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Abstract 
 
Increasingly, online social media networks allow users to use geotagging. This method of 

adding location data to various content shared in real time has introduced privacy related 

issues and threats to the users of such networks. Previous research present opposing findings 

on whether users actually care about their location privacy or not, and it has also been shown 

that users often display a behaviour inconsistent with their concerns. When asked, users tend 

to report high privacy concerns, but in contrast, they will then not let their privacy concerns 

affect or limit their behaviour online; the privacy paradox is a description of this dichotomy. 

The problem, however, is not only that location privacy seems to be a paradoxical issue; the 

sharing of location data provides users with new possibilities that can potentially have 

negative consequences for them, such as someone else being able to identify one’s identity, 

home location, habits or other sensitive information. Social media network users 

communicate that a part of this is due to the lack of control over which information they 

share, with whom and where.  

 

This study employs a qualitative method, using unstructured interviews in a pre-study and a 

self-completion questionnaire. The purpose of the study is to examine and gain a better 

understanding of how the privacy paradox can help to better explain users’ location data 

disclosure preferences in the context of social media networking, and to help social media 

network developers in order to reduce privacy-related issues in social media networking 

applications with geotagging capabilities. The findings indicate that the paradox indeed is 

evident in user’s stated geotagging behaviour, and that users are slightly more worried about 

their location privacy than their overall online privacy. The conclusions offer a couple of 

different explanations for the paradox, and we argue that the contradiction of the paradox can 

be seen as a constant trade-off between benefits and risks of geotagging. We also give some 

examples of such advantages and disadvantages. 
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III 

Abstract in Swedish 
 

Internetbaserade sociala medier har i allt större utsträckning gjort det möjligt för sina 

användare att använda sig av geotaggning. Geotaggning, som innebär att man lägger till 

geografisk data till diverse delat innehåll i realtid via Internet, har dock introducerat nya 

säkerhets- och integritetsproblem för användare av dessa sociala nätverk online. Tidigare 

forskning är motsägelsefull när det kommer till om användarna verkligen bryr sig om sin 

säkerhet och integritet vid delning av geografisk plats eller inte, och det har bevisats att 

användare ofta visar ett inkonsekvent beteende när det kommer till om de är oroliga över detta 

eller ej. Vid förfrågan tycks användare hysa stor oro över sin säkerhet och integritet men när 

det kommer till deras verkliga beteende i sociala medier online tycks de inte agera därefter. 

Detta visar på ett tydligt paradoxalt beteende. Problemet består dock inte enbart i att delning 

av geografisk data verkar vara ett paradoxalt fenomen, men även att delning av sådana data 

förser användare med nya möjligheter som kan få negativa konsekvenser, såsom identifiering 

av ens identitet, hemadress, personliga vanor eller annan känslig information. Användare av 

sociala nätverk online utrycker att detta kan bero på en avsaknad av kontroll över den 

informationen de delar, med vem de delar och vart denna information delas.  

 

Denna studie implementerar en kvalitativ metod, där ostrukturerade intervjuer använts i en 

förstudie som i sin tur ligger som bas för uppbyggnaden av en enkät. Syftet med denna studie 

är att undersöka och få en bättre förståelse för hur denna integritet- och säkerhetsparadox kan 

förklara användares preferenser vid delning av geografiska data i sociala medier men även för 

att hjälpa applikationsutvecklare av social medier så att säkerhets- och integritetsrelaterade 

problem i dessa nätverk kan reduceras. Slutsatserna av denna studie indikerar att denna 

integritet- och säkerhetsparadox är mycket tydlig i användarnas rapporterade 

geotaggningsbeteende, och att dessa användare är en aning mer bekymrade över deras 

geografiska säkerhet och integritet i jämförelse med deras generella on-line säkerhet och 

integritet. Vi presenterar några möjliga slutsatser till denna paradox, och vi argumenterar för 

att inkonsekvensen av paradoxen kan ses som en konstant kompromiss mellan nytta och risk 

med geotaggning som sådan. Vi ger även några exempel på fördelar och nackdelar som denna 

nytta eller dessa risker ger.  
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

 

It is a fact that there has been a change in the primary use of the Internet, from searching for 

information towards socializing (Gefter 2006). As shown in a recent report from 2014 on 

social media usage, 73% of adults who use the Internet use some kind of social networking 

sites. Furthermore, the overall networking site use from the year 2005 to 2013 has increased 

from 8% to 73%. This emphasizes a significant growth in the use of social networking. In the 

same report it was found that the age group 18-29 years old were the most frequent users of 

social media (Pew Research Center 2014). 

 

With the growing ubiquity of cell phones, and particularly because of the popularity of 

smartphones, online social networking is now easier to conduct, and we can do it anywhere 

and whenever we want. 40% of cell phone users state that they use social media on their 

phone (Pew Research Center 2014). The instant sharing of data, such as photos and videos, 

has become an important part of the social networking (Duggan 2013). In a mobile 

environment, geotagging is possible due to the fact that cell phones are equipped with GPS 

technology (Keller 2010). Nowadays, social media networking is accessible to mobile end-

users through their mobile devices not only through web browsers but also through the use of 

applications. This is possible due to advances in mobile device technology, which together 

with advances in communication tools and context-aware capabilities are the major drivers 

behind the change from conducting social networking in a PC environment to doing it in a 

mobile environment (Jabeur, Zeadally & Sayed 2013).  

 

Social media applications used in a mobile environment are called mobile social networking 

applications, MSNs for short (Jabeur et al. 2013). Through previous surveys, a significant 

increase in the popularity of MSN applications has been revealed. In fact, a survey from 2011 

conducted on mobile users in North America found that 53% of mobile users used these 

applications (GSMArena 2011). This increase in popularity of MSN applications is driven by 

new available services and new ways of participating in social interactions and collaborations 

through mobile devices. Besides being able to locate and make recommendations to other 

users about friends and other communities, users can also take advantage of location-based 

services, i.e. services that can give location aware information based on the present position of 

a user (Bettini, Mascetti & Wang 2008) and data-sharing services, for example the sharing of 

photos (Jabeur et al. 2013).  

 

Allowing users to include their exact location, when for example uploading a photo, is called 

geotagging. Several studies have stated that geotagging is now more frequently adopted by 

networking services (Keller 2010; Cao, Friedland & Kelm 2013; Welsh, France, Whalley & 

Park 2012). Luo, Joshi, Yu & Gallagher (2011, p. 205) suggest that “with the availability of 

internet, GPS devices and smartphones, the proliferation and availability of geotagged media 

will continue to expand”.  

 

Increasingly, online social media networks allow users to add location data to different kinds 

of content in real time, and there are services especially designed to enable this functionality. 

Combining the traditional network functionality with real time location-reporting capabilities, 

these services are called geo-social networks, abbreviated as GeoSNs. Eminent examples of 

these GeoSNs are: Facebook, Twitter, Foursquare, Google Latitude, Flickr and Instagram. 
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GeoSNs provide context-aware services that facilitate the association between location, user 

and content; examples of features currently provided by GeoSNs include photo sharing, friend 

tracking and “check-ins”. However, as fun and exciting that may sound, there has also been 

provided proof of implications in the usage of such services, and especially when sharing 

location data. As mentioned by Bertolaja (2013), the sharing of location data provides the 

users with new capabilities that can have negative consequences, such as being able to 

identify someone’s identity, home location, habits or other sensitive information.  

 

Privacy experts have started to draw attention to the possible privacy issues raised by 

geotagging (Keller 2010; Freni, Ruiz, Mascetti, Bettini & Jensen 2010; Ruiz, Freni, Bettini & 

Jensen 2011) and recently also in the context of GeoSNs (Bertolaja 2013).  

Privacy and especially location privacy seems to be a rather perplexing issue that should be 

examined more closely in a GeoSN context, as geotagging in online social media takes 

advantage of location data and is increasing in use. 

1.2 Statement of problem 

 

The rising trend of using location-based services to share and communicate with others has 

fuelled large amounts of research to understand how users feel about their location privacy in 

the context of such applications (Lin, Benisch, Sadeh, Niu, Hong, Lu & Guo 2013). Many 

studies implicate that people do not care much about their location privacy, that they are 

willing to give location data away for free or very cheap, and that they are unaware about 

threats to their privacy or just plain insensitive to the negative consequences of giving their 

position away (Krumm 2009). Other studies have shown quite opposite results, that people 

indeed care about their location privacy and have location privacy concerns of different kinds 

(e.g. Ahern, Eckles, Good, King, Naaman & Nair 2007; Consolvo, Smith, Matthews, 

LaMarca, Tabert & Powledge 2005; Henne, Harbach & Smith 2013). These opposing findings 

raise the question whether users actually care about their privacy or not. The contradictory 

results may stem from the fact that most surveys and studies have used different tools for 

finding and evaluating privacy concerns, as well as different definitions of privacy. A specific 

user attitude may be seen as a privacy concern in one study, but not in another, for example.  

 

Previous work (e.g. Culnan & Bies 2003; Awad & Krishnan 2006; Keith, Thompson, Hale, 

Lowly & Greer 2013; Sundar, Kang, Wu, Go & Zhang 2013) on privacy in different contexts 

has acknowledged that when asked to disclose information about themselves, people will 

make decisions based on a trade-off, giving up their data to receive services and benefits in 

return. It has also been established that there is often a big difference between an individual’s 

stated privacy concerns, and his or her actual behaviour (e.g. Norberg, Horne & Horne 2007; 

Tufekci 2008; Taddicken 2014); people will tell you that they are concerned about their 

privacy being violated, but not take proper measures to protect themselves. This issue is 

known as the privacy paradox, and may also be a part of the explanation for earlier 

inconsistent findings. If measuring opinions on or attitude towards privacy, people may well 

express great concerns, but if having a look at their information disclosure behaviour, they 

may seem indifferent. In addition, the problem extends beyond the scope of the paradox and 

inconsistent findings; as proved by Friedland and Sommer (2010), many users are not even 

aware of all privacy threats posing them when sharing their geographical position in social 

media, and more than often they do not even realize they publish such information. 
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Online social networks connect a vast amount of users who share large volumes of content. 

The published content with geo-spatial metadata and coordinates in GeoSNs is more than 

often associated with and referenced to many other users, and the publisher of such content 

may not be aware of the privacy preferences of those users. Also, the published content is 

generally accessible to a large amount of users, consequently making it hard for users to 

control which kind of information about themselves they actually share, and also with whom 

they share it (Ruiz et al. 2011). 

 

Another implication when sharing content in a social media network is the fact that the users 

possibly use more than one social network. These can in turn be connected in different ways, 

which further contributes to the lack of control over published content. Social networks that 

are connected to each other make the data decentralized, and users may not be aware of the 

amount of data they actually share or where they share it. Users of social networks should pay 

special attention to their shared data, as in many cases this data can be sold to third parties. 

Companies can use the users’ shared data as a business model in order to make profit when 

selling it to third parties (Bertolaja 2013).  

 

From previous research it seems that privacy preferences when disclosing location data 

constitute a rather complicated and puzzling issue. Users do not know what they share, and 

sometimes they do not even realize they publish location data at all or with whom. Users seem 

to feel that they do not have control over their published data, which raises privacy concerns 

for them. We believe that the development of GeoSNs would benefit from more research on 

the paradoxical issue of privacy preferences in a geotagging context, as it does seem to be 

unclear to users where or with whom their location information is shared. Application 

developers should be more aware and take in consideration the privacy preferences of social 

network users when developing the software for social networks.  

 

It is of high importance to highlight the issues regarding privacy and location sharing 

preferences in a social media context, so that application developers can make it more clear 

for users what, when and with whom they share their location data. 

1.3 Purpose of the study 

 

The purpose of the study is to examine and gain a better understanding of how the privacy 

paradox can help explain users’ geotagging preferences in the context of social media 

networking with the main focus on location data. With this study we wish to raise awareness 

of possible privacy issues, share usable knowledge about location data and highlight the 

users’ preferences so that users’ privacy can be preserved.  

 

It is important to help developers of location based social media applications to better 

understand users stated and actual need of privacy when it comes to geotagging.  New 

insights may help in the process of developing new privacy policies that more appropriately 

reflect the actual usage and needs of online social media network users. Also, an improved 

understanding of the privacy paradox can contribute to a better design of the online social 

media networks. 
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1.4 Research questions 

 

Taking into account the findings from previous studies and the themes extracted from the pre-

study, one main research question has been developed: 

 

How can geo-social network users’ geotagging preferences be explained by the privacy 

paradox? 

 

To easier answer the main research question, it is divided into two sub-questions, as seen in 

Figure 1.1. The first sub-question aims to examine if the privacy paradox can be applied to 

geotagging in online social media networks, and if so, how evident it is. Since the paradox 

consists of two parts – the expressed privacy concerns and the incongruent data disclosure – 

the first sub-question has two parts focusing on finding evidence of these two things. The 

second sub-question aims to explore how positive and negative factors affect users to display 

a paradoxical behaviour when they share their location data despite having privacy concerns.  

 

1. Can the privacy paradox be applied to geotagging in online social media networking? 

 

a. What is users’ reported location data disclosure behaviour when it comes to 

geotagging? 

b. What are users’ stated privacy concerns when geotagging in online social 

media networking? 

 

2. What do users state as advantages and disadvantages when geotagging in online social 

media networking? 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.1 Research question 
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1.5 Target group 

 

The target group for this thesis consists of developers of online social media network 

applications or similar software, as they are the ones who directly implement the settings for 

security and privacy within the applications.  

 

Indirectly, also the users of these applications are considered a target group as we hope this 

thesis will provide a better knowledge of privacy related to geotagging that people can take 

advantage of in their use of social media networks.  

 

Furthermore, we would say that the academia, i.e. researchers and students, is also a target 

group since we hope this thesis will provide new knowledge to the field, or at least a new 

angle of approach to the subject of matter. 

1.6 Delimitations 

 

There are many factors that affect people’s privacy concerns, such as personal characteristics, 

culture and regulatory structures (Li 2011). Also demographic factors like age, education and 

income level have been found affecting the users’ concerns for information privacy 

(Zukowski & Brown 2007). We are not focusing on these antecedents to location privacy in 

this study.  

 

We have also chosen not to focus on the more technical facets of the application development 

regarding location privacy. It falls outside the scope to examine the technical aspect of how 

geotagging works, even if that likely has some implications for how to handle location 

privacy issues. 

 

Since the study is conducted with the participation of young users in Sweden, who are 

between 19 and 29 years old, neither other age groups nor other countries have been 

considered. The age span was chosen mainly because according to Pew Research Center 

(2014), people of that age are the most frequent users of social media. However, those 

findings come from research on American users, and internet and social media usage vary a 

lot between different countries; hence, it is possible that it is not completely accurate for 

Swedish users. In any case, it is possible, even likely, that younger and older users have 

different views on privacy issues and different location data disclosure behaviour. Since the 

primary purpose of this study is to investigate if the theory of the privacy paradox can be 

applied to geotagging at all, it is not strictly necessary to include users of all ages, but it 

affects the question of to which extent the paradox is valid, so the conclusions of this study 

are consequently limited to Swedish 19-29 year old users. 

1.7 Expected outcome 

 

This thesis aims to find out how geo-social network users' geotagging preferences can be 

explained by the privacy paradox. We try to highlight the privacy paradox to provide a 

contribution to the research area of geotagging and location data disclosure in a social media 

networking context. 
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1.8 The authors own experience and background 

 

This thesis is conducted by two undergraduate students of the University of Borås. Our field 

of study is business informatics, and our two majors are informatics and marketing. Both of us 

have smartphones, on which we use social media on a daily basis. Furthermore, we both also 

use geotagging and therefore our chosen topic is relevant for us on a personal level. 

1.9 Thesis outline 

 

Section 1 - Introduction 

In the introduction we present the background to the thesis together with the problem 

statement, literature review, purpose of the study, research questions, target group, 

delimitations, expected outcome and our own experience and background.  

 

Section 2 - Research design 

In this section we present and give grounds for the chosen research perspective and strategy 

for the chosen research approach. The reader should get an understanding of how the study 

was executed and which methods were chosen.  

 

Section 3 - Theoretical study 

This section gives the reader an understanding of the theory and key concepts relevant to the 

study and is further used as a basis for the empirical investigation.  

 

Section 4 - Empirical study 1 – results and analysis of the pre-study 

Here we present the emerging themes from the unstructured interviews extracted from the 

pre-study, and analyse the results as a ground for Empirical study 2. 

 

Section 5 – Empirical study 2 – results from the questionnaire 

Here we present the results of the empirical data collected from the questionnaire.  

   

Section 6 – Analytical summary 

In this section we analyse the results from both empirical studies together with the theoretical 

findings from the previous literature. The intention is to put our empirical findings against the 

theory in order to answer our main research question. 

 

Section 7 - Discussion 

In this section we present and discuss the findings and our own reflections. The final part of 

this section provides an evaluation of the chosen method and the results as well as ideas for 

further research.  

 

Section 8 - Bibliography  

In this section we list all the sources we used in order to collect the theoretical data.  

 

Section 9 - Appendix 

In this section we present the questionnaire in its entirety. 
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2 Research design 

2.1 Research perspective 

 

There are two main scientific perspectives on how research should be conducted and how to 

get a “true” picture out of the research. These two theories and philosophical frameworks for 

creating and understanding science are positivism and hermeneutics.  This section contains an 

explanation of them both and our choice of perspective. 

2.1.1 Positivism and hermeneutics 

 

The essence of positivism is that a rational assertion only can be verified through science, 

logic or mathematics. A scientific assertion is only meaningful if it can be confirmed 

empirically. Therefore, everything that cannot be proved empirically as feelings, values, 

religious or political statements do not belong to science. Furthermore, everything that is not 

scientific knowledge cannot be regarded as knowledge at all. 

 

A main feature of positivism in research methods is that knowledge has to be empirically 

proven and that assessments and estimations should be replaced by measurements. 

Furthermore, positivists hold the idea that theory should be given in terms of cause and effect 

and that the researcher should be objective.  

 

The essence of positivism is: a statement can be proven to be true only if it correspond to the 

reality as explained by science (Wallén 1996). 

 

Hermeneutic research is all about interpretations. It enables the researcher to gain in-depth 

understanding of the chosen phenomenon. Hermeneutic research emphasizes subjective 

interpretations of texts, culture, thoughts and feelings, compared to positivism that stresses the 

need for objectivity (Wallén 1996). The knowledge that is desired is how meaning and 

intentions in the uniqueness of every person and phenomenon, seen through a context of time, 

place and meaning, can be understood (Starrin & Svensson 1994).  

 

Hermeneutics research deals with interpretations of texts, symbols, actions and experiences. 

Hermeneutic interpretations usually mean drawing on significance or connections that seems 

to lie behind the things that appears or can be observed in a text, conversation or action. 

Another feature is that the researcher is subjective (Wallén 1996). 

 

The hermeneutic interpretation is especially suitable for the understanding of human 

experiences and the expression these take and reflect (Starrin & Svensson 1994). This goes in 

line with the aim of this study, which is to examine and understand users’ attitudes towards 

privacy and their stated behaviour in the context of Geo-social networks. 
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2.2 Research strategy 

 

The main purpose of the study is to examine and gain a better understanding of the role of the 

privacy paradox when geotagging in the context of social media networking. To achieve this 

goal, we examined the attitudes towards location privacy and the users’ stated behaviour in 

the context of GeoSNs through the eyes of the users. When, as in this study, emphasis in a 

research is on words, rather than on numbers and measures, qualitative research strategy is 

usually employed (Bryman & Bell 2011). So is therefore the case in this thesis. 

2.2.1 Pre-study as a complement to existing literature 

 

We started out with a review of existing literature, and we found several scales of 

measurement, different theories and methods on how to measure privacy concerns. Since we 

did not find any standard scale of measurement, we did not want to limit ourselves to these.  

Furthermore, we felt that the literature review alone was not sufficient to give us material 

regarding users’ attitudes, since we first wanted to gain an insight to users stated behaviour 

and what their actual behaviour is like. And so, we chose to conduct a pre-study. We used 

unstructured interviews in order to gain an insight to their attitudes, and to see patterns in their 

way of thinking. From the pre-study we extracted emerging themes that we used in our further 

data collection process, both the theoretical and empirical. 

 

Clearly, this approach to the relationship between theory and research is primarily iterative, 

meaning that we go back and forth between theory and data. This view, or tendency, is 

usually employed in qualitative research (Bryman & Bell 2011), which further explains our 

choice of a qualitative research strategy. 

2.2.2 Theory and Practice 

 

There are two different approaches that explain the relationship between theory and practice: 

deduction and induction. When a deductive approach is used in research, hypotheses are 

derived from the already existing theory and these are then tested and examined in order to 

draw conclusions that proves or rejects the findings (Bryman & Bell 2011). In contrast, the 

inductive approach allows the researcher to study objects without any established theory; 

from the empirical investigation the researcher then creates an adequate theory (Patel & 

Davidsson 2011). Our study takes more of an inductive approach. We started out with a 

review of previous literature but as we did not find any relevant existing theories to build 

upon we chose to conduct the pre-study. The pre-study consisted of unstructured interviews 

which were constructed without any connection to already existing theories, which makes it 

an inductive method. It was the results from the pre-study that led us to the privacy paradox. 

Both empirical findings, i.e. the themes extracted from the interviews and the results of the 

questionnaire, were then used to find new ways to understand how users’ geotagging 

preferences can be explained in the light of the privacy paradox, which can be seen as an 

inductive method. 
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2.3 Pre-study 

 

The initial intention with the study was to explore what kind of privacy concerns users have 

about geotagging, and how these affect their attitude and behaviour. As we studied previous 

literature and theories on how to measure privacy concerns, we found that there are many 

different ways of doing so, and that no single theory is more established than the others. Other 

researchers have chosen to develop new frameworks rather than improving already existing 

ones. Finding it difficult to settle on one theory or framework, we chose to conduct a small 

pre-study consisting of two interviews. The idea was to conduct the pre-study without regards 

to previous theories, in order to explore how real users actually relate to the subject of 

geotagging, and how they describe their concerns themselves.  

 

When conducting interviews in qualitative research, the focus is placed on a general view, and 

especially on the interviewees own point-of-views. These characteristics of qualitative 

interviewing makes it a more flexible data collection technique, and as such is not focused on 

standardization as in quantitative interviewing, which can enable a researcher to adjust the 

emphasis in the research and take advantage of emerging themes appearing during the 

interviews (Bryman & Bell 2011). We needed to have a less structured approach in the first 

collection of empirical data, in order to enhance the opportunity of revealing the “true” nature 

or perspective of our interviewees.  

 

We conducted only two interviews in the pre-study since we considered this to be enough to 

get a basic idea of an average user’s habits, thoughts and feelings about geotagging. The 

choice of conducting two interviews in the pre-study was due to the short time limit, since we 

wanted to transcribe them and thoroughly examine the true feelings held by the interviewees’. 

This meant that we did not only investigate the words as expressed by the interviewees, but 

also the meaning of them in a thematic analysis, which goes in line with a qualitative study 

(Bryman & Bell 2011). If more interviews were to be held, we are of the belief that this would 

only have resulted in a more shallow analysis because of time limit. This is further 

acknowledged by Bryman and Bell (2011), who claim that sample size usually is limited by 

considerations of cost and time.  

 

We can see features of a convenience sample in the way we chose our interviewees. A 

convenience sample is basically one that is available to the researchers in terms of 

accessibility, which was the case in this study. A shortcoming of the convenience sampling is 

the lack of generalizability, since it definitely is not generalizable to all of the examined 

population. Although, this does not mean that a convenience sample is never to be used, in 

fact since our pre-study was more of a pilot study, and used as a complement to the theoretical 

study, a convenience sample can be acceptable (Bryman & Bell 2011).  

 

2.3.1 Choosing unstructured interviews 

 

The approach taken by the interviewer in qualitative interviewing varies a lot. Bryman and 

Bell (2011) mention two types, the unstructured interview and the semi-structured interview. 

In the unstructured approach, the researcher tends to be quite free and the interviewing as 

such is similar to a conversation. The interviewer seeks not to be limited with too many pre-

defined questions, and try to make the interviewee speak as freely as possible. Here the 

researcher often uses an aide-memoire of some topics to discuss during the interview. In the 
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semi-structured interview, the researcher has more specific questions to ask, and usually has a 

prepared list of these. The questions are not as structured as in quantitative interviewing, but 

the researcher tries to ask them in a similar way, even though questions may not be asked 

exactly in the same way in all interviews, allowing the researcher to be more flexible than in 

quantitative interviewing but be more rigid than in the unstructured approach. We chose 

unstructured interviews for the pre-study, as the main goal with these was to see what the 

interviewees feel is relevant to them, and we therefore did not want to be too specific in our 

choice of questions. 

2.3.2 Conducting the interviews 

 

When we carried out the interviews, we had no clear research questions yet. However, 

according to Bryman and Bell (2011), the research questions do not have to be too specific 

before conducting a qualitative interview, since being too specific in formulating the research 

questions would be inconsistent with the process of qualitative interviewing, when you want 

to emphasise the view of the people you interview and not start out beforehand with too many 

preconceptions. Heeding this advice, we did not want to let on to the interviewees that it was 

exactly the attitudes to privacy concerns we wanted to examine, since we wanted the 

interviewees’ views of what is important or if privacy concerns as such are even considered at 

all when talking about geo-tagging. Another reason for not mentioning privacy and privacy 

concerns before the interviewees had mentioned it themselves was that studies have shown 

that people tent to report higher privacy concerns when they are asked about it (Braunstein et 

al. 2011).   

 

In qualitative interviewing, it is important to tape-record and then transcribe the interviews. 

This is important in order to make sure that the answers are captured in the right way and 

important as a qualitative interviewer is required to make an as detailed analysis as possible 

(Bryman & Bell 2011). Therefore, we chose to record and then transcribe the interviews as 

soon as possible after completion.  We also followed the advice suggested by Bryman and 

Bell (2011) of conducting the interviews in a quiet environment, so that we had as little outer 

disturbance as possible and choosing a microphone of good quality, so that we did not lose 

any important information given to us during the interview due to technical problems. 

2.3.3 Interview data analysis procedure 

 

Qualitative data collection has a tendency to result in huge volumes of very rich information. 

The challenge for researchers is to convert these plentiful records into something more 

manageable that can be analysed, to make up theories and/or produce results. 

 

Two main strategies for qualitative data analysis are the analytic induction, and the grounded 

theory. As described in Bryman and Bell (2011), analytic induction is an approach where 

researchers begins with a rough hypothesis, and then continue to redefine it as long as new 

inconsistent findings appear, until finally no deviant cases are found and the hypothesis is 

considered to be complete. In the case of this study, there were no hypotheses to begin with, 

and the interviews were conducted to get an understanding of how respondents relate to the 

subject and not to seek a universal explanation of a phenomena, thus the analytic induction 

strategy was not used in the analysis. 

 

The grounded theory method links data collection, analysis and theory together (Bryman & 

Bell, 2011). It is iterative in its approach, which makes it more suitable for our study. It also, 



 

- 11 - 

 

as previously mentioned, includes many iterative elements. Grounded theory is the most 

widely used framework for analysing qualitative data; it is often not used in its entirety, but 

includes many useful tools. Central to the idea of grounded theory is the coding; the process 

of coding means that the data is first broken down into parts and then different components 

are identified, named and organized. When codes appear more than once or bear resemblance 

to each other, they can form concepts, which are a kind of distinct occurrences that will 

eventually form the building blocks of theory. Concepts can also be bundled together in 

categories. 

 

We chose to use a light form of coding and conceptualization for the analysis of our 

qualitative data. After transcribing the two unstructured interviews, we wanted to find patterns 

which were more prominent than others in how the respondents described their feelings, 

attitudes and behaviour, without the process being too biased from foregoing literature 

studies. Borrowing techniques from grounded theory, we first went through the transcribed 

interviews and listened through the recordings several times to find codes, and then used the 

codes to develop themes. Had we held more interviews and gotten larger amounts of data, we 

might have used more of the grounded theory tools, but the limited resources and relatively 

small data volume did not motivate this.  

 

As hermeneutic researchers, our focus when extracting themes was on the understanding of 

the users’ experiences and the expression these take and reflect. This meant considering not 

only what the interviewees said, but also how they said it. The themes extracted from the 

interviews are:   

 

 Positive and negative associations 

 Describing lack of control  

 Using privacy settings 

 Careful sharing behaviour 

 Avoiding reading terms and conditions 

 Differences between applications 

 Differences between computer and mobile phone 

 People have poor knowledge  

 Reasons for sharing – when and where to share 

 Location privacy is less important  

 

The themes are further presented in Empirical study 1 in section 4 supported by some quotes, 

but the full transcriptions from the interviews are not included. 

2.3.4 Discovering the Privacy Paradox 

 

The outcomes of the pre-study were themes reflecting the most prominent patterns in the way 

that the interviewees described their feelings and thoughts on geotagging and privacy. The 

one thing that really stood out to us was that the interviewees seemed ambiguous on whether 

they felt in control of their location data or not. We also found that it was difficult to get them 

to talk about actual privacy concerns without asking them outright. Considering that this 

ambiguity or conflicting views were not clearly reflected in any of the previously constructed 

frameworks we had examined, we chose to go back to the literature study to see if we could 

find any other existing theories that better mirrored our findings. What we found was the 

privacy paradox, a concept describing the fact that when asked, people tend to report high 

privacy concerns, but then behave in a very contradictory way to these concerns. A more 
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thorough description is presented in section 3.3.1. The privacy paradox is not a method as 

such, and includes no straightforward way of measuring privacy concerns, but can act as a 

lens through which this contradictory behaviour can be better understood. The privacy 

paradox has been described within many fields, and has been discovered within an online 

context (e.g. Acquisti & Gross 2006; Debatin, Lovejoy, Horn & Hughes 2009; Taddicken 

2014; Tufekci 2008). However, we wanted to see if we could find evidence to support the 

existence of the privacy paradox within location data sharing as well, so we chose to use the 

paradox as a pair of goggles to further explore users’ behaviour and thoughts about 

geotagging in a social media network context.  

 

At this stage of the study, the research questions were better defined and adjusted in line with 

the findings. The main research question concerns how the privacy paradox can be used to 

explain social media network users’ geotagging preferences, but in order to be answered it 

had to be divided into two sub-questions, see Figure 1.1. The first sub-question aims to find 

out if the paradox can be applied to geotagging at all, but since the paradox consists of two 

parts – the expressed privacy concerns and the incongruent data disclosure – the first sub-

question has two parts focusing on finding evidence of these two things. 

 

Even if exhibiting a paradoxical behaviour, there are most likely reasons for users to disclose 

their data despite their apprehensions. It could possibly be that the risks are deemed to be 

small or that the benefits of using geotagging outweigh possible risks. The interviewees in the 

pre-study had some ideas that made up an interesting theme concerning why people use 

geotagging, and they also indicated that location data is not as sensitive and important to 

protect as other kinds of data. In line with these findings, our second sub-question concerns 

what kind of possible advantages and disadvantages there is to geotagging, to study what 

factors tip the scales against or in favour of geotagging.  

 

With the guidance of the themes from the pre-study and the privacy paradox as a lens, we 

chose to carry out a second empirical study by conducting a survey consisting of self-

completion questionnaires to answer the research questions. 

2.4 Self-completion questionnaire 

 

We chose to use a questionnaire in order to collect further empirical material and to answer 

the main research question, because it was the most efficient way to collect data in terms of 

time and cost limits.  Using self-completion questionnaire means that the respondents answer 

the questions by completing the questionnaire themselves. There are three different kinds of 

self-completion questionnaires; supervised, postal or Internet-based (Bryman & Bell 2011). 

Bryman and Bell (2011) further makes a distinction between Internet based methods and 

communications methods. Web-based research method is data collection through the web, as 

is the case in our research where the questionnaire forms a web page which the respondents 

then fill in. A communication-based research method on the other hand is when the 

communication medium, for example email, is the platform from which the collection of data 

is put through. Self-completion questionnaires were chosen due to its advantages, which can 

be summed up as: cheaper to administer, quicker to administer, absence of interviewer effects, 

no interviewer variability and convenience for respondents (Bryman & Bell 2001). 
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2.4.1 From pre-study to questionnaire  

 

The questionnaire was constructed in order to answer each of the sub-questions, since they 

together answer the main research question. To decide which questions to ask in the 

questionnaire, we analysed the themes to find which ones could be used to answer the sub-

questions. The themes are thoroughly presented and explained in section 4.1, and a summary 

and brief explanation can be found in section 4.2. A couple of the themes were deemed not to 

be in line with the chosen privacy paradox lens, and were therefore not included in the 

construction of the questionnaire; the “Positive and negative associations” and the 

“Differences between computer and mobile phone” were both in this category. The other 

themes all related to the privacy paradox in some way, and so were used to formulate the 

questions. A detailed description of how the themes were used to construct questions for the 

questionnaire is presented in section 5. 

 

The questionnaire was divided in two parts. The first part regarded geotagging and social 

media use. The second part regarded privacy and geotagging in social media. It was not until 

the second part that the questions were made explicitly privacy related. This was done 

deliberately as previous research have shown that if privacy is mentioned as such, it has 

indeed a tenacious effect on the way that the respondents answer (Braunstein, Granka & 

Staddon 2011).  

 

2.4.2 Designing the questions 

 

Designing questions for a questionnaire is a daunting task where several considerations have 

to be made. The first thing to decide is whether to use open or closed questions. Closed 

questions are questions that have a limited number of answers, meaning that respondents have 

to choose from a pre-set list, whereas open questions are formulated to enable the respondents 

to reply in whatever way they see fit (Bryman & Bell 2011).  Closed questions are more 

difficult to write than open questions, because the researcher needs a certain insight into the 

subject and the respondents’ possible thoughts, to give sensible alternatives for them to 

choose their answer from (Rowley 2014). On the other hand, answers to closed questions are 

easier to process after completion of the survey since, as opposed to answers to open 

questions, they do not need time-consuming qualitative coding before being analysed 

(Bryman & Bell 2011). Regardless of whether designing questions for a questionnaire or for 

interviews, the more structured or closed the design of questions, the less detailed the 

answers. An open format allows respondents to give more nuanced answers, in their own 

words, which produces rich and quotable material for the researcher, and is particularly useful 

when used in the beginning of work in an area (Bradburn, Sudman & Wansink 2004) 

 

Since the questionnaire in our study was constructed based on the findings from the pre-study, 

we could use these gained insights in formulating the questions. Hence, we used mostly 

closed questions for the questionnaire. Closed questions also enhance the comparability of 

answers and are more likely to be answered by respondents (Bryman & Bell 2011). Since the 

privacy paradox consists of two parts that need to be compared against each other – the 

privacy concerns and the actual disclosure behaviour – closed questions were the best choice 

in order to find evidence of the paradox and thereby answer the first sub-question. However, 

to further explore some particular findings from the interviews, a few non-mandatory open 

questions were added to the questionnaire.  

 



 

- 14 - 

 

It is recommended to use an odd number of possible answers, to give respondents a chance to 

choose a middle option. If the number is even, respondents are forced to lean one way or the 

other, when in reality they may be completely undecided or indifferent (Bradburn et al. 2004). 

Heeding this advice, five possible answers were given for the questions where the answers 

formed any kind of scale. 

 

We mixed close-ended questions with Likert-scale questions and Scenario-based questions. 

We made use of scenario-based questions to attract as spontaneous answers as possible. The 

reason for this is that it can be difficult with regular survey methods to extract enough 

information about people’s actual disclosure behaviour as they cannot gather information 

about what people feel about privacy in practice (Mancini, Thomas, Rogers, Price, 

Jedrzejczyk, Bandara, Joinson & Nuseibeh 2009). Hence, our questionnaire examined the 

respondents’ actual location privacy behaviour by asking them scenario-based questions 

whereas the close-ended and the Likert-scale questions were used in order to seek the 

respondents stated behaviour. This goes in line with our research questions. 

 

To avoid misinterpretations and linguistic difficulties, the questionnaire was in Swedish, since 

the questionnaire was mostly aimed at Swedish respondents. The questionnaire is included in 

its entirety in appendix 9.1, although all the answers to the questions are not appended, but 

presented in Empirical study 2 in section 5. 

2.4.3 Sampling 

 

For the questionnaires we applied purposive sampling, which is a non-probability form of 

sampling used in qualitative research. According to Bryman and Bell (2011) this means that 

the researcher does not try to seek for research participants randomly, but the goal is to 

sample the participants in a strategic way, in order to sample the people that are most relevant 

for the formulated research question/s. It can also include sampling participants that apply to 

certain predetermined criteria.  

 

The criteria for the questionnaire respondents were that they had to be in the age group 18-29, 

since these have been found being the most frequent users of social media (Pew Research 

Center 2014).  Furthermore, they had to be users of GeoSNs, since we were interested in 

examining the privacy paradox within this particular context, and people who never use 

GeoSNs do not face the choice to disclose geographical data by geotagging. The sampling of 

GeoSN users was also due to the fact that the paradoxical behaviour can only be found in 

users who indeed use geotagging. This is because if they do not, they either do not because 

they are concerned, which is not paradoxical at all; or they are not concerned but do not use 

geotagging anyway, a behaviour that is not part of the paradox either. To reach respondents 

who fit the criteria, the questionnaire was distributed through social media networks with 

geotagging capabilities. 

 

Sample size is usually limited by considerations of cost and time (Bryman & Bell 2011), 

which was indeed true in the case of creating the questionnaires. The total population consists 

of all people who use social networks with geotagging capabilities, which means hundreds of 

millions of people. According to Bryman and Bell (2011), considerable gains in precision can 

be seen as sample size grows from low figures up to about 1,000 respondents, where the 

precision increase becomes less pronounced. Since the questionnaire was distributed and 

shared through social media networks it is difficult if not impossible to know exactly how 

many people gained access to it and to know how many of these people fit the sample criteria. 
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It is not impossible that the questionnaire reached a thousand people, but as we suspected the 

response rate was extremely low. The aim was to get at least 50 usable responses to the 

questionnaires that fit our criteria, considering the limited time and resources. The 

questionnaire was closed after a couple of days when 73 people had responded to it, so that 

data processing and analysis could commence. Answers from eight of the respondents who 

did not complete the whole questionnaire were omitted, leaving 65 people who completed the 

questionnaire in its entirety. 

2.4.4 Increasing validity 

 

Before distributing the questionnaires, we let a small number of people respond to our 

questions to increase validity. The aim was to uncover possible mistakes and ambiguity and to 

ensure that the questions were not too cumbersome. Some small grammar mistakes were 

discovered and corrected, and the wording of a couple of questions underwent minor changes. 

The online survey tool webbenkater.com was used to create the web-based self-completion 

questionnaire. To reach the right age group, the link to the questionnaire was then distributed 

through Facebook, and also via e-mail to students of the University of Borås. The respondents 

were all between 18 and 29 years old as intended. 

2.4.5 Questionnaire data analysis procedure 

 

Since our questionnaire consisted mostly of closed questions it can be seen as a somewhat 

quantitative instrument, but for our purposes in this thesis, and considering our use of the 

privacy paradox as a lens, we analysed the collected data using a qualitative approach. The 

qualitative approach consisted of interpreting the answers and analysing them with regards to 

our research sub-questions, as every question in the questionnaire is linked to our sub-

questions. We applied a more qualitative approach to the analysis of the open-ended questions 

on our questionnaire, and the analysis and result of the close-ended questions are presented in 

quantitative form, as diagrams. 

2.5 Theoretical data collection 

 

To conduct this study, we had to make extensive use of previous literature to understand 

where the research field stands at the moment, and how further studies like this can develop 

knowledge on the topic. At first, we read up on existing findings to understand how different 

methods could aid us in answering our questions, and what conclusions have already been 

drawn by other researchers. We then continued our theoretical data collection in parallel to the 

empirical studies, adjusting the focus of the reading as we gained new knowledge, to 

complement our findings and to draw conclusions.  

 

For the most part we used electronic sources like e-books and journal articles from journals 

published online, that we accessed through the search feature Summon of the library of the 

University of Borås. Common search words were: location privacy, geotagging, geo-social 

networks and privacy concerns.  

2.6 Strategies for validating findings 

 

The three most important criteria for validating findings in business and management research 

are: reliability, replication and validity. But some qualitative researchers argue that these are 

mostly applicable to the quantitative research as they refer in a great extent on measurement 
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validity so they propose that qualitative studies should be evaluated in accordance with 

different criteria (Bryman & Bell 2001).  

 

Bryman and Bell (2011) further argues that there has been discussion among the qualitative 

researchers on how to validate their findings. Lincoln and Guba (1985) Guba and Lincoln 

(1994) propose two alternative criteria to reliability and validity for assessing the quality of a 

qualitative study namely: trustworthiness and authenticity.  

 

Trustworthiness consists of four criteria: credibility, transferability, dependability and 

confirmability. Credibility answers the question on how believable the findings are. The aim 

is to ensure that the research is carried out according to the criteria of good research practice 

and also for the researchers to make sure they have correctly understood the social world of 

the participants in the study by validating the research findings together with them. 

Transferability deals with whether or not findings can be generalized beyond the specific 

research content. Guba and Lincoln (1985) state that it is an empirical issue since qualitative 

findings usually tend to depend on the uniqueness of the social world that is studied and argue 

for the need of a “thick description” which will provide others with the information needed 

for making such a judgement. Dependability, i.e. are the findings likely to apply at other 

times? Guba and Lincoln here suggest the researcher to adopt what they call an ‘auditing’ 

approach. The aforementioned approach would entail ensuring all records of all phases in the 

study is kept accessible for peers to establish how well the procedures are and were followed. 

As suggested by Bryman and Bell (2011), the auditing approach has not become very popular, 

most in part of the demanding role for the auditors. Therefore this is not the approach used in 

this study either, but we refer to the parallel of dependability which is reliability. With 

reliability in qualitative research the aim is to put less focus on questions regarding 

measurements. Reliability can be divided in two parts: Internal reliability and External 

reliability. Internal reliability is how well interpretations are made. External reliability regards 

to what extent a study can be replicated and is a difficult criterion to fulfil in qualitative 

research. As LeCompte and Goetz (1982) recognize that it is impossible to ‘freeze’ a social 

setting, we will not discuss this criterion further.  

 

Confirmability regards if the researcher has succeeded in being as objective as possible. Since 

objectivity is impossible in qualitative research, this is more a question of whether the 

researcher has acted in good faith or not. It should not be doubtful that the researcher did not 

allow his or her personal values to interfere on the research strategy and the outcomes of it.  

 

Authenticity consists of four criteria, fairness, ontological authenticity, educative authenticity, 

catalytic authenticity and tactical authenticity. However, the authenticity criteria have not 

been influential and will therefore not be dealt with further in this study (Bryman & Bell 

2011). 
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3 Theoretical study 

3.1 Defining privacy 

 

Westin’s (1967, p. 7) classic notion that privacy is “the claim of individuals, groups, or 

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

them is communicated to others” is still very much valid today. However, it is not the only 

definition out there, and there is no true consensus in the academic world on how to define it, 

describe it, or divide it into narrower subjects. Different research fields and disciplines tend to 

treat privacy in different ways, so each researcher has to find a definition and framework that 

is in compliance with the study to be conducted. 

3.1.1 Information privacy and location privacy 

 

Information privacy can be seen as a subset of the overall concept of privacy (Crossler & 

Bélanger 2011). Especially the birth and growth of the internet has shifted the focus from old-

school spatial privacy towards information privacy (Preibusch 2013). Similarly to the case of 

overall privacy, the concept has been described in many different ways over the years, but one 

definition often referred to is that information privacy is “the ability of the individual to 

control personally (vis-à-vis other individuals, groups, organizations, etc.) information about 

one’s self” (Stone, Gueutal, Gardner & McClure 1983, p. 460).  It has proved difficult to 

agree on a single clear definition of information privacy, probably at least in part because it is 

such a complex concept that can be studied from many different perspectives. Researchers in 

for example law, economics, psychology, management, marketing and information systems 

have all taken an interest in information privacy (Pavlou 2011), which in turn has resulted in 

researchers using various theoretical perspectives (Li 2011), several different 

multidimensional approaches (Paine, Reips, Stieger, Joinson & Buchanan 2007) and contexts 

to explore and explain the concept of information privacy. 

 

Location privacy can be defined as a special type of information privacy (Duckham & Kulik 

2006), a privacy relating to location-specific information (Minch 2004). Beresford and 

Stajano (2003, p. 46) define location privacy more specifically as “the ability to prevent other 

parties from learning one’s current or past location”. When geotagging an image or other 

media, a bit of location data is added as metadata, so actions like this can definitely give rise 

to location privacy concerns. 

3.2 Privacy concerns 

 

Closely related to the concept of privacy are privacy concerns. Concerns related to privacy 

constitute hot research topics in many fields and scientific disciplines, including computer 

science, media studies, economics and law (Preibusch 2013). Malhotra, Kim and Agarwal 

(2004 p.337) have interpreted Campbell (1997), stating that “Information privacy concerns 

refer to an individual’s subjective views of fairness within the context of information 

privacy”. It implies that individuals can have different views in what is fair or not, and that 

their opinions and feelings may vary. Lots of factors have been seen to have an influence on 

people’s privacy concerns, and a big chunk of the research in the field has focused on this 

topic. Li (2012) discovered that people with a previous disposition to privacy were more 

likely to also have online privacy concerns and website concerns. The same author made an 
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extensive review of previous empirical research of antecedents to and consequences of 

information privacy concerns, and draws on previous research to conclude that personal 

characteristics, culture and regulatory structures also have a high impact on individuals’ 

privacy concerns (Li 2011). Other studies have confirmed that culture and regulatory laws are 

important factors influencing privacy concerns, and that such external conditions (also 

including industry sector among others) will be perceived differently by individuals 

depending on their personal characteristics and past experiences (Malhotra et al. 2004). In an 

empirical survey of internet users, researchers found that some demographic factors like age, 

education and income level affected the users’ concerns for information privacy, while other 

factors like gender and internet experience did not (Zukowski & Brown 2007). 

 

In recent years, scientist have acknowledged that contextual and situation-specific privacy 

concerns can have just as much of an impact on consumer attitudes and behaviour – if not 

more – than general privacy concerns (Li, Sarathy & Xu 2010). Given that such contextual or 

situational factors can mean different things and have different implications for everyone 

makes the process of analysing, measuring and generalizing from findings even less straight-

forward. 

3.3 Privacy paradox 

 

When it comes to the consequences of privacy concerns and the effect on attitudes and 

behaviour, one could easily assume that strong privacy concerns positively correlates with a 

more cautious behaviour. However, this is not always the case, and in order to understand 

why, a well-established concepts of privacy theory must be understood; the privacy paradox. 

It is based on the hypothesis that privacy is not an absolute or static value (Pavlou 2011). 

 

The privacy paradox is a description of the fact that when asked, people tend to report high 

privacy concerns, but then behave in a very contradictory way to these concerns (Pavlou 

2011). It was first used to describe the trade-off between privacy and personalization, a 

popular concept in marketing, but can be used to reflect the trade-off of any perceived benefit 

of disclosing information and maintaining privacy. Simply put, there is a gap between what 

people say they want and do, and what they really do. 

 

Many studies on disclosure of data on social networks have shown that users do not let their 

privacy concerns affect or limit their behaviour online (e.g. Acquisti & Gross 2006; Debatin 

et al. 2009; Taddicken 2014; Tufekci 2008). The privacy paradox has been confirmed in many 

different online contexts, like disclosing personal details during marketing exchanges 

(Norberg et al. 2007). Zafeiropoulou, Millard, Webber and O’Hara (2013) presented a study 

to show on the existence of the privacy paradox, where the main focus was to understand the 

underlying reason why users trade their location online and if their disclosure behaviour is 

paradoxical compared to their stated attitude toward location data sharing. The authors of the 

aforementioned study intended to find evidence of the privacy paradox in location data 

sharing, and they found some support for it. However, they also used structuration theory to 

explain location-based privacy decisions.  

 

The privacy paradox has been used as a framework to investigate what incentives users have 

to share information on social media networks even though they express some privacy 

concerns, as seen in the 2013 study by Young and Quan-Haase.  Used as a framework, the 

privacy paradox can act as a lens through which user preferences can be explored.  The 

paradox consists of two parts – the expressed privacy concerns and the incongruent data 
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disclosure – so in order to find evidence of it, both parts need to be measured and set against 

each other. If the disclosure behaviour is more liberal than the expressed concerns, this 

indicates the existence of the privacy paradox.  

   

This incongruity displayed through the privacy paradox is sometimes explained by the fact 

that individuals constantly make evaluations of the possible benefits of disclosing information 

and the threats to their privacy, and act according to the final outcome. If the benefits seem to 

outweigh the risks or costs, privacy concerns will not seem as important as they first were 

(Liu, Shan, Bonazzi & Pigneur 2014). This model or perspective is called the privacy 

calculus, and is commonly featured in privacy research of recent years (Awad & Krishnan 

2006). The name is derived from the proposition that people can be expected to behave as if 

they are performing a calculus, a cost-benefit analysis, when making choices about 

information disclosure (Xu, Luo, X, Carroll, & Rosson 2011; Li et al. 2010).  

There have also been attempts to explain peoples’ seemingly irrational behaviour, and 

apparent dichotomy between privacy attitudes and actual behaviour, by drawing on systematic 

psychological deviations from rationality. For example, Acquisti & Grossklags (2005) argues 

that people often have self-control problems – that they are likely to trade off long-term 

privacy for short-term benefits - and that they are influenced by social preferences and norms. 

3.4 Measuring privacy 

 

There are almost as many different ways to try to label, measure and conceptualize privacy as 

there are studies attempting to do so. However, some authors have created in-depth methods 

to capture the nature of privacy concerns that could be used by other researchers in addition to 

in the original study. The “concerns for information privacy”, abbreviated as CFIP, was 

developed by Smith, Milberg and Burke in 1996 and is possibly the most influential and 

popular measurement instrument of privacy concerns (Preibusch 2013). It is also one of the 

first systematic attempts to put together an “information privacy instrument” in order to 

measure privacy concerns. The scale consists of 4 sub-scales labelled “collection”, “errors”, 

“unauthorized secondary use” and “improper access”. Each of the sub-scales contains 3-4 

items, and in total the respondents are presented with fifteen statements. Smith et al. (1996) 

used a seven-point Likert-scale for the respondents to mark their agreement or disagreement 

for each statement, from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree” Moreover; the statements 

were all positively expressed. From each response they calculated a weighted average in order 

to produce a numeric measure of the concern. The scale was developed before the widespread 

use of the Internet that we see today, so it does not deal with privacy concerns specifically 

related to the Web. In an attempt to translate the CFIP to an online context, Malhotra et al. 

(2004) constructed a privacy concerns measurement method called the “Internet users' 

information privacy concerns”, abbreviated as IUIPC. It is an extension of the CFIP where the 

researchers used the same method, but blending the four dimensions with some new ones and 

translated all items so that they conform to the context of the web. The structure of scale was 

kept the same and the themes that the scale concerns are “control”, “collection” and 

“awareness” of privacy practices.  

 

In contrast to the CFIP, which was developed based on a literature review in order to create 

the dimensions of privacy concerns, Sheehan and Hoy (2000) explored the subject further by 

relating these dimensions to real-life scenarios. Their scale contains fourteen potential 

privacy-invasive scenarios that the respondents were to take a stand on. Like the CFIP, it also 

uses a seven-point Likert-scale for the respondents to indicate their level of privacy concerns, 

but here it ranges from “extremely concerned” to “not at all concerned”. The similarities of 
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the structure of the two scales are evident, however the scenarios of the latter approach 

directly relate to the respondents reality. Also, akin to the IUIPC they also focus on an online 

context, which Smith et al. (1996) did not. Sheehan and Hoy (2000) concluded in their study 

that privacy concerns are affected by the following three factors: “control over collection and 

usage of information”, “short-term, transactional relationship”, and “established, long-term 

relationship”.  

 

Dinev and Hart (2004) studied the influence of two antecedents to construct another 

instrument to measure privacy concerns in an online context. The first antecedent PCIF 

regards the ability for third parties to learn or to find out information about oneself, called 

perceived ability; the second antecedent PCIA regards the concern about disclosing 

information on the Internet and possible misuse of it, called perceived vulnerability. Their 

scale of privacy concerns was made up of thirteen items and was influenced by both Smith et 

al. (1996) and Culnan and Armstrong (1999). For each statement they used a five-point 

Likert-scale for their respondents to express their level of agreement. However, their highly 

data-centric approach differs from other preceding scales and it seems that these items have 

never been used since (Preibusch 2013). Another study, executed by Earp, Anton, Aiman-

Smith and Stufflebeam in 2005, was constructed to measure respondents’ concern about 

certain, potentially privacy-invasive practices by websites. The 36-item scale contained a five-

point Likert-scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”, where some 

similarities to both the IUIPC and the PCIF/PCIA can be noted both in terms of structure and 

as some questions concern the disclosure of information to third parties and how concerned 

respondents are about other people getting access to personal information. The authors declare 

six factors as dimensions of concern to privacy: personalisation, notice/awareness, transfer, 

collection, information storage and access/participation.  

 

In addition to the many other approaches, Buchanan, Paine, Joinson and Reips (2007) 

developed a new instrument for the measurement of online privacy concerns. Their structure 

is completely different from preceding studies and aims in particular to privacy concerns in an 

online context. The authors use a five-point Likert-scale, ranging from “not at all” to “very 

much” and most of the questions begin with “Are you concerned...”, asking the respondents 

how much they are concerned about various aspects of privacy. In this particular study, the 

definition of information privacy is interpreted rather generally, including concerns about data 

misuse, unauthorized access to certain data, misrepresentation, and online fraud. These items 

regards attitude, and are furthermore complemented by two six-item scales regarding privacy 

behaviour of IT protection and common caution.  

 

The most recent contribution to the field is the indirect measurement of privacy attitudes by 

Braunstein et al. (2011). Proposed in 2011, it is not only the most recent attempt to construct a 

method of measuring privacy concerns, but also the first one to propose an indirect survey 

instrument to do so, thus different from the above-mentioned methods. Preceding scales have 

led to augmented reports of privacy concerns and have got criticism especially for their use of 

non-validated questions (Braunstein et al. 2011). The authors observed that when privacy 

explicitly is mentioned when studying privacy attitudes and behaviour, participants report 

higher concerns. These insights lead them to create an indirect measurement scale that would 

not limit the reliability of the measurement instrument. In their study, they make use of a six-

point scale, ranging from “very likely” to “never”.  

 

Worth noticing is that the study IUIPC by Malhotra et al. (2004) exceptionally references the 

previous work done by Smith et al. (1996) in the development of scale to measure privacy 
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concerns. Apart from the IUIPC, all other studies implement entirely new instruments to 

measure privacy concerns, rather than take use of prior ones. This is one of the reasons why 

the CFIP scale developed by Smith is considered to be the most influential one in previous 

research when it comes to application and development of later scales. No other scale has 

been referenced and extended. In fact, the overall research dedicated to the development of 

new scales for measuring privacy attitudes does not provide a comprehensible picture to what 

kind of dimensions should be used when measuring privacy concerns (Preibusch 2013). 

 

With this said, it is easy to see that there is not one way of trying to label, measure and 

conceptualize privacy, but quite many. Since we noticed that there has not been one 

“accepted” way, we did not conform to any of the aforementioned ways or scales, but chose 

to conduct a study with the privacy paradox, see section 3.3.1, as goggles. In this way, we 

took use of the privacy paradox to examine and explain the concerns, instead of using the 

existing scales and measurements in order to measure them.   

3.5 GPS and WIFI triangulation 

 

The Global Positioning System, i.e. GPS, provides users with positioning, navigation and 

timing service and is totally U.S-owned. The GPS system is made of three components, the 

space segment, the control segment and the user segment. The GPS space segment is made up 

of satellites that transmit radio signals to users. The GPS control segment is a global network 

of ground equipment used in order to track the GPS satellites, to monitor their transmission, to 

perform analyses and to send commands and data to the system. The GPS is an important 

aspect of the global information infrastructure and is now integrated in many applications that 

we use on a daily basis. The GPS technology has due to advances in technology become an 

integral part of cell phones, shipping containers, ATM’s and much more (Official U.S 

Government 2014). 

3.5.1 The use of GPS and WIFI triangulation in mobile devices 

 

Most smartphones today have an already built-in GPS, including Android-based devices, 

iPhone and the newer Nokia N-series. One use of the GPS in a smartphone is that you can 

determine the current location of your phone. Another method for doing so is WIFI access 

point or cell-tower triangulation. The latter method works by correlating the strength of a 

signal with already know locations which permits a user or another service to calculate the 

coordinates of a mobile device with very high precision. When we do not use automatic 

geotagging with our devices, there are two ways of adding the tag afterwards. Technically, the 

first way of adding the geo-tag to content is by correlation of pre-recorded timestamps with a 

matching log from a GPS receiver, and the second way is to use a map or mapping software 

(Freni et al. 2010).  

3.6 Metadata 

 

Metadata is commonly referred to as data about data. Metadata is a file of structured 

information used in order to make the process of retrieval, usage or management of 

information resources easier. Metadata describes, locates or explains the information resource. 

In other words, it contains the characteristics of a data or information resource (National 

Information Standards Organization (NISO) 2004).     
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Geo-spatial metadata is the kind of metadata that captures geographic digital data, i.e. 

Geographic Information System (GIS) files, earth imagery and geospatial databases (The 

Federal Geographic Data Committee (FGDC) 2014).  

 

The most frequent method for associating a location with photos is EXIF records. From being 

introduced with the ability to attach meta-data to images such as exposure time, it has now 

extended to further include geographical coordinates, i.e. latitude and longitude. The metadata 

is what makes it possible to add location information, i.e. to geo-tag a resource, as it enables 

us to attach current location and time to a specific resource. We can then afterwards group 

these resources automatically with the help of the meta-data attached. Metadata can be 

considered as a threat to our privacy as it can store unexpected information which is not 

apparent to us when we open documents (Friedland & Sommer 2010). 

3.7 Location-based services 

 

Location-based services, or LBS as they are also called and to which we will refer them to in 

this paper, are services that can give location aware information based on the present position 

of a user (Bettini et al. 2008). These services are used within locations-based applications. 

Examples of LBS are: mapping and navigation services (finding your closest ATM, bank or 

bus stop and identification of the optimal route to your destination of preference based on 

your whereabouts at the present moment) or services that are more personal such as proximity 

marketing or finding people that are close to you (Bettini, Jajodia, Samarati & Wang 2009). 

 

Snekkenes (2001) distinguish between two kinds of LBS: location-tracking and position 

aware. He defines these types as following: Location-tracking services are those which by 

other parties, such a mobile telephone service providers, track user’s location whereas 

position aware services are based on the mobile device’s own knowledge of its current 

position. As proved in the study by Barkhuus and Dey (2003), the level of privacy concerns 

are shown to be much higher when it comes to location-tracking compared to position aware 

based services. 

3.8 Geo-location services 

 

Geo-location services are online services that collect, provide and analyse geo-information. 

They are rapidly growing in popularity, and thus also in use. One example of these services is: 

Foursquare, where you can “check-in” using your current position and share this with other 

users. Other uses or types of applications are the ones that locate discount coupons for stores 

in your current geographical area.  Today, many of the online sites or applications collaborate 

with third-party companies that also can take use of the geographical data you provide in 

these (Freni et al. 2010). 

 

3.9 Mobile social media 

 

According to Humphreys (2013, p. 21), mobile social media is loosely defined as “software, 

applications, or services accessed through mobile devices that allow users to connect with 

other people and to share information, news, and content”. But the author further states that 

the boundaries of mobile social media is difficult to draw and therefor also a strict definition. 

He proposes two reasons to why it is so. First, what social media is and is not is becoming 
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more confusing since the tools of social media increasingly are integrated into various forms 

of communication (Lüders 2008). Secondly, as we today use different mobile technologies 

such as mobile phones, smartphones, laptops, netbooks and tablets, what is considered mobile 

technology is therefore continuously changing. We move from one mobile device to another, 

changing not only our mobility but also computing power. So all in all, it would not always be 

helpful to define social media as such because new advancements in technology or new use of 

social media can come and change what is included in the definition. But to some extent we 

can still identify various kind of services that are nowadays included in the mobile social 

media such as blogs, e.g. Twitter; Social networking sites, e.g. Facebook; wikis, e.g. 

Wikipedia; photo or video sharing, e.g. Instagram, Flickr, YouTube; recommendation 

services, e.g. Yelp and location-sharing services, e.g. Foursquare (Humphreys 2013). 

3.9.1 Mobile social networking 

 

According to Jabeur et al. (2013) mobile social networking is just like online social 

networking sites, just social constructs enabling individuals to connect to each other, but with 

the difference that it is conducted on a mobile platform instead of a stationary device. 

 

The mobile devices, such as mobile phones, smartphones and tablets, have created a new 

platform, from which we can conduct our social networking. This had led to a change in the 

social networking as we can with our mobile devise now take photos and make videos which 

we can post and share instantly. The posting of photos and videos has become an important 

part of the social networking (Duggan 2013). 

3.9.2 Mobile social networking applications 

 

Mobile Social Networking (MSN) applications are similar to Online Social Networking Sites 

(OSNS). In few words, the difference can be explained in the change of platform (From PC to 

mobile environment), and that MSN application can take advantage of additional services 

such as Localization through Global Position System, GPS, also this because of the change of 

platform (Jabeur et al. 2013).  

 

There has been an increase in the popularity of MSN applications due to new services, new 

ways of communicating, interacting and collaborating with other users through mobile 

devices. Today, smartphone users can with these applications take advantage of location 

based services and data sharing service (Jabeur et al. 2013). 

 

3.10  Geotagging 

 

Cao et al. (2013, p. 1091) defines geotagging as “the process of adding geographical 

identification metadata to various media files such as photos, videos, websites, messages, and 

tweets”. Technically, geotagging is a kind of geo-referencing. It works by adding spatial 

metadata, usually latitude and longitude, to various digital media. It is similar to marking 

waypoints in a global-positioning system (GPS) receiver, with the difference that geotagging 

software adds the metadata to a digital media rather than adding it to a point on the map as 

you do in the GPS. The most geotagged digital media has been found to be photographs, but 

an increase in geotagging of other digital media such as micro-blog updates and videos has 

recently been noted.  
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Geotagging has gone from including two separate devices: the GPS receiver and a camera 

which are separately linked to time and date settings on each device to further be linked 

together by a supplementary software program on a stationary PC or a laptop, to today being 

possible to conduct through only one, the second-generation smartphone. So even though we 

still can conduct geotagging in the former way, advances in the technology has made 

geotagging more  accessible and simple for users of a smartphone since it has both digital 

camera and a GPS device already built in to the device (Welsh et al. 2012). 

 

Recently, geotagging as a phenomenon has been predicted to expand, as suggested by Luo et 

al. (2011, p. 205) “with the availability of internet, GPS devices and smartphones, the 

proliferation and availability of geotagged media will continue to expand”. The authors 

further state that geotagging is a fast-emerging trend. 

3.10.1 Geotagging software 

 

Geotagging software can work in different ways. As suggested by Welsh et al. (2012), it is 

important to make a difference between automatic and manual geotagging. Automatic 

geotagging is when the software automatically locates the photograph on a map, by using the 

latitude and longitude stored in the photograph. Manual geotagging, on the other hand, means 

manually dragging and putting a pin onto a digital map in the closely whereabouts to the 

location where the photograph was taken. 

3.10.2 Geo-social network (GeoSN) structure 

 

A geo-social network (GeoSN) is a traditional social network but with location capabilities. 

Figure 3.1 (Ruiz et al. 2011, p. 21) depicts the main concepts and the relationships. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As shown by the figure, we have a user, who simply is a person using a GeoSN. This user can 

in the traditional social network context build online relationship with other users. A GeoSN 

consecutively provides a further extension to such relationship by providing additional 

services. Users create relationships for the sake of capturing real-life relationship, to express 

their standpoint/feelings, e.g. putting a “like” on something on Facebook or common interests. 

Further, these can be symmetric e.g. friendship on Facebook or asymmetric e.g. to follow 

someone on Instagram.  

 

Figure 3.1 Geo-social network structure (Ruiz et al. 2011) 
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In a GeoSN users commonly can share user generated content with the people they want to. 

More often, the user can choose with whom to share this content with, as with: all other users, 

or just with selected ones. The shared content may be associated with location i.e. geotagging 

and/or with other users, i.e. user tagging.  

 

In a GeoSN users are located via a location update. There are two kinds of location update, 

check-ins (users update location at a predefined place) or via GPS or other similar service 

(users are tracked constantly or occasionally by a service that exploits the infrastructure of the 

communication for positioning the user). Both the content and the users can be associated 

with location and vice versa. Most GeoSNs are location-centric, which means they enable 

convenient content retrieval correspondent to the location. Examples of this are Flickr, where 

users can show photos on a map and the service of Facebook Places, which gives users 

information about who is in a particular location. 

3.10.3 Examples of GeoSNs 

 

Instagram: Is a kind of social media application, where users can share photos and video. 

Before posting any pictures, the user can also apply different kind of filters. This construct of 

this application is similar to other social media applications. Users of can follow each other 

profiles and showing their interest in a picture/video by putting a “like” or giving a comment 

(Duggan 2013).  

 

In 2012, Instagram launched Instagram 3.0, their latest software update. The biggest change 

was the introduction of Photo Maps, a new way of browsing photos. Photo Maps take 

advantage of location data to create custom map of photos. This allows the users to share 

stories about the photos they already uploaded by pulling in the photos that you already geo-

tagged into a personal map. The CEO of Instagram, Kevin Systrom, emphasises the 

importance of location, when he states that location is a new dimension. This latest update 

shows on Instagram’s new direction towards more geo-tagging in social media. As Systrom 

also points out, he wants 100% of photos to be geo-tagged (Tsotsis 2012).  

 

Facebook:  In February 2004, Mark Zuckerberg, founder and computer programmer, launched 

“the Facebook”, an online social networking site for students attending Harvard University. It 

quickly grew in popularity and expanded from Harvard to other universities as Columbia, 

Stanford, Yale, Boston University, MIT and many others. In the early 2005, the company 

drop ´The´, and became as we all know of it today, Facebook. It started out as being used only 

by high school students, to be used by specific company employees, to in 2006 open up for 

everybody over the age of 13, holding a valid e-mail address (Miller 2011). Facebook has 

grown from being an online social media network, to become a mobile social media network. 

Facebook has also been working hard on its position as a mobile location-based social 

networking service. For example, in 2010 they launched Facebook Places, a mobile-only 

service, to a year later, replace this with other location features as an opt-in location button 

that add your current location to your post. Facebook continued to expand, with location as 

torch, and made acquisitions of other location-based services as for example the photo-sharing 

site Instagram. Furthermore, in 2012 they enabled a “seamless” location-sharing across third 

party applications and in the same year they launched the nearby feature (Wilken 2014). 
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4 Empirical study 1 – results and analysis of the pre-study 
 

This section concerns the results and analysis of the pre-study. At first, we present the 

findings from the pre-study by giving an account of the themes that emerged from the 

interviews. Secondly, we present the analysis of the themes. 

4.1 Themes extracted from the pre-study interviews  

 

We extracted ten themes from the transcribed interviews. We give a presentation of each 

theme, which is then emphasized by selected quotes. 

 

Since our overall mission in the thesis was to analyse individuals’ privacy concerns, it was a 

curious discovery that the interviewees did not mention privacy concerns much; they would 

describe their feelings when prompted to do so, but when talking freely on the subject they 

mentioned risks and possible threats without really attaching any actual worries or 

apprehensions to it. While none of the respondents knew from the beginning that privacy was 

the topic, they both mentioned that geotagging could have some privacy issues fairly early in 

the interviews. They stated that they sometimes felt unsure about what data was shared and 

what happened to it if it was, and they described their methods and strategies for protecting 

themselves. Even so, it was only when encouraged to elaborate on their feelings and thoughts 

that they made an effort to explain to what extent they were concerned and what forms those 

concerns took. 

4.1.1 Positive and negative associations 

 

When reflecting on the up-and downsides of geotagging, the respondents both made 

associations that were not directly connected to the subject. When trying to describe positive 

aspects of geotagging, they both mentioned other possible ways of using GPS and location-

based services (unrelated to actual geotagging) to do good and useful things, like fighting 

crime and navigate. On the other hand, when describing negative aspects of geotagging, 

several undesirable outcomes of disclosing data on social media in general were mentioned, 

and not specifically sharing location data. It would seem that the benefits of positioning and 

location technology are established deep enough in the interviewees’ minds, that it rubs off on 

geotagging as well, even if in this instance they are two quite different matters. It is also 

noteworthy that the respondents only ever made a clear distinction between disclosing 

location data and data in general when the interviewers asked them specifically about the 

difference. Oftentimes as the interviewees got to elaborate on their thoughts, they strayed 

from the topic of geotagging to social media data disclosure overall, especially when talking 

about downsides as risks of sharing location data. 

 

”… for example if you use Google Maps, you just click on my location and you’ll immediately 

see where it is if you’re going somewhere… so that can be really great too” – Interviewee 1 

 

“So there are many advantages too […] like if you think about crime, I mean if someone gets 

kidnapped or something then it can be great if you’ve enabled… like the location on your 

phone, as usual.” – Interviewee 1 
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”I think so, because it is used a lot in police investigations and such, today. So in that sense it 

can be really interesting. Because they can use the time and place… at least the police have 

said so, that they have solved crimes with the help of that.” – Interviewee 2 

4.1.2 Describing lack of control 

 

One of the most prominent themes we discovered through the interviews is that both 

respondents described they often feel like they lack control. They clearly expressed that their 

knowledge of what happens to their shared location data is scarce, and that the companies of 

the social media services they use have lots of information about them that might be used for 

other purposes than the intended without the users’ conscious consent. The interviewees also 

voiced the opinion that it is sometimes difficult to tell whether their location data is shared or 

not, that it is often not until content is uploaded to a social networking site that one can see if 

it has geographical metadata had been added or not, and that the privacy settings that can 

control for instance automatic geotagging are difficult to find and understand. 

 

“I think that… in social media, it often appears right away. Usually you don’t get the chance 

to choose in the settings that mean you don’t want it to show… so that you know that it’s sent. 

I think it should be more like, check the settings, or tell the user more about how it works, sort 

of. There are many features that you don’t know about.” – Interviewee 1 

 

I know myself that I don’t always want [the location] to show, where it is, because sometimes 

it will appear automatically when you send a message… so it, I don’t know, it doesn’t seem 

very safe!” – Interviewee 1 

 

On what companies can use collected data for: 

 “…sell it to other customers to make money… In that sense, I have no idea what they do with 

my data. They can use it for anything, really” – Interviewee 1 

 

“But if it would end up on Facebook, you’d never know what would happen” – Interviewee 2 

 

“Yes, or well, I’ve got as good control as I can. But then, I know, I’ve heard some about… 

terms and agreements and that stuff… So I can’t feel like I’m in full control.” – Interviewee 2 

 

Talking about how well it is explained how users can protect their privacy: 

“They’ve become a bit better at that, I think. It wasn’t so clear in the beginning. For example, 

you know, with all the settings and everything, and the privacy this-and-that. But now I feel 

like they’ve became better at it… But I still don’t feel like I’m in full control.” – Interviewee 2 

 

“No, like… I know that the company, they have control over me, and I have never thought 

about it” – Interviewee 2 

4.1.3 Using privacy settings 

 

Both interviewees said they use closed profiles on Instagram, meaning that only approved 

followers can see their uploaded photos, which is of course not a setting concerning location 

privacy per se, but it limits their overall audience. They both also claimed they make use of 

Facebook’s location settings, changing it so that messages and other content is not 

automatically geotagged, only when they decide they want to add their location to their posts. 

One interviewee told us that he enjoys the possibility to turn off the GPS on his phone, to 
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make his location data unavailable for all applications. It was apparent the way they discussed 

disclosure options, that they preferred to be given a clear choice to add geotags or not every 

time they shared some kind of content. 

 

“Sometimes when I write a Facebook status update I use [geotagging] a bit more, but I have 

deactivated it besides that, like Facebook messages and that kind of things.” – Interviewee 1 

 

“I’ve got a closed [profile on Instagram]. I think it’s just [on Facebook] that my friends’ 

friends can search on my name… I think.” – Interviewee 1 

 

“I make sure that I can choose when I use [geotagging]. Sometimes I tag myself in places with 

a photo, but I want to… I mean, I have adjusted the settings so that it doesn’t happen to begin 

with.” – Interviewee 2 

 

“Only my friends can see my profile […] and on Facebook I’ve adjusted all those settings, 

there’s nothing showing my location as long as I don’t want to” – Interviewee 2 

 

“And, I’ve got the setting that if anyone should tag me in a photo, then I have to authorize 

that before it shows to my friends in my feed.” – Interviewee 2 

4.1.4 Careful sharing behaviour 

 

In addition to the aforementioned use of location privacy settings, the interviewees revealed 

that they also avail themselves of other strategies to protect their privacy in social media. One 

of the interviewees in particular stressed the importance of not sharing “everything” and not 

using geotagging “everywhere”. It seemed like both respondents try to limit their use of 

geotagging, along with other data disclosure in social media, which in turn gives them a sense 

of control, mostly sharing data that they feel cannot be abused even if inappropriately spread 

or used. 

 

On whether he has good knowledge about sharing location data and its implications: 

“Yes… on a scale from one to ten, maybe a six or seven. I don’t know exactly what it is, but I 

try to continuously check what information I share… so that I don’t damage my privacy” – 

Interviewee 1 

 

“I wouldn’t post a nude photo of myself, just thinking that I’m in control of it… But I feel that, 

the way I use Facebook or Instagram, I’m in control. – Interviewee 2 

 

On whether geotagging could have negative consequences if used without discrimination: 

“Yes, I think so. I don’t tag myself just to show that I’m sitting here. You have to feel that, you 

have to choose. What can I say, you can’t tag yourself everywhere.” – Interviewee 2 

 

When asked whether it would matter if photos sent on Snapchat were saved: 

“No. No, I feel like, I don’t send that kind of photos anyway. So in that sense, I don’t need to 

worry about that.” – Interviewee 2  

 

On whether it would make any difference if he read the terms and conditions or not: 

“No, not to me, I think. No. I mean, I feel that I have that control, in the way I use Facebook, 

for example.” – Interviewee 2 
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4.1.5 Avoiding reading terms & conditions 

 

Another interesting theme that rose from the interviews is that of the respondents’ reluctance 

to bone up on the terms and conditions that apply to services they use; terms that ultimately 

decide how well their privacy is protected or how badly it is exploited. Even though they both 

admitted to knowing about risks of disclosing location data on social media, and admitting 

that they knew too little about said risks, the interviewees confessed that they rarely or never 

read the terms and conditions when signing up for a new application or service of any kind. 

The stated reasons were that it was always too long and complicated to read, and they both 

expressed a frustration with the companies making it deliberately difficult to understand the 

terms of use. The two interviewees seemed painfully aware that ignoring the terms and 

conditions is not something one is supposed to do, and that it could potentially hurt their 

privacy, but stated no intentions of trying to better in that area. One of the interviewees even 

said that he did not think reading the terms and conditions would change his location 

disclosure behaviour anyway. 

 

“For instance, if the company writes in the terms & agreements… you know that really long 

text where you just click ‘accept’, it can say anything really… like, we will use you data to 

follow your patterns. I think it can violate privacy a lot that way.” – Interviewee 1   

 

“Sometimes you’re given a choice, but sometimes that’s just… ‘I agree with these terms’… 

but you have no idea what it really is.” – Interviewee 1 

 

“If you register on some page or accept something… then it just says something, and it’s just 

to tick a box. In that sense, I don’t check it up. It’s more like, if I read about something that’s 

happened, then maybe […] but then it’s like three hundred pages and one little line hiding, so 

then it’s too much work to read.” – Interviewee 1 

 

When asked if he reads the terms & conditions: 

“No, I read what I feel is important…” – Interviewee 2 

 

On whether he thinks he should care more about it, but does not because it is easy not to: 

“Yeah, that’s me. Sure, I think about it, about everything, everything I agree to. If it’s about 

joining a shopping site, or something like that… Like, nah. Maybe I should… It may sound 

really weird, but if it’s about like Facebook or something, then… then I feel like I have that 

control. But maybe…” – Interviewee 2 

 

“But I think that even if it’s in the fine print, it’s so mean, that you choose to put it in fine 

print, to hide it somewhere in some paragraph or so… Why should you hide some things just 

to use it, so to speak? But at the same time, it’s still my responsibility. I mean… I agreed to it. 

But yeah, that’s what’s so nasty about these things.” – Interviewee 2   

 

When asked if it would change anything if he had read the terms & conditions: 

“No, not for me, I think. No. I mean, I feel that I have that control, in the way I use Facebook, 

for example.” – Interviewee 2 
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4.1.6 Differences between applications 

 

Facebook and Instagram were the two applications that give the user the possibility to share 

location data that both respondents use on a regular basis. Both interviewees described that 

there is a substantial difference between sharing their location data on the two media; 

disclosing location data on Facebook was considered a riskier business. Facebook was 

described as “bigger” and more personal in the sense that there is much more personal 

information to be found about a specific user there. Also, the privacy settings were described 

as much more straightforward on Instagram, either a user’s profile is open to everyone or only 

to followers. Regarding the Facebook privacy settings, which have many more options, the 

respondents seemed to hesitate on who could actually access their information. When adding 

location data to a picture and then sharing it on Instagram, the location seemed to be 

associated only with the picture, as opposed to sharing it on Facebook, where it was more 

closely associated with their person. 

 

“I’d say, like if you think about Instagram and Facebook, then on Instagram I’ve almost 

never thought about it but on Facebook I think more about it, like it shows who you are…” – 

Interviewee 1 

 

“I’d like to say that I think it’s more serious on Facebook actually. Because when I think 

about Instagram then it’s more like I only associate with the photo I share, but often it feels 

like… even if it’s a photo, it feels more personal on Facebook. There is much more 

information there about me as a person.” – Interviewee 1   

 

“Facebook feels so much bigger, more popular. On Instagram I can choose to share a photo 

to Facebook or not. But if it would end up on Facebook, you never know what’s going to 

happen.” – Interviewee 2 

 

On whether he is more restrictive when sharing on Facebook: 

“Yes. Yes, exactly. Then, I guess I have more, more friends, who follow me on Facebook too.” 

– Interviewee 2 

4.1.7 Differences between computer and mobile phone 

 

When asked about whether they felt safer or more in control when using their mobile phones 

or computers to share location data, the respondents both stated that the computer felt more 

secure. While the process of sharing location data on social media is basically the same with 

both kinds of devices, it stands to reason that a device that is mobile in its very nature, like a 

smartphone, will make more use of it. Since the respondents said they mainly used their 

mobile phones for social media activity, it is interesting that they considered it the least secure 

device to use for geotagging purposes. 

 

“I’d rank them, like first cell phone, then laptop, then computer… considering how portable 

they are, and how much you move. The computer feels the safest, as I see it. It stays in one 

place, sort of.” – Interviewee 1 

 

“But then I think, I mean cell phones are a lot less safe, because at least on Facebook I know 

that the location easily shows. I don’t know if the computer even shows it, but there you have 

a better chance of...” – Interviewee 1 
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“Spontaneously, the computer feels much… safer. I think so, when it comes to [geotagging]. 

You’ve got better control when you’re at the computer. Don’t you? Yes, I think so anyway.”   

– Interviewee 2 

4.1.8 People have poor knowledge 

 

A recurring notion in both interviews was that people in general lack the proper knowledge to 

make informed decisions about their disclosing behaviour online. The respondents seemed to 

think that they were slightly better informed than most people, and that others did not know, 

or care, about the implications of sharing data.   

 

“It’s like my mom; she’s got no idea what she’s doing! […] They barely know how it works, 

you know like… share loads of data and… But it’s like with all settings, my mom, she didn’t 

know who she shows her profile to or other things, like security settings. – Interviewee 1 

 

“I believe people don’t know much about [geotagging]. Especially since it’s so new and all,it 

can take some time before people know about it.” – Interviewee 1  

 

“But then I also believe that it’s important to raise the knowledge, like about what you share, 

because people don’t really know that.” – Interviewee 1  

 

“No. I mean, generally, no, it feels like some people have no idea really. You feel that 

sometimes, when you scroll through, that… you can tell that some people have no idea that 

they posted a video or something.” – Interviewee 2 

 

“I believe, like I said, that people are less concerned… but they have, because they have no 

idea. I mean… they’re not thinking, at all, either. So, but I don’t think people think about it… 

they don’t think at all, really.” – Interviewee 2 

4.1.9  Reasons for sharing - when and where to share 

 

In the interviews, several different reasons for sharing location data were discussed, and from 

a couple of different perspectives. Both respondents talked about in what locations it is more 

likely that they would use geotagging and where they think others are more likely to. They 

seemed to agree that most use of geotagging could be attributed to some kind of desire to 

show off or brag about one’s location, or activity linked to a specific place. Some places were 

deemed enviable enough to have a “sharing-value” of its own, like a city or a nice restaurant, 

while the value of sharing some locations like the gym lies in the activity related to that 

particular place. Location disclosure could also relate to an event like a football game. 

Another reason for geotagging that was mentioned was to make memories, much like how 

people used to write time and place on old-school developed photos in albums, for instance. 

 

“Ah well, sometimes I think that ‘do I even want to have been in this place?’, no, like if I’m at 

McDonald’s I won’t tag myself, maybe if I’m at a better restaurant then I’ll tag where I am… 

A bit like that.” – Interviewee 1 

 

Talking about at what occasions he uses geotagging: 

“Mostly when I do fun stuff, I think!” – Interviewee 1  
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“Like when I was in Paris this summer, then I used it when I was in a restaurant and that 

stuff… But that was primarily so that I myself should remember where I’ve been and where 

the photo was taken, I felt, sort of. So that’s an advantage to it, at least. You can remember, 

associate…” – Interviewee 1   

 

“…if you’re doing something better or something, it you want to show off a little, then you 

usually post where you are. […] But I think if you’re having a ten-dish tasting menu you’re 

more likely to tag than if you are at McDonald’s drinking water and having a cheeseburger.” 

– Interviewee 1   

 

On at what places he uses geotagging: 

“Ah I’d like to say… like events, like a football game, then perhaps I geotag myself at the 

arena where I am… and then, at restaurants and such.   

 

“It’s some kind, some kind of admiration you want. Maybe not when you’re in the street on 

your way to Ica City, but for example the gym, of course it’s admiration you want when you 

tag yourself at the gym. Or, in the illuminated running tracks with the dog.” – Interviewee 2   

4.1.10  Location privacy is less important 

 

When comparing the risk of disclosing location data to other kinds of data, it was obvious in 

both interviews that location data is considered far less perilous to share in comparison to 

other kinds of data, like social security numbers. 

 

“You can almost put it on different levels, like… let’s say social security numbers and that is 

a high level, and then in between maybe income… and this third, or maybe call it low level, 

that’s geographical [data].” – Interviewee 1 

 

“No I don’t feel that it’s… like… I mean we share where we are indirectly too, often we write 

where we are instead of saying it.” – Interviewee 1 

 

On whether sharing location data could have negative consequences: 

“Then I feel like, if I would tag a place or something, and then it… no. Just no.” – 

Interviewee 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

- 33 - 

 

4.2 Summary of themes – input to Empirical study 2 

 

Table 4.1 contains a summary of the themes found in the Empirical study 1. These are further 

analysed in section 4.3 and were used as an input to Empirical study 2.   

 
Table 4.1 Summary of themes 

SUMMARY OF THEMES   

Positive and negative associations Positive associations of geotagging were 

connected to GPS and location-based services. 

Negative associations were undesirable outcomes 

of disclosing data on social media in general. 

Describing lack of control  The respondents described they often feel like they 

lack control and that it is difficult to tell whether 

their location data is shared or not.  

Using privacy settings The respondents stated that they used privacy 

settings to manage their online location privacy. 

Careful sharing behaviour The respondents described other strategies to 

protect their privacy in social media, such as 

limiting their use of geotagging, along with other 

data disclosure in social media.  

Avoiding reading terms and 

conditions 

Both respondents admitted to knowing 

too little about risks of disclosing location data on 

social media but they confessed that they rarely or 

never read the terms and conditions when signing 

up for a new application or service of any kind. 

Differences between applications Both interviewees described that there is a 

substantial difference between sharing their 

location data on the two media they use the most, 

Facebook and Instagram. 

Differences between computer and 

mobile phone 

When asked about whether they felt safer or more 

in control when using their mobile phones or 

computers to share location data, the respondents 

both stated that the computer felt more secure. 

People have poor knowledge  The respondents seemed to think that people in 

general lack the proper knowledge to make 

informed decisions about their disclosing 

behaviour online. 

Reasons for sharing – when and 

where to share 

Several different reasons for sharing location data 

were discussed: Bragging about someone’s 

whereabouts and make memories. Some places 

were deemed enviable enough to have a “sharing-

value” of its own.  

Location privacy is less important  When comparing the risk of disclosing location 

data to other kinds of data, it was obvious in both 

interviews that location data is considered far less 

perilous to share in comparison to other kinds of 

data, like social security numbers. 
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4.3 Analysis of the pre-study - discovering the privacy paradox 

 

The one thing that really stood out to us from the interviews was the ambiguity of the 

interviewees’ feelings and thoughts about whether they feel in control of the data they 

disclose through geotagging or not, and that their attitudes did not seem to match their 

described behaviour. Both respondents mentioned several times that they know they lack 

control in many situations, they spoke of knowing that their awareness about what happens to 

their data is not sufficient, and confessed that they feel a certain discomfort about what may 

happen if their data is used in ways that they have not knowingly agreed to or anticipated. 

Both interviewees asserted that they use the privacy settings of different online services, but at 

the same time admitted that they usually do not read the terms and conditions of said services, 

which in all honesty means that all measures they take within a service to protect their privacy 

are futile. They told us that they limit their use of geotagging sometimes, both because of an 

uncertainty of how and by whom the data is used, but also to protect their privacy in a broader 

sense, saying that not everyone else should know what they do or where they are at all times. 

Taking these measures to protect their location privacy seemed to render a feeling of being in 

control, despite being aware of possible threats to their privacy. This kind of behaviour, when 

people claim to have concerns but their actions do not mirror such concerns, is often referred 

to as the privacy paradox. It has been described many times in previous literature in the field 

of privacy research and is also explained in the theory section 3.3.1 of this thesis.  

 

When comparing the themes with already existing theories and frameworks regarding the 

measuring of privacy concerns, it became clear that the views of the interviewees did not 

correspond perfectly with any of these. The framework that resembled the themes the most 

was the IUIPC by Malhotra et al. (2004), where concerns are organized under the concepts 

“control”, “collection” and “awareness”. Both interviewees talked a lot about their control 

over data and the importance of awareness, but little about the collection of data. The scale of 

Sheehan and Hoy (2000) was not in line with our findings, since the interviewees mentioned 

neither transactional nor established relationships as factors influencing their privacy 

concerns. The other scales and frameworks were even less relevant, as they were either too 

broad, too data centric or did not correspond to any of the interview themes. Even though the 

IUIPC resembled the themes to a certain extent, the obvious conflict between the interviewees 

concerns and behaviour – indicating the privacy paradox – was much more apparent. We 

wanted to further explore our somewhat contradictory findings, which is why we chose to aim 

our main research question at examining if the privacy paradox also can be applied to location 

data sharing, i.e. geotagging. Since the paradox consists of two parts – the expressed privacy 

concerns and the incongruent data disclosure – our two first sub-questions focus on finding 

evidence of these two things. When the answers of these two questions are compared, it is 

possible to determine if the privacy paradox can be observed in social media network users’ 

geotagging habits. 

 

Even if exhibiting a paradoxical behaviour, there are most likely reasons for users to disclose 

their data despite their apprehensions. It could possibly be that the risks are deemed to be 

small or that the benefits of using geotagging outweigh possible risks. The interviewees in the 

pre-study had some ideas that made up an interesting theme concerning why people use 

geotagging, and they also indicated that location data is not as sensitive and important to 

protect as other kinds of data. In line with these findings, our second sub-question concerns 

what kind of possible advantages and disadvantages there is to geotagging, to study what 

factors tip the scales against or in favour of geotagging. 
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5 Empirical study 2 – results from the questionnaire 
 

This section starts with an explanation of how the questions for the questionnaire were created 

using the themes extracted from the Empirical study 1. We then present the results of the 

questionnaire.  

5.1 From themes to questions   

 

The questionnaire was constructed in order to answer each of the sub-questions, since they 

together answer the main research question. To decide which questions to ask in the 

questionnaire, we analysed the themes to find which ones could be used to answer the sub-

questions. Two of the themes were deemed not to be in line with the chosen privacy paradox 

lens, and were therefore not included in the construction of the questionnaire, the “Positive 

and negative associations” and the “Differences between computer and mobile phone” 

themes; these themes will not be discussed any further. The other themes all related to the 

privacy paradox in some way, and so were used to formulate the questions.  

 

As explained in section 2.4.1, the questionnaire was divided in two parts. The first part 

regarded geotagging and social media use. The second part regarded privacy and geotagging 

in social media. A presentation of how the questions were created out of each theme, and to 

which part of the questionnaire they belong, can be seen in Table 5.1. The first part of the 

questionnaire was constructed from the themes “Differences between applications” 

(Questions 2, 7 and 8), “Careful sharing behaviour” (Questions 6, 7 and 8), “Reasons for 

sharing – when and where to share” (Questions 4, 5 and 9), in order to explore the users’ 

actual sharing behaviour, i.e. answering sub-question 1a.  

 

The second part of the questionnaire regards privacy concerns and relates to sub-question 1b. 

The theme “Avoiding reading terms and conditions” gave rise to questions 10 and 11, and the 

second statement in question 16 was based on the theme “People have poor knowledge”. The 

other statements in question 16 derived from the theme “Describing lack of control”. Since 

the theme “Location privacy is less important” indicated that there were differences in the 

perceived importance of location privacy and privacy overall, we chose to construct two 

similar questions (Question 12 and 13), asking about the importance of each. This way, the 

answers could then be compared. In a similar fashion, questions 14 and 15 were created from 

the “Using privacy settings” theme.  

  

Questions 17 and 18 in the questionnaire concerned perceived advantages and disadvantages 

of geotagging. These questions were not derived from the themes, but connected directly to 

sub-question 2. Remaining 
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Table 5.1 From themes to questions 

 

Part of the questionnaire Theme Questions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Part 1 -  Geotagging and 

social media use 

Differences 

between 

applications  

 

2.  What kind of social media do you use? 

7.  Is there any social media network where you use geotagging more 

than in others? Please exemplify and explain why. 

8.  Is there any social media network where you use geotagging less 

than in others? Please exemplify and explain why. 

Careful sharing 

behaviour  

6.  You choose to tag your location in the previous question. Who do 

you share this information with? 

7.  Is there any social media network where you use geotagging more 

than in others? Please exemplify and explain why. 

8.  Is there any social media network where you use geotagging less 

than in others? Please exemplify and explain why. 

Reasons for 

sharing – when 

and where to 

share 

4.  Imagine the following scenario: You are visiting a friend who 

lives in another city. One night, your friend takes you to a very 

popular restaurant. You post about it on a social media network. How 

likely is it that you also tag your location? 

5.  Imagine the following scenario: You are at a concert with some 

friends. You post about it on social media network. How likely is it 

that you also tag you location?  

9. a) It is more likely that I geotag a post in social media if I am in a 

place where I rarely am, than in a place I am often. 

b) It is more likely that I geotag a post in social media if I am in a 

place for the first time.  

c) It is more likely that I geotag a photo than a text or status. 

d) It is more likely that I geotag a post in social media if I am alone 

than with friends. 

e) I believe that geotagging is used in order to brag about one’s 

whereabouts. 

 

 

 

 

Part 2 -  Privacy and 

geotagging in social 

media 

Avoiding reading 

terms and 

conditions 

10.  How thoroughly do you usually read the terms and conditions 

before agreeing to them, when signing up for a new social media 

network? 

11.  How well do you keep track of the terms and conditions 

regarding the social media networks you use? 

People have poor 

knowledge 

16.  b) I believe that most other people have enough knowledge about 

what happens to their location data after they use geotagging in social 

media. 

 

Describing lack of 

control  

16. a) I feel that I have enough knowledge about what happens to my 

location data after I use geotagging in social media. 

c) I think it is difficult to know when I share location data and when I 

do not. 

d) I feel that I do not have control over location data that I disclose on 

social media. 

e) It is important to me to know what the location data I share is used 

for. 

f) It is important to know who gains access to my location data. 

Location privacy 

is less important 

12.  How concerned are you about your overall online privacy? 

13.  How concerned are you that your location data can be used for 

other purposes than what you are aware of? 

Using privacy 

settings 

14.  Do you use the available privacy settings in social media to 

control access to your data? 

15.  Do you use the available privacy settings in social media to 

control access to your LOCATION data? 
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5.2 Results from the questionnaire 

 

73 people responded to the questionnaire, but answers from eight of the respondents who did 

not complete the whole questionnaire were omitted, leaving 65 people who completed the 

questionnaire in its entirety. Those are the answers presented below. First, we present the 

results from the questions concerning the demographics of the respondents. We then move on 

to the questions concerning the respondents’ use of geotagging, and end with the answers to 

the questions concerning their privacy concerns and privacy preferences. 

5.2.1 Demographics 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As seen in Figure 5.1, the distribution between men and women was fairly equal, 52.3% 

women to 47.7% men. The most common main occupation of the respondents was student, 

followed by employee (Figure 5.2). The rest declared other occupations, such as on maternity 

leave, unemployed and self-employed. All respondents were between ages 19 and 29, and the 

average age was 24 years, see figure 5.3.  

Figure 5.1 Gender distribution Figure 5.2 Occupation distribution 

Figure 5.3 Age distribution 
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The questionnaire was aimed at people who use social media. The results in Figure 5.4 show 

that when questioned about what social media networks they use, almost all respondents 

claimed they used Facebook, and the second most used social media network was Instagram. 

5.2.2 Geotagging use 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As seen in Figure 5.5, when asked to reveal how many of their posts on social media they 

geotag, none of the respondents said they geotag all posts and 30% said they never geotag 

posts, but 60% claimed to geotag some of their posts, and about 10 % claimed to geotag half 

or more of their posts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Social media network 

Quantity 

Figure 5.4 What kind of social media do you use? 

Figure 5.5 On how many of your posts in social media do you use geotagging? 
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The respondents were presented with two scenarios, where they were asked to estimate the 

likelihood that they would geotag a post under two different circumstances. The distribution 

of the answers was almost the same for the two scenarios, see Figure 5.6 and Figure 5.7. 

About half of the respondents reported that it is fairly likely or very likely that they would 

geotag their post under said circumstances. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The questionnaire respondents were then asked with whom they would share the location 

from the previous scenario questions. As seen in Figure 5.8, most respondents chose to share 

with their close friends or acquaintances, while 20% wanted to share with everyone and about 

15% did not want to share at all. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.7 Imagine the following scenario: You are 

visiting a friend who lives in another city. One night, 

your friend takes you to a very popular restaurant. 

You post about it on a social media network. How 

likely is it that you also tag your location? 

Figure 5.6 Imagine the following scenario: You are at a 

concert with some friends. You post about it on social 

media network. How likely is it that you also tag you 

location? 

Figure 5.8 You choose to tag your location in the previous 

question. Who do you share this information with? 
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There were two questions in the questionnaire that asked the respondents if there is any social 

media network where they use geotagging more or less than in others. In the answers to the 

first of these two questions, concerning geotagging more in one medium than in others, the 

only two social media networks that were mentioned were Instagram and Facebook, 

sometimes separately and sometimes on their own. The respondents of this first open-ended 

question gave many different types of answers, but many were also very similar which makes 

it possible to categorise them. The answers to the first open-ended question are summarised in 

Table 5.1, and then the categories are explained. 

 
 

Table 5.2 Is there any social media network where you use geotagging more than in others? Please 

exemplify and explain why. 

 

 

Some of the respondents just answered “No”, without giving any reasons for doing so [1]. A 

couple of respondents could not or did not want to answer the question because they avoid 

social media and/or geotagging [2]. A few people named a social media network, but without 

giving an explanation for doing so [3]. Three people stated that they used geotagging more 

frequently in one or two social media than in others, because location data sharing is default 

in the settings of these particular services [4]. Many respondents stated that they use 

geotagging more in one or more media than in others, because they only use that or those 

services [5] or at least use that medium more than others [6]. The few people who answered 

the question with the name of a social media network, and gave a reason for naming that 

particular service, were only seven [7]. The reasons varied from “it’s easier” to “more 

options” and not two answers were alike.  

 

In the second question, concerning geotagging less in one medium than in others, the 

responses could be categorised similarly to the answers from the first question.  The answers 

to the second open-ended question are summarised in Table 5.2, and then the categories are 

explained. 

 

 

 

Question 7. Facebook Instagram Both Did not 
name a 
social 
media 

network 

No. of 
respondents 

1) Just answered no, with no 
explanation 

   5 5 

2) Do not use geotagging / social 
media 

   5 5 

3) Named a social media network 
without explanation 

 2   2 

4) Yes, where geotagging is default  1 2  3 

5) Yes, in the only social media used 4  1  5 

6) Yes, in the social media most used 2 2   4 

7) Named social media network with 
explanation 

3 4   7 

Total 31 
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Table 5.3 Is there any social media network where you use geotagging less than in others? Please 

exemplify and explain why. 

 

 

Some of the respondents just answered “No”, without giving any reasons for doing so [1]. A 

couple of respondents could not or did not want to answer the question because they avoid 

social media and/or geotagging [2]. A few people named a social media network, but without 

giving an explanation for doing so [3]. Three people stated that they used geotagging less 

frequently in one social media than in others, because location data sharing is not default in 

the settings of that particular service [4]. Some respondents stated that they use geotagging 

less in one or more media than in others, because they use that or those services less than 

others [5]. The few people who answered the question with the name of a social media 

network, and gave a reason for naming that particular service, were only seven [7]. The 

reasons varied from “don’t know how to do it” to “less safe” and not two answers were alike. 

5.2.3 Privacy concerns 

 

The respondents were presented with the following five statements: 

 

a) It is more likely that I geotag a post in social media if I am in a place where I rarely 

am, than in a place I am often. 

b) It is more likely that I geotag a post in social media if I am in a place for the first time.  

c) It is more likely that I geotag a photo than a text or status. 

d) It is more likely that I geotag a post in social media if I am alone than with friends. 

e) I believe that geotagging is used in order to brag about one’s whereabouts. 

 

The answers are presented in Table 5.3. 

 

 

 

 

 

Question 8. Facebook Instagram Twitter WeChat Did not 
name a 
social 
media 

network 

No. of 
respondents 

1) Just answered no, with 
no explanation 

    7 7 

2) Do not use geotagging 
/ social media 

    4 4 

3) Named a social media 
network without 
explanation 

2  2   4 

4) Yes, where geotagging 
is not default 

   1  1 

5) Yes, in the social media 
network least used 

  1  1 2 

6) Named social media 
network with explanation 

5 1 1   7 

Total 25 
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Table 5.4 Consider the following statements, and please choose the alternative that suits you best. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

The respondents were asked to answer two questions about how well they know the terms and 

conditions of social media networks they use. As seen in Figure 5.9, none of the respondents 

stated that they read the terms and conditions very thoroughly, and only 15.4 % claimed they 

read them fairly thoroughly. A whopping 40% admitted to not read the terms and conditions 

at all, while 33.8% said they read them not so thoroughly. 

 

When asked how well they keep track of terms and conditions they have agreed to, a vast 

majority of the respondents said they do not keep track at all or not so well (Figure 5.10). 

Only 13.8 % stated that they keep track well of the terms and conditions, and none said they 

keep track very well. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.10 How well do you keep track of 

the terms and conditions regarding the 

social media networks you use? 

Figure 5.9 How thoroughly do you usually read 

the terms and conditions before agreeing to them, 

when signing up for a new social media network? 
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As seen in Figure 5.11, just over 40% of the respondents claimed they are concerned or very 

concerned about their online privacy. A few percent less claimed they are somewhat 

concerned or not concerned at all, and the rest were neutral. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Over half of the respondents answered that they are concerned or very concerned about their 

location data being used for other purposes than they know about, see Figure 5.12. Just over a 

fourth claimed to be somewhat concerned or not concerned at all, while the rest was neutral. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.11 How concerned are you about your overall online privacy? 

Figure 5.12 How concerned are you that your location data can 

be used for other purposes than what you are aware of? 
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The respondents were asked to answer two similar questions about their use of privacy 

settings. The first question concerned privacy settings in general, and the second concerned 

location privacy settings specifically. As seen in Figure 5.13, half of the respondents claimed 

they use privacy settings, 10.8 % did not know whether they did or not, another 10.8% said 

they did not, and the remaining 27.7% said they use settings sometimes. As seen in Figure 

5.14, 35.4% of the respondents said that they use privacy settings to control access to their 

location data. Almost as many responded that they did not know if they did, while 13.8 % said 

they did not, and 18.5 % said they did sometimes. 

 

The respondents were presented with the following six statements: 

 

a) I feel that I have enough knowledge about what happens to my location data after I use 

geotagging in social media. 

b) I believe that most other people have enough knowledge about what happens to their 

location data after they use geotagging in social media. 

c) I think it is difficult to know when I share location data and when I do not. 

d) I feel that I do not have control over location data that I disclose on social media. 

e) It is important to me to know what the location data I share is used for. 

f) It is important to know who gains access to my location data. 

 

The answers are presented in Table 5.4. 

 

 
Table 5.5 Consider the following statements, and please choose the alternative that suits you best. 

 

 
 

Figure 5.14 Do you use the available privacy 

settings in social media to control access to your 

data? 

Figure 5.13 Do you use the available privacy 

settings in social media to control access to 

your LOCATION data? 
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5.2.4 Privacy preferences  

 

Questions 17 and 18 in the questionnaire concerned perceived advantages and disadvantages 

of geotagging. The respondents’ answers to these questions are presented thematically below. 

 

What advantages do you think there are to geotagging posts in social media? 

 

No advantages 

Eleven of the respondents claimed that there are no advantages to geotagging, or at least that 

they could not think of any at the moment. 

 

Showing one’s location and finding others 

One of the more common answers, many of the respondents claimed simply that they think 

geotagging can be used in an advantageous way to share their location with others, and to see 

where other people are. 

 

Making and preserving memories 

Some of the respondents gave advantages aimed at making and preserving memories. Adding 

the location to a photograph could help the user to remember where it was taken and preserve 

the memory better. It could also serve the purpose of a diary, allowing the user to go back in 

time to see where he or she was, and what he or she did. 

 

Adding something extra to a post 

The idea that including the location in a post could add something “extra” to it was popular 

among the respondents. A couple of people answered that it makes a post look better, and two 

others claimed it could add a comic element. 

 

Bragging 

Some of the respondents answered that they thought one of the reasons that they or other 

people use geotagging is to brag about their whereabouts. 

 

Create interest about a place 

Three of the respondents discussed the geotagging feature in a somewhat reversed sense, 

making the notion that the information of the person or activity can be seen as linked to the 

place, rather than the location being metadata of the person. Geotagging can be used as a way 

of enhancing the image of a location, to share information about a place and to create interest 

about a place; all things that could be valuable for others who wish to visit it. 

 

Benefits for companies 

Two of the respondents mentioned that in addition to advantages for users, geotagging can 

create possibilities for companies, like gathering and using information about users to make 

their offers more attractive, and to get free advertising through geotagging.  
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What disadvantages do you think there are to geotagging posts in social media? 

 

No disadvantages 

Three people stated that there are no disadvantages to geotagging.  
 

Privacy violation 

Many of the respondents answered that geotagging can violate their or others privacy, in 

general. They stated that other people “do not have to know everything” and expressed that 

the risk of being mapped out by other people, companies or governments is discomforting. 

 

Stalkers 

Four of the respondents specifically named the risk of attracting stalkers, or making it much 

easier to be stalked.  

 

Poor knowledge 

Several respondents answered the question by averring that many people, in some cases 

including themselves, have poor knowledge of what their geotagging data is used for, and in 

what cases and how it is shared. Some mentioned that people in general most likely do not 

care about it either, and that they do not consider possible consequences.  

 

Security/Break-ins 

The most popular answer to the question was that sharing location data can lead to security 

risks, most prominently the risk of break-ins or burglaries. For example, if people geotag 

photos when they are on vacation, abroad or somewhere else far away from their homes, 

thieves can easily see that no one is likely to be home at that time.  

 

Advertising 

A couple of the respondents mentioned that the information can be used to create 

advertisements that are directly aimed at a specific user, and that this is sometimes unwanted. 
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6 Analytical summary 
 

In this section we analyse the results from both empirical studies together with the theoretical 

findings from the previous literature. The intention is to put our empirical findings against the 

theory in order to answer our research question. The analysis is divided into two parts, and 

structured around the two sub-questions. As seen in Figure 1.1, the first question aims to 

answer to what extent the privacy paradox can be applied to geotagging in social media 

networking, and the second question concerns users’ geotagging preferences.  

 

70% of the questionnaire respondents stated that they had used geotagging at some point. 

Only the answers from these respondents are taken into consideration in the analysis for the 

first sub-question, since users who do not use geotagging cannot show a paradoxical 

behaviour. 

6.1 Can the privacy paradox be applied to geotagging in online 
social media networking? 

 

What is users’ reported location data disclosure behaviour when it comes to geotagging? 

 

Of the questionnaire respondents, about 85% said they only geotag some of their posts and 

not all, just like the interviewees said they do. Well over 60% of the respondents said they 

would include the location when posed with a scenario, and almost every fourth would share 

that information with anyone. The respondents agreed to the statements that they are more 

likely to share their location if they are somewhere for the first time or where they very rarely 

are, and they are more likely to geotag a photo than a text. They however did not agree with 

the statement that they are more likely to geotag if they are alone than with friends. These 

findings imply that contextual factors at the moment of disclosure have an impact on the 

decision-making process.  

 

Two questions in the questionnaire, as shown in Table 4.1 and Table 4.2, asked the 

respondents to tell if there were any social media networks where they used geotagging more 

or less than in others. While receiving a lot of answers, the questions did not contribute to 

answering any of the research sub-questions as such. The interviewees had spoken about their 

geotagging habits varying between different social media networks because of perceived 

differences in privacy settings, audience and other factors between networks, but only a 

handful of the questionnaire respondents gave answers that were exhaustive enough to 

distinguish such a pattern. Few of the respondents named one or more networks, fewer 

explained why; most of those who did simply explained that they geotag less in the social 

media network they use the least, and geotag more in the network they use the most. While 

this makes perfects sense, we cannot draw any conclusions from our results that any particular 

network or network’s features encourage or discourage users to use geotagging. 

 

What are users’ stated privacy concerns when geotagging in online social media 

networking? 

 

The vast majority, about 74%, of the questionnaire respondents do not read privacy statements 

or terms and conditions of services they use at all or at least not carefully, which is in 

accordance with the findings from the interviews. Almost as many admitted to not keeping 
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track at all or not well of the terms and conditions of services they use. This discovery, that 

the majority of users do not read or keep track of privacy statements and terms and conditions, 

goes well in hand with previous findings (e.g. McGrath 2011). According to a survey 

including 2,000 consumers by consumer group Fairer Finance (2014), only 27% of people 

claim that they read terms and conditions and policy documents in full. 

 

We asked the respondents about their level of concern, both in regard to their online privacy 

in general and their location privacy, to compare which one seemed more important to them. 

The interviewees had indicated that they feel their location data is less sensitive to disclosure 

than other kinds of data, but the questionnaire respondents gave a different picture. Almost 

40% stated that they are concerned or very concerned about their overall online privacy, but a 

slightly higher percentage stated that they are concerned or very concerned that their location 

data will be used in ways they do not know about. Noteworthy is that the percentage increase 

came solely from the “very concerned” option; the number of respondents who were just 

“concerned” remained the same between the two questions. Both of the options indicating a 

lack of concern got chosen a lot less in the location-related question, while the “neither” 

option saw the largest growth. This can indicate that location data in fact is considered more 

sensitive than other kinds of information, or at least that the knowledge about whether it is 

sensitive or not is quite poor. The notion that location privacy is considered more sensitive 

than other types of privacy is supported by previous findings; in their 2013 study, Henne et al. 

found that location was rated as the kind of photo metadata that poses the highest risk to 

privacy.  

 

There were two questions in the questionnaire concerning to what extent users use privacy 

settings to control their data. First, respondents were asked about their use of privacy settings 

in general, and then about their use of settings specifically related to access to their location 

data. Almost half of the questionnaire respondents stated that they use available general 

privacy settings, but only 35% admitted to making use of location privacy settings. More 

interestingly, the “don’t know” category went up from 6.52% to a staggering 30.43%, another 

hint that location privacy and the protection thereof is an elusive subject that people seem to 

not know too much about.  

 

The questionnaire contained six statements concerning the respondents’ privacy with Likert-

scale responses ranging from “Strongly agree” to “Strongly disagree”. After calculating the 

average, the overall results show that the respondents neither agreed nor disagreed to the 

following statements: “I feel that I have enough knowledge about what happens to my 

location data after I use geotagging in social media”, “I think it is difficult to know when I 

share location data and when I do not” and “I feel that I do not have control over location data 

that I disclose on social media”, which were the three statements that concerned their 

knowledge and feeling of control. The interviewees in the pre-study had both spoken about 

lack of control and poor knowledge, so it is a bit surprising that this is not clearly reflected in 

the questionnaire answers. If taking a closer look at the figures though, we can distinguish 

some interesting details. We can see that not a single person chose “Strongly agree” for the “I 

feel that I have enough knowledge...” statement, suggesting that there is a slight leaning 

towards knowing that their knowledge might not be sufficient. Also, exactly 50% of the 

respondents answered “Partly agree” on the “I feel that I do not have control…” statement, 

signifying that even if the average response was neutral, at least half of those who use 

geotagging sense that what happens to their geotagging data is out of their control. 
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The evidence that users do feel like they lack the proper control and knowledge is pretty 

weak, but that has many possible explanations. For one, we know from the interviews that 

despite describing a lack of control and having concerns, the interviewees claimed in the next 

breath that they have control because they actively take measures themselves to protect their 

privacy; they use privacy settings and limit what content they share online. It is therefore 

likely that the questionnaire respondents also have interpreted the concept of control in 

different ways, and in this sense is it perfectly possible to be and not to be in control at the 

same time. This explanation is supported by previous studies in social media disclosure as 

well; for example, Young and Quan-Haase (2013) mention several works that confirm that 

social media network users employ privacy protection strategies in order to mitigate threats to 

their privacy, and they also find evidence for this in their surveys and interviews with 

Facebook users.  

 

Another explanation for the weak connection is introduced when we take a look at the 

answers to one of the other statements. The respondents were asked to which extent they 

agree to the statement “I believe that most other people have enough knowledge about what 

happens to their location data after they use geotagging in social media”. This statement is 

exactly the same as the first, except that it concerns how much the respondents think other 

people know; and this time, the respondents were not neutral at all but disagreed with the 

statement, mimicking the thoughts of the interviewees that other people in general are 

unknowledgeable and more vulnerable to privacy issues than themselves. This pattern of 

ascribing negative effects to others - while thinking that oneself remain uninfluenced - is a 

psychological mechanism similar to the third-person effect. The third-person effect was 

originally used to describe how people expect mass media to have a greater effect on others 

than on themselves, but this discrepancy between self-perception and assumptions about 

others has also been found to have an impact on users’ privacy beliefs and behaviour (Debatin 

et al. 2009). Whether it is the low expectation on other people’s knowledge that is 

exaggerated, the higher expectation of their own knowledge that is overestimated or a 

combination of both is impossible to deduce from our study, but if it is one of the latter two 

cases it may well mean that the feeling of having enough knowledge - and consequently 

control - is less prominent in reality than can be seen in the questionnaire answers. 

 

The last two Likert-type statements were “It is important to me to know what the location data 

I share is used for” and “It is important to know who gains access to my location data”. The 

respondents’ average response was that they agree, especially with the last statement where 

almost half of the respondents chose “Strongly agree”, thus revealing that they care more 

about who gets access to their data than what is actually used for (Consolvo et al. 2005).  

6.1.1 Evidence of the privacy paradox 

 

When the indication of a privacy paradox is described by researchers, it is derived from the 

discovery that people have concerns but choose to share information about themselves 

nonetheless. Paradoxical tendencies have been demonstrated in many different contexts many 

times before, and in recent years specifically in the context of social media sharing (e.g. 

Acquisti & Gross 2006; Tufekci 2008; Debatin et al. 2009; Taddicken 2014). Our main aim in 

this study is to work out whether it can also be applied to location data sharing in the form of 

geotagging. As we can see from the results, the use of geotagging is high, and even though it 

is not employed every time a user shares content it is used to a fairly large extent. Many of 

those who do use it report that they have concerns, and that it is important to them to know 

who gets access to their data and what for, but fail to agree that they have control over data 
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they disclose and that they have sufficient knowledge about it. Taking all these findings into 

consideration, there is clear evidence that at least some users display a paradoxical behaviour 

when it comes to geotagging. The respondents of the questionnaire even indicated that they 

are more worried about their location data than their data in general, which could imply that 

the paradox may be even stronger in geotagging and location data disclosure than in 

disclosure of other personal information online. 

6.2 What do users state as advantages and disadvantages when 
geotagging in online social media networking? 

 

From the questionnaire we can see that eleven of the respondent claim that there are no actual 

advantages that they could come to think about any at the moment, whereas only three people 

claim to find no disadvantages. Furthermore, many of the respondents actual claimed that 

geotagging indeed can be a violation of their privacy, but they still make use of it which 

shows on a paradoxical attitude.  

 

In the questionnaire, the most popular answer to the question about what they feel is a 

disadvantage when geotagging in social media networks is the risk of break-ins; that sharing 

of location information about themselves as being away from home could lead to thieves 

taking advantage of that information. This goes in line with the findings in the study of 

Bertolaja (2013) where the author mentions that the sharing of location data can have negative 

consequences for users, such as identify one’s home location. Also, both of the interviewees 

mentioned the latter risk in the interviews. Interestingly, we found a quite contradictory 

common answer to questions regarding advantages, where many of the respondents, both 

from the interviews and the questionnaire, actually claims it to be an advantage to share their 

location with others to show where they are. Thus, on one hand, the respondents claim that the 

sharing of location data to show one’s location is the greatest advantage with geotagging, but 

at the same time they claim it to the greatest disadvantage. This phenomenon can be 

compared to the privacy trade-off described by Consolvo et al. (2005), where disclosing one’s 

location to other people can be risky but at the same time valuable. Another trace of the trade-

off is that from the interviews we could clearly see a pattern of wanting to disclose one’s 

location, with certain restrictions made, e.g. restricting who gain access to the geotagged 

picture, or a restriction on the user profile as a whole. It seems like the willingness to geotag a 

picture depends on with whom you share that information, but also on the possibility to gain 

benefits, like bragging or locating others in the same place, which can be explained by the 

privacy trade-off.  

 

The above-mentioned authors conclude that the most important factors when disclosing 

location information are: who claims the information, the reason why someone wants your 

location information and on what level of detail that would be disclosed. Further interviews 

could have unveiled if this was a fact but it is not in line with the scope of this study.  

 

Making and preserving memories, bragging and creating an interest for a place were 

frequently mentioned advantages in both the interviews and in the questionnaire. 

Experiencing a lack of control, when using geotagging, was a very clearly mentioned 

disadvantage, especially in the interviews. The interviewees stated that it is sometimes 

difficult to tell whether their location data is shared or not, that it is often not until content is 

uploaded to a social networking site that one can see if it has geographical metadata had been 

added or not, and that the privacy settings that can control for instance automatic geotagging, 

are difficult to find and understand. This is supported by previous research (Freni et al. 2010) 
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where it is explained that published content is generally accessible to a numerous amount of 

users, and thus making it hard for users to control which kind of information about them they 

actually share, and also with whom they share it with.  
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7 Discussion 
 

In this section we present and discuss our findings and our own reflections. The method and 

the trustworthiness of the results are evaluated, and some ideas for further research are posed.  

7.1 Conclusions 

 

The purpose of the study is to examine and gain a better understanding of what part the 

privacy paradox plays in explaining geotagging preferences in the context of social media 

networking. Since the increase in use of geo-social networks have given rise to new waves of 

possible privacy issues, it is important to raise awareness of privacy concerns, share usable 

knowledge about location data disclosure and highlight the users’ preferences so that users’ 

privacy can be preserved. It is important to help developers of location based social media 

applications to better understand users stated and actual need of privacy when it comes to 

geotagging. The study was constructed in order to answer our main research question: 

 

How can geo-social network users' geotagging preferences be explained by the privacy 

paradox? 

 

First of all, we can clearly see some evidence of the existence of the privacy paradox in 

relation to geotagging in online social media networks. Respondents report having privacy 

concerns, and that it is important for them to know who gains access to their data, but then 

appear to disclose a lot of information despite failing to agree that they have control over data 

they disclose and that they have sufficient knowledge about it; typical paradoxical behaviour. 

It seems though like the respondents have worked out strategies to only disclose information 

that they feel comfortable sharing - to minimize the risk or the damage if their data should fall 

into the wrong hands - a behaviour that makes them feel in control despite knowing that their 

sense of security is brittle. 

 

This goes in line with previous findings by Young & Quan-Haase (2013), where the authors 

state that users do indeed disclose information in social media, and the reason for that is the 

conscious decision to protect themselves towards possible privacy violations. As the authors 

explains, much of this feeling of being in control has to do with which kind of privacy setting 

users have for their information in the social media network. The privacy management was 

furthermore a recurring topic in our pre-study, as the two respondents repeatedly argued for 

that they have control, through the management of their settings. 

  

We could see from both the interviews and the questionnaire that the respondents saw many 

incentives to use geotagging, incentives that can possibly impel them to use geotagging 

despite their concerns. Ironically, the response that many gave as one of the main advantages, 

“to see where people are, and so that they can see where I am”, is also exactly what gives fuel 

to the greatest disadvantages; ranging from burglaries to general privacy invasion. The 

respondents also stated that the opportunity to add location metadata to content to help them 

create and preserve memories was an advantage. The respondents also agreed that geotagging 

could be used to brag about one’s whereabouts, but they were not clear on whether this is an 

advantage or disadvantage. 

 

One of the more prominent findings from the study is that users’ overall knowledge about the 

consequences of disclosing location data - and how to protect themselves from such 
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consequences - is not very good. As Friedland & Sommer (2010) also confirms; many users 

are not even aware of all privacy threats posing them when sharing their geographical position 

in social media, and more than often they do not even realize they publish such information. 

In the study by Krumm (2009), the author state that location privacy has been found in several 

studies to not be as important as general online privacy, but this study indicates opposing 

findings. The participants of this study are in fact a little bit more concerned about their online 

location privacy than their online privacy overall, but while most respondents said that they 

use general privacy settings, a third admitted to not knowing whether they used privacy 

settings for location data or not. Also, a majority of the respondents thought that other people 

had significantly less knowledge than what they had themselves. 

 

Even if exhibiting a paradoxical behaviour, there are most likely reasons for users to disclose 

their data despite their apprehensions. While it is evident that there are some incentives 

tipping the scales in favour of geotagging, it is necessary to consider the whole process that 

users go through when making data disclosure decisions. It is known that various 

psychological traits affect users’ decisions about what to share online, like giving up long-

term privacy to gain short-term benefits (Acquisti & Grossklags 2005). Similarly, the 

incongruity displayed through the privacy paradox is sometimes explained by the fact that 

individuals constantly make evaluations of the possible benefits of disclosing information and 

the threats to their privacy, and act according to the final outcome, performing a continuous 

assessment of their need for privacy and possible gains. This thought-process is sometimes 

referred to as the privacy calculus (Awad & Krishnan 2006) or the privacy trade-off 

(Consolvo et al. 2005). We found some support for this angle in our study, since respondents 

named both up- and downsides to geotagging and seemed to weigh these against each other. 

Contextual factors seemed important in deciding whether to disclose information or not; 

respondents were more likely to share when they could get a clear reward from it, like finding 

their friends or bragging about their location. 

7.2 Authors own reflections 

 

Even if the results confirm that the privacy paradox is manifested in some geo-social network 

users’ geotagging practises, it does not mean that all people display a paradoxical behaviour. 

There are probably loads of people who fall outside this category, for different reasons. Some 

people may act much more rationally to their privacy concerns and refrain from using 

geotagging and perhaps social media or the internet at all, and some people could refrain from 

all of these things for other reasons than privacy concerns. There are also many people around 

the globe that lack the means, access, will or knowledge to use geotagging, social media or 

the internet; these people may have made different choices and had different thoughts about it, 

had they had the opportunity to. Since we only investigated whether the paradox can be seen 

in geotagging behaviour, all these people fall outside the scope of the study, so it is 

impossible to know how big a part of all present-day and potential users the paradoxical users 

make up. Even so, hundreds of millions of people use geo-social networks daily, so 

investigating their preferences cannot be reckoned unnecessary. 

 

It is obvious from the answers to the questionnaire that Facebook is the preferred social 

medium of the respondents, since almost everyone claimed to use it. However, it should be 

considered that the questionnaire was distributed mainly through Facebook, which can 

explain the high percentage of users. It is difficult to say if this has any direct implications for 

the study, but our opinion is that it may not have affected the results too much, especially 
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since Facebook is by far the most used social media network with geotagging capabilities 

with well over a billion users worldwide (Statista 2014). 

 

The extraction of themes from the interviews may be seen as a first step of analysis. However, 

we have chosen to present these themes in the first empirical section of the thesis, since 

presenting the transcribed interviews in their entirety before analysing them would make for 

both quite cumbersome and indistinct a section. The same goes for the open-ended questions 

of the questionnaire.  

7.3 Method evaluation 

 

This study is mostly based on a qualitative research method in order to gain a deeper 

understanding to the subject of matter. A qualitative method was therefore the best choice for 

our kind of study. To conduct the theoretical study, we mainly reviewed previous research. 

This helped us to better narrow down our research question and to gain knowledge in the area. 

Previous published research includes scientific journals, articles and books. Reading into the 

area using scientific material ensured that the study maintains a high quality.  

7.3.1 Interviews 

 

The two interviews were conducted as a pre-study, to complement the theoretical study. The 

interviews were unstructured, using only an aide-mémoire to get at least a minimum of 

structure. The fact that they were unstructured helped us to gain insight to the point-of-views 

of our interviewees, without interfering too much with our already gained knowledge to the 

subject of matter. The unstructured interview approach enabled the respondents to express 

themselves as free as possible. The questions were simple and it was more of a conversation 

than an interview, which contributed to a notably relaxed situation with an excellent two-way 

communication.  

 

After conducting the interviews we tape-recorded and then transcribe the interviews. Because 

of the unstructured nature of the interviews, the transcription became somewhat cumbersome, 

but definitely worthwhile. The collected information felt more than sufficient in order to be 

analysed, and formed the direction to our next empirical collection, the questionnaire.  

      

After the study was made, we provided the interviewees with an account of what they have 

said in the interviews, to confirm that we had captured the answers in a correct way. This is 

commonly referred to as a respondent validation (Bryman & Bell 2011). 

7.3.2 Questionnaires 

 

We created our questionnaire with the help of webbankater.com which we found highly 

professional and easy to use. The website provided all the tools needed and the design of the 

questionnaire was in our opinion extremely professional. The questionnaire was created based 

on the empirical findings of the pre-study and the material found during the theoretical 

literature study. Furthermore, almost all of the questions were related to, and aimed to answer, 

our sub-questions, hence created in order to answer our main research question. The only 

questions that were not explicitly linked to the research question were a couple of control 

questions about age, sex, occupation and use of social media. 
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Question 7 and 8 in the questionnaire asked the respondents to tell if there were any social 

media networks where they used geotagging more or less. While receiving a lot of answers, 

the questions did not contribute to answering any of the research sub-questions as such. The 

interviewees had spoken about their geotagging habits varying between different social media 

networks because of perceived differences in privacy settings, audience and other factors 

between networks, but only a handful of the questionnaire respondents gave answers that 

were exhaustive enough to distinguish such a pattern. Few of the respondents named one or 

more networks, fewer explained why; most of those who did simply explained that they 

geotag less in the social media network they use the least, and geotag more in the network 

they use the most. While this makes perfects sense, we cannot draw any conclusions from our 

results that any particular network or network’s features encourage or discourage users to use 

geotagging. A larger sample size and, probably more importantly, more clearly explained 

questions could possibly have generated better answers. 

 

The response to our questionnaire was above expectations. We got as many as sixty-five 

completed questionnaires which enhances the credibility of the results from the study. 

Additionally, more than half of these contained answers to the open-ended questions, which 

we considered to have enhanced the final results, and to be a result of well-formulated 

questions.  

7.4 Result evaluation 

 

As mentioned in section 2.6, this study will be evaluated by one main criterion, the 

trustworthiness of the study, including four subareas. A more detailed description of each of 

the criteria is to be found in the aforementioned section of this study. Here follows a 

description of how we made sure to conform to those. 

7.4.1 Credibility  

 

Credibility refers to how believable the findings really are. In order to assure the credibility of 

a study, Bryman and Bell (2011) suggest the use of the respondent validation process. It is a 

process whereby the researchers provide the participants of the study with an account of their 

findings in order to seek confirmation of the views interpreted by the researchers. This was 

applied by us after the two interviews in our pre-study, where we sought and got confirmation 

from both our interviewees. We believe that this ensured the true picture of our first empirical 

findings which laid the ground for our further empirical collection. Furthermore, by 

presenting a thorough understanding of the methods used in this study, we show that 

established methods were used in order to reach the conclusions.  

7.4.2 Transferability  

 

Transferability deals with whether or not findings can be generalized beyond the specific 

research content. Although, Shenton (2004) confirms that since findings derived from 

qualitative research are too specific to a small group of people and environments, it is fully 

impossible to determine that findings and conclusions are applicable beyond the specific 

content. This implies that as a researcher, you can always try to make the findings more 

generalizable, but it will never be completely possible to do so. Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) 

view of transferability is to put the responsibility on the reader. According to them, the 

researcher has to provide enough details i.e. a thick description of the context for the reader to 

then decide whether the current milieu is similar to another one of which he/she has 
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knowledge about and then for him/her to decide whether the findings can accurately be 

applied to the other milieu. By extensively providing as much description as possible of the 

context and with the help from describing the theoretical findings and the empirical findings, 

we accomplished transferability as far as it is possible to achieve.  

7.4.3 Confirmability  

 

Confirmability refers to the degree of objectivity that a researcher can achieve, or rather, it is 

impossible to be totally objective, but a research at least need to show that he/she acted in 

good faith (Bryman & Bell 2011). To make sure to obtain this, we documented and described 

the research process as detailed as possible, in order for others to see how we made the 

conclusions we made. This was also a good way for us to check ourselves to establish the 

confirmability.  We also conducted the pre-study using an unstructured approach, meaning 

that we did not want our theoretically already gained knowledge and opinions at that time to 

influence the answers of the interviewees. Moreover, using references to already existing 

literature and findings that affirm our own interpretations can be seen as a good way to 

strengthen the confirmability of the this study.  

7.4.4 Internal reliability 

 

Internal reliability is how well interpretations are made (Bryman & Bell 2011). LeCompte and 

Goetz (1982) mean that internal reliability is whether or not the researchers, if more than just 

one, can agree on what they see and hear. To be able to fulfil this consistency in this study, we 

tried to do the major part of the research together as a team, and not separately. Furthermore, 

when conducting our interviews in the pre-study we took turns taking notes, so that afterwards 

we could compare what themes we found and agree on these.  

7.5 Limitations and ideas for further research 

  

First, we based our findings on a relatively small and also non-representative sample, this was 

due to time and resource limits. This can be further explored by doing a study which includes 

a larger sample. Moreover, the use of questionnaires could in further research to some part be 

substituted by more in-depth interviews, as this could lead to deeper knowledge than in this 

study. Secondly, the results drawn from this study can only be generalized to Swedish people 

in the age group of 18-29 years old. Future research could expand the study by including other 

user groups or conducting a comparison between different groups to show on whether there 

may be differences between these. 
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University of Borås is a modern university in the city center. We give courses in business administration 
and informatics, library and information science, fashion and textiles, behavioral sciences and teacher 
education, engineering and health sciences. 
 
In the School of Business and IT (HIT), we have focused on the students' future needs. Therefore we 
have created programs in which employability is a key word. Subject integration and contextualization are 
other important concepts. The department has a closeness, both between students and teachers as well as 
between industry and education. 
 
Our courses in business administration give students the opportunity to learn more about different 
businesses and governments and how governance and organization of these activities take place. They 
may also learn about society development and organizations' adaptation to the outside world. They have 
the opportunity to improve their ability to analyze, develop and control activities, whether they want to 
engage in auditing, management or marketing.  
 
Among our IT courses, there's always something for those who want to design the future of IT-based 
communications, analyze the needs and demands on organizations' information to design their content 
structures, integrating IT and business development, developing their ability to analyze and design 
business processes or focus on programming and development of good use of IT in enterprises and 
organizations. 
 
The research in the school is well recognized and oriented towards professionalism as well as design and 
development. The overall research profile is Business-IT-Services which combine knowledge and skills in 
informatics as well as in business administration. The research is profession-oriented, which is reflected in 
the research, in many cases conducted on action research-based grounds, with businesses and government 
organizations at local, national and international arenas. The research design and professional orientation 
is manifested also in InnovationLab, which is the department's and university's unit for research-
supporting system development. 
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