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The topic of this thesis is online privacy, and the legal regulation of it. Whereas the literature on 

online privacy is still under rapid development, the debate about how to understand law and legal 

regulation is older than the academic field of Sociology of Law. One of the central theoretical 

dichotomies in this field is that between consensus and conflict; whether we view legal regulations 

as developed though discussion and interaction based on common values in society, or if such 

regulations rather are better understood as a manifestation of dominance, enforced by powerful 

actors in society. This division will be central to this thesis, as I will consider both approaches 

when examining the effects the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR).  

The European Commission implemented GDPR in May 2018, with the objective of giving legal 

subjects in the European Union (EU) and the European Economic Area (EEA) the right to access 

and manage their personal data. Due to the territorial scope of the law, and the fact that the law 

included providing individuals with information about the processing of their data, I would argue 

that the GDPR had a greater outreach to the public than what is common for such implementations 

in general. GDPR received a great deal of media coverage in EU and EEA member states, and 

information about the regulation was sent to individuals by all the actors that had collected or/and 

processed data about them.  
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In order to find out if this regulation made any difference for the legal subjects, I have interviewed 

a sample of European internet users about their perception of GDPR. By asking them whether they 

perceived any changes in their attitudes towards digital privacy, or their online behaviour after the 

implementation, I have found that the GDPR has had a very limited effect on the legal subjects. I 

will, based on two different theoretical framework, drawing in the each side of the 

conflict/consensus dichotomy, seek to explore possible explanation of the limited effects GDPR 

has had on the legal subjects.  

  



 VII 

Acknowledgements 

First and foremost, I want to thank the people who made this thesis possible; the participants 

who took the time to share their thoughts on the matter. Thank you for opening up, and helping 

me understand. Thanks also to all the people who helped me in the recruitment process. I owe 

profound gratitude to my supervisor, Vidar Halvorsen. Thank you for sharing your knowledge 

and keeping me on track.  

I also want to thank the Department of Sociology, the Department of Criminology and Sociology 

of Law, at the University of Oslo for giving me the opportunity to move abroad in order to 

expand the focus of my thesis. Thanks to the University of Hamburg and the International Office 

at the Faculty of Business, Economics and Social Sciences for accommodating me. I had the best 

experience, personal and professional, that anyone could ask for.  

Thanks to my friends, family, colleagues and co-students (in both Norway and Germany) for the 

support throughout these past semesters.  

A special thanks to the love and enormous support from my two favorite people, Aafke and 

Emil. I could not have made it without you! 

 

 

 

 

 

Oslo, August 2019 

Hannah Kvamsdal 

  



 VIII 

Contents 

Abstract .......................................................................................................................................... V 

Acknowledgements ...................................................................................................................... VII 

1 Introduction ............................................................................................................................. 1 

1.1 The research question ....................................................................................................... 2 

1.2 Clarification of concepts .................................................................................................. 3 

1.3 The structure of the thesis ................................................................................................ 4 

2 Background information ......................................................................................................... 6 

2.1 Understanding privacy in the information age ................................................................. 6 

2.2 Privacy paradoxes ............................................................................................................ 8 

2.3 Trade-off or rip-off? ......................................................................................................... 9 

2.4 GDPR and the model of “notice and consent” ............................................................... 10 

3 Theoretical Perspectives ....................................................................................................... 13 

3.1 The consensus approach ................................................................................................. 14 

3.1.1 Introduction to the consensus approach .............................................................................. 14 

3.1.2 A framework of contextual integrity ................................................................................... 15 

3.1.3 Applying the framework ..................................................................................................... 16 

3.2 The conflict approach ..................................................................................................... 17 

3.2.1 Introduction to the conflict approach .................................................................................. 17 

3.2.2 Surveillance Capitalism ...................................................................................................... 18 

3.2.3 The dispossession cycle ...................................................................................................... 20 

3.3 Summary ........................................................................................................................ 21 

4 Methodology ......................................................................................................................... 22 

4.1 Recruitment .................................................................................................................... 22 

4.1.1 Who to recruit ..................................................................................................................... 23 

4.1.2 How to recruit ..................................................................................................................... 23 

4.1.3 Descriptive information about the selection ....................................................................... 25 

4.2 The semi-structured interview ........................................................................................ 25 

4.3 Interview style and guide ............................................................................................... 26 

4.3.1 The role of the researcher .................................................................................................... 26 

4.3.2 Execution ............................................................................................................................ 27 



 IX 

4.3.3 Managing interview data ..................................................................................................... 28 

4.4 Ethical considerations .................................................................................................... 29 

4.5 Conducting the analysis ................................................................................................. 29 

5 Analysis................................................................................................................................. 31 

5.1 Introduction .................................................................................................................... 31 

5.2 Definitions and concerns ................................................................................................ 32 

5.2.1 The meaning of the word .................................................................................................... 32 

5.2.2 A concern for privacy ......................................................................................................... 33 

5.3 Digital privacy ................................................................................................................ 36 

5.3.1 Careful when sharing .......................................................................................................... 36 

5.3.2 Appropriate flows of information ....................................................................................... 39 

5.4 Resistance ....................................................................................................................... 44 

5.4.1 A pressure to share .............................................................................................................. 44 

5.4.2 Actions of privacy protection .............................................................................................. 46 

5.5 The introduction of the GDPR ....................................................................................... 48 

5.5.1 Familiarity ........................................................................................................................... 48 

5.5.2 Effects of GDPR ................................................................................................................. 48 

5.5.3 Possibilities for a positive change ....................................................................................... 50 

6 Conclusion and discussion .................................................................................................... 54 

6.1 Nuancing the lack of effect ............................................................................................ 54 

6.2 Theoretically explaining the main findings .................................................................... 55 

6.2.1 Conflict approach ................................................................................................................ 56 

6.2.2 Consensus approach ............................................................................................................ 57 

6.3 The privacy paradox; nothing to hide ............................................................................ 59 

6.4 Trade-off or rip-off ......................................................................................................... 59 

6.5 The model of notice and consent.................................................................................... 60 

Appendix I: NSD Approval .......................................................................................................... 68 

Appendix II: Informational sheet .................................................................................................. 71 

Appendix III: Interview guideline ................................................................................................ 73 

Appendix IV: Recruitment flyer ................................................................................................... 74 

 



 1 

1 Introduction 

If you are not paying for the product, you are the product 

The above quote is difficult to detect the origin of, but it can be traced back to time before the 

information age. Even though there today is a tendency to view data collection as an online 

phenomenon, the process of tracking and monitoring other people is as old as society itself. (E.g 

Lyon, 2007, pp. 19-21, Foucault, 1999/1975). Still, the number of ways and the extent to which 

collection of data about an individual is possible have increased significantly with information and 

communication technologies (E.g. Nissenbaum, 2010, Andrejevic & Gates, 2014, Haggerty & 

Ericson, 2006). This goes also for everyday activities such as communicating with friends, or 

buying an item in the store (Kang, 1998 in Nissenbaum, 2010, p. 28). Consider an example of the 

latter; you are going to the store to purchase an item. As you are entering the store, or maybe even 

already on your way there, your presence is likely to be recorded by a surveillance camera (Hempel 

& Töpfer, 2002). If you pay for the item with your bankcard, this payment can also easily be traced 

back to you. Still, even though one might consider this data collection to be extensive, it is nothing 

compared to doing a similar activity online. If you enter an online store, the owners of the domain 

will not only know when you arrived and whether you eventually bought something. They will 

know every single item you look at, and for how long you look at it. They will know exactly what 

advertisement, if any, led you into their online store, and as you close the webpage to enter another, 

you might continue to see the item you purchased, almost as if it is following you around the 

internet. Although this is considered common, we do not necessarily find it comfortable. (Wang 

et al., 2011, and MacDonald and Cranor, 2010a, 2010b) 

There are other ways than tracking your online shopping habits that can be used to determine what 

products you are more likely to buy. Companies such as Google and Facebook have made it their 

business model to turn every aspect of our online behaviour into profit (Zuboff, 2019, p. 9). Even 

though both companies claim that other services, such as a social media platform or a search 

engine, are their main services, their main revenue comes from selling targeted advertisements 

(Zuboff, 2019, p. 9 and Miguel & Casado, 2016, p. 128). They provide services and goods such as 

easily accessible information and platforms of communication, which are free of charge for the 

users. This current model is only possible because people are willing to give up enough personal 
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data for advertising to be targeted. The question is if this is something we do because we view 

personal information as a fair trade-off for free services, or if we do it due to a lack of awareness.  

The lack of legal regulation in this field has meant that information about people’s behaviour has 

been “up for grabs” by anyone who had the knowledge or money to analyse it, and turn the data 

into more profit (Zuboff, 2019, p. 19). One of the main objectives of the General Data Protection 

Regulation (GDPR) introduced in the EU and EEA in 2018 was to “protect[…] fundamental rights 

and freedoms of natural persons and in particular their right to the protection of personal data”. 

(GDPR, Art. 1). The question is whether the design of the regulation, with its focus on individual 

privacy management, has been able to reach its objectives. It is naturally too soon to evaluate this 

in a comprehensive way, but my aim with this thesis is to make a small contribution towards such 

evaluation. In order to do so, I have conducted and analysed interviews with 18 students from 

Norway and Germany within 6 months after the implementation of the GDPR.  

1.1 The research question 

What I aim to find out is the following: 

What effect has the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) had on the attitudes and reported 

habits of its legal subjects? 

In order to answer this research question, I will conduct an analysis guided by the following sub-

questions: 

1. What does the word “privacy” mean to the participants? 

2. How do the participants perceive privacy online? 

3. Are the participants taking measures to limit the access others have to their data? 

4. Are the participants confident about their knowledge of GDPR, and do they recognise any 

difference in their attitudes or online behaviour after the implementation of the GDPR? 

The aim is to contribute to a wider discussion on the reception of new laws and legal frameworks, 

and on whether the perceptions of legal subjects complies with the intentions of lawmakers. We 

will look particularly into how the law is designed: it gives the legal subjects a set of rights, but 

also the individual responsibility to make use of those rights. 
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1.2 Clarification of concepts 

In the following section, I will clarify a set of terms and concepts that are central to this thesis:  

privacy, personal and behavioural data, legal subjects and data brokers.  

In this thesis, the concept of privacy is crucial. I understand privacy as “the access of one actor 

(individual, group, or organization) to another” (Anthony, Campos-Castillo & Horne, 2017, p. 

257). This definition opens up for including the various understandings of the term provided by 

the participants, which will be accounted for the analysis. How individuals perceive privacy is 

central to the thesis question, because it also determines whether we understand it as a right that 

deserves protection, and what type of information we consider private. We will discuss this term 

further in chapter 2, and include in this discussion how information and communication 

technologies can pose challenges to our understandings of privacy.  

Personal data is in the General Data Protection Regulation defined as  

[A]ny information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’); an 

identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by 

reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier 

or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural 

or social identity of that natural person. (GDPR, Art. 4.1) 

In this thesis, I will break up this definition and use the term personal data only for data directly 

connected to a natural person, such as their name, personal number, address, email and phone 

number, also including pictures. Data on what is described as ‘specific factors’ above, I will refer 

to as behavioural data, which is defined as data resulting from a collection of “every aspect of 

human experience” through new technologies (Zuboff, 2019, p. 9). In this thesis, the term will 

include all data collected about a natural person’s habits, behaviour, preferences, contacts and 

whereabouts. I make this distinction between personal and behavioural data because the difference 

between them is relevant and significant for my analysis later on. More specifically, the 

participants in my study view and treat these two types differently. It is important to note that a lot 

of the personal and behavioural data is extracted through a “third party tracking” often referred to 

as “cookies” (Jenab, 2001, p. 645). This means that a person can be tracked by a specific company 

without using services directly provided by them.  
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I will refer to natural persons living in the countries that have implemented the GDPR as legal 

subjects, meaning the persons who are affected by the law. Although this term in other contexts 

also is used to refer to legal entities, such as corporations and organizations, we shall in this thesis 

only use it to refer to natural persons living in an EU or EEA country. When referring to the 

general population in the countries that have implemented the GDPR I will use the term legal 

subjects. When referring to the specific sample in my study, I will use participants or interviewees.   

While the GDPR primarily is a law to protect individuals, most of the articles in the regulation 

concern the work of companies and organizations processing personal information. Matthew Crain 

uses the term data broker industry to refer to transnational companies that “make it their business 

to know everyone’s business” (Crain, 2018, p. 88). This might seem a bit of an unfair definition, 

as all of the companies that will be presented later in this thesis could argue that data collection is 

not their main business, but a way to collect revenue to continue to do their main business. Still, 

for the sake of answering the research question, I find the definition of data brokers useful for 

businesses that collect and analyse personal and behavioural information.  

There are four companies whom are considered to be the drivers in the information age; Google, 

Apple, Facebook and Amazon, often referred to as GAFA (Miguel & Casado, 2016). They are not 

competing against each other as they have a “quasi-monopoly” on different services (2016, p. 127); 

respectively “search, devices, social and commerce” (Schmidt in Schonfeld, 2011). However, they 

all make a revenue through collecting personal and behavioural data (Zuboff, 2019, p. 9), I have 

chosen to use Facebook and Google as the main examples of data brokers. The reason is that they 

are the two companies out of the four that are almost entirely build on the model of providing free 

services in exchange for data (Zuboff, 2019, p. 9 and Miguel & Casado, 2016, p. 128).  

1.3 The structure of the thesis 

In the following chapter (2), I will look closer into the academic field concerned with the 

relationship between law and privacy, with a focus on online privacy and GDPR. I will present 

some of the scholarly debates that I find revenant, and that I believe this thesis can be a contribution 

to. This chapter will serve as a basis for understanding how internet users perceive and manage 

the new regulation. 
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In chapter 3, I will present two different theoretical approaches; each tied to a different side of the 

classical sociological division of consensus and conflict explanations of social phenomena. I will 

present Helen Nissenbaum’s framework of contextual integrity (2010) and Zuboff’s  dispossession 

cycle (Zuboff, 2019), and account for the different explanation their frameworks can provide us 

with. I choose to use two different theoretical approaches to provide a more comprehensive answer 

to the thesis question.  

In chapter 4, Methodology, I will explain the procedures around selecting, recruiting and 

interviewing the participants. Here, I shall also account for changes and decisions I made during 

the data collection process. In a final section of the chapter, I will describe how I went about 

analysing the interviews. This section will also include a discussion of the advantages and 

disadvantages of choosing this particular method.  

For the analysis of the interviews in chapter 5, I will design different topics based on the guiding 

questions presented above. On each of these topics, the participants were asked several questions. 

I will present all the questions, and thereafter present the opinions of the participants, categorized 

into the following groups; (1) those who agreed, or answered positively, (2) those who disagreed, 

or answered negatively, and a final category (3) for those who were not sure, or for other reasons   

did not fit into the two other categories. After presenting the answers. I will summarize some of 

the main findings in each category.  

In chapter 6, I will present the answer to the research question. I will also explain why I draw this 

conclusion, based on the answers I received in the interviews. I will then return to the two 

theoretical approaches presented in chapter 3, and view the findings in light or their theoretical 

frameworks. I will finish with a discussion on how the combination of the two contribute to a 

better understanding of the topic, and present some concluding thoughts about which approach I 

have perceive to best explain my findings.  



 6 

2 Background information 

It is a common conception that technology develops fast, and law develops slowly; as technology 

paves the way, law waits, and then corrects. The problem with navigating through such conception 

is that we might take for granted that the lack of regulation of online data collection up until today 

is due to slow democratic processes alone. It makes us ignore the interests of powerful actors 

profiting from the more or less lawlessness that has existed in the area up until the new European 

privacy regulation, which is the topic of this study. The objectives of this chapter is to present 

some contemporary scholarly debates about some of the central topics and terms relevant for this 

thesis. I will first present the concept of privacy and some of the challenges of privacy in the 

information age, leading us further onto some of the “privacy paradoxes” that has been identified. 

We shall also enter the discussion of privacy as either a right or a commodity, and discuss whether 

privacy management is best understood as a “trade-off” or a “rip-off” for the legal subjects. I will 

present the parts of the GDPR that are relevant for the thesis, and shortly present some arguments 

why such design of “notice and consent” might be problematic.    

2.1 Understanding privacy in the information age 

“Privacy is a concept in disarray. Nobody can articulate what it means.”  

(Solove, 2008, p. 9). 

As mentioned in the introduction, privacy is not an easy term to define. This is due to it being 

context-specific (Nissenbaum, 2010), and contexts are often determined or interpreted by the 

individual. In this thesis, I define privacy as “the access of one actor (individual, group, or 

organization) to another” (Anthony et al., 2017, p. 257). I find this definition of privacy suitable 

for purpose of this thesis, as the definition is a fitted to combine the various understanding of the 

participants. By using such a descriptive definition, I would argue that we are able to discuss 

privacy even when we are met with normative interpretations of the term. Privacy can be 

understood as “a claim, a right, an interest, a value, a preference or merely a state of existence” 

(Nissenbaum 2010:2). In the case of law, privacy is often treated as a right; Article 12 in the 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which is incorporated into many national constitutions 
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including those of Germany and Norway, reads the following:  “No one shall be subjected to 

arbitrary interference with his privacy, family, home or correspondence, nor to attacks upon his 

honour and reputation. Everyone has the right to the protection of the law against such interference 

or attacks” (United Nations, 1948). 

However, we do not need to look far to find actors who seem to disagree that privacy is a 

fundamental human right. In 2012 the founder of Facebook, Mark Zuckerberg announced that 

“privacy is no longer a social norm” (Johnson, 2010). Facebook is not an insignificant actor in this 

game, as the company is benefitting from its users having a specific understanding of privacy.  

Facebook offers its user to “stay connected with friends and family, to discover what’s going on 

in the world, and to share and express what matters to them”1. The data collected from people 

being “connected”, and “sharing” and “expressing” is transformed into revenue. It is clearly 

beneficial for Facebook and other data miners to promote excessive sharing of personal and 

behavioural data as something positive and “pro-social” (Zuboff, 2019, p. 9). However, the 

extensive data collection done by Facebook has led to multiple scandals for the corporation, 

including the most recent one involving the infamous Cambridge Analytica. By combining results 

from personality tests with individuals Facebook activity, including their Facebook friends 

activities, Cambridge Analytica “developed the ability to “micro-target” individual consumers or 

voters with messages most likely to influence their behaviour (Isaak and Hanna, 2018 p. 57). The 

discovery of the usage of such data in the American election campaign created a public outcry, 

and cost Facebook the largest fine ever to be given to a tech company (Wong, 2019). However, do 

such international scandals make people concerned, or more aware about the potential risks to their 

privacy? Despite the Cambridge Analytica scandal allegedly causing a decrease in user activity 

(Hern, 2019), the social network still has more than 2 billion users2. Even though many people say 

that do not support the data collection done by Facebook, they do not really take actions to avoid 

it (Lin, 2018). This is what is often referred to as “the privacy paradox” (Barnes, 2006).   

 

                                                 
1 What services Facebook offers: https://newsroom.fb.com/company-info/ 
2 Number of Facebook member by March, 2019: s https://newsroom.fb.com/company-info/ 
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2.2 Privacy paradoxes 

There are two privacy paradoxes discussed in the literature on digital privacy. The first paradox is 

that teenagers say that they care about privacy, but behave as if they do not (Barnes, 2006). The 

issue concerning youths extensive sharing online without considering visibly has been a topic of 

interest for many scholars (e.g. boyd, 2014, Marwick & boyd, 2014, Madden, Lenhart, Duggan, 

Cortesi, and Gasser, 2013). Although there are differences between different age groups online 

(Pfeil, Arjan, & Zaphiris, 2009) it is important to remember that young people are “digital natives” 

(Prensky, 2001) often have better knowledge about information and communication technologies.  

Still, Barnes argue that the main reason why teenager share so much, even though they claim to 

value privacy, is a problem of interpretation of public and private space; E.g. Teenagers might post 

a picture on a social media, intended for a specific audience, such as their friends. What they do 

not always consider is that the picture might also be visible for their parents, teachers, and other 

“invisible audiences” (boyd, 2008, p. 26) such as data miners engaging in third party tracking. This 

can result in a “context collapse” (Marwick & boyd, 2014, p. 1056) between the various norms 

and values of different social worlds The context collapse might partly be explained by the “opaque 

practices of institutions” making it difficult for the individuals to fully understand the context in 

which they share information about themselves (Hargittai & Marwick, 2016, p. 3737). This is an 

argument supported by Nissenbaum (2010), which is something we will return to in the next 

chapter.   

The second paradox, the “new privacy paradox” is that people claim they have nothing to hide, 

but still choose privacy when they can, and take various measures in order to not be tracked. 

(Adorjan & Ricciardelli, 2019). Drawing on Goffman’s (1959) model of impression management, 

Adorjan & Ricciardelli conclude that young internet users tend to “manage impressions across 

variegated audience” (2019, p. 10), meaning that teens would find ways to make sure their parents 

and teachers would not be able to view online content that was intended for their friends. Still, the 

privacy concerns remains “horizontal”; Teens were managing impressions among their peers 

(family, employers or friends), but did not seem to manage the information they shared “vertically” 

with governments and corporations accordingly (Adorjan & Ricciardelli, 2019, p. 10). The 

participants often explain this behavior with having “nothing to hide”. The argument of having 

“nothing to hide” is a false assumption about the value of privacy (Solove, 2007, p. 758) and could 
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just as easily be flipped around to something like “I have nothing particular I want to show you”. 

Still, it is quite common argument to prove ones innocence, as if privacy were to mean that we are 

hiding something illegal (Solove, 2007, p. 746). Zuboff argues that people make use of the 

“nothing to hide” argument as an attempt to rationalize a situation, as we find no other viable 

option (Zuboff, 2019, p. 11). The problem of such an excuse it that is “denies even the existence 

of a problem” (Solove, 2007, p. 767), and, if privacy is not considered an issue, then why would 

there be any problem collecting personal data? 

2.3 Trade-off or rip-off? 

Many internet users will log in to a social medium like Facebook, Instagram or WhatsApp every 

day (maybe actually never log off), and use Google services like Mail, Maps, Search and Translate 

without paying for anything more than internet access. They are ‘paying’ for these services with 

their data, data that Facebook and Google use to sell advertisers targeted advertisements (Zuboff, 

2019, p. 9, and Miguel & Casado, 2016, p. 128). As we continue to accept the ‘terms and condition’ 

from GAFA and other companies, it might be reasonable to believe that we actually do accept this 

commodification of personal data. Still, as the privacy paradoxes have showed us, people do not 

always consider the “vertically” shared with invisible others. While one could argue this 

commodification turns the consumers into products (Crain, 2018, p. 101), one could also say that 

we are not the products, but merely the sources of information (Zuboff, 2019, p. 10). Zuboff also 

refuses to view the services of the data miners as products of value exchange, but rather views 

such services as “‘hooks’ to lure us into their extractive operations” (2019, p. 10). The harsh truth 

is that the less privacy for members or online users, the easier it is for data miners to make their 

money on what Zuboff refers to as “behavioral surplus” (2019, pp. 96-97), a term we will discuss 

more thoroughly in the following chapter. The current business model of trading data for free 

services might be what we are familiar with, but it is not the only possible way to ensure further 

technological development, as a juxtaposition to slow democratic processes (2019, pp. 104-105). 

It is rather a business model created almost entirely by a very specific social group (2019, p. 85); 

White, American men with a mind-set that it is better to ask for forgiveness than permission. 

Zuboff credits their uprising to Neoliberalism, a socio-political model based on the idea of free 

market capitalism and economic liberalism (2019, pp. 107-112; see also Friedman, 1953, and 
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Hayek, 1948). Even though most western democracies have transparency as a central value, this 

value crumbles in the competition against “the political economy of commercial surveillance” 

(Crain, 2018, p. 88). According to Hull (2015), the entire analogy of trading personal information 

is wrong: ‘‘better than the analogy to a purchase transaction would be an analogy to obtaining free 

medical care in exchange for participating in a trial of a new medical treatment’’ (Strandburg 2013, 

p. 151 in Hull, 2015). The problem is that the internet so far has developed through the model of 

collecting personal and behavioral information in order to give free access to social networks and 

information. This might be the reason that the first law to regulate data miners is following the 

same model of “privacy self-management” (Solove, 2013, p. 1880). As we will see in the next 

section, GDPR is not necessarily a limitation to the commodification of data.  

2.4 GDPR and the model of “notice and consent” 

Before entering into a discussion on how GDPR is executed, I will shortly present the regulation. 

The mission of the General Data Protection Regulation is shortly summarized as the following; 

“This Regulation protects fundamental rights and freedoms of natural persons and in particular 

their right to the protection of personal data” (GDPR, Art. 1.2). Before the GDPR, the Data 

Protection Directive (DPD) adopted in 1995, set the minimum standard for data protection in EU 

and EEA member states. GDPR differs from DPD in several ways. The obvious one is that there 

is a difference between a directive, which works more as guidelines for members states to 

transpose into national legislation (Green, 2017, par. 9), and a legal regulation. Up until the 

implementation of GDPR, not all EU and EEA countries had the same laws of data. The GDPR 

also included more online identifiers in the definition of personal data, such as an IP-address, and 

genetic data. (For comparison, see DPD, Art. 2b. and GDPR, Art. 4.1). Making these changes in 

content and format ensures that all personal data (including what we refer to behavioural data) is 

included in the legislation and that all the EU and EEA citizen has the same rights. According to 

the European Commission a unified law would be better at “protecting the rights, privacy and 

freedoms of natural persons in the EU, and reducing barriers to business by facilitating the free 

movement of data throughout the EU” (ITGP, 2016 p. 12). GDPR was adopted by the EU and 

EEA in April 2016, and became enforceable in May 2018. The regulation contains 99 articles. 

As this thesis will only focus on the rights of citizens, it suffices to present here the rights of the 
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legal subjects as summarized by the European Commission3. Any “data subjects who are in the 

Union” (GDPR, Art. 3.2) have rights to the following: 

1. Information about the processing of your personal data;   

2. Obtain access to the personal data held about you;   

3. Ask for incorrect, inaccurate or incomplete personal data to be corrected;   

4. Request that personal data be erased when it’s no longer needed or if processing it is 

unlawful;   

5. Object to the processing of your personal data for marketing purposes or on grounds 

relating to your particular situation;   

6. Request the restriction of the processing of your personal data in specific cases;   

7. Receive your personal data in a machine-readable format and send it to another controller 

(‘data portability’);   

8. request that decisions based on automated processing concerning you or significantly 

affecting you and based on your personal data are made by natural persons, not only by 

computers. You also have the right in this case to express your point of view and to 

contest the decision.  

 

What we clearly see is that European citizens, and non-citizens who are in the EU and EEA, 

have gained certain rights that they did have, or only had to a limited degree before the 

implementation of the GDPR. The main question of this thesis is to what extent legal subject 

perceive an actual difference and/or make use of these rights. The data brokers, or processers, 

which is the term used in the regulation, are also required to fulfill certain obligations. Most of 

these obligations are related to transparency, such as providing information about what data they 

collect, why and for how long they will store it. Still, there are few limitations to the collection if 

the legal subjects consent to having their data collected. Even though the information provided 

about data collection is to be simplified, this does not mean that people understand it, or know of 

potential consequences of giving up their data (Hoofnagle & Whittington, 2014, and McDonald 

& Cranor, 2010a and 2010b, and Liu, Krishnamurthy, & Mislove, 2011). In addition, if the 

                                                 
3 https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-topic/data-protection/reform/rights-citizens/my-rights/what-are-my-
rights_en 
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access to a much-needed service is at stake, is saying no really an option? Many of these services 

are perceived by individuals as a necessity to take part in everyday life (Barkhuus and Tashiro, 

2010). In 2013, Solove argued that privacy law could not develop without recognizing the 

consent problem in privacy self-management (Solove, 2013, p. 1882). We know that people do 

not really read what they are consenting to before consenting (Nissenbaum, 2010, p. 105). Milne 

and Culnan suggest this is due to a lack of trust; that “[the users] do not trust the Web site to 

comply with its notice” or that they “do not believe the notice itself is an accurate reflection of 

the organization’s information practices” (2014, p. 18). However, one could also argue that the 

user do accept the “terms and conditions” exactly because they trust the data miners not to 

misuse their information, or, as stated above, that they claim to have “nothing to hide”. Either 

way, there is a clear power division between those who collect information, and the ones who are 

subjected to data collection (Lyon, 2007, p. 20, Crain, 2015). The whole idea of privacy self-

management can be understood as a step towards further internalizing of the responsibilities 

(Zuboff, 2019, p. 11, and Hull, 2015); “[P]rivacy self-management isn’t about protecting 

people’s privacy; it’s about inculcating the idea that privacy is an individual, commodified good 

that can be traded for other market goods.” (Hull, 2015, p. 89). As stated in the GDPR, a legal 

subject have the right to “obtain”, “ask for”, “request” and “receive”, which means that they have 

to actively take part in order to control their information. As it is often the case that legal subject 

neither know nor understand the uses to which their data can be put (Hoofnagle & Whittington, 

2014, and McDonald & Cranor, 2010, and Liu et al., 2011), they cannot protect themselves. 

Considering this, regulations like the GDPR could make the consumer even more vulnerable. We 

will return to this discussion, after having analysed the reported perceptions of GDPR among or 

participants. In the following chapter, we will look further into two theoretical approaches that 

each present a different way to understand the role of privacy self-management.  
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3 Theoretical Perspectives 

As there are several perspectives within the field of digital privacy, I have chosen to focus on 

two primary approaches to illustrate how two seemingly different perspectives can nuance a 

conflicting matter. Each of the theoretical frameworks I will present here, represent one side of 

the classical sociological dichotomy of conflict and consensus. The difference between the two is 

how scholars view societal development; through negotiation focused on common values, or as a 

zero-sum game between the interests of various actors (Hammerslev & Madsen, 2013, p. 22). I 

have chosen to apply both approaches in order to offer different ways of understanding any 

reported change, or lack thereof, in legal subjects attitudes and habits after the implementation of 

the GDPR. Nissenbaum views digital privacy as negotiable between actors, depending on 

context (2010), whereas Zuboff perceives privacy as being under threat by different powerful 

online market actors, referred to as “surveillance capitalists” (Zuboff, 2019). Although different 

in their approach, the two perspectives are not to be understood as complete opposites. Both 

scholars stresses the importance of privacy, and they both agree that information age, with its 

rapid technological development, challenges the control the individuals have over the 

information about them. Still, applying their theoretical frameworks and tools, we will end up 

with two different explanation of our findings. Which approach I find to be the most fruitful, will 

be presented in the final chapter.  

In the first part of this chapter, I will focus on the consensus approach. After shortly presenting 

some prominent scholars located within this tradition, I shall introduce the main points of Helen 

Nissenbaum’s Privacy in Context – Technology, Policy, and the Integrity of Social Life (2010), 

including a the theoretical “framework of contextual integrity”, which we will apply later in this 

thesis. In the second part of the chapter, I present the conflict approach, represented by scholars 

known for their contribution to this branch of critical sociology. We will look closer into 

Zuboff’s (2019) critique of contemporary society, though her recent work The Age of 

Surveillance Capitalism – The fight for a human future at the new frontier of power. Here, I shall 

account for Zuboff’s approach to understanding the development of legal regulation such as the 

GDPR as stages in a “dispossession cycle”.  
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3.1 The consensus approach 

3.1.1 Introduction to the consensus approach  

The basic idea in the consensus-oriented approach is that people in general have common 

interests and a mutual solidarity towards others (Hammerslev & Madsen, 2013, p. 22). Solidarity 

is a term often associated with Emile Durkheim (Durkheim, 2013/1902), whom is considered as 

one of the founders of functionalism in sociological theory. The idea within functionalism is that 

social phenomena develops and exist because of its specific effect in society (Dalberg-Larsen, 

2013). Both the functionalist and consensus approach to law is that legal regulations works as 

glue between different groups and “social spheres” (Hammerslev & Madsen, 2013, p. 22). 

Nissenbaum believes “people engage with each other not simply as a human to human relation, 

but in capacities structured by social spheres” (Nissenbaum 2010, p. 130). She builds her 

argument on the importance of social context, as argued for in classical texts by such scholars as 

Talcott Parsons, Erving Goffman, Max Weber and Pierre Bourdieu (see Nissenbaum 2010 p. 

130), (not all of which are considered consensus theorists). Traditionally, the consensus 

argument is represented for example by Max Weber’s argument that laws are made for the 

common good (Weber 2013/1922), or Talcott Parson’s studies of legal practitioners as bridge-

building altruists between state and citizens (Parson, 2013/1952). German sociologist Jurgen 

Habermas is also famous for using this approach in the public debate (1979, 1983). Nissenbaum 

is not an outspoken member of the consensus branch, but I would still categorize her theoretical 

approach as a consensus argument, as the aim is that personal and behavioural information flows 

appropriately between individuals and data miners. She argues that we do not necessarily mind 

that information about us is shared, but that it is being shared “in the wrong ways” and with 

“inappropriate others” (Nissenbaum 2010 p. 142). Privacy is thus not a matter of restraining 

access to information, but rather making sure the flow is appropriate. (Nissenbaum 2010 p. 2) A 

central question within Sociology of Law is whether legal regulations are mostly to the benefit of 

the lawmakers or the legal subjects (Mathiesen, 2005, p. 176). As Nissenbaum seem to hold the 

opinion that such regulations as the GDPR could ensure a clarification of context, and thereby 

ensure privacy, I have chosen to let her represent the consensus perspective for this particular 

topic. I shall in the following section specify Nissenbaum’s argument.  
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3.1.2 A framework of contextual integrity 

The central thesis in Nissenbaum’s book from 2010 is that it is never the type of information we 

share about ourselves that we find problematic. Rather, whether we consider something a 

violation of privacy depends solely on the context in which the information is shared. 

Nissenbaum’s work Privacy in Context: Technology, Policy and the Integrity of Social life 

(2010) has had a big influence on the understanding of privacy online in the American 

intellectual debate (Madrigal, 2012). In her book, Nissenbaum introduces the framework of 

contextual integrity, which can be used both to predict people's reaction to new systems, as well 

as for evaluating the systems themselves (Nissenbaum, 2010, p. 2). A contextual integrity means 

an “appropriate flow of personal information” (2010, p. 127). By systems, Nissenbaum is 

referring to what she calls socio-technical systems, which are “technical systems as they function 

in social context” (2010, p. 184). An example she uses is data mining, which is the system we 

will discuss further. Nissenbaum offers the framework as a descriptive tool to “understand […] 

and predict […] reactions to alterations in information practices, particularly those caused by the 

deployment of information technology” (2010, p. 150). I have chosen to use Nissenbaum as a 

representative for the consensus approach because I want to evaluate a new legal system, which 

has enforced changes in socio-technical systems of data mining.  

Nissenbaum offers no set definition privacy; what privacy means in one context, or between 

some actors, might not be considered as such in another context with other actors. For different 

contexts, there are different informational norms, which are norms “concerned with flow of 

personal information […] from one party to another” (Nissenbaum, 2010, p. 140). Informational 

norms are the “benchmarks of privacy” (2010, p. 150), meaning that when these norms are 

respected, privacy is preserved, but when they are breached, privacy is violated. If something or 

someone transgresses these context-relative informational norms there will be a reaction, often in 

the form of discomfort and resistance from the actor who sent the information, or the actor whom 

the information is about. Simply put; to find out whether an information flow is appropriate or 

considered a violation of someone’s privacy, the question one must ask is “does the practice in 

question violate context-relative informational norms?” (2010, p. 148).  
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3.1.3 Applying the framework 

In order to answer this question, we must identify the four characteristics of the informational 

norms: contexts, actors, attributes and transmission principles. The contexts are the “backdrop” 

of the conditions we act in (Nissenbaum, 2010, p. 141), and they are always connected to a 

bigger context-based norm system. In this thesis, I have limited the context to usage of webpages 

and services offered by Facebook and Google for everyday purposes. Actors are the senders of 

information, recipients of information, and information subjects. The actors can be individuals, 

organizations, companies, groups and so on; however, the information subject (whom the 

information is about) is always an individual (2010, p. 151). In this thesis, the participants are 

identified as both the information subjects and the senders of information. The receivers are in 

reality the data brokers, although not always considered to be by the senders and information 

subjects, hence the term “context collapse” (Marwick & boyd, 2014, p. 1056), referred to in 

chapter 2, which will be discussed more later in the thesis. The third characteristic, attributes, are 

the type of information, or the nature of the information, shared between the actors. In our case, 

the attributes are personal information and behavioural information. The last characteristic of 

context-relative informational norms are transmission principles, which are the “terms and 

conditions” under which an informational transaction occurs (Nissenbaum, 2010, p.145). An 

example of this can be confidentiality, or reciprocity. Whether these examples can be identified 

as the ruling transmission principle in relation to the implementation of GDPR will be discussed 

more thoroughly in chapter 6. These characteristics are complex and interconnected, and 

Nissenbaum admits that considering all of them are like “juggling balls in the air” (2010, p. 145). 

Still, by specifying the values of all of the parameters, one can assess the privacy impact of an 

information flow.  

What I will look for when analysing the data is what Nissenbaum refers to as “entrenched 

informational norms” (Nissenbaum, 2010, p. 187). Such norms set in when “activities and 

practices are likely to provoke privacy concerns” (2010, p. 187). Breaching privacy is often not a 

goal in itself, but a consequence of conflicting values. The value can be security, like when we 

are accepting our fingerprints to be registered in exchange for being allowed to enter the country, 

or it could be financial profit. A value could also be financial, like accepting collection of 

behavioural data in order to access Facebook free of charge. To identify entrenched 
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informational norms, Nissenbaum suggests following the three steps of the framework of 

contextual integrity; explanation, evaluation and prescription (Nissenbaum, 2010, p. 190). The 

objectives of the first step is to explain when a new system or practice occurs. In order to provide 

the explanation we need to clarify the characteristics of context-relative informational norms: 

What the context is; whether any actors (sender, recipient, subjects) have been affected; whether 

there have been changes to the attributes; and whether relevant transmission principles have been 

violated. If a violation of informational norms seems to have occurred, an evaluation is required, 

which means we have to compare “altered flows in relation to those that were previously 

entrenched” (2010, p. 190). In the case of GDPR, we know that the new set of laws have 

enforced some changes in the socio-technical system of data mining. It does not mean that data 

miners can no longer extract information, but they need the senders of information to “notice and 

consent” to data collection. Looking back at the four characteristics, I would argue there is no 

change in actors and attributes. What we will return to is the discussion is whether the 

transmission principles has changes with the enforced system of “notice and consent”. We shall 

also return to the problem of “context collapse” (Marwick & boyd, 2014, p. 1056) that might 

occur when a context appear to be incomplete” (Nissenbaum, 2010, p. 191). The third stage of 

prescription will not be considered in this thesis, as it reaches outside of the scope of the research 

question.  

3.2 The conflict approach 

3.2.1 Introduction to the conflict approach 

Contrary to the consensus approach, conflict theory focuses more on power inequality and 

dominance, and often perceives law and law makers more as part of a power play lead by 

dominant groups in society, who have an interest of staying powerful (Hammerslev & Madsen, 

2013, p. 22). Marxist theory is a typical example within this tradition. Even though Marx never 

had a particular interest in sociology of law (2013, p. 22), he has influenced the field with his 

focus on dominance in social relations, enforced by the socio-economical model idea capitalism 

(Marx 1962, in Hammerslev & Madsen, 2013, p. 182). Zuboff’s draws on Marx to develop the 

theoretical term of “surveillance capitalism” (Zuboff, 2019, p. 9), which we will discuss later in 
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this section. The term “surveillance” is defined by Lyon as “focused, systematic and routine 

attention to personal details for the purposes of influence, management, protection or direction” 

(Lyon, 2007, p. 14). I have chosen to use the term “data collection” in this thesis, rather than 

surveillance, as the term often is used with negative connotations. Still, Lyon argues that 

surveillance is not always negative, as it might for instance also involve “incentives or reminders 

about legal requirement” (2007, p. 15). However, within the conflict oriented strand of thinking, 

such systematic attention towards individuals is generally considered as a tool of dominance. A 

scholar known for his contribution to critical sociology (including multiple other disciplines) is 

Foucault. Foucault’s works on discipline and surveillance, particularly the image of Panopticon 

(1999/1975), has been adopted into surveillance studies. The idea is that the “disciplinary gaze” 

makes us internalize a behaviour preferred by the surveillers (Lyon, 2007, p. 57). The famous 

quote “visibility is a trap” (Foucault, 1979, p. 248) is similar to Zuboff’s approach to the matter 

of privacy, something we will discuss later in relation to the “nothing to hide” mind-set. 

Although Zuboff does not mention Foucault, she admits drawing her argument on classical social 

scientists such as Durkheim and Weber (Zuboff, 2019, p. 22), both of which were mentioned as 

scholars related to the consensus approach. This illustrates that the approaches represented are 

not theoretical opposites; rather two different starting points used order to shed light on the 

matter of digital privacy.   

3.2.2 Surveillance Capitalism 

Like Nissenbaum, Zuboff too focuses on the importance of context, but more on a societal level. 

Zuboff divides the history of modern society into two “modernities” in order to explain the 

context that enabled industrial and technological developments. The first modernity was the 

development of mass production, led and symbolized by one particular company: Ford. The 

second modernity is that of mass extraction, also invented and led by one particular company: 

Google (Zuboff 2019 p. 88). The first modernity is often referred to as the beginning of industrial 

capitalism, and Zuboff names the second modernity the beginning of “surveillance capitalism”, 

first defined as a “new form of information capitalism [that] aims to predict and modify human 

behaviour as a means to produce revenue and market control” (Zuboff, 2015 p. 75). In the 2019 

book, Zuboff presents us with some additional definitions, some which are defining surveillance 

capitalism as not only a system, but also a treat; Surveillance capitalism is “the origin of a new 
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instrumentation power that asserts dominance over society and presents startling challenges to 

market democracy” (Zuboff, 2019, p. VII). This new form of capitalism allows for 

instrumentarianism, a new form of power that “knows and shapes human behaviour toward other 

ends” (2019, p. 8). 

Due to the second modernity development of both individualism and neoliberalism, the fast 

moving tech industry manages to find ways to make revenue of predictions made out of data 

collected about internet users. These predictions are then used both to sell to advertisers, but also 

to create new products that continue to make the system valuable. By combining personal data 

with other information, such as search history and location, and how long a user lets their mouse 

“hoover” over a commercial, Google is able to extract information, analyse it, and use it to 

increase “behavioural surplus” (Zuboff, 2019, pp. 96-97). A lot of the information Google 

inherits is collected without the knowledge and permission of its users. Still, they are able to do 

so as Google and other data brokers operate under an imperative that any information not yet 

monopolized is “up for grabs” and free to be taken and analysed (2019, p. 19). A great example 

of this is Google Street View4: As no one else has claimed a monopoly over public streets and 

space, this information is theirs to take. This is made possible by technological developments and 

the entrepreneurial mind-set of the people developing this technology, but also in combination 

with a series of more ‘arbitrary’ historical events. The most notable of these would be the terror 

attacks on 9/11. As Googles databases were already containing information such as the search 

history of individuals, they were able to help the American government mapping out potential 

terrorists. The way the information was put to use, justified surveillance in the name of security 

(Zuboff, 2019, p. 113, see also Lyon, 2003). The role of Google and other tech giants in the 

aftermaths of 9/11 was vital for them to reach the top of the economic food chain. Since then, 

they had the money and power to stay there. Google is known for spending inconceivable 

amounts on state-level lobbying to avoid their main ways of income being made illegal or 

somehow regulated (Zuboff, 2019, pp. 105, 124). Out of the one million most visited webpages 

in the world, 78% transfers data to a domain owned by Google (Libert, 2015 in Zuboff, 2019, p. 

136). It is with this information in mind that Zuboff develops new theoretical concepts, which I 

will use to detect any lack of resistance to surveillance and reaction to the GDPR. She argues that 

                                                 
4 https://www.google.com/streetview/ 
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we use and accept Google and Facebooks practices not because it is free and convenient, but 

rather due to “the radical social relations that the company declared as facts” (Zuboff, 2019, p. 

19). It is this statement that we will seek to confirm or debunk in this thesis. In order to do so we 

need to clarify how to understand GDPR in this historical development, as a part of a 

“dispossession cycle” (2019, p. 138).  

3.2.3 The dispossession cycle 

GDPR could be seen as a pushback against surveillance capitalism, or at least a way of ensuring 

that individuals are able to evaluate whether a context is appropriate (as argued for using 

Nissenbaum, 2010) However, Zuboff argues that such legal developments are part of a 

“dispossession circle” (Zuboff, 2019, pp. 138-155) that enforces a system beneficial for 

surveillance capitalists. Just like industrial capitalism, surveillance capitalism is a system that 

locks itself into a “continuous intensification” (2019, p. 9), which means that the dispossession 

cycle also continues. In this particular case, we shall only take one ride in this cycle, as the focus 

is specifically on the implementation GDPR. The dispossession cycle follows four steps: The 

first step, incursion, happens as actors use technical capabilities, what Zuboff refers to as 

“machine intelligence”, to “kidnap behavioural surplus” (2019, p. 139). These actors, which we 

in this thesis refer to as data miners, collect information they view to be “up for grabs” as no 

other actors have a legal monopoly on it. As we have seen, behavioural data is the main target of 

data miners. There might be reactions to such collection, but not enough to make a real 

difference. The second step is habituation; we normalize the incursion out of some form of 

agreement, resignation and helplessness (2019, p. 140). As we become adjusted to the result of 

the incursion, we no longer react to it. The third stage, adaption, then follows. In the adaption 

stage, the surveillance capitalists are satisfying the demands of public opinion, government and 

political decisions makers. As we adapt, a new rhetoric is cultivated in the last stage of the cycle: 

redirection. The operations of surveillance capitalists are changed just enough “so that they 

appear to be compliant with social and legal demands” (2019, p. 140). As I analyse my empirical 

data, I will attempt to find evidence of this dispossession cycle as Zuboff explains it, and see 

whether the GDPR is to be identified as redirection, as a result of the the adaption of the 

habituation to the new system of surveillance capitalism. This would mean that the GDPR 

actually enforces surveillance capitalism, rather than ensuring the GDPR’s objective 
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“protect[ing] fundamental rights and freedoms of natural persons and in particular their right to 

the protection of personal data” (GDPR, Art. 1). 

3.3 Summary 

Using the different approaches of Nissenbaum and Zuboff would mean that we provide different 

perspectives in the scholarly debates presented in chapter 2; such has commodification of 

personal and behavioural data, and the model of “notice and consent”. We shall return to this in 

the discussion in chapter 6. Although Zuboff seems to share the objectives of the GDPR, the 

execution of the regulation is more similar to what Nissenbaum suggest. Zuboff treats privacy as 

a fundamental right, whereas Nissenbaum seem to hold the opinion that there are no claim to 

privacy other than that of the individual; we should be free should be free to manage and 

negotiate privacy depending on the context. What they both seem to agree on, however, is that 

individuals do not know enough about the online context to avoid tracking even if they want to. 

The GDPR gave legal subjects the right to “obtain”, “ask for”, “request” and “receive” personal 

and behavioral data, with an objective of “protect[ing] fundamental rights and freedoms of 

natural persons” (GDPR, Art. 1). What I aim to find out is whether GDPR has had any effects on 

the legal subject’s, and I will do so by analysing interviews about the reported attitudes and 

habits within the topic of digital privacy of 18 participants in two of the countries that 

implemented the GDPR in 2018.  
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4 Methodology 

Gathering scientific knowledge is complicated. The goal is often for it to be objective (Bukve, 

2016, p. 20), but this is sometimes unrealistic. In our case, as with many questions in sociology 

of law, the intention is to understand how people perceive or understand law. What I want to do 

is to provide an answer to the following question; what are the effects of the GDPR on the 

attitudes and reported habits on the legal subjects? As presented in the introduction, I have 

created four sub-categories of questions that will help me answer this research question. Shortly 

summarized, the first three questions are about the participants perceptions of privacy and online 

privacy, and about their management personal data. The last questions are specifically about the 

participant’s knowledge and interpretations of the GDPR, and about whether they perceive any 

changes in their attitudes and/or habits after the implementation. (For all questions, see appendix 

III) This thesis is about the participants’ perceptions, and the question cannot provide us with a 

clear, objective answer of the actual effect of the GDPR. What it will provide, however, is 

various opinions, attitudes and reported habits and behaviours. With this aim in mind, I have 

chosen the method of semi-structured interviews. In this chapter, I will go through the process of 

recruiting participants, and describe my sample. I will present the method of semi-structured 

interview, and discuss the benefits and possible challenges of choosing this method. I will also 

present the ethical considerations I have taken into account, before clarifying how the analysis 

was conducted.  

4.1 Recruitment 

Already before I had developed my exact research question, I decided that I would spend half of 

the year in Norway, and the rest in Germany. The plan was from the start to use my semester 

abroad to get a broader perspective on the topic of this thesis. This mobility gave me the 

opportunity to interview students in two different European countries, giving the thesis a 

continental, international scope. The method and interview questions are also affected by the fact 

that my thesis started with the aim of comparing the answers or Norwegian and German internet 

users. I later realized, it would be just at fruitful to analyse the data as whole, rather than a 

comparison, as there are currently few studies on the effect of the GDPR. The decision to 
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interview Norwegians was mainly motivated by my affiliation and network. I then chose 

Germany for a country comparison because, despite it being similar to Norway in respect of law, 

I expected there to be cultural differences in respect of privacy. (Hoppe, 2016). I know from 

experience that Norway is a society with a high level of trust, and having read about privacy in 

Germany, like the topic of Google Street View (McGee, 2010), I figured it was interesting how 

two Western-European countries seemingly had very different approached to the matter.  

4.1.1 Who to recruit 

After deciding on the thesis question, the choice on who to recruit was based on the following 

criteria: I wanted to talk to people who had a reasonable understanding of how the internet works 

from a user perspective; and who were likely to use services like Facebook and Google on a 

daily basis, which would be the “digital natives” (Prensky, 2001) mentioned in the introduction. 

In addition, I wanted to talk to those who were likely to have reflected upon societal structures 

and governing, which could mean people who had a background in social science, business 

or/and economics. Other than that, I needed people who would be willing to take part in a 

scientific interview, and who would be accessible to me as a researcher and a student/exchange 

student. All of these reflections ended in the recruiting of students aged 20-30, studying social 

science, business or/and economics at the University of Hamburg and University of Oslo. This 

type of recruitment is often called a “strategic sample”, as we are recruiting based on specific 

attributes and characteristics that are strategic in relation to the thesis question. (Thagaard, 2011, 

p. 55). By choosing this target group, I also felt confident to find people who speak English well 

enough to express themselves clearly. The interviews were conducted in English in both 

countries, despite my and half of the interviewees’ competence in Norwegian. The thought 

behind this was that if the Norwegian interviewees were to answer in their native language, this 

might have skewed the comparison. Having all the interviews in the same language also made 

the process of analysing easier.  

4.1.2 How to recruit 

Living and studying at the same place and institution as my sample group made getting in touch 

with possible participants easier, and the social network I as a researcher had was crucial in 
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recruitment. I got in touch with participants through using a “snowball method” (Thagaard, 2011, 

p. 56); after first recruiting someone I knew, and conducting an interview with them, I asked 

whether they knew someone else (whom had the same characteristics presented in the last 

section) that they could put me in contact with. In my experience, the benefit of using friends or 

acquaintance in interviews and recruitment is that they are very willing to help out, and that they 

might open up more during an interview. Still, it is important to be aware that it might be harder 

for friends to say no to give their consent. A possible disadvantage of recruiting through the 

network of yourself or others is that you risk ending up only with participants within the same 

social sphere, whom are likely to have similar opinions (Thagaard, 2011, p. 56). I tried to avoid 

this by doing the following; If the first participant would suggest several potential candidates, I 

asked them to put me in contact with someone who differed from the them in other 

characteristics, such as gender, age, or level of degree (bachelor’s/master’s). By asking the 

participants to contact the person they suggested me to recruit next, I also avoided the problem of 

contacting potential new participants without them consenting to me holding their contact 

information.   

Other than asking people directly, or through other participants, I tried some alternative methods, 

like publishing a post in a Facebook group belonging to the social science faculty newspapers at 

the University of Oslo, and putting up a recruitment flyer (see appendix IV) in the library of the 

University of Hamburg. Though this was not very successful, I managed to recruit one 

participant out of each of these attempts. A possible problem with recruiting this way is that 

people willing to take part in the interviews often feel that they are mastering the situation of an 

interview and the topic of the study (Thagaard, 2011, p. 57). People who saw that the thesis was 

about digital privacy in relation to the GDPR might have thought that they did not know enough 

about the topic to take part, and therefore refrain from contacting me. However, as the sample I 

recruited through this alternative method is small, I do not consider this to have any great impact 

on the total data collection.  

The interviews in Norway were conducted in August and September of 2018 in Oslo. The 

interviews in Germany were conducted in the period October to December of 2018 in Hamburg. 

Both of these time periods are the start of the semester at the respected universities, which might 

have made it easier for the students to offer the time for participating in an interview.  Having the 
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opportunity to conduct all the interviews in private rooms on the campus site at both universities, 

made it easier to schedule interviews on a short notice. As all the participants attended classes on 

campus, they did not have to take extra time out of their schedule other than the approximate 

length of the interview (20-30 minutes) I had informed them about. The fact that all the 

interviews were held at the campus of the universities might have added credibility to the study, 

by establishing the connection to the scientific institution.   

4.1.3 Descriptive information about the selection 

The total number of participants in this study is 18. The distribution of Norwegian and German 

participants is equal. Of the nine Norwegian subjects interviewed, five were women, and four 

men, aged between 20 and 26, with a mean of 23,7.  Four of the participants were taking a 

bachelor’s degree, and six a master’s. Of the German subjects interviewed, five were women, 

four were men, aged between 19 and 27, with a mean of 24,7. Four of them were taking a 

bachelor’s degree, and six a masters. All of the participants are registered citizens in the country 

where the interview took place, and some have minority background.  

When I started recruiting, I chose to focus on the students at the faculty of Social Science at the 

University of Oslo. As I got the University of Hamburg, I realized that the faculties where not 

organized in the same manner. Still, I chose to focus my recruitment on the most similar faculty, 

which was the faculty of Faculty of Business, Economics and Social Sciences at the University 

of Hamburg. Due to the composition of the faculties at the respective universities, the line 

studies varied a bit; The Norwegian participants were students of Politics; Culture and 

Communication, Sociology; Development Studies; Human Geography; International Studies; 

and Social Anthropology. The German participants were students of Sociology; Business and 

Administration; Non-Profit studies; Criminology; Socio-Economies; and PEP (Politics, 

Economics and Philosophy).  

4.2 The semi-structured interview 

In order to understand how legal subjects perceive the introduction of GDPR, I needed to apply a 

qualitative method to answer my research question. I wanted to not restrict the participants to 
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understandings and categories created by researcher, and allow them to speak freely, but at the 

same time, it was important that I would be able to compare the answers in order to see if 

participants had different opinions on the same matters. This led me to the decision of 

conducting semi-structured interviews. The method of semi-structured interviews is closely 

connected to phenomenology, which is defined as an attempt to describe social phenomena from 

the perspective of the interviewee, and understand their perception as their reality (Kvale & 

Brinkmann, 2015, p. 45). As stresses earlier, I am not aiming to find out whether the habits of the 

participants actually have changed after the implementation of the GDPR. This would mean that 

I would have to sit next to them and pay close attention to whether they were reading the “terms 

and conditions”, or if they chose to opt-out of tracking when presented with the option. Rather, 

what I want to find out is whether they perceive the GDPR to have made a difference in their 

attitudes and habits when online, exemplified by their everyday usage of services provided by 

Facebook and Google. The method makes it easier for the participants to help decide on the level 

at which the conversation would be, depending on their understanding of the topic. It also makes 

it easier for me as the interviewer to validate what the participants actually mean by asking 

follow-up questions, or ask them to use an example (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015, p. 282, 

Thagaard, 2011, p.89).  

4.3 Interview style and guide 

4.3.1 The role of the researcher 

For me as a researcher, it is important to be aware of how my role and personality might affect 

the information I gather. An interview is different from a conversation between two equal parts; 

it is the researcher who controls and defines the conversation (Kvale & Brinkman, 2015 p. 22). 

Not only were the participants asked questions that none of them, according to themselves, knew 

‘enough’ about, but they were also talking to someone who had thoroughly read up on the topic. 

I believe this discrepancy between the different roles in this interview situation was further 

strengthened by the fact that the topic of law and digitalization is by many perceived as a 

specialized area, which they as lay people only have limited knowledge of. This will be 

elaborated more in the following section.  
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Although Germany and Norway is subjected to the same law, and are both Western European 

democracies, cultural differences need to be considered. When conducting interviews in Norway, 

I had the benefit of understanding the culture (Thagaard, 2011, p. 79). In Germany, my 

understanding was more limited, but then again I had the benefit of the outsiders’ perspective 

(2011, p. 77). In both countries, I interviewed people whom are part of a social group that I 

myself belong to; a digital native in western European, studying social science. This means that I 

am also subjected to the same tracking by data miners, and that I am a legally subjected to 

GDPR. It has been important not to let my personal opinion on the matter shine through, but 

rather enter the role of a neutral observer as much as possible, and at the same time be aware 

these objectives are mere aspirations (2011, pp. 80-81).  

4.3.2 Execution 

All participants were interviewed in university buildings, mainly at the Faculty of Human 

Sciences in Oslo, and at the “ClimaKampus”, a research centre connected to the University of 

Hamburg. The rooms used were not normally accessible for students (I was able to access them 

through contacts at the university, and through my work as a student assistant), which might 

have contributed to a sense of formality. It was only the researcher and the participant present, 

and all interviews were audio-recorded. The interviews lasted an average of 20 minutes. The 

shortest one was 13 minutes, and the longest 36. All interviews were conducted in English. 

Although informed about the language of the interview before accepting to take part, I would say 

that in especially two of the interviews, the language level was restricting the communication to 

some degree.  

Before starting each interview, I asked the participants to read and sign an information sheet 

consisting of information about the objectives and method of the project, and information about 

the processing of the data (see appendix II). Upon recruitment, I, or the contact person, told the 

participants that the topic of the interview would be digital privacy in relation to the new 

European legal regulation (GDPR). For those who were startled when they heard this, I also 

informed them that the interview would be about their perception, and that they were not 

expected to have any knowledge about the topic prior to the interview. Looking back, this 

introduction may have contributed to a further gap between me as the “expert” and the 
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participants. As we will discuss in the analysis in chapter 5, several participants reported during 

the interview a feeling of helplessness regarding the topic. Although I do not believe that this is 

entirely due to my introduction, it might have helped if I somehow managed to avoid that the 

participants felt that they had little to contribute with even before the interview started. It also 

became evident that when I asked the participants whether they were taking any steps to avoid 

tracking online, they perceived one answer to be more correct than the other. Some of the 

participants whom admitted not to take any steps to ensure their privacy online, seemed to 

become immediately aware that their answer might be considered naïve, and then seemed 

slightly embarrassed. This is something a researcher should strive to avoid. The interviews 

probably made the participants more aware about the extensive data collection we are submitted 

to in our everyday-life and some admitted afterwards that they felt they needed learn more about 

the topic. It is important that a researcher takes any potential consequences into account (Kvale 

& Brinkmann, 2015, p. 107), but even though the interviews seemed to have some unintended 

consequences for the participants, I would still consider the risk of the interviews hurting the 

participants in the to be low.  

4.3.3 Managing interview data 

All of the interviews were successfully audio-recorded. Even though the awareness of being 

recorded might make people nervous and self-conscious, recording is beneficial because it lets 

the researcher focus more on the dynamics of the interview (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015, p. 205). 

Audio recordings also make it possible to transcribe the interviews. When transcribing, it is 

important to be aware of the differences in oral and written communication, even for the most 

well-articulated (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015, p. 213). The transcription becomes a translation 

from an oral discourse to a written discourse (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015, p. 204). In order to 

make this difference as insignificant as possible, the interviews were transcribed by the 

researcher herself, shortly after the interview was conducted, and before having a new interview. 

Still, what is lost in the transcriptions are elements such as prosody (‘pronounciation’/voice 

melody going up or down), word stress and non-verbal communication. To make up this, the 

transcriptions were written with great level of detail, and included breaks and sounds such as 

“ehm” and “hmm”. As none of the people interviewed were speaking in their native language, it 

is reasonable to believe that some meaning has been lost, or that there formulated their answer 
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slightly different then what they would have done in German or Norwegian. As the great 

majority of the participant had a very good level of English, I will not consider these potential 

differences in this thesis. Where quotes from the interviews are used in this paper, I have chosen 

to remove possible distractions such as pauses and incorrectly pronounced words to make the 

chapter it more reader-friendly. I have done this with great caution, focusing on not to change the 

meaning of what the participants said. Although the quotes are cited word by word, brackets are 

used when the participants refer back to something that is not part of the text extract. A quote 

such as “I do not mind it”, has been changed to “I do not mind [data collection online]” in order 

to clarify the context.   

4.4 Ethical considerations 

The project is reported to NSD (Norwegian Center for Research Data), and has been approved 

(appendix I). Ironically, due to the GDPR it had to be re-sent a few times, until it included all the 

necessary information for the participants to know how to “obtain, ask, request and receive” their 

information. Before an interview was conducted, each participant had to sign an information 

letter about the project (appendix II). The information sheet also consisted of information about 

who had access to the data (researcher, supervisor and examiner), how they could request or 

delete their data and how it would be stored. The personal information was stored on the 

university (University of Oslo) network only, and has been stored separate from the transcribed 

interviews. Even though some of the participants knew each other, I consider it unlikely that they 

will be able to identify someone, as none of the interviews will be rendered in its entirety. No 

names will be used, and due to relatively large the number of participants, nicknames have not 

been given.  

4.5 Conducting the analysis 

By using the method of semi-structured interviews, I ended up with a rich material about not 

only the attitudes and perceived change, or lack thereof, in habits after the implementation of the 

GDPR. I also received information about their backgrounds, social worlds and thoughts on other 

topics. A lot of the information collected does not fit into the questions or categories I have 

created, and some also reaches outside the scope of the thesis. It was only after conducting all the 
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interviews, transcribing them, re-reading and categorizing, that I was able to suggest an order 

presentation. The goal of any analysis is to extract the meaning from the data material, and 

present it in an orderly manner in a way that it answers the proposed question. (Kvale & 

Brinkmann, 2015, p. 219). I will follow the sub-categories presented in the introduction, and 

further categorize the participants answer to each question as positive or negative. I have also 

created a third category, for the answers that I considered to fit in either categories, or none. This 

categorization will be presented more thoroughly at the start of the next chapter. As I am using 

two different theoretical approaches, I will discuss different ways of interpreting my findings in 

chapter 6.  

Due to the relatively large number of participants, I have chosen not to give them any nicknames. 

I have rather kept the code they were given after all the interviews were conducted. The codes 

are kept because they illustrate the fact that some participants have different opinion on similar 

matters. An example of this is one of the participants whom actively tries to avoid online 

tracking, but still finds the commodification of personal data reasonable. The codes consist of the 

letters NO or GE, both followed the numbers from 1-9. NO is short for Norwegian participant, 

GE for German participant, and the numbers are simply the order in which the interview was 

conducted. As I have chosen not to focus on any systematic differences between the Norwegian 

and German respondents, this is merely used for stylistic reasons. If the national identity of the 

participant is relevant, this will be made clear. The reference to the gender of the participant, 

such as “he” or “she”, “his” or “her” are not relevant for the analysis, but are kept for the flow of 

the text.  
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5 Analysis 

5.1 Introduction 

This analysis chapter will be split into four sections, based on the guiding sub-questions introduced 

in in the introduction chapter. Under each of these categories, there were several questions in the 

interview guideline (appendix III), and the answers of the participants were often were often 

followed up with questions in order for them to clarify or elaborate their answers.  

In the first section, I present the answer to how the participants understand privacy, and whether 

they perceive themselves as concerned about their privacy. This section of the interview was used 

both a means of getting people to start talking, and to feel comfortable, but also as a basis for 

categorizing the different perceptions. The second section focuses more specifically on the 

perceptions the participants have of data collection; I will present the answers to the questions of 

whether the participants perceive themselves as careful when sharing information online, and also 

if they perceived personal data as fair price to pay for using services such as those provided by 

Facebook and Google. The intention of the latter question was specifically to evaluate if the 

participants found the flow of information appropriate when using such services, and whether they 

perceived personal data as a commodity that could be traded for other goods. In the third part will 

present the participant’s answers to questions on the topic of resistance to data collection; whether 

they are taking any measures to limit the access data miners have to their data. In the last part, I 

will present the participants understanding of the GDPR, as it was communicated during the 

interviews. I will also analyse the participants’ reported perceptions of digital privacy after the 

implementation of GDPR, and whether they believe that the regulation will make a difference to 

them. At the end of each section, I will shortly summarize some of my main findings. 

In order to present my analysis in a clear manner, I will use the participants’ replies to categorize 

them into three different groups. These groups are; (1) those who agree, or answer positively; (2) 

those who disagree, or answer negatively; and (3) those in the middle, who either do not know 

what they think, have no strong opinion, or does for other reasons do not fit into the other two 

categories. I will occasionally make some variations to this set-up to adjust to the flow of the text. 

All questions are asked with the aim to either have a positive or negative response, like “are you 
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concerned with companies collecting data about you online?”. As there are several question, the 

same participant might be categorized in all different groups within the course of the interview, 

depending on their answer to each question. For example, as the privacy paradox (Barnes, 2006) 

predicts, a person might say that they are careful about online privacy, but later admit that they do 

not act accordingly. As much as possible, I will categorize the participants depending on what they 

explicitly say, not what they implicitly assume. It is important to be aware that the categories are 

not only constructed, but also relative; if an interviewee is categorized as concerned about data 

collection when using Facebook, this does not mean that the person is concerned compared to all 

Facebook users, but concerned compared to the specific sample of 18 German and Norwegian 

students. I use the categories only to map out the differences within my sample. By categorizing a 

statement or opinion, we will lose some of the nuances, though this is seen as necessary for a 

clearer analysis (Kvale & Brinkman, 2015 p. 232). I will not present the answer of every single 

participants for each question, as some of their replies were quite similar. However, I have made 

sure that all the different answers and perceptions are represented for each question.  

5.2 Definitions and concerns  

5.2.1 The meaning of the word 

The first question I asked was simply what the word privacy meant to the participants. The aim 

was to start by letting the participants reflect on the topic, and getting them comfortable with the 

interview situation, but also to see whether the theoretical definition of privacy that I had chosen 

for the thesis would be in accordance with how the participants understood the term. The 

participants knew from the beginning that the topic would be digital privacy, which has affected 

their answers. If the participants asked me to specify whether I meant digital privacy, or privacy 

in general, I answered that I meant privacy in general. Nevertheless, if the participants did not ask 

for this specification, I let them talk even if they only reflected upon digital privacy.  

Several of the participants, like NO01 and NO06 defined privacy as “something that is mine” or 

“information that I want to keep for myself”. Other participants focus more specifically on the 

access, rather than information itself; Participant NO02 said that the word privacy means “that no 

one else is able to get information that I don’t want them to be in contact with” and NO08 said, 
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“to decide myself what I want to share with anyone else”. GE05 also said that privacy means “to 

have the decision to just give the information that I want to, and to keep things for myself if I want 

to”, and GE09 said privacy to her meant “choosing which information I give to whom”. GE01 had 

a similar understanding; “that I am in charge of the traces that my activities leaves in the world 

and my surroundings”. Some participants seemed to focus more on to privacy as something similar 

to secrecy; GE08 said for example that privacy are “things about myself that I want to keep to 

myself and not be known to the public”. GE06 and GE02 said something similar; “that I can hide 

my own information from others” and “that I have some secrets that no one else know, and I do 

not have to fear that someone can read or hear it anywhere”. NO04 says privacy means to “shield 

some information or some aspect of myself”. Some participants also reported on a change in the 

meaning of privacy within the past years, like NO01 stating that “things that used to be private are 

not so private anymore, but to me it doesn’t matter, maybe, because I don’t feel like have anything 

to hide anymore”. NO03 added that she saw it necessary for some kind of legal regulation of 

privacy: “I am hoping that the laws can give me some kind of protection from both the 

governments and the private companies collecting information about what I do, and my habits” so 

that she is “able to control what other know about me”.  

As stated by some privacy scholars, a clear definition of privacy is not a necessity for a theoretical 

discussion on the topic (Nissenbaum, 2010, p. 2). Taking all the answers into account, the 

participants seem to wholesomely agree with Nissenbaum that privacy can be seen as “a claim, a 

right, an interest, a value, a preference or merely a state of existence” (2010, p. 2). What we have 

seen is that the definitions formulated by the participants varies, but that they all seem to have 

some kind of idea of privacy as something closely connected to individuals, information and 

access. This shows that the chosen definition of privacy as “the access of one actor (individual, 

group, or organization) to another” (Anthony et al., 2017, p. 257) is fruitful in this context.  

5.2.2 A concern for privacy 

From this section on, I will start categorizing the participants’ answers into three different 

categories. The statements we will analyse in this section were answers to the following question: 

Would you say that you a person concerned about your own privacy?  
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Participants such as NO01 and N005 generally feel in control about their information, and do not 

mind sharing online. However, they both admit that they rarely post pictures or information about 

themselves online, mainly due to lack of time and interest. NO02, on the other hand is more active 

online: “I guess that I like sharing a lot of my life on social media, so I would not say that I am 

really occupied with privacy”. Others were more critical to their own behaviour, like NO07 stating 

that: “I am very naïve, I don’t think about it all”. Two of the participants focused specifically on 

the aspect of trust: GE03 says she not concerned, as she believes Germany is a liberal country 

where your online activities would not create any problems for you. She is glad to live in a country 

that takes laws seriously, and she feels free to engage in the public. GE08 is conscious about her 

privacy when using web applications, webpages and devices, but admits using devices like 

Amazon Echo5. GE08 trusts the device not to track her when deactivated, even though there have 

been many cases where the home station has been activated unintentionally by its users (Crist, 

2019). Even though the participants I have put in this category say they are not concerned, I would 

still take note that the some seemed to consider the potential consequences of sharing information 

about themselves online, before deciding whether to do so.  

Some of the participants, on the other hand, answer yes to the question about being concerned 

about their privacy. NO03 and GE01 think they are above average concerned, because they take 

the time to read the small text, and will only accept the minimum requirement of tracking they 

need to accept in order to accesses a service, for example when downloading a new application on 

their phone. NO05 explains that by growing up in a family concerned with privacy, she has too 

grown up to be sceptical about such services:  

It has made me more cautious and more aware then a lot of my peers are. When I say I do 

not use Snapchat6, or various things from Google or Apple, I justify that with saying that it 

is because of privacy issues. Many people have been somewhat oblivious to this. They have 

not really thought about how much information they are giving away, I think. It has just 

become a norm to them, and they do not think about it anymore.  

                                                 
5 Amazon Echo is “A hands-free speaker you control with your voice […] to play music, ask questions, make calls, 
and provide information [etc]. Source: https://www.amazon.com/all-new-amazon-echo-speaker-with-wifi-alexa-
dark-charcoal/dp/B06XCM9LJ4 
66 Mobile phone application for picture sharing among friends: https://www.snapchat.com/ 

https://www.snapchat.com/
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GE02 feels that anything he clicks or types can be used against him at some point. He does not 

like to leave traces, as he does not feel in control over the third parties gaining access to this 

information. GE07 believes that the problem with privacy is that “it is just impossible for a normal 

person to be completely protected from whomever is trying to get data from you.” GE03 also adds 

“I think most people do not know what the providers on the internet actually really knows about 

you. I think they know much more than you think they know.” When GE07 was asked why it was 

so difficult to know, she said, “Because I am not an expert when it comes to that”. Again, it is quite 

common to perceive technology as a specialist field. Still, it is interesting hearing such statement 

as it is natural do believe that they, as digital natives, know more about the topic than other people 

using the internet (Prensky, 2001).   

As expected, some people were not able to answer yes or no to the questions, like GE05: “I don’t 

think about it that much. I am quite concerned about my privacy, but it is more like... I don’t really 

think about it, I’m just not giving up personal information, because I am just not doing it”. The 

participants in this section gave many of the same explanations as the ones who were concerned 

about their privacy, like GE06: “Maybe not. I want to, because using Instagram and Facebook and 

everything else gives me less privacy than I want to”. GE09 answered yes to the question about 

being careful, but still seemed a bit careless, as she has no interest in sharing information about 

what she is doing for other people to see. “I give away some of my personal information. I am 

aware of that, and on the other hand, I do not think I have to hide anything I am doing”. This 

confirms both the  idea of “having nothing to hide” among some of the participants. It is also quite 

common that users of Google and Facebook do not fully understand the extent of data they give 

away (Turow, Hennessy, & Draper, 2015) 

What is noticeable when analysing these answers is that the people who say they are not concerned 

seem to think that being active online, or on social media is a contrast to being concerned about 

privacy. NO02 says that he likes sharing on social media, so he guesses he is not too concerned. 

Although not specified by the participant, it is reasonable to believe that sharing something on 

social media would mean you intend to share information with your friends, or a selected audience 

(boyd, 2008, Adorjan & Ricciardelli, 2019).  

The lack of awareness that some people used as their excuse not to be concerned, is interestingly 

commonly used as a reason to be concerned as well. Several of the participants say things like “it 
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is impossible to know what they know” or “they know much more than we think”. Even those who 

say that they read the “terms and conditions”, and try to manage their privacy settings, feel they 

are in lack of control over their information. It actually seems like those who are most actively 

taking part in the management, feel less in control. But then again, the reason why they feel 

violated is that they do not know the type of information, nor the receiving actor. They simply just 

know that a lot of information about them is disappearing out the window as soon as they open a 

browser. Many participants also mention digital literacy as a problem; they do not know enough 

to protect themselves, and some seem to think that this is because someone does not want them to 

know. The participants could have been harsher on the lack of information available, but rather, 

they suggested that the problem was themselves “not being an expert when it comes to [tracking 

online]”. It seems they have internalized their responsibility as individuals, which is not at all weird 

as they are subjected to a model of privacy self-management (see Zuboff, 2019; Hull, 2015, and 

Solove, 2013).  

5.3 Digital privacy 

5.3.1 Careful when sharing  

The next question asked was whether the participants perceived themselves as careful when 

sharing information about themselves online. I did not specify whether ‘sharing’ means posting 

pictures, statuses etc. or sharing information as in leaving traces, meta-data and behavioural data. 

In retrospect this should have been specified. The intention was for the participants to answer 

considering all data and traces, but it is clear that many of them answered whether they were careful 

about posting information, not considering liking, following, searching, surfing and other activities 

where data is being collected. As one could expect, the participants were mostly in the same 

categories as for the previous question.  

Those who consider themselves careful when sharing information about themselves online were a 

minority of the sample. NO04 is one of few participants who will read the terms and conditions, 

and abstain from using products such as an iPhone because of privacy reasons, but still, she simply 

answered “I think so” to the question about whether she was concerned. NO05, on the other hand, 

seems more aware that she is above average careful. She expresses a kind of annoyance about 
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constantly having to defend her choices. However, even though these participants are careful 

online, most of them make compromises. GE07 avoids shopping online, because she believes that 

as soon as Amazon has your details, there is no going back. Still, she admits using applications 

with what she perceives as poor privacy regulations because it is convenient, such as Facebook 

Messenger, WhatsApp and Google Maps. Although GE01, GE04, and GE02 admit to be careful, 

they do not seem to think they are careful enough. The three of them have more political reasons, 

rather than being concerned about commercial data collection. E.g. GE04 believes it could create 

problems for him if his political views came up in the wrong context, for example crossing the 

border into the country from where his family emigrated. GE01 became aware extensive data 

collection after having cooperated with an international whistle-blower, working on a seminar. He 

says that it is something that has changed his views on surveillance completely (and he uses the 

term surveillance exclusively). Several participants express some kind of regret about not having 

become aware earlier, like GE06: “I try to keep personal things to me, not just post everything I 

think, or every picture I take. When I was younger, I did not think so much about it. Now I kind 

of regret it a bit”. 

Some of the participants cannot really be categorized as either careful or not, as they view 

themselves as neutral, or suggest that the topic does not really concern them. NO05 claims not to 

use social media, due to lack of time and interest. GE03 also claims she is not using applications 

like Facebook, Instagram and WhatsApp simply because they take up too much time. Others, like 

NO08 and GE05 say that they are not concerned, but also that they will avoid giving away 

information that the receiving actor does not need. “If I am ordering stuff online then I don’t mind 

giving my address, otherwise it doesn’t work. But on Facebook, I try to keep my information as 

short as possible”. NO08 also adds that “from what I have read in the newspaper, I know that you 

should be aware of [digital privacy], but it is not a focus that I have”. NO07 also admits having 

adjusted some of the privacy settings on social media, but says that “I do not really think about 

[digital privacy] as something I need to be careful about, because I always think... Why should 

someone be interested in my life?” NO06 has a similar view, but is slightly more concerned. She 

finds it a bit creepy that “some random people can just like go in and see”. She says that she found 

it uncomfortable when she at some point discovered that a stranger from Russia had started to 

follow her on Instagram. She finds it hard to understand that public people expose themselves to 
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so many people they will never meet. Still, in her own case, she does not think she is interesting 

enough to be surveilled.  

The participants who did not consider themselves careful about sharing information had different 

explanations than the argument of having “nothing to hide”, stated by the participants above. When 

I asked GE08 why she answered no to the question, she explains that she is very aware of the 

settings of different online platforms. She does not mind sharing her location on Facebook when 

arriving to a holiday destination, but she is also not prone to deleting people who are no longer a 

part of her life from her Facebook friend list. GE08 is also a public person on Instagram, as she 

runs her own channel. She seems to manage her private and public figure differently; Facebook is 

just for friends, Instagram for people interested in her work; “I do not really share anything 

personal on [Instagram]”. N009 is also not very concerned, but has a different possible explanation 

of why that is: 

I share very little [online], which might be the reason why I am not concerned. But then 

again, I do not know what is the hen and the egg there. Maybe there is a connection 

subconsciously; that I refrain from posting because I do not want people to see that much 

of me. I might not be as concerned with privacy as I would be if I posted more, but then 

again maybe I do not post that much because of initial privacy concerns. 

It is important to remember that the answers given here are relative; one person say they are not 

concerned, but would not like to share unnecessary information. Another says that they are careful 

online, but admits that they share their location publically through Snapchat. This does not mean 

that they are lying, but simply that they feel in control over who their information is being shared 

with, and if they do share some information with strangers, they might still feel comfortable 

because of the nature of that information (Nissenbaum, 2010, p. 145). What in interesting is that 

we see this type of management and evaluation amongst both the people that consider themselves 

careful, and those who do not. GE08 could be a good example for framework of contextual 

integrity (Nissenbaum, 2010). She is one of few who seem to actively try to manage the flow of 

privacy, but she is also one of the few who seem confident that they are doing it in the right manner. 

On the other side we have participants like GE01 who goes to what some could call extreme 

lengths (which we will soon have closer look at) to stay almost invisible online. He is much more 

careful than all of the other participants, but feels less in control.  
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Some of the participants express regrets over sharing too much, and losing control. This is not 

uncommon (Wang et al., 2011). Although most of the participants who are concerned admit to 

somehow try to manage their data, mainly by not sharing statements, opinions and pictures on 

Facebook and Instagram, or creating user accounts on other services, many of them feel that it is 

too late once their information is online. Most, if not all, make compromises, and feel socially 

pressured to take part in online data collection, as services such as those provided by Facebook 

and Googles is considered a necessary part of their everyday life. This is also a common 

phenomenon (Barkhuus and Tashiro, 2010). Another observation that confirms previous research 

is the participants claiming that they have “nothing to hide” (Solove, 2007, Adorjan & Ricciardelli, 

2019). Looking closer at the interviews of the participants who explicitly stated they have nothing 

to hide, most of them admitted to have adjusted the privacy settings on social media.  

5.3.2 Appropriate flows of information 

The intention of this question is to figure out whether the participants perceive the flow of 

information as appropriate. This term is drawn from Nissenbaum’s framework of contextual 

integrity (2010) with an aim of exploring whether reciprocity is the ruling transmission principle 

(Nissenbaum 2010, p. 145); the agreement under which information is shared. As it is natural to 

assume that the participants are not familiar with these theoretical terms, I introduced the question 

with the following sentence: “When you are using a social media platform like Facebook, or you 

are looking up information, either through Google Search Engine or Google Maps, the services 

you use are free, but you give up a lot of data in order to be able to use them. The question is; do 

you feel that the price that you pay, your data, corresponds with the product you receive?” I would 

occasionally also ask whether they perceived this flow of information as appropriate. By shaping 

the question this way, I wanted to get the participants to reflect on this transaction. However, the 

problem with this formulation is that it is taken for granted that there is an actual transaction, which 

is disputed (See Zuboff, 2019, Hull, 2015, and Crain 2018). We will address this problem in the 

last section of this chapter, when we look at the findings as a whole.  

Some of the participants who perceive the flow of information as appropriate actually say that they 

do support this type of business model. GE04 thinks user data is a fair price to pay. He is himself 
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a user of many of the social media platforms. He also works in advertisement, which is something 

that has convinced him that targeted advertisement is not that scary:  

I really don’t care about the advertisement. Of course, the pop-ups are annoying, but I 

would say it is a price you have to pay. Some websites need to have the advertisement to 

run. It costs money to have a website, and you can finance it with advertisement.  

Still, he admits that the more advertisement there is on a webpage, the less he likes spending time 

there. He uses Facebook less and less due to the amount of advertisement. NO02 also focuses on 

the service aspect. He believes the data the data miners collect is indeed making their algorithms 

and predictions better, which also provides better services:  

I don’t really mind that they for example know where I am. There is nothing interesting 

about it, and I feel the reason why Google wants to know out location and other data is 

because they want to like better their services. I feel that if you agree to [give up the 

information], you are getting as much back as what you are giving.  

NO03 also does not mind that data miners collect their personal and behavioural data, as “it is their 

business model”, and their way to make services free to use. The only concern he expresses is that 

such personalisation of content might create an echo chamber where they never see anything 

surprising or unsuspected anymore. The whole design of the model of “behavioural surplus” is 

that the content is targeted towards a specific natural person (Zuboff, 2019). GE05 too agrees that 

advertisement is a fair game:  

What I pay is my data, and my data is used for personalized advertising. I do not think the 

price is too high. Personal advertisement can also be a benefit. For example, I do not want 

advertisement for baby clothes. It all depends what happens to your data or what they are 

using it for. I think Google knows more about me than maybe myself, but as long as they 

are not using [my data] for abusive things, it is ok. Then I believe the benefits are higher 

than the price.  

GE07 also agrees:  

It is fine for me to see advertisement, because then I get the services for free. It is better for 

me if it at least is part of my interest. I mean, I can still decide if I want to buy it or not. 

She also adds that it depends on what the collected data is used for. She is more comfortable with 

sharing data with what she considers “apolitical firms”, than NGOs that might use the data for 

political purposes. This is an important point; even though I in this thesis have exemplified the 
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actors who collects the data as Facebook and Google, many data miners out there have more 

specific political intentions of their collection. This is not to say that the intention of collecting 

behavioural surplus is any purer. Some participants focus less on the business model, and more on 

convenience; GE09 perceived that “you get a lot of comfort from [using services that require your 

data].” She uses Google Maps as an example; Even though the application requires knowing your 

location to give you directions, she still think it is worth using it. “I think it is a fair trade. I give 

them the information, and I get to be lazy”. Still, she adds that this is a conclusion made on a 

personal level alone; when she is considering the total amount of information collected about 

people by the big companies, she seems a bit unsettled. She also tells a story about finding what 

she believed was evidence that her voice was recorded on her phone for commercial purposes, 

which she found to be very uncomfortable. Some of the participants who agreed that the flow of 

information is appropriate were a bit more reluctant, like NO06:  

When I think about Google and what it gives me. It gives me connection to the world, and 

so much information and knowledge. But they probably know a lot about me as well, 

because I have been googling7 a lot of different things. 

She laughs, but also adds;  

I don’t really know how it works. Facebook actually own everything on there. All my 

conversations, and it is very surrealistic to think that. I do not think there is an answer to 

that question.  

The same can be said for NO08, who perceived giving up the services is not a real alternative: “Of 

course I would not give up using Google Maps, just because they know stuff about me, so [the 

trade-off] must be correspondent, then”. She also adds that she several times had the feeling that 

Facebook or Google knew a little bit too much.  

As with the previous questions asked during the interviews, some people were not able to give a 

yes/no answer to this question. GE03 was one of those; she believes some services collect too 

much, but then again she feels free to choose whether she will take part in such transaction. She 

deleted Facebook years ago, due to a combination of perceived privacy violations and simply being 

bored with “uninteresting details” about the life of people she barely knew. Some participants do 

not agree to the general premises, but it believes that it depends on the context, and the services. 

                                                 
7 Verb meaning to search for something on the Google Search Engine. 
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NO04 would say that she perceives the information gathered by Facebook as corresponding with 

the service they provide, but not Snapchat. However, she admits this is simply because she is so 

dependent on Facebook for social life, and it is thus not really an option to leave it out. GE05 

admits that he tries not to think about how much data and metadata he gives away when he is using 

the internet: “They have so much information about me. I am just closing my eyes and say, “ok, 

just take it””. When questioned about this, GE06 seems a little uncomfortable about his perceived 

lack of judgement, but he adds that he usually adjusts the user settings on different applications 

and devices. He would for example not share his location on his iPhone, because he does not see 

why Apple would need this information. GE08 is also indecisive: 

I think I might give a bit more than what I get back. But then again, if I have ads, why not 

have an ad for a product I might most likely buy? I prefer an advertisement that is for me, 

and for me alone.  

She admits having avoided googling the definition of a term, assuming it meant something she did 

not want to be associated with. Other participants are also indecisive because it depends so much 

on the service they use, and others are unsure because they do not feel they have enough knowledge 

about the extent of the data collection. NO07 also says that “I perceive it as a correspondence 

[between the information she gives, and the service she is provided]”, but adds “probably because 

I am not aware of how much I give away”.  

This brings us to the last category, which consists of people who do not agree that there is a 

correspondence between the amount of information we give away, and the benefits we get back 

from sharing this information. GE02 is specifically sceptical about the timeframe of the 

information being available online. The thought of everything he ever wrote still being available 

online is clearly discomforting. “It feels like I give them a key to know everything about me”. 

NO05 also believes he is “paying” much more than he is receiving. “If you read what Facebook 

actually collects about you… it is A LOT of information. I would not say I know as much about 

Facebook as Facebook know about me”. The participant who most strongly disagrees that the 

transaction is an equal trade was GE01 who said the following:  

They create visibility of things I don’t want to be seen, and even more they create a certain 

value out of it, so I feel like every time I’m online I am working for someone, but I am not 

being paid.  
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It is important to point out that this is the participant who had worked with a whistle-blower and 

has a very different experience and view on the topic. Not only does he know more, but he also 

got his information from very critical voices in favour of increased privacy for individuals. GE01 

also admitted that he takes some (what some would call) extreme steps to avoid tracking online, 

which is something we will discuss further in section 5.4.2, specifically on the topic of resistance. 

Another participant questioning the premises of my question was NO09: “I guess you could say 

[the data I share corresponds with the product I receive], but you could also disagree with the 

premises of the services themselves. You can be happy about the user experience of Facebook, but 

you can also be sceptical about a private company is allowed to have that kind of control”.  

The question I asked is, as stated earlier, a bit unfair. When it is asked in this manner, the 

participants are asked to evaluate the value of their personal and behavioural data in comparison 

to not having access to the services they use online on a daily basis. An alternative way to ask this 

question could be to ask whether they perceived this as a trade as all. Still, the questioned asked is 

of particular interest because it goes right into the centre of the discussion of how to understand 

the extensive data collection done by data miners to create behavioural surplus. Is it a trade-off or 

a rip-off? Are we freely taking part in this equal transaction, or are we rather the victims of 

surveillance capitalism? Those who agree that the flow of information and the market transaction 

is appropriate, thinks that the fact the service is free, justifies the businesses collection of user data. 

What we also see amongst the participants in this section is that some of them claim to have nothing 

to hide, and most of them claim to adjust privacy settings, which does confirm the “new privacy 

paradox” (Adorjan & Ricciardelli, 2019). Participants in all the categories, those who agree that 

the flow is appropriate, those who disagree, and those who are not sure, commented on their lack 

of knowledge about the extent and methods of data collection, how it can be put to use, and the 

lack of transparency of the data miners. What I find particularly interesting is that some of the 

participants who claim to find the flow is of information appropriate, did not seem to know what 

they are trading, or whom they are trading it with. They also did not seem aware of the possible 

consequences if such extensive databases are misused.  This leads back to what many of the 

participants mentioned when discussing their concerns about online privacy; their dependence on 

the services. Although not all, many participants feel that they are very dependent on using Google 

and Facebook for fast information and communication. Not only because they want to, but also 

because it is expected of them.  



 44 

5.4 Resistance 

The previous question was followed up by asking some questions related to the topic of resistance. 

In order to understand if there has been a change in norms and habits after the implementation of 

the GDPR, it is useful to find out whether the participants perceived the previously existing online 

climate as already pushing their boundaries. The literature on the topic of resistance is extensive, 

and in this paper, I will not be able to give it the attention it deserves. Still, if and how people resist 

to their data being tracked is very relevant in order to understand their reaction to a regulation that 

is intended to give legal subjects more control over their own data.  

5.4.1 A pressure to share 

The first question in this category was whether the participants ever feel tricked or pushed into to 

giving up more information about themselves online. As before I will categorize the answers of 

the participants, but in this section focus only on those who answered positively or negatively, as 

all the answers fitted into either into either a yes or no answers to varying degrees. I am starting 

by presenting the answers of the participants who claim to experience the pressure, but say they 

are not falling for it. GE05 admits he is annoyed, but claims he does not fall for the pressure of 

sharing more data than necessary; “If they for example ask me to complete my profile8, I just 

skip it. I just ignore it.”  This is a common perception for other participants as well. GE06 says,  

I really don’t feel the pressure. However, I notice it on Facebook. They really try to push 

you into getting a profile picture or adding more information about yourself. However, it 

is creepy thinking about the fact that Facebook and Google has that much information 

about me, and probably know a lot about me, but how could they possibly exploit it, or do 

something about it? 

At this point I mentioned the Cambridge Analytica scandal as an example of misuse of user 

information, and asked whether she thinks that could apply to her as well, on which she replied: 

“No, because I am not that special. I do not really have any big secrets or anything. If I was an 

important person I guess I would be a bit more careful”. This was also the reasoning behind 

NO01’s lack of concern. After the participant answered no the question, I asked whether she had 

                                                 
8 “complete your profile” a term commonly used by social media platforms to make people fill provide more 
information about themselves.   
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ever purposely given inaccurate information, upon which she replied “Not at all, no. That is why 

they do not have anything on me”, again referring to being an honest user without anything to hide. 

This is an interesting paradox. If she would give them all the information, they would have 

“everything” on her instead. GE07 also admits he does not like to give up a lot of data, but that he 

will proved whatever data that is required: “I always [give the correct details about myself when 

asked], otherwise I feel like I am doing something illegal.”  

Amongst the participants who admitted to feel the pressure to give more information about 

themselves, they gave two main reasons why they that was the case: the social pressure from their 

friends, family or associations; or pressure by the platforms or companies themselves. GE09 feels 

like data miners deliberately make it difficult to access information in order to make her reveal 

more data about herself to gain access. GE08 also finds it annoying when platforms keeps asking 

for additional information, often using the argument that more information will further secure the 

information they already have. Still, the participants are not convinced that giving up more 

information about themselves is for their own benefit. GE04 says “I feel like you in general have 

to give as much information as possible. Being asked for your full name and address just seems 

somewhat normal. I remember five years ago it was not this overwhelming.” NO03 agrees: “Yes, 

I think every single app I download ask for more accesses than what their need, probably” and she 

assumes the purpose of this is because they want to make money out of data – a behavioural surplus 

(Zuboff, 2019). NO04 also feels that there is a constant nagging to log in to other services through 

Facebook or Gmail, and that she has to actively avoid not being tracked. She also sometimes feels 

that it is too late to be restrictive about her data “That is something I wish I had been more 

consistent on from the beginning”. However, she also feels that the social pressure is even bigger 

than the pressure from the companies themselves. Not being on Facebook is in her opinion viewed 

as something almost abnormal, and perceived as making communication difficult for others. NO02 

has had a similar experience: “I remember when people started downloading Snapchat for the first 

time; I did not understand the purpose of it.” He admits to eventually downloading the application 

too, as he felt like he was missing out on the internal jokes in his group of friends. For GE09 the 

pressure to take part in extensive data sharing is mainly a social pressure, but he believes that this 

“new normal” of social life is created by the data miners:  
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It is some kind of mechanism where you get seduced into using these specific platforms. I 

mean, there are tons of alternatives for social platforms as well, which are open source 

based project, which do not track any data. Where you can share your pictures and 

communicate with other directly without any third party collecting anything. But so many 

people are using the more seductive programs, like Facebook and WhatsApp.  

NO08 admits having taken one of Facebook’s “friendships test”, which she later regretted. “They 

gained a lot of information about me; how many pets do you want, what is your favourite food”. 

These are the types of test that were used by Cambridge Analytica (Isaak and Hanna, 2018). NO08 

said that “some of the question where obviously meant for placing me politically”. She regrets 

having done this, and has now become more aware. She also adds that she does not appreciate the 

fact that “[Facebook] is also pushing me to check in on a location when I am at a new place”.  

5.4.2 Actions of privacy protection 

This section consists of an analysis of two different questions regarding the actions, or lack of 

action, people take to protect their identity online. The questions that were asked during the 

interview were “Have you ever given incorrect personal information in order to hide your identity 

online?” and, “Have you ever used programs, applications or VPNs in order to protect your privacy 

online?” As the method used was semi-structured interviews, the follow-up questions have varied. 

In this section, I have included all statements I found relevant for the analysis. If the context differs 

from the original questions, this has been specified. Due to the way the first question was asked, 

several of the people who admit to having given up false information about themselves had done 

so not to hide their identity, but mainly for other reasons. Many admit to have used a VPN to 

encrypt their location in order to access content that is country-specific, like movies, music and 

TV-series not accessible to them from their actual location. The same people often admitted to 

have lied about their age in order to access a social media platform with age limits. Although 

interesting, these purposes are not the most relevant for this thesis. Several people like GE05, 

NO05 and NO07 admit having created an email account solely for “spam purposes”, which means 

that they would create an email account in order to sign up for webpages, or newsletters, without 

having this linked to any personal information. This is interesting to prove the point that we are 

constantly bombarded with various commercials and information, but it might also be connected 

to the topic of resistance, as several participants expressed that they found it uncomfortable when 
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advertisement seemed to appear after looking in online stores, or writing a friend about a specific 

topic. This is also confirmed by studies scholars such as McDonald and Cranor (2010a, 2010b) 

and Turow et al. (2015). 

Although most participants answer no to both of the questions asked, there are some whom admit 

having tried to limit their digital traces by using different methods. GE09 admits having used 

Norton VPN, which is a service supposed to work as a protection against both viruses and hidden 

third parties. NO04 uses incognito mode9, but not on a regular basis. Others admit having given 

up false information, like GE04: “Sometimes I try to just give them some information, like, just a 

random name, random address”. It seems like many participants do engage in actively avoiding 

targeted advertisement, though mostly because they find it annoying, not because they suspect it 

could possibly harm them.  

GE01, the whistle-blower companion, is again the most aware, and admits abstaining from using 

Google services as much as possible (although he admits using Google Scholar for his studies). 

GE01 uses the Thor bowser10 on his private computer, and Startpage.com as a search engine. 

Startpage11 uses similar algorithms to Google, but does not track anything you write or search for. 

It also allows you to open other pages in incognito mode. On his phone he opens all application in 

OrBot12. Still, he does not use services like Facebook, WhatsApp or Gmail at all, not even in 

incognito mode, nor though OrBot. His behaviour is solely due to privacy reasons. NO03 has not 

been avoiding tracking online as actively as GE09, but has still tried some services to leave less 

traces, for example an application with which you can create an email address that only exists for 

10 minutes. The purpose of this is not necessarily protecting privacy, so much as to avoid getting 

“spam”, but you also avoid having the log-in linked to your personal information. Still, NO03 

concludes, “it was too much hassle”. He admits also having tried an application that will click on 

every advertisement on a web page, to confuse the algorithms. “Instead of giving personal data 

then your IP just registers clicks on everything, so you get no really useful data”. He says he has 

not being using this consequently, but more just to try it.  

                                                 
9 Incognito mode, sometimes referred to as InPrivate browsing, is a built-in setting that prevents storing browser 
history. It is a feature on most common web browsers, e.g. Firefox, Crome and Safari.  
10 The Tor Browser is an open source, non-profit browser: https://www.torproject.org/about/history/ 
11 Startpage.com is a search engine that does not store personal data: https://www.startpage.com 
12 The Thor browser on android 

https://www.torproject.org/about/history/
https://www.startpage.com/
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Of what we have seen in this section on resistance, there are few who actively engage in privacy 

protective behaviour, and those who do, rarely do it consequently. However, I did only consider 

the participants who try to manage their impressions “vertically”, avoiding tracking from data 

miners. Based on previous answers, many of the participants did manage their impressions 

“horizontally”, as Adorjan & Ricciardelli (2019) suggest to be more common. My impression is 

still that more participants would put up some resistance towards collection done by data miners, 

but they do not know how. Some participants even asked for some tips on how to do this, after 

replying no to both answers. I will again remind the reader that it is difficult to know whether 

replies would have been different if I had conducted interviews before the implementation of 

GDPR. We will now take a closer look at how the participants perceive the introduction of the 

European privacy regulations.  

5.5 The introduction of the GDPR 

5.5.1 Familiarity 

The first question in the section specifically centred around the implementation of GDPR where 

whether the participants believed that they had a fair understanding of GDPR. Here, I occasionally 

also asked follow-up questions to clarifying that the participant actually understood the changes 

following from the regulation, focusing on the rights of individuals as discussed in chapter 2. For 

those who said they have a fair understanding of GDPR, I asked them to elaborate a little, just to 

make sure we were not misunderstanding each other. For those who were not familiar, I asked if 

they had received e-mails from different actors about changes in European privacy regulations. 

Though most participants needed some kind of clarification, all but one were somewhat familiar 

with GDPR. Most of them knew little more than what they had seen in the headline of the incoming 

emails from service providers, or what they had heard about it from the news. Only a few 

participants said they have looked up further information about the regulation. Several of them 

said they had intended to do so too, but had not yet gotten to it. Only two participants claimed to 

have read through some of the emails.  

5.5.2 Effects of GDPR 
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This section focuses particularly on how participants claim or perceive changes in their attitudes 

and behaviours after the implementation of GDPR. I present the answers to both the questions I 

asked regarding this topic. The first question asked was whether the participants perceived the 

regulation to have made any difference to how they behave online; specifically whether they had 

made use of their rights for example by opting out of tracking when presented with the option. The 

second question whether the participants felt any different about being online after the 

implementation. I have chosen to present the answers together, following the same categories as 

above, starting with the opinions of the participants who experience some kind of change in 

attitudes or behaviour.  

While some participants, like NO09 and GE06 state the opinion that GDPR has made no major 

difference for them, they both admit to opt out of cookies if the webpage is user-friendly enough 

for them not to spend any considerable time on it. GE06, GE04 and GE02 will also stop to consider 

whether they think it is actually worth sharing their data if they have to confirm extensive usage 

of cookies just to enter a new article. GE01 says the same; he will actually consider the value of 

accepting, versus not getting access. For some participants the change has not necessarily been a 

change in habits, but rather in perceptions. Some of them admits feeling safer after the 

implementation. NO08 says, “I don’t expect companies or organization to change their whole 

system, but now at least you know that there are some rules”. NO04 and GE03 also admit that it 

in some way it is nice to know that they are able to request information, or ask for it to be deleted. 

GE07 says that “it made me realize that I should take care of it [manage the privacy options]”. 

Those who said that they will consider, also admitted that they mostly accept, especially when it 

comes to services they are already using, such as Facebook and Google.  

Other participants admit that the GDPR has made no change to them, like NO07: “it is pretty much 

the same as before, I still do not read, I just accept”. NO05 also says she was not aware that you 

could choose, as most webpages just ask you to accept, or else you cannot enter. NO06 also admits 

that if he wants to go online and check something, he will just click through whatever is required 

to get there. Most participants would fit into the explanation of GE05: “I always accept it! Or 

ignore [the cookie requests] if it is possible.” Some are even annoyed that they now have to make 

so many choices when entering a webpage, or using an application on your phone. “It is too much 
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hassle”, GE03 says. Even though he admits that he would like to avoid extensive tracking, he 

rarely does;  

On some of the pages you can opt out or opt in quite easy, but on others you can choose 

opt in or read further, and then you got to scroll through tons of pages, and then you find 

the boxes and maybe you got to go to another site even, and then it’s like... It never stops.  

When participant GE05 was asked whether he had read the emails he received, he replied “No, no, 

absolutely not. I was not interested in reading many pages about privacy”. It looks as if people are 

still drowning in information, even though the aim of the regulations was to limit it. The problem 

might have been the amount of information generated as all data collectors were forced to 

implement the regulation at the same time. On some webpages, if you say no to allow cookies, 

they are also not allowed to save that preference, which means that you have to click though the 

same options every time you enter (Gundersen, 2019). For those who were not too concerned about 

privacy, or the traces they left online before the GDPR, the reminders are just perceived as 

annoying.  

5.5.3 Possibilities for a positive change 

The last question in this section is whether the participants believe that the GDPR regulation has 

made any changes at all, either on a structural or individual level. Some participants were asked 

about whether they feel any different after the implementation, but some were asked the question 

a bit differently; whether they felt safer or more aware. Though these are linguistic variations in 

wording, they might have slightly affected the answers I got. I will still present all of the answers 

in the same section to map out whether legal subjects generally are positive to such legal 

implementations.  

A small majority of the participants seem to believe that GDPR will make a difference, even 

though not all of these participants have experienced any change themselves. Even though NO07 

says she does not really read before accepting data collection online, she still believes it is a good 

thing you are able to access the information easily if you want to; 

Obviously, everyone should read through those things. Then you know what you give 

away. For apps like Snapchat, which I do not really use anymore, but young people do, 

they do not really know if the pictures they take are owned by themselves or the company  
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She admits it will take time to get there, but believes the regulation is a step in the right direction. 

NO06 is also positive, although she admits it is the first time she really thinks about it. “I guess it 

is a good thing, but still I feel like this topic is hard to visualize or get a grasp of”. NO01 was one 

of the participants who admitted being very little concerned; rarely thinking about the traces she 

leaves online. She said, “I am maybe the biggest proof that you need this [regulation].” GE07 also 

claims that it has made her more aware, and that it creates visibility in the media whenever big 

corporations are violating out privacy rights. 

The reactions of the participants put in the indecisive category are quite similar. GE08, N005 and 

NO09 have not noticed any changes themselves, but they are positive that the regulations might 

make a difference. Like NO09 puts it: “Well, I can’t tell the difference from before and now, so I 

do not know [if there will be any changes], but I hope so”. NO03 believes that Norway 

implementing the regulation is more a convenience than a concern; GDPR was not implemented 

because the state needed such regulation, but rather because Norway tends to submit to changes 

suggested by EU; “We usually go along with EU”. GE01 is one of the participants who admits 

having changed his online habits after the implementation, taking advantage of the increased 

possibilities to manage one’s privacy setting. Still, he is not sure such regulations are the right way 

to go. He believes that the big corporations that the GDPR aims to limit the power of can afford 

the lawyers and experts they need to successfully adapt, or find way to circumvent the regulation. 

The organization he works for himself chose to take down the webpage, as they did not have 

knowledge enough on how to run it according to the new regulations. However, he also adds,  

In Europe, companies like Amazon and Google and Facebook have had some problems 

since these new data protection regulations became active. It makes me think that it 

somehow must work. However, I do not understand how it works, or how it really poses a 

problem for them. 

Other participants are also critical to this legal model. NO04 believes the regulation will make a 

difference for smaller organizations that are forced to have better control, but she believes GDPR 

will not affect those who should have been affected; big corporations like Facebook. “I think that 

such major social networks will always find some way to skip, or at least not experience the full 

fact of regulations like that. They have the money and power to move things around”. Even though 

NO09 has been using some of the new opting-out options himself, he is not sure whether it makes 

an actual difference; 
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What has been my impression is that they pretty much do the same as before the regulation, 

but they have to inform you and have you consent to a larger degree. I do not know it that 

has changes their practices. 

He also adds that he believes “companies will find other ways to circumvent those kinds of 

regulations”. GE05 similarly says: “I think companies will always find a way to get the data they 

want, and to use the data the way they want to. I hope [GDPR] is an improvement, but I am really 

not sure about it.” There is little will to fight the system, even for the people who disagree, and it 

creates a feeling of powerlessness.  

The participants who were the most critical were those who had to deal with GDPR from an 

organizational perspective. Even though this was not the topic of the thesis, it is important to 

remember that legal subjects also take on different roles, including working in businesses and 

organizations. GE09 has the following to say about the implementation: “It was awful”. She also 

adds: “If you do not know those things [referring to the extent of data collection online], or did not 

know it before, then why are you even using the internet?” She believes people should take 

responsibly enough to inform themselves, regardless of the laws and regulations. “Sometimes I 

think that those regulations are going the wrong way. They are more restrictive than really helpful 

for the people.” She refers back to the problems she had as a worker in the tech company the day 

of the implementation: “It was horrible”. 

What is of particular interest in this section is the powerlessness that people feel about the new 

regulation. Although I have no basis to compare their opinion on the GDPR to any other legal 

regulation, new or old, there are things about the GDPR that I would argue are quite peculiar. In 

order for the objectives of GDPR to be fulfilled, we rely on the individual’s assumed understanding 

of not only a specific context, but of how data can be taken out of that context. It is this execution 

of the law, not the law itself that people seem to have problems with. Nissenbaum makes the point 

that you should expect the same data collection online that you would expect when doing the same 

offline activities, like shopping, or going to the bank (Nissenbaum, 2010). As we know, 

Nissenbaum is not necessarily critical about data collection, but she is still concerned about the 

data collection that violates our privacy. As GDPR follows the model of “notice and consent” the 

responsibility of understanding and making decisions about privacy falls on the individual; it is 

our job not having our privacy violated.  Nissenbaum believes that is only the individuals who can 
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make such a decision about their privacy, but in order to do so they need to fully understand the 

context. As we have seen, both the people who engage in privacy management before and after 

the GDPR, and those who do not have one thing in common: They admit that they do not how the 

knowledge about the topic.  

This is not to say that privacy self-management could never work, as there could be other ways to 

adjust your privacy setting more permanently. However, the way in which it works today, it is 

viewed by the participants as a constant interruption. The requests seem to always show up at 

inconvenient times, and people simply do not bother to read them, as we are used to getting fast 

access to information. When participants find themselves in the situation of choosing between 

getting fast access to an article or to spend time on being able to access it without leaving a trace, 

they tend to choose the first. It is not just a misconception of the participants that it is indeed much 

faster and easier to accept than to opt out. For example, if you want to opt of Google Analytics, 

which is only one of Googles various tracking tools, the only way to do so is by downloading an 

ad-on to your browser13. Needless to say, this takes more of an effort than to just press “ok”.  

Still, many participants think personal and behavioural data is a fair price to pay for free products. 

I would argue that there are two reasons for this. This first reason is that they believe that the data 

is fragmented; they do not see their data as a total made up of its parts, in its entirety. Though 

actually, the traces they leave online often is connected to them as a person, creating data sets such 

as “user profile information” (UPI) connected to each individual (Zuboff, 2019, p. 78). The second 

reason why people think it is a fair trade, I would suggest, is that it is the only model we currently 

have for this kind of transaction. People seem to accept it because of what they are familiar with; 

it is the only alternative we have been presented with (2019). As the data the data miners collect 

are so financially beneficial, it is reasonable to believe that they have no interests in users starting 

to question the ethics behind the behavioural surplus. It is better for the data miners that the users 

are given the opportunity to feel in control; The legal subjects are internalizing the mind-set of 

having nothing to hide, and are then not be able to blame others for their lack of privacy self-

management.  

                                                 
13 Information on how to opt out of tracking by Google Analytics: 
https://support.google.com/analytics/answer/181881?hl=en  

https://support.google.com/analytics/answer/181881?hl=en
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6 Conclusion and discussion 

In this chapter I will present my conclusion to the research question; what effect has the General 

Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) had on the attitudes and reported habits of its legal subjects? 

Based on a sample of 18 students from Norway and Germany, my conclusion is the following: 

GDPR had had a limited effect on the attitudes of the participants, and close to no effect on their 

reported habits.  

I base this conclusion on the participants answer to the final guiding questions, where I asked 

questions directly related to the implementation of the GDPR; whether they had perceived any 

changes in their own behaviour, or whether they felt any different after the implementation. I 

have used the answers to the questions in the other sub-categories to create are more 

comprehensive understanding of why the implementation of GDPR seems to be so insignificant 

for the participants. I this chapter, I will first look into the explanations of the participants, 

following the categorization presented in chapter 5.   

After this presentation, I will view my findings in light of the theories presented in chapter 3. I 

will use Nissenbaum’s and Zuboff’s different approaches to discuss possible explanations to the 

various reasoning of the participants. I will also illustrate how this thesis is a contribution to the 

contemporary scholarly debates presented in chapter 2:  

 Privacy paradoxes; why people do not act as they say  

 Trade-off or rip-off; whether commodification of privacy can be justified 

 Notice and consent; problems privacy self-management  

6.1 Nuancing the lack of effect 

Only two participants said that they almost always opt-out of tracking when presented with an 

option, which they ought to be if the data miners are operating in accordance with the law. Some 

more participants said that they do not always opt-out, but that they sometimes do, after consider 

whether it is worth trading their data for that specific information or service. All of these 

participants admitted that they rarely or never read the information they are provided with. 

Rather, their decision on whether to accept the “terms and condition” is often based what they 
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know about the data miner/service provider prior to this request. They are more likely to accept 

tracking from actors they for some reason feel dependent on, such as Facebook, Google Maps 

and Google Search. Several of the participants who hold this opinion, state at some point during 

the interview that they would not be willing to give up using services such as Facebook even 

though they know that Facebook collects a lot of information about them. This confirms that the 

participants, much as other digital natives, feel dependent on such services also to maintain 

relationships “offline” (Barkhuus and Tashiro, 2010). The participants seem more sceptical about 

accepting cookies from pages they do not know the owner of, than companies where they already 

are members or users of. However, even though they might not accept data collection if they do 

not trust the actors, this decision is never based on them reading the terms and condition. 

Around half of the participants, reported that the GDPR had absolutely no effect on their habits 

and attitudes. They would also not read the terms and condition, but rather just click through 

whatever was necessary in order to access a service. They did not make use of the regulation, 

and often explained this with having “nothing to hide”. Others admitted not to make use of 

GPPR as they did not believe it mattered, or that it worked the in the ways they were intended. 

They perceived Google and Facebook to be powerful enough to be able to circumvent legal 

regulation. They simply felt powerless. This opinion was also held by the few participants that 

actually expressed themselves negatively about the GDPR; they did not approve of a model that 

made the individual responsible for their privacy.  

6.2 Theoretically explaining the main findings  

So how do we approach these findings theoretically? As explained in the theory chapter, the two 

frameworks I have chosen to understand the effects of GDPR on legal subject draws their 

argumentation from two different understandings of society. The way I read the two scholars, 

Zuboff views GDPR as a manifestation of power and dominance, whereas Nissenbaum views 

GDPR as a legal regulation to ensure that legal subjects are able to fully understand a context, 

and then make a conscious decision about what information to give to whom, in which context, 

under a certain common agreement of flow (see framework in 3.1.2). This would mean that 

Zuboff would perceive it as problematic if the participant were positive of GDPR, whereas 
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Nissenbaum would be perceive it as problematic if the participants were not. However, how can 

we understand the significant lack of reactions?  

6.2.1 Conflict approach  

How I read Zuboff, GDPR has been just the adaption face of a habituation that has already 

happened. Before the implementation of the GDPR, people already perceived online data 

collection as unavoidable. Legal subjects have internalized the idea of privacy self-management, 

and commodification of personal data. This argument is confirmed by the participants who 

perceive privacy as either a commodity, or even more so by those who perceive privacy as a 

secrecy; That privacy are the things you want to hide from others. Another way of putting it is 

this; if you are not doing something wrong or illegal, you have “nothing to hide”. Even more so, 

by not being concerned about online privacy, they demonstrate the fact they have no skeletons in 

their closet. If you are then provided with an opportunity to put those skeletons back in the 

closet, a way of further illustrating how lawful you are behaving would be to invalidate the entire 

regulation, and claim that you have no use for it.  

Zuboff would argue that the positive reactions mean the data miners have succeeded in making 

people internalize a responsibility of privacy. For example, one participant said that he believed 

GDPR to be a good thing because it had made him more aware about his responsibilities. 

Following Zuboff’s approach, GDPR further enforces the responsibility over the legal subjects, 

though at the same time, it is perceived as anti-social to engage in privacy-self management, and 

positive to be “connected” and “networking” (Zuboff, 2019, p. 9). This internal conflict makes 

the individual see no other option than to accept their situation. This is why scholars argue that 

ensuring privacy should not be up to the individual (Zuboff, 2019, Solove Crain, 2015, Hull, 

2015)  

Zuboff would probably see it as a healthy sign that some of the participants engage in activities 

to restrict the data collection of surveillance capitalist. She would also approve of those who are 

critical of the premises of GDPR, including those who were critical of the premises of the 

question about whether they perceived the product (access to services) they received had the 

right price (amount of personal and behavioural data) as she believes privacy should not be 

commodified (Zuboff – hooks). It is important to note that there were only two participants who 
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questioned the premises of such transaction (though some admitted they found the price was too 

high), and that those where the same participants who were sceptical about the GDPR. They both 

had the same reasons; they refused to view privacy as commodity, and they seemed to believe 

that that GDPR was a manifestation of this idea. One of these two participants were the one who 

had worked with the whistle-blower, the other admitted to have read up on the topic due to 

personal interest. This also confirm Zuboff’s stress on the importance of “naming and taming” 

(Zuboff, 2019, p. 62); understanding a phenomena in order to be able to fight it.  

6.2.2 Consensus approach 

If we are to interpret our findings though Nissenbaum’s framework, the lack of reactions were 

simply due to the participants already feeling in control over their information; that informational 

norms were respected (Nissenbaum, 2010, p. 150). Still, we will see whether we are discovering 

any “entrenched informational norms” among actors, by viewing the findings through the 

different parameters in the framework. I would suggest that the actors are clarified, as the thesis 

is about how informational subjects share their data with data miners. What is left to evaluate is 

the transmission principles, attributes and context.  

In order to evaluate if the participants seemed to perceive the transmission principle, which is the 

agreement under which information flows from the information subject to the data miners, the 

following question was asked: Do you feel that the price that you pay, your data, corresponds 

with the product you receive? About half of the participants said yes, the rest either said no, or 

that they could not answer the questions. However, the answer of the latter group does not reflect 

their actions; those who do believe that they pay more that they get in return, still engages in this 

kind of transaction. They often say that they do so because they feel they are dependent on the 

services, or they do not believe that the data collection is unavoidable. As one participants puts 

it; “I am just closing my eyes and say, “ok, just take it””.  

Nissenbaum also argues that we will see some reactions amongst the information subjects if the 

contexts are incomplete (Nissenbaum, 2010, p. 187), also referred to as a “context collapse” 

(Marwick and boyd, 2014). Still, even though the participants clearly indicated that they did not 

fully understand the context in which they shared information, they did not actively avoid doing 

so. Every single participant indicates or reports on lack of knowledge, and lack of understanding 
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about the processing of their data. This also go for those who, relative to sample, inherit quite a lot 

of knowledge about the topic. The lack of “digital literacy” used by some participants to explain 

why they try to manage their privacy, for example by opting out of tracking, is at the same time 

used by other as an explanation of why they do not even bother.  

When it comes to the attributes, the final parameter in the framework of contextual integrity 

(Nissenbaum, 2010). I will argue that the type of information that we are asked to make 

decisions about, following the model of privacy self-management, also is not clear for the 

participants. In the introduction, I clarified the difference between what I in this thesis refer to as 

personal data (data directly connected to a natural person), and how it differs from behavioural 

data (all others aspects of human behaviour). The reason I made this distinction is that when I 

asked the participants to evaluate their personal information as a commodity, most the 

participants only considered the information they “paid” when signing up, or when creating or 

sharing content, though it is actually behavioural data that is most valuable for surveillance 

capitalist. As a lot of behavioural data collect in less visible ways, often though third party 

tracking, many participant seem to not consider any behavioural data into this “trade”.  

By evaluating my findings from the analysis in light of the various parameters of the framework 

of contextual integrity, I would argue that the framework does not work as it was intended to; 

“understanding and predicting reactions to alterations in information practices, particularly those 

caused by the deployment of information technology” (Nissenbaum, 2010, p.150). I believe this 

is due to the framework being based on the reaction of the individual; whether the informational 

subject view practices of data collection as intrusive or appropriate. As we have seen the 

participant both have very different understandings of privacy in this context, and they do not 

always act in accordance with their interest. I still believe that the framework of contextual 

integrity serve a purpose, which is to successfully identify important elements to consider when 

entering the issue of privacy. However, I believe it falls short when it comes to explaining the 

lack of reaction to GDPR. I will demonstrate this by returning to the three scholarly debates 

introduced chapter 2. I will here also demonstrate why I found the approach of Zuboff more 

satisfactory to explain the lack of changes in attitudes and reported habits among legal subject 

after the implementation of GDPR. 
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6.3 The privacy paradox; nothing to hide 

In the litterateur on digital privacy, there have been identified several paradoxes regarding people 

behaving different from what they perceive to be the right behavior. The first privacy paradox 

refers to peoples extensive sharing online, while still claiming they consider privacy important 

(Barnes, 2006), the second privacy paradox refers to people claiming they have nothing to hide, 

but still choose privacy when they can, and take various measures in order to not be tracked 

(Adorjan & Ricciardelli, 2019). In this thesis, I believe we have seen examples of both. A 

majority of the participants say they are concerned about their privacy, but most of them also say 

that that they do not engage in activities of privacy management, and will accept most “terms 

and conditions” without reading them. We have also seen that quite a lot of the participant state 

at some point during the interview that they have “nothing to hide”. A consensus approach to this 

finding could be to interpret the statement quite literally, or at least perceive is as some kind of 

trust. However, Zuboff rather claim that the “nothing to hide” argument is a sign that the 

participants have habituated into perceiving data collection as unavoidable, and even necessary. 

Either the legal subjects agree to this perception, or the alternative is a feeling of powerless. In 

this case they rationalize the fact that they are not able to be in control over their data by 

claiming to have “nothing to hide” (Zuboff, 2019, p. 11).  

6.4 Trade-off or rip-off 

By accepting the “terms and condition” enforced by the GDPR, the participants are in some 

sense taking part in commodification of their data. Nissenbaum believes that this is not 

necessarily a problem in itself, as the individual that should be free to choose what they make of 

their privacy. Even though many people perceive privacy a value, there are at all times 

competing values. In our case that competing value is free access to information, and platforms 

of communication, provided by such companies as Google and Facebook. The data that 

Facebook collects are used to create surplus though targeted advertisement, but is also used to 

provide us with a user-friendly and individualized experience. But how freely do we engage in 

such transaction? In order to answer this question, I will return to the matter of reciprocity. As 

we have seen, many of the participants whom do not believe the transaction is reciprocal, still 

accepted it. These participants are the same that reports on feeling pressured into sharing 
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information about themselves online; They are taking part in a transaction against their will, and 

have no way to negotiate this agreement. Can there really be an equal trade at all, when the 

power between the actors is so unequally distribute? This is where Nissenbaum’s framework 

falls short to explain the findings on out sample; the perception the participants have about the 

transaction does not really matter when it comes to the decisions they make; they still accept the 

terms and condition.  

The participants perceive accepting such “trade-off” as the only option, or feel pushed into using 

the services, either by the service providers themselves, or because “everyone else” uses the 

services. As we know, the usage of Facebook is not limited to online; it is important also for 

maintaining social relationships offline (Barkhuus and Tashiro, 2010). Even though one can 

argue that Facebook is an option, the option of not being on Facebook could for some people 

mean social exclusion, which is reported as a concern by several of the participants. Zuboff 

argues that surveillance capitalists purposely have made their services appear inevitable and 

necessary in order to ensure a free flow of behavioural surplus. (Zuboff, 2019, p. 121-122). We 

are not the “customers” of surveillance capitalists, and Facebook and Google do not provide us 

with services; they are “’hooks’ to lure us into their extractive operations” (Zuboff, 2019, p. 10). 

The analogy of extractive operations as a “trade” is yet another way to justify extensive tracking. 

(Hull, 2015, Zuboff, 2019).  

6.5 The model of notice and consent 

Regardless of the scholarly critique on the matter, the leading imperative seem to be that it is the 

individuals that should be responsible for managing their own privacy, and evaluate whether they 

are willing to accept tracking in order to receive access to services, platforms or information. As 

argued in chapter 2, GDPR is based this model, which I refer to as the model of “notice and 

consent”. The idea is the by ensuring that the legal subjects know what they are consenting to, 

they can make an informed choice about their privacy. However, from what I understood from 

the participants whom admit giving the consent, this consent is rarely informed. Even those who 

report on opting out of tracking when they can, admit that they more often just press “ok” 

because it is faster and easier. The reason why people do not read, is suggested by Milne and 

Culnan as mainly due to a lack of trust (2014). There are two reasons mentioned by the 
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participants of why they do not trust actors such as Google and Facebook; the amount of privacy 

scandals, and the fact that the companies have the money to pay the potential fines, and continue 

operating as before.  

Still, it seems that only a few participants are negative to the idea of privacy-self management. 

Many of those whom admit not reading the terms and conditions before consenting blame 

themselves for not knowing enough about how data collection work. Again, it seems like the 

surveillance capitalists successfully had successfully ensured the habituation, prior to the 

adaption of GDPR, which is why the implementation had so little effect. A part of the 

habituation has been to make people view tracking as a pro-social act, which the people are 

encouraged to take part in (Zuboff, 2019, p. 9). Some participants even report on feeling 

pressured by their friends, which, according to Zuboff further illustrate power and influence of 

the data miners. We have internalized the perception of privacy as something unnecessary, and if 

we have nothing to hide, then there is no need to engage in privacy self-management. As GDPR 

further enforces this system, by implementing the individuals responsibilities into law, we stray 

further from “naming and taming” (Zuboff, 2019, p. 62) the phenomenon, and risk being caught 

in the dispossession cycle.  
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Appendix II: Informational sheet 

*Title of the thesis differs from working title 

Information for participants in “Norms of privacy and data protection law”*  
Thank you for participating in the master project “Norms of privacy and data protection law”.  
The project deals with the production of privacy norms, and investigates how these norms of privacy 
correlates with national law, specifically how national law regulates multinational corporations. The 
main focus of the project is whether or not citizens feel that the laws of the nation states 
insures their privacy.   
 

Background and purpose  
 

The project is connected to the University of Oslo (UiO), and it is conducted by student Hannah 
Kvamsdal, under the supervision of Professor Vidar Halvorsen, Department of Criminology and Sociology 
of Law, UiO.  
 

The project period lasts from August 2018 to May 2019. Interview will be carried out in Oslo, Norway 
and in Hamburg, Germany. I will compare the answers of bachelor and master students of social science 
in both countries.  
 

What does participation in the project imply?  
I want to interview you because you are my target group of comparison. The questions will, 
amongst other things, be how you perceive privacy, and how you understand the term. I will also ask 
you questions about how you perceive the interest of the state and multinational corporations when it 
comes to privacy and data regulation.   
The interview will be audio recorded.  
 

What will happen to the information about you?  
Before the interview begins you will be asked to fill out a form where you give your consent to 
participation in the research, that you understand the consequences, and that you have been given 
information on how the information about you will be used. All documentation and records of the 
interview will be treated confidentially and will only be available to the researcher and her supervisor. 
Data from the project will be presented in a master thesis and in any related research articles and 
conference presentations. After the end of the project in 2019 the audio recordings and all 
personal data will be deleted.   
 

Voluntary participation  
Participation in the project is voluntary, and you have the right to withdraw your consent at any time 
without stating any reason. If you decide to withdraw, all your personal data will be made anonymous. If 
you have any questions concerning the project, please contact Hannah Kvamsdal, (+47) 974 
35 718, hannkvam@outlook.com  
  
  
  
  
  

mailto:hannkvam@outlook.com
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Informed consent form – “Norms of privacy and data protection laws” – University of Oslo  
  
I, the participant, hereby confirm that:  
  
1. I understand the information about the project, the way it has been  
explained to me before the interview.  
  

2. I have been given the opportunity to ask questions about the project and  
my participation in the project.  
  
3. My participation in the project is voluntary.  
  
4. I am aware that I can withdraw my consent at any time, and that there will  
not be asked questions about why I have chosen to withdraw.  
  
5. The procedures concerning confidentiality are explicitly explained to me  
(e.g. use of name, pseudonyms, anonymization of data, etc.).  
  

6. The use of the interview data in research, publications, sharing and  
archiving has been explained to me.  
  

9. I grant permission to be audio recorded.  
  
10. I, along with the researcher, accept to sign and date this informed consent  
form.  

  
  

Participant:  
  
  
________________________        ________________________     ______________  

Name of participant                            Participant’s signature                    Date  
  
  
  
Researcher:  
  
  
_________________________        ________________________     ______________  
Name of researcher                             Researcher’s signature                    Date  
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Appendix III: Interview guideline 

Template for interviews  

  

I will ask you questions regarding privacy and data protection laws. I will ask you questions 

regarding multinational corporations, meaning international firms collecting data about you 

online, exemplified by Facebook or Google. I will ask questions generally, but if you have a 

specific opinion about one of the corporations, or any other company, feel free to elaborate.  

  

Privacy  

 What does the word privacy mean to you?   

 Would you say that you are a person concerned about your own privacy?  

  

Digital privacy  

 Do you consider yourself careful about sharing information about yourself online?  

 Do you perceive that the information you give multination corporations such as Google 

and Facebook in order access information and services correspond with the product you 

receive in return? (that there is an appropriate flow of personal information)   

Resistance  

 Do you ever feel tricked or pushed into to giving up more information about yourself 

online?   

 Have you ever given incorrect personal information in order to hide your online?   

 Have you ever used programs, applications or VPNs in order to protect your privacy 

online?  

  

GDPR  

 Do you believe you have a fair understanding of the General Data Protection 

Regulation?  

 Do you perceive GDPR to have made any difference to your online behaviour? (Whether 

you make use of the option do opt out of tracking, or read though the information you 

receive).   

 Do you feel any difference about being online after the implementation? (For example 

safer, no difference, or in any way negative?) 
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Appendix IV: Recruitment flyer 

Do you want to participate  
in a research project? 
I am a Norwegian student of Sociology of Law currently writing my master’s thesis 

I am looking to interview German bachelor and master students at the Faculty of Business, 

Economics and Social Sciences on questions regarding digital privacy, sharing in social media 

and the relationship between norms and rules. You need no prior knowledge about these topics in 

order to participate.  

The interview will last approximately 30 minutes, and will be held in English.  

For participation, or any further questions, please contact me on e-mail 

hannahposten@gmail.com or WhatsApp: +47 97435718 

 

 

 

 

Kind Regards,  

Hannah Kvamsdal 

Master student of Sociology of Law 

University of Oslo 

 


