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Abstract 
The main purpose of this research is to investigate the effect of personality on the 

divergent idea generation under different personality composition in teams and different 
environmental conditions. Laboratory experiment method was used to examine the effect 
of independent variables. Samples are 69 college students, who were divided into groups 
to discuss assigned issue in the internet-based virtual discussion room. The divergent idea 
generation process was recorded for further analysis. Two independent variables are 
environmental condition (anonymous or non-anonymous) and personality composition in 
teams (introverts only, extroverts only, and hybrid). The dependent variable is the number 
of divergent idea generated during group discussion. Results showed that personality 
composition in teams didn’t have significant effect on the number of divergent idea 
generated, but Internet anonymity had significant effect. Introverts had more divergent 
ideas in introverts only group than in hybrid group. Moreover, there was significant 
interaction effect between environmental conditions and personality composition on the 
number of divergent idea generated.  

Key words: personality, introversion, extroversion, Internet anonymity, divergent idea 
generation 
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