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Abstract 

Recognizing ever changing contexts and resultant interactions are imperative to generate novel 

perspectives. Personalization-privacy relationship has been treated as a paradox and this 

constructed perpetual polarity, disguising the fact that they are two sides of the same coin and 

working in the same environment. With devices increasingly becoming personal, expectations of 

users have increased too, which paved way for hyper-personalization. It creates the need to revisit 

and re-evaluate privacy paradox notion. Embracing privacy issues as a constraint of business 

would lead towards practical solutions. This paper dives deep in the assumptions of paradox using 

problematization method and proposes an alternative view of it as an assemblage. It is argued that 

these mutually interactive and evolving elements should be comprehended in assemblage rather 

than in isolation. Once it is accepted as process, different efforts can be put towards better framing 

of privacy statements and for awareness too. This paper contributes towards exploring new 

perspectives with changing times, which is a core principle of building knowledge and this paper 

provides a fresh perspective for novel enquiries and actions.  
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Not a Paradox: Revisiting the Personalization-Privacy Relationship as an Assemblage 

1. Introduction 

Changing user preferences demand better engagement, more than just behavioural targeting. 

Addressing them with personalization is important to the customers as well as marketers. 

Personalization, as a term, has been used in literature to describe variety of actions. 

Personalization is a collection of fragmented ideas like segmentation, targeting and customisation, 

based on context, data used and initiator of it (Strycharz, van Noort, Helberger, & Smit, 2019).  

Users want to be considered more, 48% of users prefer to be distinct and more selective. They are 

pressed for time more than ever and so the expectations of engagement have also been 

transformed. Instant gratification and smooth stress-free experiences which suits efficiency-driven 

lives are most welcome (Euromonitor, 2019). Loads of options and information coupled with time 

pressed lifestyle makes a strong case for preference-based targeting. Too many options are 

desirable and attractive initially but there is resultant frustration with decision-making process and 

dissatisfaction afterwards (Iyengar & Lepper, 2000).  

Employing technological advances to ensure a simple and efficient path to purchase has become 

essential, rather than optional. Online Behavioural advertising has been effective in closing 

transactions, if advertisements are less but more relevant; helps in reducing information overload 

and is received positively by the user (Strycharz et al., 2019). Benefits of personalization do exist 

for users as well as practitioners. Awad and Krishnan (2006) speculated that a fraction of users is 

of privacy fundamentalists (Westin, 2003), who are unwilling to value personalization irrespective 

of the privacy features implemented by the firms. Xu, Luo, Carroll, & Rosson ( 2011) studied 

privacy concerns in context of location aware marketing and found that relevant and contextual 

personalization is considered valuable and somehow outweighs privacy concerns. Users’ need 

greater control, transparency over how the data is used; while being fascinated by novelties that 

help them avoid queues, save time, synchronise and organize their personal information and 

preferences (Euromonitor, 2019). This makes obvious for the firms to focus their efforts towards 

larger category of privacy pragmatists and privacy unconcerned category who are willing to 

participate in personalization (Awad & Krishnan, 2006; Westin, 2003). Every business would try 

to woo the target audience and reduce irrelevant advertising, which further brings advantages like 

increased revenues, better click and response rates, loyal users, higher persuasion. Personalization 

can alter behavioural intentions of users and reduce acquisition costs by increasing marketing 

efficiency, which increases revenue too (Ariker, Heller, Diaz, & Perrey, 2015). Businesses are 

ready to spend more for lesser, but right targeted advertising, which is beneficial to both 

advertisers and costumers. Relatively weak impact of personalization is observed in case of 

preference mismatch whereas relevant content made user attitudes positive (Sundar & Marathe, 

2010). Even after targeting right person at right time, quality of content or recommendation is 
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valued and inevitably rich data profiles are needed to achieve the same (Lee & Cranage, 2011), 

which bring privacy concerns into the picture.  

 

Norberg, Horne,and Horne (2007) established the term “privacy paradox” as the relationship 

between intentions and actual behaviour towards personal information disclosure, where it was 

found that users freely provided personal data despite having complaints (Sutanto, Palme, Tan, & 

Phang, 2013; Bandara, Fernando, & Akter, 2020). The term paradox conveys numerous and wide-

ranged meanings. It has been often used to explain conflicting demands, polarizing notions, or 

apparently illogical findings; though labelling them as paradox does not essentially promote 

understanding of phenomenon. Even human existence has been viewed as paradoxical, due to 

tensions between life and death (Lewis, 2000). “It’s a paradox” has become overused and 

underspecified. The whole thing is paradox that way, reward of efficient production is boosted 

consumption (Beam, 1994). The notion of privacy paradox was referenced initially to describe the 

baffling divide in connection with social networking sites, where youngsters were sharing private 

lives online without comprehending its implications but older generations were fighting for 

privacy (Barnes, 2006); however, this assumption about youngsters that they are not protective of 

their private information has been challenged (Blank, Bolsover, & Dubois, 2014).  

This paper contests the notion of privacy paradox and posits that privacy is a constraint in hyper-

personalization environment, but not a paradox. Shifting the efforts from preventing data 

collection to data usage and handling may lead towards better solutions and renewed 

investigations. This paper uses qualitative enquiry to capture the relative nature (Sofaer, 1999) of 

the personalization-privacy relationship and contributes in bringing the focus towards the potential 

positive impact of changing perspective towards privacy issues. Problematization method 

(Alvesson & Sandberg, 2011) is used to contest the privacy paradox notion and an alternative 

view of it as an assemblage (Deleuze & Guattari, 1995; DeLanda, 2015) is proposed.  

This paper is organized further as follows: Conceptual background of various explanations of 

paradox in brief is discussed, then problematization method is described. Concept of privacy is 

understood to contest the notion of paradox. Then, alternative view of personalization-privacy 

assemblage is proposed, followed by discussion.   

2. Conceptual background 

Consumers share ample information in practice and various explanations are provided for such 

behaviour. The inconsistency in privacy attitudes and privacy behaviour, termed as paradox, is 

interpreted with help of social theory, psychology, behavioural economics and quantum theory. 

Focus of current privacy paradox research is on construing the gap between privacy attitude and 

privacy behaviour (Kokolakis, 2017). Concept of privacy is subjective and privacy paradox has 

been interpreted through various theoretical lenses. Some of the conclusions are following from 

literature on privacy paradox explanation.  

Decision making in real world is largely influenced by wealth frame or by gains and losses 

(Kahneman, 2003). Users’ intention to reveal personal information is based on cost-benefit trade-
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off where they want most positive and least negative consequences (Knijnenburg et al., 2018; 

Pappas, 2018),  try to maximize benefits and minimize cost (Fife & Orjuela, 2012), or evaluate 

risks against the gains to be received, like more customized deals and discounts. This outlook 

treats privacy as a quantifiable commodity (Aguirre, Roggeveen, Grewal, & Wetzels, 2016). 

Privacy calculus theory has been used widely to understand privacy behaviours of users who trade 

part of privacy in exchange for perceived benefits which they consider worth the risk of 

information disclosure (Dinev & Hart, 2006). Privacy trade-off in mobile app context becomes 

more specific as smartphones have become self-extensions and very personal to user and also, a 

permanent company (Wottrich, van Reijmersdal, & Smit, 2018). Mobile applications offer many 

values or perceived benefits to users like social interaction, information search, entertainment and 

shopping. Even if user is aware of privacy risks and safety procedures, they might be unable to 

take rational privacy-sensitive decisions (Wottrich et al., 2018). A reluctance to pay in monetary 

terms indicate disposition of consumer to provide information as the cost of receiving benefits or 

services. Free apps are downloaded more often than paid ones (Fife & Orjuela, 2012). Receiving 

personalization benefits like better recommendations, communication and overall better 

experience include bearing costs like privacy risk, spams, unintended price differentiations and 

many more (Strycharz et al., 2019). Xu et al. (2011) also supports the notion of users balancing 

value and risk.  

Concept of privacy is dependent on cultures too and there is no coherent view over personal 

privacy globally. One personal information which may be acceptable in one culture, may be 

despised in another (Fife & Orjuela, 2012). Online social networks have been entrenched in social 

lives which persuades users for self-disclosure despite their privacy concerns (Blank et al., 2014); 

the desire of being part of a community bumps with the calculated risk of data misuse. Individual 

decisions about information sharing are heavily influenced by contextual factors, which 

underscores importance of social context and stresses that human behaviour is a significantly 

derived from unconscious motivation (Kokolakis, 2017).  

Flender and Müller (2012) uniquely engaged quantum theory concepts to explain the privacy 

paradox. Human decision-making is considered similar to the measurement process in quantum 

experiments which incorporates perspective of indeterminacy. It proposes that decision making 

outcomes are affected by indeterminacy effect where preferences of individuals are decided at the 

time of decision but not prior to it. Bandara et al. (2020) explained privacy paradox as an outcome 

of a value-conflict based on Construal level theory of psychological distance. Privacy as a high-

construal and psychologically-distant central value is undermined by low-construal, immediate, 

and proximal secondary value such as shopping gratification. Feasibility of proximal choices takes 

over the desirability of distant privacy protection psychologically. Users’ superseding desire to 

install app diminishes their cognizance to permission requests and jargon-based permission 

requests are difficult for regular users to understand; one possible explanation is given by present 

bias theory, wherein people neglect future cost and prefer instant gratification (O’Donoghue & 

Rabin, 2015). Human decision making is not consistent and does not always seek utility 

maximization. Individual choices are shaped by their existent or non-existent knowledge and their 
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capacity or lack of it, to use the knowledge when it is needed, while coping with uncertainty and 

competing demands. Bounded rationality constrains human ability to obtain and utilize 

information (Simon, 2000).  Taking cue from framework of contextual integrity, exploring role of 

contextualization holds much importance. Contextualization of privacy paradox implies that 

privacy concerns vary across individuals as well as circumstantial factors (Gu, Xu, Xu, Zhang, & 

Ling, 2017). Another interesting study by Dienlin and Trepte (2015) showed that using different 

research models and methodological approaches can lead to contradictory results and dissolve 

privacy paradox.   

After going through key explanations, it is imperative to consider that digital environment has 

proliferated quickly. Smartphones are a companion now which break the time-space matrix, brings 

ubiquity, convenience, immediacy and continuity to user. Devices are evolving and so are the 

users. The pertinent question here to ask is, “if the phenomenon of paradox is still the same”? 

Interactive nature of smart objects and their ability “to affect and be affected” (Hoffman & Novak, 

2018) has been overlooked in context of users. User experiences are formed through repeated 

interactions over time and each repeated interaction is different than previous one (Hoffman and 

Novak, 2018). This paper attempts to evaluate the privacy paradox by understanding the initial 

presumptions about it and if they still stand valid. With passing time and changing environment, 

some assumptions may lose their relevance to drive novel enquiries. Gadamer (2004) called them 

“prejudices about the subject matter in question”. 

3. Contesting the paradox notion 

Numerous explanations are being given to explain the “why” of paradox and this paper contests 

this notion using problematization as a methodology (Alvesson & Sandberg, 2011). Qualitative 

methods allows us “not only to describe events but to understand how and why the same events 

are often interpreted in a different, sometimes even conflicting manner, by different stakeholders” 

(Sofaer, 1999). Generally, research questions are generated by identifying or constructing gaps in 

existing knowledge, which is a dominant method in management. Though gap-spotting research 

is important to develop existing knowledge, many editors of reputed journals have vociferously 

raised issue of lack of research, which are consensus challenging and present new or alternate 

ways of thinking. Challenging assumptions may be risky and chances of publication are reduced 

(Starbuck, 2011). Gap spotting and problematization are not mutually exclusive but two distinct 

ways of asking questions. With this method, this paper embraces general meta-theoretical stance 

that all knowledge is uncertain (Kuhn, 2012) and problematization methodology is used here to 

ask question through a dialectical interrogation targeted for assumption challenging (Alvesson & 

Sandberg, 2011). Problematization is an “endeavour to know how and to what extent it might be 

possible to think differently, instead of what is already known” (Foucault, 1985). Problematization 

questions the presumptions which were used to develop the concept as knowledge production uses 

some assumptions as starting point. Problematizer not only need to question the assumption, but 

is required to provide an alternative viewpoint too. One methodological tactic to identify 

assumption is to view something negative or repressive as neutral. Andrews, Andrews, Luo, Fang, 
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and Ghose (2016) explored positive aspect of crowding wherein people turned inwards and 

immersed themselves in their mobile devices to avoid negative emotions like anxiety which 

resulted in increased response for mobile ads in crowded subway environment. Recognition of 

multiple values, interest and contradictions can be beneficial. To debunk the notion of paradox, it 

is imperative to grasp concept of privacy first.  

Privacy is discussed in literature from various aspects. Privacy is rooted in fundamental 

characteristic of social life and social structure creates context. An information which is freely 

available in one social circle like family can be embarrassing as an employee. “What is or should 

be private” is purely contextual and one single standard cannot be applied to judge it (Blank et al., 

2014). Privacy has been mainly viewed as a right, as a commodity, as control, and as limited 

access to one's information (Martin & Murphy, 2017). Individual privacy is reflective of specific 

needs and desires which constantly changes and is function of life situation based on family life, 

education, social class, and psychological makeup. Westin (1968) described four states of 

individual privacy; solitude, intimacy, anonymity, and reserve which also change constantly. 

Varying personal needs and choices make privacy a complex condition, and privacy can signify 

different things to different people and it extends beyond just data secrecy (Solove, 2020), 

(Westin, 2003). In online scenario, Personal data includes direct or indirect identifiable 

information of an individual like, IP addresses, digital fingerprinting, location data (Goddard, 

2017). 

Difference in stated and revealed preference of users led to coinage of the term privacy paradox, 

but is it really a paradox? Paradox as a noun can be understood as a situation “having seemingly 

contradictory qualities or phases” or “an argument that apparently derives self-contradictory 

conclusions by valid deduction from acceptable premises”(Merriam-Webster, 2021). Paradox 

represents interrelated but contradictory elements, which are logical in isolation but irrational 

when put together (Lewis, 2000). Theory of Constraints suggests that every business aspires to 

earn money, now and in future both, and anything that creates barrier or limits the performance of 

business to achieve that goal can be called a constraint (Gupta & Boyd, 2008). Privacy can be 

treated as an operational constraint towards hyper-personalization. To contest existing notion, 

understanding and asking questions about its assumptions is imperative. If researchers considered 

it to be a paradox, what assumptions did they make? Is that assumption still useful? This paradox 

continues similarly like expanding individual freedom, brings along dependencies with it 

(Wisman, 1995). This paper contests the notion that personal information “should not to be 

shared” as it is the “right thing” to do, is an ideological stance, which shows in stated preferences 

of users. It needs to be upgraded to, “sharing what is needed” is fine. This shift in stance is 

supported by arguing for decoupling of data usage concerns from data collection. Also, we 

elucidate that flawed constructs, privacy fatigue and a brief existence of learning paradox have 

contributed in creating a notion of paradox.    
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3.1. Decoupling data usage and data collection 

The possible misuse of information is actually the fundamental threat to individual privacy rather 

than information collection. Consumers might share their information while having general 

concerns for privacy, but with expectations that information will be used within the norms of the 

context of exchange (Bandara et al., 2020). It indicates that people are fine with sharing data to 

enjoy personalization and better services, which should not be labelled as apathy towards privacy. 

Nissenbaum (2009) argued that only practices which support unbecoming flow of personal 

information, infringe user’s perception of privacy. As one respondent in study of Rainie and 

Duggin (2016) puts it, “The data isn't really the problem. It’s who gets to see and use that data 

that creates problems”. The phrase which captured views best about privacy and personal 

information disclosure in their study is, “It depends”. Polykalas and Prezerakos (2019) found that 

there is no correlation between amount of data access extent and number of app installations which 

indicates that data access is not a barrier for installation. Once user perceives benefits as adequate, 

relevant data collection or certain intrusiveness is taken as proper (Wottrich et al., 2018). Various 

studies support the notion that data collection is not the source of privacy concern but the usage 

is. Sutanto et al. (2013) proposed an IT solution to soothe privacy concerns and found that the 

users are fine with giving data and taking services but their concerns are about usage and sharing 

of their data. It is noteworthy that despite apprehensions and concern, users are giving data to use 

services, which indicates that benefits trump all apprehensions and it is re-iterated in many studies 

(Xu et al., 2011).  

Privacy is not only about personal data protection; it is more about protecting users’ autonomy, 

individuality, identity, ability to make mistakes without worry, with the assurance that their steps 

would not be followed and prevention from unpredictable negative consequences of those 

mistakes (Strycharz et al., 2019). As guided by Fair Information Practice Principles (Culnan & 

Armstrong, 1999), any information collector should inform users about the reason and subsequent 

management of collected information. Authority of an individual to decide what self-information 

should be known to others including the control of when such information will be acquired and 

how it will be used by others. Thus, decoupling data usage and data collection has to be done  (Lee 

& Cranage, 2011) as users are concerns about the later only.  

3.2. Flawed constructs and analysis- 

Contextualism and behaviourism dominate the privacy research. Behavioural intentions are 

nothing but the resultant output of belief and action outcome evaluation (Ajnen, 1991) and 

contrary beliefs can co-exist. People who want to lose weight desperately become impulsive and 

eat cheese burger when it is presented to them. Exposure to tasty food increases cravings (Houben, 

Nederkoorn, & Jansen, 2012). They sure want to stick to diet, they can see cheese, read calorie 

label but still they eat it. Is it a cheese burger paradox? Or simply a case of preferred behaviour 

versus actual behaviour. Attitude and behaviour are fundamentally different, their difference 

cannot be termed as paradox. Behaviour implies risk decisions within specific contexts and is 

always contextual whereas attitudes are generic views about value which are beyond specific 
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contexts. So, the diversion in the attitude and behaviour about privacy is not a paradox (Solove, 

2020). User make choice to achieve a certain goal and going through “constructive consumer 

choice processes”, it is found that, four significant goals are about maximum choice accuracy, 

minimum cognitive effort, minimum negative emotion, and maximum comfort in justifying the 

decision (Bettman, Luce, & Payne, 1998). As noted above, these goals find place in paradox 

explanations too. All the explanations of paradox are actually explaining the actual behaviour, 

stated behaviour can be more understood as an ideological stance or attitude of doing the “right 

thing”.  

Moreover, privacy paradox studies are mostly based on surveys and experiments. Self-reported 

behaviour in surveys is inadequate to capture actual behaviour, and experiments lack in creating 

a genuine context of individual behaviour (Kokolakis, 2017). When privacy concerns are viewed 

as contextual, behaviour prediction becomes challenging (Aguirre et al., 2016). Inadequacies of 

study designs or different methodological approach can also be a crucial source behind mis-

conceptualization of privacy behaviour as a paradox. Individuals may not behave the same as they 

would in normal contextual scenario, even though the experiment details given to them are false 

(Kokolakis, 2017). Using same sample and survey instrument, Dienlin and Trepte (2015) tested 

privacy paradox with two different methods. Their second approach dissolved the privacy paradox 

and established that contradictory results appear by using alternative methods of analysis and 

research models.  

3.3. Briefly experienced learning paradox- 

It is imperative to consider “timing”, as an assumption might be productive and inspiring 

sometime but may lose its sheen over time as a driver of rethinking (Alvesson & Sandberg, 2011). 

Times have changed in terms of indispensability of smart objects and relevant personalization. 

The emergence of consumer-object assemblages strongly indicates that smart objects play a role 

in consumption-related processes. Human-centric outlook may be limiting prospects of addressing 

important questions about the future of consumer behaviour (Hoffman & Novak, 2018). Smart 

objects’, especially smartphones’ anytime-anywhere feature is a big differentiator. The object-

oriented anthropomorphism (Hoffman & Novak, 2018) has changed behaviour towards this 

ubiquitous and self-extension like object. Smartphones are not only the device to provide comfort 

but has become much more like extension of self  (Melumad & Pham, 2020). The immersion in 

technology and benefits of it skew the cost benefit trade-off towards benefits. As McLuhan (1964) 

famously stated, ”Medium is the message”. More than content, characteristics of the medium 

mould the behaviour. Smartphones have become indispensable and this indispensability stems 

from micro-level practices of daily routines which leads to ritualization of activities. If a product 

is very utilitarian and functional at one extreme or at the other extreme very symbolic with great 

personal significance, then it becomes indispensable (Hoffman, Novak, & Venkatesh, 2004). 

Smartphones are portable, provide psychological comfort, haptic pleasure, give sense of privacy 

and are highly personal. It reassures its presence in daily lives of consumers not only because of 

functionalities but due to unique combination of properties (Melumad & Pham, 2020). Agarwal 

& Karahanna (2000) defined cognitive absorption as "a state of deep involvement with software" 
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and smartphones fulfil all five dimensions of it; namely, temporal dissociation (no track of time), 

focused immersion (other attentional demands are neglected), heightened enjoyment (pleasant 

aspects), control (user's perception of being in charge), curiosity (aroused sensory and cognitive 

curiosity). Smartphones are moving from touch to a multisensory experience with augmented 

reality and virtual reality which results in better user experiences, visual and emotional appeal 

(Mishra, Shukla, Rana, & Dwivedi, 2021). Smart devices are evolving beyond simple data 

collection and supporting hyper-personalization. They are learning through the interaction with 

users and getting better at it with the help of artificial intelligence. The data from smart, connected 

products offers a sharper image about product usage or non-usage of features. Finer segmentations 

can be created by analysing usage patterns and better pricing strategies and value can be offered 

even to the individual user (Porter & Heppelmann, 2015).  

Technology proliferation has been dramatic and rapid. Initially, it may cause learning paradox 

where old assumption or beliefs are not adjusted to new environments. In Cannon's words, 

“Paradoxes emerge when beliefs or assumptions fail to keep up with external changes” (Cannon, 

1996). Actors may even neglect need of learning and use cognitive and behavioural frames to 

construct support for their view. Splitting as a strategy to resolve paradox further polarize conflicts 

due to artificial distinctions that mask similarities. Defensive behaviour towards this learning 

paradox might have initially to reduce the frustrations and discomfort of tensions, actors' defensive 

behaviours initially yielded positive outcomes but  ultimately foster opposite effects which deepen 

the underlying tension (Lewis, 2000). 

 

3.4. Case of privacy fatigue 

Considering privacy, a commodity or placing monetary value on personal data is incapable and 

inaccurate as a metric to produce meaningful outcome, as it might reflect a risk assessment of 

personal data but not its value. When privacy is viewed as a right, as a commodity, and as limited 

or controlled information access, information sharing by individuals is assumed as relinquishing 

of expectation of privacy (Martin & Murphy, 2017). 

People are not able to self- manage their privacy and if they choose to share personal data for any 

price, it is a reflection of their inability and resignation rather that of the value of the data (Solove, 

2020). Explosion of privacy-invasive technologies have limited the ability of users to protect their 

information. Moreover, even after taking up this arduous task of privacy protection, it is not 

achievable. Privacy boundaries are repeatedly invaded and users perceive that they have lost 

authority over their information, then they give-up on protecting their privacy (Bandara et al., 

2020). This state of resignation cannot be termed as apathy towards privacy concerns. Users have 

to cross the crucial stage while downloading any app which is accept permission request (Wottrich 

et al., 2018). Technical jargon of permission is hard to understand for users and they are more 

inclined to finish task; even if few users understand it, they are not aware about the consequences 

(Gu et al., 2017). Out of many business models like paid, freemium, in-app advertising models, 

completely free apps monetize user data by means of advertising or by selling non-personal data 

(Tang, 2019); and Yale Privacy Lab detected trackers in over 75% of android apps. Various data 
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like location, contact list, device content and personally identifiable information, like user names 

were tracked and shared with third parties (Sean & Kwet, 2017). 

 Tang, Akram, & Shi (2020) explores role of “privacy fatigue” while taking information sharing 

decisions. Privacy fatigue has two dimensions; powerlessness (emotional exhaustion) and 

numbness (cynicism) caused by privacy issues. Updating password, complex “terms and 

conditions”, Internet of Things (IoT) environment affect users and as a result, after reaching 

fatigue state, intention to protect privacy significantly declines. While using personalized offers, 

user makes a choice between personalization benefits and privacy risk (Pappas, 2018). Users show 

eagerness to install and ignore a pop-up from app; and are not aware of consequences of it 

(O’Donoghue & Rabin, 2015). Privacy fatigue signifies boredom and weariness and result in 

reluctance to actively manage and control personal information whereas cynicism describes state 

of frustration, hopelessness. Privacy concerns can prompt negative consumer actions like giving 

false information and spreading negative word-of-mouth. Advanced data collection methods are 

incomprehensible for users to perform correct cost-benefit analysis and covert information 

collection complicates it further. Due to privacy fatigue, the split between actual and preferred 

behaviour might have widened even more to support pseudo paradox notion. 

4. Personalization-Privacy Assemblage 

4.1. Understanding Assemblage 

Assemblage is a “gathering of heterogeneous elements consistently drawn together as an 

identifiable terrain of action and debate” (Li, 2007). Deleuze and Guattari originally used French 

word “agencement” which is translated in English as “assemblage”. These words have different 

etymological roots. An assemblage is a collection of things into unities whereas an agencement is 

a layout of heterogenous forces or elements (Nail, 2017), (DeLanda, 2015). As an assemblage is 

created, at the core of it, agencement lies. An assemblage is comprised of heterogeneous elements 

or forces, often considered disparate or separate whose concord comes purely from the fact that 

they work towards or in same environment to bring something in being which may be a policy or 

a resultant force (Feely, 2020), (Baker & McGuirk, 2017). 

An assemblage claims a territory which is attained through ongoing processes of stabilization and 

destabilization (Wise, 2018). It emphasizes on active connection, combination and alignment of 

relations between heterogeneous element. Thus, assemblage thinking is popular and has been 

applied to fields as diverse as public participation, urban development practices, industrial 

production. Roy (2012) observed that “the analytics of assemblage has come to pose important 

methodological questions for the social sciences” and stressed that an assemblage explain the 

existence and relation of things. Assemblage methodologies are guided by epistemological 

commitments which denote an interrogative orientation (Baker & McGuirk, 2017). 
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4.2. Creating framework 

An assemblage is always in a fitting process and analysis of an assemblage entails investigating 

how elements are doing it (Youdell, 2010). Context-rich descriptions of elements are required 

(Davies & Riach, 2018) to form assemblage. This methodological-analytical approach follows a 

three-stage process to answer this question (Feely, 2020). Firstly, identifying the disparate 

components or forces which create the phenomenon. Personalization and privacy, as concrete 

elements, are present in an environment, where multiple social, legal, political, and business 

factors influence them. They need to be viewed together and not in silos to understand the 

resultant. Secondly, assemblages are made of and impact flows of various orders. They have an 

operational logic that can be mapped (Baker & McGuirk, 2017).  

These elements are coded according to their usage in assemblage, i.e., as per the conditions and 

requirements, they can change their limits. For example, Deleuze and Guattari showed that “the 

house is segmented according to its rooms’ assigned purposes, streets, according to the order of 

the city; the factory, according to the nature of the work and operations performed in it” (Deleuze 

& Guattari, 1995). Territorial assemblages operate itinerantly , change happens progressively, one 

concrete point at a time (Nail, 2017). Further, a “Binary Territorial Assemblage” is created as it 

suits the nature of elements and their resultant balancing force which influences decision outcome.   

In this binary, elements cannot be studied independently as they form an organic mechanism. This 

assemblage fulfils all three conditions of elements to form an assemblage, namely; conditional 

context, concrete elements and their connection. Utility of using digital platform is the connecting 

point of both elements. The concept is nested and interrelated with other issues which make its 

environment (e.g. social, legal, regulatory, digital environment) and are important to investigate 

the meaning arising from these relations (Kitchin, Lauriault, & Wilson, 2017). Changes in 

environment pave way for change within the assemblage, but ultimately destabilization is 

followed by stabilization and assemblage is retained. These elements are advantaged or 

disadvantaged by particular contexts and it re-emphasizes importance of context. Identification of 

disparate elements, establishment of process flow, recognition of forces from element to maintain 

assemblage, and uncertainties of destabilization are four epistemological commitments (Baker & 

McGuirk, 2017), which are followed in constructing this assemblage. 

 

Figure 1. Personalization-privacy assemblage 
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5. Discussion 

Creating something new is possible on either white canvas or after scraping the used one to remove 

existing accumulated layers. It is similar in case of concepts, where accumulated layers of cliché 

have to be scraped to pave way for novel enquiries. Changes in users’ perspective with time and 

indispensability of smart objects have to be considered. The notion of personal information “is 

not to be shared”, is an ideological stance. It is an accepted or “correct thing to do” but actual 

behaviour varies from it and falsely termed as paradox. As this term was coined, numerous 

explanations were offered which actually explained actual behaviour. This notion is contested 

based on the change of time, impact of methodologies and analytical approaches, privacy fatigue 

and the possibility of it briefly being a learning paradox due to quick proliferation of technology. 

The endeavour to contribute novel perspective towards the treatment of personalization-privacy 

relationship flourished in presenting this relationship as an assemblage, using problematization as 

a method. This paper tries to answer the question, if challenging this assumption is useful? 

Certainly yes. It is an endeavour to think differently than what is already known. It is essential to 

rethink and challenge fundamental assumptions to pave way towards more interesting and 

influential theories (Alvesson & Sandberg, 2011). Further, as users move towards hyper-

personalization and smart connected world, information disclosures must be embraced as a 

process. An assemblage is an organic mechanism, which keeps changing as per environmental 

influences, i.e., stabilization and destabilization of elements are the continuous processes.  

Resultant impact of forces is understood better in an assemblage as it takes repeated interactions 

and its influence in account.  

This assemblage underlines the organic interactions and affects, these elements have on each 

other, as every interaction is evolving and different than previous one. It is advocated not to view 

them as isolated elements. The assemblage highlights those negative consequences of 

personalization are nothing but misuse of data. Data collection as a process is simultaneously 

influenced by elements of assemblage. This data is used for personalization and results in better 

products or services. Same data can be misused and may result in discriminant pricing or 

fraudulent behaviours like identity theft and money frauds. Guns, processed food, cigarettes and 

numerous things were made for varied reasons like security, satiety, convenience and pleasure, 

yet there exist unintended consequences like murder, obesity and cancer. The unintended 

consequences totally depend on the usage. Many things which are started with good intention, 

turn ugly without proper handling. Technologies like augmented reality, virtual reality, internet 

of things would soon become widespread and if that many things will associate with smartphones, 

personal information collection would be a need and norm. All it requires is, judicious handling 

of data.  

If firms would decide everything, from data collection to storage, to usage; they would use it in 

every possible way to maximize profits. It makes a strong case for privacy regulations as they 

exist in other business areas of food safety, drug, industrial waste and so on. General Data 

Protection Regulation (GDPR) for European Union (General Data Protection Regulation, 2016) is 

a step in right direction (Goddard, 2017) and should be followed worldwide. As the regulations 
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and policies are available for guidance, solutions will be worked on like Truong, Sun, Lee, & Guo 

(2020) presents blockchain based solution for personal data management. Generally, firms 

opposed complete privacy regulation, with the view of it being a needless interference (Westin, 

2003), but with changing times, business leaders are advocating privacy as a human right too. One 

core thing about privacy debate is data usage and right over it. Though it may not be absolute, it 

would be bound by some conditions. Even the law of self-defence, which is natural and absolute 

(Ashworth, 1975) is bound by principles like reasonable avoidance of conflict or withdrawing 

from place or situation. People are sharing information with zeal. For example, a person declared 

on Facebook that he is out of city for a full week holiday and house is locked. A burglar liked his 

post and happily performed a burglary (Srinivas, 2018). This draws attention towards creation of 

responsibilities and awareness in data sharing too. Common sense should prevail as no law can 

substitute that.  

An assemblage underscores need of regulation, decouples data usage from data collection, 

recognises presence of environmental influence. It is to be recognised that digital platforms 

proliferated quite quickly, to provide users with enriched experiences. Without proper regulations 

and guidance, data and privacy issues became awful. Similar to other fields, embracing issues as 

a part of business, a challenge, or an operational constraint, would augment the solution seeking. 

Debunking the privacy paradox might shift focus on data usage stream of research and evolution 

of different codes of usage and various territories may gather traction. Acceptance of data 

collection as norm would shift focus on sensitising, researching and regulating the usage of data.   

6. Concluding Remarks 

There are no predefined answers available, new questions offer starting points for new answers. 

This paper endeavoured to propose a fresh perspective by contesting ‘privacy paradox’ as popular 

notion and takes stance that data collection is the need, and privacy issues are nothing but business 

constraints. It is suggested to be neutral towards privacy issues. There are many aspects to an 

assemblage, which might have been left out. Future researchers can dive deep in details to 

envisage this relationship with more clarity. Emphasis on filling intention-action gap in privacy 

research is important for responsible technology development. Future research topics can include 

determining most direct environmental factors influencing the assemblage, providing better 

model, measuring the quantity of impact, examining the reasons about the stated privacy response, 

specifying stabilization and destabilization forces and case studies about.  
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