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ABSTRACT

The meteoric rise in the popularity and functionality of social networking sites (SNSs) has
provided a new magnitude for social interaction and connection. Due to this expansion, self-
disclosure has become integral to all Internet communication. Specifically, users’ personal
information is readily accessible everywhere on the network, causing users to reconsider their
privacy management. The application of privacy boundaries assisted SNS users in striking a
balance between disclosing and withholding personal information. Since religion plays a
significant role in human lives, it strongly influences an individual’s perception of privacy and
its perseverance. As such, this study guided by the Communication Privacy Management
theory (CPM) investigates the relationship between boundary permeability, boundary
ownership, boundary linkages and religiosity on self-disclosure in Facebook. This study also
identifies the mediating effect of religiosity on boundary permeability, boundary ownership,
boundary linkages and self-disclosure in Facebook. This study employs a quantitative research
design using the online survey questionnaire as the data collection instrument. Using simple
random sampling, 389 students from various faculties at the International Islamic University
Malaysia (IlUM) participated in this study. This study found that boundary permeability,
boundary ownership, and boundary linkages are significantly associated with self-disclosure
on Facebook, whereas religiosity is not. In addition, there is no evidence that religiosity
mediates the relationship between boundary permeability, boundary ownership, and
boundary linkages in Facebook self-disclosure. This study supports using the Communication
Privacy Management theory as a reliable foundation for understanding privacy management
practices among social media users.
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INTRODUCTION

The rapid development of the Internet has resulted in a wide range of Internet services
that significantly impact interpersonal communication and social interaction. The rise in
popularity of social networking sites (SNSs) as a new tool for information sharing and
socialization has evolved into a platform where individuals publicly disclose their identity and
personal information (Vernali & Toker, 2015). In other words, social networking sites serve as
a platform for modern self-disclosure (Hollenbaugh & Ferris, 2014). Self-disclosure was initially
described as communicating information about self to others (Jourard & Lakakow, 1958). In
the online context, self-disclosure is the act of voluntarily disclosing personal information to
others over the Internet (Chen, Hu, Shu, & Chen, 2019). Self-disclosure on social networking
sites occurs when individuals provide various personal information on the sites, such as their
email address, hometown, contact information, birthday, relationship status, educational
background (Christofied, Muise, & Desmarais, 2012), photos and videos, profile information,
as well as their experiences, emotions, feelings, and thoughts (Caplan, 2006).

People utilize social networking sites (SNSs) for a variety of reasons, including to seek
and provide comfort during stressful life events, discover interesting opportunities and
information (Burke & Kraut, 2013), self-presentation, relationship maintenance, social
support, share emotions (Andalibi, 2020) and develop relationships (Thomas, Orme, &
Kerrigan, 2020). Several researchers contended that the popularity of SNSs altered the value
and perception of individuals’ privacy (Petronio, 2002; Barnes, 2013). Indeed, online social
networking sites like Facebook are changing the nature of privacy and information disclosure.
Specifically, it has been observed that individuals on social networking sites (SNS) are more
likely to self-disclose and reveal more personal information than they would in person because
of the anonymity, synchronicity, and lack of nonverbal cues in online interactions (Antheunis,
2012). However, some individuals are reluctant to disclose personal information on SNSs to
protect themselves from rumors, information leakage, social rejection, potential loss of
privacy, and the discomfort of sharing information with strangers (Greene et al., 2006;
Johnson et al., 2012). Besides that, many individuals have experienced privacy turbulence or
unfavourable consequences as a result of their self-disclosure on SNSs, including cybercrime
such as identity theft, online harassment, physical stalking (Gross & Acquisti, 2005), spear-
phishing (Butavicius et al., 2015), and cyber-attacks (Parsons et al., 2016).

Privacy refers to an individual’s right to control, edit, manage, and delete information
about themselves and to determine when, how, and to what extent that information is
communicated to others (Westin, 1967). As individuals strategically manage their identities
through information control techniques (Goffman, 1963), individuals also manage their
privacy through information disclosure (Petronia, 2002). Therefore, the issue arises when a
user's information, be it personal information, photos and videos, status updates, or any other
information available on social media, is potentially accessible and extended to an infinite
number of audiences, making it visible to many individuals. As a result, people constantly face
the tension between their desire for privacy and their willingness to reveal personal
information. The Communication Privacy Management theory (CPM) notes that the dialectical
dilemma has risen at this point, as individuals must decide what information to reveal and
what information to conceal, as well as how and who can access the information (Petronia,
2002). Some of the earliest research on privacy on social networking sites (SNSs) revealed a
discrepancy between users’ concerns about privacy and the information they disclosed
(Speikermann et al., 2001; Acquisti & Gross, 2006). In contrast, recent studies have observed



that privacy and disclosure are closely related, with a complex trade-off involving privacy,
intention, and disclosure (Stutzman & Kramer-Duffield, 2010; Krasnova et al., 2010; Tsay-
Vogel, Shanahan & Signorielli, 2018; Shane-Simpson et al. 2018; loannou, Tussyadiah & Lu
2020).

In Islam, protecting one’s privacy is an obligation for all individuals, and an illegal
intrusion and violation of others' privacy is forbidden and sinful (Lubis, Muharman, Kartiwi &
Mira, 2013). An individual’s religiosity, or the degree of observance towards religion, impacts
an individual’s privacy needs, protections, concerns and behaviours (Afnan, Mustafa, Naseem
& Schaub, 2022). Hence, when discussing religiosity in the online environment, the perception
that religious norms, cultures, guidelines, and rules influence an individual's perceptions of
privacy and online behaviour (Baazeem, 2018). Specifically, an individual’s religious beliefs and
practices can impact the content and information that individuals choose to share with others
in the online environment (lbrahim et al., 2020). For example, a religiously observant
individual may opt to limit their online disclosure by only sharing information that is
permissible and appropriate to share with others in line with his or her religious teachings.
The more religious an individual is, the less information he or she will disclose to others
(Baazeem, 2020). The association between an individual’s religiosity and social media usage
has been illustrated in a few studies, and it has been observed that religiosity positively
influences how users act and behave ethically on social media (Ramli, 2016; Haronzah, Mani
& Wan Embong, 2019). Given the background of the self-disclosure phenomenon, privacy, and
religiosity, this study addresses the following research questions.

i.  What are the levels of boundary permeability, boundary ownership, boundary
linkages, religiosity, and self-disclosure on Facebook among IlUM students?

ii. What is the relationship between boundary permeability, boundary ownership,
boundary linkages, religiosity, and self-disclosure on Facebook among IlUM
students?

iii. Does religiosity mediate the relationship between boundary permeability,
boundary ownership, boundary linkages and self-disclosure on Facebook among
[ITUM students?



LITERATURE REVIEW

Social Networking Site usage among youth

The term “social networking sites” refers to a platform that allows users to engage in
virtual interactions and engagements, and the communication is two-way (Eginli & Tas, 2018).
According to Boyd and Ellison (2007), SNS allows users to create a public or semi-public profile,
choose who they want to connect with, share a connection, build relationships, and navigate
their list of contacts and friends. As a result, SNS developed an online community where users
can communicate and interact with people they like and who share similar interests (Kaplan
& Haenlein, 2010). Facebook is the world’s most popular free social networking site, with 2.93
billion active users (Facebook, 2021). Facebook is one of the most well-known and popular
social networking sites, having been founded on February 4, 2004, by Mark Zuckerberg
(Facebook, 2021). Essentially, Facebook provides tools and features that allow users to
interact and connect via wall posting, event invitations, friend requests, photos and video
sharing, likes and reactions, notes and link sharing, location tagging, and private messaging
(Facebook, 2021).

Youth are identified as avid users of social media in various studies conducted around
the world (Mahadi, 2013; Raco, 2014; Ismail, 2014; Lenhart, Anderson, & Smith, 2015). These
young people have been dubbed ‘digital natives’ because they grew up surrounded by
technology and screens (Taipale, 2016). According to the Malaysian Communications and
Multimedia Commission (2021), Facebook remains Malaysia's most widely used social media
site, with 91.7 percent of internet users actively using Facebook. Specifically, Malaysian adults
aged 25 to 34 constitute the largest user group (36.1 percent), followed by 18 to 24-year-olds
(22.5 percent) (NapoleonCat, 2021). Busalim, Masrom and Zakaria (2019) discovered that 61.3
percent of Malaysian university students are addicted to Facebook, in which male students
(39.6 percent) are more addicted than female students (21.6 percent). In addition, a study
conducted by Jafarkarimi, Saadatdoost and Hee (2016) on Facebook addiction among
Malaysians found that 55 percent of Facebook users are under 25 years old.

Self-disclosure on Facebook

Self-disclosure is defined as telling what is unknown to become shared knowledge
(Joinson & Payne, 2007). It is the act of revealing personal information to others (Jourard,
1971). In other words, self-disclosure is a type of communication in which a person
consciously makes him or herself known to others (Derlega and Berg, 1987). It is the
information that people disclose to others about themselves, including their experiences,
thoughts, and feelings. SNSs like Facebook provide various tools and features that prompt
users to disclose themselves by default (Nguyen et al., 2012). For example, on Facebook, users
can see each other's profile images without becoming "friends" or engaging in any interaction
(Watsons, Smith and Driver, 2006). Therefore, photos, particularly profile images, are the most
important pieces of self-disclosure on social networking sites (Hum et al., 2011).

Many researchers have recently demonstrated that computer-mediated
communication (CMC) significantly facilitates self-disclosure (Chennamaneni & Taneja, 2015;
Zhang, 2017; Schlosser, 2020). Certain characteristics of CMC, such as the lack of nonverbal
cues and the ability to exert control, encourage individuals to engage in selective self-
presentation, ultimately leading to more frequent and personal disclosure (Tidwell & Walther,
2002). Firstly, seeking entertainment and enjoyment is an important driver for people to self-
disclose on Facebook (Ng, 2014; Kim et al., 2015). Secondly, self-disclosure on Facebook is



motivated by relational development (Cheung et al., 2015; Tzortzaki & Sideri, 2016; Aharony,
2016; Luo & Hancock, 2020). For example, updating profile information, posting status
updates, allowing profile visits, sharing photos and videos, commenting and liking each
other’s photos, private messaging and accepting friend requests can be strategic tools for
relationship maintenance and building with acquaintances and friends (Tsay-Vogel, Shanahan,
& Signorielli, 2018). In contrast, few studies do not support the relevance of relational
development in predicting self-disclosure (Hollenbaugh & Ferries, 2014; Chen et al., 2016;).
Other motivations for self-disclosure on Facebook include self-expression, which allows
emotional and tension relief (Bazarova & Choi, 2014). Individuals who are stressed or grieving
are more likely to post on SNSs more frequently, intimately, and honestly (Zhang, 2017). This
is due to people's perceptions of SNS (Facebook) as a safer medium for self-expression and a
more appealing place to gain social compensation, such as attention and support from others
(Forest & Wood, 2012). Furthermore, as social media allows people's feedback through
comments and one-click communication ('likes'), online self-disclosure is more satisfying
(Hayes, Carr & Wohn, 2016).

Communication Privacy Management Theory

The Communication Privacy Management (CPM) theory proposes a privacy
management system that identifies how individuals’ privacy boundaries are coordinated
(Petronia, 2002). According to Petronia (2002), privacy rules coordinate disclosure levels and
avoid privacy turbulence or negative consequences. Petronia (2002) asserts that to manage
privacy and information disclosure on social media, privacy rules on boundary ownership,
boundary permeability, and boundary linkages are essential. Boundary permeability is the
depth and breadth of information that a person is willing to share with others (Petronia, 2002).
It refers to how much or how little access to private information a person restricts or does not
restrict others to know. According to Petronia (2002), low permeability is associated with
more control over private disclosure, whereas a high level of permeability is associated with
less control over private disclosure. Users with more open boundaries are less concerned
about what other users will do with their shared information (Child et al., 2009). Petronia
(2002) argued that all individuals are information owners. Thus, it is their responsibility to
protect their personal information. The act of protecting and controlling one's information is
known as boundary ownership. Boundary ownership is individuals’ perceptions of their rights
and privileges as owners or co-owners to independently control their private and shared
information (Petronia, 2002). CPM theory affirms that when someone shares information,
others become co-owners of it and thus have the right to control how it spreads (Petronia,
2002; Frampton & Child, 2013). For example, when individuals disclose their information on
social media, the information shifts from a private to a collectively owned boundary. It means
that previously private information owned solely by an individual has become co-owned
information that other social media users can manage (Caughlin, Scott, Miller & Hefner, 2009;
Petronio & Gaff, 2010; Petronio, 2017). Therefore, individuals must regulate stricter privacy
rules to avoid information leakages to unintended audiences. Meanwhile, boundary linkages
allow audiences (other than the current co-owners) to participate in the collective privacy
boundary and become co-owners of private information (Petronia, 2002). It is a privacy rule
that specifies who else should be aware of and have access to an individual’s private
information (Petronia, 2002). Some individuals, for example, are ready to accept
acquaintances and strangers as ‘friends’ to expand their linkages and connections on social
media.



Boundary Permeability and Self-disclosure

According to CPM, whenever individuals enact permeability rules, they may restrict
and conceal private disclosure; thus, boundary permeability will range from open access (thin
boundaries) to closed access (thick boundaries) (Petronia, 2002). Individuals who wish to keep
a substantial amount of personal information confidential will create a barrier with low
permeability to prevent information leakage. In contrast, when people exercise less control
over personal information, they are more permeable (Petronia, 2002). The regulation of the
permeability rule on Facebook is apparent in multiple ways. For instance, Facebook users
regulate a high permeability level when adjusting their privacy settings to control audiences
for their content or to prevent unidentified individuals from viewing what they share (Obien
& Torress, 2012). In fact, according to Debatin et al. (2009), 77% of Facebook users altered
their privacy settings to prevent invasion and protect personal privacy by limiting the visibility
of personal information on their profiles. In addition, some Facebook users control
permeability by using ambiguous words and messages in their content to prevent audiences
from knowing the truth; for instance, a Facebook user purposely posts or comments on
Facebook with a vague and ambiguous word that leads to multiple interpretations from
audiences. It is a strategic approach to managing privacy by only allowing certain Facebook
users to understand the true meaning behind the message (Child & Starcher, 2016). This
situation can be attributed to the 'dialectical dilemma' concept outlined in the Communication
Privacy Management (CPM) theory, in which users are perpetually torn between revealing and
concealing their information while desiring to protect their privacy (Petronia, 2002). According
to Liu et al. (2017), Facebook users with an open privacy setting or less control over personal
information (thin boundary permeability) tend to have a high degree of self-disclosure. This
is supported by Suh and Hargittai (2015), who found that Facebook users regulate thin
permeability rules by disclosing their personal information, including their physical location,
without hesitation. Similarly, Chang and Heo (2014) found that Facebook users are unafraid
to disclose sensitive information to receive the benefits of voluntary disclosure, such as
receiving information highly relevant to their interests. This suggests that high permeability
rules positively predict a user's willingness to disclose personal information. However,
according to a study by Yang, Pulido, and Yowei (2016) on privacy management and Twitter
usage behaviour, college students are unconcerned with regulating permeability rules. The
study assumes that less regulation of permeability rules is attributable to college students'
primary motivation in using Twitter to share content, follow trends, and find out what their
friends are discussing. Thus, regulating the permeability rule is unimportant because it
distracts them from the primary purpose of using SNS (content sharing) and reduces their
audiences.

Boundary Ownership and Self-disclosure

Boundary ownership is individuals' perceptions of their rights and privileges as
information owners and co-owners (Petronia, 2002). It also refers to how owners and co-
owners regulate and control the dissemination of privately shared information (Child, 2009).
To prevent users’ information from being accessed by third parties or leaked to unintended
individuals, users of social networking sites have begun to regulate ownership rules (Obien &
Torres, 2012). For example, users can choose the audiences by adjusting their content visibility
options such as to public, friends, friends of friends, or only me. In addition, SNS users who
regulate a high level of boundary ownership are likely to be strict about who has authority,



who has access to their personal information, and what can be done with that information
(Child et al., 2009). Consequently, individuals concerned with and have restrictions on
information ownership will be more vigilant when disclosing their information, resulting in a
small degree of self-disclosure (Petronia, 2002).

Privacy turbulence is an inevitable circumstance that happens when individuals
disregard ownership rules (Petronia, 2002). According to Madden and Smith (2010),
approximately four percent of Internet users have experienced turbulence due to online
content, and approximately twelve percent of users regret what they post on social media
sites. This finding indicates that when the ownership rule is not properly enforced, a person
will feel regret, sorrow, and discomfort due to their disclosure (Petronia, 2002). In addition,
Mohamad (2018) noted that Facebook users protect their privacy by limiting the amount of
information publicly disclosed on the platform; for instance, users prefer to use chatting
features to ensure that their online conversations do not reach an unintended audience. The
participants have also utilized Facebook's built-in privacy settings to control audiences and
distinguish between private and public information effectively. This is consistent with the
privacy proposition of the Communication Privacy Management (CPM) theory, which states
that people believe they own and control their personal information; therefore, they can
decide what to disclose, its flow, and who can receive it (Petronia, 2002).

Previous research by Suh and Hargittai (2015) revealed that Facebook users are very
aware of boundary ownership and self-disclosure. Facebook users have at least checked their
privacy settings to ensure that their future content on Facebook is protected and tailored to
their desired audience. Similarly, a study by Child, Haridakis, and Petronio (2012) revealed that
some social media users tend to delete private information and content from SNSs to prevent
their personal information from being disclosed to others, indicating that boundary ownership
is correlated with user self-disclosure. In contrast, Zlatolas et al. (2015) highlighted that privacy
or ownership control does not significantly affect what individuals will self-disclose. Still, it
significantly affects user’s usage behaviours (Yang, Pulido, & Yowei, 2016).

Boundary Linkages and Self-disclosure

Boundary linkages is a privacy rule specifying who should know and have access on
individual's private information (Petronia, 2002). According to Child (2009), boundary linkages
is about increasing audience access to personal information and expanding audience access
to shared information; for instance, users of social networking sites are willing to form new
relationships by "friending" with strangers on the sites.

Boundary linkages are apparent on Facebook in various ways, such as allowing more
friends and networking, leaving comments to attract people to a user's profile, and always
sharing locations to increase visibility (Hollenbaugh, 2019). Individuals are more likely to form
connections and seek new online friends by sharing news and information on their Facebook
walls (Beam et al., 2018). Facebook users can also connect with people who share similar
interests through targeting searching tools, such as the use of hashtags (#) and the Facebook
search tab, which generates results based on what the user types (people, music, movies and
places of interest) (Koble, n.d) and a recent tool is Facebook advertising, which links and
gathers Facebook users with similar interests in a single Facebook ads post which featuring a
specific product or service (Facebook, 2021). As a result, Looser control over boundary
linkages increases self-disclosure. On the other hand, Al-Saggaf (2011) noted that strict linkage
regulations are also evident in Facebook usage. For example, Facebook users are extremely
cautious and selective when accepting invitations and friend requests from strangers because



they do not want their personal information to be shared. Leow and Wang (2018) note that
Facebook users are willing to accept friend requests from strangers when their personalities
and interests are aligned. In contrast, Ghorbani and Ganjali (2012) noted that over ninety-five
per cent of Facebook users who accept new friend requests would change their privacy
settings to restrict new people's access to their personal information. This suggests that
boundary linkages is correlated with self-disclosure on Facebook.

Religiosity and Self-disclosure

Religious belief profoundly affects people's behaviour, attitudes, personalities, moral
standards, social norms, and business practices (Samovar et al., 2013), and it serves as a value
and manual for life (Baazeem 2020). Religiosity refers to an individual’s acceptance and
performance of a religion’s beliefs and rituals (Alston, 1975). It is defined as the extent of a
person's commitment, belief, adherence, practice, and acceptance of the values and
principles of a religion (Mukhtar & Butt, 2012). As religiosity has been positively linked to
shaping an individual’s ethics, attitudes, behaviour (Bakar, Draman. & Saidin, 2018), privacy
view (Baazeem, 2020) and has been shown to influence self-presentation and self-knowledge
(Blain, Trivedi, & Eshelman, 1998). Thus, it may affect the overall self-disclosure. A study on
religiosity and behaviour conducted by Bakar, Draman, and Saidin (2018) discovered that one's
level of religiosity correlates with the moral behaviour of internet users. For example, the
finding shows that users with high religiosity showcase good behavioural ethics of not harming
other users, not interfering with others’ possessions, and not stalking others. In this sense,
religiosity is seen as capable of hindering negative attitudes and behaviour of internet users.

Baazeem (2020) conducted a study on religiosity, privacy, and social media among
Muslim Saudi citizens and found that religiosity indirectly influenced the use of social media
and information disclosure through privacy concerns. The study showed that religious people
tend to disclose less information on SNSs. The result suggests that social factors like Saudi
being a religious conservative country (Islam) have influenced a participant’s perception of
privacy as important and should not be displayed or compromised to others. A study on the
performance of religiosity online among Malaysian Muslim women found that religiosity
influenced users' self-presentation and disclosure behaviours on Facebook (Mohamad, 2018).
For example, female Muslims avoid sharing non-veiled photographs and photos with their
intimate partner. These Muslims are sensible not to commit unacceptable behaviour in Islam.

The impact of religiosity on self-disclosure has been validated in a few studies (Hargie,
Tourish, & Curtis, 2001; Croucher et al., 2010; Geeta, 2017). Croucher et al. (2010) found
significant differences between Hindus and Muslims in India regarding self-disclosure in SNSs.
Muslim users’ demonstrated greater intent, honesty-accuracy, and depth, while Hindus
exhibited greater disclosure. In contrast, Hargie, Tourish, and Curtis (2001) compared the self-
disclosure patterns of adolescents in Northern Ireland, and the finding discovered that when
communicating with the same gender, female Catholics and Protestants disclosed more than
males, but when communicating with the opposite gender, there was no significant difference.
Thus, the result suggested that religion cannot determine one’s desire for self-disclosure.
Similarly, a recent study by Geeta (2017) conducted in Malaysia among college students from
three religious groups (Muslim, Hindu and Buddhism) on social identities, religiosity and self-
disclosure patterns confirmed that there were no significant associations between religiosity
and dimension of self-disclosure in which religiosity does not determine intent, honesty-
accuracy, depth and amount of self-disclosures across race. Also, Indians (Hindu) appear to
disclose significantly less compared to the Chinese (Buddhist) and Malays (Muslim). The



finding highlighted that students with low levels of religiosity disclosed more consistently than
highly religious students. On the other hand, Ibrahim et al. (2020) examined religiosity using
a different dimension. Their study on the roles of privacy risks and perceived benefits as
predictors of information disclosure among Malaysian secondary school students indicated
that certain types of information disclosure on social media were mediated by religiosity.
Thus, despite the relatively little research and inconsistency in the literature on religiosity, the
present study attempts to test religiosity as a mediator variable for privacy management and
self-disclosure. Figure 1 illustrates the conceptual framework for this study.
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Figure 1: Conceptual Framework of the Boundary Permeability, Boundary Ownership, Boundary Linkages and
Religiosity on Self-disclosure.

METHODOLOGY

This study employs a quantitative research design with survey questionnaires. The use
of a quantitative research design aids in the collection of objective and systematic data
(Queiros, Faria & Almeida, 2017). This study enlisted the participation of 389 IIlUM students
from online survey questionnaires. This study applies a cross-sectional survey in which
population sample data is collected at a single time point (Sedgwick, 2014). The data was
collected over two weeks, from 14" September to 30" September 2021. Eligibility for
participation included the students being 19 to 40 years of age and actively using Facebook.
The age range considering both undergraduate and postgraduate youths of IIUM.

Population of the study

Youth is defined as those between 15 and 40 (ILBS, 2007). The selection of [IlUM
students as the study’s target population was based on the population’s accessibility.
Moreover, because most [IlUM students are from the younger generation, they are an ideal
population for this study. As noted by Othman et al.,, (2017), people in higher learning
institutions are believed to be the heavy users of social media and Facebook being more
popular among them (Cheung et al., 2015). Thus, for such a large population of IIUM, simple
random sampling is the most suitable method. This sampling method ensures that every



member of the population has an equal chance of being selected as a sample (Acharya et al.,
2013). Regarding the sample size, the current population of IIUM is 26266 (Academic
Management & Admission Division, 2021). Thus, the required and sufficient sample size is 379
IIUM students. It is determined based on Krejci and Morgan’s (1970) sample size
determination Table.

Research instrumentation

All continuous measures in this study are found to be reliable. For boundary
permeability, boundary ownership and boundary linkages, nine measure items for each
variable are adopted from Child et al. (2009) and Hollenbaugh (2019) studies. For religiosity,
seven measure items are adopted from Hoge (1972) and ten measure items on self-disclosure
from Zhang (2017) study.

Boundary permeability refers to the level of openness that students display when
disclosing personal information on Facebook. Some changes to the instrument are made to
suit the context of this study. For example, “when | face challenges in my life, | feel comfortable
talking about it on my blog” is revised to “when | face challenges in my life, | feel comfortable
talking about it on my Facebook”. Boundary ownership refers to students’ right to control how
their personal information is shared on Facebook. Some changes to the instrument are made
to match the context of this study. For example, “I try to let people know my best interest on
my blog so | can find friends” is revised to “/ try to let people know my main interests on my
Facebook so | can find friends”. Boundary linkages refer to the student’s willingness to expand
their audiences and linkages on Facebook. Some changes are made to fit the context of this
study. For example, “I try to let people know my best interest on my blog so | can find friends”
is revised to “I try to let people know my main interests on my Facebook so | can find friends”.
Religiosity refers to students’ commitment, belief, obedience, practice, and acceptance of
his/her religion. Item measured in this section includes “my faith sometimes restricts my
actions”. Self-disclosure is individuals' willingness and awareness that they are revealing
private information about themselves to others on Facebook. Item measured in this section
includes “I am prepared to provide personal information on Facebook”. Table 1 reports mean,
standard deviations and reliability values for study variables.

Table 1. Means, Standard Deviation, and Cronbach’s Alphas for all variables.

M SD (o)
Boundary permeability. 1.99 .738 .857
Boundary ownership. 4.03 727 .808
Boundary linkages. 2.70 .933 .875
Religiosity. 4.54 .578 .873
Self-disclosure. 2.50 771 .859

Note: Boundary permeability, Boundary ownership, Boundary linkages, Religiosity, and Self-disclosure were
measured on a 1-5 scale (strongly disagree - strongly agree).
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 predict a significant relationship between boundary
permeability, boundary ownership, boundary linkages and self-disclosure, such that higher
boundaries will result in higher self-disclosure on Facebook. Bivariate correlation was
computed between boundary permeability (r=.701, p=.000), boundary ownership (r=-.155,
p=.002), boundary linkages (r=.644, p=.000), and self-disclosure and the hypotheses were
found supported.

The fourth hypothesis that predicts a significant relationship between boundary
permeability and religiosity was not supported (r=-.113, p=.026). The fifth hypothesis, which
predicted a significant relationship between boundary ownership and religiosity, was
supported (r=.379, p=.000), and the sixth hypothesis, which predicted a significant
relationship between boundary linkages and religiosity, was not supported (r=.053, p=.299).
The seventh hypothesis that predicts a significant relationship between religiosity and self-
disclosure was also not supported (r=-.014, p=.777).

Hypotheses 8, 9 and 10 predict the mediation effect of religiosity on the relationship
of boundary permeability (r=.704, p=.000), boundary ownership (r=-.161, p=.001), boundary
linkages (r=.646, p=.000) and self-disclosure are not supported. Partial correlations were
computed, and since there is no significant relationship between religiosity and self-
disclosure, religiosity cannot mediate the relationship between independent variables and
dependent variable. This is based on Baron and Kenny’s (1986) statistical mediation model,
which noted that a significant correlation between the mediator variable (religiosity) and
dependent variable (self-disclosure) is required to establish a mediation effect. To conclude,
religiosity cannot be a mediator variable for this study.

Table 2. Zero-order and Partial Correlation between Boundary Permeability, Boundary Ownership, Boundary
Linkages, Religiosity, and Self-disclosure on Facebook

Control variable Variable (N=389) SD BP BO BL R
Zero-order Self-disclosure (SD) 1
Boundary Permeability (BP)  r=.701, 1
p=.000

Boundary Ownership (BO) r=-.155, r=-.139, 1
p=.002 p=.006

Boundary Linkages (BL) r=.644, r=.656, r=-.068, 1
p=.000 p=.000 p=.180
Religiosity (R) r=-.014, r=-.113, r=.379, r=.053, 1
p=.777 p=.026 p=.000 p=.299
Religiosity (R)  Self-disclosure (SD) 1
Boundary Permeability (BP)  r=.704, 1
p=.000

Boundary Ownership (BO) r=-.161, r=-.105 1
p=.001 p=.038

Boundary Linkages (BL) r=.646 r=.667 r=-.095 1
p=.000 p=.000 p=.060
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Testing overall model

Model 1 (see Table 3) regressed the independent variables against the dependent
variable. The results in Table 3 depict the regression model 1 is fit, F (3, 385) = 160.275, p <
0.05. The model yields 55.5% of the total variances in predicting self-disclosure (R?=.555),
which is explained by boundary permeability, boundary ownership and boundary linkages. In
model 1, the p-value indicates that the boundary permeability (p=0.000) suggests a significant
relationship with self-disclosure. The positive value of the coefficient for boundary
permeability (B=0.500) indicates that for every 1 unitincrease in boundary permeability, there
is an increase of 0.500 self-disclosure on Facebook. This result concludes that boundary
permeability is a significant factor influencing self-disclosure (t=10.545, p< 0.05). At the same
time, the p-value indicates that the boundary linkages (p= 0.000) suggest a significant
relationship with self-disclosure. The positive value of the coefficient for boundary linkages
(B=0.269) indicates that for every 1 unit increase in boundary linkages, self-disclosure on
Facebook increased by 0.269. This result concludes that boundary linkages is a predictor that
influences self-disclosure (t=7.228, p<0.05). On the other hand, the p-value indicates that the
boundary ownership (p= 0.056) suggests an insignificant relationship with self-disclosure. This
result concludes that boundary ownership is not a factor that influences self-disclosure on
Facebook (t=-1.914, p>0.05). This study concludes that boundary permeability and boundary
linkages are significant predictors of self-disclosures on Facebook. In contrast, boundary
ownership and religiosity are not significant predictors of self-disclosure on Facebook.

Table 3. Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Self-disclosure on Facebook with Boundary Permeability, Boundary
Ownership, Boundary Linkages and Religiosity.

Model Unstandardized  Standardized t p
Coefficients Coefficients
B SE 6
1 (Constant) 1.061 177 5.988 .000
Boundary permeability  .500 .047 479 10.545 .000
Boundary ownership -.070 .036 -.066 -1.914 .056
Boundary linkages .269 .037 326 7.228 .000

F (389) = 160.275, df1=3, df2=385, p=.000, R=.745, R?=.555, R? Ad}.=.552;
F change=160.275, df1=3, df2=385, p=.000

2 (Constant) .807 242 3.332 .001
Boundary permeability  .512 .048 490 10.673 .000
Boundary ownership -.092 .039 -.087 -2.348 .019
Boundary linkages .259 .038 314 6.876 .000
Religiosity .076 .050 .057 1.534 126

F(389)=121.216, df1=4, df2=384, p=.000; R=.747, R*=.558, R? Adj.=.553;
F change=121.216, df1=4, df2=384, p=.000
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Discussion

In total, 389 [IUM Muslim local and international students participated in this study,
consisting of 152 females and 237 males. The majority of the students are between the ages
of 18 and 30. Most respondents have used Facebook for more than four years, and most
students reported having only one account with fewer than 1,500 friends. Students reported
logging into Facebook between two and five times daily for less than thirty minutes. Regarding
Facebook activities, students engaged primarily in personal messaging with friends on
Facebook, followed by leaving comments on friend’s posts and adding new friends. This
finding corroborates findings from several previous studies indicating that Facebook is used
for relationship-building and maintaining contact with existing friends (Lai & Yang, 2016;
Lupton & Southerton, 2021). In addition, the finding of this study discovered that students
mainly use Facebook to discuss (update, like and share) topics related to education and
entertainment on Facebook.

This study highlighted that IIUM students regulate stringent boundary permeability on
Facebook. The following students’ behaviors reflect less permeability: limiting details of the
content posts on Facebook, not sharing unfortunate personal events on Facebook, not using
location tagging to restrict visibility, avoiding discussing daily activities on Facebook, avoiding
sharing information with strangers, and reluctance to reveal personal information on
Facebook. This finding confirms that the permeability of privacy boundaries affects
individuals” openness on SNS (Plander, 2013). As supported by Stutzman, Capra, and
Thompson (2011), self-disclosure decreases as privacy concerns increase (less permeability).
Students also tend to avoid sharing daily activities with strangers on Facebook. This finding
suggests that students are in control and mindful of how much information they share on
Facebook. This study reveals that students are likely reluctant to discuss their unfortunate
events on Facebook wall. For instance, when they face challenges and difficulties throughout
the day, they feel uncomfortable discussing it on Facebook. This component contradicts
Zhang's (2017) study, which found that stressful life events lead to self-disclosures on
Facebook, as individuals tend to share more intimate information and engage in more
intentional self-disclosure during times of stress. Following Luo and Hancock (2020), Facebook
is also viewed as a platform for social support, such as receiving attention and emotional
support during difficult times. As a result, this study suggests that because [IlUM students
exhibit strict information permeability, they do not view Facebook as a platform for self-
expression, as they do not turn to Facebook when they are sad or having a bad day.

In terms of boundary ownership, IIUM students reported a high sense of boundary
ownership. As supported by Cho et al. (2018), individuals with a strong sense of ownership
over their personal information tend to self-disclose less on Facebook. Strict ownership is
reflected in the following behaviors: students limiting the amount of personal information
they post on Facebook, avoiding certain topics for feeling that others will talk about them,
avoiding reading and sharing personal stories about others, using private communication
when discussing sensitive topics with other users, some setting their Facebook status updates
to friends-only and some “un-tagging” and removing inappropriate photos. These scenarios
are consistent with ownership rules, which stipulate that individuals have the right to control
and select the recipients of their data. This result is comparable to Young and Quan-Haase’s
(2013) study on Facebook privacy protection. The study highlighted that Facebook users
reported implementing stricter ownership measures, such as removing photos and exercising
caution when posting content, due to negative events they encountered on Facebook.
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Participants also reported sharing confidential information (address and phone number) via
private messaging to prevent unauthorized access. Like this study, students reported they use
private messaging to share sensitive information. Madden (2012) assumed that deleting
comments, removing photo tags, and unfriending contacts is a strategy for protecting
information ownership and privacy. This study suggests that IIUM students regulate high
ownership levels as a protective measure, stemming from a need to protect themselves from
potential privacy threats and a desire to safeguard against future privacy violations.

Regarding boundary linkages, students reported a significant willingness for linkages
on Facebook. In other words, when students want to extend a greater linkage and connection,
they tend to provide more personal information on Facebook, as they want to self-disclose
who they are on Facebook. Open boundary linkages are reflected in the following behaviors:
students using Facebook to link with people with similar interests, students attempting to let
others know their main interest so they can find friends, setting Facebook posts to public to
allow greater visibility, importing friends through their phone's contact list, accepting friend
requests from everyone, using hashtag tagging to allow a visible audience on Facebook, and
friending someone new they meet in person on Facebook. In addition to finding people with
similar interests, students who allow more connections on Facebook are more likely to accrue
potential benefits such as effective network development and professional networking. This
is consistent with Ellison, Steinfeld, and Lampe's (2007) study on disclosure and social capital
on Facebook, which revealed that responding to friend requests and making new friends on
Facebook is a user’s strategy to extract benefits from the Facebook network, such as gaining
more knowledge and resources. The benefits of online connection and network size have
prompted users to disclose information and regulate looser privacy restrictions (Hollenbaugh,
2019).

This study revealed that IIUM demonstrates a high level of religiosity. This study
speculates that the more religious a student is, the less permeable their personal information
is and the more control they have over it. This finding supports the conclusion of prior research
that the more religious a person is, the less information he or she discloses to others (Hargie,
Tourish, & Curtis 2001; Croucher et al. 2010; Geeta 2017). This result can be explained by
Islamic teachings and principles that instruct Muslims to avoid vain talk by protecting speech
and conversation from unnecessary, time-wasting, and counterproductive things. In the light
of Islam, Muslims are advised to exercise caution and moderation when communicating and
sharing on social media to avoid committing sins. As for this study, it is evident that religious
students disclosed less information on Facebook, suggesting that they adhere to Islamic
teaching. This is consistent with Baazeem’s (2020) notion that religiously devoted Muslims
would limit their content and information disclosure on social media. In addition, this finding
is relevant because Islam teaches Muslims to protect their privacy by preventing others from
gaining access to their personal information. Moreover, the information must be protected
stringently if it is sensitive and confidential. This is required to prevent sins and slander. This
study confirms that religiosity positively influences an individual’s ethics and behaviour (Bakar,
Draman, & Saadin, 2018) and privacy perception (Baazeem, 2020).

Interestingly, this study identifies that students' self-disclosure on Facebook is
unrelated to religiosity. This finding is consistent with Geeta’s (2017) and Hargie, Tourish, and
Curtis’s (2001). Both studies contended that no element of religiosity was able to determine
self-disclosure, which means that an individual’s willingness and awareness when presenting
themselves on SNSs is not influenced by religiosity. On the other hand, this finding is contrary
to Croucher et al. (2010), which revealed that religiosity correlates with self-disclosure and
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found Muslims are more honest and deep in self-disclosing. This study ascertains that
religiosity does not serve as a mediator factor. There are several explanations for this: (1) there
is no actual relationship between religion and self-disclosure; (2) religiosity is not a reliable
predictor for self-disclosure; and (3) respondents are less likely to engage in behavior that
requires a higher level of self-disclosure on Facebook such as uploading photos and videos
and updating status and stories on Facebook. This result is supported by Wood, Centre, and
Parenteau (2016), who that found religious commitment does not mediate the relationship
between social media intrusion and adjustment. Similarly, Nylan and Near (2007) reported
that religiosity does not mediate the motivation to use SNSs. Thus, this shows that religiosity
is a poor predictor of social media context.

CONCLUSION

This study suggests that boundary permeability, boundary ownership, and boundary
linkages all have substantial relationships with Facebook self-disclosure, but religion does not.
The Communication Privacy Management Theory (CPM) is a dependable model for this study
because the results support all variables from the theory. This study contributed to the
growing body of CPM literature by establishing that the privacy boundaries established by the
CPM theory are essential for individuals to consider when determining whether to reveal or
conceal personal information. There is a limitation to this study; this study focused primarily
on the young generation of IIUM. Thus, the study’s findings cannot be generalized to older
generations or students at other universities. Future research is recommended to compare
Facebook users of various ages. Moreover, findings from other age groups may yield different
conclusions. For instance, older generations may have either looser or stricter privacy controls
on social media.

Biodata

Nurul Huda Mohamad Noor is a Master's graduate from the International Islamic University
Malaysia (IIlUM). She earned her Bachelor’s Degree in Communication specializing in Public
Relations at [IUM. Her research interests are social media, new media effects and public
relations.

Nur Shakira Mohd Nasir is an Assistant Professor at the Department of Communication,
International Islamic University Malaysia (IlUM). She obtained her PhD from the University
Sains Malaysia (USM) in Communication, specializing in Strategic Communication. Her
research interests are communication management, organisational behaviour, and social
media.

15



REFERENCES

Academic Management & Admission Division (2021). Population of IIlUM Students. Gombak,
Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia.

Acharya, A.S., Prakash, A., Saxena, P., & Nigam, A. (2013). Sampling: Why and how of it. Indian
Journal of Medical Specialties, 4(2), 330-333.

Acquisti, A., & Gross, R. (2006,). Imagined communities: Awareness, information sharing, and
privacy on the Facebook. InInternational workshop on privacy enhancing
technologies (pp. 36-58). Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg.

Afnan, T., Zou, Y., Mustafa, M., Naseem, M., & Schaub, F. (2022). Aunties, Strangers, and the
FBI: Online Privacy Concerns and Experiences of Muslim-American Women.
In Eighteenth Symposium on Usable Privacy and Security (SOUPS 2022) (pp. 387-406).

Aharony, N. (2016). Relationships among attachment theory, social capital perspective,
personality characteristics, and Facebook self-disclosure. Aslib Journal of Information
Management Journal of Information Management, 68(3), 362—-386.

Al-Saggaf, Y. (2011). Saudi females on Facebook: An ethnographic study. International Journal
of Emerging Technologies and Society, 9(1), 1-19.

Alston, J. P. (1975). Three measures of current levels of religiosity. Journal for the Scientific
Study of Religion, 14, 165—-168.

Andalibi, N. (2020). Disclosure, privacy, and stigma on social media: Examining non-disclosure
of distressing experiences. ACM Transactions on Computer-Human Interaction
(TOCHI), 27(3), 1-43.

Antheunis, M. L., Schouten, A. P., Valkenburg, P. M., & Peter, J. (2012). Interactive uncertainty
reduction strategies and verbal affection in computer-mediated
communication. Communication Research, 39(6), 757-780.

Baazeem, R. (2020). How religion influences the use of social media: the impact of the online
user’s religiosity on perceived online privacy and the use of technology in Saudi
Arabia (Doctoral dissertation, Kingston University).

Baazeem, R. M. (2018). The role of religiosity in technology acceptance: The case of privacy in
Saudi Arabia. In Psychological and behavioural examinations in cyber security. |Gl
Global.

Baazeem, R., Benson, V., & Hand, C. (2018). Impact of Religiosity on preserved privacy on
social media: Proposed Model of Self-disclosure. In Pacific Asia Conference on
Information Systems, Japan (p. 55).

Bakar, E. A., Draman, N. J., & Saidin, A. Z. (2018). Value, religiosity, and behaviour in social
media. In 2018 International Conference on Information and Communication
Technology for the Muslim World (ICT4M) (pp. 42-46). IEEE.

Barnes, S. B. (2013). Social Network: From Text to Video. New York: Peter Lang

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator—mediator variable distinction in social
psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. Journal of
personality and social psychology, 51(6), 1173.

Bazarova, N. N., & Choi, Y. H. (2014). Self-disclosure in social Media: Extending the functional
approach to disclosure motivations and characteristics on social network sites. Journal
of Communication, 64(4), 635-657.

Beam, M. A., Child, J. T., Hutchens, M. J., & Hmielowski, J. D. (2018). Context collapse and
privacy management: Diversity in Facebook friends increases online news reading and
sharing. New media & society, 20(7), 2296-2314.

16



Blaine, B. E., Trivedi, P., & Eshleman, A. (1998). Religious belief and the self-concept: Evaluating
the implications for psychological adjustment. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 24(10), 1040-1052.

Boyd, D., & Ellison, N. B. (2007). Social network sites: Definition, history, and scholarship.
Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 13(1), 210-230.

Burke, M., & Kraut, R. (2013). Using Facebook after losing a job: Differential benefits of strong
and weak ties. In Proceedings of the 2013 conference on Computer supported
cooperative work (pp. 1419-1430).

Busalim, A. H., Masrom, M., & Zakaria, W. N. B. W. (2019). The impact of Facebook addiction
and self-esteem on students’” academic performance: A  multi-group
analysis. Computers & Education, 142, 103651.

Butavicius, M., Parsons, K., Pattinson, M., & McCormac, A. (2015). Breaching the Human
Firewall: Social Engineering in Phishing and Spear-Phishing Emails. In 26th Australasian
Conference of Information Systems (ACIS), Adelaide.

Caplan, S. E. (2006). Relations among loneliness, social anxiety, and problematic Internet
use. CyberPsychology & behavior, 10(2), 234-242.

Caughlin, J. P, Scott, A. M., Miller, L. E., & Hefner, V. (2009). Putative secrets: When information
is supposedly a secret. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 26(5), 713-743.

Chang, C. W.,, & Heo, J. (2014). Visiting theories that predict college students’ self-disclosure
on Facebook. Computers in Human Behavior, 30, 79-86.

Chen, L., Hu, N., Shu, C., & Chen, X. (2019). Adult attachment and self-disclosure on social
networking site: A content analysis of Sina Weibo. Personality and individual
differences, 138, 96-105.

Chen, X., Pan, Y., & Guo, B. (2016). The influence of personality traits and social networks on
the selfdisclosure behavior of social network site users. Internet Research 26(3), 566—
586.

Chennamaneni, A., & Taneja, A. (2015). Communication Privacy Management and Self-
Disclosure on Social Media - A Case of Facebook. In proceedings of the 21st Americas
Conference on Information Systems, pp. 1-11.

Cheung, C. M. K. and Lee, Z. W. Y. and Chan, T. K. H. (2015). Self-disclosure in social networking
sites: the role of perceived cost, perceived benefits, and social influence. Internet
research, 25(2), 279-299.

Child, J. T., & Starcher, S. C. (2016). Fuzzy Facebook privacy boundaries: Exploring mediated
lurking, vague-booking, and Facebook privacy management. Computers in Human
Behavior, 54, 483-490.

Child, J. T., Haridakis, P. M., & Petronio, S. (2012). Blogging privacy rule orientations, privacy
management, and content deletion practices: The variability of online privacy
management activity at different stages of social media use. Computers in Human
Behavior, 28(5), 1859-1872.

Child, J. T., Pearson, J. C., & Petronio, S. (2009). Blogging, communication, and privacy
management: Development of the blogging privacy management measure. Journal of
the American Society for Information Science and Technology, 60(10), 2079-2094.

Cho, H., Knijnenburg, B., Kobsa, A., & Li, Y. (2018). Collective privacy management in social
media: A cross-cultural validation. ACM Transactions on Computer-Human Interaction
(TOCHI), 25(3), 1-33.

17



Christofides, E., Muise, A., & Desmarais, S. (2012). Hey mom, what is on your Facebook?
Comparing Facebook disclosure and privacy in adolescents and adults. Social
Psychological and Personality Science, 3(1), 48-54.

Croucher, S. M., Anarbaeva, S., Turner, J.,, Oommen, D., & Borton, I. (2010). A Cross-Cultural
Analysis of Argumentativeness Among Christians in France and Britain. Speaker &
Gavel, 47(1), 16-27.

Debatin, B., Lovejoy, J.P., Horn, A.K., Hughes, B.N. (2009). Facebook and online privacy:
Attitudes, behaviors, and unintended consequences. Journal Computer
Communication. 15(1), 83—108.

Derlega V. J., & Berg, J. H. (1987). Self-Disclosure: Theory, Research, and Therapy. New York:
Plenum Press.

Eginli, A. T., & Tas, N. O. (2018). Interpersonal communication in social networking sites: An
investigation in the framework of uses and gratification theory. Online Journal of
Communication and Media Technologies, 8(2), 81-104.

Ellison, N. B., Steinfield, C., & Lampe, C. (2007). The benefits of Facebook “friends:” Social
capital and college students’ use of online social network sites. Journal of computer-
mediated communication, 12(4), 1143-1168.

Facebook (2021). About Facebook. Retrieved from: https://about.facebook.com/company-
info/

Forest, A. L., & Wood, J. V. (2012). When social networking is not working: Individuals with low
self-esteem recognize but do not reap the benefits of self-disclosure on
Facebook. Psychological science, 23(3), 295-302.

Frampton, B. D., & Child, J. T. (2013). Friend or not to friend: Coworker Facebook friend
requests as an application of communication privacy management theory. Computers
in Human Behavior, 29(6), 2257-2264.

Geeta, D. (2017). Social Identities and Religiosity Differences in Patterns of Self-Disclosures of
Malaysians (Doctoral dissertation, UTAR).

Ghorbani, S., Ganjali, Y. (2012). Will you be my friend? privacy implications of accepting
friendships in online social networks. International Conference on Information Society
(i-Society 2012), 340-345.

Goffman, E. (1963). Stigma: Notes on the management of spoiled identity. Simon and Schuster.

Greene, K., Derlega, V. J., & Mathews, A. (2006). Self-disclosure in personal relationships. The
Cambridge handbook of personal relationships. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Gross, R. and Acquiti, A. (2005, November). Information revelation and privacy in online social
networks. In Proceedings of the 2005 ACM workshop on privacy in the electronic
society. ACM Press, New York.

Hargie, O. D. W., Tourish, D., & Curtis, L. (2001). Gender, religion, and adolescent patterns of
sefl-disclosure in the divided society of Northern Ireland. Adolescence, 36, 665- 679.

Haronzah, M. F., Mani, |., & Wan Embong, W. H. (2019). Media Sosial dan Facebook Menurut
Islam. In Seminar Sains Teknologi dan Manusia.

Hayes, R. A., Carr, C. T., & Wohn, D. Y. (2016). One click, many meanings: Interpreting
paralinguistic digital affordances in social media. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic
Media, 60(1), 171-187.

Hoge, D. R. (1972). A validated intrinsic religious motivation scale. Journal for the scientific
study of religion, 11, 369-376.

Hollenbaugh, E. E. (2019). Privacy Management Among Social Media Natives: An Exploratory
Study of Facebook and Snapchat. Social media + Society, 5(3), 1-14.

18


https://about.facebook.com/company-info/
https://about.facebook.com/company-info/

Hollenbaugh, E. E., & Ferris, A. L. (2014). Facebook self-disclosure: Examining the role of traits,
social cohesion, and motives. Computers in Human Behavior, 30, 50-58.

Hollenbaugh, E. E., & Ferris, A. L. (2015). Predictors of honesty, intent, and valence of
Facebook self-disclosure. Computers in Human Behavior, 50, 456-464.

Hum, N. J., Chamberlin, P. E., Hambright, B. L., Portwood, A. C., Schat, A. C., & Bevan, J. L.
(2011). A picture is worth a thousand words: A content analysis of Facebook profile
photographs. Computers in Human Behavior, 27(5), 1828-1833.

Ibrahim, S. Z., Masrom, M., & Salim, K. R. (2020). Understanding Privacy Paradox in Social
Media among Adolescents from Religious Perspectives. International Journal of
Psychosocial Rehabilitation, 24(2), 1896-1905.

ILBS. (2007). Youth Societies and Youth Developments Act, Kuala Lumpur: ILBS
Publications.

loannou, A., Tussyadiah, I., & Lu, Y. (2020). Privacy concerns and disclosure of biometric and
behavioral data for travel. International Journal of Information Management, 54,
102122-102164.

Ismail, N. (2014). Young People’s Use of New Media through Communities of Practice (Doctoral
dissertation, Faculty of Education, Monash University).

Jafarkarimi, H., Sim, A. T. H., Saadatdoost, R., & Hee, J. M. (2016). Facebook addiction among
Malaysian students. International Journal of Information and Education
Technology, 6(6), 465-469.

Johnson, M., Egelman, S., & Bellovin, S. M. (2012). Facebook and privacy: it is complicated.
In Proceedings of the eighth symposium on usable privacy and security.

Joinson, A. N., & Paine, C. B. (2007). Self-disclosure, privacy and the Internet. The Oxford
handbook of Internet psychology, 2374252, 237-252.

Jourard, S. M. (1971). Self-disclosure: An experimental analysis of the transparent self. John
Wiley.

Jourard, S. M., & Lasakow, P. (1958). Some factors in self-disclosure. The Journal of Abnormal
and Social Psychology, 56(1), 91-98.

Kaplan, A. M., & Haenlein, M. (2010). Users of the world, unite! The challenges and
opportunities of social media. Business Horizons, 53(1), 59-68.

Kim, J., Lee, C., & Elias, T. 2015. Factors affecting information sharing in social networking sites
amongst university students. Online Information Review 39(3), 290-309.

Koble. M,. (n.d). How to find people with similar interest on Facebook.
https://www.techwalla.com/articles/how-to-find-people-with-similar-interests-on-
facebook

Krasnova, H., Spiekermann, S., Koroleva, K., & Hildebrand, T. (2010). Online social networks:
Why we disclose. Journal of information technology, 25(2), 109-125.

Krejcie, R. V., & Morgan, D. W. (1970). Determining sample size for research
activities. Educational and psychological measurement, 30(3), 607-610.

Lai, C. Y., & Yang, H. L. (2016). Determinants and consequences of Facebook feature use. New
Media & Society, 18(7), 1310-1330.

Lenhart, A., Anderson, M., & Smith, A. (2015, October 1). Teens, technology, and romantic
relationships. Pew Research Center. http://www.pewinternet.org/2015/10/01/teens-
technology-and-romantic-relationships/

Leow, S., & Wang, Z. (2018). You Don’t Know Me But Can | Be Your Friend? Accepting Strangers
as Friends in Facebook. Social Networking, 8(1), 52-74.

19


https://www.techwalla.com/articles/how-to-find-people-with-similar-interests-on-facebook
https://www.techwalla.com/articles/how-to-find-people-with-similar-interests-on-facebook
http://www.pewinternet.org/2015/10/01/teens-technology-and-romantic-relationships/
http://www.pewinternet.org/2015/10/01/teens-technology-and-romantic-relationships/

Liu, Q., Yao, M. Z,, Yang, M., & Tu, C. (2017). Predicting users’ privacy boundary management
strategies on Facebook. Chinese Journal of Communication, 10(3), 295-311.

Lubis, M., & Kartiwi, M. (2013, March). Privacy and trust in the Islamic perspective: Implication
of the digital age. In2013 5th International Conference on Information and
Communication Technology for the Muslim World (ICT4M) (pp. 1-6). IEEE.

Luo, M., & Hancock, J. T. (2020). Self-disclosure and social media: motivations, mechanisms
and psychological well-being. Current Opinion in Psychology, 31, 110-115.

Lupton, D., & Southerton, C. (2021). The thing-power of the Facebook assemblage: Why do
users stay on the platform?. Journal of Sociology, 57(4), 969-985.

Madden, M. (2012). Privacy management on social media sites. Pew Internet Report, 24, 1-20.

Madden, M., & Smith, A. (2010). Reputation management and social media: How people
monitor their identity and search for others online. Washington, D.C.: Pew Internet &
American Life Project.

Mahadi, N. (2013, June 16). 13.3 million Malaysians are Facebook users. The Borneo Post.
Retrieved from: https://www.theborneopost.com/

MCMC (2021). Internet Users Survey 2020.
https://www.mcmc.gov.my/skmmgovmy/media/General/pdf/IUS-2020-Report.pdf

Mohamad, S. M. H. (2018). Everyday lived Islam: Malaysian Muslim women’s performance of
religiosity online. Journal for Islamic Studies, 37(1), 74-100.

Mukhtar, A., & Butt, M. M. (2012). Intention to choose Halal products: the role of religiosity.
Journal of Islamic Marketing, 3(2), 108—120.

Napoleoncat (2021). Stats. https://napoleoncat.com/

Ng, M. (2014). Consumer motivations to disclose information and participate in commercial
activities on Facebook. Journal of Global Scholars of Marketing Science, 24(4), 365-383.

Nguyen, M., Bin, Y. S., & Campbell, A. (2012). Comparing online and offline self-disclosure: A
systematic review. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking, 15(2), 103-111.

Nyland, R., & Near, C. (2007). Jesus is my friend: Religiosity as a mediating factor in Internet
social networking use. In AEJMC Midwinter Conference, Reno, NV.

O'Brien, D., & Torres, A. M. (2012). Social networking and onli-ne privacy: Facebook users'
perceptions. Irish Journal of Management, 31(2), 63-97.

Othman, W. R. W,, Apandi, Z. M., & Ngah, N. H. (2017). Impact of social media usage on
students’ Academic performance in Terengganu, Malaysia.Journal of Applied
Environmental and Biological Sciences, 7(5), 140-144.

Parsons, K., Calic, D., & Barca, C. (2016). Self-disclosure on Facebook: comparing two research
organizations. In Australasian Conference on Information Systems, Wollongong.
Petronia, S. (2002). Boundaries of Privacy: Dialectics of Disclosure. State University of New

York Press, Alban.

Petronio, S,. (2007). Translational Research Endeavors and the Practices of Communication
Privacy Management. Journal of Applied Communication Research, 35(3), 218-222.

Petronio, S. (2002). Boundaries of privacy: Dialectics of disclosure. Suny Press.

Petronio, S. (2013). Brief status report on communication privacy management theory. Journal
of Family Communication, 13(1), 6—14.

Petronio, S. (2017). Communication privacy management theory: Understanding families.
Routledge.

Petronio, S., & Gaff, C. (2010). Managing privacy ownership and disclosure. Family
Communication about Genetics: Theory and Practice. Oxford University Press.

20


https://www.theborneopost.com/
https://www.mcmc.gov.my/skmmgovmy/media/General/pdf/IUS-2020-Report.pdf
https://napoleoncat.com/

Petronio, S., & Reierson, J. (2008). The privacy of confidentiality: Grasping the complexities
through communication privacy management theory. Uncertainty and information
regulation in interpersonal contexts: Theories and applications. London, England:
Routledge Publishing.

Plander, K. L. (2013). Checking accounts: Communication privacy management in familial
financial caregiving. Journal of Family Communication, 13(1), 17-31.

Queirds, A., Faria, D., & Almeida, F. (2017). Strengths and limitations of qualitative and
guantitative research methods. European Journal of Education Studies, 3(9), 369-387.

Ramli, R. (2016). Sejauhmana kebebasan dalam media sosial: peradaban sosial dan privasi
dalam sempadan keagamaan. Journal of Techno Social, 8(1), 102-111.

Samovar, L., Porter, R., McDaniel, E. and Roy, C. (2013) Communication between Cultures,
Cengage Learning, Boston MA.

Schlosser, A. E. (2020). Self-disclosure versus self-presentation on social media. Current
opinion in psychology, 31, 1-6.

Sedgwick, P. (2014). Cross-sectional studies: advantages and disadvantages. Bmj, 348.

Shane-Simpson, C., Manago, A., Gaggi, N., & Gillespie-Lynch, K. (2018). Why do college
students prefer Facebook, Twitter, or Instagram? Site affordances, tensions between
privacy and self-expression, and implications for social capital. Computers in human
behavior, 86, 276-288.

Spiekermann, S., Grossklags, J., & Berendt, B. (2001). E-privacy in 2nd generation E-commerce:
privacy preferences versus actual behavior. In Proceedings of the 3rd ACM conference
on Electronic Commerce (pp. 38-47).

Stutzman, F., & Kramer-Duffield, J. (2010). Friends only: examining a privacy-enhancing
behavior in facebook. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI conference on human factors in
computing systems (pp. 1553-1562).

Stutzman, F., Capra, R., & Thompson, J. (2011). Factors mediating disclosure in social network
sites. Computers in Human Behavior, 27(1), 590-598.

Suh, J. J., & Hargittai, E. (2015). Privacy management on Facebook: do device type and location
of posting matter?. Social Media + Society, 1(2).

Taipale, S. (2016). Synchronicity matters: defining the characteristics of digital
generations. Information, Communication & Society, 19(1), 80-94.

Thomas, L., Orme, E., & Kerrigan, F. (2020). Student loneliness: The role of social media
through life transitions. Computers & Education, 146, 103754-103765.

Tidwell, L. C., & Walther, J. B. (2002). Computer-mediated communication effects on
disclosure, impressions, and interpersonal evaluations: Getting to know one another a
bit at a time. Human Communication Research, 28(3), 317-348.

Tsay-Vogel, M., Shanahan, J., & Signorielli, N. (2018). Social media cultivating perceptions of
privacy: A 5-year analysis of privacy attitudes and self-disclosure behaviors among
Facebook users. New media & society, 20(1), 141-161.

Tzortzaki, E., Kitsiou, A., Sideri, M., & Gritzalis, S. (2016). Self-disclosure, Privacy concerns and
Social Capital benefits interaction in FB: A case study. In Proceedings of the 20th Pan-
Hellenic Conference on Informatics (pp. 1-6).

Varnali, K., & Toker, A. (2015). Self-disclosure on social networking sites. Social Behavior and
Personality. An international journal, 43(1), 1-13.

Watson, S. W., Smith, Z., & Driver, J. (2006). Alcohol, Sex and lllegal Activities: An Analysis of
Selected Facebook Central Photos in Fifty States. Online Submission.

Westin, A. 1967. Privacy and freedom. New York: Atheneum.

21



Wood, M., Center, H., & Parenteau, S. C. (2016). Social media addiction and psychological
adjustment: religiosity and spirituality in the age of social media. Mental Health,
Religion & Culture, 19(9), 972-983.

Yang, K. C., Pulido, A., & Yowei, K. A. N. G. (2016). Exploring the Relationship between Privacy
Concerns and Social Media Use among College Students: A Communication Privacy
Management Perspective. Intercultural Communication Studies, 25(2), 46-62.

Young, A. L., & Quan-Haase, A. (2013). Privacy protection strategies on Facebook: The Internet
privacy paradox revisited. Information, Communication & Society, 16(4), 479-500.

Zhang, R. (2017). The stress-buffering effect of self-disclosure on Facebook: An examination
of stressful life events, social support, and mental health among college
students. Computers in Human Behavior, 75(1), 527-537.

Zlatolas, L. N., Welzer, T., Hericko, M., & Holbl, M. (2015). Privacy antecedents for SNS self-
disclosure: The case of Facebook. Computers in Human Behavior, 45, 158-167.

22



