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E A3E= AFH wi) AFYA A (Computer-mediated Communication) Rtje]e] A Hrlo] gloja] AE2Q]
wlcle] 2 wzel olg Sl HAHeIA o Uolh AAl ALgeke o gA1Ee] A4A Aoldq et EIE BAstaA
319t ol& ¢35t 313‘34«] Szt vl giEgA 9 MBA S diste] ESQEE Higez 289l A 43

< Al oathge] B wd ol JRE FYsta AT ARRALE Ay 1 A7E BT ‘“—1
A3} njtjo] FAA teddt A3 FollA sl=wlel A&y wWEA A tigt ARgAle] | Zhe] fAlAEe] g
A 795 Fof At S A7lE 890US RIS B Ate ulA BAA o]2(Media Synchronicity
Theory) & AHEAe] A Ztolghzs SR AFA A58z AT, D‘r"hﬂ el JAlhEo] WAse d4 g

ol wEsd SEES

el F8.3 virole] g]ld

tistel EAaIAThs AollA ezt ol

FAl0): mjA BA1A o]&(Media Synchronicity Theory, MST), vtjojd g, orligurs Fghe3E

. M2 &, 7199 7171 FUulE e A 5o 29E

71thHE 4 Ao
o9} o] Eupdo] -2l9 F5 WA 9l

2ulE 7)E So] gitEa, o] & ZWte R st 5 e Apdelw, ASFH vz Ary Al
© ZEI= AlFo] RglelA], Batd 7]e olA] (Computer-mediated Communication, CMC)
2o HAAY gz A golka 3tk (Choi oA mltiolrt & g diste] B2 A7} o]
et al., 2013; Leonardi and Treem 2012: Folx 1 th (Yoo and Alavi, 2001; Dennis
Sorensen, 2011). Eu}d 7|7]7} kg o 2 AR and Valacich, 1999, Dennis et al., 2008). 3t
Ho wet 719EL BYOD(Bring Your Own A%k o]g g CMCol ti& A1E5& CMC wlHjefr}
Device) 3 A< & thFo] =¢8tal Slth. BYODE 7K+ 29 gy CMC wlHoiel AF5A<)
A el ALE A afre] JEBA 7I71Es PlYoleke] Afol & Hlmaste Ao 23S T3
g8k 2oz, 20099 Intele] A5 Z93H of T, mrjole] AAR &4 Aol P’]E}
g, AdEo]l dF&H G R FiEste] o ntjele] el tigk AMEAFEY] A& Pt o]
71718 73 T o) she B8] glof, AL AHel 2 dFe T 8902 AAE e o]
ZE=F1: 2015. 4. 8 =8 (14 2015. 8. 26) ALY 2015. 10. 15
o T":_L 2013”‘ AR (A&H) 9 Yoz A AT AYS ol =38 A3 (NRF-2013S1A3A2055050).
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9 d7E A9 g Agelnh oleld Bl
2 A7t 9ed vitels] 77} AgAel ARY
Aol el w3 el v FAolA B velri
AL eIl Al el w1 Al

vtole] Abgel] MlAE 9FE ATA F o
FARozE Roz GRE Fadt B3 oo

ool el thel AgAE A AZE EYea,
olRe] A% HltlelE AHgaE WET WY A5

o ofd gL nAEAE 2

S E
a2

oA A,

I, OlCIofol Chet 71E 47

Ql

njtjofe] e gk M AEFH RdZA
Shannon and Weaver7} 19594 A|¢otet =g

& wtole] A AA 27kA] SHolA ZH st

9tk ol & gt migols A AL
(Transmission Capability) ¥ *2]%2(Processing

Capability) & Wro A, Hal= nlto7t JBE
Agste v 7ofshe 9FeR, JE e %
(Transmission Velocity) ¢t ¥/ (Parallelism)
& 127t g gtk o Ak ol HE AgE
Ae)dhs B2 oulste HHdoR HH Yxlo] HH
£ 23388k d 285 E AU (Rehearsability)
I HE AL JHE Boglelet 8 Al
2 A (Reprocessability) &2 27 3to] mtjoje] o
FE AT 4 gthn Bkt whebA mjoe] o
Fe FEO AL HHO A At Fo 8 o] F
ojxltka Hokow olf et AFHA ALA A
B A FAke} #&AF Alo]ofAe] BEwe] PAJL
njtjoie] el Fagk 29lo] ©ri(Han, 2004).

ol mrofe] el 7|ukg ol P A
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S4st7] #13 Jd o= wijA|
%(Medla Richness Theory, MRT)®]
. MRTell oJstl 22 & ‘jw‘ﬂﬂr
o]7] Y&l FEE Azlstr] Wz,
Al A 5 AYE e, 74?451
Hol| thate] Aol dwht we ﬂc‘ﬂ“g A3
& , 22la Apdo] Agsgel
A1 Aol Ths Ao w}ﬂ’ﬁ U]EMJ
(Richness) 9] zke]7} A8 | F5A0] =
nltol & O]%’c'? % F&7g0] S7 Zlolet Bkt
uebA oS AU, A} FPstE £A, B E
3] A] 194 O & wtjo]o] ujA FHA
e ASTF2E o] wtole] wjA F5A 9
TR }iﬂr% =28} st th(Daft and Lengel,
1986).
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=
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sz
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o
=

H_X

_l__
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T

o

wole] ol et AEAA AFE vlriefel
&Aool BAl gAA A HEA ] JeS F= o
ode] it Flo] F ol gtk oleld AFAY vl
ole] dFE EAstE MEEL CMCHl lojAM=

LA AHEE o, o]2lgh At A 5AE o]
2o] uj4] BAA o] E(Media Synchronicity Theory,
MST)elt}. ujA FA14 (Media Synchronicity)<
ntjele] J7 F FH AFAY} FHE FEAE0|
%"Vé% g5 4 A st dFo|dH(Dennis et
., 2008). MSTel| ¢lehd mtjoie] X A2]5H

aJr u dgzrel 821 2k A4 (Synchronicity)
o] EFA 0 AT PEAHY Al FFg=
=t 3 (Burke and Chidambaram, 1999).
Dennis and Kinnsey(1998)9 <d+dA< &
Aol HE Ao Slojxe A #g o Hate T
Z s e EQAEE mtole] FiAde] 9
AT AFE FIATIE A2 YSsIA] Sttt
a4 Burke and Chidambaram(1999)¢] A++&

%l

Ao H44H MBS 20154 12¥



|22 olclo] SAIAe| SALE

Aol BB AL gl Aol flojA Hrh ¢

g ABE 7 &2 Eth g Mennecke
et al.(2000)8] ATE 45 He4 A oA
AE A de gF A nxe de] A
& Btk 2y o] A9 AeE 45 R,
d & 5o gAF ¥ HF(Convergence Task)<}
AL A 95 (Conveyance Task)9] o] & 11
Sl wsktte @3] itk ol# ¢ MST 9+ &
£3] Dennis et al.(2008)= Shannon and
Weaver(1959)2] 23d] 78-S Fo] AEZQ] n
tlojek CMC witele] @S 2 249 tiste] &

sttt v of2ldh AEAY mHo] A
#gt AFELE vitlo] AA Y SA te A=
nitjo]o] SAd tiste] AtgrEe] owd W o R
oS o] & 7l Uil & x

jebo)
o
—d
&
%0,
D)
&2

1 CMC 7]¥te] wtjo] Aol 79
njtjole] &40 £ gl 7 AL oJatah
Sl 9FE T d5A S gt it o
g, olg gk Bl Zb ARgAe] mtjolo] gtk <l
A% AR 18T = gle o] EAg. 5Y
g wtolet rjgte 7 AMEAES 1 wlhel
Aol dlalA thaA Az4e 4= Slh, Eg |t
of o G} 7k el mtjefo] o

r

AR o )
A 7= Azte e Fgy) gong HEA
ol A|zto.zul mt]o]o] o8t &S BAst= AL
W7 9T videle] 9% F 53 B BANL
Aoz SAAE 37 Sl AR T
AU sl Este Al tiste] Aoz QA4
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S Fo AY B FoA WE FHo| 7t
A gt 71E A5 AP EH A dE 9
GAtaEe] B&Y B o

7} e HolFe dAFEe] ol EAdTh(Jacobs
1974; Kock 2004; Zmud et al. 1990). wehA
A9l nfolE Mesy] Heliie FoIx A3
s 1 d Fart glom, 7 mitjole] A%
¥} 4] 2871 F238H(Dennis and Kinney,
1998, Dennis et al., 2008). & A= o]
2‘33_3 Wdstz] $fsted Zh JHQle] wtlojo] thgk
g otaL, 131??} o] Tz A& 5t
o AbAEo] RHET Fihe] SR A= A
1k S i

)
o
1>
s
)
=
ro,

(¢

Ao =

Lo

ol
:

rulo_>.:_1
m:i_m

€,
=

)

oot

=
ol

w

Zlet 213 (Group Cohesiveness)

2|
=247 A=E on gt} (Carron and Brawley,
2000). Jd $3¥HS HgF oz 14490 A4y
£ A(Keyton and Springston, 1990) o7 Ao
o] W HH o AEEold B (Tuckman,
1965; Forsyth, 1990). whA ;Q‘:/_} g A
T g4 B FAFAP AN AR gt e 3
el = &A1t 912 (Spink and Carron, 1994;
Tschuschke and MacKenzie, 1989), B2 A+
AEE ol Je S E L He A 4
of thate] Asl A SH I 7 SHo| 2T
JFgFS F= 8Jo= ozt Ut (Mudrack,
1989; Spink and Carron, 1994). J& 3=
th&te] Carron et al.(1985)2 A& £33 (Group
Integration, GI)®} Fete] vi& (Individual Attraction
to Group, ATG) 2.2 Aosta o HAxe= 7
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ol gigk Q1A f

o] Agutel A s
nd Brawley, 2000; Oliver, 1988),
SH o] Atejray 1
133
O] Aol A §

e e
uld q(

Z]

o 1

T

SLoox

i)

mv)

e
™ (Carron a
Forsyth(1990)

v
= A4

0] _9‘_2_

O]'J- P3Nt

act, 1=

L
-

Alav1(2001)
} & Hltjofo] g 1
Zlolg} Ko} SAtaE
(Social Presence) 0]
S Aolet 48t
o tiste] Lott and Lott(1965)&
mfEE Bt FgEtta Hekon, o
T Fx2Y T o5t AT .
A4 2 AL o 5Hg Aol
Aof tjste] 2JAte] §H] (Consensus)ol
1o ¥HabH (Anderson and Martin, 1999),
st A (Wemberg 1979), o
(Mudrack, 1989) = dQlog

L

34

offt
BN
:

Jm o

ol
rlo

Jg 1o Hm ok
ol

S fo oox o 2
1o
<

o
ol

248

EOCERL BEES
g e 9
A0z sl

X O o

O
-/

(Communication satisfaction will have
a positive influence on the group

cohesiveness.)
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SAE BEE(Communication Satisfaction)

u o

ZA MY JAtiE TR PEH} =
2 o] gutE 7]Fel uig o 2 =R AN
5o] gt (Downs and Adrian, 2012; Downs
and Hazen, 1977). 2AlA%E9 G849 B
ZA9 YA, A Tl 3HAY QRlew AF
3t (Downs and Adrian, 2012: Hargie and
Tourish, 2000), FALEY 44 WE=, &4,
75714 el ek v a9oR Aeg
H(Gregson, 1990: Pettit et. al., 1997).
Z22 Aol ojA AT T
W AW, 220 oataE A, A9 7t
o Hlw T e aclor 4= o] Slth(Hecht,
1978 Mohr and Sohi, 1996: Hargie et. al.,
2002). SJArARES] whEE ool oAb o 4l
olA 2JAte] %LZ]‘)ﬂ =28 Afol s
(DeStephens and Hirokawa, 1988). &3} Hare
(1980)= Al diste ZE&& WE FE3 ARt
o] o= A% stellM = A tgk oatAH o
A= FALEY durAel
Skt webA mitlele] o

7‘19301] Jes FE= AR HE Yoo and Alavi

=
- 7]
=
=8

[S1R=15

ol

mi

2 9 o fo
ﬁ_@nu&
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Yol siel 7}
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R|2tE olc|of SAlGe| AL E

H2: vltjole] FAgel tha Q12 oJabas
Zo FHAA FIF= = Alolth

(Perceived media synchronicity will have

a positive influence on the communication

satisfaction.)
3.3 O|Cjo] Y2k(Media Capability)

njo] ke JiQle] JEE ALsta Aelst=
Hol disted mitel7t AlFehe B0l g
ok WS etk (Rice, 1987: Dennis et al.,
2008). mitlol= A HO e M e 1
9 75 o R AR g2 Fxo FA4S
A @t Shannon and Weaver(1959)& %
ol mitolE &3 YAtaT AAE FEY A
AelHolgte F F2 R F 7R J#
o7 o] BT olE g nitjo] A of
gt 7]1& APl e FANE g5k AT A
e BT ARElY EAlE 56t AtaE
o WhES AL 4 A B9k} (Yoo and Alavi,
2001), olelgt A4 AHE Wr=A] mit]old]
BAA AR A5 A E 9 (Dennis et al.,
2008). AH&AEO] HIE SAIAQl A} mHolE
ARG E8kal, 50 A%dhe FEES Y]
F7149 A% EA8t7] W&otk (Miranda and
Saunders, 2003). Z12|BE njtjo] F F A
e T7HI7IE L9050 AA AHAER St g
SAE A7 skl ehe] o 59 o] &l B
Ho AL A EA S ¢

Mo DL MY Fo

4530 ipage v
e WY At %

@Eﬁ@%ﬂ@%ﬂﬁ%i55%60i3342

Herts 49

ofo
>
=
b
o,

[

N

N
e

o

4,
Ko
=

- J
)
o
st

Ao}, FHE ALEwo lojA Burgoon et al.
(2002)9] 4, 9ol dHezRY F&A7HA
HE| 1314 A&ek Aol A 1 volrt A rel A
S A WAS o R g &g g=u iyt
AE ob-2E PR % 46}M# (Daft and
Lengel, 1986: Burgoon et al., 2002), Te'eni
(20014 Zack(1994)<] 7§-°r°ﬂ“ 435289
AEEE A2EER Zosiitt. 2eu JiaF

o] A&FA FEY 124 AL} 2ol g *c}
el s=w e oxage 546 gt 1
43} MEsk B 4 gk B A s o4
o Au aﬂ4@44@¢%;4@€%ﬁ
= &3 AuAts} 294
2] 5} v‘i'*“i% Zlo]t}. Dennis et al.

(<]

Eo Prooy 2

ox Jo ot O
=)
S
3
=

to ro mu [o
oy o
i o
< A
= |
of¢
=22
o
By
0%' ox,
o2 o
= r'\l
N,
o2 1o
of
%
SN
— ofn
= o
(@}
2R
w Mo

ox

1986: Schegloff, 1987). wehA w2 =2
GAtaEe] HEEE ST BN e Y
= A3 AR 58 F glenz nrod
gl et 7MdE T 2ol AldsE & U2
Zolth,

|

oxl
ro

Hoa: A% &2 oA2Ee BE 2
o

(Transmission velocity will have a
positive influence on communication
satisfaction.)
H2b: 4143 guule oapage] ko] F4
= ol

(Immediacy of feedback will have a

49 93L
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positive influence on communication
satisfaction.)

CENEEE:

AR A glolM F WA
(Parallelism)©]t}. Shannon and Weaver(1959)
o] Aelo ofshH HEAHL &89 A&5H JEAG
o] Mgt B4R B3tom, Dennis et al.(2008)
e B2 nltjele] e (bandwidth) &
378t JBAEAEC] rtolE FAl
MR 5 Zlolgt Aosigint. w2 CMC

152 ¢l mltjofof Hlgte] Z H Dol
WA gk (Burgoon et al.,

=R B i R = i R PO

Aohe FHe £48 747122 (Nunamaker
et al., 1991; Gallupe et al., 1992; Dennis et
al., 2008) WEAZ Edto FEALGAEL viY
o7} T4l 7heg Aol Eeete A 71vE
0 glo] AHE AT F glon o]F niEgeR
ntjols FA8 e 958 4 A ¥HGoffman,
1981; Burgoon et al., 2002). thek3t Wako =
et 23te] JRAGS Folo], HEAdE B4
g+ WA &

A&A )3} 2 =(thread) S
HEdg e g2k A
2122

1
H(Herring, 1999). 124
A ], g FA dE JEs WME vt
o] it} (Herring, 2003: Simpson, 2005). ©]
218t o)A Dennis et al.(2008)+ W2
GAteT YA FAR TS XA 2ol 1
tolo] AR FEA ZAE = Aol Bk
o v BEAE YAtaE AR H9 oAta
ol 3lojA 71E o st

o AYAAQl 75E & & ™ (Dennis and

232
LRSS
g}\
ECERES

A0l HFoR

2002). ¥#E4

A
hu
x

Ll

o
L
2~

Kl
=

HE Ad

A=N7)
=

A

oZ:

.

Kinney, 1998)914 54 542 71 SA2g
o A% W] FAA aQloR &Y o=
1690
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(Parallelism will have a positive

influence on communication satisfaction.)

njtjole] HHAG 9l
A A (Symbol Sets)©]t}. Shannon and Weaver
(1959)& °|& wltol7}t & &dt= BHY HE &
g2t g8kl on | Daft and Lengel (1986)-2 41
:5‘_],]- odo{x% q.obH N Ji_t'ﬂ— ].‘- 7Hl/ﬂ oz E%l—];]-
SAtagolu dofef dAlL 3RSl (Sitkin et
al., 1992), I7+& SJAtaES 913 thgs e
FAE S 4+ JdtH(Mead, 2009: Rogers,
1986). webx Hrh zdold] 77k dejel A
=24, AAA, 54 FH) = AHSste HH o

A
FAE= %ﬁ}f\lﬂ Sl 21213% (Dennis et

oA HAY 29e 44

€
_9_
=

—~

rir

g S/ 7 %%

, Lela A
AR F450 3 BA YL AA ANAA
(Rehearsablhty)ﬂr A 2] (Reprocessability)
o7 ozt WA AAPe FE SR A
& el HAAE A AY T8k 7sE 2
gtk old A el Aake A A WAR7E 9=
HZ FALJEAE JEAGA AES &

(SR
AT

%l

033504

oA

1T M442 HM6E 20154 128



71315 A Fste] FE FEAR st 7 mAR

Hate 284S oﬂ"]ﬁTE} A A3

A GBAQL FA diste, &

ojuf 5% Ao st «V\} 2%Est

I $8%7F Yotk (Zack, 1994; Carlson and

Zmud, 1999: Kock, 2004). 22jv =& B

U B3 JRE Aealof st Aglle B

A7 olsfdart aFEHBR QUMY FaEE
7FgttH(Cornelius and Boos, 2003). w2k =
& P‘iﬂ’\l{% ’_'<§7P\l7]h il 72?& rards

JH% °4X]7} 5;1

T HAIAE AN ﬂz‘s}% Adom A =

o tated FAAoR o ge AEL 278 &
A HBZ wrfe]o] FAA tste] FAAQ 4T
< A2 Zio]u}(Denms et al., 2008) ayn
] ol

H2d: AGRLe JAage] Ul #4490 <
o

(Rehearsability will have a negative

influence on communication satisfaction.)

AEARG] F A A AHYA
(Reprocessability)elth. AL AR FAA
o AN AT BT ZE YAtiFol
TR o) I GE AAE AHESL, A
Aeld ¢ YEE ke mvolY qFs ngtt
(Rice, 1987: Dennis et al., 2008). wtbA AHA
22 B E Aol FAAAA wAIAE A
st d o] B2 A7ks 9l Sth(Nunamaker

ZASIT M4 Moz 20154 128

et al., 1991). AL FHFIA S} F217
EFA FEAL o T2 8oz 2

a7 Hv, AR Huel B4 MER, B
o, & FEYSE o F83 89loz FAFir}

53] AA L YAt E
(Conveyance Process)$! Q
#3}4 (Convergence Process) ] 4% Ax g4 o]
AAos 2938 9002 BEIAL 9] B
o JAFHAY Y Af AAEY FaE }‘%‘0}
A4 @H(Dennis et al., 2008). AAzd&
BRI A 827} 7129 AR S Z%E]OPL
gt A9E A F o, A eR wto
o] AL @3 ¥ (Dennis et al., 2008).
a2 o] del = Eeta, FEA A 3
oA AAGE FAAE FAAE B oFE
olgsl=dl 713ttt o= 2 AHe|ge] s
Tohe YAk oA HEd Al o

Hoe: 4L SIxpaBe) o] 2549 o
61:0 = 740]1:}
(Reprocessability will have a positive
influence on communication satisfaction.)
SrEL] MEe7A(Communication Process
Charactenstlcs)

ntlel2 o el Jae bl 24T 4

ow, Fgazld gate] njtjels o] ok B4
a2 53p7F g2/ 4 4 g Robert and
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Dennis(2005)= A JAPA% daolA el oA}
A% AEgedS A 2744 drtaE R o'
ol EAskgiT

M4, JEA99% (Conveyance Communication
Process)< theFet Jejo] B AEE Hddst= A
o] FEAo|t}, ole FE 1A FHE F3ld Al
TALS} e} Abolell HRE Al&sta wEA A
8 PgHo] g
HEAGY SHX =
AL rjroba} OJZMW

Chai=Y

=
T

o))

B0 A S840 aue £ Ao
B49] A%t} 7} e 27} M
A YA FRE
]HL@dﬁ‘

©

2131

L

fo 2 o

ol
Qi

e N

o

kD
B
i

%"W 01 Bo] 875
£ FrHddst

vd U]‘:]°1~ gHg
3l (Dennis et al., 2008).
W2l mitole] o WA
mzo] ow gk oJatag Aol FQst
E}"i ntjo] o] ool fAtiE
gl Al ztol 7k & & ek w
Choi and Im(2015)<] -l
s}oq AR A8 APETE 3}

¢l Noble Industries(Choi

N
=
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roh ox Hif
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3
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S 9
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@8 %

ﬁé rlo
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ne

and Im, 2015)9} AEHA %4780 Starbucks
(Rainer et al., 2011) I1& AHgsle] 44
A AAstaL o] & BalA 7H S A5 Aolth

2= 1::‘6‘2

3.6 gt =

A7 BdoA AAE A E wTtjele FAEE
437 flste] el AdE AAetelen, v
ol9] 54 F AAAA (Symbol sets)E &A1t
Q8] SJatagol AHEE m|tlo] S £
g FA/ge fﬂﬁi AHEAFES] A7t AtelE M
= muky %‘rﬁﬂr PC&A A AHe3etE {
nt)o] (F&8H4) 9] Atolof
e} AL %f‘l‘é of Wt Az E 2fe]7}
5 stgitt. o] F Hee] AAAA }5‘”

[ehle)

E

=
-



x|2tE olclo] SAIAe] olAja

X2k vlje] A4
(Perceived Media Synchronicity )

ofm

Ad £e
(Transmission Velocity)
A A=y
(Immediacy of Feedback)
EEL DTS = L A 24
(Parallelism) (Communication Satisfaction) T (Group Cohesion)
Ay
(Rehearsability)
SAH
AR 77 25 -
(Reprocessability) SatAE Age A
AFEAEH a4

Qg 1) o7 2

=
Al et olxd E214 FAg9 Akol7t
AA AHGARECAl FA At A Zte] Aol 7}
A& Aol Bk, Al Apold o +
ko] Azt 2polof o thatol = GLM= &dl] 9%

< AT PC 2utd 7 7R A9 gt

ZASIT M4 Moz 20154 128

st oA+H A (Noble Industries)
3} FRALIY (Starbucks) FAUS FPhete F

O proA] AR e
afo] 7t EES JPSIEE st T £/ o
92 71& &&(Choi and Im, 2015)°14 AH-& 2
0 2] 4E Y- Noble IndustriesZhe 3|AK]
g FATHE Hoke ddoln, JRAGHY S
Starbucks®] WIFI A& AgE &3+ &2
Z FAH gt 2 "2 oiataE 38 89 A

& 717190 thate] Aol B4 e F FoI7 39l
A tste] o 1022 Fahzl vlElel (PC Fe met
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= 219
717 20129 3¥%H 2014Lﬂ 74 77}1]
@) vlwe) e T MBASYS S tiios &
9%l (85 28], VI T3)2 hro} 4ol A3
B9k o 49sl & 4dFIAE 3139004, 3
i9) B ol 23,840l 5 3139 F 48
SRS 261%11:4 A % was
2 Asleka 245t] dhald

%}ﬁﬂ‘ﬁv}. AR = )

AL

= gl

£ By

[e]

[SEoklAl e Y9 ZHd dolx=
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OAIEDFE(Communication Satisfaction)

1 vf$ 222 &TH(To a very little extent) ~ 7 "% 22 TH(To a very great extent)

1. T did enjoy the discussion.

U AT 80 ZALT.

2. The discussion went smoothly.
W E EEo] iy A P A

3. The other members were truly interested in my inputs.
g2 WS Ul 9AdE oldlslen Aoz =¥t

ne gHES el g1 ol A% i E@sgn.

4. The other person have acknowledged on what I have said.

ERES B
Communication
Satisfaction
(Dennis, 1998:
Choi and Im 2015)

et 2 (Group Cohesion)

1,2/ 1 A Es9H(Poor) ~ 7 vl Skt Excellent)
3.4 /148 28x 4 (Not at all) ~ 7 "% 22 (Very much)

1. The way members get along together was

gege] ojget YL

2. The way members help each other was
B9850 NE =95t gL

3. I felt that I really am a part of my group.
B 0 Aol 32 9ol dietn =R

4. T identify myself as a member of my group.

S EER EEE R

243

Cohesiveness

(Chidambaram et al.,

1990; Han, 2004;
Doosje et al., 1995;
Choi and Im, 2015)
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o|cjo] d2F(Media Capability)

1~13/ 1 W% 222 Lth(Strongly disagree) ~ 7 "% 22t} (Strongly agree)

1.1 could send information to my group members quickly.
1__ eoﬂﬂ] Z‘]E‘_E L“—‘T—O—] E‘é T )~)\)~}\q'

2. The medla allowed me to send as many pleces of information as needed.
EQHE U7t 282 ke 9] JEE A sFestA 8t

2=
AgEs

Velocity
(Choi and Im 2015)

3. It was difficult to know how my contributions to the group were being
received, because I didn't get timely feedback.
Al slewE WA gy wiige] "ol gigh ve] 7]ojrt ofgA| HelEA A=
A @71 oE et

4. The responses to my class contributions were not received quickly
enough to be helpful.

W owlAA o] tig e A ‘ﬂ%—% Efo] 8RR FE0 wEA f9dth
ha

5. 1 am satisfied with the feedback t I got by using this media.
ESEIE AEARA G Apel AHE DI WE & e,

A&e 3=y
Feedback

(Dennis and Kinney
1998; Han, 2004;
Choi and Im , 2015)

6. In our group discussion there were several threads of conversation that
are occurring simultaneously.
EE Fd oY /1A 9] gatigo] Al T

7. In our group discussions, there were several parallel “conversions’
going on at any given point in time.

Ego] AP ), FAo JPH = o2 79 disrt 5 ASiT

8. In our group discussion, discussions were occurring about several issues
at the same time.
EES & o o] 71 o] tigh BEEo] FAld| Doyt

HEAy

Parallelism

(Dennis and Kinney
1998; Han, 2004;
Choi and Im , 2015)

9. Given communication conditions permitted me to review messages from
group members over and over again.
ENHE AMSStHA HAEAAAN & HARE HEe] gt AET F Il

10. I was able to repeatedly review our conversations with others or message
from others.
ESHE AgstdA O AREZY gz dAAE wEdeg HES £ g
sich
AR .

11. T could re-examine or review a message to prevent misinterpretation
of received messages.
ESHE AMEHA ARE g WAE] sl WAAE ARES 4 Ut

R
Reprocessability
(Dennis and Kinney
1998; Han, 2004;
Choi and Im , 2015)

12. T could read or rehearse the messages before I sent in the allowed
communication condition.

EAHE ARetiA HAAE AFalr] Aol oA eiAY $4E F IoiT

13. It was hard for me to re-check my message before to delivering it to
my group members.
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Rehearsability
(Dennis and Kinney
1998; Han, 2004;
Choi and Im , 2015)
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The Effect of Perceived Media Synchronicity on
Communication Satisfaction and Group Cohesion

Eui Kon Kim* - Il Im**

Abstract

This research focuses on the media capabilities by comparing traditional media and mobile
media. Previous studies have examined media capability and its impacts on communication
performances. Media richness theory(MRT) and media synchronicity theory(MST) are representative
framework in this area. However, little research has investigated communicators perception on
media’s capability and synchronicity and how they affect communicators satisfaction and
communication performance. This study argues that communicators’ perception about media, as
well as actual capabilities of the media will affect communicators use of media and media’s
effectiveness. The effectiveness of the media will also affect communicators satisfaction and
group cohesiveness.

An experiment was designed and conducted with a total of 313 college students and MBA
students in South Korea and the U.S. Subjects were required to perform a group collaboration
task using Twitter on either PC or mobile phone. Subjects worked on an experimental task in
teams of four people. After experiment was completed, subjects were asked to answer a post—
experimental questionnaire which was designed to measure subjects perceived media capability
(transmission velocity, immediacy of feedback, parallelism, rehearsability, and reprocessability),
satisfaction, and group cohesiveness.

The results show that the type of media(PC and mobile device) does not significantly affect
people’s perceived media capabilities. It implies that capability of a medium lies more on
communicators perception and how they use the medium rather than physical attributes of the

medium. It was found that the immediacy of feedback, parallelism, and reprocessability have
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positive influences on the communication satisfaction. The enhanced satisfaction also increases
the group cohesion. This research empirically analyzed the key factors of media capabilities for
communication satisfaction by verifying Media synchronicity theory in the group collaboration

context.

Key words: Media Synchronicity Theory(MST), media capability, communication satisfaction,

group cohesion
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