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I. FU&BHIC

2008 4F- D 2 HHFE A CCERIE A, 2008) T3,
BETy - Ry - RBIOERR, SIENEIOLF %
DMZPEE D 722 1A EAO TR 28R E < h, &FET
% B FERDSERM I N TS, A THIRRESE 2%
O AEELEHEEHE L THEH ST 5 8 DICimlmn
BEERD D, MEAFEOMBIZONTL, 2T
ThL, HEMOFERKE VS MORRATER SN THD
(Gillies, 2007; Roseth, Johnson, & Johnson, 2008), 2
B COFEBRICRRMIZE G35 Z L hliffEh s,

L L, WA 228 EEEORETEERLES>TS
&, MA RNEEICEE TS Z &% 5 (Webb, Nemer, &
Zuniga, 2002; Jacobs, Power, & Inn, 2002 B iR 2005) ,
Z DN, FEEEOHTBIZE T 2B A, SR
KAHEAEHAIRIL, PR D ER S nT bbb
LW i TH B (ffil 2 1F Barron, 2003; Kumpulainen &
Kaartinen, 2004) .

Z TR T, e E SIS 50 2 M EAEH O
FER A MET U, M E AR & (e X 8 2 Z0iofa8 g
2B 2 Wi2E0 Bt KUREIC OWTIMBI§ 5 2 & %
HiyE 32, BRIZIE, 9 mREEICBET 2 HiEE
T lRIFE ORI FIZ DO THERR T 5. I HilA = B 1o
B AMHEEROBER 6 X UF OMEETIIZ DWW TR
L, RBRIZSHOMAOREE BLAIZIONTHENRSE Z
L35,

I. BRZEICEY 2 AE0RHE

17 A %% % 1%, 55 TUE “collaborative learning” %
“cooperative learning” IZfHY L, [% x5 &5 123 [
[Al) [HE] (] ZEoErYToh, [WHH] &
VI FEGIFIZHF DI TS, ThbDOHEEIZD

1) AR RE BT R E P A TR LI 13
(EEHR - hRRZHEIR)
2) AR KRFERFGERE SRR AR

hoa R 2

WTTHZIL (2013) 1, H#41liE cooperation &9 7L —
T A F IV ATHOSNTELHEORETHD,
collaboration | ZFRKIOERE 1 & Z 7= JERIOBEE T, 1 fH) -
WiAE WS TREER D TENTNEEL TS,

—77, ZhEDHEOERIZE, EEE-M R
RN, TRV ETIHAE H 5. L (2011) i,
TR EIZIE DO A H 5D Tlda, —ADE&
DOWRFEIZL 5T, 22 NFRHEI 2 Ml % & A 72 B
MAHHE LN G, TNEhOMEROEN KD M
WO NEBETHZ L LTS, HEE (2008 & [
[Al] - T3] - Thf] 3FDERIZOWTE, Exo72
WS 2D TlEEnE L, 2NHEE8NREEZ
AN AEM L 225E100F, BERNEE  (reciprocal
learning) W5 & L TW5, FENEHEE, 208
IZZML TR EED, MALIrOREE2ZITSZ L%
HEEE LT, siiE MEREILE LD, Wikl
TIr5 2 & (R#E, 2006) Th b,

AR TEINEDEA T e 5HF A, FHIM 52O
AR ARET A HEEE LTTid AL, HENEY L
WO MGEPEARER L T [HHEYE] &vwS Hi+ A
L, mailtwsZ L35, AP EE, ZE—
- =T HIEH U 72E8H 1 Td % &9 5 Johnson,
Johnson, & Houlbec (2002 73 HfthER2010) % 221F, &K
W TIiE, MAEEOEXRE [(X7E2EL) Mo —
TOEERED, W U THROFEICID A, 28
PR &GS Z & A RAd 2 2EE0] £95,

I. BEZFEOMR

1. Z2EEICOVTORER

WIASEAEEIC G2 5300 e LTiE, £ 31REEE
IGIRNC B B0 - AGEE 5 LOMEIE-S, kR
AT 20 ZENHIF 5N B (Chinn, O’Donnell,
& Jinks, 2000; Howe & Tolmie, 2003) . 14l Z |3 Veenman,
Denessen, Akker, & Rijt (2005) &, /NER 644 E
OFERIZB T, MOV ERI A XNz Z & &t
OIS, MO A S Z L # R LTS, &
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7o - 7K (2011) 1, REPZEIC O B R
M, BEABREALZBHERT CELA I, R
PR D B Z & ’a’:?bf:o

AN AT N W - EEE S LOMA
fERIAS, 582 @m%%ﬁﬁ?éwwanvﬁ_ﬁnf
Webb (2009) &, 3DODHMA2SHIHL T\ 5, F1D
Piaget (1932) MM T, FEEMMBALETSI 5
& U 5 AAMINEIED, HADEZLERDDEL, Xy
B3N X B 2D IEINE A R, Bringz
AL Sk 2 &5 L TW\5, 5520 Vygotsky (1978)
WRLEE T, BB E D, KGR L 250X (2
W) 1I2k->T, ~ATIITTE LH - il % AT
TEHMLOZFLE LUCHEEI BRSNS LTS,
3 ORMIERL T, HOOREERH L, WifEL-
RIAE - JBAN - MESE - Bl A2 &2k, S —T
A VN = DHRRHCA L & h - 2Rk & O E T
W%, HkECREETESL L LTS,

NS WHESEIC B 2 BREELD X 5 = 2 A OFY
3, EMEAANDEEZ #EMEALL, JHEREIC T 5 1%
HERTEnIATHREL T B (F - R, 2010)
Bau - EGEE S LOMAIER A, FE R e 5 &
WA Z 9 LB OWROERIL, 1hl=E % F R85
THEET 3 L oMM EMN TR 2259,

2. HEMOBREICOVWTOME

WMEZEE T, 2HHmE T CEEL, HEtoF
B WD Ty RN RAERE & T v b, Johnson et
al. (2002) iF, 1940~504F-LIF%, Tilal - 585 - HH1
PRGNS, ABITCHERIE I LA 3 A L
7o LT A 2 Wi AT > 720 T ORER, hIANEH:
FeoAA &l B &, EAROIFREE 2t L, Hk
HOBR AT Z & %W 5 21
(1999) &, 8o DWEEY T a2 45, XL - A
TEIC R 554 D2 — TNOBIRME 2 X &
52 L AL 7,

fthg DELEIRA G & O EARHOJERED EE A Bk %
O MEEES R CRY 6B 1id, Wik 3 HIEES &
35, i EEYNZRDH B 720 DA NEES 2R D

L 7z, Slavin & Cooper

ENTNE (hB - OHE 2013), WEIZEE S, 2#E0C
K B PR A VED B 721 T L, R AETED L2

1 % (S 2 ATBEME AR S T B DI, THhlF iR
I D W\IED, FEOTa kw2 ThbH L LEBIC
HEN AT 2 TH B2 5755 (Webb & Palincsar,
1996) .

29 L7=Wmlalic & 2, A8 - w2 il i oD [rl R
FEAHRICHRE L T 2 KRNI Z ) Hloslikai £ h

513, HEABRIZFEZIZH LT, FHRORERSE T Tk
<, HBELD - FHBEE - KOEROEIG O - (Jenkins,
Antil, Wayne, & Vadasy, 2003) X, &t AR I I 2 =7 —
Ta VOWED (KW - AW - B - IRE, 2002) %4
HLTWBZEDRENT, EEOERBBIZBWT,
K751, FELO¥NETFTHEL, 2B EFERT
2T LEERHIN T B . AWML THEEFER L,
Mo R & > TR A RS 5 &0 5 HHTRS)
RyWFCE 2MAZEEIE, 29V 2BEEZIBA 50
MR HBZEERLTWS,

V. HEERZHET 2 ER

LU —=THEEESE 60T, BFLY
EERHR NN S EIFRS v, BlTRE kD ki
[ERIEIES %H?@lhf%gﬁmwmﬂﬁﬁﬁi&é
N7-IZBoh36DTH S, Webb etal (2002) |
W7 — ¥V T OFEENREMET L, %i@ﬁ‘éﬁ’?7
L—TOREKED &, L —THOHHAEROED S H
FHEOREE VT 2018 THL L LT0D, TO
Z&id, WAFEOREEIET DI, T ORFZHHK
ENFN— T2 BT ZREABOHAFEHOETH 5 Z
LEREL TS,

S 7 IR 2 BT X 1 B 720 D RER RS B %
& L Cl&, Johnson et al. (2002) O Pig’s Face %> Kagan
(1988) DPIESH N LK H SN TS (Tablel) A%, %
N B AR X5 EELBERKE LT, MHAfE
fi (Interaction) CAHFAKTF (Interdependence) & -
72, HHEAEHOBEAEHL TS, ThTid, WEEE
Wz B 2 EEH OB # i § 2 EIIZIZED &S
BELEDORHEDEAI0, T TIRZOHIZONT, B
LW ZkET5,

. BEEEANOSMEE

ﬂA@WH?%«@%M%E@,@EW%@E%EH
THRERELRERKTH 5., HlAISMHER, LEW, EH

IBRO B WTEIE W o 72 3 T 4 T AR RN T
BYDOBFER, BRI HIENICBDOREE 52 5 2 L 2%
5T 5 (Webb et al., 2002) . [ & 7% 7z 13 [5E > T\ 3 |
BE, MADE ZITH B IALE BN, W%@ﬁ%n
DWT Y I —TF A VoN=2 AT % het & i &
I — T OREITN T S RRO N E A% TIF 5 Z & _')7&
NB5DTH% (Chiu & Khoo, 2003) .

Kumpulainen & Kaartinen (2004) &, 2 AR &P

IGIHIZ B BEF LAWAM L ¢, HssEaigEsR_a
Wiz THODREIZE K LMW Te—T, HOORE
IS A IS A OWEI A A Y T 2O fE(E % 45
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Table 1 #REOVEHBEIFEFEKILS L B -ODEXRNERESR
FERNIRER R DONE Johnson et al. Kagan Gillies
(2002) (1988) (2007)
1. lHHAAF (Inter-dependence) HIE N EAAT N IR HE N
T —TEBOKRIND 721 HIHEL 5
2. fHADEME (Individual Accountability) THADET: [EPN2)=¢5 A DEAT:
T — T ORI UTEBNT 2 HEA S 5
3. HHHAAEH (Interaction) LT AR LEER (2]
HmAMLT, BHOWOEEHASEL 5 5 FHFAEH Rl {313
4, 7L — TWFEFHE  (Group Processing) T —F TNh—F
A5 2 OICEY) Atk 2R 2 F L 2§ 5 G T & BT &
5. Z %)L (Skills) L2 F i ABR &
BHENER L7222, ABMEDOEVE S HR%E INMERIOD 2 F L
EDOESIZHM LIz oW CEERT 5
6. FZ %2l (Equal Participation) BN
IREFRTRY - 22T SOV & iR 3 5

L 7=, Barron (2003) (%, /NER6FEAEDNTIL—TF
12 & 3R, WS EFRL, ZORETH A
20HIL, ZA—=THNORD &Y &KL 72, T OER
IV — T Tld, RERICHT 22H50E 6k Sikanh
ERENEZDIZHL, 5 £ Wk 5722 — T TR,
PRI T 2 HERMHDO ILEN G L, SaFo—HMlER
B o72Z mR LTz, £ =T XN =DHIZ,
HADINREZLELEWT, iDL =T A3 =0
BHEBTUIT L0 2N FIRE, & 250IEETED
e, MHEEHZBRZLIZK K LTV &S
& % (Salomon & Globerson, 1989; Jacobs et al., 2002) .

Ihe6DZ liE, 77— TREOEEIZEBRO 5T
o, AT 2RI A ReE s, HAEEHOE %
KR EE2 R 2L T3, DX 0 HAEFEHOE
EED 5720121, BHOWOREICEFE I, Thie
TP ICERERBI R LS LS BINEER, ~
=T DERIZKDENTHVEDTH S,

2. ¥EFE - FhHhE

TN — T OFHREONFIZ K - C, WREEGE T
K 5N BRI R B RENEN B B, K - &
(2009) 1%, WR¥EIZH T 5 70— FREOWEKIZ
DWTHRET L7z, ZORER, 2L — 7B L TRE
AR A 5 220121, RERIE (Ef#23 1) Tid,
PEAERT A ZENMBETH DY, AREXRPE (F
RBAFAEL Z5\Y) TREE 57201, * V3 —~D5H
EOMEFF T D - 72,

7 —TREABO% S5, W5 OIS
3LFEZ N5, M- R (2004) 1F, INERBEAEN
HO RN RE Y A2 T, I HERR i L ~OL 23 5

557 OMEAEM ARG L7z, ZORER, AR HGE
FEDENKZWNIGAIL, X7 OEmNERFEAIZE &
Fo2DITR L, NG DOZEINS WAL, B
JBRIRHIZE > Tz, ZOT &7 —TREB D%
FIERKETEIEAICIE, 00— TN THAE/ERNE
RE AU OHREER H S Z & AR LT 5,
MEAEROE I, 7V —7REBBEOBEROR?Z DI
FoThfighdnwS5 ke b5, BRI N — TR
BEORWOWZD (FIE) HP50EaIciE, A
ICA—HOEMEMRIL, R0 E2ET 50, KE
MOR—FK (FIE) BLTE25A10F, BHOFAIC
ZEDLY, ML THARNREEERT 52 &80k
WEWnS ZENMSN TS (Bearison, Magzamen, &
Filardo, 1986) . IR ZAMHEAEH A/ ERR S ¥ 572012
1%, T ARRRINEREA R &5 KD m R,
FHEAEETHZENRDENTNEDTH D,

3. JI—TREDEARMN

WRSEEICT 2588 a L, F LV — T Ek+ 3KE
OEANORES, WHEFE ORI E LB EE2 52 %
WEEMEA B B, W] (2000) &, W6 L TEEN
YT & SEN A REOMEES, [EUNTKT 5 %8
E[REEMED DL TR TH S Z L &2 /ML,
Thabb, WEFEIS L CHEN RIS, KE,S
HAPORECHATZDT S, FURVWEFVPLELT
WD L, SEMNARER, HOEORKEE DR
FrEEMHL, 20— TRAMOY I L TR F
E o T, FWAEEICH L TEHERN AR RES, A
EBDHB I LICHOAERKL, ZFARY) =& —PEDBEN
DIZX LT, &EMEIRTR, 20— T\ TIE
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FIRNT, ERRBEENODBIREOEE2E D, AP
DT 2 F R > 72,

TN EE AR LIz v, HEEO XS
HIHARES, b & DWW a ke 5 Tn 2 1HFESE
Wic WL, PRI BT 22 85 A 65,
B (1999) 13, EMEFEEBREAREL D L NLOXRT R
WlE CREEICHL D [ G A 0, WEo BN - BRIt
PO BE AR Lz, Zhuck B e, FRLVLOR
Wi, FRESEOEREICER SN -NEEZ0F F
WD Z B0, AR R E WS, BERNE
ERIELZNBORIEN S > 72, TiREX D AETFO
AT S &3 2RMNIEED T, L LY
DOEFEDM FITIZRE LS HEEL 225, ThL~IL
DOWREN, AL NULORFE» & BB XiREZT 572
WIZIE, BRI IEYED &5 AR ER B ETH B &
WABEAS,

WS T ORBETE, HRNHERROER» 5,
DHNEY) A HEEA & D Z LA, il & OM A - %2
T2 LT, FHOMBLEE O 2 ED 5 I L BNALN
T3 (thay, 2013). HiE - hs (2003) &, AfED
HEMEEHELE 2L — T2 ORI T 258 & D
BIHIC DWW TMRET U, BLSHGEST H LA 35\ S8 figt
12, TR HEEA N & DERFRIT R U T RIMRY 2o f2%
ERIFLTWBZ L AR LT,

iz e B L CEEER T SR T ENRO SN
55 Cid, MRS 5 RRak, SRR LR R+l
DEHEHRELE Vo 2 ARE, 20— T2 0W T
RO GMHAERAER I 2 ERLBERKELS2DTH
%,

4. HOATHFME

$E2 W 02 T ORIl &\ o 7= S & o
T, BEPLHENZ0H T 72055205 [ES
B T35 (Cohen & Lotan, 1995) . @\ VEJIR0A
ROB 3@ O EL, 00— T DR TORE Nk
EVMEAD D B, KA OEAE I HCTERENHL,
DEET, SO EKDIRER D B ERIZH S
(Bianchini, 1997, 1999) .

L2 L, ZiAEHR O EEDOSMOMiIEIZ DTk
N7z, FERRICEET 2 ZR BRI DOV TENREZD
$T5ZET, KMNOELEDOSMAEEL, & - (KHA A
FEOBMBEOBO X v v THNEL BE50[GME1NH 5
(Cohen & Lotan, 1997) . D D HHEAEHDO B KT X
H5HEDARBERFLTY, Bl afHEsir> 2
LT, HMEEHOBEAIM LI E3ZLNTEDLEEZLD
hsa0Th5,

V. HEERZERET 2 BED TR

ZZETHBANTELKSC, WHAMFEHOEE, =5
ERFETZEE VS HRA T TR AL, ZL—-THREOD
TAARFER AT R E L W o 72, (HEBRTERIZ & > TEM
EXNTWz, EEOREL T, ERERWT T
RIREIZ STV B RRAIN R 220 T <, 29 Ltts
MEROHELZF T EEELIO6N5,

U LSO ) 2 583, Zh 6 OB & ] - (i
ML, MAEMEHOBE AN X3 iRt nahi, &
BOBEBS T, WEYEE0roRL X8, EET S
MITKREEHEN RS> TWADREMITH S, 22T
13, WRFEIC B THOE R4 S5 72
B DO FWEIZ DN T, EAEOWIFE O Hif % B 5,

1. ELEVOBEL

WERIEEIZ B WNT, 20— T INOMEAEMN 2188 %
ZHDOHIEE LTIE, 77— T D LAVORHELY S
5, LAV olisEb e, SHLanick s s HIEOHR
ARREEITGIC &Y, W EEEEITEI S 2L %
BT 5, dhi LAV EELs 2 HIICi3kk4 2 d On
H BN, T TIIERDREIET 2 KA g s L
T, Gillies (2007) AR U7z EE LBl %879 5,

(1) #ErYsEMEAEE (collaborative strategic reading)

B /7 (collaborative strategic reading) 13,
BTED CFIR A ED D 1-DIZT A ¥V Iz T,
HERED PR % 45T 2 720 D AD DFIRITIED» 5K - T
\1% (Vaughn, Klingner, & Bryant, 2001) . 21 5%, #if
Lo THE I E 2T S - EEFGA TOY 6 B WEE
R L OMEERD S - XE-HORX EYIEIZT5 -
NHEARDENEENT L0580 TH S,

(2) 27U 7 MEEh 7R (scripted cooperation)

220 7 MbE N7z 1ilE (scripted cooperation) T,
EIFNEho/S— 1+ F =13, HETFRIDATLV-72,
PR EGC 5 Z L& BRE N5, ODonnell (1999)
13, ZOZEHEHEMEE TS LB IC, 5N
RENFBENEWHCZZLI2KD, 2471 T2
FHEERAPRIT2 2R TEZ L LTS,

Q) HHEGAD-HDERMZE (the ask to think-tel
why)

BRIZk-T, HFORZ 2Btz 2Z L%
B L A ERE R TWw 3. King (1990, 1997)
i, AN EhMHAEERE (guided reciprocal peer
questioning) # JEJE X &, K0 @O L AL OBMEL ¥
BEMET 572012, HHA(EA 5720 OEME (the
ask to think-tel why) % 7 %4 ¥ L7z, ZHIIFEHA
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R AEFEROETED, fFEN-HENEERORT, &
B EMIZDONTOHGR ATV, RIERAROEEL, —
HOEM 2 L TERDOBER AU LD En L NS
L XS ITEBEMDENSEDTH S,

(4) HEHEE (Reciprocal Teaching)

T B g T s & TRIAR IS, 4D DFLE TS % R U 22
Mo, ZOHBIZEMAE=&EAZEDE LT, Palincsar &
Brown (1984) 12 &k 2 #HH %% (Reciprocal Teaching)
Db, HEBPFZETE, BANCEEhahrs, Lt
DR CERY - B - MHEEL - PIIE T R S iR

Tt

WA MRS 2 6 DT, FRIOmLEE 2 OGRS
R T\ 5, MHESFHECBET 20983, 4901
i1 OEBRER AW, 6, EEORED TR TOEKN
REMEAGERT 2 AN BIEFIL Tl b, /INFED 6 KY
A F TOMRIEGEfb g 26 12, #IEAERE . 5iEY
[BHEEDHTHTEMENEMENDDH D (Table 2),
SHOMRIEEAHIETE 2 HKD1DTH 5,
(5) FLAVOEBELICL Z2HEERBED A H=ZX L
2o LZzE LAV oy, WMAEHEEX 3
WIRD D B DI EEEA D . WEH - RE (2003) 13,

Table 2 MHEHREDIIRICOVTDELKITHIR

&) =

T - R

T H 30z & BN 2 il COMEE T & T 7 LIS L
7 & DI T, HHEFEED TN &R L 7= O B
Ninm kL, #FEhiz v ERIRE N,

FERE 3~4 NDRK 7L — T CRT FIEAMEE) &3t
TARED i, SERJE T 2 PR HOHRT 2 M2k W»
T, EBREECH S 2 i an S hz G HERE TR
Rl ho72), EBREHCH T 5 8BER%OENITIE,
FHRERED SCED Y v VIS E AL L 72,

(1) HHHEHIZ (Reciprocal Teaching) &9 5 HE%
fifl L (2) Palincsar and Brown (1984) #5[HIL (3)
SEERTE & MR A B L OV B En S & i, BRI E
IZOWTORMBGTE & &2, PR 280 @750
ORERP, SR EBURNT 520 OHENFILE &
FROE, WFPER D M REME AN iR < 7z,

FIWEBORNIE SAZRRN e il F w2V v FREE DL,
FEREIER T 2 ClE, ST ATFOFRERR O 23 7R
SNz, BT 2 T, - TRIOEIZTER
SNhiehr o7z,

HHETOD RT IR DN T OB, 17 AD/INERET
M, 3L EITh 720 RT %K. % Z T L 7= fs
LRTICHT 3% W 4, RTICET 23 00%HE (HIED
i - EEE 2T O8R) OffifHE WS BlE» S
Wif, 79 28 AR L U-RT %906 - kT2 4
4 P4 VT I,

FTARE (15~20 HIA, rv[E5E & 3R & 28 IS fiA L,
B - R - BIEEAL - PRI AER) 2BV T, O
RHEHFET 2 b &, B h7=7 2 M2V TR
PR I Nz, F 7 EEGR IR D X R & B e T,
DU g A HH T 2 L), BN AZELA RS iz,

# &

(%) PSR H
Palincsar, A. S., | #tfi# )1 DI | lHAEZGZENAIZX S
& Brown, A. L. | 7T4FAEDEGE | FifRieiE & Hift =4

(1984). Ui VAL &)
Kelly, M., Moore, | —#D/NE8L| 2 v T 4 22 3 VB
D. W, & Tuck, B. F. | Ot # 22 | DR ELR SR OGS
(1994). B (D 7 2k
ICHF B % RT D FMED FEAT%
RoKET
Rosenshine, B, & | M A ¥4z 02 | I HBFZ5:5T AWM EaR
Meister, C. DNTDIED [ XDV E 12—
(1994). Jr AWFSEER
Alfassi, M. 15 B D H B | BT D I AR
(1998). EEGE DFf
Hacker,D.J., & |2 O/N¥ K| RTFEE AWML 72 4 4
Tenent, A. BT 51748 | K74 VTS
(2002). D L
Fung, LY. Y, [3DD%KRIZ|BGEADK2EHELL
Wilkinson, L A. | #5135 7 - 8% | TOWFEDFHA X DO
G., & Moore, D. W. | (6 - 74-) O | fRIEHERD RO MET
(2003). BEAN12H
Sporer, N., INFRAEGE 14 lessons (73 [ )
Brunstein, J. C., | 34 ~64) [1Zh7z-> TTbh7zM
& Kieschke, UIF. 2104 HBFZES AR O
(2009). &

2DDEEME G ITWEER XN L — T TOME 5 4
VA NT R ITIRE I NN — T TOME) L
WREIRE (BRA R EEZ) T, RTITAZR % b, F2Bk
F TS U 7o i B T N B IS B T, FEBR
PO A EEREER L7, X5 L—TTRT %
FH UMD, BRMENAHRT 2 M2k nwT, 4V
A NT RIS XN RTHER, MEIEEOATES L
DT,

)

RT(3M H %% (reciprocal teaching) %789
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MHBIZLES HEOES - G OUEEIZ & DRI
Cifkam U, OAMEMEANTIT A 2 EE % {5 AR D £
& UTOME U CIRE(L L 7= 1T, @F88iE 20 e iR
ZirvoD, OFHEEHESARLIZRD L0 %#1Th
V2 EDO3HABEL TS, Thbid, FE4hD
BEDFELAVOREH, s —TOMHEFEHAOE %
T2 A H = XL AHL TS,

LL, 2oV BOmMHEERPRRICRE
Z LM TH B (Melton & Deering, 1999), 2 F 0, B
DEOCHEEH A ER X 25 720120, BhissL—7
DEFLAWERSELT 5 &5 afsllasr & > T, XK
AT B ENBEEDTH S,

2. SEREROFHICE U HBEDONT A

ZZECHAMRMZMRES 272012, B0 AL Y%
WELWH ZEAERNTES, LALEAICK ST,
TN BNRICE D REMNES & 5. BN ERD S
b — FEEFNZOWTRE L 2 (2001, 2002) 1%, #
FiliAs [RTamICBEd 288 OAE LTV, [0 1
TN 28] # b DITbAd - kT, Y
MIN—TEEONREREBEMCRIML =22 &%
RN 5 ORI A, SRR MR R
L, B 8 A S IR B ATREE & fEfE L 7.
B DA A RIRDUZOWT DM 2 BETH 5,
Ding, Li, Piccolo, & Kulm (2007) 1%, #AliD T A» L%
KIRME LT, 2 —T AN BERNEA BT
LR TERCEE, AEEASMH AR 5 O IR #E 2
HO & X W OAEENS 7L — TG & SR L
TWBIEE BT 72, DEDEEN TN — T EEIT S
FTAEITIBEAITE, ZONE - B - RO - RsEed
TEOREL ZEICANT, {2 BEX B LD TH 5,
—J, TNEOZ ENWYNIThbh =85Aa1E, B
DI AIEIRINAEH T 5, Bl IE 7 — THEANOR
Wiy M AT 720102, Ao U CE 425 &
SIHE»F BT L, sL—TOHEHTHREE -
LD & 5 k%, PEIT 230826 % (Salomon
& Globerson, 1989), F7z#M L 720, ML 20 ¢
BEAEA, AWEICHRHAT S L3, 5B MEL» 5 X
DRI ELEERD B Z & &, BT 5 AL S
% (Turner, Midgley, Meyer, Gheen, Anderman, Kang, &
Patrick, 2002) . #fliEE & DI AT I — F2EEICE
A DR EIZONWT, Lz BT, TAD
FEIT W22 ERDENTNBEDTH 3,

3. JI—TOHEFHKE
WAEE®RIC, AMEOFEEIRYES Z & HET
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ABSTRACT

Trends in research on factors affecting interaction in cooperative learning
and on strategies to promote student discourse

Takeshi MACHI and Motoyuki NAKAYA

Cooperative learning is expected to improve social and academic achievement. However, when ef-
fective student interaction during cooperative learning is not achieved in the classroom, there is no
noticeable improvement in learning effect.

In this paper, first, the effects of cooperative learning were discussed. In cooperative learning, active
group discussion among students promotes academic achievement. How active group interaction can
be achieved was investigated. Formation of self-esteem and interpersonal attraction are promoted in
cooperative learning. Teachers expect students to improve their academic achievement and socializa-
tion in cooperative learning, and in particular to deepen their interpersonal communication.

Second, the factors affecting interaction in cooperative learning were examined. Factors directly
related to learning, such as group-work tasks and differences in academic achievement, were first
examined, and it was shown that they affected the quality of interaction in group discourse. Complex
tasks or open-ended problems were found to encourage the participation of all group members. The
influence of social factors on interaction was also examined. It was found that participation attitude
toward cooperative learning, students’ personal characteristics, and status characteristics (perceived
by attractiveness, popularity, and academic standing) determine the quality of interaction in group dis-
course. Researchers have found that negative socioemotional behavior negatively impacts group func-
tioning, and status characteristics can produce inequities in participation. For cooperative learning to
succeed, students must learn to cooperate with their fellow students.

Third, strategies used by teachers to promote group discourse among students were overviewed. In
real classroom settings, high quality interaction among students is rare; therefore, for more effective
interaction, instructional intervention by teachers is required. Concrete strategies to facilitate effective
discussion include collaborative strategic reading, scripted cooperation, and reciprocal teaching. Addi-
tionally, teachers need to modify their intervention according to the characteristics of the students and
their learning situation.

Finally, the issues with research on cooperative learning were explored. In cooperative learning,
students’ quality of interaction with others has very important implications for the establishment of ef-
fective cooperative learning. Effective interaction promotes students’ academic achievement. It is nec-
essary to consider the effects of social factors when studying improvement of academic performance
in cooperative learning. Recent research on cooperative learning has focused on discourse analysis of
group learning. Through discourse analysis, the processes through which social factors affect academ-

ic achievement in cooperative learning have been elucidated in nowadays.
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