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Collaboration and explanation
may enhance inductive reasoning skill in
different way ( Wu, Wu, & Horng,
1998) . Namely, students who worked
on inductive tasks collaboratively were
later able to propose more correct rules
in  their initial hypothesis and
consequently discovered more correct
rules. In contrast, students who were
asked to give explanation to thelr own



cognitive  activities while solving
inductive tasks were later able to include
more features in their hypothesis and use
elimination strategy in hypothesis-
testing. A plausible account for the
effect of collaboration is that working
collaboratively enables people to share
knowledge about the structural features
of thetask. Hence, they will be able to
come up with the correct rule when they
encounter the same type of problems
later. In contrast, explanation may
promote more deliberation during
inductive reasoning and causes people to
sense the gaps in their reasoning and
thus form a more comprehensive
strategy for dealing with the task. |If
these speculations are correct, we
predict on the one hand that there will be
no transfer effect on different type of
problems for the collaborative group
because the effect of knowledge is rather
domain specific. On the other hand,
the application of a cognitive strategy
usually is domain-free. Therefore, we
expect that the effect of explanation on
inductive reasoning can be transferred to
different type of problems. 80 college
students were randomly assigned to one
of 2 (collaboration, individual) X 2
(explanation, no explanation) learning
condition to work on 6 numerica
inductive tasks. Later, they were tested
individually on 3 numerical tasks and 6
verbal tasks to examine the transfer
effect of collaboration and explanation.
Data showed that there was transfer
effect on the numerical problems while

no transfer effect on the verbal tasks.
More importantly, explanation seems to
play a greater role in this learning
process than collaboration. This
pattern of results suggests that reasoning
skills acquired from implicit learning is
highly domain specific and acquired
more from individual’s own efforts than
group’s supports. How to promote
transfer of rules induced from implicit
learning is then an important issue to be
addressed in the future study.

Key Words: collaboration, explanation,

Inductive reasoning, transfer.
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