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#/ Abstract

This study aims (1) to explore the antecedents of privacy insensitivity in the context of privacy
paradox and (2) to test privacy paradox of video streaming service users. This current study
is theoretically guided by privacy calculus theory. An online survey was conducted with 618
Netflix users aged 19 - over 50 in Seoul in September of 2021. The result shows that the higher
the confidence of Netflix users that they protect their own privacy, the more likely they are to be
insensitive to privacy disclosure. Further, findings document that the more risk-taking Netflix
users are, the less sensitive they are likely to be to their privacy disclosure. In terms of privacy
paradox, this study confirmed that Netflix users who recognized that Netflix had many benefits
by extensively using them for various purposes were likely to be insensitive to privacy disclosure,
overriding privacy concerns. Discussion and limitations were further addressed.

Keyword: Netflix, video streaming service, privacy paradox, privacy calculus theory, privacy
insensitivity

The global expansion of U.S.-based subscription video on-demand (SVOD) services such
as Netflix has attracted a significant amount of scholarly attention as these services also
known as video streaming services (VSS) create new possibilities for international viewers
(Wayne & Castro, 2021). Indeed, Netflix added 4.4 million new subscribers in the third
quarter of 2021 for a total of 214 million paid subscribers (Statista, 2021).

Behind the growth of VSS are beneficial experiences and expectations for the services.
The services allow users to watch ad-free content anytime and anywhere over the Internet
(Rahman & Arif, 2021). The users can also enjoy convenience functions such as content
recommendation services, content search, and content information of VSS, whose content
library includes television shows, documentaries and feature films covering a wide range
of genres and languages (Rahman & Arif, 2021). Above all, the users can subscribe
VSS at a lower rate than other paid broadcasts, using a free experience promotion for
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the first month or a membership that allows up to four people to access the services
simultaneously.

VSS users, however, may have to pay the trade-off accordingly as much as the various
benefits provided by the service. The benefits of VSS are closely related to the personal
information or privacy of the users. For example, there is a tendency to share one account
with another user to save the service fee. Such account sharing would make them sacrifice
their own privacy to other users who share accounts, such as their genre tastes and
lifestyle. Thus, VSS users tend to be constantly faced with the not-so obvious trade-off
between the desire for better services and the privacy encroachment that such disclosure
causes on the other (Norberg et al., 2007) Interestingly, previous studies have shown that
media users are highly concerned about the infringement of their personal information
and privacy (e.g., Stouffer, 2021; Waldman, 2020). “Privacy Paradox” can explain this
discrepancy between users’ intentions to protect their own privacy and their behavior
when they use media. Research concerning privacy paradox has not only examined
attitudes toward privacy, concern for privacy, privacy-related behavioral intentions, and
actual behavior and has suggested significant implications for e-commerce, e-government,
social media, social robots as well as for government privacy regulation (Hoffmann et
al., 2016; Kokolakis, 2017; Lutz et al., 2020). What these privacy paradox studies have
in common is that media users may “consciously” be inconsistent with their attitudes
and actual behaviors toward privacy for the benefit of media use. With increasingly
sophisticated media, media users cannot be aware of or become insensitive to the privacy
paradox phenomenon.

In light of these concerns, this study aims to fill this theoretical gap in privacy paradox
literature with the term of “privacy insensitivity” associated with both benefits from VSS
usage and the users’ recognition of risk. More specifically, we focus on (1) exploring the
antecedents of privacy insensitivity, (2) and verifying privacy paradox of VSS users, based
on privacy calculus perspective (Culnan & Armstrong, 1999; Laufer & Wolfe, 1977).

Defining privacy insensitivity in the context of Privacy Paradox

Privacy can be defined as the right to self-determine which information is made
accessible to whom and when (Westin, 1967) or as “selective control of access to the self”
(Altman, 1975, p. 18). Reflecting the development of the media, many studies (e.g., Kim
& Kim, 2020) have distinguished this privacy into three aspects of privacy - territorial
privacy, privacy of a person, informational privacy. Territorial privacy is associated



with the physical sphere surrounding a person, privacy of a person, which describes the
protection of a person against undue interference including physical search (Kokolakis,
2017)). More importantly, informational privacy is related to controlling whether and how
personal data can be gathered, stored, processed, and disseminated (Kokolakis, 2017). The
privacy paradox in this study technically implies the informational privacy paradox.

“Privacy paradox” is a conceptualization of contradictions that occur between a person's
attitude to privacy and actual behavior. A wealth of research (e.g., Sayre & Horne, 2000)
has explained these attitudes and actual behavioral inconsistencies based on empirical
evidence. For instance, individuals were willing to give their personal information to
online retailers as long as they had something to gain in return, although individuals
highly expressed their concerns about their privacy being infringed (Hoffmann et al.,
2016; Kokolakis, 2017). Norberg et al. (2007) also confirmed that individuals would
disclose a significantly greater amount of personal information than their willingness to
disclose specific pieces of information. Yet, these prior studies leave an ambiguous gap
in whether individuals are consciously aware of privacy disclosures or of the risks that
information disclosures may bring when disclosing information.

This study strives to fill this gap with the concept of privacy insensitivity associated
with the usage of the VSS. We defined privacy insensitivity as an individual’s attitude to
become lethargic to privacy threats in emotional and behavioral ways. This concept may
seem to be similar to privacy fatigue (Choi et al., 2018) or privacy cynicism (Hoffmann
et al.,, 2016; Lutz et al., 2020) or disengagement (Carver et al., 1989), which previous
researchers have viewed each as separate concepts and explored the links between them
(Choi et al., 2018; Hopstaken et al., 2015). For instance, individuals who have felt higher
exhausted and cynicism about managing their privacy are likely to give up protecting
their privacy or addressing privacy leaks (Choi et al., 2018). Also, this insensitivity can
be related to the notion of “lack of risk-awareness” in the context of the privacy paradox
(Bartsch & Dienlin, 2016; Hoffmann et al., 2016).

However, privacy insensitivity can be distinguished from those concepts, since it can
reflect the situation where individuals may tend to numbly accept the potential risks of
their private information as one part of their normal lives. Indeed, given that privacy
leaks (e.g., Netflix Data Breaches 2021, Username and Password on Sale from Netflix,
HBO, and Hulu 2018) have been salient in recent years, individuals can be “desensitized”
to privacy leaks or threats, which are considered as “normal and acceptable parts of life”
(Corradini, 2018; Guedim, 2018; Reed, 2021; Spangler, 2018). Furthermore, as online
services and mobile apps such as social media (e.g. TikTok, Instagram) have been deeply
infiltrated into an individual’s daily life, individuals would use those services and apps
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continuously and habitually in spite of awareness of the potential risks about their privacy
and privacy concerns (Debatin et al., 2009; Wagner et al., 2020). In this way, privacy
insensitivity should be considered as a separate concept from other related concepts which
prior researchers have addressed.

More precisely, this insensitivity can be also described by the desensitization hypothesis
that suggests the process to become numb psychologically and behaviorally to external
adverse stimuli such as violence (Bartholow et al., 2006; Bushman & Anderson, 2009;
Funk et al., 2003; Scharrer, 2008), terror (Nussio, 2020), ecological risks (Chen et al.,
2020), and even health threats (Stevens et al., 2021). Indeed, even in the context of the
COVID-19 that the casualties have increased continuously, individuals tend to have
no longer expressed anxiety and fear about and become desensitized to those salient
threats (Stevens et al., 2021). Applying these cases to privacy threats, individuals can be
insensitive to the potential privacy risks even if those risks and threats exist in their media
usage, considering that the threats were already prevalent and also not serious. Moreover,
the hypothesis has pointed out that the essential features of desensitization include
individuals’ belief that an adverse stimulus is very normative and prevalent in their social
lives (Nussio, 2020; Scharrer, 2008). Taking into consideration such normalization can
paralyze individual’s emotional and behavioral reactions to the privacy risks (Stevens
et al,, 2021) and think that they can'’t help providing personal information to the service
company (Zimmer, 2008), they would easily engage in the paradoxical situation where
even those who have privacy concerns may disclose their information with feeling
tiredness and also fatigued to the potential privacy issues and privacy protection when
using VSS.

In light of these considerations, we discovered that previous studies have not yet
captured an individual’s emotional and behaviorally desensitized state of privacy.
To materialize this attitude, we suggested the concept of privacy insensitivity as an
individual’s attitude to become numb toward the privacy risks but also feel exhausted
and disengage in protecting their private information. Privacy insensitivity should be
conducive to understanding why the VSS users continued to use the services and provide
their personal information to the service company themselves even though they were
aware of the potential risks and had concerns about their privacy, which indicates the
privacy paradox.



Antecedents of privacy insensitivity of VSS users

To begin with, this study attempts to consider two antecedents that can be related to
privacy insensitivity in our research model. As aforementioned, privacy insensitivity
indicated that people could become desensitized to privacy risks with less arousal and
reaction to them. This attitude seems to be associated with other privacy behaviors such
as privacy protection and self-disclosure. For instance, when downloading mobile apps,
people can be desensitized to excessive app requests, which have a potential privacy
risk, and they are likely to accept the excessive requests that have access to their private
information without any precaution (Harris et al., 2015). Thus, privacy insensitivity can
be interpreted as the privacy behavior, especially negative behavior, such as self-disclosure
surrounded by potential risks.

Meanwhile, many studies have focused on the relationship between individuals’
propensity and privacy behaviors. Some researchers have pointed out that one of such
propensity that have an impact on privacy behaviors is se/f-efficacy, which means the
degree of which people believe that they have enough abilities to protect their privacy
(Cho et al., 2009; Rimal, 2000). Indeed, when AI speaker users have higher self-efficacy
for privacy protection, they are more likely to disclose themselves and allow others to have
access to their private information while still having control over their privacy (Kang &
Oh, 2021). In this regard, self-efficacy could be one of predominant predictors of privacy
behaviors, including privacy insensitivity.

Previous studies have also shed light on one’s risk-taking propensity considering that
those with higher risk-taking tend to be deeply engaged in self-disclosing, or using a
service continuously despite some of privacy risks (Choi et al., 2021; Hansen et al., 2018).
For instance, while risk-taking propensity can directly affect an intention of behavior
in which private information should be exchanged such as using social networks for
e-commerce (Hansen et al., 2018), those who have lower risk-taking propensity (i.e. risk
averting propensity) tend to avoid using vulnerable services such as public Wi-Fi that have
a potential to steal private data and easily become a target for hacking attack (Choi et al,,
2021). Thus, given that privacy insensitivity suggests people can be insensible to privacy
risks, the degree of risk-taking propensity could be a significant variable governing the
intention to be insensible to privacy risks or protection.

Considering the above discussions, we strive to identify how an individual’s
sociopsychological variables can strengthen or weaken the degree of which individuals
become desensitized to privacy risks.
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Self-efficacy in privacy as a driver of privacy insensitivity

Self-efficacy in privacy (i.e., privacy efficacy) refers to the extent to which the media users
are confident about their abilities to protect themselves from potential threats arising
from privacy intrusion (Cho et al., 2009; Rimal, 2000).

Many studies (e.g., Chen & Chen, 2015; Kang & Oh, 2021; Kim & Kim, 2020) have
focused on the effects of privacy eflicacy on privacy behaviors such as privacy protection
and self-disclosure. For example, one study on online consumer behavior have shown that
privacy efficacy enhances privacy-protecting behaviors and lessens self-disclosure (Larose
& Rifon, 2007). On the other hand, several studies (Dinev & Hart, 2006; Dinev et al.,
2013) posited perceived control over personal information as privacy efficacy to alleviate
privacy concerns and facilitate disclosing behaviors. Kim and Kim (2020) clarified the
positive impacts of perceived control over personal information on users’ intention to
disclose personal information and their disclosing behaviors. Furthermore, Kang and Oh
(2021) have pointed out that an increase in perceived privacy self-efficacy can be positively
As such, pieces of literature on privacy efficacy have proposed various ways to affect
users' privacy efficacy-related behaviors. These studies, however, mainly focus on privacy
behaviors in online environment including social media, and investigate the relationship
between privacy behaviors such as self-disclosure and consciousness to disclose their
information.

As we’ve discussed so far, the extant literature supports a significant relationship
between privacy efficacy and privacy behaviors. Yet, there is still a lack of understanding
of how the privacy efficacy of VSS users will be associated with their behaviors related to
privacy. More importantly, we note whether individuals who have confident about their
ability to protect their privacy can become unconsciously insensitive to their information
disclosure when using VSS. Bandura and Adams (1977), in their research, have asserted
that self-efficacy can be one of the strong predictors of an individual’s behavioral change
toward the threats following the desensitization treatment. In the context of privacy,
those who have higher privacy efficacy may be easily insensible to the potential privacy
threats by changing the attitude toward privacy. Thus, this study establishes the following
hypothesis especially focusing on Netflix, the most popular VSS:

HI: Privacy efficacy of Netflix users will be significantly associated with privacy
insensitivity.
Risk taking as a driver of privacy insensitivity

Although privacy inevitably entails risks such as intrusion, appropriation, disclosure
of information, and false light (Lanier Jr & Saini, 2008), not all individuals may equally



perceive and control these risks. The perception of privacy risks can vary depending
on individuals of different personal propensities (Bansal et al., 2016; Tang et al., 2020)
while privacy self-efficacy can be also one of ingredients for that perception. Of note,
some studies (Egelman & Peer, 2015; Fogel & Nehmad, 2009) investigated risk taking as
potential predictors of privacy behaviors. For instance, Fogel and Nehmad (2009) found
that risk-takers have been shown to be less concerned about privacy. Egelman and Peer
(2015) have also confirmed that risk taking has a significant relationship with privacy
behaviors such as security behavior intentions. Therefore, individuals’ propensity to
take risks can be associated with their privacy behaviors while providing and disclosing
personal information with concerns about the privacy risks.

As the VSS users become numb to privacy risks, they are likely to engage in some risky
behaviors regarding informational privacy, such as owning multiple online streaming
accounts or using various profiles with other VSS users within a single account to use
a variety of online streaming platforms at an affordable cost. Thus, the degree which
the VSS users are insensible to the privacy and relating threats may also have a strong
linkage with their risk-taking propensity Indeed, those who enjoy some dangerous sports
such as cycling tend to interpret the physical risks as a common byproduct of cycling
and habitually participate in cycling though they already know that the sport is a risky
behavior (Albert, 1999). As such, provided that the VSS users have higher risk-taking
propensity, they would construe the privacy risks as a common part of using and enjoying
the VSS and even feel tired of caring about the privacy protection during using VSS.

In light of these considerations, we select risk-taking as another antecedent that can be
related to the privacy insensitivity of Netflix users. Thus, we hypothesize:

H2: Risk-taking propensity of Netflix users will be significantly associated with
privacy insensitivity.

Privacy Paradox of Video Streaming Service Users

So far, we have looked at psychological traits (i.e., privacy efficacy, risk-taking) that
can be associated with privacy insensitivity. Interestingly, privacy paradoxes can still be
significant even if such traits are controlled. This is because privacy paradox can vary
significantly depending on how individuals perceive the benefits from using online
video streaming services. Following Privacy Calculus based on Social Exchange Theory,
determining social interaction as behavior underlying the assessment of benefits and
risks that individuals expect from others (Homans, 1974), the privacy paradox can be
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interpreted as a result from calculating benefits and costs from using a service.

More precisely, privacy calculus suggests the computational outcome between the
perceived benefits that users gain using media and the risks they must take through
personal information disclosure. Individuals evaluate the potential benefits and risks for
disclosing personal information and using a service (Xu & Gupta, 2009). As a result of
these assessments, individuals perform actual behaviors contrary to attitudes to privacy
when perceived benefits exceed risks. Kim et al. (2019) have grounded their approach on
the concept of a privacy calculus - a rational decision individuals take about disclosing
personal information on the Internet when weighing benefits against costs and potential
risks.

VSS has appropriate conditions to apply this privacy calculus. The users have utilitarian
and hedonic benefits to exchange for their privacy (Sarkar, 2011) while using online
video streaming platform. For example, Netflix provides users with sophisticated
program recommendation services employing Al algorithms, considering their tastes
and preferences for genre. Meanwhile, to get these benefits, users are likely to take risk
disclosing information that can reveal their private information, such as program usage
time, preferred genre, and personal profile usage levels.

Since media users fulfill their personal, psychological, and social needs through the
media or specific communication (Hossain et al., 2019; Malik et al., 2016), VSS users
obtain various gratification through using the service as well. Chen (2019) identified
information seeking, relaxation, amusement, social interaction, cost benefit, ease of use,
and convenience as seven major dimensions of gratification using VSS including Netflix
and YouTube. Budzinski et al. (2020) revealed that respondents have a strong preference
for serial content consumption, which allows users to watch hours of video content
without interruption (Gaenssle & Kunz-Kaltenhaeuser, 2020), among intention of usage
(entertainment, shorten waiting time, stimulate knowledge, personal motivation on career
or health) for Netflix.

Individuals use innovations when they can acquire the benefits of extant technologies
(Rogers, 2003). For instance, Netflix users would use some technological innovations
developed by Netflix. Netflix users employ his or her favorite TV series as background
music using continuous content playback technology. Netflix users to reduce subscription
costs share their own profiles with other Netflix users using the profile sharing
service. Netflix users doesn’t even have to watch TV commercials. With the Netflix
recommendation system, Netflix users can selectively watch content that suits their
genre’s taste, thereby increasing content satisfaction. Besides viewing content, Netflix



users study foreign languages using foreign language subtitles of content. In light of these
phenomena, this study seeks to note cost savings, ease of use, content satisfaction, and
technically extended ‘extensive use’ over Netflix as key benefits from using Netflix. Thus,
we hypothesize about these benefits in the context of privacy calculus:

H3: Perceived benefits from Netflix — cost savings, ease of use, content satisfaction,
extensive use — will be positively associated with privacy insensitivity of the
service users.

There are gains and losses. It should be noted that Netflix extensively collects information
which includes what platforms Netflix users watch Netflix on such as a smartphone,
tablet, computer, or streaming box, Netflix users’s IP address, watch history and how long
you've watched a show (Saltzman, 2018). Unfortunately, individuals on video streaming
platforms may become insensitive to the possibility of their information being leaked
while they intoxicatedly enjoy the benefits from the VSS. In this very situation, individuals
on VSS might unconsciously experience trade-off between the benefits provided by VSS
and his or her personal information exposure. In this view, privacy insensitivity can be
regarded as another risk or cost, which is posited privacy calculus, to receive benefits from
the usage. As such, VSS meets the conditions under which privacy paradox can occur.

Concretely, privacy paradox occur when individuals perceive those potential benefits
outweigh the risks (privacy insensitivity) despite general privacy concern as Privacy
paradox theory posits (Dinev & Hart, 2006). Privacy concerns reflect users’ concerns
regarding privacy insecurity issues such as inappropriate data collection, secondary use,
ownership, accuracy, and access without consent (Kim & Kim, 2020; Lwin et al., 2016).
Indeed, the paradox of privacy may not occur. If the potential benefits of using VSS
compared to the perceived risk of users are not significant, privacy paradox is not likely
to arise, which means that it is consistent with the user’s attitude toward privacy and the
actual behavior of treating it sensitively.

Based on one of the core premises of privacy calculus (i.e., the outcome of privacy trade-
off), we hypothesize the following conditions under which privacy paradoxes can occur.
To explore the paradox parsimoniously, we consider only benefits which are significantly
associated with privacy insensitivity from H3 and the hypotheses are:

H4: Privacy concerns will significantly moderate the relationship between perceived
benefits from using Netflix and privacy insensitivity of the users.

H4-1: Privacy concern will positively moderate the relationship between
perceived benefits from Netflix and privacy insensitivity of the users
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(privacy paradox).

H4-2: Privacy concern will negatively moderate the relationship between
perceived benefits from Netflix and privacy insensitivity of the users (no
privacy paradox).

Figure 1 Here Conceptual Model for H3

Privacy insensitivity in using

Benefits from Netfli —_—
enefits from Netflix usage Netflix

Privacy concern

Methods

Data Collection

We conducted online survey in South Korea, examining experience using Netflix. The
respondents were recruited from the online panel directory of a professional research firm
which is highly regarded for high-quality outcomes. There are about 1,500,000 people in
the nationwide panel directory. An email invitation was sent to 9,695 possible respondents
who met our study criteria aged 19 to over 50 and had experience using Netflix. Among
the 7,254 invited respondents who visited the survey website on mobile, this study built
for the current research, 2,285(23.5% of all invited respondents) completed the survey. 198
respondents were excluded because (1) they did not meet our stratifying conditions such as
age and experience using Netflix; or (2) their answers were insincere (e.g., cases in which
most of the questions were answered with the same number). Except for these responses,
2,087 respondents were included in our sample. Since this study tests privacy paradox
associated with experience using Netflix, only Netflix users (v = 618) were included in
the analyses. As compared with the most recent census data, our sample corresponds to
the general South Korean population in terms of gender, age, and education; however, the
sample presents slightly higher income levels than the general South Korean population.



Measure

Antecedents of Privacy Insensitivity of Nettlix users: Privacy efficacy and Risk taking

Privacy efficacy was measured with the items referring to the previous studies (Compeau
& Higgins, 1995). Respondents rated the degree to which they had sufficient ability to
protect against accidental threats to their personal information, viewing history and lists
of videos they wanted to see. They also responded to the extent to which they would be
able to manage an accidental exposure of their private data even when it happened on a
5-point scale. These 3 items were averaged to create the index for privacy efficacy (M = 3.22,
SD = .85, a=.88).

In addition, we measured Netflix users’ tendency to take a risk for the sake of their
benefits with the five items that were modified and adopted from the previous study (Pan
& Zinkhan, 2006). More specifically, respondents were asked to report the extent to which
they agreed with the following items on a 5-point scale from strongly disagree to strongly
agree. The items were included. For example, “T think it is necessary to take risks to get
higher returns or profits.”, “Taking risks is needed to achieve my goals.” The responses for
these items were averaged to indicate the risk-taking propensity of Netflix users. (M/ = 3.31,

SD=78,a=.87).
Perceived benefits of Netflix usage

This study examined how the perceived benefits of Netflix usage affect the privacy
insensitivity in using Netflix. To this end, we asked participants to answer the following
questions adopted from Venkatesh et al. (2012) for each index of the benefits from using
Netflix.

Cost benefits. Participants responded to the extent to which they agreed that they could
subscribe Netflix while switching between several video streaming services at any time
and that they could share their Netflix account with others to save on subscription fees.
These two items are combined to indicate the index of cost benefits (A4 = 3.84, 5D = .73, a
=.70).

Ease of use. We measured ease of use with five items asking respondents to report
the degree to which they believed the following items on a 5-point scale, ranging from
strongly disagree to strongly agree. These are included: “Using Netflix, I can watch the
trailer before I watch the full version of the video.”, “Using Netflix, I can watch the video I
want to see by switching devices,” These items were averaged to form an index for ease of

use (M =4.09,5D = .56,a =.77).

Content satisfaction. We used three items to measure the content satisfaction of Netflix
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users. Participants rated the extent to which they thought they could watch videos that
people find interesting without missing a beat, choose the content that suits their taste,
and focus on the works of their favorite actors, celebrities, and writers when they used
Netflix. The average of these items was used as an index for content satisfaction (A4 = 4.08,
SD = .62, inter r=.33).

Advertising avoidance. The Netflix subscribers can watch videos directly without
advertisements. We asked participants to rate the degree to which they thought they could
watch videos immediately without seeing advertisements on a 5-point scale. The response
to this item was used as an index for advertising avoidance. (A = 4.10, 5D = .81)

Extensive use. We measured whether service users benefit from extensive use of
Netflix, using four items. The respondents reported the following items that included. For
example, “I can save or download videos when I use Netflix.”, “Netflix can be used as a
tool for self-development such as studying foreign languages.” These items were averaged

to create an index for extensive use (M = 3.67, 5D = .63,a = .64).
Privacy insensitivity

In this study, we shed light on the phenomenon that Netflix users would be insensible
to their privacy protection even if they concern about their private information.
We developed and modified five items for privacy insensitivity based on previous
research related to privacy (Carver et al., 1989; Choi et al., 2018; Lutz et al., 2020) and
desensitization (Scharrer, 2008). For example, “I don’t care about the privacy issues
about Netflix reported via mass media”, “I would do nothing, even if Netflix misuses my
personal data”, “It is just a common thing that my personal data should be provided to
Netflix.”, “If Netflix is determined to access my personal data, it is not a big deal.” The
responses to these items were combined to indicate an index for privacy insensitivity (3/ =

2.92,5D =71,a = .83).
Privacy Concern

Privacy concern was measured with six items by asking participants to rate the extent
to which they were concerned about the privacy issues related to video streaming services
(Dinev & Hart, 2006). The respondents were asked how they were concerned about the
following issues. For example, “My tastes would be shared by letting someone else see
Netflix’s streaming history.”, “A third party would have access to my information (e.g.
account number, card information, and date of birth) remaining in Netflix.”, “Netflix
would use my preference information for a specific purpose I do not know.” The averages
of responses to these items were calculated to use the index for privacy concern (A7 = 3.90,

SD =.77,a=91).



Table 1 Mean and SD for each variable

Antecedents of Privacy insensitivity .
Privacy efficacy 3.22 .85
Risk taking 3.31 78

Perceived benefits of OT'T usage
Cost benefit 3.84 73
Ease of use 4.09 .56
Content satisfaction 4.08 .62
Advertising avoidance 418 .84
Extensive use 3.67 .63

Privacy insensitivity 292 71

Privacy concern 3.90 77

Note. N =618
Analysis

This study conducted multiple regression analysis, using R Statistic. Firstly, we
entered two antecedents of privacy insensitivity, privacy efficacy and risk taking as
main independent variables in our regression model to examine the effect of them on
the privacy insensitivity. The second regression model included the perceived benefits
of Netflix usage to investigate which one of benefits would mostly affect the privacy
insensitivity. Finally, we entered an interaction term multiplying privacy concern with the
most influential factor of the benefits from using Netflix in the regression model to verify
whether the privacy paradox happened in the case of Netflix. Control variables including
sociodemographic variables were entered in the regression model.

Results

We hypothesized that those who have higher privacy efficacy to use Netflix are more
likely to be insensitive to their own privacy (H1). As Table 2 shows, the Netflix users
with higher confidence to protect their own privacy tend to be insensible of information
disclosure (b = .115, p < .01). Moreover, the result indicates that the users who are more
willing to take risk for purpose are less sensitive to privacy disclosure, supporting H2 (b =
334, p < .001).
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Table 2 Regression analysis on the effect of the privacy efficacy and risk-taking attitudes of
Netflix users on privacy insensitivity

Privacy insensitivity of Netflix users (DV)

I N Y N BV
255

Constant 17550 6.892
Demographic
Gender -157% 071 -.089* -2.216
Age -.003 .003 -.040 -.898
Education -.022 .030 -.033 -742
Income -.023% .009 -.099* -2.558
Privacy efficacy of Netflix users 1157 043 109** 2.650
Risk taking of Netflix users 3340 .047 2930 7.128
Total * (%) 159

Note. N =618, p<.001 %, p<.01*p<.05%p<.1t

We also anticipated the moderating effect of privacy concerns on the relationship
between perceived benefits of Netflix usage and privacy insensitivity of the Netflix users
(H4). To begin with, we explored which type of benefits from using Netflix is the most
influential factor on privacy insensitivity (H3). As shown in Table 3, among the five types
of benefits, content satisfaction and extensive use of Netflix significantly affect the users’
tendency to be insensitive to their privacy. More specifically, while the more satisfied
with Netflix contents, the lower the insensitivity to privacy (b = -.255, p < .01), benefits
from extensive use of Netflix can allow the users to be more unaware of their information
disclosure (b =.369, p < .001).

Table 3 Regression analysis on the effect of perceived benefits from using Netflix on
privacy insensitivity of Netflix users

Privacy insensitivity of Netflix users (DV)
b SE ) p

Constant 2,053 .347 5917
Demographic
Gender -135¢ 071 -.0761 -1.895
Age -.001 .002 -.020 -.447
Education -.029 029 -.044 -1.009
Income -.014 .009 -.061 -1.587
Privacy efficacy of Netflix users .087* 044 .083* 1.998
Risk taking of Netflix users 3380 .047 2964% 7.224




Privacy insensitivity of Netflix users (DV)
b e p

Perceived benefits of Netflix usage
Cost benefit .028 .047 027 .591
Ease of use =217+ 118 -126t1 -1.841
Content satisfaction -255%* .094 -175%* -2.714
Advertising avoidance 028 .051 .026 .553
Extensive use 369 .076 266 4.837
Total R (%) 201

Note. N=618,p <.001 ™, p<.01*,p<.05%5p<.1¥

To examine the moderating effect of privacy concerns, we conducted a multiple
regression with an interaction term multiplied each benefit variable (content satisfaction
and extensive use of Netflix) by privacy concerns. The result suggests that Netflix
users’ concerns about privacy disclosure moderate the effect of content satisfaction and
extensive use of Netflix on the insensitivity to privacy. As seen in Table 4, the interaction
term between content satisfaction and privacy concern affected the users’” tendency to be
insensible to the insecure about their private information (b =.114, p < .1).

Table 4 Multiple regression analysis on the moderating effect of privacy concern on the
relationship between content satisfaction and privacy insensitivity of Netflix users

Privacy insensitivity of Netflix users (DV)
I R VN

Constant 4456 1.075 4.146
Demographic
Gender -.065 .070 -.037 -914
Age -.002 .003 -.031 -707
Education -.016 .029 -.023 -.546
Income -.021* .009 -.089 -2.358
Privacy efficacy of Netflix users 115%* 042 110 2718
Risk taking of Netflix users 3790 047 332 8.131
Interaction
Benefits: Content satisfaction (CS) -475% 254 -.326 -1.867
E’;icv)acy concern of Netflix users 734 271 _630 2,699
CSxPC 114+ .066 .065 1.738
Total R (%) 217

Note. N=618,p < .001 **,p<.01*p<.05%p<.1t

¥

107



108

Similarly, as the interaction term in Table 5 also shows, if respondents with higher
concerns about privacy perceive benefits from extensive usage of Netflix, they tend to
be ironically more insensitive to their privacy disclosure (b = .141, p < .05). These results
indicated the privacy paradox in Netflix usage, supporting H4-1 and rejecting H4-2.

Table 5 Multiple regression analysis on the moderating effect of privacy concern on the
relationship between extensive use of Netflix and privacy insensitivity of Netflix users

Privacy insensitivity of Netflix users (DV)

I N VR

Constant 4.100 .897 4.571
Demographic
Gender -.094 .070 -.053 -1.354
Age -.000 .003 -.003 -.079
Education -014 .028 -.020 -479
Income -.021% .009 -.089 -2.407
Privacy efficacy of Netflix users 0811 042 077 1.909
Risk taking of Netflix users 3547+ .046 310 7.707
Interaction
Benefits: Extensive use (EU) -.366 235 -.265 -1.557
gg)acy concern of Netflix users _g1oM 216 69 3756
EUxPC 141* .058 .080 2.425
Total & (%) 236

Note: N =618, p <.001 **,p<.01 ", p<.05%p<.1

Discussion

This study proposed privacy insensitivity as a new concept to fill and expand the
privacy paradox literature in the online video streaming services based on the theoretical
framework of Privacy Paradox and Privacy Calculus.

We aims to validate how privacy insensitivity of one of the privacy behaviors is
distinctly related to individuals’ propensity (i.e., privacy efficacy, risk taking trait). The
results showed that the higher the confidence of Netflix users that they protect their own
privacy, the more likely they are to be significantly insensitive to information disclosure.
In terms of the relationship between privacy efficacy and information disclosure, this
result seemed to endorse prior studies (e.g., Hajli & Lin, 2016; Kim & Kim, 2020). Previous



researchers have found that individuals with high confidence in managing and protecting
their privacy in social media have a higher frequency of privacy or personal information
disclosure. This study also hypothesized a direct link from risk taking trait of Netflix users
to privacy insensitivity in the context of Netflix. The results showed that the more risk-
taking Netflix users are, the less sensitive they are likely to be to their privacy disclosure.
Based on these findings, we agreed with Jia et al. (2015) that proposed “risk-centric” model
where individuals’ higher propensity to take risks contributes to new risk experiences
such as sharing online video streaming service accounts among other users, influencing
privacy concerns.

The second aim was to unveil privacy paradox of online video streaming service users
based on the privacy calculus perspective. To this end, we tested the relationship between
benefits from using Netflix and privacy insensitivity of the users. The results confirmed
that Netflix users who recognized that Netflix had many benefits by extensively using
them for various purposes (e.g., controlling viewing speed, downloading content, a tool
for self-development) were likely to be insensitive to privacy disclosure. Drawing on
privacy calculus perspective, the results suggested that the potential benefits from the
extensive use of online video streaming services surpassed the expected losses that they
can lose by being insensitive to privacy - perceived benefits from extensive use. Their final
behavior was determined by the outcome of the privacy trade-off (Dienlin & Metzger,
2016; Dinev & Hart, 2006)

However, when Netflix users perceived the benefits of content satisfaction and ease
of use, the users did not overlook their own privacy disclosure. Applying these results
to the privacy calculus, the expected loss that the users could lose by exposing privacy
or personal information was much greater than the potential gains from content
satisfaction and ease of use related to Netflix. This result also indicated that privacy
concerns positively moderated the relationship between the benefits from Netflix usage
(i.e., content satisfaction, extensive use) and privacy insensitivity. This moderation effect
of privacy concerns corresponds to the privacy paradox proposed in privacy calculus
theory: if online video streaming users are insensitive to their own privacy disclosure
to gain perceived the benefits despite their highly concerns over privacy breaches, this
confirms that there is a privacy paradox in the context of online video streaming service
use. Privacy calculus has explained that individuals make privacy-based decisions by
evaluating the benefits any information may bring against the risk of its disclosure
(Gutierrez et al., 2019).

One interesting finding is that the privacy paradox phenomenon did not occur in all
perceived benefits of Netflix, but only in Netflix users who gained perceived benefits for
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content satisfaction and extensive use. Considering that online video streaming service is
basically a platform that provides programs of various genres, the users will pay to enjoy
original series and a variety of content preferred by users. Therefore, since Netflix users are
more likely to regard the benefit of content satisfaction as more important than the cost
benefit, it can be assumed that the privacy paradox occurred when the users perceived the
benefit from content satisfaction.

Netflix’s original series will feature all episodes of a season on the release day while TV
series is aired once a week in general. Such releasing way can allow the users to enjoy
content in the way they want. For example, Netflix user can watch all episodes in a sitting
position or only the desired ones, adjust the viewing speed, or select a third language as
a subtitle. Therefore, we might infer that the benefits gained from extensive use are more
valuable than other benefits, thereby inducing that the privacy paradox phenomenon is
more pronounced especially in extensive use than other benefits.

With regard to privacy paradox in the perceived benefit of extensive use of
Netflix, this result can be linked to ongoing debate whether privacy perceptions and
behaviors can be shaped by the emerging affordances of media technologies (e.g.,
Breakwell, 2007). Breakwell (2007) predicted that this type of extensive use by online
streaming service would be considered as part of affordances of media technologies
leading to weighing the benefits of the service against its potential costs like privacy
insensitivity.

There are several limitations to this study to consider in future studies. This study
focused on privacy paradox linked to subscription-type video streaming service such as
Netflix (SVOD). Future studies need to verify the relationship between advertising-type
video streaming service (AVOD) such as YouTube and privacy paradox and examine the
characteristics and differences of privacy paradoxes appearing in subscription-type and
advertising-type video streaming platforms. YouTube essentially entails user comments.
The environment in which users can send feedback on video content in YouTube through
comments can also be a factor that can deepen privacy insensitivity in that users can post
personal information in comments without being aware of it.

This study analyzed the privacy paradox in the use of online video streaming service by
applying the theoretical framework of privacy calculus. In this regard, further research
is needed to consider the privacy paradox with other perspectives such as structuration
theory (Zafeiropoulou et al., 2013), media theories (Debatin et al., 2009), communicative
privacy management theory (Lee et al., 2013), gemeinschaft/gesellschaft theory (Stutzman
et al., 2021), and the theory of social representation (Oetzel & Gonja, 2011). Also, this



current study did not control several preceding variables that could related to the privacy
paradox as well. For example, privacy efficacy may be deeply linked to the perception
of how well online video streaming service users can protect their own privacy (Cho et
al,, 2009). Thus, the future study needs to include or control privacy efficacy of users in
the research model to investigate the privacy paradox more elaborately. We conducted
this study with cross-sectional data. All the statistical results showed only correlational
relationship, meaning that any findings with causal implications read with caution.
Subsequent studies need to verify the causal relationship between the core variables of this
study through time series studies or experimental studies.

The study was a first attempt to verify privacy paradox with the concept of privacy
insensitivity that can be more serious than invasion of privacy in that it does not even
recognize that an individual’s privacy is being violated in the context of online video
streaming service, especially Netflix. We believe that the introduction of the privacy
insensitivity concept and verification of privacy paradox in Netflix can make a significant
contribution to extending the existing Privacy paradox and Privacy calculus perspective
and to the need to improve privacy awareness of the users. For example, researchers can
distinguish between disclosing privacy empirically and theoretically as conscious behavior
and disclosing privacy in an unconscious or insensitive state by using the concept of
privacy insensitivity. In this sense, future studies should further explore whether privacy
insensitivity of media users is well integrated into another dimension of problematic
privacy behaviors.
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