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INTRODUCTION

Research Domain;

Computer Supported Collaborative
Learning (CSylUn CSCL, computers
are a cognitive aide and collaboration
IS a soclal aide to learning.

Research Problem:

Three separate lines of empirical
research have shown that culture
influences social behavigr
communicatior, and cognitiod. CSCL
Involves (a) interacting with computers
and (b) interacting with other learners |
Therefore, both the perception and
appropriation of affordances and how
participants relate to each other might
vary across cultures.

Affordances* are actiontaking
possibilities and meaninghaking
opportunities in an acteenvironment
system given the capabilities of the
actor.

Technological intersubjectivity
emerges from a dynamic interplay
between the functional association of
the participants as communicators and
the empathetic association of the
participants as actors in a technology
supported seHother relationship.

Basic Research Premise:
Culture varies the social affordances of
technologies.

Research Questions:

R1.To what extent does culture influence
LJ- NI A Qpoldbrigtiondotaffordances
iIn a CSCL environment?

R2.To what extent does culture influence
LJF NI A @kHondrodicaan@ersubjectivity
iIn a CSCL environment?
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Research Hypotheses

RESULTS

Culture Measures

Summary of Portrait Values Questionnaire Results (Individual Values)

Summary of GLOBE Instrument Results (Cultural Dimensions)
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Summary of Hypotheses Testing Results

Learning Outcomes Between Cultures
(Preliminary Results)

On the Immediate Postest of Individual Essays:
ANo significant differences in the quality of final conclusion

Ao significant differences in number of hypotheses
mentioned in the essays.

Ao significant differences in mutual consensus on final
conclusion.
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perception of agreement with their collaborative partners.

Multiple interactional pathways to learning
outcomes?

CONCLUSION

Culture does influence how participants appropriate the
resources of a CSCL environment and how they relate to each
other.

FUTURE WORK

How do the above cultural differences in interacting with
computers and other learners impact learning processes and
outcomes?

_In situative learning, how do the ecological data, culture  _
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the perception, recognition and appropriation of affordances

and technological intersubjectivity?
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