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Difference of Privacy Paradox on Open and Closed SNS

Shin, [I-Soon**

C Abstract-‘ In this study, we classified SNS into open and closed types, and empirically examined in which SNS
o _ activity the privacy paradox holds. The idea comes from the argument that privacy paradox may be
observed differently in the open SNS, which is more vulnerable to the leakage of personal information due to public
profiles, and the closed SNS, which is relatively less vulnerable by limiting the range of acquaintances, The results of
the empirical analysis are as follows. First, in case of SNS usage, the privacy paradox holds in the overall SNS
activities, but different conclusions are drawn according to open and closed SNS. In particular, it is found that as
privacy concerns increase, individuals respond in a reasonable and desirable way to reduce SNS activity in the open
SNS, which is more susceptible to infringement. Second, in the case of SNS activity intensity, (i) heavy users are more
seriously aware of the probability of privacy infringement than light users, so there is a reasonable response to
reducing the intensive margin with increasing privacy concerns, and (ii) this tendency is more clearly observed in
open SNS, which is more vulnerable to privacy infringement. Accordingly, insisting that the privacy paradox is
empirically established by observing only the overall SNS activities without distinguishing them into open and closed
SNS may be interpreted as a "Fallacy of Composition."
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(E 1) Z2fO|HA| HaY 7|=

SHE

(Table 1) Basic Statistics of Privacy Concerns

Variable Year # of Obs Average Ste?/r;:t?gi Min Max
Privacy Concern 2014 8,804 3.113 1272 1 5
(pvG) 2015 8,804 2.946 1.168 1 5
Privacy Concern 2014 8,804 18.785 7.122 6 30
(pvA) 2015 8,804 17.865 6.349 6 30

(2 2) M5 SNS At 05 7| X EAZ
(Table 2) Basic Statistics of Overall SNS Use

Variable Year # of Obs Average Sgi]:t?(;i Min Max
Overall SNS Use 2014 8,804 0.345 0.476 0 1
(sns_U) 2015 8,804 0.376 0.484 0 1
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(E 3) 71 SNS & 23 SNS AL 08 71X EAI
(Table 3) Basic Statistics of Open and Closed SNS Use

Variable Year # of Obs Average Stangrd Min Max
eviation
Open SNS Use 2014 3,041 0.358 0.479 0 1
(osns_U) 2015 3,309 0.389 0.488 0 1
Closed SNS Use 2014 3,041 0.595 0.491 0 1
(csns_U) 2015 3,309 0.577 0.494 0 1
(& 4) ™A SNS A1 LT 7|=5HZ
(Table 4) Basic Statistics of Overall SNS Activity Intensity
Variable Year # of Obs Average gtar)dgrd Min Max
eviation
Overall SNS Activity Intensity 2014 3.041 5.568 3882 3 18
(sns_1) 2015 3.309 6.033 4231 3 18
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(Table 5) Basic Statistics of Activity Intensity on Open and Closed SNS

Variable Year # of Obs Average ggggg Min Max
Open SNS Activity Intensity 2014 1,089 7.012 4494 5 18
(osns_1) 2015 1,289 7.558 4.697 3 18
Closed SNS Activity Intensity 2014 1810 4695 3.158 3 18
(nsns_]) 2015 1,910 4937 3.492 3 18

(B 6) 7IEt 2 7| ZEAE
(Table 6) Basic Statistics of Other Variables
Variable # of Obs Average S;a:/?:tai(;?] Min Max

Metropolitan Area 17,608 0.46 0.50 0 1
Gender 17,608 0.45 0.50 0 1
Age 17,608 45.99 20.52 6 105
Married 17,608 0.62 0.49 0 1
Employed 17,608 0.50 0.50 0 1
1-person household 17,608 0.07 0.26 0 1
3 or more households 17,608 0.08 0.27 0 1
monthly income 17,608 2.56 3.10 0 17
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(Table 7) Estimation Results of Privacy Paradox: SNS Usage

Overall SNS Use Open SNS Use Closed SNS Use
Dependent Variable (sns_U) (osns_U) (esns_U)
(Model 1) (Model 2) (Model 3) (Model 4) (Model 5) (Model 6)
Privacy Concern 0.238*** -0.067*** 0.075**
(pvG) 0.014) (0.022) (0.023)
Privacy Concern 0.046*** -0.018™** 0.019***
(pvA) (0.003) (0.004) (0.004)
Metronolitan Area 0.032 0.028 0.159%* 0.161%* -0.209** -0.211%
P 0.035) (0.035) (0.051) (0.051) (0.053) (0.053)
Conde -0.338+** 0331 0.303** 0.297%+* -0.285+ -0.280"
! (0.040) (0.040) (0.058) (0.058) (0.060) (0.060)
Ao -0.056"** -0.055%** -0.010%+* -0.010%** 0.014 0014+
§ (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Married 0.396+* 0.385"* -0.823%*" -0.818" 0.842% 0.839**
(0.053) (0.053) (0.084) (0.084) (0.087) (0.087)
Eoloved 0.063 0.057 0019 0.020 0.022 0.022
ploy (0.052) (0.052) (0.081) (0.081) (0.084) (0.084)
i 0.014 0.016 -0.461%" -0.4634 0315 0.316*
I-person household (0.102) (0.102) (0.161) 0.161) (0.166) 0.166)
3 or more households 0.122* 0.118* -0.112 -0.111 0.138 0.137
(0.065) (0.065) (0.093) 0.093) (0.097) (0.097)
sonthl income 0.124+ 0.122% 0019 0.020 -0.027** -0.028""
Y (0.009) (0.009) 0.012) (0.012) 0.013) (0.013)
Constant 0.486+* 0.354% 0.249** 0.400* -0.544 -0.672
(0.071) (0.074) 0.113) (0.120) (0.118) (0.126)
# of Obs. 17,608 17,608 6350 6350 6350 6350
Wald test (fitness) 1765824 | 1777.56™* | 33839 344,06+ 358.18 362,37+
IR test (rho=0) 745,08 723,76+ 202.06*** 201.75"* 345,95 245 40+

Note: Numbers in the parenthesis are standard errors. *,

® ok solok
,

indicates that the estimated coefficients are significant at 10%, 5%, 1% level.

The Wald test (fitness) is a statistical test for the hypothesis that all estimated coefficients are zero, and the LR test (rho = 0) is a test
that the panel estimator is not different from the pooled estimator.

Sy ngy 3557 23S o] R}l 2
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THEY BP0 A A G dAAT X7 A S == EAZE S 2ot ofof tigh AAIEt =)= Min and Choi(2009,
p.232) 9 Greene(2002, p27)& &2 4.
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(Table 8) Estimation Results of Privacy Paradox: Overall SNS, SNS Activity Intensity

Overall SNS Activity Intensity (sns_I)

Dependent Variable heavy user light user
(Model 7) (Model 8) (Model 9) (Model 10)
Privacy Concern -0.135** 0.026**
(pvG) (0.068) (0.013)
Privacy Concern -0.020** 0.005**
(pvA) (0.013) (0.002)
. -0.233 -0.243* 0.099* 0.098**
Metropolitan Area 0.142) 0.142) 0.029) (0.029)
Gender -0.415% -0.419% 0.026 0.027
(0.153) (0.153) (0.034) (0.034)
Ao -0.038*** -0.038"** -0.001 -0.001
& (0.010) (0.010) (0.002) (0.002)
. -0.032 -0.033 -0.065 -0.065
Married 0.247) (0.247) (0.043) 0.045)
Emoloved 0.139 0.130 -0.020 -0.020
ploy (0.223) 0.223) (0.047) (0.047)
1-verson household -0.591 -0.591 0.009 0.009
P (0.479) (0.479) (0.089) (0.089)
0210 0.206 -0.031 -0.032
3 or more households 0.247) 0.247) 0.054) 0.054)
monthl income -0.044 -0.042 0.007 0.007
Y 0.036) (0.036) (0.007) 0.007)
Constant 0.341) 0371) 0.065) (0.069)
# of Obs. 1,996 1.99 4,354 4354
Wald test (fitness) 93.40%** 94309+ 28 437 28.39*

Note: Numbers in the parenthesis are standard errors. * **, *** indicates that the estimated coefficients are significant at 10%, 5%, 1% level.
The Wald test (fitness) is a statistical test for the hypothesis that all estimated coefficients are zero.
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(Table 9) Estimation Results of Privacy Paradox: Open SNS, SNS Activity Intensity

Open SNS Activity Intensity (osns_l)

Dependent Variable heavy user light user
(Mode 11) (Mode 12) (Mode 13) (Mode 14)
Privacy Concern -0.233*** 0.081**
(pvG) (0.089) (0.035)
Privacy Concern -0.044*** 0.011*
(pvA) 0.017) (0.006)
. -0.334* -0.355* 0.329%** 0.327%*
Metropolitan Area 0.185) (0.185) 0.077) 0.077)
Gender -0.492%* -0.495%* 0.000 -0.005
(0.191) (0.191) (0.084) (0.085)
Ace -0.039** -0.039* 0.001 0.001
8 (0.015) 0.015) (0.005) 0.005)
Married 0.074 0.060 -0.084 -0.089
(0.349) (0.349) 0.127) 0.127)
Emploved 0.342 0310 -0.007 -0.007
ploy (0.308) (0.309) (0.130) (0.130)
~ -1.042 -1.035 -0.188 -0.190
1-person household 0639) 0635 0.234) 0.234)
3 or more households 0.462 0.449 0.111 0.104
(0.330) (0.330) (0.146) (0.146)
monthly income -0.062 -0.054 0.018 0.018
Y (0.052) 0.052) (0.020) (0.020)
14.409** 14.553** 3.321% 3.374**
Constant 0.463) (0.508) 0.173) 0.183)
# of Obs. 1,012 1,012 1,366 1,366
Wald test (fitness) 55.67** 55.35%** 28.08™* 25.36%*

Note: Same as Table 8
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(Table 10) Estimation Results of Privacy Paradox: Closed SNS, SNS Activity Intensity

Closed SNS Activity Intensity (csns_l)
Dependent Variable heavy user light user
(Mode 11) (Mode 12) (Mode 13) (Mode 14)
Privacy Concern 0.029 0.012
(pvG) 0.107) (0.009)
Privacy Concern 0.000 0.003**
(pvA) (0.020) (0.002)
. -0.134 -0.140 0.017 0.015
Metropolitan Area (0.216) (0.216) 0.019) (0.019)
-0.631* -0.636** 0.030 0.031
Gender (0.249) (0.249) (0.023) 0.023)
A -0.034%* -0.034%** -0.001 -0.001
ge (0.013) (0.013) (0.001) (0.001)
Married 0.172 0.175 0.003 0.002
a (0.362) (0.362) (0.030) (0.030)
Emploved 0.075 0.080 0.013 0.012
mpioy (0.324) (0.325) (0.030) (0.030)
B -0.309 -0.320 -0.097 -0.097
1-person household (0.686) (0.685) 0.062) (0.062)
0.143 0.147 -0.041 -0.041
3 or more households 0369) 0367) 0.039) 0.035)
monthly income 0.008 0.008 -0.004 -0.004
¥ (0.051) (0.051) (0.005) (0.005)
11.020™* 11.128%* 3.123%* 3.095%**
Constant 0520 0.569) 0.044) (0.046)
# of Obs. 940 940 2,780 2,780
Wald test (fitness) 03.40%* 94 .39 10.27 12.65
Note: Same as Table 8
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(Fig. 2) Estimation Coefficients on Privacy Concern(pv G): SNS Activity Intensity
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(2 11) Z2}0[HA| HM £ Zat: SNS AL O{E, HX|22t
(Table 11) Estimation Results of Privacy Paradox: SNS Usage, Treatment Effects

Dependent variable Overall SNS Use (sns_U)

Open SNS Use (osns_U) Closed SNS Use (csns_U)

0.1158™*

ATE (0.0066)

(0.0117)

0.0381"*
(0.0119)

(B 12) Z2fo|HA| HM FH Z1t: SNS AL ZE, HX|gH
(Table 12) Estimation Results of Privacy Paradox: SNS Activity Intensity, Treatment Effects

Overall SNS Open SNS Closed SNS

Dependent variable Activity Intensity (sns_l) Activity Intensity (osns_l) Activity Intensity (csns_l)

heavy user light user heavy user light user heavy user light user

ATE -0.2765* 0.0292* -0.3435* 0.0666* -0.0695 0.0243

(0.1394) (0.0164) (0.1004) (0.0361) (0.2233) (0.0185)
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