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Abstract

This study investigates the relationship between students” cultural orientations and their behavio-
ral intentions for collaborative learning. A research model based on the Theory of Planned Beha-
vior is proposed and tested in the study. The research model hypothesizes that attitudes towards
and subjective norms about collaborate learning are explained by individualistic-collectivistic ori-
entations. Structural equation modelling is used to validate the research model based on the data
collected through questionnaires from 401 undergraduate students. Results suggested the collecti-
vistic orientations are more strongly related to the attitudes towards and subjective norms about
collaborative learning. The findings were discussed with reference to culture and the theory on
which the study is based. Implications for both researchers and practitioners were provided.
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Kiiltiirel Yonelimler ve Isbirlikli Ogrenme Arasindaki
Iliskinin ve Bunun Yiiksekogretime Yansimalarinin

Incelenmesi
Oz

Bu calisma, dgrencilerin kiiltiirel yonelimleri ve isbirlikli 6grenmeye iliskin davrarssal niyetleri
arasindaki iliskiyi incelemektedir. Bu baglamda, Planli Davranis Teorisi temel alinarak bir arastir-
ma modeli dnerilmis ve calismada test edilmistir. Arastirma modeli, igbirlikli 6grenmeye yonelik
tutum ve 6znel normlarin bireycilik-toplulukculuk yonelimleri ile agiklanabilecegini varsaymakta-
dir. Arastirma modelinin dogrulamas igin 401 iiniversite 6grencisinden anket yontemiyle toplanan
veriler yapisal esitlik modellemesi kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Sonuglar, topluluk¢uluk y6nelim-
leri ile isbirlikli grenmeye ydnelik tutum ve 6znel normlar arasinda daha giiglii bir iliski nermek-
tedir. Bulgular, kiiltiire ve ¢alismanin temellendirildigi teoriye istinaden tartisilmistir. Aragtirmact
ve uygulamacilara yonelik dneriler sunulmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kiiltiir, bireycilik, toplulukculuk, igbirlikli 6grenme.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Culture has several definitions, for example,
Triandis (1995, p.22) defines culture as “a set of
objective and subjective perceptions.” Howev-
er, Hall (1976, 1983) defines culture as a “sub-
conscious mechanism” while Hofstede, Hof-
stede, and Minkov (2010, p.3) define it as “the
collective programming of the mind that dis-
tinguishes the members of a group or category
of people from others.” On the other hand,
other studies suggest that it includes more
observable and explicit cultural artifacts such
as rituals, language, ceremony, myths, and
ideology (Pettigrew, 1979; Karahanna, Evaristo,
& Srite, 2005), practices and norms (Jermier,
Slocum, Fry, & Gaines, 1991), as well as sym-
bols (Burchell, Clubb, Hopwood, Hughes, &
Nahapiet, 1980). However, in this study, cul-
ture is conceptualized as “a system of values,
norms, and beliefs that affect attitudes, subjec-
tive norms, and in turn, behaviors” (Arpaci &
Baloglu, 2016).

Culture may have a positive effect on students’
attitudes and behavioral intentions toward
collaboration or collaborative learning. Collab-
oration can be defined as “a coordinated, syn-
chronous activity that is the result of a contin-
ued attempt to construct and maintain a shared
conception of a problem”, while collaborative
learning involves the “mutual engagement of
participants in a coordinated effort to solve the
problem together” (Roschelle & Teasley, 1995,
p. 70). In this study, collaboration is understood
as “a process in which students acquire
knowledge through co-participating, co-
cognizing, and co-problem-solving within
linguistically, culturally, and academically
heterogeneous groups throughout the course of
task completion” (Gutiérrez, Baquedano-
Lopez, Alvarez, & Chie, 1999, p. 3).

However, cultural characteristics should be

conceptualized and identified in order to un-

derstand the effects of cultural orientations on
students’ attitudes and behaviors. Accordingly,
several models and taxonomies of national
culture have introduced to provide a common
and comparable frame of reference. For exam-
ple, Hofstede (1980) suggested a model, which
explain cultural differences and the conse-
quences, in four dimensions, including “power
distance, individualism-collectivism, masculini-
ty-femininity, and uncertainty avoidance”
(Arpaci & Baloglu, 2016).

Hofstede (1980) define power distance as “the
extent to which a society accepts that power in
institutions and organizations is distributed
unequally.” Masculinity versus Femininity
defined as “the extent to which dominant val-
ues in society are assertiveness, money, and
material things, as opposed caring for others,
quality of life, and people” (Hofstede, 1980).
Uncertainty avoidance can be defined as “the
extent to which a society feels threatened by
uncertain or ambiguous situations” (Hofstede,
1980). Later on, Hofstede’s cultural model was
extended with two extra dimensions; short
term and long term orientations (Hofstede &
Bond, 1988) and indulgence versus restraint
(Hofstede et al.,, 2010). Long-term orientation
defined as “the extent to which a society shows
a pragmatic future-oriented perspective rather
than a conventional historical short-term point
of view” (Hofstede & Bond, 1988). Whereas,
indulgence versus restraint defined as “the
extent to which member in society try to con-
trol their desires and impulses” (Hofstede et al.,
2010).

Similarly, Smith and Schwartz (1997) identified
three dimensions of national culture; hierarchy-
egalitarianism, conservatism-autonomy, and
mastery-harmony. Conservatism-autonomy
reflects socio-centric values (i.e., tradition,
conformity, and security) versus intellectual

autonomy (i.e., creativity, independence, and



independent mind) and affective autonomy
(i.e., exciting and pleasure). This dimension is
correlated with Hofstede’s individualism-
collectivism (Lowe, 2001). In another study,
Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1993)
suggested another cultural model having seven
dimensions, including affective-neutral, indi-
vidualism-communitarianism, achievement-
ascription, universalism-particularism, specific-
diffuse cultures, relation to nature, and time
perception. The definition of individualism-
communitarianism also coincides with Hof-
stede’s  description  of  individualism-
collectivism. Parsons and Shils (1951) define
individualism as “prime orientation to the
self”, and communitarianism as “prime orien-

tation to common goals and objectives.”

Taken together, several studies on culture sug-
gest that individualism-collectivism dimension
of culture is one of the main determinants of
cultural values (Triandis, 1995; Hofstede et al.,
2010; Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1993;
Kim, Triandis, Kagitcibasi, Choi, & Yoon, 1994).
Indeed, individualism-collectivism constitutes
one of the most significant dimensions of cul-
ture in social behavior (imamoglu, 1998;
Kagitcibasy, 1987). Further, dominant individu-
alistic and collectivistic values in a society are
reported as the main reason for cultural differ-
ences in self-construal (Kitayama & Cohen,
2010; Hofstede, 2001; Kagitcibasi, 2002; Trian-
dis, 2001; 1mamoglu, 1998).

The effects of the cultural values, specifically
individualistic and collectivistic orientations,
on human behavior have been a major theme of
recent literature (Arpaci & Baloglu, 2016).
However, there is a limited number of studies
on the effect of individuals’ cultural orienta-
tions on their preferences of learning style.
Previously, Hutchinson and Gul (1998) identi-
fied the significant impacts of introversion-

extroversion personality traits and collec-
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tivistic-individualistic orientations on the stu-
dents’ group learning preferences. This study
suggested that cultural orientations have signif-
icantly affect students’ choice of learning.
Given that, this study investigates the relation-
ships between collectivistic-individualistic
orientations and collaborative learning and its
implications on higher education. Thus, the
present study proposes and tests a research
model based on the Theory of Planned Behav-
ior (TPB, Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).

2. RESEARCH MODEL AND HYPOTH-
ESES

This study used the TPB, which is a widely
accepted theory in predicting attitudes and
behaviors (Armitage & Conner, 2001), as a
theoretical framework. This theory suggests
that “a behavior is predicted by intentions, and
that the intentions are jointly determined by
attitudes and subjective norms about the be-
havior” (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Accordingly,
the present study suggests that students’ be-
havioral intentions for collaborative learning
are explained by their attitudes and subjective
norms. It also suggests the students’ attitude
and subjective norms are explained by the
cultural value orientations; individualism-

collectivism.
2.1 Collectivism versus Individualism

Collectivism is defined as “the subordination of
personal goals to the goal of the group with an
emphasis on sharing and group harmony”,
while individualism is defined as “an individ-
ual’s self-orientation that emphasizes self-
sufficiency and control with value being given
to self-accomplishments” (Morris, Davis, &
Allen, 1994). Turkey has a collectivistic culture,
where individuals are integrated into groups
(Hofstede, 2001). However, individuals can

have both individualistic and collectivistic
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values (Imamoglu, 2003; Kagitgibasi, 1990). In
the same vein, Triandis (2001) argues that col-
lectivism and individualism are not necessarily
opposites on a continuum, but rather un-
correlated constructs in which individuals may
possess characteristics of collectivism and indi-

vidualism simultaneously at low or high levels.

Individuals with high collectivistic orientations
are linked to a social group and sacrificed their
personal interests for the group, which
“throughout people’s lifetime continue to pro-
tect them in exchange for unquestioning loyal-
ty” (Hofstede, 1980). Therefore, it's more im-
portant for the students with high collectivistic
orientations to consider the interest of their
group before themselves. This suggests that
collectivistic orientations might have a stronger
impact on the attitudes towards collaborative
learning than those of individualistic orienta-

tions. Therefore:

H1. Collectivistic orientations would be more
strongly related to attitudes toward collabora-

tive learning.

As individuals with high collectivistic orienta-
tions emphasis on the group and family, they
need to consult with their group and family
before taking a decision or acting. Therefore,
individuals with high collectivistic orientations
might be more likely to be affected by the opin-
ions of their group and family members. This
suggests that collectivistic orientations might
have a stronger impact on subjective norms
about collaborative learning than those of indi-

vidualistic orientations. Accordingly:

H2. Collectivistic orientations would be more
strongly related to subjective norms about

collaborative learning.
2.2 Attitude

Attitude towards collaborative learning can be
defined as “the degree of a student’s positive or

favorable feeling about” collaborative learning

in groups (Arpaci & Baloglu, 2016, p. 67). How-
ever, behavioral intention for collaborative
learning can be defined as “the degree of a
student’s beliefs that she or he will engage in”
collaborative learning (Arpaci & Baloglu, 2016,
p- 67). Attitudes towards a behavior are signifi-
cant predictors of behavioral intentions to en-

gage in that behavior. Therefore:

H3. Attitudes towards collaborative learning
would be positively related to behavioral inten-

tions.
2.3 Subjective Norm

Subjective norm can be defined as “the per-
ceived social pressure to perform or not to
perform a behavior” (Ajzen 1991, p. 188). The
students who perceives greater social pressures
would have stronger behavioral intentions for
collaborative learning. This means that the
more favorable the subjective norms with re-
spect to collaborative learning the stronger
would be the behavioral intention to learn

collaborating with peers. Accordingly:

H4. Subjective norms about collaborative learn-
ing would be positively related to behavioral

intentions.

3. METHOD

This study employed quantitative methods to
investigate the causal relationships existing
between cultural orientations and collaborative
learning. Statistical software used in this study
included SPSS (version 22; IBM Inc., Chicago,
IL) and Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS
version 22, IBM Inc., Armonk, NY). AMOS was
used to estimate the relationship between the
exogenous and endogenous constructs and for

the confirmatory factor analysis.



3.1 Sample

A total of 401 undergraduate students, who are
selected by using convenience sampling, will-
ingly participated in this study and completed
an Internet based survey. Respondents’ ages
ranged from 18 to 33 years. Mean age was 20.62
(SD=2.41). Of the total 401 students, 60.8% of
the respondents are female (n=244), while
39.2% (n=157) are male. Moreover, 52.9% of the
respondents are from the first year cohort,
while 10% are from the second year cohort,
followed by 14.5% from the third year, and
22.6% from the fourth year.

3.2 Instrument

Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, & Gelfand (1995)
designed a scale called “INDCOL” to measure
individualistic-collectivistic orientations at the
individual level. Turkish version of this scale
was translated and validated by Wasti and
Erdil (2007). The items related to individual-
ism-collectivism were adapted from this scale.
The validity and reliability evidence of the
adapted scale was satisfactory (Wasti & Erdil,
2007). Further, the Cronbach’s alpha internal
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consistency coefficient for the scale was .97 for
the present sample. The items measuring sub-
jective norm, attitude, and behavioral inten-
tions were adapted from the TPB (Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen, 1991). The instrument used
in the study has a total of 34 items, including 10
items for collectivism, 10 items for individual-
ism, seven items for attitude, three items for
subjective norm, and four items for behavioral
intention. The participants are asked to rate
their level of agreement with 34 items by using
a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strong-

ly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

4. RESULTS
4.1 Validity and reliability

The data set was checked for suitability for
factor analysis prior to conducting an explora-
tory factor analysis (EFA). Table 1 indicates the
suitability of the data for factor analysis. The
results of Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) tests
along with Bartlett’s test of Sphericity verified
sampling adequacy of the data for factorability
(Bartlett, 1951; Kaiser, 1970).

Table 1. Suitability of the data set for factor analysis

KMO Chi-Square Sig.
Collectivism .96 3743.94 .001
Individualism 91 2725.03 .001
Attitude .93 3234.93 .001
Subjective Norm 74 650.48 .001
Behavioral Intention .85 1704.68 .001

In total, seven measurement items were ex-
cluded from the scale according to the EFA.
Therefore, 27 questionnaire items were subject-
ed to an EFA, which was conducted using
principal components extraction. The Bartlett’s
test of Sphericity showed that the measures for
five constructs were inter-dependent. Further-

more, the KMO measure of sampling adequacy

was well above the accepted level of .50 (Leech,
Barrett, & Morgan, 2005).

A one factor solution seemed to be most suita-
ble for each of the measurement on the basis of
a scree-plot of eigenvalues. Total variance ex-
plained ranged between 80.84 and 88.66, which
were far higher than acceptable value of .40
(Scherer, Wiebe, Luther, & Adams, 1988). Fur-
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thermore, each measurement item has a factor-
loading above .83, which is far higher than the
acceptable value of .40 (Field, 2005). This en-
sures that factor structures were robust. In
addition, minimum communality value was
.70, which is far higher than the acceptable
value of .30. The corrected item total correlation
coefficients ranged from .74 to .95, indicating
high homogeneity of the scale items; according
to Hair, Tatham, Anderson, & Black (2006)

more than .50 is considered ideal. Further, the
item analysis suggested that the measurement

items can reliably discriminate the subjects.

The results of the reliability analysis showed
that the instrument has a strong internal con-
sistency with the Cronbach’s alpha values
ranged from .88 to .97 (Creswell, 2005). The
results of the principal component analysis and
internal consistency reliability measures were

provided in Table 2.

Table 2. Validity and reliability

, v § g,
52 F  BE s
« ae] > = S = el »
. F o:f iz zfE s
EEf £ EE E= EEE B

Item ° = s s g% s 58 £
= o i (ORI _ .= O &% )

Collectivism 81.07 .97

2 84 .70 17.65* 79

C3 8 .74 23.71% .82

C4 93 .86 34.35% 91

C5 95 .90 41.00* .93

Co 91 .83 28.06% .88

Cc7 89 .80 25.60% .86

Cc8 92 85 36.05* .90

C9: I feel good when I cooperate with others. 89 77 27.46* .86

Individualism 88.66 .97

I1: Being a unique individual is important to me. 94 88 43.88* 91

2 97 93 19.01% .95

I3 93 .87 9.49* .90

14 96 .93 26.65* .94

15 90 .82 39.94% .85

Subjective Norm 80.84 .88

SN1: People who are important to me think that .88 .78 16.78% .74

I should learn collaborating with my friends.

SN2 92 84 21.99% .80

SN3 90 81 25.97* 77

Attitude 81.87 .96

Al 84 77 27.87* .83

A2:1 prefer to learn through collaboration rather 85 .79 26.01* .85

than to learn alone.

A3 83 77 24.86* .83

A4 87 84 26.19% .88

A5 90 .88 31.95* 91

Ab 89 .85 31.32% .89

A7 87 .85 36.77% .89
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Behavioral Intention 87.61 .95
BI1: I will learn by collaborating with my friends 93 .86 26.94* .87

more frequently in the future.

BI2 95 91 23.53* .92

BI3 93 .86 21.47% .87

Bl4 94 .88 23.33* .88

*p<.001

4.2 Confirmatory factor analysis

A structural equation modelling (SEM) was
conducted via maximum likelihood by using
SPSS AMOS (v.22; IBM Corp. Released 2013,
Armonk, NY, USA) to validate the model based
on the data collected from 232 university stu-

dents. The effects of collectivistic and individu-

alistic orientations on attitudes and subjective
norms were investigated in Model 1 and Model
2, respectively. Both models produced good fit
indices as presented in Table 3. Results from
the confirmatory factor analysis indicated all of
the scales formed adequate measurement mod-
els and therefore provided evidence for the

construct validity.

Table 3. Model Fit Indices

Model 1 Model 2

Acceptable Fit Values

X2 256.119 247.277
p value <.001 <.001
x?/df 2.07 1.74
GFI .90 .90
AGFI .86 .86
SRMR 12 .07
RMR 13 .06
RMSEA .07 .06
NFI 91 .92
NNFI 94 .96
CFI .95 .97
IFI .95 .97
PNFI 74 77

.05 <p <1.00 (Hoyle, 1995)

< 3 (Kline, 2005)

.90 (Hair et al., 2006)

.80 (Marsh, Balla, & McDonald, 1988)
.10 (Kline, 2005)

.05 (McDonald & Moon-Ho, 2002)
.08 (Hair et al., 2006)

.90 (Hair et al., 2006)

.90 (Bentler & Bonett, 1980)

.90 (Bentler, 1990)

.90 (Bollen, 1989)

vV IV IV IV A A IN IV IV

Possible misspecifications, as suggested by the
modification indices, were searched for, and a
revised, re-specified model was fitted to the
data. For Model 1, the value of chi-square/df is
2.07, a ratio of less than 1.5 is considered to be
very good (Kline, 2005), while a ratio of less
than 3.0 is good (Siimer, 2000). The GFI and
AGFTI are .90 and .86, respectively. The NNFI is
.94 and the NFI has a value of .91. The CFI and
IFI have a value of .95, both exceed the thresh-
old (= .90) for acceptable fit. Lastly, the RMSEA
is .07, which is below the acceptable level of .08.
Altogether, the Model 1 fits the data reasonably

well.

The goodness of fit indices for Model 2 were:
[x¥df= 174, GFI=90, AGFI=.86, NNFI=.9,
NFI=.92, CFI=97, IFI=.97, RMSEA=.06]. Exami-
nation of overall goodness of fit indices for
Model 2 indicated a relatively better fit be-
tween the hypothesized model and the ob-

served data.
4.3 Structural models

SEM using AMOS was employed to identify
and estimate the structural relationships. Con-
sistent with the hypotheses, the results showed
that all proposed paths among the latent varia-

bles were significant. Figure 1 and 2 demon-
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strate the results of the SEM analysis for indi- collectivism and individualism in the predic-
vidualism and collectivism, respectively. It is tion of behavioral intention were not signifi-
important to note the regression weights for cantly different from zero at the .05 level.
R?=.03,e=.74
Attitude
* S, R?=.75,e=.20
,‘\"b J***
Individualism Behavioral Intention
o, R?= .15, e = .28 (g**
% v

Subjective Norm
*p <.05; ***p <.001
Chi-Square = 256.119, df = 124, Chi-Square/df = 2.07, P-value = .000, GFI = .90, RMSEA = .07

Figure 1. The structural equation model for individualism

R*= .27,e=.52
Attitude
({;]f** %)*m R?=.78,e=.19
Collectivism Behavioral Intention
@, R?= 39,6 = .21 ,§‘**

Subjective Norm
***p <.001
Chi-Square = 247.277, df = 142, Chi-Square/df = 1.74, P-value = .000, GFI = .90, RMSEA = .06

Figure 2. The structural equation model for collectivism

4.4 Hypothesis Testing H2. Collectivistic orientations would be more
strongly related to subjective norms about
collaborative learning (B:1=.39; t1=4.26; [:=.62;
£2=5.62).

Summary of the hypothesis testing results is as

follows:

H1. Collectivistic orientations would be more
strongly related to attitudes toward collabora-
tive learning (8:1=.18; t:=2.33; f2=.52; £2=5.71).



H3. Attitudes towards collaborative learning
would be positively related to behavioral inten-
tions (B1=.81; t1=13.23; 2=.78; t=12.60).

H4. Subjective norms about collaborative learn-
ing would be positively related to behavioral
intentions (B1=.26; t:=5.24; p2=.24; t>=4.91).

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The present study investigated the relation-
ships between students’ cultural orientations
and their behavioral intentions for collaborative
learning. Based on the TPB, this study devel-
oped a research model that posits the students’
attitude and subjective norms are explained by
their individualistic-collectivistic orientations
and behavioral intentions are explained by the
attitudes and subjective norms. The proposed
model, which explains 75% of the variance in
intentions has a strong predictive power. These
findings revealed the importance of cultural
orientations in predicting attitudes and subjec-
tive norms, and in turn, behavioral intentions.
Moreover, the findings justified the integration
of this variable within the TPB, and thereby,

extended this framework.

This study hypothesized that collectivistic
orientations would be more strongly related to
the attitudes and subjective norms toward
collaborative learning than those of individual-
istic orientations. The results along with prior
studies supported these hypotheses. Previous
studies suggested a strong link between culture
and learning as well (Cole, Jay, Glick & Sharp,
1971; Berry, 1976; Swisher & Deyhle, 1989;
Cooper, 1980; Banks, 1988; Anderson, 1988;
More, 1990). For example, Hickson, Land, and
Aikman (1994) investigated the differences in
learning style among ethnic populations and
possible ways to accommodate the differences
to enhance student success. Their results

showed the learning styles of different ethnic
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groups are significantly discriminated. In a
similar study, Joy and Kolb (2009) investigated
the effect of individual culture dimensions in
shaping the learning style preferences and
found that individuals tend to have more ab-
stract learning styles in societies that are high
in institutional and in group collectivism, un-
certainty avoidance, future orientation, and
gender egalitarianism. On the other hand, indi-
viduals tend to have more reflective learning
styles in societies that are high in in group
collectivism, assertiveness, and uncertainty

avoidance.

In another study, Yamazaki (2005) investigated
the relationships between the typologies of
cultural differences and learning styles of
Kolb’s (2005) learning model. Results suggested
that each particular culture related to certain
abilities or learning styles. Similarly, Olaniran
(2009) suggested that learners with high collec-
tivistic orientations prefer increased level of
control or direction from teachers, whereas the
learners with high individualistic orientations
prefer greater autonomy in the learning envi-

ronments.

This study has a number of implications for
both researchers and practitioners. First of all,
the students’ cultural orientations should be
taken into account while planning instructional
methods and learning models. The findings
indicated the students with a high collectivistic
orientation were more willing to learn collabo-
rating with peers and open to collaboration.
This suggests that educators should adopt
proper instructional techniques. For example,
employing collaborative learning in which
team members work together on a problem or a
project can be a suitable technique for these
students. By this way, the students may learn
through co-participating, co-problem-solving,

and co-cognizing. Moreover, they may learn in
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social interaction developing co-cognition and

high-level cognitive skills.

Further, instructors can prefer contemporary
learning models such as constructivism, collab-
oratism, and socio-culturism in which teachers’
main role is serving as a facilitator for provid-
ing scaffolding and continuous support in the
learning process but not transmitting infor-
mation. By this way, the students would take
the initiative for their own learning process,
and thereby, they would improve their prob-
lem solving and critical thinking skills. Moreo-
ver, educational institutions may employ social
networks and collaborative environments such
as cloud computing services, communities of

practices, and virtual learning environments
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