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ABSTRACT
This paper reports a review of cultural and soft@heworks of instructional design. Due to the
internationalization of online learning, considératof cultural and social differences among
students and between providers and recipients éz@nte a greater issue for the program to be
successful. As a part of results in a two-year stuadder Grants-in-Aid for scientific research
(22650206) of MEXT, Japan, this paper will repant@urrent trends in instructional design to
deal with the cultural and social issues. The pdpeludes such frameworks as Cultural
Dimension of Learning Framework (CDLF) and IAMC dlasion, Attitude, Meaning,
Competence) Model. It also includes results of sdvetudies of internationally active
instructional designers, of a university with predoantly international students, and of
technology assisted culturally responsive teacHisgues to beconsidered in designing multi-
cultural provision of education are discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

This paper reports a review of cultural and soiteaheworks of instructional design (ID). Due to the
internationalization of online learning, consid@atof cultural and social differences among stuslen
and between providers and recipients has becomeateg issue for the program to be success$fal.the
students, the same is true; with greater opporénibr accessing educational provisions, which nats
possible unless you went abroad to study. Therenare occasions to encounter culturally and sagciall
diverse ways of instruction, in the form of OperuEational Resources, online learning programs,es w
as wider strategies that were made available Hyntdogical advancement and were advocated by new
perspectives in designing learning environment.nEwdthin a country of traditionally homogeneous
people, there has been advocated the generatien(gap, digital immigrants vs. digital nativesefsky,
2006), due to rapid change in technology envirortmesich may affect having two different sub-
cultures between those who provide education aosktivho receive it. Trends in ID to put emphasis in
learner centric ways to accommodate learners’ disehas been another reason why we need to know
more about the differences, to plan for accommodadind selection of proper strategies in instructio

Thus the purpose of this paper was to describeegtutrends in ID to deal with the cultural and
social issueslt was conducted as a part of a two-year study ufsants-in-Aid for scientific research
(22650206) of MEXT, Japan, to try to find out how go about designing and delivering instructiorhwit
cultural and social awareness.



METHODS

To try to locate trends of cultural and social ¢dagation in ID, online searches were conducted
with related words, including culture, diversityulti-culture, learner differences, within the fisldf ID
and technology and distance education. Once aaeferticle was located, references were examioed t
see if there was anything worth tracking down. Whhis searching process is still underway, major
findings are to be reported in this paper, with eanphasis on frameworks or models, rather than
individual empirical studies.

RESULTS

There were many papers searched on the Web inoreltt the theme. For example, a search in
descriptors on ERIC (http://www.eric.ed.gov/) wahkeyword "culture" found 1959 results. Searching
EdITLib by AACE (http://www.editlib.org/), with adyword "culture," found 251 papers matched within
AACE journals, and 2739 papers matched within AA€iaference papers. As an interim report for this
paper, the following findings are introduced anscdssed.

Cultural Dimension of Learning Framework (CDLF)

Cultural Dimension of Learning Framework (CDLF) posed by Parrish & Linder-VanBerschot
(2010) is a set of eight cultural parameters regarding saeitionships, epistemological beliefs, and
temporal perceptionshat are most likely to impact instructional siioas (See,Table 1). They argue
that as willingness to teach and learn across mdtugrows, due to simpler and cheaper
telecommunicationsinstructional providers, including instructors aim$tructional designers, especially
those working in online environments and struggliteg maintain sufficient presence and student
engagement, should develop skills to deliver caltyrsensitive and culturally adaptive instruction
(Parrish & Linder-VanBerschot, 2010, paragraph 4).”

Table 1. Cultural Dimension of Learning Framework (CDLF)

Area Cultural Dimension Key Questions
Social Equality and How equity handled? How is status demonstratedesykct
Relationship| authority given? What interactions are appropriate for trafagnequal
status?
Individualism and | Which prevails, the interests of the individuatloe interest of
collectivism the group? To what degree are interpersonal relsttip
valued?
Nurture and Which is the more important set of goals, cooperatind
challenge security, or recognition and advancement? Whiclexels

better learning outcomes, supportive acts or chgiley acts?
Epistemol- | Stability seeking How is uncertainty dealt with? IS it avoided or goied? Is

ogical and uncertainty structure assumed more important than flexibilityRat is the
Beliefs acceptance status of knowledge-established or in a proceskeeélopment?
Logic How are arguments developed? Which is more impgrtan

argumentation and | logical consistency or practical outcomes? Howisagreement
being reasonable | managed?

Causality &complex| How is causality assigned typically? Is it assigteed single,
systems /Analysis & most likely source, or is it assigned to the broadmtext?

holism
Temporal Clock time and Do people conform to an external measure of timeloahey
Perceptions | event time allow the event at hand to unfold on its own tikéRich are
more important, deadlines or relationships?
Linear time and Do people see time as a path and see goals asagces
cyclical time destinations, or do they see time as a pattemteflocking

cycles into which they step in and out over thersewf a life?
Note: A partial list taken from Table 1 of Parri&h.inder-VanBerschot (2010).




The eight cultural dimensions are not to be treatedichotomous, but as a continuum from one end
to the other. However, the original table in PdrgsLinder-VanBerschot (20103hows how differently
each end of a dimension can appear in instructisettings. For example, along the first dimensibn o
equality and authority, teachers are treated aballenged authority at one end, whereas they astetd
as equals to be engaged and even challenged athbeend. Teachers are the primary communicator
and solely responsible for what happened in infttncat one end, while at the other end, dialogud a
discussion are considered to be critical, and stisdeso take responsibility for learning actistie

It is noteworthy that they point out that the peii should be aware of their own cultural bias, by
examining their assumptions against the eight malltdimensions in the CDLF model. It is not only to
make their instruction more receptive by wider aude, but not to kill the recipients’ culture by
imposing “right” way of thinking and behaving. Onet other hand, since education is inherently social
process and one of the roles of educators is thtealture, educational providers can no longee tak
neutral position in developing their courses andenias. They argue that one of the challengesufim
cultural education providers is to not only “becoaweare of one’s own cultural preferences for whayt
are and not assuming they represent the ‘right’ teathink,” but also to “accept the dual resporigipof
educators to acculturate and respect individuaestticultural backgrounds (both from paragraph”22).

IAMC Model

Ginsberg & Wilodkowski (2009) have proposed the IAM®clusion, Attitude, Meaning,
Competence) Model to accommodate diverse studgnilations in colleges and universities in US. For
classrooms with many ethnicities and linguistic ugre, first-generation college students, recent
immigrants, and working adult learners, culturaligponsive teaching is needed. The IAMC Model has
been created “that (1) respects diversity, (2) gagahe motivation of a broad range of students, (3
creates a safe, inclusive and respectful learningr@enment, (4) derives teaching practices fronmoasr
disciplines and cultures, and (5) promotes equetéddrning (Ginsberg & Wlodkowski, 2009, p. ix).”

It seems to be one of the representatives of tteetiin, apart from ideology that “everybody should
become an American,” where the melting pot notipplias, by saying “If you live in US, you are
expected to behave like an American.” Now, it imed that the classroom should respect diversity
among students, and accommodates the differencesdbpting instructional strategies applicable to
wider diversities of the students. To start thigkimspoken norms that has been dominated in the US
classrooms, Ginsberg & Wilodkowski (2008jgued that we must realize prevailing norms bemg
operation in rhetorical, cultural, and politicapasts, as shown ifable 2.

In addition to the prevailing norms, they listedesdst one alternative view to each and every norm
listed, which may be reflected as the diversityhiitthe classroom. For example, for the Achievement
and Success norm, an alternative may be that pjat generosity is the highest human value;
conspicuous consumption represents greed and nsetbst; “rags to riches” is rooted in cultural
mythology that overlooks social, political, and romic forces that favor certain groups over otlprs
14).”

Table 3 shows the IAMC motivational framework for desiggiaulturally responsive teaching. The
book contains many ideas and strategies for eatbrfthat can be used in college teaching; Chapfer
establishing inclusion, Chapter 3 for developingue, Chapter 4 for enhancing meaning, and Chapte
for engendering competence.

Findings of Other Studies

Rogers, Graham & Mayes (200fas conducted a study to interview 12 internatigredperienced
ID professionals to examine what they encountemeatiapting and delivering Western-origin materiials
other cultures. They found that the 12 interviewesd been aware of cultural differences in gerfera
areas: (1) general cultural and social expectatioggarding roles and relationships of gendersstul
legality, time, and humor, (2) teaching and leagrémpectations, including teacher-student relatigess
issue of saving-losing faces, types of learningvais, assessment styles, and writing styles, (3)
differences in the use of language and symbolsctlwhiay be interpreted differently across cultures,



Table 2. Prevailing Rhetorical, Cultural, and Political Mm in US Classrooms

Norms Description
Achievement and . . . .
People emphasize rags to riches in stories.
Success
Activities and People see this country as a land of busy people sthess disciplined,
Work productive activities as a worthy end in itself.
Humanitarian People spontaneously come to the aid of othershaidl traditional sympathy
Mores for the underdog.
Moral orientation | People judge life events andatitins in terms of right and wrong.
Efficiency and . : . .
practicality People emphasize the practical value of gettimgthdone.
Progress People hold the optimistic view that thingl get better.

Material comfort | People emphasize the good lifengpicuous consumption is sanctioned.
Freedom People believe in freedom with an interwtiters might reserve for religion.
Individual People believe that every individual should be pwdelent, responsible, and

personality self-respecting: the group should not take preceoleer the individual.
Science and People have esteem for the sciences as a mearssatiag mastery over the

Secular rationality | environment.

Natlo_na_llsm— People believe in a strong sense of loyalty towtadth is deemed “American.”
patriotism
D People believe that every person should have avaithe political destiny of
emocracy ;
their country.
People believe that racism represents a valueicbimflthe culture of the United
. States because it emphasizes differential evaluatioracial, religious, and
Racism and related ; o .
rouD SUDEriorit ethnic groups. They argues for a color-blind idggldased on the assumptipn
group sup Y| that social and economic advantage in contempdiferys the consequence of
merit and hard work. T

Note: From Ginsberg & Wlodkowski, 2009, p. 14-1@r{eerted from text).

Table 3. The IAMC Framework (Ginsberg & Wlodkowski, 2009)

I . . Teaching Practice of the first two-
Motivational How does this learning . .
Factors . i hour session on Introduction to
Goal experience:
Research course
contnbutg to developing as a Randomly assigns small groups in
Establishing Respect and) community of learners who which learners exchange concerns
Inclusion Connectedne feel respected by and experiences, and expectations the
SS connected to one another and ha\p/e about r'esearchp )
to the teacher?
Developing | Volition and offer meaningful choices and Asks learners to choose something
Positive Personal | Promo te personal r_e_Ievance tothey could immediately research
. contribute to a positive
Attitudes Relevance attitude? among themselves
Challende Assigns research partners who will
Enhancing and 9 engage students in challenginglevelop a set of questions to ask
M eaning Enaagement learning that has social merit? volunteers that will make a
9ag prediction about them
Authenticit create students’ understandingAfter predictions have been verified,
Engendering and Y| that they are becoming more | asks learners to create they own
Competence Effectiveness effective in authentic learning| statements about what they learned
they value? regarding research from this process

Note: Adapted from Resource D: motivational framswdesson plan, Ginsberg &
Wlodkowski, 2009, p. 386, combined with the dedaipon p. 37.



and (4) technological infrastructure and familigritvhich may become a barrier and an exclusion. The
barriers they found were: (1) Focus on content ldgweent, not on learning experience design, wite-on
size-fits-all method of delivery; (2) Lack of evation (both needs assessment and formative evafati
in real-world practice, due to the lack of budget dime; (3) Organizational structure and the raile
instructional designers, who may be designing naewithout seeing a learner. They argue that we
must separate deeper ID principles from particalaplication in various settings; otherwise, we may
misinterpret the principles do not apply crosswmallly because ID was born and so grounded in iteste
culture.

Barton, Novotny & Sargent (2011) points out the amgnce of “bicultural efficacy,” in their study
of multicultural staff and a cohort of predomingnthternational students in an Australian universit
Bicultural efficacy stands for a sociological coptef “an individual ability to develop and maimntai
interpersonal relations within two groups withoutrendering his or her cultural identity (p. 250)tiey
pointed out that international students of Asiaigiarhave been major drivers of demand for inteomet
education globally, who were regarded, in the pastcome with learning experiences that favor eout
learning, teacher-centered and dependent appredith are now considered inappropriate in western
education system and culture (p. 257, under cultdeficiency approach).” It has been argued that
“learners from Confucian cultures are not simplggiee or rote learners, but are active and strive t
achieve a deep understanding of the course coilpen257, under cultural proficiency approach).”
Nonetheless, the learners who study under differdtural orientation need to become high in
“bicultural efficacy,” in order to succeed witholoiosing their own heritages. This may be applicable
any combinations of cultures, not only Western-Agilifferences, but also between two Asian cultures,
or between generations within a culture (that atteer and students, for example), or between face-t
face classroom culture and that of distance edutati

Yang (2011) proposed how to utilize technologiadusons to foster culturally responsive teaching
in online education. He pointed out four differetéments of culture should be taken into considerat
which were (1) ethnic culture, where Confucian téag emphasizes learning, respect teachers, being
modest and critical, for example, (2) local cultusich requires examples and cases from the lesirne
settings, (3) academic culture, as values, roltify@des, and behavioral patterns of teaching aadning,
and (4) disciplinary culture, where mathematics phgsics can be considered less culture orientad th
history and education, for example. With the gddkarner-centered knowledge sharing and buildmg i
mind, he suggested five areas where technologyasaist culturally responsive teaching: (1) Invodyin
all students in the construction of knowledge, byreehronous communication tools, so that the stisden
can share resources, interaction and work colldgiveia online, (2) building on students’ personalda
cultural strengths, by Blogs and concept mapsxpress understandings and to have self-reflec{@n,
helping students examine the curriculum from midtiperspective, with role-play games, debates, and
virtual field trips, (4) using varied assessmericgices that promote learning, with online quizysy, e-
portfolio, Wikispace, and (5) making the culturetbé classroom inclusive of all students, with eas
technologies for wide range of activities with oppaities and assistance from teacher.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Although the above summary of literature reviewrespnts only a very small portion of what have
been available in the literature of instructionasign and technology and distance education, sssoe$
can be identified. Which of the cultural dimensia@re critical for consideration and adaption? Haw d
we adapt instruction to the cultural differencesfaican be done to be more culturally sensitivenwhe
we design instruction and when we select learningles or methods? From these questions, it is our
hope to eventually derive a set of principles fasigning instruction with cultural and social
considerations to deal with diversity of stake leof] especially among students and instructbosvard
that goal, this paper has concentrated to locateesoseful frameworks, which are described above.
While making reference to these frameworks, andgtyo locate more, it is our intention to try tonu®
up with a set of design guideline that can be wgkdn designing and delivering learning opportuasitie
for diverse learners.



The notion of learner-centered design is not newh& ID field. From the traditional viewpoint,
social and cultural differences can be treatediwithe audience analysis and contextual analysthén
design process. It may have been just so manyrepbecame available that we, as designers, are now
better able to accommodate the diversity of leacoéiure. If we don’t have this wide varieties gitions
for teaching, we may not need to know “small” diffleces among the learners, because they may only be
considered to be environmental elements that ayertseour control. With so many powerful tools and
options available, we are now capable of meetirggdiverse needs of the learners. For this complex
working situation, there is a need of a set of glims for the designers of instruction, thus owrkv
continues toward the goal of providing such a set.

So many options for teaching and accommodatingéeels of learners, at the same time, means that
the learners must be trained to make the bestfusbat are available. In the past, one person nmy o
be needed to socialize in one small culture. Withsé options available, it is needed for wider petage
of people to be trained to be functional in mutiglultures, beyond one’s own, in order to secureemo
opportunities for learning and the life in genefdhe notion of “bicultural efficacy (Barton, Novot&
Sargent, 2011)" may be a new goal of educating gexterations so that they may be able to feel
comfortable in different and/or changing societyd arulture. Our goal would be, then, not only to
accommodate for cultural diversity to make theneay environment comfortable to the diverse stusient
but also to provide opportunities for wider studest that they can nurture the understanding,aober,
and ability to cope with the diverse cultures thad foreign to them in the beginning. The guidetimat
we will propose must take this “dual responsibilifyeducators (Parrish & Linder-VanBerschot, 2010)”
into consideration.
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