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ABSTRACT  
This thesis is set to investigate the factors that affect the intention to disclose personal 

information to SNS providers. The purpose of this study is to identify factors and how these 

factors affect the behavioral intention to disclose personal information to SNS from a new 

angle of analysis, namely through a user-to-organizational approach. By examining this 

phenomenon in a new context, this study seeks to provide an understanding of this 

phenomenon in a new setting and test if previous research can be used to explain the stated 

behavioral intention. With this argumentation in mind, the thesis aims to contribute to existing 

theory in consumer behavior, social networking sites, privacy concerns and personal 

information disclosure. In order to do so this paper is built on a quantitative research approach 

where the main research strategy is based on the results of a questionnaire. Through the 

questionnaire, a proposed framework was tested in order to identify factors affecting peoples’ 

intentions to disclose personal information to SNS providers. The model was built upon the 

structure of privacy calculation theory, which has been proven to identify intentions to 

disclose personal information in online settings. The results show that the factors that 

significantly affect behavioral intentions are trusting beliefs and self-presentations. They are 

factors leading to personal information disclosure to SNS providers. Limitations of this study 

is that it suffers a sampling restrictions due to its sampling of only Swedish inhabitants. This 

paper is the first to develop and empirically test an integrated model of personal information 

disclosure to SNS, taking on a user-to-organizational approach to privacy. Since SNS are 

financially evaluated by number of active users of their SNS it is crucial to understand the 

factors that affect consumers’ intention to disclose their personal information. From the 

empirical findings, this study proved that trust and self-presentation determine the intentions 

to disclose personal information to SNS providers. The results shows a discrepancy of 

existing literature, explaining differences between user-to-user and user-to-organizational 

context, and thus broadening the context of personal disclosure in the SNS realm. 

Practitioners can, by using the insights, tailor their strategies in order to maximize the efforts 

of affecting potential users’ to disclose their personal information, which SNS providers are 

dependent upon.  
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1. Introduction 
 
“When I got started in my dorm room at Harvard, the question a lot of people asked was, 

'why would I want to put any information on the Internet at all? Why would I want to have a 

website? 

         - Mark Zuckerberg, founder of Facebook, 2010 

 

1.1 Background 

Social networking sites (SNS) have grown in a rapid pace and their popularity is undeniable 

(Krasnova, 2012). Facebook, being one of the most popular social networking platforms, has 

over 1.4 billion monthly active users (Facebook, 2015). Statistics shows that people spend 

more time on social networking sites than any other online activity (Gartner, 2013). These 

online platforms facilitate social relations and networks between individuals as they virtually 

connect individuals that share similar interests, backgrounds and/or real-life connections 

(Cheung et al., 2015). When joining a SNS platform, individuals create a public profile where 

they often reveal their true identities by disclosing personal information to the SNS provider. 

Once a profile has been created, the user engage in the disclosure of expressive information 

on “walls”, photographs, product preference, and other various forms of information, 

depending on the particular niche of the SNS platform (Krasnova, 2010).  

 In line with the development of Social Networking Sites (SNS) and their continued 

growth in amount of users during the last couple of years (Gartner, 2013), privacy concerns 

have become widely debated in society (Spiekermann et al., 2001). Interesting to note is that 

financial performance in the industry of SNS focus on the active amount of users rather than 

traditional performance indicators (Krasnova, 2008). The phenomenon as such, has generated 

a rapid growth regarding the interest of privacy concerns in media coverage as well as 

academic contributions globally (Cheung, 2015; Krasnova, 2010). Despite the negative tone 

that media often use in their coverage, one should also be aware that the sophisticated 

technological development that leads to privacy concerns also generates a various consumer 

benefits. In the SNS realm these are for instance, networking and the enjoyment of socializing 

(Cheung et al., 2015; Krasnova et al., 2009; Krasnova et al., 2010). The use of big data 

technologies by SNS providers leads to consumer benefits as well, as it facilitates innovation 

processes that lead to improved services, personalized services and more accurate target 

marketing (Dinev & Hart, 2006; Malhotra et al., 2004), which in turn enables companies to 

stay competitive (Vargo and Lusch, 2004). 
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 However, in 2010, the Facebook founder Mark Zuckerberg changed the privacy 

settings for users on Facebook, something that put online privacy concerns back in the 

limelight (Blank et al., 2014). Zuckerberg defended the change by stating that online privacy 

no longer is a social norm. When the information was spread that Facebook sold information 

about its users to third parties, it woke an alarming debate about consumer privacy and 

created a big storm of disputes about privacy and individuals “rights” when disclosing 

information (Ibid, 2014). Furthermore, this was developed into a new trade-off debate 

focusing on privacy vs. free services, questioning where the lines of ethics and personal data 

should be drawn (Minelli et al., 2013).  

        Despite this heavily debated topic of organizational ethics, most previous research about 

privacy concern in a SNS context has focused on the expressive forms of personal 

information that is shared on “wall-posts”, that is aimed to target other users and 

heterogeneous audiences consisting of different social relationships such as family, friends 

and work colleagues, and the associated risks (Krasnova et al., 2010; Krasnova et al., 2009; 

Taddicken, 2014; Cheung et al., 2015). Due to this approach, scholars have mainly focused on 

user-to-user privacy issues, such as identity theft, sexual exploitation, online stalking, and 

cyber harassment (Cheung et al., 2015; Tan et al., 2012; Gross and Acquisti, 2005). While 

these studies have provided valuable insights, less focus has been put towards investigating 

privacy concern through a user-to-organizational approach, in other words, privacy concerns 

that are related to SNS providers’ privacy practices. Thus, there seems to be a lack in research 

and a lack in knowledge regarding the factors that influence individuals to disclose personal 

information to SNS providers.  

 Given the highlighted debate about the privacy concerns that arise to the ethics of SNS 

providers, it becomes interesting to investigate what factors that drive personal information 

disclosure to SNS providers, such as when signing up and creating a user profile. This 

phenomenon also becomes interesting to investigate since reports have shown that consumers 

do not trust how SNS providers manages user data (Delade meningar, 2015; Madden 2014, 

believe that organization act opportunistically (Dinev and Hart, 2006; Ganesan, 1994), and 

have started to take precautionary actions to disclose their personal information (Goldfarb and 

Tucker, 2012). Despite the continued growth in amount of SNS users (Gartner, 2013), studies 

have proved that users refusals to reveal information have risen over time, as they users are 

starting to show more tendencies of becoming private, thereby developed a privacy-protecting 

behavior where they do not share as much personal information as before (Goldfarb and 

Tucker, 2012; Hoofnagle et al., 2010). Hoofnagle et al. (2010) explains that the rise in 
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privacy-protective behavior is due to increased awareness about the risks associated with the 

revealing of ones personal information. This will arguably put pressure on SNS providers 

since their business model measure success through the amount of active users, and thus the 

extent of information these users disclose to and through these sites (Krasnova, 2008).  

 This thesis therefore synthesizes an interesting research problem, to understand the 

relationships between disclosing personal information to SNS providers and the factors that 

influence this behavior.  In order to make this study feasible, as well as practical, it will be set 

to investigate intentions to disclose personal information to SNS providers rather than the 

actual behavior of disclosing. Behavioral intentions has been described as the combination of 

a set of characteristics; an individual’s attitude, subjective norms as well as perceived control 

of an outcome (Ajzen, 1985) and therefore argued to be a valid predictor of the actual 

behavior (Ajzan, 1991; Fishbein and Ajzan, 1975). Due to the lack of research regarding the 

personal information disclosure to SNS providers, this thesis will take on a user-to-

organizational approach by investigating the underlying factors that affect the intention to 

disclose personal information to SNS providers. The study will therefore derive on the 

following research question:   

 

What factors lead to the intention to disclose personal information to Social Networking Sites 

(SNS) providers? 

 

1.2 Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to explain what factors affect the behavioral intentions of 

disclosing personal information to SNS providers. Since previous research has taken a user-

to-user approach when investigating the phenomenon of personal information disclosure in 

the light of privacy, limited knowledge exists regarding the factors that lead to personal 

information disclosure directed towards the SNS providers themselves. This paper aims to 

contribute with additional knowledge by investigating the disclosure of personal information 

by taking on a user-to-organizational approach, in order to bridge over the academic gap from 

previous research contributions. By examining this phenomenon from a new angle of 

analysis, this study seeks to provide additional understanding of personal information 

disclosure, thus complimenting existing literature and adding additional knowledge to the 

realm of personal information disclosure related to SNS. Due to the increased privacy-

protecting behavior that consumers display, the knowledge extracted from this study will 
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presumably be relevant for SNS providers, as it can be used when crafting future strategies in 

order to overcome the stated challenges. With this argumentation in mind, the aim of this 

thesis is to contribute with additional insights to existing theory in consumer behavior, social 

networking sites, privacy concerns and personal information disclosure. 

 

1.3 Pre-study 

A qualitative pre-study was conducted to identify factors driving the intentions to disclose 

personal information to SNS providers. The necessity of the pre-study was due to the lack of 

earlier research about the phenomenon as well as the rather unexplored “contextuality” of 

privacy concerns in the chosen setting. The purpose of the pre-study was therefore to increase 

the validity of the proposed framework, with the intention of adding on new insights that later 

on would be tested on a larger population, aimed to generate new theory or to confirm 

previous academic research.  The main purpose with add on a qualitative element in a 

quantitative thesis is to enrich the understanding of chosen setting we will explain as well as 

delimit ourselves from potential self-biases about particular setting. The pre-study was built 

on existing literature and theories mentioned in the theory section. The insights derived from 

our pre-study will thus be used when crafting our hypothesis in the theoretical framework and 

to build up the reasoning around them. It will therefore act as a complementing element the 

existing literature presented in the theory section. The participants of the study are all students 

studying their final year in their master’s degree in management and business at Uppsala 

University and are well versed with SNS. 

 

1.4 Summary of pre-study 

All of the participants interviewed were active in SNS’s and they use different types of SNS’s 

some more, and some less. Common for all participants were the fact that they see they 

distance themselves from the risks associated with SNS. The risk that it would happen them 

they see as very small. Focus was rather on the benefits they receive from using SNS instead 

of the risks. Examples of benefits, which they mentioned was the convenience in 

communication, access to relationship building and the value of being apart of social setting. 

Also stated in this focus group was that they use different SNS for different purposes e.g. 

Facebook for communicating and Instagram for showing pictures. Common for the 

respondents were that they stated that have become more aware of the risks associated with 

SNS than they were five years ago. They are aware that their information disclosed to SNS is 

easily used and misused. Apparently, this is nothing that stops them from using these 
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networking sites. It doesn’t stop them, but it is obvious that their behavior has shifted from 

when they started to use these services. A common trend seem to be that today they share less 

“information” in terms of statuses and pictures as when they initially started to use the 

services. Also many of participants communicate through smaller sub-groups in the chat 

function, rather than posting statuses which all of their friends can see. They are to a large 

extent aware of the risk associated with disclosing information to SNS, however, if a new 

SNS came along, they would probably do the same thing all over again. The majority would 

despite their awareness of the risks not bother to read the privacy policies.  Further they 

mention that they experience that they do not have control over their personal information 

disclosed on SNS. It is even stated in the group that they see their privacy as a commodity and 

they are fine with that. They also mention the business model of SNS where many of them 

capitalize on selling user information to third parties. This group is aware of that as the 

participants think it is a fair deal. They explicitly state that they rather give away their 

personal information online than pay money in order to be able to use the service. And the 

reason for that is simply because the benefits from the SNS are bigger than the perceived 

risks.  They also discuss that they do not trust private companies to the same degree as 

governments. It is mentioned that all private companies works to increase profit, so they 

should not be trusted. They also mention that the extensive amount of users of SNS 

worldwide make them feel secure about using the services. 
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2. Literature review 
 
Following chapter presents the theoretical concepts chosen for this thesis. These are included 

to provide the reader with the fundamental concepts for the study. In the end of this section a 

theoretical framework is presented. 

 
 

2.1 Privacy 

Privacy as a concept has been viewed and defined in various ways in the academic literature 

since it its genesis in the 1970’s and it is still highly debated amongst scholars to this day. 

Authors have also stated that privacy is a fundamental cornerstone to human beings (Westin, 

1967). Early researchers have viewed privacy as the “thought of as a moral or legal right” 

(Clarke, 1999) while more recent studies have embraced a different approach to privacy, 

relating to one’s ability to control information about oneself (Bélanger et al. 2002). As Smith 

et al. (2011) firmly explains it, there does not seem to exist a single concept of what privacy 

really is, especially across all disciplines.  

 Various disciplines have thus either taken a value-based approach to general privacy 

or a cognate-based approach.  The value-based definition, which is considered as the original 

definition general privacy, views it as “a human right essential to the society’s moral value 

system” (Smith, 2011). But the evolution of IT has led to a blurring of the boundaries 

between what is considered as private and public (Solove, 2010; Zittrain, 2009; Rosen 2000; 

Nissenbaum 1998), thus questioning the relevance of the initial value-based approach. The 

existence of so called privacy paradoxes also complicated the ways in which earlier 

researchers defined general privacy as consumers have shown to willingly submit their 

personal information in a number of circumstances despite reporting high privacy concerns 

(Smith et al. 2011). These implications led to viewing privacy as a commodity, initially 

conceptualized by Bennett (1995). Under this market-based economic perspective, privacy is 

still considered as an individual value but it can, in contrast to privacy as a right, be assigned 

an economic value and can thus be considered in a cost-benefit calculation and trade-off 

(Smith et. al 2011). This reconceptualization is due to the fact that consumer perception of 

privacy may have shifted from a right or a norm to a commodity that can be exchanged for a 

perceived benefit (Campbell and Carlson 2002; Davies 1997; Garfinkel 2000). Strangely 

enough, Goldfarb and Tucker (2011) found that refusals to reveal information have risen over 

time. Their study showed that younger people show tendencies of becoming more private that 
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they used to. The driving factor behind this increase in privacy-protective behavior is said to 

be that the numbers of contexts in which consumers perceive privacy concerns to be relevant 

has increased (Goldfarb and Tucker, 2011). Consumers are no longer only protective of their 

privacy when it comes to information regarding their health or financials, which has 

traditionally been the case, but they are increasingly becoming concerned about their privacy 

in other contexts (Ibid, 2011). Hoofnagle et al. (2010) supported this claim, proving that the 

increased attention to privacy has increased over time due to an increased awareness about the 

risks associated with the revealing of information.  

  
2.2 Information Privacy 

The rise of digitalization and information systems narrowed the initial definition of general 

privacy, making it more focused on information-based issues, which lead to the concept of 

information privacy. Information privacy have been defined as "the claim of individuals, 

groups, or institutions to determine for themselves when, how, and to what extent information 

about them is communicated to others" (Westin, 1967, p 7). The rise of information privacy 

resulted in the conceptualization of general privacy as a matter of control. Altman (1975) 

defined privacy as “the selective control of access to the self”. This definition was further 

elaborated and developed by Margulis (1977, p. 10) who argues that “privacy, as a whole or 

in part, represents the control of transactions between person(s) and other(s), the ultimate aim 

of which is to enhance autonomy and/or to minimize vulnerability”. Stone et al. (1983, p. 

460) later defined information privacy as “the ability of the individual to personally control 

information about one self”. This control-based definition has been in focus in modern 

privacy research related to information systems and marketing, much due to its 

appropriateness to, and synergy with information privacy (Smith et al. 1996; Culnan 1993; 

Altman 1975; Margulis 1977; Kelvin 1973; Westin 1967). 

  

2.3 Information Privacy Concern 

Privacy concern is said to be the most relevant management issue since mistakes in 

overstepping the boundaries of the consumers can lead to massive backfire (Awad and Farag, 

2006). Dinev and Hart (2006) describe the concept of Internet privacy concern as individuals’ 

perceptions of what happens with the information they provide via the Internet. Smith et al. 

(2011) describes information privacy concern as access to individually identifiable personal 

information. It has have also been referred to as an individual's subjective views of fairness 

within the context of information privacy (Campbell, 1997). 
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 Information privacy has been under a lot of debate the last decade as it is a growing 

concern to multiple stakeholders including business leaders, privacy activists, scholars, 

government regulators, and individual consumers (Smith et al. 2011). This is especially true 

for individual consumers’ where public opinion polls have showed that information privacy is 

one of the largest consumer concerns (Ibid. 2011). An American study reported for instance 

that 72 percent are concerned that their online behaviors were tracked and profiled by 

companies (Consumers-Union 2008). Smith et al. (2011, p. 990) explain; “the spread of 

ubiquitous computing and the seemingly unbounded options for collecting, processing, 

distributing, and using personal information trigger consumer worries”. When analyzing the 

organizational privacy practices of numerous highly popular websites, Gomez et al. (2009) 

found that the majority of these websites use personal information for customized advertising. 

The study also showed that large number of reputable firms, like Google, Yahoo, Microsoft, 

and Facebook share their collected customer data with hundreds of their affiliated companies.  

 The majority of information privacy concern research in SNS seems however to be 

focused towards the potential privacy threats in a user-to-user context and less towards the 

SNS providers’ privacy practices. For instance, Gross and Acquisti (2005) studied the 

Facebook profiles of 4000 university students. The authors outlined the potential privacy 

threats related to the personal information included on the site by the students. These were for 

instance the potential ability to reconstruct users’ social security numbers by using the 

personal information, such as hometown and date of birth, which were found on profiles.  

 

 2.3.1 Privacy Concern as a Central Construct  

Almost all empirical privacy research in the social sciences relies on measurement of a 

privacy-related proxy of some sort given the near impossibility of measuring privacy alone 

and because the salient relationships depend on cognition and perception rather than on 

rational assessments (Smith et al. 2011). The complexity of deriving a rational assessment 

have led researchers to use proxies such as beliefs, attitudes and perceptions of privacy 

concerns, thus treating it as a central construct (Smith et al., 1996; Smith et al., 2011; Stewart 

& Segars., 2002; Malhotra et al., 2004).  

 Previous research have for instance regarded privacy experiences and privacy 

awareness as antecedents that trigger privacy concerns and have shown that: individuals that 

have been victim of or seen others been victim of personal information abuses have stronger 

information privacy concerns (Smith et al. 1996); privacy concerns are triggered when 

individuals become aware that organizations have, without permission, collected and/or used 
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their personal information (Cespedes and Smith 1993); consumers display less privacy 

concern when organization seek permission to collect and use their information (Nowak and 

Phelps 1995). Other scholars have used personality differences and/or demographic 

differences to identify triggers/predictors of privacy concerns (Lu et al. 2004; Xu 2007; 

Bansal et al. 2010; Chen and Rea 2004; Culnan and Armstrong 1999; Sheehan and Hoy 

2000). Dinev and Hart (2006) found for instance that individuals with high social awareness 

are aware of privacy policies and follow privacy issue developments, while Sheehan (1999) 

found that women generally display more information privacy concerns than men when their 

information is collected. 

 Several studies have also tried to operationalize privacy concerns in detail. One of the 

frequently used scales for measuring individuals concern towards organizational privacy 

practices is the concern for information privacy model (CFIP) first presented by Smith et al. 

(1996) consisting of four dimensions of information privacy concerns, namely collection, 

errors, secondary use, and unauthorized access to information. This instrument proposes that 

individuals with a high information privacy concern perceive that: (1) too much data are 

collected, (2) much of the data is inaccurate, (3) corporations use personal information for 

undisclosed purposes, and (4) corporations fail to protect access to personal information 

(Smith et al., 1996). Malhotra et al, (2004) shed light on privacy concerns, focusing on the 

online environment arguing that Internet users are likely to differ from offline consumers in 

their concerns about their personal information. Based on social contract theory (SC), the 

authors developed a framework on the dimensionality of Internet users’ information privacy 

concern (IUIPC) related to e-commerce. The authors regarded information privacy concerns 

as an individual's subjective views of fairness within the context of information privacy (Ibid. 

2004). Due to this, people often have different opinions about fairness concerning a firm’s 

collection and use of their personal information (Ibid. 2004). When applying the social 

contact theory to information privacy it leads to the suggestion that a firm’s collection of 

personally information is perceived as fair only when the user is granted control over its own 

information and is informed about the firm’s intended use of the information (Malhotra et al., 

2004).  

 This reasoning led to three factors characterizing Internet users’ information privacy 

concern, namely collection, control and awareness of privacy practices. Collection is defined 

as the “degree to which a person is concerned about the amount of individual-specific data 

possessed by others relative to the value of benefits received” (Malhotra et al., 2004 p. 338). 

The authors also propose that individual’ concerns for information privacy is influenced by 
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whether an individual has control over its own personal information, which is displayed  by 

the existence of voice (i.e., approval, modification) or exit (i.e., opt-out) (Malhotra et al., 

2004; Caudill and Murphy 2000). Awareness of privacy practices is the degree to which a 

consumer possesses a concern about his or her awareness of organizational information 

privacy practices (Culnan 1995; Foxman and Kilcoyne 1993; Malhotra 2004). Individuals that 

score high on these factors are said to characterize high levels of information privacy concern, 

in an Internet context.  

 

2.4 Personal Information  

Personal information is often regarded as the concept of Personally identifiable information 

(PII), which is said to be an individual’s most sensitive information and the “lapis 

philosophorum” of privacy (McCallister et al. 2010; Narayanan and Shmatikov, 2010). The 

concept of PII is seemingly difficult to define, which seems highly ironic, as the concept is so 

pervasive in both legal and technological discourse on data privacy (Ibid, 2010). McCallister 

et al. (2010) define PII as information that can be used, either independently or collectively, to 

identify, contact, or locate a unique individual, a definition which is in line with The United 

States Data Protection Directive definition of personal data: “any information relating to an 

[...] natural person [...] who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference 

[...] to one or more factors specific to his physical, physiological, mental, economic, cultural, 

or social identity.” (Narayanan and Shmatikov, 2010).  

 The user-generated SNS consist of personal information such as names, contact 

information and photos. Although online social networks collect personal information, they 

assure customers that the information are released only in a “non-personally identifiable” 

form (Ibid, 2010). Safeguarding personal information is said to be crucial because the 

information can be used to engineer identity thefts and privacy attacks (Moyer and Hamiel, 

2008) Consumers also interpret the release of personal information as a risky transaction 

because they believe companies have the potential to act opportunistically (Milne and Gordon 

1993, Laufer and Wolf 1977).  

 A recent study, based on 1000 individuals in Sweden, showed that the disclosing of 

personal information depends on various factors such as the counter-part that collects the 

information and the purpose of the disclosure (Delade meningar, 2015). The study showed 

that the majority of respondents are positive to disclose information given that they feel that 

they are aware of when the information is collected and that they have some sort of control to 

decide about it themselves. The study also revealed that the same type of personal information 
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could be perceived as both sensitive and insensitive, depending on the perceived control of 

the disclosing part. The control aspect supports the assumptions of Malhotra et al. (2004) and 

Caudill and Murphy (2000) that control is an important factor for individuals’ privacy and 

Altman’s (1975 p.18) definition of privacy being a “selective control of access to the self”. 

Thus, the sensitivity of personal information seems to be based on the context, rather than the 

information itself.   

 

2.5 Self-disclosure on SNS  

Earlier research regarding the release of information about oneself has been clumped together 

under the term self-disclosure (Venkatanathan et al. 2013). The concept of self-disclosure has 

in turn been defined as any type of personal information that a person releases to others, 

including both to individuals and organizations (Altman and Taylor, 1973; Collins and Miller, 

1994; Wheeless & Grotz, 1976). More recent research have started to look more closely at the 

role of self-disclosure in various online environments, especially within the information 

systems (IS) discipline, as an effect of the evolution in information and communication 

technologies (Cheung et al., 2015). The sharing of information about oneself is needed to 

produce social ties and is an element of almost any communication (Taddicken, 2014). 

However, it is also the ordinarily result of the consideration of risk and utility (Petronio, 

2002) where there is internal conflict between desire to self-disclose and at the same time the 

desire to protect ones privacy (Taddicken, 2014). In offline contexts, the result of this conflict 

depends on the communicative situation (Ibid, 2013). Self-disclosed information on the 

Internet differs since its digital, which makes the information is persistent, replicable, 

scalable, searchable and shareable (Boyd, 2008; Papacharissi and Gibson, 2011). 

 Most of earlier research about self-disclosure in SNS has focused on information that 

is shared to other users and heterogeneous audiences consisting of different social 

relationships such as family, friends and work colleagues, and the problems that might arise 

as a consequence of the self-disclosure (Cheung et al., 2015; Krasnova et al., 2010; Krasnova 

et al., 2009; Taddicken, 2014). Other studies have focused on the extent of self-disclosure. A 

study showed for instance that 84% of Facebook users truthfully disclose their birthday, 75% 

their instant messenger name and only 24% reveal their postal address (Acquisti and Gross, 

2006). Other studies have further indicated that Facebook users are even more cautious with 

sharing their postal address. Fogal and Nehmad (2009) showed that less than 10% reveal this 

information. The sharing of ones real name seems to be less of a concern as a study showed 

that almost 95% of Facebook users include this information (Tufekci, 2008). Thus, studies 
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indicate different extents of self-disclosure, which may be due individual differences. 

Individual differences among users have shown to typically impact online self-disclosure. 

Different aspects, such as age (Taddicken, 2014; Rideout et al., 2010), gender (Fogel & 

Nehmad, 2009; Yao & Zhang, 2008; Thelwall, 2008; Tufekci, 2008; Cho, 2007; Yao et al., 

2007), cultural background (Cong, 2007; Bellman et al., 2004), level of activity (Lewis et al., 

2008), and Internet experiences (Yao & Zhang, 2008; Yao et al., 2007; Bellman et al., 2004) 

have been investigated. 

 

2.5.1 Self-disclosure and Privacy Concern 

Presumably, users’ who are concerned about their online privacy will present no or only a 

small amount of personal information on SNS. This assumption is made based on the 

theoretical relationship between privacy and self-disclosure (Petronio 2002; Altman, 1975; 

Westin, 1967). Previous research have proved that SNS users consider protection of privacy 

as important (Debatin et al., 2009; Tufekci, 2008; Barnes, 2006), however they still rarely 

allow their privacy concern to affect their self-disclosing behaviors (Tan et al., 2012; Boyd 

and Hargittai, 2010; Tufekci, 2008; Yao et al., 2007; Norberg et al, 2007; Acquisti and Gross, 

2006). Studies have shown that individuals with high privacy concerns do not change their 

privacy settings on their profiles on SNS (Boyd and Hargittai, 2010; Tufekci, 2008; Acquisti 

and Gross, 2006). This privacy-compromising behavior is known as a privacy paradox 

(Norberg et al., 2007; Metzger, 2006). To specify, this means that individuals’ behavior of 

revealing personal information, does not match their concern about their privacy.  

 Previous studies have tried to measure individual privacy attitudes and investigate 

whether high levels of privacy concerns would have a direct negative effect on willingness to 

disclose information. Tan et al. (2012) revealed in their findings that privacy concerns do not 

directly affect the intention of using social networking sites. Acquisti and Gross (2006) 

revealed for instance a high discrepancy between stated privacy concerns and actual behavior 

towards sharing static profile information on Facebook, thus indicating a privacy paradox 

regarding the disclosure of information on social networking sites. Discrepancies like these 

lead researchers indicate to use mediating factors to investigate disclosing behaviors. Acquisti 

and Gross (2006) argued that the discrepancy they found is partially explained by the fact that 

users trust SNS providers. Norberg et al. (2007) further investigated the privacy paradox and 

reported that the phenomenon occurred much to due individuals’ considerations of risk and 

trust.  Boyd and Hargittai (2010) argued that a lack of risk awareness was the reason for self-

disclosure, while Debatin et al., (2009) argued that it concerned a lack of knowledge about 
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what happen to the personal information being published. Milne and Culnan (2004) indicate 

that users’ accept organizational privacy policies without taking the effort to read them.     

 Researchers have been trying to understand personal information disclosure behaviors 

based on the assumption that online users are rational-decision makers, taking on the 

communication privacy management (CPM) theory approach (Petronio, 2002). The CPM 

theory postulates that users develop rules of information disclosure by evaluating the 

perceived risks and perceived benefits in order to manage their privacy effectively. Other 

studies have tried to explain why users are willing to disclose personal information in SNS 

mostly by applying social exchange theory (Worthy et al., 1969) where focus also has lied on 

how perceived risks and perceived benefits affect self-disclosure (Cheung et al., 2015; 

Krasnova et al., 2010). This logic, which forms the basis of the Privacy calculus theory, posits 

that privacy loss is the price users pay for acquiring desired benefits (Culnan and Armstrong 

1999).  

 

2.5.2. Trust 

There have been several attempts of defining what trust really is. Morgan and Hunt (1994) 

chose to define trust as “existing when one party has confidence in the exchange partner's 

reliability and integrity." From that statement, Sirdeshmukh et al. (2002) further developed 

consumer trust as a result of expectations that consumers withhold towards the service 

provider of being dependable and could be relied on to deliver its promise. Another attempt to 

explain the concept is to what extent people have a belief that a firm is dependable when 

protecting their personal information (Gefen et al., 2003; Grazioli and Jarvenpaa, 2000). Trust 

itself is an important matter when discussing personal disclosure, due to the fact that it has 

been proven to have a significant effect on consumer-organizational relationships 

(Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002.) Focus of previous research contributions has been on the 

consequences of perceived trust on outcomes, specifically loyalty and cooperation (Garbarino 

and Johnson 1999; Tax et al., 1998). 

 Milnan and Culnan (2004) emphasize that trust online often refers to the risk of online 

activity regarding information privacy misuse or reveal. Schoenbachler & Gorden (2002) on 

the other hand present research, stating that users of services online needs to possess a 

feelings of trust towards the specific website before revealing information.  Bart et al. (2005) 

developed the concept further and argue that the level of social ties is components building of 

trust which itself is a factor affecting intentional behavior. Dinev and Hart (2006) confirmed a 

direct relationship between trust and the willingness to disclose information online.  One 
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should also be noted about the complexity of the phenomena of trust as such. Trust in online 

settings is sometimes a pre-requisite for the transactions to occur. Ackerman et al. (1999) 

identified that trust, as well as privacy concern, influence the success of e-businesses, thus 

making the reasons to understand consumers privacy concerns relevant for online service 

providers.   

 

2.5.3 Perceived Risks 

Previous research has confirmed that the notion of vulnerability is related to the complexity 

that the concept of privacy concerns holds. This is due to the perceived potential risk if one’s 

personal information is revealed (Raab and Bennett, 1998). Earlier research regarding 

personal information disclosure in online settings have considered trust-risk models that holds 

that when potential risks are present, trust plays an important role (Luo, 2002; Sirdeshmukh et 

al., 2002). The trust-risk model has been used to explain a variety of behaviors in uncertain 

environments as trust and risk are argued to be the two most salient beliefs in information 

privacy-related contexts (Cheung et al., 2015; Krasnova et al., 2010; Malhotra et al., 2004; 

Wulf et al., 2001; Jarvenpaa and Tractinsky, 1999). Studies have shown that privacy concerns 

affect risk and trust, which in turn act as mediating factors that affect intention to disclose 

personal information (Cheung et al., 2015; Krasnova et al., 2010; Malhotra et al., 2004). 

 Malhotra et al. (2004) empirically proved that Internet users with a high degree of 

information privacy concerns display low trusting beliefs and high risk beliefs towards 

organizational privacy practices, but that the two mediating factors in turn influence the 

intention to disclose personal information.  

 

2.5.4 Perceived Benefits 

The decision-making process for people deciding if one should disclose personal information 

shows that people use a simple risk-benefit calculation (Laufer and Wolfe, 1977). This means 

that if consumers weigh risk and benefits related to the information disclosure and take a 

decision to disclose if the perceived benefits outweigh the perceived risks. Research has even 

shown that consumer’s perceptions of benefits can function as a risk-mediating factor (Culnan 

and Milberg 1998). Hui et al. (2006) found that online companies can persuade users to 

disclose personal information by offering them extrinsic benefits (e.g. time savings, self-

enhancement) as well as intrinsic benefits (e.g. enjoyment). Previous research has shown that 

enjoyment (Rosen and Sherman, 2006; Sledgianowski and Kulviwat, 2008), self-presentation 

(Boyd, 2007) and the ability to maintain social ties (Ellison et al., 2007) may all contribute to 
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personal information disclosure. Whiting and Williams (2013) investigated why consumers 

use social media, and thus which benefits they see with using SNS. He contributed with 

numbers explaining this in 11 different areas; Social Interaction (88%), information seeking 

(80%), pass time (76%), entertainment (64%), relaxation (60%), express opinions (56%), 

communication utility (56%), convenience utility (52%), information sharing (40%) and 

surveillance/knowledge about others (32%).  Krasnova et al. (2010) considered both the cost 

and benefit factors to explain self-disclosure and revealed that both had a significant impact 

on disclosing personal information on social networking sites.  

  

2.6 Theoretical Framework  

Presented theories are focusing on different areas related to intention to disclose personal 

information in a perspective of privacy concern. The overall theoretical literature provides a 

number of important insights about the factors behind SNS users’ intention to disclose 

personal information. In order to be able to test the relationship between factors that lead to 

the intention to disclose personal information to SNS providers, theories related to privacy 

concerns, risk, trust, and perceived benefits have been presented from different standpoints.   

 Due the advancement in technology and digitalization (Solove, 2010; Zittrain, 2009; 

Rosen 2000; Nissenbaum 1998), this study holds that consumers’ perception of privacy has 

shifted from being a right to becoming a commodity (Campbell and Carlson 2002; Garfinkel 

2000; Davies 1997; Bennett, 1995). Nissenbaum (2010) argues that the technological 

advancements in the ability to track, aggregate, and disseminate information have led to a 

change in the contexts that can be seen as private. Thus, these changes in technology are said 

to have changed consumer perception of the public and private sphere (Nissembaum, 2010; 

Solove, 2010; Zittrain, 2009). Viewing ones privacy as a commodity was a logic that was 

supported in the pre-study conducted, where the participants stated they knew that their were 

risks involved with sharing their personal information to SNS providers but that they were 

willing to “trade” their privacy in order to use the free services provided by the SNS 

platforms. This logic follows the rationale of Privacy calculus theory, which posits that 

privacy loss is the price users pay for acquiring desired benefits (Culnan and Armstrong 

1999), and communication privacy management (CPM) theory that self-disclosure is a result 

of the consideration of risk and utility (Petronio, 2002).  

 Through the logic of privacy calculus theory, three components can be extracted, 

namely risk, trusting and benefits. Previous studies have mainly investigated two antecedents, 

risk and trust, with respect to privacy concerns and intentions as they have acted as mediating 
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factors that affect intention to disclose personal information (Cheung et al., 2015, Krasnova et 

al., 2010; Bart et al., 2005; Malhotra et al., 2004; White, 2004; Horne and Horne, 2002; 

Schoenbachler and Gordon, 2002; Hoffman et al., 1999; Milne and Boza, 1999). It has even 

been stated that risk and trust are the two most salient beliefs in the context of information 

privacy (Mime and Rohme, 2000; Miyazaki and Fernandos, 2000; Sheehan and Hoy, 2000; 

Cespades and Smith, 1993). Risk beliefs refers to the expectation for the loss associated with 

releasing personal information to firms (Dowling and Staelin 1994) while trusting beliefs 

explains the degree to which people believe that firms are reliable in protecting consumers' 

personal information (Gefen et al., 2003; Grazioli and Jarvenpaa, 2000). Research has shown 

that risk beliefs are key when it comes to consumers’ disclosure decisions, having a negative 

impact in the intention to disclose personal information. The goes a line with the information 

provided in the conducted pre-study, where the participants stated that they would be more 

careful with their disclosure of personal information if a new SNS provider requested this 

information during the signup. Much of this was due to their increased awareness of the risks 

involved and how the risks might come to affect the participants. 

 Trusting beliefs have shown to have a positive impact on consumers’ disclosing 

decisions (Bart et al., 2005; Malhotra et al., 2004; Ackerman 1999). Strangely enough, a 

recent study indicated that only four percent of the Swedish population trusts how SNS 

handles their personal information (Delade meningar, 2015) which can be seen as rather 

peculiar since more than 50 percent of the Swedish population has a Facebook account 

(statista.com) and almost the same percentage visit social networking sites on a daily basis 

(Findahl, 2014). This would imply that trust is not a valid indicator of intent to release 

personal information in SNS settings. The lack of relationship between trust and intention to 

disclose personal information has also been found in other studies (Norberg et al., 2007; 

Horne and Horne, 2002;). Thus, the literature indicates different findings regarding whether 

or not trusting beliefs affect intention to disclose personal information. Studies have also 

shown that trusting beliefs directly influence risk beliefs, in the way that trusting beliefs have 

mitigated risk perceptions (Malhotra et al, 2004; Moorman et al., 1992; Morgan and Hunt, 

1994). For instance, a study of cross-cultural online retailing found that trust had a negative 

impact on risk perceptions (Jarvenpaa and Tractinsky, 2000). White (2004) showed that risk 

influences perceptions of privacy. Risk beliefs are reflective of one’s perception that the 

negative outcomes will potentially be greater than potential benefits. Research has showed 

that risk beliefs have a relatively greater impact on privacy concern than the level of trust in 

the organization (Horne and Horne, 2002). Trust has also been proven to reduce uncertainty 
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or concern about the cost to privacy (Blau, 1964) and thus encourage use in SNS (Metzger, 

2004). This study thus hypothesize that: 

H1: Trusting beliefs will have a positive effect on intention to disclose personal information to 

SNS providers. 

H2: Risk beliefs will have a negative effect on intention to disclose personal information to 

SNS providers. 

 

The sharing of information about oneself is needed to produce social ties and is a precondition 

for all social relationships (Taddicken, 2014; Altman and Taylor, 1973). In order to earn the 

benefits of SNS, users’ must create user profile and disclose personal information (Cheung et 

al., 2015; Tan et al., 2012; Krasnova, 2010). In other words, the foundation of SNS is based 

on the user’ profiles, which in turn consist of their personal information. Consumers may feel 

unwilling to disclose their personal information but in many cases, however, this is a premise 

in order to reap the benefits. If the consumer is to receive a specific product or good online 

they are most often required to share their personal information to the provider of the product. 

This is especially true in SNS as these platforms are more or less operated on the basis of 

consumers creating personalized profiles consisting of personal information (Krasnova, 

2008). Since perceived benefits have been empirically proven to affect information disclosing 

behavior, this study holds that it will affect the intention to disclose personal information, 

which is in accordance with the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975) and 

theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991). The overall literature about the perceived benefits 

of using SNS has lead us to identify four main factors that have been empirically proven to 

affect disclosing behaviors (Cheung et al., 2015; Krasnova et al., 2010,).  

 Krasnova (2010) identified four benefits that influenced self-disclosure in SNS. These 

were 1) convenience of maintaining relationships, 2) relationship building 3) self-

presentation and 4) enjoyment. These benefits were later reviewed by Cheung et al. (2015), 

which empirically supported the findings. Similar reasoning was captured during the initial 

pre-study. Especially relevant was convenience of maintaining relationships and relationship 

building. Clear from the pre-study was that the participants join SNS due to its various 

benefits, which clearly outweigh the perceived risks.  

 

SNS providers offer users the opportunity to easily communicate with other users. They 

provide various convenience features that facilitate users to build and maintain relationships 
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in a time-efficient manner (Cheung et al., 2015). This benefit is argued to be the most 

essential factor that explains what drives people to submit their personal information in social 

networking sites (Ibid, 2015). Thus, users’ beliefs regarding a network’s ability to aid them in 

conveniently maintaining relationships was positively related to their self-disclosure on SNS 

(Withing and Williams, 2013; Krasnova et al., 2010). This study therefore hypothesize: 

H3: Convenience of maintaining relationships will have a positive effect on intention to 

disclose personal information to SNS providers. 

 

SNS platforms have shown to be an exceptional tool for building relationships (Ellison et al., 

2007). Users have due to the connectivity of SNS opportunities accumulated’ social capital as 

new relationships might provide users with useful information or perspectives (Boyd and 

Ellison, 2007). Interpersonal theories argue that information disclosure is connected to the 

development of new friendships (Ellison et al., 2006). In other words, users provide 

information so that other users are able to connect with each other (Krasnova et al., 2010; 

Chiu et al. 2006). From the pre-study, relationship building was captured as a fundamental 

reason to why participants use SNS platforms. The participants even stated that if friends and 

family stopped using their SNS channels, they would too terminate their usage. This study 

thus hypothesize: 

H4: Relationship building will have a positive effect on intention to disclose personal 

information to SNS providers. 

  

One of the most vital aspects when explaining why users engage in social networking sites is 

self-presentation (Boyd and Ellison, 2007). SNS users distribute their identity and also 

formulate the impression they wish to be perceived as. This is done through a careful 

selection of which type of information that presents a desirable image of them, including 

profiles and information on their “walls” (Kim and Lee, 2011; Krasnova et al, 2010; Walther 

et al. 2001). Kim and Lee (2011) also state that self-presentation is a way to reach personal 

well-being. The study thus hypothesize: 

H5: Self-presentation will have a positive effect on intention to disclose personal information 

to SNS providers. 

 

Previous research can also confirm that customers find communicating online as joyful 

(Muniz and O’Guinn, 2001).  It has even been stated that service providers through that 

endorse enjoyment and fun, can convince the consumers to reveal information being 
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considered as personal (Hui et al, 2006). Krasnova et al. (2010) highlights the fact that 

features of SNS, such as Facebook application embedded in mini-games, coupons, interesting 

articles or videos creates incentives for users to take action towards disclosing personal 

information (Krasnova et al., 2010). The following hypothesis is thus derived: 

H6: Enjoyment will have a positive effect on intention to disclose personal information to SNS 

providers. 

 

2.7 Research Model 

Figure 1 presents the research model for the study. The model hypothesizes that consumers’ 

trust in SNS provider affects their willingness to disclose personal information. The model is 

consistent with privacy calculus theory, as well as the theories of reasoned action and planned 

behavior. According to the privacy calculus theory, individuals form associations on the basis 

of risk and benefit and try to avoid transactions that are likely to lead to a loss (Culnan and 

Armstrong 1999). The theories of reasoned action and planned behavior claim that behavior is 

influenced by behavioral intention, and that intention is determined by beliefs (Fishbein and 

Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen, 1991).  

 

Figure 1 
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3. Methodology 
 
This chapter presents the methodology and explains the adequacy of the selected 

methodology. The basis of the selection derives from the impact of the research question and 

the aim of the thesis. Additionally, this chapter seeks to guide the reader through the 

execution of the study. 

 
 

3.1 Research approach 

In order to understand and to be able to answer the research question, this study utilized a 

quantitative approach. A quantitative method was chosen because it’s most suitable for the 

purpose of answering the research question, since it’s of measurable character. Since this 

study aims to test proposed causal relationships between variables, the chosen research 

approach was in the way of deduction. Therefore the structure of the research included: a 

collection of quantitative data, application of controls to ensure validity of data, 

operationalization of concepts to ensure clarity of definitions, a highly structured approach 

and the usage of a sufficient sampling size in order to be able to generalize the findings 

(Saunders, 2009). One should also be aware that one will find some qualitative elements as 

well to understand the setting, but the nature of the research is quantitative.  

 

3.2 Research Design 

The research design acts as the general plan of the thesis and will guides the study towards 

answering the research question (Saunders, 2009). The main research design is of explanatory 

art even if the study initially started with an exploratory pre-study. Thus, the study aimed to 

contribute through an explanatory approach when testing previous academic contributions in 

the field of information disclosure in SNS. The strategy chosen for the research was in the 

way of a survey strategy.  This means that a survey was created as a tool to test causal 

relationship in order to answer the research question. The survey strategy seemed appropriate 

as is is frequently used when answering questions of who, what, where, how much and how 

many (Ibid, 2009). Surveys enable access to potentially vast amount of data and are therefore 

a suitable strategy when one wants to gain insights that are potentially generalizable to a 

complete population (Ibid, 2009), which was something this study strived for. However, since 

the lack of previous research in the investigated are, the study also incorporated exploratory 



 21 

elements, in the form of an exploratory factor analysis in order to test underlying structure 

among the variables in the analysis.   

                                             

3.3 Data collection 

3.3.1 Sample Selection/Population 

Since the objective of this study was to identify factors that lead to the intention to disclose 

personal information to SNS providers, the population was limited to current users’ of SNS. 

The population thus consisted of individuals that currently use these services. This population 

was chosen since the existing users will have greater knowledge about SNS usage and will 

presumably provide valuable inputs regarding the experience with SNS, as well as the factors 

perceived as important when deciding to disclose personal information to SNS providers. 

Thus, the inputs extracted from this population were considered as more valuable compared 

to non-users, and were therefore chosen. Sampling users based on experience is highly 

recommended since it makes the sampling more rigorous (Bryman, 2002). Thus, this study 

chose current users of SNS as the unit of analysis.  

 

3.3.2 Sampling strategy 

The overall sampling technique that was applied in this study can be referred to as a non-

probability sampling. This is seen as a relevant technique since there exists a lack of deeper 

knowledge about the phenomenon studied (Neuman, 2011). The sampling design was based 

on a network approach, where the authors’ personal networks were used to distribute and 

market the survey. Since the research aims to contribute with generalizations in the setting of 

SNS, it was important to use respondents using such channels. Also, in order to fulfill the 

requirements of the desired validity and reliability, a high amount of respondents was needed. 

Therefore the research sampling strategy was executed through an online survey, distributed 

through Facebook. By doing so, the study distance itself from getting invalid answers from 

respondents who were not users of SNS. This was an active choice to reach the population of 

SNS-users and that were seen as valuable in order to understand the particular level of 

analysis. Through the social media platforms, SNS users in different parts of the country 

could be reached, thus overcoming geographical issues related to generalizability.   

 The sample size of one’s research should be determined by the nature of the research 

(Fabrigar et al., 1999; MacCallum et al., 1999). Since the data was analyzed through an 

exploratory factor analysis and a multiple regression, the sample size was based on the 

recommendations for those particular research techniques. According to Hair (2010) an 
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adequate sample size when conducting factor analysis and multiple regression analysis should 

not be lower than 50 observations and preferable 100 or larger. It occurs to be different 

recommendations on which are the most appropriate way to calculate sampling size for these 

methods. However, several researchers argue that you should strive to maximize number of 

observations per variable, stating the more the better (Hair 2010, Pallant 2010, Costello et al, 

2005). Hair (2010) argues that a sufficient sample size can be calculated with a desired ratio 

of at least five observations per variable but preferable is a ratio 20:1. Since this study 

incorporated three independent variables (trusting beliefs, risk beliefs and perceived benefit) 

this was the number that the calculations were based upon. Thus, 60 observations were 

required, which made this study’s sampling size of 267 more than adequate, which strengthen 

the power of generalization (Pallant 2010; Hair 2010). Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) argue 

that a sampling size above 150 is recommended in order to conduct a factor analysis, which 

also makes the sample size sufficient enough. Further, Costello et al (2005) argues that in 

order for a study to be replicable it is important that the sample size isn’t too small. Since the 

sample size was substantially above recommended size for both exploratory factor analysis 

and multiple regression the study was considered feasible for these types of analyses. 

3.3.3 Questionnaire                                   

The questionnaire had deductively been designed with a standpoint from previous research 

presented in the literature review and theoretical framework. Additionally, this material was 

combined with valuable insights and information provided from the pre-study. Saunders 

(2009) suggested using a professional survey design as well as and analytical tool. 

SurveyMonkey was chosen as the tool and was used to design and collect the data. Further, 

focus was put on simplifying both the design and the language of the questions in order to 

make it easy to understand. This was done to decrease the risk of misinterpretations among 

the respondents (Saunders, 2009). 

        DeVaus (2002) highlight that the length of the questionnaire is of relevance as well. 

This was taken into account when designing the study. According to DeVaus (2002) a 

questionnaire should not exceed over two hours to complete but also that too short studies 

indicate that the research is not of serious caliber. With this knowledge in mind, a smaller pre-

questionnaire was conducted to establish the appropriate length of the questionnaire as well as 

securing that it was easy to understand. The pre-questionnaire provided insights about the 

relevant time of completion, indicating that questionnaire would take between 5-10 minutes to 

complete. The aim with the questionnaire was to extracts insights that could be generalized 
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throughout the population. Together with the insights gained from the pre-study that formed 

the measures, the questionnaire is perceived as demonstrating both reliability and validity. 

 

3.4 Operationalization  

In order to measure the intended latent constructs there was a need for operationalization. 

Therefore in the following part a complete review of the operationalization is reported. To test 

the stated hypothesis, the study relied on pre-tested scales wherever possible. Most of the 

scales were constructed for other settings and were thus modified to fit the SNS context. 

Multi-item measures were used to ensure the validity and reliability of the constructs. All 

measures were taken on seven-point Likert scales, from “1 = strongly disagree” to “7 = 

strongly agree”. Intention to disclose personal information was measured through seven-point 

semantic scales. Covariates were also included to characterize the sample. Table 1 presents a 

summary of constructs and measures used in the conducted study.  

 

Table 1  

 

Variables Items Questions 
Risk beliefs  
(Malhotra et al,.2004; 
Metzger, 2004; Blau 1964; 
Ackerman, 1999; Bart et 
al,. 2005; Jarvenpaa and 
Tractinsky, 2000;White, 
2004) 

RISK1 
 
RISK2 
 
RISK3 
 
RISK4 

It is in general risky to provide personal information to social 
medias. 
It would exist a high risk for loss when giving information to social 
medias.  
There is too much uncertainty associated with giving the 
information to social medias.  
To give social media personal information would generate many 
unpredicted problems. 

Trusting beliefs 
(Malhotra et al,. 2004; 
Acquisti and Gross, 2006; 
Norberg, 2007; Cheung, 
2015; Krasnova, 2009; 
Milnan and Culnan, 2004; 
Dinev and Heart (2004) 

TRUST1 
 
TRUST2 
 
TRUST3 
 
TRUST4 

Social Medias are reliable in how they manage personal 
information. 
I trust that social medias would consider my best interest when 
they manage my personal information. 
Social medias are generally predictable and consistent in how they 
use my personal information. 
Social medias are always honest when using my personal 
information that I provide. 

Convenience of 
maintaining relation. 
(Krasnova, 2010; Cheung 
et al,. 2015; Whiting and 
Williams, 2013) 
  

BENCON1 
 
BENCON2 
 
BENCON3 
 

Social medias are practical when it comes to informing friends 
about current activities. 
Social medias allow me to save time when I want to share new 
things with friends. 
I think social medias are effective when it comes to share 
information. 

Relationship Building 
(Boyd & Ellison, 2007; 
Ellison, 2006; Chiu et al, 
2006; Krasnova et al,. 
2010; Cheung et al., 2015)  
 

BENRB1 
 
BENRB2 
BENRB3 
 

Through social medias I get access to other people sharing the 
same interests.  
Social medias help me to expand my network. 
I get to know new people by using social medias. 
 

Self-Presentation 
(Boyd, 2007; Krasnova, 
2010; Cheung et al, 2015) 

BENSP1 
 
BENSP2 
BENSP3  

I try to make a good impression of myself towards others on social 
media.  
I try to present myself in a good way on social medias.  
Social medias help me to show my best sides to others. 

Enjoyment 
(Hui et al, 2006; Krasnova 

BENEN1 
BENEN2 

When I am bored I log onto social medias.  
I enjoy using social medias. 
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et al, 2010, Muniz and 
O’Guinn, 2001) 

BENEN3 I find the time I spend on social medias as fun and relaxing 

Intentions to disclose 
personal information 
(Malhotra et al, 2004)  

 
 
 
 
 
 
INTENT1 
INTENT2 
INTENT3 

Scenario: You surf online and get in contact with a social media 
platform, which you do not have an account with. In order to create 
an account you need to fill in personal information (e.g. name, sex, 
address, identity number, picture). Given this hypothetical 
scenario, specify the extent to which you would reveal your 
personal information to the platform. 
- Unlikely/Likely 
- Not probable/Probable 
- Unwilling/Willing 

Covariates 
Based on Smith et al. 
(1996) and Malhotra et al. 
(2004). Some items newly 
developed. 
- Sex  
- Age  
- Education  
- SNS Experience  
- Misrepresentation of 
identification  
- Privacy Victim  
- Media Exposure  
- Policy Read  
 

SEX 
AGE 
EDU 
SNS 
SNSEXP1 
SNSEXP2 
FALSE 
 
 
 
VICTIM 
 
MEDIA 
 
 

- Sex 
- Age 
- Education  
- Which social media do you use or have an account with? 
- How often do you use social media? 
- For how long have you been active on social media? 
- Social media often ask about personal information (such as name, 
sex, age, address, picture and social security number) to create an 
account. When you are asked to provide this type of personal 
information in social media, how often do you falsify information? 
- How frequently have you personally been the victim of what you 
felt was an improper invasion of privacy?  
- How much have you heard or read during the last about the use 
and potential misuse of the information collected from the 
Internet? 
 

 

3.5 Data analysis 

The data was analyzed through SPSS software version 21. A first step was to check all the 

items for normality and adjust for outliers. Thereafter an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 

was conducted in order to gain construct validity and arrive at a suitable factor solution with 

all the intended constructs loading on separate components (Pallant, 2010). In order to 

measure intention to disclose personal information the three corresponding factors were 

compounded based on the factor scores of the items derived from the exploratory factor 

analysis. Testing for Cronbach’s alpha assessed the reliability of each construct (Pallant, 

2010). After construct reliability the items was summated and a mean was calculated for 

further usage of each construct. Furthermore, correlations will either strengthen or reject the 

fundamental idea of the model and also indicate if there are any violations of 

multicollinearity. Testing for Cronbach’s alpha assessed the reliability of each construct 

(Pallant, 2010). As a last step a regression analysis was conducted in order to test the 

hypotheses and either confirm or reject them. Since the research problem incorporates more 

than one independent variable a multiple regression was conducted to test which of the 

variables that affects our dependent variable the most. The variables tested have carefully 

been chosen and are explained in the theoretical framework with the fundamental selection 

criteria of being based on theoretical grounds.   
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3.6 Reliability and Validity 

In order to deliver a study with a high quality, that generates an academic contribution, 

concepts validity and reliability has carefully been taken into consideration. The concept of 

validity refers to the study’s ability to measure what it is suppose to measure. Due to the 

quantitative nature of this study, the main types of validity can be described from three 

different categories; content validity, criterion validity and construct validity (Pallant, 2010). 

Due to the large sample size of 267, the studied is argued to have content validity, which 

means that the sample is considered to be representative of the population (Ibid, 2010) 

Criterion and construct validity will be argued for in the next chapter, as they are related to 

the correlations between the variables, and the conducted factor analysis. Besides these 

categories, this study can claim to have high external validity, meaning that the results can be 

validly generalized, because of the rather large sample size of 267. Additional to this concept 

it is vital to grasp and take reliability into account in order to create credibility (Saunders, 

2009). Reliability can be seen as an assessment of the degree of consistency between 

measurements of a variable (Hair, 2010). To get an understanding about the degree of 

reliability of the data, this study conducted reliability analyses. In order to reach a good 

internal consistency between variables, the data should have reported a Cronbach alpha 

coefficient of .7 (Nunally, 1978). In this study, the Cronbach alpha coefficient had been tested 

for all independent variables. The results are presented in the next chapter.  
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4. Empirical Findings  
 
In order to present our results we need to convert our statistics from our survey to excel and 

then run the statistics in data analytics program. As mentioned in the method we have used 

SPSS version 21 in order to get analyzable data. Our results are structured in chronological 

order and we at first present descriptive statistics, factor analysis and ends with the results 

derived from the multiple regression analysis.  

 
 

4.1 Descriptive statistics 

The empirical results are structured in chronological order where data errors were checked 

initially. A thorough investigation showed that all the Minimum and maximum values were 

correct. There was however a high fraction of missing values. The total amount of responses 

was 362. A total of 95 respondents opted out before answering questions related to the 

variables in the presented model. These respondents were excluded since the sample was 

considered large enough without them, consisting of 267 fully answered questionnaires. The 

data shows that the majority of the respondents were females (59 percent), more than 90 

percent of the respondents were between the ages 15-34 and that more than 70 percent were 

highly educated, having a Bachelor degree or higher (see tables 1-3).  These results might be 

different from the total population of the SNS users, which might affect the results. For 

instance users with a higher education level might be more aware of the risks that related to 

disclosing personal information. The higher amount of females participating in the study 

could also influence the results since women are stated to be more risk-averse than men 

(Sheehan, 1999). Age is also subject to affect our results since 91,4 % answered to be 

between 15-34. This age span might however reflect the population, as young people use SNS 

most intensively (Rideout et al., 2010)   

 
 
Table 1 
 
SEX 

 Value Count Percent 

 1 Female 158 59.2% 

2  Male 109 40.8% 
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Table 2  
 
AGE 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

V
a
l
i
d 

1. 15-24 124 46.4 46.4 46.4 

2. 25-34 120 44.9 44.9 91.4 

3. 35-44 11 4.1 4.1 95.5 

4. 45-54 10 3.7 3.7 99.3 

5. 55-64 2 .7 .7 100.0 

Total 267 100.0 100.0  

 
 
Table 3 
 
EDU 

 Frequency Percent Valid % Cumulative % 

 

1 Secondary school degree 4 1.5 1.5 1.5 
2 High school degree 66 24.7 24.7 26.2 
3 Bachelor degree 112 41.9 41.9 68.2 
4 One-year master degree 17 6.4 6.4 74.5 
5 Two-year Master degree 68 25.5 25.5 100.0 
Total 267 100.0 100.0  

 

Many statistical techniques that one can use when analyzing data assume that the distribution 

of scores on the dependent variable is ‘normal’ (Pallant, 2010). Before analyzing the data, 

outliers and normality was investigated. This is especially relevant before running a multiple 

regression analysis, which was conducted further in the process. Skewness provides an 

indication of the symmetry of the distribution while the kurtosis will explains the 

“peakedness” of the distribution. A perfectly normal distribution is indicated by a skewness 

and kurtosis value of 0, which is rather uncommon in the social sciences (Pallant, 2010). 

These indicators will however not be taken too seriously as large samples, like the sample in 

this study, will not make a substantial difference in the analysis (Tabachnick and Fidell 2007). 

They will however give a perception of the sample.  

 The overall sample can also be characterized as rather experienced users. The 

skewness of SNSEXP1 tells us that the sample is skewed to the low values, which indicates 

more SNS experience in this specific question. The kurtosis shows that the distribution is 

rather peaked and clustered in the center of a histogram. It also shows that there aren’t too 

many cases in the extremes, since the kurtosis is positive. The mean shows that the average 

respondent log onto SNS at least a couple of times a day. SNSEXP2 further indicates that the 

respondents are experienced SNS users. The mean shows the average respondents have active 
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on SNS more than 6 years, but less than 7. We can also see on the skewness and the mean of 

FALSE that the sample is not prone to falsify their personal information on SNS when being 

requested, but that the distribution is rather flat based on the kurtosis. By looking at VICTIM, 

the high skewness and kurtosis, which tells us that the average respondent has rarely felt that 

his/her privacy has been invaded on SNS. When asked how much the respondents have heard 

or read the last year about the use and potential misuse of the information collected from SNS 

(MEDIA), the distribution was rather peaked around the center of the scale. See table 4 for 

more details. 

 

Table 4 
 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Items N Min. Max. Mean Std.  
Deviation 

Skewness Kurtosis 

Stat. Stat. Stat. Stat. Stat. Stat. Std. Error Stat. Std. Error 
SNSEXP1 267 1 6 2.22 .969 .517 .149 .602 .297 
SNSEXP2 267 1 8 7.18 1.318 -1.832 .149 3.255 .297 
FALSE 267 1 5 1.98 1.005 .865 .149 .163 .297 
VICTIM 267 1 7 2.32 1.539 1.379 .149 1.464 .297 
MEDIA 267 1 7 4.25 1.622 -.050 .149 -.675 .297 
Valid N 267         

 
 

4.2 Normality  

Normality for the variables in the model was checked thereafter. As these variables consist of 

multiple items, thus defined as multi-item variables, each item had to be checked for 

normality. Each item showed Kolmogorov-Smirnov value of .0 - indicating violations of 

normality. However, this was expected due to our rather large sample of 267 respondents. 

With large samples, violation of the assumption is quite common (Pallant, 2010). 

Investigating this area further, each variables boxplots were reviewed. Three items showed 

signs of outliers. These occurred in the items: BENCON1, BENCON2 and BENEN1. Digging 

deeper into the issue, the normal Q-Q showed a reasonable straight line in despite the 

occurrence of outliers, which indicates a normal distribution (Pallant, 2010). To further 

investigate the outliers mean values were compared with the 5% trimmed mean values. If the 

trimmed mean and mean values are very different, actions might need to be taken to remove 

the outliers (Pallant, 2010). Given that the mean of these items were not very different from 

the 5% trimmed mean, these values were not considered being too different from the 

remaining distribution. Thus, the outliers were not considered to cause problems and thus, the 
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cases were retained. Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics of the items related to the 

variables included in research model.   

 
Table 5 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Items Mean 5% trim. Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
Stat. Stat. Stat. Stat. Std. Error Stat. Std. Error 

TRUST1 3.16 3.11 1.323 .424 .149 -.005 .297 
TRUST2 2.64 2.52 1.529 .807 .149 -.048 .297 
TRUST3 3.352 3.294 1.5352 .285 .149 -.377 .297 
TRUST4 3.01 2.95 1.387 .370 .149 -.381 .297 
RISK1 3.92 3.90 1.607 .309 .149 -.566 .297 
RISK2 3.66 3.62 1.541 .306 .149 -.411 .297 
RISK3 4.18 4.19 1.618 .070 .149 -.788 .297 
RISK4 3.69 3.65 1.516 .277 .149 -.432 .297 
INTENT1 3.93 3.93 1.877 -.074 .149 -.969 .297 
INTENT2 3.88 3.87 1.854 .013 .149 -.968 .297 
INTENT3 3.00 2.90 1.643 .538 .149 -.407 .297 
BENCON1 5.68 5.80 1.399 -.989 .149 .460 .297 
BENCON2 5.56 5.67 1.448 -.850 .149 -.044 .297 
BENCON3 5.87 5.99 1.278 -1.135 .149 .712 .297 
BENRB1 4.68 4.75 1.737 -.389 .149 -.703 .297 
BENRB2 5.09 5.19 1.604 -.632 .149 -.313 .297 
BENRB3 3.54 3.49 1.960 .451 .149 -.907 .297 
BENSP1 4.75 4.83 1.769 -.555 .149 -.575 .297 
BENSP2 5.28 5.40 1.512 -.782 .149 .200 .297 
BENSP3 4.45 4.50 1.754 -.343 .149 -.663 .297 
BENEN1 6.21 6.39 1.278 -1.968 .149 3.880 .297 
BENEN2 5.28 5.37 1.484 -.569 .149 -.470 .297 
BENEN3 4.34 4.38 1.606 -.125 .149 -.633 .297 

 

 
4.3 Factor Analysis 

The first step was to conduct a factor analysis, which is a data reduction technique that allows 

us to condense scale items down to a smaller and more manageable number of factors 

(Pallant, 2010). The factor analysis summarizes the underlying patterns of correlations and 

look for groups of items that are closely related. This was done to develop scales from the 

items and to identify underlying structures, which is needed before conducting a multiple 

regression analysis. An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted in this study, as this 

method is appropriate in the early stages of a research to explore the interrelationships among 

our items and is a recommended approach to find a satisfactory solution (Tabachnick and 

Fidell, 2007). This was made in the form of a principal component analysis, where the 

original items are transformed into a smaller set of linear combinations and where all of the 

variance in the items is used (Pallant, 2010).  
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Two issues needs to be considered to determine if a data set is suitable for factor analysis. 

These are sample size and correlation, which is the strength of the relationship among the 

items (Pallant, 2010). Given the large sample of 267 cases, the factor analysis seems highly 

appropriate, since sample sizes smaller than 150 are questionable (Tabachnick and Fidell 

(2007). Nunnally (1978) recommends a 10 to 1 ratio, which means that ten cases for each 

item is necessary in order to do a factor analysis. This study contains 20 items, which would 

indicate a sample size of 200, which means that are sample is sufficient. In this study, there 

were no missing values included and all 267 cases were valid. The correlation matrix 

visualizes the inter-correlations between the studied variables (Pallante, 2012). Visually 

inspecting the correlation matrix reveals an existence of several coefficients of .3 and above, 

indicating that a factor analysis is of appropriate character and that criterion validity is met 

(Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007) (see Appendix).  

 Both oblique and orthogonal rotations were made. The main difference between these 

approaches is that oblique approaches allow for the factors to be correlated while orthogonal 

approaches don’t allow factor correlations (Pallant, 2010). The results of the oblique rotation, 

through Direct Oblimin were the clearest and easiest to interpret. Thus, the Direct Oblimin 

was the chosen rotation approach in this study. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) 

oblique and orthogonal rotation approaches often result in very similar solutions, especially 

when the pattern of correlations among the items are clear. This was true in our case. 

 Two statistical measures were also generated by SPSS to help assess the factorability 

of the data: Bartlett’s test of sphericity (Bartlett 1954), and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 

measure of sampling adequacy (Kaiser 1970, 1974). Bartlett’s test of sphericity should be 

significant (p < .05) for the factor analysis to be considered appropriate. The KMO index 

ranged from 0 to 1, with .6 suggested as the minimum value for a good factor analysis 

(Tabachnick & Fidell 2007). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value was .816, exceeding the 

recommended value of .6 (Kaiser 1970, 1974) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Bartlett 1954) 

reached statistical significance, p>.005 supporting the factorability of the correlation matrix 

(See table 7). These results indicate that the factor analysis is appropriate. 
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Table 7 
 

 

 Using Kaiser’s criterion, components that have an eigenvalue of 1 and more are 

interestin, which represents the amount of the total variance explained by the factors (Pallant, 

2010). From the principal components analysis (PCA) seven components with eigenvalues 

exceeding 1 were identified. From the table “Total Variance Explained” (See table 8) one can 

see that the components explained 24,5 %, 17,1 %, 9,4%, 8,3%, 6,8%, 5,3% and 5,0% of the 

variance respectively. These seven components explained 76.56 % of the variance. However, 

Kaiser’s criterion often extracts too many components, which make it important to also 

review the scree plot before taking a decision about the number suitable factors (Pallant, 

2010).  

 The scree test criterion refers to the ideal number of factors one should extract before 

unique variance begins to occur in the common variance structure (Hair, 2010). Cattell’s scree 

test (Cattell, 1966) was conducted where the scree plot was reviewed to find a point where the 

shape of the curve changes direction and becomes horizontal. The scree plot shows a break at 

point 8, which further supports the decision to retain seven factors (See appendix).  

 

Table 8 
 
Total Variance Explained 
Component Initial Eigenvalues 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 5.627 24.465 24.465 
2 3.945 17.152 41.617 
3 2.162 9.400 51.017 
4 1.912 8.315 59.332 
5 1.578 6.860 66.192 
6 1.224 5.323 71.514 
7 1.161 5.047 76.561 
8 .659 2.865 79.427     
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
a. When components are correlated, sums of squared loadings cannot be added to obtain a total variance. 
 
  

KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .816 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 
Approx. Chi-Square 3536.393 

df 253 
Sig. .000 
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 It is also important to evaluate the extractions of the communalities to understand the 

size of the factors accountability in the variable’s variance (Pallant, 2010). As identified in the 

table all are clearly above .3 and loads highly, demonstrating that they account for a big 

proportion of the variance (See appendix). Yet again, demonstrating that the factor analysis is 

reliable. From our rotated component mix we identified that all items were loaded on only 

one factor of the seven factors. All the factors had at least three loaded items included, which 

is argued to be the minimum number of items in order to keep the factor (Hair, 2010). The 

seven-factor solution was consistent with previous research on perceived benefits (Krasnova, 

2010), the intention to disclose personal information (Malhotra, et al 2010) as well our 

proposed model. No cross loadings is indicated in the data set (See table 9). Strangely 

enough, we see that the items related to Relationship-building (BENRB) and Enjoyment 

(BENEN) have negative loadings in the pattern matrix. By looking at the component 

correlation matrix (See table 10) we can see that these two factors correlate positively with 

each other, but correlate negatively with the other perceived benefits variables, as well as the 

intention variable. This was highly unexpected, as it is inconsistent with previous theories. 

The structure matrix and correlation matrix are included in the appendix. 

 
 
Table 9 
 
Pattern Matrixa 

 Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BENSP2 .873 .005 .009 .026 .047 -.033 -.050 

BENSP1 .871 -.017 -.091 .024 .023 -.086 .008 

BENSP3 .863 -.062 .101 .051 -.097 -.030 .042 

RISK2 -.042 .921 -.009 .033 -.080 -.023 -.035 

RISK4 .056 .896 -.007 .036 -.086 -.069 .020 

RISK1 -.035 .860 -.014 .000 .007 .003 -.031 

RISK3 -.045 .827 .027 -.084 .143 .060 .070 

INTENT1 .029 .085 .951 -.051 .010 .027 -.022 

INTENT2 .052 .016 .936 -.039 -.024 -.001 -.050 

INTENT3 -.091 -.109 .848 .106 .003 -.059 .062 

TRUST2 -.002 .037 -.044 .875 -.041 -.067 -.028 

TRUST3 .028 .047 .041 .864 .104 .154 -.025 

TRUST4 .024 -.022 .001 .810 .082 .033 .008 

TRUST1 .037 -.107 .041 .750 -.086 -.044 -.035 

BENCON2 -.021 -.044 .037 .149 .866 -.106 .052 
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BENCON3 -.079 -.027 -.027 -.054 .827 -.005 -.149 

BENCON1 .096 .025 .008 -.011 .767 -.054 .055 

BENRB3 .049 .018 .019 -.005 -.087 -.843 -.099 

BENRB1 .025 -.001 .013 -.072 .204 -.786 .008 

BENRB2 .192 .054 .077 -.036 .175 -.674 -.085 

BENEN2 .033 .058 .016 .073 .019 -.054 -.857 

BENEN3 -.090 -.077 .009 .078 -.063 -.148 -.836 

BENEN1 .296 .027 .056 -.164 .235 .200 -.527 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 

Note: major loadings for each item are bolded.  
 
 
Table 10 
 
Component Correlation Matrix 
Component BENSP  RISK  INTENT  TRUST  BENCON  BENRB  BENEN  
BENSP  1.000 -.116 .235 .079 .285 -.324 -.355 
RISK  -.116 1.000 -.114 -.323 .000 .002 .005 
INTENT  .235 -.114 1.000 .160 .131 -.179 -.181 
TRUST  .079 -.323 .160 1.000 -.041 -.019 -.071 
BENCON  .285 .000 .131 -.041 1.000 -.229 -.282 
BENRB  -.324 .002 -.179 -.019 -.229 1.000 .260 
BENEN  -.355 .005 -.181 -.071 -.282 .260 1.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   
 Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
Note: Unexpected correlations are bolded.  
 

 

4.4 Reliability analysis 

The next step is to check for internal consistency by evaluating scale reliability. Internal 

consistency refers to the degree to which items that make up the scale produce similar scores, 

or “hang together” (Pallant, 2010). The most common indicator of internal consistency is 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. An accepted Cronbach alpha coefficient of a scale is said to be 

values that are above 0.7 (DeVellis 2003), but that 0.8 are preferable (Pallant, 2010). We also 

looked at the inter-item correlation matrix to detect negative values. All values should be 

positive, as this would indicate that the items are measuring the same underlying 

characteristic (Pallant, 2010). All scales showed positive inter-item correlations. All scales 

except one showed Cronbach alpha coefficient values above 0.8, suggesting very good 

internal consistency reliability for the scales. Enjoyment reached a Cronbach alpha value of 

0.729, which is seen as acceptable. No scale indicated a higher Cronbach alpha value if an 
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item were to be deleted, thus all items were kept for all scales. All scales also indicated strong 

relationships among their respective items, which is displayed by the inter-item correlation 

value. Table 6 presents an overview of the reliability analysis.  

 
Table 6 
 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 Cronbach’s Alpha Inter-item corr. Mean N of items 
Trust beliefs .856 .599 4 
Risk beliefs .903 .700 4 
Convenience .804 .578 3 
Relationship building .829 .627 3 
Self-presentation .877 .711 3 
Enjoyment .729 .470 3 
Intention to disclose PI .904 .756 3 

 

 
4.5 Regression Analysis 

The next step on our journey towards finding the answers to the research question is to 

conduct a multiple regression analysis. Due to the fact that our proposed model includes more 

than one independent variable, a multiple regression analysis becomes appropriate (Hair, 

2010; Pallant 2010). The running of the regression analysis will objectively assess the degree 

and character between the dependent variable, intention to disclose personal information to 

SNS (INTENT), and the independent variables. Thus, we will get the determination of the 

relative importance of each independent variable and see which variable is the best predictor 

of INTENT. It will also provide us with information about the proposed model as a whole 

(Pallant, 2010).  

 An important issue with regression analysis is generalizability. According to Pallant 

(2010 p. 150) “if your results do not generalize to other samples, they are of little scientific 

value. For social science research, Stevens (1996) recommends about 15 participants per 

predictor are needed for a reliable equation. This study has 6 independent variables, or 

predictors, making our sample of 267 cases more than sufficient. Tabachnick and Fidell 

(2007) recommend a formula for calculating sample size requirements: N > 50 + 8m (m = 

number of independent variables). Our sample size meet this requirement as well.   

 A standard multiple regression will be conducted in this study, as it involves all of the 

independent variables being entered into the model at once. This will tell us how well the set 

of independent variables will predict INTENT and how much unique variance each of the 
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independent variables (TRUST, RISK, BENCON, BENSP, BENRB, BENEN) will explain in 

INTENT, over and above the other independent variables included in the model (Pallant, 

2010). We then turn our heads to investigate multicollinearity between the independent 

variables. If multicollinearity exists, it would not contribute to good regression model 

(Pallant, 2010). This is done by looking at the correlation matrix to seek if any Pearson 

correlation values, r, are .9 or above, as these values indicate high correlations. Our data 

shows no such indications (See appendix).  

 Surprisingly, many of the correlations between the independent variables and the 

dependent variable are rather low. The highest correlation of this sort is between INTENT and 

BENSP, recording a value of .285, which is lower than the preferable .3 limit (Pallant, 2010) 

Also, the significance level of our data records some values indicate that correlations between 

some of the variables are not significant, meaning that significance value is above p < .05 

(Pallant, 2010). Nevertheless, the correlations between each independent variable and the 

dependent variable are significant (See table 11).  

Table 11 

Note: non-significant values (p < .05) are bolded. 
  

 We also need to look at values related to Tolerance and Variance inflation factor (VIF) 

to pick up problems with multicollinearity that may not be displayed in the correlation matrix. 

Tolerance values less than .10 indicates that multiple correlation between the independent 

variables is high, which suggests potential multicollinearity. VIF is the inverse of Tolerance, 

where values above 10 indicate multicollinearity. None of variables violated the 

multicollinearity assumptions (See table 14).  

Correlations 
 INTENT TRUST RISK BENCON BENSP BENRB BENEN 

Pearson  
Correlation 

INTENT 1.000       
TRUST .161 1.000      
RISK -.112 -.323 1.000     
BENCON .130 -.041 .000 1.000    
BENSP .239 .079 -.116 .285 1.000   
BENRB -.189 -.019 .002 -.229 -.324 1.000  
BENEN -.188 -.071 .005 -.282 -.355 .260 1.000 

Sig.  
(1-tailed) 

INTENT .       
TRUST .004 .      
RISK .033 .000 .     
BENCON .017 .251 .498 .    
BENSP .000 .098 .030 .000 .   
BENRB .001 .380 .485 .000 .000 .  
BENEN .001 .124 .469 .000 .000 .000 . 
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 We then inspect assumptions related to outliers, normality, linearity, 

heteroscedasticity and independence of residuals. An outlier was detected when testing for 

Mahalanobis distances. This outlier exceeded the critical value Mahal. distances value of 

22.46, which is based on Tabachnick and Fidell’s  2007 guidelines. This outlier does not 

however undue influence on the results for our model as a whole, since the value for Cook’s 

Distance reached 0.5. Cases with values larger than 1 are suggested being a potential problem 

(Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007). Thus, the outlier was retained. The Scatterplot shows no signs 

of heteroscedasticity and the Normal Probability Plot (P-P) of the Regression Standardised 

Residual shows a reasonable straight diagonal line from the bottom left corner to the top right, 

indicating no major deviations from normality (See appendix).  

 The R square tells us how much of the variance in the dependent variable (INTENT) 

is explained by the proposed model (Pallant, 2010). The regression shows us a value of 0.103. 

This means that our proposed model explains 10.3 percent of the variance on INTENT (See 

table 12). This value is rather low, which makes the questioning of our model rather relevant. 

The proposed model reaches statistical significance, as the ANOVA statistical significance 

indicates F = 4.987, p < .0005 (See table 13). The ANOVA tests the null hypothesis that 

multiple R in the population is equal 0 (Pallant, 2010).  

 

Table 12 
 
Model Summaryb 
Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 
Std. Error of the 

Estimate 
Durbin-Watson 

1 .321a .103 .083 1.57403 2.112 
a. Predictors: (Constant), BenENFAC7_1, RiskFAC2_1, BenRBFAC6_1, BenCONFAC5_1, TrustFAC4_1, BenSPFA 
b. Dependent Variable: Average_INTENTION 

 
 
Table 13 
 
ANOVAa 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 
Regression 74.126 6 12.354 4.987 .000b 
Residual 644.167 260 2.478   
Total 718.293 266    

a. Dependent Variable: Average_INTENTION 
b. Predictors: (Constant), BenENFAC7_1, RiskFAC2_1, BenRBFAC6_1, BenCONFAC5_1, TrustFAC4_1, BenSPFAC1_1 
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 The analysis shows that only two independent variables are making a statistically 

significant unique contribution (Sig. < .05) to the equation (see table 14). These variables are 

TRUST and BENSP. Thus only trusting beliefs and self-representation affect intention to 

disclose personal information on SNS, both positively.  Thus H1 and H5 are supported. The 

beta value shows us the contribution of each independent variable (Pallant, 2010). The beta 

value for TRUST is .126 while it is slightly higher for BENSP, reaching a value of .144. Both 

values indicate a positive relationship between the variables. BENSP makes the strongest 

unique contribution to explaining INTENT, when all other independent variables are 

controlled for (Ibid, 2010).  The part correlation coefficient values tell us how much of the 

total variance in the INTENT is uniquely explained by the independent variables in the 

model, and how much R square would drop if a specific independent variable were excluded 

(Pallant, 2010). By squaring these values, we will get how much BENSP and TRUST 

uniquely explain the variance of INTENT. BENSP uniquely explains 1.06 percent of 

INTENT, while TRUST uniquely explains 1.41 percent of INTENT.  

 

Table 14 

Coefficientsa 
Model Unstand.  

Coefficients 
Stand. 

Coefficients 
t Sig. Correlations Collinearity  

B Std. 
Error 

Beta Part Tolerance VIF 

 

(Constant) 3.604 .096  37.416 .000    
BENSP .237 .109 .144 2.168 .031 .127 .779 1.284 
RISK -.089 .103 -.054 -.870 .385 -.051 .884 1.131 
TRUST .207 .103 .126 2.018 .045 .119 .886 1.129 
BENCON .075 .104 .045 .718 .473 .042 .863 1.159 
BENRB -.175 .104 -.106 -1.677 .095 -.099 .858 1.166 
BENEN -.143 .107 -.087 -1.341 .181 -.079 .817 1.223 
a. Dependent Variable: Average_INTENTION 
 

 To summarize, the result of the analyses presented above indicate that the perceived 

benefit variable of Self-presentation and Trusting beliefs explains 10.3 percent of the variance 

in Intention to disclose personal information to SNS providers. Of these two variables, self-

presentation makes the strongest unique contribution (beta = .144), although trusting beliefs 

also made a statistically significant contribution (beta = 0.126). See figure 2 and table 15 for 

overall results. 



 38 

Figure 2 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Table 15 
 
Summary 
Hypotheses Result 

H1: Trusting beliefs will have a positive effect on intention to disclose 
personal information to SNS providers. Supported 

H2: Risk beliefs will have a positive effect on intention to disclose 
personal information to SNS providers. Rejected 

H3: Convenience of maintaining relationships will have a positive 
effect on intention to disclose personal information to SNS providers. Rejected 

H4: Relationship building will have a positive effect on intention to 
disclose personal information to SNS providers. Rejected 

H5: Self-representation will have a positive effect on intention to 
disclose personal information to SNS providers. Supported 

H6: Enjoyment will have a positive effect on intention to disclose 
personal information to SNS providers. Rejected 

 

.144* 
-.106 

-.1
06

 

.045 

-.054 

.126* 

Result of research model: *Significance at 5% 
 

 

Privacy Concern Mediators 

 

Risk beliefs 

Intention to disclose 
personal information 

Relationship 
Building 

Enjoyment 

Convenience of 
maintaining 

relationships 

Self-presentation 

Trusting beliefs 

Perceived Benefits 
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5. Discussion and conclusion  
 
In this thesis, the objectives were to understand what drives SNS users to disclose personal 

information to SNS providers.  In this section the results of the study is discussed, where 

theoretical and practical implications are provided. This section also includes study 

limitations and suggestions for future research. 

 
  

5.1 Discussion of results 

As mentioned earlier, the variance explained by the proposed model is considered fairly low. 

Generally, one would assume that only research models’ that contribute with high variance in 

the dependent variable would contribute theoretically and practically. This is however not the 

case. The results from this study have surely led to important insights. The results extracted 

from in this study have provided us with some rather unexpected results but also some results 

than confirms previous contributions within the area. The results show that trusting beliefs 

and self-representation are statistically proven to determine intentions to disclose personal 

information to SNS providers. Both factors affected consumer intentions positively. In other 

words, trusting beliefs and self-representation are two factors that lead the intention to 

disclose personal information to SNS providers, self-presentation making the strongest unique 

contribution to explaining the behavioral intention.  

 These results confirm with previous findings that proved that self-presentation is a 

vital aspect that explains why users engage in social networking sites (SNS) (Kim and Lee, 

2011; Boyd and Ellison, 2007) and thus an important factor that influence the personal 

information disclosure on these sites (Cheung et al., 2015). Thus, this study has showed that 

self-presentation is not only important when disclosing personal information in user-to-user 

contexts, such as in the previous research, but that it is also an important factor in a user-to-

organizational context, in the form of one’s willingness to disclose information to SNS 

providers. This is, as argued earlier, due to the fact that potential users must disclose personal 

information to the SNS provider, thus distributing their identity, in order to reap the benefits 

of self-representation.  

 The findings also confirm with previous research, which proved that trusting beliefs 

are highly important when it comes to personal information disclosure (Bansal et al., 2010; 

Xu et al., 2005; Malhotra et al., 2004; Metzger, 2004; Milne and Boza, 1999). Studies about 

disclosing behaviors in SNS settings have treated trust as an influencer of risk, which in turn 
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affects disclosing behaviors, thus treating it as an indirect factor that influences personal 

information disclosure (Cheung et al. 2015; Krasnova et al. 2010; Krasnova et al. 2009). This 

study has provided additional insights about trusting beliefs, proving that it is a direct factor 

that predicts the intention to disclose personal information to SNS providers. This direct 

influence that trust perceptions have on personal information disclosure, has been proven in 

other settings as well, such as in e-commerce (Malhotra et al., 2004). We can therefore draw 

the conclusions that trust is a vital factor for both the intention and the actual behavior of 

disclosing personal information, as well as in various online settings, where risks are evident.  

 Risk beliefs showed no significant impact on the intentions to disclose information to 

SNS, a result that goes against earlier studies that supported the negative impact of privacy 

risk on intention to disclose personal information (Tan et al., 2012; Krasnova et al., 2010; Xu 

et al., 2005; Malhotra et al., 2004). This implication is however consistent with the latest 

studies within the context of SNS (Cheung et al., 2015). A potential explanation for this 

phenomenon could be that Swedish social networking sites users are not aware of the privacy 

risks related to the use of these sites. Users seldom pay attention to the associated risks when 

enjoying the benefits of using these sites. Previous research has shown that the majority of 

SNS users’ show a lack of risk awareness (Caruso and Salaway, 2008), do not pay attention to 

the risk associated with disclosing personal information online (Paine et al., 2006), and accept 

organizational privacy policies without taking the effort to read them (Milne and Culnan, 

2004). Similar to Boyd and Hargittai (2010) and Debatin’s et al. (2009) assumptions, a lack of 

risk awareness and a lack of knowledge about what happens to the personal information being 

provided is possible be the reason for the intention to disclose personal information to SNS. 

The result obtained does not support the privacy calculus assumption since users did not 

utilize the risk (cost) factor when expressing their willingness to disclose personal 

information to SNS providers.  

 Surprisingly, the perceived benefits of SNS related to convenience of maintaining 

relationships, relationship building, and enjoyment did not exert any effects on the intentions 

to disclose information to SNS providers. This result is rather ironic since previous research 

has showed that these benefits are crucial for disclosing behaviors (Cheung et al. 2015; 

Krasnova et al. 2010). The reason for this could be due to the fact that the earlier studies 

focused on self-disclosure in the way of sharing personal information to friends and network 

through SNS, while this study focused on the personal information disclosure distributed to 

SNS providers, thus taking on a user-to-organizational approach. We therefore draw the 

conclusion that to convenience of maintaining relationships, relationship building, and 
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enjoyment are not salient factors when users’ intend disclose personal information to SNS 

providers. The reason for this might be the fact that individuals show tendencies to discount 

“hyperbolically” benefits (O’Donoghue and Rabin 2001; Rabin and O’Donoghue 2000), 

which implies inconsistency of personal preference over time. Thus, future events are 

potential discounted at different discount rates compared to near-term events (Acquisti 2004; 

Smith et al. 2011) and the benefits of disclosing personal information might be immediate. 

This would indicate that users’ value the perceived benefits related to the usage of SNS less 

than in situations where stand before an alternative to disclose their personal information to a 

SNS provider. This would imply that the theory of reasoned action and planned behavior is 

not a valid predictor of actual behavior, since there is a change in attitude regarding the 

perceived benefits. Another reason for the insignificant results could be related to the 

advanced technological development in the western world (Solove, 2010; Zittrain, 2009; 

Rosen 2000; Nissenbaum 1998). Users of SNS in this part of the world have access to various 

SNS and communication channels for communicating and building relationships, and thus, 

one might argue that the law diminish marginal utility might influence SNS users perceived 

benefits. 

 Since personal information is considered as sensitive, consumers may feel unwilling 

to disclose personal information to SNS providers. But despite this expressed unwillingness, 

SNS continue to grow in amount of users and usage (Gartner, 2013). One could therefore 

imply that behavioral intention is not a good predictor of actual behavior in the context of 

personal information disclosure in a SNS, since this study got almost the complete opposite 

results from previous research that studied self-disclosing behaviors. Thus, one might 

arguably question the applicability of the theory of reasoned action (TRA) (Fishbein and 

Ajzen, 1975) and planned behavior (TPB) (Ajzen, 1985) in the context of personal 

information disclosure to SNS providers. According to TRA, attitudes towards a particular 

behavior determine people’s intentions, which in turn predict their behaviors. Attitudes 

toward a particular behavior are influenced by evaluation of the potential outcome of that 

behavior, where a negative attitude about an outcome would result in a weak behavioral 

intention. This in turn would result in a less likelihood of the actual behavior to occur 

(Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). In our case, given that personal information is considered 

sensitive (McCallister et al., 2010; Narayanan and Shmatikov, 2010), one would argue that 

the attitude toward disclosing personal information to SNS provider is considered negative 

and thus the intention to disclose this information becomes negative. However, given the fact 
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that SNS users willingly disclose their personal information makes us question this 

assumption. 

 People might have a negative attitude towards the intention to disclose personal 

information to SNS providers, but when they actually stand in front of a situation where they 

are requested to disclose their personal information to be able to use a desired SNS platform, 

the attitude might change to the positive, thus distorting the intention/behavior assumption 

presented in TRA. It could be that people perceive their personal information as less sensitive 

when standing before the actual decision of becoming users of a SNS platform compared to 

the how they perceive their personal information when being asked about their intention to 

share the information in a fictive scenario, as in this study. This is supported by previous 

studies, which proved that the same type of personal information could be perceived as both 

sensitive and insensitive depending on the context (Delade meningar, 2015; Malhotra et al., 

2004). SNS users’ are thus possibly affected by bounded rationality when facing privacy 

decisions (Acquisti and Grossklags, 2005; Acquisti, 2004). Norberg et al. (2007) referred to 

this phenomenon as a privacy paradox and proved that respondents provide significantly 

greater amounts of personal information than they initially said they would. 

 Finally, we should not escape the fact that privacy-related issues are contextual 

(Nissenbaum, 2004). Privacy has proven to be perceived differently depending the country of 

origin (Minelli et al., 2013). Not only privacy has been validated as context-dependent 

(Nissenbaum, 2004), but also the motivation and usage of social networking sites differs 

depending on cultural context (Krasnova et al., 2012). For these reasons, generalizing 

previous research results within the area of personal information disclosure is not considered 

to be optimal. Given the fact that this study is, to our knowledge, the first investigation that 

takes on a user-to-organizational approach to personal information disclosure, we believe that 

this study has presented new valuable insights to the privacy-related literature.  

 

5.2 Theoretical implications  

This study provides the existing academic literature with an additional contribution explaining 

users’ intention to provide SNS providers with personal information. The contribution 

enriches the literature with an explanation about the factors that drives users’ intentional 

behaviors to disclose personal information to SNS providers. The study itself is unique of its 

kind due to the fact the no similar studies have taken on a user-to-organizational approach to 

personal information disclosure in the SNS context. This research thus bridge over an 

important academic gap to explain the factors that drive users’ personal information 
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disclosure to SNS providers. Similar to previous research, the empirical contributions confirm 

the relative impact of trust and self-presentation. As previous studies has shown that self-

representation and trust are vital factors when it comes to personal information disclosure, 

this thesis extends existing literature, proving that self-representation and trust are as 

important when it comes to the intention to disclose personal information to SNS providers. 

This paper thus contributes empirically with new insight by identifying the factors that affect 

SNS-users behavioural intentions. The study however rejects the relevance of risk beliefs and 

the perceived benefits of enjoyment, convenience and relationship building to intentions to 

disclose personal information to SNS. The divergences of results from previous studies thus 

call into question the generalization of perceived risk, benefits and self-disclosure in different 

SNS contexts, where cultural factors could have played a critical role, such as individualism 

vs. collectivism. The insignificant result of perceived risk is possibly connected to the lack of 

risk awareness indicated by the users, which have been proved in previous research. 

Researchers might also want to question the applicability of TRA and TPB when explain the 

intention to disclose personal information in SNS settings. Another possible explanation 

could be the fact that SNS users hyperbolically discount perceived benefits, where users 

possibly value the perceived benefits of SNS when actually facing the choice to disclose their 

personal information.  

5.3 Practical implications  

Despite the exceptional growth rates of SNS users, reports have shown that users have 

become more privacy-protective, as they do not share as much personal information as before 

(Goldfarb and Tucker, 2012; Hoofnagle et al., 2010) and have become less active on SNS 

(Krasnova et al., 2010). In the light of these developments, a lot of implications can be drawn 

for SNS providers. As a result from the research a highly recommended advice for SNS 

providers is to affiliate their users with more information as a supporting element towards 

facilitate the decision-making process and to assess individual risk pre-disclosure. 

Additionally, SNS providers should allocate resources to adequate trust-building activities to 

strengthen trust and thus, the increase users’ intentions to disclose personal information to 

SNS.  Moreover, we would also like to emphasize the importance of communicating to the 

users and potential users, the perceived benefit many users feel in terms of self-presentation, 

which has proven to lead to peoples well being (Kim and Lee, 2011). Meaning, that if a SNS 

provider can communicate in way that users or potential users feel that they can trust the SNS 

provider and that they get the possibility to present them in a way they want, users are more 
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likely to engage. As an additional suggestion, this paper emphasize the relevance of utilize 

privacy management to not overstep the boundaries of privacy from as well an ethical and 

business-oriented approach. This has proven to be specifically relevant in this study since 

trust has a significant impact on the users intentions to disclose personal information to SNS 

providers. This should be carefully taken into account especially when new startups will 

evolve into the industry of SNS. SNS providers should have in mind that they get financially 

evaluated based on the amount of users using their SNS (Krasnova, 2008). Therefore it should 

be in the practitioner’s interest to maintain the relationship with their users and build trust 

among them to keep them disclosing personal information to their SNS. As this paper explain 

behavior pre-sign-up to SNS this paper contributes with insights valuable when SNS 

providers evaluates if and how they want to enhance the number of SNS members. We argue 

that this becomes especially relevant for SNS providers since them being dependent on users 

personal information and also in order to stay competitive in the complex corporate landscape 

of SNS. Practitioners can by using the insights provided in this thesis tailor their strategies to 

maximize how to affect users’ behavioral intention to SNS’ before they sign up.   

5.4 Limitations and recommendations for further research 

Inevitably, this research suffers from limitations of various kinds. First and foremost, the 

selection of respondents was restricted to the geographical area of Sweden. Disclosing 

personal information is a complex phenomenon of its nature, meaning that it needs to be 

further examined how cultural differences affect disclosure behavior. As we only have stated 

that cultural aspects may have influenced the results, it shows that it is a need for further 

investigations to understand what cultural differences exists and how they affect personal 

disclosure of information to SNS. One might also believe that a study investigating the area of 

intentions to disclose personal information would benefit from studies of longitudinal 

character, something recommended for the future when investigating similar research areas. 

 As other researchers have stated, we yet again wish to emphasize that it is of vital 

relevance to study this phenomenon in different cultural contexts in order to understand 

different groups and cultures regarding why consumers disclose personal information. This is 

not only relevant from a theoretical standpoint; it is also important to decision-makers in SNS 

providers as well as companies communicating through SNS channels. It would also be 

interesting to conduct a similar study on actual behavior to see if the results differ from the 

results of this study. Interesting would thus be to see if users would disclose more information 

than they initially stated, and if users would value other perceived benefits when actually 



 45 

disclosing their personal information to the SNS provider. It would also be of interest to 

conduct comparative study within different cultural groups and how different groups differ in 

this rather unexplored research phenomenon.   

5.5 Conclusion 

This study was set to investigate factors that influence the intentional behavior of disclosing 

personal information to SNS providers in an era of increased privacy concerns. The lack of 

previous research regarding privacy concern in a user-to-organizational approach, in other 

words, privacy concerns related to SNS providers’ privacy practices, inspired the aim of this 

study. This study empirically identified that trust and self-representation were significantly 

linked to SNS users’ personal information disclosure intentions. The large sample size of this 

study validates that the results can be generalized to a larger population. But the 

“contextuality” of privacy might inhibit this statement, and thus the results might only be 

generalized to the Swedish SNS-user population. From a practical perspective, the results 

provide valuable insights for SNS providers by identifying areas that should be further 

invested in order to ensure more activity on the platforms. This study therefore contributes to 

the ongoing research by showing that the privacy calculus model was not appropriate when 

investigating SNS users’ intention to disclose personal information to SNS providers. This 

study thus recognizes that other factors beyond the ones investigated in this study have an 

impact on SNS users’ intention to disclose personal information to SNS providers. This is a 

potential shortcoming of the conducted approach, but certainly opens up a venue for future 

research.  
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APPENDIX  
 
Tests of Normality 

 
 

Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
INTENT1 .132 267 .000 .928 267 .000 

INTENT2 .133 267 .000 .933 267 .000 

INTENT3 .152 267 .000 .910 267 .000 

TRUST1 .169 267 .000 .934 267 .000 

TRUST2 .208 267 .000 .880 267 .000 

TRUST3 .143 267 .000 .937 267 .000 

TRUST4 .178 267 .000 .925 267 .000 

RISK1 .143 267 .000 .934 267 .000 

RISK2 .134 267 .000 .938 267 .000 

RISK3 .135 267 .000 .946 267 .000 

RISK4 .139 267 .000 .941 267 .000 

BENCON1 .214 267 .000 .843 267 .000 

BENCON2 .211 267 .000 .861 267 .000 

BENCON3 .228 267 .000 .815 267 .000 

BENRB1 .139 267 .000 .926 267 .000 

BENRB2 .163 267 .000 .905 267 .000 

BENRB3 .160 267 .000 .902 267 .000 

BENSP1 .172 267 .000 .910 267 .000 

BENSP2 .181 267 .000 .890 267 .000 

BENSP3 .145 267 .000 .931 267 .000 

BENEN1 .342 267 .000 .671 267 .000 

BENEN2 .174 267 .000 .900 267 .000 

BENEN3 .123 267 .000 .947 267 .000 
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 

 
Communalities 
Items Initial Extraction 
BENCON1 1.000 .643 
BENCON2 1.000 .795 
BENCON3 1.000 .739 
BENRB1 1.000 .753 
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BENRB2 1.000 .773 
BENRB3 1.000 .770 
BENSP1 1.000 .797 
BENSP2 1.000 .850 
BENSP3 1.000 .780 
BENEN1 1.000 .597 
BENEN2 1.000 .815 
BENEN3 1.000 .732 
TRUST1 1.000 .664 
TRUST2 1.000 .749 
TRUST3 1.000 .757 
TRUST4 1.000 .671 
RISK1 1.000 .751 
RISK2 1.000 .849 
RISK3 1.000 .766 
RISK4 1.000 .785 
INTENT1 1.000 .898 
INTENT2 1.000 .903 
INTENT3 1.000 .772 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Structure Matrix 
 Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BENSP2 .918    .317 -.341 -.384 
BENSP1 .885     -.355 -.316 
BENSP3 .865  .305     
RISK2  .916      
RISK4  .878      
RISK1  .865      
RISK3  .857  -.363    
INTENT2   .946     
INTENT1   .940     
INTENT3   .855     
TRUST2    .861    
TRUST3    .853    
TRUST4    .814    
TRUST1  -.358  .801    
BENCON2     .868   
BENCON3     .847  -.347 
BENCON1 .312    .793   
BENRB3 .334     -.868 -.314 
BENRB1 .332    .393 -.839  
BENRB2 .499    .419 -.812 -.389 
BENEN2 .363      -.896 
BENEN3      -.325 -.832 
BENEN1 .482    .437  -.645 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
Component Matrixa 
 Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
BENSP2 .720 .182 -.130 .048 -.372 .300 .226 
BENRB2 .675 .400 -.062 .018 -.088 -.375 .066 
BENSP3 .664 .034 -.044 -.037 -.446 .260 .260 
BENSP1 .656 .167 -.202 .074 -.407 .242 .262 
BENRB1 .549 .381 -.128 -.008 -.018 -.531 .087 
BENEN1 .498 .328 -.105 .024 .034 .390 -.276 
BENCON1 .467 .320 -.221 .046 .466 .092 .213 
RISK3 -.336 .687 .313 .217 .111 .092 .126 
RISK2 -.354 .655 .417 .341 -.059 .017 .035 
RISK1 -.313 .654 .355 .309 .000 .048 .046 
RISK4 -.281 .651 .393 .324 -.113 .006 .102 
TRUST1 .352 -.594 .213 .365 -.028 -.081 .037 
TRUST3 .315 -.558 .272 .487 .145 .085 .090 
TRUST2 .304 -.551 .244 .527 .012 -.110 .065 
TRUST4 .333 -.547 .200 .446 .105 -.015 .105 
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INTENT1 .492 .051 .655 -.453 .108 .080 .005 
INTENT2 .544 .000 .624 -.458 .069 .062 -.019 
INTENT3 .467 -.213 .565 -.402 .148 -.068 .031 
BENCON2 .561 .188 -.199 .104 .592 .013 .209 
BENCON3 .446 .335 -.271 .065 .582 .108 .016 
BENRB3 .528 .296 -.024 .038 -.235 -.588 -.025 
BENEN3 .534 .103 .001 .193 -.054 -.011 -.629 
BENEN2 .581 .234 .026 .244 -.040 .125 -.587 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
a. 7 components extracted. 
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.040 
.545 

.000 
.000 

.018 
.000 

.000 
.000 

.000 
.000 

.000 
.000 

 
 

 
 

B
EN

SP3 
Pearson C

orr. 
.198 

.101 
.134 

.155 
-.162 

-.179 
-.216 

-.137 
.260 

.319 
.228 

.207 
.225 

.093 
.262 

.405 
.313 

.651 
.716 

1 
 

 
Sig. 2-tailed 

.001 
.099 

.028 
.011 

.008 
.003 

.000 
.025 

.000 
.000 

.000 
.001 

.000 
.128 

.000 
.000 

.000 
.000 

.000 
 

 
 

B
EN

EN
1 

Pearson C
orr. 

-.035 
-.082 

-.022 
.012 

.048 
-.036 

.049 
-.005 

.192 
.214 

.073 
.316 

.237 
.399 

.224 
.383 

.191 
.341 

.425 
.309 

1 
 

Sig. 2-tailed 
.567 

.181 
.715 

.847 
.432 

.557 
.429 

.935 
.002 

.000 
.232 

.000 
.000 

.000 
.000 

.000 
.002 

.000 
.000 

.000 
 

 

B
EN

EN
2 

Pearson C
orr. 

.121 
.131 

.106 
.105 

.027 
.040 

-.078 
.035 

.207 
.229 

.120 
.233 

.274 
.311 

.284 
.398 

.316 
.327 

.399 
.285 

.483 
1 

Sig. 2-tailed 
.048 

.033 
.085 

.087 
.666 

.517 
.206 

.568 
.001 

.000 
.050 

.000 
.000 

.000 
.000 

.000 
.000 

.000 
.000 

.000 
.000 

 

B
EN

EN
3 

Pearson C
orr. 

.141 
.145 

.153 
.115 

-.080 
-.081 

-.103 
-.065 

.179 
.207 

.130 
.192 

.227 
.205 

.281 
.317 

.312 
.278 

.297 
.258 

.298 
.630 

Sig. 2-tailed 
.021 

.018 
.012 

.060 
.194 

.185 
.094 

.286 
.003 

.001 
.034 

.002 
.000 

.001 
.000 

.000 
.000 

.000 
.000 

.000 
.000 

.000 

 


