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ABSTRACT

This conceptual paper addresses the needs associated with entry into, and relationship
nurturing in, suitable business networks, and suggests possible roles for using a distributed
Group Support System to facilitate development and entry in a cross-cultural environment
for particular organisational groups. The basic characteristics of crosscultural
relationships, the group support technology and business networks are each reviewed, and
the common threads identified. From this base, a number of suggestions are provided for
using this technology to facilitate the nurturing of business network relationships, including
a study to address a number of research questions.

Keywords: business networks, group support systems, cross culture, relationships, network
caayd, nurturing.
INTRODUCTION

The globdisation of trade in recent decades has resulted in companies finding it more difficult to be
competitive in al markets. One agpect of business-to-business relationships where companies in
different countries have experienced particular difficulties is in the area of busness networking
(Ward, Ward & Shackleford 2001). There are a number of benefits to businesses to be gained
from operating in business neworks. Many companiesfind it difficult to enter business networksin
their home country, and may not even gppreciate the many benefits to being a‘ member’, or may
not know that certain networks exist (Purchase 1999). These difficulties are exacerbated in
oversess countries for people from both Western and Adan cultures dike, and especidly where
radicdly different cultures are involved, and where getting face-to-face with business partnersis
difficult. These barriers to entry and nurturing the relationship are well known and documented in
the business networking literature (Shackleford & Ward 2001). Group Support Systems (GSS),
aso cdled dectronic meeting systems (EMS), have been shown to fadilitate rdationship building



and their potentid use in assisting with the development of business networks (Ward, Ward &
Shackleford 2001).

This conceptud paper provides an overview of GSS, culture and business networks and then
describes the potential use of GSS to help companies to enter exigting distributed networks or to
creste new networks in a cross culturd environment, a use for the GSS that has not been
identified previoudy in the literature.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
Fgure 1 shows a conceptud framework for this application of the GSS to business networking.
Figure 1. Conceptual framework
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In the Stuation addressed, there are a number of digtributed participants who are linked by
computer usng GSS software. The ‘mesting’ is coordinated and controlled by a fadilitator. The
am of the medting is to ad the formation of a busness network and, in subsequent sessions, to
further develop and maintain the network.



GROUP SUPPORT SYSTEM S
The need for dectronic collaboration, communication and coordination for networking is growing
& a repone to globdision and the need to continuoudy adgpt to changing
requirements/conditions. Within this context, modern organisations recognise the important role of
group interaction. There is a growing supply of enabling technology applications intended to
upport collaboration, indluding dectronic mall, videoconferencing, goplication sharing and Group
Support Systems (Hinssen 1998). A web-based GSS is the technology considered for this
research.
Thetechnology
Group Support Sygems (GSS) ae a st of communication, dructuring, and information
processing tools that are designed to work together to support the accomplishment of group tasks
(Zigurs & Buckland 1998). Groups using Group Support Systems in and across organisations to
enhance the effidency and effectiveness of group interaction have been dudied by many
researchers. The bendfits identified include the reduction of communication barriers, an increase in
productivity, better facilitation of decison making activities an improvement in group dynamics,
and an improvement in the outcomes of group mestings (Williams & Wilson 1997). GSS support
arange of group activities such as planning, problem solving, and creative tasks, and dso provide
for amultaneous input, anonymous input, input feedback and a group display (Zigurs & Buckland
1998). Figure 2 shows two different room layouts for GSS for face-to-face medtings
Group support systems (GSS) are meeting systems that have been developed for groupsto assist
in the collaboration process. GSS are now usad routingly by many organisations in synchronous
mode (same time/same place, and same time/different place) for a variety of purposes. Some
researchers dso use the term GSS to discuss asynchronous (different time/different place) modes,
but these are not consdered in this pgper. Ancther term ‘groupware is dso used for
collaboration tools that support groupwork (Turban & Aronson 2001).



Figure2. Structure of GSSfor face-to-face meetings
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The term Didributed Group Support Sysems (DGSS) (Hiltz, Dufner, Fermgadt, Kim, Ocker,
Rana, & Turoff 1996) was introduced to differentiate between same place and different place
sysdems A DGSS is an Internet conferencing environment that offers red-time sructured
networking over the Internet or intranets.

Even though the Internet has been in operation since 1969, it was not used much until 1992 when
the World Wide Web (WWW) was established. The WWW now provides a graphicaly based
hypertext network that could incorporate many different text styles, pictures, sound and video.
Dennis, Quek & Pootherie (1996) stated that through the WWW interface, the Internet suddenly
became accessble to a globa community without barriers of language, culture or geographica
diginction.

Digtributed meetings

Prior to the introduction of the WWW, Computer Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW)
concentrated on group work within organisations. Many developments in GSS and CSCW fidds
took place during the period when the world of computing and communication was characterised
by proprigtary sysems and standards. Hence most systemns were not only platform specific, but
aso redrictive in ther ability to communicate with other sysems (Bannon 1992). In 1991,



reseerchers Nunameker, Dennis, Vaacich, Vogd and George undertook experiments on
digtributed groups in the laboratory and not in the fidd. These experiments would have leen
undertaken on an intranet.

The WWW provided away for different sysems to easily communicate with one ancther through
web browsars thus dlowing interactive, inter-organisstiond communication across different
proprietary networks usng different operating sysems. New technologies have been and are
being developed to take advantage of this facdility. Groups that use these online technologies are
often known as virtud groups. 'Virtud' is conddered to be any human interaction thet is not face-
to-face and whose participants have condderable interaction ontline. Virtud communication
technologies have been avallable to virtud teams for some time in the form of email and chat
rooms, but a more structured technology for group meetings, such as DGSS, provide teamswith
better opportunities for coordination and collaboration. One such DGSS technology is
AnyZing™. Figure 3 shows the structure of a DGSS network.

Figure3. DGSS network gructure
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Virtual teams
DeSanctis and Gdlupe (1987) identified three dimengons of GSS, group Sze, member proximity
and task type, while Watson, Ho & Raman (1994) proposed that culture is a fourth dimension.
The characteridics of virtud teams have dso been identified as group, task, environmentd,
organizationa and the particular technology (GSS) being used (Hiltz, et d 1996).



Virtud teams typicaly work by linking through dectronic tools, such as the tlephone, fax, emal,
NetMesting, Lotus Notes, and other web-based communication sysems. Prior research suggests
thet virtua teams have dl the chalenges and socid processes of face-to-face teams but with the
added complexity of the dectronic interface, other limitations of the technology, and culturd
differences (Watson, Ho & Raman 1994).
Like other teams, virtud teams conas of human beings and they have interpersond and identity
needs that must be met to optimise their ability to work and to collaborate. Thus issues, such as
member solidarity, cooperation and unity of actions and vaues, become specid concerns
(Watson, Ho & Raman 1994).
Virtual team meetings
Medtings are rardy dngle events. They are embedded in a circdle of preparation and follow up,
identified by Oppenheim (1987) as a 'meeting gystem'’. Abdat and Pervan (1999) proposed a
meeting modd using a basc meding cyde to show how events surrounding the meeting are
interrdated, as shown in Fgure 4. A medting is a group information process to achieve spedific
gods and may indude the cyde of pre-mesting, in-meeting and pos- mesting (Abdat, Atkinson &
Pervan 2000).

Figure 4. Basic meeting cycle
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Pre-medtings are unscheduled events in which subsets of the participants of the meeting are able
to communicate and interact, ether a the same time or different time before an Inmedting. The
purpose of these activities may be to exchange information, discuss idess, negotiate, and seek
consensus before coming to the In-meeting (Abdat, Atkinson & Pervan 2000).

The Inmedting is a scheduled event in which al paticpants of the meding are adle to
communicate and interact synchronoudy, and includes the traditiond face-to-face meeting (Abdt,
Atkinson & Pervan 2000). Post-medtings are unscheduled events in which subsets of the
participants of the meeting have the possibility to communicate and interact, ether synchronoudy
or asynchronoudy after the in-meeting. The purpose of these activities may be to darify detals
from the In-meeting, and to organise and implement decisons made (Abdat, Atkinson & Pervan
2000).

Watson, Ho & Raman (1994) developed a Causd Modd, showing that In-meeting behaviour has
an effect on pre-meseting conditions (Figure 5).

Figure5. The Causal M oddl
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The causd modd was developed from McGrath's (1984) framework thet identified four mgor
classes of properties that st the conditions under which group interaction takes place:

Thebiologica, socid and psychologicd properties of individuds



Thephysicd, socio-culturad and technologica properties of environments.
The exiging relationships between group members prior to meeting (the standing group)

The characterigtics of group task.
The effects of these four sets of properties shape group interaction.
The causd modd assarts that the behaviour of an acting group is influenced by the type of
decison support, the group’s nationa culture, and pre-meeting consensus. The dependent
variables are pre meeting consensus and equiity of influence.
In virtud teams the pre-meeting and consensus in Watson, Ho & Raman's 1994 study may be
even more important when multi- culturd virtua meetings are organised which may impact on pre-
meseting preparation.
Watson Ho & Raman 1994 concluded that culture will shape the adoption of technology. Groups,
like organisations, use technology to achieve certain objectives, which are strongly influenced by
the culturd environment. GSS festures that are culturaly competible will be gppropriated, and the
remaining feetures may be reshgped to satify culturd norms or ignored.

CULTURE

The mgority of cultura research has been dominated by US and European research (Smith &
Bond 1994). Mogst of the research to date on business networks and the GSS has been
undertaken in a Western culturd environment. In this research, we explore these two entities
within across-cultura context encompassing Western and Asian cultures.

There are scores of ways in which culture can be defined. Culture is a complex corstruct thet
includes knowledge, customs, law, mords, beliefs, rdigion, and other habits and abilities acquired
within society (Jeannet & Hennessey 1995). Culture is a sub-discipline of socid psychology,
whichis’.... the dudy of individudsin socid contexts (Moghaddam 1998, p. 3), amed a better
underganding socid behavior (Smith & Bond 1994; Moghaddam 1998). In this research
generdisad culturd backgrounds of 'Western' and 'Asan’ environments are used. It is recognised
that both of these generic categorisations are an over amplification when goproached from a



micro levd, but are useful for the macro level goproach of this ressarch, and tha sSmple
Sereotypes have serious limitations where individud business rdaionships are involved (Kriz
2002).

Hofgtede (1980) identified four dimensons of nationd culture by a Satidtical andyss of 116,000
questionnaires completed by IBM employees in 40 countries. individudism, power distance,
uncertainty avoidance and masculinity. Watson, Ho & Raman (1994) when sudying the use of
GSS in a cross-culturd environment consdered the dimensons of individudism and power
distance on which the United States and Singapore differ. The United States is characterised by
high individudism and low power digance, while Singgpore culture typicaly fedtures low
individualism and high power distance (Watson, Ho & Raman 1994).

Individualism implies a preference for a loosdy knit sodd framework in which individuds are
supposed to take care of only themsdves and their immediate families, as opposed to collectiviam,
which denotes a preference for atightly knit socid framework in which individuals can expect their
relatives, dan, or other-in-group to look after them, in exchange for unquestioning loyalty.

Power distance is the extent to which society accepts the fact that power in inditutions and
organisations is didributed unequdly. In a high-power distance society, subordinates defer to
superiors and do not question their authority.

Hofstede's (1980) identification of culturd variables data was collected in the 1970s, he argued
that culture is very sable over long periods and it takes a sharp discontinuity to precipitate norm
shifts. Bunke (1989) indicated that Hofgtede s findings were Hill vaid. Probably the most gtriking
example of a dable culture is in Jgpanese busness which is wdl known for its dose intra and
inter-firm networks that have exiged for centuries and are known as Karetsu groups. These
groups have fostered a clan culture of cooperation ad innovaion both within and between
organisations (Kase & Yu-Shan Liu 1996; Nassmbeni 1998). The new century will tegt this
gahility as culturd differences become more blurred with the increase in globdisation.

In collectivig cultures, with ther tightly knit socid frameworks, there is generdly an extensve st
of expectations about interpersond behaviour, where for example, violating these expectations
threetens the socid framework. Maintenance of the proper forms and harmony is usudly



conddered preferable to openness that could lead to discord (Watson, Ho & Raman 1994). In
essence, the task oriented focus of a GSS could conflict with the socialy-oriented values of Adan
culture, and could thus have unintended conssgquences for group peformance in a culturd
environment thet places a high vaue on sodd oriented communication (Watson, Ho & Raman
1994). However, cross-culturd sudies of GSS technology are highly relevant to a post indudtrid
society in which managerid teams, often composed of individuas from different cultures, will make
extengve use of information technology to support group decison making (Weatson, Ho & Raman
1994). Previous studies of management theories based on Western norms and research, for
example, Haire, Ghisdli ad Porter (1966), have shown that the results from these management
theories do not directly transfer to adissmilar culture (Watson, Ho and Raman 1994).

Most desgns of current GSS's are based on Western concepts of desirable group behaviour.
Orientd cultures have a different modd of desirable group behaviour, and a GSS designed for the
Wedtern culture may have unintended consequences in an oriental culture (Watson, Ho and
Raman 1994). In order to improve group performance, a GSS would need to influence the socid
behaviour of a group, and bath technical and socid fadilities may need modification for successful
adoption in another culture. It is thus important to understand the effect of culture on GSS design
and implementation (Watson, Ho & Raman 1994), whose study demongtrated the importance of
culture by comparing the findings of experimenta GSS investigations in two very different cultures
the United States and Singapore.

Other sudies (as shown in Table 1) have been undertaken usng GSS technology and Asan
and/or multicultural groups. 1t was found that a GSS could be used effectively regardiess of a
group’ s nationdity or language (Aiken, Hwang and Martin 1993).



Tablel. Prior research in GSSand culture

Author Activity Results Groupsresearched
Tanetd 1993 Influence of minority | Statusinfluence dtered
source
Aikenetd 1993 Effective use of Effectiveregardiessof cultureor | Mdaysaand American
technology languege groups
More participation without
vidlaing ther cultura beliefs,
Wasonetd 1994 | Adoption of Culture will shepe adoption of Singaporeand US groups
technology GSSfedures
Medting designers need to match
tools and communication to
mesting gods and culturd norms
Niederman, 1997 New technology Reection Smilar
New megingnoms | Somedifferences
Aitkinson& Anonymity Higher productivity (HPD) Four Nationd cultures
Pervan, 1998
Abdat & Pervan Indonesian groups
1999
Anderson 2000 Cognitive conflict No differencefor pre-medting Multicultural and US
task consensus, influence equdity and | groups
pOost-mesting consensus
No difference for consensus
change
Higher levels of percaved
process gains, perceived decision
stifaction, perceived decison
process sttisfaction and
perceived qudity of the
discusson.
Source: Devel oped for thisresearch

A GDSS may be especidly beneficid for Korean and other groups whose cultures emphasise
conformity, respect, deference to superior, and presarvation of face, because such a system
dlows individuas to participate more without violating ther cultura beliefs. Tan, Watson, W,
Raman and Kerola s (1993) focused on the issues concerning minority sources and demondrated
the equaising impact of a GSS on datus differentids. These sudies added to the knowledge on
how a GSS can dter satusinfluence.

Higher power digance cultures have been found to derive grester productivity from anonymity
(Aitkinson & Pervan 1998). All culture derives productivity from anonymity and perceve



anonymity as advantageous, a phenomenon identified when multicultura groups usng GSS
produced asgnificantly higher number of ideas than homogeneous groups usng GSS.

Some dudies consdered culturd issues when usng asynchronous technology. In Agan groups,
harmony might be enhanced by usng a GSS to creete a didributed medting in which group
members are physcaly separated and information exchange is asynchronous. This gpproach
should be paticularly ussful when some group members are usng a language other than thar
native tongue (Wason, Ho & Raman 1994). Results from the study undertaken by Anderson
(2000) suggested that distributed, asynchronous group support systems may be used effectively
by mixed culturd groups facing a vaue-basad cognitive conflict (negotiation) task.

Managing business rdaionships across cultures is emerging as one of the mogt important
chdlenges we are facing in the new century. Ohmae's view of globdisation (glocdisaion), is to
think globd but act locd, and does not usurp the concept of culture and the need for locd

adaptation.

Cultures have evolved a number of different medting formats, but there is a common god of

information exchange. Thus a GSS should be a flexible assortment of information exchange tools
that can be arranged to operate under avariety of communication configurations.

Reection to a new technology such as GSS may be quite smilar even across farly different
cultures. However, subtle contrasts in reactions between facilitators within two cultures lend
support to the notion that culture accounts for some differences. The GSS fadilitator ought to be
aware that in a different culture new meeting norms may need to be introduced, dong with new

toals.

BUSINESSNETWORKS
There are many bendfits for organisations being in a suitable network, such as kegping updated on
industry developments, watching the competition, news on locd events, being aware of rdevant
legd devdopments, sharing resources and regulatory developments. The theory behind
networking is that a 'network’ of close business relationships enables an organisation to become
more competitive, thus leading to competitive advantage (Spekman 1996).



Business networks are curious entities, for example, there are usudly no formad groups (athough
indudry/professond associations may form a nudeus for such networks), no teams, no obvious
boundaries and no formd labels or names. In some Stuaions there will be formd groups where
members of a network are overt, and the names of the 'members are known to dl. Such
networks would usudly be found in not-for-profit Stuations (for example, charities, government,
and professond disciplines), rather than competitive Stuations. This raionde suggests that
networks in a competitive environment are not formaised, wheress a least some networksin non
competitive gtuaions are more likdy to be formdised. In most competitive Stuations, the
networks just exig ‘in the business and a company (or a member of their gaff) is elther a part of
the network(s) or not. There is thus no forma membership, list of addressees or commor/public
knowledge of the exigence, let done membership lig, of such anetwork.

Networks are not Smply the domain of the study of business, sociology, or any single discipline or
endeavour, but gppear to be a universaly recognised principle, where individua units become a
pat of a larger sysem to achieve a purpose that an individud could not achieve. Networks
aopear to be apart of the naturad and human world, mentioned in dmost every fidd of research.
One of the mog influentidd models in networks is the Actor-Adivities- Resources modd (AAR)
developed by Hakansson & Snehota (1995). In this moddl, as shown in figure 5, it is posited that
activities between actors lead to actor bonds being formed, and opportunities to share resources,
which leads to stronger bonds, and thus this reiterative sequence of events leads to networks
being formed and developing further. The dementsin thismodd are

1) Activity Links - are attivities that connect individuds (dyadic interactions) and may be
technicd, adminidraive or commerdd activities Such linking activities may indude joint
marketing efforts manufacturing fadilities, information sharing, or distribution (Hékansson &
Snehota 1995).



Fgure5. Actor-Activities-Resources Maddl

<«p Adtvity Links <>
<

Rdationshipsto l Dyad Rdaionshipsto
other businesses Dyad <+ other business

<«—» Actor Bonds «—> Actor

Actor T —=
<«<— ReourceTies ¥ —>
Rdationship between Dyad

Source: H&kansson & Snehota 1995

2) Actor Bonds - provide links between actors. Such actors will often be representatives of an

organisation, thus the bond is dso made (through surrogecy). Activities within a network result
from the activities of individuds (Hakansson & Snehota 1995). Thus, bonds between organisations
are cregted out of individud interactions or soddisaion, (links leading to bonds) between
individuas. Persond contacts occur between various individuas, groups and hierarchicd levesin
organisationd dructures. "Information is exchanged, adaptations are agreed, negotiations are
performed, crises are overcome and socid bonding occurs' (Turnbull, Ford & Cunningham 1996,
p. 11). As bonds are established between actors, ‘an organised web of actors emerges
(Ha&kansson & Snehota 1995, p. 33).

3) Resource Ties - arise when two or more organisations utilise resources together. The use of

resource eements (technologica, materid, knowledge resources and other intangibles) provides




links thet further engender links and bonds in an iteraive manner, the rdationship (at leest in an
ideslised modd) being strengthened with each iteration. As resources are developed over time,
the bond between individua's, and thus organisations, is nurtured.

Bonds between organisations arise because of bonding between individuds, yet the three layers
are not independent, as there is interplay between the actor bonds, activity links and resource ties.
'Actors carry out activities that activate resources. Activities are resource consuming and evolve
as cgpabilities of actors develop. Resources limit the range of activities an actor can pursue
(H&kanson & Snehota 1995). While significant research has been conducted on indudtrid
networksin Western cultural environments, there is limited research in cross-culturd contexts.
One of the difficulties associated with business networks faced by people is to know which
networks they should try to enter and how to gain entry. In any given Stuation barriersto entry are
gpparent, such as.

- alack of knowledge of the existence of an gppropriate network;

- alack of knowledge about the vaue (potentid bendfits) of business networks,

- alack of time, especidly goparent in Smal Medium Enterprises;

- alack of ahility to enter the network, such as gppropriate contact(s).

The term 'network catayst' was coined by Purchase (1999) to describe a person who provides
entry and/or an introduction into a network, usudly through a referd from another exigting
‘member’. The role of the catdyst thus gppears to be criticd, not only for the 'outsder’ wishing to
gan entry, but dso to keep the network vibrant through the introduction of new actors and the
replacement of actors who, for whatever reason, leave. These new actors bring new idees, their
own connections into other networks and provide the dynamics for a hedthy 'tissug, for networks
are dynamic 'living' entities requiring regular renewd. If there is no renewa process then networks
become staleand gradudly lose their effectiveness



DISCUSSION

The three sections above, GSS (including DGSS), Culture and Business networks, have reviewed
the uses of the GSSDGSS, key dements of etic, or cross culturd, environments and business
networks. The focus dof the proposed research isto investigete the potentid uses of the DGSS for
busness networking in a cross-cultura environment. The above discussons have indicated a
number of limitations in which dl three of these condtructs can successfully operate. The purpose
of this section is to identify common ground, if any, in which the DGSS can be used for business
networking in across cultura environment, and in particular an Adan environment.

Both the DGSS and networking disciplines described above were developed in aWestern culturd
environment, and within thet environment the DGSS is not gpplicable for use in dl networks, but
Ward, Ward & Shackleford (2001) demondtrated an example of how the DGSS could assist the
formation and operation of business networks in a Western culturd environment. We aso know
that networks operate in an Adan culture and in Western/Asan culturd context. The addition of
Adan culturd characteridics (dbat in a generdised form) further redricts the potentid
goplications of the DGSS. Table 2 provides a sat of the characteridtics for each of these three

condructs.
Table 2. Characterigtics
DGSS Asian culture Networks
- retricted to team Situations - language differences (inter culturd) - lack of formd groups
- membership of group known to dll - lack of openness of interactions - dyadic interactions between actors
actors - emphasison dyadic interactions, c.f. - use of network catayst
- common gaa(9) groupsor teams - benefitsto dl actors (but may be
- appropriatetechnology for access - role of referrd different between actors)
- obligation to reciprocate favour - often lack of common god(s)
- role of familid ties

Source: Developed for thisresearch

The introduction of the Adan culturd characteridics provides four factors that can be readily

overcome, asfollows




language difficulties can be overcome by usng English (Asan organisttions normally use
English spesking gaff for many interactions) and/or by usng interpreters;
the rde of the referd has much in common with the role of the network
cadyd/facilitator;
the obligation to reciprocate favoursin Asan busness drcesis often exhibited in Western
business, though not so rigouroudy goplied. This characteridtic does not inhibit the use of
the DGSS; and,
likewise, the tendency for Asan business people to use familid ties does not inhibit use of
the DGSS,
The key factor that could redtrict utilisation of the DGSS is the generd lack of openness of Asan
busness interactions, which does not favour the use of the DGSS, especidly in competitive
Stuations
Using the DGSSin Western/Asian business networks
Busness networking groups often have common issues and common gods that may benefit from
DGSS supported activities Members of a network that live dose together may have the
opportunity to meet face-to-face, but geographicaly dispersed members are a a disadvantage. A
DGSS, dlows activities such as the shaing of information, the processng of eectronic
information, and an opportunity to build collaborative knowledge through eectronic
communication sysems The DGSS has the potentid to provide support to dl members wherever
they are located to participate in interactive communication which would diminate the time and
codt of travel.
Nurturing the fadilitation of a dyadic rdaionship between two geographicaly dispersed actors is
shown in Fgure 6. Such an arrangement would be ided for initid ‘'meetings and for making the
introduction, and dso act a ‘warm up' for group discussions by dlowing the participants time to
become adjusted to, and familiar with, the technology. This type of arangement would aso be
ided for pre meeting dyadic interactions, dlowing the participants to ‘network’ before a meeting in

much the same way as face-to-face.



Figure6. Nurturing a dyadic reationship
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Once paticipants are familiar with dyadic interactions, team/group mestings, @ther forma or

informd, could be arranged to facilitate the devdlopment of a business network(s), as shown in
Fgure7.

Figure7. Facilitating a business network
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The flexibility of the GDSS systems, together with their worldwide reach, thus enables 'mestings
to be convened in many forms,

PROPOSED STUDY
A dudy is proposed here, together with a rumber of research questions for an initid study of the
use of the GSS in a didributed, cross-culturd environment. The sudy would entall addressng the
use of a DGSS between ‘actors, who are from different culturd backgrounds and geographicaly



digributed, usng a fadilitator acting as a network catays to develop a business network. A
number of research questions would be addressed:

1
2.
3.
4.
5.

Does the DGSS engble the fadilitation of the formation of a busness network?

Does the DGSS enable the maintenance of a business network?

Does the DGSS endble the further development of a business network?

Wha key kills are required of afadilitator in this Stuation?

Are there key Pre- meeting and Post-mesting activities required to aid the network forming
process?

Are there any culturd variables that pose particular difficulties with respect to forming
business networks?

Can the DGSS provide sufficent sodd interaction for business networks to form, in
particular for cultures where socidizing activities are an integd part of business practices?

The implementation of such a sudy would provide an indication of the main atributes of usng the
DGSSin such astuation and of the key success factors for such utilisation.

SUMMARY

Reviewing the characterigtics above, there is an indication that while the DGSS may not be an

optimum tool to fadilitate network activities in dl Stuations in Ada (as is the case in Western
cultures), there are gpplications where this technology would be beneficd. The DGSS may thus
have potentid to facilitete the nurturing of business rdationships and networks in a cross culturd

context.
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