
Chapter Two  Literature Review 

2.1 Introduction 

“The research must be exacting in delineating what is included in the definition 

and what is excluded” which was suggested by Churchill in 1979. Therefore, the main 

purpose of this section is to present the review of the relevant literatures. Although the 

review of literatures offered here may not be exhaustive, it is extensive in that it brings 

together studies from the topics of virtual community, discussion forum, individualism 

vs. collectivism, the elementary forms of social behavior and the usage of Internet.  

 First, the classifications of virtual community are illustrated. Second, the relevant 

researches of communication between cultures are identified and the literature of 

consumer behavior psychology is also proposed. . 

 

 

2.2 Virtual Community 

The rapid development of technology has brought many researchers conduct on 

how the virtual communication impacts our lifestyles by trying to understand different 

aspect of issues. However, there are still little consensus about the definition and the 

classification of virtual communities been conducted in the research for the past few 

years. Without the clarification of the definition of virtual community, researchers use a 
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variety of meanings for the same terms which might cause confusion of understanding 

certain relative concept. Above all, the current literatures show that virtual community 

research is comparatively lacking and is being ignored in most of the prestigious 

journals. There should be more open opportunities for researchers to dedicate more to 

the relative probing about virtual community since the research has not yet reached a 

mature stage.  

 

 

2.2.1 Definition of Virtual Community 

 The word “community”, traditionally, has been considered as a closed system. It 

has been seen to have a relatively clear boundary, relatively stable membership, and 

show little linkage to other communities (Anderson, 1999). But the predominance of 

geography is no longer an advantage with the advanced development of communication 

and information technology. The network of communication is getting stronger and thus 

unsurprisingly the virtual community arises. As the virtual community becomes more 

popular, researchers need to be aware of what is happening in the theoretical aspects 

and practical developments and consideration of research opportunities. 

 The definition proposed by Howard (1993) defined that virtual community is a 

“Social aggregations that emerge from the Net when enough people carry on public 
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discussions long enough, with sufficient human emotion, to form webs of personal 

relationships in cyberspace.” By looking into the definition, there are three key factors 

included. First, the concept of the Net / Cyberspace differentiate them from real 

community activities. Second, the idea, public discussion, suggests that participants 

have discussions with one another about their emotions, opinions, knowledge, 

information or common topics of interest. There is implication that the discussion 

participants can generate the topics themselves rather than web site coordinators. Third, 

the word, personal relationship, shows that participants will develop a self-sustaining 

relationship among themselves as long as they have a sufficient time. The definition of 

Howard’s (1993) is the most popular cited reference, followed by Hagel and 

Armstrong’s (1997) which are presented in the next paragraph.  

 The definition proposed by Hagel and Armstrong (1997) focus on the special 

member-generated content. Their definition is: “virtual communities are 

computer-mediated spaces where there is a potential for an integration of content and 

communication with an emphasis on member-generated content. There are also two key 

factors which is included in their definition. The first key point is that the expression, 

computer-mediated spaces, implies a similar meaning to cyberspace or Internet when 

being accessed by technology. The second key factor is that member-generated content 

indicated to the emotion, information, data, expression and the discussion generated by 
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the participants. The definition proposed by Hagel and Armstrong help to distinguish 

the virtual community from online information services.  

 Moreover, the definition proposed by Romm and Clarke (1995) only put emphasis 

on the aspect of communication, which mainly via electronic media. Unfortunately, this 

may not be able to sufficiently distinguish the virtual community from web sites we 

know. Romm and Clarke (1995) defined virtual community as “Groups of people who 

communicate with each other via electronic media, rather than face to face.”.  Though 

this definition origin is more restricted definition in comparison to the above definitions, 

there are still some similarity. The similarities include two aspects which is presented 

on the expression, groups of people who communicate and electronic media, has the 

similar meaning of other definition: groups of people who communicate, suggest that 

there are groups of people interact with each to discuss or share. Besides, the 

expression, electronic media, indicates that technology plays as the main support of 

communication access. Though this definition seem more simplified and restricted 

compared with others, it still remains some common characteristics of definition of the 

formers which provide us a more clear concept of the attributes of virtual community in 

organizing them together as a working definition.  

 The fourth definition is from Jones and Rafaeli (2000) who use the term ‘virtual 

public’ in place of virtual community in their research. As their definition toward virtual 
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public which has the same indication as virtual community, their definition said that 

“Virtual Publics are symbolically delineated computer-mediated spaces, whose 

existence is relatively transparent and open, that allow groups of individuals to attend 

and contribute to a similar set of computer-mediated interpersonal interactions.”. As 

the key factors we proposed for the other definitions, there are two common properties 

which share the same characteristics with other definitions. According to the definition 

they had, virtual publics are the computer-mediated space, which means the cyberspace 

through the access of technology. Moreover, the definition mentioned that virtual 

publics are “groups of individuals attending and contributing to a similar set of 

computer-mediated interpersonal interactions” focusing the interaction between 

participants in cyberspace. 

 

 

2.2.2 Characteristics of Virtual Community 

Above all, regardless of geographic dispersion or organizational emphasis, virtual 

communities share several characteristics which can be identifies in the definition of 

virtual community which is proposed by former researchers. The definition might not 

be ample to give a complete working definition for this research and there are 

discrepancies occur among some existing virtual community definition, almost all 
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definitions share similar points, we still can get some common attributes from them 

through extracting the real essence from them.  

The first similar aspect shared is that as in real communities, virtual community 

members feel a “consciousness of kin’—an intrinsic connection toward other members, 

and a collective sense of separation from nonmembers (Wellman and Gulia, 1999). In 

other words, the relationship of a successful virtual community pertains to the 

culmination of communicating together. The group affiliation formed in the community 

not only differentiates the remarks expressed by individuals, but also become the 

impetus of returning to the community in the future. The interpersonal strength has 

been shown to increase the willingness of sharing information or resources with other 

participants to give support and to commit to goals identified by the community. 

(Walther, 1996; Wellman, 1999).  

The second common characteristic in similarity is that most of the virtual 

communities are still based predominantly on text which whether used the information 

technological tools such as e-mail, discussion forums, message boards or old-fashioned 

bulletin-boards. Most cues used in the traditional face-to-face community settings such 

as nonverbal expressions and social characteristics are filtered out (Kiesler and Sproull, 

1992; Walther, 1996). The usage of computer-based information technology to support 

the activities in virtual communities can be identifies more specifically on the aspect of 
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the tools which plays an important role in this research.  

The third aspect in common is that the context or topics in virtual community are 

driven by participants and the communication and the interaction are the main focus in 

it. It is unlike the traditional media in which individuals are passively join the content, 

communication created by the community member clearly through active participation 

rather than passively pushed. This creation acts as an important forming force of the 

community’s character, and determines not only its impact on participants, but also the 

status and influence of individual members (Werry, 1999). The participant-driven 

community, not the web site coordinators, clearly distinguishes the virtual community 

from online information services. Nevertheless, the contents created in the community 

are the result when members communicate with each other and the interaction has 

become the impetus of further message or topics been generated which make the 

community more sustainable with the non-stop flow of message postings. Such 

participants-generated content also provides the chance for integration into digital 

media advertising programs to raise their credibility and effectiveness (Werry, 1999). 

The opportunity hinge with this characteristic of virtual community also implies that 

there are still more space for researchers to focus on the relationships between virtual 

communication and e-commerce or relevant file of knowledge.  

The fourth characteristic of virtual community is that virtual community 
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commonly exists in cyberspace. All of the definitions state that virtual community 

should be on the net, use computer-mediated spaces, or cyberspace. This point 

differentiates he virtual community from a physical community which has a boundary 

while there is no boundary can be found in a virtual community.  

 

  

2.2.3 Classification of Virtual Community 

The literatures about the classification of virtual community are not sufficiently 

enough to give a clear vision toward the classification of virtual community. However, 

there are still several popular classifications are published in some of the prior research.  

Hagel and Armstrong’s (1997) classification of types of virtual community is 

commonly referred to in the literature (Kozinets, 1999). In the classification, they 

defined interactions in virtual community are based on people’s desire to meet four 

basic needs which includes interest, relationship, fantasy, and transaction. The need of 

interest indicates that a dispersed group of people who share an common interest or 

expertise in a specific topic. The relationship need suggests that people with similar 

experiences will come together and have the opportunity to share to form meaningful 

personal relationships in virtual community. The fantasy need provides people to 

explore a new filed of fantasy and entertainment which is different from the transaction 

 15



need that participants trade information with each other online. 

 The other classification of virtual community is organized by Jones and Rafaeli 

(2000). There are three directions in which Jones and Rafaeli classified the types of 

virtual community which pertain to use, social structure and technology.  They 

provide further classifications by developing Hagel and Armstrong’s classification 

through the accordance of different focus. To propose their classification by use, they 

adopt the classification of Hagel and Armstrong to provide a scheme for classifying 

virtual communities by use. This classification categorizes virtual communities by the 

way they help meet one of four basic needs which include interest, relationships, 

fantasy or transactions. There are two sub-classifications which pertain to 

business-to-business virtual community and customer-focused virtual community. The 

customer-focused virtual communities can be subdivided into geographic, demographic 

or topical types. The business-to-business also subdivided into various types which 

include vertical industry, geographic publics, functional publics, and business type 

publics. The other way of classification is by ‘social structure’ which requires an 

analysis of the social network that is formed by users that are more specific to some 

particular virtual communities. The last but not least classification proposed by Jones 

and Rafaeli is more technology-based which classified into categories include 

Web-BBS, we avatar meeting place, usenet group, email list, 3-D world, text generated 
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space, internet relay chat, and other computer mediated communication technologies.  

Each of these classifications represents a specific understanding under different 

situations. The classifications of Hagel and Armstrong are more generic and relate more 

to social issues. The ‘use’ classification concerns human basic needs which similar to 

Hagel and Armstrong’s proposal. Moreover, this classification can be used when 

studying social and psychological issues in virtual community which is pretty 

appropriate with the purpose of this research. But the classification by ‘social structure’ 

is unclear. The community type is quite specific and may only fit in one situation but 

not in others (Fion Lee, 2003). The third type of classification based on technology can 

be applied with the relative research about the functions and features provide in virtual 

community. In summary, none of the classifications contains every aspect without 

missing or it is hard to fits under every circumstance. Table 2-1 presents the 

classification of virtual community which is proposed by prior researcher. 

 

Table2-1 The Classification of Virtual Community 
Author(Year) Classification Types of virtual community 

Hagel&Armstrong 
(1997) 

Basic needs of human Interest/Relationship/Fantasy/Transaction

Jones & Rafaeli 
(2000) 

Use Transaction/Interest/Relationship/Fantasy

Jones & Rafaeli 
(2000) 

Social Structure 

Example: virtual voluntary 
associations/virtual airport 
bar/cyber-inns/virtual settlements/other 
forms of social structure 
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Table2-1 The Classification of Virtual Community(Continued) 

Jones & Rafaeli 
(2000) 

Technology 

Example: E-mail list/3-D words/text 
generated space/internet relay chat/Web 
Avatar meeting place/Usenet group/other 
computer mediated communication 
technologies 

Source: Researcher 

 

 

2.3 Discussion Forum 

As one of the classification proposed by Rafaeli (2000), the discussion forum will 

be one of the tools which can form virtual community on the Internet. Communities of 

user know as user groups, have a long history in the business-to-business world and 

other aspect of industry. User groups or discussion forum are formed either 

spontaneously or at the initiation of the vendor. Spontaneously formed virtual groups 

tend to have the origins in a group of local enthusiasts (McWilliam, 2000). As the 

literature presented, the builder of virtual community varied from producer to 

spontaneous-intention web-users.  

Moreover, the researcher point out that how a discussion forum contributes to 

information sharing and emotional support should be conducted by further research 

(Fion, 2003). The prior researcher suggested that according to the five virtual 

community research phases, in the phase of implementation and outcome assessment, 
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the function regards to the emotion-expression or emotion-sharing deserves more 

research in depth. Since the discussion forum has been positioned as one of the channel 

through which emotion and emotions are expressed, this research was conducted in 

order to have an exploratory research about discussion forum.  

 With widespread availability of the Internet, electronic discussion group started to 

connect users across the world in the form of bulletin board systems, newsgroups, and 

mailing lists. The most widespread discussion system is Usenet with over 700 million 

messages posted since its inception in 1979. Besides, discussion groups serve as an 

informal means of organizing resources and people around common goals and shared 

knowledge or emotions. As time pass, the discussion group might become an electronic 

‘destination’ and give rise to a virtual community (Rheingold, 2000). Including 

in-group and out-group behavior, there is a special kind of culture developed in the 

larger on-line communities, such as the WELL, CompuServer or Usenet. Electronic 

discussion groups are ideal for supporting the communities of practice. (Lave & 

Wenger, 1991). When a newcomer learns from old-timers, he starts posting messages of 

their own to move to full participation by observing the discussion. Therefore, the 

culture and social behavior exist in the community built on the web. The number of the 

posting reflects several dimensions which cause the difference between different 

cultures or even in one culture with different topics.  
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2.4 Culture 

 There are many definitions of culture proposed by scholars. As the definition 

presented by Hofstede (1980), he defined culture as “the collective mental 

programming of the people in an environment.” Moreover, he also defined that culture 

is “not a characteristic of individuals; it encompasses a number of people who were 

conditioned by the same education and life experience.”  

 Research shows that the concept of the person varies cross-culturally (Shweder & 

Bourne, 1982). People in most Western industrialized societies live by an ideology of 

self-reflective individualism. They conceive of themselves and others as independent, 

unique and separate entities. An important alternative belief system, interdependence or 

collectivism, is held by about 70% of the world’s population (Triandis, 1995). We could 

only see a piece above the waterline- the effect of the culture, its manner, behavioral 

inertia and fashion. The same event may be perceived quite differently by different 

cultures just under the water are matters of perception. As time passes by, perceptions 

lead to predispositions, preferences, even prejudices. These invisible factors are hidden 

deeper down in the waterline, and that is the point.  

Before discussing the literature of individualism and collectivism, there is an idea 

that suggests that people from different culture may have dramatically different concept 

of self which gives us a brief concept about the divergence of cultural view. The idea 

 20



that a given cultural ideal, be it independence or interdependence, can influence or even 

mainly determine an individual’s experience and expression of the self. Moreover, they 

also describe two divergent cultural views of the self: the independent and the 

interdependent construal of the self (Markus, 1991; Kitayama, 1994). The independent 

construal of self, a largely Western notion, mainly relates a conception of the self as an 

autonomous and independent entity separate from the collectivity.  In contrast, the 

interdependent construal of the self, a notion held mainly by many non-Western 

cultures, focuses the fundamental connectedness of the self to others. Above all, the self 

is an integral part of the collective. There is no self without the collective; the self is a 

part that becomes whole only in its relationship with others. The concept proposed by 

the prior research has briefly points out the idea that there are divergent cultural views 

which refers to independent and interdependent.  

 

 

2.4.1 Individualism vs. Collectivism  

The relative emphasis on individualism and collectivism has been identified as the 

most important dimension of cross-cultural variation in social behavior (Triandis, 1988; 

1990). According to prior researchers, at the individual and psychological level, the 

terms idiocentrism and allocentrism have been employed to correspond to 
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individualism and collectivism at the cultural level (Triandis, Leung, Villareal & Clack, 

1985). Triandis (1995) defines individualism and collectivism as follows:  

Individualism is defined as “a social pattern that consists of loosely linked 

individuals who view themselves as independent of collectives; are primarily 

motivated by their own preferences, needs, rights, and the contracts they have 

established with other; give priority to their personal goals over the goals of 

others; and emphasize rational analysis of the advantages and disadvantages to 

associating with other” (p. 2).  

 

Collectivism, on the other hand, is defined as “a social pattern consisting of 

closely linked individuals who see themselves as parts of one or more 

collectives (family, co-workers, tribe, nation); are primarily motivated by the 

norms of, and duties imposed by, those collectives; are willing to give priority 

to the goals of these collectives over their own personal goals; and emphasize 

their connectedness to members of these collectives” (p. 2).  

Triandis (1995) describes individualism and collectivism as “cultural syndromes’, 

patterns of specific cultural manifestations organized around a central theme. For 

individualism, the theme is that individuals are the unit of analysis and autonomous. 

For collectivism, the theme is that groups are the unit of analysis; individuals are but 

parts of a group. Triandis proposes that the individualism-collectivism construct has 

four universal dimensions. The first dimension is that the definition of the self is 

interdependent in collectivism and independent in individualism. This difference is 

reflected in many aspects of everyday life, containing the extent to which a person 
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shares resource with group members and conforms to the norms of the group. The 

second dimension is that personal and communal goals are compatible in collectivism 

and incompatible in individualism. Group goals have priority in collectivism, whereas 

personal goals have priority in individualism. The third dimension is that in collectivist 

cultures, cognitions that focus on norms, obligations, and duties guide much of social 

behavior. In cultures which are more individualistic, cognitions that aim at attitudes, 

personal needs, rights and contracts guide social behavior. The final dimension, it is 

common in collectivism cultures to focus relationships even when they are 

disadvantageous. On contrast, in individualism cultures, the emphasis is on rational 

analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of maintaining a relationship.  

 According to Hofstede (1984), individualism is particularly strong in English 

speaking countries, such as the United Sates, Australia, Great Britain and Canada, but 

especially weak in East Asia and Latin American countries such as Taiwan, Peru, 

Pakistan, and Venezuela (Hofstede, 1984). In most societies, women tend to be more 

collectivistic than men, while upper-class, urban, and younger samples tend to be more 

individualistic (Triandis, 1995).  

 Systematic investigation of individualism and collectivism, however, has been 

started around 1980s. It was Hofstede’s seminal work in this area, and the publication 

of his classic, Culture’s Consequences: International Differences in Work-Related 
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Values (1984). In this book, it initially led to a surge of interest in individualism and 

collectivism in cross-cultural research. By analysis of a set of independent nations, 

Hofstede tried to determine empirically the main criteria by which their national 

cultures differed. There are four dimensions: Power Distance, Uncertainty Avoidance, 

Individualism-collectivism and Masculinity which varies cross-culturally. Research in 

the area of individualism-collectivism reached such a massive scale during the 1980s 

that is labeled as “the decade of Individualism-collectivism in cross-cultural 

psychology” by Kagitcibasi (1994).  

 To most Westerners, individualism is synonymous with autonomy, independence, 

democracy, and self-reliance, all of which connote positive personal development. On 

contrast, collectivism is usually having relation with negative attributes as dependency, 

conformity and lack of autonomy. To most individuals from Eastern cultures, 

individualism often has the opposite connotations. Research also suggests that the 

concept of individualism and collectivism has differing connotations in different 

cultures. For instance, researcher has found that collectivism was positively correlated 

with social desirability among Chinese subjects, but not among American subjects. 

Collectivism may not be socially desirable in an individualistic culture. (Hui, 1988) 

Several views of the meaning of individualism-collectivism emerged. There are 

researcher found that within an in-group, members of collectivist cultures are more 
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likely than members of individualistic cultures to emphasize the implications of their 

own behavior for others, share resources, emphasize harmony, be controlled by shame, 

share both good and bad outcomes, and feel that they are a part of their in-group lives. 

People in individualistic culture, on contrast, share mainly with their immediate nuclear 

family, are less willing to subordinate their personal goals to those of a collective, are 

willing to confront members of their in-groups, feel personally responsible for their 

successes and failures, and experience some degree of separation and distance from 

their in-groups by Hui and Triandis. In-groups become salient in situations where 

common fate is clearly seen by in-group members. In-groups are also determined by 

similarities in important attributes, proximity, and comm. Threat by outsiders. 

Collectivists feel strongly about the integrity of their in-groups (Triandis, Bontempo, et 

al., 1986). Collectivists behave quite differently depending on whether the other person 

is a member of their in-group or is out-group. If the other is an in-group member, the 

behavior is very associative, and in some cases it reflects self-sacrifice; if the other is an 

out-group member, the behavior is indifferent or dissociative. Individualists do not 

switch their behavior dramatically when an out-group member becomes an in-group 

member; collectivists do.  

 Because all human beings are both individuals and members of a social group, no 

one is exclusively independent or interdependent (Greenfield, 1994). Some researchers 
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have argued that each of us carries both individualist and collectivist tendencies. Some 

of the researchers have suggested that tendencies toward individualism or collectivism 

can coexist ( Ho & Chiu, 1994; Sinha & Tripathi, 994; Triandis et al., 1986; Triandis, 

1990). 

The Japan Culture vs. Taiwan Culture 

Moreover, the culture difference between Japan and Taiwan can be verified in the 

study of Hofstede (1980). As Hofstede (1980) presented, there are four dimensions in 

the respect of national culture which include power distance, uncertainty 

avoidance,individualism-collectivism and masculinity. There are 40 independent 

nations in this research which include Japan and Taiwan. Refers to one of the 

dimensions mentioned in Hofstede’s research, individualism-collectivism, Japan is 

more individualistic than Taiwan. In the map which shows individualism and power 

distance at vertical axe and horizontal axe respectively, Japan was positioned at 46 and 

Taiwan was positioned at 16 in the individualism index. As the score indicates, Japan 

possesses more characteristics of individualism than Taiwan does. The dimensions 

presented by Hofestede correspond with individualism is listed as Table 4-4 shows.   
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Table 2-2 The Individualism Dimension 

Collectivist Individualist 

In society, people are born into extended 
families or clans who protect them in exchange 
for loyalty. 

In society, everybody is supposed to take care 
of himself/herself and his /her immediate 
family. 

"We" consciousness holds sway. "I" consciousness holds sway. 
Identity is based in the social system. Identity is based in the individual. 
There is emotional dependence of individual on 
organizations and institutions.  

There is emotional independence of individual 
from organizations or institutions. 

The involvement with organizations is moral. 
The involvement with organizations is 
calculative.  

The emphasis is on belonging to organizations; 
membership is the ideal. 

The emphasis is on individual initiative and 
achievement; leadership is the ideal. 

Private life is invaded by organizations and 
clans to which one belongs; opinions are 
predetermined.  

Everybody has a right to a private life and 
opinion. 

Expertise, order, duty, and security are provided 
by organization or clan. 

Autonomy, variety, pleasure, and individual 
financial security are sought in the system. 

Friendships are predetermined by stable social 
relationships are predetermined by stable social 
relationships, but there is need for prestige 
within these relationships.  

The need is for specific friendships. 

Belief is placed in group decisions.  Belief is placed in individual decisions. 
Value standards differ for in-groups and 
out-groups (particularism). 

Value standards should apply to all 
(universalism). 

Source: Geert Hofstede, 1980  

  

 

.  
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2.4.2 The Elementary Forms of Social Behavior 

Subjective culture includes some of the basic elements that cause social behavior. 

Many of these elements go together forming patterns of beliefs, attitudes, norms, values, 

and social behaviors that have been called “elementary forms of social behavior” (Fiske, 

1990, 1992). The elementary forms of social behavior, in turn, combine to form cultural 

syndromes, such as individualism. Cultural syndromes are clustered into very broad 

attributes of culture, such as traditionalism or modernity (Inkeles & Smith, 1974).  

Fiske (1990, 1992) identified four basic ideas which define the four elementary 

forms of social behavior which includes, sharing, hierarchy, equality, and proportion. 

Furthermore, these names are used for the elementary forms: communal sharing, 

authority ranking, equality matching, and market pricing. By reviewing these 

elementary forms, the detail is presented: 1) Communal Sharing (CS): This is the form 

of social behavior that goes on in families in most cultures. Usually, when resources are 

available in a family, people share them according to their need. The essence of this 

social behavior pattern is sharing by all those who belong to the group according to 

need. 2) Authority ranking (AR): In this elementary form, people pay attention to status 

and divide according to rank. The essence of this behavior pattern is rank and hierarchy. 

3) Equality matching (EM): In this situation, people do not share according to what 

they need, or according to status, but they share equally. The essence of this behavior 
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patter is equality and equal sharing. 4): In this social pattern, you receive something 

you want in exchange for something you give. In addition to money, other resources 

such as love, status, information, goods, services, labor or time can be given. The key 

feature of this form is that the more you give, or contribute, the more you get.  

Fiske argues that people build their social behavior by combining four models in 

various ways depending on the social situation. Each culture has a unique way of using 

each of the four patterns.  

As Triandis proposed that in collectivist cultures, people use communal sharing 

and authority ranking more frequently than equality matching which in individualistic 

cultures the opposite pattern prevails. Fiske assumes that in any situation one can use 

any one of the four forms. Besides, the four Fiske basic orientations which have some 

relationship with the value structures identified in Hofstede’s (1980) monumental study 

(Trandis, 1994). As Trandis proposed: ‘paradoxically, collectivist cultures use 

communal sharing in many more situations than do individualistic cultures, but when it 

come to marriage, they often use market pricing. (Trandis, 1994, P.152). 
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2.5 The Usage of Internet 

After reviewing the relative literature on the aspect of culture, the following 

review goes to the exploratory review about the usage of Internet on the basis of a 

cross-cultural perspective.  

Patrick (2002) analyze the online behavior of consumer by investigating the online 

consumers from two different culture- the United Sates and Hong Kong in order to 

know the effect of cultural difference toward the web interface. In his study, he expects 

that the purpose of Internet use by consumers will be related to what is important to 

consumers regarding their evaluation of a Web site. There are two interesting findings 

that the impacts of information search for the U.S. data and the impact of social 

communication for the Hong Kong data. U.S. subjects report significantly more use of 

the Internet for information search. On the other hand the Hong Kong subjects are 

significantly have more use of the Internet for social communication which is related to 

increased informative and transformative reactions to the Web site.  

In other words, according to John’s research, Hong Kong subjects reported higher 

use of the Internet as a social communication device. On the contrast, the U.S. subjects 

in the study report they tend to use the Internet more for product information search 

purposes. To explain the finding in light of culture research which particularly refers to 

the work of Hofstede (1980), we can see that the Western focus on personal competence 
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and loyalty to oneself is perhaps manifested in the use of the Web by U.S. subjects to 

search for information. Information allows the individual to carry on performing to 

meet tasks within schedule. Asian respect for social relationships and their shared 

loyalty may explain why social communication as their main use of Internet.  
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