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A Study of Factors Affecting Group Polarization in Online Communication
: Based on Anonymity*
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Abstract

Purpose — This study aims to identify the effects of communi-
cation cues, anonymity, and social presence on group polar-
ization in computer-mediated communication (CMC) settings.
Extant literature has introduced some theoretical backgrounds of
social presence and SIDE (Social Identity model of
Deindividuation Effects) to explain the effects of communication
cues and anonymity. The concept of social presence empha-
sized the mediating role on communication cues and anonymity.
However, most literature did not measure social presence and
compare group polarization of all condition groups. This does
not sufficiently explain the result of group polarization.

Research design, data, and methodology — We believe that
the direct impact of anonymity on group polarization can provide
a more admissible and clearer explanation for the results. In ad-
dition, this study categorizes anonymity into two levels, as ano-
nymity of group and anonymity of self. To justify the anonymity
view, a laboratory experiment was conducted. The experiment
was conducted in communication cues settings (visual cue; with-
out visual cue) and anonymity settings (identified; anonymous).
Each of the four settings has 10 groups consisting of five sub-
jects each (total 200 subjects). The subjects are undergraduates
from a large university, majoring in business. All experimental
procedures and calculations of choice shift and preference
change follow the literature.

Results — First, the removal of visual cues does not produce
a significant impact on group polarization, which cannot be ex-
plained by the social presence view. Second, the anonymous
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condition does not significantly affect group polarization, which
also cannot be explained by the social presence view. However,
the anonymous condition directly affects group polarization.
Specifically, anonymity of self has a stronger effect on group
polarization than anonymity of group. The result explains about
the leading factor affecting group polarization.

This study examines another view of how computer-mediated
communication may be associated with group polarization. The
process and outcome data from the experiment reveal that
group polarization is not affected by level of social presence,
but by level of anonymity. Group discussions conducted with
visual cue CMC setting and identified CMC setting result in
weaker group polarization. Conversely, group discussions con-
ducted without visual cue CMC setting and anonymous CMC
setting lead to stronger group polarization.

The results of the study have the following implications. First,
they provide clues for business organizations to design the most
appropriate media conditions and preemptive social conditions to
implement when making group decisions through CMC, to max-
imize achievements, generate amicable agreements, or actively
share information. Second, this study can be useful in analyzing
different adverse effects generated through Internet use.

Conclusions — This research can help explain discussions and
decision-making actions on Internet forums, which have recently
increased, as well as providing a foundational basis in newly
establishing policies for the forums. Finally, it should be noted
that many other factors such as group size, topics, and group
history may affect group polarization. These should be examined
in future studies.
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1. N2

QUEITEE 7|y &S0 UA0| CHAsH ARE0| EEZ Soff of
O|CIO|E HE=dt QMZEHEE ol =l Arelal2le 20olM &=
Ciot AIE 7ol OF oAMEE0| & HH JHEA oAAFE
of H|si 2Lt YSICH= 7HEQ! ETH=ESHgroup polarization)E
Glgtsl| RCL Stoner (1961)= AF 2AHAEE2 1 BH WA
OIALZHO H[s] ECH SICH= A2 LOR: 1 (Stoner, 1961),
Ol OF 2AtZEO| Hast CHfst A2 AN el £8
(risk shift)2 SESA MOtz|l= sHM0|H, M AEE 182
JH7helof Histol 20t MBS, AR Eo| ozt MEe £8
(cautious shifty= 1222 Qlst EfEo| 23|2t= FA0| LojLt
A =Ctn MHESEIGCHMoscovici & Zavalloni, 1969; Myers &
Lamm, 1976). O|& HIEtS 2 ZEl I SHgroup polarization) $4H9|
o7h L=t YHtsoz AEE2 HTe=E QAHAEE Y
2 [, 7HQlo] eAEEE WE I ECt atAsiX|l= 297t WLt
= Z40|CHIsenberg, 1986). O|F Afz|pE|st o= ZHst £0F
oM = TEHFSt0| CHet Chet G771 RIME|O] 2HCE

Y 7|g &350 AN AFH 2HFE1t AHUS HiFSID
= Mzg = gith %2 7|9l 2E YF ME|l= e-mail, SNS,
CIEEtH AAEI 52 &St N2t EO, 7Y W AEEE
HCHOIAIAHO| ANME Of2= OtLCL 25 =2Y 7|¢etd
oM & oAME™O| HEf= dt7He| THL{MH(face to face) EE
SHA0A =22t HFLIAHOM SHEe = i Ut mpAHo| o
TEQE Fot=te| Ay CHEX 22+ HRLAOIM hast
oM REH=E3= CH2 ZAHE F=CHE-Shinnaway & Vinze, 1998).
22121 ARLAO|ME2 AHEE tofzg HOH CieiECt OF 2
AFAHEO| AN AtF|E =X||Z(social presence)g &= Aozt
O H(Rice, 1993), HCHut= CHE =F2| QAZHO| O|RO0|H
Z10|2t11 MCH(Valacich et al., 1994). £ot 22101 HEL|AHO|M
2 Aol =HFoM OAE MAT™E 7tsSStEE S, AEM
(anonymity)2 Al2|® EX{HES 7| W20 (short et al., 1976)
st EESSS OF7|A|7ICHJessup et al., 1990). O[2{gt A
£ HECE 22t9l HFLAHOIM 8o HFL A0l Fof 2
FMo| ME=2t0| 0|l FE&S M2|H EXZl o7y A2
£ BHSIQUCKSia et al., 2002).

gLt AN = AdYEol 7iEES 225HA Helsty, ¢
Fo| Hct=ztof OX|= FE2 HOHE 2QISHK| RSHRACE 0
AR 2Fgo| Het=zto] F2 O0/X|= oj7fs, EXEQl F
MK G2 HIECER MEXHoR AT d4e Sith
matd 2 A7 582 AYH0| Afeld EXAE oj7iE St
Tot=3t0f 0jXl= gg AHd XAMEeE THot=2to)| OfX]|
US HSHCE B0 HWSI BN Ateld EXZS
YEeEN O 0N 2utE HEXeE ASSIA o=
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*|Z GDSS(Gruop Decision Support Systems)L} OAIX{Qb Z¢

2 222l AFLAOIM AARO] 483E[HAM Ciot 2tEoo]
M OFg2MEES o EIRACE GDSS= HRLUAOM, AFE
J2|d ag0A 2ojLks EXME oi ot fst 2MEE X[
7|=0|Ct. GDSS= & QAME™EE R1tH0|n oMoz 7|
et =83 TtELHO|CKShen & Chung, 2002). GDSSE= 20|
el A0l BHX|ALE =2 SOIXIX| @2 AES0| 20A 1
= AABES el CHyet oAS RoF EHAP|IE g85S &
Ch HAXNE sk M= 7hsOMA|EL YEtdoz EXfez
AlZH QA2 EE 7HSBH Bt= +EO|C.

=22tel HFLA oM 2E oStofM HoRE2 48 E= oY
o EB0| 7kttt 7|ES e 22t HRLAOME &3
St @ gol TE=So| OEAH SES DX =X| HdHEX| &
QUL ofo 2 <7t= AFYO| UE=0| DK== &S 7|
ABt0d, = ZHK| ZHEZ L0 R, 4P G0 M=lH EXAE
230 23 UHSSE FoP ot I =M, ABFol HEH
oz HHIsE Zop S F 7HA| d&S H|uof =0k =
ot ARUAOIM 7ot HEI=of| OjX|l= Jg2 Ar=lH =X
Oi7§ =0tE S3i =Lt

HCEsh= AFEE0| TEeZ oAIA™E S WE M, 7§2l0] o
AHAEE WE I ECp 3448 X|[= H40|CHIsenberg, 1986). &
iRl O EE0| Aol EEQ| FOIT ek M2t dEE
o|ojgict. Q222 FLHo| 7HX|n U= AT BHEHoE o
e FOIT Hgor L= g0l Ut OAF EEQ| At
HEo| Zz2HC Z42 gxoz o Zd|EICKIsenberg, 1986;
Arima 2013).

Hot=39tE dY57| fIot CHAst A|EE S0jA, Atz|H[W0|2
(Social Comparison Theory(SCT)) (Sanders & Baron, 1977)u} A
£X E=Z20|E(Persuasive Arguments Theory(PAT)) (Kaplan,
1977) S JHX|7t StAIeb HAOIM THE & =orEOX| QCt
(Lee, 2007; Rajecki, 1990).

HX At2H|DO|EZ EOXE0| EES dl= a2 ARELE
2FL0X|= oA Fo2 £ &&= S7|& FoigA E=cta
AYoICHBrown, 1965). ALRE2 AL oJ74Z LCHE AtEEQ
o|7dnt A% Hlwdl 7HHAM, CHE AEES0| 3EERE HIMH=
ko2 59| o|7HZ Q0] ZiCh= Z0|Ct ZF JOIER EE
O ZldEo w2t 2=2| ofHdE AFQ| o0 ECt 74 B
Ch CieEo| FTte|l HRASHAHA Ol2{gt Z2MATL FIHEH
™oz Itz LFSEIA =CHAloak & Bojuwoye, 2013).

Ch2e2s 45F EEO0|E0 A0l HAt FHOl XNz|7t
a0l F@E  OX[=X[of Ofgt Chfst AT UUCH
(Anderson & Graesser, 1976; Bishop & Myers, 1974; Ebbesen
& Bowers, 1974; Kaplan & Miller, 1977; Madsen, 1978; Krizan
& Baron, 2007). 45& EEO|22 oMot 0|0 CHSIY 7H2IQ
MEHOILE U™l EHO| 1 Atile| AT CiSt MElZ U UKo
LSt 7|92 83l EE2 ofA &2 o2t d5H 7|s&2 &l
M olHE ZES= AOICh AEEEZ J{eeE stojlg 454
EEZ 3¢l Ciol oz M3SIEE J4019| IAtE HatAlZI
Ch. 59| /jE2 MSHEZR 0|20 X0 U7| 20 A7
AHE2 ot dSHXE d8Ae 2452 HULCE Burnstein
(1982)2 F0{7l EEO0| gotLt HSHQIX|E ESt= & JHK|
248 FEUCL R HM= QX|E EE29| EtEH0|H CHE SiLf
= 2IX|E EEo| &ilMo|Ct

JAFEE0 UM ottt ASXQl EEQ| AL M2}
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oAEESl Elolof Fes O :
E20AM & BHHF Aol dFat gitfel 39 EE0| EL
= Mols 259 Yy Het Aojth. 45K EEOIE2 QME
Fo| HstE 20| ol 2 F 7KK ZHE 7HX| D ULk AR,
HES =7 FO|TCHH 258 EEOIE2 2MZEe| Hsht
=2t X St EXIE o5 + Aol =W, 2458 E
E0|E2 Mt 22 MHEES LIS S27] W20, A
olap METrofAFZEo QU0 SEH WS Mt

Zchasto| BEE HE Stoner (1961) 0|2 Al FgHw|of
ACk HE=3el £4d URE dgd dgez Tdsigion
2o FQAUF= <Table 1>2 Fa[of = 5= ACL

<Table 1> Summary of Group Polarization studies

Researchers| Method Depe_dent Result
Varible
- Personal decision making
V¥|Illam§ & Lab Group before discussion < Personal
aormina . T o .
experiment | polarization decision making after
(1992) di .
iscussion
Personal decision making
Williams Lab Group before discussion < Group

(1993) experiment | polarization decision making after

discussion

Personal decision making
before discussion < Group
decision making after
discussion
Personal decision making
before discussion < Personal
decision making after
discussion

Lab Choice

Pavitt (1994) experiment shift

Personal decision making
before discussion < Group
decision making after
discussion

Carr et al. Lab Choice
(1996) experiment shift

Personal decision making
before discussion < Group
decision making after
discussion

Cason & Lab Choice
Mui (1997) | experiment shift

Online communication Group
Support System <Face To
Face

El-Shinnawy Field Group
(1998) experiment | polarization

Personal decision making
before discussion < Group
decision making after
discussion

Furnham Lab Choice
(2000) experiment shift

Personal decision making

Lab Choice before discussion < Group
Lee (2007) experiment shift decision making after
discussion
Yardi & . Choice Personal decision making by
Field and . 2
Boyd experiment | emotion Twitter < Personal decision
(2010) P it making by reTweet

2.2. AFLAOIME 7ot AtelH EXY

oHH AHFUAOME Rol RO wat Ateld Exjgel +=F0|
SFetX|=0|(Sproull & Kiesler, 1986), O|& S0, YHPAOl HL{H
gtg2 22t AFLAO0ME 2tFof HIgH AtelX ZXHZ0| =Lt
(Rice, 1993; Chidambaram, 1996; Straub & Karahanna, 1998;
Lee & Suh, 2009). =5 O 20 Cistol= BOT 2Hd2
EX F(verbal cue)?t A|ZA F(visual cue)7} BF X|BE|7| f
=0l AlRIH EXZ0| JHY =0t g oAt 22 24 22t
el HARUAOMY eFoME 5 77t HAE F=Z HHYL, Al
Z4H A= A7 W20 AtelH EXHE0| 2OZICKPoole &
Jackson, 1993; Straub & Karahanna, 1998; Lee & Suh, 2009).
2tA offet 22 7S 2ottt

<7t 1> ARLAOE 77t E0E+5 Al2lH EXZ0| Kot

 Zo|ct
23. A2l Exigar HE=st

Short et al. (1976)2 HRLAHO|ME &0 A0 Ate|H =Xz
of £F2 FEOAF ZHA| 70l oA #Ho| Ao| F2 =
A ERich o] A7 Zuk= HESStet ARlH EXHE0| 9o
Aol ASS FAISCE ARIH EXMY2 OI7HE HFLFH 0|82
#H==0|CKShort et al., 1976). At2|X ZXZOf Chet geol= T
b Yo Y=E QUdts A2z HRE, o= T2 A
3% MTEEE =0{&CHLombard & Ditton, 1997).

S MlISOIME W2 AN Exze 1so YEs
A BEA S| mEol FTtS3tol ol2A SHota S
(Griffith et al., 1998). 150| QXS HFEO| [MEtA AFS|E QI HI
Wt EALA ECh ®E2 dMl= MEEER g ECOh XRo
BAUAE F8P) BTk & W2 ABIE EXze g2 Fu3s
£ RELAIZICE mEtM ofzfer 22 7HdE ol

=

rH oy

lo

2 g

0

<Ibd 2> ARSI ERZ0| HolE4E 7
zdo|ct.

ri
JH

et o 2l

24, ¥

AFM2 LHO| EIIAE ALO[OfA AlRIO] 2{X|K| 42 AEN
O|O{(Pfitzmann & Kohntopp, 2000), GSS(Group Support Systems)
o AFoME 08 HWHER Stojlg 150| He= MAXQ &
MNE ZoI6HX| XR5HH, 1=0| Els HIAX|e] |EX|E RE&
HEIE 2|O0|5H, Ate|E "Ittt NHO| Cist FHISESRH Ate
2X|= M2t & 3 QCHPinsonneautl & Heppel, 1997).

oy-do| Chet &2 3AA & 7HX|7F A0, AW, Z2EAMA
ol M(Process Anonymity)1t Li-& <l3Hd(Content Anonymity)S
2 LHeEs O EW, 7|=% 2AHAME(Technical Anonymity)d} At
XM oM M(Social Anonymity)2Z2 & £ QRUCKValacich et al.,
1992). BIX TRAIA AYHT L4 BNl 10| Yoj =2
M2 QBEe £7} oS La YR, W X QeXl 1 X
HE ¢ & gls ZROICL Yg AFHL ofE o] R
B UeXl & = gle 495 Yot HEE9 AfoM= U
2 AHM0| sl | XIASHHCHEI-Shinnway & Vinze,
1998; Sia et al., 2002).

feoz 7™ olgamt AlslR oEMo| 70| Uof, J|&

>
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t

|

AL E20| MA[SH 2|74 ZiZto| AdHsE Z0l=

I Ch Afeld oEMdE OEEE0 Ao EE0

AMIE0| =TQIX| REE HEE o0[siCL
oFdo| CHst o= IEHQ, FHEQ HsjE L

<Table 2>Q} ZLC}

<Table 2> Positive & Negative aspects of anonymity

Aspect Views Research

Hiltz et al. (1989),

Not objectifying the discussion Nunamaker et al. (1987)

Reducing group thinking Jains (1982), Jessup et

al. (1990)
Positive Easing sanctions Jessup et al. (1990),
9 Jessup et al. (1991)
Increasing the concentration .
about the discussion content Valacich et al. (1992)
Increasing the privacy Christopherson (2007)
Albanese & Vleet (1985),
No sense of responsibility to Collaros & Anderson
one’s remarks (1969),
Kerr & Brun (1983)
Hide credlbl!lty of dicussion Gavish & Gerdes (1998)
participants
Negative Not receive discussion

o Gavish & Gerdes (1998)
recognition

Not dealing with social

. . Gavish & Gerdes (1998)
relationships

Risk to undermine anonymity | Gavish & Gerdes (1998)

Legal responsibility Gavish & Gerdes (1998)

Mo CHet At CHAst SHOM R0 RICE HAY 2
Heldsd ZHHo| QU0 Fo| EEO| LAS YHF= EEHLDT
W2 Ofo|C|o7t ==&/ ChYet /2| OO|C|0{7} LRt
(Connolly et al., 1990; Jessup & Transik, 1990; Wilson &
Jessup, 1995; Sheperd et al, 1996; Gallupe et al., 1997;
Pissarra & Jesuino 2005), HIHO| OZX| UCh= ZAutE LCH
(Jessup et al., 1990; Valacich et al., 1992). 1 &7to| 20
S ME HOIR MENONM AREALZE L7l EEol FETt
O ALt HFE QUACKHJessup & Transik, 1990). TILof| 2+
=l ojx0| AOME Ao EE AF0A ECh HIEHEQI o|740|
LigiCt= A7+ QICHConnolly et al., 1990; Jessup & Tansik,
1990; Jessupt et al., 1990). EE 1F0| A= D59 A7|
7t 3 245 B2 ofo|C|of7t =EE|YeLt X|ZE Y Hol=
gdakS O|X|X| e AOZ LIRCKHValacich et al., 1992). £t
AdYE2 EE HOXEQ| BHFO| HSIO AUt AnE 20 F
=0 dFdel EE AF0| I=EEIF § =2 Z%7F ARUD
(Jessup & Tansik, 1990), AHEZ 8I5| AL OI=ELJI M 2
2 QAI}UCKConnolly et al., 1990; Valacich et al., 1992). 21X

ox oY k

o 3¢ XIAE HZYO| CIF &CHe ARZME A CHJessup
& Tansik, 1990).

241, o8 MY EME

oMol AN EMAS RIA M A= AN
(Nunamaker et al., 1991; Short et al., 1976). 2AHMEL OAAE
o dEOM ZFHE RF7| WE0 ARE EXjAES REC
(Latane, 1981; Nunamaker et al., 1991). Af2HS0| 2Ho=Z O
= U= W oiEel E=XHof chsf Aol EOX|x, 1of et
JHRIS0] Lyl AtR|™ EXHZ0| ZORXK|A| ECh 2t OfZ{et
&2 JHds dHEict

b 3> QBN HEsl SOIELE ARSIH ZXZ0| WoE
Zo|Ct.

242 9Py W3

UHH o2 AME2 MOHHO| X7|E 7K RE W Xp4
o o|HE ErCt XFEA 7HXE = AUk AHUM MYz
o|HAE Tt ZR0| ATiHO| ARIZ JiRIHeR HEE FR
Ol Agst el AHH0| HEEICE HHO| Of7|SHH 0|52
SHOICI0] QI = U7| WEo|, 2t MA=HQl(identification)
2t40| & £ QICt= Z{0|CKSuh et al.,, 2009). O|E =0{, Tresca
(1998)= CIHUIO|AM O|F, F4, Motz S5 ol AEXE &
2 #=Fo| Y ABXE 2FSIEM, ol AYHOo| MSECH 5t

Hete MTiHEE Ot 4271 E&7| W20 o E= Yol &
FEICD EQF7| UjEO0|Ch H-do| Hith 7iE-2 AlRl(identity)Ql

AT ZoM E-OIZ MEE = e iRl HdEE9
ot 2E22stE ol0|stCHPfitzmann & Kohntopp, 2005). Azt
of Zt MRS e F& MPY(partial identity)S2 THE|=0H, 2
ot AgolLt Aeo|Mel JHelS LIEHHDE
o2 g = AX|TL SHO[RI0|
= == QICh O J{elo] XA &
e EEOE oM 0|52 AEXIE ARESICHH OA4E 1
Eo| CHE A EL #&2k= 7HEX0 Ede X8, "X
2 220 MEXQ HEHQ| 0|2 AlHXIo| AEZ o= 4R
7t 79| QICKWright & stepney, 2005; Wright et al., 2005). CC}2]
AN AIEE2 dOigle] A¥Oo| FO|RMLIL SIEHEE, HAFHE &
i AlZE JOF MAHE oM ME 2= ARRNE, O AR
O|Hof ZtAH7I M gle Z2)ut tHetE & Mjol= o= §= 9
HMES =7ICKTresca, 1998; Na, 2006).

Tt =(group history)O| = A0 A|ZtA J/ §i0| O[Tt
FH Ol 28 Ao sfHECE oE S0, Ptk ooy Tt A
0l
1

n

e H

_

Bl= 5 BHS0| o= Zolel M2 OE YoM 2242
wLAOIEE SOl 2[HS LKLt T(Sia et al. (2002)2 A2
=i 22l AFLAOM 2tg), ol F&2 MU 22 A
B=2 o0 X2l 0|F0| EGete o= Fko| QFLE =
A gt gHHO| XS 2= ARO|2f SiHEtE E=8 2EA &
Yoz 22t ARUAOINLR 2HE uetstA &M Ol +7+
Ol oS FAISHSX| TS| ¥ 4 9IoDE AN AlY
(complete identity) &2t0| =ICL AtEES2 247 AMAS| RAHLH
Ol HE 9YHE Lyt 22 Melo| XY 0, BCt N3N
0|1 apzet OLOIL|E W =4 =0 TSt O Z0HE A0
CHSuh et al., 2009).

<7t 4> 9|3y 87t H0ESF ET==t O gekE ZAOo|Lt

=
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Communication
cue

Social Presence

Group

polarization

Anonymity

<Figure 1> Research model

2 g7 d2dn JHEE A357| flote ded d™E
2 gF0ME dFdel 22 HECE oY
deE TESIRCEL AFMol FHEof matM etEsh 4o
AEls Z2E AR dPdoz FoBiRin, 7|eXMeREs Y
‘do| MSEIXEH AzHez= AHMo| Cist 2ildol Qg =+
Ue FRE 7|y dYHdeE FHolstRIrt Z2fol FolEl oY
g2 APE0 MRSl MEfTF 2 JHEe| ARMHOA HICHO
O|0|E EOls ARE ECHH, AR|H FHMol Hirjo| JfEe=z
AtZ|A AMI(Socially Identified)S Holgt = U1, 7|=™ AHY
o| Hirhe| 7jdez 7|&X™ AR(Technically Identified)2 ol
o QUCL oHH MRAZ M & = gl= =H4Z2 2AH(Anonymous)
oz HMo|slgLCt.
e THEOIM 2 M 7HX] Ay =" M
<Table 3>0 22&|0{ QUCE

o #%0]

{0

<Table 3> Research design

Sacial identification Anonymous

Face-to-face online 10groups 10groups
communication (50participants) (50participants)

Dispersed online 10groups 10groups
communication (50participants) (50participants)

BN AFLAOCKE F7t AMRH EXgo| Sg= 0N M=
tofl OjXl= Fe<rtd 1, 7td 2>3 ASBS| [Pl ErEel
el 2o B3] 755 FE Mg BUE 2240 HFLA
M ed<otd >0 1R Jot AlAH FE SAM HAet 2
22l HZL 0| sH<7Hd 2>0| ARS|H ZEXjZo| oKl
Jof wet "ESs 0iXs Sgs gL

222 ARR|H EXZ 20 Agdgel 2EHA TS
OiXl= Fets d8st7| flel 22 AlRIHLRSl BHUE 22t

HRUAOIE &8, A=l 24 2212 HFHAH oM &,

-

ZlEH LRl WO 221 HFUAOM &g, 7IeHuRel &

= =

09 I ©rQ fot
=

0%
o &

A 22t ARLAOIME &8, 94Fo HLEH 2221 HFLFH 0|
M gg, ag|n ool 24 28l ARLA oM =g ol

Hoto2 MR, 2 242 10719 D82 2t OEY 59
o EVIAZ THEIRCE ZE ARt HUIHE FHH| et
Z£H0l MEH Hl(choice shift) 72| 7|42 Sia et al. (2002)

o| A0 F5HH HAlSHF ol Mol R 2013 103 1Y
2 1M1 120X & 537H0| 2K TYsQICt

MY, A MAE 2|50] Sassenberg and Postmes (2002)7}
MAIgH dH-do| Cist 22 HIEHSE 610 2/FMH(anonymous)
S ™o|stn 119} Hirjk|= stdo=z AlLl(Social identification)S
TEIIACE Yo oA 2 MRS M & += gl= 4oz
ot m, MRSl A2 MAHO| HIISt= AFRE0| 20N 1082
b ZXE K7 |AHE SHY 2 2 H 20 s
EfoilAM 2221 AFLIAOIM Ho|z0H EEXte
oIt Ay ®HaAs
flsil MEoH oA TIsIQICE dEHd2 MEQ
Qlgt = QIS TiE|MEZ MXSHYn ZXte| Miol=
A8 AFEHIL XA ZACE HHol =Ll Hos MY ¥a

[

?
o
ot mjo

7152 0lg510] x| ABS SO 4 YT E UM O
= DgRe] HYOR sjo] WXt 2olo| 0|51} WOl CfE
IS B2 YA & U= SYCh E3k FHRLA O
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<Table 4> Result of Credibility analysis

Variables Composite reliability(>.70) AVE(>.50)
Communication 1.000 1.000
cue
Anonymity 1.000 1.000
Social presence 0.827 0.512
Group 1.000 1.000
polarization
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<Table 5> Result of Convergent validity

Communication Anonymity Social Group
Cues Y Presence | Polarization
Communication 1.000 0.000 -0.085 -0.072
Cues
Anonymity 0.000 1.000 -0.488 0.098
Social -0.133 -0.241 0.680 0.107
Presence1
Social -0.024 -0263 | 0.352 -0.074
Presence2
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Presence3
Social
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Gr_oup_ -0.072 0.098 -0.044 1.000
Polarization
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