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relationships with others in one's social interaction. Despite the extensive body of literature addressing
initial face-to-face communication, there have been very few studies on the initial stage of
interpersonal communication in immersive social virtual reality (ISVR) environments. Within virtual
spaces, interactions are facilitated by avatars, which serve as both the users' digital
self-representations and agents. In this context, it is crucial to understand how these avatars'
mediated communication cues influence the initial entry stages of virtual social interactions. This study
aims to examine the influences of nonverbal communication cues exhibited by avatars on
communication outcomes during initial interaction in ISVR. Specifically, the study investigates the
influences of inter-avatar distance, avatar gender, and avatar attractiveness as nonverbal
communication cues on individuals' self-disclosure during the initial interaction in context of ISVR. To
this end, 54 college students participated in an experiment involving interactive sessions utilizing
Meta's Horizon Workrooms, a VR work collaboration platform. During each session, participants
engaged in interactions with confederates of the opposite sex, thereby fostering interpersonal
engagements within the experimental context. The data observed from 2 (avatar gender: male vs.
female) x 2 (inter-avatar distance: close vs. far) x 2 (physical attractiveness of the interlocutor's avatar:
high vs. low) between-subjects design were analyzed using both frequentist and Bayesian approach.
The results showed that there were significant main effects of inter-avatar distance, avatar gender,
and avatar’s physical attractiveness on individuals' self-disclosure during the initial interaction in ISVR.
Thus, participants employed self-disclosure strategies characterized by higher levels of quantity and
intimacy when the inter-avatar distance was closer, when the avatar was female, or the avatar was
attractive. Additionally, a weak interaction effect between inter-avatar distance and the physical
attractiveness of the interlocutor's avatar on self-disclosure was found. The empirical findings of this
study imply to emphasize the interrelation between the user's perception of personal spatial
boundaries and the physical attractiveness of the interlocutor within the context of ISVR. This study
sought to extend knowledge from the field of interpersonal communication to the realm of virtual
space by verifying the potential impact of nonverbal communication cues mediated through avatars in
an ISVR environments. This attempt will not only expand our conceptual and emprical understanding
of social interactions, but also help lay a strong foundation for devising more effective communication
strategies in technologically mediated social interactions in the future.

Keywords: Avatar Communication, Interpersonal Communication, Immersive Social VR,
Self-Disclosure, Initial Interaction
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1. M2
7P (virtual reality: VR) 71, 53 =YY 7V (immersive  virtual
environments: IVE)$] B]2FA]] wbd& ofe] E2]4] A|eko= 18] 7iQlo] AA] AlAlelA 7
gap] @AY Erksst As TPdeE AF 7FsA sha itk olgh 7Pk elx Yol
L= /\}3—5«] A dsakgel digk Ads =9¥ A8 VR(mmersive social VR:
ISVR) &2 7P #% #7(collaborative virtual environment: CVE)ol2fal F-2r}.
[SVR2 598 J= vl-E t2=Zdo](immersive head-mounted displays: IHMD)$} 2+
< VR 71&s &8l 94 ARAPE S 7P MR Aok o RS ol e
HEfrA] (commercial  multi-user) VR ofE2AIA(ES S5 & Felolrt
(Sykownik et al., 2022). ISVRS #1214, 314, dof4 2lo], 52 AR3]4] Alekoz 2l
el v = jle U Al Sk 5 e 713IE ARkl i Al
COVID-19 thred A AR Ael7lell ofgh AlglA] aisds SE8h= ] glof o]2gh ISVRO]
TR Aol T3k vkt AlHlE AT 9tke.g., Ball, Huang, & Francis, 2021:
Barreda-Angeles & Hartmann, 2022 Paul, Mohanty, & Sengupta, 2022).
ol21dt VRE &3 Mmd ARl daakgell thek AbEe] 7|t &2 VR Ade] Hlok
ARl /478 Bl FRlEh A AAA o= VR AP 2022+ 166.79 DelolA 2022+
HE] 2020704 T B3 AE 45.2% % 2,273.49) 2R e Zlo® ofdect
(Fortune Business Insights, 2022). 5=k 2021%d A APgellA] AHIAME VR AP
59.7%«1 Aras AP, olF AZESo] APde] 60.2%, sk=slo] AP 39.8%°] At
&5 A FrHGlobaData, 2022). < VR 4ke] 7] E#lolofel wieHMeta) ¢ ¢l 54
SAke] o] 55 Ho|=RolA] HEkR vkt o9 HEA] A4 nHolE o= sk=glofoh A&
ZEGoIE FE3l] f8l A7 7Y GelE AEska Jom, olgfgk x=2e Horizon
Worlds2tal E2)= ISVR % /iPdell Fewar vk AAlR 20229 129 Horizon
World7} wi=ra 7k AREALell A] w25 o]5- 20231 2€ 371 vl 10u] 5713k 300t X3
of o]E2+= 2 0% deirkHurler, 2023).
o8 ISVR ARAP} SHilethe 21 ARE-S ofA] HAIBHA] 82 Al Sollx] dA
AAll FAeRe O B EAE-S ARdsHl 2 7FeAde] e 2te ovightt ol A=
ISVR S50lA dofuh= AlghEe] doake J’%% ]OHOF Aol A4 o FasiA7] A

Arks AS Slsp | B, [SVR SEoINe) A54EE e AgAe) TAE A7)

_L4
P
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HEH(selfrepresentation)§l opife} ARge] X o= FkeT) opufe} 7|qke] AT A o]
A2 ISVRE] ARS|A “dsak8a) 71Ee] A4 WIES]A Alo|Ent v] 5918 7Mdee) 22 H
FrE wiol ARE)A] dsabg e AfolE FHEeH sk T gk 5], ARARES A9 Al
X QIMshzs 7HIBHEelA] ARale] opblERE FEatar AlojsiEA et Adeskgght
(Sykownik et al., 2022). w7 AFHACIA WetollA] AfuAleIA] Holl 71 & J3=
vz 82lo] AAzH(sense of presence)olekal & v, ISVR S#E2 opfe} 7]k} 714
UAleldS 8 ¥7H AAlzH(spatial presence: Wirth et al., 2007), AFal4 Azt
(social presence: Oh, Bailenson, & Welch, 2018), Ao} AA7H(self-presence:
Kilteni, Groten, & Slater, 2012) &°] Z Z&gk ARk AREAIAl A5 4= qitk.
53] ISVR Z3FoIx] HMD9] ARg-2- opike} 2+ AFuAle] o] AA] AlA|e] HIlH 528
& Hoig Zsko w7150 S AQl Sl vl o 2 ARElA WM (social cues) o] T

%% (bandwidth) & ATk, oz 27 ALEA] A JE2k8) o B8 ARG AT

N

& 4= 9JthBarreda-Angeles & Hartmann, 2022). olZ 50|, ISVR 37} olol|A] AL}
= opIERE Sl Al ALY A E BAs = glow Addiille] E4 ks FhS)

T A oA AA A A AR e Al =4 4 Qlvk ek Al
25 Al Pdellx] & w), [SVR 7] tijl AFuAlldS 3, B AstA71dA A3
A AoAge] EAS WA e AAEES ZH=THBailenson, Beall, Loomis,
Blascovich, & Turk, 2004: Biocca & Levy, 2013).

= A9 ISVR 371X AR]A] Aaakg Pdelld ofafete] milola] 770l
A7} olgxke] ARUAlelA Anjell wal= GEks AwE iz} st} Ao WekAp,
ISVR #7lMe] #Hx /dE=8(initial interactions)olrl AJd, opE} 7+ Az
(inter-avatar distance), 12]aL At opafete] AIA14 wie%=(physical attractiveness)
7} 7§919] AP (self-disclosure) ol MIXE FakS FAISHE Zlo] ¥ ol7o] FQ EHo]
o} A Algeo] AEAREshes 5k Aojt 3 Wol thE AlollA] AFilel thek A,
A7), a8a S el EAolAY APEARI E5-S etk Derlega, Winstead, &
Greene, 2008; Greene, Derlega, & Mathews, 2006). A7 |-=E2 5 Algto] ThA] Ao
28-S oloral vl IAIE W7 1E Ysh=A] oS Al | whtel 27 ek &
oF vi- T3 AFUAllA Axte m2EctHDerlega et al., 2008). A97HA] 3] B
Aegd7E thket 2814 8%1(e.g., Haugh & Carbaugh, 2015; Nakanishi, 1986), A1=]
2 Q%l(e.g., Phillips et al., 2009), 7H14 Q<l(e.g., Giordano, Longmore, &
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Manning, 2006: Miller, Berg, & Archer, 1983) 5°] 4528 &t A7 |-=Zl| WA=
Gl gk 25 Algsl Sk 53], £ <d7e] #al a2l A (e.g., Stokes, Fuehrer,
& Childs, 1980; Valkenburg, Sumter, & Peter, 2011), “dthele] tigt Azl(e.g.,

Okken, van Rompay, & Pruyn, 2013; Sundstrom, 1975), “dthe] A1a14 vj&d%(e.g.,

Brundage, Derlega, & Cash, 1976; Hanum, Purwanto, & Sunawan, 2019) &< &
QA ] S ARG Rt NI Azl FRkE mAE AoE etk oFA @4 Al
o] AsAkg AgellM A7 |-zl WX aflel gk B2 At sleol 6k, VR
7Y, 53] ISVR 71lM 9] Aozke aAellM ol 8150 o9A| APzl F3ke |
A=A ] A 1] B etk AT A3, A opalelete] st Ag, A oRakEre]
AAA w50 Al @QlE0] PR o R APzl wAls gkl tigk At wAe

2 EARIE, ofs Al 29150] Aol nXe 3EAE B3t ofd S RolEAl
et s A Qick 2 o] ofefdt Alr} Al AlAllMe] tiel 1 ARIA A dol
7P AANANE oJ15] ZFESE=A] T MR TR RS Hol=xd] tigt Aulsle Zask 2

Foll e oA 798 2AZ RE Yo

2. O|2H Bid

1) 7HAZHE0MS| OHIEL OH7H FHRLIAOIM
7VdE8E- VR 7] W) wiskel= 34 (ol v, 914 <) 0% QI wAsHAl Al
AL ek A VR 7l Y s, @], 98 AEAE, EERINE 5tk 99
A &g (Fox, Arena, & Bailenson, 2009), &lolM= 95, Avlidd, 23 -5+
B A5 2 (human-computer interaction), 15, & 5 TRk et} <7} %1y
3 K Dincelli & Yayla, 2022). dubgog VRS "8 4=72] 547, 2124, Aot
45 Eo 7 k= 7357E QlEFel~(Bell & Fogler, 1995)", “917ke] &-2]9)ol WkS-a1= 71
e A orA 2 A917 tiAl] AlA|(Greenbaum, 1992: Ambrosio & Fidalgo, 2020 #1<1
)'o} o] 71&A]] go& Aot st ARUAI WgtellA VRS 7|54 sh=so]
(technological hardware) ¥#3o] opd €13t 743 (human experience) ] ¥l o]x]
ofof 3}, ofu VR "ol 827} 44 A7 telepresence) S sk A B AlEw0]
A 27 (Steuer, Biocca, & Levy, 1995)" 02 Aol 4= itk of71x] 44 AAPE o84}
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Zpalo] miA] wizlE @4 Sl gl 5o 1S UHETHLee, 2004). ol VR A= 7}
FERE belX ] AlES] T B olEe] AuAkgsle mllE BE AR =M (Steuer
et al., 1995) w7l AFUAIA E2xle] VR AAlES RejEr) VRS she] AR
ojd =42 HiE #(e.g., Biocca & Levy, 1995 Fox et al., 2009: Grigorovici,
2003 Palmer, 1995)9li= o]0l §low, taAREAHmulti-user) VRS 578 v 71+
YAl (computer-mediated communication: CMC)2] 4 ez 7l=|w 3}
(Riva, 1999). o|&% A= vfA|ZA] VRE AlgHEo] Agsls WAlel Wshs 714 et 9le.
™, TR F339] tiRIEHAZE VR ZREelx] B AL, fAE AL, s ek, o]egk wet
LM VRl o Fefxl= 33 91eE A4 e 2k8-2 olelfslr] 13k e d2]o|tt.
71Ee] AFUAIA Aldal VR, 53] ISVRES & 3= 54 59E 7153t

[ E4J3) obilee Bali] s A SlEfslol: BHE $2 5 Qv olele 54

7

S B3 AR Ul e A8 a) fakshAl AARRECR el (embodied) e A8 AR
4 om(Wei, Jin, & Fan, 2022), ISVR &l tiRIFATE A2, Z43sa, 12
== 2o Al AdekS w|A A vk (Freeman & Acena, 2021). £3] AREAL] tXE 2}
713 opfeRs 7Pde] S A gl ol A Apdeln, ojeh WY (Yee &

Bailenson, 2007) oftERE 7V AlAloIA o] ARgAle] gk =83+ “dA1d A (primary
identity cue)’® HOkTh 5, oRlER= 7MY AN o]Fo A= BE Adsakgel 9o A
Aol de] FAJolx} A AREAR] telQl(agent) O&A] 7[Egkt. olelgk opulel wiA AR
YAlo] 4 (avatar-mediated communication: AMC)2 2918 317304 opalels 53t A
7F 8He.g., Barreda-Angeles & Hartmann, 2022: Smith & Neff, 2018), 43285
ZFZI5R= oprfele] Hel(e.g., Baker et al., 2021: Maloney, Freeman, & Wohn, 2020),
ek el oprfel sRe] il AwuAelR ARl mAlE diHeg., Aseeri &
Interrante, 2021: Behrend, Toaddy, Thompson, & Sharek, 2012: Bente,
Riiggenberg, Kramer, & Eschenburg, 2008; Hoppe, van de Camp, & Stiefelhagen,
2021), Z=28$> 3K Proteus effect: Yee & Bailenson, 2007) 5 THRH Welolx o
TES. 2l AARE SfEYRA oplEls ZARE HEdTES AR, A of
upeRe] AAA S (el AdE, 71, 9F, miE) oy BiRlofa] whA o] ARG(of: A1, xﬂéﬁ%
AR HE, S5) & okl B vidiold] Aol BA7E tiQl e A Aol

= &Sl s 29, A opakEre] S (Eastwick & Gardner, 2009), O}H}
Ele] HEou}h 2+ 34 (Harjunen, Spapé, Ahmed, Jacucci, & Ravaja, 2018) 5o A

o
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Agtaoln | ]3] FeEollA] ohafe} 1t o] FoiA|= dijl e ARE-S ofslielr] flsliAe v B

< A7 2838l VR, 53] ISVR 39 ALs]A] Ao akg Ate] T84S A&5Ho0=

ZzEo] gom(Blascovich et al., 2002: Bombari, Schmid Mast, Canadas, &
3

= el AE k-2 2D AEYI(]: Zoom meeting) ol BIEH A=}, 37F 2 744 Wk 2j9lo]]
A Y U AsAkg ARE 7 eE Blow delx] 7% StHHennig-Thurau et al.,
2022). TEgH 71=e] O R 7] VR $40l vls] HlaulA] Afeg- Hilold] ARjuAleld
o] 7Fsalixl A, ISVR SHE-S 7|ho R offoix| tiel As A A= AMCe thetk o]

S BFgshz dloll f=wel - Zlolvh

b1

2) Thl 7t =7| 4sAE} A5
A AAeIA AFEES W BIRIFe] 7] k8ol dde] sk wHdS 7RIn &9
= R
[¢)

X 7 o]E(uncertainty reduction theory)ol wEm, AlREL 7] As2ke

213t BRjle] gl tit B e A A5 TFe e TIPSl ek A

&3l EEAdS Folar el ik o] B A3 olslE Sl ARE Yo A e
#tHGibbs, Ellison, & Lai, 2011). #A] B9 271 @Alol =8dAd2 AR 3 AF
(information-seeking behavior) 22 o]ojx|=d|(Berger, 1979), w7} AFUAeIA A3
O] 74 Ap|ezolvd it 22 54 A (interactive strategy)e ARSSIES i
TH(Walther, 1992: Walther & Parks, 2002). webA] A7z 3] FA3e] 27] ©A
A ulg- F83k AruAleld ArE ErHAltman & Taylor, 1973: Derlega et al.,
2008). A7|-=Z3} 2] Ale] 7] oV impression)S @AslE s AR tiolaA o] ut
el gle] Baezlol, olefgh Zefe] wiz|UFo] ZuAleld Adel uke} oA Gefl=A
S Hlasks 2 A4 9 #9814 3itHRamirez, Walther, Burgoon, & Sunnafrank,

2002). Ak Ar 2)2](social information processing) ©]2dl] W= AlFE-L- ALS|4

==
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il et @S AREslo] Ao Qs @Adshetl, ol miAlE &8l ezt
Z8Felle QzeRlollM W o tiskeh= dstat g vdiols] wae] gl 3
A7t Q7] wEo |t Kruger, Epley Parker, & Ng, 2005). #<* ISVR #7104 o]F0i#]
= . A& v A
Zlopd Ad=A ISVR s7te] ZV] e ] ]é T e Oéf%w alrd= obAl FEs] 'Hte
2 9ko. AT o2 Yolg)r).
w7 A Aleld WEollA 27| AFRe] o e Akgo] o Folxl= wHe] #
ol et Apl-iezo] oA GEAEAlE HlugtomA I ¢l S, vl 7] v
to] IR(EIXE 7|9k 57 79k, 3P 7wk, vishs] ofnte} 7Rk, AREA ofatel 7[R ol whe
7R AR AARE, TiQl 7 Al], A2k AruAeld 4, H]OJO% A5, A 5
S Bl WEle S5E5(Bente et al., 2008)] Aelxl= FE2RE 7] DAlClA s 7]
AF 5L 7] o] opabet 7[Rk mitjejellM o = o] H|dofd e B Az S5
Hol= Z10% el Egk i, 221 HIAE 7k VR vlde] ek o] folxl=
s} k] A Hladt vy} s 5 E(Baccon, Chiarovano, & MacDougall, 2019)
o] ol o 2 VR Z2710] 2219l BiAE 7]tk njtjo] 27ART 6] B 2 |-eFo) O]
FolR = Ao Ve A, Ak miAle] w2 27 |-eFe] Aol o} AP
of @k MAl= 291 3 HES] itk T8 B AT vt w3k J‘l‘ﬂ(e.g.,
Haugh & Carbaugh, 2015; Nakanishi, 1986), A4 8<%l(e.g., Phillips et al.,
2009), 71214 221(e.g., Giordano et al., 2006; Miller et al., 1983) o] 328 <t
A7l mAE g3l gk 2AE Alesl kot 53] enlel=ot F55(Ramirez et al.,
2002)2 AFE0] 27] e AR w9 A s 2 AR 9 A ARk ] ol 4
e v 7 Qe 1S VI, E, a3, A8/ ARl S ol 7] WER AlA
2 Ao eplElzst sEEe] AN Wl wlE, AruAlelE ¥ 89l
(communicator-related factor) 2=A] oFafERS] AIAA wiEe}l A8l /et pied
(situation/context-related factor) 2] opafel 7+ Ag]7} ISVR Aollr|e] A5zt
o QA AlghEe] AP l-ezol| W3S VIAEAIE AR A} gl o]e} 3|, AlES] AP
2o GES A= o5 F 2210] 7§13 Kindividual difference), 5 AlES] ARl uje}
o GA| G T=A] JA] AE Zloltk
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(1) AA wiE =
-] S WXRE 891 T ATUAIE e aflel= A4, B4, v, AR S
He 5 AFUAIIS Fask= FAlO UlAlE 210] E3RITHRamirez et al., 2002). &
A7) Thal Wl e} AlAA mfE = i) AfrUAloldel Sl iRl S Vg &
efehs 84 - sholrt. Uy 0w miH Q] ARFEE 1A &S ARtEel] Hlsf tf Akal
a1, AZoln, $-9% Al3)A] sEUR 71550 (Langlois et al., 2000), AHh
o] AlAA wiE eyt vk dhdh - el Fgel] ojgk Al et dEds o A B
da 7 halo effect) = AHE7|% sh=tl, $3anet
TiRIofut AES] 53k g0l gk 574 Q1fo] kA 0% 1 AQleluk AREe] 7R §14]
o FakS nA= @It Cialdind, 2009). ThA] sl 37402 1A w= Adarge] AA1%]
e EF o] $go] wof, AlAA wiEEe} 2A F gle v dYelA 9] Frll® 34

27

L

AAPA wE el gl F7pF vE 9o el FEke vRIvhs 21 AMC el
T SRlE il Qlvk. AkghEe] v Q] ojlELE ofn] ShE AT (S, AAIA oR miER)
Abgho] AieA ozt AR o AeAd ZloR 7 sk Al wet Frieitks 28
) 719k 287} 3s(Holzwarth, Janiszewski, & Neumann, 2006), ©hikel A8l (Nowak
& Rauh, 2005) & HIFsE Hete] Aol waigict. ofFx A opihels mj o
W7RERE Al A Als =l ¢ Qe BRES AASHA wE5omA Ao
O vkl 58 AUl 71dE 5 Stk dlE E9, BiitA|9} FEE(Brundage
et al., 1976) 9] A= 94 ¥ 978 A9 el uf Q] Algdel] thgh AP |-1ezo] 1
2A] 92 ARl Bls o 3EE olRleS WsIrk ek sEE(Hanum et al.,
2019)9] A= AP WetollA Adeie] AAA v e} Aol whet SRS ARl o
iy XJE% ks s ZARE A, vl ol AEAISE O B A ieEo] o F
oA Ao Yept] A=} 9E(Kurzban & Weeden, 2005)2] S35 dlo]e AH]2
] 1:_1‘4@1}01]/\1 AlgrEo] Ho|E ATiE ek 7R 8%k QA7) v ]l 9JRel AjFolH,

¥
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SITH 1. 20U 4 TRIEC| 27| Chel 7+ ALEEIR0l Al ollEle] Al ol
R 20| SEE! HB2 0l 20l 5, Ao Ol fEte] ALK DTS
AKX

WS, of §2 APt o 16 $50| X HeES & 20l

(2) rhiete] izt 72l
A7zl S vAE 82l &
24 2], dehz ARl e ¢ Qs ARle] F T AR

— 3
2 4= 9JthRamirez et al., 2002). 15 ¥ o te] 4] =0l Atele] s} 7z,

% o
B} 2k ARk 271 G 52 S0 lolofd ATACI BH 1eiE 4 gl du

O ARES 7ML Azl 7K, 2 ARl S Al SloixE Tk ARlE A
SPARE A ok G AR ARE T oRkREskE Aol vk SIS
(proxemics) A o]ef 2+ 71914 o] W} AEEe Ajele] Az
= 30 A=, ABIA A, A AR, JEE AR v 7] Y oR st
(Hall, 1963). 2A, 2704 Auls dubdom 22Q1 M, #4391 B dexie] 49
FAM QFe] HRE Slsf AREEH, v] 714 A2l T
T BE A AR daakge] miRtellA o] FolA, kAl =71¢] 7ol el A
HEAel A5 7o) AlE 23R A, A Aels A 7R A1), S88 AFE
x

J5Age] ololAm] vlel vl ARIole] el Aziol e|Folic). i,

o
i)
o
rt
2
=
o,
S
o:
&
_E
i

N
Y
o
*
r'O
of

E 12
o
o

r
3
>,
Sote

2
L)
)

(e}

LS Az 7P 7Pk A, 71 AR1eIAl sl oo, WuEsh AgE dehs
AL ofm oAz S E 5 AR ofE dRelAls Y T dol € 5 ol
o}, o] e el Aglel] we} 27] ARl Wlo] oG A FEpA=A gk A
o] Fglo] gt} o2 51, 12(Greene, 1977)9] Aol AT 74 S oA

Feriete] AelE AR Azl(A) e A Al(EAR) 2 2A8]e] AdEAte] g=us

AR Ay, AAE Aol AFAbe] 84 TlE S8 E A Zl0R VRt
Frek=el Zej=w(Jourard & Friedman, 1970)-2 thal Aiete] Ajel Apl-mFo] M=
vk FAPY e BolFlnh. =, AT H4gke] H53 I ARell tigk RS
Zoh I Hofrpete] AgE FE G- A o] ApaEE Sk 2= ek
53], 57841 Vs 22 el At o 7pke w) A7 Helkee) 1dRke
=ol5aL Tk} AElRte] S7tsle] A7 |-ieze] Solvhs Sl el Al o 7itke] vzt
7he A4S 2tk 97)d3} F3E5(0kken et al., 2013)9] ol WWek 4==9] 2}
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=, A Bl AL ]l I At TS AP eEs Skhe A gl il ol
3 APz AES e Tl kgt Aol Zlow Ueith. olE 9, A Tl o
g QlERFelA= thel 7 A7t A ezl F44191 93k vl
AbgEo] Al AlAIRA TSkl Sl sk Aol =24 s Aeks 2,
7V AN dofuh= AR M e o gh Agle] siido] EAlshs AoR Rt Bl=
43 7P (Nassiri, Powell, & Moore, 2010), 43 7Md2d(Yee, Bailenson,
Urbanek, Chang, & Merget, 2007) & 7VP33Hd & ARgAFE0] A AlAIe} Akt 2] o
2 i 78 e ARlE Aok Egol wE 0w, dAe] ARSI qilo] 71 AlAlelA
T ol A AEETh= Ao] Bty oleigh Atiite] A4 Ao AR dsAkg 1t
HIE ZARE A58 A gt i), wA] TVReA Zael Agiedtol w=r A
HE2 AFUAlA o] 14 (Bonsch et al., 2018), 44 vi#E&=(Welsch et al.,
2020), 91F(Hasler & Friedman, 2012), AAlE A4 AH(Iachini, Pagliaro, &
Ruggiero, 2015), o}rlee] 2 A7H(Pefia & Yoo, 2014) & ikt ol AFUACA 4
Qo] whe Aapate] AelE 2R R digate] Azt Awuleld Avjel
S VAP g o5 S, 2D 221 AY 719k el Aol AgE 2ARE A
M= Aol o opale} 31 1AS Bl Al 7H4] Az 9tE AljkstaL, ol JHIA, AL
314, a1 A= AdidsldthKrikorian, Lee, Chock, & Harms, 2000). ©5<] Z3}ol
up=d, opbel 7F A7t 7 AR (AR ) el vk $3Hert 2SI,
TG w1, 1A ARl) s3Tt STkehs Ao vheERiTh Hegk thsks 1l
ol wet A2l 7Rl 7 Betde Solv] 17t o] ARG i, Aelrt Hold 73
TAEQ] tist A3HdE =ol7] 913 dfo] ARSI o], B mto] Wit =3
H YA ELS FEH O ARG el o] FH A il @ AlAIS AR ek
o7 A F UFS HAEr) ofF AEARI IS e THERE, uiQl 7 2]

%@X‘%ﬁ] Sho} 2] 7}77}—% diEe] Ads o A A leg deos olofd ¢ e

)

rl

9,

}l
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22 0 Aofct &, ofE P biETS, O B2 AP gt O 2idet

=
T2l AP HeES g Aokt

(3) A4

AP ARBIA A E ARl ol & 3R] TR fRloft). AP st
e Alol= vlwd Wesit) oS S, WAl Bls] ofio] T Be] Apl-eEs vl A
= g B oA Hawojsithe.g., Bond, 2009: Sheldon, 2013). 53] g1
A7z Ajolg ZARE WEREA] Aol W= (Dindia & Allen, 1992), o34de] @del
Hlel] Uk B2 AP eEs ARShe AR YeldtHd = 118, 95% CIL.16, .21)). 1=y}
7 Aroli= ofefd Ayt vileRiA dtellr Bard Znks ko] ek, o= A
o] W 27|19 Alol7} ofe] (ol AoAkE oy A, A7) =] 34 W
I} iRl 7H Aol wiet Gebx)7] wiitolch. ol AT A2 ARSA dsEkge] 4
wAes SHolM Adwd Stk vlolojlz—eM]el  mhsl|lioleHMeyers-Levy &
Maheswaran, 1991)¢] AelA Xd(selectivity model)oll w2, AR A2l glof Aol
o7k ViR =, 1 ol W8S 7R8/0] Al el ©hAe] sk el ofEehs uk
H, oS 574 ARl iel] wet Ak gk ZRAVS 517] uiEoltk(Meyers-Levy
& Maheswaran, 1991). wiololZ~—en|2} ~Eiet(Meyers-Levy & Sternthal, 1991)¢] 41
o] Aol mpEH, WA GAE AGarslslr] 913F G| (threshold for elaborating) & @gel
J8ll ofAdo] o] w2 Aoz Yepton At o|Z Qlel oA Ahale] dhahs AIE uf B
| HIeh B B2 WAl H 7Fssirhe 21 AR tha] e, gdell el o2 megh
A AelE kL ol e TheAel o Etal 7MEH(Meyers-Levy &
Maheswaran, 1991: Meyers-Levy & Sternthal, 1991), o]&{st Al 2dle] gt 2]
T Ok Agdrolr wBase] shii(Massar & Buunk, 2013; Mitchell & Walsh,
2004). whebA opapere] AAlA v Bl opule} 3k Ao} 32 H|lolA AfuAleld v
= QstaL Aelshz Aol Al W xfel7t 9he AoletaL dlded 4= Qlek. olel] 7|Rkslo]

TRet o] A EAlE e

ox

&

gl

jus)

9,

OITEN!: SQid 8 7 |Ede| | ool 7HaeAfZoiM AP S0l 0|xk= OfEiE} 7 42|

of lTH O [Efe| Al Dol Sek2 Aol w2t cf=A| Lt Zoict.

S 24 VR 2HZolM olfEre| BIRI01A FAFLAOKE eV AP HeZof| ofxl= 27 59



A7 2 (A A vs. o) x 2 (omkER 2 AR TPk A1E] vs. W 7)) < 2 (T
opatele] Al v a1 vs. A]) o] ek 3F @Q1AE ARSSte], 20221 6ol oF 35%F

AR A2 Uk Aol AP el o7k g, HMD H89) ofeleol g
ofstan 34 610] Hofatic. 4% F VIEAS 97 FAIZ ¢Ish $kdshA ) ghs]

A S ARNES msfehs ol R F S A (el A o A %) T
< EAelA AIERITE. A ok g opakete] AlA]
F APk A vs. W 7)ol w2t ] 7] Az =
éfg% A Folpr Aple] Ae) opielE ARgsio] A
W} e A E AR BE A Jojaks Aofel] thek QA1 BR 54 wabEelA]
4789 Z7EAL 5 62.9%7F el (N=34), 3+t 20.2415.2.
m(SD=2.17), 40.7%7} ool VR 71715 AFgalE 3ol ArHN=22) L 3 5at3irh

2d5e wleplA 2998h= 8- ISVR E83E21 (Horizon Workrooms) 335 3l o]F01%]
o A9 k= Oculus Quest 2 71715 2H-8ate] ZR1le] opafete] 1917 A4 0= ISVR
g0l ofaisitt. Ao ohulel Ade] AlgEe] QM| duks wRIths s aeslo]
(Bailenson & Yee, 2005), 97~ Zojzh= Addo] offFolAl= &t 7] & AlQlgk 2]
o] opufe} €18 = 4 gk
5= 9] 7h Alefell= Zlei2Hmoderator), ¥FAHconfederate), AT HAAt 5 &
Al rgo] Fofaiaitt. xagte] gk At orjellAl Aol thell histal ISVR $HdellA
I AU 05 ARekE Alollom, 2 dAgte] At 5 2910] XA Sk sl
SEAR] AT Y AR TPdsle] Al A eaiel AruAleldshs Alololon, &
Aol EAS ofsfiatar oA FAAR] A PE G| Hehs ARUAelA o ddEe
i, o] A 2910] A} TS FalEiSith Ade W o] duakgow A
o (dA-o1g, o), A Holake] Aol wieh o1 vk ARe] FxApt FAE I
A oz BH(ARe] offolAE ), HaA v, g2k w5 Al 7t
A o FMdESI. ATt HoReE AP AR riEAlE e WAk ] flell, ATt et

aﬂo /\164/\1 :%} _8.0

60 GSHEoiZslE 67 4% (20234 8Y)



b} gz} WS o] ool AR W) AR T 2ol ujRalitt. AT ol tiglst
= el 2 8 Sltke ARSI F3hon], T5o] thE gala A3l o]
Sh= TR ShAoletaL Qhpgirt. gl g A ok A= RE 2 Al

kA ool Agsigla, ok el ol HMDE 24

el desga e A8 AFIFE Harslol(e.g., Antheunis, Schouten,
Valkenburg, & Peter, 2012: Croes, Antheunis, Schouten, & Krahmer, 2019:
Frank & Gilovich, 1989) A7 Zoiajell ARz A= dolrbr] dpAl7t A=At A Zholzt
& ARE o] Sis %31 afol] thsteles AAIgkom, Ashk= FAllell oel A7

Ulsiehes; wse A A% Aaks vheat ek A, el AE) A of o3
ek ek 17 olAEo] HMDE ) ISVR 8740] 98ebl) 2HgaRerss Azow
BG4 =5 A, VP S Y B B AR w12 S 4
Rk A, AT AOEE 108 F2F Frihgsl AREN cisislglon], Alg ARle] Aubd

QAL A9 TR T A, BE

o
o

5 F o7 Holahs HMDE a4
G AFEATA A, ey obitele] AAH vEE o] EI A HEAS Sl
©5 2 Ugl) I, AT HolEe AEAS AYE 5 AAAZTE Agle) AhE =

5} 324e] G thel el A A

_|_4

ol
o
+
.

iu)

2 ATe] AY s AR 3 0l g oA AR/ miete] X
9 Q2lolgk= #(Ramirez et al., 2002)< efsle, &% 1Hi& Haslslar 79 $Hgof
e A e 88k UM The AAsiint. 3w ]l 3F wakgo) ool
k= S =24 A2lE 2kshs vl AgishaL, dat it
Wb FARE e E3 A st 2e71E e o s Blold 9
Aot A=t whebr A oAREelA k8-S Fxleke dl A3t dE 2]
?Jell (Horizon Workrooms)] 71 11 & 17]6] Wkl elolEat 4749] 24 o= 744
Hi7go] AREE AL

<
[
i
%N{l
o2
oo,
filo
=
R
rir

B

W
of
®
JS'L’

(1) Al ofele] AP ol Eol] oigh A==t
£ A9 Web] 4, 49 AR A ohileh 488 919 AL pre-test) 7} A
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HAT ARIZRARE 2] AEAkR AAEACH(N = 23), A S-S AkE B4
5 od ohfeRe] WA viE =S T4 27| E AR Hrelsitth. ohlel AlSee ARkl
(Horizon Workrooms)ollA &&= opatete] Ada) mfedteo) whe} 242} 5714] dAlE 214
SHA| AZFsllom, F7RbElARE 7 okl ISVR Wielld AW 84 B alE 22 =

T B35S 3% AlelA S3lst SodidoR ANEAT ARZEAL A, 71 miE ] B
opFENM = 5.47, SD = 1.06), 7P vluf=i#]Ql WA ok (M = 1.4, SD = 0.96), 7}
ZF miE A2l oA optleN M = 5.00, SD = 1.25), 7 HlmiE 22l o34 optlel M = 2.81,
SD = 1.20)7} A& AE=HAH(Figure 1) 32).

Figure 1. Avatars used in the experiment

Note. Top panel: Femde Avatars (left: attractive condition, right: unattractive condition); Bottom panel: Male
Avatars (left: attractive condition, right: unattractive condition).

(2) ohale} 7k Azlel] it A4 =2+

ISVR 3gellA] didate] ARl BiRlo= AREgh deidE npgo=(e.g., Del Aguila et
al., 2021: Wolf et al., 2022), ot} 7+ Agl= A4 ARl 1HAS 7102 ISVR $749]
A AR AR 7R ARl9] A I oREERT HolE Sl 114 §lo] vt
s 2AE QoM W Ao g T opfE} Ho[ B0 ¢ EollA] T AR HolA] Qg

Z221]cH(Figure 2) 3%).
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Figure 2. Vrtual meeting room used in the experlment

Note. Top panel: Far condition (left: Third-person perspective, right: First-person perspective); Bottom panel: Near
condition (left: Third-person perspective, right: First-person perspective).

(3) edml=Ak

A A ek A AlEe] S ERIsl] 918 olilzAKpilot test) & AAIEIATE
olHzARe] HAE A A1 A7 #gS Aiskal, BE AleellA] S o] ek
& o]F7] 918l 7 el FEARE FRNTIE Aol oW ZARE i Aglel] Fefgh A 3o
ApEa} thE Slo] Afgh Fl AN = 7) 2 OiStA(N = 2)S tPdoR o dFY
o AAEIAT APIZAL TR T 1 24.341(SD = 2.29), o14o] 55.5%(N = 5%
om, 7} A3 (99, ohkel 2t A, ) opfele] AAA ) Al wgE 9l
ok 2 A3 FUe A AR oulzA A Al o] A ks ek dl qlol A
g o] A E AR A] Qokor, eu]ZAL BT ofu] AL o]F- o Folzl dgAjel T
Aol slelE F) FaAREe] At Frlo] o oHirtar 7=

22 S 913t g opleRe] AAA s 4L opile} 5 HE(Bowers, 2018)&
Aale] ARg3ITE & hEako R FAE T onEd (semantic differential) H&=7F ASE]
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ROM(M = 4.33, SD = 1.49), "2goIx] 2 Jrhe] oipekz--olekz £ Hol "nhei
Q) - wheEol) 97, e - TR G /AR - RART Sol AN

Ak A= 24 A, AR A HEE R o] WA LEE Hols slos Wiy

SICHCronbach’s alpha: .901(.851,.937); McDonald's omega: .905(.864, .945)).

FTEHG0) A eEe ARl gk il ARE wlelE WrR R 223 AEHAG
(Antheunis et al., 2012; Derlega et al., 1993). A7 |-=38 9F4 Z=mz} 22 = 1F

sl SAE WA, FH A FeEe At AR 9 e BE W8k utterance) T
Aplel gk ARE =AY, 2ARE BARPAY, A2 1Pe 38 AKe] el o
gk asle] WiegR S Wshks ofelde]e] WIS SRtk AolA(Weisband,
1992), ste] Wit ge] T of ek fRle] tistel] WixEd on|E aeslo] S
(ofl: "Vhz Algol han, s} B RS okl el S 2719] Weks ¥glelal ). o
oR AA Az YEUI HYel(Altman & Taylor, 1973)¢] 394 57 A7)
(three-layer categorization scheme)E A+dsto] 2 Dol vk 9% 5 20 &
FAAR SAHJE. 7189 39| &7 Al v E=E onfehks F9 W (peripheral
layer), %+ JHEE ov|ehk= S (intermediate layer), =& IUEE onjsh= &)
Al (core layer) = 773%0] Qlovt, 2 Aol dHlzAt A3 sidAR 5 ek
sk olojx= 45 Ao] A 4 glo] W o] AR 918l - 7 AR st
SIoTt. vhe A= ARle) AESH AR 9 1A ARl digk wAA] (o o], AW, 7],
A&, =& s A B, o, 7 B Algel] gk mAR (o A Soks F
ORFITF) & 22 AejE|giet.

A FARe] Az, S RIE 2 RS SAE] 918l ISVR A8 3elr] =35k
=3k dPdo=Z Y874 (content analysis)& AABIGTE WlE-2A412 AFUAlold ok
ekl 51 - o] A Fodxje] WelE AR slo] Aideigit). 19 Ak B3 o
B ARG A uReEA] el we, s R, ARdEd, S AR R A 1 B
B o] AR HEEh A AZEe] 20%(N = 12) thatk I 7F A#=(inter-rater
reliability) 774 A%}, Fe]#E2 dul(Krippendorff's alpha) A1%|%= AlG== Bt 8822
EE 50 /\E}(Wlmmer & Dominick, 2013). A7+ Hoirkze] e} RIvE F3) Al =
T & A eze] Het 9= 39.01(8D = 15.19, Range = 17.0~93.0)¢]%0t}. &3t =

K

EAl)

o}
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Table 1. The Qperational Definition and Inter-Rater Reliability

Dependent variable Operational definition Krippendorff's alpha
The number of an utterance that reveals personal
Amount of information about the sender, describes the person in 883
Self-disclosure some way, tells something about the person, or refers to '

the subject’s experiences, including thoughts and feelings

. The number of an utterance that concerned with attitudes,
High L - .859
values, prejudices, and opinions

Intimacy of . .
Self-disclosure The number of an utterance concerned with biographical

Low information such as height, weight, and gender, and other .902
public information

1 ATl e 21 3-way ANOVAE B3l AR, 3] opnfeke] AR viEd:, 2)an of
e} 2k Ao Al 7HA] SRS A el vixE a3 4R aaE Skt
sISc). A= JASP #A] 2 13 (JASP Team, 2023)0] 8=} 2 Aol xd= 1l
0] 7gke] FAREA R wlolx|QF R W] S 7] A e HAsilon, 1 o]
et 2k 3, diof] 4] B 7 Al digk Mol A9k et WAL ofe] ol
Al HIeFele] 7M. ol A7 (null hypothesis significance testing: NHST)ol|
FelAel gokoz 289 4= 9t Aczel et al., 2020; Van De Schoot, Winter,
Ryan, Zondervan-Zwijnenburg, & Depaoli, 2017). 53] Age] |44 o7 42 3 &2
7= el SAA A8 (power) o] 2FE 7hsAol e B Ae] S Huksh] S8l
RE 3 7)ol thel] ssskAl sk AEE 4= Q= wloAjE 329 oflE el
(Wagenmakers et al., 2018). =4, wlo|XQF #A1& F7k2 2 vjo[Hol|vk o)E3)y] o
| 2719k 2B SR SAl BARLe] siilo] 7FsahH (Lindley, 1993), #-54<1 NHST
7b froVdS Aidkehs el diell wlolx|et 7P elM ARG Hlo]= 22l (bayes
factor: BF)o] tiete] & 4= )tk (Hubbard & Lindsay, 2008). AlA, &2 1} o] gt
ZF A7} Bt (imbalance) 8 749, 7HIAAS 918l AAlE d5ak8 &l wlolAQt H

=
ol mdl Hlu(model comparison) ¥EE T8 o AHustA BA=E 4 Atk Garofalo,

R

Fr1
4

= o
i‘Zi rr

ief
(o

£

S 24 VR 2HZolM ollEre| BIRI01A FAFLAOKE eV AP HeZof| olxl= 27 65



Giovagnoli, Orsoni, Starita, & Benassi, 2022). o]2]3t HES qelalo] H oAqtojA 1|

oIt A W] ARgo] arefEIlom, - 7BA] A Ao A e WAoo = Yk

LN |
B Bl B 7 st ebst NS sk st sl

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of the Each Experimental Condition

Experimental Condition N SeﬁTf)oi:gltoZLre Sell?ill.[)ril:glfagflre
GEN ATT IAD Mean SD Mean SD
Female Attractive Far 9 39.2 10.9 19.3 5.80
Female Attractive Near 9 56.0 19.2 279 10.8
Female Unattractive Far 8 32.9 9.46 16.5 4.69
Female Unattractive Near 8 41.0 12.4 20.6 6.57
Male Attractive Far 5 31.6 13.2 15.4 6.47
Male Attractive Near 5 47.2 9.98 24.8 5.50
Male Unattractive Far 4 24.2 6.24 1.7 4.03
Male Unattractive Near 6 28.0 7.69 13.8 3.97
Total 54 39.01 15.19 19.33 8.14

Note. GEN = Gender: ATT = Attractiveness: IAD = Inter-Avatar Distance

1) &TH OHHIEI| MM N =X HA

2 opapere] A1 v o] £

o2 o] At Foakse] Bargh A v Ajole SRIsISiT v o)) ek T
optERE ANEH FTHN = 26, M = 5.36, SD = 1.08) 9] A7+ ofzkzol vlsf ni=#] &
o opafelE AAEE RN = 28, M = 3.36, SD = 1.12)9] 97" Fers0] o] &2 ¢
o] AAA mE =S Hasks slow vEgth ofell tigh A frel=g ERlskr] S8l
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HES] 7 (student's t-test)S AAGH AT}, F ok 7k AIAA nfzel] oigh Q12 Ajo]
= 95% AlEFrrelA BARCE frefgh AoRE yeRTHE(52) = -6.653, p < .001,
Cohen's d = -1.81). whzbA] g} ofufele] AlA14 wiE e wigl| digh 23 22k A3tsh)
THE Flow FrHEAH.

2) 7IId AH

(1) ®1=5=e] ANOVA 734 7z}

A7iezo] ARgel ulgh A, ofute} 2 A, ) opalele] AAA viElee] Fgale} s
2ke F3E ARy Qe 4 7t 3-way ANOVAS $23813e}. (Table 3)ol4) Hi= nle}
o), Awze] vlwel FULE FEUFR BA A} A S9uS 1T 95% ol
A BAHCR ot Faap) VRt vha, A5Aks o) 49 BAKCR fefet At
& B RIS GlolTk o5 a0k By, WAEL oo, ohile} 7k A7) TSR,
A oplelr} iU o) Wan v 3UE 70 A inEo] ool A0R et
c. whebx 7P 13} 7P 2 AR ER

Table 3. Results of Frequentist ANOVA Test

DV Source SS df F 7,

GEN 1156.66 1 7.49* 14

ATT 1886.40 1 12.22% 21

IAD 1816.12 1 1,77 20

Sem;g&ire GEN x ATT 22.80 1 0.15 .00
GEN x IAD 23.01 1 0.15 .00

ATT x IAD 322.56 1 2.09 04

GEN x ATT x IAD 7.93 1 0.05 .00

GEN 256.18 1 565" 1

ATT 544,06 1 12.05" 21

_ IAD 574.74 1 12.73" 22
Se';“g?:% sgre GEN x ATT 11.36 1 0.25 01
GEN x IAD 3.53 1 0.08 .00

ATT x IAD 78.35 1 174 04

GEN x ATT x IAD 11.19 1 0.25 01

Note. DV = dependent variable; SS = sum of squares; MS = mean sauare; GEN = Gender: ATT =
Attractiveness: IAD = Inter-Avatar Distance: »2 indicates generalized eta-sauared: **p.01: *o (.05,
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(2) Hlo]Ael ANOVA 744 73}
R E, A7)z A8 Uik A ople) 7F Agl, A opalele] A4 mjEke]
Bt AeAkg ks AuRr] Slal wlolARb 1] 3-way ANOVAE =asi3ict. woA]
ot S WS ARSIl ISVR $HgellA o Folxl opafe} ko] ALslA] Ao akgol thek Al
TE 2 4 7] ulizel] 2 2ol sk AR EE-(prior odds)S L8l AASIITHE
7P B 7P (Hy) o] A 7hs S wdsl 7HERIY) . ZF A7 e €5 A <
7PA(Ho)ell el A glom, A3 Al wel W54 digias A, oplel 1t 72, A
opafeRe] A1A1A wiH =) WA] wWloR|QE AREAeAE 1] F<1 ofe] Kl s 7 e
& to[e7} et A #[sh=Alol] whe} REkS- vlushks w4S AZIt) (Table 4) % (Table
5ellx] Hofx|= A} o], 7} FL&gol| gk oS EE o SWrEe] X5k0 R AH F
187119] vijk =z} 17]9] Null 2xlo] HjaE|Rlet. o & sellA] "Models™ &2 Hlaws 7} 22l
2e vehflE), 2 AFRellAs Null 25 BFyo] 1.00 ofaie] ek Alefate] AAE It
BFy g8 Ab 80l AL FE(posterior odds) Z2] W3l UERIH, =& BF@k 3l
Ldlo] glo[elE & A= 21 ojnjeitt. "BFy G 7F RS Null 2o} valgh #
891E HENITE "Error% &2 wlel= 821 ARlelA] veh ks 9Ate] Ao, Al
Ao 20% nvtelH -8 7Feshlal 7158t (Van Den Bergh et al., 2020).
A7) Mg SE5WrR sl A A3, (Table 4)0lld AXE o141 744 2enk

o tloje] T 5] A 7Fs/de] SIS YAl EelAH, AAE HEE2: 7Pl thek
ZF AP ARl BFde dHleleE Br] A wdsiAl A8EAAR
OfEP} AlgShe oS AjdS Hluste] A7Pde] BlgAdo] @7kl HBH frefshA Wske
Aok & 1871 29 5 dlelefell 7Fg & A3tet 2el(fitted model) oFlE} 2+ ARl At
opfele] AAY wiE %, o] FgaE skt 7t Bell(addictive model) oACHBFy =
893.008). ol #EH Hlole7} W7 (S, ohakel 1+ A2, A ohafete] A1 w4
o] Ap7]-1e38) Witeel] Gaks XA et 7Pd) ] vis) 7k slelM w7k
o] 893.0084) 1 =th= S ovjgitt. BRe| ok 434 siAle] w2 (Rouder, Haaf, &
Vandekerckhove, 2018), oRte} 3+ A2, i opafete] A% mjelte, o] SRl o
& 7= AR SAE < Qv T WHAlR ek RES Al 7] FEael] A opakere] A
A Wi wel opalel 7 A 7he] AFeRRS Taks) i ﬂ(BF10 = 793.313)°|21aL, Al 7HA4]
Tl ddz) ople} 7+ A 7ke] AeAe-S e HU(BF), = 376.831)¢] 1 HE ©|
Ak
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Table 4 Model Comparison of the Bayesian ANOVA for the Amount of Self-Disclosure

No. Models BFu BF+o Error%
1 |1AD + ATT + GEN 5.731 893.008 0.771
2 |AD + ATT + GEN + |AD x ATT 4.916 793.313 3.748
3 |AD + ATT + GEN + IAD x GEN 2.042 376.831 3.738
4 |AD + ATT + GEN + ATT x GEN 1.883 360.149 3.754
5 |AD + ATT + GEN + IAD x ATT + IAD x GEN 1.563 295.418 2.464
6 IAD + ATT + GEN + IAD x ATT + ATT x GEN 1.435 272.960 2.433

Note. The table presented output from JASP(JASP Team, 2023); GEN = Gender: ATT = Attractiveness; IAD =
Inter-Avatar Distance.

A7) AUEE FEN4T o1 B4 243 o AR Arlwd wes 25w

SR 4] Ak 27 A 9k A AT S A9l WA, (Table 5914 A
£l ol 7 welle] Hlole] #a o) w RsHe] 2SIt 187) 2 3 Hloletel 7
8 AT BRE oblel 7 Aot ) ohiele] MK i, AES) FaE T
7Hk ZRIOIIEHBEy, = 660.522). o ohilet 2k Az, A} opabere] A vhElE, 4

of Fgalol) thet R A D 5= 9k, F AR S5 R A P Ftle]
o) ofubete] A1 vl oule} 7 A 7ol AEAEE E3HE LABF = 509.324)
oI, A 7K FElel st obile 7 A 7o) YEAES EI BUBF -

268.205)°] 71 HE oS0tk

Table 5. Model Comparison of the Bayesian ANOVA for the Intimacy of Self-Disclosure

No. Models BFu BF+o Error%
1 |AD + ATT + GEN 5.673 660.522 0.789
2 |AD + ATT + GEN + |AD x ATT 4.080 509.324 3.683
3 |AD + ATT + GEN + IAD x GEN 1.940 268.205 3.683
4 |AD + ATT + GEN + ATT x GEN 1.937 267.819 3.681
5 1AD + ATT 1.462 207.111 0.600
6 IAD + ATT + GEN + IAD x ATT + IAD x GEN 1.278 182.690 2484
7 IAD + ATT + GEN + IAD x ATT + ATT x GEN 1.263 180.777 2.444
8 IAD + ATT + IAD x ATT 1.126 162.276 0.815

Note. The table presented output from JASP(JASP Team, 2023): GEN = Gender: ATT = Attractiveness; I1AD =
Inter-Avatar Distance.

wlolek Haiel 44 & ahhe 4] RS WA Au v seleE g
0] Al wel, sl slekleel v A4 (e 1) S Bl Pulel= & gk
1

= Alolth. o)2 %) BE hy wAS 32e 5 ol HolHE iAo 2 dgske 2



o o W& 7AlE Folsle] el BeAS AR 7 glon, ofF HoxQt Yl s}
(Bayesian model averaging: BMA)2kal $h(Hinne, Gronau, van den Bergh, &
Wagenmakers, 2020: Jeffreys, 1998). 29 B&2/9S Adsly] 98l 23 wlo]= 22l
(inclusion Bayes factor: BFia)= Altsle] ZF diSiae] a345 “7ksh= BMAS 3
SI3ct. oful| BFjae 2t a5l sl diofe] ¥ A mdlol] 23k S5 (A 23eks)
oM dloly w2 - mdlof] 3k SEALS F38E) 20| WskE AR’ Agehal & 5
Ak 5, Bdol] 543 diguis X3 ¢ gl L aiME ¢ glo, dE 50,
(Table 60 A% =
Aol ARt Al A F9tehs BoA dolelrt A8 ks Aol o 4
AL effAfek 4= Qluk. (Table 6yl LR vle} o], Ap7l-1ezd] Mg SR e Bl
o gt opafere] AAA miH: g3HBF,g = 30.216)¢k ohfel 3+ A2l E3KBFng =
A1 el thigh ek SAE, A EHBFL = 4.556)F X3t ]7]% 7
ek S o] SAE, A opfEre] A wi=gl ople} 7+ Ale] deAke &t
o telr= ofgk 25 ER1E = Sltk. o3 Ax= A

2 1% 5
Paee] ARG FEUeE she wae) Asieh 27 tex) sk,

Table 6. Effect Analysis of the Bayesian ANOVA

DV Source P(incl) P(incl|data) BFina

GEN 0.737 0.927 4,656

ATT 0.737 0.988 30.216
AD 0.737 0.983 21.079

Seﬁ[’g;;‘gggzre GEN x ATT 0.316 0.270 0.802
GEN x IAD 0.316 0.283 0.855

ATT % IAD 0.316 0.463 1.871

GEN x ATT * 1AD 0.053 0.015 0.279

GEN 0.737 0.859 2175
ATT 0.737 0.987 26,356
AD 0.737 0.986 26,050

gtimeoy of GEN x ATT 0.316 0.254 0.739
GEN x IAD 0.316 0.256 0.744

ATT % IAD 0.316 0.430 1.634

GEN x ATT * IAD 0.053 0.014 0.252

Note. The table presented output from JASP(Team, 2023). GEN = Gender: ATT = Attractiveness: IAD =
Inter-Avatar Distance.
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(3) HIx=F2] Bl wo]2|ek ANOVA £41¢] vlsL

Attractiveness e Att [4] Una
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Figure 3. Interaction plot of self-disclosure

Himee] 2 wjo]xok ANOVA #4418 4=8gk Ax}, & ddte] 7Pzl gk 25 4%
ol 71 0% Z alolr} glont, Alswetl e SHoA I 71| f3e] 4] Aol gigh
sAell= zlol7k Stk WA, NHSToX= 7% BARIZE ARl el 0F7-&(A1E o5,
A2E 7)ol sdels el EIE=A] ARNrS VEo R wdsly] wiitel|, ofefet F=L
2 dlolHE WdslA] ek=th(Schmid & Stanton, 2019). #HA, Wlo]x]ek ANOVAE &
AR F200) Qo] AR 2|23 B dlolHE Agsl] ALFEES Fdap) uiel, 7 A9
He] Gk BRE 53l 7 Mt 5ot o] ARStare] dnh 7jefsh=A] 71 4 9l
o}, ol2fgh Aok wo] At HHS RIeFo] Ha} vlasle] ¥ B $29s Aledd &
Tk o5 W, & SApellA] Al ofrteRe] AIAIA v we} opae} 7F Al e] A A Eake
NI 14 Slolla] felald] ¢he auE AR Ul 4= ek ey wojx|qh A &

£ RYE 710] B2 Asle] rlast A3}, g ofatele] A1 wls) ofubet 2k A

rr
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o] A EI= z}ﬂ Zo] Wlw @ FYe 2w welo] 77t 1,87, 1.639] BFgs
W 1S 4 otk E BFwaE
aed 7FsAol ol oEfd AEES T
AefeiAL Mg Aelshe vl 83 2AE Al
gl ofafeRe] AIAA wiEE, of
gje] frirol gk oAl 1_71;%—3 AlFSh= ¥l ANOVAS] H]
3, BFE ARgalo] 7} AgugEe] ave} 7 g0 Aws A9gsislo] Algshe wolxeh
ANOVAE A A70] A15w9} efg s ol vl =3-5 Fr.
olgfet 7 7] Aol whE - o] A Avh= ok} 2tk &TA ANOVA
BA Avje] w2 A7) Bl 9 U S vl wReA 7 1(p (.01)3 7}
A 2(p € .0D+= A=A, A7-EAloIA AR AdHe] JsAeari(p ) .05)= HERHA
ekolket. WlojxIok ANOVA 4] ZAxje] wpZwl 2p|-eZe] Wiw F4mg Rdoja 7Md
1(BFina = 30.216)& Z8g AE 7oz 3 o2 7Pdem. 7P 2(BFja =
21.079)7F 34 7FsAels 3 A 245 e & JUJAHIAD + ATT: BFy =
132.843). Apleze] de FEMG BdoxE 7K 1(BFha = 26.356)% 7Md
2(BFina = 26.050)7F 3 7FsAdell 51t Bed] 245 s 4 UATHIAD + ATT:
BFy = 207.111). 58k AAlollx] A3t Adele] a8 gaf= fefn|ei vehtA] ¢
XA, gl ofufeRe] AlAIA v we} opufe} 7k Arle] e A a vt 3l 7Fs A= vl

x4 01:6]— xh:(] :LHE HLﬁLGL 2= %lx;}
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& A7) 522 ISVR E7gelA opafete] HIStol] AxuAleld w7t tiel 71 g akgol
nRE 3k ARRAY] AP eEo] = ERS AR Aolglt), E dte] Avk= A
HH o [SVR $HgellA Eabaiel 27] 45 218-5 Slal opufete] Hdlol 2] AfvAlo 1 v
o] TS Zhxdit). ol Ave ISVR $HgelM o] AR AE B AR} 7 kg &
ol ot TS AR, 7P Al 2] ARslA doakgel tigh ofslE ol ol =
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A AREAR 3F & e ARgell A g opafete] AlAA wiE e, At ohafErete] A, APEe
AREALE] A7l ol Gk MRl AloR Rl Al wel] ek Aat B A
AARIA G AgEe] Aot frAksl vhekstom, oegh A= A AlARIA ] o
A AFUANA @ido] 7V AAIME Us Fds Blltks 484 2AE Aeed + 9l
o AR R AuEm, S, WA oplete] AAIA v o] SRk $3Ese] dFow
3H A 4= Sl ok AR dise] S3E e A0 AE = didel gk SIAA ek &

A AFUANA SHeAA ERIS] <Rt AAA wlE e dupie] Vs P8k
Eﬂ A1 ek M= Alo2 dA drhe.g., Feingold, 1992). & <dte] Avk= 71V
AlAe] opake} g ofef gk S Ese] thdo® A8 o Qles HoEr

=7, opape} 1k Agje] FEIR= el e APt 7RIS A ez ksl x|
Ferow siMe o= rk Al S v 7V Al AR A2k AA1A
Aol 7de] EAg = o] ASEATHe.g., Del Aguila et al., 2021: Nassiri et al.,
2010: Yee et al., 2007). & A3olA ARSSF 71 3]o}dd & ARbAQl ofe} Zreilo] 24 =

719} AR FoPH, W Aol ARIgE opatel 2 Ae] 20 e S
A ANERE 37 PYos e 4 otk & <] TPk A JIRIA AR 99
(46cm ~ 1.2m), ¥ A= ARA Ag] 99(1.2m ~ 3m)oll sig3ich £ AtelA] o 3t
ofzpEe] AR Al Gl Hlal Q1A A @oll mixEUE v - A A |es
oA = A vt Ak o Ay, 22l Y ARyAlA 5 thdet HiEelA
deAe AEE 2ARE Addyad dAlsks AatoltHJourard & Friedman, 1970:
Krikorian et al., 2000).

AR, AAQIAF 29191 23] 7, el HIsl oo oF4- A A iezo] 2 FloR
LR of2fgh A oY 71% w3lellA] Bl Az} UA|SA|THe.g., Bond, 2009;
Dindia & Allen, 1992 Sheldon, 2013), 21414 wij2d5k=e} oule} 7+ Agel] vls) g3}e] =
717} 24 &9kt o= 3 el A9 (Dindia & Allen, 1992) Zje} v]s=3h wetol|A &
e = Sl o59] AtellA A7 ezl g o] T Bl e vk
2Hd = .18, 95% CI[.16, .21)), olefsk Fih= e kg dide] APdo] 2ashe 2o 1
BRIt =, Aol o] Me E}E S 7RI N 2] e ARge] 7 A gae] A7)
7} 289 10w AvE 4tk

Uheom, Al A5 Zihs vt 2 2 dA9Rolks ISVR S3EellA ofFolxl
S AREAR 7 xS ARgell A A opafele] AAA wiE, A okaleleke] e, APdol

jubal
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AREALR] 27 | WAl kg G ik e SAE BEE o ql)loh e o]
5 Al 821 F oprlERe] AlAA wiEee} opulel 3F Al - HIE A E71E HoRle
AN - BE AgelA] A)Q1e] AP )-ege] WIwes) FE e ReEeh MR JE AR ek S0
Rt o] e, ARES opkE 2F AR 1 Aol A ofalele] ejxel] AAIgle] A}
71z ARESHAIRE, opakel 7 AR7E 7R Aol AT ohalele] ont A deE T
B2 A4 ApeEs otk oefd ks 7ldielRtolE(expectancy violations
theory, Burgoon, 1993: Burgoon & Jones, 1976)2] #HdellA] s 4= k. 7]diepite]
E2 i8] Al oA AlEe] didels (S, 71t 3 AAlR A3k s Alold
S Ao 7ol A1 EUA(S, 7IdieTb 7} 71918 REga} Q1o miA|= d3ks A
ks oot 7o) €R1¢] Avtr veh k= 71919] wke2: srg o A B8 4 )=,
olef3t kS-S ZH3I= F2 291 5 shy} AFUAIH EAJolthBurgoon, 1993). &
Gl &3 3| 1 ATl TE =AE W] BkS 4 Gl olS5elut
&8 g3 ARFUAIE #A7Heommunicator reward valence) 7iES AABIL it} o]
2fgh 7oheiRtol 2ol whEm, wA] 2 Arellx] ofake XF A 7R 2zl B BRI
el Aeakd-s AR ISR A Wb ARellAl 7114 72 oS 3188kl o=
7RIS RS Zlole}. refut AfruAleld 54 T skl 2AA] v ]EVSJ =
] 7191] whgell mIX)= ks 2 7 qlrk whebA] vl opelel s Ake- e Rk
13 2 gudel] wlal ] e ARl BATEE A E] S Aok, E%‘% AU
ol RAZR= 7]d)9Iuk Rl ® @3l R} vl g4l vt
HRS2: ek Aol {P@XLE FE= 1A 5 JrHBurgoon, 1993).
tf opkeR} Al whet o B2 A7)
Al SAfE 4= ik O]Eﬁ’} Ak 7di9ietel2e] ISVR 5ol = 4]
HollA] 2]o)E 2h& 4= 9lom ISVReIA AREA} A 7tek= 711 ¥ K personal space) 2}
o] AAA wie] AIE ThA] sk 7J=git
& ATe] oA A el vt 2k A, F2 7P Al tigk ol S
of wet 7P AAlA o FolAle ALElA e k8ol tigk sks B8 GA1S] = 3 &
7¥etar ik, 1ol wiek uil ARUA A SHA Tkt AfAlelA DAl digk A5}
A3 glort, ISVR F7elA ehhs Biiold] AfuiAlold dhael] tigh 434 <A
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FNA o] FolARE il AAruZlelAdolA ohakeRe] B|lolA AfuFleld vA7E 27] S
2o FosHA R A T SRl AP ezl FEE AL
Sero =M [SVROA opfere] B|lofA] AfuiAleld vixfe] Qdaks ERIgITh= HollA] 2 <1
7] oA 9JofE ZE  Slrk

A, A= wtjeirt g3 wiehe) e 2T, @4 AlAleA L] el 2F AR
oA &o] 7 /‘1]741 WE o8] AFseleA] S A= TE Fe HoleAol thg e
FA AFTUACNIES ks ARSI Alell A vfg- S8k S| ZhE=t) AR 34
el 7+ ATES 7P AARIA Adeh] $13h Sbae] Alee AEA oR ofFoA|aL 9]
s 59, =Y 7 Alglell 2diie] Do) B A3 (Milgram, 1963)< A
Slater et al., 2006), IVR &7l £=22 of+1¢] 3 A3 (Asch, 1951)= Al
At A7HKyrlitsias & Michael-Grigoriou, 2018)& BI5314] IVR F3MlA] ARS1A oA
(social inhibition)ll that 1102491 ARs]Alg] el e1-H(Triplett, 1898)E A&dt A (Hoyt,
Blascovich, & Swinth, 2003), €} 719k 7P AlAlIA 2 H4 A5 el tigh A3E A
&3k A (Eastwick & Gardner, 2009), IVR &7tlA tiel 7+ Azg)e] /fde Aadst o
(Bailenson, Blascovich, Beall, & Loomis, 2003) 55 #& 4= 9tk 2Fol9} &5
(Steuer et al., 1995)°] Audk AAF, Al A= vlfe] rltjo] A8l
Alekz Yol Ad) mltje] 7199Ee] A=E AFHAN viAlE st wixEs =
R ZEc), Al nitjole] gigh AR5 3l A= |tio] Alzgle] A B el o]
e, 7hFsd Gl el 5oy s sH o thesfor & At Slrk. 7P AlAE A
Sh= 2lo] QIRE dEel tigk ofalE WY Aok Hel(Miller, 2007) 9] FgAH & A7}
She] 2k o] BA-APA 25 BRCEA TP AAIS] Feha #|aje] S2of] 7]ofdt = 9)
71& vigith

AR, AA] ISVR AREARSC] o83k 8 ZeFA ARBAL] AP ess Ao <
T7F - Algolghs e 7Rk, ¥ el Avk= AJEfEH ERd(ecological
validity) SHoA fagh 274 el A19e 4= etk B VR 71952 48 HEl-{A
VR Alz=gloA] 7o) AFUEIE 918 FES e ol Asstal d=t|(ell: 7P 39
A 7P 7P 25), 2ukRiva, 1999)7F AEe AAY, 7H ARUEE fAske <
& oY ok F10] U} FAfelrk, ofgt FR1e] doleh 1A, ThA] WeRMH AR 7ke] A
G288kl AXME ke s omgit). ol SHex] & o] A= ISVR
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Al frieshs vl A E Al o Atk A8 ISVR S35 29shs 240k ofe)
o] Lo} ofnfe} 7+ Az, AREAR] AWS FQ 8 aelsle] AlgAlEe] Bl HA Q) 3
oA A=A AqUAIE olold 4 e AHE FHE T ks Aol

A, ks o AFUAl gelld BUF VR woke] A3 vlws A
FelaL 285 Algto] Wol Seh TS 5| ofgfgo] Stk 7]Ee] Hlegee] FAIg
SR ARMR] i 7|5 7= A9 ARe] A B Fush] ofHe whebA
Aol B 719 IAIRle] 7hdS ASekal s o Sl Hlol AR A
43199tk Lindley, 1993: Wagenmakers et al., 2018). S-olx] AF-EH BFi= 7 7}
Aol tigk 2715 st 5= 7] vl 71 A o] ARE Alggithe Aol o7t
Act, 71 9ell= o] QgellA] wlo|x|t =22 NHSTe theh fhe]4’] vijte s g8 4= 9l
ol=(Aczel et al., 2020; Van De Schoot et al., 2017), ARgjzte} Fop| A= o27}A]
d2] AR A 2vHKim, Godager, Davis, & Jeong, 2021)+ & &8 2 I+t
A= TS 7H 4 itk 53] A48 ISVR Z3golA as Al

Wolxloh Het S Agg 1 elpe] Anks F4 edpAks

=y

A& 754 (reproducibility) o] eFd4olglar 7kslz]olle tia Fel7} ik, 2 Aol
BE A S A0S AT, oA Eal 291) BEAE HEAoR T
A7k 5 AR B S Y S lws et Tl Bk Al i)
k= vk dealolal B ow 18u7] bl FxApt ZE A 7RIl ShshA
FAG A0 s B7¥sol hgieh. Telt 3 el g
oITe] ¢4 E}%E%— s AE e Hagleln AFEA AR (experimental

A7) S1d 4 xAkE E8oisih
2 74 °4?-°ﬂ A AT Bt AR Vs S 4T Bk 5 ol vl Aaugk
HEA AAIE sk vt St 24, B e 7P tis A o® BashE 4R8 ISVR Y
#<1 (Horizon Workrooms)& A% =7 AMSIGIoL), o] Z2h =
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