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Abstract:



Advancements in information and communication technologies have enhanced our possibilities to communicate worldwide, eliminating borders and making it possible to interact with people coming from other cultures like never happened before. Such powerful tools have brought us to reconsider our concept of privacy and social involvement in order to make them fit into this wider environment. It is possible to claim that the information and communication technologies (ICT) revolution is changing our world and is having a core role as a mediating factor for social movements (e.g., Arab spring) and political decisions (e.g., Brexit), shaping the world in a faster and shared brand new way. It is then interesting to explore how the perception of this brand new environment (in terms of social engagement, privacy perception and sense of belonging to a community) differs even in similar cultures separated by recent historical reasons. Recent historical events may in effect have shaped a different psychological representation of Participation, Privacy and Sense of Community in ICT environments, determining a different perception of affordances and concerns of these complex behaviors. The aim of this research is to examine the relation between the constructs of Sense of Community, Participation and Privacy compared with culture and gender, considering the changes that have occurred in the last few years with the introduction of the web environment. A questionnaire, including ad hoc created scales for Participation and Privacy, have been administered to 180 participants from Turkey and Italy. In order to highlight the cultural differences in the perception of these two constructs, we have provided a semantic differential to both sub-samples showing interesting outcomes. The results are then discussed while taking into account the recent history of both countries in terms of the widespread of new technologies, political actions and protest movements.
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1. Introduction


The social nature of human beings has attracted the interest of researchers since the beginning of science. Being part of a social entity and actively participating in it is a part of all our lives. This natural tendency explained for the first time by Social Darwinism represents one of the environmental pressures that has probably affected most of human evolution. Cooperation, competition and other social skills (e.g., social problem solving, social self-efficacy) as well as dynamics (e.g., individualism and pluralism, in-group favoritism) have determined human evolution and are still distinguishing our society more than other environmental features. Within such complex dynamics, social and cultural groups have developed different strategies in order to maintain an efficient way to cooperate within their community while simultaneously adopting an effective strategy to compete with the other groups within their ecological niche.



Nowadays the revolution in information and communication technologies (ICT) is changing the old social equilibrium of the world by providing a brand new way to interact with others, new social structures and possibilities, as well as new “ecological niches” to be explored and exploited.



In the 1990s, Dunbar’s number theory set the cognitive limit of the number of people with whom one can maintain stable social relationships to 150 [1,2]. It is clear that with the massive use of social networks and online communication tools the number of social relations we deal with daily is increasing, which suggests the need to re-think the concepts of ecological niches as well as the concepts of community, participation and privacy. Similarly, even the ecological system theory [3] needs to be updated by considering the possible relations that can be developed through new scenarios such as the world wide web. Such a brand new way to interact is in fact affecting our lives as well as the world organization, and presumably scientists should consider this as the most important environmental factor that will affect the human evolution in the future. For example recent and important historical events (i.e., Arab Spring, Occupy Wall Street Movements, anti-coup movements in Turkey) took place thanks to the possibility provided by social networks to gather an extraordinary amount of people in such a brief amount of time: before the ICT revolution it would have been at least harder to make those movements happen. Sure enough social networks, and new media in general, are having a key role in driving debates and public opinion in consequence of socially relevant events and can be seen as mediators of the consequences of these. At the same time recent historical events are shaping our way to interact with ICT tools so that similar cultures are approaching social networks and new media in a different way, depending on the degree of affordances and concerns related to their use.



In order to properly approach this environmental change, we need to consider the cultural differences characterizing the interaction between people within this brand new world (i.e., perception of privacy, virtual sense of community and web based participation) and distinguishing the new equilibria that interconnects human society through the world wide web [4]. Understanding the human factors involved in the use of social networks and online applications, such as mobile applications or crowdsourcing platforms, is now one the most challenging objectives for several disciplines [5,6]. In fact by considering the massive and daily use of web tools in our lives, we need to understand how several well-known factors and socio-psychological dynamics in literature can be translated into virtual contexts. The opportunities in terms of communication and the sharing of knowledge that the “virtual world” is providing us are astonishing. However in order to gain an actual comprehension of the usage of such tools, a deeper understanding of the complex dynamics behind those processes needs to be achieved. While a proper and comprehensive model for the human interaction with technologies is still under development, it can be useful to approach this research by using well known techniques adopted in the past in the “real world” as the cross-cultural analysis of features involved in the behaviors of interest.



Cross-cultural differences involved in the perception of behaviors, attitudes or emotions have frequently been a precious tool in order to understand peculiarities or commonalities in several areas of research . The enrichment provided by different cultures can, in fact, highlight peculiarities related to the context or the history of a population that may help researchers in modeling complex behaviors. Investigating the connections between well known constructs and taking into account the differences due to cultural specificity or recent historical events is necessary for researchers to understand new important features, excluding some others related to a specific context, but showing the important factors in common with the human race.



The main objective of our study is to measure the relationship between Sense of Community, Participation and Privacy compared to culture and gender, taking into account two cultures (Italian and Turkish) similar for many features, but surely different for recent historical events. After a brief theoretical introduction to the constructs (Sense of Community, Participation and Privacy), we will describe our study in which 180 digital native participants (83 Italians and 97 Turkish People) have been asked to fill in an online questionnaire.



1.1. Sense of Community


Sense of community (SoC) is a construct largely used in community psychology, where it has been used to describe the complex relationship that an individual has while feeling as an active part of his community. Since the term “community” has a multi-level nature, which according to Brodsky and Marx (2002) can be referred to neighborhood, block groups, housing complexes, schools and cities, it has been studied in a large variety of contexts [7,8]. Given that several definitions have been taken into account, the variety of features that this construct can express for different individuals in different settings is phenomenal. Sarason defined it as the feeling that community members have about each other [9,10], McMillan and Chavis (1986) claimed that SoC is a concept related to membership, emotional safety, identity, belonging and attachment to a group [11]. The perception of similarity to others and willingness to communicate with people are also key features in defining SoC [12]. According to these authors, when we feel part of a community we are more willing to share responsibility, to improve face to face relationships and to participate with others in social activities. On the other hand, several social scientists have shown that the increased complexity and change in technologies have affected the meaning and importance of communities [7]. Relevant to this new approach to SoC, in which the contexts are evolving from a physical reality into a virtual scenario, all research is aimed at identifying a definition of the Sense of Virtual Community [13,14,15]. The Sense of Virtual Communities has been found to be overlapping in the SoC in many features: for example participants in some studies by Francescato (2006; 2007) have shown similar levels in collaborative learning, developed self-efficacy, developed problem solving and perception of social capital when comparing face to face and online groups [15,16].




1.2. Participation


Due to its multi-disciplinary nature, participation has been investigated through approaches coming from several academic disciplines (e.g., Sociology, Anthropology Psychology) even though a proper descriptive and comprehensive model is still lacking at the moment. Given that, it can be analyzed starting from different levels: macro-social/institutional level, micro-social levels, psychological level. According to Cicognani and Zani (2011), when discussing participation on the macro-social/institutional level we refer to the electoral system, civic education, culture, religion, social-economic development and the history of the country in question [17]. On the micro-social level, contexts such as family, friends, school, and voluntary associations are taken into account . On the psychological level, Wilkenfeld et al. (2010) highlight the importance of participation, on both civic and political issues as well as on the cognitive and social development of adolescents [18]. A key feature in promoting participation is the presence of a collaborative group sustaining the action. Sense of collective identity stimulates engagement in collective actions [19] as well as identification with the group [17]. To this effect, SoC [11] has been proven to have a positive, bidirectional, association with participation [20]. One key feature related to participation is also the construct of empowerment [21] and as found in Zimmermann (2000) the action-oriented nature of empowerment finds a natural consequence in both individual and social participation [22]. Combining the contribution from psychological literature and the recent findings coming from the renewed interest in this construct, especially from Information and Communication Technologies studies, several features have been taken into account to find the proper incentives promoting participation (inhibiting competition). For instance Gachter investigated the role of rewards and punishment, finding out that punishments can increase cooperation even in the long term, because the gains from cooperation itself give enough gains to became stable even if the punishment is removed [23]. In a more recent review on this topic, Gachter shows that even the size of the incentives has a crucial role in these dynamics. In a contest of rewards, a very large incentive can enhance a stronger cooperation, while with a higher punishment a low threat can be enough to reach the same result [24,25,26]




1.3. Privacy


With the increasing use of social networks (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, Google+), and collaborative web platforms (i.e., crowdsourcing tools) people find the opportunity to share ideas and feelings with others on the Internet every day [27]. The ICT revolution, the new media and the Internet, improved deeply the relevance of privacy, as well as of security requirements [28,29,30]. The same concept of Privacy has been reformulated and represented as a “multidimensional object”, no longer representable using the classic definitions [31]. While exploring these brand new and innovative media, we learned that we also need to take into account the potential dangers that can occur while exchanging personal data online. Participating in social media is highly related to the feeling of safety that people experience while sharing their contents on the web. According to Song, Hao and Daqing (2013), people that have a higher trust in social networks are more likely to participate actively than those who have less [32]. When people feel a risk about sharing personal data on social networks they do not contribute to them. As mentioned above in SoC, behavior in real physical contexts and web scenarios seem to be overlapping in some of its features. In fact, privacy is a very important dimension of human life, affecting personal and social lives. Since it involves the control of the amount of contact with others and the perceived safety of these interactions, Solove (2008) has found that when people do not meet their privacy needs, it may result in antisocial and stressful behaviors [33]. Altman has defined privacy as “the selective control of access to information to the self or to one’s group” [34]. According to Pedersen (1997) six types of privacy can be identified: solitude, isolation, anonymity, reserve, intimacy with friends and family [35]. Privacy attitudes have been measured in a sample of 210 men and 165 women from high schools and colleges in Turkey [36]. Results show that women have higher mean scores for measures of intimacy with friends and lower mean scores for isolation and reserve than men. There were no mean differences for solitude, intimacy with family, and anonymity. Cross-cultural differences in the perception of privacy regulation have been investigated by Kaya and Weber in 2003, involving American and Turkish students [37]. The result showed that American students desired more privacy in their residence hall rooms than Turkish students. Regardless of culture, males reported a greater desire for privacy than females. The relationship between privacy and security was investigated in a study regarding the educational use of cloud service such as social networks, Google drive and Dropbox [38]. Here, security was taken into account as the degree to which students believed that cloud-services were secure platforms for storing and sharing sensitive personal data. The results showed that the perception of a low level of security may have affected students’ attitudes towards using such services. In other words, students with low tolerance for technological risks may defer their use of these services and privacy concerns may then impede attitude towards educational use of cloud services. Several scales have also been recently developed in order to investigate privacy.




1.4. Aims and Hypotheses of the Present Study


The main objective of our study is to measure the relationship among the constructs of Sense of Community, Participation, Privacy according to culture and gender. Therefore, we examined the score on the scale for Sense of Community, Participation and Privacy in respect to gender and culture. The main hypothesis of the research is that social movements and uprisings, characterizing the recent history of Turkey, are affecting the perception of the web based participation and privacy psychological constructs, beyond the structural differences of the two populations considered in the study. Taking into account two cultures (Italian and Turkish) similar for many features, but surely different for recent historical events, we wanted to highlight the effect of these occurrences on the usage of social media. In particular, we expect that Turkish people may have a higher perception of the importance of participating and considering the consequences of privacy in virtual environments as a consequence of the important role that social media are having on their recent history. We also wanted to assess the influence of culture and gender on the perceived Sense of Community, Sense of Confidence/Concern toward the representation of the construct of Participation and Privacy (in order to consider cultural values referred to this construct, we provided an Italian/Turkish definition of the construct). In order to appreciate more how cultural differences are involved in representing the constructs of Participation and Privacy, we provided a semantic differential [39] for both Italian and Turkish sub-samples. The semantic differential is a rating scale in which respondents are asked to choose their position on a continuum between two polar adjectives. This measure has also been analyzed in respect to gender. At the end of our analysis, we present the correlation structure between all the measures adopted for both the entire sample as well as the single sub-samples.




1.5. Methods


1.5.1. Sampling and Participants


A total of 180 participants were recruited on a voluntary basis for the online questionnaires of our study. Every participant received an e-mail on their University account containing a link to the online questionnaires and a brief explanation on the research. We divided the sample on the basis of their origin (i.e., Italy/Turkey). The Italian sub-sample (29 M; 54F) shows a mean age of [image: there is no content] S.D. [image: there is no content] (Male = [image: there is no content] S.D. [image: there is no content]; Female = [image: there is no content] S.D. [image: there is no content]) and the Turkish sub-sample (49 M; 48 F) shows a mean age of [image: there is no content] S.D. [image: there is no content] (Male = [image: there is no content] S.D. [image: there is no content]; Female = [image: there is no content] S.D. [image: there is no content]). Most of the participants were students ([image: there is no content]) recruited from The University of Florence (Italian sub-sample) and the Cukurova University (Turkish sub-sample). In Table 1 we report the sample size estimation [40] to ensure a correct evaluation of the test.



Table 1. Sample size estimation to compare 2 means from 2 samples with a 2 sided equality hypotheses [40], with a samples ratio [image: there is no content], and an actual sample size [image: there is no content].







	
Dimension

	

	
Reference Sample

	
Test Sample

	
Power

	
Type I Error

	
Required




	

	
Mean (SD)

	
Mean (SD)

	
[image: there is no content]

	
[image: there is no content]

	
Sample Size






	
Privacy

	
Affordance

	
12.5 (2.3)

	
14.7 (3.2)

	
0.9

	
[image: there is no content]

	
69




	
Concerns

	
14.5 (2.9)

	
17.5 (4.4)

	
[image: there is no content]

	
[image: there is no content]

	
70




	
Participation

	
Affordance

	
16.1 (3.7)

	
18.6 (3.9)

	
[image: there is no content]

	
[image: there is no content]

	
77




	
Concerns

	
12.6 (3.6)

	
14.8 (2.1)

	
[image: there is no content]

	
[image: there is no content]

	
87




	
Sense of Community

	
53.8 (9.5)

	
50.3 (11.3)

	
[image: there is no content]

	
[image: there is no content]

	
89











1.5.2. Procedures


The main objective of this study, as mentioned above, is to measure the relationship between Sense of Community, Participation and Privacy, in two different cultures (Italian and Turkish). In order to assess this relationship in respect to Culture and Gender, a set of questionnaires was prepared.



The scale we used to assess Sense of Community was the union of two different scales: The Classroom and Community Inventory (CSCI) as found in Rovai, Wighting and Lucking (2004), and the Sense of Community in School as found in Vieno, Santinello, Pastore and Perkins (2007), for a total of 16 items on a 5 point Liker scale, from 1 = “strongly” disagree to 5 = ”Strongly agree” [41,42]. Since this questionnaires are aimed to assess Sense of Community in a scholastic environment, we took in consideration only participants that at the moment of the administration were university students or university workers (e.g., teachers, researchers, PhD students).



In order to obtain a measurement for both the Participation and Privacy constructs, two different questionnaires were developed. Both questionnaires were structured following this scheme: definition, semantic differential, and scale.



Definition: for both dimensions a general definition of the construct has been provided using those found in popular dictionaries (Treccani dictionary for Italian, “Wikipedia” and “Türk Dil Kurumu” for Turkish) for both Italian and Turkish sub-samples.



Semantic differential: the Semantic differential technique was used in order to appreciate more the cultural differences regarding both constructs [39]. According to the Osgood’s semantic differential (1964) a list of 10 items made of two bipolar adjectives was provided (e.g., warm-cold; useful-useless; safe-dangerous). Participants were asked to choose where his/her position lie in the continuum (a Likert Scale from 1 to 10) from the positive to the negative side (adjective) of each of the 10 items.



Scale: for both Participation and Privacy an ad-hoc questionnaire was developed. Both scales presented 10 items assessing participants’ perception of Participation/Privacy in relation to different contexts (real life, online and social networks). Items were alternated into two sub-sections: 5 items assessed the confidence towards these constructs, 5 assessed concerns towards them. Answers on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = ”Absolutely no”, 2 = ”A few”, 3 = “Moderately”, 4 = ”A lot”, 5 = “Very much”) were coded and summed up in order to obtain a general score for both Concerns/Confidence sub-scales.




1.5.3. Data Analysis


The data analysis activity was structured in two main phases. In the first one, we calculated the descriptive statistics, assessing the pre-conditions required by the subsequent inferential analysis. In particular, we checked the Gaussian distribution of the continuous variables, i.e., skewness and kurtosis [image: there is no content], and the sufficient balancing and size of the sub-samples of interest (i.e., gender and nationality). Then in the second phase we conducted the inferential analyses required by our main hypothesis. In particular, within the context of this research the Pearson’s r correlation between the variables such as participation, privacy and sense of community were analyzed. Furthermore, an ANOVA analysis was conducted to find out if these three variables differentiate in terms of nationality and gender factors. SPSS.20 was used for these analyses.






2. Results


In this section, the main results of our research are presented. Descriptive statistics are presented first, where we show the results of the socio-demographic and study variables (Participation, Privacy, Sense of Community) of our sample. In the following section, we show results of the inferential analysis (i.e., correlation structures, ANOVA analysis, effects of socio-demographics on a semantic differential scale).



2.1. Descriptive Statistics


2.1.1. Sociodemographic Variables


The task has been administered to Italian and Turkish university students. The sociodemographic analyses of the experimental sample are reported in Table 2 and Table 3. The Italian sub-samples shows a mean age of [image: there is no content] and is composed of 54 females and 29 males, the Turkish (mean age = [image: there is no content]) of 48 females and 49 males.



Table 2. Sizes and average of ages for the Italian and Turkish sub-samples are reported. The standard deviation of each variable ([image: there is no content]) is reported in brackets.







	
Subsample

	
n

	
Age






	
Italian

	
83

	
24.68 (3.9)




	
Turkish

	
97

	
22.40 (2.7)




	
It Females

	
54

	
24.92 (3.6)




	
It Males

	
29

	
24.24 (4.5)




	
Tk Females

	
48

	
21.83 (2.6)




	
Tk Males

	
49

	
22.96 (2.7)










Table 3. Summary of descriptive statistics about the discrete sociodemographic variables of the sample.







	
Variable

	
Total

	
Italian Subsamples

	
Turkish Subsamples




	
Female

	
Male

	
Female

	
Male






	
Occupation

	
180

	

	

	

	




	
Student

	
152

	
43

	
20

	
44

	
45




	
Employed

	
20

	
4

	
8

	
4

	
4




	
Unemployed

	
8

	
7

	
1

	
0

	
0




	
Civil status

	
180

	

	

	

	




	
Single

	
136

	
24

	
19

	
47

	
46




	
Engaged

	
38

	
29

	
6

	
1

	
2




	
Married

	
6

	
1

	
4

	
0

	
1




	
Education

	
180

	

	

	

	




	
High Sc.

	
24

	
12

	
11

	
0

	
1




	
Bachelor

	
128

	
27

	
11

	
44

	
46




	
Mast Sc.

	
28

	
15

	
7

	
4

	
2










Most of the participants were students ([image: there is no content]), single ([image: there is no content]) and had an high degree of education (Bachelor degree = [image: there is no content]). The Turkish sub-sample seem to be more uniform regarding civil status and education Table 3.




2.1.2. Study Variables Results


Our scales about Participation and Privacy seem to be able to discern between the confidence and the concerns the participant has about these two dimensions (Table 4). In the Italian sample, we found general lower values compared to the Turkish sub-sample, for both Confidence and Concerns. Average scores suggest that Italian females are more confident ([image: there is no content]) than males ([image: there is no content]) and less concerned (female = [image: there is no content]; male = [image: there is no content]) about participation. On the contrary they are more concerned ([image: there is no content]) than males ([image: there is no content]) and less confident (female = [image: there is no content]; male = [image: there is no content]) about privacy. In the Turkish sample we see the same trend, but with higher values. Males and females have similar values about Participation Confidence (18.9 and 18.3), generally higher than the Concerns (female = [image: there is no content]; males = [image: there is no content]). Like in the Italian sample, Turkish participants have higher values in Privacy Concerns ([image: there is no content] for female and [image: there is no content] for male) than in Privacy Confidence ([image: there is no content] and [image: there is no content]) and females show higher values than males on concerns for both measures. Italian females ([image: there is no content]) show higher values on the sense of community scale than Italian males ([image: there is no content]). The Turkish sub-sample has generally lower values than the Italians, with similar scores for females ([image: there is no content]) and males ([image: there is no content]).



Table 4. In table the average and standard deviation (in brackets) regarding Participation, Privacy and Sense of Community scores are reported for each subsample.







	
Measure

	
Italian Subsamples

	
Turkish Subsamples




	
Female

	
Male

	
Female

	
Male






	
Participation

	

	

	

	




	
Confidence

	
16.4 (3.3)

	
15.4 (4.3)

	
18.3 (3.9)

	
18.9 (4.0)




	
Concerns

	
12.9 (3.6)

	
12.1 (3.9)

	
14.6 (2.6)

	
15.1 (3.4)




	
Privacy

	

	

	

	




	
Confidence

	
12.1 (1.8)

	
13.3 (3.0)

	
13.6 (3.2)

	
15.7 (3.0)




	
Concerns

	
14.9 (2.9)

	
13.9 (2.8)

	
18.1 (4.2)

	
16.9 (4.5)




	
Sense of Community

	
55.17 (7.4)

	
51.38 (12.3)

	
50.23 (11.6)

	
50.44 (11.1)










According to the Semantic differential, the most interesting results about Participation is the elevated contrast between Italians and Turkish People. As you can see in Figure 1 Italians assessed almost all the adjectives at one of the extremes of the continuum; both males and females, showed very high scores for “Useless-Useful”, “Bad-Good”, “Dirty-Clean” and “Personal-Social”; for almost all other differentials the scores are very low, except for “Easy-Di cult”. Turkish samples present a totally different trend, where all values are low, only “Personal-Social”, “Easy-Di cult” and “Concrete-Abstract” have slightly higher values. For both Italians and Turkish people, the differences between males and females are minimal.


Figure 1. Semantic differential for all the sub-samples with respect to the concept of “Participation”.



[image: Futureinternet 09 00011 g001]






In the Privacy Semantic Differential Figure 2 the Turkish sample shows a trend similar to the Participation one with mid-low values in almost all items, except for “Personal-Social”, “Easy-Difficult” and “Concrete-Abstract”. The Italian sample has some similarities, but we can see lower values for "Important-Unimportant”, whereas we found mid values in the “Easy-Difficult”, “Concrete-Abstract” and “Warm-Cold” items. Exactly like the Participation Semantic differential and even for privacy, the differences between males and females are very low in both samples.


Figure 2. Semantic differential for all the sub-samples with respect to the concept of “Privacy”.



[image: Futureinternet 09 00011 g002]






Finally, the sense of community scale reports higher values for Italians in general. In particular, females report higher values in the Italian sub-sample ([image: there is no content] vs. [image: there is no content]), and lower but similar values in the Turkish sub-sample ([image: there is no content] vs. [image: there is no content]), as indicated in Table 4.





2.2. Inferential Statistics


The inferential analysis was structured in three different phases investigating the correlation structure characterizing the observable quantities taken into account in this study (i.e., age, education, sense of community, participation and privacy). The second phase ran three ANOVA analyses in order to investigate the univariate and combined effects of nationality and gender on the three fundamental variables defining the constructs under scrutiny (i.e., sense of community, participation and privacy). Finally, the last phase was dedicated to assessing the effects of the socio-demographic factors of interest (i.e., nationality and gender) on the differential semantic dimensions describing the participation and privacy perception.



2.2.1. Univariate Analysis: Correlation Between the Order Parameters


The Pearson’s r correlation statistic was adopted to estimate the relations between the fundamental variables of interest with respect to the 4 sub population considered by our study Table 5.



Table 5. Correlations between the dependent measures.







	
Measure

	
Age

	
Education

	
Sense of Community

	
Participation Submeasures

	
Privacy Submeasures




	
Confidence

	
Concerns

	
Confidence

	
Concerns






	
Sense of Community

	




	
It. Female

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] *

	
1

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns




	
It. Male

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] *

	
1

	
[image: there is no content] **

	
[image: there is no content] **

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] **




	
Tk. Female

	
ns

	
ns

	
1

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns




	
Tk. Male

	
ns

	
ns

	
1

	
[image: there is no content] **

	
[image: there is no content] **

	
ns

	
ns




	
Par. Confidence

	




	
It. Female

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns

	
1

	
[image: there is no content] **

	
[image: there is no content] *

	
ns




	
It. Male

	
ns

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] **

	
1

	
ns

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] *




	
Tk. Female

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns

	
1

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] **

	
[image: there is no content] *




	
Tk. Male

	
ns

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] **

	
1

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] **

	
ns




	
Par. Concerns

	




	
It. Female

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] **

	
1

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] *




	
It. Male

	
ns

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] **

	
ns

	
1

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] **




	
Tk. Female

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns

	
1

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] *




	
Tk. Male

	
ns

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] *

	
ns

	
1

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] **




	
Pri. Confidence

	




	
It. Female

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] *

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] *

	
ns

	
1

	
ns




	
It. Male

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns

	
1

	
ns




	
Tk. Female

	
[image: there is no content] *

	
ns

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] **

	
ns

	
1

	
ns




	
Tk. Male

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] **

	
ns

	
1

	
ns




	
Pri. Concerns

	




	
It. Female

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] **

	
ns

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] *

	
ns

	
1




	
It. Male

	
ns

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] **

	
[image: there is no content] *

	
[image: there is no content] **

	
ns

	
1




	
Tk. Female

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] *

	
[image: there is no content] *

	
ns

	
1




	
Tk. Male

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns

	
[image: there is no content] **

	
ns

	
1








Pearson r correlation, *: p < 0.05, **: p < 0.01, ns: not significant.








The age of the participants appears to have no significant effects. The only exception is related to the Turkish female sample where a weak relation emerged between age and privacy confidence.



Education appears to be related to the sense of community only in the Italian sample. In particular, it showed quite an interesting reversed effect regarding gender for Italian males, where we obtained a negative correlation explaining about [image: there is no content] of the variance which suggested that males with a higher education are characterized by a lower sense of community. However, the Italian females reported a positive correlation between the two measures explaining the [image: there is no content] of the variance. For what concerns the privacy construct, education appears to affect only the Italian female perception. In particular, we always obtained a negative correlation accounting for [image: there is no content] and [image: there is no content] of the variance respectively for privacy confidence and privacy concerns.



The sense of community correlation structure shows interesting features as well. First of all no significant correlation appears to relate the sense of community with privacy and participation for the females disregarding nationality. On the contrary, the male sub-samples both reports positive correlations between sense of community and participation confidence with higher values for Italians ([image: there is no content]), and lower values for Turkish students ([image: there is no content]). While an opposite behavior appears to characterize the relation with the participation concerns, with values respectively of [image: there is no content] for Italians, and of [image: there is no content] for Turkish males. Only the Italian males show a significant positive correlation between sense of community and privacy concerns ([image: there is no content]). In order to evaluate the non-trivial relationships existing between concerns and confidence for both the participation and privacy perceptions, we explicitly took into account all the correlation structures describing such sub-measures separately.



The participation confidence appears to be significantly and negatively related to the participation concerns only within the Italian females sub-sample, explaining [image: there is no content] of the variance. For what concerns the relationship between participation and privacy confidence, all the sub-samples report positive correlations with the only exception of the Italian males, suggesting how an increment in the first produces a coherent change in the second. In particular, the Turkish females show the higher correlation ([image: there is no content]), and the Turkish males the second one ([image: there is no content]), with the Italian females that report the weakest relation ([image: there is no content]). Finally the participation confidence is even related with the privacy concerns for Italian males ([image: there is no content]), and Turkish females ([image: there is no content]). In brief, the participation concerns are reported to correlate with the privacy concerns, and not with the privacy confidence for all the investigated sub-samples. All the correlations here are between [image: there is no content] and the [image: there is no content].




2.2.2. Sense of Community: Nationality and Gender Effects


The effects of nationality and gender, as well as their interaction on the sense of community were evaluated by means of ANOVA analysis. As reported in Table 6, no differences emerge regarding the gender, nor the interaction between nationality and gender. The only factor affecting such a dimension appears to be the nationality, even if the effect is very moderate explaining just [image: there is no content] of the variance, with the Italian sub-sample reporting a higher value.



Table 6. In table the best ANOVA model for the dependent variable Sense of Community, considering the factors gender and nationality, is reported.







	
Sense of Community




	
Factor

	
F

	
Sign

	
[image: there is no content]






	
Nationality

	
6.4

	
p < 0.05

	
0.035 (3.5 %)




	
Gender

	
1.2

	
ns

	
0.007 (0.7%)




	
Nat*Gen

	
1.5

	
ns

	
0.009 (0.9%)











2.2.3. Participation Dimensions: Nationality and Gender Effects


Confidence and concerns sub-measures concerning participation were separately analyzed by ANOVA (Table 7), in order to estimate the role of nationality and gender on the two dimensions. For both categories, gender and interaction vs. gender and nationality do not have statistically significant effects, while again nationality appears to be the only factor impacting on such dimensions. In both the cases, the cultural differences seem to account for approximately [image: there is no content] of the variance. In particular, both the participation confidence as well as the participation concerns appear to be significantly higher within the Turkish sample.



Table 7. In table the best ANOVA model for the variables connected to the participation dimension (i.e., confidence & concerns) are presented, considering the factors gender and nationality.







	
Participation Confidence




	
Factor

	
F

	
Sign

	
[image: there is no content]




	
Nationality

	
20.7

	
p < 0.01

	
0.105 (10.5 %)




	
Gender

	
0.1

	
ns

	
0.001 (0.1%)




	
Nat*Gen

	
1.8

	
ns

	
0.010 (1%)




	
Participation Concerns




	
Factor

	
F

	
Sign

	
[image: there is no content]




	
Nationality

	
20.1

	
p < 0.01

	
0.102 (10.2 %)




	
Gender

	
0.1

	
ns

	
0.001 (0.1%)




	
Nat*Gen

	
0.6

	
ns

	
0.009 (0.9%)











2.2.4. Privacy Dimension: Nationality and Gender Effects


In Table 8 the best predicting model linking the nationality and gender factors to the sub-scales related to the privacy dimension (i.e., confidence and concerns) is reported. In these cases, we obtained a significant effect both on nationality as well as on gender, and again no effects were revealed about the interaction between the factors of interest. In particular, nationality explains [image: there is no content] for the privacy confidence, and the [image: there is no content] of the privacy concerns. In both cases, again the Turkish sample is characterized by higher values. In regards to gender, females reported higher values for privacy concerns, and lower values for privacy confidence, respectively explaining [image: there is no content] and [image: there is no content] of the total variance.



Table 8. In table the best ANOVA model for the variables connected to the privacy dimension (i.e., confidence & concerns) are presented, considering the factors gender and nationality.







	
Privacy Confidence




	
Factor

	
F

	
Sign

	
[image: there is no content]




	
Nationality

	
22.6

	
p < 0.01

	
0.114 (11.4 %)




	
Gender

	
15.8

	
p < 0.05

	
0.083 (8.3%)




	
Nat*Gen

	
1.3

	
ns

	
0.007 (0.7%)




	
Privacy Concerns




	
Factor

	
F

	
Sign

	
[image: there is no content]




	
Nationality

	
28.9

	
p < 0.01

	
0.141 (14.1 %)




	
Gender

	
3.7

	
p < 0.05

	
0.021 (2.1%)




	
Nat*Gen

	
0.1

	
ns

	
0.001 (0.1%)











2.2.5. Semantic Differential about Participation and Privacy


Very interesting results emerged from the semantic differential analysis regarding the nationality and gender as well as their combined effect. Table 9 reports only the significant effects, that nevertheless appear to be present in both cases (i.e., semantic differential related to privacy and participation separately) for 8 dimensions out of the original 10. Some dimensions are characterized by moderate effects, with an explained variance ranging between [image: there is no content] and [image: there is no content]. It is worth noting some dimensions appear as strongly affected by the nationality factor. For instance the concept of participation appears to elicit impressive differences, with “bad-good” accounting for [image: there is no content] of the total variance, “dirty-clean” for [image: there is no content], and “useless-useful” for [image: there is no content]. Even the privacy concept appears differently represented by the two cultural samples, with "personal-social" dimension explaining [image: there is no content], “useless-useful” [image: there is no content], “dirty-clean” [image: there is no content], and “bad-good” [image: there is no content]. In particular, as reported in Figure 1 and Figure 2, the Italian sample seems to perceive the participation concept as more “clean”, “good” and “useful” compared to the Turkish sample. The same effects are reported for the privacy concept with the only exception of the dimension “personal-social”, in which the Turkish sample perceives “privacy” as more social than the Italians.



Table 9. In table the best ANOVA models for the variables connected to the semantic differentials about both Participation and Privacy are presented, considering the factors gender and nationality. Statistical significance (p) is reported in table as follows: *: <0.05 and **: <0.01.







	
Participation




	
Dimension

	
Factor

	
F

	
[image: there is no content]




	
Warm-Cold

	
Nationality

	
4.7 *

	
0.026 (2.6 %)




	

	
Nat*Gen

	
5.5 *

	
0.031 (3.1%)




	
Dirty-Clean

	
Nationality

	
177.6 **

	
0.502 (50.2 %)




	
Safe-Dangerous

	
Nat*Gen

	
7.3 **

	
0.040 (4.0%)




	
Bad-Good

	
Nationality

	
277.8 **

	
0.612 (61.2 %)




	

	
Gender

	
12.3 **

	
0.065 (6.5%)




	
Useless-Useful

	
Nationality

	
153.0 **

	
0.465 (46.5 %)




	

	
Gender

	
15.2 *

	
0.080 (8.0%)




	
Imp.-Unimportant

	
Nationality

	
7.4 **

	
0.041 (4.1 %)




	

	
Nat*Gen

	
11.2 **

	
0.060 (6.0%)




	
Personal-Social

	
Nationality

	
18.8 **

	
0.096 (9.6 %)




	

	
Gender

	
8.4 **

	
0.045 (4.5%)




	
Concrete-Abstract

	
Nationality

	
63.9 **

	
0.266 (26.6 %)




	
Privacy




	
Dimension

	
Factor

	
F

	
[image: there is no content]




	
Warm-Cold

	
Nationality

	
12.6 **

	
0.067 (6.7 %)




	

	
Gender

	
4.5 *

	
0.025 (2.5%)




	
Dirty-Clean

	
Nationality

	
138.6 **

	
0.441 (44.1 %)




	
Bad-Good

	
Nationality

	
199.4 **

	
0.404 (40.4 %)




	
Fun-Boring

	
Nationality

	
9.1 **

	
0.049 (4.9 %)




	
Useless-Useful

	
Nationality

	
145.2 **

	
0.452 (45.2 %)




	

	
Gender

	
4.2 *

	
0.023 (2.3%)




	

	
Nat*Gen

	
5.2 *

	
0.028 (2.8%)




	
Imp.-Unimportant

	
Gender

	
4.1 *

	
0.023 (2.3 %)




	
Personal-Social

	
Nationality

	
148.6 **

	
0.458 (45.8 %)




	

	
Nat*Gen

	
4.9 *

	
0.027 (2.7%)




	
Concrete-Abstract

	
Nationality

	
5.5 *

	
0.030 (3.0 %)













3. Discussion


The psychological constructs of Participation and Privacy are currently among the most interesting psychological concepts to investigate. The growing multi-disciplinary literature about them, ranging from engineering to complex systems and social sciences, witnesses the impact of ICT on modern human society, and in general on every new kind of interactions among people and groups [43,44,45]. Many societal dynamics, from the microscopic interaction within families to the macroscopic cultural and sociological movements involving people from all over the world, are based on the same human tendencies of interaction with others by means of the adoption of cultural and personal dependent strategies of coping. From the “Arab spring” in 2010, to the “Occupy Wall Street movements” in 2011, and the recent protests in Turkey (i.e., from Taksim square protests to the recent coup), the Internet has been considered by many commentators as one of the fundamental ingredients. Of course the connection between people, especially within the younger generations, has provided new incentives and mainstreams that have nurtured the protest movements. On the other hand, such events could be considered as a direct consequence of the changes produced by Internet on its users. Actually, from this point of view it seems very hard to clarify the role of the world wide web on such cultural and societal changes, while it seems more reasonable to take into account both the dynamics described above. Human beings change in order to satisfy environmental requirements (i.e., increasing their adaptation), to negotiate social constructs, norms and behaviors useful to communicate, interact and solve problems with others as well as represent elements affecting and actively changing the environment they belong to. For instance, the spreading of social networks in the last few years required non-digital natives to make a great effort to adapt to such a brand new social order, while it profoundly shaped the social skills and attitudes of digital natives. Such a double process (i.e., to adapt old strategies to new tasks, and to adopt new concepts and habits) is not just a question of age (i.e., digital natives vs non-digital natives), but it represents a double process acting in different degrees within every participant, and in different ways (i.e., with different speed and effectiveness) along the different cultures, and socio-demographic clusters. In general, it is expected that the dynamics of such changes will define new interesting scenarios and phenomena, and of course both the spreading of new concepts and social negotiations of old habits and norms will continue to determine societal as well as personal changes.



The hypotheses of our study moved from the basic assumption that the “fluid” human perception of socially-negotiated concepts like Participation and Privacy, can differ a lot between two different cultural groups, depending on structural differences of the cultures and on different recent events affecting the university students participating in the survey.



The Turkish and the Italian cultures have ancient common roots, and could be both considered as European cultures even if with a very different recent history. Finally, the different role of gender within the two cultural groups was considered and evaluated in the multivariate analysis.



The two sub-samples appeared as comparable regarding the size, average age and gender balance. With the age that actually presented very little dispersion around the average values, and that can be considered as a constant describing a very specific social cluster (i.e., those of the university students from a medium size city). Consequently, it is not surprising that no significant correlations emerged concerning age. The only correlation with the age variable is reported in the Turkish female sub-sample as affecting the Privacy Confidence. The older the participant is the greater is her confidence and trust in the concept of Privacy (Table 5).



The education variable represents the number of formal years of study accomplished by the participants, and the different distribution of the two sub-samples is due only to the different organization of the two educational systems. For this reason only the Italian sample presents significant correlations between the education variable and the operative dimensions. The opposite relationship between gender and sense of community is very interesting. In the Italian male sub-sample a negative correlation is revealed, while in the female one a significant positive correlation is present. Moreover in the Italian sample, the males are characterized by a negative correlation between sense of community and education, while the Italian females show the opposite trend. The Privacy sub-dimensions, confidence and concerns, show a negative correlation in age only for Italian females, and consequently appear to reduce both their confidence and concerns about Privacy with the increase of education.



The sense of community dimension shows very interesting relation patterns within our sample, reporting significant correlations only for the male sub-samples, and not always in the same direction. The Participation concept is perceived as more positive and trustworthy as the sense of community increases, the same effect acts on Italian male sub-samples even for the concerns, while it presents an opposite effect on the Turkish male sub-sample (i.e., the concerns about participation decrease with the increase of sense of community). Finally the Italian sub-sample presents a positive correlation between the sense of community and Privacy concerns scores (Table 5).



In general, it is interesting to observe how the results of the correlation matrix between Participation and Privacy measurements are quite empty. In particular, larger correlations were expected between the confidence and concerns sub-measures. Such data indicates the multi-structured and complex architecture of the concepts under scrutiny and how in different cultures their interplay could not be easy to reveal or predict.



In order to evaluate the interplay between gender and culture on the study variables of our study (i.e., sense of community, participation and privacy concerns and confidence), we conducted a series of separate ANOVA in order to test the effects of the factors as well as of their interaction.



The sense of community does not appear to differ much regarding the nationality ([image: there is no content]), and the gender does not play a significant role in the interaction between gender and nationality. In other words, the two cultures appear to be comparable in terms of sense of community.



On the contrary, more relevant differences are detected regarding the Participation and Privacy measures. The ANOVA investigating the gender and nationality effects on the sub-scores of the Participation scale (Table 7) reports that around the [image: there is no content] of the variance is explained by the nationality factor. In particular, both the confidence and the concerns about participation are significantly higher in the Turkish sample. A greater portion of the variance is explained by the ANOVA investigating such effects on the Privacy sub-scores. Concerning this construct respectively [image: there is no content] and the [image: there is no content] are associated with the nationality, again indicating the Turkish sub-sample as more confident and concerned about Privacy (Table 8). Finally an effect of the gender is revealed as explaining respectively the [image: there is no content] and the [image: there is no content] of the variance of Privacy confidence and concerns sub-scores, with the Females reporting always a lower score.



The most fascinating results are those produced by the semantic differential measures. Even in this case a series of ANOVA were conducted analyzing every dimension presented by the semantic differential, considering the gender and the nationality as independent factors of variance. The Fisher’s Fs and the Etas squared reported in table 8 delineates impressive differences in the perception of such concepts always mainly related to the nationality (i.e., the culture).



Both the perception of the Participation and Privacy appear to be affected by nationality and gender; in particular, in 8 cases out of 16 the explained variance (i.e., the entity of the difference explained by the factors) is under [image: there is no content]. Surprisingly the other 8 cases report an explained variance ranging between the [image: there is no content] and the [image: there is no content].



For what concerns Participation, it seems that Italians perceive it as a more “clean”, “good”, “useful” and “social” than Turkish, with no significant difference to gender. Among the samples, there are no significant differences on the perceived importance, warmness, easiness and perceived “fun” related to the experience of participating. The fact that Turkish people perceive it as more “dirty”, “concrete”, “bad”, “useless” could be related to the recent experiences of the Taksim square protests in which really violent clashes happened.



As regards to the concept of Privacy, it seems that the Italians perceive it as a more “useful”, “good”, “clean” and “personal” concept than the Turkish students. In order to appreciate these results with a cultural interpretation, we wanted to highlight the key role that the recent Italian mass media and political debates have given to the concept of privacy. In fact, the Italian political agenda in the recent years has been highly focused on a privacy regulation, especially regarding important legal topics. This concern has led to a more developed concept of privacy, highly related to the concept of "human rights that need to be respected and protected" as found in the definition provided by the main Italian dictionary (Treccani dictionary). This concept of privacy as a right is not stressed at the same level for example in the current English definition, which stresses more the perspective of an “ability of an individual or group to seclude themselves” (Wikipedia), demonstrating how this concept is still in development and culturally shaped and variable. The fact that the Turkish students perceive the construct of Privacy as more “useless”, “social”, “dirty” and “bad” could be given to the fact that this concept is quite new to them. In fact, the word “privacy” is not in the main Turkish dictionaries at the moment and even the literal translation of this term in this language (“gizlilik”) needed a well-structured explanation to make it comprehensible to the Turkish sub-sample. We believe that a better understanding of the dynamics underneath the use of ICT tools can provide us the necessary knowledge in order to shape these environments in a more efficient way (i.e., taking into account cultural, gender and historical differences), strengthening positive features and mitigating the negative ones.



Main limitation to this study is the fact that the questionnaires aimed to assess Participation and Privacy constructs are used for the first time. Nevertheless, since measures for both constructs are actually lacking, authors believe that those instruments should be taken in consideration for next studies. Another important limitation for the study is the lack of an instrument assessing cultural traits, especially to show differences and similarities between Mediterranean cultures. Authors decided to refer directly to nationality since the recent political escalations in Turkey and Italy provided interesting contexts for the research. Another relevant limitation to the used instruments is that studies using Sense of Community measures suggest caution in the interpretation because of the nature of the construct.




4. Conclusions and Future Work


While ICT tools are becoming everyday more important in our lives, a proper analysis of their effects on societal dynamics is still developing. The increasing use of social media as a tool to communicate with large groups and the possibility for everyone to use them to broadcast messages and opinions all over the world are changing our ways of thinking about information, providing brand new ways to interpret reality and previous limitations to shared knowledge. Social media are in fact playing a crucial role in shaping not only our daily routine but also worldwide assets. While this paper was still in development the political asset in so many different countries has changed so quickly that we couldn’t imagine just 10 years ago: from the “Arab Spring” movements to the more recent anti-coup movements in Turkey ICT has provided the tools for many people to stand up and make their voices heard. We wanted to assess whether the use of this tools and the role social media had during recent historical events shaped the perception that people have about them. In particular, we developed two scales to assess the perception of online participation and online privacy in order to estimate in which case people are perceiving ICT use as a threat or as a resource while engaging debates online. To understand this historic change in communication, it is important for us to estimate not only the use of internet tools but also how the use of ICT tools is perceived by users. It is in fact reasonable to think that the recent history of a country, in which social media had a key role in shaping the national asset, shaped the perception that people living in that country have of these tools in terms of confidence and concerns about their use. Standing to this, users’ perception on ICT’s trustworthiness could somehow provide us an indicator of the level of democracy and freedom experienced by people, or even of the probability that these people have to organize social movements online. This paper represents, of course, just a first step in this direction, but future perspectives and developments are fascinating and could benefit of the raising literature on the subject. Future works could, of course, take into account different cultures from the two examined in this paper. Another interesting development could be made by connecting the social dimensions assessed in this paper with the cultural dimensions provided by Hofstede (CITARE) in order to link features assigned to ethnicity to a more precise cultural dimension.
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Appendix A


Participation Scale


General Instructions: Dear participant as follows you will find a list of ten dimensions, each of them bound by two opposite adjectives potentially describing the concept of “Participation”. Please provide a check on a single value along the dimension (from +5 on left to +5 on right) for each dimension, filling in the entire chart. In order to answer properly, please consider the vocabulary definition of the word “Participation” reported below. Thank you.



Participation Definition: Participation refers to different mechanisms for the public to express opinions—and ideally exert influence—regarding political, economic, management or other social decisions. Participation can take place along any realm of human social activity, including economic (i.e., participatory economics), political (i.e., participatory democracy or parpolity), management (i.e., participatory management), cultural (i.e., multiculturalism) or familial (i.e., feminism).



Please answer the following questions regarding your opinion about Participation. Please refer to your personal knowledge and try to describe your general approach instead of your specific past experiences. If you have no previous experience regarding participation, please refer to the given definition.



(Answer style: 1: absolutely no, 2: a little, 3: moderately, 4: a lot, 5: very much)



	
1. I think that engaging personally in something is in general costly and frequently not efficient.



	
2. I like being part of my community life.



	
3. Whenever I can, I prefer to delegate important things to others.



	
4. Everyone should be actively engaged in the administration of their world.



	
5. To be participative on the web is not frequently effective.



	
6. The web represents a great opportunity to activate people concerning important topics.



	
7. Social networks engagement is risky because some people could unfairly exploit the efforts of others.



	
8. Initiatives promoted within social networks could make the world a better place.



	
9. Too much active participation on social networks can be psychologically and socially damaging.



	
10. Participating in social networks makes me connect with people who improve the quality of my life.






Scoring: Even questions are about Concerns, while odd questions are about affordance. Consequently the scores of the two subscales are obtained just summing the two series of items as follows:

	
Participation Concerns: 1 + 3 + 5 + 7 + 9



	
Participation Affordance: 2 + 4 + 6 + 8 + 10









Privacy Scale


General Instructions: Dear participant as follows you will find a list of ten dimensions, each of them bound by two opposite adjectives potentially describing the concept of “Privacy”. Please provide a check on a single value along the dimension (from +5 on left to +5 on right) for each dimension, filling in the entire chart. In order to answer properly, please consider the vocabulary definition of the word “Privacy” reported below. Thank you.



Privacy Definition: Privacy is the ability of an individual or group to seclude themselves, or information about themselves, and thereby express themselves selectively. The boundaries and content of what is considered private differ among cultures and individuals, but share common themes. When something is private to a person, it usually means that something is inherently special or sensitive to them. The domain of privacy partially overlaps security, which can include the concepts of appropriate use, as well as protection of information. Sometimes, defined as the most private part of a person’s life, that he or she has the right to defend.



Please answer the following questions regarding your opinion about Privacy. Please refer to your personal knowledge and try to describe your general approach instead of your specific past experiences. If you have no previous experience regarding privacy, please refer to the given definition.



(Answer style: 1: absolutely no, 2: a little, 3: moderately, 4: a lot, 5: very much)



	
1. I am concerned about sharing my personal information.



	
2. I usually disclose certain information about myself easily.



	
3. I am worried about someone using my personal data.



	
4. Providing information about myself is useful for my social life.



	
5. I think it is very dangerous to share personal codes on the web (i.e., credit card number, user passwords)



	
6. I am able to manage properly my information on the web.



	
7. On social networks I am only connected to people I can trust.



	
8. Anyone can view what I share on my social networks.



	
9. Information on my social networks can be recovered and used to damage me.



	
10. It is more comfortable to share personal information on social networks than in real life.






Scoring: Even questions are about Concerns, while odd questions are about affordance. Consequently the scores of the two sub-scales are obtained just summing the two series of items as follows:

	
Privacy Concerns: 1 + 3 + 5 + 7 + 9



	
Privacy Affordance: 2 + 4 + 6 + 8 + 10
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