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Introduction

When you think of informeation sysems, do you think of them as “naturd”, “god-given” or
the work of the devil? Do you think of them as a source of good things for society and the
world or as a source of trouble? Do you think that information systems growth and seeming
pervasveness is sourred by our inherent human tdents or by gpecific economic and socid
forces?

For those of us teaching and doing research in information systemsltechnology’ these
are sdient quedtions not merely because sudents come to us from a variety of backgrounds
and arive with fresh prgudices a the gart of each academic term. In fact, we play a strong
role in cresting and maintaining these bdiefs through our teaching and research. No doubt an
ovewhdming mgority of us see information technology as a naurd extendon of human
crediivity, a (n eventud) source of good things for society, heavily spiced with a range of
problems, and - a least in the case of Ecommerce - a potent socid and economic force. It's
important that we understand in a criticd sense where our beliefs are coming from so that we
don't run the risk of dienating many in our primary condituencies (sudents and colleagues).
It's no joke tha many in budness bdieve this primary tenet, a cordlay of Sysemantics
(Gdl, 1986): “If you see someone coming a you with the obvious intention of doing good,
run away as quickly aspossble’.

This paper explores a complex of beiefs hdd aout the causd rdationships among
information technology and aspects of society. It begins with an andyss of these
relationships as specid cases of those with technology in generd. It then details research
performed in Thaland and South Africa and plans to extend the research to other countries
such as the USA among undergraduate business dudents. The implications that the findings
would have for indruction, crosscultura goplication of information technology and
maketing ae then discussed. The pgper ends with additiond resserch questions to be
explored.

Exploring the Reationship between Technology and Sodiety
Three agpects become important in determining our relaionship with any technology:

a  Where does technology come from? How did it get to be s0 important to us? Will it
aways be s0 pervasve?

1| no longer atempt to distinguish these two terms. Many associate the term “information technology” with the
boxes and wires that provide a place for software to live and operate and “information systems’ to refer to the
complex of things, applications, and people that creste and deiver the vdue, but a the risk of
overamplification, I'll refer to dl of thiswith either term.

The Electronic Journd on Information Systemsin Developing Countries,
http:/Amww.gisdc.org



EJSDC (2001) 7, 1, 1-11 2

b.  What does technology cause or influence? Are these influences for our good? For better
or worse?

c. Wha causss or influences technology? Do paticular cultures or societies develop or
use particular technologies? Do they use them better than other societies?

The first agpect is covered by a st of beliefs concerning the existence of technology as
an agpect of our lives and is cdled here “fadism’. The second aspect is termed
“determinism”. The third aspect is cdled “particularisn”. These three sets of beliefs are best
seen asways of coping with issuesillugtrated in the modd (Figure 1) below.

Deter minism

Technology

Fatali Particularism

Figure 1. Bdiefs about Influences on Human Affairs

This diagram, of course, presents specific smplification, as would any sngpshot. For
example, it fals to draw in other specific influences on these rdaionships such as politicd or
reigious systems of bdiefs. Furthemore, by separaing faidism (what's going to happen)
from particularism and determinism (how things get to be the way they ae), it introduces an
abitray didinction while faling to note the mutudly renforcing naure of ther
interrelaionships.

For example, even if one bdieves technology drives itsdlf, one might wel ask how
technology got to be independent and might discover a deeply fet belief that people crested
technology to be jugt like tha. Is this true fatdism then? Or is this only a variety of fatdism
or particularism.

Findly, the modd is neither normaive nor ethicd in the sense of emphasisng what
gther should be or what is right. That is because we are not concerned here directly with
attitudes towards (information) technology. While these atitudes are indeed important,
compared with the Stuation even ten years ago, the trend is farly dear: people, particularly
consumers and business people, vdue the chips and the sarvices the chips can bring. Our
resserch is amed a underdanding the components of deeply held bdiefs aout how
technology works with society. We will return, however, to the issue of podtive and negative
evaudion of technology later.

These and other issues will be discussed in turn below as we develop an instrument to
measure the three aspects.

Some Definitions
Fird, we need to define a few terms. “Technology” is defined as those enacted atifacts of a
society (both physcd as wdl as procedurd, including rites and rituds and ceremonies) that
ae intended to produce results (usudly objects but dso intdlectud and emotiond outcomes)
conddered vauable by that society. The atifacts of interet are dso things or products,
generdly tools. An enacted atifact is one that is put to use through gppropriate sanctioned
and learned procedures.

By this definition, technology is quite broad, induding the use of stissors to cut har,
megica dones to bring ran and information technology to disseminate knowledge via an
intranet. We will leave this definition purposdy so0 broad because we ae interested in the
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“object orientation” method of underganding our environment. While technology can be
narowly defined as dmply tools (objects) or techniques (procedure) such definitions
inevitably leave out aspects of interest to us For example, a tool orientation waid overlook
the actions necessary to employ those tools, the procedures to guarantee effective use, and the
cadre of individuds who employ these tools expetly and teach therr “agppropriae’ use
Focusng excdusvely on procedure would leave out the aspects of technology as a culturd
object or icon with a locd stamp, appearance or fed. At the risk, therefore, of too broad a
definition, we define technology as both the tools to do something as well as the procedures
through which the tools are used.

Infamation technology is a paticua kind of technology devoted to creeting,
moving, ad udng information in its myriad forms (such as text, but dso video, sound,
images, pure procedure and mixed forms too). With the long-promised convergence of
digitd processng and communication technologies, it is increesngly difficult to separae the
two, egpecidly given the commercid interests involved and the very recent higory of dot
com growth and demise and crossiindustry mergers and drategic dliances. For the purposes
of this research, we'll dso adopt a broad view of IT, which matches the view the mass media
seem to take.

A Look at Mythdogy

Mention of the media brings to mind the role of myth in the devdopment of a culture Mot
societies of some long danding have origin myths generdly involving gods, god-knowledge,
some miradles and perhgps some tools. The myths don't have to be shrouded in the mids of
long ago; even modern societies have such myths. Americans, for ingance, have myths about
agricuture (the Indians teeching the Rilgrims how to grow corn, Johnny Appleseed, Paul
Bunyan) that go back scarcdly 400 years. Even with regard to modern inventors such as
Thomas Edison, the Wright Brothers, and the early developers of computers, mythology hes
grown up about them and the “age of invention”.

What mythology does is to bring together into a neat dory the origins, purpose and
vaidity of a sodety’'s mgor consolidating idees Why are we here? Where did we come
from? Why ae we different from other people? Why do we do things in a particular way?
What's specid about us? While these may be and they frequently are gpproached as
anthropologicd and higorical questions, mos societies dso fed comfortable with  their
paticularisms. In fact, the emergence of what might be termed “globa culture’ is a unique
sries of events, promisng eveyone tha they can be the same accessng the same
conveniences and sarvices, while retaining comfortable and useful locad optimistions. In a
sense, this research is about the interface of culture and technology, exploring how a st of
atifacts developed in one place rather repidly in the latle 20th century interact with another
st of artifacts developed dowly over generations.

Fatalism

Our firg concept is fatdism the feding that things run themsdves without our control. A
true fadig is willing to accept the notion that he or she has little or no control over the
course of events. Some fatdists have accommodated to this feding; others resst it. There are
postive fatdis who wecome the inevitable and negdive fadiss who see the future
pessmidticaly. This concept isilludrated in Figure 2.

Technologicd faidism (TF) may be rdaed to the Fscde (Adorno, 1950) in which
beief in the power of stence and technology play such an important role in the authoritarian
persondity. Fatdism might dso arise because people do sometimes fed powerless and thus
desre a reatively benevolent and strong force to provide sdvation. Technologicd fadism
could therefore be the flip sde of a human desire to conquer nature, but through outsde hep.
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In a confusng world in which rdigious bdiefs might be playing a serioudy reduced role,
technologica faidisn could provide a pilla to leen on, egpeddly if combined with
technologicd particularism (see below) that guarantees tha dthough the technology might be
taking over, a leadt, by gally, its our technology!

Srong Form: Technology contains forces within itsdf that dictaie the ultimate
pervasiveness of technology (it has its own “motive’ force)
Wesk Form: Technology is inevitable, inherent in humeanity (we control it)

Tedt Strong form
nology

Wesak form
Figure2: Technologica Fatalism

Technologicad Fatdism (TF) in its srongest form is based on a deeper bdief that
technology has a life of its own. In a wesker form, technology is a “forceg’ of nature, perhaps
something unleashed through man's curiogty or basc naure Scentigs might indgt that
homo sapiens is an inherently tool-meking and usng cregsture, a descendent or cousin of
homo habilis Theologians point out the centrd role that our tendency to use objects as
ingruments of our desirg(such as the gpple in the Garden of Eden story or the Tower of Babd
gory) shadows an inherent role of technology independent of socidy’s shackles. Certainly
there are dories in the Wesern mythology and indudrid history (the Dybyk, Luddism, €c.)
pointing out folk beliefs in the power of technology, whether coupled with the Devil or
operating independently.

Technologicd  fatdism is often expressed in gatements found in the popular press
extolling the virtues of technologicd progress and technology” as unstoppable and running
off an internd driveshaft not propeled by the typicd inditutions in society of church, dae
education, voluntary societies, family, etc. (Clark, 2001; Smith and Marx, 1994).

Technologicad fatdism has a range of forms but the two most prominently illustrated
in the West are what I've termed the “strong” and “wesk” forms. The strong form expresses
the idea, often found in fears, thet technology is in a sense undoppable, thet it generates its
own dynamic and whatever the origind sources of technology, these are long since forgotten
and technology has taken over its own development. The wesk form asserts that technology
emandes from some human charecterigtic, that it's naturd for us to creste and use
technology, that our naturd curiogty and credivity drive the increesngly complex world of
technology.

Expressons of fadism in a vaiety of forms are found in the media and books For
example “It's the wave of the future’, “Get with the program,” and “Profit from the new E
conomy” dl contain germs of the idea that certain aspects of computerisation, E-commerce,
and informatics are inevitable, irresstble, and coming soon to a busness near you. Whether
to make a profit, excite or incite, media writers, publishers, and operaors are finding a least

ZA postive example would be information technology. But evidence of a negative nature is the coverage of
gendticaly modified (GM) foods and cloning. There, a least one view holds that should something “get loose”
in these experiments, the whole world would suffer because we couldn’'t control the results. In truth, of course,
the state of the world is that we don’t know what would happen, but the popular media often identify lack of
knowledge with lack of control (one implies the other, but not the reverse) in the popular media The recent
outbresk of epidemic diseasesin livestock in Europeisacasein point.
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the contemplation of information sysems as a mgor player in the future as inevitable and
iresgible.

Is the “Information Revolution” inevitable and irresdible? Certanly if pest higory is
any guide informaion sysems in thar vaious guises will likdy increesngly invede our
commercid and daly lives but that does't mean that they are inevitable. And as some
(granted temporary) dlitches in the supply of criticd chips powering computers have
demondrated, there might be some ressance dter dl. Also, PC sdes are findly flattening
and there is a sheking out of competitors in E-commerce and its support services, bringing
about a fdl in share prices and layoffs throughout the indugtry. Will this have any impact on
the pervasive sense of fatalismabout informetion sysems?

Thus, there seem to be a least three dimendgons of technologicd fataism automism
(the power of technology to shepe itsHdf vs being influenced by human action), inevitability
(the probability that technologicd progress will continue) and irresdtibility (the likeihood
that technologica progress will not be changed in some way). Each of thee is a scdar sub
measure ranging from O (no <df-propdling power or imposshility) to 1 (completdy <df-
powered or absolutely certain to occur).

Determinism

Our second concept is determiniam, the role that technology is playing in determining how
things go in our lives A determinist seeks order, causdity, and reason in life and is willing to
atribute more to known, visble perhaps undersandable causes than a non-determinist, who
might see or even welcome randomness everywhere. Technologicd determinism recognises
the role that technology plays in business economic dfars daly life, education, palitics,
etc., attributing to specific technologies or technology in generd a power to shape events.

If the holder of the bdief is rationd, this power mugt be seen as aidng from the
drength of the technology in the hands of specific users, but there are more emotiond or
mydticd forms that see technology per se as a force. This isn't so far-fetched. All of us are
usd to taking aout sysems such as “the economy” or “palitics’ or “society”. None of these
have eyes, ears, brains or hands to cause anything to occur, but we employ the metaphor and
to some varying degree beieve that these systems are cgpable of independent causd acion.
“He log his job on account of the economy.” “She was promoted purely on office politics”
“It's sodety’s fault.” These are common complaints and reflect no merdy superficid beiefs
in - or casual metaphorical reference to - the mative forces of unseen systems.

Smilarly, technologica determinism (TD) is rdated to our fedings that a leest some
of the order or sysematic nature of our lives is due to the tools and procedures we employ to
live them. Our tolerance for ambiguity is limited, indeed, and our tools have dways hdped us
bring about order. The order can be physcd (a filing sysem), intelectud (politica
platforms) or emotiond (psychotherapy, for example). This concept isilludrated in Figure 3.

What aspects of our lives does techrology in generd bring order t0? The mog likdy
inditutions and activities indude the military, education, and busness These ded with
chaotic behaviour, minds, and competition. It is no coincidence tha modern business and
thirdworld countries look to informaion technology to reduce complexity, incresse
competitiveness and guarantee governance in avariety of aress.
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Strong Form: Technology determines the shepe of our economy, society, etc.
Week Form: Technology is one of the forces determining the shape of our economy,

society, €tc.
Human
Activity

Weak form

Figure3: Technologicd Determinism

Technologicd determinism goes further than fatdism in its dtribution of power to
technology. A drong form of TD preaches tha technology has important implications for
humen ectivity. Without doubt the use of technology has reshaped our world over the course
of human history. The popular press points out the red and feared effects of a wide range of
current  technologies such as gendticdly modified foods doning, freon, telecommunicaions,
cdlphones, VDTs, eic. While our bdiefs about the inevitability of technology have their
origins in our insecurities aout our human hdplesness, our bdigfs about the pervasive
power of technology could sem from our beliefs about the relative powers of oursdves as
free agents and those of our cregtions. We'd rather think that technology is a tool of our will
rather than an independent shaper of our sodd, politicd and culturd environment (Mesthene,
1970; Chaendler, 2000; Kipris, 1989; Pgulic e d., 1992; Rodenacker, 1998; Rudi, 1995).

Bdiefs aout technologica determinism range from week ones in which technology
is merdy one (perhaps amdl) player in determining human activity, to srong ones, in which
technology becomes a mgor -- if not the mgor or even only such -- force. A second
dimendon of technologicd determinism is the limitations such bdiefs put on aess in which
technology can determine. For example, some would say that technology can determine our
actions but not our thoughts shgpe our socd inditutions but not our socid reaions
influence our political process (as per the recent Presdentid dection in the US) but not our
politicd &filiations, have an effect on economic wdl-being without, perhaps srongly
influencdng wha we spend our money on. Thexe limitations come from an underlying
complex st of bdiefs about how society is condructed and influenced by a number of
externd forces. Other than the gods after dl, there are a limited number of such forces
avalable to choose from.

Experiences of TD ae ubiquitous From the technologica causes of globd waming
to problems and opportunities brought about by globa communication advances (cdl phones,
TV, the Internet), the media revd in this new “force’. Is technology and its influence
overraed, though? Probably not. Much of our higtory, a least our recent hisory as taught in
schools, is a parade of technology beginning with fire and the whed through to chariots
roads, saling ships, dphabets, ploughs, seam engines, dectricity and so forth. The media
have often speculated on the future of life in a technology-enabled world, with interet
reeching a frenzied pesk mogst often in jubilee years such as 1900, 1950 or 2000. In an
increesingly market-oriented view of the future as shgped by E-commerce, the daly press is
becoming a mgor player in creating new bdiefs aout the new economy and information
technology’sroles.
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Other than this direct causdity, there are dso indirect forms of bdiefs about
determinism. The thought pettern goes something like this “Even if technology has an
influence on human activity, its influence is indirect, by giving us the tools to shgpe our
environment. Technology doesn't do anything without ultimately being directed by us”

Thus, there ae three important dimensons of technologicd determinism:  drength,
domain, and digance. Strength is a scdar meesure (lef's say from O, meaning no influence a
dl, to 1, memning totd influence); doman is a categoricd measure of aress of influence and
digance is a scdar measure (let's say from 1, meaning one “hop” or direct influence, to 1/n,
where the influence is found among a network of n indirect rdationships or hops, 0.5 being
the most gpt Snce technology isthought of generdly asatool of human desire).

Particularism

Yea dl this technology has to come from somewhere so our find concept is technologicd
paticulaisn (TP), the idea tha technologicd forms respond to a variety of humaen activities
(see Fgure 4). Jugt as fatdisn aises in our need to explan powerlessness and determinism
heps us make sense of our complex world, paticulariam is usgful in fixing our bearings on
the dienness of some force A paticulaig is like a nationdig in wanting proximd, bold,
concrete, explicit explanations rather than didant, abdract implicit ones. Particularism
satidies our intdlectud and emotiond needs to have explandtions tha we see and
undersand. Yes, my dog died, but it died of pneumonia caused by this particular bacterium
rather than by the hand of God. OK, | underdand thet I've log my job, but it's comforting to
know that it was because my paticua manager was an idiot rather than just that the
economy is going through a downturn. In contragt, “universdigts’ are sdisfied with generd
explanations, abdracts and universd truths that are not locd in nature but extend across
boundaries of pace, time, society, language, etc.

Paticularigs fed more comfortable with loca explanations our society, our bacteria,
our computers make things hgppen. Technologicd Paticulaiam is most  likdy when
technology takes particulaly locd forms they are more undersandable, controllable. Even if
not controllable, technologies seem to a technologicd particularis to be more responsive to
loca circumstances and forces, hence more benign.

Strong Form: Technology is determined by each society uniquely
Wesk Form: Technology adapts to locd Stuetions

Charac-

teristics Particular
of
Society form of
Technology
- /
Situa Weak
tions Form

Figure4: Technologicd Particularism

Technologicd particularisn reverses the tables on technologicd determinism. As a
st of bdiefs it heps us undersand how technology itsdlf is sheped, used, and molded to our
needs. How does technology come to look, fed, act the way it does? Do individud societies
devdop unique forms or uses of or goproaches to technology? Is the kind of technology
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employed or the way it is employed in a society or culture determined by the culture? Or is
technology universd in nature as a human pursuit or tool?

There is no doubt that such beiefs are complicated by modern marketing and media
For example, PCs are ubiquitous, cdlphones apopear everywhere, and the trappings of modern
working life would not be complete without cars copiers, and facsmile devices There is a
sort of globa culture that makes musc and entertainment dmost universd and the trgppings
of middedass life (induding kitchen gppliances, furnishings and dothing) appear dmost
everywhere (a few societies excluded by fia). Newspapers, megazines, and teevison,
themsdves ubiquitous, advertise these wares daly and effectively. Yet even in the face of
such a globd culturd ondaught, we are dso comfortable with concepts such as Itdian yle,
Tha cooking, and German efficiency, each an agpect of the employmentt of gpecific
technologiesin specific reams.

Wha undelies our thinking that cultures and their employment of technology might
be unique? Fird, mogst societies are unigque they have unique languages, socid inditutions,
architectures, diets, rdigious organisations, dphabets, politicd sysems and topogrgphies
Why should technology be left out of this li€? Second, some sodeties seemingly adopt
technology differently from others dthough this could be dther a colonididic rdic,
€conomic necessity, or just an artifact of advertisng.

Third, some socieies have crested and employed unique technologies As hisory
teeches us, gunpowder and paper were invented in Ching, the automobile was first developed
in France, broadcast televison firgd gopeared in the UK (dong with the fird computer, but
le's not quibble), and the assembly line was fird employed with great effect in the US.
Quibbles asde, such inventions do not gopear dl a once everywhere There must be
something making specific technologies gopear in specific places a specific times.

Furthermore, even where amultaneous or redively contemporaneous adoption tekes
place, there are dways subtle differences in how technology is adopted and used. Where
technology is seen as a threst to the politicd system, it is guarded, raioned, registered,
licenced, and policed centrdly (as until recently in Chind. Where technology is expensve,
its adopted by dites in cetan ways but not by the generd populaion (such as private
automobiles in much of the third world). Some countries become quite good a producing
catan technologies (machine tools and cdlphones in Scandinavia, for example and robotics
in Jgpan). Others, such as Singgpore and India, ae very effectve a using technologies.
Singapore employed computers to modernise its transshipping indudry. India has become a
center for remote-control software development. Any bdiefs we may have about culturd or
socid influences on technology are probably well kesed in fact.

There are, then, severd dimensons of technologicd paticulaism. Fird, there is the
proximity or neaness of the source (generated by individua culture or adaptation to
individud culture from outsde). Second, there is the phase of adoption (creation, adoption,
use, adaptetion). Findly, there is the effectiveness dimenson (wel vs poorly). The firg two
dimensons are caegoricd (dthough phase might be consdered a sdection from an ordered
st delermined by time moving from credtion through adoption to use to adgptation).
Effectiveness is a scdar measure ranging from 0 (no effective use) through to 1 (as effective
useasisposshle).

Indicators of these various dimensons would be agreement or disagreement with
satements such asthe fallowing:

Information Technology Values

As much as those of us in the fidd of information systems and information technology might
object tha our technology is different (and it id), as a technology, IT must cetanly have
some of the characteristics of dl technologies a tool, a faorication, a method, something
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employed, “technicd”, a traned dite of practitioners, etc. Thus it should be the case that
generd technologica beliefs should specidise to information technologica beliefs

For example, it is likdy that IT fadigs bdieve that information technology (through
the labd of “The IT revolution”) is fuding its own growth, that it is unsoppable, maybe that
computers will take over the world (this is a component of technophobia, not explored here
but obvioudy rdaed). IT deerminigs may fed drongly that computers and information
gydems ae playing a mgor if not the mgor role in shaping particular inditutions such as
busness, education, government and 0 forth. Findly, IT paticulaists may fed that specific
agpects of information technology must respond to locd as opposed to globd needs and
Stuations. The table bdow is an atempt to lig saements that are condgtent with extreme
views on these nine dimensons.

Tablel: Information Technological Beliefs
| nformation Technological Bdliefs

Conogpt | Dimension Sample Assrtions of These Bdliefs
ITF Automism Information Technology fuelsits own growth
Inevitebility Information Technology is going to continue to grow in
importance
Irresdtibility Nothing can stop the growth of information technology
ITD Strength Information Technology is the mgor influencein today’s
Ssociety
Domain Information Technology is driving [fidd name]
Digance Information Technology has an indirect influence on everything
ITP Proximity Information Technology in useis shaped by locd adaptation
Phase Each culture crestes or uses information technology uniquely
Effectiveness  Some cultures are better a creeting or using particular
information technology than others

Empirical Ressarch

A twenty-question indrument (7-point Likert agreedisagree scdes) was deveoped to
measure each of the three dimendons of the three bdiefs in ITF, ITD, and ITP. Two
questions are asked about eech of the nine factors in different ways. We aso are collecting
demographic information (country, home language, age, gender, universty program (mgor),
year in program and access to computers a home or residence). The questions were and are
to be adminigered as pat of a secondyear course in Information Sysems in universties in
Thailand, South Africa, Caneda, the UK, the US, Singapore and Japan.

Quedtions gppear in a subjective fashion. Students are asked to rate their agreement
with statements that asserted bdiefs hed by the student about information systems and the
sociey within which they lived and dudied. It is esser in a way to ak these quedions
projectively, but because thee ae peasond bdiefs, the questions pointed directly a the
studerts themselves in a subjective fashion.

In addition, two additiond questions were added. As mentioned earlier, in addition to
these views concerning the dynamic reationship between society (or societd vaues) and
information technology, there are dso normative beliefs aout what proper and good roles
ought to be These latter beliefs result in atitudes towards or againg specific technologies or
gpecific technologies in specific roles Empiricd research into bdiefs has to control for these
atitudes, as bdiefs about the power of a societd “force’ are inextricably tied up with whether
individuas think these powers are benign or evil.
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Two indicators of such normative vaues are interest and value. It would be unusud
for individuds to have grong bdiefs aout something in which they have little interest.
Furthermore, we would expect drong bediefs about the power of information systems to
shape society to be corrdated with strong postive or negetive vaues hdd about that power.
Thus, student regpondents were asked to rate their agreement with statements that asserted (1)
usng IT isinteresting and (2) IT isgood to have in our society.

Implications

Daa from Thaland collected in early 2001 indicates that views on Fadism, Determiniam
and Particulaism aren't very drong (mean vadues of 297, 355 and 3.32 out of 7) while
interest and vaue ae very high (191 and 1.72 out of 7, respectively). All respondants were
Thatgpesking second year dudents (N=43) of which 8 were men and 35 were women;
average age was 19.21. There was condderable variation in the components of fatdism (3.64,
175 and 351 for) and far less for deteminiam (3.03, 4.14, and 345 for) and particularism
(345, 352 and 299). An intepretation may be that Tha dudents in this group see
information systems “power” as inevitable, but not necessarily inevitable in itsdf, but rather
as an implication of something dse. Because they tended to believe that some cultures creste
and use IT beter than others it may be that the inevitability is rdated to the American
leedership in IT deveopment or other forces that might counter the inherent power in IT to
change itsdlf.

While we await results from other nations, it is worthwhile to ponder what the
implications of IT fadism, delerminism and paticularisn are for teaching, especidly a the
udnergraduate leve. If we assume tha dudents in different cultures have different beliefs
about fatdiam, then we must assume that an uncritica approach to teeching IT (wha | cal
the “gdly geewhiz’ gpproach) will be ingppropriste in some cultures. Furthermore, Sudents
who ae IT fadigic might be so for reasons that would be hamful to learning about IT,
learning in generd, and subsequent use of IT. Surdy it is worthwhile to show students ways
to be crticd of IT use to chand IT use to appropriste applications to judify IT
expenditures, etc. If IT fadism appears to be prominent in some societies and not in others,
this would make teaching IT a different matter in these societies; students would be far more
likdy to acocept uncriticaly dmost any datement about the “powe” of IT and the
implictions. Or, dterndivey, they might become more emotiond about needing to counter
this power, egpeddly if they are dso highly determinidic. IT determinism beliefs may be
gpecific to educationd programs, too. This needs to be invesigaed. Findly, IT particulaism
is a concept that needs some dudy, snce dmost al IT concepts are deeply rooted in
American busness pursuits. Tha students don't seem to be paticulaly paticularigic and it
might be that by chance America has invented a fidd which is culture freg, but that is highly
doubtful. Applications are closdy tied into the busness culture and the technology has been
fashioned around those applications (or vice versa, for the purposes of this argument, it
doesn't matter). How particularist bdiefs arise and what the implications are for teaching and
system development remains to be seen.

Future Research

As mentioned aove, we need to look more closdy at the origins of dl these bdiefs and ther
interaction with culture in generd. American culture is in the popular myth, highly non-
fadigic, highly determinigic and unparticular (that is Americans think they can do anything,
can build environments to meet any chdlenge and create universd truths). In fact, these are
doubtful bdiefs even for Americans When these concepts are gpplied to IT, the implications
for future users aslearners are worth investigating.
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