
sustainability

Systematic Review

Reflecting on the Past to Shape the Future: A Systematic Review
on Cross-Cultural Collaborative Learning from 2011 to 2020

Juliana Fosua Gyasi, Lanqin Zheng * and Miaolang Long

����������
�������

Citation: Gyasi, J.F.; Zheng, L.; Long,

M. Reflecting on the Past to Shape the

Future: A Systematic Review on

Cross-Cultural Collaborative

Learning from 2011 to 2020.

Sustainability 2021, 13, 13890.

https://doi.org/10.3390/su132413890

Academic Editor: Tazim Jamal

Received: 22 October 2021

Accepted: 12 December 2021

Published: 15 December 2021

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral

with regard to jurisdictional claims in

published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2021 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

Faculty of Education, Beijing Normal University, Beijing 100875, China; Jufosua.econnect@gmail.com (J.F.G.);
202021010199@mail.bnu.edu.cn (M.L.)
* Correspondence: bnuzhenglq@bnu.edu.cn

Abstract: Cross-cultural collaborative learning in different learning domains is the road to the
sustainability of economic, social, and environmental development. It creates the appropriate
environment to acquire cross-cultural communication and collaboration skills for the 21st century.
This study conducted a systematic review of 54 articles on cross-cultural collaborative learning
published from 2011 to 2020. Based on the proposed analysis framework, the major elements of
cross-cultural collaborative learning are revealed, including learners, group composition, learning
environment, cross-cultural learning content, collaborative learning strategies, and research designs.
The results indicated that most studies engaged learners at the university level and adopted small
group sizes in cross-cultural collaborative learning activities. The online learning environment and
social science learning content were widely employed in the past 10 years. Most studies adopted
multiple collaborative learning strategies and lasted for 9 to 24 weeks. Most studies targeted
mixed research purposes and adopted the qualitative analysis method. The findings and relevant
suggestions for future studies are discussed in depth.

Keywords: cross-cultural collaborative learning; systematic review; collaboration; communication

1. Introduction

Globalization, world economics, the internationalization of educational institutions,
and the rapid development of telecommunications technology have turned the world
into a global village [1]. Hence, there is pressure on educational institutions to educate
and help students develop skills required in the 21st century working environment by
adjusting education curricula [2]. For instance, Van [3] reported the relentless concern of
the Vietnamese government to develop a cross-cultural curriculum for foreign language
learning by collaborating with experts and international publishers including Macmil-
lan Education and Pearson Education to develop textbooks. Additionally, Syzenko and
Diachkova [2] discovered that cross-cultural projects supported by technology have
a positive effect on learners’ language proficiency and develop their cross-cultural com-
petence. A well-designed 21st century curriculum focuses on giving students increased
experiences targeted towards developing these skills through student-centered activities.
Learning and innovation skills made up of collaboration, communication, critical think-
ing, problem-solving, and creativity and innovation [4], social and cross-cultural skills,
and information and communications technology skills [5] are referred to as 21st century
skills. These skills are necessary for driving a sustainable development mindset among
learners. Hence, different frameworks and strategies, such as collaborative learning and
cross-cultural learning, have been adopted to create and engage learners in real world
scenarios and environments.

Collaborative learning has received much attention for decades from educators and re-
searchers [6]. Collaborative learning can be referred to as a teaching and learning method that
engages groups of individuals to learn and work together with a common goal [7]. Through
technology-supported collaborative learning, individuals from different cultures can interact
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to solve real world problems [8–10] without limitation of time and place [11]. Moreover,
the benefits of collaborative learning include improving knowledge building, shared knowl-
edge, social interaction, and learning achievements [12]. Collaborative learning promotes
high-order skills and knowledge gains required to work in an international environment [13].

To develop good social and cross-cultural skills, learners need to interact and work
more efficiently with people in their groups or culturally diverse teams at the workplace,
school, or in a virtual community [5]. Cultures, according to White [14], involve shared
knowledge that evolves through social interactions between individuals within the same
social context. Culture is significant in the affairs of humans as it influences perceptions
and protocols [15]. The cultural background of individuals plays a role in how they think,
behave, and interact with others. For example, a study by Shi et al. [16] investigated
the role cultural experience plays on self and socially oriented learning processes and
actions among Chinese and Canadian students. The researchers found that among the
homogenous groups, Canadian pairs displayed self-regulated learning action more than the
Chinese pairs, whereas the mixed pairs did not show any significant difference. In another
study by Strickland and co-authors [17], students from Finland, the USA, and Scotland
were involved in a cross-cultural collaborative learning activity to provide international
experience for students enrolled in a nursing program and the results indicated that
students were satisfied and the activities promoted learning together thereby removing
cultural barriers such as mistrust. Therefore, cross-cultural collaborative learning has
gained the attention of researchers and educators as a method for not only giving learners
international experience but also improving cross-cultural communication skills. Studies
such as those by Kumi-Yeboah [18] and Zhu [19] confirm that cross-cultural collaborative
learning stimulates the shared construction of knowledge through engagement, social
interaction, and collaboration. Cross-cultural collaborative learning studies are increasing
to provide students opportunities to have international experience and global competence
for a sustainable world. Therefore, it is significant to explore how researchers design cross-
cultural collaborative learning activities based on elements proposed by Kumi-Yeboah [18]
and Chen et al. [20] in the research area.

Furthermore, cross-cultural collaborative learning has been confirmed to promote
international and professional competencies. However, researchers need to investigate
the duration as a significant variable [21]. There are studies on how various instructional
support [22] and collaborative learning strategies influence cross-cultural communication
competence but these studies are limited. In addition, the appropriate sample size and
group compositions which are crucial variables for effective collaboration among diverse
groups, suitable for generalizing results [1,23] are understudied. Social aspects of cross-
cultural collaborative learning such as social interaction and communication competency
need to be explored further [24]. Therefore, there is a need for a comprehensive review of
how cross-cultural collaborative learning was conducted in the past.

This study developed an analysis framework for a systematic review of cross-cultural
collaborative learning literature papers from 2011 to 2020. This framework was adapted
from Fu and Hwang [6] with some elements from Kumi-Yeboah [18] to tailor the research
purpose of this study. When designing cross-cultural collaborative learning, practition-
ers need to consider research design, group composition, different strategies, content,
resources, and the online environment that bridges geographic and cultural backgrounds.
Therefore, the framework focuses on six elements of cross-cultural collaborative learn-
ing, including learners, group composition, learning environment, cross-cultural learning
content, collaborative learning strategies, and research design.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Cross-Cultural Collaboration in the Field of Education

In a cross-cultural learning environment, individuals acquire new skills, knowl-
edge, and attitudes by engaging and interacting with others from different cultural back-
grounds [25]. Cross-cultural collaboration requires interaction which can be achieved
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through different approaches. The first approach is to adopt technology integration and the
second approach is without technology integration. Collaboration among learners in an on-
line setting promotes cultural awareness, and increases lexical and cultural knowledge [26].
Furthermore, interacting with others from different cultural backgrounds has more bene-
fits, although it is challenging [21]. To conduct cross-cultural collaboration, educators and
designers should have more guidance on how to design and conduct cross-cultural collab-
oration successfully [27]. Some studies have highlighted that cross-cultural collaboration
can cause social tensions and is also challenging [28]. To curb these challenges, experts in
the field have employed different learning strategies [24] such as problem-solving, group
investigation, storytelling, and role-play. Previous studies suggest that instructor or teacher
involvement and support during cross-cultural collaboration is very significant [29,30].

2.2. The Deficiency of Previous Reviews

Previous related reviews have investigated the different aspects of cross-cultural
collaboration and focused on predictors of international students’ adjustment, effects on
language learning, instruments for measuring skills obtained in cross-cultural contexts,
and the affordances of technologies for learning in cross-cultural contexts. A systematic
review on cultural concepts and their implications for intercultural collaborative online
learning by [31] investigated the cultural effects on social behaviors, cognition, and the
implications of online collaboration. Their study found that cultural issues identified in
most of the studies ignored cultural issues in social interaction, the relationship between
culture and affordances, and the design of interfaces for online collaboration platforms.
Yet, there is no systematic review of how cross-cultural collaborative activities are designed
and implemented. A recent review by Chen and Gabrenya [32] was aimed at investigating
the quality of instruments adopted for the evaluation of individual capabilities living and
working in cross-cultural contexts, and the results indicated that cross-cultural competence
measurement in terms of convergent validity was good, however, discriminant validity
was lacking. However, this study did not delve deep into what these instruments were
being used to measure, the research purpose, and the research methods used. Furthermore,
Avgousti [33] analyzed 57 empirical studies on the impact of online intercultural exchange
on first and second language learners’ intercultural communicative competence. The author
focused on the use of web 2.0 technologies used to support online intercultural exchange.
Hence, other technologies and their roles were not included. In another recent review,
Cao and Meng [34] analyzed 33 articles to identify predictors of international students’
adjustment in China as a multicultural environment. From the above studies, it can be seen
that cross-cultural collaborative learning is significant for helping students enhance their
cross-cultural communication skills to be global citizens.

There are several studies on cross-cultural collaboration, however, there are limited
systematic reviews on cross-cultural collaborative learning. Moreover, there is limited
information on which learning strategies or methods are more effective and the learning
domains that the researcher preferred for cross-cultural collaboration from 2011 to 2020. To
the best of our knowledge, no systematic review has explored the following aspects such as
level of participants being engaged, the learning environments, materials and technologies
used for the learning environment and the role of these tools, the learning domains,
and research designs in cross-cultural collaborative learning over the last decade. Therefore,
this study aimed to conduct a comprehensive analysis through the systematic review
procedure to bridge the above-mentioned gaps by synthesizing significant components of
cross-cultural collaborative learning activities.

2.3. The Need for this Study

Based on our literature search, it was found that there are no reviews on cross-cultural
collaborative learning that carefully examine how cross-cultural collaborative activities
were designed over the past ten years from 2011 to 2020. Moreover, essential elements
such as the demographic information of participants, the learning context, interaction
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strategies used, and tools and methods used for effective cross-cultural collaborative
learning activities are not known. Previous studies have investigated certain aspects of
cross-cultural collaboration necessary for the advancement of this domain. Therefore,
the current study investigated the evolving trends, major areas of focus, and different
components employed by researchers and educators to provide international experience,
knowledge, social and cross-cultural skills, and ICT skills for students. A systematic
review on cross-cultural collaborative learning activities designed by researchers would
contribute to the current literature by revealing the trends and current status of cross-
cultural collaborative learning studies. Moreover, it would serve as a knowledge resource
for future studies when planning to design and engage cross-cultural collaboration research
as it reveals interesting findings and implications for the research area. Most significantly,
an in-depth analysis of the literature papers would reveal various purposes for which
cross-cultural collaborative learning studies are conducted.

2.4. Research Purposes and Research Questions

To bridge the research gap, which is a lack of systematic review that examines multiple
dimensions of cross-cultural collaborative learning over the past ten years, this study was
designed to meet the following objectives; (i) to conduct systematic analysis and provide
statistical evidence about the essential elements of cross-cultural collaborative learning in
different contexts from 2011 to 2020; (ii) to determine whether the modified conceptual
framework for analysis is capable of serving as a guided framework for future studies;
(iii) to identify understudied areas over the last ten years concerning cross-cultural collab-
orative learning; (iv) to contribute to the current literature by providing comprehensive
information on cross-cultural collaborative learning; and (v) to recommend areas of cross-
cultural collaborative learning that need researchers’ attention. To achieve these objectives,
the following research questions were developed:

RQ1: Who participated in the cross-cultural collaborative learning?
RQ2: What is the group composition adopted in cross-cultural collaborative learning studies?
RQ3: What is the learning environment in cross-cultural collaborative learning studies?
RQ4: What are the cross-cultural learning contents used in cross-cultural collaborative
learning activities?
RQ5: What are the collaborative learning strategies in cross-cultural collaborative learning?
RQ6: What are the research designs of cross-cultural collaborative learning studies?

The remainder of this paper describes the methods involved in the data collection,
followed by a discussion and conclusion. The methods section reports the procedure for
retrieving the literature samples and how data were extracted and analyzed. The results
section reports the findings from the sample literature and the fourth section discusses and
interprets the findings based on the conceptual framework and literature. Last, the findings,
implications, contributions, and recommendations for future studies are summarized
in depth.

3. Methods

The systematic review is a scientific process that was deemed as the appropriate
approach for retrieving and analyzing the research foci for this review [35]. This section
of the paper describes the processes used to obtain the selected literature and a synthesis.
The procedure involved eligibility criteria, data collection process, information sources,
search strategy, selection process, data items, study risk of bias assessment, and data
analysis framework.

3.1. Data Collection

To achieve the objectives of this systematic review, a literature search began by query-
ing the Web of Science, Scopus, and ERIC databases since these databases publish high-
quality papers and have been used in a previous study by Zheng et al. [36]. The search was
conducted from 1 to 15 August 2021. This systematic review limited the search to topics
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on cross-cultural collaborative learning and intercultural collaborative learning using the
databases. The search keywords and Boolean connectors applied to the literature search
included (cross-cultural OR intercultural) AND (collaborative learning OR online collabora-
tive learning OR cross-cultural collaborative learning) AND (cross-cultural collaboration).
The search results were limited to the most recent ten years, namely from 1 January 2011,
to 31 December 2020. The total search result was 610 papers out of which 312 papers were
retrieved from ERIC, 129 papers from Web of Science, and 169 papers from the Scopus
database, respectively.

3.2. Eligibility Criteria

The inclusion and exclusion criteria were set based on research purposes to determine
the papers appropriate for this study. Therefore, to meet the eligibility criteria, a research
paper first had to involve participants in a cross-cultural collaborative learning or cross-
cultural collaboration activity. Next, the papers had to include information related to how
to conduct cross-cultural collaborative learning. Then, the publication date had to be from
2011 to 2020. The following steps were followed for the selection process:

(a) Exclusion of papers not published in 2011 to 2020 (n = 282);
(b) Removing non-journal literature such as book reviews, conference papers, editorials,

and commentaries (n = 117);
(c) Removing duplicates and non-English language papers (n = 35);
(d) Exclusion of studies that were cross-cultural collaboration but not collaborative learn-

ing among researchers or participants and cross-cultural collaboration between in-
stitutions that did not focus on nor involved participants in collaborative learning
activity (n = 122).

3.3. Quality Criteria

The selected papers were examined for quality which, according to Yeh and col-
leagues [37], is how well the research was designed and executed. There were cross-cultural
collaboration studies that did not include group activities and interaction and therefore
were rejected. Figure 1 shows the paper selection process. Finally, 54 literature papers were
retrieved from the searched 610 papers. The distribution of the number of papers found
from 2011 to 2020 is presented in Figure 2 below.

Figure 1. Illustration of the paper selection procedure.
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Figure 2. Distribution of 54 papers from 2011 to 2020.

3.4. Theoretical Framework for Data Analysis

The proposed analysis framework was modified for cross-cultural collaborative learn-
ing and used as a guide for the analysis of data. The social constructivism perspective,
which views learning as a collective construction of knowledge through social interac-
tion [38], and the literature informed the elements included in the framework. Differ-
ent cross-cultural collaborative learning approaches were considered for the modified
framework from the literature. Four specific instructional strategies are group work, self-
introductions, the use of online platforms, and incorporating global instances into the
curriculum to be effective [18,39] when applied to cross-cultural collaborative learning.
During cross-cultural collaborative learning, individuals from different cultures interact
and learn or work together with expectations of different behaviors and communication
practices [20]. Furthermore, with the 21st century abilities as a focus to help students
overcome challenges that may occur during learning with cross-cultural teams, three scaf-
folding stages have been proposed on the Ohio State University blog [40] and applied
to different instances in the Asia Society’s report [41]. The order of these stages involves
first building trust through sharing and learning about cultural background. Second,
the community building stage involves learners obtaining knowledge about their team
members’ countries, and the last stage is the collaboration stage which requires students
to complete a group task. The above-cited literature and blogs informed the design of the
proposed framework. To design a cross-cultural collaborative learning activity, it is impor-
tant to group learners from different cultural backgrounds to engage in a group activity;
the learning environment and learning content should be designed from a global perspec-
tive; instructional approaches and strategies are necessary for successful communication
and learning and should be carefully designed based on the research objectives and de-
sign. The elements, learners, group composition, learning environment [6], cross-cultural
learning content, collaborative learning strategies, and research design were included in
the framework. Learners represent research participants or subjects who participated
in the study. Group composition refers to how cross-cultural collaborative groups were
formed, that is homogenous, heterogeneous, or both, and the group size [42]. The learn-
ing environment involves the learning setting (such as online learning, blended learning,
mobile learning, etc.), the hardware and software materials or tools used, and the role of
technologies. Furthermore, cross-cultural learning content involves the use of meaningful
and culturally relevant learning content [43]. Collaborative learning strategies involve
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collaborative learning methods (e.g., learning together, learning achievement, etc.), interac-
tion methods, collaborative tasks, interaction methods and tools, intervention strategies,
and the duration of cross-cultural activities. For instance, one of the collaborative learning
strategies is role-play [44]. Finally, research design refers to the research approach adopted
in cross-cultural collaborative learning studies.

To train learners to develop cross-cultural competence, a cross-cultural collaborative
learning activity with appropriate group composition, collaborative learning strategies
for the specific learning environment and learning content should be carefully considered
during design. To be cross-culturally competent, individuals need to know how to com-
municate, with mindset and image, about other cultures which can be achieved through
awareness and understanding. Therefore, the proposed framework was developed to suit
the purpose of this systematic review. Figure 3 illustrates the framework which includes
six elements that were further used to generate the coding scheme. The six elements are
explained below:

• The learners are the research participants who participated in the selected literature
papers and the extracted data include sample level, cultural background, country,
and sample size;

• Group composition includes group size and group member selection (e.g., heteroge-
neous, homogeneous);

• Learning environment is the setting for cross-cultural collaborative learning utilized
in the analysed papers which includes the learning setting, hardware, software,
and the roles of these devices utilized in the analysis papers;

• The cross-cultural learning content includes learning domains and learning outcomes;
• The collaborative learning strategies include interaction methods, collaborative learn-

ing methods, interaction tools, collaborative learning task types, interaction types,
interaction tools, teacher involvement, intervention strategies, duration, and commu-
nication language;

• Research designs adopted for cross-cultural collaborative studies include research
purpose, experimental design, and data analysis methods.

Figure 3. The proposed framework for cross-cultural collaborative learning.

Table 1 shows the developed coding scheme based on previous studies [6,18,45,46].
Furthermore, the statistical analysis of the extracted data is presented in a table format
which displays the proportion of studies. To calculate the trends and growth rate of the
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overall data, the initial value and ending value were determined in the first five years
(2011 to 2015) and the second five years (2016 to 2020) [47].

Table 1. The coding scheme.

Elements Super-Dimensions Sub-Dimensions

Learners

Sample level

1. Elementary
2. Middle school
3. High school
4. College/university
5. Mixed

Cultural background

1. Western
2. Eastern
3. Mixed
4. Not Specific

Country

1. 2 countries
2. 3–5 countries
3. More than 5 countries

Sample size

1. 1–50
2. 51–100
3. 101–300
4. More than 300
5. Not specific

Group composition Group size

1. Small size (3–5 learners)
2. Medium size (6–10 learners)
3. Large size (More than 10 learners)
4. Mixed
5. Not specific

Group member selection

1. Homogenous (culture/country)
2. Heterogeneous (culture/country)
3. Mixed
4. Not specified

Learning environment

Learning setting

1. Online learning
2. Blended learning
3. Mobile learning
4. Mixed
5. Not specific

Hardware

1. Mobile devices
2. Computers
3. Mixed
4. No hardware
5. Not specific

Software

1. LMS
2. Social media app
3. Website
4. Data collection or analysis software
5. Mixed
6. No software
7. Not specific

Role of technologies

1. Group discussion
2. Evaluation and assessment
3. Learning resource storage and sharing
4. Design
5. Mixed
6. Not specified

Cross-cultural learning content Learning domains

1. Engineering/computers
2. Science
3. Social science/social studies
4. Arts/design
5. Languages
6. Business management
7. Mixed

Learning outcomes

1. Cross-cultural communication competency
2. Cross-cultural understanding
3. Learning achievement
4. Learning engagement
5. Learning perception
6. Mixed
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Table 1. Cont.

Elements Super-Dimensions Sub-Dimensions

Cross-cultural collaboration strategies

Collaborative learning methods

1. Discussion
2. Team game
3. Group investigation
4. Learning together
5. Collaborative creation
6. Project-based inquiry
7. Project-based learning
8. Problem-based learning
9. Mixed

Interaction methods

1. Synchronous
2. Asynchronous
3. Mixed
4. Not specific

Collaborative learning task types

1. Inquiry
2. Simulation
3. Investigation
4. Issue discussion
5. Problem-solving
6. Engineering/educational product design
7. Knowledge acquisition
8. Mixed

Interaction types

1. Student-student
2. Teacher-teacher
3. Mixed

Interactive tools

1. Video calls
2. Audio messages
3. Text messages
4. Mixed
5. Not specific

Teacher involvement

1. Teacher guidance
2. No guidance
3. Not specific

Intervention strategies

1. Scaffolding
2. Collaborative scripts
3. Games
4. Mixed

Duration

1. Less than one day
2. 1–7 day
3. 2–4 weeks
4. 5–8 weeks
5. 9–24 weeks
6. More than 24 weeks
7. Not specified

Communication language

1. English
2. Mixed
3. Others (Thai)
4. Not specified

Research design
Research purpose

1. Cross-cultural understanding
2. Cross-cultural communication
3. Cross-cultural learning content
4. Cross-cultural challenges
5. Cross-cultural competence
6. Effects of tools
7. Mixed

Experimental design

1. True experimental design
2. Quasi-experimental design
3. Others

Analysis methods

1. Quantitative
2. Qualitative
3. Qualitative and quantitative
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3.5. Inter-Rater Reliability

For reliability of the data coding, two of the authors analysed the retrieved 54 research
papers. The Fleiss’ kappa [48] was employed to compute the inter-rater reliability and it
achieved 0.88, indicating high reliability.

4. Results

This section of the systematic review presents the statistical analysis and descriptive
analysis of the research findings. The results are organised based on the research questions.
The proportions and growth rates are presented in tables and further described. First,
they describe the research subjects or participants followed by the group composition
which includes the group sizes and how group members were assigned based on their
cultural background or nationality. Next, the learning environment which is the learn-
ing setting adopted by educators and researchers for successful cross-cultural collabora-
tion, followed by the learning content of the cross-cultural studies are described. Then,
the cross-cultural collaboration strategies that were employed for successful activity and
as intervention are presented. Last, the research design, based on research purpose or
objectives for engaging participants in a cross-cultural collaborative learning activity,
and the analysis methods are described.

4.1. Learners Involved in Cross-Cultural Collaborative Learning Activities from 2011 to 2020

This sub-section of the paper describes the research participants who were involved
in cross-cultural collaborative learning activities from 2011 to 2020. Different levels of
participants included elementary level, middle school level, high school level, college or
university level, and working adults. Based on the results, most of the analysed studies
engaged learners at the college or university level in cross-cultural collaborative learning
activities constituting 72%, followed by the studies that used mixed levels of participants
constituting 14% of the 54 literature papers. Middle school, high school, and working
adults constituted 4% each and only 2% were found to have involved elementary level
learners. The statistical distributions are presented in Table 2 below.

Table 2. Distribution of learners engaged in cross-cultural collaborative learning from 2011 to 2020.

Variable Category No. of Studies Proportion of Studies

Sample level

Elementary 1 2%
Middle school 2 4%
High school 2 4%

College/university 39 72%
Working adults 2 4%

Mixed 8 14%

Cultural background

Western 11 20%
Eastern 4 8%
Mixed 38 70%

Not specific 1 2%

Country
2 countries 31 57%

3–5 countries 9 17%
More than 5 14 26%

Sample size

1–50 28 52%
51–100 9 16%

101–300 14 26%
More than 300 2 4%

Not specific 1 2%

The majority of the studies engaged participants from two or more cultural back-
grounds which can be seen in Table 2 below. For instance, diverse cultural backgrounds
such as eastern and western cultures and western and southern cultures were engaged in
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38 out of 54 papers. The second most engaged participants were from western cultures,
whereas the least were studies that engaged participants from eastern cultural backgrounds.

According to Table 2, the majority of studies engaged participants from two countries
with a sample size between 1–50 or 52–100. For instance, MacLeod et al. [23] engaged
35 participants from China and the USA. Similarly, Shi et al. [16] engaged 60 participants
from China and Canada. Researchers rarely engaged a sample size above 300 except [19,49]
who reported a sample size above 300.

Furthermore, to demonstrate the current trend and status of learners and participants
of cross-cultural collaborative learning studies, the growth rate analysis is presented in
Table 3. From the findings, the number of studies that engaged college and university
participants increased by 43.75%. Surprisingly, high school, working adults, and mixed
participants did not increase, while elementary and middle schools were involved over
the last five years (from 2016 to 2020). Participants from eastern cultures obtained a 200%
increase compared to studies that involved participants from western and mixed cultures,
respectively. Concerning countries of participants, studies that engaged 2 countries in-
creased by 81.82%, followed by studies that engaged 3 to 5 countries. Moreover, researchers
preferred small sample sizes from 2016 to 2020.

Table 3. The growth rate of participants.

Variable Category 2011–2015 2016–2020 Growth Rate

Sample level

Elementary 0 1 NA
Middle school 0 2 NA
High school 1 1 0

College/university 16 23 43.75%
Working adults 1 1 0

Mixed 4 4 0

Cultural background

Western 4 7 75%
Eastern 1 3 200%
Mixed 17 21 23.53%

Not specific 0 1 NA

Country
2 countries 11 20 81.82%

3–5 countries 4 5 25%
More than 5 7 7 0

Sample size

1–50 8 20 150%
51–100 6 3 −50%

101–300 7 7 0
More than 300 1 1 0

0 1 NA

4.2. Group Composition in Cross-Cultural Collaborative Learning from 2011 to 2020

Table 4 shows that most studies employed a small group size which was 44% of the lit-
erature papers that were analysed. However, the second-highest were studies that were not
specific with the group size. It must be noted that some studies engaged different sample
sizes (mixed) and these were 15%, that is the same as the medium group size. In addition,
group members were mostly heterogeneous being 73% of the 54 papers. Furthermore,
the proportions of studies that engaged both homogenous and heterogeneous groupings
achieved 13%. There were equal proportions of studies that compared homogenous groups
and those that did not specify whether group members were the same culture, diverse,
or mixed.
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Table 4. Distribution of group composition during cross-cultural collaborative learning from 2011
to 2020.

Variable Category No. of Studies Proportion of Studies

Group size

Small size (3–5 learners) 24 44%
Medium size (6–10 learners) 8 15%

Large size (More than 10 learners) 2 4%
Mixed 8 15%

Not specific 12 22%

Group member selection

Homogenous (culture/country) 4 7%
Heterogeneous (culture/country) 39 73%

Mixed 7 13%
Not specified 4 7%

The in-depth analysis in Table 5 shows that small group size and mixed group size
increased significantly by 66.67% from the initial five years (2011 to 2015) to the second
five years (2016 to 2020). Next to the small group size were studies that were not specific
with the group size which increased by 40% over the second five years. However, medium
and large group sizes did not obtain any group in terms of frequency. Concerning how
group members were selected, the number of studies that did not specify achieved a growth
rate of 200%. Next were studies that engaged students in diverse cultural groups (hetero-
geneous). However, studies that employed mixed group member selection decreased by
25%. Lastly, there were equal proportions of homogenous groups in the initial five years
and the most recent five years, and therefore did not obtain any growth.

Table 5. The growth rate of group composition of cross-cultural collaborative learning studies from 2011 to 2020.

Variable Category 2011–2015 2016–2020 Growth Rate

Group size

Small size (3–5 learners) 9 15 66.67%
Medium size (6–10 learners) 4 4 0

Large size (More than 10 learners) 1 1 0
Mixed 3 5 66.67%

Not specific 5 7 40%

Group member selection

Homogenous (culture/country) 2 2 0
Heterogeneous (culture/country) 15 24 60%

Mixed 4 3 −25%
Not specified 1 3 200%

4.3. The Learning Environment of Cross-Cultural Collaborative Learning Studies from 2011
to 2020

According to the results in Table 6, most cross-cultural collaborative studies utilized
an online learning environment, followed by blended learning. Face-to-face settings were
also used in some studies at a proportion of 15%, but few studies utilized mobile and
mixed learning settings. With learning materials, the majority of the studies used more
than one hardware and software. However, 6% did not specify the hardware materials
while 10% did not specify the software used. Comparably, few studies used computers
or mobile devices only. Concerning the role of technologies or learning materials during
cross-cultural collaborative learning, a great number of the studies used them for mixed
(more than one role) purposes. Next to mixed were studies that used technologies for
supporting group and online learning.

Table 7 shows the growth rate of the learning environment. It was found that studies
that used mixed learning settings increased by 300% in the second half of the ten years.
Next, face-to-face increased by 66.67% in the second half of the ten years, followed by
online learning which increased by 27.27%. On the other hand, blended learning decreased
by 28.57% in the second half of the past ten years. Two studies employed mobile learning
settings in the second half of the ten years. Concerning hardware, it was discovered that the
use of mixed devices increased by 5.88% while studies that used only computers decreased
by 20%. It must be noted that, within the ten years, studies on the use of mobile devices got
researchers’ attention in the second half (from 2016 to 2020). More so, 3 studies did not use
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hardware and 3 studies were not specific with the kind of hardware used. Studies that did
not include software increased by 200%, followed by studies that did not name the software
used at a rate of 50%. Studies that used more than one software gained the minimum
increase at a rate of 7.14%. It was surprising to discover that studies that used learning
management systems (LMS) did not increase, while the use of social media applications
began to receive attention in the second half (from 2016 to 2020) of the ten years. Using
technology as a support for only group discussion or as learning resource storage and
sharing obtained an upsurge of 200% each. Similarly, studies that did not specify any role
of the technology increased by 200% in the second half of the ten years.

Table 6. Distribution of learning environment design over the past ten years.

Variable Category No. of Studies Proportion of Studies

Learning setting

Face-to-Face 8 15%
Online learning 25 46%

Blended learning 12 22%
Mobile learning 2 4%

Mixed 5 9%
Not specific 2 4%

Hardware

Mobile devices 4 7%
Computers 9 17%

Mixed 35 64%
No hardware 3 6%
Not specific 3 6%

Software

LMS 4 7%
Social media app 6 11%

Website 4 7%
Data collection/analysis software

(e.g., Fulcrum) 2 4%

Mixed 29 54%
No software 4 7%
Not specific 5 10%

Role of technologies

Group discussion 12 22%
Evaluation and assessment 1 2%

Learning resource storage and
sharing 4 7%

Design 1 2%
Mixed 32 60%

Not specified 4 7%

4.4. Cross-Cultural Learning Content in the Recent Past 10 Years

Table 8 shows that social sciences or social studies topics were widely applied in
the most recent past ten years. The second widely used learning domain was science,
followed by business management and studies that applied more than one learning do-
main (mixed) with the same proportion, then engineering or computers, arts or design,
and languages. Concerning learning outcomes, most researchers explored mixed learning
outcomes (61%), such as both cross-cultural understanding and learning achievements.
For instance, O’Donovan and colleagues [50] engaged diverse participant levels in a cross-
cultural collaborative science activity, and measured outcomes were learning perceptions
and learning engagement. Next to mixed outcomes were studies that measured learning
perceptions. However, cross-cultural communication competency, learning achievements,
and cross-cultural understanding were less explored.

Table 9 below demonstrates that studies that engaged participants in mixed learning
domains increased by 500% in the second half of the ten years. Next, business management
surged by 150%, followed by science at 50%, then social science or social studies by 25%.
Concerning the status of learning outcomes, learning perceptions increased 150%, followed
by mixed learning outcomes from 2016 to 2020 compared to 2011 to 2015. However,
learning engagement was not applied over the past five years of the ten years duration.
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Table 7. The growth rate of the learning environment in cross-cultural collaborative learning.

Variable Category 2011–2015 2016–2020 Growth Rate

Learning setting

Face-to-Face 3 5 66.67%
Online learning 11 14 27.27%

Blended learning 7 5 −28.57%
Mobile learning 0 2 NA

Mixed 1 4 300%
Not specific 0 2 NA

Hardware

Mobile devices 0 4 NA
Computers 5 4 −20%

Mixed 17 18 5.88%
No hardware 0 3 NA
Not specific 0 3 NA

Software

LMS (e.g., Blackboard) 2 2 0
Social media app 0 6 NA

Website 3 1 −66.67%
Data collection/analysis software (e.g., Fulcrum) 0 2 NA

Mixed 14 15 7.14%
No software 1 3 200%
Not specific 2 3 50%

Role of technologies

Group discussion 3 9 200%
Evaluation and assessment 0 1 NA

Learning resource storage and sharing 1 3 200%
Design 1 0 NA
Mixed 16 16 0

Not specified 1 3 200%

Table 8. Distribution of cross-cultural learning domains and outcomes in the most recent 10 years.

Variable Category No. of Studies Proportion of Studies

Learning domains

Engineering/computers 6 11%
Science 10 19%

Social science/social studies 18 33%
Arts/design 4 7%
Languages 2 4%

Business management 7 13%
Mixed 7 13%

Learning outcomes

Cross-cultural communication competency 2 4%
Cross-cultural understanding 1 2%

Learning achievement 2 4%
Learning engagement 2 4%
Learning perceptions 14 25%

Mixed 33 61%

Table 9. The growth rate of cross-cultural collaborative learning content from 2011 to 2020.

Variable Category 2011–2015 2016–2020 Growth Rate

Learning domains

Engineering/computers 3 3 0
Science 4 6 50%

Social science/social studies 8 10 25%
Arts/design 3 1 −66.67%
Languages 1 1 0

Business management 2 5 150%
Mixed 1 6 500%

Learning outcomes

Cross-cultural communication competency 1 1 0
Cross-cultural understanding 0 1 NA

Learning achievement 1 1 0
Learning engagement 2 0 −100%
Learning perception 4 10 150%

Mixed 14 19 35.71%



Sustainability 2021, 13, 13890 15 of 25

4.5. Cross-Cultural Collaborative Learning Strategies over the Past Ten Years

Table 10 shows the adopted collaborative learning strategies. The findings revealed
that the most applied collaborative learning method was mixed, which is adopting more
than one method. The second most applied was the discussion method, followed by project-
based learning. Project-based inquiry, learning together, collaborative creation, team game,
group investigation, and problem-based learning were less applied over the past ten years.
In addition, interaction methods that were mostly employed by researchers were mixed,
followed by the synchronous method. Few studies were found to apply asynchronously
and one paper was not specific with the interaction method. Furthermore, collaborative
task types were mostly mixed, followed by issue discussion. Concerning task types, mixed
tasks were also most utilized constituting 56% of the 54 papers. The second most applied
task was issue discussion which was 27%. Other tasks such as problem-solving, engineering
or educational product design, knowledge acquisition, inquiry, and investigation were the
least task types applied over the past ten years.

Furthermore, the most applied interaction type was student-to-student interactions,
followed by mixed interactions (teacher-student). Only 1 out of 54 papers applied teacher-
to-teacher interaction. From 2011 to 2020, the majority of studies used mixed interaction
tools such as text and video conferencing. The second most utilized tool was text messages,
but only 1 out of the 54 studies used video calls and audio calls each as a means for
interaction. Almost all the studies involved teacher guidance except 4 out of 54 papers
that did not apply teacher guidance. These 54 papers mostly guided participants on
how to form groups, how to collaborate, and how to use collaborative learning tools or
platforms. On the other hand, 4 papers did not specify whether there was teacher support
or guidance. Concerning the intervention strategies that were employed, it was found
that most of the studies used collaborative scripts as a guideline. Scaffolding and mixed
intervention strategies constituted 11% each out of the 54 papers. Lastly, the most applied
duration was 9 to 24 weeks, followed by studies that engaged participants between 5 to
8 weeks, and the third most applied duration was 2 to 4 weeks. Few studies engaged
participants for either less than a day, 1 to 7 days, or more than 24 weeks. Concerning
the choice of language for communication among group members, the majority of the
analysed literature papers adopted the English language as the language for cross-cultural
collaborative learning. Studies that used both the native language and English language
were found to be experimental, comparing the same culture versus mixed culture groups.
Few of the studies did not report the language used for communication. Only one study
used Thai as the language for communication.

According to the findings in Table 11, in the most recent ten years, learning together
increased by 100% by the end of the last five years, next was the project-based learning
method, then mixed methods, and discussion. However, the use of games and problem-
based learning decreased by 100% each. On the other hand, collaborative learning methods
such as group investigation, project-based inquiry, and collaborative creation recently
received attention. Regarding interaction methods, the asynchronous approach was applied
twice as much in the second half of the ten years compared to the first five years. Likewise,
synchronous methods increased in the recent past 5 years compared to the first five years
in the analysed papers. Studies that used mixed interaction methods (synchronous and
asynchronous) increased slightly in 2016 to 2020 compared to 2011 to 2015. The most widely
used task type in the most recent 5 years of the 10 years’ duration in terms of growth rate
was issue discussion, then engineering or educational product design, and studies that
utilized more than one task type. However, problem-solving and knowledge acquisition
was less applied from 2011 to 2020.

According to the analysed papers, studies that employed interaction between students
and teachers during cross-cultural collaborative learning increased by 120%, and student-
to-student interaction slightly increased at a rate of 31.25% in 2016 to 2020 compared to
2011 to 2015. The use of mixed interaction tools such as audio calls or messages and video
received much attention from 2016 to 2020 whereas video calls and text messages reduced.
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Concerning teacher involvement, studies that did not employ teacher guidance increased
by 200%, and teacher guidance increased slightly by 19.05%.

Table 10. Distribution of collaborative learning strategies applied over the past ten years.

Variable Category No. of Studies Proportion of Studies

Collaborative learning method

Discussion 13 24%
Team game 1 2%

Group investigation 1 2%
Learning together 3 5%

Collaborative creation 2 4%
Project-based inquiry 2 4%
Project-based learning 5 9%

Problem-based learning 1 2%
Mixed 26 48%

Interaction methods

Synchronous 20 37%
Asynchronous 3 5%

Mixed 30 56%
Not specific 1 2%

Collaborative learning Task types

Inquiry 2 4%
Investigation 1 2%

Issue discussion 15 27%
Problem-solving 3 6%

Engineering/educational product design 3 6%
Knowledge acquisition 3 6%

Mixed 27 50%

Interaction types
Student-student 37 68%
Teacher-teacher 1 2%

Mixed 16 30%

Interaction tools

Video calls 1 2%
Audio messages 1 2%
Text messages 13 24%

Mixed 36 67%
Not specific 3 5%

Teacher involvement
Teacher guidance 46 86%

No guidance 4 7%
Not specific 4 7%

Intervention strategies

Scaffolding 6 11%
Collaborative scripts 41 76%

Games 1 2%
Mixed 6 11%

Duration

Less than one day 7 13%
1–7 days 3 5%

2–4 weeks 8 15%
5–8 weeks 13 24%

9–24 weeks 18 34%
More than 24 weeks 2 4%

Not specified 3 5%

Communication language

English 39 72%
Mixed 11 20%

Others (Thai) 1 2%
Not specified 3 6%
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Table 11. The growth rate of collaborative learning strategies applied from 2011 to 2020.

Variable Category 2011–2015 2016–2020 Growth Rate

Collaborative learning methods

Discussion 6 7 16.67%
Team game 1 0 −100%

Group investigation 0 1 NA
Learning together 1 2 100%

Collaborative creation 0 2 NA
Project-based inquiry 0 2 NA
Project-based learning 2 3 50%

Problem-based learning 1 0 −100%
Mixed 11 15 36.36%

Interaction methods

Synchronous 7 13 85.71%
Asynchronous 1 2 100%

Mixed 14 16 14.29%
Not specific 0 1 NA

Collaborative learning task types

Inquiry 1 1 0
Investigation 0 1 NA

Issue discussion 5 10 100%
Problem-solving 3 0 −100%

Engineering/educational product design 1 2 100%
Knowledge acquisition 2 1 −50%

Mixed 10 17 70%

Interaction types
Student-student 16 21 31.25%
Teacher-teacher 1 0 −100%

Mixed 5 11 120%

Interaction tools

Video calls 1 0 −100%
Audio messages 0 1 NA
Text messages 10 3 −70%

Mixed 11 25 127.27%
Not specific 0 3 NA

Teacher involvement
Teacher guidance 21 25 19.05%

No guidance 1 3 200%
Not specific 0 4 NA

Intervention strategies

Scaffolding 2 4 100%
Collaborative scripts 17 24 41.18%

Games 1 0 −100%
Mixed 2 4 100%

Duration

Less than one day 2 5 150%
1–7 days 1 2 100%

2–4 weeks 5 3 −40%
5–8 weeks 3 10 233.33%

9–24 weeks 8 10 25%
More than 24 weeks 1 1 0

Not specified 2 1 −50%

Communication language

English 15 24 60%
Mixed 6 5 −16.67%

Others (Thai) 0 1 NA
Not Specified 0 3 NA

Furthermore, most studies employed collaborative scripts in 2016 to 2020 compared to
the 2011 to 2015 intervention strategies. However, in terms of growth rate, scaffolding and
mixed strategies increased more than collaborative scripts while the use of games decreased.
Concerning the duration, 5 to 8 weeks surged at a rate of 233.33%. Studies that engaged
students within a day increased by 150% in the second half of the ten years, followed
by 9 to 24 weeks. In contrast, 2 to 4 weeks decreased, and the trend of not specifying
the duration of cross-cultural activities also decreased from 2016 to 2020. Concerning
the communication language, the results showed that there was an increase in the use of
the English language. Last, only one study revealed interest in the Thai language in the
year 2016.
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4.6. Cross-Cultural Collaborative Learning Research Design

Table 12 shows that most studies were aimed at exploring more than one objective
(mixed) which constituted 71% of the literature papers analysed. Concerning the research
design, non-experimental designs such as case studies were widely used compared to
true experiments and quasi-experiments. The qualitative analysis was widely employed,
followed by studies that used a mixed approach, and lastly quantitative analysis methods.

Table 12. The proportion of cross-cultural collaborative learning research design over the past 10 years.

Variable Category No. of Studies Proportion of Studies

Research purpose

Cross-cultural understanding 4 7%
Cross-cultural communication 1 2%
Cross-cultural learning content 1 2%

Cross-cultural challenges 2 4%
Cross-cultural competence 4 7%

Effects of tools 4 7%
Mixed 38 71%

Experimental design
True experimental design 8 15%

Quasi-experimental design 4 7%
Others 42 78%

Analysis methods
Quantitative 10 18%
Qualitative 23 43%

Quantitative and qualitative 21 39%

Table 13 shows that both cross-cultural understanding and cross-cultural competence
surged by 200% in the second half of the ten years. On the other hand, cross-cultural com-
munication and cross-cultural challenges were not explored from 2016 to 2020. Concerning
experimental design, other research designs and true experimental designs increased
whereas quasi-experimental design decreased in the second five years of 2011 to 2020. Fur-
thermore, qualitative analysis was widely applied in the recent past five years compared to
the initial five years of 2011 to 2020. Likewise, quantitative analysis slightly surged by 50%
while mixed analysis methods (qualitative and quantitative) decreased by 9%.

Table 13. The growth rate of cross-cultural collaborative learning design in the past 10 years.

Variable Category 2011–2015 2016–2020 Growth Rate

Research purpose

Cross-cultural understanding 1 3 200%
Cross-cultural communication 1 0 −100%
Cross-cultural learning content 0 1 NA

Cross-cultural challenges 2 0 −100%
Cross-cultural competence 1 3 200%

Effects of tools 0 4 NA
Mixed 17 21 23.53%

Experimental design
True experimental design 3 5 66.67%

Quasi-experimental design 4 0 −100%
Others 15 27 80%

Analysis methods
Quantitative 4 6 50%
Qualitative 7 16 128.57%

Quantitative and qualitative 11 10 −9.09%

5. Discussion
5.1. Discussion of the Main Findings

Over the most recent ten years, most cross-cultural collaborative learning researchers
engaged learners at the postsecondary education level. This finding confirmed [22] that
university campuses have become a conducive environment for promoting social inter-
action among students from different cultural backgrounds. More so, post-secondary
education is seen as a stage to transitioning into the job market. However, the findings



Sustainability 2021, 13, 13890 19 of 25

reveal the neglect of engaging elementary, middle, high school, and working adults in
cross-cultural collaborative learning activities. Furthermore, cross-cultural collaboration
mostly engaged participants across countries, especially at the post-secondary education
level. Cross-cultural collaborative learning studies involved participants from more than
one cultural background. For instance, Oakley et al. [51] engaged participants in China
which are in the East, and Australia which is considered a western country. This result
indicated that most scholars preferred to engage participants across continents rather than
across countries. Engaging participants from two countries was discovered as an increas-
ing trend, although researchers are beginning to have an interest in engaging more than
two countries. This is due to the internationalisation of colleges and universities and cross-
country partnerships among universities. According to the findings, a small sample size
was most preferred by researchers when designing cross-cultural collaborative learning.
This confirms that a small sample size is easy to manage [45], although another reason
could be that the number of students who registered in courses in which the published
papers were used as a context was few. It should be noted that researchers began to show
less interest in the medium to large sample sizes from 2016 to 2020.

Group size and member selection have been indicated as significant of collaborative
learning [52]. Cross-cultural groups are formed to promote collaboration and provide par-
ticipants with international experience although cross-cultural groups face challenges [53].
Group composition influences learners’ recognition of collaborative learning activities and
procedures [54]. From the findings, a small group was widely applied in different cross-cultural
collaborative learning settings. This confirms the effectiveness of small-group learning methods
in cross-cultural collaborative learning for improving cross-cultural competencies [55].

To promote cross-cultural collaborative learning, researchers and professional design-
ers should carefully consider the learning environment [56]. A large proportion of the
studies applied online learning during cross-cultural collaborative learning. The online
learning environment is conducive for removing time differences and distance, which are
sometimes barriers to learning, and creates an avenue for learners to interact and freely
ask questions during lesson delivery [57]. This finding indicated that online learning
plays a significant role in cross-cultural collaborative learning and is therefore a significant
element. Likewise, a blended learning environment was also applied in cross-cultural
collaborative learning, although it received less attention in the second half of the ten
years. In addition, most researchers applied more than one hardware and software for
different purposes. Technologies such as blogs, emails, social media, learning manage-
ment systems, and other software such as Camtasia were used to facilitate cross-cultural
collaborative learning [58,59].

Cross-cultural learning topics were mostly related to social science learning domains.
Scholars who engaged learners in social science or social studies-related topics were
interested in assessing learners’ perceptions or mixed (e.g., learning perceptions and cross-
cultural awareness). This finding was not far from expectation as the main goal of the
cross-cultural collaboration is to promote cross-cultural competencies such as collabora-
tion, cross-cultural awareness, and understanding. Learning content should be directed
towards learners’ needs [60]. Therefore, most cross-cultural collaborative learning studies
involved learners and learning content related to their subject area. Activities were more
about building learners’ cross-cultural competencies and knowledge which are necessary
for training students for sustainable development. A moderate number of studies en-
gaged learners in science, engineering, and computer science-related activities. Engaging
cross-cultural groups on science-related practical tasks in an online learning environment
would require advanced technology resources, therefore most studies applied face-to-
face or blended learning. Hence, learning content should be carefully considered when
designing activities.

Educators preferred to apply more than one collaborative learning strategy in a cross-
cultural context while a good number also preferred discussion. Other collaborative learn-
ing strategies are understudied which requires urgent attention. In instances where learners
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did not know each other, social lounge and cultural orientation through self-introduction
were included to encourage social presence [61,62]. Engaging students in collaborative
creative activities where students from diverse cultural backgrounds collaborate to create
and design has recently gained researchers’ attention, and it is still at a prime stage. The
project-based inquiry was also recently applied in 2018 [63] and 2019 [21]. Applying both
synchronous and asynchronous interaction methods was deemed more effective by more
than 50% of the studies. The synchronous interaction curbed the challenge of social loafing
whereas asynchronous settings bridged the issues of time difference. The use of only
asynchronous settings was not a preferred interaction method by most researchers. The
reason could be due to findings from prior research that asynchronous communication
interferes with collaborative goals and learning outcomes [64], with heterogeneous groups.
In contrast, [65] found that Chinese learners preferred asynchronous communication to
synchronous because it gave them a sense of community towards discussing, interacting,
and sharing knowledge and ideas. Therefore, in a distance learning cross-cultural collabo-
rative learning setting, cultural background, group composition, and learning environment
are critical aspects to consider when deciding the interaction methods.

Furthermore, collaborative learning task types were mostly mixed tasks such as the
discussion of issues related to a topic or problems and solving it. Engaging learners for
mixed outcomes influenced mixed task types, interaction methods, and collaborative
learning methods. Student-to-student and mixed (students and teachers or profession-
als) interaction were mainly preferred. Engaging teachers and students in cross-cultural
collaborative learning activities guarantees cognitive, teaching, and social presence [62].
Applying more than one interaction tool (such as text messages and video calls) was highly
effective and preferred by the majority of researchers when applying mixed interaction
methods. In addition, to evaluate learning achievement as part of learning outcomes, text
messages were found to be valuable and time-saving. Collaboration scripts were found
to be highly significant as an intervention strategy for guiding students to collaborate in
diverse cultural groups. Although scaffolding gained moderate attention, it increased in
the second half of 2011 to 2020. Researchers have begun to explore the potentials and
effectiveness of scaffolding in cross-cultural collaborative learning activities. Teachers
only acted as guiders without telling students directly what to do during activities [66].
Groups were formed under teacher guidance which influenced the group size, and group
composition, although group heterogeneity was also influenced by several participants
from the participating countries. It was surprising to find that a number of the anal-
ysed papers did not report on a team hierarchy. For instance, [15] reported that students
were given the liberty to assume the leadership preference that is, by choosing someone,
by themselves, or not. Conversely, few studies such as Yang and colleagues [62] established
a team hierarchy by assigning one group member as a project leader. Surprisingly, few
studies by Shi et al. [16] and Hur et al. [21] discovered cross-cultural groups assumed
team hierarchies, roles, or structures without teacher guidance. However, studies such as
Gu et al. [15] and Dodd et al. [67] included role assignment or role-play. Most researchers
applied a medium (5 to 8 weeks) to long (9 to 24 weeks) period of study. This finding is sup-
ported by Aguanta and Tan [68] who posited that a longer duration of intervention could
be a great factor to improve learners’ attitudes and effective implementation of intervention
methods. Another reason is that most of the studies were conducted during a school course
or subject which could take a whole semester. The English language was commonly used
for communication in most cross-cultural collaborative learning studies. The reason could
be that the English language is widely spoken and international [69]. Most of the studies
engaged countries with different languages but have the English language in common as
a tool for communication. Therefore, the ability to communicate in the English language is
seen as a global competence in organizations and different countries [70]. Conversely, [71]
engaged students from Thailand and Cambodia to collaborate using the Thai language for
communication. This was effective because both countries share a cultural history in terms
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of language. This finding indicated that the communication language for cross-cultural
collaboration should carefully be considered during activity design.

Almost all the cross-cultural collaborative learning studies were targeted at more
than one research objective. For instance, Puteh and colleagues engaged Malaysian and
UK students in an online learning setting with the objective of improving their com-
munication skills and promoting knowledge sharing [72]. The finding indicated that
cross-cultural collaborative learning activities are not targeted at one competence. There-
fore, to prepare learners to be global citizens for sustainability, different approaches were
considered [73]. Concerning research designs, experimental designs were understudied.
It must be noted that quasi-experimental design has not been applied over the past five
years which indicated a decline in interest. The reason is that most of the studies did not
manipulate variables [74]. Studies that used neither true-experimental design nor quasi-
experimental design preferred using both qualitative and quantitative analysis methods or
purely qualitative.

It should be noted that major challenges such as technology glitches, time differ-
ence [75], language barriers [76,77], different expectations and perceptions were discovered.
To illustrate, Oakley and colleagues [50] reported that students experienced challenges
with the platform for collaborative learning, and Chinese students did not recognize digital
content with copyrights nor acknowledge sources. Organising cross-cultural group meet-
ings across time zones can be challenging [78]. Wang [27] also discovered the language
barrier as the major challenge aside from time difference, whereby American students do
not understand the Chinese language and Chinese students had limited English language
comprehension. These challenges affected intercultural dialogue and social interaction
among team members [57]. Language is a means for communication that involves sharing
ideas and opinions, information, and feelings [79]. Therefore, the language barrier could
hinder or delay collaborative activities. MacLeod and co-authors [24] reported that the
difference in perceptions of social interdependence among students was a challenge among
diverse cultural teams. That is, Chinese students expected to have a dialogue about other
topics and socialize more rather than being task-oriented but found their American coun-
terparts were more focused on the task which affected their intrinsic motivation negatively.
However, cultural differences according to Chang and Benson [80] positively influenced
both individual and group learning, and social connectedness.

5.2. Implications

This study discovered interesting findings for the research area through a systematic
review of cross-cultural collaborative learning. It reveals the current status of cross-cultural
collaborative learning research over the past decade. The findings confirmed the effec-
tiveness of cross-cultural collaborative learning in promoting not only cross-cultural com-
munication but cross-cultural understanding, awareness, problem-solving skills, and pro-
fessional development. However, it requires critical considerations and much effort to
be implemented.

First, based on the findings, it is recommended that researchers involve more elemen-
tary, middle, high school level learners, and working adults in cross-cultural collaborative
learning activities. A suggestion is to engage learners from southern cultures such as from
African countries with other cultures.

Second, detailed information on group composition should be clearly stated. Informa-
tion on how groups are structured during cross-cultural collaborative learning should be
carefully considered and reported in future studies. Future studies should explore more
science, technology, engineering, and mathematics activities in cross-cultural collaborative
learning activities.

Third, there is a requisite to explore different learning environments by comparing
which is more effective. More so, the relationship between learning environment, learning
content or domain for learning achievement, and cross-cultural communication compe-
tence are unknown. Although cross-cultural collaborative learning has been confirmed to
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contribute to the development of necessary skills and knowledge for 21st century skills,
none of the analysed papers explored how knowledge is converged, elaborated, and the
social processes that lead to knowledge building and creativity. Therefore, future studies
would need to explore this area.

Fourth, it is recommended that the languages used for communication during cross-
cultural collaborative learning and the challenges they pose for cross-cultural teams should
be reported in future studies. Further studies to explore the major challenges that are likely
to hinder cross-cultural collaboration and the possible effects of team hierarchies during
cross-cultural collaborative learning will be rewarding to the research area. Technological
interventions can be explored to reduce the effects of the language barrier.

Last, this systematic review proposed a framework based on the existing scholarly
works and adopted it for the analysis of the selected literature papers. The proposed
conceptual framework could be adopted by future researchers and educators to design
cross-cultural collaborative learning activities. The conceptual framework brings together
elements of different approaches and stages for successful cross-cultural collaborative learn-
ing that have been suggested by experts in the research area. Despite the extended studies
on cross-cultural collaboration, this study, through the proposed framework, summarized
different significant components and characteristics of cross-cultural collaborative learning
over the past decade.

6. Conclusions

This comprehensive review of cross-cultural collaborative learning literature from
2011 to 2020 sheds more light on the essential elements to consider in the design and
planning, implementation, and analysis of cross-cultural collaborative learning. A major
contribution was that rich information through in-depth analysis of the significant aspects
was discovered to have an impact on the current status and driving objectives for cross-
cultural collaborative learning. Another significant contribution is that this study revealed
the different variables that researchers and educators need to consider to sustain students’
global competence through cross-cultural collaborative learning. However, the findings
cannot be generalized because the selected papers were sourced from three databases.
Future studies will expand to more data sources such as Google Scholar and EBSCOhost. In
addition, experimental research with other technological interventions such as AI-enabled
software will be further explored. Last, although this study discussed findings on the
group hierarchies and challenges that cross-cultural teams encounter, in-depth analysis is
recommended. Therefore, future studies will delve into this area.

Author Contributions: J.F.G. wrote the paper and analyzed the data; L.Z. designed the research,
wrote and revised the paper as well as supervised the research; M.L. searched, selected papers,
analyzed the data, and wrote the results. All authors have read and agreed to the published version
of the manuscript.

Funding: This study is funded by the International Joint Research Project of Huiyan International
College, Faculty of Education, Beijing Normal University (ICER202101).

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Su, Y.C. Promoting Cross-Cultural Awareness and Understanding: Incorporating Ethnographic Interviews in College EFL Classes

in Taiwan. Educ. Stud. 2008, 34, 377–398. [CrossRef]
2. Syzenko, A.; Diachkova, Y. Building Cross-Cultural Competence in a Foreign Language through Technology-Enhanced Project-

Based Learning. Rev. Amaz. Investig. 2020, 9, 411–418. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1080/03055690802257150
http://doi.org/10.34069/AI/2020.27.03.45


Sustainability 2021, 13, 13890 23 of 25

3. Vân, H.V. The Development of the Ten-Year English Textbook Series for Vietnamese Schools under the National Foreign Language
2020 Project: A Cross-Cultural Collaborative Experience 1. VNU J. Sci. Foreign Stud. 2015, 31, 1–17.

4. Geisinger, K.F. 21st Century Skills: What Are They and How Do We Assess Them? Appl. Meas. Educ. 2016, 29, 245–249. [CrossRef]
5. Sulistyaningsih; Kani, S.; Abdul, S.; Musyarofah, L. The implementation of 21st century skills as the new learning paradigm to

the result of student’s career and life skills. Magister Sci. 2019, 46, 228–237. [CrossRef]
6. Fu, Q.K.; Hwang, G.J. Trends in Mobile Technology-Supported Collaborative Learning: A Systematic Review of Journal

Publications from 2007 to 2016. Comput. Educ. 2018, 119, 129–143. [CrossRef]
7. Dillenbourg, P. Introduction: What Do You Mean by “Collaborative Learning”? Collab. Learn. Cogn. Comput. Approaches 1999, 1,

1–19.
8. Okita, S.Y. Social Interactions and Learning. In Encyclopedia of the Sciences of Learning; Seel, N.M., Ed.; Springer: Boston, MA, USA,

2012; pp. 3104–3106. [CrossRef]
9. Zhang, J. Collaboration, Technology, and Culture. In International Handbook of Collaborative Learning; Hmelo-Silver, C.,

O’Donnell, A., Chan, C., Chinn, C., Eds.; Taylor & Francis: Philadelphia, PA, USA, 2013; pp. 495–508.
10. Resta, P.; Laferrière, T. Technology in Support of Collaborative Learning. Educ. Psychol. Rev. 2007, 19, 65–83. [CrossRef]
11. Lehtinen, E.; Hakkarainen, K.; Lipponen, L.; Rahikainen, M.; Muukkonen, H. Computer Supported Collaborative Learning:

A Review. JHGI Giesbers Rep. Educ. 1999, 10, 1–58.
12. Kali, Y.; Levin-peled, R.; Dori, Y.J. The Role of Design-Principles in Designing Courses That Promote Collaborative Learning in

Higher-Education. Comput. Human Behav. 2009, 25, 1067–1078. [CrossRef]
13. Brindley, J.E.; Walti, C.; Blaschke, L.M. Creating Effective Collaborative Learning Groups in an Online Environment.

Int. Rev. Res. Open Distance Learn. 2009, 10, 1–18. [CrossRef]
14. White, D.R. Cross-Cultural Research: An Introduction for Students. 2002, pp. 1–14. Available online: https://www.researchgate.

net/publication/237129805_Cross-Cultural_Research_An_Introduction_for_Students1/citations (accessed on 19 October 2021).
15. Gu, X.; Wang, H.; Mason, J.; Gu, X.; Wang, H.; Mason, J. Are They Thinking Differently: A Cross-Cultural Study on the

Relationship of Thinking Styles and Emerging Roles in Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning. J. Educ. Technol. Soc. 2017,
20, 17–34.

16. Shi, Y.; Frederiksen, C.H.; Muis, K.R. A Cross-Cultural Study of Self-Regulated Learning in a Computer-Supported Collaborative
Learning Environment. Learn. Instr. 2013, 23, 52–59. [CrossRef]

17. Strickland, K.; Adamson, E.; Mcinally, W.; Tiittanen, H.; Metcalfe, S. Developing Global Citizenship Online: An Authentic
Alternative to Overseas Clinical Placement. Nurse Educ. Today 2013, 33, 1160–1165. [CrossRef]

18. Kumi-Yeboah, A. Designing a Cross-Cultural Collaborative Online Learning Framework for Online Instructors. Online Learn. J.
2018, 22, 181–201. [CrossRef]

19. Zhu, C. Student Satisfaction, Performance, and Knowledge Construction in Online Collaborative Learning. J. Educ. Technol. Soc.
2012, 15, 127–136.

20. Chen, S.-J.; Hsu, C.; Caropreso, E. Cross-Cultural Collaborative Online Learning: When the West Meets the East.
Int. J. Technol. Teach. Learn. 2006, 2, 17–35.

21. Hur, J.W.; Shen, Y.W.; Cho, M.H. Impact of Intercultural Online Collaboration Project for Pre-Service Teachers. Technol. Pedagog. Educ.
2020, 29, 1–17. [CrossRef]

22. Spires, H.A.; Kerkhoff, S.N.; Fortune, N. Educational Cosmopolitanism and Collaborative Inquiry with Chinese and US Teachers.
Teach. Educ. 2019, 30, 437–454. [CrossRef]

23. Shadiev, R.; Huang, Y.M. Facilitating Cross-Cultural Understanding with Learning Activities Supported by Speech-to-Text
Recognition and Computer-Aided Translation. Comput. Educ. 2016, 98, 130–141. [CrossRef]

24. MacLeod, J.; Yang, H.H.; Xiang, Z. Understanding College Students’ Intrinsic Motivation and Social Interdependence
in Intercultural Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning Between USA and China. Asia Pac. Educ. Res. 2017, 26,
205–217. [CrossRef]

25. Yamazaki, Y.; Kayes, D.C. An Experiential Approach to Cross-Cultural Learning: A Review and Integration of Competencies for
Successful Expatriate Adaptation. Acad. Manag. Learn. Educ. 2004, 3, 362–379. [CrossRef]

26. Lee, L.; Markey, A. A Study of Learners’ Perceptions of Online Intercultural Exchange through Web 2.0 Technologies. ReCALL
2014, 26, 281–297. [CrossRef]

27. Wang, C. Instructional Design for Cross-Cultural Online Collaboration: Grouping Strategies and Assignment Design.
Australas. J. Educ. Technol. 2011, 27, 243–258. [CrossRef]

28. Mittelmeier, J.; Rienties, B.; Tempelaar, D.; Whitelock, D. Overcoming Cross-Cultural Group Work Tensions: Mixed Student
Perspectives on the Role of Social Relationships. High. Educ. 2018, 75, 149–166. [CrossRef]

29. Ku, H.Y.; Tseng, H.W.; Akarasriworn, C. Collaboration Factors, Teamwork Satisfaction, and Student Attitudes toward Online
Collaborative Learning. Comput. Human Behav. 2013, 29, 922–929. [CrossRef]

30. Ryder, L.; Yamagata-Lynch, L. Understanding Tensions: Activity Systems Analysis of Transpacific Collaboration. CALICO J. 2014,
31, 201–220. [CrossRef]

31. Vatrapu, R.; Suthers, D. Culture and Computers: A Review of the Concept of Culture and Implications for Intercultural Collabo-
rative Online Learning. In Intercultural Collaboration; Ishida, T., Fussell, S.R., Vossen, P.T.J.M., Eds.; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg,
Germany, 2007; pp. 260–275. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1080/08957347.2016.1209207
http://doi.org/10.33508/mgs.v2i46.2229
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.01.004
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-1428-6
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-007-9042-7
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2009.01.006
http://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v10i3.675
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/237129805_Cross-Cultural_Research_An_Introduction_for_Students1/citations
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/237129805_Cross-Cultural_Research_An_Introduction_for_Students1/citations
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2012.05.007
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2012.11.016
http://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v22i4.1520
http://doi.org/10.1080/1475939X.2020.1716841
http://doi.org/10.1080/10476210.2018.1506431
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2016.03.013
http://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-017-0341-6
http://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2004.15112543
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0958344014000111
http://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.968
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-017-0131-3
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2012.12.019
http://doi.org/10.11139/cj.31.2.201-220
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-74000-1_20


Sustainability 2021, 13, 13890 24 of 25

32. Chen, X.; Gabrenya, W.K. In Search of Cross-Cultural Competence: A Comprehensive Review of Five Measurement Instruments.
Int. J. Intercult. Relations 2021, 82, 37–55. [CrossRef]

33. Avgousti, M.I. Intercultural Communicative Competence and Online Exchanges: A Systematic Review. Comput. Assist. Lang. Learn.
2018, 31, 819–853. [CrossRef]

34. Cao, C.; Meng, Q. A Systematic Review of Predictors of International Students’ Cross—Cultural Adjustment in China:
Current Knowledge and Agenda for Future Research. Asia Pacific Educ. Rev. 2021, 236569210. [CrossRef]

35. Kitchenham, B. Procedures for Performing Systematic Reviews, Version 1.0. Empir. Softw. Eng. 2004, 33, 1–26.
36. Zheng, L.; Bhagat, K.K.; Zhen, Y.; Zhang, X. The Effectiveness of the Flipped Classroom on Students ’ Learning Achievement and

Learning Motivation: A Meta-Analysis. Educ. Technol. Soc. 2020, 23, 1–15.
37. Bonk, C.J.; Cunningham, D.J. Searching for Learner-Centered, Constructivist, and Sociocultural Components of Collaborative

Educational Learning Tools. In Electronic Collaborators: Learner-Center Technologies for Literacy, Apprenticeship, and Discourse;
Bonk, C.J., King, K.S., Eds.; Erlbaum: Mahwah, NJ, USA, 1998; pp. 25–50. [CrossRef]

38. Hardman, S. Four Steps to Create Cross-Cultural Collaboration in Online Classes—Sara Hardman—Blog at Gottesman Libraries.
Available online: https://edlab.tc.columbia.edu/blog/19747-Four-Steps-to-Create-Cross-Cultural-Collaboration-in-Online-
Classes (accessed on 27 November 2021).

39. The Ohio State University. Support for Online Cross-Cultural Conversations—Middle East Studies Center. Available online:
https://mesc.osu.edu/support-online-learning (accessed on 27 November 2021).

40. Asia Society. Putting the World into World-Class Education: State Innovations and Opportunities. 2008. Available online:
https://asiasociety.org/files/stateinnovations.pdf (accessed on 27 November 2021).

41. Yeh, Y.-F.; Chan, K.K.H.; Hsu, Y.-S. Toward a Framework That Connects Individual TPACK and Collective TPACK: A Systematic
Review of TPACK Studies Investigating Teacher Collaborative Discourse in the Learning by Design Process. Comput. Educ. 2021,
171, 1–27. [CrossRef]

42. Wang, S.; Lin, S.S.J. The Effects of Group Composition of Self-Efficacy and Collective Efficacy on Computer-Supported Collabora-
tive Learning. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2007, 23, 2256–2268. [CrossRef]

43. Shonfeld, M.; Cotnam, M.; Miriam, K.; Carolyn, J.; Ng, Y. Learning in Digital Environments: A Model for Cross—Cultural
Alignment. Educ. Technol. Res. Dev. 2021, 69, 2151–2170. [CrossRef]

44. Herlache, D.; Renkema, S.; Cummins, S.; Scovotti, C. A Cross-Cultural Negotiation Role-Play for Sales Classes. J. Adv. Mark. Educ.
2018, 26, 1–10.

45. Gyasi, J.F.; Zheng, L.; Zhou, Y. Perusing the Past to Propel the Future: A Systematic Review of STEM Learning Activity Based on
Activity Theory. Sustainability 2021, 13, 8828. [CrossRef]

46. Zheng, L.; Zhang, X.; Gyasi, J.F. A Literature Review of Features and Trends of Technology-Supported Collaborative Learning in Informal
Learning Settings from 2007 to 2018; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2019; Volume 6. [CrossRef]

47. Wu, Y.T.; Hou, H.T.; Hwang, F.K.; Lee, M.H.; Lai, C.H.; Chiou, G.L.; Lee, S.W.Y.; Hsu, Y.C.; Liang, J.C.; Chen, N.S.; et al. A Review
of Intervention Studies on Technology-Assisted Instruction from 2005–2010. Educ. Technol. Soc. 2013, 16, 191–203.

48. Ho, G.Y.; Leonhard, M.; Volk, G.F.; Foerster, G.; Pototschnig, C.; Klinge, K.; Granitzka, T.; Zienau, A.K.; Schneider-Stickler, B.
Inter-Rater Reliability of Seven Neurolaryngologists in Laryngeal EMG Signal Interpretation. Eur. Arch. Oto Rhino Laryngol. 2019,
276, 2849–2856. [CrossRef]

49. Jang, S. Cultural Brokerage and Creative Performance in Multicultural Teams. Organ. Sci. 2017, 28, 993–1009. [CrossRef]
50. O’Donovan, J.; Thompson, A.; Stiles, C.; Opintan, J.A.; Kabali, K.; Willis, I.; Mutimba, M.E.; Nalweyiso, E.; Mugabi, H.;

Kateete, D.P.; et al. Participatory Approaches, Local Stakeholders and Cultural Relevance Facilitate an Impactful Community-
Based Project in Uganda. Health Promot. Int. 2020, 35, 1353–1368. [CrossRef]

51. Oakley, G.; Pegrum, M.; Xiong, X.B.; Lim, C.P.; Yan, H. An Online Chinese-Australian Language and Cultural Exchange through
Digital Storytelling. Lang. Cult. Curric. 2018, 31, 128–149. [CrossRef]

52. Amara, S.; Macedo, J.; Bendella, F.; Santos, A.; Journal, S.; Amara, S.; Macedo, J.; Bendella, F.; Santos, A. Group Formation in
Mobile Computer Supported Collaborative Learning Contexts: A Systematic Literature Review. J. Educ. Technol. Soc. 2016, 19,
258–273.

53. Smith, K.; Berg, D. Cross-Cultural Groups at Work. Eur. Manag. J. 1997, 15, 8–15. [CrossRef]
54. Isotani, S.; Inaba, A.; Ikeda, M.; Mizoguchi, R. An Ontology Engineering Approach to the Realization of Theory-Driven Group

Formation. Int. J. Comput. Collab. Learn. 2009, 4, 445–478. [CrossRef]
55. Kalaian, S.A.; Kasim, R.M.; Nims, J.K. Effectiveness of Small-Group Learning Pedagogies in Engineering and Technology

Education: A Meta-Analysis. J. Technol. Educ. 2018, 29, 20–35. [CrossRef]
56. Tavares, B.L. Changing the Construct: Promoting Cross-Cultural Convers Ations in the Law School Classroom. J. Legal Educ.

2017, 67, 211–241.
57. Fatonia, N.A.; Nurkhayati, E.; Nurdiawati, E.; Fidziah, G.P.; Adha, S.; Irawan, A.P.; Julyanto, O.; Azizi, E. University Students

Online Learning System during Covid-19 Pandemic: Advantages, Constraints and Solutions. Syst. Rev. Pharm. 2020, 11,
570–576. [CrossRef]

58. Wang, Y.; Chen, N.S. The Collaborative Language Learning Attributes of Cyber Face-to-Face Interaction: The Perspectives of the
Learner. Interact. Learn. Environ. 2012, 20, 311–330. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2021.02.003
http://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2018.1455713
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-021-09700-1
http://doi.org/10.2307/2649339
https://edlab.tc.columbia.edu/blog/19747-Four-Steps-to-Create-Cross-Cultural-Collaboration-in-Online-Classes
https://edlab.tc.columbia.edu/blog/19747-Four-Steps-to-Create-Cross-Cultural-Collaboration-in-Online-Classes
https://mesc.osu.edu/support-online-learning
https://asiasociety.org/files/stateinnovations.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104238
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2006.03.005
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-021-09967-6
http://doi.org/10.3390/su13168828
http://doi.org/10.1007/s40692-019-00148-2
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00405-019-05553-y
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2017.1162
http://doi.org/10.1093/heapro/daz127
http://doi.org/10.1080/07908318.2017.1386193
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0263-2373(96)00069-2
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11412-009-9072-x
http://doi.org/10.21061/jte.v29i2.a.2
http://doi.org/10.31838/srp.2020.7.81
http://doi.org/10.1080/10494821003769081


Sustainability 2021, 13, 13890 25 of 25

59. Wu, W.C.V.; Marek, M.; Chen, N.S. Assessing Cultural Awareness and Linguistic Competency of EFL Learners in a CMC-Based
Active Learning Context. System 2013, 41, 515–528. [CrossRef]

60. Lim, D.H. Cross Cultural Differences in Online Learning Motivation. EMI. Educ. Media Int. 2004, 41, 163–175. [CrossRef]
61. Liu, Y. Designing Quality Online Education to Promote Cross-Cultural Understanding. In Globalized E-Learning Cultural Challenges;

IGI Global: Hershey, PA, USA, 2007; pp. 35–59. [CrossRef]
62. Yang, J.; Yu, H.; Chen, S.; Huang, R. Strategies for Smooth and Effective Cross-Cultural Online Collaborative Learning.

J. Educ. Technol. Soc. 2014, 17, 208–221.
63. Spires, H.A.; Medlock Paul, C.; Himes, M.; Yuan, C. Cross-Cultural Collaborative Inquiry: A Collective Case Study with Students

from China and the US. Int. J. Educ. Res. 2018, 91, 28–40. [CrossRef]
64. Peterson, A.T.; Beymer, P.N.; Putnam, R.T. Synchronous and Asynchronous Discussions: Effects on Cooperation, Belonging,

and Affect. Online Learn. J. 2018, 22, 7–25. [CrossRef]
65. Lin, X.; Gao, L. Students’ Sense of Community and Perspectives of Taking Synchronous and Asynchronous Online Courses.

Asian J. Distance Educ. 2020, 15, 2020.
66. Gámez-Pérez, K.M.; Sarmiento, A.M.; Garcia-Reyes, H.; Velázquez-Martínez, J.C. An International University-Industry Collabora-

tion Model to Develop Supply Chain Competences. Supply Chain Manag. 2020, 25, 475–487. [CrossRef]
67. Dodd, A.; Pasandaran, C.C.; Green, S.; Octavianto, A.W.; Mardjianto, F.X.L.D. Proyek Sepaham: An Experiment in Cross-Cultural

and Collaborative Journalism Education. Asia Pacific Media Educ. 2017, 27, 67–84. [CrossRef]
68. Aguanta, E.R.J.; Tan, D.A. Effects of Dyad Cooperative Learning Strategy on Students’ Academic Performance and Attitude

towards Mathematics. Int. J. English Educ. 2018, 8, 303–313.
69. Mittal, R. English Can Be a Bridge for Cross Cultural Communication. In Proceedings of the International Conference

on Humanities, Literature and Management (ICHLM’15), Dubai, United Arab Emirates, 9–10 January 2015; Strouhal, J.,
Gaballah, M., Eds.; pp. 132–134. [CrossRef]

70. Viju, M.K. The Study on Cross-Cultural Communication of English as Foreign Language. Paripex Indian J. Res. 2012, 3,
215–216. [CrossRef]

71. Iaosanurak, C.; Chanchalor, S.; Murphy, E. Social and Emotional Learning around Technology in a Cross-Cultural, Elementary
Classroom. Educ. Inf. Technol. 2016, 21, 1639–1662. [CrossRef]

72. Puteh, M.; Bakar, S.A.; Mohamad, A.R.; Ramly, L.Z.; Sazalli, N.A.H.; Zainon, O.; Sjarif, N.N.A.; Hamid, N.S.A.; Law-Chong Lai, E.;
Bannister, N. Online Collaborative Learning via Astronomy Online Lab: A Cross-Cultural Communicative Experience for
Malaysian and Uk Students. Univers. J. Educ. Res. 2020, 8, 45–54. [CrossRef]

73. Malik, R.S. Educational challenges in 21st century and sustainable development. J. Sustain. Dev. Educ. Res. 2018, 2,
9–20. [CrossRef]

74. Rogers, J.; Révész, A. Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Designs. In The Routledge Handbook of Research Methods in Applied
Linguistics; McKinley, J., Rose, H., Eds.; Routledge: London, UK, 2020; pp. 133–143.

75. Fominykh, M.; Prasolova-Førland, E.; Divitini, M.; Petersen, S.A. Boundary Objects in Collaborative Work and Learning.
Inf. Syst. Front. 2016, 18, 85–102. [CrossRef]

76. Kim, M.J.; Ju, S.R.; Lee, L. A Cross-Cultural and Interdisciplinary Collaboration in a Joint Design Studio. Int. J. Art Des. Educ.
2015, 34, 102–120. [CrossRef]

77. Riley, C.; Spies, L.A.; Prater, L.; Garner, S.L. Improving Neonatal Outcomes Through Global Professional Development.
Adv. Neonatal Care 2019, 19, 56–64. [CrossRef]

78. Anderson, K.H.; Friedemann, M.-L.; Bűscher, A.; Sansoni, J.; Hodnicki, D. Immersion Research Education: Students as Catalysts
in International Collaboration Research. Int. Nurs. Rev. 2012, 59, 502–510. [CrossRef]

79. Abuarqoub, I.A.S. Language Barriers to Effective Communication. Utop. Y Prax. Latinoam. 2019, 24, 64–77.
80. Chang, W.L.; Benson, V. Jigsaw Teaching Method for Collaboration on Cloud Platforms. Innov. Educ. Teach. Int. 2020,

1–13. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2013.05.004
http://doi.org/10.1080/09523980410001685784
http://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-59904-301-2.ch003
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2018.07.002
http://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v22i4.1517
http://doi.org/10.1108/SCM-08-2019-0317
http://doi.org/10.1177/1326365X17701790
http://doi.org/10.15242/icehm.ed0115036
http://doi.org/10.15373/22501991/July2014/81
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-015-9406-4
http://doi.org/10.13189/ujer.2020.082306
http://doi.org/10.17509/jsder.v2i1.12266
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10796-015-9579-9
http://doi.org/10.1111/jade.12019
http://doi.org/10.1097/ANC.0000000000000550
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1466-7657.2012.01014.x
http://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2020.1792332

	Introduction 
	Literature Review 
	Cross-Cultural Collaboration in the Field of Education 
	The Deficiency of Previous Reviews 
	The Need for this Study 
	Research Purposes and Research Questions 

	Methods 
	Data Collection 
	Eligibility Criteria 
	Quality Criteria 
	Theoretical Framework for Data Analysis 
	Inter-Rater Reliability 

	Results 
	Learners Involved in Cross-Cultural Collaborative Learning Activities from 2011 to 2020 
	Group Composition in Cross-Cultural Collaborative Learning from 2011 to 2020 
	The Learning Environment of Cross-Cultural Collaborative Learning Studies from 2011 to 2020 
	Cross-Cultural Learning Content in the Recent Past 10 Years 
	Cross-Cultural Collaborative Learning Strategies over the Past Ten Years 
	Cross-Cultural Collaborative Learning Research Design 

	Discussion 
	Discussion of the Main Findings 
	Implications 

	Conclusions 
	References

