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How Does the Majority Silence the Minority?
Tests of Mediating Effects of Isolation Fear and Debate Success Expectancy*
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This research examines the measures of fear of isolation, as theorized in the spiral of silence thesis,
used across previous studies. It categorized the measures into three groups: dispositional, situational
and argumentative. It then hypothesizes these groups as mediators between perceived opinion
climate and willingness to express opinions. The hypotheses were tested on the issue of minimum
wage in South Korea by an experiment in which participants were put in either two: a face-to-face
debate(NV/= 367) or an online debate(/V/= 327). The results showed that dispositional fear of isolation
affected situational fear of isolation; however, situational fear of isolation did not mediate the effect
of opinion climate on willingness to express opinions. Second, debate success expectancy mediated
the effect of opinion climate on willingness to express opinions. Third, relative argument strength
affected the debate success expectancy. Fourth, attitude certainty affected the debate success
expectancy. Theoretical implications from the findings are discussed.
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1. =P
5] had o]E(theory of the spiral of silence, Noelle-Neumann, 1974)-& =34 A}
Qboll gk TH1e] QAR o5 AHshe tiaAQl o
olRke- AlgFgoe] ARe] ool g ofdeletar A7k ¢, iy
S8l wrkar 743 Noelle-Neumann, 1974, 1977, 1993). =, it
o Ed ofte] =8 AR Woln T ode| digk A|zte] agel| Uig Fele-s F3l <At
& oo Jge vHTh= AoltKennamer, 1990 Scheufele, Shanahan, & Lee,
2001).
Uo] 197h el oigh FERoR 1 orlde] fSHEE ds WAIAN
(Glynn & Park, 1997: Ho, Chen, & Sim, 2013; Ho & McLeod, 2008: Moy, Domke,
& Stamm, 2001; Scheufele, 1999: Scheufele et al., 2001), U%F- ¢ o]} the A}
£ Haska Jrh(Petric & Pinter, 2002: Willnat, Lee, & Detenber, 2002). < 7}=
o} 932 (Katz & Fialkoff, 2017)+= 7AFH7Alo1A SAlelA] T AREsHA] Holol & 7l
T SR & WS Audla, el oigt % T 78 WEe] vidsiel 24kst A
oFkS AA3I9iEt. So=, wiE]2:, o]EE=(Hayes, Matthes, & Eveland, 2013)% 71&
Arse] adoel et Felas Adoldh W or SAste] 11 g e elsly| ofduial
AAslt. el thek Felero] SRR ool miAl= vyl aakE 9A3] Hseh] Sl
T 7IE Aol AR 4 e e AR Fat vk A Ayl uigk
2ol g3s SAe Me Arse] TS HE, BA5 olgo] 43 8-S VTo =
Fofslarat gt o] F Zh F el ok Tl v ol g A7), 1Al SR
gl of et ofwgl IAIE FAsk=AE Tletele] 1 anE Flsetat gtk
el gt s GARER o o] 8 lo® AEgk wdyl ol L &
Q1 8ol A ool 1dE TS (AU, SARrkE ks WektH(Katz &
Fialkoff, 2017; Price & Allen, 1990). #<* Arp23} 44d-2(2018) 1ol gt T+
B} =049 AT 7hsAd Alo] QAL o5 b o Awe ¢ glvkal Fgsisir
OJ5-2 wmdlElieolqhe] 27] =(1974)S FESIo] =AM 2] AdF 7FsAd AZo] oAlEd
offiol] 213AQ1 Fak wxH, Fge] A Aard et Apile] ool gk Skl BTt =4
oM A 7FeA Aol Q3= WA Aelehs BEs AN A9 A, ardel] oigk S+
ARES of ol el GakS mIAIA| 9kar, =AellM o] e 7FsAd A1l A (+)
Cie SZt2 2 O OfZH S0l Ol SH7l? 191



Aol Qg vl Aoz Yeptrl, Aries 4] AT Eadae] A7 Fed A7t
S o] o flow selale] 4d ol7iel ASalw N HHsKe AN, 25
sl =elAe] SelE algE 4%, wlsl All) 58 e 4 ol 9o} 9l
o). el o5 Q1 vl Qo] AR} neel diek Feles S4a] el A A
0l e A-8ajo] ol tiek Felgo] ol LgIlol tjgh A7kt oAl ofio] )
= o) e A8 e R oS e o] 4 s
2 A|710] SRR ool mA w) ) el Aow e, olo] B F) A%

_4

o T ghs A, A3 ATE0] AHgT Tl et Felee] 24 Bareg Ak
3jo] ol faEsYR, Ztzto] Pl ool vl WR A8 4+ gleAS Slshat

S
ApFS ek, o} ol B QT WBS) LA O£ N 4 gl WrEe S
Hzste] 71Ee) olgo] ek Ry AelEe) thek e Awsha

A% AT thS HISie] INHER olv-E AYSHE 815 Uk 1=0lE At Tk

2. O|2H Bid

defl-1eo|nke AlghEo] AR]A E9171E aelsl oA Ed o5 Agshe, o] #gollA aL
ol thet Fego] dEe 5712 zZHgstta A3t (Noelle-Neumann, 1974, 1977,
1993). 12 o) Arollr el theh oo ks Ages] HSEA SUtHGlynn,
Hayes, & Shanahan, 1997; Hayes et al., 2013: Kennamer, 1990). =gl-1zo]k
Z7] A7-1974) A el thet Feeel QS S4skA fekar, $55 AFH(197T) oAM=
ol thek FeEeo] gt 9ot ot AR e 7GR o5 S ¥ttt ol
thal sAlel|e} Rol(Scheufele & Moy, 2000): ol thel T8 W= 11538 =43}
3, 1 5S4 vt vk vkt wdwl-olnk: g oigk Felge] i
of tigt Tl ARale] st 5ol gk oS xatar APk Noelle-Neumann,
1974, p. 45). et ARLle] gk wool] gk oale: ol thgh TRt 8 Aol
Folug, SRR of ol tigh 7z} W] A}l B Lol ek el

o iole] A B2 54 Al k= 24 Fow el

1) SIAEES! 040 I} 2AQ] “TIRION Chet S2i0l 23t A=
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2000), Lol oigh = J7] MR ZIsheAlel whet v o Aol thgk A7t
AT offele] IAPE webd 4 AR mdl-imo|wke: ofof dial| A5EskAl Skt D
eEl-eont o] %] AFES Aol ek Feles TR A o S nt (s -
ol##d, 2012: Hayes et al., 2013: Kim, Kim, & Oh, 2014; Moy et al., 2001;
Neuwirth, 2000; Petric & Pinter, 2002: Scheufele et al., 2001). ¥ A= A8 A+
o] ARERE 54 S HEst] E-S 7o R eIt Table 1) #%). 1770¢] A+
& HESH A, o] 2A 470 ?ﬂ?(Glynn & Park, 1997; Hayes et al., 2013 Infante
& Rancer, 1982: Scheufele et al., 2001) oA AFgE FakS HHEA o0& 2185131 = A
OF UERTE 2 Aahe ZF r3elM AR S wato] FoldIA, A s Wt oA
917100 gk A2} oAk o] i) Wearm 28-St = QlEAE AR At dvk

(1) =4 A¥K Argumentativeness)
A AT el gk FeleS S 918l vhe =S vshs A i
7FSthe AS driets, v AREe] =AM SRl e o] itk 5] 3 AR
rH(Ho et al., 2013; Ho & McLeod, 2008; Kim et al., 2014; Scheufele et al.,
2001: Yun & Park, 2011). 22} ofi= =4 432 S7ap7] 918 2@eelth =4 Ak
=R oqrell ek oS wdskar, ke oo AlEY} A= A (Infante &
Rancer, 1982, p. 72)S 9v|sl= A4 W4(dispositional variable)e]tl. argel] ok
el A AR TdA 0w Wets] FREEARE AR A= olE TS %L E3et
SRR offol] MR dEke AT = AP -l tig Felee v ool digh
A2}, orhaEd ofele] QA SHelM e AT el ieo|vke: agel] ok Fels
o] oA F171el thek A17ke] Faks whom ofA #)7ell thgh A|zto] ejalaEd of o] WX
= 9 vfeiar 738159 tHNoelle-Neumann, 1974, 1977, 1993). w7 W= =
W] Jgks wron| o]E & W] Adshs 9ES =3 Baron & Kenny, 1986).
w7 W S Rl ofs) Eekxiof sk, o 7| Wk ed TIRIAS] Adael et
HFEE ml Wah 2 4 Qiok Teu = AJERS 7119 A3 A sidels g Mg,

tio
i
P
Xl
ﬂ%

) 9] Al AJeK(disposition or trait)S ATHE o= A0 014 2p¢le] EA 52 AH3AdS ojv|st
E‘], J3Hcondition or state) GAIARI Al JElE onleltk(Neuwirth, 2000; Neuwirth, Frederick, &
Mayo, 2007).
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Table 1. Definition and Measurement Items for Fear of Isolation in Previous Studlies

Study Measurement items Conceptual definition Source
Glynn N . .
& Park If your opinion on (relevant issue) sﬁuatlongl fearl of isolation original
(1997) became widely known in this town, (single iterm)
—  how concerned would you be that
Neuwirth, | these same people would begin to
Frederick, | avoid you or act differently toward situational fear of isolation Glynn & Park
& I\/Iavo you somehow? (tWO items) (1997)
(2007)
Situation: Imagine for a moment you
would actually enter a discussion in
order to express your own opinion. ...
You're about to express your opinion
Scheufele | .the new regulatlon of smoking in situational fear of isolation -,
discussion with other people. What . original
(1999) : . (two items)
are the first things that come to your
mind?
Coding: awareness and perception of
opinion distributions, internal conflict
about opinion expression
Park | worry about being isolated when | ) ) . )
o . situational fear of isolation -,
& Lee told others my opinion on the issue of (single itern) original
(2012) U.S. mad cow beef import.
| like to stick to opinions even thought dispositional fear of isolation
Neuwirth everyone is against me. (two items) -
(2000) |Attimes, | worry that others might not | dispositional fear of social relation original
like me. (four items)
Willnat, ManY timgs people say thingg they dispositional fear of isolation Neulwirthl (lZOOO)
Lee, dont believe so that they will be (three items) (dlsposmorjal
accepted by others. ) » ) . fear of social
& Detenber ) , dispositional fear of social relation )
(2002) At times, | worry about not being (four items) relgtlon, two
accepted by others. items)
Moy,
Domke, | worry about being isolated if people dispositional fear of isolation .
& Stamm disagree with me. (single item) original
(2001)
Moy et al (2001)
(dispositional
Scheufele fear of isolation)
Shanahan, | | worry about being isolated if people | dispositional fear of isolation Infante
& Lee disagree with me. (two items) & Rancgr
(2001) | don't worry about other people dispositional fear of social relation (1982) /.
avoiding me. (single item) (argumentativen
| enjoy a good argument over a argumentativeness ess,
controversial issue. (four items) four items)
&Y;;]rk Scheufele et al
(2011) (2001
194 S=01EsE 633 5Z (20194 108)



Study Measurement items Conceptual definition Source

Scheufele et al

| worry about being negatively (dis(zgs(i)gilnal
evaluated when others disagree with . ” . . PO .
Jeong me. dispositional fgar of isolation fear of isolation)
& Chung | avoid telling other people what | dis| ositiona(lt:‘/\g;rltg:}ssgcial relation V\Al(lgg(;;)t i
(2018) think when there's a risk theyll avoid P ‘ ; e
me if they knew my opinion. (single item) (dlsp03|t|ohal
| worry about being alone. fear of sgmal
relation, single
item)
Scheufele et al
Ho dispositional fear of isolation (2001)
& MclLeod (two items) (dispositional
(2008) | worry about being isolated if people argumentativeness fear of isolation,
disagree with me. (four items) argumentativene
Arguing over controversial issues ss)
Ho. Chen improves my intelligence. dispositional fear of isolation
8; Sim ' (two items) Ho & McLeod
(2013) argumentativeness (2008)
(three items)
) . Infante &
Kim, Kim, i i ) . ) )
RO | st o st st fox o lion | P (1562
(2014) e 9 (single item) (argurlnenta.tlven
| tend to let the othér erson win an argumentativeness | 555, singe e single item)
Shim P (two items)
argument even when | know | am . : )
& Oh right. etc (single item) Kim et al (2014)
(2018)
Petric dispositional fear of social relation
& Pinter | avoid social gatherings. P : original
(2002) (three items)
Havyes,
Matthes, .
& Eveland originl
(2013)
7Gearhart It would bother me if no one wanted | dispositional fear of social relation
& Zhang to be around me. (five items)
(2015) Hayes et al
T (2013)
an
(2018)

4 |nfante and Lancer (1982) developed measurement items to measure argumentativeness. Some of these items
were used to measure fear of isolation: Arguing over controversial issues improves my intelligence (IR2), | enjoy

avoiding arguments (IR3), | enjoy a good argument over a controversial issue (IR9), | try to avoid getting into
argument (IR19).
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o= o el ot A2} & oakS Wkx| ok=r) wEbA] A SRS oAlEE o
o] w7l Wt = glar, SRREd ool 21541 ke mE ThsAdo] Sk A A
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AFFES o5 Ftagahy 3lu)sl= ko] 9tk (Hayes, Glynn, & Shanahan, 2005;
Infante & Rancer, 1982). =4 AJgko] QXEE ofFol n|x|= ool et 7Pde oS3}
2t

oI J1d 1. = 3lul| Mol s, o Allol| Tt oS 7142 |A| 2 Zolct.

(2) ar5lof] ot 3F4 F21=(Situational fear of isolation)

A A= ol tig TR 5 ARl gk o7s FEgho = S (o], e
AlEo] UE deAu LA Aol tigh 5841 28 (el, A4, Fele) o= ety
CHGlynn & Park, 1997; Neuwirth et al., 2007: Scheufele, 1999). 15l that F&%
S 4] 918 293 Bk (Glynn & Park, 1997)& 31| oj7o] nle: AlgtselA &
A 735, AReo] QAlS eyt Gl vEA AlEehs Aol disl drh AAskeA &
2, ST} o)A (2012)2 TR AFRFECNA] i Aarr] 429) Al st U] oA
S wepd Ut 19E AHE itk el 23S AR o] S-S 11d A3l )
Qo] dnht A Fees EA(S, M4 A E S85b] 913 Alo] ofet, 54 gt
S ARES: ARG F A ATl thet oS S wf HAE 1o o= d9(d,
Ao A48, whER] 5ol oigk ARl S & Ik #Rale] ede] ALs]

s
A 5o B A 25 oS AT AS, AREL Ao o)A Sl BHT 4
al

d

o
ol
X
L
=
L

o
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oI 7K 2. KjAlo| Q40| B QR (vs. A5 of7)of| SEIChs X242 TRlof| Cifeh Ak
Foi22 ol st Alolol| Chst oSl YEkS ol Ziolc

(3) a=dol] gt A&k F243(Dispositional fear of isolation)

U A= el o FEeE AR R el olF S7sb] 919 RS Al
AE3ITH Gearhart & Zhang, 2015: Ho et al., 2013 Kim et al., 2014; Scheufele
et al., 2001: Yun & Park, 2011). 2ol thgh Fel5-5 A3 W= 15tk 452 oA
BXR Qg mgfol gk A Felerl ABlA ARl g A Felgos vRE &
et

@ A EJA 2 I3k 3glel] ok AeFH Tt
el gk Fes ZNQ19] Ag3O R IR ATRES thRE o BRI R QI3 argel] gk
A Fe o FESIICHHo et al., 2013; Kim et al., 2014; Moy et al., 2001;
Scheufele et al., 2001: Yun & Park, 2011). o5& ThE AlgEo] YollA] FolsiA] &
T, 7 aEE 3S Ae 2 Aol o] wao® agd tigh RS A
olde] kel ek AFES] REG-S A}1le] odo] T B2 A o] Esl=x| e} kst
A, GAF gk B 7FsAde] stk ol o] 5ol S7%k thge] S Felehs
=, o Z9171el g At BAglel, A s FAlshe HE B4l #
g Ao]7] wiEolth. webr olEe] 49k el tigh Fele oAk ool H7H R
A = ek ARe] ot vE AlgFEe] o] EUAE Al FEwe sl e
AEES 54 olgrell tigh AR1e] ofo] A o AQNE A2t A, adell tid FHeE T
A =2 5 k. F, oA BUXE e ael] diek o] ek ARAGE, g tigt
el O 2 = 7Fs/de] Svhks Alold). ]9} whdste] 2 Aqs vee 7S

Zﬂ/‘lﬁ‘ﬁiﬁ}.

oI J1d 3. Uol| it Mty Feizol 25, 2ol ot 2 Feigs 2 7150l
712 Zolct.

. A=
QP ATEe Dol Ui FeheS L T AR whd 1) B I, U A8l

C o2 2 oS oA F=ol ol=A| shevt? 197



BOks T8l g}, vk 7HE EA) HE A AR o) ko R 543 Gearhart
& Zhang, 2015: Hayes et al., 2013: Petric & Pinter, 2002). o= Al3]4 #AAZS =

Ash= A Aaks S4s7] S1gk Zloltk. ALSA BAIE FEIshs Q1] ARk =)
G 52 oalrd ofF-o} WHE] AR et AR Bl ek AdaF Fele Bk ARl
o] oJfo] vk 58 A ool Soh=A|e] FakE W] o=, 7iQ1e] Aol #gE Blolne
agol digk Fees s QAREE oftel| tigh uil E3E ASsE el
Folet, w1 A= el Aqtso] ARSSE el ik A3 el 5 o
Q1 o]l thgk Ad3F Feleoll FEslo] s W SARER of el M ek AR

5

3t

=

8

2) QAIES 04F9| DY M2 MO| ‘=M ME 7tsM X12fofl CHst ZE

- toRkE AlgFEo] ARile] ofo] ARSI A O R A ofoletal A2kt Aol argel] o
FHee APl =4 A5 7FsE TheAel Akl ¢i5dAwH(Noelle-Neumann,
1974, 1977, 1993), 134 38 Ablw vl HARATHAEER, 20120 Price & Allen,
1990: Scheufele & Moy, 2000). 8tk %8/3:2:(2018)& v oJ7del] thgh A ztot 119
of thigh FelwHT =l o] e 71 Azte] ojald o5 gaps o Ave 4= itk
3 ol o5 wolel-imolwte] 7] 42K (Noelle-Neumann, 1974)¢l <153 "54
Aok} #2] A (the strength), A4 7Fs/d(the chances of success)S H713l 24k
Fd oARE Y (p. 4) = 4L BERE =AM e] AF 7FeA Azto] QalEd o
off T3 kS wAH, Fge] e A A4e] of el gk gl Hrert Aol A €]
3E 7 Aol Q3 mIE Aelehs 7HE ARG o5 AE=(THADD) ¢ ghike
WIS AR AREA el QIEUl EE Adslelxe] ik oF-E AFda, el gt
Felgo] GARER ool fefw]gh @Rk WIXA] 982 W, =Aellxe] A TFeAd A17te]
SRR oftoll A(+) A FEFs vRlS w3l vkt L] Ags oREEd of ol
A5 A8 A-Ee] FESHA Bt =AM A 7FsAd A4 W] ZaE Aklstal, o
& A5k A7} ek 2Eiv o AtellA Tl el thgk Az o] oA A
| =AeIX 9 A 77 Aol mRE Sk daEA] ettt o) Ak=ekE ofere] A4
oA 7118ks 7FsAde] itk ol59] A= el it e T ke R iFsto]
Lol thgk FEgo] o E9171el v Azt GAREE o] il R AREsleAE

o
2

Gtk S Qe s, el tie Fehes Z4ske Sgeld =4 Aol

o

O



SR oo} il W A4 PAS Felslehs AR Felge) 34 Pae 45
of 1ol thet Feige] BaE S 135 Rk webd ol chet Feled wek 4
S5 Fopo R Z4sle] 1 HakE A58 Wark glor], A A olhE Akgle] 1

N

J‘

o
g Azo] v of el et A3} oA g ek W ARgeheA], el
o) g At Al el Tt FAl Ak =Aglxe) e ks #7kel Wsks E

o SRR ool R HIAR=AZ AeIStA P

(1) =Rl A 7FsA A7l lAfaEd ofHel] mX|= o3k

Aokt 443242018)2 =S ARUAlIR RS k] A (Langlois & Langlois,
2007) o5& atal, = Aol wet =AA ARlel]l tigk o)X Ed of 7t Eebd Aelgar
T o5 =4 Aol SAPIA WK, Sl tigk A 5 AR - ey 1
del, RtelA BA(S, A} A&7 sl 5§44 & o] FolAER Algso] Aol
o] 5215 sl (Langlois & Langlois, 2007; Oshagan, 1996), A3-l gt 7|t <14
SRR o7t Zebd Aojetarl diSaiSitt. Altee AR AlE o R Sl sH = A
d&sla, 19 we} 8)5sh= ko] e == (Bandura, 1977: Kruglanski et al., 2015:
Scheier & Carver, 1992), w=Aelx9] 43 7FsA(5, Ads 458 7FsA) <= WA A
Z¥ek 739 (of, eIk =)ol w=As ob 1 ¢ Sl S HHH S 7Fs Aol =
AL, =AYl Fofeks A ARAIE 39 7Fe A lvhe Zloltk. Wk, A el &8t
I 2R1] 4 TFs S A A2 el ke T 7Fsdol Slrt vk} e
EAA ] S "B ARl tie oS FHIS ul, o] Folshs (S, Al
TZ) o AFH 0w viisk] e (S, 4EA w2 Ndstela, SHAREeIAl A
uilel] Ak oAE ThE ARSIl TAWS W, B FAU (S AllE o] 8xh) ¢ ditk
7} Aate] ool Fofg 7FsAdo] o= Awetal A=A E Awsiolrt. A A, =4
olxe] A 7k Ake ARl B(+) A1 Fake vAlE Ao Vel ol =4l
A9 738 7Fs7d Ao R o W7ol gk A|zto] oAlEE of el A= JEks A
T AR A gtk & A Aokt AAd2(2018) 9] THE Bt Al o= st
of, =AolMe] e 71 Azte] var ool gk #zte] BatE w4 deAE ARR]
afarzt et ole] gk 7S thea At

rlo

[
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017 K 4. RHAI2] Of240] T oA(vs. % OfzA)oll SRICHs ARIS tRbIMe] ME Tks
X2 ol sl Alolol CHet SNEESI FI2 0 ZOIE,

(2) AN AF 7154 AZe] 418 W

OESEREEREE
el o)l o] PAEE o7 H917 17k Aol Arfa ek, ] Fgol st
thiz A2kl 73 9ol At elkE R TFse] ik TR ol A% et
(Glynn & McLeod, 1984: Noelle-Neumann, 1974: Tormala & Rucker, 2007). =7
FEolA ol Fdol FEE Y, Huh A5Y Sl o] 21EE 5 e o oR 15y
o] A7} 015 83 7FsAde] =rh(@El, 2017 Freeley & Steinberg, 2014). LA}
g9t 7}=(Baldassare & Katz, 1996) AFEEo] AFle] o] HAausirtal A28 =
AelXe] e 7Fs S A A4 Z0R d5gAnt ofF AssiAl &ttt Arkest A4

2(2018)2 A3} ATES HES 74| AdE Al /dos Feirh &, A
e Al =58 Bl St AgERE, ARle] Fge] Aeel] Hlel drht A
SihaL AZH(S, el A Aard) skeAlel wket 94/\}3338 o7t EEAIEAIE E]lekar
2L gk, o5 T3] A aide] =oAL AE 7FeA Aol A(+) A S v
A, oAb ool @ v Alow oeiGitt At Ak ARA 2l el 2
o dsollM S0 A A =AM el A 7FsAd A1 oAkl A(+) 4% @
S MR A, =AM e 7he A A2k miNE pollis o R of ol frejug
& |HA) A9ke). B At Ak} AL A7H(2018)0l4 AHEH 7HIS EdlR, oA}
Y ool thgk el Al Aol Bk Apisslalal gtk ol #gh 7l vt

=

H

o2

oI 1M 5. ARile| FHo| Efele] FFof| HIsH ZATSIci XZEeR, =dolM Ajtlo| 458

7tsdE = XA 2o, SIS Bl VIS ot =2 Zolct,

A
ek "ARe] o] ARBIAQI ARE A rkar AR A, ARRFES AR ¢

Ao gk Bl glofAm eRhERE ARAlekAl ©ok i st Noelle-Neumann,
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1974, p. 44). A9 o 52 A}le] o] digh &2 (attitude certainty, Tormala &
Rucker, 2007)< SAlg@e] A (+) 401 oJ8ke 3= A o% ¢4 9k Lasorsa, 1991
Matthes, Morrison, & Schemer, 2010: Petrocelli, Tormala, & Rucker, 2007). “th
23 4d:2(2018)2 A8 A7-ES HEste] ARe] ool tigh o] =Aellxe] A Tte
3 Ak AR of el @S W ZlolhaL eldsiSit). =, =S B B oR &8
ojdo] AR R, 2Re] oA tig Salo] Z3E =Aelxe] AF 7 dE A A7t
o, e FAE 7R 2 Aolehs dSoltt. ofe AR=e] ke ujAel| w5t 2
o] eJel| of= ALz EMsh=Al & Aiste] Zale] o de] thgk Sl g Z7data, SJAkE
@ ool thet 2akE AT A A ARe] ol tigh S A = Aol e A
& 7k’ AA3} i Edel A(+) A9 G mHaL, =X BE 7k A2k mivlE
SRl Xé(+)z—1°d G2 A= o vEith 2 e vkt Adee] A
(2018) el AREE 7hde Edh=, SJAlsER] ool thgk 2Rile] ool gt 244l Ao &3t
& Apsstaat gk, ool ek 7S thga it

L

o

oI 7k 6. RKAlo| ofHol| LS =ttlo] 2=, =M ARAo| 5T THsME = X

Z0j0{, NS Foiet 715 ot =2 oI,

Ml

) A8 ATEL AEA =] A FAIE AMSle] Al e JFS vAE S5 SHE PN =
Qﬂal“—ol‘ﬂ'ﬁ Fool digh A4(1971), HIE FA(1972), 59 sibde] EWsl(1972), AREAIE(1972, 1975,
1977), €2k WA AE(1977) 5= 18 AT 35 A7Aks B9k Hel(d, Yun & Park, 2011), o8
grel(ofl, Neuwirth, 2000), 704} 22+ 213%(dl], Kim et al., 2014; Scheufele et al., 2001), &4 2& s}
(d, Ho & McLeod, 2008), wl=pit Za17] 453(dll, wdss - o], 2012), ¥ 42A(o, Kim, Han,
Shanahan, & Berdayes, 2004) & &=&o] HAU, A - FAA EA9} 8 FAE AH-gict
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211 g3 Ak QLgRlel Tt ol AR A9-E Aekn, 7} gRelie) ophEd
o2 S4B F 4P] P AFE BAG] AWHYAR, e FBAEE vPgow Y
o WO A = 367) & ARIES thoR AR) 58] Sl AR = A8
AN 2191 A3 n = 321)€ ol ol g3 Ho] gl ARIES o Hol
5 ro] ol WA e A AN e = Ale) A(ek B o1 vs,
o kel o)z) & A9l AN ¥, el e Tl =4 slel A wAele] 4

7Fed A2, 5] A A 1e]an ARe] of el tigk 2l Ak S5 SAgsle] ofgo

i

o

—

1) &8 FHoixIet A8 M}
AR R oAR2zAF AR QFjs] Fasisitt. 71l S R dwe] AL dhdat
44,8427 T I7ALSIEH] ARl 7|xsto] AW, AR, Aol vlg|Ed Ao SEAE
FE3hL, o5 uPho R ARIZALE 918k oW U WEIT APdZAlIAE =4 e W
o Al 2Rl Ad3lelxle] =R o R BRslal, 7 gl the 7Eo R T3RkE A4
122 A, HARDE Qdklel] #et o
AS ARSI 4 3wk oS ¥Rl SHAES EAle] didAE AR el 4
ol A= sloj2f o4 S AR o8 AHe] e AlRFES vdAE Ada, A9
Qldetel] M B-& Wkl 9HE ¥Rl SHEAES Bl dbRlE A4EIets) T Aol
LESN %z}i AR AL 2 48701, ©]5 % 1,057TH0] HAAE Alwgict Baal
3] =) 33E, o|2E o 8AEONA Holh
2ujEolX e =4 A AN 72 dste] SHAEE AR ellA] AlAlE 20 34
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oA vs. T Hk o) ol FASE It EaAke AlESE Al T BN gs wBel
36378 AT 6949 HF TROR AP HE FEe P4 3399(48.8%), 4

3) A QVlol T SRS e TH M ZAUHL = RS RHH, 2 = $AH, 3 = P A, 4
= 39 EE 9L 5 = AT 6 = 4, T = w§ 347

4) B AT The0] J1FOR BAUT RS 1) STAE(n = 3632 WEAT 3, o] £YS g0k, 1
714 63 HesiAAL ehe E?fk ANIBEL, 6% AeEleh) ek S 1738 24 dhol A Alstaisich, S,
AP B AR AT S lES thHshs ARE BT BEThL WZeR=AE Rl ol Fola

2} 5%). A, SRS T 2 32

2 167 B4 AEROL A 20
Wl e RS A AT A 53] 49 617, sl

ol uke) S A, AT 3 i
25 729 2ol A 1081 Al9).
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355'8(51.2%) 02, 1%L 20415E 69419 xS HITHM = 46.14, SD = 13.53). ©]
5 T AAYT Qelell 2k AR 3547(51%) , ks Al 3408 (49%) 011k
U 43 n = 367) ek vzt AARdE eVl 33 (vs. v shs 48 st
24 AR 538]9] s)2)o] Rl 1 Ut |lol= FAskE 3l 8Wo] AT
312 F HALT Qdetol et st WaEdar, FAE = g o] Qld’ie] nigkAlgk(vs.
HRFIEHA] Fe) AAoletar =g UCE el 1 Aol ld v 41e] AR Qe
Qbell ZMd(vs. W) gohs oS, 2] APt vt (vs. 3H3) dcke oS wiglsuh
2 AN o] F s g3l o] i o, el digh R, =4 39 4, =
Ae] AE 7¥sd A2k, o) Al Aarg, Apale] ojel| gk B A 5 S ¥
o date] SR WA 177(48.2%), 14 1909(51.8%) 02, 182 22410114 694
o] B¥E HITHM = 45.95, SD = 12.27). o5 & ARl sk Alke 1869
(50.7%), Wrloh= Alhe 1817(49.3%)011et. Tt 2hdshs Zqdol Tl Alehe 196
4(53.4%), T} whdlsks Zqdol) Sl Al 1717%(46.6%) ©14c.
21 48 n = 3279l 7t HADE Vel 2 (vs. ) aks 8k o)~
Fr2ag|=of] HARNE Qe w ANZe] FEFHRIFULE olel| tis] ofm Algto] A=
QPdeto] HiAgH(vs. HRHeHA] ek2) AAlolehs da-s A PFUTE 1At tire] o]
A7} olel] Fx(vs. WHl)sh= Y22 531, 2Fe] o8} whl(vs. ) dths H2s
SEYTUCLE ANGC). 0% sF dolre] oaEd o, gl digh Felg, =4 3
9%, w=Aelx el A s A2k, el Al A, ARale] o gk -ﬁh e 5
S 24300 28191 Aste] SRS WA 1629(49.5%), o1 1659 (50.5%) 07, e
20%%]011*1 69419] IS WTHM = 46.34, SD = 14.84). o5 % ool FAeh= Al
1687(51.4%), Hish= AFRS 159'3(48.6%) 10t} T} Zddhe 2710 gl A}
T 170%(52%), Tt Ridfslks Zexiell sl Algke 1577 (48%) ©13it.
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(4) =AY 3)9] AH=A AR
=4 3v] ke =4 A% A% (Infante & Rancer, 1982)% ¥-&8) th= 252 977} 9)
= ool ok =S 1A AT, e w=AS Tlake AEe] vk, el ofAe] grial
AZsEEtE, Vhs EF =k Yol ofas sk aethe] 3l ks 114 AR 2
A0 = 28] 238A] &k, 5 = 24 2FHEE), 10 = #2380, 489 £3E
PGtk ARt 3 B W2 ARSIt Cronbach's @ = .90, M = 5.13, SD = 2.05).

r]o A\

(5) ]| et Ak el

el diet e T2 A8 J9E(Kim et al., 2014; Moy et al., 2001; Scheufele

et al., 2001)9] Ea-& W& U the AlEe] v ool FejshA] &5 w, Wit 74
o WrIEAS 2RI, e v AlkEo] Ue] o7 elal ek ul, ARkE Al
b A AR, e e ARl Ul sl Bele 82w, Allse] L1

HeleAE AT 37 £8 114 HER S4R0H0 = 95 194 ek 5 = 24 1
grh(EE), 10 = wig- 28h). SAE FHES Hugk At F 5 weR ARSI

(Cronbach's @ = .97, M = 3.77, SD = 2.23).

& AE(dE% - o]d, 2012; Glynn & Park, 1997:

Neuwirth et al., 2007)¢] w85 W83 o] oAS SAskA FHI, V= 1= e

ARFETL Atel7} LA S ARSHA B Aotk W] S SXjsh FAFICH, v 1w
Qe AbFeol g HedAE A%al 2 Zloltk, el oA &4t

g <l Wk aHEAE As 2 slelthe] 3 £ 114 A

%A gt 5 = A agTHEE), 10 = vk T8, S TEE Bk At § F

&} W42 ARESIITH Cronbach's @ = .96, M = 4.06, SD = 2.22).

(7) =AellX ] AE 7VsA A4

=AM AdE 7Fs 7 A2k ARle] ool el Eold ket ARle] oS A
oA ofsiAld 7FsAd o o] SAA i ol ARle] efziel] Aol S22 7}

S FE HAd T QVdetel ek oS AHE ), FAxt 5 Tt st oAl &

o3k 7Fs7ge] ol Areehar AZek=Al & el 114 (0% = S8 74 18 gl
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50% = &% 7Fs/3 ¥k 100% = 5% 7Fs7d - 35, 99l 10%) = S43HM =
6.00, SD = 1.65). AFile] oS AJudolAl oJslAA 7FeAdS Fst AAdE Qi
3k ojAs RS wl, A 5 vl AAste] AS olairA 7hs de of= Adnetar
A=A E Al 114 #=(0% = olslE 7FsA 28] §le, 50% = olalied 7FsA vkl
100% = olalfgt 7Fs7d - =5, &1 10%) = SAIHM = 6.19, SD = 1.53). 544
THEL Heigh AR $ 55 W= A8 Cronbach's @ = .85, M = 6.10, SD = 1.48).
2RI el A 2rle 9]24_01] o] Fefgt 7k g sk AT 1dktel ot

<

oS HFE AN uf, Ho|k 0|8} T TG} Fske] 7] T8 7FeAdo] o= A
Teba RS AR 113 HE(0% = 5538 7FsA A8 91e, 50% = 5528 7V

3 Wk 100% = %28 7FsAd v =5, 99 10%) 2 SAHIHM = 547, SD =
1.91). 218 oAS Aol Al ofsiAlZ 7hs/de sk E HAUT QVdtel thek oS
22 ANS W, slo]2E ol8At T vt FIgte] o7 olald 7hs o] o= Akl A
Zrek=Al 5 Al 115 H=(0% = osiE 7FsA A8 §le, 50% = o3 7FsA v,
100% = olaligt 7FsAd vikg- =2, ©%1 10%) 2 SAIHM = 5.75, SD = 1.79). 449 &
-2 gk ARt $ B W ARSI Cronbach's @ = .87, M= 5.61, SD = 1.74).

|
X

(8) A Wi

A= olgroll ik T Aok Aol g T AEE FAl WEE AR ol #A
T Ui HAYE Qldetel digk wado] Wt
A EEE, Ui HAE VIR R 18-S Wol ¥aL lvk, Wi HAUE Ykl o
3 the AREET A diskeitt, Wi AT QPdRte] T8k olgrekar Azkekt, HA S
T QUIREE Ut #edyl FAlolok o] 670w 114 A== SAYCHO = 78 13A] &F
= A 2tHRE), 10 = wfe- 28}, SAE FIES Bk Akt § 5 WEE AL
St A3k Cronbach's « = .88, M = 6.17, SD = 157, =2l 43k
Cronbach's « = .86, M = 6.26, SD = 1.55).

2] AT A AT (R - A4S, 2018; Berger, Galonska, & Koopmans,
2004004 FFE 283 Vi WA A oy, A TE, 5583 3 T UE AREEY
A B tiskE A gk, s WA B9JlA] FdE= ] e distel] #S 7RI,
e WA A W FAE AN 0E AP AL ESkaL Y, Uk A I EE 3
slof g oapr} it o] ] BS54 HwR SAHACHO = Hs] 1584 Qrk, 1 = A9

N

Ot
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O
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T8 9t} 2 = A4 JFHRE), 3 = 7HF T8 4 = of§- a238nh). S4Y 25
Hitgk ARt 5 B35 Wes ALESIci At A8E Cronbach's ¢ = .84, M = 2.06, SD
0.83, 2221 A3} Cronbach's ¢ = .89, M = 2.10, SD = 0.91).

X
(=3

M

)
i
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I

(1) o8 7vs4

PR Ve el wh(1974, 1977, 1993) 3} $4¢ AyAlEo] ARGk Wxlog =
gk HoE Aol oAREd 7FsAE HsAA Sl Al Asichd, HAUF QA
elel] gk Fste] oJAS HHT 7FsAo] o= ARSI S Awdl 115 H%=(0% = oHxd
7FsA A8 91, 50% = A%S 7FsA Wk 100% = A% 7FsA v =2, 99
10%) 2 Z43HM = 6.90, SD = 1.98).

LR ASlellxle] orEd 7FsAS TS 9] dglel Agth, Akt dER
19a Qldelel] digh Hsle] oS FAT 7FsAe] o= AR g Aws) 114 A= (0%
= AEH 7V A8 12 50% = A% 7FeA dhE 100% = AAEE 714 vig-
B 99 10%) 2 SAHICHM = 5.34, SD = 2.74).

o]

X

4. AT Znt

7Wd
(structural equation model) ¥-41<- @7\16‘}915} 7} ol #pale] oA v 91691 o
A o el g AJaF Felw, = 9] A, ge] i Aad, ARl o e o
gk g g oA wrw AAstaL, w=AdM e 3E 7hs A A2t el tigk A

= P 8, SRR TS WA R ARSI =4 3l9] Adeket el it A
A
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WO 3] A ] B AR 95 WaEe] A9AR= (Table 2)¢F 22t &

AR 055 S8l =4 319 el S 30, el sk A Feleel &
2] 370, el it gab Felee] 44 3745 TR o1 e} A M 7k T
S 388 BAS An), 3R AEe S 2ol et Ao® vERdTh \*(df = 30, n
367) = 89.92, p<.001, CFI = .99, NFI = .98, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .04, £9]
AR (factor loading)= =7 319 Ao 35 Mgl 769014 .92, el gt 334
Felee] B5 W] 9404 199, ariel] tigh A Feee] HE WEe] 9394 .98
o] ke BTh5) o= ErlE ¢hd X¥(full model) o] AFEE B3 Av} FE A8E A
Al 2ol #gHE Ao Eit), 2 (df = 64, n = 367) = 127.15, p < .001, CFI =
.99, NFI = .97, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .06, (Figure 1) Hcj¥l Aglojxie] 4= 71
ARZAG(EFS) AT & HER Aotk

ol

-~

P

o

) =4 3|1 Agke] % Eld=(convergence validity): .38, Lol theh Aeh4 T 15 EldEE 62, 1L
‘ﬂoﬂ gt Je Felwel A5 edEe 7001900k =4 3]9] 4482 AVE (average variance extracted) 7t 71
A1 500l PIAA] Feglar, s AR % w652 71EXI1 7000 mIxIA] Fegich, ey =4 9] ek} aglel o)
S ek Feleo] HHAITE A gH.18) 0] F WG] AVERD) 2teu g i ElgAdo] Qli= Ao EeR)t]
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Table 2. Correlations, Means and Standard Deviations among Observed Variables

wte success  strength  certainty  foi_situl foi_situ2 foi situ3 foi trait1 foi trait2 foi trait3 avoidl  avoid2  avoid3 congruency M SD
wte 1 .39 33 20 -.09 -1 -.08 =13 -1 =10 =13 =19 -6 A2 5.34 2.74
success AT 1 .93 18 -.02 -.01 -.09 -.08 -.08 -07 -.03 -.09 =12 4 5.61 1.74
strength 15 21 1 21 .00 .00 -.09 -.08 -07 -.06 -.07 -.08 =12 33 5.69 1.77
certainty 35" 5 .09 1 =12 =13 =13 =12 -1 =147 -05 -.04 .00 -.03 6.86 2.31
foi_situ1 -.16" -.20" -.06 -.04 1 86" 82 65" 87 68" 38" .36 3 .03 4.54 2.42
foi_situ2 -.20" =19 -04 -.08 91 1 .88 e A T4 39 40 3 .07 4.00 242
foi_situ13 =19 -.16* -.06 -.05 85" 91 1 e e 5 41 45" 35" .05 3.69 2.49
foi_trait =18 =19 -.15% -.06 66" 68" 69 1 90" 92 40 42 38" -.03 4.04 2.43
fol_trait2 =19 =21 =17 -.04 68" 69 e .93 1 o4 42 48" 43 -.06 3.99 2.50
foi_trait3 =21 -.20" -.16* -.05 65" 69 2 90" .95* 1 41 46 40 -.03 3.76 2.47
avoid1 =24 =19 -.26" .00 3" .33 3 37 .36 33 1 8 55" .09 5.54 2.41
avoid2 =22 =21 =22 -.01 34 31 29" 37 37 35" 82 1 .68 .04 5.26 242
avoid3 =23 =13 -.16* -.03 4 407 .39 42 A4 42 66" 69 1 -.02 5.06 2.32
congruency .09 24" -.06 -.05 -01 -.02 .01 .03 .01 .00 -.01 -.05 .01 1 0.55 0.50
M 6.90 6.10 5.74 6.77 437 4.06 374 3.88 3.81 3.62 5.35 5.12 4.92 0.52
SD 1.98 1.48 1.64 2.28 2.26 2.29 2.37 2.31 2.38 2.39 2.19 2.26 2.31 0.50

Note. In the correlation analysis, residuals were used that eliminated the effects of demographic variables such as gender, age, academic background, income, issue interest, and
political interest (face-to-face situation: N = 367, online situation: N = 327). wte = willingness to express opinions: success = perceived success expectancy in debate; strength
= relative argument strength: certainty = attitude certainty: foi_situ = situational fear of isolation; foi_trait = dispositional fear of isolation: avoid = argumentativeness: congruency =
congruency with perceived majority opinion (incongruency = 1, congruency = 2). Correlations among variables for the online situation are presented in the upper diagonal matrix and
correlations among variables for the face-to-face situation are presented in the lower diagonal matrix. *p (.05, **p ( .01.
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(1) ARA1E] o747} vl o7de] Px| of it arglel] ot 33 T &3l oA sdd
ool mX|= oF%F

AT 7P 2= ARE) o v o8] dA] of i el gk A Feles Sel Sl
ARl tigh oAlERe] @3S WA Zolgle dSeld. HEe flel ZRA: wiam
(PROCESS macro v3.2)& ts 7} &35 #4sl{th((Table 3) #%). 8, 9%, o
g, Y, ol TalEet AA IS B W, -l et s Feeat =AM A
& 7Fs7d Az ml W TR ARle] oddt v o8] dA] o s Sy W, 9
AR 7S S5 W A f,{'iﬂ} A A, ZRple] et v oie] dA] of= L
Holl thgh Fg el frefmgh das
.23, t[359) = -.12, p = .903). 1ol tht A4 T2 ox hjx_ 7}6"301] -) A<
FES vA= Ao® eIt R? = 38, b = -0.08, SE = .04, t[357) = -2.22, p =
027). A1) oAat v oo dA] o7t R Ths Al viAle AR Bdke freir]
] ITHR? = .38, b = -0.09, SE = .17, t[357) = -.52, p = .604). 7 &3}
ASE S8l B2 55 500002, AT 5% = AAE FEAEH BAS At &

A Ad}, FEXER AT 9] A gkt stek A gk Alelell 0o] Ejhwo], A4l o
A3 v oo o] o= el oIk AR FeeS miE oAk TFsAdel fongh
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o
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Jake W7 GIh(b < .01, SE = .02, 3K+ 7] = -.04, 43 A7) = .05). el @
o e AT 71 23 AAEA) el
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Dispositional 74 R Situational
Fear of Isolation Fear of Isolation

01 o
Argumentativeness :
02 =157
01 il
Willingness to Express
Congruency %pinions p
297
267
01
Attitude Certainty o
147 ’
Relative Debate
Argument Strength 21 Success Expectancy

Figure 1. The results of structural equation modeling analysis, the face-to-face situation. Standardized coefficients are reported. x*(df = 64, N = 367) = 127.15, p < .001,
CFI = .99, NFI = .97, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .06 (Low 90%: .04, High 90%: .07). congruency = congruency with perceived majority opinion (incongruency = 1, congruency

Hhk

=2)."p<.10,'p < .05 "p < 01, “p < 00L
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Table 3. Results of Process Macro Analysis for the congruency with Perceived Meajority Qoinion on
Willingness to Express Qpinions, the Face-to-Face Situation

Cl
b SE LL UL
congruency
— situational fear of isolation .00 .02 -.04 .05
Indirect — willingness to express opinion
effect congruency
— debate success expectancy .39* .10 .20 .61
— willingness to express opinion
Direct congruency . -.09 A7 -42 25
effect — willingness to express opinion
Tot 30 19 -06 15

effect
Note. Cl = confidence interval, LL. = lower limit of the confidence interval, UL = upper limit of the confidence
interval. *p < .05.

(2) 15el] gk A3k Fgo] arglell vk 434 Fodwell mlX)e= <33
AT 7Hd 38 el tigh A Felgol 45, el Uik 3 Feles = 7FsA
S NG Az, aFol the e Felgol
ol ek A3 Fees 2 vl & Ao JERtHETS AEAT =
4, SE = .04, p<.001). whehx] A gl A 1= 71 32 AA| = 31et6)

(3) =) 3J3) Aol SIAFH ool mX= gk
G 14 16 1 29 490 25, WS A1) Aolehe o) TR
% B4 NG A3, 1 o) AR oWEE ofRe] B 49l FRL MR Ao |
EhtERel 275 = - 15, SE = .05, p = .002). mieb wiehal 33eld A /b 1
& A7)

F

) 515 e 49 ool S ofol vl Atk ol $AQ Ao el o AR el
AR ofol felvleh ek v SIEHGEESH ARAR =01, S = 06, p = 925). & @7 29 o
A T A e e Pt A
2 PRI, SARA0R JEAE B BT As, A2 o7l thE ole) AR o] ek oliste] Bl
z] = 0, T oste] 93] = 1) 3ol e A Felgol frolvie G mRA) etk = 0.07, SE =

6.8 =-02 t =45, p = .655). T olzike] ol ) of st el chek AP Fehge] S \#
. 23lo] gk A Felgol felvls ke nAE Aoz et = 0.17, SE = 08, 8 = .08,
2.12, p = .034).
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(4) AR 27zt el oo Px] of 7t =Alie] A5 7 Aldks B3l ek
offol| m|X| = 3%k
A7 7H 4= AR o3t v o] A of 7t =AelM o] Ay 7Fe A A1k S5 o
F ARl Tt eaEel] J&2 v Zolehs dSoltt. H5S flel AL viasE v
< "7} B35 B4t (Table 3) 350). A, A, sk, %, ol TJrNES’Jr A
=2 A W, = AelM 9] A e d At ardell thet A Felwe il s S
ot Ao odd} v oo A RS 51 W, R TS T HrE A4
et 24 A3, Aple] oIt v oe] dA] o= =AM e 7Fe A Aol A
(H) AR FHE, v o3} QAD 9ol s 7S = AD = iRl Aoz vt
WtHRr? = .23, b = 0.65, SE = .14, t[359) = 4.74, p < .001). =ANA<] & 7V
g A2 e EER 7hs el A(+) A9 FEE vIHtHR? = .38, b = 0.60. SE = .06,
t(357) = 9.23, p<.001). M BIE ST Ant 2Rle] ofda v o] ] ofi=
=AM BF TFe A Ake iR SARER TFsAdell A(+) AR FEE piAlE Ao
ERth(b = 0.39, SE = .11, 3k Al = .20, 43+ 37 = .62). oleieh Axk= ¢k w7y
S HofEtH(r? = .38, b =-0.09, SE = .17, t[357) = -.52, p = .604). w}z}x] A
2 gl A 7He 4= XA

(5) F¥de] i Zdarie] =Allxe] As 7 AlhE B3l SR of el mixl=
J%

A 7ML 5= ARle] o) v Algkse] Fgel nis) Aumsirian AzEas: w=elr ARl
| /488 7k S A A4s, =M e] e 7hede A A4 ok 7Fs A
| 35 Zlolghs djSeltt. ] w3 418 AAE A, F40] A A =4

1e) 4% 75 Azte: x4<+>zaoL

o

o

9,

% 3195 5,0000=, *BH%E 95%= 4474 H%LE’\E%’J A AARTE B4 A
o) g A2 =AM el e 7Fed A2 vl e 7Fe el A(+)A]] FF

2 IR Rlow UeptthEel 47 = .04, 491 27 = 12, p < .001). Wb wef
ol b 71 5 AHEIh
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(6) AA12] o)7ol] v 841 Aer] d=ollale] 4 7FsA) 217 B4l o)A ool
mHE g

QI 71 6 Ae] oJ70) tgh Shalo] A ol o] AFE AFAS B A7
3, w=AolNe) B FeRS B A SR TPsAe] B8 Aoleks o)

TEYA BE 2AS AN A 2Re] o) el ik gl A= =AellA9] E 7hs A
Az (B8t ARAF = 14, SE = .30, p = .004) 3 QAEE o R (FFst AT =

29, SE = .04, p <.00D 72} A(+) A1 G vxl= o= vEeRth 1 g3
3 AFEEFZE 355 5,00002, AF]F7HS 95%= A4 FEAE BAE 2A

U‘JEP =4 A3, ARl 47#01] e G4l A= =AM e 7Fed Azke il oAt

p

EE 7kl A(H)AR] S AR Aoz veitiEe] 78 = .01, 9 BA = 11,
p = .019). ukepr] W FRellA] A 71 62 A=A

ERIPALES: —?}_‘*@Q‘ 23 v‘i“ﬂ.oﬂ ARE A= ATEe] ATIAIE <Table 2)9F 2t}
A 2yo] A TS 8l =4 319 ] S 30, aHel digk A Tl
el 4] e FUA ol We A W 1k
HAS F88) A A, FE AEs 34 2y A3t Ao vepdt P (df =
327) = 58.62, p = .001, CFI = .99, NFI = .98, RMSEA = .05, SRMR =
.03, 821 AAXE =4 319 Age] A5 WFEo] 7164 .96, 1ol tigh J&H Fele

ASWFE0] 9404 .98, 1ol tiet A8 Felee] w5 WyEe] 8804 959 7k
& 2D o5 EUR o BEe] Aes BAe An), 1 AEe AAE 2ol A%

okl
oX,
ﬁ(
w
=
=
k)
=
=2
r
>
O:
oL
a2

w
j=
Il

Lo,

& o veRdth x*(df = 64, N = 327) = 142.31, p < .001, CFI = .98, NFI =
.97, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .05. <Figure 2)= 22121 JRolxje] b= 1 A=Al
T3} Al & vERd Zolek

7) =4 39 ] AT B 33, el oIk e Felee A% B 49, T i A el
94 E}%‘E‘i 4700 ‘Rir/} A 319) e el ik 0‘4 FHEE AVEZ} 71EA121 500 lelxl k. o]
B9 i Al 3 60, 612, 71 7000 PIAA] ek 2efvk =3 B9 st el ik 4] e
[e]

2] TS AT 3H(.25) 0] 7 W] AVERTE 2o s gl EfgAlo] 9l Ao R JeRdT
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(1) ARA1E] o747} vl o7de] Px| of it arglel] ot 33 T &3l oA sdd
o Fof m|x}= °é*

AT 7Hd 29] S-S flal A vimEs v ml 2akE EASIIrH<Table 4) 3%).
Al og sk _/,:?j] ol FAIES} AX| FATE EA| W 1| gjst A T8
=AM AE 7FsA Az mivl W FRASeE ARe o s v o7e] dA] RS
=Y W, PEEE TheS T MR ARt A Aa), Al o v o] o
2] o= arel] ik A el frefnlet Jaks mAA] thR? = .02, b = 0.20,
SE = .27, t(319] = .75, p = .453). Lol theh 44 Fo3-& oAk 7ol ¢
gk J3kS mA|A] ekk(R? = 33, b = -0.08, SE = .05, t(317) = -1.53, p =
126), AR1e] ofAat v oo ] Rt R Ths Al viAls AR 2k v
A eI R? = 33, b = -0.15, SE = .29, t[317) = .53, p = .594). V4 &4=
AR A, RE~E A7k ek A gk stk A gk Atelell 0] EgElo], 2}xle]
o173} U 9719] 9] o= ol tjak A Fele-S mslE oA 7FeAdel] frejn)
3 Jeks wA] QKb = -0.02, SE = .03, 3l 4A = -.09, e AA = .03). w}
A 221 oA A 7 2= AAHA] gk

(2) T5lol] vl a4 Feigo] TRlol ek 4 kol v odek
A7 71 38 TR B BAow 758 2st, 1yl da e Fegel 2
A 4 03 7188 0 /ool 2 Ao el AR 40,
04, p < 001). Wb 213 Ao Q17 714 3 ARSI

mi@

(3) =7 319 AJaJo] QA ofHol| HIXE o}

Q17 714 1S T wal Bl w 7,;%-_1 s}, =4 37 RS AP ool 2O
0] Qe A A0 UERTH R

2ejel Aol AT 74 12 AH =

AO,L
o
i
L
B
Il
|
-
(@)
Ei%
|
(@]
©
ko]
|
o
(e
=
k)
By

X

8) 1ol ot A8 Feigo] MR ool nlAl: Qg F7ke ¥R 23, ngel ol AR Felge o
ARER ool frefm|gh Qdaks wAA] ekt BEAG = .02, SE = .10, p = .795). ¥ A= el f
43 Felgol 2 79, Ale] oldle] Tl ojzie) ) wgol g AR Feles 12 el e
2 BAlEielh, SFRA0R JEAE B BAT Au, A2 o7l o ole) AA] of = gl oiet 43
A el frefulgh ks vRE AoR VeRdtHb = 0.39, SE = .17, 3 = .08, t = 2.31, p = .022). U~
Sste] o 9] otk el die B Felgel JEAE ‘ﬂ% %ol e 4 Felgol BAHOE &
om|gtk JgS wXA] e9kek(h = -0.08, SE = .08, § = -.03, -.95, p = .342).
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Figure 2. The results of structural equation modeling analysis, the online situation, Standardized coefficients are reported. \*(df = 64, N'= 327) = 14231, p < .001, CFI =
98, NFI = .97, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .05 (Low 90%: .05, High 90%: .08). congruency = congruency with perceived majority opinion (incongruency = 1, congruency = 2). '
p<.10 "p< .05 p< 01 "p< 00L
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Table 4. Results of Process Macro Analysis for the congruency with Perceived Meajority Qoinion on
Willingness to Express Qoinions, the Online Situation

Cl
b SE
LL UL
congruency
— situational fear of isolation -.02 .03 -.08 .03
Indirect — willingness to express opinion
effect congruency
— perceived success expectancy in debate 79* .15 .52 1.1
— willingness to express opinion
Direct  conaruency - -15 29 -7 41
effect — willingness to express opinion
Total 62 28 07 118
effect

Note. ClI = confidence interval, LL = lower limit of the confidence interval, UL = upper limit of the confidence
interval. *p < .05.

(4) A2 sl7z} e oje) 9 o) EAlelAle] AE FF5 A Ake B SR
SER R

[¢]

[e]
AT 7HA 49 HFE 3 ZEAI mARE O vl g9E EAEIITH(Table 4)
Ax). A, A9, o9, 9 ol SRS AR MRS BA U, =AM A Tte

9] G| o= =Aexe] AF 7FsA Aol B (+) AR dke mAE Fo® YeRdTt
(R? = 22, B=1.38 SE = .18, t(319) = 7.70, p < .001). ¥k, z}ale] oA7} =
ojz1e] U] o7}t SRR 7FsAel M= AR SaE SAMORE folvlehA] okt r?
= .33, B=-0.15, SE = .29, t[317) = -.53, p = .594). =Aolx2] AF V54 A2
SAREd 7Fs/del frowleh @S Al B0 JERITHR® = .33, B = 0.58, SE =
.08, t(317) = 7.01, p <.001). ¥ EAE 5 Ar}, ARe] o7 v oo U
o= =AM 3E 7he A AZks viZlE X BEE TheAdell A (+)AQ] ks Al A
o= Yepgth(h = 0.79, SE = .15, 319 A = .50, 4491 A7 = 1.10). wlzhr] 281
AgollA] At 7 4= AR

EI
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(5) Fde] A Ado] loldle] AT K54 A7hg Bl SR ofil] )

HEXED 245 AAg) 24 A}, g9 *JFHX# Zil*é% lﬂ@oﬂw A% 7Fs7d Azt
S 7R oabEE TFsAdel A (+) A9l FEES vAE Ao YeRITHES A = 27, A
9 7AA = .80, p<.001). wfEpA 2221 A3lo| A oIt 71 5= AR E L)

(6) AHA12] ol7ol tigh 2441 RS} olAe] A 715R A Bl SMAE o
ol X dg

AT 7H 68 A B BoR 15E Ayt xale] o e e Al Aris =4
Ao} A 7FsA Azl frelwlet ek XA San(EEst A=A = .00, SE = .01

= .867), QA EE 7FsAdell A(+) A1 Fa A= Ao JeRthEEsl A=A =
16, SE = .05, p = .002). 1H &3}e] 0SS S8l AxESE 845 5,00002, AT
1+E 5% AAE) FEAER A4S AAgtt 4 Ax), #Rale] o7de) it 2R Aue
w=AlM ] A 7FsA A2k miZE QAR ZFs Al Rrefmdh ke mAA] SReH(ER]
A = -.03, ¥1 A = .03, p = .874). WA 2] el At 7 6 AAHA
ok,

b. =2l H &2

& AT ol oI Tl =Aelk e e Ths A Aztol oA E917]el Bk A2kt ¢
ARER oo vl WrE A8 ¢ geAlE Al HAYE QEtkE FAE AR &
%3] 314 gt slo] s | = AgRel| M o] SRR oS HS A Ak vt 2
ok AR, el tigh AR TR oK EE ool Refuldh JEks XA Btar, oA
w9710 thet 2|74} oAb oo v W 2Rgeh] B A0R Ueith =4, =
Aol #prle] ded 7hede A AAdETs GAE ASH R R8sk Y] 2=

il
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L, oA w9171l ik Ajzte] oAb ool mAl= S =AMl e 7Fed Azl
mizlehs Zlo® vt wheba o 91716l tiet A7k argol thek Fefee] opd, =X
oxe] 4E 7Fs/d A7ks F3l QAR ool FEE A= B0 veRgrh Al ARile]
Tl iAo Ausitial A7 AlteE = ARlo] ded ks de = A
Zei, 54 ARl tik i ke AT TFe A HEE 2 0w vERith Ui, ARle] oA
o] Tt galo] Agrs At =AM ARlo] e 7FsAde Al A1dslaL, ke &
A 7hs7d B =AIRE Hjo|s | EollM= o]2igh dido] WA Gttt viA,
= AR =4S gvfeles Y] A oPREdES Alehs ddo] WESI. o

A, ol thet A Feleo] 2 Altaes ardel thie Ak Felee vl A )

o

=

)

AR AR = dRelM 7100 SpRER o Adrehs thAQl ofE]l A
o) Wl o, 55] argloll thit Felsell FEsto] s Mt SRR ofel] viAl= 3
Hep A ez ASEgIthe ook sl & s argell tid Feae S48 29 A
8 18 ATES HESlo] o8] ol £ S AR EeS FRISIIH o]F 71 A0l

PP 0 i, Al ol o el 45
3HZ, SAHER ool $22) g2 vl o 2917
R A8)E WS ok ofs TR thiE Felge :
el TR A RS SR BRI, £ Y3o2 3 Eady
o] Frhe g HolFE ANE R 5 Yok ¥ AT} IRl U JIH FeIeS g
8 a2l vist Felgol o —5%71011 o AZi5} SAHER of o] nil W 2183 5 9)
SAZ AFWA, 1 BRI Qo Ao e ol ok Feles) 3%
o)2o] B APae Ao SHE 5 ek 5, ¥ 17} urk g YA o g o
S Feiee Z5hL 1 IS AEF 2k ndel o Fehgo] ) W A8k @
ok Aol 5] L o) FAOR B % QIrks Boltt
¥ s el ieoldlo] SAHED ool L VIR WRE A, t=ola
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o} =4 AgelM o] oAl o TRk RopllA FA 0R Ao, |E dTES
ofell FE3A] Wkt & A= =AM e 7Fs A Aol rhEd offell A3f ARl
g A, oA 29171 thek AZe] SRR ool miAle FFE wfshs W AhE-
& S WY ol =X e 7 Alzto] arglell ti Felentt o 9]
off o3k A2tk oibEd ofite] dAIE Ss] AHE 4 Slrhs kst 442(2018) 9] =
TE AT 20T B olvh Avkeat e =4 A3e AIA Ao 11ste] Al
B0 A9 dEs V3 BH(F, = A Aol e 5T 5 k& AlolRhe
7o), ASH o S FAT Slofetal dldsisitt. o5e] Aelx v ool tidk A)2F
< el 28 Rt =N g 7Fe A AZHE il SAEE of el A (+)
ofeld It WEFHIT. A Al 7%
o] ZJiA AL =AM AdE 7Fe ) AZkS viZiE SR of el FRke IAIA 23
Ak Al BiE el g9l A Aardel Aelx el e 7hs A A4k
N2 opREdEel () AR FFe M= AR vt ARle] Sl thit Sal e
A ArelrE, i Aol R Rl gel =AellMe] e 7Fs A A7k mivlE <
AREE ool ()29 & VRN A Es9i ol el ARl Hish wow
FEgelA] ARle] ool tigh Bl Aot B skl A8 ¢ ks 2E ARfehe 23t
= e o ek
& A7E A AES HEste] Ll the FeRst =AM A 7Fs Azl
o7 B9)7el gt 2|2} QALEE ofFte] ul ) Mg 2k = QA S W] HENTRs
oot ek 2efut - A7) ke thaat ek A, - Al ARSEE ol BUAE
13k ol thek A Felrol 94 T A 84t EgkEo] el it Fete] v
M ZI7F A8s] HSHA] Bk Aloltk. 5, The AlkEel vl ool FofelA] s
thz ARl Aste] S, o Q0] A eam IFsPdle

N
:

:l:‘4

E
N
X
%0
FTF
ik
o

o} 35 Aels AR 5SS wiAlste] 42te] g9E AEE 5 e w3 mAg g
74 Atk EA, 2 e AdE g8 2] Adste) vladl] SAl7E ek i A T 3

S AA o= nlusk] okrlel AR e D@ ke ARSI T1elu o]k )

=AM w58 ) g oA, A 5] ARk 5] Slem®(Kim et al., 2014:

Neubaum & Kramer, 2016: Slater, 2007), U TRk gl whet xEd

o7t G = Qlrk. whbA AdshEE oAt o et o 9)71el ek A7t To wAE
!

AR steab] e F 4B A a9k 994 ) 2 (within-subject
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experiment) AAIE ARSSIAY, AR T A9 WA (U vs. 2ER1) S AR83le] 9
AREReA ] AfolE vl a7t vk A, 2 A= FEe] W oS EdiE s He]
574 ARRlell tigh of7de] EtsiAv TH A ARFEe] oAk 915 S )

e =AM e 7FsA At el tigh Felsrol oAk of el miAle 9% 1
2l =AellM ] AdE 7hs7d Aol Tk ] AT st Apile] o el thgk 2kl A
o] s Aol 54 ARl sl FHA o1 &7o] SRtk AFES At
A AR, o]E2] SRR S o= B geksl =ert A/E 7ol 3

o 3 R Aol T 1) ARES tpdor, olse) SRR Y3 vl
= 80lEe] BuhE ARstsle] Auk Aest gk v, o)l A Astalel W 2
S7F Qi & A = AR Alelgo] Sl FAIES ARSRE AAE ATE(s - ©]
¥4, 2012; Kim et al., 2004: Kim et al., 2014; Neuwirth, 2000; Noelle-Neumann,
1974, 1977, 1993)& Eiz AT QVdtel At =4 ks Arsle] aid d3dolre]
OALEE oS HEeilaL, oRREE ol e viAlE 895l Bk ATk ey

Sl 5 feldelAnt AR el Tl S RFE SEAY A8 Rl 4 olhE

g 7S, B e e Auph w29 Ase] Ak 5, ol ol Akl et

SR of P L VA MRS Babh debd & QL wgel o Felee dve
=

At ol AL BAE 5 olrks Aolth el 8 QaE Aol ool 44
3} 43S Wrk ARE] o Se] SRR ool Al g Al Al et gk
ORI, 2 Qs v el 97 £9712 ANjake BelNe) APt Qe wle
otk 5 A ATEE o7 BIIZ SR 4ol = el ek A ARE A
2le] ol ARF F2 ThE ARY, T FE 45 ol o AN
oK) 2 % Q= e AN SRAEeIA 1} e ol
A % RS 5, 258 29 02 s, el ol el o
L7l SRl TjaiRl Se] ojA7k Sl obe] gk of
Aksch, 1951)e] A1) A2 Al Uil Aol v sliS: eke 45,
SeAS0] 54 ARM] theh i S 2 01708 o) et 4 5 SRR) el )
Q10] AR o2 ZAsle] R 5 9he Aolc). B el A4 el AR Tk
2ol 9 Agle] 47, Pe) S8 ARHoR TEsH gkl S el et
S Tefele] S ATAOR A Bash ok ofA, B QAT L) Al
o7 B9I7)(%, T 2k 27 vs, TR Hi) 27 2 AIss Felae] 7 ol v
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