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Individualism/Collectivism and Third-Person Effects

Abstract

This study explores the relationship between individualism/collectivism and
third-person effects. Three parallel surveys of college students in Shanghai, Hong
Kong and Taipei show that the respondents perceive Internet pornography to have a
greater negative influence on others than on themselves. Findings further show that
collectivism is a significant predictor of perceived effect on self and others. More
importantly, this study shows that collectivism is a significant predictor of support for
restriction of Internet pornography. This study contributes to the third-person effect
research by demonstrating that more collectivistic individuals, especially people with
high vertical collectivism, are more likely to support restriction of Internet
pornography.

Keywords: individualism, collectivism, third-person effect, Internet pornography,
media restriction
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Abstract
This study examined associations between individualism/collectivism and exposure to
Internet pornography, sexual attitudes and behaviors. Three parallel surveys of college
students in Shanghai, Hong Kong and Taipei show that collectivism correlated more
strongly and negatively than individualism with exposure to Internet pornography,
attitudes toward premarital and extramarital sex, and sexual permissive behavior. More
importantly, our study found that more collectivistic individuals, especially people with
high vertical collectivism, were less likely to accept premarital and extramarital sex and
engage in sexually permissive behavior.
Keywords: individualism, collectivism, Internet pornography, premarital sex,
extramarital sex, sexual attitudes



The influence of individualism and collectivism on Internet pornography exposure,

sexual attitudes and sexual behavior

This study examined associations between individualism/collectivism
and exposure to Internet, sexual attitudes and behaviors. Previous cross-cultural research
has examined the effects of individualism and collectivism on individuals (Kim, Triandis,
Kagitcibasi, Choi, &Yoon, 1994; Triandis, 1995; Zucker & Weiner, 1993; Yamaguchi,
1994), interpersonal relations (Triandis, McCusker, & Hui, 1990), intergroup relations
(Lalonde & Cameron, 1993), and social institutions (Erez & Early, 1993). However, no
systematic study has attempted to assess the effects of individualism and collectivism on
Internet pornography exposure, sexual attitudes and behavior. This study was designed to
fill the gap in the individualism and collectivism literature and help show that
individualism and collectivism are important factors influencing online pornography
use, premarital and extramarital sex, and sexually permissive behavior.

Individualism stresses individual identity, individual rights and individual needs
(Triandis, 1995; Ting-Toomey, 1999). Individualists are especially concerned with
pleasure and personal goals (Triandis, 1995). On the contrary, collectivism
emphasizes group identity, group rights, and in-group-oriented needs (Ting-Toomey,
1999). Collectivists have an interdependent self and emphasize the interdependence
between individuals and groups (Triandis, 1995). In individualistic cultures, people tend
to make choices on a purposive, utilitarian basis according to personal preferences. In
collectivist cultures, people tend to emphasize the views, needs, and goals of the in-group

(Hofstede, 2001; Triandis, 1994). In individualistic cultures, deviation from norms and



group goals is tolerated much more than in collectivist cultures. In collectivist cultures,
however, people are expected to behave according to norms, as little deviation from
normative behavior is tolerated (Triandis, 1994). Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that
individuals with a high level of collectivism are less likely than individuals with a high
level of individualism to violate group norms and to engage in socially disapproved
behaviors such as exposure to Internet pornography, premarital and extramarital sex, and
sexually permissive behavior.

Most past research examining the influences of individualism and collectivism
focused on comparisons between western and eastern countries; very little research has
been done to look at the influences within one cultural system (Yeh & Chen,

2003). According to Triandis (1995), most cultures include a mixture of individualistic
and collectivistic elements. In the same culture, most people have both individualistic and
collectivistic tendencies (Triandis, 1994). That is, individualism and collectivism coexist
in the same cultural system (Kim et al., 1994). Within any culture there are people who
are more individualistic and others who are more collectivistic (Triandis, 1995). In the
present study, we examined the influences of individualism and collectivism on young
adult’s exposure to Internet pornography, attitudes toward premarital and extramarital sex
and sexually permissive behavior in China, Hong Kong and Taiwan. The three Chinese
societies share the same historical origin, language, and cultural resources. The present
study represents a systematic attempt to empirically examine the influences of
individualism and collectivism on individuals’ Internet pornography exposure, sexual
attitudes and behaviors in the three Chinese societies. Such a comparative study will not

only expand the scope of literature on Internet pornography exposure, sexually attitudes



and behavior, but also contribute to the theorization of effects

of individualism and collectivism in the era of Internet communication.
Literature Review and Hypotheses

Individualism and Collectivism

Individualism and collectivism are the most widely studied constructs in cross-
cultural research (Lee & Tamborini, 2005; Kim, Triandis, Kagitcibasi, Choi, &Yoon,
1994). Hofstede (2001) describes individualism and collectivism as the relationship
between the individual and the collectivity that prevails in a given society. Triandis
(1995:2) defines individualism as “a social pattern that consists of loosely connected
individuals who view themselves as independent of collectives; are primarily motivated
by their own preferences, needs, rights, and contracts they have established with
others.” Individualism, as a broad tendency of a culture, emphasizes the importance of
individual identity over group identity and gives priority to individual goals
over group goals (Lee & Tamborini, 2005; Triandis, 1995).

Collectivism is defined as “a set of feelings, beliefs, behavioral intentions, and
behaviors related to solidarity and concern for others” (Hui, 1988). Collectivists respect
collective regulations and obligations and give priority to collective goals over individual
goals (Lee & Tamborini, 2005; Ting-Toomey, 1999; Triandis, 1995).

Individualism values personal preferences and individual rights. Waterman (1984)
viewed individualism as a person’s psychological characteristics that are comprised
of the following qualities: (1) awareness of self identity, (2) self-realization, (3) internal

self control, (4) principled moral reasoning.



On the contrary, the emphasis of collectivism is on collective and social benefits
rather than the rights of individuals. According to Hui (1988: 19), collectivism
embodies the following psychological characteristics: (1) consideration of implications of
one’s own decisions and/or actions for other people, (2) sharing material resources, (3)
sharing non-material resources, (4) susceptibility to social influences, (5) engaging in
self-presentation and face-work, (6) sharing outcomes, and (7) feelings of involvement in
others’ lives.

In the social sciences, individualism and collectivism are a cultural value
orientation (Schwartz, 1990). Individualist cultures emphasize independence, freedom
and self-determination, and puts individual interests over the others. Collective cultures
emphasize interconnection, conformity to collective rules, harmonious relationship, and
the protection of collective interests (Cai, Wilson, & Drake, 2000; Hofstede, 1980; Hui &
Triandis, 1986; Schwartz, 1990).

In general, Triandis (1995: 43-44) proposed four major differences between
individualism and collectivism:

1. Definition of the self: individualism emphasizes the independent self, while
collectivism emphasizes the interdependent self.

2. Personal goals: for individualists, personal goals are put ahead of collective goals,
but collectivists attach more importance to collective goals.

3. Cognition: for individualists, their social behaviors tend to be guided by personal
needs and rights; for collectivists, the social behaviors tend to be guided by norms,

obligations, duties and responsibilities.



4. Relationships: individualists prefer to rationally compute the costs and benefits of
relationships, while collectivists give priority to relationship itself.
Despite the obvious differences in value orientations of individualism and
collectivism, individualism and collectivism are still compatible within one
cultural system (Kim et al., 1994). Triandis (1995) argued that individualism and
collectivism coexisted within every individual and every culture. In the same culture,
some people are more individualism-oriented, while some are more collectivism-oriented.
In other words, individualism and collectivism coexist at the individual level, and levels
of individualism and collectivism vary across persons. From this perspective,
individualism and collectivism are two distinct constructs. It may be inappropriate to treat
them as two opposite constructs on two ends of a continuum at the individual level (Alavi

& McCormick, 2004; Trandis, 1995).

Effects of Individualism and Collectivism on Sexual Attitudes and Behavior

Although the individualism and collectivism constructs had been examined in
many contexts, little was known about their effects on sexual attitudes and behavior. In
the present study, we argue that individualism and collectivism will potentially influence
a range of sex-related attitudes and behavior such as exposure to Internet pornography,
attitudes toward premarital and extramarital sex and sexually permissive behavior. This
expectation is based on the attributes of individualism and collectivism and previous
studies on sexual attitudes and behavior.

Chinese cultural and family values have often viewed pornographic materials as

taboo (Lo, Neilan, Sun, & Chiang, 1999). One of the main concerns about the effects of



pornography on individuals’ sexually permissive attitudes and behavior is that they may
undermine family-taught values against premarital and extramarital sex (Lo, Neilan, Sun,
& Chiang, 1999). A number of studies have examined associations between exposure to
Internet pornography and sexual attitudes and behavior (Barak & Fisher, 1997; Barak,
Fisher, Belfry, & Lashambe; Lo & Wei, 2005). Most past research found that exposure to
Internet pornography had a strong influence on young people’s sexually permissive
attitudes and behavior. For example, a large-scale survey of 2,001 Taiwan high school
and middle school students found that exposure to pornographic media was a significant
predictor of sexually permissive attitudes and behavior (Lo & Wei, 2005). In addition,
their study found that Internet pornography exposure was a stronger correlate of sexually
permissive attitudes and behavior than exposure to traditional forms of pornography.
Moreover, experimental research also indicates that accidental exposure to Internet
pornography resulted in more negative perceptions of the world and people
(Kalyanaraman, Sundar, & Oliver, 2000). Concerns over the excessive growth of Internet
pornography have led parents and society’s leaders to condemn Internet pornography as
causing greater social harm than traditional pornography.

Although young Chinese are more accepting of premarital sex and sex primarily
for pleasure (Pan, 1995; Zhang, Li, Li, & Beck, 1999), in most of the Chinese societies,
premarital sex and sexually permissive behavior are still a taboo, particularly for females.
Extramarital sex is viewed as sinful, criminal, or immoral. Not surprisingly, most Chinese
people disapproved of extramarital sex (Lo & Wei, 2005).

In individualistic cultures, people are more concerned with individual

rights and individual needs (Triandis, 1995; Ting-Toomey, 1999). Individualists are



especially concerned with pleasure and personal goals and place individual goals above
group goals (Triandis, 1995). On the contrary, in collectivistic cultures, people are more
concerned with group rights and in-group-oriented needs (Ting-Toomey, 1999).
Collectivists emphasize the views, needs, and goals of the in-group and tend to weigh
group goals more heavily than individual goals (Hofstede, 2001; Triandis, 1994). In
individualistic cultures, people value pleasure, freedom and autonomy and tend to focus
on their own needs, rights and capacity (Triandis, 1995). In collectivist cultures, people
value security, obedience, duty and in-group harmony and are concerned about group
norms and virtuous action (Hofstede, 2001; Triandis, 1994). In individualistic cultures,
people are less willing to self-sacrifice for group interests. Deviation from norms and
group goals is tolerated much more than in collectivist cultures. In collectivist cultures,
people are more willing to self-sacrifice for group interests and are expected to behave
according to norms. Little deviation from normative behavior is tolerated (Triandis,
1994). Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that more collectivistic individuals would be
less likely than more individualistic individuals to accept socially disapproved behaviors
such as exposure to Internet pornography, premarital and extramarital sex, and sexually
permissive behavior. Based on the above discussion, we predict the following:

H1: Collectivism will be correlated more strongly and negatively with exposure to
Internet pornography, attitudes toward premarital sexual permissiveness, attitudes toward

extramarital sex, and sexually permissive behavior than will individualism.

Types of Individualism and Collectivism



The major difference between individualism and collectivism lies in the definition
of self (Triandis, 1995). For individualists, the self is independent from the others and
groups, but collectivists take the self as interdependent with the others and individuals are
only one aspect of collectivities (Guzley, Araki, & Chalmers, 1998). Triandis
(1995) identified four types of self based on two dimensions: 1) independent or
interdependent self, and 2) the same or a different self. Figure 1 depicts a combinations of
these four types that are categorized by Triandis (1995) as horizontal
individualism (independent and same self), vertical individualism (independent and
different self), horizontal collectivism (interdependent and same self), and vertical
collectivism (interdependent and different self).

Triandis (1995) argued that both individualism and collectivism may be
horizontal or vertical. The horizontal and vertical distinction is based on an individual’s
acceptance of inequality or hierarchy (Chen, 2007). In both individualistic and
collectivist cultures, the vertical dimension accepts inequality. In contrast, the horizontal
dimension emphasizes equality (Triandis, 1995). In horizontal individualism, people have
an independent self and want to be unique and distinct from groups. In vertical
individualism, people also have an independent self, but want to become distinguished
and acquire status (Triandis, 1995; Triandis, Chen, & Chan, 1998; Chen, 2007). In
horizontal collectivism, people have an interdependent self and see themselves as being
similar to others. In vertical collectivism, people are interdependent but accept that some
group members have higher status than others, and are willing to sacrifice their needs for

the in-group.



Triandis (1995) argued that horizontal individualism and vertical collectivism
were the most typical types in the world. Most individualistic cultures were horizontal
and most collectivist cultures were vertical. He also posited that these four types could

coexist in the same culture, simply weighing differently.

Independent Self Interdependent Self
Same Self Horizontal individualism Horizontal collectivism
Different Self Vertical individualism Vertical collectivism

Figure 1: Triandis’ (1995) four types of individualism/collectivism

According to Triandis (1995), vertical individualists tend to have a strong
independent self and believe themselves as being different from others. They perceive
themselves as superior to others and tend to have higher optimistic bias and self-
enhancement. With their emphasis on independence, freedom and competition, vertical
individualists tend to focus on their own needs, rights and desires and are less likely to
conform to the group norms. By contrast, vertical collectivists are more interdependent
within their in-group and give priority to their goals and interests (Alavi & McCormick,
2004). They are more likely to sacrifice their self-interests and conform to the group
norms for the sake of group interests. In the light of these considerations, we predict the

following:



H2: Horizontal individualism and vertical individualism will be correlated positively with
exposure to Internet pornography, attitudes toward premarital sexual permissiveness,

attitudes toward extramarital sex, and sexually permissive behavior.

H3: Horizontal collectivism and vertical collectivism will be correlated negatively with
exposure to Internet pornography, attitudes toward premarital sexual permissiveness,

attitudes toward extramarital sex, and sexually permissive behavior.

H4: Respondents who are high on vertical individualism will have a higher level of
exposure to Internet pornography, are more likely to accept premarital sexual
permissiveness and extramarital sex, and exhibit a higher level of sexually permissive

behavior than others who are high on vertical collectivism.

Individualism and Collectivism in China, Hong Kong and Taiwan

People of China, Hong Kong and Taiwan share the same historical origin,
language, and the cultural resources. However, the three Chinese societies have taken
very different paths of development. China has been under the Communist authoritarian
rule since 1949. But since 1979, it has been going through unprecedented economic
reforms and social changes under continued political control by the Communist Party.
China’s cultural and economic development has also been greatly influenced by the West.
Hong Kong is a highly westernized Chinese society. Despite China’s takeover of Hong
Kong from the British colonists, Hong Kong has maintained its market-oriented society

with open economic and media systems. Hong Kong was virtually a free port for



information. With the exception of Radio Television Hong Kong, all the media in Hong
Kong are privately owned. Although market-driven journalism has become increasingly
influential in recent years (So, 1996), direct interference in media content from the
government has been minimal in practice (Chan & Lee, 1991; So, Chan, & Lee, 2000).
Taiwan has a long history of authoritarian rule. Before the end of martial law, all news
media in Taiwan were under direct or indirect control of the government. After the lifting
of martial law, Taiwan has gradually developed into a democratic society. The media in
Taiwan have entered a new phase marked by unprecedented competition and broader
freedom in news coverage.

Past studies show that Hong Kong is more individualistic than China and Taiwan,
while China and Taiwan are more collectivistic than Hong Kong (Hofstede, 1980; 2001;
Smith, Peterson, & Schwartz, 2002). However, a recent study by Yeh and Chen (2003)
found that there was no difference in the value of independent self-construal among
China, Hong Kong and Taiwan, but the three societies were significantly different in the
value of interdependent self-construal. An examination of previous studies shows that no
research has been done on the differences in individualism and collectivism in China,
Hong Kong and Taiwan. In addition, no previous research on people’s sexually attitudes
and behavior has been conducted in the three Chinese societies. Given the lack of
empirical findings, two research questions were raised:
RQL1: Are there any differences in individualism and collectivism among respondents

from the three Chinese societies?



RQ2: Are there any differences in the frequency of exposure to Internet pornography,
attitudes toward premarital and extramarital sex, and sexually permissive behavior among
respondents from the three Chinese societies?
RQ3: Will the relationships between individualism/collectivism and exposure to Internet
pornography, attitudes toward premarital sexual permissiveness, attitudes toward
extramarital sex and sexually permissive behavior vary across the three Chinese
Societies?
Methods

The sample

This study is based on three parallel surveys of college students in Shanghai,
Hong Kong and Taipei. A standardized questionnaire was used in each of the three
surveys. In each city, the survey used a multistage sampling plan. In Shanghai and Taipei,
the sample was drawn from five randomly selected universities. In Hong Kong, the
sample was drawn from six randomly selected universities. Three classes were randomly
chosen from each university in the three cities. The self-administered questionnaires were
distributed during a six-week period from March to May of 2009. Because of the
sensitive nature of the study, respondents were assured of complete anonymity and that
participation was completely voluntary. The completed sample totaled 3,588 including
867 (24.2%) from Shanghai, 1,573 (43.8%) from Hong Kong and 1,148 (32%) from
Taipei.
Of the sample, 1,341 (37.6%) were males and 2,225 (62.4%) were females. The average
age was 20.64 years. Among the 3,588 respondents, 30.6% were freshman, 36.6% were

sophomore, 21.7% were junior, and 11% were senior.



Variables

Individualism and Collectivism. In order to measure individualism and
collectivism, we used a 16-item scale constructed by Triandis and Gelfand (1998).
Respondents were asked to indicate their agreement (5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly
disagree) with these statements. Results of a principal component factor analysis yielded
four factors using Varimax rotation (see Table 1). The four-factor solution accounted for
59.51% of the total variance. The first factor, horizontal individualism, accounted for
24.85% of the variance. It contained four items including “I rely on myself most of time;
I rarely rely on others,” “I’d rather depend on myself than others,” “I often do my own
things,” and “My personal identity, independent of others, is very important to me.”
(eigenvalue = 3.98). Thus, the four items were combined to form an index of “horizontal
individualism” (mean = 3.60; SD = .69; alpha = .71).

The second factor, horizontal collectivism, contained four items including “To me,
pleasure is spending time with others,” “The well-being of my coworkers is important to
me,” “If a coworker gets a prize, | would feel proud,” and “I feel good when | cooperate
with others. ” (eigenvalue = 2.92; accounting for 18.26% of variance). A measure of
“horizontal collectivism” was created by adding the four items and dividing by four
(mean = 3.72; SD = .58; alpha = .72).

Vertical collectivism is the third factor and it included four items including
“Family members should stick together, no matter what sacrifices are required,” “It is my
duty to take care of my family, even when | have to sacrifice what | want,” “Parents and
children must stay together as much as possible,” “It is important to me that | respect the

decisions made by my groups.” (eigenvalue= 1.40; accounting for 8.78% of variance). A



measure of “vertical collectivism” was created by adding the four items and dividing the
sum by four (mean = 3.86, SD = .64, alpha = .77).

The fourth factor, vertical individualism, consisted of four items including
“Winning is everything,” “Competition is the law of nature,” “When another person does
better than I do, | get tense and aroused,” and “It is important that I do my job better than
others.” (eigenvalue = 1.22; accounting for 7.63% of variance). Thus, the four items were
combined to form an index of “vertical individualism” (mean = 3.38; SD = .65; alpha
=.76).

Exposure to Internet Pornography. Respondents were asked how often they had
viewed pornographic pictures, pornographic films and pornographic stories on the
Internet. The response categories were (1) never, (2) seldom, (3) sometimes, and (4) often.
Results of a principal component factor analysis showed that the three items were
grouped in a single factor, indicating that they measured the same underlying concept.
The single factor solution accounted for 80.47% of the total variance (eigenvalue = 2.41).
A composite measure of “Internet pornography exposure” was created by adding the
three items and dividing the sum by three (mean = 1.75, SD = .96, alpha = .88).

Attitudes toward Extramarital Sex. Respondents were asked to express their
agreement (5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree) with the following three statements
reflecting their attitudes toward extramarital sex: (1) “It is allowable for married men to
have extramarital sex.” (2) “It is allowable for married women to have extramarital sex.”
(3) “It is allowable for married men/women to have more than sex partner.” Principal
component factor analysis showed that the three items were grouped in a single factor,

measuring the same underlying concept. The one factor solution accounted for 88.82% of



the total variance (eigenvalue = 2.67; Cronbach’s alpha = .94). Thus, the three items were
combined to form an index of “attitudes toward extramarital sex” (mean = 1.79; SD
=.95).

Attitudes toward Premarital Sexual Permissivness. A measure of
sexually permissive attitudes toward holding hands, kissing, petting, and sexual
intercourse was developed for this study based upon previous research (Lo, Neilan, Sun
& Chiang, 1999). Each respondent was asked to indicate his or her
agreement (5=strongly agree, 1=strongly disagree) with these intimate actions by
unmarried men or women with a casual partner. A principal component factor analysis
shows that the items measuring sexually permissive attitudes toward a casual partner
were grouped in a single factor, measuring the same underlying concept. Thus, the four
items formed an attitude index. The one factor solution accounted for 80.66% of the total
variance (eigenvalue = 3.23; Cronbach’s alpha = .92). A measure of “attitudes toward
premarital sex” was created by adding the four items and dividing by four (mean = 2.48;
SD =1.08).

Sexually Permissive Behavior. Each respondent was also asked how often he or
she had experience with holding hands, kissing, petting, and sexual intercourse with a
casual partner. The response categories were: (1) never, (2) seldom, (3) sometimes, and
(4) often. A principal component factor analysis confirmed that the four items were
loaded in a single factor and measured the same underlying concept. The one factor
solution explained 74.62% of the total variance (eigenvalue = 2.99; Cronbach’s alpha
=.86). A measure of “sexually permissive behavior” was created by adding the four

items and dividing by four (mean = 1.32; SD = 1.08).



Control variables. Respondents were asked about their gender, age, and grade
point averages, In addition, respondents were asked to estimate the amount of time they
spent reading newspapers (mean = 24.67 minutes, SD = 23.37), watching television
(mean = 68.64 minutes, SD = 62.43), and surfing the Internet per day (mean = 148.41
minutes, SD = 70.80). These three media use variables were used as controls in the
regression analyses, because previous studies indicated that media use was related to
sexual attitudes and behavior (Greenberg, Brown & Buerkel-Rothfuss, 1993; Lo & Wei,

2005).

Results

Test of Hypotheses. The first stage of the analysis was to test the first three
hypotheses. Pearson correlations were used to test the bivariate relationship between
individualism, collectivism, exposure to Internet pornography, attitudes toward
premarital and extramarital sex, and sexually permissive behavior.

As shown in Table 2, although horizontal individualism was significantly related
to attitudes toward premarital sexual permissiveness (r = .06, p < .01), it was not
associated with Internet pornography exposure (r = -.01, p > .05), attitudes toward
extramarital sex (r = .00, p > .05), and sexually permissive behavior (r = .03, p > .05).
Vertical individualism was significantly related to Internet pornography exposure (r = .08,
p <.001), attitudes toward extramarital sex (r = .04, p < .05), and sexually permissive
behavior (r = .08, p <.001). But vertical individualism was not related to attitudes toward

premarital sexual permissiveness (r =.03, p > .05).



Table 2 also indicates that horizontal collectivism was significantly
and negatively related to Internet pornography exposure (r =-.11, p <.001) and attitudes
toward extramarital sex (r = -.11, p <.001). But horizontal collectivism was not related to
attitudes toward premarital sexual permissiveness (r = -.03, p > .05) and sexually
permissive behavior (r = -.03, p > .05). Vertical collectivism was significantly and
negatively correlated with Internet pornography exposure (r = -.05, p <.01), attitudes
toward extramarital sex (r = -.13, p <.001), attitudes toward premarital sexual
permissiveness (r = -.09, p <.001), and sexually permissive behavior (r = -.05, p < .01).
These results partially support H1, H2, and H3.

To render a more vigorous test of the three hypotheses, three separate hierarchical
regression analyses were performed to take the influence of demographics and media use
into account. Table 3 summarizes the results of the hierarchical regression analyses in
which gender, age, and grade point average were entered first into the equation, followed
by newspaper reading, television viewing and Internet use. The final block entered
individualism and collectivism. The standardized regression coefficients reflect the
relative predictive power of each predictor variable while controlling for the overlapping
effects of other predictor variables.

As Table 3 shows, gender was the most powerful predictor of Internet
pornography exposure (beta = .45, p <.001), attitudes toward extramarital sex (beta
= .16, p < .001), attitudes toward premarital sexual permissiveness (beta = .11, p <.001),
and sexually permissive behavior (beta = .12, p <.001), indicating that males tended to
have a greater acceptance of premarital and extramarital sex and exhibit significantly

higher levels of Internet pornography exposure and sexually permissive behavior.



The results of the regression analyses also indicate that horizontal individualism
was a significant predictor of Internet pornography exposure (beta = -.07, p <.001)
and attitudes toward premarital sexual permissiveness (beta = .05, p < .01), while vertical
individualism was significantly associated with Internet pornography exposure (beta
=.08, p <.001), attitudes toward premarital sexual permissiveness (beta = .06, p <.01),
and sexually permissive behavior (beta = .07, p <.01). Table 3 also indicates that vertical
collectivism was a significant predictor of Internet pornography exposure (beta =-.03, p
<.05), attitudes toward extramarital sex (beta = -.11, p < .001), attitudes toward
premarital sexual permissiveness (beta = -.11, p <.001), and sexually permissive
behavior (beta = -.08, p <.001). However, horizontal collectivism was only significantly
related to Internet pornography exposure (beta = -.07, p < .001) and attitudes toward
extramarital sex (beta = -.05, p < .05). These results provided partial support for H1, H2,
and H3.

H4 predicted that respondents who were high on vertical individualism would
have a higher level of exposure to Internet pornography, would be more likely to accept
premarital sexual permissiveness and extramarital sex, and would exhibit a higher level
of sexually permissive behavior than others who were high on vertical collectivism. To
test this hypothesis, a series of two-sample t-tests were performed. The results of the t-
tests show that respondents who were on vertical individualism tended to have a higher
level of exposure to Internet pornography (t = 4.23, p <.001), were less likely to accept
premarital sexual permissive (t = 4.98, p <.001) and extramarital sex (t = 6.60, p <.001),
and exhibited a higher level of sexually permissive behavior (t = 2.98, p <.01) than those

who were high on vertical collectivism. H4 was supported.



Answers to Research Questions. The second stage of the analysis was to answer
the two research questions. A series of one-way analyses of variance were run to answer
the first two research questions. As shown in Table , the results of the analyses shows that
although respondents from the three Chinese societies were more oriented towards
collectivism, they did not differ much with respect to vertical individualism (F= 2.37, p
> .05) and vertical collectivism (F= .35, p > .05). However, there were significant
differences in horizontal individualism (F = 14.21, p < .001) and horizontal collectivism
(F = 7.49, p <.001) among respondents from the three Chinese societies. The results of
the Scheffe tests show that Taipei respondents appear to have lower horizontal
individualism (mean = 3.51) than their counterparts from Shanghai (mean = 3.64) and
Hong Kong (mean = 3.64). In terms of horizontal collectivism, Shanghai respondents
(mean = 3.66) was significantly lower than their Hong Kong (mean = 3.76) and Taiwan
(mean = 3.72) counterparts.

The results of the analyses also show that respondents from the three societies
have shown significant differences in their exposure to Internet pornography (F = 71.95,
p <.001), attitudes toward premarital sex (F = 37.26, p < .001), attitudes toward
extramarital sex (F = 13.20, p <.001), and sexually permissive behavior (F = 9.26, p
<.001). The results of the Scheffe tests show that Hong Kong respondents appear to have
the lowest exposure to Internet pornography (mean = 1.54) and are the least likely to
accept extramarital sex (mean = 1.64) and premarital sex (mean = 2.39), whereas
Shanghai respondents are most likely to accept premarital sex (mean = 1.97) and tend to

exhibit highest sexually permissive behavior (mean = 1.40).



The third research question explored the relationships between
individualism/collectivism and exposure to Internet pornography, attitudes toward
premarital sexual permissiveness, attitudes toward extramarital sex, and sexually
permissive behavior across the three Chinese societies. Twelve separate hierarchical
regression analyses were performed. Table 5 summarizes the results of the hierarchical
regression analyses in which gender, age, and GPA were entered first into the equation,
followed by newspaper reading, television viewing and Internet use. The final block
entered horizontal individualism, vertical individualism, horizontal collectivism, and
vertical collectivism.

As Table 5 shows, in the Shanghai sample, horizontal individualism, was
significantly and negatively correlated with Internet pornography exposure (beta = -.08, p
<.05). Vertical individualism was significantly and positively correlated with Internet
pornography exposure (beta = .19, p < .001), attitudes toward extramarital sex (beta = .13,
p < .001), and sexually permissive behavior (beta = .16, p < .001). Horizontal
collectivism was significantly and positively correlated with attitudes toward premarital
sexual permissiveness (beta = .13, p < .001). Vertical collectivism was significantly and
negatively related to Internet pornography exposure (beta = -.12, p <.001), attitudes
toward extramarital sex (beta = -.20, p <.001), attitudes toward premarital sexual
permissiveness (beta = -.21, p <.001), and sexually permissive behavior (beta =-.21, p
<.001).

In the Hong Kong sample, the results of the regression analyses indicate
that horizontal individualism was not significantly related to any of the four dependent

variables. Vertical individualism was significantly and positively correlated with Internet



pornography exposure (beta = .08, p < .01), attitudes toward extramarital sex (beta = .09,
p <.01), and sexually permissive behavior (beta = .06, p <.05). Horizontal collectivism
was significantly and negatively correlated with Internet pornography exposure (beta = -
.08, p <.01), and attitudes toward premarital sexual permissiveness (beta = -.05, p <.05),
while vertical collectivism was significantly and negatively related to Internet
pornography exposure (beta = -.06, p < .05), attitudes toward extramarital sex (beta = -.15,
p <.001), and attitudes toward premarital sexual permissiveness (beta = -.09, p < .001).
In the Taipei sample, horizontal individualism was significantly and positively
correlated with attitudes toward premarital sexual permissiveness (beta = .08, p <.05).
Vertical individualism was not significantly related to any of the dependent variables.
Horizontal collectivism was significantly and negatively related to Internet pornography
exposure (beta = -.06, p <.05). Vertical collectivism was significantly and negatively
correlated only with attitudes toward premarital sexual permissiveness (beta = -.08, p

< .05).

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

This study focuses on exploring the theoretical relationships among
individualism, collectivism, exposure to Internet pornography, attitudes toward
premarital and extramarital sex, and sexually permissive behavior, an area that has
not been addressed in the growing cross-cultural research.

The results of the study indicate that although respondents from the three
Chinese societies were more collectivism-oriented, they exhibited both individualistic

and collectivist tendencies. More importantly, they differed significantly with respect to



horizontal individualism and horizontal collectivism. Taipei respondents were the least
horizontal individualism-oriented, while Shanghai respondents were less horizontal
collectivism-oriented. On the other hand, Hong Kong respondents had highest score in
horizontal collectivism. Consistent with previous studies (Alavi & McCormick, 2004;
Hofstede, 2001; Kim et al., 1994; Triandis, 1995), these findings

suggest that individualism and collectivism may coexist at the individual level because
individual attitudes and behavior may vary in different contexts. These findings

also suggest that college students in the three Chinese cities seem to carry all four of the
horizontal individualism, vertical individualism, horizontal collectivism, and vertical
collectivism cognitions in different combinations.

Another aim of this study was to examine Internet pornography exposure,
attitudes toward premarital sexual permissiveness and extramarital sex, and sexually
permissive behavior among college students in the three Chinese societies. The results of
the study found that Hong Kong respondents appear to have the lowest exposure to
Internet pornography and are the least likely to accept premarital sexual
permissiveness and extramarital sex, whereas Shanghai respondents are most accepting
extramarital sex and tend to exhibit highest sexually permissive behavior. These
findings indicate that the acceptance of premarital sex and extramarital sex is greater
among young people in Shanghai than in Hong Kong and Taipei. The results also suggest
that attitudes toward sexuality in China have changed. Premarital sex and extramarital
sex have become more accepted among young people in Shanghai.

Perhaps the most important contribution of this study is in helping to show

that collectivism correlated more strongly and negatively with exposure to Internet



pornography, attitudes toward premarital and extramarital sex, and sexual permissive
behavior than was individualism. More specifically, this study found that horizontal
collectivism correlated more strongly with exposure to Internet pornography and attitudes
toward extramarital sex than horizontal individualism, while vertical collectivism
correlated more strongly with exposure to Internet pornography, attitudes toward
premarital and extramarital sex, and sexually permissive behavior. More horizontal
collectivism-oriented respondents tended to have a lower level of Internet pornography
exposure and were less likely to accept premarital sex than less horizontal collectivism
oriented respondents. In addition, more vertical collectivism oriented respondents were
less likely to accept premarital and extramarital sex than less vertical collectivism
oriented respondents. Taken together, these findings suggest that individualism and
collectivism can help explain Internet pornography exposure, attitudes toward
premarital sexual permissiveness and extramarital sex, and sexually permissive behavior.
Research in individualism and collectivism has indicated that individuals who are
high on individualism are more concerned with individual rights and personal needs.
They are primarily motivated by their own preferences, needs, and desires and give
priority to their personal goals over the goals of others. By contrast, individuals who are
high on collectivism are more concerned with group rights and group goals. They are
primarily motivated by the norms and duties imposed by society and are willing to self-
sacrifice for group interests. Thus, more collectivistic individuals are more likely to
behave according to prevailing social norms and are less likely to accept socially
disapproved behavior than more individualistic individuals. It might seem logical to

conclude that people with high collectivism, especially high vertical collectivism, have



more conservative sexual attitudes and are less likely to accept premarital sexual
permissiveness and extramarital sex and to engage in sexually permissive behavior.

The regression results also indicate that the predictive power of individualism and
collectivism on sexual attitudes and behavior differs in the three Chinese
societies. Although vertical individualism and vertical collectivism were significant
predictors of Internet pornography exposure, sexually permissive behavior,
attitudes toward extramarital sex, and premarital sexual permissiveness, they
were not significantly correlated with the four dependent variables in the Taipei sample,
except for a weak correlation between vertical collectivism and attitudes toward
premarital sexual permissiveness. One possible explanation is that the Taiwanese
respondents were less vertically individualistic than were their Hong Kong and Shanghai
counterparts. It may also be the case that college students in Taipei were more
interdependent (Yeh & Chen, 2003) and less competitive than were their counterparts in
Hong Kong and Shanghai. These findings raise fundamental questions both for theory
and research and suggest that researchers need to be more careful when examining the
effects of individualism and collectivism on individual attitudes and behavior in cross-
cultural research.

Although the results of this study indicate that there were significant relationships
between individualism/collectivism and sexual attitudes and behavior, this study is
primarily a correlational, not causal, design. The one-shot survey makes it impossible to
draw any causal conclusions. Another limitation of this study lies in the sample, which
was drawn from randomly selected colleges in Shanghai, Hong Kong and Taipei. College

students may differ from the general public in individualism and collectivism and in



using the Internet and surfing pornographic web sites. Thus, it remains to be seen whether

the results of the study can readily be generalized to general public and other cultures.
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Table 1: Principal Component Analysis of Individualism and Collectivism Items
with Varimax Rotation

Items Factor Loadings -
........................................... Factorl ~ Factor2  Factor3 _Factor 4
Horizontal Individualism I
2.1 rer on myself most of time; | rarely 81 -.02 .05 .07

rely on others.

1. I’d rather depend on myself than .80 .01 .02 .09
3 I often do “my own thlngs 04 05 17
4, My personal |dent|ty, .68 .10 -.02 27

independent of others, is very
important to me.

Horizontal Collectivism

11 To me, pleasure is spending ~ -03 .75 .23 09
10. The well- belng of my .08 .75 .18 .00

- coworkers is important to me. o i
9. If a coworker gets a prize, | would .07 74 .09 .01
feel proud. S N F R S
12. | feel good when | cooperate -.01 71 .30 .03

with others.

Vertlcal Collectivism

15. Family members should stck .06 .13 .83 .06
together, no matter what sacrifices are

required. S NS S
14. 1tis my duty to take care of my .05 A1 81 .04

family, even when | have to sacrifice
what I want.

13. Parents and children must stay .04 .28 .68 .03
together as much as possible. -
16. Itis important to me that | .04 .30 .58 .08
respect the decisions made by my
groups.
Vertical Individualism
6. Winning is everything. -4 1701 75
7 Competltlon is the law of nature og 06 .09 74
8. When another person does better than.12 21 .08 .69
I do, | get tense and aroused. ‘
5. ltis |mportant that | do myJob better .40 .06 .04 .64
than others. - i
Eigenvalue = 3 98 — 2 92 1.40 122
Variance Explained - 24 85% 18 26%_ - 8.78% 7.63%

Cronbach’salpha n 72 e .76




Table 2: Correlations between Horizontal Individualism, Vertical Individualism, Horizontal
Collectivism, Vertical Collectivism, Exposure to Internet Pornography, Attitudes toward
Extramarital Sex, Premarital Permissive Attitudes and Sexually Permissive Behavior

~ Variables

1

1 Horizontal individualism

2 Vertical individualism ~ .42%%%
3 Horizontal collectivism  .09™**  .11%*
4 Vertical collectivism 09x**

5 Exposure to Internet porn 01

.04*

6 Attitudes toward
- extramarital sex

7 Sexually
permissive attitudes

8 Sexually permissive
behavior

2

. 15***

08***

.03

- . 08***

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

3

4 5 6 7

S 13%ex 3wk

_.09*** .2*** .49***

-.05** -.26*** 34FH* .46***"".““"




Table 3: Hierarchical Regression Analyses Predicting Attitudes toward Extramarital

Independent variables Polrgtcgp:;hy A.I‘.ténv\;ﬁzs Sexgal!y SeXL_JaI!y
. Exposure Extramarital Perrr_usswe Permlss_|ve
Block 1: Demographics Sex Attitudes Behavior
Gender A5F** " 16%** 1% B Visieid
Age 03* .04* .00 S s
GPA -.03* -.05%* -.03 =02

Adjusted R’ ' 24 04 02 02

Block 2: Media Use

_______ Reading newspapers ~ IB%ex g 05 0e**
______ TVviewing -.03 . -.05* . -.02 .00
CIntermetuse qgwee gows Al 02
Incremental adjusted R .03 .02 0L .00
Block 4: Individualism/Collectivism I o
Horizontal individualism L07Ee 02 o5 -01
_ Vertical individualism ~0ge 0 oL ree
_ Horizontal collectivism ~.o7e%%  _05% 02 02
Vertical collectivism -.03* N ¥ el - 11xx* - -.08FF*
~IncrementaladjustedRz 01 0 0 0l
R S g

Notes: Beta weights are from final regression equation with all blocks of variables
in the model. N=3,274. Variables recoded as follows: gender (0=female, 1=male);
GPA (1=under 59, 2= 60 to 69, 3= 70 to 79, 4= 80 to 89, 5=90 to 100).
***p<.001;, ** p<.01; *p<.05.



Table 4: One-way Analysis of Variance for Horizontal Individualism, Vertical Individualism,
Horizontal Collectivism, Vertical Collectivism, Exposure to Internet Pornography, Attitudes toward
Extramarital Sex, Premarital Permissive Attitudes and Sexually Permissive Behavior in Shanghai,
Hong Kong and Taipei

Shanghai ~ Hong Kong -
~ Sample Sample Ta|pe| Sample F value

Area All Sample
mean mean mean mean

Variables
‘Horizontal 360 364 364 351
individualism ~ N=3570 N 863____________ N= 1560 ~ N= 1147___
Vertlcal _ 3.38 341 338 335

|nd|V|duaI|sm N=3558 N 859””_._” N 1555””m_m__”__._N 1144
Horizontal 3.72 366 376 sz
collectivism  N=3570 N 861 B N=1563 "N 11467
Vertical 3.86 - 385 3.87 386
collectivism ~ N=3564  N=857 N=1561  N=1146
Exposure to Internet 2.04 190 1.54 S
_pornography  N=3565  N=862 N=1561  N=1142
Attitudes toward 179 197 164 185
...eXtramarltal sex } ; N=3565 N 867 N 1553 N 1145..

Sexually permissive 2.48 257 239 25T

Sexually permissive 132 140 130 130
behavior  N=3557  N=862 N=1553 N=1142
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

14.21%%% oo

2.37

7.49%x

.35

71.95%%%

37.26*** SR

13.20*** i

9.26***



Table 5: Hierarchical Regression Analyses Predicting Attitudes toward Extramarital Sex, Attitudes
toward Premarital Sexual Permissiveness and Sexually Permissive Behavior in Shanghai, Hong

Independent variables Internet Adtitudes

Pornography Toward
Exposure Extramarital
o osex )
Horizontal individualism .~ -08  -06 05 00
Vertical individualism 19k 3% .04 Y Cleieiall

Horizontal collectivism : -02 02 - 3%** - 05 -
Vertical collectivism S =A2eee 20 21 21

Premarital Sexually
Sexual Permissive

Shanghai Sample Permissiveness Behavior

______________________________________ s 03 03 04
Total adjustedR® 20 12 .00 14

 Horizontal individualism .00 .00 .03 04
Vertical individualism o o 09 05 o 0er

Horizontal collectivism oo 08 -04 -02

~ Vertical collectivism ~ -06*  -I5%¥*  _0g** .05

0 o 00
08 .02 S

Incremental adjusted Rz 02
_TotaladjustedR® .24 08

° Horizontal individualism .03 - .08* - 01
_Vertical individualism .03 -0l -05 02
_ Horizontal collectivism =~ .06 .01 0

Vertical collectivism - -04 -.08* .00

 Incremental adjustedR* oL o 0 00
~ Total adjustedk* 80 A1 .04 S S

Notes: Beta weights are from final regression equation with all blocks of variables
in the model after controlling for the influence of gender, age, GPA, newspaper
use, television viewing, and Internet use. Sample size: Shanghai = 828, Hong
Kong = 1,340, Taipei = 1.054. Variables recoded as follows: gender (O=female,
1=male); GPA (1=under 59, 2= 60 to 69, 3= 70 to 79, 4= 80 to 89, 5=90 to 100).
***pn<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05.



