). However, an analysis of variance showed small but
significant differences, Welh’s F(4, 280.846) = 20.70, p < .001, est. w? = .05. US Americans rated their knowledge
about privacy settings higher than participants from other countries. Their knowledge was significantly higher
than that of Dutch (p < .001) and Chinese (p <.001) users. The Chinese participants rated their knowledge the
lowest. The Chinese subsample was significantly different from the British (p < .01) and German (p < .001)

subsamples.

5.1.9.2 Visibility of profile information

SNS users can limit other users’ access to specific profile information in order to protect their privacy. We
wanted to know if SNS users from different parts of the world made use of these visibility features. We asked:
“Please answer the following questions for [your most used Social Network Site]. Who can see the following
patts of your profile?” Twelve items were given (e.g., contact details, birthday, relationship status, religion...).

Answer options ranged from 1 (only me) to 5 (everybody). The results are presented in Figure 26.
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Figure 19: Visibility of profile information

Most SNS users restricted access to their profile information for people they were not friends with.
Nonetheless, there was a small but significant influence of nationality on the visibility of profile information:
For all 12 items, the Kruskal-Wallis test was significant (see Table 5). The German subsample, in particular,
restricted access to their profile information. The visibility of contact details, birthday, age, relationship status,
religion, and sexual preferences in the German subsample differed from all other users (all pairwise
comparisons: p < .05). The German subsample differed significantly from the other subsamples with regard to
the visibility of interests (pairwise comparisons with the US American, British, and Chinese subsamples: p <
.05), friends list (pairwise comparisons with the US American and Dutch subsamples: p < .05), current school
(pairwise comparisons with the US American and Dutch subsamples: p < .05), place of residence (pairwise
comparison with the Dutch subsample: p < .05), and status updates (pairwise compatison with the US
American subsample: p < .001).

Profile pictures were usually visible to the public. However, more Chinese users than German (p < .01)
and Dutch (p < .01) users restricted access to their profile picture. This is particularly interesting because
Chinese users did not restrict the visibility of most other profile information. For example, Chinese users
restricted the visibility of their place of residence (pairwise comparisons with the US and German subsamples:
P <.05) and their status updates (all pairwise comparisons: min. p < .01) less than users from other countries.
Generally, the strongest effects of nationality were found for the visibility of one’s religion and sexual preference

(2= .16).
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Table 5: Differences in the visibility of profile information

H 7 » 7
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
Sexual preference 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
Friends list 24.86 4 <.001 .02

We additionally found significant correlations between the visibility of profile information and privacy
literacy in all countries (cf. Appendix: Tables I to V). More literate users were more likely to restrict the visibility

of their profile. The correlation coefficients ranged from » = -.14 in the USA to r = -.38 in the Netherlands.

5.1.9.3 Use of privacy settings

Besides offering the ability to limit the visibility of personal information, SNSs also offer other privacy settings
such as indicating who is allowed to send friend requests or who is allowed to tag him or herself in pictures.
These privacy settings are important options for securing one’s privacy while using SNSs. We wanted to know

if users made use of these features and asked four questions that referred to the use of privacy settings.
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First, we asked “Who is allowed to contact your” Answer options ranged from 1 (selected friends) to 5

(everybody). The results are presented in Figure 27.
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Figure 20: Who is allowed to contact you?

As can be seen in Figure 27, nationality had a significant influence, H(4) = 104.04, p < .001, n?> = .07. German
SN users, in general, allowed more people to contact them (all pairwise comparisons: p < .001).

On SNSs, an important part of social interaction is sharing pictures. As this might present a privacy threat
to many users, we wanted to know if people tried to avoid being tagged without their knowledge. As most
SNSs allow users to regulate who is allowed to tag him or herself, we asked the following question: “Who is

allowed to tag pictures of your” Answer options remained the same. The results are presented in Figure 28.
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Figure 21: Who is allowed to tag pictures of you?

Again, nationality had a significant influence, H(4) = 84.79, p < .001, n?> = .06. In contrast to the previous
question, almost all German SNS users allowed only friends to tag them in a picture. This privacy behavior was

significantly more pronounced in Germany compared with all other countries (all pairwise comparisons: p <
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.05). However, as can be seen in Figure 28, most SNS users allowed only friends or selected friends to tag them
in pictures.

Not only do privacy threats arise from other users, but they also arise from the infrastructure of the
Internet itself. Information provided online becomes easy to search for, copy, and access by invisible audiences
(boyd, 2007). We wanted to know about the steps users take to prevent unintended audiences from accessing
their data. Specifically, searchability might present a growing threat. Many SNSs allow users to adjust their
privacy settings in order to render their profiles unsearchable by search engines. We therefore wanted to know
if users made use of this setting. Participants had to indicate whether they endorsed the following statement:
“My profile can be found by search engines.” Answer options were yes, 70, and I don’t fnow. Results are presented

in Figure 29.
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Figure 22: Can your profile be found on search engines?

Opverall, there was a significant effect of nationality, y?(8) = 132.32, p<.001, n? = .02. It is interesting that more
than one third of all participants did not know if their profile could be found by search engines. Almost half of
the German subsample reported using the privacy setting to restrict their profile and render it unsearchable by
search engines.

Most SNSs also allow users to adjust their privacy settings with regard to the sharing of information with
third parties. We asked “Is your SNS (or parts, e.g., certain apps) allowed to share personal information with
third parties?” Participants could choose between the answer options yes, upon request, no, not applicable, and I don’t

know. The results are presented in Figure 30.
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Figure 23: Is your SNS allowed to share personal information with third parties?

Nationality had a small but significant influence, H(4) = 9.62, p < .05, n?>= .01. Chinese SNS users tended to
allow their SNS provider to share personal information upon request, whereas all other subsamples tended to
indicate that they did not allow their provider to share personal information with third parties. This difference

was significant in comparison with the German subsample (p < .05).

5194 Use of friends lists

As shown in section 5.1.6., most SNS users’ networks included people from vatious social contexts. In order
to enable their users to communicate with selected audiences, SNSs provide a specific feature called friends
lists. Users can create multiple sub-audiences for different social contexts (e.g., for family members, friends,
co-workers...). We wanted to know if SNS users made use of this feature. Participants were thus asked to
indicate their usage with the item “I use friends lists on Facebook to control who can see my status updates.”

Answer options ranged from 1 (aways) to 5 (never).
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Figure 24: Use of friends lists
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Nationality significantly influenced the use of friends lists, H(4) = 20.61, p <.001, n?> = .01. In the US American,
British, German, and Dutch subsamples, one third indicated that they used friends lists at least sometimes. By
contrast, 61% of Chinese users made use of this feature sometimes or more often (all pairwise comparisons
with China: p <.01).

Although only slightly more that 50% of all participants reported using friends lists, we nonetheless
wanted to know whether participants thought that there were not enough options to limit the exposure of
status updates to certain audiences. The following statement was measured on a scale ranging from 1 (disagree

completely) to 5 (agree completely).
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Figure 25: Agreement with the statement “I would like to have more options to address specific groups on
SNSs” (1 = disagree completely to 5 = agree completely)

No clear tendency in agreement across the surveyed countries could be found with regard to the statement “I
would like to have more options to address only specific groups on SNSs.” Nationality, however, had a
significant influence, Welh’s F (4,278.956) = 55.01, p <.001, est. w> = .12. Chinese participants agreed the most
with the statement. Differences between the Chinese subsample and all other subsamples were significant (all
pairwise comparisons: p < .001). Dutch participants, on the other hand, disagreed with this statement on
average. The Dutch subsample differed significantly from the US American (p < .001) and British (p < .001)
subsamples. Significant differences were also found between the German and US American subsamples (p <
.001) and the German and British subsamples (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=

Figure 26: Agreement with the statement “I sometimes accept invitations or contact requests from
people I’d rather not be friends with” (1 = disagree completely to 5 = agree completely)

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

In general, SNS users disagreed with the statement. However, nationality had a small but significant
influence, Weleh’s F(4,270.442) = 32.95, p <.001, est. w> = .02. Chinese SNS users indicated that they sometimes
accepted contact requests from people they would rather not be friends with (all pairwise compatisons: p <
.01). Also, US American SNS users seemed to accept unwanted contact requests more often than German (p

<.01) or Dutch (p <.01) SNS users.

5.1.9.6 Posting behavior

The media often say that people post intimate and private details of their lives on SNSs. We wanted to know if
empirical data would support this common perception. With the next two questions, we thus wanted to know

how much thought people put into deciding what to post on SNSs.
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Figure 27: Agreement with the statement “I’m very deliberate about what I post on SNSs”
(1 = disagree completely to 5 = agree completely)
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Opverall, participants from all surveyed countries reported being rather deliberate about what they post.
Nationality consequently had only a small but significant influence, Welkh’s F(4, 263.807) = 46.57, p < .001, esz.
w? = .02. German patticipants, in particular, reported being very thoughtful about their posting behavior. They
differed significantly from the US American (p < .001), Chinese (»p < .001), British (p < .01), and Dutch (p <

.01) participants.
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Figure 28: Agreement with the statement “I often want to post something on an SNS, but then on
second thought, I stop myself’ (1 = disagree completely to 5 = agree completely)

In general, participants from all surveyed countries agreed slightly with the statement “I often want to post
something on an SNS, but then on second thought, I stop myself.” Although levels of agreement differed only
slightly, nationality nonetheless had a significant influence, Welkh’s F (4, 275.391) = 3.30, p < .05, est. w? = .01.
A pairwise comparison between the German and US American subsamples revealed significant differences (p

<.01), with US Americans agreeing the most with this statement and Germans agreeing the least.

5.1.10 Specific privacy behavior

Besides the general use of privacy settings and the level of agreement with statements about friending and
posting behavior, we also focused more specifically on two distinct privacy-related behaviors: (1) having an
open profile that can be searched for via Google and accessed by anyone (even non-members of the SNS) and
(2) uploading pictures and thus disclosing the visual content of one’s own life. To examine these two different
behaviors more closely, we asked several associated questions. The first questions referred to the willingness 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 outcomes might arise from these
behaviors. On the other hand, we also wanted to know whether participants thought that they might get social

rewards by 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 gpen profile and share pictures on SINSs

The first question referred to the willingness to engage in privacy-related behavior. We wanted to know how
many of the participants actually had an open profile. We thus asked “How high is your willingness to have an
open profile that can be found via Google and that contains information that can be read by Internet users

who do not belong to your network of friends.” Answer options ranged from 1 (very low) to 5 (very high).
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Figure 29: Willingness to have an open SNS profile (1 = very low to 5 = very high)

Opverall, the willingness to have an open profile was rather low, ranging from M = 1.39 in Germany (§D = .83)
to M = 2.19 in China (§D = 1.11). However, nationality had a significant influence, Welh’s F(4, 281.80) = 27.62,
P <.001, esz. w? = .06. Differences between the Chinese and all other subsamples were significant (all pairwise
comparisons: p < .01), and the US American subsample also differed significantly from the German (p < .01)
and British (p < .05) subsamples. We further found that higher privacy literacy was negatively correlated with
the willingness to have an open SNS profile. The correlation coefficients ranged from r = -.07 in Great Britain
to r = -.19 in the Netherlands. Again, this correlational pattern was not found in the Chinese subsample.

The second question regarding the willingness to engage in privacy behavior was: “How high is your
willingness to upload pictures that may be accessed by all of your network friends?” Again, answer options

ranged from 1 (very low) to 5 (very high).
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Figure 30: Willingness to upload pictures onto SNSs (1 = very low to 5 = very high)

The willingness to upload and share pictures on SNSs was generally higher than the willingness to have an open
profile. There were only small differences between the countries, Wekh’s F(4, 279.05) = 5.73, p < .001, est. w? =
.01. Overall, means ranged from M = 2.41 in Germany (§D = 1.29) to M = 3.01 in the Netherlands (§D =
1.28). The Dutch differed significantly from the German (p < .001), Chinese (p < .01), and US American (p <
.01) subsamples. It is interesting that we did not find noteworthy (negative) effects of privacy literacy on the

willingness to upload pictures.

5.1.10.2  Having an open profile and sharing pictures on SNSs

To compare merely being willing with actual behavior, we further asked: “Do you have an open profile that
can be found via Google and that contains information that may be read by Internet users who do not belong

to your network of friends?”
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Figure 31: Having an open profile (percentage of subsamples indicating that they engage in the behavior)
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Despite the lack of willingness to have an open profile, many participants actually had an open profile. There
were some differences between the countries, X2(4) = 71.57, p < .001, n?> = .05. In line with their lower
willingness to have such a profile, only 14.6% of German users had an open profile. Likewise, in line with their
higher willingness to have an open profile, 38.8% of the Chinese users actually stated that they had an open
profile. The German subsample differed significantly from the Chinese, US American, and Dutch subsamples.

Second, we asked “Do you upload pictures that may be accessed by all of your friends in your network?”
More than half of the participants indicated that they do upload such pictures. Nonetheless, nationality had a
small but significant influence, x2(4) =20.99, p <. 001, n> = .01. However, this difference was significant only
because more Dutch users (77.8%) uploaded pictures that could be accessed by their SNS network. As can be

seen in Figure 39, all other countries did not differ significantly from each other.
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Figure 32: Uploading pictures (percentage of subsamples indicating that they engage in the behavior)

5.1.10.3  Perceived risks of having an open profile and sharing pictures on SINS's

Perceived risks of negative privacy outcomes of privacy-related behavior were measured with items adapted
from Debatin, Lovejoy, Horn, and Hughes (2009). We asked participants to rate how likely they thought having
an open profile would lead to various negative consequences (e.g., increasing the chances of data abuse,
increasing the chances of unwanted advances, increasing the chances of being damaged by gossip). Answers

ranged from 1 (not likely at all) to 5 (very likely). The internal consistency of the scale was o = .85.
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Figure 33: Perceived risks of having an open profile (1 = not very likely to 5 = very likely)

Overall, participants thought that these behaviors were rather risky. Means ranged from M = 3.78 (§D = 0.97)
in the US American subsample to M = 4.43 (§D = 0.77) in the British subsample. Nationality had a small but
significant influence, Wekh’s F(4, 274.87) = 26.65, p < .001, est. > = .06. British and German SNS users
perceived these risks as significantly higher than US American (p < .001), Chinese (p < .001), and Dutch (p <
.05) users. We further found that women in the USA, Great Britain, and the Netherlands generally perceived
the risks of having an open profile as higher than the men in these subsamples did. In Germany, however, men
found it more risky to have an open profile than women (r = .22). In the Chinese subsample, by contrast, there
was no significant relationship between gender and risk perception.

Next, we asked participants the same question with regard to uploading pictures that could be accessed
by all of their network friends. They thus rated how likely they thought it would be that uploading pictures
would lead to the same negative consequences. Answers ranged from 1 (wof likely at all) to 5 (very likely). The

scale’s internal consistency was o = .87.
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Figure 34: Perceived risks of uploading pictures (1 = not very likely to 5 = very likely)
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Participants believed that the potential negative outcomes of uploading pictures were less likely than those of
having an open profile. Means ranged from M = 3.59 in the Dutch subsample (§D = 0.92) to M = 3.92 in the
German subsample (SD = 0.95). Nationality had only a small but significant influence, F(4, 1582) = 9.51, p <
.001, w?> = .02. The German subsample differed significantly from the US American (p < .001) and Dutch (p <
.05) subsamples. Also, differences between US American and Chinese users were significant (p < .01). In all
subsamples, the perceived risks of having an open profile and the perceived risks of uploading pictures were

strongly correlated. Correlation coefficients ranged from = .31 in the Netherlands to » = .80 in China.

5.1.10.4  Likelihood of receiving social rewards through having an open profile and sharing pictures on SINS's

To measure the perceived likelihood of receiving social rewards from having an open profile or uploading
pictures, we adapted items from Williams (2006). We asked participants how likely they thought it would be
that having an open profile would help them find different types of friendships and social contacts (e.g., help
to find people that one trusts to help solve problems, help to find people that one can turn to for advice about
making very important decisions) on their preferred SNS. The scale consisted of six items. The answer options

ranged from 1 (not likely at all) to 5 (very likely). The internal consistency of the scale was o = .88.
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Figure 35: Social rewards from having an open profile (1 = not very likely to 5 = very likely)

In general, participants did not feel that having an open profile would help them receive social rewards.
Nonetheless, there were significant differences with regard to nationality, Wekh’s I (4, 280.37) = 78.01, p <
.001, est. w? =.16. Chinese users rated the chance that having an open profile would help them receive more
social rewards as significantly higher than any other subsample (all pairwise comparisons: p < .001). Also, the
US subsample differed significantly from the British and German subsamples (all pairwise comparisons: p <

001).
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Again, we adapted the question about uploading pictures and asked, for example: “How likely do you
think uploading pictures on SNSs will help you find people whom you trust to help solve your problems?” The

internal consistency of the scale was « = .92.
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Figure 36: Social rewards from uploading pictures (1 = not very likely to 5 = very likely)

The pattern across the national subsamples was similar to the pattern observed with regard to having an open
profile. Nationality had a significant influence, Wekh’s FF (4, 278.15) = 106.56, p < .001, est. w? = .21. Again, the
Chinese subsample scored higher than any other subsample (M = 3.03, §D = .89). Differences with the Chinese
subsample were significant (all pairwise comparisons: p < .001). Also, the US subsample differed significantly

from the British (p < .001), German (p <.001), and Dutch (p > .05) subsamples.

5.1.10.5  Subyjective importance of social rewards from having an open profile and sharing pictures on SINS's

To measure the subjective importance of social rewards, we used the same items again (Williams, 2006) but
asked how important it was for participants to receive these social rewards. The answer options ranged from 1

(not important at all) to 5 (very important). The scale had an internal consistency of « = .91.
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Figure 37: Subjective importance of social rewards (1 = not important at all to 5 = very important)

It is interesting that we observed almost the same pattern across the national subsamples as depicted in Figure
43. People who thought they were more likely to get social rewards rated these social rewards as more
important. Accordingly, nationality also had a significant influence, Wekh’s F (4, 280.47) = 68.04, p < .001, est.
w? = .14. The importance of these social rewards was rated highest by Chinese SNS users (M = 3.09, SD =
0.94). Differences from all other subsamples were significant (all pairwise comparisons: p < .001). Also,
comparisons between the US subsample and the German (p < .001) and British (p <.001) subsamples revealed

significant differences.

5.1.11 Subjective importance of preventing negative privacy outcomes

Finally, we wanted to measure how important it was for SNS user to prevent privacy violations that could be
associated with the use of SNSs. We adapted items from Debatin et al. (2009). The scale included three items
(e.g., “How important is it for you to prevent data abuse on SNSs?”) and ranged from 1 (no# important at all) to

5 (very important). The internal consistency was « = .88. Results are presented in Figure 45.
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Figure 38: Subjective importance of preventing negative privacy outcomes
(1 = not important at all to 5 = very important)

As expected, all participants indicated that it was important to them to prevent these privacy violations. Means
ranged from M = 3.76 (§D = 1.18) in the US American subsample to M = 4.34 (§D = 0.79) in the German
subsample. Although the differences were quite small, nationality had a significant influence, Wekh’s F (4,
279.10) = 24.13, p < .001, est. > = .05. American SNS users differed significantly from all other subsamples
(all pairwise compatisons: p < .01). In all subsamples, we found positive correlations between the perceived
importance of preventing negative privacy outcomes and the perceived risks of having an open profile (r = .47
in the Netherlands to = .54 in the US) and the perceived risks of uploading pictures (»= .11 in the Netherlands
to 7= .51 in China). It is interesting that people who thought that preventing negative outcomes was important

also rated different information types as more sensitive (cf. 5.3.5).

5.2 Microblogs

In comparison with SNSs, microblogging services can be regarded as smaller platforms that allow users to
publish short text messages either publicly or to a restricted base of followers. The most prominent service is
Twitter with 302 million users worldwide (statista, 2015). A microblogging platform has typical characteristics
such as limiting posts to a small number of characters (e.g., 140 characters on Twitter), the opportunity to post
in certain channels by using hashtags, the opportunity to comment and repost (“retweet”) postings from other
users, and a general focus on the latest news and daily events (Ebersbach, Glaser, & Heigl, 2011, p. 84f). Due
to its specific characteristics, microblogging has become particularly popular in certain areas such as journalism,

art, politics, and the media.

5.2.1 Socio-demographics of microblogs users

US American microblog users (7 = 214) were on average 20.23 years old (§D = 2.38 years). About half of them
were male (55.1%). British microblog users (7 = 17) were on average 22.94 years old (§D = 6.03 years). The

Research Report “Cultural Differences in Social Media Use, Privacy, and Self-Disclosure” - 45 -



majority of them were female (79.0%). German microblog users (7 = 64) were on average 26.73 years old (5D
= 7.84 years), and 72.4% of them were male. Dutch microblog users (# = 20) were on average 23.10 years old
(8D = 7.54 years). The majority of them were male (77.9 %). Chinese microblog users (7 = 128) were on average

22.67 years old (§D = 3.68 years). Again, the majority of them were male (73.5 %).

5.2.2  Use of specific microblog platforms

Twitter and Tumblr are the most commonly used microblog platforms in all Western countries. Among the
US users, the vast majority (94.7%) used Twitter and only 4.9% used Tumblr. Only one person claimed to use
another microblog platform. A very similar pattern could be found among British users of which 93.3% used
Twitter and 6.7% used Tumblr. In Germany, 80.0% of the microbloggers used Twitter and 18.3% used Tumblr.
Only one person, again, claimed to use another microblog platform. In the Dutch sample, 100% reported using
Twitter. Chinese microbloggers used mainly Chinese microblogging platforms such as Weibo. Only one person

claimed to use Twitter in China.

5.2.3 Frequency of microblog use

To measure the frequency of microblog use, we again included two different questions (cf. section 5.1.3). The
first question read as follows: “How often do you use microblogs?” Possible answer options ranged from 1

(several times a day) to 5 (less often). The results are presented in Figure 46.
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Figure 39: Frequency of microblog use

Over 50% of the participants used microblogs at least once a day. Nonetheless, nationality significantly
influenced the frequency of use, H(4) = 32.95, p <.001, n?> = .08. The German microblogging subsample used
microblogs less often than the other subsamples. This difference was significant in comparison with the US (p

<.01) and Chinese (p <.01) subsamples.
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To measure the actual time people spent on microblogs on an average day, we asked: “In the past week, on
average, approximately how much time per day have you spent actively using microblogs?” Participants thus

estimated how many minutes per day they actively spent on microblogs. The results are presented in Figure 47.
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Figure 40: Time spent on microblogs per day (in minutes)

On an average day, German users spent the shortest amount of time on microblogs (M = 26 minutes a day,
SD = 31.18). By contrast, US American users spent the longest amount of time on microblogs at 77 minutes
per day (SD = 91.74). Consequently, nationality significantly influenced daily time spent using microblogs,
Weleh’s F (4, 55.34) = 10.02, p < .001, esz. w?> = .10. Pairwise compatisons revealed that German users spent
significantly less time using microblogs than US American (p < .01) and Chinese (p < .01) users. Age was
negatively correlated with frequency of microblog use in the USA, Great Britain, and the Netherlands. By

contrast, there was a positive relationship between age and frequency of use in Germany and China.

5.2.4 Beginning of use

To examine when people started using microblogs, we asked: “For how long have you been using the
microblog?” Answer options ranged from 1 (more than four years) to 5 (less than one year) and also included I don’t

know. The results are presented in Figure 51.
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Figure 41: Beginning of microblog use

Overall, only a minority had started using microblogs more before 2011 when the data were collected.
Nationality did have a small but significant effect on when people began using microblogs, H(4) = 23.01, p <
.001, n? = .06. Specifically in Germany and the Netherlands, over 30% of microblog users had already started
using microblogs two or more years ago. Thus, they started using microblogs earlier than participants from
other countries. Pairwise comparisons, however, revealed that only US American participants had started using

microblogs significantly later than the German (p <.01) and Dutch (p <.01) participants.

5.2.5 Mobile usage

To examine how often participants used a mobile device for microblogging, the following question was asked:
“How often do you post something on [preferred microblog] from a smartphone or other mobile device?” The

answer options ranged from 1 (always) to 3 (never).
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Figure 42: Mobile usage
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In the US American microblogging subsample, 54.5% of the participants stated that they always used a mobile
device for microblogging. On the other hand, only 10.2% of German microbloggers always used a mobile
device for microblogging. Nationality thus significantly influenced mobile usage, H(4) = 61.98, p < .001, n?> =
.16. Pairwise comparisons showed that Germans reported using a mobile device less often than the US (p <
.01), Dutch (p <.05), and Chinese (p <.01) subsamples. Also, the difference between the US and Chinese users

was significant (p < .01).

5.2.6 Audience

5.2.6.1 Number of users followed

In contrast to SNSs, microblogs do not consist of networks of “friends.” Instead, users can follow other users.
A network thus consists of people that a user follows and of people that, in turn, follow the user. Depending
on a uset’s specific settings, one can simply follow this user or has to wait for his or her approval. In order to
examine complex networks on microblogs, we first wanted to analyze the number of users that the participants

in our study followed: “About how many people do you follow on your microblog?”
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Figure 43: Number of microblog users that I follow

Participants generally followed between 123 (Germany) and 180 (Great Britain) other users. Due to the small
subsample sizes, no significant differences between the national subsamples were detected, F(4, 397) = 1.17, p

= .325.

5.2.6.2 Number of followers

In order to measure the actual audience size on microblogs, we next asked “About how many followers do you

have on [Name of preferred microblog]?” It has to be noted, however, 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 follower base. The results are presented in Figure

51.
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Figure 44: Number of Followers

Participants in our study had between 67 and 218 followers. British users had the lowest number (M = 67, SD
= 64) and Chinese microbloggers had the highest number (M = 218, SD = 500) of followers. Nationality had
a small but significant influence, Welh’s F(4, 64.60) = 3.58, p < .05, est. w? = .03. Pairwise comparisons showed
that the difference between the Chinese and the British subsamples was significant (p < .05).

In summary, the number of users followed and the number of followers were strongly and positively

correlated (r = .20 in China to r = .82 in the Netherlands).

5.2.6.3 Proportion of real friends

Although followers can be real friends, microblogging is also about interacting with other people such as
celebrities, journalists, but also co-workers, people who share the same interests or jobs, or even strangers the
user has never met before. First, we wanted to know how many of their followers participants considered to
be real friends. The following questions was asked: “Approximately how many of your followers do you
consider actual friends?” Participants thus estimated the actual number of people they considered to be friends.

Figure 55 shows the average percentage of real friends per country.
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Figure 45: Percentages of real friends within the followers

US American microbloggers had by far the highest percentage of real friends within their followers (56.9%).
German microbloggers had the lowest proportion of real friends as they considered only 15.2% of their
followers to be real friends. Differences between the national subsamples were therefore significant, Welh’s
F(4,71.39) = 35.75, p <.001, est. w?> = .25. US American microblog users had significantly more friends in their
follower base that users from Germany, the Netherlands, and China (all pairwise comparisons: p <.01).

In contrast to the context of SNS use, the proportion of real friends within the followers was positively

correlated with audience size. The correlation coefficients ranged from r = .35 in Germany to r = .50 in China.

5.2.6.4  Proportion of international followers

Similar to the analysis of the size of the friends network of SNS users, we also measured the proportion of
international followers of microblogs. We asked: “About how many of your followers are not living in the
country you live in?” The proportion of international followers (in percent) was computed in the same way as

the proportion of real friends.
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Figure 46: Percentage of international followers

In general, the microbloggers’ audiences were more international than the friends network of SNS users.
Furthermore, there were small but significant differences between the national subsamples, Welh’s F (5, 19.12)
= 2.75, p <.05, est. w?> = .10. British users had the highest percentage of international followers (28.0%). On
the other hand, Chinese microbloggers had only 4.7% international followers. The percentage of international

followers was significantly higher for German than for Chinese users (p <.05).

5.2.6.5 Audience composition

To measure the audience composition in more detail, we asked again: “Are the following people among your
followers?” Similar to the SNS measure (cf. 5.1.6.4), participants were again presented with 12 categories
representing different people who could be in the audience on microblogs: friends, co-workers, bosses or
teachers, parents, children or grandchildren, other members of the family, partner, ex-partners, strangers,
people the participants know but have never met personally, people the participant is interested in, and
celebrities. Figure 54 presents an overview of the composition of the audience in each country.

The composition of the audience of microblog users differed quite a lot from the composition of the
audience of SNS users. Although SNS audiences consisted of many different social contexts, the majority were
known to the user (e.g., friends, co-workers, family members, and partners). On microblogs, the audience also
included close acquaintances and friends, but a large number also consisted of people that the users had not
met personally or were interested in. More than half of the participants indicated that their follower base
included people they did not know personally. Apart from the US American participants, two thirds of the

participants said that their audience also consisted of strangers. Overall, there were significant effects of
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Figure 47: Audience composition (Percentage of participants who have the relative group within their followers)
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Table 6: Differences in audience composition

X df P 1
Friends 45.391 4 <.001 11
Co-workers 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 I’ve never met 52.79 4 <.001 13
People I know but have never met personally 6.06 4 194 .02
People I am interested in 7.62 4 107 .02
Celebrities I don’t know personally 37.97 4 <.001 10

nationality on the probability of having a member of a specific social context in the audience (cf. Table 6).
There were no differences between the national subsamples with regard to children and grandchildren, people
I know but have never met personally, and people I am interested in.

Again, we also computed an audience diversity index by summing up all categories. The resulting estimate
thus ranged from 0 to 12. A higher value again represented more diversity as the audience of a microblogger

with a higher number included people from more social contexts. The results can be seen in Figure 55.
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Figure 48: Audience composition (summative index of all categories)

German microbloggers’ audiences included only approximately four social contexts (M = 3.80, SD = 2.20).

Dutch microblog users’ audience, by contrast, was more diverse (M = 5.78, §D = 2.18). There were significant
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differences between the national subsamples, F(4, 399) = 8.40, p <.001, w? = .07. Pairwise comparisons showed
that German microbloggers had less diverse audiences than microbloggers from the US (p < .01), the
Netherlands (p < .05), or China (p <.01).

In all subsamples, frequency of use was related to audience diversity (r = .15 in China to r = .51 in the
Netherlands). Thus, people who use microblogs more frequently and for longer periods per day have more

diverse followers.

5.2.7 Privacy-Related Measures

5271 Visual anonymity

Microblogs provide different settings that allow users to control their privacy. We asked three questions
concerning privacy settings as well as privacy strategies. First, we wanted to know: “What kind of profile picture

do you user” Answer options ranged from 1 (Me, recognizable) to 4 (none). Results can be seen in Figure 56.
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Figure 49: Type of profile picture used on Microblogs

The vast majority of all microbloggers had some kind of profile picture. However, nationality had a significant
influence on the type of picture that was used, H(4, 402) = 110.24, p < .001, n?> = .27. Except for German
microbloggers, users from all nations usually used a profile picture of themselves in which they were
recognizable. This was most common in the United States: 88.3% of US American microblog users stated that
they had a recognizable profile picture. In China, however, avatars (46.7%) and pictures of the microbloggers
in which they were recognizable (45.7%) were equally popular. In Germany, the majority (35.6%) claimed to
have an avatar or logo. Differences between the German microbloggers and US American, Dutch, and British

microbloggers were significant (all pairwise comparisons: p < .05).

Research Report “Cultural Differences in Social Media Use, Privacy, and Self-Disclosure” -55-



5272 Pseudonymization of profile information

We further wanted to know if microbloggers used pseudonyms to protect their privacy. We thus asked: “What
name do you use?” Answer options were 1 (Full real name), 2 (Parts of my real name), and 3 (Psendonym). The results

are presented in Figure 57.
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Figure 50: Types of names used on Microblogs

In the United States (53.4%) and Great Britain (46.7%), most microbloggers used pseudonyms. In China
(49.1%) and Germany (59.3%), it was more common to use one’s real name. In the Netherlands, using parts
of one’s real name (50%) and using a pseudonym (50%) were equally common. Nationality thus significantly
influenced what kind of name was used, H(4) = 113.00 p < .001, n? = .28. Pairwise comparisons showed
significant differences between German and Chinese microbloggers, and both differed significantly from all
other participants (pairwise comparisons: p <.01).

It is interesting that in the nations in which microbloggers did not engage in visual anonymization
strategies, pseudonyms were more common than in the nations in which microbloggers used avatars or logos
as profile pictures. It seems that microbloggers generally rely on one single anonymization strategy and hide

either their face or their real name.

5273 Visibility of tweets

The last question was for Twitter users only. Twitter generally offers only 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 network) or limit visibility to their followers.
We thus asked: “Who is able to see your tweets?” The answer options wete everybody and my followers. The results

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

More than half of the participants allowed everybody to see their tweets. This is not surprising because most
of the benefits of using Twitter can be obtained only if one’s own tweets become part of larger discussions. In
Great Britain, Germany, and China, more than 70% of all microbloggers allowed everybody to see their tweets.
In the USA, half of the participants limited the visibility of their tweets to their followers. This might be
explained by the differences in audience composition. US American microbloggers generally have more close
acquaintances in their audience. Their communication on Twitter might thus be more private, and their need
to protect these conversations might therefore be higher. Also in the Netherlands, both answer options were
chosen equally often. Consequently, nationality had a small but significant effect on whom a microblogger

allowed to read his or her tweets, y’(4) = 45.15, p <.001, 02 = .11.

5.2.8 Disclosure of profile 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, occupation, or location. 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 countries showed a similar pattern. Whereas more than half of the users

disclosed their gender and their location, fewer users disclosed their age or occupation. Nationality had a

significant influence on the disclosure of all information types (see Table 7). Most Chinese microblog users

disclosed profile information such as gender and location. By contrast, only 40% of the Dutch users disclosed

their gender and location.

Table 7: Differences in the disclosure of profile information

x

Gender 36.87
Age 24.58
Occupation 23.89
Location 48.72
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5.3 General Measures

Apart from platform-specific measures, 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 as self-disclosure, sharing of information, and negative privacy

experiences from a broader perspective.

5.3.1 General trust of other people

Trust has generally been identified as a positive predictor of self-disclosure (e.g., Steel, 1991; Wheeless & Grotz,
1977) and privacy protection behavior. To measure people’s overall trust of other people, we adopted items
from the measures of personality and social psychological attitudes by Robinson, Shaver, and Wrightsman
(1991). Participants were presented with a list of statements (e.g., “Most people are good”) and asked to indicate
how much they agreed with these statements. Answer options ranged from 1 (disagree completely) to 5 (agree

completely). The internal consistency of the scale was a = .86. The results are presented in Figure 60.
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Figure 53: Trust of other people (1 = disagree completely to 5 = agree completely)

As can be seen from the barplot, the means in each country were slightly below or slightly above 3 on the 5-
point scale. There was thus no clear tendency in whether people judged other people as trustworthy or not.
Nationality had a small but significant influence, Welkh’s F (4, 299.83) = 16.38, p < .001, es. > = .03. Chinese
participants rated other people as slightly more trustworthy than participants from other countries. Pairwise
comparisons revealed that the Chinese sample differed significantly from the German and the US American
samples (ps < .01). German participants rated other people as slightly less trustworthy than participants from

other countries (compared with US American, Dutch, and Chinese users: p < .05).
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5.3.2 Previous experiences with privacy violations

Since there were differences between the nationalities with regard to privacy attitudes and behaviors, we wanted
to know if there were also differences in experiences with privacy violations. The questions read as follows: “In
the past year, how often has personal information from your profile on a social network site been shared with
others against your will? This may involve people telling others about what you posted on your profile or people
forwarding your personal information to others although you did not want them to.” Possible answer options

ranged from 1 (never) to 6 (more than four times). The results are presented in Figure 61.
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Figure 54: Previous experiences with privacy violations

Surprisingly, the majority of the participants has never experienced any privacy violations. More than 60% of
the people surveyed indicated that no person had ever shared information from their profile against their will.
Nonetheless, there were smaller differences between the national samples, H(4) = 67.08, p < .001, n? = .04.
With 45.7% who had experienced privacy violations at least once, the US American sample differed significantly
from the German and Chinese samples (both comparisons: p < .01). We also found small but significant
negative correlations between privacy literacy and the number of negative experiences (cf. Appendix: Tables I
to V), indicating that more literate users tended to protect their privacy better, which resulted in fewer negative

outcomes.

5.3.3 Self-disclosure online and offline

To measure self-disclosure both online and offline, items were adapted from Miller, Berg, and Archer (1983).
Participants were presented a list of four different topics (Things I have done that I feel guilty about; Things I
wouldn’t do in public; My deepest feelings; My close relationships with other people) and asked: “We would
like to know how willing you would be to discuss each of these topics with a friend (a) offline and (b) online.”
Answer options ranged from 1 (not discuss at all) to 5 (discuss fully and completely). The internal consistency for the
offline scale was « = .90 and for the online scale, « = .72. Means for self-disclosure online and self-disclosure

offline are presented in Figure 62.
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Figure 55: Self-disclosure indices offline and online (1 = not discuss at all to 5 = discuss fully and completely)

As can be seen in the figure, within each national sample, no confidence intervals overlapped between online
and offline disclosure. In other words, participants disclosed themselves significantly more in offline contexts
than in online realms. Comparing the levels of self-disclosure between the national samples, it became evident
that there was a small but nonetheless significant effect of nationality on self-disclosure offline, Wekh’s F(4,
297.57) = 9.81, p < .001, est. w?> = .02. Pairwise comparisons showed that German users disclosed themselves
significantly more in offline contexts than US American, British, and Chinese participants (all pairwise
comparisons: p < .05). In online environments, however, nationality had no significant effect, F(4, 1775) =

0.82,p = 514.

5.3.4 Subijective privacy level of privacy-related behaviors

People might perceive different types of information as differing in the extent to which they affect privacy
levels. In this study, we wanted to know the extent to which participants considered different kinds of
information to have the potential to affect their privacy. We presented them with different behaviors (e.g.,
telling your relationship status, telling your political orientation, telling your sexual orientation, and having an
open profile), and participants had to indicate the extent to which this kind of information affected their privacy.
Possible answers options ranged from 1 (does not affect my privacy at all) to 5 (affects my privacy very much). The results

are presented in Figure 63.
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Figure 56: Subjective privacy levels of different types of information and behaviors
(1 = does not affect my privacy at all to 5 = affects my privacy very much)

From Figure 62, it can be seen that the three types of information (excluding having an open profile) were not
rated differently within any country. However, larger differences occurred between the countries (relationship
status: Welkh’s F(4, 281.25) = 130.97, p < .001, est. w? = .24; political orientation: F(4, 1646) = 108.33, p < .001,

= .21; sexual orientation: Welh’s F(4, 280.52) = 147.54, p <. 001, est. w? = .26). German patticipants generally
considered disclosing any of these types of information to have more of an effect on privacy. By contrast, US
America participants generally indicated that disclosing these kinds of information did not affect privacy. Their
ratings were significantly lower than the ratings by German, Dutch, and Chinese users (ps < .01). Having an
open profile was generally considered to affect privacy. Means ranged from M = 3.33 (§D = 1.25) for the
Chinese sample to M = 4.55 (§D = 0.87) for the German sample. Nationality again had a significant influence,
Weleh’s F(4, 278.52) = 62.66, p < .001, est. w> = .13. Chinese and US participants rated this behavior as having
less of an effect on privacy. Both samples differed significantly from all other countries (all pairwise

comparisons: p < .01).

5.3.5 Sensitivity of information

To measure differences in the sensitivity of specific pieces of information, we used the scale by Jourard and
Lasakow (1958). Participants were presented a list of 14 topics (e.g., Whether or not I have savings and the
amount; My feelings about my adequacy as a sexual partner; My past record of illness and treatment) with the
request: “Please rate the sensitivity of each piece of information with respect to being shared in Social Media.”

Answer options ranged from 1 (not at all sensitive) to 7 (very sensitive). The results are presented in Figure 64.
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Figure 57: Perceived sensitivity of information (1 = not at all sensitive to 7 = very sensitive)
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Table 8: Differences in information sensitivity

Welch’s F I af P est. w2/ w?
whether or not I have savings, and the amount 112.88 4,287.78 = <.001 .20
sexual behavior 100.49 4,285.90 | <.001 .19
how I feel about the people I work with 104.106 4,290.02 | <.001 .19
things I feel ashamed about 88.73 4,293.90 | <.001 17
my past record of illness and treatment 111.39 4,294.11 | <.001 .20
aspects of my personality that I dislike 111.37 4,290.27 | <.001 .20
What it takes to get me feeling depressed 95.71 4,296.35 | <.001 18
ideals for overall appearance 63.36 4,138.96 | <.001 13
things that make me furious 10.57 4,1746 | <.001 .02
my qualifications for my work 38.04 4,1745 | <.001 .08
how parents ought to deal with children 24.09 4,1740 | <.001 .05
views on the present government 18.70 4,1748 | <.001 .04
likes and dislikes in music 11.20 4,301.37 | <.001 .03
favorite foods 16.15 4,300.25 <.001 .04

In general, different pieces of information were indeed rated as having different levels of sensitivity within
each country. Information about savings, sexual behavior, feelings toward co-workers, and things that one
might feel guilty about were generally perceived as rather sensitive information. On the other hand, information
about one’s favorite food or music was not considered very sensitive. Compating the national samples, we
could also see larger differences between the different countries (cf. Table 8). Again, German participants rated
all information as significantly more sensitive than all other participants from other countries (all pairwise
comparisons: p < .05). Also, British users rated most pieces of information as more sensitive than participants
from China, the USA, and the Netherlands did. Chinese participants rated most pieces of information as less
sensitive than participants from the other countries did. However, information about their views and opinions
about the government was considered significantly more sensitive in China than in the USA, and the
Netherlands(all pairwise comparisons: p < .05). It is interesting that, although Chinese participants generally
rated most kinds of information as less sensitive than participants from the other countries did, the Chinese
rated their food and music tastes as significantly more sensitive than all other countries did (p < .01).

The general difference in the national perception of the sensitivity of information became even more
visible when we computed a mean index that included all topics. The internal consistency was o = .91. The

results are presented in Figure 65.
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Figure 58: Perceived sensitivity of information index (1 = not at all sensitive to 7 = very sensitive)

German participants generally rated all information as more sensitive than all other participants. Nationality
thus had a significant influence, Welkh’s F (4, 295.70) = 90.29, p < .001, est. w? = .17. Pairwise comparisons
revealed significant differences between German participants and participants from all other countries (all
pairwise comparisons: p <.01). US American participants generally viewed all information as less sensitive. The
ratings in the US sample differed significantly from those in both the British and Dutch samples (both

comparisons: p <.01).

5.3.6  Sharing of different types of information

Next, we wanted to know how often people shared this kind of information (a) with other users in general and
(b) with their friends. Thus, participants were presented with the same list of 14 topics that had already been
used in the sensitivity evaluation. But now we asked: “Please think of your own behavior now. How often do
you share this information on Social Media Sites with (a) other users in general? (b) your online friends or a
limited group of users?” Possible answer options ranged from 1 (never) to 7 (very often). The results for sharing
sensitive information with other users in general are presented in Figure 69, and the results for sharing sensitive
information specifically with friends are presented in Figure 66.

A compatison of Figures 64 and 65 shows that information that was considered sensitive was shared less
often with other users in general than information that was not considered sensitive. There was a significant effect
of nationality for each item (cf. Table 8). Generally, US American and Chinese participants shared information
more often. Yet, both the US and Chinese samples generally considered information to be less sensitive than
the other samples did. By examining the pairwise compatisons, we found that US American and Chinese
participants shared information significantly more frequently than German participants (pairwise comparisons
for all items: p < .01). Also, US Americans shared most kinds of information significantly more often than

people from the Netherlands (p <. 01).
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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

How | really feel about the people that | work with.
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Figure 59: Sharing of sensitive information with other users (1 = never to 7 = very often)
Table 8: Differences in sharing sensitive information with other users

Welch’s F df P est. &
whether or not I have savings, and the amount 84.12 4,265.53 <.001 17
sexual behavior 102.61 4,254.02 <.001 .20
how I feel about the people that I work with 112.36 4,261.49 <.001 21
things I feel ashamed about 112.03 4,259.59 <.001 21
my past record of illness and treatment 79.65 4,274.02 <.001 16
aspects of my personality that I dislike 114.70 4,266.40 <.001 22
what it takes to get me feeling depressed 76.58 4,271.72 <.001 16
ideals for overall appearance 127.92 4,257.65 <.001 .24
things that make 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 86.03 4,277.14 <.001 17

In comparing Figures 64 and 66, we can see that again, people shared information that they considered
less sensitive more frequently with their friends. But looking at Figures 65 and 66 in compatison, we can also see
that participants generally shared information more often with friends than with users in general and thus
restricted the audience that was able to view their postings or communications. Nonetheless, both measures
were strongly correlated in all countries (cf. Appendix: Tables I to V). Again, we found a significant effect of
nationality on all items (cf. Table 9). Similar to the distribution in Figure 65, Chinese and US Americans
disclosed information to friends more frequently than participants from European countries did. But in contrast
to the results on sharing sensitive information in general, there were also significant differences between the
Chinese and US samples: Chinese people shared all kinds of information more frequently with their friends
than the US Americans did (all pairwise comparisons: p < .01).

Sharing information with other users was also negatively correlated with the perceived risks of having an
open profile. If SNS users perceived that negative outcomes of having as open profile were likely, they were
very deliberate about what they posted (cf. Appendix: Tables I to IV). The correlation coefficients ranged from
r=-.12in the German sample to = -.32 in the US American sample. Only the correlation in the Dutch sample

was not significant.
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Figure 60: Sharing sensitive information with friends (1 = never to 7 = very often)
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Table 9: Differences in sharing sensitive information with friends

Welch’s F df P est. &
whether or not I have savings, and the amount 75.94 4, 265.81 <.001 16
sexual behavior 67.35 4, 271.56 <.001 14
how I feel about the people I work with 59.59 4,271.45 <.001 13
things I feel ashamed about 62.62 4,274.24 <.001 13
my past record of illness and treatment 50.51 4, 280.84 <.001 A1
aspects of my personality that I dislike 72.54 4,275.42 <.001 15
what it takes to get me feeling depressed 34.25 4,280.49 <.001 .08
ideals for overall appearance 88.49 4,265.79 <.001 18
things that make me furious 14.18 4, 282.07 <.001 .03
my qualifications for my work 60.01 4,278.79 <.001 13
how parents ought to deal with children 64.00 4,272.54 <.001 13
views on the present government 11.77 4, 278.83 <.001 .03
likes and dislikes in music 2.84 4,281.01 <.050 .01
favorite foods 35.64 4,279.85 <.001 .08

We also computed the mean for sharing information with users in general on the one hand and with friends

on the other. The internal consistency for both indices was a = .94. The results are presented in Figure 68.
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Figure 61: Sharing sensitive information with users and friends (1 = never to 7 = very often)

In looking at the indices, it is even more apparent that people generally do not disclose these pieces of
information very often. Almost all means were below or slightly above 3, meaning that on average, people
reported sharing information 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 general (all ~tests: p < .05). Nationality
furthermore had a significant effect on sharing information with users in general and with friends (Sharing with
users in general: Weleh’s F(4, 271.65) = 147.16, p < .001, est. w?> = .26; Sharing with friends: Welh’s F(4, 276.72)
=76.31, p <.001, est. w? = .10).
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6 Conclusion

In this research report, we argued that research on online privacy and the social web requires a multicultural
perspective. This comparative study revealed that there are indeed cultural differences with regard to social
media use, privacy-related behavior, and self-disclosure. In the following, we will present some key

observations.

Media Use

With regard to the frequency of use of different online services, we found smaller differences than expected.
In all five countries, over 90% of all participants reported using SNSs (mostly Facebook), more than 75%
reported using video platforms (e.g., Youtube), and around one third reported reading blogs. More Chinese
and US American users, however, used microblogging platforms (e.g., Twitter). On the other hand, European
users engaged more in the use of wiki platforms (e.g., Wikipedia). The frequency of SNS use was nonetheless
quite similar in all countries. Participants spent about one to one and a half hours on SNSs. Microblogging use

was quite different between the countries with about half an hour in Germany and 76 minutes in the USA.

Privacy protection behavior

With regard to privacy-related measures, we found that the broad differentiation between Western and
Eastern cultures (as suggested by previous studies) only partly accounted for differences in social media use
and privacy behavior. Rather, our findings revealed that European countries (United Kingdom, Germany, and
the Netherlands) share a common culture that is distinguishable from non-European cultures (in this case, the
USA and China). Participants from European countries had generally smaller audiences on SNSs and
Microblogging platforms, tended to limit the visibility of their postings and profile information more, and used
more privacy settings. In particular, German social media users seemed to be guarded, protective, and rather
reluctant to participate in online communication. For example, whereas more than 50% of the German SNS
users limited the visibility of their profile information such as contact details, birthday, religion, sexual
preferences so that no other users were allowed to see such information, the portion of users who limited their
profiles in such a way was substantially lower in other countries. On the other hand, users from the USA rated
privacy-related behavior such as having an open profile or uploading pictures as less risky and thus engaged in

these behaviors more frequently. Both Chinese and US American users used fewer privacy settings on SNSs.

Self-Disclosure

Similarly, German users were more deliberate about what they posted on SNSs. They generally reported
perceiving information as more sensitive and were less likely to share this information with other users. Chinese
users generally differed from European and US American users in their perceptions of what kinds of
information they considered private. For example, they rated financial information or feelings about work

colleagues as significantly less sensitive. However, they rated information about their food, likes and dislikes in
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music, and their views on politics as much more sensitive than users from other countries did. In general,

however, Chinese and US American participants shared private information more frequently.

6.1 Limitations

The findings provide the first insights into cultural differences, but the subsamples were highly problematic
with respect to how they were recruited. Due to the different sample sizes, the power to detect statistically
significant differences between the countries was limited. The findings on microblog use, in particular, might

be less reliable because of this limitation.

6.2 Future Perspectives

When viewing all of the current findings 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 consciously decides what 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 decide which pieces of information
are harmless enough to be shared and which are too sensitive, and the latter are consequently withheld.

At this point in time, it is unclear whether the current picture painted with this research is already a
consequence of ongoing globalization or whether it represents a new globalized online culture. Different
cultural values are put to the test as social media continue to blur and diffuse boundaties, traditions, and rules.
Nonetheless, we believe that culture has a significant influence on the perception, evaluation, and handling of
privacy. Looking at cultural dynamics and understanding how new media transform our traditional beliefs about

privacy thus seems to be of utmost importance. With this report, we hope to add to this on-going task.
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Appendix

A 1 Description of statistical procedures

For metric variables, we produced bar charts including 95% confidence intervals in order to visually
represent significant differences between the national samples. Non-overlapping confidence intervals can be
interpreted as significant differences. For ordinally scaled variables, we produced stacked bar charts. We also
reported the results of the statistical analyses. For metric variables, we computed analyses of variance
(ANOVAs). If Levene’s test for homogeneity of variances was significant, we reported Welh’s I instead of the
normal F-ratio as Wekh’s F is more robust when the variances are not equal across groups. We also reported
post-hoc tests for pairwise comparisons between the countries. We used Hochberg’s GT2 if the variances were
homogeneous and the Games-Howell procedure when the variances were significantly different. Both tests are
specifically designed to cope with different sample sizes. If the variables involved ranked data, we computed
the Kruskal-Wallis test, a non-parametric alternative to the ANOVA. If the data were binary, we computed y?-
tests. We also reported different effect sizes depending on the analysis: For general analyses of variance, we
reported w?, which is less biased than n?2. If the group variances of the dependent variable were significantly

different, we reported the adjusted w? For ranked data or categorical data, we reported 72
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A 2 Correlations between SNS variables

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
Gender (0 = Female, 1 =Male) 1
Age 2 -.03
Time spent on SNSs 3 -.08 -.09
Number of contacts 4 -13 -.08 .04
Proportion of real friends 5 21 -.02 -01 -
Proportion of international contacts 6 .09 .10 .07 -.04 .07
Audience diversity 7 -03  -.06 12 31 75150 -02
Accepting invitations from unwanted friends 8 -.05 -.02 .03 .08 | -.09 .09 .18
Being able to reach a lot of people 9 -.04 -.04 -.02 A1 .01 -.05 .15 Al
Being able to keep up to date with other people 10 - .00 .01 .09 .08 -06 .07 .07 -
Best about SNS is that it sparks conversations 11 .08 -.01 .09 .04 .00 .00 .09 .18 .27 .30
The more SNS contacts | have, the better 12 .04 -.01 .03 .18 -.03 .06 .13 .31 .09 -.01 22
Missing out on important information 13~ -.03 -.05 .09 12 .04 .03 .09 .26 13 .15 .35 .37
Most information on SNS is irrelevant tome 14 .08 -.04 -.04 .03 | =11 -05 .04 .07 .10 13 .07 = -.09 .03
Wanting more opportunities to contact specific
groups 15 .01 .07 -.01 -.01 .04  -.02 .07 .15 .13 12 .19 .19 17 SIS
I'm very deliberate about what | poston SNSs 16~ -.06 .00 -.05 -.05 .08 -07 -.08 .05 .23 .23 .18 .09 .16 12 .23
Wanting to post something, but deciding notto 17 | -.14 .03 -.05 .05 -01 -.08 .07 .18 .19 .26 .22 .06 .24 12 .15 .30
Privacy literacy 18 -.03 -.04 -.01 .14 .00 .01 12 -01 13 A7/ .06 .07 .04 12 .06 .04 = -.06
Visibility of profile information 19 .14 -.04 -.04 -.05 .02 .04 12 .08 .07 .00 -01 10 -02 -02 .02 -02 -01 -14
Willingness to have an open profile 20 .16 -.02 -.07 -.05 .06  -10 .07 .08 .01 -.08 .04 13 .09 -04 .01 -05 -04 -12 22
Willingness to upload pictures 21 .07 | =10 -.05 01 .03 =18 04 -03 .14 -01 02 .14 02 -08 .01 .02 .03 -05 .24 -
Perceived risk of having an open profile 22 .07 -.05 -04 01 -06 -10 -09 .14 .19 -05 - -06 .12 .05 .18 .13 .07  -07 -.08
Perceived risk of uploading pictures 23 .05 -.08 .01 -01 -05 -04 -01 .15 13 .00 -.07 .04 .03 .10 .18 -01 .00 | -.14
Subjective evaluation of preventing negative
outcomes 24 .07 -.06 .03 -02 -11 -04 -10 .08 .22 .00 | -.14 .02  -.06 .06 .15 .15 .08 | =13
Likelihood of social rewards from having an open
profile 25 .18 -.09 -.02 .04 .07  -.04 .19 14 .03 -02 22 21 16 -.04 12 .02 odlil .04 .10 .29
Likelihood of social rewards from uploading pictures 26 17 =11 -.02 .08 .07 -.01 .15 17 .00 -.07 21 .20 13 -04 .07 -03 .03 .09 .07 .25
Subjective evaluation of getting social rewards 27 .16 -.07 .00 .02 .07 .00 .08 13 .04 .02 .23 21 22 -04 13 .07 13 .04 .03 .19
Self-disclosure online 28 .01 -.01 .04 .03 -03 -.09 .14 12 .09 .10 A1 .14 .15 .04 .03 .08 .07 @ -01 .08 .16 .16 .15 21
Self-disclosure offline 29 =121 .02 02 02 -04[-16 10 08 15 .17 06 .01 09 .05 .06 .12 .12 .00 .08 -03 -01 .01 .08 [S3N
Negative experiences 30 .04 .04 -.02 13 -07 -.01 .20 .14 -03  -10 .05 .07 .09 .05 .02 | -.05 .14 | -.09 .06 .02 .10 .05 .08 17 .09
Sensitivity of Information 31 - .04 .01 .02 -05 -08 -11 -06 .02 .06 -01 -03 .02 .06 .07 .14 .15 .00 -06 -09 .04 .02 07 -02 .09 .01
Sharing sensitive information with other users 32 .16  -.06 -01 0 0 06 .19 .15 -03 -04 .18 22 .14 -05 -02 -06 .06 .11 .07 .19 .10 r -.09 2 24 02 23 -02
Sharing sensitive information with friends 33 .10 | =11 .01 .06 -05 -01 .17 .19 -02 -03 .18 24 .09 -02 03 -03 .06 .07 .03 .18 .14 -10 -04 .38 37 26 .05 .20 .02 -
General trust 34 .08 .03 -.07 -.03 .07 | -.10 .01 .07 .08 .09 .04 .07 10 -.04 .08 .09 .01 .03 .05 .07 .03 .00 -01 .05 12 .10 .15 .03 .09 | -.10 .10 .07 .03
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 .55 20.37 86.37 682.75 .28 .08 751 254 395 410 317 221 241 336 318 365 341 410 263 175 259 378 362 376 231 223 236 270 358 207 400 294 3.08
SD .50 2.37 109.04 399.71 .23 .22 201 1.26 .94 90 1.04 111 116 99 1.02 106 116 91 84 1.04 124 97 96 1.18 .97 98 1.01 101 120 146 128 127 130

Table I: Zero-Order Correlations for SNS variables in the US American sample.

Note: Correlation coefficients (Pearson’s 7) were calculated. Blue coloring indicates positive correlations and red coloring indicates negative relations (the darker the color, the stronger the correlation).
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Gender (0 = Female, 1 = Male)
Age

Time spent on SNSs

Number of contacts

=12 -.16

-22 [ -27 [

Proportion of real friends .02 17 -13
Proportion of international contacts 17 11 .15 -.09 .01
Audience diversity -12 -03 .17 E7] -o05  -11
Accepting invitations from unwanted friends -.18 -.08 .09 .15

LNV A WNR
o
[

Being able to reach a lot of people -16 -.07 .16 12 2
Being able to keep up to date with other people 10 - -.02 .29 .18 . -.10
Best about SNS is that it sparks conversations 11 .10 .09 .19 .07 .28 .28
The more SNS contacts | have, the better 12 = -.12 -.09 11 -03 -13 .28 .20 .00
Missing out on important information 13~ -.09 =21 .10 .07 | -17 27 .29 .16 .20
Most information on SNS is irrelevanttome 14 = -.17 .08 .00 .09 .08 -17 -01 .03 .02 | -18 .10 -.06  -22
Wanting more opportunities to contact specific groups 15 =~ -.11 -.09 -.04 .10 .05 -04 -.02 22 .09 .10 - .00 .24 .07
I'm very deliberate about what | post on SNSs 16 .07 .14 11 -.08 16 -12 11 .04 .06 .28 .19 .02 .28 -02 -.06
Wanting to post something, but decidingnotto 17 5888 .09 = .19 28 12 -os EEN 30 .12 .23 -06 .18 .08
Privacy literacy 18  -.05 -.13 11 .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 profile 20 .27 -.08 21 19 -05 -.07 .26 .03 .23 .07 .08 .15 22 .05  -.14 .18 -02 -07
Willingness to upload pictures 21 .00 -.20 .08 .16 .03 | -18 17 .04 .09 .03 12 16 11 -07 .09 .09 .00
Perceived risk of having an open profile 22 -.12 .09 -13 -18 11 -08 -14 -15 -11 -09 -04 -18 -11 12 11 11 .03
Perceived risk of uploading pictures 23 .02 -.07 .13 11 0-22 -01 -04 -02 -18 -03 | -21 -14 -06 .17 .00 .21 .03 .03
Subjective evaluation of preventing negative
outcomes 24 .09 @ -13 -2 29 -01 -08 -08 .17 24 11 -21 .02 .02 .19 .04 14 17
Likelihood of social rewards from having an open
profile 25 = -18 .00 .06 09 03 -12 06 15 .18 .02 14 17 01 .07 -11 -11 .02 -04
Likelihood of social rewards from uploading pictures 26  -.08 -11 .10 .15 .18 -10 .03 .14 .29 .16 .18 .19 .14 .00 -.03 .02 .03 17
Subjective evaluation of getting social rewards 27 _ .01 .03 11 - .04 15 - .25 - 24 21 -04 -04 .07 12 12
Self-disclosure online 28 .13 -04 .15  -02 .09 .00 .06 -09 .13 .13 .16 .09 [L.37] -21 .05 .17 .00 .18 23
Self-disclosure offline 29 .00  -.06 .04 05} 28 -01 0 .01 .19 .12 -03 -01 .09 -18 07 .02 .13 .10 .07 -
Negative experiences 30  -.17 -16 11 -10 -.14 .15 .29 .02 -04 .20 .06 21 .28 -13 .18 -17 -01 -01 -13 .10 .25 .06 .07 .04 A1 0 -9 .07
Sensitivity of Information 31 [IE40N -15 .22 19 -09 .03 .18 15| .29 43 21 19| 35| .00 [35] 05 -13 -04 -18 .10 .10 -21 -01 .19
Sharing sensitive information with other users 32 -.06 .10 JE) §228 -.03 el §25) 28 .18 .05 100 22 15 .18 .01 .13 .08 -.09 13 .10 - .13 -.08 .14 .00
Sharing sensitive information with friends 33 ~ -.15 -.03 27 24 .06 | =22 .09 .10 .22 .06 .18 .24 .15 11 -11 -.04 .13 .03 -18 -.03 .27 01 -11 .28 .09 19 -14
Generaltrust 34 26 .10 .04 -16 .12 .05 =24  -17 -15 -01 -11 | -26 .04 -13 =21 30 -15 .17 -08 -12 .07 -02 .00 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 2212269 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 4.65 208 240
SD 41 7.37 80.08 28894 0.24 0.14 19 132 126 091 111 091 121 112 111 115 133 093 086 078 141 0.77 087 097 080 083 091 106 125 148 121 115 1.23

Table II: Zero-Order Correlations for SNS variables in the British sample.

Note: Correlation coefficients (Pearson’s 7) were calculated. Blue coloring indicates positive correlations and red coloring indicates negative relations (the darker the color, the stronger the correlation).
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Gender (0 = Female, 1 = Male)
Age

Time spent on SNSs

Number of contacts

=L}
-.04 -.08

o1 A 20

© NV A WNPR
[=3
=]

Proportion of real friends -.01 -.05 -
Proportion of international contacts -.04 .09 .06 .09 .03
Audience diversity -05 .00 .11 E7 15 2
Accepting invitations from unwanted friends .02 .02 -.01 .10 | =14 -.05 13
Being able to reach a lot of people .01 -.01 .16 17 -.04 .04 .16 .06
Being able to keep up to date with other people 10 .09 -.07 12 12 .03 .04 A1 -04 .28
Best about SNS is that it sparks conversations 11~ -.05 .03 .18 .08 .09 -07 .15 .02 .24 .20
The more SNS contacts | have, the better 12~ -.07 .02 .09 12 -10  -.02 .18 .22 10 -.02 .15
Missing out on important information 13 .02 =12 21 .24 -05 -.08 .18 12 21 .25 .23 17
Most information on SNS is irrelevanttome 14 -03  -06 | =18 | -0l -03 .00 -02 .07 -06 -11  -15 -07 [E200
Wanting more opportunities to contact specific groups 15 .00 .02 .01 .09 -01 .02 .07 .07 .06 .08 .08 .03 .05 .04
I'm very deliberate about what | poston SNSs 16~ .10 .03 [/ =14 16| 01 .00 -11 =14 -05 .11  -09 WEZON -1a| 12 -04
Wanting to post something, but deciding notto 17 13 -.08 .07 .09 .00 -01 .07 12 12 .20 12 -02 12 .08 .15 .05
Privacy literacy 18  -.04 -.01 .07 A1 .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 [=i8
Willingness to have an open profile 20 5498 .08 .09 0 00 -03 .12 .03 .08 .01 .10 .17 .07 -06 01| -15 -05 -10 32
Willingness to upload pictures 21  -.02 -.06 .10 .14 -04 -03 17 .03 .16 .14 .08 .15 15 -04 .04 -08 .10
Perceived risk of having an open profile 22 .22 -.05 -.06 .00 .00 .01 -04 -07 -01 -01 -08 -17 -.05 .10 .05 14 .05
Perceived risk of uploading pictures 23 .09 -.03 -.05 .00 -.09 .01 -02 -02 -02 -03 -06 -07 -03 13 .04 .08 .04
Subjective evaluation of preventing negative
outcomes 24 .20 .07  -01 -14 .05 .03 -11 -08 -03 -03 -05 -1 .06 .07 23 .02 .29
Likelihood of social rewards from having an open
profile 25 -.06 .05 .04 12 .02 .03 .15 .00 .16 13 .18 17 .17 -05 .05 -.03 .03 .00 .04 .24 .13 e .02 | -13
Likelihood of social rewards from 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 evaluation of getting social rewards 27 = -.12 .04 .07 13 .01 .02 .20 .07 22 .18 .23 22 .18 -.03 .10 -.05 12 -.05 .06 12 .13 -07 -01 -.04
Self-disclosure online 28 .00 -12 .07 .10 .04 -02 13 .10 .10 .14 .06 .09 150 -.03 .01 | =15 .06 .05 IS .09 .18 -02 -05 -.09 .08 .10 .16
Self-disclosure offline 29 -03  -02  -07 09 -01 03 .10 .05 .00 .08 -02 .03 .00 .07 .04 -05 -03 .15 .09 .03 .04 .00 .01 .00 .01 .03 .07 [NEEN
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 -07 -08 -05 .01 -01 .13 -04 06 -13 -12 -11 .15 .09 .18 -11 -09 -09 | -17 -02 -02
Sharing sensitive information with other users 32 [ =12 .07 .13 0 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 friends 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 31 .14 15
Generaltrust 34  -.03 .07 -.10 .00 .01 -06 .03 .01 .00 .00 .00 10 -.04 .06 .01 .00 -03 -09 .07 .08 10 0 -11 -13  -.08 .06 .03 .07 .03 .02 | -13 .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 206.70 0.20 0.20 511 195 333 397 260 163 252 361 259 440 316 403 227 139 241 427 392 434 191 165 189 270 379 152 513 165 213
SD .45 592 7466 14371 0.18 0.28 162 114 123 103 113 092 117 107 128 086 131 082 062 083 127 076 095 079 076 076 085 09 113 1.14 1.01 075 0.96

Table II1: Zero-Order Correlations for SNS variables in the German sample.

Note: Correlation coefficients (Pearson’s 7) were calculated. Blue coloring indicates positive correlations and red coloring indicates negative relations (the darker the color, the stronger the correlation).
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Gender (0 = Female, 1 = Male)

Age

Time spent on SNSs

Number of contacts

Proportion of real friends

Proportion of international contacts

Audience diversity

Accepting invitations from unwanted friends
Being able to reach a lot of people

Being able to keep up to date with other people
Best about SNS is that it sparks conversations
The more SNS contacts | have, the better
Missing out on important information

Most information on SNS is irrelevant to me
Wanting more opportunities to contact specific
groups

I'm very deliberate about what | post on SNSs
Wanting to post something, but deciding not to
Privacy literacy

Visibility of profile information

Willingness to have an open profile

Willingness to upload pictures

Perceived risk of having an open profile
Perceived risk of uploading pictures

Subjective evaluation of preventing negative
outcomes

Likelihood of social rewards from having an open
profile

Likelihood of social rewards from uploading pictures
Subjective evaluation of getting social rewards
Self-disclosure online

Self-disclosure offline

Negative experiences

Sensitivity of Information

Sharing sensitive information with other users
Sharing sensitive information with friends
General trust

SD

O ONOUAWNR

=
o

11
12
13
14

21

1 2 3 4 5 6
-.05
-03  -12
-08  -14 .10
-3 -12 04 261
-03 .04 -14 10 -01
-02 .02 18 28 -24 -13
09 -07 19 10 -08 -04
-09 | -17 22 01 14 06
02 -16 A2 -10 18 .07
-02 .14 03 -07 02 -02
02 .02 -01 A1 -13  -08
-02  -07 .04 01 .08 | =17
-13 -07 05 [ s18 -11 -04
10 .07 -09 19 -15 .09
-03 .23 00 05272 06 .09
05 -12 05 -10 .03 .01
-08  -10 .00 07 15 .08
-07 15 -13  -06 -1 | =20
-19 .25 08  -10 .04 -05
-.02 19 12 -03
00 -13 .06 05 -05 .05
-13 10 &3 -03 -09 .01
a7 04 05 =02 -12 .05
-16 17 -1 00 -04 -01
- -17 22 07 .09 5220
.06 A1 00 -13 -05
-09  -12 08  -03 .10 -17
01 .06 43 -02 -02 -08
-01 [ =17 -0 10 .01 .06
18 35 -08 | -17 -12 .18
-14 15 27 06 .10 -1
-10 13 16 .16 -07
03 19 =21 08 -05 .00
1 2 3 4 5 6
78 21.80 7368 26585 .12 .14
42 601 13709 14550 .10 .21

7 8 9 10
07
o e
-09  -18
03 .00 20 .15
a8 | .35 (=28 NG
18 18 24 24
-02 .18 .05 .09
-01 17 -13
-01 28
-04 12 a8 .25
-12 825 02 a1
09 -03 -11 -04
19 .07 | -18 -18
03 .08 -15 | -23
17 .00 .16 -04
05 .05 -06 -d1
-01 -08 20 .02
28 26
28 19 -05 -06
19 35 -20 -18
-08 -02 -01 -11
-02 | 20 -03
04 .05 -03 -16
-20 .06 -12 -13
24 11 00 -12
20 -03 .04 .00
-15 12 -08 -03
7 8 9 10
560 1.89 3.59 4.00
152 106 .99 1.14

Table IV: Zero-Order Correlations for SNS variables in the Dutch sample.
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1.08
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=21
.09
-15
=l
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3.29
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.08
-.07
.04
ALl
.00
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-13

B15)
.21
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-.01
13
.19

.06
.00
-.03
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2.41
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.01
A1
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.01
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16

3.95
1.00
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3.25
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18 19 20
19 .03 -03
20 [EESIEE
-03 12 .03
.08

26

-10 .10 .30
-2 a7 (139
04 -01 | -16

.19
18
-.09

18

3.65
.81

-.20

=21

19

2.69
.88

13
-.02
-.02

20

1.67
.97

21

=12}

.14

=17

A1

21

3.01
1.25

22 23 24 25

.31

Alil

.06 -13

-06  -12
-.20 .02 -.08
28 -.07 .07 -.06
-03 -.04 .20 06
18 .08 -.04 01

-06 -.04  -16 10
=158 -.03 .07 03

22 23 24 25

401 359 413 211
.73 .92 .80 .81

26

1.89
.80

27

-.08

27

2.12
.88

28 29 30 31 32 33

.15 -15

28 29 30 31 32 33
257 375 165 447 210 231
.85 1.08 1.12 106 105 1.08

Note: Correlation coefficients (Pearson’s 7) were calculated. Blue coloring indicates positive correlations and red coloring indicates negative relations (the darker the color, the stronger the correlation).
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Gender (0 = Female, 1=Male) 1
ree 2SS
Time spent on SNSs 3 .00 01
Number of contacts 4 -13 -.02 .07
Proportion of real friends 5 =2 11 -.09 -10
Proportion of international contacts 6 -.02 12 -.05 -.05 .19
Audience diversity 7 -.09 -.04 13 .05 .07 .02
Accepting invitations from unwanted friends 8 -11 .08 -.01 - -03 .16 .02
Being able to reach a lot of people 9 -.04 -.09 .09 .06 -01 -13 .14 .23
Being able to keep up to date with other people 10 -.01 -.04 .02 .06 -02 - .07 .04 42
Best about SNS is that it sparks conversations 11 ~ -.06 .02 .07 12 12 -05 17 .10 - 25
The more SNS contacts | have, the better 12 - .14 -.03 20 0 -2 .09 17 .18 .20 .06 .30
Missing out on important information 13 -.06 .01 2 .06 A1 .05 .25 .29 .32 .26 .27
Most information on SNS is irrelevant to me 14 5] -.04 -.06 - =10 .16 s 13 -.01 .06 -09 -08 -02
Wanting more opportunities to contact specific
groups 15 .00 .00 12 -05 .09 -06 08 20 36 .34 24 .09 .20 .01
I'm very deliberate about what I poston SNSs 16~ .21 .03~ -06  -08 =12 -07 8470 .00 .12 23 12 -05 .03 .23 .10
Wanting to post something, but deciding notto 17 .14 -.09 -.06 -09 -.05 .25 -.06 32 .08 19 08 -07 17 24 13 .29
Privacy literacy 18 = -.10 -14 .14 .15 .10 .01 19 -.04 .07 .09 .10 .00 .09 .02 .02
Visibility of profile information 19 .01 .01 13 -10 .04 .05 .16 .05 -.04 .06 .30 27 -.02 .08 -03 .01
Willingness to have an open profile 20 .19 -.04 .05 .05 | -.14 .16 .14 .08 -.02 11 .20 17 .00 .06  -10 -11 .14 34
Willingness to upload pictures 21 .16 -.07 03 .07 -03 .13 -02 -01 .08 .04 .19 .05 .08 .07 -08 -10 .07 .25 |G
Perceived risk of having an open profile 22 .05 .00 01 -06 PN -14 14| o7 .02 .07 T 04 07 26 23 -10 -06 -06 .00
Perceived risk of uploading pictures 23 .06 .04 -.06 -02 | -13 -10 -11 .08 -.01 .03 =14  -.04 .09 .14 24 -08 -14
Subjective evaluation of preventing negative
outcomes 24 .22 -.08 -.01 -01 .04/ -10 (07 .02 .10 -10 -14 -05 .04 12 20 .25 -08 -10
Likelihood of social rewards from having an open
profile 25 .00  -.05 -.02 -13  -06 13 18 11 17 19 .03 -01 -11 13 .10 .06 .10 .09
Likelihood of social rewards from uploading pictures 26  -.09 -.07 .03 .07 -08 .03 13 .19 .23 .22 12 .10  -.08 .05 .05 .05 11 .10
Subjective evaluation of getting social rewards 27 | =15 -.05 -13 .07 .02 .03 .16 .30 .18 17 .28 .20 34 -07 -04 .01 13 .10 12
Self-disclosure online 28  -.01 -.01 -12 .16 .09 = -.09 .15 .04 -01 .07 .10 .16 A1 - .02  -.06 .01 .16 .04 .14 11 -08 -07 -.06 .20 17 .30
Self-disclosure offline 29 .06 = -.06 -.02 .16 15 -06 .13 -04 -05 .16 .13 12 01 .04 04 -012 -02 11 -03 .03 .02 .00 -01 .00 .10 .13 .18 -
Negative experiences 30 [E2@ .00 .04 08 12 32 .18 .08 -05)-12 -12 .09 .08 .12 -o7 B33 -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 22 11 .09 02 .04 .02 06 .14 22 13 .17 .04 .14 -02 -04 19 -05 -04 -04
Sharing sensitive information with other users 32 15200 -.01 .08 20 -06 -02 .18 .02 .01 -01 06| .33 .14 =12 -02 916" -13 30 .19 39 27 F 21 25 23 38 .13 28 .28
Sharing sensitive information with friends 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 20 31 -
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 -.07 .06 -02 -07
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 74 2214 7565 35806 .23 .10 629 297 3.62 4.03 340 242 318 3.04 379 3.88 336 343 279 219 246 396 391 420 3.09 3.03 309 273 330 1.88 411 3.08 342
SD 44 3.52 103.55 513.09 22 .20 224 129 .96 1.04 98 104 114 113 99 1.09 1.08 97 101 111 115 .84 .88 .97 .85 .89 94 102 109 161 118 126 134

Table V: Zero-Order Correlations for SNS variables in the Chinese sample.

Note: Correlation coefficients (Pearson’s 7) were calculated. Blue coloring indicates positive correlations and red coloring indicates negative relations (the darker the color, the stronger the correlation).
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11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33

Gender (0 = Female, 1 = Male)

Age

Time spent on SNSs

Number of contacts

Proportion of real friends

Proportion of international contacts

Audience diversity

Accepting invitations from unwanted friends

Being able to reach a lot of people .

Being able to keep up to date with other people 10 -

Best about SNS is that it sparks conversations 11

The more SNS contacts | have, the better 12

Missing out on important information 13

Most information on SNS is irrelevant to me 14
Wanting more opportunities to contact specific

groups 15

I'm very deliberate about what | post on SNSs 16

Wanting to post something, but deciding notto 17

O ONOUEWNR

oAl .10
13 .03 11

.10

10 [

.14 .04 o2

Privacy literacy 18 .07 .07
Visibility of profile information 19 .06 A1
Willingness to have an open profile 20 .07 .03
Willingness to upload pictures 21 .05 .02
Perceived risk of having an open profile 22 .08 12
Perceived risk of uploading pictures 23 .09 .05
Subjective evaluation of preventing negative
outcomes 24 .09 .05
Likelihood of social rewards from having an open
profile 25 12 .07
Likelihood of social rewards from uploading pictures 26 .07 .06
Subjective evaluation of getting social rewards 27 .10 .05
Self-disclosure online 28 il .03
Self-disclosure offline 29 .07 .07
Negative experiences 30 11 13
Sensitivity of Information 31 12 .09
Sharing sensitive information with other users 32 .10 .08 -
Sharing sensitive information with friends 33 K .10 .06 .04 .08
Generaltrust 34 | .13 .06 .10 10 .08 .09 12 a1 a1 .05 .03 [ 10 11 .10 12
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

Table VI: Variation of correlations between the national samples

Note: The table displays the standard deviations of the five national correlation coefficients. Green coloring indicates greater variation between the national samples.
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A 3 Correlations between microblog variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
Gender (0 = Female, 1 =Male) 1
Age 2
Time spent on microblog 3
Number of people | follow 4
Number of followers 5
Proportion of real friends 6
Proportion of international friends 7 J o i . d -.03
Audience diversity 8 -.05 .03 g5 _ I3 .08
visualanonymity 9 [l .00 14 .08 12 12
Pseudonymization 10 .01 .04 - -.04 - 09
Visibility of tweets 11 01 .02 .24 A1 11 -.06 24
Disclosure of gender 12 11 00 - -.02 -.02 15 -.05
Disclosure of occupation 13 15 11 .05 03 06
Disclosure of location 14 18 07 -.03 .04 01 03 = -.05
Disclosure of age 15 23 03 -.01 .00 01 00 -.02 .29
Privacy literacy 16  -.02 01 .01 .05 08 07 06 .05 .01
Self-disclosure online 17 .01 .02 .03 .03 -02 =g 25 09 02 .01
Self-disclosure offline 18 [N .05 .00 .08 02 -01 .09 . J / J ] X 02 .03 .02
Negative experiences 19 .03 .05 .05 .07 04 -05 11 .13 5440 -08 -02 -05 -03 -06 -04 17 .06
Sensitivity of Information 20 SN .01 -02 02 03 .03[=08 .04 .00 .00 -03 -03 .01 -06 .08 -01 -03 .07 .00
Sharing sensitive information with other users 21~ .13 -.02 .16 .08 06 =05 -06 .09 | -06=i0Y .11 09| 01 -08 -03 .08 .18 .02 .18 -03
Sharing sensitive information with friends 22 .09 [ =08 .20 12 08| -06 .00 .14 -03 -06 .10 -04 .00 -02 .03 .05 .20 .04 .17 -02 HEEEN
Generaltrust 23 .07 .06 -.05 -.05 -02 .05 -05 -03 .04 13 00| -07 -05 .02 .03 .03 .01 .04| -07 06 .06 .01
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
M (Md) .55 237 7681 1746 12656 63.22 .12 558 400 3.00 000 400 .36 .52 .47 410 270 3.58 207 4.00 294 3.08 281
sD 50 237 9174 20371 14687 6111 .29 227 47 67 .50 .45 48 50 50 .91 1.01 120 146 128 127 130 092

Table VII: Zero-Order Correlations for Microblog variables in the US American sample.
Note: Non-parametric correlation coefficients (Kendall’s 1) were calculated as some variables involved ordinal scales. Blue coloring indicates positive correlations and red coloring indicates negative

correlations (the darker the color, the stronger the correlation).
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Gender (0 = Female, 1=Male) 1
Age 2 .23
Time spent on microblog 3 .09 -.18
Number of people | follow 4 -.09 - 10
Number of followers 5 =7 =18 .14 .30
Proportion of real friends 6 .06 - 27 .33
Proportion of international friends 7 .20 -.08 .23
Audience diversity 8 .06 -.02 17 .10 .20
Visual anonymity 9

10 Sl o0 13 -05 11 17 | -a3

Pseudonymization
Visibility of tweets
Disclosure of gender
Disclosure of occupation
Disclosure of location
Disclosure of age
Privacy literacy
Self-disclosure online
Self-disclosure offline
Negative experiences

Sensitivity of Information 16
Sharing sensitive information with other users 11 -.09
Sharing sensitive information with friends

General trust

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
M (Md) .21 22,69 6240 179.53 67.36 15.13 .28 520 4.00 200 1.00 .80 .53 .53 .33 395 284 332 18 465 208 240 286
SD 41 737 79.72 241.62 64.45 16.98 .30 1.82 .92 72 41 41 .52 .52 .49 93 1.06 125 148 121 115 123 1.02

Table VIII: Zero-Order Correlations for Microblog variables in the British sample.
Note: Non-parametric correlation coefficients (Kendall’s 1) were calculated as some variables involved ordinal scales. Blue coloring indicates positive correlations and red coloring indicates negative

correlations (the darker the color, the stronger the correlation).

Research Report “Cultural Differences in Social Media Use, Privacy, and Self-Disclosutre” -82 -



Gender (0 = Female, 1 = Male)
Age

Time spent on microblog
Number of people | follow
Number of followers
Proportion of real friends
Proportion of international friends
Audience diversity

Visual anonymity
Pseudonymization 10

Visibility of tweets 11

O ONOUAWNR

Disclosure of gender 12 -.08
Disclosure of occupation 13 12 .19
Disclosure of location 14 Al .25 -

Disclosure of age 15 -11 .28 .23 .14
Privacy literacy 16

Self-disclosure online 17 -01 -01 -03 -06 17 .02

Self-disclosure offline 18 .10 32
Negative experiences 19 -.02 .07 .05
Sensitivity of Information 20 02 B2 02 01

.03 .10 .04 12
.04 .23 .07 12
-.08 .02 .02 @ -.08 .00 -04 -06

Sharing sensitive information with other users 21
Sharing sensitive information with friends 22
General trust 23

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
M (Md) .72 2449 2586 123.24 197.88 7.56 .23 380 3.00 1.00 1.00 .59 .27 .44 .17 403 270 379 152 513 165 213 2.66
SD 45 592 31.18 234.73 508.85 14.36 24 226 .96 77 41 .50 .45 .50 .38 .82 96 113 114 1.01 75 .96 .86

Table IX: Zero-Order Correlations for Microblog variables in the German sample.
Note: Non-parametric correlation coefficients (Kendall’s 1) were calculated as some variables involved ordinal scales. Blue coloring indicates positive correlations and red coloring indicates negative

correlations (the darker the color, the stronger the correlation).
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Gender (0= Female, 1=Male) 1
Age 2 -.06
Time spent on microblog 3 =22 -.06
Number of people | follow 4 -.09 .05 22
Number of followers 5 -13 07 .36 -
Proportion of real friends 6 =27 -19 41 22 34
Proportion of international friends 7 -18 17 .37 11 16 26
Audience diversity 8 21 15 32 42 .18 6N
Visual anonymity 9 -18 -.03 04 =027/ -.01 31 -04
Pseudonymization 10 .00 -.09 21 -.02 -.04 .06 -.20 22
Visibility of tweets 11 2 .23 .29 -.07 -.03 .09 2B 31
Disclosure of gender 12 -.04 06 .14 .20 .24 19 -.05 .27
Disclosure of occupation 13 | =32 -.03 -.16 -.16 -13 -24 -15 -22
Disclosure of location 15  -.08 -.09 -.09 -.05 .01 .00 -09 -17
Disclosure of age 15 = -.24 -.07 .09 .03 .03 19 -08 .06
Privacy literacy 16 -.06 .05
Self-disclosure online 17  -.08 =138 -.02
Self-disclosure offline 18 .04 .08 = -19 .10
Negative experiences 19 .06 42 .03 .06 -.10
Sensitivity of Information 20 13 .01 -13  -11 21 -04
Sharing sensitive information with other users 21 ~ -.15 .06 .13 17 -05 19 @ -28

35 13 20 -04 .23 -28 NEA

20 -.09 .06 .10 25 .13 [sioR =18

Sharing sensitive information with friends 22 -.10
General trust 23 .03

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
M (Md) .78 21.80 48.89 126.50 127.67 15.78 .15 578 4.00 2.50 .50 .44 .17 .39 .22 3565 257 375 165 447 210 231 298
SD 42 6.01 50.25 201.57 154.42 13.82 28 218 .57 51 51 51 .38 .50 43 .81 .85 1.08 112 1.06 1.05 1.08 74

Table X: Zero-Order Correlations for Microblog variables in the Dutch sample.
Note: Non-parametric correlation coefficients (Kendall’s 1) were calculated as some variables involved ordinal scales. Blue coloring indicates positive correlations and red coloring indicates negative

correlations (the darker the color, the stronger the correlation).
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Gender (0 = Female, 1 = Male)
Age

Time spent on microblog

Number of people | follow
Number of followers

Proportion of real friends
Proportion of international friends
Audience diversity

Visual anonymity
Pseudonymization

Visibility of tweets

Disclosure of gender

Disclosure of occupation
Disclosure of location

Disclosure of age

Privacy literacy

Self-disclosure online
Self-disclosure offline

Negative experiences

Sensitivity of Information

Sharing sensitive information with other users
Sharing sensitive information with friends
General trust

M (Md)
SD

Table XI: Zero-Order Correlations for Microblog variables in the Chinese sample.

1 2 3
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9 . .
10 04 .06
1 .05 .09
12 1 .10
13 -05 a1
14 .07 13
15 -06 R4 -02
16  -10 -08 .16
17 -02 .01 01
18 .02 -02 13
19 I -o03 13
20 - .01 a1
21 BEE50 00 14
22 -08 -01 .08
23 -07 .07 .08
1 2 3
74 2214  68.94
44 352 11375

4

132.90
141.88

5 6
.27
.28
£25)
SN |
13 -.01
.09 -.03
.02 -.07
.10 -.02
2, .16
13 Al
.16 §28]
.07 .14
.01 .01
.09 .18
A1 .26
I3 .04
5 6
218.07 37.61
506.20 64.64

5.77
241

2.00
1.04

10

14 .08
08 =]
.03 | =10
04 13
10 1

1.00  1.00
72 41

11

12

.07
.14
.06
-.05
12

.93
.25

13

-.02

.00
-.01
-.04
-.01

13

.58
.50

14 15 16

.02
-.06 A3
-.03 .09

.02 .06 .10
.05 .09 .04
-.03 .04 2l
-.05 .08 .16

-03 B o1
14 15 16

.88 .52 343
.33 .50 .97

17

17

2.73
1.02

18

.02
-.01
.08
.10
.01

18

3.30
1.09

19

19

1.88
1.61

20 21 22 23

17

22 [EE
.08 -.04 -.08
20 21 22 23

4.11 3.08 342 322
118 126 134 .92

Note: Non-parametric correlation coefficients (Kendall’s 1) were calculated as some variables involved ordinal scales. Blue coloring indicates positive correlations and red coloring indicates negative

correlations (the darker the color, the stronger the correlation).
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Gender (0 = Female, 1=Male) 1
Age 2
Time spent on microblog 3
Number of people | follow 4
Number of followers 5
Proportion of real friends 6
Proportion of international friends 7
Audience diversity 8
Visual anonymity 9
Pseudonymization 10
Visibility of tweets 11
Disclosure of gender 12
Disclosure of occupation 13
Disclosure of location 14
Disclosure of age 15
Privacy literacy 16 .06
Self-disclosure online 17 12 .07
Self-disclosure offline 18 .06 12 11
Negative experiences 19 .18 .10 .15 .07
Sensitivity of Information 20 .03 .06 .04 .09 .08
Sharing sensitive information with other users 21 .05 .09 .08 .06 .05 17
Sharing sensitive information with friends 22 .13 .08 .02 .06 .06 21 .06
General trust 23 18 .10 .04 .04 .08 .09 .09 .08

Table XII: Variation of correlations between the national samples

Note: The table displays the standard deviations of the five national correlation coefficients. Green coloring indicates greater variation between the national samples.
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