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Facilitating socio-cognitive and socio-emotional monitoring in
collaborative learning with a regulation macro script –an exploratory
study
Abstract This study examines student teachers’ collaborative learning by
focusing on socio-cognitive and socio-emotional monitoring processes during more
and less active script discussions, as well as the near transfer of monitoring
activities in the subsequent task work. The participants of this study were teacher
education students whose collaborative learning was supported with a designed
regulation macro script during a six weeks environmental science course. The script
divided the group work into three phases, namely: the orientation phase,
intermediate phase, and reflection phase. The script was put in use by prompting
questions that were delivered to the students on tablets. Question prompts
instructed groups to plan their collaborative activities, and to stop and reflect on the
efficiency of their strategies and outcomes of their learning process. The data were
collected by videotaping the groups’ face-to-face work and analysed by focusing on
verbalised monitoring interactions. More active and less active script discussions
were differentiated in terms of the length and the quality of discussion. The results
show that the macro script was used more thoroughly at the beginning of the group
activities for orientation than for coordinating the progress or reflecting on the
performance. Active script discussions involved more monitoring activities,
especially providing socio-emotional support. Once socio-emotional support was
stimulated in the more active script discussion, it tended to follow-up during the
task work. It can be concluded that the groups appropriated the script differently in
different situations and with varied success. The implications of facilitating sociocognitive and socio-emotional monitoring in collaborative learning are discussed.
Keywords
Macro-script * Socio-cognitive monitoring * Socio-emotional
monitoring * Regulation * Script appropriation * Video analysis
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Introduction
Research on collaborative learning has shown that when engaging in deep-level
learning, group members coordinate their cognitive, metacognitive, motivational,
and emotional efforts, as well as the use of group resources in effective ways
(DiDonato 2013; Janssen et al. 2012; Kwon et al. 2014; Saab 2012). This
coordination as an intentional and goal-directed activity is defined as group
regulation in which students are engaged in the monitoring and controlling of
motivation, cognition, and behaviour – in addition to and as a prerequisite for tasklevel activities, such as knowledge co-construction (Khosa and Volet 2014; Näykki
et al., 2017; Rogat and Linnenbrink-Garcia 2011). However, successful regulation
is not self-evident in group interaction, and prior research has shown that learners
in groups are infrequently aware of their goals, plans, and need for strategies during
collaborative interaction (Hadwin et al. 2011; Miller and Hadwin 2015). A lack of
skills and missed opportunities for regulating group learning may cause weaker
learning processes and outcomes (Näykki et al. 2014; Summers and Volet 2010).
Prior research has suggested that students need scaffolding to engage in, and to
progress in, active and effective collaborative learning interactions (Belland et al.
2013; Kirschner et al. 2006). Järvelä and others (2014) emphasise a need for
supporting groups’ regulation at the cognitive level (i.e. task and content
understanding) as well as at the emotional and motivational levels (i.e. goals and
interests). Despite a growing consensus on the importance of group regulation
within collaborative learning, empirical research on how regulation is enacted
during collaborative learning, and how scripting can be used as a scaffold for
regulation strategies, is still emergent (Järvelä and Hadwin 2013; Järvelä et al.
2016a).
Previous scripting approaches have studied how scripts can support
collaborative learning by specifying the activities that learners are expected to
engage in during collaboration (Dillenbourg 2002; Kollar et al. 2006). Typically,
scripts have aimed to smooth coordination and to promote high-level collaboration
in terms of arguing, explaining and question asking (Fischer et al. 2013). However,
there is a lack of studies exploring how to support groups’ social regulation
strategies (i.e. planning, monitoring and evaluating group working) with
pedagogical scripts. Furthermore, prior studies in the context of computersupported collaborative learning (CSCL) have mostly operationalised effective
collaborative interaction either from the socio-cognitive or socio-emotional points
of view (Ludvigsen 2016). This type of approach yields a narrow view of effective
collaborative learning and lacks the opportunity to explore and explain the
interaction and support systems among various facets of collaboration (i.e.
behavioural, cognitive, and emotional) (Ryu and Lombardi 2015).
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In addition to specifying what effective collaborative learning is, what aspects
and processes it contains, and how it could best be supported, one emergent topic in
the collaborative learning research is how to increase students’ transferable skills of
collaborative learning. . Particularly, the current interest is in the question of
appropriation of collaborative learning scripts (Tchounikine 2016) that is defined
as group members’ perception, interpretation, and implementation of the script
(Stegmann et al. 2016). However, there is a lack of empirical research on how
learners appropriate and implement scripted processes in new learning situations.
Our research focuses on interactions from both socio-cognitive and socioemotional points of view and particularly explores group regulation in terms of
socio-cognitive and socio-emotional monitoring. This approach follows Järvelä and
colleagues’ (2016) work on collaborative learning by considering group processes
as a temporally evolving rather than state-like phenomenon. In this paper, we
examine a designed macro-script for effective collaborative learning. We focus
particularly on when and how forms of socio-cognitive and socio-emotional
monitoring emerge and function during scripted collaborative inquiry learning in a
student teachers’ environmental science course. We also extend the approach to
explore how monitoring processes emerge in the task work that follows the scripted
phases.
Scaffolding collaborative learning by scripting and prompting
In their seminal paper, Wood, Bruner, and Ross (1976) explored how adults help
infants’ problem solving and found that adults did not directly tell or demonstrate
how to solve the problem, but rather scaffolded the children. Wood and colleagues
(1976, p. 98) noted how adults used the following six strategies to support
children’s effort until they gained sufficient skills: “recruitment, reduction in
degrees of freedom, direction maintenance, marking critical features, frustration
control, and demonstration”. Actually, as Belland, Kim, and Hannafin (2013)
highlight, three of the six original scaffolding strategies that Wood and colleagues
(1976) introduced are motivational (recruitment, direction maintenance, and
frustration control), and the other three are cognitive (reduction in degrees of
freedom, marking critical features, and demonstration). Thus, scaffolding in its
original sense was equally focused on motivational and cognitive support.
Building on the scripted cooperation approach (O’Donnell and King 1999;
O’Donnell and Dansereau 1992), scripts support collaborative processes by
specifying, sequencing, and distributing the activities that learners are expected to
engage in during collaboration (Dillenbourg 2002; Kollar et al. 2006).
Collaboration scripts are designed to shape the way students interact with each
other and to engage them in specific activities and discourse moves that are
associated with high-level collaborative learning (Dillenbourg 2002). Overall,
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collaboration scripts provide explicit guidelines for small groups to clarify what,
when, and by whom certain activities need to be executed (Weinberger et al. 2007).
Scripts vary widely in terms the objectives, methods of delivery, and the types
of activities they support (Kobbe et al. 2007). Scripts typically aim to smooth
coordination and communication, but there are also scripts that aim to promote
high-level socio-cognitive activities (e.g. explaining, arguing, and question asking)
(Fischer et al. 2013). Furthermore, collaboration scripts have often been realised
through prompts that can take the form of sentence starters or question stems (Ge
and Land 2004) to provide learners with guidelines, hints, and suggestions that
facilitate the enactment of scripts (Weinberger et al. 2007).
The research on CSCL scripts broadly distinguishes between two types of
scripts – micro and macro scripts – based on the level of granularity at which they
support learners. Specifically, micro scripts consist of, for example, sentence
openers that prompt learners to contribute domain content to the discussion and
critique one another’s contributions (i.e. Weinberger et al. 2005). Macro scripts
support collaboration more broadly by orchestrating activities and processes
expected to enhance collaborative learning and typically do not provide detailed
support on how to enact these activities (Dillenbourg and Hong 2008; Dillenbourg
and Tchounikine 2007; Hämäläinen and Häkkinen 2010). For instance, the classical
example of Jermann and Dillenbourg’s (2003) ArgueGraph macro script specifies
and sequences general phases in a classroom argumentation task.
A recent meta-analysis of scripting (Vogel et al. 2016) shows that learning with
scripts can lead to a small positive effect on domain-specific knowledge and a large
positive effect on collaboration skills compared to unstructured collaborative
learning. Vogel and others (2016) further reveal that scripting is particularly
effective when it is combined with additional content-specific tools (i.e. worked
examples and concept maps). Also, Järvelä and others (2014) highlight the
possibilities for supporting collaborative learning with (1) scripting, (2) prompting,
and (3) utilising technological tools in collaborative inquiry tasks. In this study, we
contribute to the CSCL literature by scripting a combination of socio-cognitive and
socio-emotional group activities that characterise well-functioning and effective
collaborative learning.
Cognitive design principle: socio-cognitive monitoring
Socio-cognitive monitoring involves evaluating and judging one’s own and each
other’s understanding, cognitive functioning, and progress during the group task
(Goos et al. 2002; Näykki et al. 2017). Through monitoring processes, the group
members may become aware of their own and each other’s learning and
understanding of the content as well as situation-specific skills required for
successful group activity (e.g. De Backer et al. 2014; DiDonato 2013; Khosa and
Volet 2014; Rogat and Linnenbrink-Garcia 2011). Previous studies have shown
4

that groups where learners monitor their own and their peers’ thinking and
understanding have been shown to engage in deeper-level learning processes
compared to groups in which understanding is not actively monitored (Goos et al.
2002; Hurme et al. 2006; Iiskala et al. 2011; Lee et al. 2015; Näykki et al. 2017).
For example, Roscoe and Chi (2008) evaluated events where explaining one’s own
understanding by using monitoring statements, such as “I didn’t understand this
before”, was useful for making new connections and building understanding at the
group level. Recent findings from our own study (Näykki, et al. 2017) as well as
from Lee and colleagues’ study (2015) are related to the cognitive design principle
by indicating that monitoring thinking and understanding plays a key role in highquality engagement in a joint activity. Our previous study specifies that monitoring
functions in parallel with knowledge co-construction, and it activates episodes of
higher-level questions and answers (Näykki et al. 2017).
The basic assumption in regard to how scripting can support collaborative
learning is that it is designed to guide students in performing meaningful and
beneficial learning activities. These may result in positive learning outcomes with
respect to domain-specific knowledge and collaboration skills (King 2007).
Prototypical examples that have been supported with scripting are reciprocal
questioning and explaining, creating, and sharing external representations of
knowledge, as well as engaging in discursive learning activities (King 1992; Webb
et al. 2009). Webb with colleagues (2009), for instance, reported in their study
about elementary school students’ algebraic problem solving that the collaborative
activity of giving explanations during small group learning dialogue was positively
related to domain-specific learning outcomes. Teasley (1997) pointed out the
importance of other-oriented transactive activities. The most important
characteristic of these transactive activities was to take the learning partners’
contributions into account (e.g. by criticising, refining, or extending these
contributions). A similar finding was also evident in our previous work (Näykki
and Järvelä 2008), where the most effective student groups were engaged in
transactive learning activities by extending each other’s ideas and contributions.
In all these examples, the processes of socio-cognitive monitoring are implicitly
important for effective collaborative learning; monitoring is needed to control and
modify the groups’ shared learning processes. However, none of the earlier studies
have explicitly focused on supporting socio-cognitive monitoring. Järvelä with
colleagues (2016) argue that one of the challenges in acquiring deep-level
knowledge construction in a collaborative setting is the fact that students in groups
are not engaged in self-regulating their own learning processes or those of their
peers. Thus, this study highlights the need for focusing on students’ success in
increasing awareness of socio-cognitive monitoring and the productive adaptation
of their learning behaviours to their situated learning challenges (Järvenoja et al.
2015; Näykki et al. 2014). We posit that designing a scripting approach to
enhancing socio-cognitive monitoring may increase students’ awareness of their
5

own learning and that of others and should therefore increase the effectiveness and
efficiency of learning processes and learning outcomes.
Emotional design principle: socio-emotional monitoring
Collaborative learning involves behavioural and cognitive operations, but also
central to the success of collaborative learning is how learners feel and manifest
their own feelings in the learning situation – what kinds of negative or positive
emotional reactions are aroused before, during, and after the group task (Baker et
al. 2013)? Students in academic learning settings (such as group tasks) frequently
experience emotions such as enjoyement of learning, hope for success, pride in
accomplishments, anger about task demands, fear of failing, or boredom (Pekrun et
al. 2002). More specifically, both negative and positive affective states and
emotions experienced within the group can derive from a variety of factors – from
personality differences to the dynamics and processes created within the
collaborative group (Järvenoja and Järvelä 2009; Näykki et al. 2014; Van Den
Bossche et al. 2006; Volet and Mansfield 2006). In general, emotions can be
defined as intense reactions that are usually generated by a process of appraisal of
the situation or dispositions that are transferred to the situation (Frijda 1986;
Lazarus 1991).
Research has shown that both positive and negative emotional states consume
attentional resources by focusing attention on the object of emotion (Ellis and
Ashbrook 1988). Overconsumption of attentional resources implies that fewer
resources are available for task completion, thereby having a negative impact on
performance (Meinhardt and Pekrun 2003). Thus, emotion regulation as a goaldirected process of influencing the intensity, duration, and type of emotion
experienced (Jacobs and Gross 2014) is needed for successful learning in individual
as well as in group settings. The recent research on group emotions has shown that
emotional experiences and expressions of emotions can be monitored, controlled
and directed (Järvenoja and Järvelä 2009; Näykki et al. 2014) and socio-emotional
monitoring is one of the main regulation processes for successful collaborative
learning (Kwon et al. 2014; Lajoie et al. 2015; Rogat and Linnenbrink-Garcia
2011; Ucan and Webb 2015).
Emotion regulation in collaborative learning refers to the process involved in
becoming aware of one’s own and others’ affective reactions and having the ability
to monitor and control emotional experiences to modify or temper aspects of
emotional experiences (particularly when they interfere with the group’s goals and
with social interaction) (Boekaerts 2011; Schutz and Davis 2000; Thompson et al.
2003; Wolters 2003). An inability to increase or decrease the intensity and duration
of emotional arousal can hinder performance and interpersonal relationships,
whereas the capacity to temper emotions facilitates functioning in social and
academic contexts (Boekaerts 2011).
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In fact, socio-emotional monitoring can be seen as a diverse set of strategies
influencing which emotions are experienced, when and how they are experienced,
and how they are communicated within group interaction. Monitoring and the use
of diverse control processes does not mean that emotions should not be experienced
and/or verbalised within group interaction. On the contrary, the expression of
emotions is a sign of socio-emotional engagement and can function towards
effective collaborative interaction (Näykki et al. 2014). What is important for wellfunctioning group interaction, is how emotions are expressed and interpreted within
group situations. When emotional reactions emerge, their interpretation can be
positive and thus lead to increased engagement and efforts in group activities;
alternatively, it can be negative and lead to disengagement and withdrawal from the
group and its activities (Linnenbrink-Garcia et al. 2011; Näykki et al. 2014).
What is missing in the scripting and scaffolding literature of collaborative
learning is emotion regulation support at the individual and group levels of
collaboration (Järvelä et al. 2016). These can mean, for example, tools and
scaffolds for making group members’ feelings and intentions visible so the group
can mirror its processes. This is important to be able to modify the group processes
when, for example, emotional experiences implicitly but negatively affect the group
interaction and learning (Linnenbrink-Garcia et al. 2011; Näykki et al. 2014).
We agree with Ludvigsen (2016) that emotions play an important role in
collaborative learning, and thus, more research is needed to understand how
emotions contribute to and are co-constituted with the cognitive and social aspects
of group interaction in CSCL. This study characterises and operationalises effective
collaborative learning as a multidimensional process of socio-cognitive and socioemotional interactions. Socio-cognitive monitoring in this study targets mindful
and strategic activities related to students’ own and each other’s content
understandings and monitoring possible content-related misunderstandings in an
interpersonal level. Socio-emotional monitoring is defined as how each participant
in a group monitors their own and others’ emotions and what type of interactions
they engage in about their emotions or providing socio-emotional support within
the group (Kempler Rogat and Linnenbrink-Garcia 2011; Näykki et al. 2014; Rogat
and Adams-Wiggins 2014). We, thus, posit that the socio-emotional aspects of
collaboration are central in successful collaborative learning (Andriessen et al.
2013; Järvelä et al. 2013).
Appropriating scripts and transferring scripted activities
According to the study by Hämäläinen and Häkkinen (2010), learners may make
use of a given script more ideally or less ideally. This relates to the question of how
scripted activities are actually enacted in different learning situations. The
appropriation of scripts is a current topic of discussion in CSCL scripting research.
Tchounikine (2016) introduced the question of appropriation of scripts by
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emphasising the need to understand how learners perceive, understand and make
the script their own. Stegmann, Kollar, Weinberger, and Fischer (2016) replied to
this request by emphasising the meaning of individuals’ perception, interpretation,
and implementation of scripts. These researchers highlight that collaborative scripts
are understood and enacted differently by different groups of students. How
students enact the script varies on the basis of a complex set of intertwining factors,
such as students’ goals and other situational characteristics (Tchounikine 2016).
This further influences how scripted activities are internalised and, thus, have the
possibility to influence collaborative learning situations (Stegmann et al. 2016).
So far, there is a shortage of empirical studies showing the variety of how
scripted activities in collaborative learning are actually enacted and how such
activities are reflected in a subsequent unscripted collaborative learning. The latter
question relates to the notion of transfer. The transfer literature has long sought to
identify possible ways to develop general cognitive skills, i.e. thinking skills and
problem-solving skills that would be applicable across contexts (i.e. Adey and
Shayer 1993; Berry 1983; Georghiades 2000; Halpern 1998; Osman 2008). For
example, Kalyuga (2009) demonstrates that appropriate instructional support and
optimal levels of control over the learning processes may enhance learners’ abilities
to transfer their knowledge and skills. Because the goal of introducing CSCL
scripts is to improve the internalisation of scripted activities (Fischer et al. 2013),
the transfer of scripted activities to unscripted interaction is naturally an interesting
consideration. However, while it is known that CSCL scripts can enhance
collaborative learning compared to unscripted collaboration (Vogel et al. 2016),
empirical studies depicting the enactment of scripted activities and the near or far
transfer effect of scripted interaction is scarce.
Research questions
The aim of this study is to examine student teachers’ collaborative learning by
focusing on both the socio-cognitive and socio-emotional monitoring activities
during more and less active scripted interaction as well as the near transfer of sociocognitive and socio-emotional monitoring activities in the subsequent task work.
The particular research questions are as follows: 1) How do socio-cognitive and
socio-emotional monitoring emerge in the situations where the provided script is
used more actively and less actively? 2) How do socio-cognitive and socioemotional monitoring activities transfer to subsequent task work after more active
and less active script discussions?
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Methods
Context and participants
The study was conducted in a Finnish University in a first year teacher education
course about environmental science. During the six-week course, the students (N =
19, Mage = 23 years, 12 women and 7 men) worked on five face-to-face
collaborative tasks. The mixed-gender groups of three to four students were formed
based on pre-questionnaire responses which assessed students’ dispositions towards
collaboration (Wang, 2009). The Likert-scaled items included measures such as “I
enjoy exchanging thoughts” and “I am open to all sorts of opinions”. Based on their
answers, students were divided into three profiles: students who were the most
positive towards collaboration, students who were the least positive towards
collaboration, and students who were in-between. Groups were formed so that each
group included students from all three profiles.
Procedure
The groups were assigned to work on technology-enhanced tasks about five
environmental science topics: Species, Eco Systems, Maps, Planetary Phenomena,
and Climate. The teacher of the course planned the collaborative activities together
with the first and the second author of this article. In each 90-minute lesson, the
teacher first introduced the topic and aimed to increase interest towards it. The
following group tasks required students to discuss a specific topic and
collaboratively design tasks for teaching the topics in elementary school. The
pedagogical design tasks are at the core of Finnish teacher education. The teacher
education students are taught to improve their pedagogical knowledge and skills
while learning the subject matter. During these tasks, the students worked with
content and phenomena they were familiar with based on their previous education
and courses. They also had access to the various material sources where they could
search for information if they were lacking knowledge of the topic. The students
were asked to take advantage of provided materials, such as handouts and books,
and the students were also encouraged to use laptops and tablets for searching for
further information, documenting their task products, and sharing their products
online with other groups.
The goal of the tasks was to enhance students’ conceptual and pedagogical
understanding of given concepts and phenomena in environmental science. The
open-ended tasks required students to activate prior knowledge, to negotiate their
understandings, to evaluate the relevance of various environmental science topics
for children, and to jointly design effective pedagogical methods for teaching the
topics in elementary school. To give an example of one of the tasks, the following
instructions were given for the collaborative task about weather and climate:
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Choose a weather-related phenomenon based on your interests. 1. Discuss and
plan how you would teach and illustrate the chosen phenomenon using a
whiteboard or interactive board. Choose a grade and the goals of teaching.
Discuss: How would you involve the pupils? What kind of information is
relevant for the pupils? How would you present the information? Design a
visualisation of the chosen phenomenon. Look for information online. 2. Design
a task for pupils about the chosen phenomenon. Consider the age of the pupils
and your teaching goals. Discuss how to integrate other subjects. Save your plan
online in the shared folder.
Following each collaborative session, the students participated in a whole-class
discussion where they were encouraged to explain and extend their understanding
of the scientific concepts and topics. The data and analyses presented in this article
are focused on the small-group collaborative activities.
A macro script for regulated learning
The work in the student groups was supported with a designed macro script that
implemented the cyclical idea of regulated learning (Zimmerman, 1989; Cleary and
Zimmerman, 2012). The script was divided into three phases. It started with
orienting whereby groups set goals and plans for their learning (orientation phase),
continued with progress coordination (intermediate phase), and ended with
reflection on the process and performance (reflection phase). In addition to dividing
the group work into different phases, specific questions were prepared to prompt
groups’ socio-cognitive and socio-emotional monitoring (see Table 1). The script
included prompting questions that were delivered to the students with tablets,
which were also used as information-seeking and sharing tools during the
collaborative group work. Question prompts instructed groups to stop and reflect
on their thoughts and feelings and to consider the efficiency of their group
interaction. These question prompts were designed by taking into account learning
processes that characterise effective regulation in collaborative learning interaction
(Hadwin, Järvelä, and Miller, 2011). Specifically, the orientation phase focused on
assisting groups’ planning processes by activating task understanding, prior
knowledge, efficacy beliefs, and goal setting; the intermediate phase’s prompting
question highlighted monitoring progress towards goals, and challenge awareness;
and the reflection phase asked groups to concentrate on performance evaluation and
challenge awareness.
Table 1. Script questions in three script phases
Data collection and data analysis procedures
The exploratory study was conducted in a classroom-like research space
(http://www.oulu.fi/leaf-eng/) by using video tracks with a spherical 360-degree
point of view. The five student groups were recorded five times (30 h of video
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data). The setting made it possible to record all the groups at once, and videos
captured the students’ discussions, movements, and gestures. Because students’
participation in group activities was not obligatory in this course, some students
were absent from some of the sessions. We selected those group sessions for the
analysis where a minimum of three group members were present. This selection
criterion excluded pair work from the study. After excluding videos with student
absences, 20 videos (Mduration = 1 h 9 min) were analysed. Thus we had three to five
sessions for each group.
A multi-step analysis method was used to explore when and how processes of
socio-cognitive and socio-emotional monitoring emerged and functioned during
scripted and nonscripted collaborative learning. QSR International nVivo 10 data
analysis software was used for the coding of the videos with time-logged codes,
and the generated frequencies and durations were exported to the SPSS software
for further analysis (i.e. Kruskall-Wallis test and Mann-Whitney test). First, the
video data were segmented into 30-second events. The time-based segmentation of
events gave a structured and consistent unit for analysis and allowed a temporally
unfolding overview of the group situations (Miles and Huberman 1994; Sinha et al.
2015). Time-based coding reduced the challenges related to pinpointing the exact
second of the beginning or end of the observed phenomenon. Using segments as
units of analysis was considered a sufficient means of providing the timing of the
coding categories within the 30-second timeframe. The timeframe of 30 seconds
was chosen, because it was long enough to observe several conversational turns but
short enough to make detailed and moment-by-moment observations.
Each 30-second segment was first briefly annotated with a description of what
had occurred within the episode, such as, “The group finishes their first task. Emma
shows the created mind map to others. The group discusses whether they have
justified their task sufficiently. Vilho suggests that the group moves on to their
second task”. These annotations created a rough content log of each video. The
content log was complemented with a short memo of the most salient observations
of each video. Second, each 30-second event was observed to see if the group
members showed socio-cognitive and socio-emotional monitoring (see Table 2).
The event was coded if it met the criteria for a code. The implemented coding
categories were not considered mutually exclusive; instead, it was assumed that
different monitoring strategies could exist parallel to each other, and thus, the same
30-second event could be coded under more than one category. This possibility for
overlapping is based on the assumption that group interaction reflects both sociocognitive and socio-emotional aspects of learning (Kreijns et al. 2003). In those
situations that included overlapping of the coding categories, the groups, for
example, expressed positive or negative emotions while they simultaneously
discussed cognitive challenges and/or monitored task progress.
The coding categories and overall coding protocol were developed in several
phases. First, prior to viewing the videos, a list of preliminary areas of interest was
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developed according to the stated research questions. Second, the coding protocol
was developed and elaborated further after viewing the videos several times. Third,
the preliminary coding categories were compared to previous research of subprocesses in social regulation (i.e. DiDonato 2013; Khosa and Volet 2014; Kwon et
al. 2014; Lajoie et al. 2015; Lee et al. 2015; Näykki et al. 2017; Rogat and
Linnenbrink-Garcia 2011; Saab 2012; Ucan and Webb 2015), and finally, coding
sub-categories of socio-cognitive and socio-emotional monitoring were formulated
and tested several times. This involved the reorganisation and renaming of
categories as well as specifying subcodes and providing examples of the specified
categories.
The final version of the coding protocol included the following main categories
and subcategories: 1) socio-cognitive monitoring (subcategories: monitoring task
understanding, monitoring content understanding, monitoring task progress, and
monitoring socio-cognitive challenges) and 2) socio-emotional monitoring
(subcategories: monitoring socio-emotional experiences, monitoring socioemotional challenges, and providing socio-emotional support within group
interactions). These monitoring strategies were considered to reflect how group
members in different task phases and situations were attentive and focused on
effective collaborative learning interaction. The specific coding rules and examples
of the analysis are presented in Table 2.
Table 2. Coding categories, Kappa coefficient and data examples
The reliability of the coding was assured by selecting 25% of the video data to
be classified by the independent coder. The first and second authors were
responsible for the coding; they both participated in the refinement of the coding
system and, while coding, were blind to the performance of the students. Reliability
analysis was used to refine the coding scheme and the analysis. All the data were
analysed by the first author of this article, and 25% of the data were used in
intercoder reliability analysis by the second author. Cohen’s kappa coefficient was
selected as a statistical measure for evaluating an inter-rater agreement for
qualitative items. It is generally thought to be a more robust measure than simple
percent agreement calculation, since it takes into account the possibility of
agreement by chance. Cohen’s kappa showed a good reliability of the coding for all
the categories. The first intercoder reliability values varied from 0.65-0.76. Next,
meaning making discussions were held and disagreements were negotiated and
resolved. The second round of intercoder reliability analysis gave Cohen’s kappa
values between 0.76-0.95. The qualitatively analysed interaction data were
quantified (based on durations) to detect possible differences between groups and
tasks (Chi, 1997; Strijbos, Martens, Prins, and Jochems, 2006).
Further analysis explored how these analysed processes were enacted in
different phases of the script (i.e. orientation-, intermediate-, and reflection-phase)
and during the following task work. The durations and qualitative characteristics of
the scripted discussions were considered. The groups self-determined how
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thoroughly they discussed the provided prompt questions and decided when they
were ready to continue with their task work. Therefore, the group situations
differed in terms of duration of the script discussions as well as the focus and the
quality of the discussions. In some of the groups, the provided external support was
used more thoroughly and each prompted question was discussed carefully,
whereas some script situations were weaker in terms of the time devoted and
content provided by the groups. Thus, the group situations were referred to either as
a more active ( > Mduration and high quality) or less active (< Mduration and low
quality) script discussion. Table 3 presents the criteria for the qualitative evaluation
of the script discussions. None of the script discussions were short and high-quality
or lengthy and low-quality. This study focused on 20 collaborative situations of
which nine situations were regarded as more active script situations, and 11
situations were characterised as less active script situations (Mduration = 0:07:31, SD
0:02:57).
Table 3. Quality of script discussion
As this study is strongly exploratory, the qualitative examples were described in
detail to illustrate and broaden the perspective of the quantified analysis. The
qualitative examples were selected from the data to show what types of discussions
were activated with scripted discussion and what kinds of qualitative differences
could be seen in different learning situations. The case examples were selected
based on the following selection criteria. At first, the most active group working
session in terms of the script use was selected (namely, the second task of group 5,
where the duration of the script discussion was 13 minutes). Second, the parallel
but least active group session was selected (namely, second task of group 3, with a
script discussion duration of 5 minutes). The two extremes were selected as case
examples, because they clearly illustrate the differences between situations with
more and less active script use. On average, the script discussion length in the
whole dataset was 7 minutes per task. All the groups had more and less active
script discussions (see Table 4 for the overall minimum and maximum script
discussion durations in different groups).
Table 4. Script discussion durations among the collaborative learning groups
Results
Preliminary analysis: macro script use
The average overall duration of the groups’ scripted discussions per session was
0:07:31 (SD 0:01:29, min = 0:01:59 and max = 0:13:00). On average, the groups
used more time for the orientation-phase (M = 0:03:03, SD = 0:01:14, 4.50% of
their total group working time) than for the intermediate-phase (M = 0:02:16, SD
0:01:29, 3.32% of total group working time) or the reflection-phase (M = 0:02:12,
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SD 0:01:12, 3.17% of total group working time) (Table 5). This shows that the
groups spent more time orienting themselves to the group work than for
coordinating their progress within the task or reflecting on their learning and group
work in the end of their task work.
Table 5. Durations of the scripted phases
The results show that the type of monitoring varied during the scripted phases
(Table 6). The Kruskal-Wallis test showed that the amount of groups’ monitoring
of socio-emotional experiences (as a sub-category for socio-emotional monitoring)
differed significantly in the different script phases (H(2) = 14,18, p < .01), with a
mean rank of 42.30 for the orientation phase, 25.50 for the intermediate phase, and
23.70 for the reflection phase. Pairwise comparisons (post-hoc tests) showed
significant differences between orientation and intermediate phase and between
orientation and reflection phase (p < .01, respectively). A Kruskal-Wallis test also
showed that the groups’ monitoring task understanding (as a sub-category for
socio-cognitive monitoring) differed significantly in the script phases (H(2) =
24,88, p < .01), with a mean rank of 45.98 for the orientation phase, 23.28 for
intermediate phase, and 22.25 for the reflection phase. Pairwise comparisons (posthoc tests) showed significant differences between the orientation and intermediatephase and between the orientation and reflection-phase (p < .01, respectively). As
expected, the script directed the groups to focus on monitoring task progress more
in the intermediate-phase than in the other scripted phases. There were no
significant differences between phases in other categories. However, it is notable
that the socio-emotional activity of “providing socio-emotional support” was the
only type of monitoring activity that was frequently present in all script phases, and
the amount of it slightly increased from the orientation phase to the reflection
phase.
Table 6. The number of monitoring activities in the different scripted phases
How do socio-cognitive and socio-emotional monitoring emerge in the situations
where the provided script is used more actively and less actively?
The more active and less active script discussions were explored in terms of
different types of monitoring activities that were stimulated. When the mean
durations of monitoring were compared, the results showed that there were
differences between the amount of monitoring activities that active script
discussion stimulated compared to the less active script discussions. The overall
difference among all the group situations was highest in terms of monitoring socioemotional support, where the mean duration in the more active script discussions
was 4.33 minutes, while the mean duration in the less active script discussions was
2.09 minutes (Table 7). However, smaller differences were also seen across all
types of monitoring.
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Table 7. The mean duration of monitoring activities during more active and less
active script discussions
To explore in more detail the monitoring processes that the script stimulated, the
most active script discussion was selected (Group 5, task 2) and compared with the
least active script discussion during the parallel task (Group 3, task 2). The groups’
actions for socio-cognitive and socio-emotional monitoring in different script
phases are elaborated through the transcribed examples. Figure 1 gives an example
of two case groups’ orientation, intermediate and reflection script discussions. Case
1 shows an active script discussion and Case 2, in contrast, shows a group situation
where the short script discussion involves few monitoring activities.
Figure 1. Socio-cognitive and socio-emotional monitoring during more active
and less active script phases
In the first transcribed example, the case groups are discussing the orientation
script questions. The left column in Table 8 shows an active script discussion
during a collaborative task about forest ecosystems, whereas the right column
shows the same question prompt in the same task in a less active script discussion.
The example shows how the Case 1 group was engaged in socio-cognitive and
socio-emotional monitoring when discussing their strengths as a group. This
example highlights what type of norms the group members created for their group
work. For example, the group discussed how important it is to share ideas, to state
their opinions, to give space for everyone to contribute, and to have a mindset of
learning from each other’s’ ideas and points of view. They also started to monitor
their content understanding with Anna (note that all the names are pseudonyms to
protect students’ privacy) explicitly emphasising the pursuit to gain a better
understanding of their topic through collaboration (line 8): “We want to learn from
each other. For me it is important to learn from you, because I don’t have a lot of
previous knowledge of these things”. Niina continued by highlighting the
opportunity for shared learning by saying (line 9): “Maybe together we can find
new things. I hope that we can put our knowledge together, and we can all learn
from it”. This discussion shows how the group members explicated
interdependency and built a safe socio-emotional atmosphere for collaboration.
Particularly important from a socio-emotional point of view is that they explicitly
state that they want to learn from one another. These are regarded as valuable
discussion acts for developing a socio-emotionally well-balanced group situation.
In other words, these group members show that they value each other’s
contributions and that they also see this group situation’s learning value. The
second example on the right-hand column in Table 5 shows how the Case 2 group
discussed the same script question. Even though they also explicated a good socioemotional atmosphere, their discussion was short, and it stayed on the surface level.
They did not, for example, engage in discussions where they would build group
norms or values.
Table 8. Transcribed example of the orientation-script discussion
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The second pair of examples (Table 9) is from the groups’ intermediate script
discussion that was conducted about half-way through the group task. The Case 1
group focused first on the socio-cognitive monitoring of their progress by
summarising what content they had covered so far. They also monitored their
content understanding and specified in which parts they lacked understanding. The
continued discussion shows their socio-emotional monitoring in terms of
expressing the value of group work in situations where they lack understanding or
where they have different types of understanding. Niina explicitly highlights the
importance of group interaction (line 8): “I think it is a good thing in group work
that we have different opinions, but we also need to justify those opinions, so we
need to really think what our understanding is and why we think something is
important”. Iida says (line 10) that she thinks that they were having challenges in
the beginning, but now she feels that the task is clearer. Niina continues (line 11)
by showing how she values the task and sees it as important for their future work as
classroom teachers. Iida specifies (line 4) that she feels good about working on this
task together as a group. This example shows how, and particularly how often, the
scripted working phase afforded the group socio-emotional monitoring in terms of
discussing the task value as well as their progress as a group. This discussion
demonstrates that the group members were aware that they had different
understandings and opinions, and they understood that they were needed to justify
their opinions. They regarded their group work as valuable especially because of
the opportunity to have more opinions and suggestions than only one’s own. This
example highlights a deep-level understanding of group interaction and illustrates
how cognitive aspects (developing understanding) are intertwined with socioemotional aspects (interdependency, value of group work). In contrast, the Case 2
group replied to the same script question briefly by Alisa saying: “This is quite
tiring work. It is because of these early mornings”. This shows a surface-level
approach to the monitoring of the group’s progress, on both a socio-cognitive as
well as a socio-emotional level.
Table 9. Transcribed example of the intermediate-script discussion
The last scripted-phase, reflection, requested the groups to engage in an
evaluation of how they succeeded in the task as a group, what types of challenges
they experienced, and how they overcame the possible challenges (Table 10). The
Case 1 group considered time management as a challenge for them. However, their
discussion also implies that they needed to make compromises in their work, and
they discuss why compromises are important in the group interaction as well as in
teachers’ work. This example shows a proficient type of monitoring, where group
members are able to reflect on what types of behaviour were successful within the
group interaction (line 3), but they also extend their thinking towards future work
as classroom teachers (line 5). For the Case 1 group, the most visible aspect that
supported their group work was their ability to make compromises but also that
they were aware of their need for compromises. This last example is shown in their
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reflection-script discussion, where they again point out that they were able to make
compromises and take others’ thinking into consideration. This shows an example
of the socio-emotional support provided in this group as well as their group
working values. In contrast, the Case 2 group with less active script discussion felt
that their group work was challenged, because they were tired, and they were not
able to overcome that challenge during their work. Thus, the discussion stayed on a
superficial level and lacked true reflection and evaluation.
Table 10. Transcribed example of the reflection-script discussion
How do socio-cognitive and socio-emotional monitoring activities transfer to the
subsequent task work after the more active and less active script discussions?
The results indicated the differences between the group situations in terms of sociocognitive and socio-emotional monitoring during scripted discussions. Further
analysis aimed to explore whether there were also differences in groups’ sociocognitive and socio-emotional monitoring after more active and less active script
discussions. In other words, we examined how the supported monitoring activities
were transferred to the task work phases. This was done to evaluate whether the
active script use also contributed beneficially to the groups’ task work. Based on a
Mann-Whitney test, the situations in which the groups were actively and lessactively using the script for their group work differed significantly from each other
in the task work phase. The difference was significant in regard to how the groups
provided socio-emotional support (as a subcategory for socio-emotional
monitoring) during the task work (U = 79.50, p = .020) with a mean rank of 7.77
(for less active script use) and 13.83 (for more active script use). In other words,
socio-emotional monitoring in the form of providing socio-emotional support was
more often transferred to task work after more active script discussion than after
less active script discussion (Figure 2). Other types of activities, including main
and sub-categories, were not significantly different in the learning situations where
groups were more active or less active in their script use.
Figure 2. Transfer of socio-emotional support to task working after more active
and less active script discussions
The Case 1 group was engaged during the script discussions in building up a
sound socio-emotional atmosphere, which was explained in detail during the
previous section. The Case 1 group also put forth effort to keep up the socioemotionally balanced atmosphere by providing socio-emotional support during
their task work (i.e. by giving attention to each other’s contributions, by being
aware of the need for compromises, and by being able to make compromises). This
was visible when they verbalised their arguments and made joint decisions, such as:
“it is true what you said earlier” and “you can do what you consider is the best”.
These were also present in this group’s scripted discussions when the group
members highlighted the importance of interaction and the meaning of
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compromises. The Case 2 group, in contrast, did not explicate the meaning of a
group’s socio-emotional support in their script discussions nor during their task
work. There were a few attempts to provide socio-emotional support during their
task work, but there were short compliments, such as: “good point” and “it’s quite
well written”.
The following transcribed examples show the observed differences in the case
groups’ interaction and the types of socio-emotional support provided after the
more active and less active script discussions. The first transcribed example is from
the task work phase where the Case 1 group is coming to a solution in their task.
Earlier, this group had some differing opinions about the topic, and this episode
shows how they came to a shared solution and how they provided socio-emotional
support to each other. Interestingly, a clear connection can also be seen in this
conversation to their scripted phase discussions. The most visible theme in this
group’s scripted discussions was how they were first building a safe socioemotional climate for their group work and how they valued their group’s ability to
make compromises. This transcribed example shows socio-emotional support and
how particularly Niina (line 7) acknowledges an earlier contribution by another
student, Anna, by saying: “...but it is true what you said earlier (looking at and
waving her hand towards Anna) that we are planning this class session for the 4th
graders, so it could be more challenging”. This selected example shows that this
group has been negotiating their understanding and also making compromises. In
this example, it becomes clear that Niina is trying to smooth the conversation by
explicitly stating to Anna that her point was also correct, even though they as a
group decided not to follow her opinion. A small amount of emotional arousal in
terms of frustration can be seen from Anna’s behaviour and her wording when she
says (line 4): “No no that’s not what I meant” and (line 13) “Ok, sorry [for
asking]”. However, it can be concluded that in this group situation Niina pointed
out that she values Anna’s point of view and it worked as a socio-emotional
support for the whole group, but particularly for Anna.
Table 11. Transcribed example of socio-emotional support
The second example from the Case 1 group (Table 12) is at the end of their task
work. In this episode, Anna is giving a suggestion for their group work (line 1):
“Should we write examples of organic and inorganic?” Niina replies and shows a
different opinion – that of not wanting to write more detailed information. She
reasons her suggestion by saying that they do not need to be so specific. Anna
points out that she disagrees (line 6): “but I think we should write down all we
know”. The accompanying smile makes the disagreement less direct. At this point,
Niina laughs and moves closer to see what Iida has written. Niina says (line 7):
“You can write it down”. However, Anna withdraws her suggestion by saying (line
8): “No you don’t need to write it because of me, no problem”. After Anna has
withdrawn her suggestion, she turns her gaze away from the group for a moment.
Iida summarises what she has written. Anna says (line 10): “You can write what
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you consider is the best solution”. Niina shows socio-emotional support by saying
(line 11) that she understands Anna’s point of view but also feels that it is
challenging for them to progress the way Anna is suggesting, since they are now in
a hurry to finalise their task. At the end of this episode, the group members decide
not to include the examples (lines 12-13).
Table 12. Transcribed example of socio-emotional support
The Case 2 group did not challenge each other’s thinking in any of the phases of
their group work like the Case 1 group did. They also had fewer instances where
they provided socio-emotional support for each other (see Figure 2). The selected
transcribed example (Table 13) offers a discussion typical of this group. In the
example, Sara explains her content understanding of the forest ecosystem. Alisa
acknowledges Sara’s point by saying (line 2): “That is a good point, definitely that
is valuable to notice”. The short episode continues by Elias summarising what he
had written down, and Alisa shows nonverbal socio-emotional support by showing
a thumbs up. Elias is not very keen toward this nonverbal support and says (line 5):
“This is just bullshit”. Alisa replies by praising Elias (line 6): “no, I think that is
quite well written”. It can be concluded that, in this case example, the socioemotional support was targeted directly at the group members’ current activities,
for example, at what they were saying or writing about the content. Furthermore,
no specific transfer can be seen in this group’s scripted discussion and task
discussion, where they would have been elaborating their work and providing
socio-emotional support.
Table 13. Transcribed example of socio-emotional support
Summary of the selected case examples
The transcribed case examples described above show the situational differences of
the socio-emotional support given in each case group. It can be summarised that in
the Case 1 group, the group members challenged their own and each other’s
thinking more and thus also needed different types of socio-emotional support to
keep their group work well-balanced. The Case 1 group’s interaction also showed
the transfer between scripted phases and task work phases. Their scripted
discussions included themes like valuing group work, valuing each other’s
contributions, and valuing the ability to make compromises. These themes also
became visible in their task work phase through the socio-emotional support they
provided. On the other hand, the Case 2 group’s socio-emotional support was more
directly targeting the current activities in the group – for example, by praising the
contributions of the other group members. No thematic connection could be found
between this group’s script and task work phases.
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Discussion
This study explored collaborative learning in terms of groups’ socio-cognitive and
socio-emotional monitoring. A regulation macro script was implemented to support
groups’ interaction and working processes. The study focused on monitoring
activities during more and less active scripted interaction in three phases of
collaborative learning (orientation, intermediate, and reflection phase) as well as
the near transfer of socio-cognitive and socio-emotional monitoring activities in the
subsequent task work.
The preliminary analysis showed how the groups used the provided script in
their group work and how the script stimulated monitoring activities. In general, the
students used the external support more thoroughly at the beginning of their group
activities for orienting themselves to the group and to the task than for coordinating
their progress or evaluating and reflecting on their performance. These results are
promising in terms of stimulated orientation discussion, since prior research has
shown that well conducted orientation contributes to students’ proactive
engagement in the task (Eby and Dobbins 1997; Salas et al. 2005). Orientation
provides foundational metacognitive knowledge on which groups can set goals and
make plans for approaching the task as well as to create standards against which to
monitor and coordinate their progress and products (Miller and Hadwin 2015).
However, as this study also indicated, not all the groups in all situations achieved a
high-level orientation discussion, which is worrisome since a lack of group
orientation can debilitate team performance (Hillyard et al. 2010). Furthermore,
even with the prompted support of the macro script, the groups were generally less
engaged in the intermediate or reflecting phases than in the orientation phase. This
observation connects to other studies that have shown that monitoring and
reflection can be challenging for student groups (Järvelä et al. 2016b). Reflection,
in particular, was very weak, despite its importance for learning and for learning
transfer to new situations (Zimmermann 1989). To be constructively reflective,
learners should be reflective about their own performance, their learning
experience, and their methods or strategies of learning (Schunk and Zimmerman
1998).
In the preliminary analyses, we further observed differences in the types of
monitoring the script phases activated. The orientation phase activated significantly
more monitoring of task understanding and of socio-emotional experiences than did
the two latter script phases. The intermediate phase stimulated the groups to
monitor the task progress compared to the other two phases. These findings are
somewhat expected, as they reflect the questions given in the script. Interestingly,
providing socio-emotional support was the only type of group activity that was
actively present in all of the script phases, even though the script prompted only the
awareness of emotions, not providing support. It may be possible that the script
discussion was beneficial for group members to open up their feelings toward the
task and group work, and thus it increased their group-level awareness and made
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the positive socio-emotional expressions more salient (Baker et al. 2013). In
practice, the time spent in the scripted discussions supported the groups in more
clearly communicating their personal emotional experiences such as lack of
interest, exhaustion, frustration and cognitive challenges in understanding the task.
This, further, activated them to encourage each other or boost their team spirit.
Even though the preliminary analyses indicate that the regulation macro script
supported collaborative learning by introducing the reason for interaction, the script
did not guarantee high-level regulation interaction. We could clearly differentiate
between more active and less active script discussions where both the length and
the quality of scripted interaction differed. Our results showed that the more active
and the less active script discussions differed in terms of the frequency of
monitoring activities that the interaction involved, especially in terms of providing
socio-emotional support. The differences between monitoring activities was
explored in depth with qualitative examples from the two case groups’ orientation,
intermediate and reflection script discussions. The Case 1 Group members were
showing interdependency and explicitly building a safe socio-emotional
atmosphere for collaborative learning by highlighting the value of sharing ideas,
stating opinions, giving explicitly a space for everyone to contribute, and having a
general mind-set to learn from each other’s ideas and points of view. Thus, a
variety of both socio-emotional and socio-cognitive monitoring activities were
observed during the scripted discussions. The Case 2 Group also explicated a
positive socio-emotional atmosphere, but their script discussions were short and
lacked details. In other words, neither productive socio-emotional nor sociocognitive monitoring was especially activated in this group.
The observed differences reflect the study by Hämäläinen and Häkkinen (2010),
who examined the difference between ideal script use and actual script use. Their
study indicated that different groups act differently despite using a similar script.
Our results also connect to the findings by Rogat and Linnenbrink-Garcia (2011),
who observed differences in social regulation in elementary school students
working in groups on a series of three mathematics tasks. Their findings indicated
that while some groups demonstrated in-depth interpretation of the task while
planning, others simply read the instructions and started the task with little
discussion of what the task meant. The authors further suggested that this type of
low-quality working disrupted group progress by undermining engagement and
interfering with monitoring (Rogat and Linnenbrink-Garcia 2011).
Our observation of the frequency of both socio-cognitive and socio-emotional
monitoring in the more active script discussion links to the prior research that has
highlighted the connection between groups’ positive socio-emotional interactions
and high-level cognitive functioning (Barron 2003; Mullins et al. 2013; Van den
Bossche et al. 2006). For example, Lajoie et al. (2015) found that positive socioemotional interaction created space for cognitive interaction towards problem
solving. Also, Polo, Lund, Plantin and Niccolai (2016) argue that research needs to
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see emotions as part of the ongoing cognitive efforts and make participants aware
of how social roles are affected by emotion and how participants need scaffolds to
help regulate the collaborative efforts.
The second research question moved the focus to the task work phase between
the scripted phases and evaluated how the groups’ socio-cognitive and socioemotional monitoring were transferred to the task activities after more active and
less active script phases. The results showed that the group work after the active
script discussion included more attempts to provide socio-emotional support within
the group than did the group work after the less active script discussion. Prior
research has shown that positive social interactions are often formed at the early
stages of the collaboration but that it also needs to be maintained throughout the
collaboration (Rogat, and Linnenbrink-Garcia 2011). The scripted phases in this
study gave groups time and space to consider their emotional experiences and to
trigger their strategic evaluations to consider if they needed to make some changes
to their group work. Furthermore, once socio-emotional support was stimulated
during the script discussions, it tended to continue during the task working. The indepth analysis of the task work showed differences between groups in terms of how
often and in which ways they offered socio-emotional support within their group.
The Case 1 Group members challenged their own and each other’s thinking more
often than did the Case 2 Group students, and that was also reflected in the types of
socio-emotional support they provided. What was particularly visible in the Case 1
Group interaction was their tendency to give positive attention to each other’s
contributions and also their ability to be aware of their need for compromises. It
can be summarised that the same themes that were present in their scripted
discussions, namely valuing the group work, valuing each other’s contributions and
valuing the ability to make compromises, also occurred in their task work phases in
terms of the socio-emotional support they provided. In contrast, the Case 2 Group’s
socio-emotional support was more directly targeting the current activities in the
group, like complimenting the task work. The students were not explicating the
values of their group work in their script discussion nor during the task work. One
explanation for this can be that the discussions on the socio-emotional experiences
increased awareness of the overall socio-emotional atmosphere in the group, and
thus the students also paid more attention to it during their unscripted task working.
The question of how scripted activities are actually enacted in different learning
situations, or how students and groups appropriate the script in their group working
is current topic in the CSCL scripting research (i.e. Noroozi et al. 2017; Stegmann
et al. 2016; Tchounikine 2016). Our study explored the issue by examining how
scripted activities were actually enacted. Noroozi with colleagues (2017), in turn,
emphasise second-order scaffolding in terms of exploring whether designed
scaffolds can help students to acquire competences that can be transferred by the
students themselves to various learning tasks. Our study is connected with transfer
issues in evaluating how scripted interactions were thematically transferred to
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discussions that were not directly scripted. This study contributes to the current
CSCL script discussion by offering an empirical example of how groups make use
of the external support (cognitive and emotional) offered to them in authentic
teacher education course environment during an extended period of time (six
weeks).
Our contribution extends this prior work by directly offering scripting elements
to support socio-emotional aspects within collaborative interaction. Even though
several authors (e.g. Tchounikine 2016) have highlighted the meaning of emotional
and relational processes, to the best of our knowledge there is no previous work
that has explicitly supported socio-emotional processes with scripts. However,
Järvelä and colleagues (2016a) as well as Miller and Hadwin (2015) designed a
technological support for collaborative learning that also acknowledges the
emotional aspects of group work. In detail, their approach aimed to increase
learners’ awareness of their own and others’ learning processes by prompting
learners to evaluate their ongoing group activities (Järvelä et al. 2016a). Whereas
their study used technology as an individual reflection instrument, our approach
used technology to prompt the students’ face-to-face discussions on a group level.
In other words, scripting was used as a pedagogical method for framing effective
learning activities to create opportunities for group members to become aware of
their own and each other’s thinking, understanding, and feelings so that together
they could monitor and control their shared learning activities.
Limitations
This study, like other similar studies implementing an exploratory and
observational approach, can be criticised due to its lack of generalisability of the
results. As observational methods afford details and context specificity on how the
certain phenomenon is activated under certain circumstances, the possibility to
draw general conclusions of how, for example, the socio-cognitive and socioemotional monitoring generally appears, is limited (Järvelä et al. 2013). A clear
limitation of the study is a lack of control group, and thus, the real effects of the
designed regulation macro script cannot be determined. As there is no control
group, there is no way to rule out the possibilities of group related and situation
specific factors that may have affected to groups to be sometimes more engaged in
script discussions and to transfer the regulation activities also to unscripted task
phases. However, this study actually is about how different groups enact the same
script in different ways in authentic learning situations. Some groups seem to
welcome certain kinds of prompts (like Case 1 Group did regarding the socioemotional monitoring prompts) and to even transfer the prompts to phases in which
the script is not presented, while others do not (Case 2 Group).
Several methodological decisions that were made during the data analysis need
to be discussed. In this study, the unit of the analysis was focused on the group
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level, as we did not account for group members’ individual regulation activities.
This decision naturally limits our power to elaborate on whether there were
differences between situations because some members were more active than the
others. However, the same decision was also made in Sinha et al.’s study (2015),
and they also pointed out that studying a group level phenomenon also means that
it is inextricable from the individual, highlighting how interactions within the group
context influence its quality (Rogat and Adams-Wiggins 2015; Rogat and
Linnenbrink-Garcia 2011, 2013). The second methodological solution of this study
was to use the time interval as the unit of the analysis. Sinha et al. (2015) used a
similar approach. However, whereas Sinha with colleagues (2015) implemented a
five-minute interval, our approach was used in 30-second intervals. These types of
occurrence ratings afforded capturing how the monitoring strategies were used for
that time period and allowed us to observe each group situation in a structured
manner and to detect overall variations in monitoring patterns within and between
groups. Furthermore, this level of detail did not lose information regarding the
moment-to-moment nature and fluctuations in collaborative interaction.
Future research directions
As research of regulation of collaborative learning is emergent, a key direction for
future research is how and when regulation processes are activated in groups, how
individual and social aspects of regulation intertwine, and how regulation can be
supported. This study gives interesting research questions and reasoned hypothesis
based on our observations to be explored in the future studies. For example,
situational differences between groups and tasks found in this study requires more
detailed further analysis. Further studies are needed to explore why some groups
are more engaged in script use and use it for orienting, coordinating and evaluating
their group learning, whereas others use the script less effectively. Future studies
could aim for answering the following research questions: What makes groups
adopt or ignore certain script prompts? What are prerequisites that determine
compliance to the script prompts? Which group characteristics are problematic in
that respect?
Furthermore, much remains to be understood regarding the types and
configurations of support that best promote regulation of collaboration. Are there
other ways in which groups who do not comply with the script can be supported
during their learning? Do they need more or other kinds of script prompts? For
instance, it is unclear how much support learners require at the individual or group
level, in what kinds of tasks or learning situations, and whether too much support
may impinge on interaction and groups’ processes (Dillenbourg 2002). It also
remains to be investigated to what extent the effects of scripts translate into the
long-term impacts of such scripts on individual outcomes. Therefore we suggest
that follow up research could be aimed at this question. This could have
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consequences not only for the design principles of such scripts, but also for the
transfer of learning from group to individuals in the long-term.
It would be insightful to evaluate with a quasi-experimental setting if the
regulation macro script would have for example a near- and/or far-transfer effect.
This would give more comparable information to see to what extent students can
transfer their acquired regulation skills for application in similar collaborative
learning situations. However, having said how transfer could be tested, one needs
to keep in mind that group situations are always unique constitutions of its
members’ prior experiences and situational characteristics. As members
collaborate, they encode, interpret, and recall information together, and in so doing
they create knowledge that becomes embedded in a group’s structures and
processes. Therefore, research should also value groups as collective ecosystems
that create their own working cultures and norms, and no situation is entirely
replicable to another. This makes also group interaction analysis unique, by its
methodological approach and by the information that can be gained by the groups
without too much controlling their interactions.
Conclusion
This study developed a detailed regulation macro script to support collaborative
learning and analysed socio-cognitive and socio-emotional monitoring in more and
less active scripted discussions in three scripted phases, and how the monitoring
activities were transferred to the task work that followed active and less active
script discussions. We agree with Tchounikine (2016) that in a learning situation
the script itself is not important; rather it is what learners’ construct in relation to
the script – that is, how learners have perceived, understood, and made the script
their own. Furthermore, we also agree with Stegman et al. (2016) that group-level
negotiations of the script are crucial for how a group of learners interacts and
makes use of the script. Our claim is that social regulation of learning is not an
outcome but rather a process of socio-cognitive and socio-emotional monitoring
that sets the stage for better collaboration (Hadwin et al. 2016). Successful
collaborative learning includes learners’ meta-level knowledge about cognition,
motivation, and emotion, which are manifested through the monitoring,
negotiating, and aligning of understandings (Järvelä et al. 2016a). This process can
be supported through scripting, but more evidence is needed about the contribution
of such approaches and tools to the quality of collaborative learning. Collaborative
learning can be challenging for groups, and often social regulation activities are
lacking or they are weakly conducted. Thus, the knowledge of and the ability to
implement monitoring practices can provide direction for students to move towards
more productive collaboration. The findings of the study can be used to design and
provide support for small group collaboration. Based on the findings of this study,
it can be concluded that future studies are needed for evaluating the different
25

phases of group interaction, and particularly to design pedagogical support for
groups to also engage actively in the intermediate and reflection phases during
collaborative learning.
Acknowledgments
This study was supported by the Academy of Finland (Grant number 273970).
References
Brown, A. L., Ellery, S. & Campione, J. C. (1998). Creating zones of proximal
development electronically. In J. G. Greeno & S. V. Goldman (Eds.), Thinking
practices in mathematics and science learning (pp. 341—368). Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum.
Cole, M. (1996). Cultural psychology. A once and future discipline. Cambridge,
MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.
Crook, C. (1998). Children as computer users: The case of collaborative learning.
Computers & Education, 30(4), 237–247.
Adey, P., & Shayer, M. (1993). An exploration of long-term far-transfer effects
following an extended intervention program in the high school science
curriculum. Cognition and Instruction, 11(1), 1-29.
Andriessen, J., Pardijs, M., & Baker, M. (2013). Getting on and getting along. In
M. Baker, M. Andriessen, & S. Järvelä (Eds.), Affective learning together:
Social and emotional dimensions of collaborative learning (pp. 205-230). New
York: Routledge.
Baker, M., Andriessen, J. & Järvelä, S. (2013) Introduction: Visions of learning
together. In M. Baker, M. Andriessen, & S. Järvelä (Eds.), Affective learning
together: Social and emotional dimensions of collaborative learning (pp. 130). New York: Routledge.
Barron, B. (2003). When smart groups fail. Journal of the Learning Sciences,
12(3), 307–359. http://doi.org/10.1207/S15327809JLS1203
Belland, B.R., Kim, C.M., Hannafin, M.J. (2013). A Framework for Designing
Scaffolds That Improve Motivation and Cognition. Educational Psychologist,
48(4), 243-270. doi:10.1080/00461520.2013.838920.
Berry, D. (1983). Metacognitive experience and transfer of logical reasoning.
Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Experimental
Psychology, 35, 39–49.
Boekaerts, M. (2011). What have we learned about the social context-student
engagement link? Teachers College Record, 113(2), 375-393.
26

Chi, M.T.H. (1997). Quantifying Qualitative Analyses of Verbal Data: A Practical
Guide.
Journal
of
the
Learning
Sciences,
6(3),
271-315.
doi:10.1207/s15327809jls0603_1.
Cleary, T., & Zimmerman, B. (2012). A cyclical self-regulatory account of student
engagement: theoretical foundations and applications. In S. L. Christenson, A.
L. Reschly, & C. Wylie (Eds.), Handbook of research on student engagement
(pp. 237-257). US: Springer. doi:10.1007/978-1-4614-2018-7_11.
De Backer, L., Van Keer, H., & Valcke, M. (2014). Socially shared metacognitive
regulation during reciprocal peer tutoring: Identifying its relationship with
students’ content processing and transactive discussions. Instructional Science,
43(3), 323–344. doi:10.1007/s11251-014-9335-4.
DiDonato, N.C. (2013). Effective self- and co-regulation in collaborative learning
groups: An analysis of how students regulate problem solving of authentic
interdisciplinary
tasks.
Instructional
Science,
41(1),
25-47.
doi:10.1007/s11251-012-9206-9.
Dillenbourg, P., & Hong, F. (2008). The mechanics of CSCL macro scripts.
International Journal of Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning, 3(1), 523. doi: 10.1007/s11412-007-9033-1
Dillenbourg, P., & Tchounikine, P. (2007). Flexibility in macro-scripts for
computer-supported collaborative learning. Journal of Computer Assisted
Learning, 23(1), 1-13. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2729.2007.00191.x.
Dillenbourg, P. (2002). Over-scripting CSCL: The risks of blending collaborative
learning with instructional design. In Kirschner, P. A., Jochems, W., Catherine,
F. & Magliozzi, R. (Eds.), Three worlds of CSCL. Can we support CSCL? (pp.
61-91). Heerlen: Open Universiteit Nederland.
Eby, L. T. & Dobbins, G. H. (1997). Collectivistic orientation in teams: An
individual and group-level analysis. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
18(3), 275-295.
Ellis, H. C., & Ashbrook, P. W. (1988). Resource allocation model of the effect of
depressed mood states on memory. In K. Fiedler & J. Forgas (Eds.), Affect,
cognition, and social behavior (pp. 25–43). Toronto, Ontario, Canada: Hogrefe
International.
Fischer, F., Kollar, I., Stegmann, K. & Wecker, C. (2013). Toward a Script Theory
of Guidance in Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning. Educational
Psychologist, 48(1), 56-66. doi: 10.1080/00461520.2012.748005.
Frijda, N. H. (1986). The Emotions. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Ge, X. & Land, S. M. (2004). A conceptual framework for scaffolding IIIstructured problem-solving processes using question prompts and peer
interactions. Educational Technology Research and Development, 52(2), 5-22.
doi: 10.1007/BF02504836.
27

Georghiades, P. (2000). Beyond conceptual change learning in science education:
Focusing on transfer, durability and metacognition. Educational Research,
42(2), 119-139.
Goos, M., Galbraith, P. & Renshaw, P. (2002). Socially mediated metacognition:
Creating collaborative zones of proximal development in small group problem
solving. Educational Studies in Mathematics, 49(2), 193-223. doi:
10.1023/A:1016209010120.
Halpern, D. F. (1998). Teaching critical thinking for transfer across domains:
Dispositions, skills, structure training, and metacognitive monitoring.
American Psychologist, 53, 449-455.
Hadwin, A. F., Järvelä, S., & Miller, M. (2011). Self-regulated, co-regulated, and
socially shared regulation of learning. In B. J. Zimmerman, & D. H. Schunk
(Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation of learning and performance. (pp. 65-86).
New York: Routledge.
Hillyard, C., Gillespie, D. & Littig, P. (2010). University students’ attitudes about
learning in small groups after frequent participation. Active Learning in Higher
Education, 11(1), 9-20. doi: 10.1177/1469787409355867.
Hurme, T.-R., Palonen, T. & Järvelä, S. (2006). Metacognition in joint discussions:
An analysis of the patterns of interaction and the metacognitive content of the
networked discussions in mathematics. Metacognition and Learning, 1(2),
181-200. doi: 10.1007/s11409-006-9792-5.
Hämäläinen, R. & Häkkinen, P. (2010). Teachers' instructional planning for
computer-supported collaborative learning: Macro-scripts as a pedagogical
method to facilitate collaborative learning. Teaching and Teacher Education,
26(4), 871-877. doi: 10.1016/j.tate.2009.10.025.
Iiskala, T., Vauras, M., Lehtinen, E. & Salonen, P. (2011). Socially shared
metacognition of dyads of pupils in collaborative mathematical problemsolving processes. Learning and Instruction, 21(3), 379-393. doi:
10.1016/j.learninstruc.2010.05.002.
Jacobs, S., & Gross, J.J. (2014). Emotion regulation in education: Conceptual
foundations, current applications, and future directions. In R. Pekrun & L.
Linnenbrink-Garcia (Eds.). Handbook of emotions in education (pp. 183-201).
New York, NY: Routledge.
Janssen, J., Erkens, G., Kirschner, P.A. & Kanselaar, G. (2010). Effects of
representational guidance during computer-supported collaborative learning.
Instructional Science, 38(1), 59-88. doi:10.1007/s11251-008-9078-1.
Janssen, J., Erkens, G., Kirschner, P.A. & Kanselaar, G. (2012). Task-related and
social regulation during online collaborative learning. Metacognition and
Learning, 7(1), 25-43. doi:10.1007/s11409-010-9061-5.
28

Jermann, P. & Dillenbourg, P. (2003). Elaborating new arguments through a CSCL
script. In Andriessen, J., Baker, M, & Suthers, D. (Eds.), Arguing to Learn:
Confronting Cognitions in Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning
environments (pp. 205-226). Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Kluwer Academic
Publishers.
Järvelä, S. & Hadwin, A.F. (2013). New Frontiers: Regulating Learning in CSCL.
Educational Psychologist, 48(1), 25-39. doi: 10.1080/00461520.2012.748006.
Järvelä, S., Järvenoja, H., Malmberg, J., Isohätälä, J., Sobocinski, M. (2016b). How
do types of interaction and phases of self-regulated learning set a stage for
collaborative engagement? Learning and Instruction, 43, 39-51.
doi:10.1016/j.cedpsych.2017.01.009.
Järvelä, S., Järvenoja, H., & Näykki, P. (2013). Analyzing regulation of motivation
as an individual and social process e a situated approach. In M. Vauras, & S.
Volet (Eds.), EARLI series: New perspectives on learning and
instructionInterpersonal regulation of
learning and
Motivation:
Methodological advances (pp. 170-187). London: Routledge.
Järvelä, S., Kirschner, P.A., Hadwin, A., Järvenoja, H., Malmberg, J., Miller, M. &
Laru, J. (2016a). Socially shared regulation of learning in CSCL:
understanding and prompting individual- and group-level shared regulatory
activities. International Journal of Computer-Supported Collaborative
Learning, 11(3), 263-280. doi:10.1007/s11412-016-9238-2.
Järvelä, S., Kirschner, P.A., Panadero, E., Malmberg, J., Phielix, C., Jaspers, J.,
Koivuniemi, M. & Järvenoja, H. (2014). Enhancing socially shared regulation
in collaborative learning groups: designing for CSCL regulation tools.
Educational Technology Research and Development, 63(1), 125-142. doi:
10.1007/s11423-014-9358-1.
Järvelä, S., Volet, S. & Järvenoja, H. (2010). Research on motivation in
collaborative learning: Moving beyond the cognitive-situative divide and
combining individual and social processes. Educational Psychologist, 45(1),
15-27. doi: 10.1080/00461520903433539.
Järvenoja, H., Järvelä, S. & Malmberg, J. (2015). Understanding Regulated
Learning in Situative and Contextual Frameworks. Educational Psychologist,
50(3), 204-219. doi: 10.1080/00461520.2015.1075400.
Järvenoja, H. & Järvelä, S. (2009). Emotion control in collaborative learning
situations: Do students regulate emotions evoked by social challenges? British
Journal
of
Educational
Psychology,
79(3),
463-481.
doi:
10.1348/000709909X402811.
Kalyuga, S. (2009). Instructional designs for the development of transferable
knowledge and skills: A cognitive load perspective. Computers in Human
Behavior, 25, 332–338.
29

Khosa, D.K. & Volet, S.E. (2014) Productive group engagement in cognitive
activity and metacognitive regulation during collaborative learning: can it
explain differences in students’ conceptual understanding? Metacognition and
Learning, 9(3), 287-307. doi: 10.1007/s11409-014-9117-z.
King, A. (1992). Facilitating Elaborative Learning Through Guided StudentGenerated Questioning. Educational Psychologist, 27(1), 111-126. doi:
10.1207/s15326985ep2701_8.
King, A., (2007), Scripting Collaborative Learning Processes: A Cognitive
Perspective. In F. Fischer, I. Kollar, H. Mandl, J. Haake (Eds.) Scripting
Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning: Cognitive, Computational and
Educational Perspectives (pp. 13-37). New York, NY: Springer.
Kirschner, P.A., Sweller, J. & Clark, R.E. (2006). Why minimal guidance during
instruction does not work: An analysis of the failure of constructivist,
discovery, problem-based, experiential, and inquiry-based teaching.
Educational Psychologist, 41(2), 75-86. doi: 10.1207/s15326985ep4102_1.
Kobbe, L., Weinberger, A., Dillenbourg, P., Harrer, A., Hämäläinen, R., Häkkinen,
P. & Fischer, F. (2007). Specifying computer-supported collaboration scripts.
International Journal of Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning, 2(2-3),
211-224. doi: 10.1007/s11412-007-9014-4.
Kollar, I., Fischer, F. & Hesse, F.W. (2006). Collaboration scripts - A conceptual
analysis. Educational Psychology Review, 18(2), 159-185. doi:
10.1007/s10648-006-9007-2.
Kreijns, K., Kirschner, P.A. & Jochems, W. (2003). Identifying the pitfalls for
social interaction in computer-supported collaborative learning environments:
A review of the research. Computers in Human Behavior, 19(3), 335-353. doi:
10.1016/S0747-5632(02)00057-2.
Kwon, K., Liu, Y.-H. & Johnson, L.P. (2014). Group regulation and socialemotional interactions observed in computer supported collaborative learning:
Comparison between good vs. poor collaborators. Computers and Education,
78, 185-200. doi: 10.1016/j.compedu.2014.06.004.
Lajoie, S.P., Lee, L., Poitras, E., Bassiri, M., Kazemitabar, M., Cruz-Panesso, I.,
Hmelo-Silver, C., Wiseman, J., Chan, L.K. & Lu, J. (2015). The role of
regulation in medical student learning in small groups: Regulating oneself and
others' learning and emotions. Computers in Human Behavior, 52, 601-616.
doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2014.11.073.
Lazarus, R.S. (1991). Cognition and motivation in emotion. American
Psychologist, 46(4), 352-367.
Lee, A., O’Donnell, A.M., & Rogat, T.K. (2015). Exploration of the Cognitive
Regulatory Sub-processes Employed by Groups Characterized by Socially
30

Shared and Other-regulation in a CSCL context. Computers in Human
Behavior, 52, 617-627. doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2014.11.072.
Linnenbrink-Garcia, L., Rogat, T.K. & Koskey, K.L.K. (2011). Affect and
engagement during small group instruction. Contemporary Educational
Psychology, 36(1), 13-24. doi: 10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.09.001.
Ludvigsen, S. (2016). CSCL: connecting the social, emotional and cognitive
dimensions. International Journal of Computer-Supported Collaborative
Learning, 11(2), 115-121.
Meinhardt, J., & Pekrun, R. (2003). Attentional resource allocation to emotional
events: An ERP study. Cognition and Emotion, 17, 477-500.
Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: An expanded
sourcebook (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Miller, M. & Hadwin, A. (2015). Scripting and awareness tools for regulating
collaborative learning: Changing the landscape of support in CSCL. Computer
in Human Behavior, 52, 573-588.
Mullins, D., Deiglmayr, A., & Spada, H. (2013). Motivation and emotion shaping
knowledge co-construction. In M. J. Baker, J. Andriessen, & S. Järvelä (Eds.),
Affective Learning Together: Social and emotional dimensions of collaborative
learning (pp. 139–161). Abingdon: Routledge.
Noroozi, O., Kirschner, P. A., Biemans, H. J. A., & Mulder, M. (2017). Promoting
Argumentation Competence: Extending from First- to Second-Order
Scaffolding Through Adaptive Fading. Educational Psychology Review, 1-24.
doi:10.1007/s10648-017-9400-z
Näykki, P., & Järvelä, S. (2008). How Pictorial Knowledge Representations
Mediate Collaborative Knowledge Construction In Groups. Journal of
Research on Technology in Education, 40(3), 359-387, doi:
10.1080/15391523.2008.10782512
Näykki, P., Järvelä, S., Kirschner, P.A. & Järvenoja, H. (2014). Socio-emotional
conflict in collaborative learning-A process-oriented case study in a higher
education context. International Journal of Educational Research, 68, 1-14.
Näykki, P., Järvenoja, H., Järvelä, S. & Kirschner, P. (2017). Monitoring makes a
difference: quality and temporal variation in teacher education students’
collaborative learning. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 61(1),
31-46. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2015.1066440
O'Donnell, A. N. & Dansereau, D. F. (1992). Scripted cooperation in student dyads:
A method for analyzing and enhancing academic learning and performance. In
R. Hertz-Lazarowitz & N. Miller (Eds.), Interactions in cooperative groups.
The theoretical anatomy of group learning (pp. 120-141). Cambridge, MA:
University Press.
31

O'Donnell, A. M. & King, A. (Eds.). (1999). Cognitive perspectives on peer
learning. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Osman, M. (2008). Positive transfer and negative transfer/antilearning of problemsolving skills. Journal of Experimental Psychology General, 137(1), 97.
Pekrun, R., Goetz, T., Titz, W., & Perry, R. P. (2002). Academic Emotions in
Students’ Self-Regulated Learning and Achievement: A Program of
Qualitative and Quantitative Research. Educational Psychologist, 37(2), 91106.
Polo, C., Lund, K. Plantin, C., & Niccolai, G. (2016). Group emotions: the social
and cognitive functions. International Journal of Computer-Supported
Collaborative Learning 11(2). DOI 10.1007/s11412-016-9232-8
Rogat, T. K. & Adams-Wiggins, K.R. (2014). Other-regulation in collaborative
groups: implications for regulation quality. Instructional Science, 42(6), 879904.
Rogat, T. K. & Adams-Wiggins, K.R. (2015). Interrelation between regulatory and
socioemotional processes within collaborative groups characterized by
facilitative and directive other-regulation. Computers in Human Behavior, 52,
3165, 589-600.
Rogat, T.K. & Linnenbrink-Garcia, L. (2011). Socially shared regulation in
collaborative groups: An analysis of the interplay between quality of social
regulation and group processes. Cognition and Instruction, 29(4), 375-415.
Rogat, T.K. & Linnenbrink-Garcia, L. (2013). Understanding quality variation in
socially shared regulation: A focus on methodology. In Volet, S. & Vauras, M.
(Eds.), Interpersonal Regulation of Learning and Motivation (pp. 102-124).
London: Routledge.
Roscoe, R.D. & Chi, M.T.H. (2008). Tutor learning: The role of explaining and
responding to questions. Instructional Science, 36(4), 321-350.
Ryu, S. & Lombardi, D. (2015). Coding Classroom Interactions for Collective and
Individual Engagement. Educational Psychologist, 50(1), 70-83.
Saab, N. (2012). Team regulation, regulation of social activities or co-regulation:
Different labels for effective regulation of learning in CSCL. Metacognition
and Learning, 7(1), 1-6.
Salas, E., Sims, D. E. & Shawn Burke, C. (2005). Is there A “big five” in
teamwork? Small Group Research, 36(5), 555-599.
Schunk, D.H. and Zimmerman, B.J. (Eds) 1998), Self-Regulated Learning: From
Teaching to Self-Reflective Practice, Guildford Press, New York, NY.
Schutz, P.A. & Davis, H.A. (2000). Emotions and self-regulation during test taking.
Educational Psychologist, 35(4), 243-256.

32

Sinha, S., Kempler Rogat, T., Adams-Wiggins, K. R., & Hmelo-Silver, C. E.
(2015). Collaborative group engagement in a CSCL environment.
International Journal of Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning, 10,
273-307. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11412-015-9218-y.
Stegmann, K., Kollar, I., Weinberger, A. & Fischer, R. (2016). Appropriation from
a script theory of guidance perspective: a response to Pierre Tchounikine.
International Journal of Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning, 11(3),
371-379.
Strijbos, J.-W., Martens, R.L., Prins, F.J. & Jochems, W.M.G. (2006). Content
analysis: What are they talking about? Computers and Education, 46(1), 29-48.
Summers, M. & Volet, S. (2010). Group work does not necessarily equal
collaborative learning: Evidence from observations and self-reports. European
Journal of Psychology of Education, 25(4), 473-492.
Tchounikine, P. (2016). Contribution to a theory of CSCL scripts: taking into
account the appropriation of scripts by learners. International Journal of
Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning, 11(3), 349-369.
Teasley, S. D. (1997). Talking about reasoning: How important is the peer in peer
collaboration? In Resnick, L. B., Säljö, R., Pontecorvo, C. & Burge, B. (Eds.),
Discourse, Tools and Reasoning, (pp. 361-384). Springer Berlin Heidelberg.
Thompson, S.D., Martin, L., Richards, L. & Branson, D. (2003). Assessing critical
thinking and problem solving using a Web-based curriculum for students.
Internet and Higher Education, 6(2), 185-191.
Ucan, S. & Webb, M. (2015). Social Regulation of Learning During Collaborative
Inquiry Learning in Science: How does it emerge and what are its functions?
International Journal of Science Education, 37(15), 2503-2532.
Van Den Bossche, P., Gijselaers, W. H., Segers, M. & Kirschner, P. A. (2006).
Social and cognitive factors driving teamwork in collaborative learning
environments: Team learning beliefs and behaviors. Small Group Research,
37(5), 490-521.
Vogel, F., Wecker, C., Kollar, I., & Fischer, F. (2016). Socio-cognitive scaffolding
with computer-supported collaboration scripts: A meta-analysis. Educational
Psychology Review, 1-35. doi:10.1007/s10648-016-9361-7.
Volet, S., & Mansfield, C. (2006). Group work at university: significance of
personal goals in the regulation strategies of students with positive and
negative appraisals. Higher Education Research & Development, 25(4), 341356. http://doi.org/10.1080/07294360600947301.
Wang, Q. (2009). Design and evaluation of a collaborative learning environment.
Computers and Education, 53(4), 1138-1146.
Webb, N. M., Franke, M. L., De, T., Chan, A. G., Freund, D., Shein, P. &
Melkonian, D. K. (2009). ‘Explain to your partner’: Teachers’ instructional
33

practices and students’ dialogue in small groups. Cambridge Journal of
Education, 39(1), 49-70.
Weinberger, A., Stegmann, K. & Fischer, F. (2007). Knowledge convergence in
collaborative learning: Concepts and assessment. Learning and Instruction,
17(4), 416-426.
Weinberger, A., Ertl, B., Fischer, F. & Mandl, H. (2005). Epistemic and social
scripts in computer-supported collaborative learning. Instructional Science,
33(1), 1-30.
Wolters, C. A. (2003). Regulation of Motivation: Evaluating an Underemphasized
Aspect of Self-Regulated Learning. Educational Psychologist, 38(4), 189-205.
Wood, D., Bruner, J. S. & Ross, G. (1976). The role of tutoring in problem solving.
Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry and Allied Disciplines, 17(2), 89100.
Zimmerman, B. J. (1989). A Social Cognitive View of Self-Regulated Academic
Learning. Journal of Educational Psychology, 81(3), 329-339.

34

