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Abstract: This study attempts to gain an insights in identifying factors of information privacy concern and
protection behaviour as well as it factors in using social networking sites. The factors are gathered from the
protection motivation theory, hyper-personal framework and privacy protection behaviour. Thus, this study
explains the roles of information privacy concerns in social networking sites by mvestigating the cause as well
as behavioural strategies that individual utilize in protecting their privacy. An empirical analysis involved a total
of 488 undergraduates students from a public Malaysian university. Data was analyzed using a Structural
Equation Modelling (SEM) technique and results were based on the SEM outputs which demonstrate the
acceptance and confirmation of all factors. Results mdicates that information privacy concern among user
contribute to privacy protection behaviour. Perceived severity, perceived vulnerability, rewards, perceived
anonymity of others and perceived intrusiveness are found to be the factors for information privacy concern.
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INTRODUCTION

Social Networking Sites (SNSs) have become an
obsession among Malaysian. Statistics demonstrated that
total of 13.3 million users or 45.5% of the population were
registered as Facebook user (MCMC, 2014). This 1s due to
the features of SNSs that offer user to create public or
semi-public profiles, connect with other users and view
lists of connections of their connection (Boyd and Ellison,
2007). Services provided by SNSs also enabling user to
own public profiles opened or closed, mteract with other
user and see activities done by their friends and strangers
depending on the openness of the user’s profile.

The popularity of SNSs attracted researchers from
various disciplines including technology, commumncation
and sociology (Zlatolas et al., 2015). Privacy issues is one
of the hottest topic among all the concerns in SNSs
because of the characteristic of SNSs which involving
large number of users and the huge pile of unprotected
information about them, shared with known and unknown
person with minimum restrictions. Openness nafture in
SNSs allow mformation seeker to gain any information
provided by user without realizing that such mformation

may be misused by unscrupulous individuals. Although,
SNSs itself have been equipped with systematic safety
features but it cannot be guarantee that one’s privacy is
fully protected (Salleh et al., 2012). Therefore, user need
an assessment’s mechanism of threats and benefits from
engaging in risky situation in order for them to determine
how much and what type of personal information can be
disclosed.

This study aims to investigate factors contribute
user’s privacy protection behaviowr m  SNSs.
Understanding the factors of privacy protection
behaviowr of SNSs can create awareness among user
to protect themselves and develop the ability and
confidence in impose ther self-control through the
implementation of privacy protection behaviour in SNSs.

Information privacy concern and privacy protection
behaviour: The concept of privacy based on Westin
(1970} 1s that privacy is one’s control over his or her own
personal information. Westin (1970) defined privacy as
“the claim of individuals, groups or institutions to
determmine for themselves when, how and to what extent
information about them 1s communicated to others”.
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The definition of information privacy is the “ability of
an mdividual to personally control mformation about
one’s self” whereas information privacy concern are the
“extent to which an individual 15 concemned about
organizational practices related to the collection and use
of his or her personal mformation (Smith et al., 1996).
Several research has been done and posits that
mformation privacy concern had an impact to protection
behaviowr (Feng and Xie, 2014; Tang et al, 2013;
Mohamed and Ahmad, 2012; Youn, 2009). Since, online
companies depend on the ability to collect large amounts
of personal information about users, information privacy
is a critical ethical issue in online environments (Son and
Kim, 2008). Users with high privacy concern will adopt
several privacy strategies to protect their privacy from
e-Marketers (Youn, 2009). Hence, 1t would be interesting
to investigate factors contribute to information privacy
concern and consequently encourage user to practice
privacy protection behaviour in SN Ss.

Individuals behaviour concemn has crucial role in
development of SNSs (Dhawan and Goel, 2014).
Although, the privacy concerns of users are significant
but their attitude towards the risks of personal information
disclosure 15 still very relaxed. Dhawan and Goel (2014).
SNSs have been provided with privacy measures and it all
depends on users either they want to use them or leave
them with default setting. Users who are unaware of
privacy 1ssue i1 SNSs may be leave the privacy setting in
default mode. In other words, it is assume that, individuals
will likely use privacy settings provided by SNSs to
protect their privacy if they have higher concerns with
their information privacy.

Theoretical framework and hypotheses

Protection motivation theory: Protection Motivation
Theory (PMT) developed by Rogers (1975) postulates
that individual’s motivation to protect one from risks
comes from: perceived severity, perceived vulnerability
and response efficacy. The model was modified to explain
failure mvolved in protection behaviour by mcluding,
self-efficacy, response cost and rewards associated with
risky behaviour (Rogers, 1983, 1975). The theory has been
primarily used in health industry literature (Fruin et al.,
1992; Floyd et al., 2000) and according to Grindley et al.
(2008), PMT is one such preventative health behavior
theory that has been used in =20 different health-related
fields to study intentions and behavior. PMT also has
been widely used in Information System (I3) field to
examine protection behaviour in online transaction (Y oun,
2009; Lee et al., 2008), awareness of employees in
organizational information security policy (Vance et al.,
2012) and individual use of security software
(Johnston and Warkentin, 2010).

Perceived severity: Perceived severity explains the
judgement of the severity significance resulting from a
threatening security event (Lee et al., 2008). Perceived
severity assesses how severe an mdividual believes a
threat will be to their life. The more seriously a person
perceives the negative consequence, the more he or she
will adopt recommended actions (Zhang and McDowell,
2009). Onlie consumers will more hkely adopt protection
when they faces greater perceived severity and
seriousness of the threat (Lee ef al., 2008). This is also
supported by Youn (2009), claims that an individual's
motivation for engaging in risk-reducing behaviour 1s
increased by perceived severity. Nevertheless, this is
contrary to the studycarriedout by Zhang and McDowell
(2009), identifies that perceived severity is not a
determinant of password protection intention for online
users. Users will develop a perceived severity after losing
information privacy m SNSs and they are more likely
concern with information privacy. So, the research
proposes that individuals who perceive severe
consequences have higher concerns with their
information privacy mn SNSs.

Perceived vulnerability: Perceived vulnerability refers to
individual’s perception of experiencing possible negative
effect stemming from performing risky behaviour while
Lee et al. (2008), justified perceived vulnerability is the
degree to which an individual believes a threat will occur
to him/her. Several studies supports that perceived
vulnerability positively impacting individual protection
behaviour. Perceived severity found to increase students’
intention to perform malware avoidance behaviour
(Fuller et al., 2014) and also a major antecedents to
privacy concern when using an internet (Dinev and Hart,
2004). Sumnilarly, Mohamed and Alimad (2012), agreed that
perceived vulnerability are one of the factor contributing
to information privacy concern in SNSs. Conversely,
perceived vulnerability had an n insignificant impact on
employees’ intention to comply with IS security policies
(Vance ef al, 2012). Thus, the research suggests that
individuals who perceive the risk and threats of losing
information privacy through SNSs have big concerns with
their information privacy.

Response efficacy: Response efficacy is the belief that a
proposed countermeasure will be successful m avoiding
the threat (McClendon and Prentice-Dunn, 2001) and
individual’s confidence that recommended behaviour
will prevent them from threat. Research suggests that
response efficacy 1s sigmficant predictor behaviour in
determining the decision of home wireless network
users to implement security features on thewr networks
(Woon et al., 2005), influences behaviour intention to use
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anti-spyware software as a protective technology
(Chenoweth et al., 2009), predicts backing up data on
personal computers (Crossler, 2010) and mcreases
mtention to perform malware avoidance behaviours
when using personal mobile devices (Dang-pham and
Pittayachawan, 2013). Hence, the research posits that
individuals who believe that protective action 1 SNSs can
avold them m losing information privacy 1s more likely to
be concerned with their information privacy.

Self-efficacy: Self-efficacy can be define as mdividua’s
belief that they have capability to implement the
protective behaviour. Self-efficacy plays an important
role in user’s choice to perform risky online behaviour
(Milne ef al., 2009). Some studies provide evidence for
positive relationship between self-efficacy and motivation
to protect information online. Vance et al. (2012), found
that the employvees’ belief that they can successfully
comply with security policies and enhance compliance
with policies and procedures. Furthermore, research done
by Lee et al. (2008), proves that self-efficacy should be
influential factors of stimulation to perform a protection
behaviour. Self-efficacy have an influence on individual
concerns for information privacy (Korzaan and Boswell,
2008) and determinant on trust and utilization of
decision support system (Madhavan and Phillips, 2010).
Nevertheless, other studies found that self-efficacy did
not related to privacy concern (Youn, 2009) and no
relationship with information personal information
disclosure (LaRose and Rifon, 2007). Therefore, this
research assume that individuals with high self efficacious
in using SNSs are more likely to be concern with their
information privacy.

Rewards: Rewards refer to individual’s expectation in
getting benefits when keeping with the selecting
behaviour (L.ee et al, 2008). Rewards give significant
negative influence on intention and suggesting that
mndividuals who find great enjoyment and satisfaction
from sharing personal information are less inclined to
make the adaptive change for protection (Marett et al.,
2011). The higher the rewards attained by not taking a
recommended protective action, the less likely the
mdividual 1s to take that action (Milne ez al., 2002). SNSs
ask for personal information such as name, photo, email,
address and telephone number in exchange for rewards.
Individuals who do not want to expose and disclose their
persenal information may not vulnerable to information
security problems including viruses, privacy intrusion and
identity theft. Additionally, individuals that willing to
disclose their information may experience sense of bemng
close to their friends and family (Baren ef af., 2003) and

getting  satisfaction  from  togethemess  feeling
(Tjsselsteijn et al, 2009). Individuals may expose their
personal mformation m order to getting connected to
others or playing games i SNSs. So, this research asserts
that individuals who perceive great rewards by using

SNSs have less concern with their information privacy.

Hyperpersonal framework: Hyperpersonal framework
suggested by Walther (1996), offers an approach to
understand how user experience relational intimacy in
mediated commumnication medium. Hyperpersonal
framework consists of four elements of mediated
communication which show how senders select,
receivers magnify, channels promote and feedback
facilitate development of social relationships m the
mediated environment (Jiang ef al., 2013). Several study
used hyperpersonal framework to comprehend the
relationship development in mediated environment.
Yao and Flanagin (2006), explam the effect of
self-awareness from the perspective of sender towards
individuals® social aftractiveness in instant messaging
whereas the receiver perspective explain on impressions
management n teleconferencing (Walther, 2007). In order
to shape self-presentation behaviour mn online dating
websites, channel characteristic and feedback are the
essential element (Gibbs ez al., 2011).

Perceived anonymity of self: Based on hyperpersonal
framework, sender perspective consider as an
consequences of limited identity cues on individuals’
impression management and mndividuals will focus on
the mformation they have selectively sent to other
(Iang et al., 2013). Perceived anonymity of self was
examined to reflect the sender perspective. Findings
shows that higher perceived anonymity of self will reduce
individuals’ information privacy concern in online chat
room (Jiang et al., 2013). Individuals will feel responsible
while going online if they feel there is someone else
knows their personal nformation (Ji and Lieber, 2010).
Hence, if the mdividuals perceived themselves
unidentifiable or anonymity in SNSs, they feel secured
and protected against others scrutiny and attention. So,
1t will cause them less concemed about therr mformation
privacy.

Perceived anonymity of others: Hyperpersonal framework
suggest that limited 1dentity cues also play an mmportant
key 1n establishing the receiver perspective. Because of
lack physical appearance in online social interaction, the
other person identity can often be partial or fragmented
and others can at times remain largely unidentifiable
(Jiang et al, 2013). With regard to Viegas (2005),
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Fig. 1: Research model

individuals feel anxious and paranoid about losing their
privacy if they fail to know much about other pasties in
social mteractions. Besides, past studies also suggest
that when others provide adequate explanations,
individuals will become more acceptable and tolerant
privacy (Colquitt, 2001).
anonymity of others reflect receiver perspective n this
research as the umidentifiable or anonymity of others in
SNSs will increase individual’s information privacy

towards loss Perceived

concern.

Perceived intrusiveness: To establish understanding of
others, individuals will interpret other’s feedback in social
interaction (Walther, 1996). In online interaction, feedbaclk
occurs of mn the way personal information 1s exchanged
and others ask questions or provide answers in a
to-and-fro mammer (Tiang et al., 2013). Individuals typically
maintain psychological boundary to control access to
their private self during excheanging information (Petromo,
2002). Psychological boundaries can be break if people
disclose personal informationin response to requests
from others. It might awaken individuals’ perceived in
trusiveness because of psychological boundaries
penetrations (Vandebosch and van Cleemput, 2009). In
this research it posit that higher perceived intrusiveness
will privacy i
SNSs.

increase  information concern  in

Information privacy
concern with SMSs

Privacy protection

behaviour in SMSs

By integrating protection motivation theory and
hyperpersonal framework, proposed research model
presented m Fig. 1. In thus study, we hypothesize five
aspects of PMT, three aspects of hyperpesonal framework
and information privacy concern. We also propose
investigating the effects of information privacy concern
on privacy protection behaviour. The following

hypotheses as follows:

¢ H;: higher information privacy concern will increase
privacy protection behaviour

» H, higher perceived severity will
information privacy concern

* H,: higher perceived vulnerability will increase

merease

information privacy concem

¢+  H,: higher self-efficacy will increase information
privacy concern

¢ H.: higher response efficacy will increase information
privacy concern

»  H; higher rewards will reduce mformation privacy
concern

»  H, lugher perceived anonymity of self will reduce
information privacy concern

» H; higher perceived anonymity of others will
increase information privacy concern

» H, higher perceived intrusiveness will increase
information privacy concem
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Because existing theories and empirical evidence do
not hint at a clear causal relationship between response
cost n protection motivation theory and channel element
in hyperpersonal framework towards information privacy
concerry, we do not hypothesize on them.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

For the purpose of this study, a total of nine
hypotheses were tested. Therefore, a quantitative
approach was employed to test the hypotheses. This is
based on Ary et al. (2010), the best method to use in
order to test any existing theories and it involves a
collection and statistical analysis of nmumerical data is
quantitative approach. Instrument used 1n this study was
a questiomnaire that consisted of 59 items in total. Five
iterns for perceived severity adapted from Crossler (2010),
LaRose and Rifon (2007) and Woon ef al. (2005). Six itemns
for perceived vulnerability adapted from Woon et al.
(2005) and Dinev and Hart (2004). Five items for
self-efficacy were adapted from Crossler (2010), LaRose
and Rifon (2007) and Woon et al. (2005). Five items for
response efficacy adapted from Crossler (2010), Zhang
and McDowell (2009) and Lee et al. (2008) while six items
for rewards were adapted from Youn (2005). The 4 items
for perceived anonymity of self and 4 items for perceived
anonymity of others adapted from (Pmsonneault and
Heppel, 1997), 6 items for perceived mtrusiveness adapted
from (Burgoon et af., 1989), 10 items for mformation
privacy concern adapted from (Dinev and Hart, 2004).
Finally 7 items for privacy protection behaviour were
adapted from (Feng and Xie, 2014). All the item were using
a 5 point Likert scale and where 5 represented strongly
agree and 1 represent strongly disagree responses.

The items for this instrument was validated by group
of experts from other public university and Cyber Security
Malaysia (CSM). Then, we pilot the instrument to 40
samples. Next, the collected data was analysed using
SPSS to determine its validity. Final version of
questiommaires consists of 43 items from 59 items. AMOS
programme has been used to analysed the data and to
confirm selected item for each construct hence validate
the framework.

Sample selection and data collection: Stratified random
sampling used for sampling process. From the data given
by the universities' administration on the number of active
undergraduates, as of February 26, 2015, there were
approximately 9,205 undergraduates in total. Sedek,
Mahmud recommended that the ideal number for sample
size suitable for analysis using SEM should approximately

Table 1: Profile of respondent

Variable/type Frequency Percent
Gender

Male 256 52
Female 232 48
Age

15-20 - -
21-25 452 93
26-30 36 7
31-35 - -

be between 300-800 samples. Of 550 distnbuted, 503 were
returned. The 488 were usable for the purpose of this
study, a response rate of 89%. Table 1 shows the profile
of respondents.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The first step conducted in SEM analysis is
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) (Hair et al., 2010).
CFA was meant to identify the individual construct and
employed for three major purpose, namely to test for
model fit, convergent validity and construct validity.

Maximum Likelihood Estimate (MLE)used to estimate
the structural model. Table 2 presented the test of overall
model fit. All the fit indices were above recommended
value. As shown m Table 3 1s the set of criteria for fit
indices and their recommended value. Table 4 shows the
result of fitness indexes for research model. All required
level was is achieved.

The Root Mean Square Hrror of Approximation
(RMSEA) which measure the discrepancy per degree of
freedom was 0.056, the Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFT) was
0.831, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) was 0.883 and
discrepancy Chi-square (Chi-square/df) was 2.472.

Figure 2 presents the detailed result of the structural
model. The R* values 0.13 for information privacy concern
and 0.03 for privacy protection behaviour. As shown in
Fig. 1, path from self-efficacy to information privacy
concern, response efficacy to mformation privacy concern
and perceived anonymity of self were msignificant
whereas all the other paths were significant. Thus, H,, H;
and H, are not supported while H,, H,, H,, H,, H; and H,
are supported. The summarize of regression path
coefficients, significance value and hypothesis statement
for every path and its conclusion shows in Table 5.

Overall, this study has advanced the understanding
in information privacy concern, its factors and privacy
protection behaviour in SNSs in the Malaysian context.
Findings from this study shows an evidence that user in
SNSs will used privacy protection strategies in SNSs if
they concerned with their information privacy. The
resecarch had 1dentified eight factors contribute to
information privacy concern in SNSs. But out of eight,
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only five appeared as significant factors to information
privacy concern. Perceived  severity, perceived
vulnerability, rewards, perceived anonymity of others and
perceived intrusiveness found to be a factors to
information privacy concern Appendix A.

The first factor proven in this study as a factor of
mformation privacy concern 1s perceived severity.
Individuals who perceived the severity of losing personal
mformation such as photos and identity stolen have high
their
accordingly they will adopt privacy protection behaviour
in SNSs. Tt supports by previous research done by

concern towards information privacy and

Table 3: Categories of model fit and their level of acceptance

Table 2: Result of CFA for measuremnent model
Convergent validity

Composite Average Variance
Reliability (CR) Extracted (AVE)
Construct (above 0.6) (above 0.5}
Privacy protection behaviour 0.976 0.874
Tnformation privacy concern 1.181 3.57T1
Perceived severity 1.215 2.735
Perceived vulnerability 1.173 2.288
Self-efficacy 0.963 0.868
Response efficacy 0.91%9 0.743
Rewards 1.171 2.223
Perceived anonymity of self 0.862 0.654
Perceived anonmymity of others 1.187 2.501
Perceived intrusiveness 0.908 0.721

Name of category Name of index Level of acceptance Sources

Absolute fit RMSEA <0.08 Awang

Tncremental fit GFI =0.80 Baumgartner and Homburg (1996, Doll et e, (1994)
CFI =0.80 Baumgartner and Homburg (1996), Doll et ai., 1994)

Parsimonious fit Chi-square/df <3.00 Awang
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Table 4: The fitness Indexes for research model

Narmne of category Name of index Tndex value Commerts

Absolute fit RMSEA 0.056 The required level is achieved

Tncremental fit GFI 0.831 The required level is achieved
CFI 0.883 The required level is achieved

Parsimonious fit Chisg/df 2.472 The required level is achieved

Table 5: The regression path coefficients, significance value and hypothesis statement for every path and its conclusion

Source Destination Hyp othesis staternent of path analysis Estimates p-values Results on hypothesis
IPC--> PPB H,: Higher information privacy concern will increase privacy protection behaviour 0.09 0.003 Supported

PS--> TPC H;: Higher perceived severity will increase information privacy concem 0.35 0.043 Supported

PV TPC H;: Higher perceived vulnerability will increase information privacy concern 0.35 0.001 Supported

SE--> IPC H,: Higher self-efficacy will increase information privacy concern -0.03 0.698  Not supported

RE--> IPC H;: Higher response efficacy will increase information privacy concern -0.04 0.605 Not supported

R--» TPC H;: Higher rewards will reduce information privacy concern 0.28 0.028 Supported

PAOQS--> IPC H;: Higher perceived anonymity of self’ will reduce information privacy concern -0.06 0.293 Not supported
PAO--> IPC H;: Higher perceived anonymity of others will increase information privacy concem 0.26 0.033 Supported

PI--> IPC H,: Higher perceived intrusiveness will increase information privacy concern 0.22 0.001 Supported

Mohamed and Ahmad (2012) and Chenoweth et al. (2009).
Second factor 13 perceived vulnerability. Individuals who
believe that risk and threat they faced in SNSs will makes
them more concern towards their information privacy.
This findings is in line with previous researchers on
user’s information disclosure in social media (Salleh et al.,
2012) and user’s expectation of online scams (Crossler,
2010). Next factors is rewards that also supported by past
studies. Based on the findings by Youn (2009) and
Salleh et al. (2012) proves that great rewards gain from
online activity make them less concern with their
mnformation privacy. Fourth factor 1s perceived anonymity
of others. Users of SNSs more concerns with their
mformation privacy and accordingly adopt privacy
protection behaviour. Past studies that support this
research done by Jiang et al. (2013) found that perceived
anonymity of others affect privacy concern in online chat.
Finally, the last factor contribute to nformation privacy
concern 18 perceived mtrusiveness. Supported by prior
research done by Tiang et al. (2013), individuals that feel
disturbed m SNSs will increase their information privacy
concern, thus will perform privacy protection behaviour.

Conversely, there 1s three factors found do not
support the hypotheses stated in this study namely
self-efficacy, response efficacy and perceived anonymity
of self. First factor 1s self-efficacy which states that higher
self-efficacy will increase information privacy concern. In
this study it is found that user with higher self efficacy
lead to low information privacy concern. Tt is support from
research done by Youn (2009). This is perhaps because
users feel that they can strongly control their information
privacy and have little concern about negative effect
when sharing their personal information in SNS. As a
result, their self efficacy may not lead to motivation to
protect privacy. Amnother factor 1s response efficacy.

Finding m this study 18 similar with Mohamed and Ahmad

(2012) that argues response efficacy will not increase
information privacy concern. A plausible explanation is
users giving full confidence that privacy settings
provided by SNSs provider can protect their information
and make them feel safe to disclose their nformation and
less concemn towards information privacy. Although,
SNSs have been provided with privacy settings and
privacy policies to control and customize the mformation
shared with other users, unfortunately it shows that it is
not enough to protect one’s sensitive data (Zheleva and
Getoor, 2009). Finally, the last factor which does not
support the hypotheses stated in this study is perceived
anonymity of self derives from hyper personal framework.
Results in this study conclude that individuals perceived
themselves umidentifiable or anonymity m SNSs will
increase their information privacy concern.

CONCLUSION

Finally, this research 1s very valuable m providing
guidelines for SNSs user to behave properly to ensure
their privacy 1s protected. It 18 important for the user to
know the appropriate protection behaviour in dealing with
privacy and make SNSs is a safer place.

Appendix A: survey items in final data analysis

Information privacy concern:

. T am concerned about the potential misuse of my personal data in
SNSs

. T am concemed that my personal information has not been stored safely

. T am concemed that 8N8s would sell my personal information in their
database to other companies

. I am concerned that I lost control over my personal information in
SNSs

. I am concerned that SNSs would share my personal information
without permission

. I am concemed about providing personal information in SNSs, because
of what others might do with it
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Perceived severity:

. T believe that by losing information privacy through SWNSs would be
a serious problem for me

. T believe that by having my identity stolen through SNSs would be
a serious problem for me

. I believe that by revealing about my feeling and emotion through
SNSs would involve mmny unexpected problems

. In general, it is risky to reveal my personal information on SNSs

Per ceived vulnerahility:

. T feel that my personal information in SNSs could be misused

. T feel that my personal information in SNS8s could be made available
to unknown individuals or companies without my knowledge

. T feel that my status up dates in SNSs could be inappropriately used

. T can faced to an information security problems (e.g., virus, privacy,
identity theft, hacking and etc.) in 8N8s

Self-efMicacy:

. I believe that I have the ability to protect my personal information in
SNSs

. I believe that it is easy for me to enable privacy measure features on
SNSs by myself

. T believe that T can comply with privacy policy provided by SNSs by
myself

. T feel confident in my acquired skills to protect my privacy on the
SNSs

Response efficacy:

. I could probably protect myself from losing my information privacy,
if T used privacy protection measures in SNSs

. I could probably protect my information privacy better if T use privacy
protection measures in SNSs

. I could probably prevent other user from stealing my personal
information, if' T used privacy protection measures in SNSs

. T could probably protect me from online dangers, if' T used privacy
protection measures in SNSs

Rewards:

. T could get connected with new fiiends and fiiends from the past by
sharing rmy information privacy in 8N8s

. I think that by sharing my profile with others is quite enjoyable

. I feel that by sharing my profile with others improve my reputation

. T eam respect from others by sharing my profile with thermn

Perceived anonymity of self:

. I believe the other user in SNSs know about me

. T believe that if T use nickname, it was impossible for anyone to
identify me in SNSs

. T believe that it T didnot use actal picture for my profile picture , it
was impossible for anyone to identify me in SNSs

. T believe that if T did not specify my personal information, it was
impossible for anyone to identify me in 8N8s

Perceived anonymity of others:

. I believe that I know about the other user in SNSs

. I believe that if other users use nicknarmne, it was impossible for me to
identify them in SNSs

. I believe that if other users did not use actual picture for their profile
picture , it was impossible for me to identify thern in $NSs

. T believe that i’ ather user did not specify their personal information,
it was impossible for me to identify them in 8NSs

Per ceived intrusiveness:

. I feel that other user in SNSs was intrusive

. I feel that other users did not respect my need for personal space in
SNSs

. I feel that other users was harassing me during the interaction in SNSs

. I feel that my privacy in SNSs was disturbed

Privacy protection behaviour:

. T would consider making up fabricated responses to avoid giving the
SN8s real information about miyself

. I would only fill up data partially when registering with SNSs

. I would set my SNS profile visibility to protect my privacy in SNSs

. I would refer relevant guidelines for example from Cyber Security
Malaysia website deal with SNSs

. I would delete or deactivate my profile or account
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