e B ORI B P
Y E B PE vF Y @

Impacts of Tasks on Pramoting Positive Cooperative Learning in
Internet-mediated Simulation Environments

1 Sl Jed S & A K



PRV N HCERIRE T
FY EH I EAR g Y e
Impacts of Tasks on Promoting Positive Cooperative Learning in
Internet-mediated Simulation Environments

o4 F A Student : Wei-Chih Liao
ERR T Advisor : Chuen-Tsai Sun

A Thesis
Submitted to Institute of Computer and Information Science
College of Electrical Engineering and Computer Science
National €hiae-Tung University
in partial Fulfillment of the Requirements
for the Degree of
Master

in
Computer and Information Science

June 2004

Hsinchu, Taiwan, Republic of China

PERRAY L ER



PR THERRE

EY TR AR E®EY

4 &

AFERG 50 BF g ORGP BT SRR Y R AR AR D
fork o se 4 Steiner $1H8 § EARILET chw fEAKE 0 TR A HCERIES MUD ¢ K3t
B EH > 0w Milson snBI A8 1 i Bt 5 i}zﬁp’fj@gﬂlfé JE AT BN

IR A G TR Y PP F V- 2 5 BRR R I RS E > R RS

=
i
=
R0
=
g
e~
T
X
>~
2
§

CE Y EaEAl L m A T RN



Impacts of Tasks on Promoting Positive Cooperative Learning in

Internet-mediated Simulation Environments

Student : Wei-Chih Liao Advisor : Dr. Chuen-Tsai Sun

Institute of Computer and Information Science

National Chiao Tung University

ABSTACT

To induce positive cooperative learning experiences, it is necessary to consider task
classification when designing a course.:The authors use an instructional experiment conducted
within an Internet-mediated simulation environment-to identify the impacts of task type on
promoting positive cooperative- learning.We relied- on Steiner’s task classifications and
Milson’s small-group interaction/communication. patterns when designing our experiment,
and attempted to capture the relationship between interaction frequency and small-group
interaction patterns. Participants were freshmen in the data processing departments of two
vocational schools. Experimental results suggest that conjunctive tasks are better suited to
promoting positive small-group interactions in Internet-based cooperative learning courses.
Furthermore, a statistically significant relationship was noted between interaction frequencies

and interaction patterns.
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Impacts of Tasks on Promoting Positive Cooperative Learning in

Internet-mediated Simulation Environments

Abstract

To induce positive cooperative learning experiences, it is necessary to consider task
classification when designing a course. The authors use an instructional experiment conducted
within an Internet-mediated simulation environment to identify the impacts of task type on
promoting positive cooperative learning. We relied on Steiner’s task classifications and
Milson’s small-group interaction/communication patterns when designing our experiment,
and attempted to capture the relationship between interaction frequency and small-group
interaction patterns. Participants were freshmen in the data processing departments of two
vocational schools. Experimental results suggest that conjunctive tasks are better suited to
promoting positive small-groupinteractions._in_Internet-based cooperative learning courses.
Furthermore, a statistically significant relationship was noted between interaction frequencies

and interaction patterns.

Introduction

Cooperative learning has entered the mainstream of educational practices for two reasons: a)
the growing amount of research showing that it increases student achievement (Chambers &
Abrami, 1991), outcomes associated with improved inter-group relations (Weigel, Wiser &
Cook, 1975) , and self-respect (Blaney, Stephan, Rosenfield, Aronson, & Sikes, 1977); and b)
the growing realization that students must learn skills that allow them to integrate and apply

knowledge in order to solve problems (see also Slavin, 1995).



More recently, researchers and educators have been searching for ways to combine
cooperative learning techniques with both online and offline computer environments. Iren
Greif and Paul Cashman (1984) are considered innovators in this area. The primary goal of
the Computer Support Collaborative Work (CSCW) they developed in 1984 was to use
computers to help individuals communicate with each other for problem solving purposes.
Computer Support Collaborative Learning (CSCL) —considered a combination of CSCW and
education— emphasizes the recording of user behaviors so that instructors in cooperative

learning environments can use the data for observation and evaluation.

To be successful, cooperative learning must go beyond bringing students together—with or
without computers and the Internet—to study or solve problems. Ideally, students perform
learning activities in small groups and receive-rewards or recognition based on group
performance (Slavin, 1980). JIndividual “members- are expected to make intellectual
contributions, obtain and share-knowledge.about a task, and practice social skills when
assisting each other. Positive cooperation can-help students gain knowledge that transcends

the original assignment.

Johnson & Johnson (1987) suggested that a central element of cooperative learning is
promotive interaction, since the absence of interactive behavior means that students cannot
benefit from the resources of other members in their group or from establishing social
connections. Unfortunately, a large number of teachers still focus on the end results of
cooperative projects rather than on the interactive processes through which goals are achieved.

They therefore overlook both positive and negative acts of cooperation.

When proposing a model for measuring a group’s maximum possible level of productivity,
Steiner (1972) emphasized member resources and task demands. Those resources included all
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relevant knowledge, abilities, skills, and tools possessed by the individual(s) performing the
task. He argued that the relevance of a particular resource to a group was task-dependent.
Accordingly, they need to be considered when designing cooperative learning curriculums

and activities.

Steiner (ibid.) also established a classification system that takes into account how task
demands link individual resources to potential group productivity. He identified the four
primary unitary task types as additive, conjunctive, disjunctive, and discretionary. In additive
tasks, group products equal the sum of group member contributions. In conjunctive tasks,
group productivity is equal to that of the least capable member. In disjunctive tasks, a group
must select one answer or contribution from a single member. In discretionary tasks, group

members are allowed to combine individual inputsin any manner they choose.

Until recently, most research on cooperative learning focused on the relationship between
group productivity and such factors as-gender.and ability (Dalton et al., 1989), race (Oetzel,
1998), learning styles (Huxham & Land, 2000), and motivation (Carrier & Sales, 1987).
However, another group of researchers has focused on how task types dominate the outcomes
of cooperative learning because of their effects on member resources—a challenging topic
because of the variation involved. Understanding the impacts of tasks on cooperative learning
processes can help teachers choose appropriate Web-based courses for their students, and
assist today’s researchers in their efforts to identify those factors that lead to increased group

productivity (Cohen, 1994).

To determine which task types are better suited to cooperative learning in Internet-based
courses, we analyzed data from an experiment involving the four tasks types described by
Steiner. Specifically, we used an Internet-based Multi User Dungeon (MUD) to simulate
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scenarios requiring cooperation by participants. Unlike most Web-based platforms that are
only capable of recording intra-group text-based conversations, MUDs can be used to record
emotional content and, to a certain degree, the motivations behind individual actions. This
allows researchers and educators to perform more detailed analyses of cooperative group

processes.

The main reason for using Internet-mediated simulations is to provide virtual spaces for
observable participant interactions. MUDs—commonly referred to as multi-user online
games—are perhaps the best-known examples of these simulation programs. A long list of
researchers have used them and similar simulation platforms to investigate how certain factors
(e.g., role identification, role playing, and social interaction) influence social functions
(Rheingold, 1993; Turkle, 1999).+Others have studied the roles and actions of MUD
administrators (Suler, 1996) and-the social values and-norms that are embedded in simulation

environments (Reid, 1999; Zdenek & Sean,.1999).

The MUD that we constructed for this research belongs to the category of learning MUDs, in
which environments are viewed as knowledge metaphors (Hsieh & Sun, 2004). With the
features of anonymity, parallel communication, and group memory (Nunamaker et al., 1991),
these types of MUDs can reduce ungavorable statements in classrooms and increase the
number of opportunities for positive communication and for practicing collaborative and

higher-level analytical skills.

Small-group Interaction Patterns

Group interaction processes help decide the positive or negative character of cooperative
results. Cohen (1994) has argued that group interaction is the most important determinant of
productivity. Chen et al. (2003) recently confirmed that intra-group communication patterns

4



exert a significant effect on group performance. However, there is a large number of
interaction types and methods that can lead to a variety of achievements—some beneficial,
others detrimental (Webb, 1982). Teachers need to encourage positive intra-group interactions,

otherwise cooperative processes can easily lose their intended effects.

Morgan et al. (1993) described two tracks of group processes: a) a taskwork track that
accounts for activities considered unique to the task and that influences how well a group
performs a particular task; and b) a teamwork track that encompasses skills related to
interpersonal interactions that influence the effectiveness of individual group members. These
skills include adaptability, communication, coordination, decision making, and leadership
(O’Neil et al., 1997). Our goal in this study was investigate the impact of tasks on positive

cooperative learning by evaluating the ways that individual group members interact.

To represent intra-group communication, we_relied on Milson’s (1973) communication
patterns. We took all possible interactive links among three members into consideration in
order to illustrate the small-group interaction patterns shown in Figure 1. In that figure, links
represent oral, emotional, or physical communications. Ideal and dominant leaders are defined
as positive examples, since they reflect the features of cooperative learning more completely
than other patterns. In Figure 1, the interactional links are defined as

1. Ideal (three bidirectional links). Three group members interact via multiple
communication routes.

2. Dominant leader, with individual bidirectional links connecting three group members.

3. Cliquish, with one bidirectional link between two group members, thus putting the third
member in a position of isolation.

4. Unresponsive, with only one unidirectional link. A group member may try to
communicate, but the other two fail to respond.
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5. Unsocial, with zero links. Group members simply do not communicate.

A A A
I.ANAAL N
NANLT ]

Figure 1. Small-group interaction patterns.

Methodology

Controlling group formation is important formaintaining quality cooperation and avoiding
the negative impacts of certain member resources. Past researchers have found that a) the best
group size for cooperative learning is 3-4, and b) members with lower abilities get more when
they belong to heterogeneous groups (Lou, Abrami, Spence, Poulsen, Chambers, &
d ’Apollonia, 1996). For this study, we used midterm examination grades to create 18
heterogeneous groups of programming language students consisting of one high, one medium,
and one low score. Each group was assigned a cooperative activity belonging to one of the

four task classifications described above.

When designing communication commands and learning activities, we followed the principle
of creating an environment that facilitated positive cooperative learning. In terms of

evaluating levels of group cooperation, we used the small-group interaction patterns defined



in a previous section when inspecting interactive records. In addition, we defined an
index—interaction frequency—to evaluate the amount of interaction that one group member
participated in with the other two. This index was also used to identify the small-group

interaction patterns shown in Figure 1.

Analytic Method for Interaction Patterns

After considering the MUD environment and activities , our analytical focuses were a)
question communication and b) goal coordination. Each group expressed interaction patterns
in these two areas. Observing question communication, which entails adaptability and
communication as parts of O’Neil et al.’s (1997) teamwork track, entails identifying queries
and responses regarding programming language, environment, and system operation. Goal
coordination involves organizing actions for completing tasks on time; in the MUD created
for this study, this includes queries and responses for finding and exchanging coins or treasure,
sharing coins, and verbal interactions required for-making quick decisions. Groups that
executed a discretionary task (i.e., writing an.essay as a learning activity) expressed a third
interaction pattern. The essay writing task, was viewed as a part of the teamwork track, with
decision making and leadership skills required to direct discussion and organize suggestions

into a coherent essay.

To evaluate group interaction patterns, we relied on input from three experts—one of the
authors and two doctoral students from the Computer and Information Science department at
National Chiao Tung University. When there is a conflict between any two of the experts, the
pattern evaluated twice is selected since small-group interaction patterns are not numeral data
type and we can’t decide a group’s result by computing the average. Furthermore we need to
check whether three experts’ evaluations are significant related or not. If they are then the
method of choosing interaction patterns with the most amounts can be used.
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Interaction Frequency Analysis

We assumed that interaction frequency would increase in the presence of positive member
actions, emotions, and conversations and decrease in the presence of negative actions and
emotions. Interaction frequency thus represents not only oral communication frequency, but

also emotion- and action-based interactive frequency.

A directional link between two members of the same group was labeled as successful when
the interaction frequency was higher than the value calculated as the interaction frequency
average minus one-half the standard deviation. The threshold for determining successful
links—termed the lowest interaction frequency—was used as another small-group interaction
pattern. We had no standard to use for deciding whether an identified lowest interaction
frequency was too high or too low..\We nevertheless attempted to find a potential relationship

between interaction frequency and interaction patterns-outside of communication content.

Figure 2 presents an example of how:to identify ‘small-group interaction patterns from the
interaction frequency of each group member working on a conjunctive task. The lowest
interaction frequency score was computed as 170, meaning that the interaction frequency of
any successful link between two group members needed to be greater than 170. In Figure 1
there are two successful bidirectional links—one between members A and B and the other

between members B and C; this is an example of a dominant leader interaction pattern.

A | B C
A | [ 173 | 86

A
- ‘Z \‘ - | [ominant leader

235,«*\ 232
C | 59 [ 175 @

Figure 2. Using interaction frequency to find small-group interaction patterns—an example.



Experiment and Results

Participants were 216 freshman students in the Data Processing departments of two
commercial vocational high schools in the north area of Taiwan. The two-hour learning
activity, named “Exploring Taiwan by Train,” was designed to teach the programming
language concept of “for-loop.” The main railroad lines serve as a metaphor for outside loops
and the branch lines as a metaphor for inner loops. The control condition is the number of
tickets purchased. A sketch of the experimental environment is shown in Figure 3. The upper
part of the environment consists of a railroad map in which each grid represents a train station.
The lower part of the environment is a description of the station (or nearby area) and task

instructions. Task types and goals are listed in Table 1.
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Figure 3. Taiwan railroad exploration environment.

Table 1. Task classification and corresponding goals.

Task Classification Task Goal
Additive Group with most total treasure wins.
Conjunctive Group whose members each collect an amount of treasure = 5 wins.
Disjunctive Group with an individual member who has the most treasure wins.
Discretionary Use the names of parts of the gathered treasure to write an essay.




Unlike coins, treasure could not be given to others or exchanged for any reason. Accordingly,
treasure was viewed as an individual learning goal and coins as resources and conditions for
achieving a goal. Another reason for denying the ability to share treasure is that it stopped
group members from “paying” others to do their work and encouraged them instead to use

resources for collaborative purposes.

Task Impacts on Small-group Interaction Patterns

We performed Kappa coincidence tests for the three sets of evaluations prior to analyzing the
impacts of the various tasks on small-group interaction patterns. The results from these tests
show high levels of coincidence among the three evaluators at statistically significant levels

(Table 2).

We used a Chi-square test to. examine relationships between task classifications and
small-group interaction patterns. According.to the ieross table presented in Table 3, target
interaction patterns (Ideal and dominant leader.interaction patterns) were most evident among
groups working on conjunctive tasks, followed by unsocial patterns in groups working on

disjunctive tasks. The simple main effort should be test for each row and column.

Chi-square test results for task classification and small-group interaction patterns are
presented in Table 4. According to the data, statistically significant differences were noted for
the effect of a) conjunctive tasks on question communication, b) conjunctive tasks on goal
coordination, and c) ideal interaction pattern. Compared to other task types, groups working
on conjunctive tasks were the most likely to show ideal interaction patterns on question
communication. In addition, a higher number of conjunctive task groups showed dominant
leader patterns in terms of goal coordination compared to other task groups. In other words,
the data indicate a greater likelihood of positive interaction patterns among groups working on
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conjunctive tasks.

Table 2. Results from Kappa analyses of the three experts’ evaluations.

Kappa*
Expert 1 x Expert 2 829
Expert 2 x Expert3 497
Expert 3 x Expert 1 .602

*p<.001

Table 3. Task classification and small-group interaction patterns.

Interactian Pattern Dominant o ) )
T Ideal Cliquish  Unresponsive Unsocial
Task Classification Leader
Additive task on
. L 6 2 4 2 4
question communication
Additive task on
L 0 5 5 1 7
goal coordination
Conjunctive task on
. o 10 5 2 1 0
question communication
Conjunctive task on
i I 10 5 2 0
goal coordination
Disjunctive task on
. o 2 4 4 3 5
question communication
Disjunctive task on
o 0 2 2 5 9
goal coordination
Discretionary task on
. L 3 5 5 4 1
question communication
Discretionary task on
o 1 7 4 3 3
goal coordination
Discretionary task on
1 3 2 8 4

essay writing
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Table 4. Chi-square test results for task classification and small-group interaction patterns.

Chi-square
Task classification x interaction patterns 80.612*
Conjunctive task on question communication 10.889**
Conjunctive task on goal coordination 10.889**
Ideal for interaction patterns 20.333***

*p <.001; ** p < .05; *** p < 01,

Relationship between Interaction Frequency and Small-group Interaction Patterns

We also computed the lowest interaction frequency for each task type and used the results to
identify interaction patterns, once again using the Kappa coincident coefficient data to
compare interaction pattern frequencies as evaluated by the three experts. The results
presented in Table 5 show a statisticallysignificant relationship between interaction frequency
and interaction patterns, with question cammunication showing greater significance than goal
coordination. Although interaction frequency did not completely match actual interaction

patterns, it did reach a level of statistical significance.

Table 5. Kappa analysis of interaction frequencies and actual interaction patterns.

Kappa
Interaction frequency x actual interaction pattern 260
on gquestion communication
Interaction frequency x actual interaction pattern
125**

on goal coordination

*p<.01; **p<.05.

Statistical Results for Questionnaires
All participating students were asked to fill out a questionnaire designed to elicit data on how

they felt about the learning activity. The results indicate that 60 percent had a favorable
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impression and agreed with a statement that the activity was helpful to their learning. More
than half stated that they liked the MUD environment and wished that similar kinds of

simulation environments could be used in their general courses.

Conclusion

From our experiment, we found that the conjunctive task produced the greatest amount of
ideal interaction within groups in terms of question communication, and conjunctive task has
more number of dominant leader on goal coordination than that of other patterns. We
therefore suggest that conjunctive tasks are better suited than the other three task types for

promoting positive cooperative learning in Internet-mediated simulation environments.

There are two possible reasons for: this finding. First, conjunctive tasks are better suited to
encouraging positive interdependence—thatis, for promoting intra-group interaction and
resource exchange to achieve a goal. It 15 because they know that one can not success unless
all of them success. Second, an emphasis-on individual group member productivities (instead
of the result turned in by the entire group) in conjunctive task evaluations may encourage

communication, sharing, and providing mutual assistance.

We also noted that there are statistically significant relationships between interaction
frequencies and actual interaction patterns. It may be because that positive cooperation needs
more interaction. Members who belong to ideal interaction pattern would spend more time

communicating while members who belong to unsocial interaction pattern did not.

The findings confirm the relationship between task classification and positive cooperative

learning, and support the use of conjunctive tasks for promoting positive cooperative learning

13



in Internet-mediated simulation environments. We therefore suggest that the relationship
between interaction frequencies and interaction patterns is a worthy candidate for use as an

index for evaluating small-group interactions in Internet-mediated simulation environments.

References

Blaney, N.T., Stephan, S., Rosenfield, D., Aronson, E., & Sikes, J. (1977). Interdependence in
the classroom: A field study. Journal of Educational Psychology 69 2, 121-128.

Carrier, C.A. & Sales, G.C. (1987). Pair versus individual work on the acquisition of concepts
in a computer-based instructional lesson. Journal of Computer-based Instruction 14, 11-17.

Chambers, B. & Abrami, P.C. (1991). The relationship between student team learning
outcomes and achievement, causal attributions, and affect. Journal of Educational
Psychology 83, 140-146.

Chen, GD., Wang, C.Y,, & Ou, K.L. (2003). Using group communication to monitor
web-based group learning. Journal ef Computer Assisted Learning 19 4, 401-415.

Cohen, E.G.. (1994). Restructuringthe. classreom: conditions for productive small groups.
Review of Educational Research 64 1, 1-35.

Dalton, D.W., Hannafin, M.J., & Hooper, S. (1989). Effects of individual and cooperative
computer-assisted instruction on student performance and attitudes. Educational
Technology Research & Development 37 2, 15-24.

Hsieh, C.H. & Sun, C.T. (2004). MUD for learning: Classification and instruction. To appear
in International Journal of Instructional Media 33 3.

Huxham, M. & Land, R. (2000). Assigning student in group work projects. Can we do better
than random? Innovations in Education and Training International 37 1, 17-22.

Johnson, D.W. & Johnson, R. (1987). Learning together and alone: cooperative, competitive,
and individualistic learning. Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ.

Lou, Y., Abrami, P.C., Spence, J.C., Poulsen, C., Chambers, B., & d *Apollonia, S. (1996).

14



Within-class grouping: a meta-analysis. Review of Educational Research 66 4, 423-458.
Milson, F. (1973). An introduction to group work skill. Routledge and Kegan Paul, London.
Morgan, B.B., Salas, E., & Glickman, A. (1993). An analysis of team evolution and

maturation. The Journal of General Psychology 120 3, 277-291.

Nunamaker, J.F.Jr., Dennis, A.R., Valacish, J.S., Vogel, D.R., & George, J.F. (1991).
Electronic meeting systems to support group work. Communications of the ACM 34 7,
40-61.

Oetzel, J.G. (1998). Culturally homogeneous and heterogeneous groups: explaining
communication processes through individualism-collectivism and self-construcal.
International Journal Intercultural Rel. 22 2, 135-161.

O’Neil, H.F,, Chung, G.., & Brown, R. (1997). Use of networked simulations as a context to
measure team competencies. In+O’Neil, H.FE;.Workforce readiness: competencies and
assessment. Mahwah, Erlbaum, NJ, 411-452,

Reid, E. (1999). Hierarchy and power.-social. control in cyberspace. In Communities in
cyberspace. Routledge, London, 107-133.

Rheingold, H. (1993). The virtual community: homesteading on the electronic frontier.
Reading, Addison-Wesley, MA [Www document]. URL

http://www.well.com/user/hlr/vcbook/

Slavin, R.E. (1980). Cooperative learning. Review of Educational Research 50 2 , 315-342.

Slavin, R.E. (1995). Cooperative learning: theory, research, and practice. Allyn and Bacon.

Steiner, 1.D. (1972). Group process and productivity. Academic Press, New York.

Stone, A.R. (1991). Will the real body please stand up? Boundary stories about virtual
cultures. In Cyberspace: first steps. MIT Press, MA, 81-181.

Suler, J.R. (1996). Life at the palace: a cyberpsychology case study [WWW document]. URL

http://www.rider.edu/~suler/psycyber/palacestudy.html

Turkle, S. (1999). Looking toward cyberspace: beyond grounded sociology. Contemporary

15


http://www.well.com/user/hlr/vcbook/
http://www.rider.edu/~suler/psycyber /palacestudy.html

Sociology 28, 643-648.

Webb, N.M. (1982). Student interaction and learning in small groups. Review of Educational
Research 52 3, 421-445.

Weigel, R.H., Wiser, P.L., & Cook, S.W. (1975). Impact of cooperative learning experiences
on cross-ethnic relations and attitudes. Journal of Social Issues 31 1, 219-245.

Zdenek, S. (1999). Rising up from the MUD: inscribing gender in software design. Discourse

& Society 10 3, 379-4009.

16



11 73 &4

L LT Y en® £ ] e p s AFH &I $ (promotive interaction) o 4o 3

=\

PRI BEAREEL A A B2 2D B SR PTIRY EE 2 BRI Y

AR MENE TEREN 035 4 BB & FH Y AR FE L B s g R o Fri G AR T

SIH ) o3 b ARAT TR BN TR R E B E AR LE TR Y hk F 0 FP R 40 ¢ &

PO AESE R Y S L RS Y B R P PR Bl

Pt A4 d B Y @Al g e $ R AT RE AR FRES FH4

EAAAEA LTRSS M RO T IHE E FL o EAMEAIHE (T B G
SFED 0 A BRG] R FIRAAA TR o« R B AR R T
KELG e Qg -

§ Y R AR BB R AE R & MUD R R 4 ERRE Y 2

N

BBV E e - SR H B S RREY T LR k] B o MUD #
’ﬁ 3 PIFEFBRENES A grnp FRART I F bk ooa B8 74 F

UREFS PR J AR S S RS S

N
1%
)

~my
#8

r:“x

1F§ 3 mﬁﬁ_ °

12 73 P&

FAEY TR R TV LR PRES R SR T EaRGE 4
PR A R Y 0 MR B B AT BERY B E A APE FEY R 45

é‘.f’ra‘;ugc{?j\/p"’ %+ Steiner 35 ¥ = Fr dﬂmyfﬁbzﬁﬁ,;ﬁ’g} B R A N



e A ERa] B EERY EH AT EAREE B F N RREY Y Rl EN R
the TnEagd e A TBFeTORE TR AR RS T B hige R

YOEFET A R PO U EAEA S Y T A S (TR Y PR SRR o e

- o dHd AMUD P IFR AT B E > FRERT B e s FT 0

AL F LS T A AL TR o RG] e A A4 R
B B pEe BREAIEY R A BCRURE 0 RITRC B SR B 8 TET B R0 Ol
Moo JROEEEF AR RS (TRE L - ,[3 ﬂfuj_/pﬁ‘a—% [eEH o ¥- 35 o2 - 3
rU g SRR 0 B AR T AL for amEIRR G o i Y A HORUR L R e R F 2
(AR S R SR B RN S g T R R S (gt S S LT

a7
7

T o

18



$o% R

21 £1°8 Y

EIREY A ApF 2 Prr ] wend| R A NE Y hE s U e Y R v AR
¥ (Slavin,1980) -/ ep ndE B B 7 ERRF LB N ZRERAE L &
BPeem Al iTauEie? » BB PAREF N T?/;%E s A T AEREY ) L G B
PE e BREAIAE D G I B EIT o F)M s SEREY L e g4 EE L
SIS Y TR A WAL AL o

EIREYEPAER ) P AL KB A FUEANA A B o H - F A4S
FTEYrHE AT c BT e@E Y S g4 o ﬁa@ ( Chambers & Abrami,
1991) X % & 4 HFE Tl % (\Weigel, Wiser, & Cook, 1975) » x> p &
( Blaney, Stephan, Rosenfield, Aronson, & Sifes, 1977 ) % % - ¥ - B312d FHE 4 T &

B R A et B i TR G 4 IS A 8 (TE Y B B fx§ »keh # (Slavin,

1995 )

211 L iTE Y ok &

Johnson & Johnson (1987) 3u i & (T8 ¥ cuffe? » 3 ¥I BER A3 !
1. T efpd Rig ¢ o] e BT fRR S PR BERE "ﬁébﬁ AT
FE XN o
2. HigehI b L g S YU e OB E Y RE S € v B AR F T

s

A o Pl 750 FHMNEDT I FY PG ORdn  BAER T AR

3. BrenfiE: el vaARA R AR iE s WirEdem e 4w
B en

RN L EE S TR

19



4 HEF2 MO EAIFEIT ) A AR K EGAFRIL R IR 22
4%@ii§&iﬁﬁ’kﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁi%??W°
5. (e e | Rt AR PP o foladF Pt BF g o TERE T o
5 ¢b > Brush (1998) 1345 5 468 (P4 ¥ Hok s fFip 125 £ end A
1 Foadpdieig oS AR A3y f4p7 RE L pa > 3 4p§e > 4 i
LrEIEY P
2. BAZFrmFE AR B Bl fFaRtAe o
3. LiTHaeh XA FREEY EvH Aot A H e e B G ook S
T o
iz 5 & %2 ¢ > Johnson & Johnson (1992) #-it o chdp 3 R ifARL 5 & (T B 4 b
H & iE i o gt eh Cohen (1994) $3%| feend #ou 244 4R > 305 o fend 4§ i
HI3 > aipd ki - FHEF TP ENITHA L o
212 £ iF{ aurf
R EEEEY a2 22 - ARl Es T4 24 o Steiner (1972) &
- EER e RS it SRR P RS L A AR TFS AR FREEH
FReSRFTRFEFR L B Apbanirg s i 4 P18 0 2 2 - BB AR
FEOPENERREE LR R FRAT G Aot Eaag RE R e Tt Ea
FRFTEFEY I e B RARARAR N HFEY BRhTE2 P o
- b o Steiner FEHEY ERBET BABULT LMoY o d TF R
BRFTASES NN R kgas > FY EHF UARAEAL L w AT
1 e e m R P E- Bhid K% o
2. Wi | eehd A4 A B 4 kRS B o
3 Wren i AR R A N afeT L) Bad & oo
4, pd L], AniEe 2 EEZgBA G-

20



MHAMPEEEYFE T IR FT R A FERUEY BT Rl R
B o blde ) 2 R ez 4 (Dalton, 1989) ~ &% < it £ £ (Oetzel, 1998)
2 ¥ k¥ (Huxham & Land, 2000) -~ 5 % #4% (Carrier, 1987) % % - e ¥ - 2 5 £ i%

EHGATRE PSR TR a2 L 58V T- 26 SEFRTR TS

34

DEFEFR L G RPN A TR L R EY B EE T Y oEdI T
He &Moo %‘gd BY TR HEe T SSM o > 2 L R EXim Aky
BEEGo o SR EEEY RO TERE S R 2R A A4 mE R Bk

( Cohen, 1994 )

x;ft T RS A A 4 T L IERAES Y chd stz b ) B 3 ARy HoL

TEIEHEY S prenffdd o Fl L nl (R guE § Bk eh2 24 (Chenet

G AR Mg (T A (Cohen, 1994) o £ 5 f e 38 5 244> 3 b
RN Sl ;“ﬁs\jé? PR e 3 FaEaad s 5 2RI o

EIERY A F R s o

221 ) =g Y iER

Al e R fEA R (T R Y Ak JNT R B AR Y I B T R
ﬁﬁ; AT o — SFH T gaAp B hde 1T ¥ - g H 2] e dp B chds 17 (Morgan et al.,
1993) - & izisfp bl chds (T Edp i B iE AL MebRE G oA v R Bl e
HPEFLERDEIR B B R TR 2T FF MR & TR 20
EiIF~EUE v gRE- BRAMI-wFoxd pr g 2@ o

21



FHE VAT &) mAp M e (T RUE - 5 3R O'Neil & 4 (1997) 240 -

o R
#

1, S

VIRAF Y EARY o] AR R and (TG T A L

Fv: E"T'Hbjié F}f%"

i
2. AU FEHBP AR TR -
3. Byl Es e L PE R X TR o
4, K TR F HEF DT M- o
5. AMB G E ) Ep B R foid T o
6. AFE: EERERES D o
222 lEaiEd B S B
hol b FEY hI fagRY o AR T - k- b S HAT R o
Milson (1973) # ' A M4 1 e gk 4 R Tor) 46 % i Ho5
L el t & f R a3 6 o 2w B ] WA R o BB R
4 Ao
2. FHIMEE HEFFFARNLLERRTE AR MR E e b o g E S
s bR RS L
3. F T A A AR WAk - hd R Tk o
4, FRSBRARGEE TN R R A > BAE LA DG AP R WA o
5. %l F A R ey patend f R
6. BF BBl CAAEFFIRLBE SR o e R X AP U e
7. EARR RN T A R ARG ART o

W1 Flghdr e f o

I A s R U S gk =¥ KRR S, 3 S X

22



B 1. Milson co@E %8 1 iF/% 3 H-5% B

.t\ .

132 18 e il 2.4

o ¥,

il SR 6.4 F eriid 7.8 AL el

>
iy
4k
=k
w
=
B!
“k
2

¥ ¢t > Roth (1995) » jio) e R 2.7 F $233% ~ ?F/*Jca e Bk R K

TEANFRS LTI

=

e Rkl SHBICE B S SRS S R S R S
o

2. AEFEaIE I d K- 2 RR

3. RIEAHANT B L LT 5T N A BT b o X P AT AT F R

T BB F PG

20 IR A | SR R ARG S B TR

His {270 o & v 8 {77 Tl %42 > Cooperetal. (1986) # 15 & 5 4
Mol A EH o FEmB B XL - SRG 0 BE R LTHA o f g
P EA RTGFHEFBPLpOER DFELFIHFTA gt bogdap
o BRI (2002) ¥ $ EOKEGHBENESPLITDFEF 0 A BTG oo
PRS- BABFA AR RS EPMPIFRIE 2 U BRI LR BRSO P
K I Amp A o Fobo 2 (2002) ) A FEY R &G FRNe A L

T S e e N NS 2 K

23



2.2.3

IR AE

d G eI Jletend dAR ] R A FEY o 2R o BRI P %

FdaE

Sl Rk

o F AR Ffa—r IS

= Y =g
7}\‘1‘5,5‘31!

Pk TR o 0 B AR L TR Y S phE ik o A f B

B2 FENEY T A E N A

ded it Fl R BRELERE > Ep

o R g T B A3 7 g IR Milson B RY 1 1 05N 59
r‘f’JJ S 1'&‘%‘;\1% o [ﬂl}b j\}_::rm ;II-#’# 7 '}T’ﬁm’ﬂ—“p £ f%§ 3‘43 é‘f”i@ﬁ;"r_’ l

N R IR o d *"j\ﬁﬂ”“ PIZ AL -]

rf‘ﬁi\‘ﬁiﬁ‘m/iﬁJ s Dyldr e id = jfé,izﬁ S TEAN

AT FIRE R -F . T S S S R

eI T & A 0 PR R A G s TRV AR

# 1. Milson sh@ 48 1 1740 gt BARETEH N iR
Milson Roth Cooperetal. | ¥ %3 ERnR
Rk | HHfhT 6 TiEpeE ket | X Ee

FAE

7 gHLenI 6

>
i
4k
bt

47 $HenT B

T2 T (7 eI # % iz A
BE pinEd |G S8 b Wh oz prEEr o
3 fpas
FEALR AEE | R ST B s5 A
Aot ag

24



23 ¢ SR

HEFTHI PRI RGP RE B E T PR S RE RRFEITEY ¢ & L - B4R
%t o Iren Greif - Paul Cashman % 1984 & #9473t ¢ ¢ F e T oL £ 1F1 17
( Computer Support Collaborative Work, CSCW ) » @ i& B Ap & ehp & A3t 4o ;ﬁd TR
FTEs R F S A AP T AW M fRARR R o TG & 1TE Y (Computer Support
Collaborative Learning, CSCL ) P& % & 1 T A £ & 171 (F8 307 #7j7 4 J i e
Ao TIHBRREFEY - S FR 0 a2 PEE BT HFAT 0 kg
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FIPRD 5 A8 1 3 2 8 4 13
YA s R P Y 9 5.6% 16.7% 11.1% 44.4% 22.2% 100.0%
A (B N Y % 42% 7.0% 6.1% 27.6% 12.1% 11.1%
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