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METHOD AND PROCEDURE

= Secondary data analysis of the ,,Eurobarometer Surveys”
= Cross-sectional surveys from 2011, 2015 and 2019

= Representative for all 27 countries of the EU (N = 82,078)

= Specification curve analysis (Steegen et al., 2016; Simonsohn et al., 2018)
= Running all ,theoretically plausible® specifications
= |nvestigating the ,multiverse” of results

= Typically by using a visualization



OVERVIEW OF SPECIFICATIONS

Decisions

1. Dependent variable

2. Independent variable

3. Model estimation
4. Control variables

5. Age-based subsets

6. Year

Analysis 1: Information Disclosure

(Eurobarometer 2011)

Sum score of all 14 binary items measuring
information disclosure

Three items that measured different types of
privacy concerns (on a 4-point scale)

Linear multilevel regression models

No covariates, each covariate individually, all
covariates at the same time

< 32 years, > 32 years (median split), all
participants

Only the 2011 dataset was used

Analysis 2: Privacy Setting Use
(Eurobarometer 2015 and 2019)

Binary variable measuring privacy setting use
(1 = changed default settings; 0 = not)

Single item measuring privacy concerns
(4-point scale)

Logistic multilevel regression models

No covariates, each covariate individually, all
covariates at the same time

< 41 years, > 41 years (median split), all
participants

Either the 2015, 2019, or both datasets at the
same time were used

Number of specifications

108
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CONCERNS PREDICTING DISCLOSURE
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CONCERNS PREDICTING PRIVACY SETTING USE
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VARIANCE COMPONENTS

proportion of variance
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PRIVACY SETTINGS

Odds Ratio
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FUTURE PERSPECTIVES

1. Being fully cognizant of the degrees of freedom

2. Preregistering analyses plans to ensure transparency

3. Detailed justifications for our decisions

4. Stop focusing on statistical signhificance and investigating effect sizes instead

5. More systematic analysis of the available literature



CONCLUSION

Results can be heavily contingent on analytical decisions.

Undisclosed analytical flexibility may account for large
iInconsistencies in the published literature on the privacy paradox.

Specification curve analyses can help to gain insights into the effects
of analytical decisions and thus help to establish best practices.
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