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v 1,270,546 3 6 17 33 73 452 17,565

Ameba Pigg N 156,222 1 1 3 5 13 64 639
m 156,222 | 1.00 1.00 1.33 2.00 3.92 19.32 454.00

d 1,911,139 1 1 1 1 2 22 457

v 6,989,307 13 143 358 652 1,289 4,588 87,281

Mobile phone N 73 2 16 47 94 126 279 688
m 73 | 1.81 2.06 3.34 3.95 4.75 7.45 8.07

d 7,801 1 1 1 1 2 32 207

v 32,728 0 0 24 60 223 10,261 | 328,031

SMS N 48 1 1 4 11 19 194 283

m 48 | 1.00 1.00 1.68 2.85 4.03 11.35 30.5

d 1,233 1 1 1 1 2 30 153

v 4,942 1 1 1 3 7 36 168

7 2: UGS MTORER, o D til, pfElda > 11CBT 2 FHIBGE, 0Dt M, pfEE b DR ICBIY 2 MifligE T H
5. PERENZ 0.990 (Twitter), 0.974 (755 group chat), 0.959 (755 wall communication), 0.997 (Ameba Pigg),
0.994 (mobile phone), 0.990 (SMS) TdH > 7.

Communication System | Coefficient Estimate | Standard Error | t-value p-value
Twitter a 1.189567 0.023256 8.15 4.4 % 10716

b 1.309346 0.006815 | 192.12 | Less than 2.0 x 10~16

755 Group chat a 1.214229 0.004640 46.17 | Less than 2.0 x 10~ 16

b 1.269766 0.002294 553.5 | Less than 2.0 x 1016

755 Wall communication a 1.562142 0.006250 89.94 | Less than 2.0 x 10~ 16
b 1.476393 0.002769 533.2 | Less than 2.0 x 1016

Ameba Pigg a 1.0954104 0.0007440 128.24 | Less than 2.0 x 10~ 16

b 1.0939529 0.0003137 3487 | Less than 2.0 x 1016

Mobile phone a 1.07332 0.15756 0.47 3.2x 1071

b 1.25628 0.04689 | 26.795 | Less than 2.0 x 10~16

SMS a 1.24089 0.07815 3.08 3.5 x 103

b 1.21949 0.02995 40.72 | Less than 2.0 x 10~16




