
 

 

Kristianstad University | SE-291 88 Kristianstad | +46 44 250 30 00 | www.hkr.se 

 

 

 

Kristianstad University 

SE-291 88 Kristianstad 

+46 44-250 30 00 

www.hkr.se 

 

Bachelor Thesis, 15 credits, for a 

Bachelor of Science in Business Administration: 

International Business and Marketing  

Spring Semester 2022 

Faculty of Business 
 

‘’The feeling of being watched’’ 
A study on the Online behavioral advertisement’s role in generation Zs’ privacy 

concerns.  

 

Lykke Björneskog & Malin Hornling  

 
  

 

 

 

 



Björneskog & Hornling 

 

 

 
 

Abstract

 
Authors:  
Lykke Björneskog and Malin Hornling 
 
Title:  
The feeling of being watched - A study on the Online Behavioral Advertisement’s role in generation Z’s privacy 
concern 
 
Assessing teacher: 
Lisa Källström 
 
Supervisor: 
Oskar Christensson 
 
Examiner: 
Heléne Tjärnemo 
 
Abstract  

In the advancement of social media, a new form of marketing has taken over where companies can easily track 

user behavior and use this to target accurate ads. This technique, which goes by the name Online Behavioral 

Advertising (OBA) has proven to increase the click-rate of ads but has also evoked a feeling of surveillance for 

the users. The purpose of this thesis is to explore how generation Z experiences the role of OBA within the 

framework of integrity and privacy concerns. To facilitate the purpose of the thesis four focus groups were used 

as a qualitative method to collect empirical data. From the findings three main insights were found. Firstly, norms 

play a big part in how OBA is perceived. The four key parameters context, actors, attributes and transmission 

principles have a major role in determining whether or not the flow of information is disrupted, and thus perceived 

as intrusive or not.  Secondly, the consumer’s own choice is an important aspect for OBA to be accepted. Much 

of the OBA could feel accepted by generation Z if they themselves had accepted information collection through 

cookie consent or by actively using search engines. Lastly, generation Z’s upbringing in a world of digitization 

influences a lot of the generations' experiences of OBA. This thesis contributes with new insights into how 

generation Z as consumers view OBA within the framework of privacy concerns. Marketers can use these results 

to understand how to avoid using OBA in a way that is perceived as intrusive.  
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1  Introduction 
 

In the advancement of social media, marketers have shifted their main focus from channels 

such as TV and radio, to platforms where their target group is easier to access (Boateng & 

Okoe, 2015). Online behavioral advertising (OBA) gives easier access through the possibility 

to track user behavior. Researchers define OBA in different ways, but all have identified two 

main characteristics, it involves the monitoring and tracking consumers behavior online, and 

the data is collected to target accurate ads (Boerman et al., 2017). 

 

As a result of technological advances, powerful databases, monitoring systems and data mining 

tools have been developed that enable companies to discreetly collect information on individual 

transactions and use this information to customize interactions (Taylor et al., 2009). For 

instance, demographic information can today easily be retrieved from customers through 

website registrations. Furthermore, web site technology enables companies to secretly gather 

information depending on where the customer clicks, so-called clickstream data, which then 

helps to profile and target individual customers (Aiolfi et al., 2021). Online behavioral 

advertising is an outcome of the above-mentioned technology. This type of digital advertising 

targeting method collects data such as what pages users visit, how long they visit them and 

what they do on the internet (Ham, 2016). 

  

Marketers believe that internet-based marketing is today’s best way to not least collect, but also 

use behavioral and demographic data to customize actions online. This marketing strategy 

suggests that customization helps to create an electronic dialogue with customers (Taylor et al., 

2009). Previous research has shown that online customization has a positive impact on 

customer response. For instance, it has been shown that tailor-made email based on what a 

customer has searched for in the past, gives a higher percentage of click-through rates 

compared to general emails. Likewise, research has shown that it is easier to reach consumers 

by using personal information, and that this improves the response rate for online advertising 

(Brokke & Postma, 2002).  
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However, Mason (1986) predicted that information-related integrity would become an 

increasingly critical problem as the development of technology and digitization, which proved 

to be true. Research on information-related privacy demonstrates that 85% of American adults 

find it truly important to be able to control access to their private information just as 72% have 

expressed concern about whether organizations track consumer’s online behavior (Miltigen & 

Peyrat-Guillard, 2014). 

 

In general, customer’s integrity concerns stem from a general lack of control over their personal 

data, as well as uncertainties about how the companies will handle their data (Miltigen & 

Peyrat-Guillard, 2014). Even though issues regarding privacy concerns and data use and 

control in general are universal questions, researchers claim that the exact questions and 

answers to data queries depend largely on the characteristics of the users, including their age 

(Moscardelli & Divine, 2007).  

 

The subject of integrity has been investigated by both philosophical and legal scholars and it 

has revolved around a debate within whether a narrow or broad view of integrity should be 

used for legal and ethical assessments of individual actions (Murphy & Caudill, 2000). Fried 

(1968) was one of the first, and became one of the most important, to examine integrity. He 

argued that integrity is valuable because it is necessary to develop intimacy and trust in 

relationships. Rachels (1975) further claimed that it is of great importance for people to control 

information about themselves in order to maintain and manage different social relationships. 

Nissenbaum (1998) addressed the concept of ‘’privacy in public’’ which is about companies 

that collect, store, analyze and share information about consumers. She means that these efforts 

of public monitoring ‘’constitutes a genuine moral violation of privacy’’.  

 

Privacy can be referred to as both a two-dimensional construction that consists of physical 

space and information, and a continuum depending on the consumers' individual experience 

(Foxman & Kilcoyne, 1993; Goodwin, 1991). A continuum indicates that consumers have 

varying degrees of concern for privacy and value their personal information differently; 

consequently, some consumers may be willing to exchange personal information while others 

are more skeptical (Goodwin, 1991). As mentioned above, Foxman and Kilcoyne (1993) stated 

that privacy is context specific and involves two factors; control and knowledge. Violation of 

integrity depends, according to them, on these two factors. The first factor, control, refers to 

consumers' control over their information in a marketing interaction. That is, the extent to 
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which consumers themselves can determine the amount and depth of information collected by 

companies. The second factor, knowledge, refers to the degree of consumers' knowledge about 

the collection of their personal information, and how the information is used.  

 

 

1.1 Problematization  

Monitoring, and what monitoring actually means, has changed meaning in step with 

digitalization. Bentham's panopticon is a monitoring design that was created by the British 

philosopher Jeremy Bentham late 18-century with the purpose to easily monitor prisoners 

without them knowing when they were monitored and when not. The construction of the prison 

consists of one surveillance tower in the middle that is surrounded by cells without doors. The 

supervisor can easily observe any prisoner at any time, without the prisoner knowing if they 

are being watched or not. Therefore, the prisoners constantly need to act as if they are being 

watched which, according to Bentham, would help change the prisoners’ behavior for the 

better. This monitoring design is today a concept that often is associated with the terms 

surveillance and monitoring (Foucault & Sheridan, 1995).  

 

Campbell and Carlson (2002) have stated that monitoring techniques have long been used by 

companies to monitor their employees, but it is in recent decades that it is possible to see a 

clear increase in how companies monitor consumers. Weaver and Gahegan (2007) meant that 

the use and development of surveillance systems raises the debate as to whether it is considered 

intrusive by the individuals being monitored. Weaver and Gahegan (2007) argued that the use 

and development of surveillance systems raises the debate as to whether it is considered 

intrusive by the individuals being monitored. According to Weaver and Gahegan (2007), there 

has been an enormous technological development in recent years, which has affected people's 

ability to communicate. But it's not just about communication opportunities, but also what 

information that is gathered and saved when people are on different websites. This development 

of data collection has sparked a debate regarding surveillance but also personal integrity. 

 

The monitoring that takes place online is constant and not possible to ‘’turn it off’’, which 

means that the situation is beyond the individual's control. Campbell and Carlson (2002) have 

drawn similarities between panopticon and customized online ads. They believe that both 
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panopticon and online advertisements act for the purpose of examining individuals for various 

purposes of control (Campbell & Carlson 2002) 

 

The development of technology and the world wide web has enabled ways of constant 

monitoring with the help of Artificial Intelligence (AI). Unlike Bentham's panopticon where 

the supervisors were limited to observing a few prisoners at a time, AI can monitor every user’s 

activity at all times which grants marketers valuable information about future possible 

customers. Furthermore, the online monitoring with AI that has evolved in recent years is 

similar to what Campbell and Carlson (2002) described as ‘’illusion of voluntariness’’ which 

refers to an illusion constructed by the marketers to hide the use of corporate surveillance by 

making the users think it is voluntary. 

 

For the metaphor of panopticon, the supervisor is invisible to the prisoners which corresponds 

with how monitoring online works. When the user is on a website connected to Online 

behavioral Advertising (OBA) monitoring occurs, which the user might not be aware of. The 

element of self-surveillance from the panopticon concept is an important element for online 

monitoring as well. In the panopticon prison example, the prisoners’ unawareness of when they 

were being watched led to self-surveillance (Campbell & Carlson, 2002). In online monitoring 

Campbell and Carlson (2002) implied that this self-surveillance is the reason people voluntarily 

share some information about themselves online. In online monitoring the self-surveillance 

occurs mostly out of fear of being excluded from the benefits that the information transfer 

would grant. 

 

Research has indicated that this development of online monitoring has led to privacy concerns 

for the consumers. Furthermore, these privacy concerns were shown to affect the likelihood of 

the user clicking on the ad. Therefore, marketers need to be aware of their consumers' integrity 

preferences to succeed with their OBA and influence a buying behavior (Aiolfi et al., 2021; 

Kim & Huh, 2016).  

 

To try to limit consumers’ privacy concerns, The General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 

was implemented. GDPR is a legal instrument developed by the European Union with the aim 

of regulating the processing and use of personal data in the EU. GDPR applies since May 2018 

with the purpose to contribute to an area of freedom, security and justice, by providing a set of 

standardized data protection laws to all members in the EU. GDPR aims to facilitate 
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information transparency which should make it easier for EU citizens to understand how their 

personal data is used and to address complaints (European Commission).   

 

After GDPR was implemented, companies involved in online monitoring have been forced to 

change their monitoring process. By adhering to GDPR companies now have to disclose their 

monitoring and how the information will be used to the users. Degeling et al. (2019) studied 

the implementation of GDPR at popular websites and found that in just two months cookie 

consent notices increased by 16%. Although cookie consent had increased, the information that 

was provided by the websites were not always user-friendly, leaving the users still in the dark 

about how their information is being used (Kretschmer et al., 2021). 

  

In previous research regarding data-driven digital advertising (of which OBA is a part), privacy 

concerns have been highlighted as a risk or a disadvantage. However, most of the studies that 

have been done have had a quantitative approach where costs and benefits regarding 

customized marketing have been compared against each other (Aiolfi et al, 2021; Ham, 2016; 

Nuzulita and Subradi, 2019). The results of the studies showed that consumers accept OBA if 

they perceive that the benefits of increasing the relevance of online ads are greater than the 

costs to their privacy (Aiolfi et al, 2021). Yet these studies have only provided concrete 

evidence that privacy is a constant concern for consumers when they are online, and do not 

give a deeper understanding of what privacy actually is and how it is perceived by consumers. 

There is a lack of research that comprehensively studies how consumers experience customized 

marketing linked to the personal information that they indirectly share when using the internet 

and how boundaries are created between what is acceptable and what is considered to be 

monitoring and privacy violations. In order to succeed in achieving a broader understanding of 

this, a qualitative study is required. 

 

Furthermore, a big part of the research regarding privacy concerns and digitization has 

examined privacy concerns of adults. Because of how media portrays digitization; invasion of 

privacy, hacking and cyber-attacks, a sense of insecurity among the older generation of digital 

media is created. These privacy issues can make the elderly reluctant to use digital media and 

are a key obstacle to their access to the internet (Damodaran and May, 2005).  As there is a 

growing literature on the elderly generation’s attitudes toward concerns regarding online 

privacy, yet little research is done on teenage and young adult’s attitudes toward privacy 

concerns. Past research shows that age affects the valuation of personal information. Vitak et 
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al. (2018), for example, found a positive relationship between age and the value of personal 

information. The study also found that especially older adults value their privacy highly and 

think it is important not to share too much personal information, as it can feel intrusive. 

Furthermore, Ray et al. (2021) argued in their research  that older adults experience a threat in 

using internet banking and e-commerce and that older adults show a great deal of privacy-

related concerns towards social media. These previous studies have shown that there is a strong 

connection between personalized marketing and privacy concerns in relation to the older 

generation. The surveys do not capture how the younger generation experiences privacy 

concerns and we believe that this is relevant to investigate further. 

 

Today, statistics show that 62.5% of the world's population use the internet in January 2022, 

with adolescents as the heaviest user. Reports have also stated that the average internet user 

spends at least 7 hours online each day  (DataReportal, 2021). Age has, in view of the above, 

a critical impact on information technology usage. Instead of using terms as adolescents and 

adults, generations can be used to divide age groups into clearer categories. Generations are 

defined by years of birth and characters. Each generation is different which depends on the 

historical environment and social conditions (Nuzulita & Subriadi, 2019). In this research, the 

main focus will be on generation Z. Who is included in generation Z can sometimes differ 

depending on how narrow is drawn. In this research, generation Z refers to the people born 

after 1996 and before 2012 (Fietkiewicz et al., 2016). 

 

It has been established by previous research (Munsch, 2021; Parment, 2013; Wolf et al., 2022) 

that generational differences is an important factor for marketers to evaluate. Generational 

cohorts often share the same values since these usually form during the person’s coming of 

age. The mutual attributes generational cohorts share is what makes these types of studies 

interesting to investigate on a generational level rather than on a general consumer level, which 

most previous research has limited itself to. Despite the importance of generational perspective, 

no research about generation Z’s' experience of OBA and privacy concerns has been made to 

our knowledge. It is already known that the older generation generally has a more skeptical 

view of the internet and its use. But how generation Z experiences the internet and privacy 

concerns is not studied to the same extent as it is in the older generations.  

 

Generation Z is the first generation that have never spent their lives without access to the 

internet, mobile phones or computers. Generation Z is thus comfortable with technologies as 
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they grew up in the current environment of being constantly online and using mobile 

communications (Nuzulta & Subriadi, 2019). Generations are exposed to technologies in 

different ways, which leads to their level of acceptance of technology being different, hence 

leads us to our interest in exploring this more deeply. Are there concerns about the integrity of 

generation Z despite the fact that they grew up with the internet and social media? How do they 

reason about companies today being able to gather almost all the information about you without 

you even being aware of it yourself?  

 

Contradictory results have prevented a clear understanding of people’s perception of privacy 

concerns, where some researchers believe that privacy concerns have become larger and larger 

over time, while other researchers believe that privacy concerns are greater in the older 

generation. Although few agreements regarding the impact of age on privacy, the research still 

has gaps to fill (Moscardelli & Divine, 2007). Based on what previous studies have discovered 

and also what recent studies have neglected to investigate, it is relevant to further explore the 

integrity issues with OBA. Our thesis will also contribute to an in-depth understanding of 

generation Z experience the subject-matter which we believe is an important perspective for 

future success in OBA. 

 

1.2 Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to explore how generation Z experiences the role of Online 
Behavioral Advertising within the framework of integrity and privacy concerns.  
 
1.3 Research question  
How does generation Z experience Online Behavioral Advertising seen from an integrity 
perspective?  
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2 Theoretical Background  
As the aim of this thesis is to explore how generation Z experiences Online Behavioral 
Advertising (OBA) from an integrity perspective this chapter will provide an overview of 
relevant theoretical aspects. The chapter is structured as follows. Firstly, the theory will be 
introduced to provide a general understanding of  the theory. Secondly, the key variables of 
the theory will be described more in depth for a deeper understanding of the theory. Thirdly a 
section about boundaries has been added to illustrate how important these are for the 
understanding of the theory. Lastly, an overview of how this theory previously has been used 
will be presented.  

 
 

2.1 Privacy and integrity online 
The technological developments that has given rise to information collection online can by 

many researchers be explained as troubling for the consumers’ personal privacy and integrity. 

Monotoro and Castaneda (2007) stated that privacy in general terms can be defined as the 

right to be alone and that people must have control over the information generated about 

them in order to maintain a set of relationships. Further, Monotoro and Castaneda (2007) 

mentioned that the customer’s perception of privacy and concerns can affect the customers’ 

behavior. Thus, the term integrity has been used in several studies within the field of 

marketing (Okazaki et al., 2020; Atkin & Millham; 2016, Kim & Huh, 2016). The definition 

of privacy concerns that most often appears in the marketing literature is proven to be the 

person's concern for controlling the acquisition and subsequent use of the information 

generated on him or her on the internet, and thus for the integrity to be violated.  

 

The concept of integrity has, by several researchers, been recognized as having a 

multidimensional character. In most cases, two dimensions have been identified. The 

dimensions include firstly, the internet user's knowledge of data collection performed by the 

company, and secondly, knowledge of the use of data, control over data collection and 

control over the use of the information (Okazaki et al., 2020; Atkin & Millham; 2016, Kim & 

Huh, 2016). 
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According to Kokolakis (2017) privacy is a primary concern for people, yet they still disclose 

personal information for relatively small rewards. This phenomena Kokolakis (2017) referred 

to as the ‘’privacy paradox’’, which implies a difference in peoples’ attitude and behavior.  

 

Nissenbaum (2009) argued that information technology and digital media have long been seen 

as a threat to integrity because they have largely disrupted the flow of personal information, 

from both corporate and government databases in the 1960s to today's surveillance cameras 

and social networks. Above all, Nissenbaum (2009) pointed out that the network, in particular, 

has mediated disruptions of an unprecedented extent and variation. She believed that as difficult 

as it has been to restrict the right to privacy in general, it is even more complex online owing 

to varying recipients, types of information and restraints under which the information flows. 

 

Sutanto et al. (2013) have studied the tension between personalization and integrity and how it 

relates to marketing. They believe that information technology has created a lasting concern 

for privacy. This is also confirmed by Nissenbaum (2004) who believes that integrity has 

become a permanent social problem due to information technology. Sutanto et al. (2013) study 

the tension in the context of personal marketing in the mobile phone. Their research proposes 

a technological solution that preserves the user's information on the mobile phone while 

receiving targeted advertising. 

 

While technological advancement in the last decades has facilitated and improved life in 

many ways, it has also created challenges from an integrity perspective. The constantly 

changing flow of information is challenging to keep up with and has affected the way people 

view integrity (Nissenbaum, 2004). As an alternative to information integrity, Nissenbaum 

(2004) created a framework for something she has called contextual integrity. Contextual 

integrity according to Nissenbaum's definition provides an account of the right to personal 

integrity in terms of information of a personal nature and its flow. Rather than considering 

personal privacy as control over personal information or the ability to restrict the availability 

of personal information, Nissenbaum (2004), has defined personal privacy as the right to an 

appropriate flow of information. 
 
2.2 Privacy as contextual integrity 

Nissenbaum (2004) has tried to shed light on the problem of public surveillance and with her 

conceptual framework she linked the protection of private information to the norms of specific 
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context. A fundamental principle of contextual integrity is that there are no places that are not 

controlled by norms. The theory is thereby based on the fact that social norms govern adapted 

systems and regulate the flow of personal information in different social situations. For 

example, it may feel appropriate to tell a doctor about your medical history, but there is 

probably no information you feel is appropriate to share with passersby. People also move in 

and out of a variety of contexts every day. By moving from family, to company, to leisure, we 

go in and out of different norms for information sharing. Every time people move between 

different spheres, they will change their behavior so that it is consistent with these spheres. 

There will always be risks that information that feels appropriate to share in one context will 

be inappropriate in another context with different norms. Despite this, people are pretty good 

at navigating this territory (Nissenbaum, 2004). 

 

The basic idea of contextual integrity is mainly about understanding what confuses and upsets 

people in different situations. In addition to this, it is also about what can be considered 

threatening in people's experience in how systems collect and analyze information about them, 

and in turn thereby violate the context related information norms (Nissenbaum, 2004). 

Furthermore, Nissenbaum believed that contextual integrity not only explains and describes 

when an activity is most likely to provoke resistance or uncertainty, but it also helps to explain 

and specify the source of the resistance. Nissenbaum stated that most people have an idea of 

what personal information feels relevant, appreciated and appropriate for different 

circumstances and situations. If the personal information feels relevant and appropriate in the 

situation, the information feels easy to share, but if the information does not feel relevant, it 

can be perceived as intrusive (Nissenbaum, 2004). 

 

The main components of the theoretical framework for contextual integrity are what 

Nissenbaum referred to as information norms. Two types of information norms are identified 

which determine whether a violation of privacy has occurred. The first norm is called norms of 

appropriateness which decides whether a type of personal information is considered 

appropriate or inappropriate to disclose. These norms tend to vary depending on the context. 

Some private information that is appropriate in the context of a friend group is by norm 

considered inappropriate at the context of a job interview. The second type of norm identified 

by Nissenbaum is norms of distribution. Norms of distribution restrict information flow within 

and across context. Restrictive norms of flow is what prevents information from ending up with 

a third part. If one of these norms are breached, meaning that some flow of information outside 
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of the norm occurs, a violation of privacy has happened (Nissenbaum, 2004). These norms are 

founded by Nissenbaum partly together with Michael Walzer, where they believed that 

"complex equality, the mark of justice, when social goods are distributed according to different 

standards for distribution in different spheres and the spheres are relatively autonomous" (2004, 

p. 123). 

 

Nissenbaum (2004) believed that information is a social good. In friendships, for example, 

secrecy is a standard rule. It often feels appropriate to share details from your relationship or 

sex life with your friend, while it may not be appropriate for this friend to share this information 

with someone else. Further, in medical situations there is often an exchange of information 

from a doctor to a specialist, which often feels normal and expected. Moreover, Nissenbaum 

claimed that there is no such thing as context free information and emphasized two general 

points. On the one hand, information is always revealed in a specific context. On the other 

hand, the misunderstanding of integrity norms is always internal in a context, so there is no 

such thing as a universal integrity norm. Nissenbaum (2004) stated that the framework for 

contextual integrity can guide an assessment of a problematic new practice that results from 

the development of a new technical device by asking the question: "Does the practice in 

question violate any context relative information norms?"  

 

Nissenbaum (2009) believed that there are countless norms that govern activities in different 

contexts, but that she considered those that are specifically related to the flow of personal 

information. These, she believed, are transmission, communications, transfer, distribution and 

dissemination, from one party to another or several others. These are what Nissenbaum called 

information norms and further she believed that contextual integrity is defined, as previously 

mentioned, in terms of information norms. Contextual integrity is maintained when information 

standards are respected and violated when standards are violated. Nissenbaum (2009) thus 

suggested that contextual integrity serves as a benchmark for privacy. 

 

2.3 Key variables in information norms 

According to Nissenbaum, the structure of context-relative information norms is characterized 

by four key variables: context, actors, attributes (information types) and transmission principles 

(Nissenbaum, 2009). These variables determine the type of information, who or what is the 

subject and object of the information, and under what principles the information is transmitted. 
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At large, they prescribe for a particular context the types of information, the parties who are 

the subject of the information and who sends or receives it, as well as the principles according 

to which this information is transmitted (Nissenbaum, 2009). 

 

2.3.1 Context 

The first key variable, context, is where the flow of information takes place. Nissenbaum 

(2009) defined contexts as structured social environments that are characterized by recognized 

activities, roles, relationships, power structures, norms (or rules) and internal values (goals, 

objectives, purposes). Contexts are not formally defined constructions; they are more thought 

of as abstract representations of social structures that are experienced in daily life. Nissenbaum 

(2009) stated that she tries to create a generalized image of a context based on attributes that 

have been observed across concrete instances. Contexts are often linked to specific times and 

places, which means that their concrete character in a given society, which is reflected in roles, 

practices, norms and values, will be shaped specifically by that society in relation to other 

contexts in that society, as well as culture, history, politics, economy and also contingencies 

such as war, famine and earthquakes are factors that affect.  

 

2.3.2 Actors 

The second variable is actors. According to Nissenbaum (2009) actors can have three positions: 

sender of information, receiver of information and information subject. Both recipients and 

senders of information subjects can consist of single individuals, several individuals or 

collectives such as organizations. In order to be able to specify an information standard to the 

best extent possible, it is of great importance to identify the contextual roles of all three actors 

to the extent possible and what capacity each one acts. Specific contexts that Nissenbaum 

(2009) addressed include healthcare contexts where there are many information norms where 

information is exchanged, where patients are specified as senders and doctors as recipients. 

More formally, it can be expressed as the sender/subject acting as a patient seeking care, and 

the recipient acting as a doctor. If the recipients were instead receptionists, accountants or 

nurses, other norms would have prevailed. By specifying the roles of actors, the framework for 

contextual integrity can provide a more expressive medium for being able to highlight variables 

that are relevant to integrity. The roles of actors are found, among other things, in critical 

variables that affect individuals' feelings about whether integrity has been violated or respected. 

The type of relationship that people have with each other involves a specific perception of how 
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they should behave with each other and what is appropriate, and even there, actors play a major 

role (Nissenbaum, 2009).  

 

2.3.3 Attributes 

The section above described the actor's critical relevance to the feeling that integrity has been 

violated. Another variable of equal importance is the type of information in question; Not only 

who it is about, to and from whom it was shared, but also what it is about. Attributes 

(information types) addresses the question of what the information is about. Information norms 

mean that different attributes may be appropriate in some contexts, but not in others. Attributes, 

or types of information, affect not only who the information is about, but also what the 

information is about. Hence, the contextual integrity framework uses attributes as a key 

parameter in information norms (Nissenbaum, 2009). To continue in the healthcare context, 

Nissenbaum (2009) stated that boundaries vary in the flow of information depending on roles 

and the type of information involved, whether it is the patients' medical status, their attire, their 

addresses and telephone numbers or balance in their account. Information norms make certain 

attributes appropriate or inappropriate in certain contexts, under certain conditions. 

 

Norms determine what information is appropriate in different contexts. To the bank, people 

reveal their details about their loans or income; with teachers, students discuss their grades; at 

work, employees discuss their goals and salaries with managers - all of which are appropriate 

attributes in these contexts. The type of information can be perceived as more or less sensitive 

and it can also be divided into personal or public. At the same time, the factors that determine 

suitability vary. Nissenbaum (2009) noted that, for example, doctors are familiar with medical 

conditions but would hesitate to dig deeper into either their patients' religious affiliation or 

financial status. 

 

2.3.4 Transmission principle 

Nissenbaum (2009) described a transmission principle as a limitation of the flow (distribution, 

distribution, transfer) of information from party to party in a specific context. Transmission 

principles are thus about how the information is transmitted from different parties in the context 

(Nissenbaum, 2004). The transmission principle variable within information norms is the 

parameter that expresses the conditions under which certain transfers should or should not take 

place. Nissenbaum (2009) considered the idea of the transmission principle to be the most 
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distinctive part of the framework for contextual integrity, although what it describes is easy to 

see, all of it often goes unnoticed.  

 

How transmission principles function Nissenbaum (2009) described through illustrations. One 

of the most prominent is to prescribe that the party receiving information is prohibited from 

sharing it with others. Other instances include reciprocity where the principle is that the 

information should go in two directions; right, that an actor deserves to know something, or 

that an actor has the right to know something, or coercion, establish that an actor is obliged to 

disclose a certain type of information to another. Transmission principles are just one of the 

principles that together constitute an information norm, in a given context, which varies with 

the other parameters for actors and attributes. Nissenbaum (2009) described it as all four 

parameters moving in sync: contexts, topics, senders, recipients, types of information and 

transmission principles. Further, Nissenbaum (2009) stated that experience can help understand 

transmission principles. In a friendship context, it is almost always expected that information 

is shared voluntarily and that friends share information mutually, provided that they will be 

kept in trust. If the friend deviates from these norms, by disclosing information about a friend 

to a third party, this may violate privacy. 

 

2.4 Boundaries 

Nissenbaum's theory of privacy as contextual integrity seeks to show the boundaries of 

information norms, and that the division between the public and the private in relation to 

information integrity exists in every social relationship (Nissenbaum, 2009). Contextual 

integrity is dealing with information integrity, which claims that social relations are governed 

by norms in information flows and that integrity is violated when these norms are violated. 

Appropriateness defines what information about people is appropriate to reveal in a particular 

social and political context, and captures how people discriminate in the type of information 

they share according to the context of that relationship. The norm for flow or distribution states 

that the distribution of information must maintain the context or sphere in which the 

information has been shared. When the norms are violated and there has thus been a breach of 

privacy depends on where the individual has set his or her boundary of what feels acceptable 

and not. 
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The ability to set clear personal boundaries is of the highest priority to ensure that relationships 

are mutually respectful and supportive (Collingwood, 2016). Further, Collingwood stated that 

boundaries are what measure self-confidence and they are what set the boundaries for what is 

acceptable and unacceptable around us. They determine which behavior from the environment 

determines how you feel, whether they can depress you, make fun of you or benefit from you. 

 

Weak boundaries make you vulnerable and are likely to be taken for granted or even hurt by 

others. If you as a human being often feel uncomfortable with others' treatment of you, it can 

be a sign that your integrity feels violated and that it is time to tighten the boundaries to a more 

secure level. A good self-respect and high self-confidence will make the boundaries set in the 

way that shows that you deserve to be treated as you think is acceptable (Collingwood, 2016).  

 

As previously mentioned, clear boundaries are necessary for useful relationships and self-

esteem. But when it comes to setting boundaries online, we hardly think about creating clear 

boundaries (Tartakovsky, 2016). Tartakovsky (2016) referred to the psychologist Dana Gionta 

who believes that it is of great importance that people actually think about setting boundaries 

even online to protect themselves. The most important reason is to set boundaries online for 

your own safety and protection. Dana Gionta stated that; personally, you probably do not want 

the whole world to have access to your private information, and professionally you probably 

do not want to risk jeopardizing your credibility and your reputation (Tartakovsky, 2016).  

 

2.5 Previous use of Nissembaum's theory 

Privacy as contextual integrity is an older theory since it was first introduced in 2004, but it has 

over the years been developed and reinterpreted. In 2009 Helen Nissenbaum elaborated on her 

own theory in her book privacy as context. Furthermore, researchers have used and interpreted 

Nissenbaum’s theory when investigating integrity and information norms on social platforms 

(Grodzinsky & Tavani, 2011; Hull et al., 2010).   

 

Hull et al. (2010) argued that abstract social networking sites like Facebook are continuously 

increasing in popularity, while users appear to have significant privacy issues. Their research 

project investigated two of Facebook's newer functions, applications and news flow, based on 

the perspective made possible by Helen Nissenbaum's treatment of integrity as contextual 

integrity. Hull et al., (2010) dealt with contextual gaps that Nissenbaum had presented (2004); 
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privacy issues on Facebook’s three basic principles. The first principle aims to protect the 

integrity of individuals against intrusive agents. The second aims to limit the availability of 

information that is considered intimate or inappropriate. The third and final focuses on avoiding 

intrusion into spaces that are considered personal or private. The problem is, according to 

Nissenbaum, that none of the principles are sufficient to describe and address the privacy 

concerns of privacy groups, because that type of surveillance is often not done by agencies, but 

by companies or private actors. Nor are they always about private information and private 

areas, and hence issues of public oversight often slip away from the theory of integrity based 

on these three principles. Moreover, their research concluded that applications, which almost 

invisibly share a user's and a user's friends' information with third parties, violate standard 

information flow standards. Further, they believe that many of the privacy issues on Facebook 

could be improved by an interface that would have made the information flows more 

transparent to users. 

 

Previous research has explained and explored how integrity is put in relation to customized 

marketing. There are a number of different studies, where the main subject is the same but 

where the emphasis and focus vary. Previous studies (Aiolfi et al., 2021; Ham, 2016).  have, 

among other things, explained how online behavioral advertising can create privacy concerns 

and addressed the pros and cons of this type of marketing. What has been investigated in 

previous research is therefore relevant in our study regarding how generation Z perceives 

integrity within online behavioral advertising. Previous research conducted in the context of 

personal marketing and privacy concerns has used theories such as the privacy calculus theory 

and the social exchange theory. The first mentioned is described as a rational analysis where 

individuals weigh the potential risks and benefits of disclosing personal data. Similarly, the 

theory of social exchange indicates that people evaluate social exchange through costs and 

rewards. These theories have helped us to gain more knowledge about the subject, but are not 

suitable for this type of study because they are most adaptable to quantitative studies. Both the 

acquisition-transaction theory and the social exchange theory suggest that people evaluate 

social exchanges in terms of costs and rewards. Thus, people will change their behavior and 

participate in social exchanges only when they believe that the reward exceeds the cost (Aiolfi 

et al., 2021). Therefore, it becomes crucial to understand how and to what extent consumers 

value both the benefits of OBA and its costs of accepting or avoiding it. Consequently, the 

approval or avoidance of OBA will affect the consumer's actual buying behavior. These 

researches give us a broader knowledge of OBA and how people relate to OBA, but without 
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going deeper into integrity and privacy concerns. Hence, Nissenbaum's Privacy as contextual 

integrity will be used as a theory to provide a further understanding of the topic we aim to 

investigate. 

 

2.6 Summary of theoretical framework 

The aim of this study was to explore how generation Z experiences the role of Online 

Behavioral Advertising within the framework of integrity and privacy concerns. To serve this 

purpose this chapter has provided with relevant literature that will be useful in the analysis of 

the empirical data. The theoretical framework (Table 1) that will be used in the analysis of the 

data is based on privacy as contextual integrity, mainly the four key variables brought up in the 

theory, as well as some complementary literature about integrity and boundaries. The table is 

meant to be read from the right where the literature/theory is identified based on Helen 

Nissenbaum's (2010) theory, where integrity and boundaries were added to strengthen the 

understanding of integrity and privacy concerns. Furthermore, the table shows the defined 

factors that can be deduced from Helen Nissenbaum's theory as well as a description of each 

factor. 
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Table 1 
 
Summary of theoretical framework 

 
Theory/Literature Feature Description Authors 
Privacy as contextual 
integrity  

Context Where the flow of 
information takes 
place 

Nissenbaum 
(2004) 
Nissenbaum 
(2010) 

Actors Between which 
parties the 
information flow 
takes place 

Nissenbaum 
(2004) 
Nissenbaum 
(2010) 

Attributes What the 
information is about 

Nissenbaum 
(2004) 
Nissenbaum 
(2010) 

Transmission principles How the information 
is transmitted from 
different parties in 
the context 

Nissenbaum 
(2004) 
Nissenbaum 
(2010) 

Integrity and 
boundaries 

Integrity The phenomenon of 
integrity is put in 
relation to 
marketing. Integrity 
is threatened when 
the acquisition and 
subsequent use of 
personal information 
is beyond human 
control. 

Nissenbaum 
(2010) 
Monotoro 
and 
Castenada 
(2007) 
Okazaki et 
al., (2020) 
 
  	
 

Boundaries boundaries are set 
for what is 
acceptable and 
unacceptable around 
us. When boundaries 
are breached, our 
integrity might be 
violated. 

Collingwood 
(2016) 
Tartakovsky 
(2016) 
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3 Method 

In the following chapter the method for this paper will be displayed. Firstly, the theoretical 
method used in the paper will be presented by briefly introducing our research philosophy and 
research approach. Secondly, the empirical method used for the paper will be explained as 
well as a description of how it will be performed. Thirdly, this chapter will cover the data 
analysis which will include a description of how the data was collected and analyzed. Lastly, 
the chapter finishes off by disclosing the papers' trustworthiness and limitations.  
 

 
 
 
3.1 Interpretivism 
The three main epistemological philosophies used to explain the view of the researcher are 

positivism, realism and interpretivism. As a researcher it is important to consider which 

research philosophy view you possess since this view influences the strategy and method used 

in the research (Bell et al., 2019).  

 

To answer the research question for this thesis a deep understanding of the subjects were 

required. Interpretivism believes that social science should be completely separated from 

natural science. Researchers connected to interpretivism aim to understand human behavior 

and rather than just objectively measuring data, subjectively use their own empathy to try to 

understand the data (Bell et al., 2019). Since our study seek to explore a generation’s experience 

on a subject our aim was to understand and interpret the data which indicates that the 

interpretivist view was the most accurate view for this research.  

 
3.2 Research approach  
The research approach determines how the researcher uses and prioritizes the theory in their 

research work. In this research a mix between a deductive and inductive approach has been 

used, called abductive approach. The abductive approach is appropriate since it allows the 

researcher to make use of new empirical data and analyze this with the help of already 

established theories and literature (Bell et al., 2019).  

 

A deductive or inductive approach on their own was not considered appropriate for this 

research since they either put most emphasis on theory or on empirical data. A deductive 
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approach uses the theory both as a starting point of the research as well as the finishing point, 

meaning the emphasis is on the theory rather than the empirical data (Lind, 2019). Therefore, 

a deductive approach would not be in line with the purpose of this research to explore 

generation Z experience on Online Behavioral Advertising (OBA) from an integrity 

perspective. The inductive approach, which puts more emphasis on the empirical data and tries 

to use this to develop new theoretical concepts is not either in line with this research as the data 

alone without theoretical backing would be hard to analyze (Bell et al., 2019).  

 

Since there is no previous research made about generation Z and their privacy concerns of 

OBA, we have identified a gap that required emphasis on new empirical data. However, to 

understand the empirical data, an abductive approach was appropriate since it will allowed us 

to simultaneously use relevant existing literature throughout the paper (Bell et al., 2019). 

 

3.3 Research design and strategy  
After choosing a research question and identifying the purpose of the study, the researcher must 

choose an appropriate research design. It is necessary that the research design correlates with 

the research question, the purpose and the research philosophy in order to be motivated. 

Saunders et al. (2009) stated that there are three main research methods designs which are 

exploratory studies, descriptive studies and critical studies. The exploratory research design 

aims to find out what is happening, to seek new insights; to ask questions, and create a better 

understanding of a problem. Further, Saunders et al. (2009) brought up two advantages of an 

exploratory research design; adaptability to changes due to broadness that narrows in whereas 

the study continues, and flexibility.  

 

The philosophy behind this study is interpretivism. Since interpretivism aims to understand 

human behavior rather than objectively measuring data, it led us to an exploratory research 

design. Furthermore, the exploratory research design correlates with the research question and 

purpose by seeking insights, analyzing, exploring and understanding how generation Z 

perceive online behavioral advertising in relation to privacy concerns, which indicates the 

exploratory nature of the actual research. Moreover, the study is qualitative in nature, which is, 

according to Lind (2019) a strategy that is strongly connected to the interpretive view. Bell et 

al.,  (2019) stated that research strategies are either qualitative or quantitative and depending 

on which strategy is chosen, it will affect the general focus and drive of the research.   
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According to Denscombe (2018) the strategy chosen for a study should facilitate the 

researchers in their pursuit towards their purpose. One distinction between a qualitative strategy 

and a quantitative strategy is the size of the study. A quantitative study is usually large-scale 

since it requires many subjects to ensure that the result is statistically accurate. A qualitative 

study instead usually focuses on fewer subjects and instead tries to go more in depth 

(Denscombe, 2018). This distinction is one of the reasons why a qualitative study was more 

suitable for this research paper. The purpose of our study was to explore generation Z’s 

experiences of Online Behavioral Advertising (OBA), in the context of privacy concerns. By 

using a qualitative strategy an understanding of the subjects was created that was necessary to 

be able to analyze the data and answer our research question.  

 

There are various advantages to qualitative strategies, one of which is that they can provide 

nuanced descriptions of otherwise complex phenomena (Denscombe 2018; Lind 2019). 

Integrity can, in our opinion, be considered a complex phenomenon because there is a great 

deal of variation in the perception of what integrity is, and what affects it. To understand how 

consumers experience integrity and what they consider to be intrusive when it comes to 

customized marketing, we needed to be able to understand consumers in depth and we believe 

this was another reason why a qualitative strategy fitted into our study. Another advantage of 

using a qualitative study is that they are flexible, which is linked to the exploratory research 

design. This makes it easier for the researcher in such a way that it is possible for him or her to 

change direction or focus during the process, which is not possible when the researcher uses a 

quantitative strategy. However, Bell et al.,  (2019) addressed disadvantages of qualitative 

methods as well. One disadvantage is that qualitative studies can be subjective, since the results 

can be based too much on the researcher's view of what is important and how he or she 

perceives the situation or theme.  

 

Nonetheless, as the main purpose of our research was to explore the phenomenon of integrity 

in relation to Online Behavioral Advertising (OBA) and to gain a deep understanding, rather 

than getting generalizable results that do not give us a deeper understanding, a qualitative 

strategy was what works best for our study. 

 



Björneskog & Hornling 

 22 

3.4 Data collection  
Based on the purpose of our thesis, to explore generation Z’s experience of Online Behavioral 

Advertising (OBA) the selected qualitative method for the data collecting was focus groups. 

Focus groups are semi-structured interviews consisting of multiple participants where different 

themes or topics are explored more in depth. This form of interview provides space for 

discussion between the participants which enriches the answers and provides the interviewer 

with a variety of opinions (Bell et al., 2019). The group interviews aim to explore attitudes, 

perceptions and feelings that the people in the focus groups have to a specific topic. Since focus 

groups are often used in qualitative studies, the interviewers are often explicitly interested in 

discussing how the group members view the problems they encounter. Therefore, their research 

will aim to provide a rather unstructured environment to bring out their views and perspectives. 

The person leading the focus group session is usually called a moderator or facilitator, and he 

or she is expected to guide the session but not be too intrusive.  

 

Focus groups have become an increasingly popular method for researchers to investigate how 

people in collaboration with each other interpret the general topics that the researcher is 

interested in. Bell et al. (2019) addressed some advantages of focus groups; First, it enables the 

researcher to develop an understanding of why people feel the way they do. In an individual 

interview, the interviewee is often asked about their reasons for having a certain opinion, but 

the focus group approach provides the opportunity to let people examine each other's reasons 

for having a certain opinion. This may be more interesting than the question-followed-by-

answer method for individual interviews. 

 

Secondly, the participants in focus groups can highlight issues that they consider to be 

important and significant in relation to the given topic. This is also a purpose of individual 

interviews, but since the moderator must abandon some control to the participants, the 

questions that concern them may arise. This is an important consideration in qualitative 

research, as the views of the people studied are an important starting point. In the context of a 

focus group, individuals will often argue with each other and challenge each other's opinions. 

 

Lastly, the focus group gives the researcher the opportunity to study how individuals together 

understand a phenomenon and construct meanings around it. It is a central tenet that the process 

of coming to terms with social phenomena is not carried out by individuals isolated from each 



Björneskog & Hornling 

 23 

other. Instead, it is something that arises in interaction and discussion with others. In this sense, 

focus groups therefore reflect the processes by which meaning is constructed in everyday life 

and to that extent can be seen as more naturalistic than individual interviews (Bell et al., 2019). 

 

However, some researchers argue that it is a weaker method than, for example, other research 

methods such as experiments or surveys. One disadvantage, according to researchers, is the 

perceived lack of generalizability as the results are not always a reliable indicator of the 

reactions from the wider population. Moreover, the criticism also concerns problems of 

reliability. This relates to the role of the moderator, and that there may be variation in the 

interpretation of transcripts (Bell et al., 2019).  

 

In addition to the above-mentioned disadvantages of focus groups, it is also necessary to 

mention the more practical disadvantages of this method. For example, semi-structured 

interviews involving multiple participants at once, can lead to the discussion falling outside of 

the chosen topic or invoke a feeling of insecurity for the shyer participants. The four focus 

groups in this study took place in different cities. Each focus group discussion was recorded 

through the audio recorder on the phone. Four to six participants were in each focus group 

interview, as we did not want there to be too many in each focus group because this, according 

to Bell et al.,  (2019) can increase the risk of the discussion becoming cumbersome. Likewise, 

Denscombe (2018) argued that the number of participants in focus groups should be lower than 

six people in small-scale research sub-projects, which we believe our thesis to be. Further, 

Denscombe (2018) stated that focus groups usually last between 30 to 120 minutes. Our goal 

was therefore to hold each focus group discussion for about an hour to land somewhere in 

between. In Table 2 below, the date, time and number of participants in each focus group are 

presented. 

 

The aim was to keep as many focus groups as possible via "face-to-face", because we believe 

that you usually get more out of it then and the discussions often become more relaxed. Due to 

lack of time and lack of interested respondents, we chose to keep one of four focus groups 

online. We wanted to ensure that we gathered a sufficient number of participants to be able to 

make an in-depth analysis. There are, as previously mentioned, both advantages and 

disadvantages with focus groups in general but also with focus groups online. The advantages 

of having focus groups online are that the participants are not forced to go to a specific place 

to be able to participate, yet they can participate from the place that feels most comfortable for 
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them. This can give a feeling of increased security, which in turn can increase the feeling of 

trust. Denscombe (2018) believed that trust is needed within the group to interact in the most 

successful way. Furthermore, Bell et al.,  (2019) mentioned that additional benefits are that 

focus groups online are perceived to be cost-effective and time efficient. We thus increased the 

possibility of getting respondents to participate because they did not have to pay for any trip or 

spend any time traveling. 

 

Table 2  
 
Focus groups 

Group Date  Time Numbers of participants 

1 2022-04-28 17.55-19.02 6 

2 2022-05-04 19.00-20.07 4 

3 2022-05-05  10.00-11.00 4 

4 2022- 05-05  15.05-15.55 4 

 
 
3.4.1 Participant selection 

Since the vision of our research project was to investigate how generation Z experiences online 

behavioral advertising based on integrity and privacy concerns, we wanted to bring out the 

participants' experience and thoughts about this. In qualitative research projects, the importance 

of purposive sampling for their work tends to be emphasized. Purposeful selection places the 

investigators' research questions at the heart of the sampling considerations (Bell et al., 2019). 

In purposive sampling, people are selected because of their relevance to the research questions. 

It is important that the researcher is clear about the criteria that are relevant for including or 

excluding analysis units. Examples of appropriate sampling in qualitative research are 

theoretical sampling and snowball sampling.  

 

The method used for sample data for this thesis was snowball sampling. Snowball sampling is 

a sampling technique where the researcher initially looks for and samples a small group of 

people that are relevant to the research questions, and these test participants suggest other 

participants who have had the experience or characteristics that are relevant to the research. 

These participants will then in turn suggest others and so on.  (Bell et al., 2019). The problem 

with snowball sampling is that it is relatively unlikely that the sample in the sampling will 
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represent the entire population. Concerns about external validity and the ability to generalize, 

on the other hand, are not as obvious in a qualitative research strategy as in a quantitative 

research. In qualitative research, Bell et al., (2019) believed that the focus on selection is 

probably governed by a preference for theoretical selection rather than by the type of statistical 

selection. This technique is recommended when probability selection is more or less 

impossible. Moreover, it is also recommended when networking individuals are in focus. 

 

The plan was to try to get in touch with people outside our circle of acquaintances so as not to 

choose the easiest path but still a technology that is relatively time efficient and hence this 

technology was chosen. A problem with snowball sampling is, as previously mentioned, that 

the results are difficult to generalize because the sample most likely does not represent the 

entire population. Since the purpose of this study was to explore and provide insights and 

understanding rather than to provide generalized results, this was not considered an obstacle to 

this choice of method. Based on snowball sampling, our program manager was first contacted 

and sent out an inquiry to everyone who attends our school. We chose to contact those in their 

first year at the university because they were most likely in generation Z, which meets the 

criteria for our study. The criteria we had to be included in the study was to 1, be born between 

1997-2012 and thus be included in generation Z and 2, to have experience in social media and 

be active on the internet. Unfortunately, we did not receive a response to this and then we chose 

to start contacting highschools in Skåne instead, as there are probably people born between 

1997 and 2012. Here the response was also a bit vague and most answered that they did not 

have time. The alternative then was to try to reach out to people who met the requirements but 

who were not too close and therefore our parents were asked if they had acquaintances who 

had children of that age and then we got hold of one who in turn got hold of five of his friends. 

Then again we chose to contact a few people at our school and finally we found a person who 

answered who had got his friends who were willing to show up. The idea was to choose a 

selection with mixed ages and genders, as it could give us a broader perspective and 

understanding. The last two focus groups we managed to get together in a similar way, where 

we contacted people we were familiar with, who in turn contacted people we were not familiar 

with and in this way we managed to get together people who were outside our circle of 

acquaintances. 
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Table 3  

Summary of focus groups participants 

 
 
 
3.4.2 Focus group guide 
As previously mentioned, the focus groups were conducted with the help of a semi-structured 

interview guide (Appendices A and B). The guide consisted of a few introductory and 

comprehensive questions on the subject, as well as eight scenarios that the participants were 

allowed to reflect on. The scenarios are based on different situations related to marketing and 

integrity. The cases, including related issues, formed the basis of the discussions. Before we 

Group Fictive names Gender Age Occupation 

1 Anna Female 13 Student 

Bella  Female 18 Student 

Calle  Male 21 Full time worker 

David  Male 19 Full time worker 

Erik  Male 15 Student 

Felicia  Female 16 Student 

2 Gustav  Male 24 Full time worker 

Hanna  Female 22 Student 

Isak  Male 25 Full time worker 

Johan  Male 25 Full time worker 

3 Klara  Female 23 Student 

Lisa  Female 25 Student 

Marcus  Male 22 Student 

Noah  Male 23 Student 

4 Olivia  Female 20 Student 

Pernilla Female 24 Student 

Rebecka  Female 23 Student 

Stina Female 22 Student 



Björneskog & Hornling 

 27 

started the discussions, all participants were informed about the purpose and idea of our survey 

and the purpose of the focus group. We were also clear in informing the participants that they 

would be anonymous throughout the process and that their privacy would be protected, and 

consent for the recording of the interview was requested and given. The first phase of the focus 

group interviews was intended to function as a warm-up round where the participants presented 

themselves with age and name. Then everyone was asked to show their screen time on the 

phone and to tell which app/website online they spend the most time on. These questions served 

as icebreaker questions to make the participants a little more comfortable and lighten the mood 

before the interview. 

 

After the introduction and the background, the first overall question was asked by one of us, 

which was about what integrity means to them. This question was asked to try to understand 

the participants' outlook on this and to make sure they knew what it meant since some of the 

participants were quite young. To try to steer the discussions more towards the topic of this 

thesis, questions about companies’ collection of information were asked. These questions were 

asked with the purpose to find out what type of information the participants felt was okay to 

share and what type of information they rather not have companies know of. The questions also 

helped form an understanding of how the participants view integrity.  

 

The next phase of the focus groups was to include the participants’ own experiences on Online 

Behavioral Advertising (OBA). This was done by asking if they had ever experienced targeted 

marketing and what their reaction to this was. In some focus groups the participants were shy 

or had trouble coming up with an experience to share, which led us to begin by giving an 

example of when this had happened to us. To prevent influencing the participants' answers too 

much we made sure to share a quite general example and did not share what our own reaction 

was. When everyone had shared an experience, we tried to steer the conversation more towards 

an integrity perspective by asking if they experienced a situation online that was a breach of 

integrity.  

 

After the participants shared their own experiences we presented eight different scenarios 

where the participants were encouraged to give their thoughts and reactions to. This was done 

after they had already shared their own experiences to make sure that the scenarios did not 

affect their stories. The reactions on the scenarios provided us with a good indicator for what 

the participants viewed as intrusive and what they viewed as normal.  
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We ended the focus groups by asking the participants if they after the discussion would react 

any differently to targeted advertising online. This was done to wrap up the discussion and to 

observe whether their previous opinions were formed due to lack of knowledge and if their 

perception of integrity was the same as the beginning of the discussion.  

 

 

3.5 Data analysis  

All participants of the four focus groups gave their verbal consent to being recorded for the 

purpose of us transcribing the data. Since the focus groups were all held in Swedish, the 

transcripted material that was analyzed were also in Swedish and the quotes in chapter four 

are therefore translated into English. According to Bell et al., (2019), transcription is very 

time-consuming, and to streamline the process as much as possible, the online transcription 

tool oTranscribe was used. This tool has a function where it plays the recording at a slower 

pace to make it easier to transcribe the material. In total, the transcribed material from the 

four focus groups amounted to 38 pages. 

 

Before the data could be analyzed it was reduced and sorted, which according to Rennstam and 

Wästerfors (2015) is necessary in qualitative studies since it grants the researcher a better 

structure and a better overview of what is relevant. Qualitative studies, and especially focus 

groups are difficult to transcribe since the participants have a tendency to interrupt each other 

or talk in tongues (Bell et al., 2019). Rennstam and Wästerfors (2015) mentioned the 

representation problem, which means that all data collected cannot be analyzed. To reduce the 

data before analyzing was necessary to sort out irrelevant and unclear material and was also a 

way to handle the representation problem. Sorting the data was done to facilitate the analysis 

and was done through systematically coding the data. The method used for the sorting was 

referred to by Bell et al.,  (2019) as a thematic analysis which means to look for recurring topics 

in the data that is relevant for the topic of the research. Some researchers believe that a theme 

is more or less the same as a code, while for other researchers it goes over any code and 

therefore means that themes are made up of groups of codes. To succeed in finding themes and 

sorting through such, Bell et al., (2019) believed that there are certain things that researchers 

should look for; repetitions, which means topics that come up again and again; similarities and 

differences, which means exploring how participants discuss a topic in different ways or how 
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transcripts differ and theory-related material-using social scientific concepts, which can be 

used as a tool to identify themes. 
 
To identify themes when our collected data were analyzed, we mainly used repetitions and 

theory-related material use. Since the purpose was to investigate and gain insights about how 

generation Z experiences online behavioral advertising and how they experience the integrity 

and privacy concerns associated with this, we tried to listen for words like integrity, privacy 

concerns, customized marketing and personal information in order to then be able to divide the 

empiric data into themes that were linked to this. The first theme found was integrity and 

boundaries which every quote about what the participants view on information were sorted 

into. The second theme found was the key variables in Nissenbaum's (2009) theory; context, 

attributes, actors and transmission principles, which those quotes relating to how the different 

variables affect the experience were sorted into. The third theme discovered was the importance 

of your own choice which included quotes about the participants own actions and how that 

affected their perception of things. The last theme found was digitalization, which involved 

quotes about today’s digitized world and how that affects the participants' experience of OBA.  

 

Before we started coding into themes, we chose to listen through the audio recordings and read 

through the transcription to get a deeper understanding of the combined empirics. Denscombe 

(2018) believed that this makes it easier to understand empiricism and put it in its context 

(Denscombe, 2018). 

 

 

3.6 Trustworthiness 

A good research paper needs to be trustworthy, which according to Bell et al., (2019) for a 

qualitative study is when the four criterias credibility, transferability, dependability, and  

confirmability are fulfilled.  

 

The first criteria, credibility, implies that the result of the study is believable and acceptable by 

others (Bell et al., 2019). Furthermore, credibility is intended to ensure that the qualitative data 

produced and verified in the study are of good practice (Bell et al., 2019; Denscombe, 2018). 

To achieve credibility in the study, the empirical data collected has been carefully analyzed 
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and a lot of time has been spent on it. Denscombe (2018) argued that one of the advantages of 

qualitative studies is that the results are based on empirical data and fieldwork. In this context, 

the fieldwork can be seen as the time we spent reviewing the empirical data collected. 

 

The second criteria is transferability, which refers to that the results can be generalized and 

applied in alternative contexts, or in the same context at another time (Bell et al., 2019). 

Transferability in qualitative research is more challenging, compared to quantitative research, 

as the results are more difficult to generalize. To enhance the transferability of this study, we 

have aimed to provide detailed and detailed descriptions of the approach and method, as well 

as of the results.  

 

The third criteria, dependability, aims for the results to be applicable at alternative times, which 

means that all phases of our research process must be kept available. In addition to this, 

dependability also refers to the researcher being allowed to be more integrated (Bell et al., 

2019). To increase the dependability of this study, interview guides, recordings, transcripts, 

and other empirical data collected were kept available. In all focus groups, participants were 

informed that they would be anonymous and that the conversations would be recorded, where 

they gave their full permission. 

 

Lastly, confirmability refers to the researcher's objectivity and the ability to act impartially and 

thus that personal values have not allowed the research and its results to be influenced (Bell et 

al., 2019). To achieve confirmability, we tried to be transparent throughout the process. In the 

focus groups, we did not allow ourselves to be influenced by the participants' answers through 

our personal opinions and we tried to be clear that no answers are better or worse. 

 

3.7 Limitations 

There are some limitations in this research study that are worth mentioning. First, the choice to 

use focus groups requires time, which we did not have much of. Planning and implementing 

focus groups and then transcribing and analyzing a large amount of data is time consuming. 

The time available to study the chosen research problem and then analyze it was a practical 

limitation. Furthermore, Bell et al.  (2019) claimed that the chosen method, snowball sampling, 

most likely only represents a small part of the population and hence it is impossible to 

generalize the result because the answers are not assumed to represent the whole population, 
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in our case the whole generation Z. This limitation can affect the study's credibility, but since 

the purpose was to gain experiences and insights on the topic, focus groups were suitable for 

the research. 

 

3.8 Ethical considerations 

It is required that ethical principles be considered in research, so that no participants are harmed 

(Bell et al., 2019). Due to ethical reasons, participation in the focus groups was voluntary and 

the participants could withdraw if they wished. In the dissertation, the legal names of the 

interview participants will not be revealed either, but the names of the participants have been 

replaced with other titles. The participants in the focus group sessions were clearly informed 

that they were anonymous and what the purpose of the interviews was, in order to achieve 

transparency and consensus. Furthermore, since age and gender were an important part for us 

to include, it was important for us to ensure their anonymity throughout the process. To 

preserve the data and validate the reliability of the transcript, we asked to record the entire 

focus group sessions, which all participants agreed to. 
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4 Findings and Analysis  
In the following chapter the empirical findings from the focus groups with 18 participants, will 

be presented. As the aim of the study was to explore how generation Z perceives Online 

Behavioral Advertising seen from an integrity perspective, these findings will serve as the basis 

for the forthcoming analysis. Together with the empirical data, the theory ‘’privacy as 

contextual integrity’’, introduced in chapter 2 will be used to analyze the findings. The findings 

that will be presented are divided in categories based on themes found during the analysis.  

 
 

4.1 Integrity and boundaries 

To lead the participants on the topic, our goal was to start the focus group sessions with a broad 

first question to start the discussion and lead it in the right direction. The first question was 

quite general where we asked them to reflect on what integrity means to them and how they 

perceive integrity. Integrity is a difficult phenomenon to define. Researchers and experts 

provide many different definitions in as many different shades. Therefore, it was important for 

us to give space for the participants to reflect on what personal integrity is to them. Several of 

the participants talked in terms of what is private and what is not, hence, where their personal 

boundaries are.  

 

In focus group one, the answer to what integrity is was very vague. Four of the participants 

looked confused and could not give an answer. Further, one of the participants pointed out that 

integrity has something to do with how protected you are on the internet which the other 

participants then could agree on. The conversation in focus group one surrounding integrity 

and what felt uncomfortable online ended in a discussion about monitoring since most of the 

participants felt like that was a clear violation of their privacy: 

 

‘’Sometimes when I talk to my parents about a specific person I later get that person as 

a friend suggestion on Facebook, which feels very intrusive and creepy.’’ - Felicia  

 

As brought up in the theoretical background, integrity can be violated if it goes beyond the 

boundaries of the individual's private sphere. Nissenbaum (2009) has argued that information 
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can be divided into sensitive/private information or public information, by this she means that 

every individual has the right to privacy and the right to his or her integrity. We believe that 

through the different focus groups it was possible to indicate that the individuals had quite a 

hard time defining integrity and exactly what feels inviolable or not, but many individuals set 

their boundary when it came to voice recording, as this could mean that private information 

had also been collected in, and that the individual thus had no control over what information 

the company actually has about one. 

 

The answers in the second focus group were different from those in the first focus group. Hanna 

said that she found it quite difficult with integrity but that she thought of personal things when 

she heard the word. Johan exclaimed that he thinks people are so incredibly easily offended 

nowadays that everything should be so private. Furthermore, one participant believed that it is 

good to be private sometimes, to which Johan answered that it is impossible to be private today 

since you are tracked online no matter what you do. The fact that Johan reflected over that you 

are monitored whatever you do online is something that can be strongly linked to why 

Nissenbaum developed her theory of privacy as contextual integrity. Nissenbaum (2009 

discussed privacy issues related to public data and argued that privacy issues have grown 

exponentially with digitalization. In focus group three the view of integrity was a little more 

clear and concise. Lisa stated: 

 

‘’It is even the most personal opinions and feelings that you may not share with 

everyone you know, but the very closest ones.’’ - Lisa 

 

 Marcus agreed and added:  

 

‘’I think they are the deepest thoughts you have about things that happen in the world 

that you only share with family and friends, things that you would not post on social 

media in public as well. ‘’ - Marcus 

 

In the fourth and final focus group the view of privacy was quite intertwined, and everyone 

agreed that they are private and stand by their opinions and values. Stina, on the contrary, did 

not agree fully with the other participants in her focus group:  
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‘’I think it is important to point out that it does not necessarily mean that you are private, 

but that you can be open while having a high degree of integrity.’’ - Stina 

 

Integrity, which often in the different focus groups refers to the feeling that you have the right 

to own your own private information, can, according to Nissenbaum (2009) be clearly linked 

to boundaries, which in turn marks ownership. Nissenbaum (2009) stated that personal 

boundaries are those that protect our own, private information. Furthermore, she meant that 

there is an opportunity to regulate their borders, both those that are open and those that are 

closed. Through this, it is in turn possible to balance personal integrity. People have different 

levels of control, something that we believe has clearly emerged in the focus groups. It can be 

interpreted, through the focus group discussions, that when the boundaries are strong, we have 

high control over our own personal information, but when the boundaries are instead weak, 

they are also open, which results in less control and more openness. It can be deduced from the 

discussions that the boundaries are closed when it comes to sensitive information, as the 

analysis shows that the participants want control over how such information is saved and 

disseminated and do not feel safe sharing it anyway. If the information were to be used for 

marketing purposes, it would mean that it is beyond the control of the participant and the 

situation would then most likely be perceived as infringing on privacy. 

 

 
4.2  Context  

The context of the information collection or targeted marketing could, according to the material 

retrieved from the focus groups, have an impact on how the participants experience these 

events. The context was found to affect whether some information was found to be sensitive or 

not and if a situation could be seen as intrusive. 

 

When the focus groups were asked about targeted marketing via text message the first reaction 

from most of the participants was that it was irritating. David from the first focus group 

instantly related to the scenario and responded with irritation: 

 

‘’I get these all the time (referring to the text messages) from MMsports. If I want to 

shop, I will do it. You do not have to remind me of that, it is so annoying. Like, 

constantly when I am at work and the phone buzzes and it is them and not my friends 

or something else important. ‘’ - David 
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Calle had a different view on these text messages and reacted to what David had said:  

 

‘’But for them to send you text messages you have to approve by filling in a box. You 

can just skip that.’’ - Calle 

 

David was aware of this but pointed out that he then will miss out on the discount he gets from 

accepting. This implies that the consumer is more likely to give out information about 

themselves if they in some way profit from this. The context can according to Nissenbaum 

(2004) be referred to as the situation where the information flow takes place. Information flow 

that can be accepted in one context can be seen as inappropriate in another context 

(Nissenbaum, 2004). In this case where the Online Behavioral Advertising (OBA) occurs in 

the context of text messages it is seen as intrusive and irritating because of how hard it is to 

ignore and because of the repetitiveness of the advertisements. However, the advertisement is 

still somewhat acceptable since the context provides the respondent with some form of reward, 

in this case through discounts.   

 

The discovery that OBA through the context of text messages could be seen as intrusive if 

being too noticeable and repetitive as well as the connection made about rewards limiting the 

feeling of intrusiveness could be supported by other participants: 

 

‘’I like to receive text messages from companies where I usually shop at because I can 

save the discounts for when I need them. However, too many text messages can become 

annoying.‘’ - Klara 

 

Targeted marketing in other contexts also seem more acceptable by the participants if they 

gained something from it. When told about the scenario concerning a girl searching for her 

father’s hotel and later receiving ads about hotels on social media the reactions in the first focus 

group were unanimous: 

 

 ‘’Well, she does not profit from this ad at all’’. - Calle 

 

‘’ Since the trip already is booked it is quite unnecessary and annoying.’’ - David 
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These reactions imply that for an OBA to be appreciated it should be relevant for the person in 

a sense that they can profit from it. If the OBA is presented in a similar context where this is 

not the case, it can be perceived as annoying.  

 

Moreover, Calle claimed that he has blocked all advertising on his computer because he finds 

it so annoying. If he is on his phone and gets an advertisement on for example computers, he 

usually does not notice it. He just scrolls past it but it does not bother him. Anna exclaimed that 

when she and her family would buy a dog, she googled a lot about the breed and later received 

a lot of advertising about things for dogs. This was not something she bothered about, but she 

thought it was a little strange. 

 

As brought up in the theoretical chapter, Nissenbaum stated that most people have an idea of 

what personal information feels relevant, appreciated and appropriate for different 

circumstances and situations. If the personal information feels relevant and appropriate in the 

situation, the information feels easy to share, but if the information does not feel relevant, it 

can be perceived as intrusive (Nissenbaum, 2004).  One explanation for the experience of how 

the perception of personal marketing differs depending on the degree of appreciation may thus 

be that the situation is different. In some situations, targeted advertising feels relevant and 

appreciated, while in other situations it is considered annoying. When a person is truly 

interested in making a purchase of a product or service, the advertising for this does not come 

as a surprise as the product or service is already in the consumer's mind, such as a tailored 

computer advertisement when Calle thought to buy a computer. Isak also agreed with this and 

talked about a situation when he felt okay with it: 

 

 "... When I was going on a ski trip, I looked at ski clothes, and then ski clothes came 

up as advertising on Facebook and Instagram, it felt quite appropriate and not bothering 

at all." - Isak 

 

When the ad feels appropriate and relevant it thus eliminates the feeling of surveillance. It is 

possible to indicate that the degree of appreciation may be due to the fact that the context is 

different. The participants in the four focus groups repeatedly mentioned that their perception 

of the OBA differs depending on the type of targeted advertising. In some situations, most 

participants thought that the targeted advertising felt appreciated: 
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‘’Well, yes I do like to get interior content. I like some advertising. Kind of, if I want a 

black lamp and have searched for it and later receive ads, there will pop up one that I 

otherwise would not have found which is appreciated’’ - Hanna  

 

In other situations, it can be considered annoying because the idea is not at all to buy this item 

and then it becomes a nuisance instead: 

 

‘’One time when I searched for Nocco it appeared everywhere on all platforms for 

weeks, then it was quite clear that I had been tracked and it was actually annoying 

because I wasn’t going to buy it, I was just looking. ‘’ - Rebecka 

 

When the context is that the person is interested in making a purchase of a product or service, 

this creates a feeling in the consumer that the advertising feels appreciated and hence the 

consumer does not have the idea that there has been a monitoring. In a context where the 

consumer has only casually looked at a product or service or searched for a friend's sake and 

there is no interest in buying this product, the advertisement is instead perceived as monitoring, 

because you receive advertising of something you may have searched for, but which you have 

not been interested in and this in turn leads to a sense of surveillance. Information norms vary 

from situation to situation. It can be interpreted that when the norms are respected, as they are 

in cases where the participants are interested in advertising, the contextual integrity is 

maintained and the participants do not feel monitored or violated. Just as Nissenbaum (2004) 

stated in her theory, information norms vary from situation to situation and there is no universal 

norm for all situations. When participants find that the norms are respected, as they are in cases 

where participants are interested in advertising, contextual integrity is maintained and 

participants feel no sense of surveillance.   

 

The feeling of surveillance became extra clear when we got into the topic of voice recording. 

When we brought up scenarios that were about a family sitting and talking about a product or 

service and one of the family members then got advertising for this product, then an unpleasant 

feeling of surveillance and invasion of privacy was created. This, many of the respondents said, 

was due to the fact that they did not search for a product, but they had only talked about it with 

their family: 
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‘’It feels very intrusive to know that someone has been listening to a conversation 

without your knowledge, no I don’t like that at all. It is different when you google 

something, then you know that it will show up as an ad but not your private 

conversations, no’’ - Noah 

 

This can be linked to Nissenbaum's (2004) theory which discusses the importance of context 

for integrity. In this context, the advertising feels very intrusive because companies have 

managed to access information that you have not searched for yourself, but only talked about. 

When information is stored or disseminated in a way that violates context-relative information 

norms, a sense of privacy is created and this is exactly what happens when the information you 

are talking about is stored and used, when you were unaware that it had been collected from 

the beginning. 

 

4.3 Actors  

Another factor found to affect the experience of Online Behavioral Advertising (OBA) was the 

receiver of the information collection as well as the sender of the advertisement. According to 

Nissenbaum's theory, actors can have three positions: sender of information, receiver of 

information and information subject. Transmitters and receivers of information can consist of 

both individuals and groups of individuals or organizations and companies (Nissenbaum, 

2004). When being asked if the participants felt comfortable handing out information about 

themselves to any company the response from Calle was that he would not give any sensitive 

information to an unknown or sketchy company. David agreed with Calle’s reasoning and 

added that if a sketchy company reached out through private messages seeking information, he 

would not respond. However, if it was a big well-known company both agreed that they would 

feel comfortable sharing any information since the risk of these companies stealing their 

identity is low. Furthermore, Stina claimed that it depends on what type of company (actor) 

you get advertising from: 

 

''... At school we often sit in a large room where you look down at the others' computer 

that sits below, once we sat a bunch of girls and discussed this, it would have been quite 

inconvenient to get advertising about a sex toy site, you might feel it is a fear, that is 

probably a bit past the privacy limit''. - Stina 
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While if the advertisement had instead been from H&M which is a large well-known clothing 

site, it would have felt much less embarrassing and personal. Many of the respondents in the 

different focus groups shared the same opinion about which company the marketing comes 

from and how that impacts how well the marketing is received.  

 

As mentioned in the theoretical chapter, who the actors are and their functions are vital for the 

flow of information. Nissenbaum (2009) pointed out that something referred to as a secret 

usually means a secret in relation to a specific actor, and not absolutely. This is the reason why 

it for some consumers would be acceptable to receive advertisement from one company while 

it would feel intrusive coming from another company. The distinction between a company that 

feels acceptable to receive OBA from and a company where this feels intrusive is made based 

on how well-known the company is to the consumer and whether the company is associated 

with something embarrassing or not.  

 

The distinction between the receiver of information being a company or a private person was 

also made in the focus groups. A company knowing information about the participants was not 

seen as significant, yet when asked how the participants would feel about their acquaintances 

receiving the same information the answers were different: 

 

‘’No, I would not feel comfortable sharing that (referring to his search history) with 

him (referring to his boss).’’ - Calle 

 

According to Nissenbaum (2009), the sort of relationship between the receiver and sender of 

information sets a norm for how they should behave with each other, and what kind of 

knowledge about one another that is appropriate to have. Seeing that the norm is determined 

based on the relationship between the actors, the degree of knowledge usually is higher with 

closer friends than strangers (Nissenbaum, 2009). However, our findings implied that the 

relationship between an employee and a boss is determined by the norm as not appropriate 

when it comes to possessing information about search history, while this is widely accepted in 

relationships between consumers and companies.  
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4.4 Attributes  

Not only who the Online Behavioral Advertising (OBA) originated from but also what kind of 

information it was based on was discovered to be vital for the experience of the OBA. 

Nissenbaum (2004) argues that contextual integrity links appropriate privacy protection to 

standards for specific contexts, which requires that information gathering and dissemination be 

appropriate for that context and follows the governing standards for distribution within it.   

 

Depending on whether the information feels private or not, there are different degrees of 

acceptance regarding how the information is collected and used. In focus group 1, all 

participants could agree that bank details and passwords are private and they therefore would 

feel uncomfortable sharing this or have this used for OBA. However, in the same focus group 

there was some disagreement whether social security numbers were private information or not. 

Calle said that he of course would not share his full social security number while David seemed 

quite apathetic towards it since he already reveals it to companies’ where he has a membership. 

Felicia says that for her it does not feel like there is something that is difficult to share, she 

never reflects on it and does not think it is that important. Hanna said that she feels worried and 

thinks that it can feel a little bit strange that companies can have access to so much information 

about you that you do not really know.  

 

As previously mentioned in the theory section, the framework for contextual integrity contains 

attributes or types of information, as another key parameter in information norms (Nissenbaum, 

2009). Further, information norms make certain attributes appropriate or inappropriate in 

certain contexts, under certain conditions (Nissenbaum 2009). We discovered through the 

group discussions that if the information was too sensitive the OBA could be considered a 

breach of integrity. In Nissenbaum’s theory the norm of appropriateness discloses if 

information is appropriate or inappropriate to share, resulting in a limit for information sharing. 

However, as discovered, what sensitive information is differs a lot between different consumers 

which makes it difficult for companies to know where to draw the line. Many of the participants 

drew the line of personal information at passwords and bank information while others drew the 

line at social security numbers and personal thoughts. With that said, we realize the importance 

of the type of information in relation to whether the integrity is violated or not. 
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Most of the respondents agreed that they are happy to share "superficial" information with 

companies, such information as "they are easy to obtain". What the respondents were referring 

to, however, varied. Both Klara, Calle, Felicia and Rebecka, among others, expressed that they 

do not see any problem with sharing superficial information to companies, which they referred 

to as name, social security number, age. Referring to social security numbers as a “superficial” 

factor differed markedly from the views of the other respondents, including Olivia and Stina. 

Isak, and Gustav, also expressed that information about their age is relevant for companies to 

hold with the aim of being able to adapt offers. In this discussion, we clearly noticed that it is 

very much about which attributes are appreciated in different contexts. Superficial types of 

information felt okay to share, but just what superficial information is, was valued differently 

by the different consumers. The respondents who valued their personal integrity highly 

described the definition of integrity in much the same way as the individuals who valued it 

lower. What set them apart was that the individuals who valued the higher expressed an 

unwillingness for their personal data to circulate on the internet without the individual's 

knowledge. 

 

Olivia claimed that when her personal information is available on electronic databases, there is 

a fear of losing control of how the information will be disseminated or used in the future. She 

explained that it is in the back of her mind and wonders if it will bite her in the future that she 

writes her last four digits on various websites without thinking, while she said she does it 

because: 

 

‘’you need to get something done and you cannot stand doing any other options because 

they become so cumbersome and take much longer time’’. - Olivia 

 

She concluded that she can actually get a little scared when she thinks that way. We find this 

reflection interesting because Olivia claimed that she actually thinks it is a little scary to share 

personal information, but that it is so cumbersome not to do it so she does it anyway. Attributes 

also play a big role here, as it is precisely the social security number and the last four digits that 

she points out feel extra uncomfortable. This can be strengthened with Nissenbaum's (2009) 

analysis that integrity is violated if the information type feels inappropriate. 
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4.5 Transmission principles 

During the focus groups it was discovered that whether information collection through online 

behavioral advertising is seen as intimidating or not to some extent depended on who this 

information could reach. As brought up in the theory section, Nissenbaum (2009) described a 

transfer principle as a limitation of the flow (distribution, distribution, transfer) of information 

from party to party in a context. It was discovered that the consumers felt Online Behavioral 

Advertising (OBA) broke integrity boundaries when the information evidently had been shared 

with a third party or had a risk of being shared with a third party. In the second focus group the 

participants discussed information sharing and pointed out that some things are private and 

shared in confidence and that it therefore not would be okay if someone else took part of that 

information: 

 

‘’It is actually very unpleasant to get sponsored posts on prescription medicines, cause 

there it is obvious that the company have shared private information about me to this 

other company.’’ - Johan 

 

The transmission principles keep the information flow between specific parties and prevents 

the information flow from reaching other parties, but goes by unnoticed. For example, when a 

friend shares some sensitive information to another friend, it is implied that the information 

stays between them but it usually goes without saying and is based on what is custom 

(Nissenbaum, 2009). OBA usually means that information has transferred between parties 

within a context since the collection of information is shared to make the OBA possible. In 

most of the experiences brought up by the participant this was not an issue and seemed normal 

to the consumers. However, in the statement above Johan is concerned because the sharing of 

information in this specific context was about prescriptive medication, which felt intrusive and 

trust breaching. Based on this we can determine that information collected in these types of 

contexts is experienced as intrusive when used as OBA because the transfer of information 

between different parties has occurred outside of what is viewed as custom.  

 

The risk of a third party seeing the targeted marketing was also brought up in all four focus 

groups and was one reason why some information was considered wrong in the purpose of 

Online Behavioral Advertising (OBA): 



Björneskog & Hornling 

 43 

 

 

‘’... And since we have lectures in a big aula where everyone behind can see your 

screen, the wrong advertisement popping up would not be very fun’’. - Lisa 

 

We believe that this statement can be strongly linked to Nissenbaum's (2009) argument that the 

transmission principle affects how the flow of information should be limited. This information, 

which was on the computer below, was transferred without knowledge to those who were 

behind it and therefore took much of the information that may not have been intended and 

therefore may have felt a breach of privacy. 

 

 

In some cases, the thought of people seeing the OBA on their computer led the participants to 

avoid using the computer for certain activities. Hanna from focus group 2 had experienced this 

a couple of times: 

 

‘’.... I often share my screen with colleagues during meetings and it would therefore be 

embarrassing if something I searched for like once came up as an ad while they were 

looking. Partly because it might be something embarrassing and partly because they 

might think I do other things than work on my work computer.’’ - Hanna 

 

Transmission principles are, as mentioned above in the theory section, one of four parameters 

embedded in an information norm, which in a given context corresponds to the other 

parameters for actors and attributes (Nissenbaum, 2009). We believe that what Hanna talked 

about above is a typical transmission principle, if something had come up that neither she nor 

her colleagues had expected, it would have felt embarrassing and wrong. Had it instead been 

with her friends she was sitting with, it would not have felt as difficult because it would have 

been in a different context and hence the type of transfer of information is more expected. 

 

 

4.6 The importance of your own choice 

The consequences of your own choice were discussed in all four focus groups and it was 

detected that your own choice played a big part in whether online behavioral advertising felt 
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as an integrity breach or not. Some participants felt that since they accepted cookies and 

therefore allowed the information collection that it was okay and only had themselves to blame. 

This was made clear at the third focus group: 

 

‘’... I mean, when you click accept cookies as you enter a website, then you have to 

count on it popping up everywhere’’.  - Marcus 

 

Other participants felt that just googling meant accepting the information collection since they 

actively were using a service and therefore gave this company access to their information. 

When asked how the participants felt about companies storing information about things such 

as their birthday, most participants were unbothered. It was also pointed out that a person giving 

out their birthday only had themselves to blame when later receiving targeted advertisement 

about this.   

 

Nissenbaum (2004) established that information flow that is outside of the norm is considered 

to be intrusive, which in other words could be described as a breach of boundaries. With this 

in mind, accepting information collection directly through cookies, or indirectly, through 

googling, the consumer clearly has indicated the information collection to be within the 

boundaries. Therefore, consequences from this are not seen as equally intrusive as those from 

scenarios where this acceptance did not occur. 

  

Although it was established that your own acceptance to information collection was important, 

it was also stated by some participants that this choice sometimes felt forced.  Klara for instance 

said: 

 

‘’you click accept because otherwise you have a big fat box covering the site’’, - Klara  

 

Marcus agreed with this statement by arguing that the company tries to make it as irritating as 

possible to compel the consumer to accept: 

 

‘’Exactly, they make it as annoying as possible so that you do not bother to remove 

them but just accept it. But it feels like all the pages have them and they just make these 

bigger and bigger so that you have to accept them to get rid of the box.’’ - Marcus 
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All participants admitted to never having read the cookie consent because it felt overwhelming 

due to the amount of text and the lack of user friendliness. As mentioned in the theory section, 

control is also important within the framework of contextual integrity. Nissenbaum (2009) 

stated that many dominant statements of integrity identify the right to integrity as the right to 

control within the framework of contextual integrity. We believe that the discussion above 

deals precisely with control, because consumers lose control when they approve of cookies 

without knowing what it means, which can feel awkward and intrusive at times. 

 

Moreover, at multiple occasions it was made clear by the participants that it felt wrong when 

information had been collected without their consent. Most participants stated that there was a 

big difference between collecting information about their internet searches and collecting 

information from private conversations: 

 

‘’When you google something, you know that you will get ads about it, but when you 

have a private conversation about it and then get an ad, it is more offensive. If you have 

actively searched for something, it is a different matter because then you have given 

your consent’’ - Johan  

 

The consumer's own choice is thus a crucial part of how the OBA is perceived since it affects 

if the information collection feels voluntary or not. Nissenbaum (2004) believed that privacy 

is, after all, a human right and that personal information can in many cases be misused. The 

importance of one's own choice has been shown to play a major role in the common focus 

group. As previously mentioned, advertising is appreciated when it is of interest, while it is 

seen as something negative if it is not of interest, which depends on the context in which the 

situation is experienced. Hand in hand with this goes your own choice. The participants all 

agreed that the active choice around the targeted advertising affects whether the situation is 

perceived as monitoring and as an invasion of privacy or not. Most of the participants 

mentioned that if they feel that they have control over the situation and therefore also over their 

own information, then it feels acceptable. Having control over the handling of the personal 

information that a search on a website entails is crucial for how the generation experiences the 

situation. The consumers want to have the choice of whether the information is to be withheld 

or communicated and to be able to choose how the information in question is to be disseminated 

and be aware of it. If they do not have control and therefore do not have their own choice, the 

targeted advertising is perceived as both supervisory and intrusive. If the advertising is based 
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on voice recording, then they have not made an active choice to go in and allow companies to 

get this information.  

 

The question of one's own choice became extra clear in the discussion when we discussed the 

scenario of a person who has had cold sores and are looking for drugs against this online, and 

then the person gets advertising for drugs for cold sores on Facebook and Instagram, among 

other places. The company has concluded that this person needs to order more medicine for 

this and that he or she is a potential repeat customer through her online activity. The participants 

were asked to reflect on whether the mentioned situation could be perceived as surveillance 

and breach of integrity or not. Although the discussion that had taken place earlier concluded 

that OBA felt okay when accepted through cookie consent or search engines, this case was 

different. In this particular case, most people in the focus groups agreed that this would be both 

surveillance and also a violation of privacy: 

 

 "Preferably not! When it comes to medicines, it feels very private and it does not feel 

good to get advertising about that. ‘’ - Lisa 

 

Most of the participants agree with this statement and Marcus also believed that it could make 

you feel exposed since it can be seen by the wrong person. Pernilla thought that it made a 

difference if it is something you had asked for or if you have actively signed up for a list. 

However, she thought that it is wrong to get advertising just because you have been inside and 

looked at something and especially something as personal as medicine. Again, one's own 

choice is mentioned as decisive in the monitoring issue: if a person has actively chosen to sign 

up, it feels okay to receive advertising, but it is outrageous if this person has not done so but 

only been inside and looked at drugs because you cannot control yourself on whether one needs 

this or not. 

 

4.7 Norms affected by digitization  

Generation Z’s experiences of OBA were found to be influenced a lot by the digitized world 

that they had grown up in. Sharing information about themselves online to companies had been 

done as long as they could remember, implying that it was no longer seen as a big deal, nor 

something abnormal.  
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A recurring theme that took place during the focus groups, especially those conducted with the 

younger part of generation Z was the participants' nonchalant approach towards integrity 

boundaries and sensitive information. Some of them seemed to not care at all about information 

about them online. Some of the participants stated that it could be because they are so used to 

it after growing up in a fairly digitized world. Rebecka stated that everyone already knows 

everything so it does not matter anymore. Olivia agreed and added that since the age of 13 

companies have had access to everything about her and that she therefore could not care 

anymore.  

 

It was brought up in the theoretical chapter how there are no universal integrity norms since 

norms tend to vary depending on the context. Something that in one context is a norm could in 

another context be intrusive, thus it not being the norm in this precise situation (Nissenbaum, 

2009). As stated above, it was discovered that the participants were fairly used to a great flow 

of information because of their upbringing during an already digitized world. This implies that 

digitization has affected the generation’s norm of information flow leading to them not caring 

too much about information online.  

 

The accessibility of information was also mentioned by the participants as something that they 

believe reduces their instincts to protect their integrity. Calle who first stated that his phone 

number was private quickly changed his mind when David pointed out that anyone can easily 

find it anyways. Furthermore, when some of the participants were asked about integrity and 

what information they felt comfortable giving out to companies they replied with information 

that already is tangible. This implies that the accessibility of information in today's digitized 

world affects the perception of integrity and personal boundaries.  

 

Inevitability was also something brought up during the focus groups as something that affects 

the consumers’ view on integrity online. In the third focus group a discussion about how 

digitized the world is and how that affects their everyday life took place. When asked why the 

participants share information with companies, Lisa brought up the generation’s upbringing: 

 

‘’ …. It certainly has to do with the fact that we grew up in this time when everything 

is digital, you cannot be anonymous and do everything by mail. It is inevitable to give 

out information because you cannot opt out of digital tools altogether in today’s society. 

‘’ - Lisa 
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In her theory of contextual integrity, Nissenbaum (2004) has largely focused on the problems 

that have arisen in line with the growth of the Internet. Nissenbaum (2004) argued that the 

problem does not lie in the fact that the information channel is different in terms of need or 

place, but the problem is that the information we provide can be stored in a way that was not 

possible before. Because the technology has been developed and the information is stored, it 

can also be analyzed, and in the worst case spread or used for a purpose that does not feel right. 

As our actions can be followed digitally, Nissenbaum (2004) believed that the previous concept 

of the private sphere has ceased to apply. She believes that the problem in terms of the internet 

is precisely the question of what is perceived as private and what is public. 

 

According to Nissenbaum (2004), there are no places that are not controlled by norms. The 

norms of information flow are what determines if the flow of information in one specific 

context is considered normal. If something is normal or not is determined by several factors, 

where the information flow takes place, who receives the information, what the information 

contains, and between who the information is transmitted between (Nissenbaum, 2009). Given 

the almost ubiquitous presence of surveillance technologies - browser cookies, biometrics and 

geolocation, among others, Nissenbaum's theory is becoming increasingly relevant. 

Information flows within a limited context that do not follow existing norms are perceived as 

breaches of privacy and in line as technology and digitization develop, databases are developed 

that collect personal information without the users' knowledge. 
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5 Discussion and Conclusion 
This final chapter will wrap up this thesis by discussing what the empirical data and analysis 

has arrived at. The research question for this thesis will also be answered by summing up the 

thesis and concluding it. Lastly, a critical review and suggestions for future research will be 

given.  

 
 

5.1 Discussion 

The purpose of this study is to explore how generation Z experiences the role of Online 

Behavioral Advertising within the framework of integrity and privacy concerns, and thus be 

able to answer the research question; "How does Generation Z experience online behavioral 

advertising from a privacy perspective?"  

 

Further, our study aims to gain an understanding of how generation Z reasons about how 

personal information is saved and stored through online activities and how it is then used as a 

basis for Online Behavioral Advertising. After four focus groups, with between four and six 

participants in each, interesting discussions have taken place and from them it is possible to 

interpret certain recurring themes. The empirical findings could show some evidence that 

generation Z is quite unbothered when it comes to information being collected about them for 

advertising purposes. However, the data also suggested that Online Behavioral Advertising 

(OBA) can fall outside of what generation Z considers their integrity boundaries if some criteria 

are met.  Many discussions in the focus groups emphasize the importance of one's own choice 

and about the possibility of being able to actively distance oneself from the advertising that 

does not suit the individual in question. However, this is not only what plays a big role; the 

respondents also differ a lot between advertising and advertising. Some advertisements invoke 

a bigger feeling of monitoring which causes the norms of information flow to become more 

restrictive and the OBA to feel intrusive. For instance, advertisements involving sensitive 

information as well as advertisements based on irrelevant information aroused a feeling of 

boundary breaching. 

 

An aspect about information collection that has been consistent throughout this study is that it 

today can feel involuntary due to the digitization. Information is collected about consumers’ 



Björneskog & Hornling 

 50 

behavior online constantly and as pointed out in the analysis, the digitized world makes it 

difficult to avoid it. Consumers are uncertain of when they are monitored and when not, which 

prevents the consumers from being in control. Furthermore, the ways of consenting to 

information collection are vague, which contributes to the feeling of not being in control and 

involuntariness.  

 

Previous research about monitoring online have found connections to the metaphor of 

panopticon which indicates that the users are in the dark of when they are being monitored. It 

could be established that self-surveillance, meaning users themselves handing over 

information, occurs out of fear of being excluded from the benefits the information transfer 

would grant (Campbell & Carlson, 2002). In our research we could come to a similar 

assumption, since the results indicate that a consumer is more likely to share information if the 

consumer in return profits from this. The profit could be in the form of a discount or a higher 

level of relevancy.  

 

As brought up in chapter 2, Hull et al (2010), among others, have used Nissenbaum's privacy 

as contextual integrity in their research. Their research concluded that applications, which 

almost invisibly share a user's and a user's friends' information with third parties, violate 

information flow norms. Furthermore, they believed that many of the privacy issues on 

Facebook could be improved with an interface that would have made the information flows 

more transparent to users. We realize that it seems to be a recurring problem with the parameter 

transmission principles if you look at this previous research because it is perceived as infringing 

on privacy that a third party should have access to one's information, which has also been 

discovered in our research study as previously presented. 

 

Previous research on data-driven digital advertising has highlighted privacy concerns as a risk 

or a disadvantage. Through mostly a quantitative approach, researchers have compared costs 

and benefits of tailored marketing against each other (Aiolfi et al, 2021; Ham, 2016; Nuzulita 

and Subradi, 2019). The results of the studies show that consumers accept OBA if they feel 

that the benefits of increasing the relevance of online advertising outweigh the costs of their 

privacy. The results of our study are in line with what these researchers have come to, but have 

provided a deeper understanding of how integrity is perceived and why it can sometimes feel 

like integrity is being violated with this type of marketing. It depends on how the information 

is perceived, whether it is perceived as sensitive or public, but also in what context the 
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information is stored and used. The feeling of privacy violations arises when consumers feel 

that they have been monitored. It turns out that they feel monitored when the person has not 

made the active choice to search a website and then get advertising for this. When recording 

voices, among other things, this feeling of surveillance is strong. Even when the information 

feels sensitive, such as with medicines, customized advertising is not appreciated and increases 

the feeling of being monitored. When the consumer feels that he or she has control over the 

situation, the level of acceptance increases.  

 

The findings of the empirical data and analysis could establish that generation Z often give the 

impression of a nonchalant attitude regarding the internet, where they rarely overthink 

situations online concerning information collection. This compared to previous research where 

OBA and digitization in the context of integrity solely have been studied among adults the 

attitude surely is different. Damodaran and May (2005) concluded privacy issues to be a key 

obstacle to adults' access to the internet. Although generation Z to some extent proved to have 

privacy concerns with OBA, it was also viewed as a normal part of life, something that they 

just had to accept. This difference in attitude implies that the norms of information flow are 

quite different for generation Z and that growing up in line with digitization could be one reason 

for this.   

 

5.2 Conclusions 

To conclude, our study indicates that generation Z is quite used to OBA and mostly does not 

notice it that much. However, in some situations where the OBA was noticeable it could be 

perceived as intrusive. When exploring the experiences generation Z have of OBA three 

different insights were found that determines if the OBA is seen as intrusive or not.  

 

Firstly, the norms play a big part in whether the OBA is crossing boundaries or not. The four 

key parameters context, actors, attributes and transmission principles have a major role in 

determining whether or not the flow of information is disrupted, and thus whether it is 

perceived as intrusive. Generation Z have a higher tolerance for advertisements that are relevant 

or that the consumer in some other way profits from. Contrary to these two traits, 

advertisements that contain sensitive information, are too repetitive or irrelevant have a higher 

risk of being perceived as intrusive. Furthermore, the sender of advertisement is to some extent 

important to whether the OBA is within the boundaries of generation Z’s integrity. It was 
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established that a well-known company’s OBA is more appreciated than an unknown company 

and that a company linked to sensitive products is not as welcomed to use OBA. The likelihood 

of the information reaching a third party is also affecting the way the generation experiences 

some of the OBA, especially in combination with the attributes of the OBA being inappropriate.  

 

Secondly the consumer’s own choice is an important aspect for OBA to be accepted. Much of 

the OBA could feel validated by generation Z if they themselves had accepted information 

collection through cookie consent or by actively using search engines. However, information 

collection that occurs outside of the consumer’s own choice leads to a feeling of monitoring 

which results in a feeling of privacy violations. 

 

Lastly, generation Z’s upbringing in a world of digitization influences a lot of the generations' 

experiences of OBA. One the one hand, the upbringing with social media has contributed to a 

confident attitude online where the generation mostly feel secure and rarely experience 

integrity concerns. On the other hand, the world constantly being online does contribute to a 

sense of involuntary information sharing that in the wrong context does lead to integrity 

boundaries being breached.  

 

5.3 Theoretical Contributions 

Previous research has mostly focused on studying consumers' perceived benefits and cost in 

relation to customized marketing. But it is also important to study consumers' experience from 

other dimensions and gain a deeper understanding where the consumer and its integrity and 

feelings are in focus. Previous studies have only concrete evidence that privacy is a constant 

concern for consumers when they are online, but not how privacy is perceived by consumers. 

We believe it is important to understand how consumers experience customized marketing 

linked to the personal information they indirectly share when they use the internet and how 

boundaries are created between what is acceptable and what is considered surveillance and 

privacy violations. 

 

We chose to contribute to the theory by exploring Generation Z's attitudes toward Online 

Behavioral Advertising in relation to personal integrity and privacy concerns. There are also 

studies on how the older generation experiences online marketing and that they experience a 

concern about sharing personal information (Damodaran and May, 2005), but there are no 
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studies on how generation Z perceives this important topic, which we therefore wanted to 

investigate further. 

 

5.4 Critical review and suggestions for future research 

This study examines how consumers perceive Online Behavioral Advertising from an integrity 

perspective, with the age range 1997-2012, which is generation Z. During the focus group 

discussions, it was possible to indicate that there was a difference in the respondents' answers 

and reflections between the youngest and the oldest respondents. It would therefore have been 

interesting to analyze any differences that can be identified within generation Z. Furthermore, 

it may also be interesting to compare two different generations in order to gain an in-depth 

understanding of how generations reason about personal integrity and online monitoring. It 

would have been interesting not least to gain an understanding of what the difference looks like 

between those who grew up in an internet society and those who grew up without the internet. 

Additionally, we believe that the differences in the answers within the respondents may not 

only depend on age, but also on other parameters. It would therefore have been valuable to 

group the respondents into different categories such as cultural background and upbringing to 

gain a deeper understanding of how this affects their opinions and values.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



Björneskog & Hornling 

 54 

 
List of References 

 
 

Aiolfi, S., Bellini, S., & Pellegrini, D. (2021). Data-driven digital advertising: benefits and  

risks of online behavioral advertising. International Journal of Retail & Distribution 

Management, ahead-of(ahead-of-print). https://doi.org/10.1108/ijrdm-10-2020-0410 

Bell, E., Bryman, A., & Harley, B. (2019). BUSINESS RESEARCH METHODS 5E (5th ed.).  

Oxford University Press. 

Boateng, H., & Okoe, A. F. (2015). Consumers’ attitude towards social media advertising and  

their behavioural response. Journal of Research in Interactive Marketing, 9(4),  

299-312. https://doi.org/10.1108/JRIM-01-2015-0012 

Boerman, S. C., Kruikemeier, S., & Zuiderveen Borgesius, F. J. (2017). Online behavioral 

advertising: A literature review and research agenda. Journal of Advertising, 46(3), 

363-376. https://doi.org/10.1080/00913367.2017.1339368 

Campbell, J. E., & Carlson, M. (2002). Panopticon.com: Online Surveillance and the  

Commodification of Privacy. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 46(4), 

586–606. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15506878jobem4604_6 

Castañeda, J. A., Montoso, F. J., & Luque, T. (2007). The dimensionality of customer privacy 

concern on the internet. Online Information Review, 31(4), 420–439. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/14684520710780395 
 

Caudill, E. M., & Murphy, P. E. (2000). Consumer Online Privacy: Legal and Ethical Issues.  

Journal of Public Policy & Marketing, 19(1), 7–19. 

https://doi.org/10.1509/jppm.19.1.7.16951 

Cranor, L. F. (2003). P3P: making privacy policies more useful. IEEE Security & Privacy,  

1(6), 50–55. https://doi.org/10.1109/msecp.2003.1253568 

Cranor, L. F. (2003). “I didn’t buy it for myself” privacy and ecommerce personalization.  

Proceeding of the ACM Workshop on Privacy in the Electronic Society - WPES ’03. 

https://doi.org/10.1145/1005140.1005158 

DataReportal (2021), “Digital 2021 Global Digital Overview,” retrieved from  

https://datareportal.com/reports/digital-2022-global-overview-report  



Björneskog & Hornling 

 55 

Degeling, M., Utz, C., Lentzsch, C., Hosseini, H., Schaub, F., & Holz, T. (2019). We Value  

Your Privacy . . . Now Take Some Cookies. Informatik Spektrum, 42(5), 345–346. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00287-019-01201-1 

Denscombe, M. (2018). Forskningshandboken. Studentlitteratur. 

European Commission (2007). EU funding supporting the implementation of the General  

Data Protection Regulation (GDPR).  Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications 

of the European Communities.  

Fietkiewicz, K. J., Lins, E., Baran, K. S., & Stock, W. G. (2016). Inter-Generational  

Comparison of Social Media Use: Investigating the Online Behavior of Different 

Generational Cohorts. 2016 49th Hawaii International Conference on System 

Sciences (HICSS). https://doi.org/10.1109/hicss.2016.477 

Foucault, M., & Sheridan, A. (1995). Discipline & Punish: The Birth of the Prison. Vintage  

Books. 

Foxman, E. R., & Kilcoyne, P. (1993). Information Technology, Marketing Practice, and  

Consumer Privacy: Ethical Issues. Journal of Public Policy & Marketing, 12(1), 106–

119. https://doi.org/10.1177/074391569501200111 

Fried, C. (1968). Privacy. The Yale Law Journal, 77(3), 475. https://doi.org/10.2307/794941  

Goodwin, C. (1991). Privacy: Recognition of a Consumer Right. Journal of Public Policy &  

Marketing, 10(1), 149–166. https://doi.org/10.1177/074391569101000111 

Grodzinsky, F. S., & Tavani, H. T. (2011). Privacy in “the cloud.” ACM SIGCAS Computers  

and Society, 41(1), 38–47. https://doi.org/10.1145/2095266.2095270 

Ham, C. D. (2016). Exploring how consumers cope with online behavioral advertising.  

International Journal of Advertising, 36(4), 632–658. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02650487.2016.1239878 

Hull, G., Lipford, H. R., & Latulipe, C. (2010). Contextual gaps: privacy issues on Facebook.  

Ethics and Information Technology, 13(4), 289–302. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10676-

010-9224-8 

Kim, H., & Huh, J. (2016). Perceived Relevance and Privacy Concern Regarding Online  

Behavioral Advertising (OBA) and Their Role in Consumer Responses. Journal of 

Current Issues & Research in Advertising, 38(1), 92–105. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10641734.2016.1233157 



Björneskog & Hornling 

 56 

Kokolakis, S. (2017). Privacy attitudes and privacy behaviour: A review of current research 

on the privacy paradox phenomenon. Computers & Security, 64, 122–134. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cose.2015.07.002 
 

Koops, B.J., Newell, B., Timan, T., Škorvánek, I., Chokrevski, T., & Galič, M. (2017). A  

typology of privacy. University of Pennsylvania Journal of International Law, 38(2), 

483–575. 

Kretschmer, M., Pennekamp, J., & Wehrle, K. (2021). Cookie Banners and Privacy Policies:  

Measuring the Impact of the GDPR on the Web. ACM Transactions on the Web, 

15(4), 1–42. https://doi.org/10.1145/3466722 

Lind, R. (2019). Vidga vetandet - Teori, metod och argumentation i samhällsvetenskapliga  

undersökningar. Studentlitteratur. 

Mason, S. (1986) Four ethical issues of the information age. MIS Quarterly 10(1), 5-12. 

Millham, M. H., & Atkin, D. (2016). Managing the virtual boundaries: Online social 

networks, disclosure, and privacy behaviors. New Media & Society, 20(1), 50–67. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444816654465 
 

Miltgen, C. L., & Peyrat-Guillard, D. (2014). Cultural and generational influences on privacy  

concerns: a qualitative study in seven European countries. European Journal of 

Information Systems, 23(2), 103–125. https://doi.org/10.1057/ejis.2013.17 

Moscardelli, D. M., & Divine, R. (2007). Adolescents’ Concern for Privacy When Using the  

Internet: An Empirical Analysis of Predictors and Relationships With Privacy-

Protecting Behaviors. Family and Consumer Sciences Research Journal, 35(3), 232–

252. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077727x06296622 

Munsch, A. (2021). Millennial and generation Z digital marketing communication and  

advertising effectiveness: A qualitative exploration. Journal of Global Scholars of 

Marketing Science, 31(1), 10–29. https://doi.org/10.1080/21639159.2020.1808812 

Nissenbaum, H. (1998). Protecting Privacy in an Information Age: The Problem of Privacy in  

Public. Law and Philosophy, 17(5/6), 559. https://doi.org/10.2307/3505189 

Nissenbaum, H. (2004). Privacy as contextual integrity. Wash. L. Rev., 79, 119. 

Nissenbaum, H. (2009). Privacy in Context: Technology, Policy, and the Integrity of Social  

Life (1st ed.). Stanford Law Books. 

Nuzulita, N., & Subriadi, A. P. (2019). The role of risk‐benefit and privacy analysis to  



Björneskog & Hornling 

 57 

understand different uses of social media by Generations X, Y, and Z in Indonesia. 

The Electronic Journal of Information Systems in Developing Countries, 86(3). 

https://doi.org/10.1002/isd2.12122 

Okazaki, S., Eisend, M., Plangger, K., de Ruyter, K., & Grewal, D. (2020). Understanding 

the Strategic Consequences of Customer Privacy Concerns: A Meta-Analytic 

Review. Journal of Retailing, 96(4), 458–473. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2020.05.007 
 

Olphert, C. W., Damodaran, L., & May, A. J. (2005). Towards digital inclusion – engaging  

older people in the ‘digital world.’ Electronic Workshops in Computing. 

https://doi.org/10.14236/ewic/ad2005.17 

 

Parment, A. (2013). Generation Y vs. Baby Boomers: Shopping behavior, buyer involvement  

and implications for retailing. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 20(2), 

189–199. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2012.12.001 

Phelps, J. E., D’Souza, G., & Nowak, G. J. (2001). Antecedents and consequences of  

consumer privacy concerns: An empirical investigation. Journal of Interactive 

Marketing, 15(4), 2–17. https://doi.org/10.1002/dir.1019 

 

 

Postma, O. J., & Brokke, M. (2002). Personalisation in practice: The proven effects of  

personalisation. Journal of Database Marketing & Customer Strategy Management, 

9(2), 137–142. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jdm.3240069 

Rachels, James (1975), “Why Privacy Is Important,” Philosophy and Public Affairs,  

4(Summer), 323–33.  

Ray, H., Wolf, F., Kuber, R., & Aviv, A. J. (2019). “Woe is me.”: Examining older adults’ 

perceptions of privacy. Extended Abstracts of the 2019 CHI Conference on Human 

Factors in Computing Systems. https://doi.org/10.1145/3290607.3312770 

Rennstam, J., & Wästerfors, D. (2015). Från stoff till studie. Studentlitteratur. 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A. (2009). Research Methods for Business Students  

(5th ed.). Pearson. 



Björneskog & Hornling 

 58 

Sutanto, J., Palme, E., Tan, C. H., & Phang, C. W. (2013). Addressing the Personalization-

Privacy Paradox: An Empirical Assessment from a Field Experiment on Smartphone 

Users. MIS Quarterly, 37(4), 1141–1164. https://doi.org/10.25300/misq/2013/37.4.07 
 

Taylor, D. G., Davis, D. F., & Jillapalli, R. (2009). Privacy concern and online         

personalization: The moderating effects of information control and compensation. 

Electronic Commerce Research, 9(3), 203–223. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10660-009-

9036-2 

Vanberg, A. D. (2020). Informational privacy post GDPR – end of the road or the start of a  

long journey? The International Journal of Human Rights, 25(1), 52–78. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13642987.2020.1789109 

Vitak, J., Liao, Y., Kumar, P., Zimmer, M., & Kritikos, K. (2018). Privacy Attitudes and Data  

Valuation Among Fitness Tracker Users. Transforming Digital Worlds, 229–239. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-78105-1_27 

van Ooijen, I., & Vrabec, H. U. (2018). Does the GDPR Enhance Consumers’ Control over  

Personal Data? An Analysis from a Behavioural Perspective. Journal of Consumer 

Policy, 42(1), 91–107. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10603-018-9399-7 

Wang, Y. D., & Emurian, H. H. (2005). An overview of online trust: Concepts, elements, and  

implications. Computers in Human Behavior, 21(1), 105–125. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2003.11.008 

Weaver, S. D., & Gahegan, M. (2007). Constructing, Visualizing, and Analyzing A Digital  

Footprint. Geographical Review, 97(3), 324–350. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1931-

0846.2007.tb00509.x 

Wolf, M. M., Wolf, M., & Lecat, B. (2022). Wine market segmentation by age generations in  

the Western US: expectations after the COVID-19 pandemic. International Journal of 

Wine Business Research. https://doi.org/10.1108/ijwbr-01-2021-0004 

  



Björneskog & Hornling 

 59 

 
Appendix A - Focus Group Guide (Swedish) 

 
 

 
Introduktion/formalitet 

● Välkomna alla deltagarna  
● Informera deltagarna att diskussionen kommer att filmas men att detta enbart görs för 

att det ska kunna analyseras och kommer raderas efter användning. Tydliggör även att 
deltagarna kommer förbli anonyma i själva rapporten.  

● Presentera ämnet kort för deltagarna 
 
Integritet 
Inledande frågor:  

● Inled genom att presentera sig själv med namn, ålder, genomsnittlig skärmtid och 
vilken hemsida man spenderar mest tid på.  

● Öppna upp en diskussion om vad personlig integritet innebär för dem 
- Vad betyder personlig integritet för dig? 

● Öppna upp en diskussion kring vilken typ av personlig information som känns okej att 
lämna ut till företag, och varför just denna informationen känns okej. 
- Är du medveten om vilken information som samlas in om dig som konsument och 
ditt köpbeteende online? 
- Har du någon gång känt dig orolig över företags insamling av din personliga 
information? Utveckla och berätta om när isåfall. 
 
 

Personlig marknadsföring och övervakning 
Personliga upplevelser  

- Har ni någon gång upplevt personligt riktad marknadsföring och vad var er reaktion 
kring det?  

- Har ni nån gång hamnat i en situation där ni har känt att det känts påträngande/ 
integritets översskridande, i samband med online-aktivitet, reflektera och berätta 
isåfall gärna om när och varför.  

Nedan case kommer användas om diskussionen stannar av eller om deltagarna behöver 
exempel på vad vi menar för situationer.  
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Case 1: Din pappa ska ut och resa och du googlar hotellet dit han ska åka. Dagen efter får du 
upp reklam på olika hotell på dina sociala medier såsom facebook och instagram.  
 
Case 2: Du diskuterar en produkt/tjänst med dina föräldrar vid matbordet och därefter får du 
reklamerbjudanden om denna produkt.  
 
Case 3: Du beställer proteinpulver från ett företag online och får därefter regelbundna sms 
från företaget som undrar om du vill köpa samma produkter igen, och erbjuder 20% rabatt.  
 
Case 4: Du har fått munsår och googlar efter något bra läkemedel mot detta då du vill att det 
ska försvinna fort. Följande dagar får du reklam för detta på facebook och instagram.  
 
Case 5: Du ska på babyshower till din kompis och googlar lite på bebissaker för att få 
inspiration till vad du ska köpa i present. Efteråt får du reklam på blöjor och du får även 
erbjudanden om att köpa barnvagn med 10% rabatt. 
 

 
Marknadsföring och integritet 
 
Case 1: Du får rabattkoder tillsammans med ett grattismejl från företag när du har namnsdag 
och när du fyller år. 
 
Case 2: Du funderar på att köpa lägenhet och via ett bankmöte hos din bank blir du erbjuden 
en fast räntesats på tre år. Dagar senare får du ett mejl från ett jämförelse bolag med ett 
skräddarsytt lån erbjudande till dig som är ännu bättre än det tidigare.   
 
Case 3: Efter några dagars halsont som du misstänker är halsfluss tar du kontakt med en 
läkare online via en av de senaste apparna (kry.se/doktor.se). Läkaren konstaterar halsfluss 
och skriver ut ett recept på läkemedel mot detta. Några dagar senare får du ett mejl från ett 
mobilt apotek som marknadsför deras funktion som gör det enkelt att få hem receptbelagda 
mediciner.  
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Appendix B - Focus Group Guide (English) 

 
 
Introduction / formality 

● Welcome all participants  
● Inform the participants that the discussion will be filmed but that this is only done for 

analyzing purposes and will be deleted after. Also clarifies that the participants will 
remain anonymous in the report. 

● Introduce the topic shortly to the participants 
 
Integrity 
Introductory questions: 

● Start by introducing yourself with name, age, average screen time and which website 
you spend the most time on. 

● Open up a discussion about what personal integrity means to them 
- What does personal integrity mean to you? 

● Open up a discussion about what type of personal information feels okay to disclose 
to companies, and why this particular information feels okay. 
- Are you aware of what information is collected about you as a consumer and your 
buying behavior online? 
- Have you ever felt worried about companies collecting your personal information? If 
yes, when and why? 

 
Personal marketing and monitoring 
Own experience 
 

- Have you ever experienced this type of marketing and what was your reaction to it? 
- Have you ever ended up in a situation where you have felt that it was intrusive / 

integrity exceeded, in connection with online activity, when and why? 
 
The cases below will be used if the discussion stops or if the participants need examples 
of what we mean by situations. 
Case 1: Your dad is about to travel and you google the hotel where he is going. The next day, 
you get ads on various hotels on your social media such as facebook and instagram. 
 
Case 2: You discuss a product / service with your parents at the dining table and then you get 
promotional offers about this product. 
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Case 3: You order protein powder from a company online and then receive regular text 
messages from the company asking if you want to buy the same products again, and offer a 
20% discount. 
 
Case 4: You have got cold sores and google for some good medicine against this as you want 
it to go away quickly. The following days you receive advertising for this medicine on 
facebook and instagram. 
 
Case 5: You are invited to a baby shower for your friend and google on baby things to get 
inspiration for what to buy as a gift. Afterwards, you get advertising on diapers and you also 
get offers to buy a stroller with a 10% discount. 
 
 
Marketing and integrity 
 
Case 1: You receive discount codes together with a congratulatory email from a company on 
your birthdays and when you have a name day. 
 
 
Case 2: You are considering buying an apartment and through a bank meeting at your local 
bank you get offered a fixed interest rate of three years. Days later, you will receive an email 
from a company with a tailored loan offer to you that is even better than the previous one. 
 
 
Case 3: After a few days of a sore throat that you suspect is tonsillitis, you contact a doctor 
online via one of the latest apps (kry.se/doktor.se). The doctor confirms what you suspected 
and prescribes a prescription medicine for this. A few days later, you will receive an email 
from a mobile pharmacy that markets their function that makes it easy to get home 
prescription medicines. 
 

 
 

 


