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 Abstract - Dansk 1
Social media usage in the USA in comparison to Denmark 

Dette speciale belyser brugen af sociale medier og diskuterer hvorfor brugen af sociale medier er 

mere udbredt i USA end i Danmark. Det er et komplekst spørgsmål at svare på, da sociale medier 

har forskellige formål og måder at brugerne kommunikere på varierer fra land til land og kultur til 

kultur inkl. USA og Danmark. Dette speciale fokuserer på de fire største sociale medier i Danmark 

og USA: Facebook, Instagram, Twitter og LinkedIn. Både i USA og Danmark er der et højt niveau 

af internet adgang og borgerne i begge lande bruger sociale medier. Og på trods af at udbredelsen af 

internet i hjemmene i Danmark er højere i end i USA, er brugen af sociale medier mere udbredt i 

USA. Det gør det muligt i stor udstrækning at udelukke internet penetration rates som en 

forklarende variabel på forskellene i brugen af sociale medier. 

Specialet har derfor valgt at analysere vha. Hofstedes ”Cultural Dimension”, Rogers ”Diffusion of 

Innovation” og Katz, Blumler, Gurevitch and Herzogs ”Uses and Gratification” teorier for at finde 

de mulige argumenter for årsagerne til at sociale medier er mere anvendt i USA end i Danmark. I 

begge lande er Facebook det mest anvendte sociale medie og unge den største brugergruppe i begge 

lande. Selvom brugen af Facebook er høj i begge, er der flere brugere pr. 1000 internet brugere i 

USA end Danmark. I modsætning hertil er der stor forskel på brugen af Twitter, der er langt mere 

udbredt i USA end i Danmark. For LinkedIn, er det daglige brug mere end dobbelt så stort blandt 

amerikanske brugere i forhold til danske. For det daglige brug af Twitter er forskellen endnu større. 

Specialet argumenterer at årsagerne til de forskellige brugsmønstre primært skal findes i at 

Danmark bygger på en gruppekultur - og at USA er en individuel kultur. Det forklarer hvorfor 

specielt Twitter og LinkedIn er langt mere udbredt i USA end i Danmark, da Twitter, Instagram og 

LinkedIn er særdeles ”jeg” fokuseret medier. Den daglige brug af sociale medier er større i USA 

hvilket kan argumenteres med at amerikanerne har større tendens til at promovere sig selv, hvilket 

sociale medier tillader. Endvidere tillader sociale medier direkte adgang til kendtes personligheder. 

Dette er særdeles attraktivt for amerikanere. Derudover er der den umiddelbare primære årsag til 

hvorfor, der er flere amerikanske brugere af sociale medier end danskere tilliden til sociale 

institutioner. Danskere har meget mere tillid til traditionelle nyhedsmedier end amerikanere. De 

manglende offentlige talerør giver et større behov for den enkelte amerikaner til at skabe debat på 

sociale medier hvor de kan blive hørt. Endvidere er amerikanerne generelt mere udadvendte og 
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debatlystne end danskere. Dette ses i amerikanernes større brug af dele og kommentar funktionerne 

i de sociale medier. 

Det kan også argumenteres at den væsentligt større amerikanske økonomi resulterer i at de sociale 

medier udvikles i USA og bliver designet til et kulturelt amerikansk publikum. Samtidigt benyttes 

sociale medier mere af både regeringen og firmaer i USA. Dette skaber synlighed og indhold som 

ikke eksister i det danske sociale medie billede. Alt i alt betyder dette at USA får en større brug af 

sociale medier end Danmark. 
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 Introduction 3
The world is connecting as never before. Social media such as social networking sites (SNS) such 

as Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, and LinkedIn are everywhere. However, SNS usage
1
 is 

significantly different across countries even in highly developed societies with high internet 

penetration rates. Examining the SNS usage differences of the United States (US) versus Denmark 

(DK) is interesting because the US and DK both are highly developed countries. When one views 

the statistics on the usage across the internet population, it is very interesting that DK is so much 

behind the US in terms of actual usage. This situation seems to be an unexplained puzzle. Other 

country statistics adds to the puzzle. 

Looking at the scores of information and communication technologies (ICT) usage, the World 

Economic Forum ranks US at 5.8 and DK at 5.6 out of 7. One of the measured parameters here is 

the usage of virtual social networks. DK scores 6.2 and ranks no. 21
st
 and the US scores 6.6 and 

ranks 3
rd

 (Baller et al., 2016). 

The usage of SNS and ICT is often associated with education. DK and the US rank in the top ten in 

education index (UN-Development-Programme, 2013) with a minimal difference in their scores in 

2013. DK and the US scores 0.873 and 0.8902 respectively. As SNS are accessed through the 

internet the penetration rates of smartphones with internet access is also of importance. DK has 88.6 

% smartphone users (Gallup, 2017) whereas the US has 27 % (Poushter, 2016). In DK 96.3% and in 

the US 74.5 % of the population have internet broadband connections at home. ("Human 

Development Data (1990-2015)," 2015). DK is ahead of the US in terms of the ability to access 

SNS. Educationally the two countries are on par. However, DK has not taken usage of SNS as the 

US has. This leads to the research question: 

“Why are social media more used in the United States than Denmark?” 

In order to narrow down this broad topic, this thesis looks at four major and most common SNS 

Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, Instagram, and only briefly mentions other SNS. Various types of 

SNS are more professional such as Twitter and LinkedIn, while others, like Facebook and 

Instagram are more broadly orientated. Facebook was one of the first SNS to expand into the 

                                                           
1
 The usage is here defined as the percentage of internet users that use SNS. This thesis reports the usage on a 

monthly or daily basis. 
2
 The education index is calculated based on mean years of schooling and expected years of schooling, for more 

details please see http://dev-hdr.pantheonsite.io/sites/default/files/hdr2016_technical_notes_0.pdf 

http://dev-hdr.pantheonsite.io/sites/default/files/hdr2016_technical_notes_0.pdf
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worldwide user base. Facebook’s usage is very high both in DK and the US, with a leaning towards 

slightly greater usage in the US. The almost similar usage of Facebook in DK and the US makes it 

an interesting question as to why SNS such as LinkedIn, Twitter, and Instagram usage is several 

times higher in the US than DK. In other words DK was part of the first wave of SNS, but has not 

managed to grasp onto the second wave. Maybe it never will. With all these puzzling facts in mind, 

this thesis attempts to discuss some of the underlying reasons for this. 

This thesis argues that cultural, social, and certain economic differences between DK and the US 

are reasons to why SNS are more used in the US. Especially “I” and “we” designed SNS, 

personality trait, politics, social institutions and economic innovation power is of importance. To 

draw this conclusion, this paper relies on three theories widely cited in existing SNS literature. (G. 

Hofstede, 2005) model of Cultural Dimensions Theory (CDT), (Rogers, 2003) theory on Diffusion 

of Innovation (DoI), (Katz, Blumler, & Gurevitch, 1973)’s Uses and Gratification Theory (UGT). 

The thesis will begin by analyzing the current literature establishing a point of reference for the 

discussion section. Methods and results will then be explained. Not a single available report has 

data from both DK and the US. Therefore, methods to ensure comparability across reports are 

developed. The discussion will analyze the results in light of the conclusion brought forth in the 

literature review. Furthermore, the differences that might affect SNS usage in the US and DK are 

examined. This is followed by a conclusion and perspective on future research and applications. At 

the end the limitations of the thesis are explained. 

Over a short period of just a decade, SNS have become a natural part of billions of people lives and 

changed the way we commute across the world. In both the US and DK many people are active 

daily users on at least one SNS account. The SNS are prevalent among all age groups with different 

demographical characteristics, and ethnicities. Some SNS are business orientated; other SNS attract 

the younger segment of society. SNS are a part of our society whether we are active users or not. 

SNS are just addictive as cigarettes and alcohol (Golbeck, 2017). The number of users and new 

SNS are constantly increasing (PewResearchCenter, 2015). Most likely this trend will not change in 

the foreseeable future. What is also on the rise is the interest in SNS research. However, the 

research still remains in its infancy and clear-cut conclusions are difficult to reach due to lack of 

research. The next section of this thesis will look into the literature on SNS usage and adoption.  
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 Literature review 4
This review of the existing literature collects and discusses knowledge and theories about the 

reasons for the difference in the usage of SNS worldwide. The terminology for usage varies across 

the articles, some refer to the actual time spent or how much the SNS are used, whereas others view 

usage as to what kinds of actions are performed on the SNS. Both types of articles will be covered 

in this literature review to paint a more complete picture of both the types of usages and their 

importance to the research question. Both types of usage terminology impact on the research 

question. It should be noted that the interest in studying SNS is on the rise. However, as of today 

the literature is very limited and the theories on SNS usage is still in its infancy, with a lot of 

questions yet to be answered. This in part also signifies the importance of this thesis’s contribution 

to the field. 

As the initial part of the research for this thesis, the following pages present a literature review on 

the topic of the usage of SNS and its important factors. It should be noted that up-to-date findings 

are hard to compare between DK and the US, as the scholars use different analytical presentations 

for their studies. Additionally, recent scholar articles concerning the use of SNS in DK are limited 

and in comparison harder to find than articles about the US. Consequently, focusing on countries 

that are fairly similar and geographically close to DK has been used in substitution for lack of 

studies containing Danish data. From a Danish perspective the few Danish articles also signify the 

importance of this thesis for companies operating in DK. Furthermore, it is important because this 

thesis’s investigation is on two Western liberal societies that are considered largely similar in many 

aspects. This will bring more knowledge to the literature on similar countries different usages of 

SNS. 

The first part will delve into the cultural factor, the second part infrastructure and accessibility, and 

the third part socio-economic factors. The sources of this literature review are based on IT, 

physiology and sociology journals and a couple of books. 

4.1 Cultural factors 
Culture is deemed an important factor to consider for the adoption and usage on SNS by a number 

of scholars: (Ardi & Maison, 2014; Cardon et al., 2009; Dadgar, Vithayathil, & Osiri, 2017; Dotan 

& Zaphiris, 2010; Gong, L. Stump, & G. Li, 2014; Goodrich & de Mooij, 2014; Hsu, Tien, Lin, & 

Chang, 2015; Ifinedo, 2016; Jackson & Wang, 2013; Kim, Sohn, & Choi, 2011; Malinen & Nurkka, 

2015; Ng, 2016; C. Park, Jun, & Lee, 2015; Ribière, Haddad, & Vande Wiele, 2010; Stump & 
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Gong, 2017; Tsoi & Chen, 2011). Usage is the act of using time or performing actions on a SNS, 

whereas adoption is the act of creating a profile. Usage and adoption is often associated with a 

decision and a need. Many studies also consider UGT together with personality traits to identify 

what makes users actual use a SNS. As culture is a very diffuse and difficult thing to measure, most 

of the studies mentioned above, with the exception of (Ng, 2016), (Kim et al., 2011), apply CDT 

(G. Hofstede, 2005). CDT will be discussed in section 5.1, UGT in section 5.4. CDT in brief has 

conceptualized and defined culture into six dimensions with a score for each country. These scores 

form the basis for investigating cultural impact on SNS usage and adoption. Articles may apply 

their own measurement of their test subjects culture based on the Likert scale
3
 or apply national 

scores from Hofstede’s original work to investigate differences across cultures. Reviewing the 

literature the interesting dimensions of CDT are uncertainty avoidance (UA), power distance (PD), 

individualism (IND) vs. collectivism (COL), long-term orientation (LTO) vs. short-term orientation 

(STO), and masculinity (MAS) vs. feminism (FEM) and are explained in table 1: 

Table 1: Five of CDT’s six cultural dimensions and their high score meaning briefly explained: UA, PD, IND, LTO, and MAS. 

Hofstede dimension High score meaning: 

UA Intolerance for ambiguity and uncertainty 

PD Acceptance and expectance of unequal power distribution 

IND Strong focus on the individual rather than the group consciousness 

LTO Adaption ready, pragmatic problem-solving, economic development 

MAS A society that is assertive, achievement and material reward orientated  

Usage and adoption of the SNS seem to be influenced by different ends of the scores for certain 

dimensions. The empirical evidence is reviewed in the coming section. 

 Individualism 4.1.1

Several different models exists for SNS usage and impacted parameters, none however are identical 

in their research models, some use the Likert scale while others apply Hofstede’s measured values. 

All in all this creates a very complex field of literature that is difficult to compare. A study by 

(Ribière et al., 2010) split the usage into two separate categories in his model of investigation, 

expressive (social) and instrumental usage (non-social). The other parameters in the model are 

based on soft facts such as personal and social factors. The countries investigated are the US, 

Thailand and Bahrain. Another study by (Dadgar et al., 2017) on a US sample splits the usage into 

                                                           
3 Likert’s scale is about asking the individual to answer 1-5 on how much they agree with the question. 
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specific SNS and usage at work and home. Their controls are based on hard facts such as age, 

gender and education. Both studies apply individual scoring based on the Likert scale to their test 

subjects and have a large percentage of young people in their studies. Neither of the studies find 

significance to IND in their models. Yet they also limit their finding to the younger generation and 

do not claim a generalizing effect of their findings. 

The set of questions used by (Ribière et al., 2010) to determine their respondents’ Hofstede scores is 

created by (Furrer, Liu, & Sudharshan, 2000). This set of questions is criticized by (Yoo, Donthu, & 

Lenartowicz, 2011) which finds it unreliable to report the current values. This critique is perhaps 

well-founded as (Ribière et al., 2010) states that their sample population is expected to be similar. 

This is partly due to their generation consisting of the millennia generation that should show signs 

of becoming more alike. They find that for e.g. PD that Bahrain and the US almost similar. 

However, the two countries score in the opposite ends of the scale. Yet, It is stated by (Schewe et 

al., 2013) that the Hofstede’s work is still affecting the millennia generation, making it highly 

unlikely that Bahrain and the US should have scored so close on the questions. This makes the 

findings by (Ribière et al., 2010) somewhat difficult to consider applicable to a country level usage 

of SNS even among the millennia generation. 

Also (Gong et al., 2014) studies the impact of IND and finds no impact of this for 26 countries. 

They use CDT scores for the nations studied and rely solely on international reports for usage 

results. Their controls are also based on hard facts such as mobile penetration, networked readiness 

and education. However, they state that this is perhaps based on a limited set of countries in the 

sample size. They theorize that the dataset did not allow for measuring a significant impact. They 

also claim that adoption for IND and COL societies might cancel each other out due to the 2
nd

 stage 

adopters behave differently in the two societies. This complexity of how 1
st
 and 2

nd
 stage adopters 

behave generate yet also shows that applying CDT should be done with a lot of carefulness in 

modelling. Also two other studies by (Jackson & Wang, 2013) and (Ifinedo, 2016) looks at usage of 

SNS in terms of UGT, however they do combine this with CDT trait of IND. They both find that 

IND cultures seem to have a higher adoption and usage of SNS. This higher usage is primary due to 

the fact that SNS offers a strong ability to self-enhance. In retrospect applying the question 

determined Hofstede cultural dimension or Hofstede’s own IBM work seem to play a role in results. 

The ability to self-enhance is a subcategory to self-presentation. Whereas usage might be impacted 

by a SNS’s functionality to do self-presentation, it does not seem to be nearly as important in 
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controlling continued usage for IND cultures. Instead it is found by (Hsu et al., 2015) that IND 

cultures are less dominated by the ability to do self-presentation on a SNS for their continued use. 

Their study was conducted across 5 countries, their model types of use into four categories based on 

UGT. Each category was modelled as influenced by CDT parameters, education, and income level. 

Only Facebook respondent were sampled. However, they recognize issues with the generalization 

due to factors such as age and social background was not considered. Furthermore, they did not 

sample users who already stopped using SNS; thereby motivation for continued use might have 

been different for those. 

Another example of cross-correlating parameters, was performed by (Dotan & Zaphiris, 2010) they 

found difficulties applying Hofstede’s scores to the usage of Flickr, only three out of their 32 

correlations were found to be influenced by Hofstede’s cultural dimensions. This study has also 

been encountered critique for its application of CDT on a single SNS providing more insight into 

Flickr culture than anything else (Vitkauskaite, 2010). This goes to show that application of CDT 

and setup of dependencies in and towards a single SNS sites should be done with care. 

 Uncertainty avoidance 4.1.2

The study by (Ribière et al., 2010) also suggest that UA was found significant for the expressive 

usage with a negative impact of high scores. UA is shown to only impact usage at home for Skype 

and LinkedIn negatively by (Dadgar et al., 2017). It is difficult to explain that the expressive usage 

is found negatively associated with UA when the usage at home for SNS is found negatively 

associated for only LinkedIn and Skype and not for Facebook, Twitter or other SNS. This puts 

some critical importance into the fact that impact of cultural parameters on usage can be dictated by 

specific SNS. It could be that the study by (Ribière et al., 2010) failed to identify variations in 

expressive usage of different SNS as they grouped all respondents together. This highlights the 

importance of also considering specific SNS and not just an overall usage when it comes to 

determining the impact of cultural values. 

 Power distance 4.1.3

PD is expected by (Gong et al., 2014) to have negative influence on the adoption and usage of SNS. 

However, their results do not support their hypothesis. They speculate as they did for IND that this 

is rooted in a weak correlation or they their data did not allow it to reach statistical significance. The 

authors also state that there is a need for study on individual SNS instead of an assessment of 

overall usage. This call was answered by (Dadgar et al., 2017). PD was positively associated with 
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higher usage of all SNS at home in this study. They theorize that high PD people like to promote 

their view, like and share their opinions. The study by (Ribière et al., 2010) does not correlate PD 

with usage and adoption of SNS for their young sample population. Yet, as mentioned earlier the 

method applied by (Ribière et al., 2010) to estimate Hofstede’s values for individuals is somewhat 

questionable. In general this parameter is not as well studied as e.g. IND. 

 Masculinity 4.1.4

MAS is scarcely investigated in the literature. However, three studies do consider its impact on 

usage (Ribière et al., 2010), (Stump & Gong, 2017), and (Alarcón-del-Amo, Lorenzo-Romero, & 

Gómez-Borja, 2016). No impact is detected by (Ribière et al., 2010) which do not address the 

reasoning behind this any further. The study by (Stump & Gong, 2017) found that MAS negatively 

impacted the adoption of SNS. They find this to be consistent with the fact that majority of SNS 

users are of the female gender, as SNS are more sociable orientated. The question arises if in the 

near future where SNS is becoming far more than just sociable, but also news, selfie, job and 

entertainment hubs is a true reflection of this statement. Neither do this hold true for all SNS. On 

LinkedIn or Twitter, females do not dominate the user base. Therefore, this reasoning is difficult to 

abide by and (Stump & Gong, 2017) might not have caught the whole picture in their analysis. The 

study by (Alarcón-del-Amo et al., 2016) investigates the usage in Spain and the Netherlands, they 

find that MAS impacts two factors of adoption of SNS, the perceived usefulness and ease of use. 

MAS cultures are more concerned with perceived usefulness and FEM cultures are more concerned 

with ease of use. This might explain why Twitter and LinkedIn are more dominated by MAS 

genders, as these SNS might seem more useful to MAS cultures. 

 Long-term orientation 4.1.5

LTO is supposed important for SNS, as it allows people to invest in their social security. It was 

found by (Ribière et al., 2010) that the instrumental usage was positively, but marginally associated 

with LTO. They also find that this is especially true for Thailand in their study as expected for an 

Asian country. They explain this fact as SNS allow people to invest into their future social 

connections, thereby increasing its usage. They further claim that the popularity and feature rich 

promise of SNS is the reason why LTO has a higher usage. However, as instrumental usage is not 

something which according to (Gong et al., 2014) due to theoretical reasoning. It should be 

positively associated with a LTO culture rather the opposite STO cultures should see higher benefits 

from usage. They find that LTO is significantly negatively associated with adoption and usage of 

SNS. It should be noted that (Ribière et al., 2010)’s model only found this parameter marginal 
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significant. The main difference between the two studies is that (Gong et al., 2014) uses database 

numbers whereas (Ribière et al., 2010) rely on questionnaires. There seem to be no significant 

understanding of this parameter in the literature. However, it seems that there should be evidence to 

support that LTO is important, the question is then how it is important. 

 Limitations 4.1.6

The application of CDT is seemly very applied in the literature. However, the application of these 

values seems to be giving the impression of a literature field that does not apply CDT consistently. 

Research models and how these are setup predict different outcomes of cultural dependency in the 

usage of SNS. This reveals a highly complex contribution by culture to SNS usage. The usage is 

dependent on how usage is defined, on what SNS that usage is, and what sample population is being 

asked. Each defined usage seems to be influenced differently by various sets of cultural parameters. 

Larger usage trends in SNS might be dictated by certain cultural factors while minor usages could 

be influenced by other cultural factors. The most significant usage portion is difficult to access. 

However, it remains clear that usages are influenced by cultural parameters. To which extent overall 

usage is determined by which parameter is difficult to say. 

To answer the question regarding the age problem (Ribière et al., 2010) points out that their own 

sample group is cultural very much alike across countries. They primarily got responses from the 

younger generation and thereby states that the millennia generation is very much alike. They go on 

to argue that their data will become representative of the future workforce and eventually create a 

grownup internet generation with the same cultural values and traits. They are supported by (Ji et 

al., 2010) which also believe that the internet is diluting the cultural geographical distinction of 

which CDT is based on. It should be remembered that not all SNS charter to the young generation. 

Twitter and LinkedIn’s demographic show that the primary age groups are not of the millennia 

generation but also populated by 30-49 years. The point from both (Ji et al., 2010) and (Ribière et 

al., 2010) was made back in 2010, where SNS was still in its adoption phase. As such in the current 

nation scores of Hofstede should be a lot more applicable when one considers the entire range of 

users on a SNS in present 2018. It should also be noted that SNS are growing fast, very fast indeed, 

to the point where practically everyone are on them regardless of age. 

All research models from the discussed articles above are of varying complexity, but simplicity or 

complexity do not seem to give significance to one Hofstede’s dimensions over the other. 

Furthermore, there is significant difficulty across the studies to fully capture the interplay between 
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different types of usages and how specific cultural traits affect these usages individually, giving rise 

to potential flawed results in their research models. With the high emphasis on CDT, the literature is 

not in whole agreement about what dimensions are important. Hofstede’s way of measuring culture 

might not be the best approach to provide data for research models. However, he is one of the few 

who has actually provided a way of getting quantitative numbers on culture for research models. 

His theories and division of culture is therefore unavoidable when discussing the adoption and 

usage of SNS. However, this thesis also provides information on culture from the national ideas in a 

country. This will be done to establish a different approach to evaluating culture. As obvious by the 

cultural section, culture cannot stand alone in explaining the impact of usages, but is only a part of 

the overall reason behind SNS usage. Therefore, economic and society factors need to be 

considered to provide a more holistic usage reason. 

4.2 Economy and society factors 
There are a multitude of factors beyond just culture or factors that are difficult to relate to a specific 

cultural trait in its very definition. These factors all somehow all influence or must be accounted for 

when modelling the adoption and usage of SNS. As previous section discussed, some authors view 

these factors as being independent of culture whereas other view these factors as being influenced 

by cultural scores on the overall usage observed. For innovations to take hold in a country, it has 

been suggested by among (Rogers, 2003) that certain economic factors need to be present for the 

innovation to take hold. Adoption and usage of SNS is of no exception to this rule as mentioned 

earlier. Scholars such as (S. L. Lee, Kim, Golden, Kim, & Park, 2016), (C. Park et al., 2015), (Hsu 

et al., 2015) and (Gong et al., 2014) find that economic factors play a role in determining the usage 

and adoption of SNS. However, the economic factors cannot explain the differences alone. 

 Privacy concern 4.2.1

Privacy concern is often modelled on the overall usage and might be influenced by cultural 

elements. Privacy concern is the measure of how privacy is felt by users when giving personal 

information away to the SNS network, the company and other users. (Tsoi & Chen, 2011) 

investigated the concern of privacy and how that affects usage. They find that IND and UA plays a 

role in determining the results for young French and Hong Kong people. Another study by (C. Park 

et al., 2015) finds that privacy concern can be reduced in high IND society due to impact of the 

SNS innovativeness. Whereas in low score societies the usage towards existing group communities 

reduces the privacy concern. The impact of IND is therefore trivial as the associated primary use of 

the low and high score societies both reduces privacy concern. Also (Ng, 2016) touches upon the 
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subject of privacy concerns and relates this towards the level of UA. Yet the article does not directly 

use CDT in their research model. It thus becomes evident that the privacy concern and affected 

usage is impacted by culture and primary UA. However, IND score might reduce the impact by UA 

on this parameter. The privacy concern is also a direct parameter in (Ribière et al., 2010) model, yet 

he does not model it as a influenced by any cultural parameters. 

These privacy factors are found significant by (Ribière et al., 2010). Online privacy has been 

throughout investigated by (Ng, 2016) and (C. Park et al., 2015) who also found it significant to 

influence the usage of SNS. All finds that the higher privacy concern you have the less inclined you 

are to use SNS. (Ribière et al., 2010) further argues that internet access and e-commerce familiarity 

is important. Therefore, if a country is new to the internet it would see it more as a risk to use it and 

subsequently see a lower usage of SNS. This argument is also supported by a study by (J. Y. Lee, 

Park, Na, & Kim, 2016) who studies the Australian and Korean youth. In here they report numbers 

showing that the younger generation is more online and use SNS more. The youth should be more 

accustomed to the internet than the older generation. Therefore, their privacy concern is lower. 

However, one might argue that the younger generation should have considerable more spare time 

on their hands than adults. It would be interesting to see if this trend is to continue as these young 

people mature into adulthood. The question is though if this generation sees the same kind of time 

usage of SNS as they mature into adulthood compared to the next generation which is just as 

accustomed to the internet as they were. 

 Education 4.2.2

The society factor education also plays a role in the usage amount. However, both low and high 

levels of education promote different kind of usages. As an investigated by (Hsu et al., 2015) finds 

that education only plays a role for two types of usages, entertainment and self-presentation, 

socialization and information seeking were not affected by the educational level. It was found that 

low level of education promotes a higher usage of self-presentation whereas a high level of 

education promotes more entertainment usage. (Cardon et al., 2009) also found that education plays 

a role, based on the fact that university students are more on SNS, and suggests that countries with 

higher education will often see higher usages. Where (Hsu et al., 2015) found a difference in the 

amount of types of usages, (Cardon et al., 2009) generalize on education and the overall usage more 

broadly. It makes it therefore difficult to conclude how to interpret these 2 finding as one separates 

the education impact as an overall impact whereas the other separates it into categories of influence. 

It must stand to reason that the categorization of usages is more informative than a single usage. 
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However, the question is then if higher education in generally would afford a higher overall usage 

combined. A study by (Gong et al., 2014) states that their reason for controlling education level is 

based on the fact that Rogers’ work and related innovativeness index is based on education level. In 

all cases, education is important to control for when comparing countries. 

 Age and urban population 4.2.3

The younger you are, the more you are open and willing to learn new things and you also learn 

faster. It therefore becomes self-explanatory that the younger generation of a society should adopt 

SNS faster than the older population of a society. As explained by both (Stump & Gong, 2017) and 

(Cardon et al., 2009) who find that age is an important factor to explain the adoption of SNS. 

However, they both state that culture is deemed more important as highlighted in the previous 

section. (Cardon et al., 2009) also decides to exclude income and urban level in their research 

because these parameters for their sample population, mostly being students, is about the same 

level. One might argue that this approach could have been challenged because the upbringing of 

these students could have very different economic or urban backgrounds. The urban index is by 

(Stump & Gong, 2017) claimed to have an influence on the adoption of SNS. This is not surprising 

as innovation typically spreads more quickly among citizens in bigger cities are generally less 

conservative than their rural counterparts. 

It has become clear that culture is a key component even when considering adoption and usage of 

SNS. However, also other factors play a role in this, e.g. education, age and urban part of societies 

play a role together with internet penetration. All factors that need to be controlled for when 

comparing SNS usage. Another factor that also needs more investigation by researchers is the 

economic factor which will be reviewed more in the next section. 

 Domestic Social networking sites 4.2.4

The usefulness of SNS is crucial to how it is used in a country. The features of not just SNS but also 

internet websites for information or e-commerce vary from country to country for a very good 

reason. It matters for the users how they are being presented things as stated by (Cyr, Bonanni, & 

ilsever, 2004). The features and design is of high importance to how much the SNS are used as 

stated by (Vasalou, Joinson, & Courvoisier, 2010), (Malinen & Nurkka, 2015), (Ardi & Maison, 

2014), (Chapman & Lahav, 2008), and (J. Y. Lee et al., 2016). All of these articles relate the 

cultural factor of each nation with the features and services provided by the SNS and how much it is 

used. Thus world spanning SNS might have difficulties competing with domestic developed SNS 
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which are aligned with the needs of that particular culture or society. Such as example is 

investigated by (J. Y. Lee et al., 2016) which compares the most used SNS in Australia and South 

Korea. They find that Facebook is the most used in Australia and that Kakao Story is the most used 

in South Korea. Kakao Story can be compared to Instagram. Kakao Story was launched in March 

2012, more than a year after Instagram. The company behind Kakao Story is also competing with 

Facebook with the SNS Kakao Talk. The desired user functions that are perceived as being useful 

seem to be better determined by locally developed SNS. 

Regarding the perceived usefulness, (J. Y. Lee et al., 2016) furthermore argue that Koreans use 

Kakao Story to discuss school issues such as homework with online connections. This is in 

agreement with what (C. Park et al., 2015) found in his studies, that Koreans use SNS to gain social 

support from existing friends compared to Americans that seek entertainment more. However, 

conclusions from them both are that even though types of usage are different, they end up spending 

the same amount of time on the two different SNS. As such it is important how the SNS are 

designed to meets its target audience’s primary perceived usefulness. Therefore, global SNS might 

be outcompeted by local SNS platforms, if these exist. One might argue that if domestic SNS do not 

exist that users might not even consider the usefulness of a global SNS. That SNS might not be of 

sufficient quality and interest to continue using it even though it was adopted to begin with. 

 Development index 4.2.5

It is very well accepted that innovations spread is defined by some very defined characteristics of 

both the innovation but also the country it is adopted by (Rogers, 2003). Rogers’ work has given 

inspiration to (Gong et al., 2014) which includes the networked readiness index. They also find that 

it is important to consider mobile penetration of the society, as they find that mobile phones are 

often used for internet access. (Gong et al., 2014) clearly finds the importance of these parameters 

across 36 nations, yet their main focus of the research is to investigate the importance of CDT on 

the adoption. They also find that emerging countries like Brazil, which have a much lower internet 

penetration, have a much higher utilization of SNS than Western societies. This might be because 

SNS give emerging societies, as Brazil, a forum from which to discuss social change and interact in 

ways that is in high demand for a society that is under rapid development. 

 Political landscape 4.2.6

The economic and political landscape of the country is important to consider, as such what type of 

economic situation the country resides in is of importance to the overall usage of SNS. (Gong et al., 
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2014) found emerging markets such as India and Brazil, where the internet penetration is lower than 

e.g. in Western countries, have much more time spent per SNS user than Western societies. The 

research of (Gong et al., 2014) focuses very much on controlling variables somewhat inspired by 

(Rogers, 2003), such as networked readiness index, secondary enrolment rate and mobile 

penetration. One could argue that especially the example of Brazil could be rooted in a completely 

different background. Brazil and the US do not have the same historical background, as such Brazil 

is a late bloomer economically, democratically and its social institutions and liberal public debate is 

not as cemented as in the US (Power, 2010), (P. H. Smith & Ziegler, 2008). 

SNS have over the years been seen to play a huge role in social change around the world, as was 

especially seen in the Arab Spring (P. N. Howard et al., 2011). Countries that lack the social 

institutions of well-developed democratic societies might look to SNS to fulfil the need to discuss 

its rapidly developing society. SNS will offer its users in countries as Brazil and India a platform for 

which to discuss social change and its usage will be a lot higher on this parameter than what can be 

observed in the Western societies. Therefore, emerging markets with their associated rapid social 

change, will have found a high need for what SNS offers, resulting in higher usage. Social change is 

not limited to emergent markets, also the Western world see social change as evident by a case 

study from the US. 

Events as the Arab Spring gave SNS a much needed boost in those countries. An event that 

supposedly impacted Twitter usage in the US was a Senate debate on same-sex marriage 

accordingly to (Revers, 2017). He investigates the event about a political decision on sex-same 

marriage that made American journalists join Twitter during the public debate. This was observed 

through an evident explosion in Twitter followers. Revers speculate that events play an important 

role in the adoption of SNS regardless of professional background. He does not believe it is only 

related to case he studies on journalists. This is a rare article investigating events in real life 

affecting SNS adoption. It gives some insight into the workings of how an element as influencers in 

DoI can impact adoption. Given the discussion of especially (Gong et al., 2014), it bares to mind 

that economy plays a role in how much usage occurs per user on SNS depends on their current 

political and economic situation. 

 Income level 4.2.7

The usage itself also differs into specific categories, where income level plays a role. (Hsu et al., 

2015) studied how the income level in Australia, Austria, Japan, Taiwan and USA affected the 
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usage. They found that income level affected what type of usage a user has. This is in agreement 

with established knowledge. As such high income users tend to spend more time on information 

seeking and entertainment whereas lower income groups spend more time on self-presentation. 

(Hsu et al., 2015) goes discuss the limitation that they are only looking at five countries, and add to 

that that these 5 countries are economically highly advanced. It therefore stands to question how 

countries like Brazil and India support the predictive power of their results. It is certainly different 

according to (Gong et al., 2014) what Western countries and development countries use SNS for. 

Overall it boils down to that income level and what economic environment your country is in might 

play a vital role in how much a SNS is used and for what. 

It thus might be no surprise that well-developed countries with strong economies might see more 

usage than countries with lower economic status. (S. L. Lee et al., 2016) investigates three Asian 

countries and finds that the economic independence and development index of these to have 

influence on the usage intensity of SNS. Their findings are to be expected given the requirement for 

infrastructure and economic development of a country to take advantage of the technology that is 

SNS. These findings are also supported by (Larosiliere, Carter, & Meske, 2017), who finds that 67 

% of adoption can be related to e-laws, Human development index and ICT readiness of a country. 

However, as (Gong et al., 2014) points out and earlier discussed, differences can be observed 

between the Western countries and emerging market, thus making (S. L. Lee et al., 2016) findings 

perhaps limited to the fact that they only studied three countries, as such their findings might be 

difficult to spread out to a greater study of more countries. As such it becomes difficult to conclude, 

that development index of a country can be directly related to the usage in SNS. 

4.3 Concluding remarks and limitation 
The reviewed articles more or less agree on the fact that culture is important and a potential 

explanatory factor in the usage of SNS. The majority of the reviewed articles states that culture is a 

strong influence on the usage and the ways people apply it in their everyday life. However, adoption 

and usage are also influenced by socio-demographic and infrastructure elements. 

Most scholars use CDT to explain usage differences. However, doubt exists whether the predictive 

power of Hofstede’s scores can be utilized to the current situation. CDT’s way of measuring culture 

remains one of the few which can provide data for models. To varying extent several of the 

dimensions, MAS, LTO, IND, UA, and PD some way or another influence the adoption and usage 

of SNS. Where the dimensions scored is deemed important, there is not so much effort put into 
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understanding what creates these scores in the country itself. This leaves a very open question on 

what things in countries actually creates such scores. It would have been interesting to see articles 

dig more into the cultural background of the countries. This should have been done to specifically 

understand what society ideas and heritage that promotes certain scores and subsequently SNS 

usage. It would not have been unreasonable to expect this of many of the articles as they often do 

not investigate many countries. They do, however, argue for several other important factors, as will 

be discussed in the next paragraph. 

Several of factors are discussed across the articles on what governs these differences found. Some 

argue that gender, age, internet and mobile penetration, education each has their own impact on why 

SNS usage is different across countries. Once these parameters are being assessed in the models the 

cultural values take over and become the dominant factor. However, one issue stands out, that of 

emergent markets. It seems here that developing countries such as Brazil and India break these 

control parameters. As such it stands to reason that the socio-political and economic landscape of 

the country might very well impact the usage. Finally, and perhaps significant shortcoming of the 

reviewed literature is the fact that only one article truly discusses one of the key parameters in DoI, 

the influences part. As such only one article mentions the impact of political decisions or 

influencers’ impact on adoption and usage of SNS. Whether or not this explains the inconsistent 

findings across the literature, especially for CDT is open for debate. However, this thesis will look 

into the potential ability of politics and influencers to see if there is a hidden factor that might 

explain the differences observed between the US and DK. 

Furthermore, the SNS design is also crucial to the usage behavior in the country. As such a country 

with no option to create its own SNS is forced to adopt designs that might not be suitable to that 

specific culture, thus limiting its usage. Alternatively, locally produced SNS might be fierce 

competitors towards global spanning SNS such as Facebook. Culture might be the culprit for a 

specific SNS usage. However, economic power to develop domestic SNS can turn away foreign 

competitors, making the size of economies play a significant role to the overall usage of SNS in a 

society. 

There are several limitations to the reviewed literature. Most of the studies focus on the younger 

population of users, generation Z
4
 to be more explicit and more precisely the participants are 

                                                           
4
 Generation Z is not clearly defined in the common literature, however it is often associated with people born in the 

90s and 00s. 
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currently in high school or university. A lot of them only compare East Asia with Western culture 

or only have a few countries in their studies. A reason for this is often that this population is known 

to have a lot of time on their hands and that they have grown up with the internet and its 

applications (Quan-Haase & Young, 2014). However, it is no longer the youth that is on SNS, it is 

almost the entire world of internet users. 

Only a few focus on similar culture countries and what triggers different usage behavior in these 

countries. Focusing on two such significantly different cultures, as Asian and Western culture, have 

made it easy for the early literature to find significant arguments from very different scores in 

Hofstede’s indexation of countries. It would appear that finding solid arguments and trends within 

the Western nations itself is more of a challenge. There is also a limited amount of focus on 

countries in Northern Europe, and most articles focus on the US vs. East Asia, especially South 

Korea and Japan. Therefore, the reviewed literature is geo-restricted to certain regions, failing to 

paint a truly international view of the reasons why usages are different on SNS. 

Furthermore, the numbers of articles published in IT journals present a the majority of the articles 

e.g. (Ardi & Maison, 2014; Cardon et al., 2009; Chapman & Lahav, 2008; Gong et al., 2014; 

Ifinedo, 2016; Ji et al., 2010; Kim et al., 2011; J. Y. Lee et al., 2016; Malinen & Nurkka, 2015; Ng, 

2016; Ribière et al., 2010; Tsoi & Chen, 2011; Vasalou et al., 2010). This representation is 

supported by a (Waheed, Anjum, Rehman, & Khawaja, 2017) which also finds that majority of 

articles published from 2005 to 2013 originate from such journals. This presents an issue as the 

cultural and social factor of using SNS seems to govern the usage a lot, it would be interesting to 

see more studies published in sociology and psychology journals. 
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 Theory 5
This chapter deals with the theories which are used throughout the thesis. The theories are used in 

the discussion section to provide an understanding of why SNS are more used the US in comparison 

to DK. The thesis relies primarily on three theories; UGT, CDT and DoI. It should be noted that 

neither of these theories by themselves are capable of explaining SNS usage. Another 

complementary theory to DoI is also applied in the literature, Technological Acceptance Model. 

This theory is not applied in this thesis as it does not consider the social influence factor, whereas 

DoI does (Davis, Bagozzi, & Warshaw, 1989). This factor is deemed important to understand SNS 

usage. First of all the this section will look into CDT, as this thesis suggests that cultural differences 

between DK and the US are the more important contributing factors as to why SNS are more 

common in the US than in DK. 

5.1 Cultural dimensions theory 
This section describes CDT, which is developed by the Dutch social psychologist Geert Hofstede. 

His CDT is very prevalent in literature that discusses cultural differences among nations. His 

theory is a basis for the understanding of cross-cultural communication. 

 

Figure 1: A graphical overview of Hofstede’s cultural six dimensions, PD, IR, LTO vs STO, IND, UA, MAS vs. FEM 

As is evident from the literature review, Hofstede is one of the leading authorities, and on cross-

cultural group analysis. Despite his original CDT was first produced in the early 70s (G. Hofstede, 

2005) it is still widely used today among scholars to investigate and explain cross-cultural 

differences. In fact, he is the most cited scholar in cultural research (Jones, 2007). Many scholars 

use CDT to describe the cultural differences among nations, self, personality and identity (de Mooij 
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& Hofstede, 2010). The theory therefore also lends itself to be applied to discuss which personality 

traits leads to different use patterns of various SNS among various cultures. Cultures are here - 

according to Hofstede - defined as countries. His model is a simple and easy way to contrast 

different cultures (de Mooij & Hofstede, 2010) as data is often collected on a country specific basis. 

CDT was first used in the 1970s as a result of a research between 1967 and 1973 based on 100,000 

questionnaires send to IBM employees. His findings are empirically based and validated. The 

original model consisted of four dimensions; IND/COL, UA, PD and MAS/FEM. Later, the fifth 

dimension LTO and the sixth dimension indulgence vs. restraint were added. Today the CDT 

therefore consists of six dimensions. Scholars argue that some of these dimensions correlate 

positively with each other. For instance cultures scoring high on PD also tend to score high on 

MAS. This means that the dimensions are intertwined and affect each other. However, they are not 

affecting each other in the same way, e.g. PD and MAS share a 60 % relationship (Mooij, 2014). 

Hofstede defines culture in different ways and his concept of culture is most commonly used among 

countries, organizations and businesses (G. Hofstede, 2011). His most frequently applied definitions 

of culture are: 

“The collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the members of one group or category 

of people from others” (G. Hofstede, 2011)
5
. 

“Social environments in which one grew up and collected one’s life experiences.” (G. H. Hofstede, 

Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) 

With these definitions he compares the humans with computers with the brain being the 

programmer and the mind being the heart and hands and feelings. Also, by defining culture this way 

he suggests that culture is never individual but communal requiring several persons who each 

individually take part in shaping the culture. Culture is the way of thinking, communicating, and the 

way people behave. These elements are shared and determined by the social environment and 

values that you are exposed to. 

Hofstede argues that culture is learned and not inherited. Therefore, children who are brought up in 

an IND culture, as the US, will consider her/himself as “I”. This “I” indicates their individual 

                                                           
5
 Hofstede probably initially used the word programming as his original research was by a survey and data 

collected from the international Business Machines Corporation, IBM employees. 
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personality which makes them different from other person’s “I”. Also, as the kids grows up and 

have completed school they are expected to leave parental home. Furthermore, they are expected to 

reduced their connection with their close family and are expected to be independent (G. Hofstede, 

1991b). These are just a couple of ways of defining culture. In short, there is not a simple and 

absolute way of defining the concept of culture. However, CDT does offer a way to incorporate 

culture as raw numbers into analytical models. These six dimensions will be discussed more in 

detail in the following section. 

 The six dimensions in Hofstede’s model 5.1.1

 Individualism versus collectivism 5.1.1.1

In an IND society persons are expected to take care of themselves and their close family. In IND 

cultures silence is not considered to be normal, even small talk is better than silence. This is in 

contrast to COL where silence is considered normal and just being together is satisfying. In IND 

cultures, students are expected to actively participate whereas in collective cultures students are 

only to speak if they are asked. 

COL is the opposite of IND; a collective nation means that a society is “we” orientated and that 

members of the society care of other in exchange for loyalty. When speaking using sentences 

containing “I” are avoided while the use of “we” is common and considered acceptable. Also, 

when speaking, harmony should always be maintained. This is in contrast to IND where speaking 

one’s opinion is considered to be healthy and sentences using “I” is common. Votes and opinions 

are determined in groups whereas in an IND culture it one person is one vote (G. J. Hofstede, 2018). 

 Masculinity versus Feminism 5.1.1.2

A MAS culture means that a society is driven by achievement, bravery, confidence and material 

rewards for success. A MAS culture is also highly competitive
6
. An individual standing out of the 

crowd is admired and therefore ego, power, money and material things are important. Therefore, 

you work to live. MAS’s opponent FEM is completely different. 

A FEM culture is where standing of out the crowd is not admired, but taking care of others and 

quality of life is important (G. J. Hofstede, 2018). This is the opposed to a MAS culture where you 

work to live. Being modest is another FEM trait (G. Hofstede, 1991a). 

                                                           
6
 United States compared to Denmark 
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 Long-term orientation versus short-term orientation 5.1.1.3

LTO means that: 

“every society has to maintain some links with its own past while dealing with the challenges of the 

present and future” (G. J. Hofstede, 2018). 

 a culture looks at the present or the past and finds them more important than future. In other words 

value tradition. 

 Power distance 5.1.1.4

According to Hofstede a culture with a high score on PD means that less powerful individuals of a 

society accept and actually expect that power is not evenly distributed among people. In contrasts in 

societies with a low score on PD the power to be evenly distributed among the persons in the 

culture. A low PD culture can therefore be considered more egalitarian when compared to a culture 

with a high score on PD. The main issue on the PD scale is thus how a nation deals with the 

inequalities amongst its people. 

 Uncertainty avoidance 5.1.1.5

UA is the dimension of how nations deal with the uncertainties of what may happen in the future 

and the degree to which individuals of a culture feel uncomfortable with unknown events that the 

future necessarily brings (G. J. Hofstede, 2018). 

 Indulgence versus Restraint 5.1.1.6

Indulgence refers to a culture that allows fairly free needs satisfaction and is about happiness, 

enjoining, yourself and having fun. Indulgence behavior among individuals can be described as 

work hard and play hard. In an indulgence culture people also express their emotions freely 

Restraint, in restraint cultures positive emotions are less freely expressed and happiness, freedom 

and relaxation are considered less important (G. J. Hofstede, 2018). 

The following pages will describe in more detail what is meant by the six above mentioned 

dimensions. 
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 The six dimensions 5.1.2

 

Figure 2: The cultural dimension scores of Hofstede theory for of DK and US. The most significant differences exist on the PD, 
IND, MAS and UA with LTO and indulgence scoring very similar. Numbers originate from (G. H. Hofstede et al., 2010). 

As seen in the figure above, CDT goes one a scale from 0-100. The figure shows that there are 

major differences among the US and DK. These numbers indicate that DK and the US have 

completely different cultures. 

It should be noted that CDT is a work in progress. Indulgence/Restrain, is the most recently added 

to the CDT. However, this dimension will not be further discussed, as it has not been applied 

sufficiently in the literature to understand its impact on SNS usage. Furthermore, even if this 

dimension could be considered to have impact on SNS usage, it would not contribute to the overall 

understanding as to why there is difference in the usage between the US and DK, as the score is 

fairly equal, 68 points vs. 70 points respectively on this dimension. It should be noted that CDT as 

any other model has its limitations. For instance he examines a country as a whole, and thereby 

excludes the subcultures of countries (Maude, 2011). 

 Review and limitation of Hofstede 5.1.3

This section provides a brief review of was has been said about CDT as well as his own findings. 

Opponents of CDT argue that his theory is outdated, due to inter alia technology that makes cultures 

more alike and more connected. Others argue that as the model is limited to six dimensions - it does 

not paint a clear enough picture to explain an entire country’s culture (G. Hofstede, 2011). Also 

Power
distance

Individualis
m

Masculinity
Uncertainty
avoidance

Long term
orientation

Indulgence

USA 40 91 62 46 26 68

Denmark 18 74 16 23 35 70

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Sc
o

re
 

Hofstede's Culture Model: Scores  



 

 26/92 

CDT does not take into account subcultures of a nation but only explains culture at a national level. 

Therefore, this should be taken into consideration especially in a country like the US which is large, 

multicultural and consists of many subcultures. 

Scholars have criticized CDT for being static and outdated. To this Hofstede argues that cultures 

change very slowly and that his model is therefore not outdated. Hofstede also argues that it takes a 

long time to for a cultural change. It may take 100 years unless a drastic outside event occurs which 

may impact the cultural fabric. Therefore, his scores can be considered to be up-to-date (G. 

Hofstede, 2011). 

There are criticisms of Hofstede’s work as critics argue that using data from only one corporation, 

IBM, and 100,000 test persons cannot be applied to generalize the towards the entire world’s 

population within his dimensions (McSweeney, 2002). Critics find that the CDT of generalizing all 

members of a culture to single description neglects the diversity within these cultures and thereby 

reduces culture to a simplistic model. In the context of online community research, they therefore 

question whether or not Hofstede is the optimal theorist, especially when given the likely mixing of 

cultures within an online community. In particular they suggest that a more holistic approach may 

be better than a national approach (McSweeney, 2002). 

A scholar has tried to expand the model to18 dimensions (GLOBE project) (Triandis, 2004). 

However, 18 dimensions add a high amount of complexity in defining a culture and contain a lot 

more dimensions (categories) than humans can handle. It is suggested by (G. A. Miller, 1956) that a 

categorization of a subject should only have 7±2 categories to remain relevant to its users or 

readers. The expansion of more categories to CDT might not be as straight forward as some 

scholars would argue (G. Hofstede, 2011). Furthermore, the GLOBE, project which expanded upon 

CDT to 18 dimensions have dimensions which to some extent are correlated with each other, thus 

you can group them together. These groupings can thereby be placed under a single of Hofstede’s 

dimensions to make the complexity of the theory much more understandable and usable by the 

users. 

Despite some scholars suggesting CDT of culture is not sufficient, Hofstede is the most cited 

psychologist in terms of discussion cultural differences, as it is easy for user to apply his model and 

it is referred to both among academic researcher as well as business persons (de Mooij & Hofstede, 

2010). Other models that have attempted to measure cultural differences among nations provide 
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only a partial amount of advancements in comparison to CDT (Magnusson, Wilson, Zdravkovic, 

Xin Zhou, & Westjohn, 2008), when discussing the difficult notions of cultural difference their use 

of SNS. Moreover, despite these limitations CDT is the most validated model by research and 

maybe the only model that is based on rigorous culture research, as opposed a person’s opinion 

(Wursten, Lanzer, & Fadrhonc, 2003). By applying CDT to understand the difference among 

American and Danish culture, it facilitates the understanding why SNS are more used in the US 

than in DK on a theoretical level. 

A limitation of researcher’s application of CDT is that it is generally only used compare two 

countries at a time. Whereas some scholars points out that at least three countries should be used to 

true get picture of cultural differences (Gallagher & Savage, 2013). It should be noted that CDT is 

used to define a culture as a whole, and is not intended to be applied towards individuals. This 

means that despite some factors and characteristics may apply, a person is still ultimately a unique 

individual with his/or her own set of personal experiences that have shaped his/ her values over the 

period of life. Therefore, one should be careful in applying this theory to how a given individual 

acts in relation to usage of SNS. 

5.2 Defining culture 
The concept of culture is hard to define, and there is no authoritative definition. This means that 

there are many ways of looking at cultures, and culture means different things to people. Moreover, 

culture is a difficult concept as it cannot be measured or weighted. The difficulty in defining culture 

is also reflected in the various schools of thought that have developed around cultural research. 

According to psychologist, Edgar Schein defines culture as: 

“The deeper level of basic assumptions and beliefs that are shared by members of an organization, 

that operate unconsciously and define in a basic ‘taken for granted’ fashion an organization's view 

of its self and its environment.” (Schein, 1991) 

Anthropologist Edward T. Hall defines culture as: 

“Culture is communication, communication is culture” (E. T. Hall, 1959) 

These are rather broad definitions of culture. Yet, it underscores the difficulty in defining culture 

and shows that the concept of culture means diverse things to different groups within one society. 

For instance, culture can be categorized in many different ways e.g.; ethnicity, countries, 
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businesses, religions and social classes, etc. Dealing with culture in this thesis Hofstede’s definition 

of culture as: 

“a way of life of a group of people - the behaviors, beliefs, values, and symbols that they accept, 

generally without thinking about them, and that are passed along by communication and imitation 

from one generation to the next.”(G. H. Hofstede et al., 2010) 

 

This definition is used for two reasons. Firstly, as it appeared from the literature review, Hofstede is 

one of the major authorities on culture and the literature on SNS applies his work often. Secondly, 

the definition is applicable to view DK as one culture and the US as one culture making it possible 

to compare them. The behavior on SNS is important for how much they are used. Furthermore, 

values in life dictates what type of SNS are suitable for you. 

5.3 Diffusion of innovation theory 

SNS can be considered an innovation, as it is something not seen before. Therefore, it is important 

to understand how innovation is adopted and spreads in societies. The theory on adoption of 

technological innovations is a big field. However, Rogers collected the main findings across several 

published studies and defined a theory on the DoI. This section describes Rogers’ work and the later 

adoption of his work performed by ICT scholars. According to Rogers a technology innovation 

diffuses through society based on a set of parameters. Rogers defines an innovation as (Rogers, 

2003): 

"An idea, practice, or object that is perceived as new by an individual or other unit of adoption" 

Other than the innovation the elements in his theory are: Adopters, communication channels, time 

and social system. Rogers place adopters into several subcategories: Innovators, Early adopters, 

early majority, late majority and laggards. As sketched out in figure 3, over time potential adopters 

Figure 3: A schematic representation of the diffusion process and what drives it. 
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gain knowledge of the innovation through mass media or interpersonal communication (Mahajan, 

Muller, & Bass, 1990). Initial adoption spread occur primary through mass media (innovators, early 

adopters) and later through interpersonal communication (early/late majority). Innovators and early 

adopters do not require the comfort of a known person to take on an innovation, compared to early 

and late majority. At the time of knowledge gaining adopters will be persuaded based on: the 

relative advantage of the innovation to other concepts, its comparability with existing systems (for 

SNS e.g. owning a computer/internet access/smartphone), complexity for usage, trial-ability the 

ability to try out a test version, and observability the way it affects others and you. For SNS it is 

found by (Zolkepli & Kamarulzaman, 2015) that trial-ability and complexity is not important. 

These five factors determine if adoption or rejection is decided upon. Note that rejection could also 

lead to later adoption after reinvention of the innovation, e.g. new functionality or interface layout 

for a SNS. Implementation is when the adopter starts experimenting and uses the innovation, 

figuring out more about it. In the confirmation phase the adopter will decide whether or not the 

innovation should be continued to be used, making a final decision on continued using the 

innovation. The social system is also important to spreading an innovation. Opinion leaders and 

change agents influence the decision process to adopt or use innovations. As such e.g. celebrity 

figures that actively speak about a SNS can become a significant influencer on the decision process 

for adopters. 

In general the early and later adoption profiles are sketched out in table 2 as defined by and adopted 

from (Marez, Evens, & Stragier, 2011): 

Table 2: Shows the more likely profile of early and later adopters. 

 Earlier Adopter Later Adopter 

Gender Male Female 

Age Younger Older 

Income Higher income Lower income 

Education Higher education Lower education 

Household size Two-income households One-income household 

Job (status) More jobs with higher prestige More jobs with low prestige 

 

Rogers thereby puts a strong influence on society factors for innovation adoption. For the reason it 

is no surprise that on a country-scale DK is considered early adopters, as DK scores high on the 
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listed parameters in table 2. The US is a little behind yet belonging to that category. It should be 

noted that the factor of income is of minor importance to SNS as they are typically free. Some SNS 

such as Reddit, Flickr, and LinkedIn have premium services which cost a subscription for extra 

features. Between early adopters and early majority exist a “chasm” event. An initial innovation 

will not attract early majority unless it manages to innovate itself beyond its original design that 

attracted early adopters. If the innovation manages to appeal to the early majority it will have 

broken through this chasm and most likely succeed worldwide. However, just because a technology 

is initially adopted, the importance of continued use is of much higher importance to SNS as stated 

by (Hallikainen, 2015) and (Hsu et al., 2015). SNS generally rely on the users to create content, 

collect, sell their information and target commercial adds to them to generate revenue. A user which 

only creates a profile does not add any significant value to the SNS. Therefore, it is important to 

understand what drives not just adoption but also usage. To that extent UGT can provide an insight 

into this field. 

5.4 Uses and gratification theory 
The UGT describes why and how people use media (Swanson, 1979) to fulfil their desires. As SNS 

can be viewed as a tool to fulfil desires and needs it is important to understand how usage of SNS 

can be interpreted. As such UGT is important to apply as it provides an understanding why and how 

people use SNS. It was a common assumption before the widespread acceptance of this theory that 

the audience did not really have a choice in media selection. They were merely passive receivers 

and not active participants in the choice of media that they consumed. The establishment of this 

theory is performed by Katz, Blumler, and Gurevitch (Katz et al., 1973) and is built on Herzog’s 

work. According to their research five components is synthesized: That the audience is active, the 

audience selects what media they want to use, each media competes with other sources of 

satisfaction, goals of usage can be derived from the audience, popular culture should be ignored 

while audience orientations are examined. 

The three core element in the theory evolve around (Quan-Haase & Young, 2014): 

Conceptualization of the audience, it stands to reason that media users are defined by groups such 

as defined by age. All these groups can have different attention to different kinds of media. Focus 

on what people do: Is the studies of who uses what kind of media, how often, social, economic or 

historical interactions are performed. Furthermore, it also includes which factors involve their 

choice of usage such as personal interests, social roles and current circumstances. Media 
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gratification sought and obtained is the measure of what needs the user of media has and how they 

get them satisfied. The user might expect a certain media to provide them with a certain need. 

However, it might not and therefore adoption of that media gives them something else. In the use of 

media the audiences wishes to be informed, identify themselves with others, be entertained, be 

social or get away from daily stress. 

The most common reasons for using SNS are according to research by (Leung, 2013; N. Park, Kee, 

& Valenzuela, 2009; Raacke & Bonds-Raacke, 2008; Wang, Tchernev, & Solloway, 2012): social 

affection, socializing, venting feeling, recognition, entertainment, needs of the mind, self-

enhancing, and information seeking. Some users use SNS not only to express themselves, but also 

to fulfil certain gratifications. For instance, SNS such as Facebook is used to satisfy social needs by 

keeping in touch with family and friends, to get compliments and acknowledgements from other 

users, and gaining new relations (Sheldon & Bryant, 2016). While other SNS such as LinkedIn and 

Twitter are used to fulfil professional and cognitive needs (Sheldon & Bryant, 2016). Instagram is 

used to express and satisfy one-self’s needs by sharing pictures. One of the most popular and shared 

pictures that are shared on Instagram are of one-self, these pictures are known as “selfies”. In fact 

selfies makes out 25% of all the pictures shared on Instagram (Marcus, 2015). Taking a selfie is a 

way of fulfilling a gratification of self-expression (Sheldon & Bryant, 2016). Other gratifications 

and needs that users can get from using SNS are to obtain news. Many of these gratifications can be 

rooted and explained by personality traits. Therefore the UGT is often accompanied in research by 

the Big Five personality trait theory. This is done as to explain what gratifies each personality trait 

towards that specific use of mass media. Therefore, the Big Five personality trait will be briefly 

explained in the next paragraph. 

 

Figure 4: A graphical representation of the five personality traits that makes up the personality: Openness, neuroticism, 
conscientiousness, agreeableness and extraversion. 
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The personality trait called the Big Five was developed a quarter of a decade ago and has seen then 

seen numerous alterations (Costa & McCrae, 2008). In condensed form the theory is covered here, 

explaining what the Big Five personality traits are. As depicted in figure 4, the theory states that 

what makes up a person’s personality can be separated into five categories: Openness, neuroticism, 

conscientiousness, agreeableness and extraversion. The five categories are each divided into two 

subcategories by (DeYoung, Quilty, & Peterson, 2007) and explained in table 3: 

Table 3: The Big Five personality traits and their meaning. 

Trait Meaning 

Openness Being curious about experiences, ideas, wiliness to try new things 

Neuroticism Being more prone to have negative emotions, irritation, anxious  

Conscientiousness Being self-disciplined, having a sense of dutifulness and planning 

Agreeableness Being focused on harmony, trusting, and helpful 

Extraversion Being outgoing, talkative, and sociable  

One of the most perhaps most significant critiques of UGT approach is the lack of precise data 

obtained from the samples, often data are based on users own estimates and feelings in surveys. 

Also the lack of economic and political influence on usage and adoption is a problem. UGT is 

applied in this thesis in combination with DoI to overcome the problems associated with it if used 

by itself. Additionally this thesis also brings in quantitative data from Hofstede’s CDT. 
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 Method and results 6
To gain an insight into why there is a difference in the usage of SNS among the internet populations 

in the US and DK, it is necessary to extract information and data from various publications. SNS 

are relatively new phenomena and their marked penetration is rapidly rising. Therefore, obtaining 

solid and reliable data providing insight into the issue over a longer time period is challenging. 

Especially obtaining data on actual usage is difficult and it is only in the past few years that 

researchers have begun to compile larger datasets. However, not all of these datasets are available 

to the public. Due to the inconsistent reporting of numbers, e.g. by Danmarks Statistik (DST), it is 

required to extrapolate data from the sources. Some data are not being presented as actual numbers, 

but instead hidden in the data presented by combining data. An example of this is that results might 

be presented in a graph with daily weekly and monthly usage. Combining weekly and monthly 

gives this report’s monthly usage. 

6.1 The Data used 
The Pew Research Institute (PRI) publicizes very precise interval numbers yearly. PRI is a well 

renowned research center funded by the NGO the Pew Charitable Trusts. Its data on SNS is well 

cited in peer-reviewed articles. Consequently, their standard is adopted in this thesis wherever 

feasible and Danish data converted in a best practice to match the interval data of the PRI. 

Therefore, e.g. data presented by DST on age category, is converted into the intervals used by PRI. 

This is done through a mathematical best practice solution by converting the Danish data into the 

comparable interval ranges of the PRI. The results gathered are located in the appendices and in 

table 4 the results and their graphs are presented. 

Table 4: Summarize the graphs containing all results used in this thesis. The graph no. and descriptive title of the graph is listed 
here. 

Graph no.: Description 

1 Usage in the Internet population across genders 2015 

2 Age differences in the Internet population across SNS 2015 

3 Usage in the internet population across education for US and DK 

4 Monthly usage in the Internet population for US and DK 

5 Daily usage in the internet population for US and DK 

6 LinkedIn usage in the internet population for US and DK 2015 

7 Instagram usage in the internet population for US and DK 2015 

8 Instagram usage in the internet population for US and DK 2016 

9 Facebook usage in the internet population for US and DK 2015 

10 Facebook usage in the internet population for US and DK 2016 

11 Twitter usage in the internet population for US and DK 2015 

12 Twitter usage in the internet population for US and DK 2016 
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All data originate from DST, Kulturstyrelsen, Gallup/Index Danmark (only cited for the year 2015) 

and PRI yearly reports on SNS usage from 2015 to 2017 (Duggan, 2015; Greenwood, Perrin, & 

Duggan, 2016; Kulturstyrelsen, 2015, 2016, 2017; Lauterbach, 2015; Tassy, 2016). PRI’s report 

from 2018 is here reported as from 2017 as the respondent was asked early January 2018 (A. Smith 

& Anderson, 2018). DST is a Danish government funded institution that does reports and performs 

research on the Danish population and society. The year range is limited by available reliable 

Danish reports, as PRI has reported consistently since 2012. The sources have been selected based 

on availability, questionnaires and how reports are produced putting focus on consistency, quality 

and transparency. Overall it was found that DST’s and PRI’s way of sampling and the setup of their 

questionnaires were most identical and thus most suitable for statistical comparison. The two 

institutes reports slightly differently and numbers have been extrapolated to allow for easier 

comparison. The mathematical approach is based on a linear expectancy between data points to 

generate specific data ranges that allow comparison. 

LinkedIn daily usage in 2017 in graph 5 for the US is not a part of PRI report for 2017. Instead 

2016’s number has been adopted, as 2015 and 2016 did not show any significant change in the 

reported value. It is expected that the daily usage is the same in 2017. Data for educational level for 

LinkedIn is not reported in any Danish report, thus left empty in graph 3.  
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 Discussion 7
As is evident from the literature review several factors impacts SNS usage across countries and 

SNS. Culture, society, and economy all play an important part in determining the overall usage and 

adoption profiles of countries. However, none of these factors can explain the usage on their own. It 

is rather the complex interplay of the different factors that determines the overall usage of countries. 

For specific types of SNS such as - Facebook or LinkedIn - it becomes even more complex, as 

individual SNS may by influenced different factors of culture and society. 

In this section the factors of culture, society and economy - that as evidenced from the literature are 

seen to be primary explanatory variable for SNS usage - will be discussed below in that order. 

Arguments will be presented for and against each factor’s impact on the differences observed 

between DK and the US. At the end of the section an overall discussion will look at all these factors 

together to attempt to reach a ‘common’ the understanding of why SNS usage and adoption is 

different between the US and DK. 

7.1 Cultural factors 
The first and perhaps most important factor to consider given the high similarities between the 

Danish and American economies and society structure is culture. As it stands culture is a very 

diffuse and difficult parameter to obtain objective, quantitative data from. It therefore becomes 

difficult to judge whether DK is higher or lower on cultural parameters than the US, often it 

becomes an interpretation and judgement. However, Hofstede did manage to quantify culture into 

numbers of six dimensions as explained in the theory section. His work has since gained widespread 

use since it provides a way of putting culture into an analytical framework which also includes 

datasets from economic and society. It should be noted though that CDT is also heavily criticized, 

as highlighted in the theory section. Therefore, CDT will not stand alone in the culture section, but 

will be applied in together with UGT. This will be done to cover all factors involved in SNS usage. 

National ideas, brands, and business culture will be analyzed to shed light on differences between 

the American and Danish society that might not be captured in Hofstede’s work. This will be done 

to accompany Hofstede’s more general assumptions with more specific details on each society to 

reach a more holistic conclusion. As a first approach the cultural factor of the “I” and “we” will be 

looked upon. This is done to identify differences both in American and Danish societies that may 

also reflect on SNS choice. 
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 I and we societies 7.1.1

Societies are made up by their sum of experiences and for DK and the US, this can be seen by the 

creation of “we” and “I” mentality. DK and the US each have a set of cultural norms that show a 

clear difference which roots itself into “we” and “I”. This has a strong impact on the actual usage 

of SNS. Specific SNS often appeal more to one type of society than another. In this case SNS can 

be more preferable to either “we” or “I” societies dependent on the SNS design. Such preference is 

observed for the case with DK and US as the following discussion will highlight. 

The data show that the daily and monthly usage for the internet population is higher in the US than 

DK for some SNS. Twitter, Instagram, LinkedIn, and Facebook show a higher usage both monthly 

and daily for the US compared to DK. However, there is not a as a big difference for Facebook and 

Instagram compared to Twitter and LinkedIn daily usage. On the monthly usage Twitter is almost 3 

times as big in the US compared to DK. These significant differences can be explained by the “we” 

and “I” approach of these SNS. Twitter and LinkedIn are more “I” focused than e.g. Instagram and 

Facebook that also promote “we” focused attributes. Americans have been found to be “I” 

conscious by (Jia, Sundar, Lee, & Lee, 2014). The following paragraphs will evolve the concept of 

“I” and “we” in American and Danish cultures. To begin with DK scores low, 18 points, on 

Hofstede’s PD in comparison the US which scores 40 points, a low-medium rating. Thus according 

to Hofstede DK is more equally “we” orientated than Americans. One of the perhaps most well-

known differences between DK and the US are their view on equality distribution. 

Distribution of wealth is also very different between the US and DK. The taxation system of DK 

promotes a “we” mentality, whereas the US promotes an “I” mentality. The acceptance of an 

economic equality is vastly different from the very “I” focused US to the “we” focused DK. DK 

has a tax as percentage of GDP of about 50.8 % (Eurostat, 2016) and the US just 26 % (OECD, 

2017). As such Danes have accepted that wealth is distributed equally whereas Americans more 

believe that you should keep what you earn (C. Howard, 2008). This is another sign of the “we” 

that governs Danes compared to Americans’ “I” mentality. This difference again indicates the clear 

difference between DK and the US on the cultural level, one that is rooted into political and 

economic situation of the country. Thus, Twitter that is “I” focused may have a stronger appeal in 

the American population than in DK. This strong acceptance of a higher power distribution also 

might lead to admiration of Twitter users with significant success in their life, public figures such as 

politicians, celebrities or other famous people. Therefore, this helps explain the higher usage of 

Twitter in the US than in DK. 
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Americans are generally known to have a greater desire than Danes to follow public figures. This 

supposedly makes an impact on the amount of Twitter users, as Twitter offers a way to directly 

connect and follow public figures. A study performed by PRI in 2011, found that American users of 

Twitter are more interested in connecting with politicians, celebrities or athletes than users of other 

SNS (PewResearchCenter, 2011). One of Twitter’s main functions is the ability to connect with 

public figures. It stands to reason that a country which has a higher admiration for people with 

success will find a larger audience using Twitter. Therefore, Americans who are more celebrity 

focused than Danes will subsequently find a larger user base for Twitter to recruit from, as the 

service offers something they desire. The same can be said for Instagram as it just exchanged text 

for photos. It can be questioned, if this is actual the reason for adoption, as it only says something 

about current usage. Usage may differ from the reasons that users sign up. However, a study by 

(Hargittai & Litt, 2011) confirmed that American adolescents primary reason for signing up during 

the Twitter rush in 2008-9 was exactly celebrity focused. Therefore, public figures are important for 

usage and adoption, especially for Americans. 

Another issue perhaps present with Twitter’s potential in DK is its very nature of short messages of 

280 characters (was 140 until late 2017). Danes and Americans are different when it comes to how 

they perceive short messages. Americans as a high “I” IND culture (IND score of 91) will 

according to (de Mooij & Hofstede, 2010) have more acceptance towards short selling points. 

Danes with a lower score (IND score 74) will require more context to build trust in the selling point. 

Therefore, Twitter’s short way of communicating may not sit well with Danes compared to 

Americans. In the end the short messages of Twitter probably appeals more to Americans than 

Danes, and this in turn may lead to a higher usage by Americans compared to Danes. It could be 

argued that short messages are primary a problem of marketing factors on Twitter. Rather it would 

hamper the value of ads on Twitter to Danish users, perhaps not Twitter usage itself. Often tweeting 

can be followed by links to more information or as a series of tweets to create a longer message. 

Furthermore, if a user decides to follow a person then that user might already be at the point of 

trusting the person. Therefore, it is doubtful if the point made by (de Mooij & Hofstede, 2010) on 

trust in short messages is applicable to Twitter usage. Another difference claimed by the scores on 

the IND scale is that Danes are more groups “we” orientated than Americans. 

As Americans score higher on IND than Danes (91 versus 74), it is to be expected that Americans 

would be less worried about being part of a group consciousness (de Mooij & Hofstede, 2010). This 
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group consciousness is difficult to create on a SNS such as Twitter which had no real grouping 

function until early 2015. It should be noted that the Twitter group messages only allows for 50 

participants. The monthly usage in DK saw almost a doubling from 2015 to 2016, but an 

insignificant rise from 2016 to 2017. It could be argued that Twitter reached a bigger portion of 

Danes by this update. 

The grouping on Twitter is by any means not what you see in LinkedIn, Instagram or Facebook 

which allows an unlimited amount of group members and more functionality. As Twitter lacks the 

ability to create large grouped networks, it would appeal less to Danes that desire a more group 

focused SNS than Americans according to CDT. However, a study by (Chen, 2011) showed that 

Twitter actually promoted the feeling of “camaraderie”. This sensation of “feeling connected” to 

others on Twitter could very well substitute the need for groups. Yet, Twitter still lacks the group 

functionality of closed groups that can share content and having moderators. Even the feeling of 

community might not be enough to replace a closed group, as the sensation of camaraderie might 

take a while to create, whereas a group on e.g. Facebook is instant. This difference might therefore 

be a factor for Danish newcomers to Twitter. 

Another significant difference between the American and Danish society related to group feeling is 

that Danes are more modest about themselves than Americans. Danes are more modest and less 

assertive than Americans (Mooij, 2014). MAS provide an insight into how modest or assertive a 

country is. The scores for DK and the US are significantly different (16 vs 62). This put DK in the 

FEM end and the US in the end of the MAS scale. As Danes are more FEM and modest they do not 

want to seem too enthusiastic about participating in competition, debates or publicity share 

opinions. In MAS cultures one must be visible and compete among one and other. LinkedIn and 

Twitter are two SNS that are primary about having an opinion, telling the world and showing your 

skills, elements that cater to MAS cultures. It is, therefore expected that SNS that are about 

visibility and voicing an opinion should be more used in the US than DK. However, Sweden is also 

low on the MAS scale (score of 5) yet show high usage of Twitter (Brynolf, 2015). This challenges 

the concept that MAS is the main driver behind the Twitter usage. However, CDT is much debated 

and might not display the culture sufficiently. This will be discussed more under the section 

national ideas. Hofstede’s scores is not the only thing which indicates the modest nature of Danes to 

Americans. Also in schools MAS culture vs FEM are evident in DK as opposed to the US. 
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Success is important to MAS cultures. As such if a SNS evolves around showing your successes it 

should enjoy higher usage. In American schools, physical education plays a central role in the US 

and at the competitive level. School sports are not nearly as competitive in a FEM culture such as 

DK (G. Hofstede, 2001). American sports coach George Allen said: 

“Winning isn’t the most important thing – it is the only thing” (Lasch, 1979) 

This is a typical a MAS trait. This is in contrast to FEM cultures, including DK, where doing the 

best you can do is accepted. Furthermore, (König, Hafsteinsson, Jansen, & Stadelmann, 2011) 

studied the level of self-representation among Iceland
7
, Switzerland and the US and found that the 

Americans are more inclined to express themselves positively than Swiss and Icelandic persons. 

LinkedIn with its high focus on your positive self-representation can be considered competitive as 

opposed to Facebook and Instagram which are more sociable. This trend in American society to 

display success and strive for it can be observed in the daily usage of LinkedIn. One might argue 

that just because Americans are more positive about themselves, it does not relate to increased 

usage. However, as especially LinkedIn is about the positive presentation of the brand that is you. 

One’s daily activity usage of it would also increase e.g. amount of updates you post, the addition of 

a skill that you just learned. Thus positive attitude about one-self should create an enhanced reason 

to add things to LinkedIn. The perceived usefulness is also more important for MAS cultures 

according to (Alarcón-del-Amo et al., 2016). The strong focus on yourself on “I” SNS can also be 

considered a narcissists trait. 

Being self-centered is important for the activity and usage on SNS. Instagram, Twitter, and 

LinkedIn are SNS that promotes a self-centered approach. Scholars (Ryan & Xenos, 2011) have 

found that SNS are commonly used by narcissists who have the need to promote themselves on a 

SNS site. This is especially the case with the usage of Twitter and Instagram. Twitter and Instagram 

are more self-centered SNS than Facebook and lends itself more willingly to self-centered updates 

such as one-way relations as opposed to Facebook (Davenport, Bergman, Bergman, & Fearrington, 

2014) (Kleemans, Daalmans, Carbaat, & Anschütz, 2016). Moreover, as opposed to Facebook, 

Twitter users do not have online “friends”. Instead Twitter’s similarities to “friends” are labelled 

“followers” a more ego-boosting name for connections. The number of followers provides a certain 

feeling of connection and sensation of power for the user according to (Chen, 2011). Overall, this 

                                                           
7
 It is fair to compare Icelandic culture with Danish as they are both Nordic countries that share a long history together 

until Icelandic independence in 1943. 
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indicates that the users of Twitter are more attuned to pursuit a stronger self-centered approach to 

Twitter, a tendency which is stronger for American than Danes, as evidenced by the scores on MAS 

(see figure 1). This means that it is far more likely for Americans to use Twitter, LinkedIn, and 

Instagram than Danes. Being self-centered is often associated with higher thoughts of one-self, 

which could affect how you express yourself on SNS. 

Feeling that your opinion matters that you matter in the grand scheme should potentially trigger you 

to involve yourself more in SNS. Studies by (Alicke, Klotz, Breitenbecher, Yurak, & Vredenburg, 

1995) and (Taylor & Brown, 1994) have found that many Americans consider themselves better and 

smarter than the average person. Other scholars have inter alia examined the SNS usage among 

American and European college students and found that Americans are more inclined than 

Europeans to believe that they can multitask while being in class and checking SNS at the same 

time (Ozer, Karpinski, & Kirschner, 2014). This could explain why SNS rates are higher in the US 

than in DK, as ‘smarter’ persons may have a stronger desire to expose their views and their skills 

the way “I” SNS allows it. It is found for Twitter that people often use it for narcissistic reasons 

(Davenport et al., 2014). This provides some insight into why SNS overall are more used in the US 

than in DK, especially for Twitter and LinkedIn. Feeling smarter than others perhaps makes one 

increase the sensation of power to impact others. 

On a SNS as e.g. Twitter, it is about spreading your viewpoint and participating in discussion, 

breaking news and debates. Also the power to like and share on Facebook can be consider power 

giving (Dadgar et al., 2017). It follows that users of Twitter and Facebook should be more 

acceptable of a specific power distribution, as followers and likes are “power”. Users on Twitter 

thus have to accept that some have more power to spread their message than others. However, the 

power functions of “like” can just as well be used for increasing social capita (A. Smith, 2018). 

Thereby, the ability to share and like posts and social profile update might serve a dual purpose, one 

which is not entirely associated to PD only. It can, therefore hardly be argued that like and share 

ability is solely associated with PD, as (Dadgar et al., 2017) claims. Equality and acceptance of 

power is significantly different from the US and DK according to Hofstede. Given the above 

discussion, it is questionable if this difference in PD between DK and the US really matter in this 

case. However, it might. Another impact of the ability to promote views could be the power to 

determining your own daily life. 
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SNS usage can potentially also be influenced by the way people view their own career and life. 

Being ambitious about your work life creates an ego-centric point of view that drive usage of more 

“I” focused SNS. A study conducted by (Nelson & Shavitt, 2002) shows that all who had at least 

an undergraduate degree or in the process of getting one were asked the question: “Where do you 

see yourself in the future?” Americans’ first priority were to answer “good job/career” whereas 

Danes’ first priority were to start a family (Nelson & Shavitt, 2002). Americans also prioritized 

owning their own business whereas Danes answered that they saw themselves in a midrange 

position. In other words, Danes appear to be more modest than Americans and do not have as high 

professional expectations of themselves such as becoming an entrepreneur. This study gives an 

indication of the differences and supports the argument that the US is more “I driven” and “goal 

orientated” than DK. If this reflects on the use of Twitter and especially LinkedIn as career driven 

SNS, it is not proven directly. Rather, Americans might just be online more than Danes. However, 

LinkedIn offers tools to improve your career options (Utz, 2016). Therefore, it is highly likely given 

the opportunity that people who are gratified by such elements seek out the tools to provide them 

with such possibilities. It is therefore plausible that Americans are more daily active on LinkedIn 

based on their culturally based more competitive and career focused attitudes. 

The impact of “I” and “we” orientation of societies on SNS is significant. This could very well be 

a strong contributor to the difference usage observed. The way SNS way of self-enhancing very 

much favors societies that is more “I” than “we” orientated. Americans therefore should have a 

higher usage of “I” orientated SNS, e.g. LinkedIn, Twitter, and Instagram, since the cultural 

dimensions prevalent in their society are promoted by these SNS. The cultural differences 

established between DK and the US somewhat supports this. However, it should be understood that 

culture is very difficult to measure. CDT is not without its flaws and it might not capture the whole 

identity of a country’s culture. As such less quantitative ways might be needed to evaluate how 

much “I” and “we” society DK and the US actually is. Evaluating how open societies are can also 

help understand the cultural factor. 

 Personality traits of society 7.1.2

SNS are by the very definition a place where you communicate and create new connections 

between people. It may be expected that the users identity - which is to a large extent is created by 

their society is transferred into cyberspace’s SNS (Abeele & Roe, 2011; Chapman & Lahav, 2008). 

Therefore, personality traits such as openness, the need for privacy, and loneliness among could be 

important determinants for users’ choice of and how they behave on a given SNS. These personality 
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traits vary from individual to individual. However, the country as a whole will be leaning towards 

specific generic personality traits based on the culture of the society (Church, 2016). One significant 

difference between Danes and Americans is more than just a myth – Danes are more reserved than 

Americans. 

Being open to others is an important factor of SNS which are all about connecting, discussing, and 

exposing one-self. Having a more open personality towards new people increase your usage of 

SNS. A report on expats worldwide (InterNations, 2017) concluded that Scandinavia and especially 

DK was reported as the most difficult country to obtain friendships in. This is in contrast to the US 

which was reported in the mid-high range of positive responses in relation to establishing 

friendships. This is supported by (Allen, 2010) that states Americans has the reputation of being 

open and polite to strangers. Danes are known as being reserved and closed to strangers (Strange, 

2009) (Hjernøe, 2015). The reserved attitude of Danes towards new relations might very well also 

be seen in their approach to SNS usage. This makes Danes use SNS less as one of their core 

functions is to connect and meet people, not just your already established circle of friends. One 

thing is being polite and open; another is how users seek out new people by themselves. 

Using SNS is not just for your current offline network, but also gaining new ones is a factor of SNS. 

An attitude that promotes a desire to meet new people and actively seek them out will increase SNS 

usage. Danish users mainly use Facebook to keep in touch with the old friends they have met in real 

life and not necessary seek out new ones (Kulturstyrelsen, 2015). Americans use SNS to gain new 

friendships, contact and keep in touch with existing relations (PewResearchCenter, 2011). 

Americans seem to be more interested in new relations on SNS than Danes. As Danes do not feel 

the need for expanding their social networks, SNS do not offer them any reason to use those 

networks for anything but to keep in touch. On the contrary, Danes might just focus their time 

elsewhere. However, the more social ties the more content is generated for consummation 

increasing overall gratification a user receives. This creates more satisfaction for using SNS thus 

increasing the time spent on them. Americans have about 350 friends on average on Facebook 

(Webster, 2014) whereas Danes just have 235 friends in 2014 (Christensen, Knudsen, & 

Svenningsen, 2015). This could be one explanation as to why SNS, especially Facebook, are more 

daily used among American than Danes. Americans are more open and connect with new people 

more often. This in turn increases the content for consummation on SNS as they simply have more 
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friends to get content from. Being alert of strangers and new people could also be a rooted in 

privacy concerns and the fear of the unknown. 

Privacy and the ability to control which information users share is important to the usage of SNS. 

The more concern users have over their privacy the less inclined they are to adopt and use SNS. 

Privacy concerns was investigated by (C. Park et al., 2015), (Ng, 2016) and (Ribière et al., 2010) 

whom all found that privacy concerns negatively influenced the usage of SNS. It was also 

discovered that UA played a role on this parameter. However, scoring low or high on IND reduced 

this dependency in the researchers’ model. DK scores 23 and US 46 on the UA parameter and 74 

and 91 on IND. Therefore, Americans should have a lower tolerance for insecurity related to 

privacy on SNS usage, reducing their adoption and usage. However, their high score on IND scale 

might make them view SNS as being advantageous to the degree that they neglect the issue of 

privacy. If privacy concerns play a role in SNS usage, it is not strong enough to shift the overall 

usage compared to other parameters in the two societies. It was also mentioned by (C. Park et al., 

2015) that design features might reduce the influence of privacy concern. Twitter is a SNS which 

does not require you to reveal personal information; a user can tweet under an alias. Therefore, 

Twitter could appeal more to Americans since their UA is higher. In general it might be that the 

current SNS investigated by this thesis do not raise privacy concerns or the impact of this is very 

small on the overall usage. 

Privacy concern is one of the personality traits that are involved with a lot of complex interactions 

from other factors. In high COL society privacy concern is mitigated by the way the users use that 

SNS. In IND societies the highly innovative factor of SNS will neglect its impact (C. Park et al., 

2015). Thus, if a SNS promotes it innovative features to its users, it is likely that the usage and 

adoption is not limited by user privacy concern. On a contrary, in a COL society a SNS would need 

to be group focused to avoid privacy concerns. In one-way or another, this makes it highly difficult 

to make a sound assessment if privacy concern is a parameter that gives a contribution to the overall 

usage difference between DK and the US. It would appear as if other traits in culture neglect the 

influence of privacy concern on SNS. Whether or not the very public debate about the data leak on 

87 million accounts from Facebook to Cambridge Analytica will change user’s attitude remains to 

be seen. Another element which is not far from privacy is loneliness which could also influence the 

usage of SNS. 
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SNS provides the opportunity to connect with old friends and find people with whom you share 

interests and experiences. As such SNS offers people that do not have enough intimacy in their 

daily life a way to socialize. Feeling lonely should therefore promote the usage of SNS. It was 

found by (Hughes, Rowe, Batey, & Lee, 2012) that those individuals with high level of neuroticism 

(being lonely) use SNS more. Especially Facebook is more used by lonely people than those who 

do not feel lonely. MAS and neuroticism have been positively correlated by (G. Hofstede & 

McCrae, 2004). In DK 6.3 % of adults age 50-over feel lonely (Fokkema, De Jong Gierveld, & 

Dykstra, 2012) whereas approximately 16.9 % of Americans in the same age group feel lonely 

(Theeke, 2010). It is also stated by (G. Hofstede, 2011) that neuroticism is impacted by UA, a 

parameter which is higher in the US. There is significantly higher usage of Facebook the US. The 

usage numbers for DK and the US among the 50-64 years 47% vs 64% and for >65 years 21% vs 

48%. However, according to (Rogers, 2003) the older generation is also slower to adopt. It could 

simply be that the US is ahead on the diffusion curve compared to DK. As stated by (Greenwood et 

al., 2016) the increase in older adults was driving the rise of users in the US in 2016. This indicates 

that loneliness in the older American population is hardly the reason behind increased usage. 

Instead, it is more likely that DK is just behind on the adoption curve. This can be argued from the 

percentage of users in the age categories 18-29 and 30-49 years. It is seen in graph 2, on page 85, 

that for the US the two age groups are almost similar in percentage whereas DK is not. According 

to Rogers young people adopt earlier while the older population adopt in the later stages. Therefore, 

it would appear as DK is behind on the adoption curve. Another trait of Americans is that they are 

more narcissist which might increase usage of SNS to promote their views, e.g. through news 

sharing and participations. 

Sharing news, active commenting and overall feeling at home with taking an active role in public 

debate should promote usage of SNS. A recent report by Reuters Institute placed Americans well 

ahead on being proactive on SNS. 35 % of Americans were proactive, 21 % reactive, 44 % passive 

consumers against 22 %, 20 % and 58 % for Danes (Newman, Fletcher, Levy, & Nielsen, 2016). A 

study performed to correlate overall personality trait of cultures by (McCrae & Terracciano, 2005) 

found that Americans are more conscientious, extraverted and score less on openness, neuroticism, 

agreeableness than Danes. Often narcissism is associated with higher levels of extraversion and 

conscientiousness, and having lower levels of openness and agreeableness. Americans are in 

general considered to be more narcissist than others (J. D. Miller et al., 2015). Therefore, it should 

be no surprise that Americans like to share, and be more active participants than Danes. This should 
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therefore increase SNS usage as Americans have more reason to be active. Their needs are more 

fulfilled by SNS than ordinary news outlets which do not allow for interactions. 

The personality traits of the nation seem to be important to the overall usage of SNS. There seems 

to be a significant difference on how the Danish and American society approach new people they 

encounter. The ability to obtain new relations is greater for Americans than Danes. The more 

narcissistic tendencies of Americans relative to Danes subsequently should generate more content 

for consummation from those extra friends. Along this openness is also a concern of your own 

privacy. However, privacy concern, even though negatively associated usage, might just be 

alleviated by how SNS present themselves to their audience. Seemly privacy concern is highly 

influenced by the IND parameter. The importance of privacy concern and UA for IND cultures 

predicted more usage in DK. If DK had been COL the impact of UA would be neglected. Even 

though DK by Hofstede is viewed as IND, some elements in Danish cultural society points in a 

more COL orientated social construct. 

 National ideas 7.1.3

Societies often have strong national ideas associated with them. The cultural fabric of a country 

strongly influences how its people behave and react to each other in that society. SNS usage should 

be influenced by the specific cultural traits exhibited in the nation. DK and the US both have 

significant national ideas that have shaped their societies. The “Law of Jante” by Aksel Sandemose 

and “American Dream” by James Truslow Adams play a strong role in understanding Danes and 

Americans. One should note that these ideas are just ideas and have not necessarily manifested 

themselves into the physical society. Rather they exist in the mentality of the societies. According 

to CNBC 63% of American believe that they are living the American Dream (CNBC, 2016). As of 

2008, 75 % of Danes believe that the “Law of Jante” is still in effect meaning that the resisting 

25% think the opposite or have never heard of it (Faber & Lenler, 2008). This shows that the 

societies in one-way or another are aware of these national concepts and believe in them. 

DK is culturally very close to Sweden according to Hofstede. Their national ideas are however not. 

Sweden’s national ideas are closer to that of the US which also clearly shows in Twitter usage. 

Sweden has a Twitter usage that is ~2½ times higher than DK per user (IntellectaCorporate, 2014). 

A quote from Rasmus Glenthøj (Mikkelsen, 2010), Associate professor at University of Southern 

DK says: 
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”Den danske nationale identitet bygges op i løbet af 1800-tallet som en bevægelse, der kommer 

nedefra. Idéen er, at det ægte nationale findes nede blandt jævne folk. I Sverige forholder det sig 

anderledes. Her kommer forestillingen om det nationale ovenfra, fra eliten.”
8
 

The Swedish nationalism is to be found from the elite as evident from the quote; a correlation to the 

“American Dream” can be established. In the US the elite can be regarded as the successful people, 

the ones that worked to get there. This goes to show that national ideas to some extent are not 

presented in CDT. Yet, SNS usage can perhaps be influenced by it as the people using SNS are 

affected by the national ideas in how they interact with each other and present themselves. 

The difference in national ideas could impact the usage of “I” and “we” SNS. The “American 

Dream” and “Law of Jante” are polar opposites and define a truly different approach for 

Americans and Danes. Where “American Dream” focuses on the individual pursuit of success 

“Law of Jante” focuses on group consciousness. A SNS such as Twitter is all about your own 

opinion, voicing yourself, promoting yourself, gaining followers, and exposing your view. Here 

“Law of Jante” will make Danes concerned of what the group consciousness will think of them, as 

Kirsten Dinesen, Director at Frontpage (Petersen, 2014), says: 

”Danskerne er ikke så gode til at give udtryk for deres holdninger, af frygt for, hvad de andre vil 

sige”
9
 

This fear of others’ opinions might very well be what keeps Danes from using not just Twitter but 

also other SNS that engage in discussions to the same degree that Americans do. There is one 

problem with this statement, on Twitter you can be anonymous. Therefore, you do not necessary 

need to feel the pressure of a group. As found by (Henderson & Gilding, 2004) that people online 

feel more free of social stigma online. This is not the case for e.g. Facebook and LinkedIn, 

generally here your real name is associated with your account. Users might actually not be aware 

that Twitter offers this ability not to use your real name. Furthermore, often Twitter users have a 

range of followers and connections that they care about. Additionally, since especially the Danish 

community on Twitter is so small, it is difficult to hide. Therefore, the group consciousness will 

most probably still be effective and thereby negatively affect usage for Danes. 

                                                           
8
 English translation: The Danish national identity is built throughout the 18

th
 century as a movement that comes from 

beneath. The idea is that the true national should be found among the common people. In Sweden it is different. Here 
the idea should about the national from above, the elite. 
9
 English translation: Danes are not that good at expressing their opinions in fear of what others will say. 
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The fear of a group’s attitude towards the user’s opinion lowers daily usage of SNS. As users do not 

actively engage in debates that promotes activity on that SNS. LinkedIn is more than just a profile 

SNS; it is also a SNS for professional debate. The monthly usage for the two SNS is roughly the 

same for Americans and Danes. But for daily usage Americans use it twice as much as Danes. This 

could be explained by the fact that Danes are less inclined to participate in online debates, because 

of “Law of Jante” in Danish culture. The notion in the “American Dream” promotes a high focus 

on individual action to make your own future. As such Americans are more inclined to take action 

on SNS to participate because their national idea promotes IND. Overall, these two effects may 

contribute to the daily usage difference observed for Americans and Danes on SNS. One might 

argue that Danes just spend their time differently on SNS, using other functions. However, the 

invention of web 2.0 is all about interactions. If Danes would just spend their time differently on 

SNS then they could just as well visit web 1.0 sites
10

, and thereby spread their time spent across 

various sites. Participation in debates or posting things about you can also be rooted in desires to 

live up to the national ideas. 

The “American Dream” and “Law of Jante” promote two very different ways of using SNS. 

Instagram is a SNS which primary focuses the user on the capability of posting images and videos, 

about half of images posted are selfie related (Souza et al., 2015). Images and videos are very strong 

ways of performing self-representation (Kleemans et al., 2016). Instagram users can edit pictures of 

themselves, to make the user appear more positive than they are offline due to the optical filters the 

site has to offer (Instagram, 2011). In a broader sense, SNS users can manipulate their pictures to 

show something that they desire or wish to give an impression of or just openly share their lives 

(Kleemans et al., 2016). Danes have the same possibility, but Danes are more reluctant than 

Americans to do so as they are more modest because of “Law of Jante”. Americans perform self-

representation more because of the “American Dream” and therefore daily and monthly usage 

should be higher. However, according to professor Noemi Katznelson (Mikkelsen & Henriksen, 

2013) who states the following about the Danish youth: 

                                                           
10

 Web 2.0 is the addition of the ability of the internet user to add content to webpages, e.g. blogging, commenting 
and SNS, whereas web 1.0 the internet user is limited to viewing and reading what is on the internet. 
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“Det er blevet normen for de unge i dag, at det er sejt at være en vinder, og sådan var det ikke for 

bare 10 år siden”
11

 

The age group 18-29 is the dominant group in DK on Facebook, see graph 7 and 8 on pages 89-90. 

Therefore, the ability to modify and post images that create self-representation might not be 

something which Americans do to a greater extent than younger Danes. However, Instagram’s 

popularity is rising rapidly in DK, as seen in graph 4 on page 87. Especially the older population is 

taking up Instagram. Therefore, the youth dominated and self-representation usage in Instagram 

might change for DK in the coming years, as the older population starts using it. The older Danish 

Instagram users will most likely not perform self-enhancement as it will not satisfy their needs, as 

their cultural identity is different from the youth. It stands to reason that the older generation is still 

affected by the “Law of Jante”. Thereby, the daily activity for older Danes might be lower than for 

older Americans that are already on Instagram today. However, this difference between older Danes 

and Americans remains to be seen in future. 

The “American Dream” and “Law of Jante” are two polar opposites. One promotes self-enhancing 

and glorification of personal success whereas the other makes people feel bad for self-enhancing 

and showing off personal success. This contrast is significant when it comes to SNS, as it is found 

that narcissism are often associated with higher SNS usage (Fox & Rooney, 2015; Ryan & Xenos, 

2011). The more SNS focuses on having an interface of the “I” rather than the “we”, the bigger the 

impact between SNS usage in DK and the US might be expected based on the above discussion. 

Self-glorification and success is often associated with brands and being successful. Therefore, it 

would only be natural that brand and business culture also plays a role in the overall usage of SNS. 

 Brand and business 7.1.4

SNS are used by not just ordinary people, but also businesses and frequently in relation to branding. 

SNS are about content generation by its users and consumption of this content by its users. 

Businesses that are on SNS, therefore also create content for consumption by its users (de Vries, 

Gensler, & Leeflang, 2012). Strategic decisions to include new innovations as ICT into business 

practices are culturally dependent (Erumban & de Jong, 2006). It therefore becomes important to 

investigate how businesses play a role in adoption of SNS in DK and the US. 

                                                           
11

 English translation: For the youth today it has become the norm that it is cool to be a winner. It was not like this just 
10 years ago. 
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The usage of SNS by businesses has an impact on the usage of SNS. This stands to reason as there 

would simply be more to consume if the local businesses are active. Content generation would 

increase the more businesses are on SNS. The increase in content provides users content to 

consume, giving a higher rise in usage. In 2014 about 81 % of small to medium businesses (2014) 

and 88 % of companies with a 100+ employees in North America used SNS (eMarketer, 2014b). In 

DK the number for 2014 was just 49 % (68 % in 2017) for companies with 10+ employees 

(Knudsen, 2017). Given the high difference one might assume that content generation is higher in 

the US than for DK. SNS are also about providing content for consummation. It could therefore be 

argued that the lack of domestic businesses on SNS in DK provides less content for the Danish than 

the American users. This in turn results in a daily usage of SNS that is reduced simply because there 

is no new content to consume. The overall daily usage for DK is comparatively lower to the US 

even when considered against monthly usage for. This difference in adoption could be rooted in the 

behavior of leaders. 

The cultural identity of leaders is tightly associated to the country overall cultural identity. 

Therefore Hofstede’s parameters should influence the way that businesses adopt SNS. A study by 

(Erumban & de Jong, 2006) found that high UA and PD negatively influenced adoption rates of 

ICT. They also find that high IND can play a positive role, but do not find enough supportive 

evidence. This is somewhat supported by a study on tourism companies by (Milwood, Marchiori, & 

Zach, 2013). They find that Switzerland lags behind the US on company adoption of SNS. This is 

in correlation with that the US scores lower on the UA and PD scale than Switzerland. DK scores 

lower on UA and PD than the US. Therefore, it is to be expected, according to (Erumban & de 

Jong, 2006) that DK is ahead in business adoption of SNS compared to the US. This does not seem 

to be the case as previous paragraph listed the adoption to be greater in the US compared to DK. It 

must be concluded that whatever has driven the faster adoption rate in the US for businesses is not 

the scores of Hofstede’s dimensions. Other factors of business are brands and celebrity culture. 

Content creation and consumerism from brands and celebrities are important to SNS. As such 

brands and celebrities create content that attracts users and increase the overall usage. Thus a 

celebrity and brand focused culture should increase SNS usage. Given the DoI, which was 

discussed in chapter 5.3, influencers should be able to impact adoption rates. Recent events 

involving SnapChat and one of its biggest influencers, the American reality star, Kylie Jenner, said 

she would boycott SnapChat. Consequently, the stock exchange promptly reacted (Ebbesen, 2018). 
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When a famous celebrity announces their withdrawal of their content and the activity of their 

followers, it lowers the usage, adoption and commercial prospect. Celebrities are thus important for 

adoption and content creation. The US is generally considered as a very celebrity focused country 

(Sternheimer, 2014). Both Twitter and Instagram offers the ability to connect and closely follow 

celebrities. This could explain that the usage of Twitter and Instagram are much larger in the US 

than DK. However, both Twitter and Instagram support the gratification for creating the feeling of 

friendship. Yet when Twitter and Instagram came along, Facebook which offered this already had 

already taken hold of the Danes. Therefore, according to (Rogers, 2003) neither Instagram or 

Twitter would have been a new innovation in the Danes’ eyes in terms of what they offered to 

Danish users. In today’s media picture, celebrities can just as well be politicians especially in the 

US. Therefore, how governments and politicians interact and use SNS might also play a role in the 

spread of SNS usage. 

7.2 Society factors 
Society also plays a role in SNS. The way society behaves is not just governed by culture, but also 

other elements in society such as politics, language, age, education, trust in news media, and 

institutions play a role. Political decisions can shape and force societies in new directions that are 

not culturally rooted, albeit those decisions might not be popular. Language barriers might be a 

hindrance, if the local language is not supported, leaving potential SNS users left behind. The age 

distribution of the country might play a role in adoption and usage. Young people are known to be 

more adoptable and ready to try on new things. Education opens your horizon and curiosity towards 

new knowledge. Lack of institutions might trigger public debate on SNS increasing its usage and 

importance. There are strong indications that SNS have a considerable impact on the political scene 

in both the US and DK. Especially Twitter and Facebook have shown themselves as effective tools 

for politicians in political campaigning, although this until now has received limited academic 

attention. Trust in the news media might promote SNS news sharing and debate to accommodate 

the lack of trusted public news picture by the ordinary citizen. All in all these things can potentially 

play a role in SNS usage and explain differences between the US and DK. A key difference is 

observed on the political difference, which moves the focus from DK to neighboring and cultural-

close Sweden. Swedish events, which did not occur in DK, might explain why political decisions 

are important in SNS usage. 



 

 51/92 

 Politics 7.2.1

The way governments promote SNS can impact the usage of these in the population. As such if 

governments or big institutions in the country decide to promote a specific SNS it can impact the 

usage. DK and Sweden are very similar cultures and scores very similar on Hofstede’s dimensions. 

According to the discussion in the cultural section this should therefore make an “I” SNS such as 

Twitter similarly used. However, this is not what is observed for Sweden, instead Twitter here is 

almost 3 times as big as in DK and Swedish users are ~2½ times more active on a daily basis 

(IntellectaCorporate, 2014). In Sweden it was decided back in 2011 that the Swedish official 

Twitter account should be managed by ordinary Swedish people (Swedish-Institute, 2018). At the 

same time around December 2011 it is seen that Sweden pulled away from DK on the number of 

users that registered new profiles (Brynolf, 2015). Whether or not this is impacted directly by their 

political decision is difficult to say, as it co-insides with a general raise across the spectra in Twitter 

usage. However, before this event the registrations were similar based on population sizes. It goes 

to show that political decisions to use SNS are important for the usage of SNS. Events are according 

to (Revers, 2017) instrumental and important for adoption in the early period of adoption. Political 

decisions can influence usage, the question is whether political use of SNS enhance popular 

participation and usage in SNS. 

The usage of SNS by politicians was not something that gained traction until the American 

presidential election of 2008. One could call Barack Obama the first “SNS president” of the US. As 

such “online” politicians created a need to be on SNS, because that was where things were 

happening. A survey performed by PRI in 2014 concluded that up to 16 % of registered voters 

followed politicians on SNS, up from 6 % in 2010 (A. Smith, 2014). Therefore, there is no reason 

not to assume that this number has increased significantly since then. It is concluded that one of the 

major reasons for following politicians on SNS is: to get news first
12

, feeling connected to 

politicians, and that people trusted SNS more than news organizations. This all creates a pressure 

for any person that has an opinion to be on e.g. Twitter where politicians are, which in turn 

increases usage. Whether political engagement promotes SNS use or the political engagement is a 

consequence of overall usage is difficult to say. Yet it is well-known that Americans are more 

focused on getting close to celebrities including political figures than Danes. Therefore, it can be 

argued that political engagement is important for usage and explain the differences observed. 

Another reason for usage differences can be how the government decides to use SNS. 
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 This is especially the case for Americans. 
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Governments choose how to act on SNS. Here a key difference exists between DK and the US. 

Therefore, the level of engagement from the government with the public on SNS might also play a 

role in SNS usage. The Danish government’s Facebook and Twitter page clearly states that they do 

not answer questions on these SNS, instead one should contact the relevant authority by e-mail 

(Facebook-Regeringen, 2018; Twitter-Regeringen, 2018). This is in contrast to what the Obama 

administration did. In 2014, the Obama administration answered questions on Twitter, Facebook, 

Instagram and Tumblr, giving the day the name “Big block of cheese day”
13

 (Wall, 2015). This 

different approach in accessing and using SNS shows a very different approach to SNS by the 

governments. The usage of SNS in the functionality as web 1.0 does not necessary mean that 

government actually use them less. It just means they use SNS differently. However, a study by 

(Baller et al., 2016) ranks DK 38
th

 and the US 12
th 

in government usage of ICT. The difference 

observed here might be a consequence of the fact that Obama was a first mover within SNS usage. 

He brought his first mover approach into his administration and this could have afforded the added 

usage. In contrast to DK where politicians might have used SNS but not actually taken steps to 

promote its usage on a governmental level. This difference in embracement might very well play a 

role in how ordinary citizens approach SNS. If very visible public institutions promote SNS it is 

plausible to expect a greater usage of SNS, as it satisfies a need for the ordinary user. Visibility is a 

key word for politicians, and Twitter is seemly growing in importance as ordinary news outlets 

often quote Twitter profiles. 

There is a growing reference to Twitter tweets in the established news media. Politicians can set the 

agenda by using SNS, bypassing the established news outlets (X. Yang, Chen, Maity, & Ferrara, 

2016). Also SNS discussions might show a clearer picture of election results (W. Hall, Tinati, & 

Jennings, 2018). The visibility of SNS and importance on established news outlets can generate an 

image that if you want news, go sign up and use SNS. Both DK and the US politicians are 

accelerating their SNS usage. The premiere minister of DK, Lars Løkke Rasmussen, live-steamed 

the 2025-economic plan for DK on Facebook. This left the ordinary news outlets as by-standers 

until the next day’s official press conference (M. R. Nielsen & Nielsen, 2016). Another recently 

example of using SNS instead of press conferences is the sacking of the American Secretary of 

State Rex Tillerson (Jeong, 2018) on Twitter. Lars Løkke Rasmussen’s recent outburst against 

Trump on Twitter also created headlines (Barria, 2018). The high focus on SNS by politicians and 
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the news generating effect these people have triggers increased usage by the internet users. Though, 

tweets on Twitter are often picked up by mainstream media making it less likely that non-users 

would feel completely left out. However, little to no research exists as this phenomenon by itself is 

very new. Politically the desire to use SNS on both sides is there, but the economic power of 

campaigns might have had play a role. 

Campaign funds on the government level are vastly different from the US to DK. This begs the 

question if the economic difference between the US and DK plays a role for SNS engagement. A 

study by (J. Yang & Kim, 2017) investigated the campaign resources in the presidential election in 

the US in 2010 and SNS usage. They did not find that SNS and the amount of user engagement that 

candidate had on SNS was influenced by economic resources. If this study can be correlated to an 

American vs. Danish situation is difficult to say. However, even in a Danish context the campaign 

staff of political parties managed to turn first-time voters to primarily follow SNS news (Ohme, 

Vreese, & Albaek, 2017). This paints a picture that campaign funds are seemly less important to 

engage users on SNS. The impact of campaign funds on SNS usage in the US and DK seem to be of 

little importance to the differences observed. 

Overall the political differences are seemly present. However, not all of them seem to be impactful 

to the usage difference. The politicians in DK are catching up, but are still significantly behind on 

the SNS front and in general on ICT. This leaves the Danish population less reasons to be online 

and on SNS, since the content generation by politicians is at best not present. The Danish 

government policies towards SNS even direct people looking at the government’s SNS accounts 

back to web 1.0 interaction in the form of e-mail contacting. Whether this is a fear of raging online 

population and publicity of having questions online with answers is not too far from imagining. 

In any regard the use of SNS political in the US seem far more aggressive than Danes, especially as 

of late by President Trump than Danes. He is effectively forcing the mainstream news media to 

report already tweeted news. The showcasing of Trump is effectively giving more mass media 

attention to Twitter, spreading the knowledge to potential new adopters. This use of SNS is also 

seeing the light of the day in DK. The current Danish Prime Minister Lars Løkke Rasmussen’s way 

of using both his personal Twitter account and Facebook is gaining more and more attention in the 

news. The attention in the mass media is according to (Rogers, 2003) one-way of spreading the 

message of innovations to potential adopters. The question is though if cultural factors will allow 

Twitter to reach the same level of popularity in DK as in the US. It is doubtful if Twitter will see a 



 

 54/92 

2
nd

 wave of adopters in DK. Most likely, Twitter will remain a very professional SNS in DK unless 

it reinvents itself. That is if the trust in social institutions remains high. 

 Social institutions 7.2.2

The buildup of a society evolves around its institutions. These institutions among others include 

education, governmental, news media, and unions. All of these institutions are common in the 

developed part of the world. They are important factors in a democratic society. These elements in 

society promote social debate and drive changes in the society. As such the way that these elements 

interact with the society is crucial to the public debate. Social institutions can more or less be 

important in a country dependent on the role they play and the political culture. However, there are 

differences in the way that the institutions act and the roles they play in the two countries. This 

raises the question if the development of social institutions and their role in society impact the usage 

of SNS. This is a simple question of supply and demand. 

Social institutions such as labor unions are an integral part of advancing the public debate (Clawson 

& Clawson, 1999). The absence of labor unions in the public debate might create a vacuum in 

public debate that SNS can fill out. The role of unions in American came to a grinding halt under 

president Ronald Reagan during the air traffic controller strike in 1981 (Farber & Western, 2002). 

Today Americans view labor unions with distrust, in contrary to Europeans who do not (Doh & 

Guay, 2006). In DK about 69 % of the labor force were part of a union in 2014 (Scheuer, Ibsen, & 

Høgedahl, 2014) and the US just 11 % in 2016 (Hirsch, Macpherson, & Vroman, 2017). This shows 

a significant difference in both membership and level of trust in labor unions. As labor unions 

provide social debate outlets, the lack of these create a vacuum in social debate that they otherwise 

would fill out. This vacuum can be filled by SNS which provides the users the ability to promote 

their opinions. These opinions might beforehand have been sent through labor unions. One might 

argue that Americans had plenty of time to find other outlets before the invention of SNS. However, 

it seems that no innovation really had the capability to satisfy this need before the invention of web 

2.0 and SNS. Thus, the lack of trust and active labor unions in the US could have boosted the usage 

of SNS. This could have added to the difference in the usage between DK and the US, as unions are 

more trusted in DK than the US. The debate on public issues is also very much found in news 

media which also functions as an outlet. 

News media such a newspapers and news broadcast corporations can be instrumental to civic 

engagement (Shaker, 2014). It is shown that SNS creates civic engagement if both political leaders 
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and citizens are on the same SNS (P. N. Howard, Savag, Saviaga, Toxtli, & Monroy-Hernández, 

2016). This goes to show that if news media are not viewed with trust that can promote civic 

engagement then SNS are capable of taking that place, increasing the usage (Kalsnes, Larsson, & 

Enli, 2017). The trust in the US of news media such as newspapers and television news are 27 % 

and 24 % respectively (Newport, 2017). For DK the numbers are for newspapers and television 47 

% and 69 % (DR-Medieforskning, 2017). This shows a significant difference in the trust level 

between DK and the US in mainstream news outlets. In consequence, this could increase the need 

for SNS usage more in the US than in DK. Americans therefore seek to raise their own voice 

directly with politicians through SNS more than Danes. This gives a higher usage of SNS in the US 

and contributes to the difference observed. This would especially be evident in the form of 

commenting and sharing news. 

Actively sharing news and commenting on them also fulfills a need that can be gratified by SNS. As 

such an increase in SNS usage might be associated with increased news consumption on SNS. Two 

recent reports from Reuters Institute reveal a significant different picture between DK and the US. 

41 % of Americans share news weekly contrary to just 22 % of Danes. 24 % commented on news 

and 29 % Americans shared news on SNS, whereas in DK these numbers where almost half of that 

(Newman, Fletcher, Kalogeropoulos, Levy, & Nielsen, 2017; Newman et al., 2016). In general, 

major SNS are reported to be significantly higher in news usage in the US than DK. American 

Twitter users are almost twice as news focused compared to Danish Twitter users. The use of 

Twitter for news is highly informative and is a usage that is strongly supported by Twitter 

(Coursaris, Osch, Sung, & Yun, 2013). Furthermore, if trust in general news for Western world 

countries
14

 is correlated with the fraction of Facebook users that use Facebook for news an R-

squared value of ~0.28 is calculated
15

. This puts some evidence into that lack of trust in news media 

is associated with increased news usage on Facebook. However, the usage of news on SNS might 

also just be a consequence that SNS companies try to capitalize on a trend in society. Eventually, 

Danes might just as well be using SNS more as SNS companies push news content into peoples 

“news feeds”. However, forcing your way into being more used for news also requires that you 

provide something which other outlets do not. Overall increased usage in SNS might very well be 

associated with lack of trust in news institutions as evidence points in this direction. News can be 
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 This includes the countries: UK, AT, BE, HRV, CZE, DK, FIN, FRA, DE, GRE, HUN, IRL, ITA, NED, NOR, POL, POR, ROM, 
SLO, ES, SWE, the US, CH, CAN, and AUS. 
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 Linear regression equation: f(x) = -0.0064x + 0.91, R
2
 = 0.28 based on data from Reuters Institute. The equation 

shows a negative correlation to trust in news with news usage on Facebook. 
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considered educational; education is yet another factor that is considered important for SNS usage. 

However, the numbers for US and DK are almost identical as the introduction pointed out. 

The impact of social institutions on SNS usage is difficult to put a finger on. To the best knowledge 

of the author, no studies have been identified to correlate these two things. However, SNS are used 

for civic engagement, by politicians, to obtain news, to debate and much more. The trust and 

engagement in normal outlets for public debate are very different between the US and DK. These 

factors make it plausible that the level of distrust of otherwise established social institutions might 

promote user engagement in SNS. As stated by (Gong et al., 2014) emergent markets show a 

remarkable higher difference in SNS usage. One major difference between emerging markets and 

developed markets is the degree of organized social institutions. The social institutions of the US 

are significant less trusted and viewed less as opinions outlets for the public. This creates a supply 

problem in the American population, one which SNS can fulfil, leading to greater usage. However, 

big SNS giants as Facebook might not be immune as they begin to advance on the news section. 

A case which is currently spreading in the news, about abuse by Cambridge Analytica, of 50 million 

American Facebook users’ private data is creating bad publicity for SNS. Cambridge Analytica was 

a client of President Trump campaign. This case is putting distrust in SNS and especially 

Facebook’s ability to keep your information secret. This plus another current ongoing debate is 

Facebook’s and other SNS ability to identify “fake news”(Allcott & Gentzkow, 2017). However, 

this might not reduce the usage by the younger age group. According to (Marchi, 2012) “fake 

news” are often associated with a lot of discussion which appeals to the younger generation. 

Moreover, according to (Allcott & Gentzkow, 2017) “fake news” is often not believed by 

undecided voters, but rather those who already have strong political views. A recent study from 

Stanford University showed that more than 80 % of the American middle and high school students 

cannot identify a fake news (Wineburg, McGrew, Breakstone, & Ortega, 2016)
16

. A Danish study 

shows the same picture – many Danes also cannot distinguish between fake new as real news that 

are brought on SNS (Obelitz, 2018). As it seen in the findings above, obtaining news from SNS 

whether the news is reliable or not, seems to satisfy the majority of persons. Examples of fake news, 

which were brought on Facebook, were inter alia that Pope Francis I supported Donald Trump, and 

in October 2016 users could read that Bill Clinton had raped a 13 year old (Wineburg et al., 2016). 
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It was read by millions. Fake news is a form of gratification and in this case it caused many 

viewers. However, fake news also causes its own problems for SNS as Facebook. 

The distrust in SNS is growing, but the question is how much giants like Facebook are actually 

impacted by it? If there is a demand for Facebook then leaving Facebook requires that demand to be 

filled out by something else. Articles by (Passy, 2018) and (Vaidhyanathan, 2018) clearly puts the 

current events in prospective. They state whatever current issue there are, Facebook is a giant and 

people get their value from Facebook. Additionally, there seems to be no real alternative to 

Facebook - however things can rapidly change on the internet. It will be interesting to see if the 

number of users on Facebook drops next year as result of the Cambridge Analytica case, the 

following US Senate hearings questioning CEO Mark Zuckerberg. Such a drop could gain further 

strength by recent move of non-European residents’ data from Facebook’s Ireland servers to North 

American servers to avoid having to follow the EU Data Protection laws that take effect on May 

25
th

 2018. However, it might be difficult to associate a drop with this event as teenagers are already 

moving away from Facebook to other SNS.  

 Language 7.2.3

That people communicate and relax better in their native tongue is only natural. Language is thus a 

problem for foreign companies trying to enter a market that are not their native country. Even 

English varies across the globe in how it is spoken. Therefore, it should be important to the spread 

of SNS that they are translated into the languages of the countries that they operate in. If a SNS 

does not have domestic language support, its market potential in that country will be restricted. The 

lack of domestic language support might be a hindrance for general adoption in that country. 

Language is often considered to be a barrier for adoption for ICT (Bertot, Jaeger, & Grimes, 2010). 

Therefore, the adoption rate of SNS might be considerably enhanced by providing domestic 

language support. As most SNS worldwide have been developed in the US, they have rarely offered 

Danish as an alternative language to begin with. According to associate professor Lisbeth Klastrup 

at IT University of Copenhagen: 
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“Omkring sommeren 2007 blev Facebook oversat til dansk. Der begyndte brugertallet at stige 

eksplosivt. Oversættelsen til gjorde Facebook tilgængelig for dem som måske ikke var så stærke til 

engelsk”(L. D. Nielsen, 2012)
17

 

Providing domestic language support is therefore important for SNS, if they want to achieve a high 

degree of market penetration and usage in a given country. However, it is difficult to state that this 

is the conclusive reason for the rise observed in DK. Facebook might just as well have hit a 

threshold in its adoption cycle that co-happened with the launch of language support. A study 

published by the European Commission (Eurobarometer, 2011) found that 78 % of Danes in 2011 

used other languages than Danish on the internet, and that 69 % used e-commerce in other 

languages than Danish. Furthermore, 61 % of Danes accepted use of other language on websites if 

not available in Danish, and 48 % on EU basis preferred English as 2
nd

 language. This paints a 

picture that Danes should accept a Facebook page in English. Therefore, it is questionable if the 

addition of Danish to Facebook really made that big a difference as proposed by Klastrup. Overall 

language of SNS is important. However, it becomes less important if users are comfortable with the 

language of the SNS, in this case Danes and English. Facebook is huge both in DK and the US; 

Twitter on the other hand is used very differently. 

Twitter is a very text based service as such it might be more concerned with language barrier 

problems than Facebook, as it is considered to be more visual. Therefore, the adoption of Twitter 

should be enhanced by being present in the domestic language. Twitter was launched worldwide in 

2006 and Danish language support came in December 2011 (Twitter-Inc., 2012). The resulting 

introduction of domestic language made user registration and usage per month jump from ~4500 to 

~6000, an increase of about 33 % following the initial spike (Brynolf, 2015). However, language 

support hardly seems to be the driving force behind registration. The 33 % increase roughly 

correlates with the 37 % of Danes that would rather not accept a foreign language on websites, 

inhere websites can be considered an SNS (Eurobarometer, 2011). Arguable the initial spike after 

the introduction of domestic language might be people who have been waiting for a Danish 

interface. Therefore, it hardly seems relevant for Danes if SNS have a Danish user interface. The 

one who are held back by the lack of it will sign up the moment it is available. All the investigated 

SNS in this thesis have a Danish interface today and have had for several years. Therefore, it makes 
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 English translation: Around the summer of 2007 Facebook was translated to Danish. At this point the number of 
users began to rise explosively. The translation to Danish made Facebook accessible for those who maybe were not so 
strong at English 



 

 59/92 

it highly unlikely that later introduction of domestic language support is a contributing factor to the 

usage difference observed. 

 Socio-Demographic and adoption cycles 7.2.4

The importance of socio-demographic factors also plays a role in the adoption and usage of SNS. 

Other factors influencing adoption and usage are according to (Rogers, 2003) are age, income, 

gender, and education. These factors need to be accounted for when comparing SNS usage among 

nations. Therefore, these factors need to be analyzed and discussed, however very little difference 

exist between the US and DK on these parameters. The difference between the US and DK is less 

than a few percentages on the age groups, income level, genders (Central-Intelligence-Agency, 

2018a, 2018b). This points towards that the US and DK are very much alike on these factors. 

Therefore, it is unlikely that these parameters influence the overall usage difference. It is commonly 

accepted that the youth is quicker to take on SNS than the elder generation, often leading them to be 

early adopters. 

The younger a population is the more risk-willing they are, thus trying new technology and 

programs is more prevalent among the younger than the older generations (Rogers, 2003). It might 

also reveal in what adoption phase the particular SNS is in, giving prediction power to the future of 

the SNS. According to graph 2, on page 85, the Twitter usage among the age range 18-29 years is 9 

% for DK and 32 % for the US. In the age group 30-49 years the percentage is almost one third of 

the previous age group for DK and almost identical for the US. This reveals that in DK Twitter 

might only be in its early adoption phase, because the older generation has not taken up Twitter yet. 

It should be noted that this does not imply that DK will reach the % of the US on usage because of 

society and cultural factors. It is primarily the younger, more risk-willing adopters that are on this 

SNS in DK. The ability of Twitter to innovate itself into a position where it might venture over its 

“chasm” event might just never happen. As previously discussed Twitter simply does not have 

what Danish users functionally desire. 

A similar picture can be observed for Instagram in the US and DK. However, the diffusion of 

Instagram is seemly in its early adopter phase in both DK and the US. The percentage for group 30-

49 years in the US is about half of the 18-29 years, whereas in DK it is as with Twitter one third. 

According to graph 7 and 8, on pages 89-90, it is visible that Instagram are catching and engaging 

the older part of the population as the older generation is rising rapidly from 2015 to 2016. This 

might be because it is in its early majority phase. Facebook and LinkedIn, on the other hand, seem 
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to be in their late majority phase, as they are both attracting the members of the 50-64 and >65 

years age groups in high percentage numbers. In the age group 50-64 years about 47 % and 64 % 

was users in DK and the US respectively. For LinkedIn the numbers are 17 % and 26 % in the year 

2015. This gives that perhaps DK is still in the early majority phase but quickly approaching the late 

majority. However, it might also be that LinkedIn is more important for people trying to establish 

their career options than people in steady jobs and a large network. Therefore, it will not be as 

important for an older (50 years+) person to maintain and even use LinkedIn as LinkedIn is often 

associated with job finding and maintaining established networks. Yet, the numbers reported here 

follows Rogers’ DoI. This makes it more plausible that this is governing adoption, as it follows the 

young to old adoption pattern. Though one should not neglect the needs of the older population, 

which might not be there for such a network. The adoption of Facebook and LinkedIn is almost 

equal and may be of equalized size in the future. However, daily usage remains vastly different as 

rooted in other factors previously discussed. 

In retrospect it is especially Twitter that stands out as being non-adopted in DK compared to the 

US. The relative advantage of this SNS for perceived usefulness must therefore be comparable 

small to Danes and its mass media presence too little to spark interest. This goes well in hand with 

the lack of presence of both political initiatives and influences in the Danish mass media, as 

discussed in chapter 7.2.1 and 7.2.2. The relative advantage is also comparable small compared to 

the news factor as discussed in social institutions. Overall, Facebook and LinkedIn have been 

successfully in DK and are reaching their audience. Time will show if Instagram will survive or 

become like Twitter in DK that did not managed to spread yet. 

7.3 Economic factors 
Without a strong economic infrastructure that supports ICT like mobile internet and broadband 

connections, the basis for adoption and usage of SNS will be hampered considerably. It is therefore 

no surprise that developed and emergent economies often are the top of SNS usage. SNS are 

innovations that require revenue income, content generation, and a medium in which to disseminate 

the SNS. Therefore, factors such as innovation potential, marketing abilities of the SNS and the 

infrastructure of the given country that the SNS is expanding into becomes highly important to the 

adoption and usage of SNS in that country. The production of SNS is not isolated to one country, 

even though the US seems to dominate the market. However, only a few countries seem to have 
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succeeded in creating SNS that have survived until today. As such it becomes of interest to 

understand why this is. 

 Innovation powerhouse 7.3.1

Being able to create a domestic SNS is seemly important to some countries in the world. Countries 

such as Russia, Japan, and South Korea have very strong native SNS which are designed 

specifically for the domestic audience’s needs (Baran & Stock, 2015; Barker & Ota, 2011; J. Y. Lee 

et al., 2016). It should be noted that China has created its own “copies” of popular SNS. Russia, 

Japan and South Korea’s domestic SNS have survived the assault and globalization of the US 

created SNS. Russia’s Vkontakte SNS most likely survived because it had a lot more features than 

Facebook. Features that made it ideal for piracy of copyright content (Kiriya & Sherstoboeva, 

2015). The world’s most successful non-country specific SNS are from the US and are Facebook, 

LinkedIn, Twitter, YouTube, Instagram, Google+, SnapChat, and Pinterest (Cosenza, 2018)
18

. 

Japan, South Korea, and, Russia have managed to create domestic products that cater more to its 

domestic population than those originating from the US. 

Domestic SNS should have a higher capability to understand its domestic user base than generic 

world spanning SNS. This should increase usage of SNS in the country. In the case of DK, the first 

massive SNS was Arto. At its height it had more than 800,000 profiles (Kristiansen, 2016). With 

the introduction of Facebook and due to bad press coverage Arto lost rapidly to global SNS. Also 

the Danish site DKBN
19

 was hit hard on the user base (Jeppesen, 2009) because of the Facebook’s 

success. Whereas Arto was a youth focused SNS, other broadly ranged SNS around Europe faced 

the same fate. Hyves in the Netherland, Lokalisten in Germany, Bebo in the United Kingdom, and 

Nettby in Norway all lost to SNS “Made in America”. The global SNS offered something to 

Europeans something their domestic SNS did not, large network of friends across national borders. 

American SNS simply have outcompeted Danish alternatives. Outcompeting is often resulting from 

the fact that the competitor offers a better product e.g. broader functionalities, better user interface 

or more stable performance. It is unlikely that the lack of homegrown SNS presence in the Danish 

market resulted in lower usage compared to the US. The fact that the Danish SNS were 

outcompeted is a result of the broader functionality, world wide interconnection and the speed with 

the US, global SNS have been able to adopt new technologies and offer new features. 

                                                           
18 Chinese social media are excluded since their user base outside of China is very small. 
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 DKBN was a website where people that went out to party in the clubs and bars could upload pictures of themselves 
and others. 
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The impact of innovation in SNS sites should be impacted by developer talent. This might explain 

why European countries have not been able to follow “Made in America” SNS sites. Of the 20
 

biggest companies within technology none are situated in Europe, the US leads with Japan and 

South Korea 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 (Fortune, 2016). This paints a clear picture of where the developer talent is 

situated in the world. Also, it might offer an explanation as to why both Japan and South Korea 

have been capable of keeping out SNS from the US while Europeans have failed to do so. It should 

be noted that (Goodrich & de Mooij, 2014) puts Japan’s development of SNS as culturally linked. 

However, this might be because features of worldwide SNS do not cater to Japanese. The degree to 

which overall SNS usage is impacted by technology giants being present in a country is however 

difficult to say, as there is no data on that issue so far. However, it is plausible that the domestic 

creation of SNS can keep up with requirements in innovation if technology giants are present, 

thereby keeping their users on domestic SNS. Overall the innovation power of the US compared to 

DK explains why all SNS in DK are of American origin. It does not explain why there is more 

usage of these in the US than in DK. The explanation might more be rooted in an America that 

designs more SNS attuned to their audience than Danes. This sends one back into a discussion of 

“I” and “we” SNS as thoroughly discussed earlier. 

 Marketing power 7.3.2

The marketing ability of SNS combined with successful business models allows SNS to generate 

revenues – Facebook being the prime example of how you can grow from nothing to one of the 

world’s largest companies in a little more than a decade. The more users a specific country has on 

SNS the more attractive the SNS becomes to companies that either want to brand themselves. 

Branding can be done via the SNS or buy data on the SNS users and their consumer behavior from 

the SNS user database. The added content in form of company and brand fan-pages adds content-

value to the SNS. Bringing your marketing to SNS also offers users of that SNS an ability to 

interact with marketing directly (Hays, Page, & Buhalis, 2013). 

The addition of ads to a SNS can be seen as content additions. Added content generate more reason 

to be active on a SNS and increase usage. Therefore, the more market spending there is in domestic 

ads the more content for those domestic users. The US is often associated as a marketing country 

and nation of ads. This is no wonder as they top the spending per capita in ads (eMarketer, 2014a) 

with DK 4
th

, almost a third behind the US. Thus it surprises no one when Facebook states that the 

income per user is almost 4 times higher in Northern America than in Europe (Oreskovic, 2017). 

This paints a strong picture that advertisers spend more money in creating content for North 
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American audience than they do for European audiences. Marketing strategies for SNS are often 

associated with engaging users to actively like or talk about products which promote user activity as 

described by (Biloš & Kelić, 2012; Knoll, 2016; Tuten, 2008). North America has a much larger 

financial marketing power base than DK per capita and much larger population. More marketing 

content should therefore generate more reasons for users to be active and spend more time on the 

SNS. The addition of such content if created with the intention of engaging the user might trigger 

added usage. In retrospect the reason to use web 2.0 for branding is to apply the functionalities that 

such as SNS gives over other mass media. This makes it plausible that overall usage can be 

impacted by the content generation created by pure marketing difference. 

SNS might be more promoted in societies which have a high tendency towards commercial usage. 

A SNS today is very much geared towards generating profit and offers it users not just user 

generated content. They overwhelm users with commercials from companies wishing to promote 

their businesses. In this aspect commercialization of a country promotes content generation for the 

SNS users. Local businesses are thus important for content generation. As previously mentioned, in 

2014 about 81 % of small to medium businesses (2014) and 88 % of companies with a 100+ 

employees in North America used SNS (eMarketer, 2014b). In DK the number for 2014 was just 49 

% (68 % in 2017) for companies with 10+ employees (Knudsen, 2017). A change in searches for 

local businesses from Google to Facebook could impact the usage difference in the future (Porter, 

2018). This might very well make it possibly that the lack of local businesses on Facebook could 

potentially lower the usage in DK compared to the US in the near future. 

The marketing powers of the US can obvious generate more content for a content consuming 

environment. The lack of economic marketing power in DK and lack of local businesses active on 

SNS could very well lower the usage due to lack of content. The less content users have to activate 

them on a SNS the less they will most likely use it. If Danes do not find their local hairdresser, 

carpenter e.g. on SNS then the web 1.0, e-mail and phone contact will remain their approach to 

local businesses. How much of an impact this actually has on the differences observed between DK 

and the US is difficult to say. It is however plausible that some usage difference could be found 

within this frame of differences. 

 Infrastructure statistics 7.3.3

A country is more than its people the infrastructure is also as important to SNS usage. The 

development of a country’s IT-infrastructure allows and is a key factor for its population to be able 
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to use technology and adapt new innovations. This naturally affects the overall usage of SNS. 

Statistical numbers on internet penetration, IT-mobile penetration, and urban population all play a 

role in SNS usage. It is therefore important to compare DK and the US on all of these parameters. 

Differences on infrastructure provide evidence of the usage differences observed. Having internet is 

a must have for SNS usage, as SNS are built upon it, but the quality of the internet - e.g. 

accessibility and stability –is also a determinant. 

Internet access allows you to access SNS. Therefore, it is essential to have internet access in order 

create and use SNS. The more people in a country that can obtain high quality internet access, the 

more likely it is that SNS usage is higher. According to ("Human Development Data (1990-2015)," 

2016) DK and the US had an internet penetration
20

 of 96.3% and 74.5 % respectively. This shows 

that DK is much more connected to the internet through broadband connections than the US. In 

general this difference can be explained by the high focus of the Danish government has had on 

becoming a leader in IT-adoption (Janssen & Hjort-Madsen, 2007). It is also a reflection of the 

Danish government having pushed digitalization of citizen services. It should be noted that 

according to (PewResearchCenter, 2018) 12 % of Americans only accessed the internet through 

smartphones in 2016. They furthermore add that 89 % of American adults used the internet in 2018. 

However, this does not add any explanatory power to why there is more SNS usage in the US than 

DK. Rather this difference makes it more important to find reasons elsewhere. 

The exposure of the internet in a society is important for how the internet is viewed in relations to 

safety. This relates to the privacy concern over disclosing information on the internet. SNS that 

requires personal information should therefore be influenced by a population’s exposure to the 

internet. A study by (C. Park et al., 2015) found that privacy concern over SNS usage was 

influenced by the time that the internet and e-commerce had been performed in the country. DK and 

the US were at the early usage of the internet back in 2002 very different when it came to e-

commerce. According to (Gibbs, Kraemer, & Dedrick, 2003) DK fell below the expected use of e-

commerce and also on the e-commerce legislation compared to the US. Even though the numbers 

are from 2002, it paints a picture that DK in the early stages of internet adoption was far behind the 

US. However, the actual internet penetration in DK was in 2000 at 39.2 % and in the US 43.1 %, 

yet in 2005 the Danish number were at 82.7 % and the American just 68 % ("Human Development 

Data (1990-2015)," 2016). This reveals another scenario that Danes have been accustomed to the 

                                                           
20

 Internet penetration is measured as how many adults have broadband connection at home. 



 

 65/92 

internet in just as large quantities as Americans. It is therefore difficult to argue that Danes have 

been less secure of using the internet compared to Americans, even though their e-commerce was 

behind. Therefore, privacy concerns are hardly a major explanatory variable for the difference in 

SNS usage. Smartphones have since the onset of broadband internet also provided people access to 

the internet. 

The invention and consumer adoption of smartphones with internet access have also provided a 

platform to SNS (Gong et al., 2014). Higher smartphone penetration with internet access is 

therefore also of interest when studying SNS usage. Higher smartphone penetration therefore 

should increase usage of SNS. DK has according to (Gallup, 2017) 88.6 % of the population had a 

smartphone and in the US about 72 % according to (Poushter, 2016). The two numbers are not 

completely comparable, as the Danish responding age between 15-75 years and the American 

responding age is “adults”. Regardless, it appears that DK is leading on the smartphone share in the 

population. This does not add any explanatory power to why there is more SNS usage in the US 

than DK. On the contrary, this difference makes it important to find reasons elsewhere. The Human 

development index may be associated with technology adoption and usage and is theorized to have 

an impact on SNS usage. 

The urban part of a society is important for its adoption and usage of SNS according to (Cardon et 

al., 2009; Stump & Gong, 2017). Thus SNS usage should be higher in more urban societies. DK 

and the US score according to (TheWorldBank, 2016) are 88 % and 82 % respectively. This paints 

a picture of DK that is more urbanized than the US, however only by a small margin of 6 %. It 

should be noted that population centers with more than 1 million are just 25% in DK vs. 45 % in the 

US. However, one should be vary of the definition of urban and rural areas. As defined by (Sofìa, J., 

& Carlos, 2011) access, scale economies and cost of structures needed is important for rural vs 

urban area. This goes as the cost is higher the lower the population density of these elements per 

user. The Danish government’s attention and investment into IT-infrastructure might have 

alleviated some of these costs. Making it more likely that urban level is of less importance, due to 

political decisions. A study by (Gilbert, Karahalios, & Sandvig, 2010) finds that rural US does not 

use SNS less, just differently. Giving this it is unlikely that there is a significant impact of the urban 

level on SNS usage difference in the US and DK. 

DK and the US are very similar for the infrastructure part. All the potential parameters set out in the 

literature review on infrastructure importance is clearly shows to be actually in favor of DK. The 
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key differences for SNS usage differences must be found elsewhere. This is supported by a study on 

G7 countries by (Scaglione, Giovannetti, & Hamoudia, 2015). They find that the spread of mobile 

social networking must be explained by other factors than just economic factor. They suggest that 

cultural traits of the studied countries influence the initial adoption curve. As such cultural, society 

and other economic factors must be responsible for the difference observed. 

7.4 Discussion overview 
Several scholars have found that there is more than one factor that contributes to the explanation as 

to SNS adoption and usage. The overall usage difference observed is impacted by different social, 

economic and cultural factors in DK and the US. It is difficult to pinpoint the one factor that 

accounts for the majority of the usage difference observed in the results and the research in the field 

also has different partial explanations. Therefore, it must be concluded that SNS usage is 

determined by the sum of different factors. However, the key argument to explain the difference 

observed between the US and DK are: “I” and “we” which promotes sharing and commenting 

activity on SNS, political and celebrity usage that creates a stronger reason to be online and interact, 

lack of trust in social institutions and missing public debate outlets, and the fact that the US 

dominates the innovation factor to create SNS attuned to an American audience. 

The impact of SNS design is inherently important. The way SNS are designed seems often to 

accompany the “I”. Creating a profile, focusing on yourself is the first thing you are always 

presented with. Next step will often be to post something, create an update to tell the world 

something. At first glance most SNS are inherently “I” focused. It is about voicing an opinion or 

presenting you to others. Most of the successful SNS in DK are of American origin due to the 

innovation power of the American IT sector, as these have outcompeted Danish alternatives. It 

should therefore be of no surprise that they are first and foremost designed for an American 

audience. This design is obviously based on “I” focused features as that kind of features are more 

natural to American cultural identity. The focus on personal success, career options, self-enhancing 

and speaking out are virtues that is fostered by American cultural society. This goes in sharp 

contrast to Danish society which does not promote showing off in the same way; rather the contrary 

Danes are modest. The spread of SNS in DK that is more designed for the “I” thus appeals less to 

Danes, subsequently reducing the overall usage. 

The individual focus and opinion focus of SNS gives amply opportunity to celebrities and 

politicians alike. DK was far behind in applying SNS politically compared to the US. Political 
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figures were some of the forerunners in the US, Barack Obama, took up Twitter just a year after its 

initial launch for his campaigning activities. Later, President Trump has pretty much made it his 

main news outlet. This gave Twitter some much needed publicity in the mass media. DoI dictates 

that especially in the start mass media plays a significant role. As Twitter was more publicized by 

mass media in the US, the initial adoption should have been much higher than in DK. Here the trust 

in social institutions played a major role in increasing the daily usage of SNS in the US compared to 

DK. SNS in general gives the American user a way to interact with celebrities, and not just any way 

but a direct way. The ability to circumvent typical and distrusted news outlets like TV and 

newspapers made SNS a prime candidate for avoiding journalists for Americans. In DK this distrust 

of TV and newspapers is not as pervasive. Danish politicians were slow to take on SNS, some of 

the slowest in Europe. This lack of publicity in DK for e.g. Twitter seems to have been important. 

However, the lack of adoption by Danish politicians of Twitter might also be closely related to the 

Danish ways of not expressing one-self too loudly in public. As such culture seems to be culprit for 

the lack of political adoption and subsequently lack of mass media attention on SNS. Subsequently, 

the lack of mass media attention would hinder the adoption and later the spread from mouth to 

mouth in the general population. 

The measured cultural scores by Hofstede paint a picture of DK and the US both in the high IND 

societies. However, Danes do not appear to be that IND as Hofstede portraits Danes to be. The 

national ideas reveal a different DK, one that publicly promotes the group thinking. This shows that 

Danes might just prefer the group networking sites over the IND networking sites. Therefore, 

Twitter becomes a prime example of this “I” focus, and voicing your opinion as a SNS that would 

not charter to Danes. In general all the SNS are more actively used in the US than DK. This shows a 

much larger preference to use SNS, most likely for self-enhancing and sharing opinions. This focus 

on self-enhancing is considered a narcissists trait one that is more dominant in American culture. It 

also supports the American culture that is more active in self-enhancing and opinion sharing than 

the Danish culture. 

In the end the SNS that are present in the US and DK today are very similar. This similarity is most 

likely an effect of Danish SNS being outcompeted by American innovativeness and economic 

power. Where innovation have given features to a Danish and American audience that both have 

accepted. Features considered being better than what was already present, e.g. from other SNS. Yet 

the appealing power of those improvements seems to have been greater for the American audience, 



 

 68/92 

resulting in greater overall usage. If SNS had more focus on the group factor of discussing and 

debating and sharing private content. It could have been that Danes might have seen more activity 

on sites such as Instagram, Twitter, Facebook, and LinkedIn. 
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 Conclusion 8
SNS usage differences in the US and DK are rooted in several factors. These factors include culture, 

society, and economy. Within each factor a multitude of reasons for the differences exists. Each 

reason provides negative and positive impacts on the difference observed. The impacts are difficult 

to decode since there is a lack scholar research in the field and there also a lack of solid quantitative 

data to extrapolate conclusions from related research fields from. However, based on the work this 

thesis finds that the strongest explanatory support comes from cultural and society factors. 

Americans have personality traits that are dominated by their history and culture. Danes also have 

personality traits that are dominated by their history and culture. Americans compared to Danes like 

to self-enhance, more open to strangers, and voice their opinions more often; this is deeply rooted in 

their national ideas. Compared to Americans, Danes are more group orientated, more modest, and 

family minded. SNS are strong on self-enhancing, opinion sharing and group elements. These 

features are more used by Americans than Danes thus giving empirical evidence to support the 

conclusion that this difference drives usage. SNS often focuses more in the “I” than the “we” in 

their design and features. The first thing you are tasked with is the creation of the “I”. The high 

focus on “I” elements in SNS thereby promotes a higher usage by Americans than Danes. This is 

true for all SNS studied by this thesis, but in particular Twitter and LinkedIn. 

Within the society factor the American and Danish society differs significantly especially within the 

political sphere and their trust in social institutions. The public debate sphere in the American 

society lacks the trusted voice outlets from TV, newspapers, and labor unions. In DK the general 

trust in these public debaters are much higher. This creates a significant a vacuum in getting “your” 

opinion shared in the public debate. SNS offers a way to fill this vacuum with the ability to voice 

your opinion directly. As such SNS usage should fulfil a demand in the American society that it 

does not fill in DK, thereby increase its usage. As a place of social debate politicians should natural 

be attracted and use SNS. However, Danes and American usage of SNS for political purposes are 

vastly different. American politicians and government institutions are far ahead when it comes to 

the usage of SNS. This increased usage among top figures in society makes SNS more visible and 

interesting to the American population. Americans in general are found to be more celebrity 

focused than Danes. Together with an increased presence of top figures on SNS promotes usage of 

SNS in the US. 
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The economic factor of SNS usage is perhaps of least importance and yet somehow linked to 

culture. The dominant position of American SNS in the world puts the innovation and design of 

these SNS primary in American hands. This might create SNS more attuned to the North American 

local market. This leads one back to culture rather than economic differences. An economic 

difference that seems significant is how many domestic businesses use SNS. DK and the US differ 

significantly on the amount of businesses on SNS. Content creation is important for SNS, it is their 

lifeblood for consumer consumption. Businesses and brands provide content, as such lack of 

domestic businesses that use SNS generate less content and thereby less reason to use the SNS. The 

studied SNS are primary “I” designed. Therefore, they attune more to the American than the 

Danish population, who are more “we” orientated. 

Based on the above arguments there is no indication that the future of SNS usage in DK will ever 

exceed or match to that of the US. The factors which determine the SNS usage are very constant in 

the society and it is difficult to image that Danes or Americans will change their cultural personality 

traits in the near future. Unless that major events reshapes the cultural and social construct of the 

American or Danish society, as Hofstede claims to be the only reason for significant cultural drift 

within a short period of time (G. Hofstede, 2011). 
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 Perspective 9
This thesis has identified several findings to consider for users and researchers of SNS. This leads 

to several suggestions for implications for businesses and governments. The following paragraphs 

will come up with suggestions as to what further researchers can do to support, elaborate or 

disagree with these findings. 

Businesses have a strong desire to engage their employees, especially on LinkedIn to promote their 

company. As this thesis has shown LinkedIn is far less used on a daily basis by Danes than 

Americans, see graph 5 on page 88. In order for Danish companies to promote more active use 

among its employees it is suggested that they successfully can engage their employees in group 

communities. Instead of just promoting LinkedIn use, companies should create groups where Danes 

can feel to be a part of something familiar. Danes are more comfortable in environments where they 

know others and they can share their opinions in closed circuits. Even an “I” SNS as LinkedIn can 

be turned around, if used properly, to a more “we” focused environment. The altered focus on 

LinkedIn might just allow the employees to see LinkedIn, as more than just a profile and career site. 

On the political stage Danes are also quite behind. Here the Danish government could learn from 

American usage of SNS with some modifications. The government should promote the public 

debate by perhaps announcing groups for those interested in debating a range of topics. Danes are 

inherently averse to sharing opinions openly. This will hardly change. This fear might be reduced 

by providing a more controlled environment for semi-public debate. In these debate forums, it 

would also be more manageable for governments to respond as well. In principle governments of 

DK have not really embraced web 2.0 yet, but still rely on web 1.0 to communicate with Danes. 

The future of SNS usage in DK and the US seem promising regardless of the differences. Facebook 

remains heavily used in DK and seems to be capable of providing Danes with the need they 

currently have. However, it remains to be seen, if Facebook will be able to innovate itself quickly 

enough to keep out competitions. It also remains interesting to follow the current events 

surrounding Facebook in regards to information security and “fake news”. Regardless, Facebook is 

already losing its edge in the teenager share according to (eMarketer, 2018). Facebook has 

innovated itself into a world dominant position, but in the progress apparently also lost its appeal as 

trendy to teenagers. The SNS picture that is today might change. Tomorrow it might not be 

Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn and Instagram that dominate or a completely new SNS. However, 
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chances are that it will still be “Made in America”, as the innovation power is still there. Therefore, 

it remains likely that SNS will charter more to an American over a Danish personality. 
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 Limitations of thesis 10
The literature review reveals a field which was heavily focused on Hofstede’s CDT and younger 

sample populations. This might have created a flawed image of the overall macroscopic reasons for 

SNS usage. As pointed out by Rogers young people adopt faster. Therefore, sampling mainly young 

people in SNS usage might create a flawed reason for adoption and usage. The many conclusions 

from the literature are therefore difficult to apply directly to the general population. It should 

therefore be considered to add in-depth interviews with users and non- SNS users from both DK 

and the US as well. This should advance a more accurate research data as to why or why not they 

use a SNS. This would reduce the potential bias of country determined culture on individual 

personality traits. 

Also, surveys and questionnaires, where hundreds or even better thousands of people from all age 

groups, genders, education, and income levels, etc. should be represented. The questionnaire should 

contain e.g. SNS usage, type of SNS, personality trait test, signup reasons. This could bring the 

potential to quantitatively analyze data to figure out where the main reason is for the difference 

observed between DK and the US. Connecting with researchers from other universities in DK and 

the US with different backgrounds for instance economists, psychologists, statisticians, and 

sociologists etc. are also recommended as they would all be able with contribute with their 

academic background. 

Ideally, the overall usage results with actual time spent on SNS would have been preferred over 

daily and monthly activity. However, no reports were available that covered both DK and the US. 

Separate reports were identified but lacked the transparency and sample parameters to allow 

comparison between DK and the US. The numbers that were found however did not indicate that 

daily and monthly usage would render a different outcome for this thesis and its results. Another 

factor to consider is the inhomogeneous nature of the American population contra the very 

homogenous Danish population. Subcultures might very well use SNS different in the US and their 

overall personality and cultural traits might be very different. It would be of interest to include these 

factors into future analysis. 

Obtaining a lot of the above data would provide opportunities to establish a research model. This 

could provide empirical results for the importance of the different factor found to be of significant 

in this thesis. Furthermore it would also be of interest to expand the amount of SNS being 

investigated than just 4, as to paint a more comprehensive picture of the usage situation. 
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 Appendices 12

12.1 Graph 1: Usage in the internet population across genders 2015 
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12.2 Graph 2: Age differences in the Internet population across SNS 2015 

 



 

 86/92 

12.3 Graph 3: Usage in the internet population across education for US and DK 
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12.4 Graph 4: Monthly usage in the Internet population for US and DK 
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12.5 Graph 5: Daily usage in the internet population for US and DK 
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12.6 Graph 6: LinkedIn usage in the internet population for US and DK 2015 

 

12.7 Graph 7: Instagram usage in the internet population for US and DK 2015 
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12.8 Graph 8: Instagram usage in the internet population for US and DK 2016 

 

12.9 Graph 9: Facebook usage in the internet population for US and DK 2015 

 

18-29 years 30-49 years 50-64 years >65 years

Denmark 47% 21% 7% 2%

USA 59% 33% 18% 8%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

%
 o

f 
in

te
rn

e
t 

u
se

rs
 

Age (years) 

Instagram usage in the Internet population 
2016 

Denmark

USA

18-29
years

30-49
years

50-64
years

>65
years

Denmark (Facebook) 85% 68% 47% 21%

USA (Facebook) 82% 79% 64% 48%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

%
 o

f 
in

te
rn

e
t 

u
se

rs
 

Age (years) 

Facebook usage in the Internet population 
2015 

Denmark (Facebook)

USA (Facebook)



 

 91/92 

12.10 Graph 10: Facebook usage in the internet population for US and DK 

2016 

 

12.11 Graph 11: Twitter usage in the internet population for US and DK 

2015 

 

18-29 years 30-49 years 50-64 years >65 years

Denmark 91% 77% 57% 26%

USA 88% 84% 72% 62%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

%
 o

f 
in

te
rn

e
t 

u
se

rs
 

Age (years) 

Facebook usage in the Internet population 
2016 

Denmark

USA

18-29
years

30-49
years

50-64
years

>65 years

Denmark (Twitter) 9% 6% 5% 2%

USA (Twitter) 32% 29% 13% 6%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

%
 o

f 
in

te
rn

e
t 

u
se

rs
 

Age (years) 

Twitter usage in the Internet population 
2015 

Denmark (Twitter)

USA (Twitter)



 

 92/92 

12.12 Graph 12: Twitter usage in the internet population for US and DK 

2016 

 

 

 

 

 

18-29 years 30-49 years 50-64 years >65 years

Denmark 8% 6% 2% 1%

USA 36% 23% 21% 10%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

%
 o

f 
in

te
rn

e
t 

u
se

rs
 

Age (years) 

Twitter usage in the Internet population 
2016 

Denmark

USA


	1 Abstract - Dansk
	2 Content
	3 Introduction
	4 Literature review
	4.1 Cultural factors
	4.1.1 Individualism
	4.1.2 Uncertainty avoidance
	4.1.3 Power distance
	4.1.4 Masculinity
	4.1.5 Long-term orientation
	4.1.6 Limitations

	4.2 Economy and society factors
	4.2.1 Privacy concern
	4.2.2 Education
	4.2.3 Age and urban population
	4.2.4 Domestic Social networking sites
	4.2.5 Development index
	4.2.6 Political landscape
	4.2.7 Income level

	4.3 Concluding remarks and limitation

	5 Theory
	5.1 Cultural dimensions theory
	5.1.1 The six dimensions in Hofstede’s model
	5.1.1.1 Individualism versus collectivism
	5.1.1.2 Masculinity versus Feminism
	5.1.1.3 Long-term orientation versus short-term orientation
	5.1.1.4 Power distance
	5.1.1.5 Uncertainty avoidance
	5.1.1.6 Indulgence versus Restraint

	5.1.2 The six dimensions
	5.1.3 Review and limitation of Hofstede

	5.2 Defining culture
	5.3 Diffusion of innovation theory
	5.4 Uses and gratification theory

	6 Method and results
	6.1 The Data used

	7 Discussion
	7.1 Cultural factors
	7.1.1 I and we societies
	7.1.2 Personality traits of society
	7.1.3 National ideas
	7.1.4 Brand and business

	7.2 Society factors
	7.2.1 Politics
	7.2.2 Social institutions
	7.2.3 Language
	7.2.4 Socio-Demographic and adoption cycles

	7.3 Economic factors
	7.3.1 Innovation powerhouse
	7.3.2 Marketing power
	7.3.3 Infrastructure statistics

	7.4 Discussion overview

	8 Conclusion
	9 Perspective
	10 Limitations of thesis
	11 References
	12 Appendices
	12.1 Graph 1: Usage in the internet population across genders 2015
	12.2 Graph 2: Age differences in the Internet population across SNS 2015
	12.3 Graph 3: Usage in the internet population across education for US and DK
	12.4 Graph 4: Monthly usage in the Internet population for US and DK
	12.5 Graph 5: Daily usage in the internet population for US and DK
	12.6 Graph 6: LinkedIn usage in the internet population for US and DK 2015
	12.7 Graph 7: Instagram usage in the internet population for US and DK 2015
	12.8 Graph 8: Instagram usage in the internet population for US and DK 2016
	12.9 Graph 9: Facebook usage in the internet population for US and DK 2015
	12.10 Graph 10: Facebook usage in the internet population for US and DK 2016
	12.11 Graph 11: Twitter usage in the internet population for US and DK 2015
	12.12 Graph 12: Twitter usage in the internet population for US and DK 2016


