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Colleboreting in the Interest of Colleborative Leerning

Introduction

Severel yeers ego the first euthor epprosched six first grede teechers in
¢ primary school to golicit their involveasent in the {nvestigetion of an
instructionel procedure celled reciprocel teeching (Brown & Felincser, in press;
Pelincser & Brown, 1984). Reciprocel teeching is e colleboretive leerning
procedure, designed to improve students' comprehension of text. The procedure
feetures dielogues thet ere structured vwith the use of four concrete stretegies
(questioning, summarizing, predicting, end clerifying). These stretegies,
derived lergely from the cognitive litereture investigeting the ectivity of
skillful reeders, ere used to support e discussion concerning the meening of
the text with which the group ie working. All members in the group teke turna
leeding the discussion. When the members ere not leeding the discussion, they
ere supporting the discussion; offering edditional explenations of the content,
requesting clerification and helping to resolve misunderstendings. While the
teecher {s initielly pivotel to this dielogue, enabling eech student to perticipetce
in this colleboretjve effort through instruction, sodeling, and coeching, the
teecher's goel 18 to gredually trensfer control of the dialogues to the students.
The ultimate goel of the {nstruction ir for the students to internelize the use
of the problem-solving stretegies precticed in the group context for the purpose
of improving their independent comprehension of text. In the cese of the first
grede students, reciprocel teeching wes to be investigeted es ¢ meeans of improving
the children's listening comprehension. ~.e membars of the group would use the

stretegies to discuss text thst the teechers reed eloud.
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Before describing reciprocal teaching to the teachers, they were asked to
indicate their current instructional goals in the ares of listening comprehension.
Zach teacher independently indicated that the most important outcome of listening
comprehension instruction with first graders was to lesrn to follow a sequence
of directions. When the teachera were ssked vo describe their current program
of listening comprehension instruction, their responses were consonant with the
outcomes indicated in thefir response to the preceding question: The children
syent time (ususlly veekly) at learn.ng centera where they listened to commercial
tspes that requi-ed them to complete worksheets by following a serfes of: discrete
directions.

Civen this state of affairs, it {s understandable that our description of
reciprocal teaching as an fnstiuctional pProcedure to enhance listening
comprehenaion, with {ts emphasis on group {nteraction to promote understanding
of extended text and self-regulation of coamprehension sctivity, was met with g
degree of akepticiar 1In fact, the teschera indicsated to the Principsl that
class time had 8lready been allocsted for liatening instruction; there was s
gentleman who would be coming to the achool once weekly to teach the children
to dance with basboo aticks. To auccessfully lesrn bamboo dancing, the children
would have to listen and recall a number of directions l.quenttnlly.l
Despite their reservations the teachers gratiously consented to participate in
the research.

Ve failed to acknowledge the significance of the clash between the outcomes

the teachers valued and the ®eans by which thoae outcomes had been traditionslly

l1e 1s worth noting thst the msjority of atandardized schieveaent S2a8urea
8ssess listening comprehension by asking the atudenta to respond to s series of
discrete divections as opposed to assessing understanding and recall of extended
text.
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attained in these classrooas with the meens end outcomes represented in reciprocel

teeching. Instead, we persisted in the implementetion of reciprocal teeching,

spending i{nordinate amounts of time coaching these teechers in the use of leerning

dielogues. Despite the time invested in these clessrooms, the outcomes of

instruction were disappointing. In contrast to the pilot work, conducted by

volunteer teechers, coafortable with the principles of reciprocel teeching, in

which over 85% of the first grede students demonstreted significant improvements

on severel meesures included in the study, caly 47% of the children in these

groups demonstreted compareble geins (Pelincsar, Brown, & David, in preperation).

The moral of this story is the focus of this erticle: the beliefs teachers

hold ebout the nature of knowledge and ebout the process of knowledge acquisition

heve a powerful role to pley in determining the design end outcome of collaboretive

learning errengements in clessrooms. We will suggest thet unless we attend to

these beliefs end to the educational prectices shaped by these beliefs, the

enthusiasm for colleboretive leerning thet hes welled among the reeesrcher

community during the past decede will dissipete quickly beceuse we will be

stymied in the ettempt to implement th= findings regarding the benefits of

colleboretive learning in classrooms. We begin our exploretion of the potential

rift between instructional reseerch/development end prectice by considering the

beliefs and prectices held dear by those who edvocete for colleborative learning.

We will exsmine these in reletionship to the beliefs thet drive normative prectice

in today's schools .2

2 The reseerch reported in this erticle has been conducted principally in
Americen schools; however, Cohen (1987) has suggested thet many of the
observations reported in Americen schools hold true for Europeen schools es well
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Curxent interest in children leerning in groups s fugled, in lerge meesure,
by theories regerding the medieting processes by which children leern end the
extent to which perticipetion tn joint leerning ectivities leeds to the
ecquisition, refinement, end internalizetion of these Processes. Both Pleget
end Vygotsky contributed to the thsory that conceptuel devslopment hes en
essentielly sociel genesis (Brown & Pelinceer, in press). In his eerly writing,
Pleget noted ...%thet husan intelligence davelops (n the individuel es o function
of eociel interaction fe too often disregerded" (Plege:, 1967, PP. 224-225).
Peer interections, eccording to Pleget, were pPerticulerly useful in eiding
children to “decenter® their thinking es they enterteined the aultiple
Perepectives others might bring to the probles-eolving situation. Furthermors,
the reflection, Queetioning end explenation in which one engeges in group leerning
Promotee higher levels of understending.

Vygotsky (1978), the developmentel theorist who ®ost emphesized the sociel

nature of individual cognition, mainteined thet the etretegic petterns of

thet the lndlvl?ual wes encoureged ta follow eerifer @8 e perticipent in probles
eolving with others. According to Vygotsky, development s the greduel
internalizetion and personalizetion of Processee that were experfenced in sociel
ectivity. Pivotel, then, to the theories of Pleget ond Vygotsky 1s some fora
of internalizetion: thet vhich {s witnessed in eociel settings becomes hernessed
o8 {ndividual cognition (Brown & Pelincser, in press).

The internelizetion of the dialogue neceesery in mature writing wes the
focus of en investigetion of colleboretive composing in e etudy conducted by

Deuite (1986). The fourth end fifth greders in this investigetion were peired




in writing teams, principslly on the besis of metched ebility. The studsnts
were provided e set of releted fects ebout six enimsls snd were esked to write
stories ebout esch of the six enimals thet incorporsted some of the fects ee
well es their {maginetion. Four of the texts were completed collsboretively
while four were completed individually {two ss pretests end two es posttests).
Dsuite included in her outcome meesures the written products resulting from
ths colleboretive endeevors es well es from individualistic efforts, which
were enalyzed for length, linguistic complexity end precision, rhetoricel
structure, feetures cf style end holistic quslity. These enelyses indiceted
thet the outcomes of the collsboretive efforts exceeded whet the children could
ettein es solitery writers. In eddition, she enelyzed the cognitive processes in
which the children engsged to ettein these products through eudio-recordings
of the colleboretive sessions, es well es interviews with the students. Deuite
concluded thet the co-euthors {n her investigetion did indeed shere: creetive
input, eveluative perspectives, composing stretegies, end idees about good
writing, which were fnternalized by the children end employed in their subsequent
independent writing. Similer findings are reported in the investigstions of
children's colleboretive writing by Dyson (1987) es well es Cerr end Allen

(1987) in their studies of colleboretive writing among kindergsrtan children.

Educators' views of knowledse acquisition

Let us jixtepose the positive outcomes for peer collsboretion in writing
ectivity, es determined by the studies reported ebove, with the current belfiefs
end prectices of clessroom teachers regerding colleborstive writing ectivity.
Freedmen (1987) surveyed 560 teschers of writing. Hei results !ndiceted thst

educetors ere deeply divided es to the efficecy of small-group spproeches to




sriting. Those teechers who do incorporete the use of 8Toups {n writing
inatruction, typicelly use groups for the purpose of heving students respond to
one enother's writing es opposed to heving students write coll.bor.tlvcly in
the menner examined in the pPreceding etudies.

How cen we reconcile these differences between the findings of reseerchers
regerding the benefits of colleboretive writing end the prectices of clessroom
teachers? Certeinly one wey is to determine the manner in which teechers’
beliefs regerding composition will influence the 11lelihood thet “is or her
clessroom becomes o “community of writers.” Reeserch conducted by Rapheel,
Englert end Anderson (1987) provides provocetive evidence in this regerd,

Rephael et ¢l. examined teechers' beliefs with respect to writing and writing
instruction. We discuss their findings regerding one set of teechers involved
in their fnstructional reseerch. In response to ¢ questiun concerning the
goels of her vriting program, one teecher (Teacher A) consistently indiceted
the belief thet the writing process depends upon the writer's imeginetion,
exXperiences end crestivity es well es his or her ebility to orgenize informetion
and engege in reflective thinking. 1In evelueting students' writing, this teecher
indiceted thet the msechenics were subordinete to the processes of Communicetion.
In contrust, e second teecher (Teecher B) reflected the belief thet writing
can be equeted with mechenics, specificelly, editing end pProofreeding for proper
use of grammar, punc iuetion, end spelling.

T;e beliefs reveeled by these teechers in the interviews were evidenced in
the writing instruction they provided. Teecher A modeled such processes s
selecting e topic, breinstorming {nformation regerding the topic, end getting
{nformation from other sources; processes thet could be reedily edopted by the

children {n their colleboretive end independent writing efforts. Teecher B, Iin
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contrast, led s didactic lesson with 1ittle emphasis on the thinking processes
that underlie topic eelection and evalustion.

It would certainly be folly not to attend to these significant differences
in the process of introducing collaborative writing in these respective
classrooms. In Teacher B's classroom, the pProcess of writing i1s commensurate
vith editing. This teacher would most likely be comfortable using students a3
editors in peer-response groups. In Teacher A's class, there vas s presium
placed upon the processes in which children engsge in writing activity... writing
was conceptuslized by this teacher as recursive and wvholistic, relying on intuition
as well as reason (cf. Hsirston, 1982). These are sall characteristics that
complement well the goals and processes of collaborative writing efforts.

Similar examples can be found in reading instruction. Duffy (1977) fdentified
the intricate relstionships among teschers' conceptions of reading and their
instructionsl practices. To illustrate, teachers who were content-oriented {p
their conception of reading instruction conducted sctivities typically associated
with basal text instruction, including guided reading of bassl stories and the
instruction of relsted skills. Teschers who were student-oriented {n thelr
conception of resding instruction also engaged in bassl reading instruction but
also devoted significant time to the affective and orsl language dimensions of
resding. In our own work, we have seen the relationship between conceptions and
practice played out s number of times. Most comaonly, we have observed that
teachers who conceptualize reading as the mastery of a sequence of fsolated
skills require considerable support in reciprocel teaching diaslogues. Their

initial inclinstion {s to subvert the dislogue to practice with the four

strategies. In these dialogues, the strategies are not practiced in s manner

that communicates to the children their flexible and opportunistic use; rather
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the stretegies are precticed in o routine fashion. Interestingly, the children
in these instructionel groups often displey gains on messures of stretegy use
but not concomitent geins on comprehension meesures (Pslincser, 1986). As
Anderson (in press) hes suggested, when teechers do not reedily identify with
the outcomes end means of instructional pPrograms, end yet ere esked to implement
these programs, it {s most natural thet they would edapt the progran to eccommodete
the more familier outcomes end meens.

Thus fer, we heve suggested ways {n which teechers' conceptions regerding
the neture of knowledgs end specific aubject matter can influence the co‘t.xt
esieblished for collaborative leerning in clessrooms. e will proceed to consider
the implicetions of teschers' beliefs end l-;llclt theoriee regerding the

ecquisition of knowledge for colleboretive leerning errengements.

I"‘h‘“'—lnﬂ—hlmul_mlu_mmmn_m

The conceptualization, propelling contemporery reseerch in colleboretive
leerning, that thought processes ectually criginate in sociel {nterection conjures
e picture of clessrooms in which there is shered responsibility for teaching
end leerning. The teecher models cognitive activity for the purpose of rendering
thinking processes overt, explicit, end concrete - remaining min._ful of
opportunities for the students to engege in cognitive activity end frequently
interecting with students to monitor their performance end trensfer rclponnlslllty
for thinking ectivities to the students es they indicete thet they cen teke
cherge of their own leerning.

This picture represents o striking contre.t to the profile of instructional
activity {n American clessrooms todey. The observetional studies conducted by

Peterson end Fennema (1985) in mathematics clesses, Anderson, Bvertson end

10
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Brophy (1979) in rsading clssses, and Goodlsd (1983) portrsy clsssrooms in which
esch student works slone, seldom interscting with the tsscher or with peers.

Ths {nstruction, directid slmost exclusively by the teucher, is focussd on
lower-level skills while the cognitive sctivity of both ths tsschsr snd students
remains e privsts effeir.

Speculating on ths ressons for this contrsst between s sociohistoricel view
of teeching end leerning end current prsctics, one might consider the influsnce
thst ths direct-instruction peredigm hee hed on Americsn educetors. Direct
instruction emphesizes teecher structuring of nsw i{nformation end prectice {an
ths form of recitetion end drill. One could elso scknowledge the werrented
concerns thst tcechsrs indicete rsgerding clsssroom manegemsnt (Cohen, Intillf
& Robbins, 1979). One might elso considsr educetors' concsptions of xowledge
ecquisition. To whst sxtent is the socio-historicel psrspsctive on leerning
ons thet {s shered by educetors? To explors this issue ws rscently conducted
intsrvisws with 25 teechers in gredes one through thrse end Junior high school.
We ssked ths teschers e series of qusstions regerding ths kinds of leerning
gosls end ectivit.es thst lend themselves to children leerning from one enother.

This prsliminery work revssled rhet teechers' egenda for pser group leerning
differ significsntly from the egenda of reseerchers end theorists. On the one
hend, these teechers were very optimistic ebout the vslus of peers lserning
from ons enothsr, noting perticulerly: (1) the ective involvement of children
in group lssrning; (2) ths opportunitiss provided to build confidence; (3)
the opportunitiss to ettein peer epprovel; end, (4) to prectics sociel skills.
In e number of instsncss, the teechers commented on ths increesing divsrsity in
their clessrooms, noting thst smell group leerning wes no longer en elternative

but wes fest becoming e necsssity in classrooms. On the other hend, these teechsrs

11
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ssldoa mentionsd the academic or cognitive gains to be derived from learning in
8roups. Whan probed with opsn-ended quastions regarding this issue, ths teachers
responses ware disparats, although the msjority of teschers {ndicated that
group lsarning was best 8pplisd to drill snd practice. When asked whether
thers were kinds of learning gosls or activitias that did not saem best achieved
by having children work with one anothar, thers was consensus that new skills
and nav information should be taught by the teacher and than practiced or spplied
by ths studenrts. In other words, the co-conatruction of knowledge sbout which
we apesk glibly in tha collaborative learning literature 1s o concept rathsr
foreign to tha teachers ws interviswed. This was particularly trus among the
first grade teschers who qQuesrioned whethar auch young childran had sufficient
knowladge that there was indesd something they could learn from one anothar.

Ths visws indicated by tha teachers in thase intarviews reflect what D. Cohen
(1987) haa referred %o asa “anciant {nstructional inheritance® (p. 15). This
inheritance raflacts that vhils tsachars are activs, lsarners ars passsivs; and
vhile teachers are the teilers of truth, learners are the accumulators of o
knowledge that {s objective and atsble.

Hov do teachers' expectations, as indicated in rasponsas to questions such
8s those presented gbove, pPlay theasalves out in instruction? To examine this
{ssue wa will contrast the responses to ona qusstion and the instructional
practicas of cvo teachara involved in ths investigstions of reciprocal tsaching.
The intarviswees wers ssked whethar some lesrning outcomes were bast achieved
by studanta learning from one snothsr rathar than from s teschar: The first
teacher (s first grade taachar) indicstad that thare were certain types of
learning that could occur only among childrsn, citing sevan examples including

interpersonsal problem solving and certasin language skills. The sacond tesacher
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(s second grsde teecher) responded, *If there is s strong teecher, i cen fmagine
nothing thet would not be better leerned from the tescher.® While these teechers’
instructional activities could be contrested on e nuaber of dimensions, the one
we will focus on is the teechers' ability and willingness to cede control of

the dielozues in raciprocel tesching to the students.

The turn-teking petterns in the dielogues were strikingly diffarent. From
the first dey of instriction, Tescher A provided opportunities for the children
to contribute to the dislogue. By the end of the first ten deys of instruction
there were twics the number of opportunities for stude.its to contribute to the
dielogue in the first tascher‘s cless then in the second tescher‘'s cless.
Furthermore, while the retio of student - to-tescher exchenges increesed
dramaticelly in the first group, the retio resained ststic for the second group.

It 1s unlikely thet these instructional 3ifferences were due to group ebility
differences (e.g., the first greders were mors capsble of engeging in dielogic
instruction); since stendardized, grede-sppropriste echievement meesures of
llltcnln. end resding comprehension, es well es criterion-referenced meesures
of the children's knowledge of the stretegies used in the dielogues indicated
thet, 1{f enything, the second grsders eppesred more prepered to engege in the
dielogues. Rether, the contrests in the engegement of the students in the
dielogues eppeer more reflective of the vslues, conceptions, end fmplicit theories
of the tvo teechers orchestreting the collsborstive lesrning dislogues. It fs
worth noting thet, despite the pretest scores, suggesting thst the second greders
were more reedy for the reciprocel tesching dislogues, the gsins made by the

first grede students excseded those msde by the second greders. The positive

reletionship between student engsgement {n the dielogues end gsins indiceted by
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the students has been docusented previously (Pslincsar, 1986; Palincsar &
Brown {n press) .

Similsr observations relating the beliefs and pPractices of classroom teachers
regarding peer lesrning were reported by Buasis, Chittendon, & Amarel (1976).
Interviews, conducted with 60 teachers, focused on teacher beliefs regarding
children ss resources for instruction. Busais et sl. found cons{dersble
varisbility among the teachers' responses, ranging from teachers who viewed
children as Primary resources for instruction to teachers who reported that
children have deficits in their knowvledge that should be remedied by teachers.
The varisbility in teschers® theories of children's knowledge and the role of
children in learning played ftaelf out in the teachers' fnstructional practices;
teachers who regarded children as sources of knowledge engaged in more inquiry
teaching and dislogue with their classes.

In sur: ry, there is an array of agendas present in our educational systea
8s well as an individualistic bias that places a preaiums on the efforts and
outcomes of individual students (Sampson, 1981). These factors, as well as the
variasbility in teachers' beliefs and {mplicit th.oélcl regarding the acquisition
and demonstration of knovwledge, influence the role collsborative learning might
Play in classrooms. To enhance the Probability that collaborative lesrning
endeavors receive a "fair trisl® in classrooms, it {is essentisl that researchers

and teachers collaborate in {mplementation efforts.

0 s he the implementation of collaborative
learning.

Returning to the story of “how reciprocal teaching almost lost out to bamboo

dancing,® the Succeeding yesr we were sble to involve s subset of the teachers

14
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from this school in another replication of the reciprocal teaching study.
Actually, it was not a replication. We took great care to evaluate with the
teachers the place that reciprocal teaching had in their curriculum. We spent
more time identifying the purposes of reciprocal teaching and describing the
mechanisms by which the children would lesrn comprehension activities. WUe
listened more carefully to the teachers' advice ~bout which students they thought
the instruction would benefit most. In essance, the research was conducted in
&8 collaborative spirit and resulted in outcomes thst were more comparable to
those achieved in the pilot work.

Collaboration is & prominent theme in the current school improvement
literature:

“T{scussion of new instructional strategies or new texts or new curriculasr
efforts must be mated with discussions of how best to engage teachers in dislogue
sbout their own teiching, how to find ways for teachers to have a greater sense
of their own professionalism, their own sense of excitesent ss teachers. This
can come only through atrategies tha. involve teachers in experiences where
they can work together as colleagues, where they can be involved in the plans,
and vhere their concerns can be made primary® (Lieberman & Miller, 1986, p.101).
In the conclusion of this manuscript, we discuss the potential substance of this
dislogue with teschers: what are the issues, germane to collaborative learning,
that represent the concerns of teschers? Ve will limit our discussion to three
issues: selecting collaborative learning tasks, structuring collaborative
interactions smong students, and grouping students in collaborstive learning
srrangements. We raise these particular issues in the belief that: they are
pivotal to the success of collaborative lesrning efforts, they are issues with

which we asre still grappling, and teachers tave .ignificant knowledge to bring

to these issues.
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dimension to considsr in establishing ths context for Pser collsborstion (cf.
Rogoff, 1984). The extent to which children can engsge in collsborstivs problem
solving is, in part, a rcﬂl.ctlon of the extent to which the task repressnts s
problem worth collsboration. Willems (1981) Suggests thst probleas can be
conceptualized along a continuum, ranging from those for which the dsta sre
clearly speciflied and the solution is obvious to those for which the lesrner
must select the relevant informstion and for which there sre vsrious solutions.
The more "opan® the problea type, the grester the opportunities for colllborltlon
The literature on saall 8roup leamning is often silent with regard to the nature
of the problem with vhich students were lnt.ractln;. Purthermore, what description
is provided, suggests that the probleas are typicslly toward the *closed® end
of th: continuua, limiting the opportunity for collaboration. While this poses
& certain dilemma, it s glso the case (as ws have argued earlier in this
®sanuscript) that classroom prebleas, as typified by workbook and workshest
activities, are also towsrd the “"closed® end of the continuum. Furthermore, ss
the interview resules reported earlier indicate, closed problems may wsll
constitute the contoxt vith which many teachers are most comfortable {mplsasnting
group learning .rr.ngcnontl

Hence, tssk selection is a useful Plsce to begin dislogues with teschsars.
The current call for renewed emphssis on the tssching of thinking skills suggests
thst the door may be opened to entertsining a wider arrsy of tssks for
collabori. .va isarning in classrooms. Concurrently, researchers must sttend
more srvicusly t. ths thinking processes thst &re practiced in group contexts

and thr tyney . f {mprovements in critfcsl thinking that might be anticipated

from c:.! :borstive Problea so)ving endesvors. 1In sddition to the task ths
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context for collsborative lesrning is further defined by the manner in which

interactions among the participant are structured.

urina . One of the {nteresting and frustratir,
features of the literature on collaborative learning is how 1ittls attention
has baen paid to tha process of structuring the interactions among ths lssrners.
In contrast to the paer tutoring litarature, where sxtensive attention has bean
paid to instructional fasasturss such as: sliciting responses from tutees, providing
feedback, and error correction proceCures (cf. Msheady, Harper, & Sacca, in
Press) our raview of tha literature on cooperstive and collaborstivs laarning
indicates little attention to thase fssuss. In fact, it 1s not uncosmon to
resd little mora than s Passing raference to the task, much less an explication
of {f, and how, ths stu4ents wera prepared to {nteract with ons anothar in tha
completion of the task.

This is unfortunate for s number of raasons. First, resesrch such as that
conducted by Webdb (this volume, 1982) and Pete..on, Janicki, & Swing (1981)
indicatus that thare sre intricats relationships among the nature and outcomes
of peer intaractions. For axample, the bansfits of recaiving help from a peer
are & function of tha behavior that elicited the help and the nature of the
help received. Furthermors, research suggests that children srs not natursl
collasborators. For axample, Forman's (1981) snalysis of procedursl intersctions
among fourth snd fifth graders, indicated that the asjority of interactions
batween ths pairs of children solving s problem that required the students to
aix a seriss of chemicals to sttain spécified colours were classifiad as efither
parallel or associativa, with little evidence of cooperative {ntaractions (defined

8s thoss in which ths children monitor each other's work and play cootdinated

17
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roles in performing task pProcedurea).

Indeed, we hgve observed in our own work

that children, as young as six, glready reflect the competitive vs. collaborative

norm which prevaiis in our

schools. We are reminded of a group of first graders
who ware asked to summarize the

story they were working on for s child who

sbsent the previous day.

After s fov minutes of sumsary, the child who had

been

sbsent began to join in the discussion, making predictions as to what

would occur next in the story. One of his Peers protested to the group, °Stopl

We are giving him too ®much helpi® Hence, ¢ 8eems unlikely that the intersctions

for which peer collaborstion i{s velued

will occur without thoughtful attention

to fostering these interactions.

» particularly with regard to the kinds of

interaction that are most effective at inducing maximal cognitive growth is

in many respects,

in an emergent gtate.

Consequently, this {ssue does indeed

Provide rich opportunities for collaborative problem-solving among

teachers

and resesrchers. yhat are teschers’

views on this subject? In our interview,

ve assked the question, "How would you advise that teachers,

wvho are interested

in having children leatrn from one another, structure these opportunities?®

Of the tventy-five respondents, eleven of the respondents

had been involved in

investigations

of reciprocal teaching. The remaining teachers were selected

from the same schcsls and grade levels.

In addition, they were matched for

years of tesching experience. There were

important distinctions among the

responses of the teachers

who had this {nvolvement and the teachers who had not

experienced s particular form of colleborative

learning. The reciprocal teaching

faculty most frequently tdentified the

need to model the form of interaction with

the students.

They emphasized the need for sll members of the group to understand

the specific gosl of the interaction.

They described the intersction as o
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seriee of steges or steps end suggested thet students needed to be provided o

“blueprint® for lnt.r.ctl;n. Finelly, the teechers suggested thet {t wes

useful {f the children hed the lenguege to lebel whet it wes they were doing in

the i{nterection. These reeponses ere perticulerly interesting vis e' vis the

responsee of teechers who hed not been engsged in o systematic manner in eny

form of colleboretive leerning. These teechers most frequently commented on

the need to provide the studente edequate spece in which to work ee a group end

seccndly, to explein clesrly the directions for completing the deeignated tesk.
The comments of the teachere involved iu reciprocel tseching support the

role of the etretegies in providing the “lenguege of the interection® in reciprocel

teeching dielogues. The stretegies used to structure the dielogues are, in

essence, the “blueprint® of the interection. In eddition, the teechers noted

thet the designeted role of *discussion leeder® in vhich every child perticipeted

made the purpose end direction of the instruction explicit to themselvee o3

well es the students. The receptivity of the teechers to e “plen*® for interection

suggests thet there would be interest on the pert of teechers to errengements

such es the Jigsew Clessroom (Aronson, 1978) end Leerning Leeder, Leerning

Listener errengements (Spurlin, Densereeu, Larson, & Brooks, 1984). The extent

to which leerner interections ere structured end the neture of these interections

will reflect the neture of tesk es well es the meabership of the group.

Grouping children for the purgose of collaborstive learning. Colleboretive

leerning reseerchers typicelly make grouping dscisions besed upon veriebles
such es the ebility, end recisl/culturel or sociometric stetus of the perticiprnts.
While the teechers we interviewed ecknowledged the role of ebility, they indiceted

thet there is e complex set of fesues thet should be considered in making decisions
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sbout grouping children for collaborative learning expsriences. For example,

the teachers were unanimous in identifying "personslity differences,” differences
in work habits and differences in the rates at which children work. Furthermore,
teschers identified the desirability of saintaining flexible §roups. A number
of teachers suggested, for example, that while initisl groupings aight place
higher- with lower-sbilicied students, it would be Sppropriate, over time, to
reevaluate this srrangement since lover-abilitied children will often rot sssume
leadsrship in §roups unless they are placed with lower-sbilitied children and
higher-abilitied children Bay not be Sppropristely challenged unless thcy are
Placed with other children of comparable ability. Finally, teschers observed
that sometimes lover-abilitied children aras not, in fact, so low in the group
context. In support of this observation, seversl teachers noted, that while
lower-abflitied children Bay not have the "technicsl® writing skills, chey may
have sound ideas to contribute to the group which could be recorded by others.
The responses of this emall set of teachers suggest that there is 8 hoat of
factors to which researchers might attend when collaborsting with teschers

regsrding group membership decisfons.

Concluston

To the extent thit they define the context in which collaboration occuras,
teachers have s criticsl role to Play in the orchestration of collaborative
1sarning arrangements. The quality and outcome of collsborative learning
endeavors are reflections of the Success with which teachers mediste these
efforts vis: the selection of problems, the preparation of students to participate
as collaborators, the formation of learning groups, and the outcomes teachers

choose to assess. Underlying teachers' decisions regarding this context are
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i

implicit theories and beliefs regarding the nature of knowledge and knowledge
scquisition. Constraining teschers' decisions sre organizstionsl factors and
tradition. Enhancing their decision msking is the wisdom gleaned from their
experiences. Through collsboration with teschers, the synergy we clsia for

collaborative problem solving among children can te ours to enjoy &3 well,

21
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