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ABSTRACT

This exploratory study examined the effects of cross-cultural learning dimensions
on e-learning outcomes for employees in functionally equivalent jobs in Western
and Eastern cultures. Participants from the United States and India completed a
Level 1 e-learning course designed in the United States. In addition, randomly
selected completers then reported their interactions with the e-learning course in
a survey. Learners from the two cultures achieved equitable learning outcomes,
suggesting that characteristics of Level 1 e-learning courses mediate the effects of
culture. In addition, while cross-cultural dimensions did appear to affect learners
preferences for and perceptions of e-learning, both Eastern and Western
participants were willing to try new approaches to learning that did not align with
their cultural profiles. Based on these results, the cultural adaptation process (CAP)
model is presented as a preliminary guideline for adapting e-learning courses for
other cultures. Accelerated dissemination of Level 1 courses could increase
technological literacy . Education and technological innovation are strongly
associated with advanced socio-economic devel opment.

Keywords: computing in developing countries; cultural differences; distance
learning; globalization; instructional design; learning outcomes;
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INTRODUCTION gistshaveidentified cross-cultural dimen-
sions — categories of characteristics
Thetermglobalizationgained cur- ~ @rosswhich cultures can be compared

rency in the 1970s as Western corpora-  and contrasted — such ashow members
tionsrapidly expandedinto other partsof ~ Of aculturecommunicate, perceivetime,
the world (Jarvis, 2002), accelerating Or view themselvesinrelationtotheenvi-
cross-cultural exchanges (Walker & ronment. Ase-learning optionsprolifer-

Dimmock, 2002). Industrial anthropolo-  ate and globalization continues, an ex-
panding audienceof learnersismorelikey
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to encounter courses created by another
culture. Most e-learning courses are de-
signed in Western cultures; however, the
largest and fastest-growing consumer
groups live in Eastern cultures such as
China, Japan, and India (Van Dam &
Rogers, 2002). Educators will thus be
challenged to provide e-learning oppor-
tunitiesthat result in equitablelearning out-
comesfor targeted cultures.

Learning outcomesweredefined by
Henderson (1996) asany resultsthat re-
flect theacquisition of skillsand knowl-
edge, the effectiveness of instructional
techniques, and students’ perceptionsor
attitudes. Educationa practitionershave
begunto apply the conceptsof cross-cul-
tural dimensionstoinstructiona design,
presuming that adapting coursesto suitthe
culturd profilesof learnerswill generate
equitablelearning outcomes. However,
empirical research hasneither conclusvely
supported nor disproved them. The pur-
pose of this study wasto better under-
stand the effectsof cross-cultural dimen-
sonsone-learningintheglobalized envi-
ronment.

RESEARCH QUESTION

The problem is. “Are e-learning
courses designed in a Western culture
equdly effectivewhen usedinan Eastern
culture?’ Theresearch questionsused to
addressthisproblem wereasfollows:

1. Whentaking an e-learning course de-
sgnedinaWestern culture, do partici-
pantsfrom Eastern and Western cul -
tures experience equitable learning
outcomes?

2. Dothey havedifferent preferencesfor
or perceptionsof e-learning?

3. If therearestrong smilaritiesor signifi-
cant differencesin learning outcomes
between the two cultures, in partici-
pants useof features, or intheir pref-
erencesor perceptions, arethesesimi-
larities or differences related to the
cross-cultural dimensionsdescribedin
theliterature?

REVIEW OF THE
LITERATURE

AccordingtoaUnited NationsDe-
velopment Program report (UNDP,
2001), themost devel oped, progressive,
and economically stable countriesinthe
world arethosethat aretechnologically
advanced. Technological changeandthe
building of human capabilitiesareinterre-
lated: Each requiresthe development of
the other for success. Thus, the UNDP
report promoted “ rethinking educational
systems to meet the new challenges of
technology” (2001, p. 84) through im-
proved technol ogy and technol ogical edu-
cationat aglobal level.

Domestically, providersof e-learn-
ing will be challenged to accommodate
increasingly culturally heterogeneousau-
diencesof learners. In 1997, 36% of stu-
dentsin the United Stateswerefrom non-
dominant ethnic groups, yet 86% of new
teachers were white, and only 3% of
teachers spoke a second language (Na-
tional Center for Educationa Statistics, as
cited in Carter, 2000).

Fromaningtructiond point of view,
incompatibilities between the cross-cul-
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tura characteristicsof e-learning courses
andlearnerscould causeinequitablelearn-
ing outcomes (Henderson, 1996). For
example, membersof culturesmay prefer
tolearninaparticular manner (Gardner,
1989; Horton, 1999), or they may have
specific approachesto problem solving
(Lave, 1988; Soh, 1999) and creativity
(Gardner, 1989). Or, apedagogica para-
digm espoused by oneculturecould dien-
ate or confuse targeted learners (Hall,
1981), ascould unintentional cultural bi-
asesiningructiona design (McLoughlin,
1999).

Theor etical Foundations

Hofstede (1984, 1997, 2001),
Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner
(1998), and Hall (1953, 1981) identified
and characterized cross-cultura dimen-
sonsat thenationa level, primarily with
respect to corporate business and com-
munication. Whilethey posited the prob-
ableeffectsof many of thesedimensions
on education, Gardner (1983, 1989),
Henderson (1996), and others have ex-
plored similar conceptswithinthedisci-
plineof education.

Hofstede and Cross-Cultural
Dimensions at the National Level

Hofstede (1984, 1997) established
the practice of using national culturesin
quantitative studies: samplesof peopleliv-
ing and working in the same country are
reasonabl e representationsof the national
culture. Hegathered datafrom question-
naires administered to 116,000 partici-

pantsin 50 countries and threeregions,
identifying fivecross-culturd dimensons
that he portrayed as continuabounded by
polar extremes. He calculated indicesfor
each country, described bel ow.

Power Distancelndex (PDI)

Thepower distanceindex (PDI) —
“the extent to which the less powerful
membersof indtitutionsand organizations
expect and accept that power isdistrib-
uted unequally” (Hofstede, 1997, p. 27)
— hasramificationsin educationa orga
nizations. In nationswith low PDI scores,
such as the United States (PDI = 40),
teachersand studentstend to be percelved
asequals. Teachersarefacilitatorsof stu-
dent-centered education rather than au-
thoritative subject matter experts(SMES).
Studentsare expected to show initiative,
solve problems, build their own knowl-
edgebase, question teachers, and initiate
discussions. In high PDI nationssuch as
India(PDI = 77), rel ationshi ps between
teachersand students are assumed ineg-
uitable. Teachers are authorities and
SMEsS, thus, sudentsdo not questiontheir
knowledge (Hofstede, 1997).

Individualism Index (IDV)

Hofstede (1997) definedindividual-
istic societiesasthose“inwhichtiesbe-
tweenindividuasareloose” (p. 51). By
contragt, collectivist societiesarethose”in
which peoplefrom birth onwardsarein-
tegrated into strong, cohesiveingroups,
which throughout peopl€e'slifetimes con-
tinueto protect themin exchangefor un-
questioned loydty” (p. 51).
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Membersof collectivigt societiestend
torely onther ingroupsto determine so-
cia relationshipsin educational settings,
and may even expect differentia trestment
dependent upontheir social class. Incon-
trast, studentsin high-1DV societiesex-
pect to betreated as equalsamong peers
andfaculty. They prefer towork asindi-
vidualsand expect recognition for indi-
vidua merit.

Globally, collectivist societiesare
predominant (Hofstede, 1997). Fromthe
perspective of education, thisrepresents
animportant consideration. The United
Statesand other high-IDV countriespro-
ducemost ingructiond artifacts, including
e-learning. Characteristics of these
coursescould significantly conflict withthe
vauesof collectivist societiesthat import
them. The United States hasthe highest
IDV (91) inHofstede' sstudy, whilelndia
hasamuch lower IDV of 48 (1997).

Masculinity Index (MAYS)

Hofstede (1984) defined thedimen-
sion “masculinity versusfemininity” in
termsof how aculturesocidizesitsmem-
bersto perform gender roles. Inamascu-
lineculture, men areexpected to betough
and assertive, whilewomen are perceived
astender and modest. Inafemininecul-
ture, men and women aremorelikely to
have similar roles; both are expected to
be tender and modest, even if men aso
exXpress some assertiveness.

Hofstede (1997) contended that, in
high-MAS countries, students compete
openly, are achievement conscious, and
aredisappointed by falure. Aningructor’s
academic excellence and reputation are

important. Inalow MASculture, teach-
ersand students have more relaxed ex-
pectations. The United Statesand India
yieldedsmilar MASindicesinHofstede's
work (62 and 56, respectively).

Uncertainty Avoidancelndex (UALI)

Uncertainty avoidanceis* theextent
towhich the membersof the culturefeel
threatened by uncertain or unknown situ-
ations’ (Hofstede, 1997, p. 113). Uncer-
tainty avoidanceis not risk avoidance;
rather, it refersto a pattern of reducing
ambiguity.

Hofstede (1997) felt that, inahigh-
UAI environment, theteacher isan ex-
pert and an unquestionableauthority. Stu-
dentsprefer astructured learning environ-
ment, preciseobjectives, dtrict timetables,
precise answers, and rewardsfor accu-
racy. In contrast, in low-UAI cultures,
teachersact asfacilitatorsof learning. Stu-
dentsare comfortablewith vague objec-
tives, loosetimetables, multiple solutions
to problems, and they seek to be re-
warded for origindity. The United States
and Indiahave similar, mid-range UAI
scores of 46 and 40, respectively.

Long-Term Orientation (LTO)

Hofgtede sfifth cross-cultura dimen-
sion, “short-term versuslong-term orien-
tation to time,” was theorized after his
origina 1984 study. Ingenerd, Hofstede
found that Eastern countrieshad rd atively
high LTOs, while Western countries
yielded relatively low LTO scores.
Hofstededid not propose specific ramifi-
cationsof the LTO dimension on educa
tion, and it wasnot included inthisstudly.
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Trompenaarsand Hampden-Turner’s
Cross-Cultural Sudy

Trompenaarsand Hampden-Turner
(1998) a so researched cross-cultura di-
mensions at the national level; like
Hofstede, they were primarily interested
intheeffectson business. Their anaysis
of surveys (from over 30,000 corporate
managersfrom morethan 100 countries)
identified eight cross-culturd dimensions,
someof whichweresmilar toHofsede's.
Each of their dimensions, likeHofstede's,
was described as a continuum bounded
by two extreme, opposing characteritics.
However, incontrast to Hofstede, they held
that in practice, cultural groupsdisplay
both extremesof al dimensions, but show
apreference or tendency toward one ex-
tremeinmogt Stuations. UnlikeHofstede,
they rarely speculated ontheimplications
of cross-cultura dimensionsin education.

Inthefirst category, “ relationships
andrules” Trompenaars(1998) identified
five dimensions across which cultures
could be compared and contrasted. Uni-
versalism versus particularism relates
to the balance between rulesand relation-
ships Universdigtstend toadheretorules.
Inaparticularist society, rulesareflexible
guiddinesover whichrelationshipsaways
take precedence.

The individualism versus
communitarianismdimension, smilar to
Hofstede'sIDV index, refersto the ten-
dency to perceive onesalf primarily either
asanindividud or asamember of agroup.
Inanindividudidticculture, membersvaue
persona achievement and responsibility.
The communitarian society, meanwhile,
privilegestheachievement of group gods.

They frequently makedecisonsviacon-
sensusor defer decisionsto an authorita-
tiveentity.

Members of affective versus neu-
tral culturesmay be, respectively, emo-
tiondly expressveor emotiondly detached
and objective, in verba or non-verbal
communication.

Soecific versus diffuse relates to
“the degreetowhichweengageothersin
specificareasof life...or diffusalyinmul-
tipleareasof our lives’ (Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner, 1998, p. 83) and ac-
countsfor thedegreeand level of interac-
tion between people. In specific cultures,
for example, the®boss’ istheauthority in
the office, but beyond that environment,
he or sheisno longer granted the same
deference. Conversdly, indiffusecultures,
members confer authority to superiors
across most environments. Members of
specific culturestend to use direct and
purposeful communication, whilediffuse
culturestendto belessdirect, oftentothe
point of appearing evasive.

The achieved status versus as-
cribed gatusdimens on reatesto whether
aculture determines status according to
accomplishmentsor according to mark-
ersof group membership. In achievement-
oriented cultures, according to
Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner
(1998), authority istied to one’'stask or
job, whereas in an ascription-oriented
culture, titlesclarify status. Thisdimension
shares characteristics with Hofstede's
PDI.

Trompenaarsand Hampden-Turner
(1998) asoidentified two dimensionsin
the category “ attitudetoward time.” Ori-
entation to past, present, and future
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reflectshow cultures perceivetheimpor-
tance of each of these periods. The di-
mension sequential versussynchronicis
related towhether timeisperceived aslin-
ear and composed of discrete events, or
ascircular and composed of integrated,
overlapping events.

Lastly, Trompenaarsand Hampden-
Turner (1998) categorized “ attitudesto-
ward the environment.” Membersof in-
ner-directed culturesbelieve they have
significant control over the outcome of
events, aggressively tryingto managesitu-
ations, whereas members of outer-di-
rected culturesbelievethey aresubject to
an external locusof control, andthusare
more comfortableand flexiblewhen con-
fronted with change.

Hall’s Per spectives of
Cultural Differences

InHall’s(1981) words: “ Culturally
based paradigms place obstaclesin the
path to understanding because culture
equipseach of uswith built-inblinders,
hidden and unstated assumptions’ (p.
220). Heenvisioned cultural differences
aspoleson oppositeendsof continuathat
resembletheindicesand characteristics,
respectively, of Hofstede (1984, 1997)
and Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner
(1998).

AccordingtoHadl (1981), members
of M-time cultures tend to emphasize
schedules, promptness, and segmentation
of activities. Their communicationislow
context, depending moreondirect language
than on subtlesignals. In contrast, mem-
bersof P-timeculturesengageinmultiple
activitiessmultaneoudy and tendtofocus

on relationships and the completion of
transactions rather than on scheduled
events. Their communicationishigh con-
text, asit is dependent upon what they
aready know about their culture.
AccordingtoHall (1981), American
education tendsto belinear, compartmen-
talized, andlackingin creativity and prob-
lem-solving techniques. Asmembersof a
low-context culture, Americanstendtouse
Sparsecommunication, especidly intech-
nologicdly drivenenvironments.

Applications of National-Level
Cross-Cultural Dimensions
in Education

Educational researchersand practi-
tionershave beguntoincorporatethefind-
ingsof nationd-level sudiesintoe-learn-
ing. Marcus and Gould (2001), for in-
stance, proposed redesigning the user in-
terface of Web pagesto match theknown
culturd dimensonsof thetarget cultureas
described by Hofstede (1997).

Marinetti and Dunn (2002) proposed
adapting coursesof varying complexity to
thecross-cultural dimensionsof aculture,
asidentified intheliterature, to accom-
modate the presumed preferencesof dif-
ferent groups. Their adaptation strategies
aresummarized in Table 1. For the pur-
pose of discussion, each level of course
complexity hasbeen assigned anumber.

For exampl e, based onthetable, for
Level 1 courses, simple trandation of
content would be adequate asacultural
adaptationtechnique. For Leve 2 courses,
inwhich content or tasksare more com-
plex but universaly familiar, localization
could ensurethat conceptsand technical
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& Dunn, 2002)

Complexity Level | Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4
Content Type Simple Low level, Some soft skills; Mostly “soft
information, cognitive “hard complex skills,” such as
knowledge, news skills’; simple knowledge, such attitudes and
knowledge and asregulatory or beliefs; many
core concepts financia infor- complex
mation; business management
strategy and most | skills
business skills
Content Examples | Product Application Project Negotiation
knowledge, software, other management, skills, motivation,
company electronic skills presentation skills, | teamwork,
procedures marketing strategy | conflict
resolution
Content Trandlation only; Trandation plus Trandlation plus Significant
Adaptation — content and context adaptation, | context adaptation, | proportion of
context culturally examples as examples and content and
What peoplelearn | neutral required some modular context is unique
content per culture
Instructional None Minor changes Required at key Significant
Srategy points; re-ordering | proportion unique
Adaptation — information, repre- | per culture; may
sentation of con- require
How people learn cepts, dternative alternative course
media, etc. architectures
Adaptation Translation Localization Modularization Origination
Srategies

Note: From Cultural Adaptation: A Necessity for Global E-Learning, by A. Marinetti and P. Dunn, 2002.
[Web page] . Available: http://maw.lear ningbites.net/l ear ningbites/main%20featurela.htm. Copyright 2002

by Marinetti and Dunn. Adapted with permission.

tasksare achievable by thetargeted cul-
ture. Locdlization may bedescribed as“the
process of converting material...into a
format that istechnicaly, linguisticdly, and
culturaly gppropriatefor countriesoutsde
theorigina market” (Transware, 2002).
These superficial changes, called soft-
multiculturalismby Henderson (1996),
include slang, humor, gestures, units of
measure, law, taboos, etiquette, and so
forth (Transware, 2002). For Level 3
courses, Marinetti and Dunn (2002) pro-
posed modularization, which entails
adapting only those componentsof thee-
learning coursethat vary between thede-

sgning and recipient culture, and that could
affect learners' outcomes. Finally, for
course content that iscomplex or cultur-
dly differentiated, Marinetti and Dunnrec-
ommended origination— creating anew
coursewiththefull participation of thetar-
Qget culture.

Any of theabovetechniques, singu-
larly or in combination, could smplify the
adaptation process and reduce the costs
of redesign, subsequently improving the
cultural compatibility of e-learning courses
However, the presumed need to adapt e-
learning coursesto theculturd dimensions
of targeted learnersremainsunproven by
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research. Inaddition, the possibility that a
cultural group could accept or adapt to
thedimensionsof thecultureinwhichan
e-learning artifact originated remainsun-
explored.

Cross-Cultural Dimensions
in Education

Atahighlevel, cultureinfluences
multiple aspects of education, from the
obvious such as educational structures,
governance, ddivery systems, and teach-
ing styles(Thomas, 1990), to the sublimi-
nal, such asvaluesor the purpose of edu-
cation (Gardner, 1989; Mosa, 1999;
Jarvis, 2002).

Gardner (1983) argued that cultures
valuedifferent typesof intelligence and
different formsof knowledge. Thesein-
telligencesarenot cross-cultural dimen-
sonsper se, but histheory of multiplein-
telligencessuggeststhat one culturecould
prefer onecluster of intelligencesto an-
other, and that education could be de-
signed to accommodate those intelli-
gences. Inanother sudy (1989), hefound
that the Chinese prefer a mimetic ap-
proach to education: teachers (and edu-
cational materias) aretreated asunques-
tioned repositoriesof knowledge. Incon-
trast, Americanswere moving toward a
transformative approach to education:
teachersact ascoaches, diciting desired
quditiesfrom students.

Henderson (1996) proffered acom-
prehensive multiple culture model
(MCM) specificdly forinvestigating cross-
cultural characteristicsin education, with
14 dimensions represented as continua
with polar extremes, reminiscent of those

used by Hall (1981), Hofstede (1984,
1997), and Trompenaarsand Hampden-
Turner (1998). Inthe model, the course
featuresand characteristicsrepresented on
the left side reflect the objectivist-
instructivist pedagogical paradigm, while
thoseontheright reflect the congtructivist-
cognitiveparadigm.

THE STUDY
METHODOLOGY

For thisstudy, the 14 dimensionson
the MCM werereduced to none, thereby
creating the simplified multiple cultural
model (SMCM) (Edmundson, 2004):

1. Pedagogical Paradigm: Instructivist/
ODbj ectivist—Constructivist/Cogni-
tive. Four closdly rdated dimensons—
Epistemol ogy, Pedagogical Philoso-
phy, Underlying Psychology, and
Goal Orientation—were combined to
cresteasingular dimension, Pedagogi-
ca Paradigm.

2. Experiential Value: Abstract—Con-
crete. When instruction has abstract
experientid vaue, learningisremoved
fromredlity. Instructionwith concrete
experientiad valueintegratesthelearn-
ing processwiththelearner’ sworld.

3. Teacher Role: Didactic—Facilita-
tive. A didactic exposition of know!-
edge, such asalecture, contrastswith
facilitative pedagogica techniquesthat
enable exploratory learning without
controlling outcomes.

4. Valueof Errors. ErrorlessLearning—
Learning from Experience. Under an
errorlesslearning paradigm, students
learn until they generateno mistakesor

Copyright © 2005, Idea Group Inc. Copying or distributing in print or electronic forms without written

permission of Idea Group Inc. is prohibited.



Int’l J. of Information and Communication Technology Education, 1(2), 47-61, April-June 2005 55

theinstructional method doesnot al-
low for errors. Incontrast, thelearning
from experience approach to instruc-
tion useserrorsin theeducationd pro-
cess.

5. Motivation: Extrinsc-ntrinsic. Ex-
trinsc motivation originatesfrom fac-
tors outside the learner, such as the
need for high gradesor the presence of
engaging materids. Intringc motivation
comesfromaninterna desiretolearn.

6. Accommodation of I ndividual Dif-
ferences. Non-Existent—Multifac-
eted. In some contexts, learning and
knowledgeare structured so that there
isno need for accommodation of indi-
vidud differences. When accommoda:
tionof individud differencesisexistent,
on the other hand, knowledge and
learning are presented in avariety of
ways so that learners can utilize the
toolsthat most suit their preferences.

7. Learner Control: Non-Existent—Un-
restricted. Inthisdimension, the stu-
dent ether learnsalong apredetermined
path or by independent discovery.

8. User Activity: Mathemagenic-Gen-
erative. A mathemagenic approach
permits learners to access the same
content in different ways, whileagen-
erative approach encourages|earners
toengageinthe processof creating and
elaborating content.

9. Cooperative Learning: Unsup-
ported—Integral. In this dimension,
learnerswork independently or learn-
ing isencouraged through cooperative
activities

Certain SMCM dimensions (e.g.,
cooperativelearning) may bemanifesta-

tionsof cross-cultural dimensionsat the
nationa levd, whileothersmay smply re-
flect learner preferencesor subliminal ef-
fectsof culture. To date, however, rela-
tively few studies have examined cross-
cultural dimensions within e-learning
courses. Likewise, few researchershave
administered an e-learning course de-
signed by oneculturetoindividuasinan-
other culturewith theintention of measur-
ing potential differencesinlearning out-
COMes.

Theexperimental design best suited
to part one of this study was the post-
test-only control group design (Campbdll
& Stanley, 1963; Leedy & Ormrod,
2001; Tuckman, 1978) diagrammed in
Figurel.

Pre-testing wasneither desirablenor
useful inthisstudy, astheresearcher was
interestedinthedifferencesbetweenlearn-
ing outcomes caused by theculture, rather
than theknowledgeor skillsgenerated by
thee-learning course.

Seven hundred fifty-seven technol -
ogy workersinfunctiondly equivdentroles
wererequired by their company totakea
Western-designed e-learning course. The
software upgradetutorial wasdesignated

Figure 1. Post-test-only control group
design

R1 X 0o1

R2 02

R = randomly selected member s of the groups under
study; X = thetreatment (i.e., the culture of each of
the two groups); O = the observations or
measurements of differences between the two groups
(i.e., tutorial results and questionnaire responses)
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asal evel 1 course, accordingtothecri-
teria described by Marinetti and Dunn
(2002). From thisgroup, 250 wereran-
domly selected (for aconfidenceinterval
of 95%) to participatein the study: 204
fromaWestern culture (U.S.) and 46from
an Eastern culture (India). Dataonlearn-
ing outcomes were analyzed using
student’s t tests for unequal n using
StatDisk (Triola, 2001).

In part two of the study, the 250
participantswereinvited to completean
online post-course questionnaire, which
included questions based on the SMCM
dimensions, inorder toidentify: (a) learn-
ing outcomes not recorded by thelearn-
ing management system, and (b) the par-
ticipants preferencesfor and perceptions
of e-learning, based on potential cultura
differencesandtheir overall experiences
withthe genre. Responseswereanayzed
using student’ st testsfor unequal nusing
StatDisk (Triola, 2001).

Findly, theresearcher explored pos-
siblerelationships between thelearning
outcomes, and participants' preferences
and perceptionsto the cross-cultural di-
mensionsdescribed in national-level re-
search.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Membersof both groups achieved
equitablelearning outcomeswhen they
took the software upgradetutoria. There
wereno significant differences(a= .05)
between learning outcomes (number of
attempts needed to complete the course,
scoresof each attempt, and time needed
for each attempt). Responsesonthe ques-
tionnaire provided additional information

on how they navigated and used the
course, and their perceptionsof itseffec-
tiveness. Both groups needed no more
than three attempts to complete the
course. Anaverage of 85% of the partici-
pants compl eted the course on thefirst
attempt in an average of 68 minutes, with
an average score of 85.5%. While the
U.S. participantsfelt that thetutorial did
not completely meet its objectives, both
groups agreed that they had applied most
of what they had learned to their work.
Both groups used the course features
(demondrations, handouts, and navigation
tools) inthesamemanner, dthough Ameri-
canstended to print more handoutsthan
Indian participantsdid. Both groupsac-
knowledged that they had experienced
confusionin the past with language and
format in e-learning, which indicated that
they had taken e-learning courses more
complex thantheLevel 1 tutoria usedin
thisstudy.

Participantsexpressed equal accep-
tance of the course characteristics mani-
fested in behavioral/objectivist and cog-
nitive/constructivist paradigms. Withre-
spect to those features and characteris-
tics, participantspreferred that theinstruc-
tor/coursedesigner managethedesigne-
ements; the establishment of course ob-
jectives, thesdlection of activitiesandin-
structional methods; examples; and the
determination of thebest pathtolearning.
Thesefeaturesaretypicaly selected dur-
ing the design process.

Participantsal so indicated that they
preferred being guided by afacilitator
rather than instructed by an expert, con-
trolling the pace of learning, testing them-
selvesby experimentation, learning from
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their mistakes, and applying courseknowl-
edge and skillstotheir own activities. In
other words, participantsexpected to con-
trol how they interacted with the course,
although both groupsindicated that they
would beopentotrying other approaches
tolearning.

Participants responsesindicated that
two of theninedimensionsof the SMCM
arerdatedto certain cross-cultura dimen-
sionsdescribed a thenational level. The
dimension of cooperativelearningonthe
SMCM shares characteristics with
Hofstede'sIDV dimension, Trompenaars
andHampden-Turner’sindividudismver-
sus communitarianism dimension, and
Hall’sM-timeversus P-timedimension.
The origin of motivation onthe SMCM
shares characteristics with Hofstede's
IDV and MAS dimensions, as well as
Trompenaarsand Hampden-Turner’sin-
dividudismversuscommunitarianismdi-
mengon.

Two other SMCM dimensionsseem
potentidly rlated tothoseidentified at the
national level, though not asstrongly as
cooper ativelearning and origin of mo-
tivation. Teacher role from the SMCM
appears to share characteristics with
Hofstede’'s MAS dimension, with
Trompenaarsand Hampden-Turner’ spe-
cificversusdiffusedimension, and with
Hall’slow-context versus high-context
dimension. Learner control on the
SMCM appearsto share characteristics
with Hofstede'sPDI, and Trompenaars
and Hampden-Turner’s inner-directed
versusouter-directed dimension. Value of
errorsonthe SMCM seemed weakly re-
lated to Trompenaars and Hampden-
Turner’suniversdismversusparticularism,

thedimens on encompassing thevaue of
rules.

Thus, whilethisstudy did not explore
statistical correlations between cultural
dimensionsand learner preferences, there
appear to be potential relationshipsbe-
tween at least four dimensions of the
SMICM and dimensionsidentified by other
researchers. Thesefindings suggest the
need for sudiesof cultural dimensionsin
Level 1to 4 courses, as greater course
complexity may ral sestronger responses,
more cultural preferences, and more ob-
viousrelationshipsto national-level cross-
culturd dimensons.

CONCLUSION

New Per spectiveson E-L earning

Thefindingsinthisexploratory sudy
offer fivenew perspectivesonthee-learn-
ing environment that could change how
instructors/designerscreate courses, how
consumersadapt and/or export Western-
designed e-learning courses, and how
Level 1 e-learning can be used to pro-
mote global education and economic de-
velopment.

Fire, thefeaturesof Level 1 courses
appear to create alearning environment
conduciveto equitablelearning outcomes,
asther low-context natureintroducesthe
fewest cross-cultura effects: communica
tionisminimized; interactionisnonexist-
ent; and languageisblunt, technical, and
sparse (Hall, 1981).

Second, learnersseemto differenti-
ate between the features of coursesthat
are generated during the design process
(and are thus beyond their control) and
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thosethat drivelearner interaction withthe
course, which they prefer to control.
Knowing this, course devel opers should
expect to determine e-learning course
goals and objectives, types of learning
activities, ingructiona method(s), andthe
overall “path” to learning. At the same
time, they should expect that learnerswill
prefer facilitation of learning rather than
authoritativeinstruction, control of the
paceof learning, learning from experimen-
tation or mistakes, and gpplication of learn-
ing totheir own needs.

Third, since members of both cul-
tureswereamenableto trying coursefea
turesrepresenting contrasting pedagogi-
cal paradigms, thereispotential tointro-
duce an eclectic paradigm—a combi-
nation of instructivist/objectivist and
congtructivist/cognitive— assuggested by
Henderson (1996), to other cultures.

Fourth, certain SMCM dimensions
appear to affect e-learning. The dimen-
sionsof cooperativism versusindividual-
isnand originof motivation gopear tohave
strong effectson e-learning preferences,
and may thusbe characterized ascritical
cultural dimensions. Threedimensions
— teacher role, learner control, and pos-
sibly value of errors— haveindetermi-
nate impact, but arelikely to matter and,
until further researchindicatesotherwise,
could betreated ascriticd dimensons. The
remaining dimensions—user activity, ex-
periential value, and accommodation of
individud differences—may bedescribed
asassistive cultural dimensions.

Finaly, there appears to be a di-
chotomy between the cultural “ profiles’
of learnersand their actual preferences:
whileseverd of thelarge-scaetrendsthat

definecultura groupsmay needto beac-
commodated for in e-learning courses
aboveLevel 1, asignificant number of
thesedimensonsarebest viewed as* pos-
siblepreferences,” rather than asultimate
andfina outlooks.

Cultural Adaptation Process
(CAP) Modél

The cultural adaptation process
(CAP) model inFigure 2 isproposed as
apreiminary guiddinefor: (a) evauating
existing e-learning courses, (b) creating
cultural profilesof targeted learners, (c)
developing culturdly appropriatee-learn-
ing courses, and (d) framing futureresearch
studies. Itisbased onasynthesisof find-
ingsinthisstudy, but it also incorporates
thefindingson cross-cultura dimensions
fromresearchinindustrial anthropol ogy
and education.

The model provides a matrix in
which, from|eft to right, course complex-
ity isconsidered, and from top to bottom,
thestepsin adapting an e-learning course
for atargeted culture are presented. Us-
ers of the model will need to know the
cross-cultural dimensionsof thetargeted
learnersfor cooperativelearning, origin of
motivation, and most likely, learner con-
trol, teacher role, and vaueof errors. They
will needtoidentify theleve of thecourse
they expect to use, adapt, or create, then
match course characteristicsto thecriti-
cal cross-cultural dimensionsof targeted
learners. Next, the preferences of thetar-
geted learners should be assessed, using
surveysor interviews, according to the
assstivedimensonsof themode. Future
research may indicate that other dimen-
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Figure 2. The cultural adaptation process (CAP) model (Edmundson, 2004)

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4
Step 1. Simple information, core Low-level, cognitivehard | Some soft skills; Mostly soft skills; attitudes
Evauate knowledge, news, or skills; smple knowledge complex knowledge, and beliefs, such as
content type and updates, such as product and concepts, such as such as project negotiation skills,
examples. knowledge, company those used in application management, motivation, teamwork,
procedures software; most computer- | presentation skills, conflict resolution
related kills marketing strategy
Step 2: Instructivist-objectivist, More closely related to More closely related to Constructivist-cognitive
Identify with behavioral objectives | instructivist-objectivist constructivist-cognitive with cognitive objectives,
pedagogical and sharply-focused than constructivist- than instructivist- unfocused goals;
paradigm, include | goals; cognitive paradigm objectivist paradigm high-context
instructional low-context communication;
methods, etc. communication; transformative
mimetic
Step 3: Lecture, handouts, smple | Satellite broadcasts, audio | Threaded discussions, Videoconferencing, web-
Identify media demonstrations conferencing, recordings, list servers, online chat, based training, streaming
television email media, and web
conferencing

Step 3: Identify critical national level cross-cultural dimensions of learners and associated features and characteristics of the course.
The following dimensions of e-learning appear to be closely related to those found at the national level. Research indicates that auser’'s
cultural profile (see the works of Hofstede, etc.) will dictate what learners are likely to strongly prefer with respect to these dimensions.

Critical Unsupported < Cooperative Learning* e Integral
Cross-Cultural Extrinsic | Origin of Motivation* -+ | Intrinsic
Dimensions Non-existent <+ Learner Control > Unrestricted
Didactic -~ Teacher Role > Fecilitative
Errorless learning Value of Errors > Learning from experience

Step 4: Identify assistive national level cross-cultural dimensions and associated features and characteristics of the course.
Thefollowing dimensions are rel ated to the potential preferences of groups of e-learners. Assess their preferences before modifying or

developing any e-learning course, as these seem to change based on variables other than cross-cultural dimensions at the national level.

Assistive Mathemagenic < User Activity _»Gmeralive
Cross-Cultural Abstract < Experiential Value | Concrete
Dimensions Non-existent ¥ Accommodation of Individud Differences® Multifaceted
Step 5: Trandation Localization Modularization Origination
Adaptation

Strategies

sonsshould beincludedinthemodd, that
certain assistive dimensions should be
rated ascriticd, or that current dimensions
classified ascritical are more aptly de-
scribed asassistive.

The CAP model representsanew,
but not complete, perspective on the
cross-cultural dimensionsof e-learning
coursesand learners. Feedback fromthe
use of the systematic model and further

researchwould hepfashionareliabletool
for consumersof e-learning.

Based onfindingsin thisstudy, the
researcher proposesfivenew perspectives
on e-learning that could represent means
toeffectively adapting or cregting e-learn-
ing coursesfor usein other cultures. Such
actions could increase accessto technol-
ogy education, improvetechnological lit-
eracy, and introduce new technologies
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across and between cultures, thereby in-
creasing socioeconomic development
acrosstheever-expanding e-world.
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