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The current information society is collecting information about individual needs, wants 
and desires continuously with the help of new technologies. Information systems, such 
as consumer relationship management (CRM) have a crucial importance when 
providing personalized services to the customers. This is done by gathering, storing, 
maintaining and distributing important consumer knowledge throughout the 
organization. (Chen & Popovich, 2003) However as previous studies have shown, 
consumers are becoming increasingly concerned about threats to their personal privacy 
when new technologies are integrated into the society (e.g. Cranor et al, 1999; 
Kervenoael et al, 2007). As these emerging issues are becoming more common in the 
consumers’ daily lives, it is of great importance to discover their perceptions about it. 
Hence, the purpose of this study is to examine the consumers’ perception about their 
privacy and how they affiliate with their personal information being processed in 
various organizations. 
 
The theoretical framework suggests that several factors affects the consumers comfort 
in sharing personal information to companies, such as the physical environment of the 
organization, which type of information that is shared, what organization that stores and 
uses the information, the psychological distance the actors have to each other and how 
much control the consumers have over the use of their personal information. A self-
administered questionnaire was used to collect the data. The results showed that the 
majority of the respondents were concerned about the information that is gathered about 
them, which further emphasises the importance of this study. It was evident that the 
respondents were more willing to provide demographic and lifestyle information, rather 
than financial and purchase related information. The results also showed a variation 
depending on which organization that is considered. The various organizations were 
categorized into four different groups; Intimate distance, personal distance, social 
distance and public distance, depending on the respondents’ perceived comfort in 
sharing their personal information with them.  
 
Some significant differences were observed between the various demographic groups as 
well. One of the findings indicates that men appear to be more comfortable in sharing 
their personal information to certain companies in comparison to women, due to a 
higher intellectual risk-propensity. It is argued that the consumers concern for privacy is 
an important issue to consider for companies. In order to maintain a strong relationship 
with their customers it should be integrated as an essential part of their CRM-strategies 
to make their information gathering techniques more efficient.  
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1. Introduction 
 

In the first chapter of this thesis, established theories about customer relationship 

management (CRM) are briefly summarized to facilitate an understanding of how 

customer information is managed in modern organizations. This will emanate into a 

description of issues that emerge from these activities, such as information integrity and 

privacy. This is integrated in a discussion about the research problem, which emanates 

into a stated research question and purpose.  

 

1.1 Background 

Imagine an example with a young man going to his daily work in a bank office: 
 

At the work place, he is videotaped the whole day and the work hours as 
well as the homepages he visits are stored in computer logs. The lunch at the 
favourite restaurant is documented when he is using his Visa card to pay the 
bill. Before going home he visits a grocery store to buy some food where his 
shopping behaviour is documented through his store discount card. While at 
home, he logs into Facebook to read some personal information that his 
friends has shared on their profile pages. Prior to sleeping, he reads a 
magazine about mountain climbing that he received for free in his mailbox; 
with a slight confusion he wonders how Climbing Magazine could have 
figured out that this was one of his dream sports since childhood.  

 
This example sheds light to the current information society that gathers information 
about individual needs, wants and desires continuously. Around 150 years ago, traders 
had a close relationship with their customers, understanding their needs, wants and 
desires.  However this changed due to the industrialization, where mass production and 
scale advantages led to standardized product offerings to the customers. This view of 
how organizations interact with their customers is now experiencing a redefinition 
(Gummesson, 1999; Sheth & Parvatiyar, 2000). The transactional market paradigm has 
shifted towards target marketing, where products and marketing efforts aim to satisfy 
individual customer requirements. (Chen & Popovich, 2003) A widely adapted view is 
that customer retention is much more profitable than attracting new customers (e.g. 
Blattberg & Deighton, 1996; Grönroos, 1997). For example it is five times more 
expensive to get a new customer than to keep an old one and it takes lesser time to serve 
known customers which leads to a more efficient use of company resources (Crandall, 
2002). Frederick Reichheld (1996) has also shown that a 5 percent increase in customer 
retention rates leads to an average increase in customer lifetime value of between 25 and 
95 percent. In a world that is faced by increased competition due to deterritorialization 
and technology, the battle for customers stiffens and the authors of this thesis believe 
that consumer preferences will be even more important for companies to manage in the 
future.  
 
With this in mind, customer relationship management (CRM) has become an important 
tool to oversee customer preferences and increase the possibilities to retain them within 
the organization. CRM is grounded in the relationship marketing philosophy (Tiwana, 
2001) and is strengthened through improved customer relationship methods (Frow & 
Payne, 2004). CRM approaches assist the implementation process of relationship 
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marketing using information technology (IT) (Ryals & Payne, 2001) and is founded on 
four sets of principles: 1.) Customers must be managed as the most important asset of 
the company; 2.) customers are not equally desirable and their profitability varies 
significantly; 3.) customers vary widely in their needs, preferences, buying behaviour 
and price sensitivity; and 4.) by understanding these issues, companies can tailor their 
offerings in a way that maximizes the overall value of their customer portfolio (Kutner 
& Cripps, 1997). To summarize, CRM is a concept of how an organization can keep 
their key customers and reduce the costs at the same time and increase the values of 
interaction and thereby maximize the profits (Xu et al, 2002). Information systems have 
a crucial importance when providing a personalized service to the customers. CRM 
systems are used to accumulate, store, maintain and distribute important customer 
knowledge throughout the organization. This knowledge can be used to monitor and 
predict customer behaviour and consequently deliver product and service value to 
individual customers. (Chen & Popovich, 2003) Studies have indicated that customers 
are becoming increasingly concerned about threats to their personal privacy (Cranor et 
al., 1999). However this is not a new issue under discussion, already in the late 
nineteenth century people were worried about how new technologies captured 
individual behaviour:  
 

Instantaneous photographs and newspaper enterprise have invaded the 
sacred precincts of private and domestic life; and numerous mechanical 
devices threaten to make good the prediction that “what is whispered in the 
closed shall be proclaimed from the house-tops” (Warren & Brandeis, 
1890). 

 

1.2 Research Problem 
It is argued that as new media and technologies emerge in the society, consumers are 
becoming increasingly concerned about their personal privacy. The initial example 
might be considered as an exaggeration; however it is important to understand the fact 
that many of these issues are evident in the daily lives of the consumers in the western 
society. Privacy issues emerge on a frequent basis when new technologies are used to 
gather information about the consumers and numerous examples can be mentioned 
about situations where consumers have felt their personal privacy violated by 
companies. One example is when it became evident that the internet community 
Facebook owns their members’ photos that they upload on their personal profiles 
(Axén, 2007) which have led to anger and frustration from the consumers’. Another 
potential threat to the consumers’ privacy became evident a less than a week ago when 
the grocery store chain ICA openly admitted that they would use the consumers’ 
purchase habits for marketing purposes (Andersson, 2008). It is argued that the 
consequences of disregarding the consumers’ privacy might have dire consequences for 
companies, such as an aggravated relationship through consumer dissatisfaction. Media 
scandals and avoidance of the organizations’ services are other implications which 
might occur if the consumers’ right to privacy is neglected. This increases the 
importance for marketers and managers to take the issue of privacy into careful 
consideration when managing consumer relations. With modern collecting practices, 
marketers can target the customers more efficiently than ever before, however it is 
important to ask ourselves if we (i.e. the consumers) want companies to know 



 7 

everything about us and if the costs of sharing personal information outweighs the 
benefits (i.e. if these practices are good for the consumer or a violation of their privacy).  
 
As these emerging issues are becoming more common in the consumers’ daily lives, it 
is of great importance to discover their perceptions about it. Our research question is 
stated as follows;   
 
To what extent are consumers’ concerned about the information the organizations’ 

gather about them? 

 
1.3 Research Objective 

The purpose of this study is to examine the consumers’ perception about their privacy 
and how they affiliate with their personal information being processed in various 
organizations. This knowledge will provide a profound understanding of privacy issues 
which can be used by various decision makers to respond to the customers’ integrity 
more efficiently.  
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2. Theoretical framework 
 

In the second chapter of this thesis, previous academic studies on customer behaviour 

and privacy issues will be presented that proves relevant to the study. A definition of 

privacy and what constitutes an intrusion on privacy is provided since it is essential to 

facilitate an understanding of consumer concern in general terms. Subsequently, more 

profound issues relating to personal privacy, such as information handling and trust are 

evaluated. These theories are presented since it is important to understand which 

elements that affect the consumers’ perception about their privacy according to the 

purpose of this thesis. The last section in the chapter explains theories about personal 

space, which contends that there is an invisible boundary that regulates how individuals 

interact with each other. It is argued that these theories have relevance when observing 

the psychological distance that an individual have towards organizations as well (i.e. 

the individuals’ demands of integrity varies between organizations and thereby affects 

which type of information that is shared). The latter theory is used to examine how the 

consumers’ affiliate with their personal information being processed in various 

organizations. 

 

2.1 Definition of privacy 
Privacy is broadly defined as “selective control of access to the self or to one’s group” 
(Altman & Chemers, 1981 in Lawrence & Low, 1990, p 479) and describes a persons 
right of being private and undisturbed (Hawkins and Allen, 1991). Since Warren and 
Brandeis (1890) definition of privacy in the late nineteenth century as “the right to be 

left alone” no recognized universal definition of privacy has emanated (Kervenoael et 
al, 2007; Phelps et al, 2000; Culnan, 1993). However, the term privacy can be parted 
into four different dimensions: 1.) intrusion (i.e. a physical invasion of an individual’s 
solitude or seclusion), 2.) disclosure (i.e. to publicly reveal embarrassing personal 
information), 3.) false light (i.e. false public portrayals), and 4.) appropriation (i.e. the 
unauthorized use of an individual’s image or identity) (Prosser, 1960 in Phelps et al., 
2000). Even though this framework is almost 50 years old, it still has relevance today. 
For example, consumers and marketers commonly perceive privacy in terms of control; 
which refers to the one that has access to personal data (i.e. disclosure), to which degree 
the marketing offers emanates from the use of private information (i.e. intrusion) and 
how personal information is used (i.e. false light and appropriation). (Phelps et al., 
2000)   
 
The relationship between control and concern for privacy has driven the Direct 
Marketing Association to recommend marketers to enable the consumers to restrict the 
exchange of their personal information (Phelps et al, 2000). Similar associations exist 
throughout Europe that provides information to consumers and marketers about fair 
marketing practices (e.g. MarknadsEtiska Rådet, Swedish Direct Marketing 
Association, International Chamber of Commerce). The use and gathering of personal 
information is protected constitutionally in the European Union and marketers must 
have approval from the customers when gathering, selling and using their information1 
(European Commission, 2005; Kelly & Erickson, 2004). Europe’s approach to privacy 
puts an emphasis on the definition of privacy as access limitations. This approach is 

                                                 
1 For a specific description of privacy laws, see European Directive on Data Protection (95/46/EC) 
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close to the definition by Turn (1985 in Phelps et al., 2000) which defines privacy as the 
individual rights according to the collection, processing, storage, dissemination and use 
of their personal information. From a customer marketplace perspective, privacy refers 
to the ability to influence the spreading and use of personal information that is collected 
as a result of, or during, marketing transactions as well as personal intrusions in the 
individual’s home. (Phelps et al, 2000) 
 
2.1.1 Intrusion of privacy 

An intrusion on privacy can generally be explained as an undesirable loss of autonomy 
by the person being intruded (Zwass, 2008). As mentioned, customer privacy exists 
when individuals can limit their accessibility and control of the information about them, 
as a consequence, invasions of privacy occur when this control is lost or reduced, due to 
a marketing transaction (Phelps et al, 2000; Culnan, 1993).  
 
Dunfee et al. (1999) suggests that a social contract between the organization and its 
customers provide a moral basis for marketing practice, since an emphasis on 
relationship building is essential to marketers. The linkage between obstacles in 
establishing and maintaining customer relationships and the privacy concerns are 
illustrated in Figure 2.1. Important elements of relationships are shown in the centre of 
the diagram whereas the customers’ concerns about privacy are illustrated in the outer 
circle. These concerns (i.e. information privacy, accuracy and physical privacy) are 
affected by the control issue and when one or more of these concerns grow, it will be 
increasingly difficult to manage a meaningful relationship. (O’Malley et al., 1997) As 
the theories about privacy intrusion shows, the consumers prefer to have increased 
control and giving consumers control over the usage of their personal information will 
alleviate their concerns of privacy (Phelps et al, 2000).  
 

 
 
Figure 2.1 Privacy and relational elements (O’Malley et al., 1997: 545) 
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2.2 Customer information and relational elements 

As figure 2.1 show, marketers have to prove commitment to the consumers and one 
aspect of this is to handle the information with confidentiality (O’Malley et al., 1997). It 
is suggested that companies must be more responsible towards the consumers by 
revealing their data collecting practices and their management of personal information 
(Franzak et al., 2001). Consumers often provide personal information to organizations 
without actually reading or fully comprehending their terms of agreements. This has 
become increasingly common due the many web pages where customers’ click ‘I agree” 
without bothering to read the agreement. (Pitta et al., 2003) However, an intrusion of 
privacy also occurs when customers are not fully aware of the full implications of 
providing their personal information (O’Malley et al., 1997). Although it is complicated 
to document the harm that occurs due to intrusions of privacy because of subjective 
perceptions about the actual damage and customers’ ability to remedy the intrusion 
quickly (Phelps et al, 2000). Information sharing becomes a concern when consumers 
notice that their information is used for other purposes than intended (Kervenoael et al, 
2007). 
 
As mentioned, marketers should consider the exchange of information as an important 
part of relationship building. However consumers generally do not believe that 
marketers care about their privacy and have negative experiences of their information 
collecting practices (Graeff & Harmon, 2002). Nevertheless the consumers agree that if 
more information is shared, the promotional offerings will become more accurate. This 
makes the line of privacy a bit obscure. For example, given that marketers want to 
reduce the privacy concerns that relates to intrusion, they must use personal information 
to improve the targeting of customers. (Phelps et al, 2000) The concern for privacy also 
varies depending on which type of data that is gathered and used. Studies has shown 
that consumers are unwilling to provide information about personal income, credit card 
number and health (Cranor et al., 1999) meanwhile demographic, media and lifestyle 
information will be provided with lesser concern (Phelps et al, 2000). 
 
2.2.1 Trust 

As observed in the centre of figure 2.1, trust is a very important factor to consider when 
maintaining consumer relationships. It is also an important mediator in assessing 
personal information from consumers. The consumers’ lines of privacy sometimes 
fluctuate depending on the organisation that inquires the information. Some consumers 
are reluctant of sharing information when it comes to shady and sometimes unknown 
organisations. A study made by O’Malley et al. (1997) suggests that companies that 
aspire for trust and honesty usually have a great advantage when it comes to initiating a 
successful consumer relationship. A common notion is that “I wouldn’t give details to 

anyone who didn’t have a good reputation” (O’Malley et al., 1997: 549) which proves 
the importance of maintaining a relatively high status to receive necessary information.  
 
The psychological factors that barrier the minds from initiating a relationship by sharing 
information with a company is bypassed if a company’s name or milieu is correlated 
with trustworthiness (O’Malley et al., 1997). If a concrete example is presented; 
companies such as banks and hospitals have the upper hand when inquiring for personal 
information (Hagel III and Rayport, 1997). This is due to the mentioned theory about 
individuals’ affiliation towards companies that inspire trust in consumers. When going 
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to a bank, individuals’ assume that their money will be kept safe and implicitly their 
personal information as well. The associations the human mind makes with the milieu 
and perception of what is presented by the company is very much in accordance with 
whether or not a consumer will eventually have confidence in them and consequently 
provide them with their personal information. (O’Malley et al., 1997) As a 
consequence, companies that has shown themselves trustworthy or successfully 
established an image of trust (e.g. through marketing) has the advantage of collecting 
more sensitive information about the consumers. Hence more information is available 
for these companies to gather, disseminate and use without intruding on the consumer’s 
personal privacy.  
 

2.3 Personal space 
Theories about physical distance (i.e. physical integrity) claims that different factors 
(e.g. gender, cultural, age, personal and physical determinants) will affect the personal 
space between individuals differently (e.g. Crawford & Unger, 2000 in Bell et al., 2001; 
Sigelman & Adams, 1990 in Bell et al., 2001; Hall, 1966). The authors of this thesis 
argue that these theories can be transferred and have relevance when observing 
psychological distances as well (i.e. the demands of integrity varies between 
organizations and thereby affects which type of information that is shared). Perceptions 
about appropriate personal space are evaluated unconsciously in the human mind when 
faced to certain situations. The perceived sensitivity in sharing different types of 
information is also assessed unconsciously when sharing information, which makes the 
theoretical framework applicable in these situations as well. This issue is very important 
to explore due to the research objective since it is argued that inappropriate distance has 
negative consequences for the involved individuals, which is an important issue to 
consider for many decision makers.  
 
The idea of personal space is that an invisible boundary exists that regulates how 
closely an individual interacts with other people (Bell et al., 2001). The concept of 
personal space was introduced by Hall (1966). His theory about proxemics proves 
relevant in psychological research even today. Hall proposes that individuals have an 
inherent distancing mechanism that regulates contact in social situations. This 
mechanism varies between cultures, where a distinction is made between contact 
cultures (i.e. Latin American, Mediterranean and Arab) and non-contact cultures (i.e. 
North European and North American). When individuals from different cultures meet, 
both parties might misjudge the other’s behaviour according to the nonverbal 
communication that personal space shows. (Hall, 1966) Studies have also shown gender 
differences in intimacy, where men wants larger personal space than women, which 
might lead to misinterpretations of social situations (Gibson et al., 1993).  
 
Hall (1966) suggests that depending on situational conditions individuals use one of 
four zones when interacting with others. These are labelled Intimate distance (i.e. 
making love, physical sports), Personal distance (i.e. Contact between friends), Social 

distance (i.e. Impersonal contacts) and Public distance (i.e. Formal contacts). These 
zones varies depending on the situational conditions, such as the relationship between 
the individuals and which activity they are engaged in. (Bell et al., 2001)  
 



 12 

2.3.2 Personal factors 

According to Bell et al. (2001), personality represents an individual’s way of observing 
the world and reflects learning and experience. Individual differences in personality are 
considered relatively stable, but the purpose for being in a certain environment might 
vary from time to time. Each individual is affected by the mood s/he has when 
integrating with the environment as well as the expectations one has about the 
surroundings. (Bitner, 1992) The age of an individual should also be mentioned here. 
Bell et al. (2001) refers to a study by Aiello which shows that the preferred 
interpersonal distance increases when an individual gets older.  
 
One trait that regards personality orientation is the internality-externality theory. It 
views the orientation as a reflection of previous learning about internal or external 
causation of events. The former perspective states that reinforcements is under the 
control of the self meanwhile the latter perspective states that reinforcements is 
controlled by external forces. In a study by Duke and Nowicki in Bell et al., 2001, it is 
showed that external oriented individuals prefer more distance from strangers than 
internals. Here it is suggested if one believes that one is in control of the situation, the 
individual will feel more comfortable at close distances with strangers than if one 
believes that events is controlled externally. (Bell et al., 2001)  
 
Bell et al. (2001) refer to other studies of how personality traits affect personal space. It 
is shown that anxious individuals obtain a larger space than nonanxious individuals, that 
individuals with a high self esteem is comfortable with smaller distances and that 
individuals with a high need for affiliation prefer a closer distance. However it is 
suggested that it is better to observe clusters of these variables that affect personal 
space, to achieve more stable predictors of interpersonal distance. (Bell et al., 2001)  
 

2.3.3 Cultural differences 

As mentioned, there are cross-cultural difference determinants of personal space, such 
as contact versus non-contact cultures (Bell et al., 2001). The social norms of how 
customers should behave influence the interpretation, use and exchange of information 
and thereby affect the societal perception of personal place, trust and privacy 
(Kervenoael et al, 2007). As Moore argues (in Lawrence & Low, 1990), behaviours that 
are regulating access are found in every culture, although not always by structuring the 
environment or social mechanisms. As a consequence, various cultural constellations 
might need different distances to achieve the communicative and protective functions of 
personal space, however since the research is in some parts inconsistent, further 
research is needed in this area (Bell et al., 2001).  
 
2.3.4 Physical environment factors 

Many recent studies have investigated the emergence of privacy issues that has occurred 
due to an increased amount of internet retailers (e.g. Kervenoael et al., 2007; Pitta, et al., 
2003; Franzak et al., 2001). It has been revealed that customers are increasingly 
concerned about internet retailers and perceive online companies as a threat to their 
privacy (Miyazaki & Fernandez, 2000). Hence, Phelps, Nowak and Ferrell (2000) 
assume that there is a variation in concern for privacy, depending on which retailer the 
consumer purchases their products. This has also been confirmed by a study by Graeff 
and Harmon (2002) which showed that customers were more comfortable in using 
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credit cards when buying from traditional stores, rather than internet retailers According 
to the research objective of this thesis, it is important to investigate if this holds true 
between other branches as well, not only the case of internet retailers. It is argued that 
the same information might have a variance in perceived sensitivity depending on 
which actor that has access to the information.  
 
When observing the built environment, many theorists interpret it as culturally shared 
mental structures and processes. These built forms play a communicative role 
embodying and conveying meaning between groups and individuals at various levels. 
(Lawrence & Low, 1990) It is argued that the built environment, or the physical 
landscape, is communicating a message that is interpreted by the individuals. The layout 
of the environment allows individuals to interpret what has taken place or what message 
that is intended from it (Hall, 1963). For example a bank office is communicating 
security, which might make the consumers comfortable in sharing sensitive information 
with them (Hagel III & Rayport, 1997). Bitner (1992) refers to Mehrabian and Russel’s 
study which suggests that there are two general forms of behaviour when reacting to 
certain places (i.e. the servicescape); approach and avoidance. An organization should 
encourage approach behaviours and discourage avoidance behaviours. The former is 
characterized by positive behaviours, such as a desire to explore, stay and affiliate while 
the latter refers to the opposite reactions. Each individual enters an organization with a 
purpose and the physical environment can facilitate or hinder the accomplishment of 
this purpose. (Bitner, 1992)  
 
Bitner (1992) refers to Forgas which argues that physical environments define the 
character of social interaction through social rules, conventions and expectations in a 
given social setting.  An individual’s perception about the environment leads to certain 
beliefs, emotions and physiological feelings which consequently affect his/her 
behaviour. These interpretations of environmental clues facilitate a categorization of, for 
example, an organizations perceived quality. (Bitner, 1992)  
 
2.3.5 Consequences of inappropriate distance 

It is worth considering the consequences of inappropriate distance between individuals, 
where the personal space is perceived as too much or too little. If one perceives personal 
space as within optimal range, homeostasis2 is maintained. This is evaluated from 
individual differences (e.g. personality), situational factors (e.g. physical setting of the 
environment), social conditions (e.g. attraction) and cultural features (e.g. cultural 
expectations). If the personal space does not correspond to these factors, a variety of 
responses may occur. Examples of such reactions are stress, arousal (i.e. heightened 
autonomic activity, such as increased blood pressure, adrenalin secretion and heart rate), 
overload (i.e. ignorance of less relevant input) or reactance (i.e. trying to regain control 
over the situation). Studies have shown that intrusions of personal space lead to several 
coping strategies as a response to the situation, such as perceptual withdrawal and 
aggression.  It is suggested that the initial reaction to an intrusion on personal space is 
arousal which is followed by a cognitive response. The individual draws attention to the 
invader and consequently tries to understand why the arousal behaviour was triggered 
and why the intruder acted in the perceived way. This evaluation depends on the 

                                                 
2 An optimal state where one is satisfied with the situation, all individuals’ are striving to reach this state. 
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characteristics of the invader as well as the situation, which stems from the individual 
preferences, situational factors, social conditions and cultural factors. The perception 
about how uncomfortable a situation is depends on the negative attribution one has 
about why someone invaded the personal space. Individuals perceive people different, 
depending on various factors, e.g. gender, clothing and attractiveness. (Bell et al., 2001) 

 

2.4 Psychological distance 
As argued above, different factors will affect the personal space between individuals. 
Even though all these factors might not be applicable to a psychological context, it is 
suggested that most of them proves relevant when observing the appropriate distance of 
sharing personal information as well. This is because of the previous argument that both 
physical space as well as psychological distance is evaluated unconsciously by the 
individual. As a consequence, the idea of what constitutes an appropriate distance in a 
certain context is based on the same values in both of these cases.  
 

2.4.1 Cultural distance 

When transferring the theory of cultural differences in personal space, it is argued that 
even though the North American and North European behaviours are similar, some 
views about integrity and privacy might differ. In the USA, individuals do not have 
property rights in information about themselves; nevertheless they might have rights to 
be free from intrusions of their privacy (Winn and Wrathall, 2000 in Kelly & Erickson, 
2004). However in the European Union, there is a different approach in how to handle 
personal information. Here the information is protected constitutionally and the 
standpoint is that customers should remain in full control of their personal data, which 
means that an approval from the consumer is essential to gather, sell or use their private 
information (European Commission, 2005; Kelly & Erickson, 2004). This could have 
an impact on how willingly individuals are to provide personal information, because the 
European privacy laws have been developed farther than in the USA. This would be in 
line with the previous argumentation about control, where intrusions of privacy is less 
likely to occur when individuals feel that they have control over the usage of their 
personal information (Phelps et al, 2000). The loss of perceived control represents 
failures in achieving regulatory mechanisms, such as personal space and territoriality. It 
is suggested that all humans might have a desire to communicate as well as to keep 
some personal features or thoughts to themselves. Therefore designs that optimizes 
privacy have to consider both the previously mentioned definition of privacy, as the 
“selective control of access to the self or to one’s group” and the fact that privacy have 
different meaning to different people. (Bell et al., 2001) 
 
Because the European laws are protecting privacy issues to a greater extent than in the 
USA, it is probable that Europeans might be more comfortable in providing personal 
information to organizations. As mentioned, intrusion on privacy is often noticed when 
the confidence is breached (O’Malley et al., 1997). When customer databases are 
regarded as a property of the organization and thereby can be sold to a third party, it is 
argued that the customer concerns will be relatively bigger. One example of a conflict 
between consumer privacy rights and ownership rights is an article by Kelly and 
Erickson (2004). Their article is about an internet retailer that guaranteed that customer 
privacy would be respected, however when the company entered bankruptcy, it began 
soliciting bids on their assets, which included their customer database. It is argued that 
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these kinds of conflicts are increasing the consumers’ concerns of privacy. Since the 
European legislation hinders many of these issues to occur, the European consumers 
probably have a more positive experience of information handling. It is predicted that if 
this holds true, the results will show that Swedish consumers are relatively less 
concerned about their privacy. 
 
2.4.2 Situational distance  

As mentioned earlier, customers are more concerned about sharing information with 
internet retailers, rather than traditional ones. The authors of this thesis contend that 
internet is characterized by factors that are often associated with insecurity. Internet is 
perceived as a tool of sharing information worldwide, hackers that are able to retrieve 
sensitive information and since people are interacting differently over the web than in a 
traditional sense, they will have to share additional information to facilitate a social 
interaction. However internet also has a characteristic of anonymity, which would 
facilitate sharing of personal information. Customers might become less concerned 
about Internet retailers in the future if they succeed to handle personal information with 
responsibility. Although since the anonymity and free flow of information is two major 
features of the internet, it is argued that a sharing of personal information would 
implicitly lead to a thought of strangers being able to find out information about oneself. 
As argued earlier, an emphasis will be put into discovering if similar information has a 
variance in sensitivity, depending on which kind of organization that is considered. 
 
2.4.3 Gender distance 

The gender aspect of personal space is more difficult to convert to a psychological 
distance; however the authors suggest that some sort of difference might exist between 
males and females. Bell et al. (2001) refers to several studies where gender differences 
in personal distances are prominent (e.g. Fisher and Burn; Crawford & Unger). Here it 
is shown that males are taught to be competitive and consequently more sensitive to 
competitive situations, such as face-to-face interactions. Females, on the other hand, are 
taught to be more affiliative and thereby respond negatively when strangers are 
signalling affiliative demands to them, for example with adjacent seating. Cranor et al 
(1999) refers to a study by Westin which shows that women are slightly more 
concerned about threats to their personal privacy than men (Cranor et al., 1999) and it 
will be investigated in the empirical study if gender differences exist among the 
students.  
 
2.4.4. Personal distance 

As mentioned, the internality-externality theory presents how individuals are oriented 
towards the causation of events. It is suggested that since internals require less personal 
space than externals, they would be more willing to share personal information with 
organizations. Even though personal privacy is dependent on the perceived control of 
the shared personal information, an internal would believe that s/he is able to affect the 
situation to a greater extent than an external. It is also argued that individuals with 
relatively higher self esteem will be more willing to share personal information. It is 
predicted that a high self esteem emphasises a belief of being in control of the situation, 
which would facilitate information sharing. The same holds true for nonanxious 
individuals, since they feel more secure about their situation. Nevertheless, if 
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individuals perceive their privacy as breached, it is most likely that their responses will 
be one or more of the mentioned reactions (i.e. arousal, overload, and reactance).  
 
2.4.5 Summary 

Consequently, an intrusion of privacy from a consumer perspective is dependent on 
several factors: 1.) the physical environment of the organization, whereas consumers 
tend to look for cues to evaluate the performance of the organization; 2.) The 
information that is shared with the organization (i.e. if the information is thought to be 
needed to maximize the benefits from the relationship); 3.) What organization that 
stores and uses information; 4.) What kind of relationship the actors have with each 
other (i.e. psychological distance); 5.) To what extent the consumers are able to control 
the dissemination and use of their personal information.  
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3. Method 
 

In the third chapter of this thesis, the choice of method when collecting and analysing 

data will be presented and motivated. This will be explained through both a practical as 

well as a theoretical perspective. This is to facilitate an understanding of how the 

methods correspond to the purpose and research problem of this thesis.  

 
3.1 Research Approach  

The purpose of this study is to examine the consumers’ perceptions about their privacy 
and to study how they affiliate with their personal information being processed in 
various companies. A general understanding of privacy issues which is explained in 
relation to existing psychological and privacy theories must be provided and as a result, 
the nature of research is primarily of a deductive art (Bryman & Bell, 2007). The 
theoretical framework presented explains the human behavior and consumer opinions in 
providing personal information about them. In order to grasp the complexity behind the 
human behavior, the reasoning which was the main indicator in understanding how a 
consumer would behave in different situations and how the elements and indicators in a 
situation influences the respondents or consumers opinion and behavior. By moving 
from the core starting point in the given theories and complement it with empirical data 
in order to come to a conclusion is basically known as a deductive reasoning. 
 
3.2 Literature search 

The databases Emerald and Business Source Premier were primarily used when 
searching for relevant articles about privacy and personal integrity. The keywords used 
most frequently was: CRM, Integrity, Privacy, Relationship marketing, Personal space, 

Privacy intrusion. When searching for specific articles (where title and name of authors 
where known) Google scholar was used, because it searches through more databases, 
including the previously mentioned ones. Some suitable literature was also found using 
“Ebrary” and “Netlibrary”, where the mentioned keywords were used. The non-
digitalized literature was found in the University’s library, such as various theories 
about physical space and business research methods. Some relevant literature about 
psychology was also provided by one of the supervisors (Anna-Carin Nordvall) which 
was helpful when establishing the theoretical framework. Since there the authors’ 
opinions about gathering personal information to some extent varied, literature from an 
organizational perspective as well as a consumer perspective were used to establish a 
general view of information gathering and thereby assessing as high objectivity as 
possible. Some literature might appear old (e.g. Prosser, 1960; Hall, 1963; Hall, 1966) 
however since their theories are recognized in psychology research even today, there 
would be impossible to exclude them from the theoretical framework provided in this 
thesis. The oldest book (Warren & Brandeis, 1890) was primarily used to enlighten that 
new technologies has been a source of concern for the consumers in a long time and 
their definition of privacy as “the right to be left alone” still remains valid.  
 
3.3 Preconceptions 

To assess the objectivity of this thesis, it is important to take the authors preconceptions 
into consideration. Both of the authors have studied the Business Administration and 
Economics program at Umeå University for three years. The previous knowledge 
achieved from this was primarily in the marketing courses, where CRM and relationship 
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marketing has been a central subject in many of the lectures. The knowledge of 
costumer relationship management might have inflicted the approach of how the 
theoretical framework was implemented in this study. Such as how information is 
gathered about the consumers in order to maximize the benefits from the relationship 
which most people are unaware of. However this study mostly deals with psychological 
theories about human behavior where the authors’ familiarity must be considered as 
common knowledge. The previous studies from the university as well as the 
understanding of CRM-processes would be considered as a “general preconception”. 
Opinions received from the media and when sharing information to the various 
organizations (e.g. through discount cards, internet registrations) should also be 
considered in this category, since many of these situations occur on a daily basis.  
 
3.4 Perspectives 

According to the purpose of this thesis, a consumer perspective was chosen in the 
empirical study to observe the general perceptions of the main subject. However the 
results from the study can be used and evaluated from a managerial perspective by 
various decision makers, such as marketers and managers, to understand what issues 
that matters to the consumers. By respecting these aspects of consumer integrity, the 
gathering, dissemination and use of personal information will be performed on the terms 
of the consumer. As a result, the relationship with the consumers’ will be strengthened 
through trust, commitment, and respect for the personal integrity (O’Malley et al., 
1997).    
 
3.5 Choice of method 

A general understanding of consumer opinions and attitudes is preferred, rather than in-
depth knowledge of certain individuals, which makes a questionnaire with standardised 
questions suitable. The outcome of the survey will be small amounts of data from many 
individuals, which will facilitate general issues of privacy. A delivery and collection 
questionnaire is used where questions are completed by the respondents (i.e. self-
administered questionnaire). As Dillman argues in Saunders et al. (2003), respondents 
to these questionnaires are rather unlikely to answer questions to please the researcher 
or provide socially desirable answers. However, there is a risk that respondents are 
discussing their answers with other individuals, which contaminates the results. 
(Saunders et al., 2003) Another negative aspect is that if the questions are confusing, an 
interviewer will not be present to explain them further. Hence comprehensible questions 
is essential to minimize the risk that respondents unconsciously skip a question or fail to 
follow filter questions (Bryman & Bell, 2007) To avoid these issues, the participants 
where instructed to answer the questions without consulting their friends and a pilot test 
were performed to assess that the questions were stated in a comprehensible manner.  
 
3.6 Sample selection  

In order to establish feasibility to this thesis a convenience sampling method was used. 
This is to conduct a survey to facilitate with the consumers approach and thoughts about 
revealing personal information about themselves. The targeted population in the survey 
is students at Umeå University. The choice of respondents was chosen due to 
restrictions in time, and a sample survey is suitable for collecting information relatively 
faster. This survey will provide the thesis with an overview of how students’ perceive 
and feel about revealing personal information about themselves to different branches 
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that actively pursue a rigid information gathering approach. However the students are a 
group that is simply accessible to the researchers and it is hard to know of what 
population the sample is representative. As a consequence, it is impossible to generalize 
the findings, even though they might prove interesting. The results should primarily 
provide a facilitator for further research and be linked to existing findings in the privacy 
and integrity research. (Bryman & Bell, 2007) 
  
A convenience sample involves randomly selecting cases that are easiest to obtain for 
the sample. The sample is not recommended due to its low probability rates, and thus 
not being representative of the total consumer population. A convenience sample is 
subjectively chosen from the population with regards to the investigators convenience, 
thus ultimately giving him/her the choice of choosing the respondent on the basis of the 
investigators different limitations, such as time, cost and quality, which is also known as 
the triple constraint. Hence the limitations of a convenience sample can somewhat be 
useful if the questionnaires are rather in-depth, thus revealing a larger amount of 
information about a single individuals thoughts. The idea of gaining in-depth 
information is to compensate for the lack of representation that the sample might have. 
(Saunders et al., 2007)  
  
As mentioned, the survey is conducted upon students on Umeå University’s campus 
from different faculties and interest groups. Nevertheless, considering that the sample is 
conveniently chosen from the same environment as the authors, some of the students in 
the sample are known to the investigators, such as friends, working buddies and so on. 
With this in mind, a potential threat exists that the sample might be biased if their 
neutrality to the survey is disrupted (Saunders et al., 2007). However it was clearly 
stated that the answers would be treated in the strictest confidence and the purpose of 
the study was unknown to all respondents which prevented some of these biases to 
occur.  
 
3.7 Design of the questionnaire 

To be able to assess if there is a difference in sensibility between various organizations, 
given that the same information is shared, a Likert Scale was chosen. To avoid the risk 
of respondents forgetting to answer the question, which might occur when series of 
questions with a common answer is used (Bryman & Bell, 2007), an emphasis on 
keeping questions and answers on the same page was chosen. This might have some 
implications (i.e. non sampling-errors), such as respondent fatigue because the 
questionnaire appears to be longer. However it is argued that a clear structure makes the 
questionnaire more appealing and thereby counterweights these negative implications. 
Another strategy to further avoid these implications was to make the questionnaire more 
attractive and illustrative with figures.  

Eight point scale questions where based on how comfortable consumers where in 
sharing information with a list of various organizations. In order to have a 
representative assortment of branches which are actively pursuing consumer 
information, the following organizations were selected; banks, grocery store chains, 
internet companies, electricity providers, restaurants, hotels, insurance companies, sport 
centres, travel agencies, medical centres, clothing shops, the respondent's employer, 
telemarketers and government. These branches were selected in order to make it 
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possible to distinguish potential differences among companies with the main focus on 
the consumers' perception of privacy intrusion.  

Group 1: Banks, insurance companies, the respondents' employers and hospitals 
were chosen since they are able to access a large amount of personal 
information. In these organizations it is often mandatory to share private 
information. For example to purchase an insurance, one needs to provide 
a relatively great deal of personal information to the insurance company, 
however this does not mean that consumers are often comfortable with 
sharing such information (O’Malley et al., 1997).  

Group 2: Grocery stores, recreational facilities and clothing stores are companies 
that interact with consumers on a daily basis and thereby have access to 
much information about consumer behaviour. It is suggested that much 
of this information are gathered without the consumers' knowledge (e.g. 
through discount cards) (Pitta et al., 2003). 

Group 3: Restaurants, travel agencies and hotels are characterized by more 
personal relations between the employees and the customers', which 
might have an effect on how comfortable an individual is with sharing 
information with them.  

Group 4: Government/Municipalities were chosen since they have access to a 
number of information about consumers that might be considered as 
sensitive. However, unlike organizations in group 2 they are not 
perceived as interacting with the consumers on a daily basis.  

Group 5: Electricity providers, internet companies and telemarketers were 
included since they interact through somewhat "impersonal" media when 
engaging a relationship with the consumers.  

Additionally, the respondents who participated in the pilot test questionnaire (which is 
explained later on) had the opportunity to suggest other companies which they thought 
should be added on the list of branches. The questionnaire is attached in Appendix C.  

3.7.1 Questions 

The choice of questions was primarily based on theories of privacy that was mentioned 
in the second chapter. Since individuals are less willing to share information about their 
health condition, social security number, personal income and other financial 
information (Cranor et al., 1999; Phelps et al., 2000), it is suggested that if the 
respondents are prone to share these information to certain companies, they have a 
closer relationship with them (i.e. relatively more intimate distance in sharing 
information). Other information, such as purchase behaviour, demographics and 
lifestyle is not as sensitive, but may still vary depending on which organization that is 
under consideration. No study has been found about whether civic number is perceived 
as sensitive information. However it is suggested that some people might consider it as 
private because it is used in many financial transactions, signing documents and so 
forth. Address is included because it is an important personal identifier that various 
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companies use for marketing purposes. In general, our questions contains all the five 
broad categories of individual specific information that is mentioned by Phelps et al. 
(2000) which is demographic characteristics, lifestyle characteristics, purchase 
behaviour, personal identifiers and financial data.  
 
In the second part of the questionnaire, four questions were asked in order to assess the 
respondents’ general perceptions about the collection, dissemination and use of their 
personal information within companies. The first question was “To what extent are you 

concerned about the information that companies gather about you?” and the second 
question “Do you feel that you are being compensated by companies (e.g. discounts, 

special offerings) when sharing information with them?” with follow up question 
“What type of compensation do you usually receive?” was included to see which 
common offerings that the respondents were aware of. The question “Is it a problem if 

an organization is allowed to sell your personal information to another company?” was 
included to understand if the respondents are satisfied with the present legislation about 
privacy or if they would prefer a laissez-faire oriented approach, such in the USA. 
However the question might be considered as leading, which some of the respondents of 
the pilot test contended, the question was changed to “Are organizations allowed to sell 

your personal information to a third party?” to investigate the knowledge of the present 
legislation. Another question that was changed was ”Are you more willing to share your 

personal information to a known company, rather than an unknown” to “How willing 

are you to share your personal information with: (0= Unknown company, 4 = Known 

company)”. This was included to be able to investigate the importance in a company’s 
reputation and if the locus of control (i.e. internality/externality theory) might prove 
relevant in this case. Three of the questions were point scale questions and one of the 
questions (i.e. Are organizations allowed to sell your personal information to a third 

party?) had three alternatives; Yes, No or I do not know.  
 
The third part of the questionnaire contained questions about specific situations that 
could be perceived as an intrusion of privacy. The respondents were able to chose 
between five different answers (i.e. Yes, always; Yes, often; No, Seldom; No, Never and 

I do not know) and then explain them further to be able to gain more in-depth 
information about the consumers’ concerns about personal privacy. “Are you willing to 

give up more personal information about yourself to receive offerings that better suit 

your needs?” was included to assess if the respondents are more willingly to share 
information if they receive tailored offerings that responds to their needs. These issues 
have been explored in earlier research, for example a study by Phelps et al. (2000) 
where consumers welcome relevant advertising mail into their homes. However the aim 
of the question is to investigate if this holds true for students as well. To understand if 
consumers’ sometimes perceive companies as using personal information in an 
irresponsible way, the question “Have you felt that a company has used some of your 

personal information in an irresponsible way?” was included.  
 
The questions “Do you want companies to inform you for what purposes they use your 

information?” and “Have you felt that companies have used your personal information 

for other purposes than intended?” was included to perceive if the respondents’ are 
aware of the premises on which they share their information, and if the companies are 
holding on to their promises. The respondents’ answers will also show if companies 
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must be more informative towards the customers’ about their information processing 
practices. A study by Graeff and Harmon (2002) showed that consumers with a higher 
income wanted to control the collection and use of their personal information to a larger 
extent than consumers with a lower income. To understand if the respondents’ believed 
that they could control the information that is used and processed in companies, the 
question” Do you feel that you can control which personal information that is stored 

and treated about you in companies?” was included. The last alternative questions “Do 

you believe that companies handle your personal information with confidentiality?” 
were asked to asses the respondents’ perspectives of trust towards companies. 
 
The last part of the questionnaire contained nine yes/no questions, were the purpose was 
to investigate if the respondents’ usually reads the terms of agreement prior to signing 
an agreement (e.g. joining a web community, signing up for a discount card etcetera). A 
concluding question was used to assess the respondents’ reaction of what happens after 
an intrusion on their personal privacy has occurred. However the aim of this thesis is 
not to analyse how the consumers respond to a violation of their privacy and as a result, 
the answers will only be mentioned briefly in the analysis.  
 
3.7.2 Format of the questionnaire 

An eight-point scale was chosen to avoid neutral answers and to facilitate an 
implementation of a model of physical distancing. A very high response (i.e. 6 or 7) 
would indicate an Intimate distance between the consumer and the organization, which 
would allow for more personal information to be shared between them. A conflict of 
integrity will be relatively unlikely here since most information is likely to be shared. A 
rather high response (i.e. 4 or 5) would indicate a Personal distance where some 
sensitive information might be shared to organizations. A rather low response (i.e. 2 or 
3) indicates an impersonal relationship, whereas sensitive information would be very 
unlikely to be shared. Organizations that are preferred to be within Social distance 
should be careful when collecting information from consumers, since they might intrude 
on the personal privacy if not managed properly. Public distance would be indicated 
when the comfort in sharing information is minimal (i.e. 0 or 1) and consequently, these 
organizations should avoid collecting sensitive information from the consumers. A 
neutral answer was not available to make the respondents state their opinion. In the 
second part of the questionnaire a five-point scale was used to let the respondents 
provide a neutral answer and an option to express their personal opinions as well.  
 
In the third part of the questionnaire, closed questions are used to assess a general view 
of consumer privacy concerns. However, closed questions have a tendency of not being 
exhaustive, a difference in the interpretation of the forces-choice answers and irritating 
to the respondents when the categories do not apply to them (Bryman & Bell, 2007). 
Hence a possibility for the respondents to express their opinions about these issues 
where included to overcome the previous implications. The choice of including open 
questions was to improve the analysis of data through new aspects of privacy concern 
and unusual responses that might occur which will facilitate an understanding of 
consumers general concern for privacy. 
 
The questionnaire was written in English to facilitate a comparison with the theoretical 
framework. However since most of the students native language is Swedish, a 
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translation was essential to prevent misinterpretations of the questions and thereby 
weakening the validity. Saunders et al. (2003) refers to Usunier which outlines some 
techniques for translating the source questionnaire into another language. A direct 
translation was used (i.e. source questionnaire to target questionnaire) due to limits in 
time and resources. The advantages with this approach is the easiness in implementation 
and that it is relatively inexpensive, however it can lead to some differences between the 
questionnaires, such as difference in meaning (Saunders et al., 2003). In case that some 
of the students would have English as their native language and since many Swedish 
students are comfortable in the language, 40 questionnaires were printed in English.  
 
3.7.3 Analysis of the questionnaires 

Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to statistically evaluate the 
results from the questionnaires. This was considered essential because of the large 
amount of data that they questionnaire provided. The measures used were descriptive 
statistics, such as frequency tables and cross-tabulations. These methods were included 
to facilitate an understanding of demographic information and the alternative questions. 
To be able to asses any significant differences and similarities between the different 
demographic groups (i.e. gender, income, age) bivariate statistics were used, such as 
comparing means, One-Way variance analyses (ANOVA), correlation and multi-
variance analyses. To assess the reliability and consistency of the pilot test-
questionnaire, Cronbach’s Alpha was used to insure its quality.  
 
3.8 Evaluation of research 

 
3.8.1 Reliability 
The idea of ascertaining reliability towards a completed quantitative research is to 
establish a notion of consistency, and thus testing its accuracy. Due to the limitations in 
scope, such as time and cost, a convenience sampling was chosen. The choice of sample 
method threatens the research’s different accuracy measures when it comes to 
representing the entire population of consumers (Saunders 2007). Consequently, most 
of the data retrieved are compared to students which were available on campus during 
the collection day. Even beforehand it is predicted that the research data and sample is 
not significant when compared to the entire population of consumers. 
 
3.8.2 Internal reliability 
Internal reliability defines the power of the relation which the questions have to one 
another. Thus validating that there is coherency and consistency throughout the survey’s 
questions and that there is a pattern of correlation amongst the respondents which 
indicates that there is a mutual understanding when altering the indicators of a question. 
Basically, the general opinion or behavior of the respondents will roughly have the 
same pattern throughout the different levels of survey. (Bryman and Bell, 2005)  
 
To assess the reliability of the pilot test-questionnaire, Cronbach’s Alpha was 
performed on all the organizations (i.e. banks, grocery stores etcetera) and the alpha 
values were between α = 0.73 and α = 0.96, which is very good3. Cronbach’s Alpha 
shows how a set of items measure a one-dimensional structure (e.g. a questionnaire). 

                                                 
� An acceptable alpha (α) value should be over 0.7.  
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Since each individual item correlates with the other items in the same category, the 
inter-correlation is high and the measurement instruments of this study have a high 
reliability. The alpha values were also calculated for every information category (i.e. 
personal income, health condition, purchase habits, and so fourth) where all values were 
in the interval α = 0.9 and α = 0.98, which indicates that the questionnaire has well 
segregated categories in the questionnaire. This also indicates good measurement 
instruments with a high reliability. The overall results from the Cronbachs alpha shows 
that the data is apparently reliable and consistent (Bryman and Bell, 2005).  
 
The above measures are critical in determining the reliability of the research results. In 
order to understand the mentioned consequences and results of the measures, one must 
comprehend the fact that the survey was administered “on-campus” whereas the results 
are not possible to generalize to the entire population. The data collected from the 
survey has high alpha values which support the fact the survey is reliable when it comes 
to representing students at Umeå University, but adversely has a very low reliability 
when it is related to the entire population of consumers. This is due to the previous 
mentioned reason of picking a convenience sampling and therefore not representing the 
entire population. As a consequence, the collected data are significant when 
representing the student population in Umeå but the probability is high that the 
responses would vary when it comes to investigating the entire consumer population. 
 
3.8.3 Validity 
Validity shows to what extent a collection method accurately measures what it is 
intended to measure (Saunders 2007). As the purpose is to examine the consumers’ 
perception about their privacy and how they affiliate with their personal information 
being processed in various organizations, the questions must be coherent with the aim 
of this thesis. With this in mind, the formulations of the questions had the intention of 
providing us with extensive information about consumers’ behavior when collecting 
information. 
 
To refine questionnaire, prior to data collection, a pilot test was conducted to avoid 
problems in answering the questions and no problems in recording the data. A pilot test 
enables an assessment of the questions’ validity and probable reliability of the 
information that will be collected (Saunders et al, 2003. The test consisted of 12 people, 
which were close friends to the authors, to be able to receive honest and profound 
reviews from the participants. Saunders et al. (2003) refers to Bell, who suggests that 
some questions should be used to review the questionnaire after the pilot test, these are:  
 

• How long time the questionnaire took to complete; 

• The clarity of instructions; 

• Which, if any, questions were unclear or ambiguous; 

• Which, if any, questions the respondent felt uneasy about answering; 

• Whether in their opinion there were any major topic omissions; 

• Whether the layout was clear and attractive; 

• Any other comments. 
 
The question “Do you have any suggestions of other branches/companies that usually 

collects your personal information, and consequently should be included in the point 
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scale questions?” were also included to avoid missing some important actors. The pilot 
test participants’ responses were useful to improve the suitability of the questionnaire. 
The pilot testing offered the survey a possibility to test its validity, by asking the 
respondent on how they perceived the questions and what they thought was being asked 
was compared to what the survey and the question was intended to collect, with this in 
mind a link was established to receive feedback on how the questions were 
comprehended and that the respondent understood the questions so that the data 
collected would be compatible with the purpose of this thesis.  
 
All of the students had generally the same understanding of each and every question 
provided; however the questions about selling information to a third party and about 
known versus unknown organizations was changed due to the pilot test, as explained 
earlier. These questions were changed since they were considered leading, however 
since another pilot test was not performed, there is a risk that these questions have a low 
validity (Saunders 2007). This is because the changed questions might be interpreted in 
another way than intended. Overall, the internal validity is perceived as high, in contrast 
to the external validity, which is low because the sample is not representative for the 
total consumer population due to limitations in picking a representative sample. 
However since most of the questionnaires were distributed in “Café Lindell”, “Café 
Tornet” and “Humanisthuset” most of the participants were most likely students in the 
social science and art subject faculties, this makes the results hard to generalize to the 
whole student population.   
 
As realized afterwards due to the explanations provided by the respondents, question 
twelve might be interpreted differently, thus lowering the validity of the question. “Are 

companies allowed to sell your personal information to a third-party” were sometimes 
understood as “Do you believe that companies are allowed to sell your personal 

information to a third party” or “Should companies be able to sell your information to a 

third-party”.   
 
3.8.4 Stability 
The stability of research is based on being able to redo the research and achieving the 
same results as the previous research, therefore proving a research as consistent 
(Saunders 2007). The research was carried out in order to accommodate this thesis with 
relevant quantitative data and was performed on students that were present on campus. 
A sample of 115 students were selected, the sample size is appropriate according to the 
guidelines of Umeå School of Business to provide an amount that is representative of 
the students that study at the university. Since students are a relatively homogeneous 
group, the amount of variation is less and a larger sample is not necessarily needed 
(Bryman & Bell, 2007). 
 
3.9 Access 

As stated in the questionnaire, the only thing that the should be responded in the point 
scale questions was how the respondents felt about sharing information, not whether 
they had to do it. However it is hard to neglect the notion that information about health 
condition is perceived comfortable since it is perceived as mandatory. As realized 
afterwards, the first page with the instructions should have been printed as a front page 
to make sure that the respondents read and understood them. Although it is often 
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problematic to make the respondents read the instructions before answering the 
questionnaire, this solution would have been more suitable.  
 
It was realized afterwards that it would have been easier to let the respondents mark 
which income-interval they identified were in, and that the groups should have been 
divided into groups such as, 0-2999, 3000-7499 and 7500-9 999 etcetera. Maybe it 
would have been more suitable to ask for monthly consumption instead, since students 
often live on their loans and savings. This would be to facilitate the empirical data and 
analysis, the same holds true for “age studied at the university”.  
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4. Empirical findings 
 

In the fourth chapter of this thesis the results from the questionnaire will be presented. 

The demographic information will be presented first, followed by the point scale 

questions and the multiple choice questions.  

 
4.1 Demographics 

115 questionnaires were distributed among to the students, however nine of them where 
not returned. This gave a systematic missing data ratio of nine which is included in the 
results as “missing”. The random missing data, where some respondents did not answer 
the questions correctly (e.g. encircling errors, forgetting to answer) is included in this 
category as well. 
 
4.1.1 Gender distribution 

As observed in Figure 4.1.1, 50 percent of the respondents were women, 39 percent 
men and 10 percent where missing cases/unanswered. Since relatively more women are 
studying at the university and especially social science, the results are not surprising.  
 
 

 
 
 
4.1.2 Age distribution 

None of the respondents is under 17 years old and only two people is over the age of 33, 
therefore the last group was included in the age interval 28-32 (9.6 percent) to improve 
the clarity of the pie diagram. The majority of the respondents (45.2 percent) are in the 
age interval 18-23 years and 35.7 percent are 24-27 years old.  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

4.1.3 Marital status 
The largest group of the respondents are singles (48.7 percent) followed by Cohabitants 
(27.8 percent). 11.3 percent have a distant relationship and solely three individuals (2.6 
percent) are married. 9.3 percent of the respondents did not answer.  
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4.1.4 Completed years at the University 

Three individuals (2.6 percent) have studied for less than a year and 9.6 percent have 
studied one year. 23.5 percent have studied for two years and the majority (36.5 
percent) has studied for three years. 18.3 percent have studied four years or more and 
9.6 percent did not answer how long they have studied.  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.1.5 Income distribution 

7 percent of the respondents had less than 3000 SEK in monthly disposable income and 
the majority (43.5 percent) is in the income interval 3001-7500 SEK. 27.8 percent earns 
7501 to 10 000 SEK each month and 11.3 percent has more than 10 001 in disposable 
income. 10.4 percent did not answer the question.  
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4.1.6 Cultural background 

Unsurprisingly, the majority of the respondents are from non-contact cultures as the 
sample was performed in northern Europe. 84.3 percent answered North Europe/North 
America as the place where they grew up. Solely 5.2 percent answered Mediterranean 
as their place of growth. 10.4 percent did not answer the question.    
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.2 Psychological distance 

In this section, the data is presented in One-Way variance analyses (ANOVA) and a 
correlation table. The independent factors are gender, disposable income and age. These 
factors were primarily chosen because some differences have been noticed between 
these groups in other psychology and personal privacy studies, which would facilitate a 
comparison and confirm the relevance of this study. The purpose of the One-way 
variance analysis is to find out if there are differences between these groups. Marital 
status, years at the university and cultural background were excluded because some 
subgroups were either too small in size to represent the whole group or because no 
significant differences were observed between the groups. The F-value represents how 
large the effect is between the groups meanwhile the significance level indicate how 
certain it is that the results did not occurred by chance. The significance level was set to 
0,05, which means that a lower value than five percent will indicate that the difference 
between the measured variables did not occur by chance (i.e. with a probability rate of 
95 percent). The F-value and the significance level always correlate and complement 
each other when interpreting the results. A low F-value always means a high 
significance value, and vice versa. A high F-value and a low significance value, where 
the latter is desirable (e.g. F (1) = 4,816 Sig.= 0,031) shows a distinction between the 
groups and that this difference has not occurred by chance. In the previous example, 
there is a probability of 96.9 percent that the differences do not occur due to chance. 
The degrees of freedom (df-value) show how many respondents that where excluded 
from the sample to further assess that the differences do not occur by chance. 
 
The companies are listed in the following order: banks, grocery store chains, electricity 
providers, internet companies, restaurants, insurance companies, sport centres, travel 
agencies, hospitals/medical centres, clothing shops, the respondent’s employer, 
telemarketing companies, government and hotels. The means are presented in Appendix 

1 when significant differences are observed between the various demographic groups.  
 
As shown in Table 4.2 – Mean: Shared information, the respondents are least 
comfortable in sharing information about debts, purchase habits, health condition and 
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personal income. The four highest means are observed in address, demographic 
information, civic number and lifestyle information. A total mean for every point scale 
question was calculated to be able to ascertain a general idea of how sensitive the 
information was perceived by the respondents.  
 

4.2.1 Personal income 

As observed in Table 4.2.1 there 
are not many significant 
differences in sharing information 
about personal income when 
distinguishing between the 
genders. However the data shows 
a significant difference between 
gender in giving information 
about their personal income to 
internet companies, F (1) = 4,968, 
Sig.= 0,028 (See table 4.2.1 

Gender) where the mean for the men (m = 1,98) was higher than for females (m = 1,26). 
This means that women are less willing to share information about personal income to 
internet companies than men. A significant difference is also observed towards 
restaurants, F (1) = 8,857, Sig.= 0,004 (See table 4.2.1 Gender) where the mean for men 
(m = 2,13) is double in comparison to women (m = 1,07) which means that men are 
more comfortable in sharing their personal income to restaurants than women. Male 
respondents are also more likely to share this information to clothing shops than women 
(men, m = 1,80 and women m = 1,11) with a significant difference F (1) = 3,945, Sig.= 
0,05 (See table 4.2.1 Gender). The perceived comfort in sharing information about 
personal income to the government shows a significant difference between genders as 
well (F (1) = 11,861, Sig.= 0,001, See table 4.2.1 Gender) where the mean for men was 
5,20 and women 3,71. This means that there is more likely for men to share information 
about personal income to the government in comparison to women. The last significant 
difference between gender in sharing information about their personal income is 
towards hotels, F (1) = 5,228, Sig. = 0,024 (See table 4.2.1 Gender) where the mean for 
men (m = 2,22) was higher than women (m = 1,73). The results show that men are more 
comfortable in sharing information about personal income to internet companies, 
restaurants, clothing shops, government and hotels than women. The income groups and 
the age groups show no significant difference in sharing information about personal 
income to the stated organizations (See Table 4.2.1 Income and Table 4.2.1 Age in 

Appendix D)  
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4.2.2 Health condition 

The One-Way ANOVA analysis showed that there are no significant differences when 
distinguishing between the genders (See Table 4.2.2 Gender in Appendix D) and solely 
one significant difference between income groups and age groups. When it comes to 
sharing information about health condition to the respondent’s employer the results 
show that the respondents’ opinions vary (i.e. F (3) = 3,464, Sig.= 0,019, See table 4.2.2 
Income). The mean for the income group 0 - 3000 SEK was 4,50, the mean for group 
3001-7500 SEK was 3,51, the mean for group 7501-10 000 SEK was 4,38 and the last 
group (10 001 and more) was highest with a mean of 5,54. This means that except for 
the first group, the comfort in sharing information about health condition is ascending in 
line with a rising income. A similar pattern can be observed when observing age groups 
where a significant difference in sharing information about health condition to travel 
agencies, F(2)= 3,136 Sig.= 0,048 (See Table 4.2.2 Age), is evident. The highest mean is 
noticeable in the youngest group (m= 3,23) whereas the mean decreases in the next (m 
= 2,28) and the lowest mean is observed in the group 28 or older (m = 1,55). This means 
that the comfort in sharing information about health condition to travel agencies is 
descending in line with an increasing age. There is also a significant difference within 
age groups when sharing this information to insurance companies, F(2)= 3,875, Sig.= 
0,024 and Medical centres/Hospitals F(2)= 3,840 Sig.= 0,025 where the lowest means 
are observed in the oldest age group, and the highest means in the group 24-27 years. 
This means that the willingness in sharing information about health condition to 
insurance companies and hospitals is increasing until the age of 27, and then decreasing 
(See Table 4.2.2 Age: Mean).  
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 33 

4.2.3 Purchase habits 

The results from the One-Way variance analysis show that there are many significant 
differences in sharing information about purchase habits when distinguishing between 
men and women. There is a significant difference between genders in giving 
information about purchase habits to eight out of fourteen types of organizations, the 
results are as follows (See table 4.2.3 Gender): electricity providers F (1) = 4,816 Sig.= 
0,031; internet companies F (1) = 5,167 Sig.= 0,025; insurance companies F (1) = 4,448 
Sig.= 0,038; travel agencies F (1) = 4,033 Sig.= 0,047; clothing shops F (1) = 7,082 
Sig.= 0,009; telemarketers F (1) = 4,285 Sig.= 0,041; government F (1) = 4,181 Sig.= 
0,044; hotels F (1) = 9,128 Sig.= 0,003. The means for men are higher than for women 
in all these categories (See Table 4.2.3 Gender Mean) which mean that men are more 
comfortable in sharing their purchase habits to these organizations in comparison to 
women. As Table 4.2.3 Income in Appendix D shows, there are no significant 
differences between income groups when sharing information about purchase habits to 
the various organizations. A significant difference is also evident when observing age as 
an independent variable. The results show that the comfort in sharing purchase habits to 
insurance companies varies depending on age (F (2) = 4,018 Sig.= 0,021) where the age 
group 18-23 years has a mean of 3,22, the group 24-27 years has a mean of 2,23 and the 
group 28 years or older has a mean of 1,55. This means that younger respondents are 
more comfortable in sharing information about purchase habits to insurance companies 
than older respondents.  
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4.2.4 Demographic information 

As the tables show, there are a few significant differences in sharing demographic 
information when distinguishing between the genders. The respondents show a gender 
difference when sharing demographic information to restaurants, F (1) =  4,124, Sig.= 
0,045 (See table 4.2.4 Gender) where the mean for the men (m= 3,32) was higher than 
the women (m= 2,27). This means that males are more comfortable in sharing their 
demographic information to restaurants than females. There is also a significant 
difference when it comes to sharing such information with clothing shops, F (1) = 4,832 
Sig.= 0,030 (See table 4.2.4 Gender) with a higher mean for men (m= 3,67) than women 
(m = 2,61) which means that males are more willing to provide demographic 
information to clothing shops than their female counterparts. There are no significant 
differences between income and between age groups (See Table 4.2.4 Age and Income 

in Appendix D) when sharing demographic information to the various organizations. 
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4.2.5 Lifestyle information 

No significant differences in sharing information about ones lifestyle are observed 
between the groups (See Table 4.2.5 Gender, Income and Age in Appendix D).  

 

4.2.6 Address 

As the table shows, there are no significant differences in comfort when sharing address 
between the age, gender and income groups (See Table 4.2.6 Gender, Income in 

Appendix D). 

 

4.2.7 Debts 

The results from the One-Way variance analysis show that there are some significant 
differences in sharing information about financial debts when distinguishing between 
the genders, however no significant difference is observed between the different income 
groups (See Table 4.2.7 Income in Appendix D). The respondents show a gender 
difference when sharing information about financial debts to insurance companies F (1) 
= 4,930, Sig. =0,029 (See Table 4.2.7 Gender) where men have a higher mean (m= 
2,89) than women (m= 1,85). A significant difference can also be observed towards the 
respondents employer, F (1) = 6,710, Sig. =0,011 (See Table 4.2.7 Gender) where the 
mean for the men (m= 2,23) was higher than for women (m= 1,13) and towards the 
government, F (1) = 7,681, Sig. =0,007 (See Table 4.2.7 Gender) with a higher mean for 
males (m= 3,45) in comparison to females (m= 2,04). This means that men are more 
comfortable in sharing information about their debts to insurance companies, to their 
employers and to the government to a greater extent than women. There is solely one 
difference when distinguishing between age groups. The results shows a significant 
difference in sharing information about debts to insurance companies, F = (2) = 3,788, 
Sig.= 0,026 (See Table 4.2.7 Age) where the age group 24-27 years show the highest 
mean (m = 3,08), followed by 18-23 years (m= 2,12) and the lowest mean (m= 1,09) 
were in the age group 28 or older. This means that older students were less comfortable 
in sharing information about their debts to insurance companies than the two younger 
age groups.   
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4.2.8 Civic number 

As the results in the table show, there are many significant differences when 
distinguishing between the genders. There is a significant difference between sexes in 
sharing the civic number to eight of the fourteen types of organizations, the results are 
as follows (See Table 4.2.8 Gender): grocery stores, F (1) = 10,847, Sig.= 0,001; 
internet companies F (1) = 7,655, Sig.=0,007; restaurants F (1) = 5,394, Sig.=0,022; 
clothing shops F (1) = 12,609, Sig.= 0,001; respondent's employer F (1) = 4,663, Sig.= 
0,033; telemarketers F (1) = 6,779, Sig.= 0,011; government F (1) = 10,012, Sig.= 
0,002; hotels F (1) = 10,515, Sig.= 0,002. As table 4.2.8 Gender Mean show, men have 
a higher mean than women in all these categories which indicate that males are more 
comfortable in sharing their civic number to these organizations in comparison to their 
female counterparts. There are no significant differences in sharing civic number to the 
various organizations between the age groups (See Table 4.2.8 Age in Appendix D). 
 
The results also shows significant differences between income groups in giving their 
civic number to internet companies, F (3) = 3,527, Sig.= 0,018 (See Table 4.2.8 Income) 
where the group 10 001 SEK and more has the highest mean (m = 3,62) followed by the 
group 0-3000 SEK (m = 2,00). The income group 3001-7500 SEK had a mean of 1,54 
and the group 7501–10 000 SEK had a mean of 1,27, which means that the respondents 
with more than 10 001 in disposable income are more comfortable in sharing their civic 
number to internet companies, in comparison with the other groups. It is also evident 
that the perceived comfort in sharing civic number to travel agencies increases with a 
higher income; F (3) = 2,934, Sig.= 0,038 (See Table 4.2.8 Income) where the lowest 
mean is observed in the income group 0-3000 SEK (m = 3,00), 3001-7500 SEK (m = 
3,28), 7501 - 10 000 SEK (m = 3,43) and the highest mean was found in the income 
group 10 001 SEK and more (m = 5,54). The last significant difference between income 
groups is evident when studying clothing shops, F (3)= 2,704, Sig.= 0,050 (See Table 

4.2.8 Income); 0-3000 SEK (m = 1,88); 3001-7500 SEK (m = 2,00); 7501 - 10 000 SEK 
(m = 1,83) and the highest mean was found in the income group 10 001 SEK and more 
(m = 3,85). This means that that the respondents with an income over 10 001 SEK is 
more comfortable in sharing their civic number to the various organizations and when 
performing another One-Way variance analysis while excluding this group, no 
significant difference is observed between the other income groups.  
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4.2.9 Correlations 

As shown in Table 4.2.9 – correlation between different types of information (next 

page), each category correlates with each other (positive correlation) and the correlation 
is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). There is a strong correlation between sharing 
information about personal income and health condition (0,744) and purchase habits 
(0,757). This means that a high comfort in sharing personal income also signify a high 
comfort in sharing health-related information as well as purchase habits. Another strong 
correlation is evident between demographic information and lifestyle information 
(0,752). A respondent that has answered a high value in perceived comfort in sharing 
demographic information will most probably answer a high value in sharing lifestyle 
information as well. The perceived comfort in sharing debts correlates least with the 
other information types, where the highest correlation observed with purchase habits 
(0,533). Civic number has the highest correlation with address (0,603) and purchase 
habits (0,694). 
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4.2.10 Difference between organizations 

To be able to distinguish if there is an overall difference between the organizations, a 
mean was calculated for each company (i.e. Mean in sharing personal income to banks 
added with mean in sharing health condition to banks and so fourth, divided by eight). 
The means of every question were calculated to a total mean which is presented in 
Table 4.2.10 – Means for the organizations. The respondents are most comfortable in 
sharing their personal information with banks and hospitals. Insurance companies, the 
respondent’s employer and the government have a mean that is slightly more than 4 in 
perceived comfort in sharing information. Sport centres, travel agencies, electricity 
providers and grocery stores a mean between 3 and 2.6, which is slightly higher than 
clothing shops, hotels and restaurants. The respondents were predominantly 
uncomfortable in sharing their personal information with internet companies and 
telemarketers (See Table 4.2.10 - Means for the Organizations).  

 
 
The results from the One-Way variance 
analysis (ANOVA) show that there are 
some significant gender differences in 
the level of comfort in sharing 
information, depending on which 
organization that is examined. There is 
a significant difference in sharing 
information to grocery stores F (1) = 
4,224, Sig.= 0,043 (See Table 4.2.10 

Gender) where men have a higher mean 
(m = 2,9535) than women (m= 2,2448). 
This is similar in regards to the other 
significant companies: restaurants, F (1) 
= 4,169, Sig.= 0,044 (See Table 4.2.10 

Gender), men (m = 2,3601) and women 
(m=1,6489); clothing shops, F (1) = 
7,237, Sig.= 0,009 (See Table 4.2.10 

Gender), men (m = 2,6905) and women (m= 1,7682); government, F (1) = 9,473, Sig.= 
0,003 (See Table 4.2.10 Gender), men (m =4,5170) and women (m=3,4872); hotels, F 
(1) = 4,146, Sig.= 0,045 (See Table 4.2.10 Gender), men (m =2,5640) and women 
(m=1,8475). This means that men are more comfortable in sharing information to these 
organizations than women, which is consistent with the previous results of which type 
of information that is shared as well. As observed in Table 4.2.10 Income and Age in 

Appendix D, no significant differences are shown between the various income and age 
groups.  
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4.2.11 Multivariance analysis 

Variables for total mean for all personal information categories (personal income, health 
condition, purchase habits etcetera) was conducted and entered into a Multivariate 
variance analysis with gender, age, education and disposable income as fixed factors 
and the total mean categories as dependent variables. The MANOVA analysis showed 
no significant main effects for gender, the results where between F(1) = 0.89 – 2,840, 
Sig.= 0,768 – 0,106 where purchase habits had the most significant main effect (F(1)= 
2,840 Sig.= 0,106). However a significant main effect was indicated in the address 
category (F (2) = 3,754, Sign = .04) and for debts (F (2) = 4,903, Sign = .017). There 
were also main effects for education in personal income (F (4) = 1,361, Sign = .018), 
and address (F (4) = 3,594, Sign = 0.04) and almost in health condition (F (2) = 2,755, 
Sign = .054). In disposable income there was only one main effect on debts (F (4) = 
4,050, Sign = .013). Further, the MANOVA analysis showed significant interaction 
effects between gender and age in address (F (1) = 6,873, Sign = 0.016), age and 
disposable income in debts (F (3) = 4,483, Sign = 0.013).  
 

4.3 Concern of privacy 

 
4.3.1 Concern about information that companies gather 

The majority of the respondents (51.3 percent) are concerned about the information that 
companies gather about them and 18.3 percent are very concerned and 20.9 percent 
were missing out. 9.6 percent was not concerned about the gathered information and 
there are no significant differences in concern for information that companies gather 
about oneself between genders, F (1) = 1,562, Sig.= 0,215 and no significant 
differences between income groups, F (3) = 2,319, Sig.= 0,081. The One-Way variance 
analysis also show that there is no significant difference in concern for the gathered 
information between age groups, F (2) = 1,819, Sig.= 0,168. 
 
4.3.2 Compensation 

26.1 percent of the respondents feel compensated by companies when sharing their 
information to them, 27 percent feel slightly compensated and seven percent feel highly 
compensated. 26.1 percent does not feel compensated and 13.9 percent did not answer. 
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There are no significant differences in perceived compensation when sharing 
information between the groups. Gender, F (1) = 1,484, Sig.= 0,226; Income, F(3)= 
0,313, Sig.= 0,816 and Age, F (2)= 0,180 Sig.= 0,835.  
 
4.3.3 Known versus Unknown 
In regards to the willingness to share information with known and unknown 
organizations, the majority (75.7 percent) prefer the former, whereas 2.6 percent prefers 
the latter and 5.2 percent prefer relatively known companies. 16.5 percent were 
unanswered and there are no significant differences when distinguishing between sexes, 
between income groups and between age groups. Gender, F (1) = 0,000, Sig.= 0,993; 
Income, F (3) = 0,591, Sig.= 0,622 and Age, F (2) = 2 ,133, Sig.= 0,876. 
 
4.3.4 Allowed to sell information 

The majority of the respondents (54.8 percent) answered that organizations are not 
allowed to sell information to a third-party, 21.7 percent did not know and 10.4 percent 
said that they were allowed. 15 respondents were missing out and there are no 
significant differences in knowledge of whether organizations are allowed/not allowed 
to sell information to a third part between the income groups, between the age groups 
and between genders. Gender, F (1) = 0,052, Sig.= 0,820; Income, F (3) = 1,823, Sig.= 
0,148 and Age, F (2) = 0,022, Sig.= 0,978. 
 

4.4 Alternative questions 

The alternative questions consisted of five possible answers where the respondents 
answered “Yes, always”, “Yes, often”, “No, seldom”, “No, never” or “I do not know” 
and then they had the option of explaining the issue according to their personal opinion. 
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4.4.1 Better suit needs 

The majority of the respondents (42.6 percent) answered “No Seldom” on the question 
“Are you willing to give up more personal information about yourself to receive 

offerings that better suit your needs?” and slightly less (34.8 percent) answered “Yes, 
often”. Only seven percent answered “No, never”, 3.5 percent answered that they did 
not know and 12.2 percent were unanswered.  
 
As observed in the tables above, no significant differences in willingness to share 
information to receive tailored offerings are observed in the gender, income and age 
groups (See Label 4.4.1 Better suit needs, in Table 4.4 Gender, Income and Age). 
 

4.4.2 Irresponsible way 

The responses to the question “Have you felt that a company has used some of your 

personal information in an irresponsible way?” were primarily “No” or “I do not 
know”. Only 12.2 percent answered “Yes, often” meanwhile 24.3 percent answered 
“No, Seldom” and 28.7 percent “No, never”. 21.7 percent answered that they did not 
know if they have perceived that a company has used their information irresponsible 
and 13 percent answers were missing.  
As Table 4.4 shows, there are no significant differences in the notion that some personal 
information has been used irresponsible by companies, when distinguishing between 
gender, between age and between income groups (See label 4.4.2 Irresponsible way in 

Table 4.4 Gender, Income and Age). 

 

4.4.3 Inform purpose 

A clear majority said that they wanted to be informed by companies for what purposes 
they use the respondents’ personal information. 57.4 percent answered “Yes, always” 
and 28.7 percent “Yes, often” to the question “Do you want companies to inform you for 

what purposes they use your personal information?”, meanwhile only four individuals 
(3.5 percent) answered “No, Seldom” or “No, Never”. 10.4 percent of the respondents’ 
did not answer. 
 
As Table 4.4 shows, there are no significant differences in the wish that companies 
should inform for what purposes they use the gathered information between the income 
groups, between the age groups as well as between genders (See label 4.4.3 Inform 

purpose, Table 4.4 Gender, Income and Age). 
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4.4.4 Other purposes than intended 

It is evident that most of the respondents believe that companies use their personal 
information as expected. To the question “Have you felt that companies have used your 

personal information for other purposes than intended?” about nine percent answered 
“Yes, often” meanwhile 28.7 percent said “No, Seldom” and 27.8 percent “No, never”. 
24.3 percent of the respondents answered that they did not know and 10.4 percent were 
missing.  
 
As observed in Table 4.4, no significant differences in the notion that companies have 
used the respondent’s personal information for other purposes than intended are 
observed in the gender, age and income groups (See label 4.4.4 Other purposes, Table 

4.4 Gender, Income and Age). 
 

4.4.5 Control information 

The majority of the respondents’ answered that they were not able to control which 
personal information that is stored and treated about them in companies. 40 percent 
answered “No, seldom” and 29.6 percent answered “No, never” to the question “Do you 

feel that you can control which personal information that is stored and treated about 

you in companies?” meanwhile nine point six percent answered “Yes often” and “I do 

not know” respectively. 13 respondents (11.3 percent) did not answer the question 

properly.  
 
As Table 4.4 shows, there are no significant differences in the perceived control of 
which personal information that is stored and treated in companies when distinguishing 
between gender, between income and between age groups (See label 4.4.5 Control 

information Table 4.4 Gender, Income and Age). 
 

4.4.6 Handle information with confidentiality 

Many respondents (33.9 percent) believe that companies often handle their personal 
information with confidentiality and three people (2.6 percent) answered that this was 
always the case. 10.4 percent answered “No, seldom” to the question “Do you believe 

that companies handle your personal information with confidentiality?” and only one 
individual (0.9 percent) thought that the personal information was not handled with 
confidentiality. The majority of the respondents’ (40.9 percent) did not know whether 
this was the case or not and 11.3 percent of the participants did not answer the question.  
 
As Table 4.4 show, there are no significant differences in the belief that companies 
handle personal information with confidentiality between the income groups, between 
the age groups and between genders (See label 4.4.6 Confidentiality, Table 4.4 Gender, 

Income and Age). 
 

4.5. Terms of agreement 

When signing up for a discount card, 44.3 percent of the respondents read the terms of 
agreement and 42.6 percent does not. 13 percent of the respondents did not answer the 
question and there are no significant differences between gender, age or income. This 
means that in general, 50 percent of the respondents do not read the terms of agreement 
before signing up for a discount card. The majority of the respondents do not read the 
terms of agreement prior to joining a web community (69.6 percent) while 15.7 percent 
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reads it and 14.8 percent did not answer. This shows that 80 percent of the individuals 
that answered the question join an internet community without reading the terms of 
agreement and there are no significant differences between gender, income and age 
groups. The majority of the respondents (69.6 percent) read the terms of agreement 
prior to opening up a bank account, while 18.3 percent does not. 12.2 percent did not 
answer and there are no significant differences between gender and between the age 
groups, however there is a significant difference between income groups when opening 
up a bank account, F (3) = 6,008, Sig.= 0,001 (See Table 4.5.1 Income) whereas the 
income group 0–3000 SEK and 7501-10 000 SEK had a similar percentage of their 
answers between yes and no (50 and 40 percent) meanwhile the groups 3001-7500 SEK 
and 10 001 SEK and more answered over 90 percent “Yes” in reading the terms of 
agreement when opening up a bank account. In total, 80 percent of the respondents who 
answered the question read the terms of agreement before opening up a bank account.  
 
Prior to choosing an electricity provider, 58.3 percent of the questionnaire participants 
read the terms of agreement, meanwhile 27.8 percent does not. 13.9 percent did not 
answer the question and there are no significant differences between gender, between 
age groups as well as between income groups. This means that in general, 68 percent of 
the respondents read the terms of agreement before choosing an electricity provider. 
When changing address, 48.7 percent read the terms of agreement meanwhile 40 
percent does not and 11.3 percent did not answer the question. This means that the 
respondents’ read the terms of agreement slightly more often than not, when changing 
address. There are no significant differences in regards to sex, age or income. The 
majority of the respondents (77.4 percent) read the terms of agreement prior to signing 
up for an apartment, whereas 10.4 percent answered that they do not. 12.2 percent did 
not answer the question and there are no significant differences between males and 
females, between income groups as well as between ages. When excluding the missing 
cases, 88 percent of the respondents read through the terms of agreement before signing 
up for an apartment.  
 
Before buying a car, the majority of the respondents (73 percent) read through the terms 
of agreement and 9.6 percent does not. No significant differences are observed between 
the income groups, between gender and between the age groups. The missing answers 
were 17.4 percent and when excluding them from the analysis, 88 percent of the 
respondents read the terms of agreement prior to buying a car. The majority of the 
respondents (84.3 percent) read through the terms of agreement prior to signing up for a 
new job and only 4.3 percent do not. The missing cases are 11.3 percent and no 
significant difference between sexes and age groups, although there is a significant 
difference between the various income groups when signing up for a new job, F (3) = 
2,965, Sig.= 0,036 (See Table 4.5.1 Income). The results show that the income groups 
0–3000 SEK and 7501-10 000 SEK have answered yes (100 percent) when reading the 
terms of agreement when signing up for a new job, meanwhile the other groups (i.e. 
3001-7501 SEK and 10 001 SEK and more) answered around 85 percent “Yes”. When 
excluding missing cases from the answers, 95 percent of the respondents read the terms 
of agreement before signing up for a new job. The majority of the respondents read 
through the terms of agreement prior to signing up for insurance as well (74.8 percent) 
and 11.3 percent does not. 16 respondents (13.9 percent) chose not to answer and there 
are no significant differences between the age groups and between genders. However a 
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significant difference is evident when reading the terms of agreement prior to signing up 
for an insurance, F (3) = 2,999, Sig.= 0,035, where the lowest income group (i.e. 0-3000 
SEK) is avoiding in their responses in comparison to the other income intervals. This 
group has answered 57.1 percent “Yes” meanwhile the other income levels have 
answered around 90 percent “Yes”. However since the 0-3000 SEK group only consists 
of 7 respondents, the results are hard to generalize. When excluding the missing cases, 
87 percent of the respondents answered that they read through the terms of agreement 
prior to signing insurance.  
 

 
 

4.6 Reactions 

The last question was stated to investigate the consumers reactions of intrusions on their 
privacy were some general patterns could be observed. Many of the respondents 
answered that they would be angry, irritated, feel humiliated (i.e. arousal) and a feeling 
of helplessness (i.e. overload). Other common answers where reactance factors, such as 
suing the company, avoiding the company’s services, to contact the company and the 
spreading of negative word of mouth. 
 
4.7 Summary 

As the results show, the respondents were most comfortable in sharing their address and 
least comfortable in sharing information about their debts. There were significant 
gender differences in sharing information about personal income, purchase habits, 
demographic information, debts and civic number. The income differences were 
significant when sharing health condition and civic number meanwhile age differences 
were noticed in sharing health condition, purchase habits and debts. A strong correlation 
was observed between personal income and health condition as well as between lifestyle 
information and demographic information. The overall correlation between the 
categories was positive. The respondents were most comfortable in sharing their 
personal information with banks, and least comfortable in sharing it with telemarketers. 
There was also a gender difference noticed when investigating the comfort in sharing 
personal information to the various organizations.  
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5. Analysis 
 

In fifth chapter of this thesis, an analysis of the empirical findings is presented. The 

results are analysed in themes which are derived from general patterns that became 

evident in the previous chapter. An analysis of how consumers perceive different types 

of information as well as which organizations they prefer to share the information with 

will evaluated in the first part. The second part evaluates different privacy concerns and 

the third part presents differences observed in the gender, income and age groups. 

 
5.1 Information sharing 

As previous studies has shown (e.g. Phelps et al., 2000) respondents were more willing 
to provide demographic and lifestyle information, rather than financial and purchase 
related information (i.e. purchase habits and debts) to the various organizations. This 
holds true according to the previously presented results as well (See 4.2 Means: Shared 

information). However as the results from the questionnaire shows, personal identifier 
information such as civic number and address had relatively high means. This is 
contradicting the study by Phelps et al. (2000) which showed that consumers were less 
willing to provide personal identifier information as well. It is suggested that the 
contradicting results might depend on traditional/cultural factors, where Swedish 
consumers might perceive personal identifiers as less private than Anglo-Saxons. Since 
each individual’s civic number is a public commodity, it is most probably that sharing it 
will be perceived as relatively less sensitive in comparison with sharing a social security 
number in the USA. A strong positive correlation can be observed (See Table 4.2.9) 
where each information category correlates with each other. There is a strong 
correlation between sharing information about personal income, health condition and 
purchase habits which shows that the perceived sensitiveness in sharing these types of 
information is at a similar level (i.e. a respondent who answers a high value in the 
comfort in sharing personal income will most probably answer a high value in health 
condition as well). Another strong correlation is observed between demographic 
information and lifestyle information, which would categorize them as a similar level of 
sensitivity. The least correlation was observed in sharing information about debts. 
Taken together, the means and correlations further supports the notion that individuals’ 
financial and health related information less likely be shared in comparison to 
demographic and lifestyle information (e.g. Cranor et al., 1999; Phelps et al., 2000). 
 
As the results from the One-Way variance analyses indicate, there is also a noticeable 
difference in sharing information depending on which organization that is considered 
(See part 4.4.10). The respondents are more comfortable in sharing their personal 
information with banks, hospitals, insurance companies, and their employer and with 
the government. When transferring the previously mentioned theory of personal space 
in relation to a psychological distance, a rather high response rate (i.e. 4 or 5) would 
indicate a personal distance with the previously mentioned organizations. It is 
suggested that this means that some sensitive information might be gathered and used 
within these organizations without being perceived as an intrusion on the respondent’s 
personal integrity. As explained earlier, an answer of 2 or 3 would indicate an 
impersonal relationship (i.e. social distance) with the organization, where information 
that is considered sensitive will be perceived as an intrusion of personal privacy if 
collected, disseminated and used. The organizations in this interval are sport centres, 
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electricity providers, grocery stores, clothing shops, hotels and restaurants. The lowest 
values were observed towards internet companies and telemarketers. As shown in recent 
studies (e.g. Graeff and Harmon, 2002) going online is perceived as a threat to the 
personal privacy of the consumers. This holds true in this study as well, since the means 
are very low in this category. These two organizations would be categorized as within 
Public distance, where the perceived comfort in sharing information is minimal, which 
increases the risk in crossing the line of privacy if the information gathering and usage 
is not handled with caution. Even though some respondents were at intimate distance 
(i.e. a value of six or seven) in a particular question, no companies were categorized 
within intimate distance when comparing total means (See part 4.2), which most likely 
means that consumers do not wish that companies should know all their personal data. It 
is suggested that there are always some information that the consumers want to keep for 
themselves, which is considered as private as long as there is no particular reason for 
them to share it. As new technologies are used to gather personal information from the 
consumers, it becomes increasingly important to manage the consumers’ personal 
information in a proper way. An inappropriate management of the consumers’ privacy 
might have huge negative implications for the company, such as negative word of 
mouth and avoidance of the company’s services (See 4.6). Since customer retention is 
much more profitable than attracting new customers (Blattberg & Deighton, 1996; 
Grönroos, 1997) a company that respects the consumers’ demand for privacy will 
consequently keep their customers and remain competitive.  
 
5.1.1 Privacy concern 

The majority of the respondents (69.6 percent) answered that they were concerned or 
very concerned about the information that companies gather about them (See part 

4.3.1). This is slightly less than the study by Cranor et al. (1999), which showed that 80 
percent of the American consumers were concerned or somewhat concerned about the 
information that was gathered about them. The difference might exist because the 
European legislation makes it harder for companies to use personal information which 
alleviates the concerns for privacy and hinders negative experiences of integrity 
breaches to occur. However when evaluating the explanations provided by the 
respondents, it is evident that even though many respondents are worried about the 
information that is gathered about them, they are not concerned about it in their daily 
life. As two respondents answered; “I do feel some sort of concern [about the 

information that is gathered about her], however I do not go around thinking about it” 
and “I sometimes think about the information that is gathered about me […] which feels 

frightening but that is nothing I am worried about in my daily life”. Some respondents 
answered that they were concerned because they never know what the information is 
used for and that some information could be used against them. A few respondents were 
less concerned since they believed that companies would be able to collect the 
information without them knowing about it. It is assumed that many of the respondents 
are aware that some information is gathered, disseminated and used about them. One 
major source of concern is most probably because they are unaware of how this 
information is processed and for what purposes. Consequently, they deliberately decide 
to neglect this fact in order to pursue their daily life without constantly concerning 
about the issue of information gathering. 
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5.1.2 Compensation 

26.1 percent of the respondents do not feel compensated by companies when sharing 
their information with them, however the majority feels compensated or slightly 
compensated (53.1 percent) and 7 percent felt highly compensated (See part 4.3.2). The 
most frequently received compensations where discounts from grocery stores, clothing 
stores and from internet companies. Many of the Mediterranean respondents wrote 
lottery tickets as the compensation they usually receive, whereas only a few other 
respondents wrote that. This indicates that these offerings ought to be more usual in 
other countries than in Sweden. Another response was events where the members have 
some sort of discount before a sale or equivalent. Although most of the respondents 
were feeling compensated when sharing their personal information to companies, some 
respondents are still unaware of any compensation. It is very important that companies 
get better in tailoring their offerings to the specific consumer that is comparable to the 
shared information. However this might be hard since the respondents are concerned 
about the information that is gathered about them and in order to reduce these privacy 
concerns that relates to an intrusion, marketers must use personal information to 
improve the targeting of customers (Phelps et al, 2000).  
 
5.1.3 Known versus Unknown 
In regards to the willingness to share information with known and unknown 
organizations, the majority (75.7 percent) prefer the former, whereas 2.6 percent prefers 
the latter and 5.2 percent prefer relatively known companies (See part 4.3.3). As 
numerous studies in marketing show, companies that aspire for trust and honesty 
usually have a great advantage of a good reputation when initiating consumer 
relationships (See e.g. O’Malley et al., 1997). According to the internality-externality 
theory (Bell et al., 2001) it is suggested that individuals that are comfortable in sharing 
information with unknown organizations believes that reinforcements is under the 
control of the self (internal orientation). However since the methods of measuring the 
locus of control of an individual involves using a 23-item forced choice scale, which 
was excluded from the due to limitations in questionnaire space. 
 
5.1.4 Allowed to sell information 

About 55 percent of the respondents answered that organizations are not allowed to sell 
their personal information to a third party, meanwhile about 20 percent did not know 
and 10 percent answered that they were not allowed (See part 4.3.4). Most of the yes 
responses added that “It is usually included when you sign the terms of agreement” and 
“Yes, if I have approved on it”. Many of the respondents who answered no, said that “I 

hope that they are not allowed” and “That should not be allowed without my 

permission”. This means that even though it is asked if companies are allowed, which 
refers to the common knowledge about the legal aspects, many respondents thought that 
the question asked for their personal opinion about it. However this does not change the 
notion that many consumers wants to have control over the information that they 
provide to companies and that the legal system reflects this by hindering companies to 
sell the information to third parties (See e.g. European Commission, 2005; Kelly & 

Erickson, 2004).  
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5.1.5 Customized offerings 

As companies are increasingly competing to retain and achieve new customers, their 
demand of information increases. This demand is partly due to the customers’ aspiration 
for a personalized service (Graeff & Harmon, 2002) which makes them co-producers of 
the delivered value (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). It is argued that companies must show that 
the consumers are co-producers by stating that the gathered information is used to give 
them an increased value of the service. The majority of the respondents in this study 
answered that they would seldom give up more personal information to companies to 
receive personalized offerings (See part 4.4.1). This is rather surprising since one of the 
core values in relationship marketing is about mutual benefits that increase the benefits 
for the involved parties (See e.g. O’Malley et al., 1997). However slightly more than 
one third of the respondents contended that they were often willing to give up more 
personal information about themselves to receive better tailored offerings. This is in line 
with previous studies, which shows that consumers want more advertising mails that is 
personally relevant for them, meanwhile junk mail is an unwelcome intrusion (Phelps et 
al., 2000).  
 
Only seven percent said that they never would give up more information, which shows 
that the option of sharing more information is still open to consideration. Some of the 
respondents that answered “No, seldom” said that this would depend on the offer and 
that many of the offerings were not worth sharing information for. However these 
answers indicate some sort of misunderstanding of the question, because if they had 
understood it fully, they would most probably answered yes since they would like better 
offerings. It is argued that the respondents believe that they are already sharing too 
much information without getting enough mutual benefits from it, as one respondent 
said “The offerings received is too bad in relation to what I give” which means that 
giving up more information would be considered useless. If companies are clear in their 
message that they want the consumers to be co-producers of the service, the mutual 
benefits would increase for both parties. It is also evident that the respondents who are 
willing to share more information believes that they are somewhat compensated by 
companies for sharing information with them, in comparison to the “No, Seldom”- 
answerers, which believes that they usually receives a low compensation. This suggests 
that a negative experience of engaging in a mutually beneficial relationship (i.e. 
receiving a low compensation) will decrease the willingness to share more information, 
even though the outcome (i.e. better tailored offerings) will be more favourable.  
 
5.1.6 Inform purpose 

A clear majority of the respondents wanted to be informed by companies for what 
purposes they use their personal information (See part 4.4.3). This further builds on the 
argument that companies must clearly state their intentions with the gathering, 
dissemination and use of the customer’s personal information. This might also be 
connected to the consumers concern for information that companies gather about them. 
Since much of the concern seems to be present because of the unawareness of how the 
information is used, an increased openness from the companies might alleviate these 
concerns. Many respondents thought this important to create trust and security within 
their relationship with the organization. This is also confirmed in a study by Franzak et 
al. (2001) which shows that companies must be more responsible towards the 
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consumers by revealing their data collecting practices and their management of personal 
information. 
 
5.1.7 Other purposes than intended 

It is evident that most of the respondents believe that companies use their personal 
information as intended. 56.5 percent of the respondents’ answered that that companies 
never or seldom had used their personal information for other purposes, meanwhile 24.3 
percent did not know (See part 4.4.4). Solely nine percent answered that their 
information often has been used for other purposes which is good because information 
sharing becomes a greater concern when consumers notice that their information is used 
for other purposes than intended (Kervenoael et al, 2007). 
 
Two respondents gave an example in how various websites sell the e-mail addresses of 
internet users to third-parties. This is a clear violation of a consumer’s right to privacy if 
the consumer were unaware of this possibility (O’Malley et al., 1997). Deliberately 
breaching the mutual trust in order to gain profit is a clear violation of a consumer’s 
right to privacy. An assumption is that when the consumers reflect about a company 
misusing their personal information, consumers think about trivial objects such as; 
selling email addresses for a small profit. But if a worse scenario is depicted the 
consequences could be devastating when it is related to consumer privacy. Credit card 
companies have the information needed about consumers to provide third party 
Companies with extensive information to calculate a financial value of that customer; 
nonetheless it can also provide sufficient information to conduct an all-embracing 
profile of that customer as well. As a result, the breach in the confidence endorsed by 
the parties is likely to lead to a very unsatisfied customer (Bell et al, 2001) and a bad 
reputation for the company.  
 
5.1.8 Irresponsible way 

Fortunately, solely 12.2 percent of the respondents have sometimes felt that their 
personal information had been used irresponsible by a company (See part 4.4.2). This is 
a similar result in comparison to the previous question, where solely nine percent 
thought that their personal information has been used for other purposes than intended. 
In accordance with the theories, intrusion on privacy is significant for the consumer 
only when the mutual trust between the consumer and the organisation has been 
breached. Nevertheless this breach has to be exposed to consumer in order to cause a 
reaction or be perceived as intrusive (Kervenoael et al, 2007). The general assumption 
here is that an “I do not know” or a “No, Never” answer go hand in hand, with the 
motivation that the "I do not know"-respondents have the understanding that what they 
have not specifically experienced yet, might have occurred without their knowledge, 
and subsequently answering with “I do not know”. With this in mind, the respondents 
that have replied with “No never” simply have assumed that the irresponsible act has 
not occurred. Nevertheless this does not necessarily mean that it has not occurred 
without their knowledge, if this irresponsible act has occurred without their knowledge, 
they most likely will still respond with a “No never” answer. It is highly implausible 
that a 28.7% of the respondents actively were pursuing the companies in order to detect 
if any negligent act in managing personal information has occurred. Companies that 
have successfully concealed their negligence in managing their customer information 
are nonetheless perceived as responsible and trustful. 
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5.1.9 Control information 

The majority of the respondents’ answered that they were not able to control which 
personal information that is stored and treated about them in companies. 40 percent 
answered “No, seldom” and 29.6 percent answered “No, never” to the question (See 

part 4.4.5). This influences the concerns for privacy negatively since an increased 
consumer control over the usage of their personal information will alleviate their 
concerns (Phelps et al., 2000). It is suggested that companies should give more control 
to the consumers in order to manage consumer concerns more efficiently. If a company 
would facilitate for the consumers to decide what kind of information and for what 
purposes it is to be collected, distributed and used, the consumers will probably feel 
more comfortable in sharing different types of information. O’Malley et al. (1997) 
explains that in order to maintain a meaningful and productive relationship with the 
customer the control must be shifted from the company to the consumer. With an 
increased autonomy, consumers will feel more comfortable within the relationship with 
the organization, which is important for emphasising benefits within both parties. 
Companies should also update their customers on a frequent basis in how their 
information is used in order to create an increased awareness of what they can control. 
This will most probably stem the feeling of being in a powerless situation.   
 
5.1.10 Confidentiality 

The majority of the respondents did not know whether companies handle their personal 
information with confidentiality or not (See part 4.4.6). Many of these respondents also 
stated that they hope that companies treat the information with responsibility, which 
indicates a positive belief of the companies’ information handling. Many respondents 
answered that they believe that companies handle their information with confidentiality 
(36.5 percent) and many of the responses where “I trust in people/companies, but maybe 

I’m naive”, “I trust companies” and “I believe that the most of the companies are 

serious [in information handling]”. Slightly more than 10 percent believed that 
companies did not treat their information with confidentiality, however most comments 
indicated that this had to do with selling the information to a third party, which is not 
allowed in Europe without permission. These negative experiences might have occurred 
due to contacts with American organizations, such as dot com companies.  
 
5.1.11 Terms of agreement 

Consumers are constantly exposed to contracts and documents prior to be able to use a 
certain product or service. The intension of this question was to investigate if the 
consumers fully read and understand the various agreements they take part of. This 
mutual understanding is a significant step in avoiding intrusions on privacy (O’Malley 
et al., 1997). If a consumer signs up for service without fully comprehending the terms 
of agreement, it is viewed as an intrusion, since this allows the company to perform 
deeds that is stated in the agreement but the consumer has not understood (Pitta et al. 
2003)  
 
It is argued that when the consumers perceive a certain contract as relatively more 
important, it is more likely to lead to a reading of the terms of agreement before 
committing the transaction. With this line of argument, signing up for a discount card 
would be regarded as relatively unimportant since only about 50 percent reads them 
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through. This is most likely because consumers believe that there are too many papers 
to read through in comparison to the outcomes of the agreement (Pitta et al., 2003). The 
percentage is even higher when observing internet communities, where the majority 
does not read the terms of agreement prior to signing up. This might also depend on 
which kind of information that is shared. Internet communities often ask for 
demographic and lifestyle information, which the consumers are relatively more 
comfortable in sharing (See Table 4.2 Mean: Shared information). If other kinds of 
information were mandatory to provide, consumers would probably read through the 
agreement more carefully. However since the consumers does not read through the 
agreements, the risk of intruding on the individuals privacy increases. One example of 
negative emotions due to an intrusion on consumer privacy were expressed in the 
introduction, it became evident that the internet community Facebook owns the 
members’ photos that they upload in their personal albums (Axén, 2007). This was 
perceived intrusive since the members had not read through the terms of agreement, 
which is in line with the previous argumentation of how unawareness can be seen as 
intrusion on privacy (O’Malley et al., 1997). If consumers understand that they can 
benefit from sharing more information, the importance in reading the terms would 
increase.  
 
As argued, the perceived importance in the transaction is probably the most important 
factor when reading through the terms of agreement. For example when buying a car or 
signing up for an apartment the effort in reading the terms of agreement will be 
relatively less efforts in time, in comparison to the outcome. The outcomes for not 
reading through the agreement might be severe economic consequences in these cases, 
whereas no such cost would happen if losing ones discount card. However the fact is 
that when signing up a discount card (e.g. ICA kundkort), it is stated that all the 
purchases made with it will be stored for marketing purposes and can be accessed 
throughout the corporation, which includes the bank, the warehouses and their grocery 
stores (ICA AB, 2008). It is argued that there is a dual responsibility that is needed to 
achieve a better relationship between the consumers and the organization. On the one 
hand, consumers must be willing to read through the agreements to know what they are 
accepting prior to making the transaction. On the other hand, companies must facilitate 
the reading by making the terms more comprehensible and short. This is important 
because the consumers often signs or agrees to long and difficult contracts without fully 
understanding them (Pitta et al,. 2003).  
 
5.2 Demographic differences 

 
5.2.1 Differences in gender 

As the One-way variance analyses (ANOVA) show, there are no significant differences 
between genders in the level of concern about the information that companies gather 
about the consumers (See part 4.3.1). However in all cases where the answers had a 
deviant mean between the genders, men are more comfortable in sharing information in 
comparison to women. Cranor et al. (1999) refers to a study by Westin which showed 
that women are slightly more concerned about threats to their personal privacy than 
men, which to some extent explains the gender difference. It is also evident that males 
are more comfortable in sharing information to grocery stores, restaurants, clothing 
shops, to the government and hotels in contrast to females.  
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It is argued that men are more comfortable to share information than women because of 
cultural aspects. As Powell and Ansic (1997) argue, females are taking financial risks to 
a lesser extent than men which might indicate a similar pattern in sharing sensitive 
information as well. There is a general acceptance for men as “risk-takers” whereas 
women are expected to choose a more passive approach. When children are raised, it is 
more or less accepted for boys to run around and do what ever they want to, meanwhile 
girls are expected to be quite and calm. Even though these behaviours might have some 
foundation in genetics as well, it is evident that the Swedish culture discourages women 
in taking unnecessary risks. A study by Byrnes et al., (1999) shows that men shows a 
greater intellectual risk taking in comparison to women, however this gender gap 
decreases when the individual grows older. It is argued that since students are relatively 
young, the gender gap will still be prominent, as the One-Way variance analyses show. 
It is believed that societal values have a great impact in how individuals are supposed to 
interact with each other as well as their environment and since men are encouraged to 
take relatively more risks, they will most probably be more comfortable in sharing 
information. It is interesting to note that men are not more or less concerned about the 
information that is gathered about them in comparison to women (See 4.3.1) however 
they are still more comfortable in sharing the information. This might mean that since 
they are higher risk takers, they have another sense of what kind of information that is 
sensitive.  
 
As explained above, the perceived comfort in sharing information varies between 
genders in some cases, which might indicate that women in general needs a larger 
psychological distance from these organizations in comparison to men. As Gibson et al. 
(1993) states, men want larger personal [physical] space than women. However this 
would mean that whereas men prefer a greater distance in social situations, they require 
less psychological space when interacting with organizations.  
 
5.2.2 Differences in income 

According to the ANOVA analyses, there are some significant differences in 
information handling when comparing different income groups with each other. When 
sharing information about health condition, the perceived comfort ascends in line with 
increasing income, except for the 0-3000 SEK group (See Table 4.2.2 Income). Since 
only students were answering the questionnaire, an income between 0-3000 SEK could 
indicate that these students solely receives their student grant, which means that they 
probably have some other money savings to live on. If this is the case, a raising comfort 
in sharing information about health condition might correlate with an increasing amount 
of money. A similar pattern is observed in sharing civic number to internet companies, 
where the highest mean was observed in the income group 10 001 SEK and more, 
followed by the group 0 - 3000 SEK (See Table 4.2.8 Income), however the other two 
groups proved inconsistent with a raising income. A higher mean is also shown in the 
highest income group when sharing civic number to travel agencies and clothing shops, 
meanwhile the lower income groups is a bit harder to derive a pattern from (See Table 

4.2.8 Income). As the one way variance analyses show, there are no significant 
differences observed between the income groups when it comes to sharing information 
to the different organizations.  
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In this study, no difference was observed between the respondents within different 
income groups in wanting an increased control of the information (e.g. know the 
purpose of information gathering) that is stored and treated about them (See Label 4.4.5 

Control information in Table 4.4). However, Graeff and Harmon (2002) state that 
consumers with a higher income want to control the collection and use of their personal 
information to a larger extent than consumers with a lower income. This difference can 
be explained due to the fact that the investigated group (i.e. students) is considered to be 
within a low income-group already, whereas a separation into subgroups would make 
no difference. There is a significant difference between income groups when opening up 
a bank account (See Table 4.5 Income), whereas the income group 0–3000 SEK and 
7501-10 000 SEK had a similar percentage of their answers between yes and no (50 and 
40 percent) meanwhile the groups 3001-7500 SEK and 10 001 SEK and more over 90 
percent answered “Yes” in reading the terms of agreement when opening up a bank 
account. There is also a similar difference between these groups when signing up for a 
new job (See Table 4.5 Income). However the results are difficult to interpret, there 
might be a distinction between these groups because of too few respondents in the 
sample groups. In the lowest income groups there are solely seven respondents and in 
the highest income group it is 13. This makes the results impossible to generalize to 
these income intervals. When reading the terms of agreement prior to signing up for 
insurance (See Table 4.5 Income), the lowest income group (i.e. 0-3000 SEK) is 
avoiding in their responses in comparison to the other income intervals. This group has 
answered 57.1 percent “Yes” meanwhile the other income levels have answered around 
90 percent “Yes”. Because of the low size of the respondents in this group, it is hard to 
draw any general conclusions about it. However it is suggested that a transaction that is 
perceived to have a major importance is more likely to lead to a reading of the terms of 
agreement and that different income groups perceive this importance differently in some 
cases.  
 
5.2.3 Differences in age 

As the results from the One-Way Variance Analyses show, there are significant 
differences within the age groups when sharing information about health, purchase 
habits and debts. The results show that the comfort in sharing information about health 
condition to insurance companies and hospitals is increasing until the age of 27, and 
then decreasing (See Table 4.2.2 Age). The reason for this might be that as individuals 
grow older, they might visit these companies more frequently due to a decline in their 
health condition and thereby might be embarrassed to share too much of this 
information. The reason might also be that these individuals might have had more 
negative experiences of insurance companies and hospitals, which will lead to 
avoidance in sharing this type of information with them. A similar pattern is observed 
when sharing information about debts to insurance companies (See Table 4.2.7 Age), 
where the perceived comfort increases until the age of 27 to become drastically lower 
after the age of 28. This might depend on the same reasons as the previous case, where 
negative experiences might have led to avoidance in sharing this type of information. 
When sharing information about purchase habits to insurance companies (See Table 

4.2.3 Age), these negative experiences have been experienced in younger ages. The 
youngest respondents (18-23 years) had the highest comfort in sharing information 
about their purchase habits to insurance companies where the perceived comfort is 
declining as the respondents grow older. The conclusions that can be drawn from these 
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cases shows that older respondents (28 years and older) are generally not as comfortable 
as the other age groups in sharing these types of information. Information about health 
condition and debts can be considered important for insurance companies to have access 
to when calculating the insurance premium (i.e. calculating risk). This means that 
insurance companies must be cautious when collecting this information, especially from 
individuals over the age of 28.  
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6. Conclusion 

 
The outcome of this thesis is an examination of the consumers’ perceptions about their 

privacy and an evaluation of the comfort in having their personal information 

processed in various organizations. The results proved valuable when measuring to 

what extent the consumers are concerned about the information that organizations 

gather about them. At first, general conclusions is drawn from the analysis according to 

the research objective. Implications for decision makers in handling the consumers’ 

integrity are presented and some suggestions for further research are stated in the end.  

 
6.1 Concern of privacy 

The research question was stated as “To what extent are consumers’ concerned about 

the information the organizations’ gather about them?” and as the results show, the 
majority of the respondents were concerned about the information that companies 
gather about them, which further emphasises the importance of this study. As previous 
studies show, there is a difference in the comfort depending on which kind of 
information that is shared (Cranor et al, 1999; Phelps et al, 2000) however, as this thesis 
has revealed, there is also a difference depending on which company that is considered. 
Consumers are most comfortable in sharing information to the organizations within 
Personal distance (e.g. banks, hospitals, government) whereas they are least 
comfortable in sharing information to organizations within Public distance (i.e. internet 
companies and telemarketers). As many studies has been conducted in order to prove 
that internet companies are perceived as intruding on consumer privacy (e.g. 
Kervenoael et al, 2007; Pitta, et al., 2003; Franzak et al., 2001; Miyazaki & Fernandez, 
2000) no recent studies has categorized how these emotions about information gathering 
vary across branches.  
 
There were also some differences between the genders depending on which information 
that was shared and depending on which organization that gathered the information. In 
the cases where these diversities were prominent, men were more comfortable to share 
their information in comparison to women. When referring to a study Byrnes et al., 
(1999) it is suggested that this discrepancy exists because of a difference in risk-
propensity between the sexes. Since men have a greater intellectual risk taking, it is 
argued that they are more comfortable in sharing information to various organizations as 
well. The difference might also depend on how frequently males and females interact 
with the various organizations. To state an example, it became evident that women are 
less comfortable in sharing personal information to grocery stores and clothing shops. 
Since the majority of the grocery shopping is performed by women (approximately 66 
percent) and due to the assumption that women generally shop more clothes than men, 
they might have had more negative experiences in sharing their information to these 
organizations. Another factor that triggers these negative experiences might be that the 
offerings they receive from these companies do not correspond to the information they 
are sharing.   This increases the importance of including the consumers as co-producers 
of the service (Vargo & Lusch, 2004), where the shared information corresponds to the 
received offerings. When observing differences between income groups, no general 
pattern can be drawn, however this is most likely because students are considered as a 
low income group per se, which impedes the analysis. 
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6.2 Implications for decision makers 

It became evident that many consumers were concerned because they did not know for 
what purposes their personal information was used. This concern can easily be avoided 
by decision makers through informing the consumers of how their information is 
gathered, disseminated and used. It is argued that the consumers are not willing to share 
more information about them because they do not perceive the tradeoffs as beneficial. In 
line with this argument, companies must confirm to the consumers that they are co-
producers of the provided service, where sharing more personal information should 
consequently lead to increased benefits for the individual. When informing the 
consumers of how their information is processed, they will also perceive an increased 
control of their personal information. One important factor doing this is to make the 
terms of agreement more comprehensible to facilitate an understanding, whereas 
privacy intrusions will be avoided. As a result, a meaningful and productive relationship 
with the consumer will be attained (O’Malley et al., 1997). As the majority of the 
respondents seems to trust the companies’ information handling (i.e. with 
confidentiality and according to the intended information usage) marketers must 
manage consumer information carefully in order to keep the consumers confidence at a 
suitable level.  
 
New technologies make it possible for companies to gather an increased amount of 
consumer data which leads to an increased importance of the consumers’ rights to 
privacy. The issue of privacy is important for companies to consider if they want to 
maintain a strong relationship with the consumers. It is argued that personal privacy 
should be considered as an integral part of CRM, where the categorization of a 
psychological distance towards the various organizations will assist decision makers to 
choose appropriate information gathering strategies. It is important for decision makers, 
such as marketers and managers, to have the theories of psychological distance in mind 
when collecting, using and disseminating information about the consumers’. The 
companies within Public distance, such as Facebook, must manage their collecting 
practices relatively more carefully in comparison to the other categories to avoid 
intrusions of the consumers’ integrity. An inappropriate management of the consumers’ 
privacy might have huge consequences for the company, where negative word of mouth 
and revenue losses due to revoked relationships is just a few examples of possible 
outcomes. As branch overlapping (i.e. companies are operating in other branches than 
their original product line) is becoming increasingly common, the issue of 
psychological distance becomes even more important. As the study shows, banks are 
considered as within personal distance meanwhile grocery stores are within social 
distance. As the example in the introduction stated, the grocery store chain ICA 
admitted that they would use the consumers’ purchase habits for marketing purposes 
(Andersson, 2008). Since ICA has a bank as well, the company must have the 
psychological distances in mind and be cautious if they choose to integrate the systems 
together. If ICA decides to use personal information that is gathered through their bank 
for marketing purposes in their grocery stores, an intrusion of privacy will most likely 
occur.  
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6.3 Further research 

As Bryman and Bell (2007) states, the results provided from the methodological 
approaches used should primarily provide as a facilitator for further research. As men 
shows a greater intellectual risk taking in comparison to women and the fact that this 
gap decreases when individuals grow older (Byrnes et al., 1999) it would be interesting 
to observe if the existing differences between genders comfort in sharing information 
exists as the individuals grow older. If the differences depend on risk propensity, the 
gender variation will most probably decrease with age. The differences between the age 
groups suggest that individuals over the age of 28 are not as comfortable in sharing 
different kinds of information in comparison to younger consumers. As a consequence, 
it would be interesting to study if women in general become more comfortable in 
sharing information as they get older. Some significant differences in income is 
observed in this study as well, which indicates that income might be an important factor 
for sharing information. It would be suitable to compare students with higher income 
groups to derive general patterns from larger and heterogeneous clusters.  
 
It became evident in the study that no organization was perceived as within Intimate 

distance when it comes to sharing different types of information to them. This means 
that the consumers want to keep some information to themselves, which might create 
integrity problems when branches merge together and crossing their original product 
line. Where branch overlapping becomes increasingly common, consumer data can be 
accessed throughout the corporate group to tailor the product offerings more accurately. 
This might have a cost that is paid with intrusions in consumer privacy and a study that 
examines the implications for the consumers when sharing information to these 
companies would be interesting to conduct.  
 
This study has provided a profound basis that caught several factors that is essential to 
investigate in order to achieve an understanding of emerging privacy issues. The study 
showed that differences in gender, age and income needs further research in order to 
understand which factors that affect the psychological distance that an individual 
perceives in relation to various organizations.  
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Appendix C, Questionnaire. 
 
Modern advancements in information technologies enable companies to collect 

more information about consumer behaviour. The purpose of this survey is to 

investigate consumers’ perceived comfort in sharing their personal information. 

 

 

ALL THE INFORMATION YOU PROVIDE WILL BE TREATED 

IN THE STRICTEST CONFIDENCE 

 
The questionnaire should take you about 7-12 minutes to complete. Please answer 

the questions in the space provided. Do not spend too long on one question, your 

first thoughts are usually your best! 

 

If one question does not fit completely into your present situation, try to imagine 

what opinion you have anyways. Some questions about information sharing might 

be considered mandatory according to a certain situation (e.g. sharing your phone 

number with your employer) however we want you to answer how you feel about 

sharing your personal information.   

 

The first questions are point scale questions where you are going to grade how well 

the assumption fits your preferences. The following questions are alternative 

questions where you respond with; yes always, yes often, no seldom, no never and 

further explain the issue according to your personal opinion.    

 

Thank you for your help! 

Johannes Ericson and Vahab Bayati 

 

 
 
Sex:   Male  /  Female 
 
Age:                ________________________ 
 
Relationship status:  Cohabitant  /  Distant relationship  /  Single  /   Married  
 
Number of Children:   ________________________ 
 
I have studied:  ____________________ year(s) at the university.  
 
Monthly disposable income: (income after taxes, including student grant and loans) 
 

  ________________________ 
 
Region you grew up in:  North Europe/North America 
   Middle East/Mediterranean 
   South America/Central America  
Other:   ________________________ 
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The first part constitutes of questions where you respond how comfortable you are 

in sharing certain information with the listed companies. Encircle the number that 

best represents how you feel.  
 
1.) I am comfortable in sharing information about my personal income with:            
(0 = not comfortable and 7 = very comfortable) 
 
 

 
Banks:    0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Grocery store chains:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Electricity providers:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Internet companies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Restaurants:    0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Insurance companies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Sport centres:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Travel agencies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Medical centres/Hospitals:  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Clothing shops:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
My employer:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Telemarketers:  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Government (e.g. municipality):  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Hotels   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
 
2.) I am comfortable in sharing information about my health condition with: 
(0 = not comfortable and 7 = very comfortable) 
 
 
 
Banks:    0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Grocery store chains:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Electricity providers:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Internet companies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Restaurants:    0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Insurance companies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Sport centres:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Travel agencies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Medical centres/Hospitals:  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Clothing shops:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
My employer:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Telemarketers:  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Government (e.g. municipality):  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Hotels   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
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3.) I am comfortable in sharing my purchase habits with: 
(0 = not comfortable and 7 = very comfortable) 
 
 
 
Banks:    0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Grocery store chains:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Electricity providers:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Internet companies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Restaurants:    0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Insurance companies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Sport centres:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Travel agencies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Medical centres/Hospitals:  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Clothing shops:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
My employer:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Telemarketers:  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Government (e.g. municipality):  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Hotels   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
 
4.) I am comfortable in sharing my demographic information (e.g. sex, age, education, 
employment status) with: 
(0 = not comfortable and 7 = very comfortable) 
 
 
 
Banks:    0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Grocery store chains:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Electricity providers:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Internet companies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Restaurants:    0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Insurance companies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Sport centres:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Travel agencies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Medical centres/Hospitals:  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Clothing shops:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
My employer:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Telemarketers:  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Government (e.g. municipality):  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Hotels   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
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5.) I am comfortable in sharing my information about my lifestyle (e.g. interests) with: 
(0 = not comfortable and 7 = very comfortable) 
 
 
 
Banks:    0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Grocery store chains:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Electricity providers:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Internet companies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Restaurants:    0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Insurance companies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Sport centres:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Travel agencies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Medical centres/Hospitals:  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Clothing shops:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
My employer:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Telemarketers:  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Government (e.g. municipality):  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Hotels   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
 
6.) I am comfortable in sharing my address with: 
(0 = not comfortable and 7 = very comfortable) 
 
 
 
Banks:    0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Grocery store chains:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Electricity providers:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Internet companies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Restaurants:    0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Insurance companies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Sport centres:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Travel agencies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Medical centres/Hospitals:  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Clothing shops:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
My employer:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Telemarketers:  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Government (e.g. municipality):  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Hotels   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
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7.) I am comfortable in sharing my financial debts with: 
(0 = not comfortable and 7 = very comfortable) 
 
 
 
Banks:    0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Grocery store chains:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Electricity providers:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Internet companies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Restaurants:    0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Insurance companies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Sport centres:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Travel agencies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Medical centres/Hospitals:  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Clothing shops:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
My employer:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Telemarketers:  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Government (e.g. municipality):  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Hotels   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
 
8.) I am comfortable in sharing my civic number with: 
(0 = not comfortable and 7 = very comfortable) 
 
 
 
Banks:    0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Grocery store chains:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Electricity providers:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Internet companies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Restaurants:    0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Insurance companies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Sport centres:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Travel agencies:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Medical centres/Hospitals:  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Clothing shops:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
My employer:   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Telemarketers:  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Government (e.g. municipality):  0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
Hotels   0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
 
9.) To what extent are you concerned about the information that companies gather about 
you? 
(0 = not concerned and 4 = very concerned) 
 
   0       1       2       3       4 
 
Explain: ________________________________________ 
 ________________________________________ 
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10, a.) Do you feel that you are being compensated by companies (e.g. discounts, 
special offerings) when sharing information with them?  
(0 = no compensation and 4 = high compensation) 
 
   0       1       2       3       4 
 
b.) What type of compensation do you usually receive? 
 
Explain: ________________________________________ 
 ________________________________________ 
 
11.) How willing are you to share your personal information with: 
(0 = Unknown company and 4 = Known company) 
 
   0       1       2       3       4 
 
Explain: ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
12.) Are organizations allowed to sell your personal information to a third-party? 
 

Yes   No   I do not know 
 
Explain: ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
The following questions are alternative questions were you answer yes always, yes 

often, no seldom or no never and further explains the issue according to your 

personal opinion. 

 
13.) Are you willing to give up more personal information about yourself to receive 
offerings that better suit your needs? 
 

Yes, always              Yes, often             No, seldom             No, never                 I do not 
know 
 
Explain: ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
14.) Have you felt that a company has used some of your personal information in an 
irresponsible way? 
 

Yes, always              Yes, often             No, seldom             No, never                 I do not 
know 
 
Explain: ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
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15.) Do you want companies to inform you for what purposes they use your personal 
information? 
 

Yes, always              Yes, often             No, seldom             No, never                 I do not 
know 
 
Explain: ____________________________________________________________ 
  
16.) Have you felt that companies have used your personal information for other 
purposes than intended? 
 

Yes, always              Yes, often             No, seldom             No, never                 I do not 
know 
 
Explain: ____________________________________________________________ 
  
17.) Do you feel that you can control which personal information that is stored and 
treated about you in companies? 
 
Yes, always              Yes, often             No, seldom             No, never                 I do not 
know 
 
Explain: ____________________________________________________________ 
  
18.) Do you believe that companies handle your personal information with 
confidentiality? 
 

Yes, always              Yes, often             No, seldom             No, never                 I do not 
know 
 
Explain: ____________________________________________________________ 
  
19.) Do you read the terms of agreement prior to; 
 
Signing up for a discount card (e.g. MedMera, ICA)   Yes       /      No 
Joining a web community (e.g. Facebook, Lunarstorm)  Yes       /      No 
Opening up a bank account   Yes       /      No 
Choosing an electricity provider (e.g. Umeå Energi, E.ON) Yes       /      No 
Changing address (e.g. adressändring)    Yes       /      No 
Signing up for an apartment   Yes       /      No 
Buying a car     Yes       /      No 
Signing up for a new job    Yes       /      No 
Signing up for an insurance   Yes       /      No 
 
20.) If you feel that your private information has been used in a disrespectful way, how 
would your reaction be? 
 
Explain: ____________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix D, ANOVA. 
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