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Abstract

This study explores the socio-cultural and educational implications of Koreans and Chinese by exploring
the collaboration between Korean and Chinese university students. 943 students(464 korean students, 479
chinese students) among digital design colleges in Seoul, Ulsan & Pusan were sampled. For the statistical
analysis, analysis of covariance structure by AMOS 21.0 was applied. The results of the analysis are as
follows. First, Korea and China have the same factors that constitute collaboration. The study conducted a
confirmatory factor analysis by using the structural equation model to which the four factor structure
model was applied, based on the theories about the collaboration constructs in Korean college students.
Second, as a result of a comparison on the collaboration levels of Korean and Chinese college students,
the latter showed a higher level. Third, the creative problem solving level of Korean college students was
lower than that of Chinese college students. Based on the results of this study, it is suggested that to
carry out a comparative study on collaboration between countries, techniques and tools for an objective
measurement of the consciousness of the people of countries are needed.

Key words : Collaboration, Creativity problem solving, Comparative study of Korea and China
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<Table 1> Goodness of fit of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Collboration
Items x? x*df RMSEA  CFI IFl  NFI TLI PNFI PCFI  df
Korean 115865  6.098 0.78 961 961 954 943 648 652 19
Chinese 135811 7.148 0.80 948 948 940 923 638  .643 19
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[Fig. 1] Korean college students(n=464) [Fig. 2] Chinese college students(n=473)

% Goal=Shared Goal, Knowledge=Knowledge Management, Decision=Decision-Making, Idea=suggestion of idea,
Innovations=implementation of innovations, Contradictions=attempts to overcome contradictions, Atmosphere=creative

atmosphere, Creativity=Creativity Problem-solving
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<Table 2> One-way ANOVA of Collaboration by Group

Collaboration Group N M SD SE
korean college students 464 23.05 3.63 .16
Shared Goal  chinese college students 479 24.10 3.29 15
total 943 23.58 3.50 A1
korean college students 464 26.73 4.09 .19
Knowledge chinese college students 479 28.00 3.63 .16
Management
total 943 27.37 391 A2
korean college students 464 31.97 4.69 21
Communication chinese college students 479 33.02 3.77 17
total 943 32.50 428 13
korean college students 464 30.58 4.67 21
Decision-Making chinese college students 479 32.17 4.08 18
total 943 31.39 4.45 14
Collaboration Sum of squares df Mean of squares F
between-groups 257.968 1 257.968 21.493**
Shared Goal within-groups 11294.210 941 12.002
total 11552.178 942
between-groups 375.925 1 375.925 25.092%*
Knowledge within-groups 14097.922 941 14.982
Management
total 14473.847 942
between-groups 258.204 1 258.204 14.286**
Communication within-groups 17007.487 941 18.074
total 17265.690 942
between-groups 593.605 1 593.605 30.872%*
Decision-Making within-groups 18093.646 941 19.228
total 18687.251 942

** p<01
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<Table 3> One-way ANOVA of Creativity Problem Solving by Group

Creativity Problem

Solving Group N M SD SE
korean college students 464 25.00 435 .20
suggestion of idea chinese college students 479 26.33 4.07 18
total 943 25.68 4.26 A3
) ) korean college students 464 21.20 3.95 18
1mp.1ementa.t10n of chinese college students 479 22.49 3.56 .16
mnovations
total 943 21.86 3.81 12
attempts to korean college students 464 24.86 4.09 .19
overcome chinese college students 479 26.19 3.81 17
contradictions total 943 25.54 4.01 13
korean college students 464 18.53 2.99 13
creative atmosphere chinese college students 479 19.19 2.56 11
total 943 18.87 2.80 .09
Creativity .Problem Sum of squares df Mean of squares F
Solving
between-groups 419.358 1 419.358 23.605%*
suggestion of idea within-groups 16717.202 941 17.765
total 17136.560 942
) ) between-groups 393.507 1 393.507 27.843%*
implementation of within-groups 13299.295 941 14.133
innovations
total 13692.802 942
attempts to between-groups 415.477 1 415.477 26.519%*
overcome within-groups 14742.534 941 15.667
contradictions total 15158.011 942
between-groups 101.875 1 101.875 13.120%*
creative atmosphere within-groups 7306.855 941 7.765
total 7408.730 942
** p<01
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