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Abstr act

This paper evaluates the role of collaborativerigay in an Asian educational institution. The
paper begins with a description of the current atlan landscape, particularly on learners of
today which exhibit 2% century learning skills. The concept of collabivatlearning is next
described with an emphasis on Johnson and Johisokey elements of collaborative learning.
A research study is being conducted of which qaesaires were sent to students in an Asian
educational institution of which twenty eight resged. The findings showed that 78% of the
respondents were satisfied with the use of colibge learning. Conducting collaborative
learning do face learning challengers were idexditand corresponding strategies to overcome
those challengers were discussed at the end gbdipisr.
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Introduction

Globalization has led to many nations more dependerone another for political, economic,
and social well-being. With the ever changing texdbgy landscape that not only influence how
we live and work but also much of social interactiGiven a more integrated world, the ability
to work together cooperatively has become one@ttre survival skills in the global workforce
(Foyle & Shafto, 1995). It is no surprising thaé taducational landscape have undergone much
fundamental changes, one of which is teaching stsdéow to communicate, cooperate
effectively and engage in self learning has bectimaebasis of education (Cheng, 2003). In fact,
the 2F' century framework cited possessing core literakilissis just one of the four core
competencies expected of learners to acquire inwbek place. Learners are expected to
acquired life and career skills, critical thinkingkills, ability to communicate, work
collaboratively and utilizing information, media dartechnology skills are the 2lcentury
competencies (Framework, 2011).
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There have been several studies (Felder, 2007; Sephenson & Troy, 2003; Shimazoe &
Aldrich, 2010) which argued that collaborative ldag has become an essential learning tool to
engage students. On the other hand, other studiestigned its relevancy and effectiveness to
Asian students (Tan, Lee & Sharon, 2007; GillidsarR & Renshaw, 2008). The studies cited
that Asian learners were passive learners, shylyhigompetitive and preferred instructor-led
instead of students-centered (Gillies, et. al.,80®ence, this paper seeks to evaluate the
feasibility and effectiveness of collaborative ld@ag as part of teaching and learning activity
amongst Asian students.

Background of collabor ative lear ning

Collaborative learning has its roots from constrisin concept whereby knowledge is actively
constructed (Mascolod & Fisher, 2005). There are types of constructivism, cognitive and
social constructivism knowledge. Cognitive condiiism believed that learners learn better if
knowledge were constructed by learners themse®asthe other hand, social constructivism
views the important role of social interaction amd@arners and teachers to gain knowledge and
ideas (Powell & Kalina, 2009). Wgotsky 1978 bebedvthat learning is an integral part of
learning where learners interact with other leanand they are also more adaptive to the
learning environment (Powell et al, 2009). The lesii cooperative learning leads to deeper
understanding and better internalization of knowkedmong learners (Powell et Al, 2009).

Today'’s learner are characterized by behavior sischmultitasking, multiple competencies skills
[critical thinking, problem solving, prefer to comumicate and collaborate offline and online]
and involved in application based learning (Jeralfl3). Learners are also utilizing more and
more of digital communication tools such as emaslsgial media (Facebook) to encourage
collaborative and experiential learning (Barr & §ad995). To stay relevant and better engage
with 21° Century learners require a seismic shift in payadfrom that Instructional to learner-
based perspective (Barr et. Al, 1995). While in past the focus was on educators to transfer
disciplinary knowledge and content to learners,npelearner-centered focuses on learners
instead with the aim to promote learning amongatiers (McCombs & Whisler, 1997). Several
studies have indicated that learner-centered pexctvill enable learners to be more motivated in
their learning as it engages them, better retertfdmowledge, more positive towards to subject
as there are increased understanding leading tehgglf esteem (Felder & Brent, 1996; Lea et
al, 2003)
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Collaborative learning

Collaborative learning requires learners to worgetber toward a common goal (Johnson &
Johnson, 1989, 1999) and there terms such as odlake and cooperative learning are used
interchangeably. Johnson & Johnson (1989) a keypgment of the concept termed it as
cooperative learning. Essentially cooperative lemyns the use of small group that requires
learners to work together in order to maximize rtleevn and each others’ learning (Johnson,
Johnson & Smith, 2007). Bruffee (1993) describetdaborative learning as an approach to
learning whereby students are required to work tteegeto achieve group task through
negotiation and consensus. Why the use of collélberkearning? Felder & Brent (2001), Lea et
al (2003), McCombs and Whisler (1997) provided ghsiinto the benefits of cooperative
learning in facilitating learning. Among the marsasons include; a) collaborative learning,
promotes active learning where it consist of ayrieng activity engaged by students other than
passively listening to instructor’s reaching (FadstPaulson, 1998). As learners established
stronger foundation and deeper understanding gesubontent could lead to better academic
results. Learners would feel more motivated inrtBudies with improved grades and boost
their self-esteem which could result in higher tesirretention.  From the social aspect, learners
in the process of working in groups or collaboratiactivities would also develop their
interpersonal, oral communication and social skMan den Bossche et al, 2006). So from the
learners prospective, it gradually shaped theis@®ality to be more confident.

Collaborative learning (Johnson & Johnson, 1998)

While there are several frameworks of cooperatearring by various authors, cooperative
learning framework by Johnson and Johnson wouldidesl primarily as it best illustrate the
characteristics of cooperative learning. In additithe authors were the pioneers in this area of
studies and research. There are five elementshimsdn and Johnson cooperative learning which
are; Positive interdependence; Individual accoulitgbFace-to-face interaction; Interpersonal
and small group skills; Group processing (Felde@7.

Positive interdependence is characterized by ewemyber in a group is indispensable and team
members rely on each other to achieve the goalreTlaee possibly also joint rewards.

Individual’s goal achievement are positively caatetl (Johnson, Johnson & Smith, 2013) If any
member fail to do their part, everyone suffers egl 2007) hence, structural independence
(Johnson et al, 2013) Individual accountabilityesiplace whereby all learners in a group are
held accountable for doing their fair share of ek and mastery of the learned materials
(Felder, 2007). This would require assessment athbers in a group both individually and on a
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group basis. Individual assessment can be givenimstductor is encouraged to “visit” and
observe learners discussion. In the progress uictsir would be keep track of the member and
also group process. Prompt feedback can theretoprdvided to learners so that they would be
kept informed of their progress. Each member hasraonal responsibility for completing one’s
own share of work and to also support and assistranembers in the group so that learners
learn together which could also result in beingeabl perform higher as individuals (Johnson et
al, 2013). Face-to-face interaction is essentiaprimamote successful interaction which could
result in positive interdependence. Group membees encouraged to provide feedback,
challenging reasoning and encouraging one anobeddér, 2007). As noted by Johnson (2013)
doing so would result in higher cognitive developinef learners to solve problems and peer
learning. Group members therefore participate intjoelebration success. Interpersonal and
small group skills takes place where in the proadssocial interaction with group members, it
result in trust building, improve interpersonadasommunication skills (Johnson et al, 2013).
Members in the group are exposed to other group beeshdivergent views which may differ
from their own. They would learn to debate, evauhie various options available and accept a
“solution” that is in the interest instead of inidiual. As such, conflict management skills can be
improved and better at resolving differences (Feld®®07; Johnson et al, 2013). Group
processing requires group members to set goals, thavattitude to review their own activity in
areas which the group has done well or other amdssh could improve. The group goals may
therefore be revised or changed as a result. (F2@€7). Continuous improvement is a key
result of such process (Johnson et al, 2013).

Research Study

The research was conducted on learners in an Aslaoational institution based in Singapore.
“Building and managing strategy” and “Consumer &by under the undergraduate course
would be the modules selected for the researchogerpl he reason those modules were selected
was collaborative learning was used as one of #yetéaching activity and assessment method
to facilitate learning especially where more comptieas need to be developed and add more
realism in lessons. Collaborative learning activity also needed to meet one of learning
objectives. This exploratory pilot study was corntedcthat involved those two modules with no
more than fifty students combined. It served asnaup to a larger scale study that would involve
more respondents across wider field disciplirsingly and different cohort of students.

The research study involved the use experience Isammethod to evaluate the satisfaction
level amongst Asian students with regard to codperdearning. Quantitative research method
was being used and the main data collection methasl a set of questionnaire posted via
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“Google forms”. The identified sampling populatioansisted of both graduate and current pool
of students — degree graduates and higher diplarbasiness in the School of Business. A total
of email was sent to forty eight students requestor voluntary participation. These students
were of mix gender from different nationalities Bus China, Cambodia, India, Indonesia, Laos,
Malaysia, South Korea, Singapore and Vietnam. Tégdr ranges vary from 17 to 45 years old.

The guestionnaire design consisted of mostly mehghoice questions and several open-ended
guestions which allowed respondents to express tmenion. It was divided into several sub-
sections that cover the five key elements of Johread Johnson cooperative learning. The
elements were; Positive (outcome) interdependeateden members, Individual accountability,
Face to face interaction, Development & improvenwinterpersonal skills and Regular self-
assessment of group functioning. It also includeskction on the use of communicating with
technology. A cut-off period was set two weeks raftee first email sent to respondents. The
result of the survey were subsequently analyzedgusiferential statistics and chi-square
statistical method to test.

Resear ch questions

a) What is students’ satisfaction level with regard dollaborative learning among Asian
students?

b) How to students feel about working in groups? Assewether e-communication tools
(WhatsApp, social media) is the prefer mode oveedfm-face interaction.

c) How do students work together in conflict manageimae communication amongst one
another?

d) Which is the most preferred mode of communicatise@ among group members? Is face-to-

face interaction still valid?

Results of the findings (questionnaire)

By the end of the two weeks period, a total of tiyezight respondents responded. The results
were compiled and analyzed. The key findings arfeléswvs;

Positive interdependencéwo questions were asked, the first question deimether they
recognize group member was needed to completessignment, 14% (4 out of 28) preferred
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not to have any group member, rather to completeagsignment themselves. 32% selected
some extent prefer only and 54% valued that groember is needed. A fair balance between
team members needed against team members not néduedecond question pertained to
recognizing the benefit of having several of yolassmates in the participation and completion
the assignment. The results, 7% (2 out of 28) sebemefit, while 21% see only some benefit.
However, 72% acknowledged the benefits of havingmtemembers in participation and
contribution to complete the assignment.

Individual accountabilityrelates more to lecturer preparedness in ensutiay each team
members are held accountable instead of relyinghein team members to do the majority of the
work. Four questions were asked, majority of ttepoeded selected lecturers were very clear in
communicating instructions (96%), all respondemtsatknowledge that lecturer did “visit” each
team to observe, assess orally and provided tifeelyback. 82% of respondents cited there was
considerable discussion that took place amongst teambers to concerning areas to improve.
75% respondents cited face-to-face interactiortakd place majority of time, 86% members did
check with one another for understanding.

For face-to-face interactipmwo questions were asked. Whether face-to-fatsgaantion is used
extensively, 75% mentioned so while 25% some faede interaction only. Group members
check with one another for understanding (challeggdr reasoning, listening attentively). A
majority of 86% respondents cited yes, some chgcaimd challenging questions were being put
forth to members.

Interpersonal and small group skill questions were being which pertains to trugellend
conflict management. 86% of the respondents seldwd®e some to high level of trust, while
only 14% (4 out of 28) mentioned no trust at dllvas no surprise why the trust level were high
as the next question asked on whether trust waadlrhigh at the beginning or developed along
as the project progresses. Most respondents expréssts were gradually developed along the
way, start being acquaintance and gradually inerea&ave mutual trust and respect. In terms of
conflict management, 82% of respondents chose iconflanagement were good being able to
resolve most conflicts or disagreement. Only 4%\t of 28) mentioned it was not effective at
all while the remaining 14% (4 out of 28) cited ftmh management ability only sometimes able
to resolve.

Group processinghas two questions, one being a multiple-choicestipe whether they
recognize their team mates contribute a fair slofrne effort. A fair majority, 78% selected
team mates did contribute, while 22% mentioneddffert contribution is only some extent.
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Only 4% (1 out of 28) said no contribution at alhe second question is an open-ended question
where respondents were asked to express what wartkénd what did not. Answers provided
on what work well included citing group members puimuch effort to ensure task at hand was
completed at the highest level and managed to gide gersonal differences to ensure group
success. On areas which did not work well includad-communication due to the cultural
differences being the most frequently cited andirgga member of the group which needed
encouragement and persuasion to complete tasknen ti

In the area of communication, communication witlcht®logy, “WhatsApp” being most
frequently used, 57%, while short-messaging (sm$y ased by some while the balance 36%
used all of them. Furthermore, 96% did recognizaroanication with technology offers some
value (64%) and 32% being important to very impata

Overall, 79% of respondents preferred to work iante rather than individual and 89% did

recognize having group project would benefit thenpiepare for their workplace and 78% were
satisfied concerning cooperative learning. The lteduthe end of the survey did differ to some

extent from the initial questions asked, where o6 respondent responded valuing team
members and 72% saw positive to large benefit mrasts to 21% for some benefit only.

Limitations of Sudy

There were several limitations to the research ystithe first being the small number of
respondents involved in the study. In additiofiodused on only the Business cohort of students.
In order to ascertain whether collaborative leagnis view positively and both learners and
educators are supportive of such learning activitgre students from different field of study
could participate. This may include students froosiBess, Hospitality, Information technology
and even Psychology students. In addition, studsrdgferent level of study could participate in
the research from foundation, diploma and degreeses.

The research study was conducted in a relativetyt gteriod of time. While there steps were
taken to minimize bias or sampling error, havinglanned research study would certainly
improve accuracy and minimize bias.

There were only two types of questions used instiaely, multiple-choice question and open-
ended questions. This may limit the answers pravibdg respondents and also having scale
ranking would enhance better measurement of setiigsfalevel. In addition, there were only 20
guestions which these can be increased to ask vaoyareas.
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With the use of more number of questions and quesyipes, more complex statistical tools can
be used, one of which is the one way ANOVA testing.

Recommendation

The results on the whole do support that conduatoaperative learning is feasible and students
have a positive view. Cooperative learning activn be used to enhance learning experience
which can be used along with “flip classroom” cqpicelThe results obtained did dispel the
presumption or stereotype view that Asian studemés passive learners, shy to participate,
individualistic and preferred instructional baseddhing. 2% century learning is here to stay.
(Gillies, Pham & Renshaw, 2008)

However, there is a need though to recognise legrrhallengers and precautionary steps can be
taken.

L earning challenges and overcoming strategies

Despite the strength in collaborative learning,réhare several learning challengers in the
implementation of cooperative learning. In addititan highlighting the learning challengers,
possible solutions or ways to resolve the challengee provided as well.

Firstly, learners could be uncertain of what iseptpd of them, goals set could be too vague. It
is therefore important for instructor to provideryelear instructions even before the session
begin, “set house rules” and reserve the finalslegiif there are unresolved areas. Specifying
the rationale of working collaboratively is an innamt start, laying out expectations for both
individuals and groups are needed as well (Johms$cad, 2013). These may include; group
interest precede over self interest, every membeéheoteam has a chance to share his or her
opinion and teamwork is essential where every mermbé¢he team needs to participate and
contribute their fair share of work. In the specifiasses conducted, each member of the team
would “take responsibility” to be an expert forask or mini case to ensure equal distribution of
workload and contribution.

Secondly, team performance or proficiency levelesguite substantially from group to group.
To avoid homogenous group formation (similar acadestandards, close ally or some culture of
members in a group), heterogeneous mix of learneiesrms of gender, ethnicity and academic
performance so that no one group is at a disadgaraad instill peer learning (Smith, 1996;
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Felder & Brent, 2001). Each member in a team aoying standards of knowledge competency
or even communication skills, good mix of membeosiT different culture or ethnic group.

Thirdly, to address situations of unequal workladidtribution or contribution among team
members, assignment of roles to team members otatonal basis, keeping the group small
(ideally four learners to a team) and instructofknaround the class and listen to discussions.
The different roles include the role of leader (@fhis to assign task, set deadline and lead in
discussion), recorder (minute taker during teancudision or feedback provided by instructor)
and checker to ensure there are errors and exjpacstare met. There would therefore be a fairer
share of workload among members in a team. In iaddid role assignment, “jigsaw” technique
in which each student becomes task or min casertexpaust et al, 1998) is used as well.
Furthermore, introvert learners would also havehance to take the leader role as well.
Instructors are highly encourage to visit each teaoh observe their discussion, offering timely
feedback where needed and also to informally assags members (Felder et al, 2007).

To ensure individual accountability, peer evaluaiio which each member rate and evaluate one
another at the end of each meeting session to emseambers are accountable to one another
(Felder, 2007; Johnson et al, 2013).

Fourthly, there could be learners who are intrqvany or knowledge gap and slow to keep up
with the team progress. In this regard, “think pshiare” create a “safe” learning environment
(Faust and Paulson, 1998) whereby pairs of studentsdiscussion group initially. In addition,
“air time” of 3 — 5 minutes provided the opportynibr each learner to speak out or voice their
opinions. By providing a comfortable learning spaugpefully as the session progresses, the shy
learners would feel more comfortable and startoadize with the rest of the group members.
Once learners are quite comfortable (typically witto or three sessions) with working with
classmates which they may not know well, they wda&l more comfortable when a larger team
of four members are formed eventually.

For members in the team are experienced knowledgetg promote healthy relationship among
team members, the more proficient learners areuraged to be a mentor to other members in
the team (McCombs & Whisler, 1997). They need toabare of the importance of positive
interdependence since every member is indispensalte teams' success or failure to meet the
goals set (Johnson et al, 2013). In the progres&tiig as a mentor, not only would it promote
peer learning resulting in better relationshipinitfact it could also enhance the motivation to
learn for both groups of learners. For the learmdrs experience knowledge gap, team members
are there to assist. As for the more proficientdess, they could also feel high higher esteem
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since they know act as a mentor (Felder, 2007jrdators who are making rounds of visit to
each group could observe, use cues, prompts, @apestions and Socratic questioning to
induce critical thinking among learners (Faust &ulBan, 1998; Rachel, 2002). Scaffolding
technique is particularly useful to facilitate lears to build on prior knowledge and internalize
new information, assist in cognitive developmeritially and support is gradually withdrew

support (Rachel, 2002). This not only would buikhrner self confidence but also close
knowledge gap and move up to the next level ohiegrconsistent with Wgotsky (1978) “zone

of proximity development” (Rachel, 2002).

Fifthly, there would be a high chance that disagrest and have divergent opinions are
inevitable. In arriving at the group solution, thevill be “promotive interaction” (Johnson et. al.
1998) whereby learners initially with diverse vievits share their respective opinion, challenge
one another assumptions, brainstorm various solsitémd finally decide on the chosen solution
which all group members eventually agree. Thishene collaborative learning promotes active
and deep learning. In addition, lecturer would tvesich group to observe how their discussion
progresses and early intervention could be renderetbse differences in opinions gaps.

In addition to discussion within groups, at the eh@ach session, a sharing and de-brief session
could be conducted in the form of “world café” stflThe World café, 2013) where each team
would be given a chance to share their opinionsoonments with the rest of the class. In that
way, not only would there be greater of knowledgehange, learners would also appreciate the
different dimensions of divergent views. The instan would provide the overall feedback of
how the teams “perform”, areas those are good ebayn@nd other areas which could be

improved upon.

Lastly, there are teams which are overly concertan they perform. To encourage learning,
prompt and if possible, constructive feedback cdaéddorovided to learners in as short a time as
possible not only encourage learning, build themfidence level and also to allow opportunity
for feedback (Felder et al, 2007).

Conclusion

The above discussions provided insights into varilterature studies on learning, particularly
social constructivism to cooperative learning. ladigion, literature studies have indicated
cooperative learning can be a good teaching strdtegncourage blended learning, primarily on
the basis that it enriches learners’ experiencdéncourse of learning, This is even more so in
cases whereby the learning objectives specify ¢qairement to work collaboratively in teams,
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solve more complex cases and those that requine tihéeking. By coming together with face
interaction, it also helps to develop learners’iagomteraction skills, form richer relationship
among peers and also encourage peer learningafeleinterpersonal skills are developed, by
working collaboratively, it also helps to betteepare learners for workplace in the near future.
The experiences shared by learners while pursuieg undergraduate studies too pointed
several positive experiences including seeing treehts of having team members complete the
task, face-to-face interaction is extensive andttievel were gradually build time over time. In
addition, there were also peer support, encouragimgy checking on one another. A large
majority of learners see the value in preparingrthe the workplace. On the whole, it was a
good learning experience worth investing.

Though collaborative learning has many positiveeatgpthat provide a foundation to develop
cognitive, social and problem-solving skills, implenting do poses some learning challengers
and corresponding solutions are suggested to overdearning challengers including the use of
“think-pair” share to better prepare learners ptorvorking collaboratively, how groups are to
be formed, the importance of instructors visitingrhs both to observe and assess learners to the
assignment of roles. It is hope that educatorsccoahsider to use collaborative learning as a
learning activity in their classes to engage witff @entury learners better.

References

Barr, R.B. & Tagg, J. (1995From teaching to learning — a new paradigm for uigdaduate
educationChange magazin7 (6): 12 — 15.

Bruffee, K. (1993)Collaborative learningBaltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.
Cheng, K.M. (2003b)Sujing Hong Kong Economic Journdl3 December 2003

Faust, J.L., & Paulson, D. R. (1998)tivelearning in the college classrogmournal on
Excellence in College Teaching, 9 (2), 3-24, .

Felder., R. N., & Brent, R., (2007 ,00perative learningRaleigh, NC 27695-7905 2, Education
Designs, Inc., Cary, NC 27518, N.C. State Univgrsit

Foyle, H.C. & Shafto, M.G. (1995Jeamwork in real world. In H.Groyle (Ed.) Interactive
learning in the higher education classro@pp. 20-28). Washington, DC: National Education
Association.

Framework for 23 century learning2011), Partnership for 2tentury skills.
11



E-Leader Singapore 2016

Gillies, R., Pham, T., H., T. Rensha, P., (2008poperative Learning (CL) and Academic
Achievement of Asian Studertgernational Education Studies, Vol. 1, No. 3

Jerald, C.RDefining a 2% Century Education: At a glancRetrieved from
<www.centerforpubliceducation.org/Learn-About/2C&ntury>, viewed 5th August, 2013.

Johnson, D. W.,, & Johnson, R. (198@ooperation and competition: Theory and research
Edina, MN: Interaction Book Company.

Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. (199Bgarning together and alone: Cooperative, compeiti
and individualistic learnind5th Edition). Boston: Allyn & Bacon. First editid®75.

Johnson, D. W.,, Johnson, R., & Smith, K. (200He state of cooperative learning in
postsecondary and professional settiigducational Psychology Review, 19, 15-29.

Johnson, D. W., Johnson, R., & Smith, K. (20I3)pperative Learning: Improving University
Instruction By Basing Practice On Validated Thealgurnal on Excellence Teaching,

McMahon, M. (1997, Decembei§ocial Constructivism and the World Wide Web - FaBigm
for Learning Paper presented at the ASCILITE conference. Paustralia.

McCombs, B.L. and Whisler, J.S. (199The learner-centered classroom and school: stra®gi
for increasing student motivation and achievem&an Francisco, CA: JossBgss.

O’ Neill, G. & McMahon, T. (2005)Student-centered Learning: What does it mean fadestts
and Lecturers. Emerging issues in the Practice wilversity Learning and Teachindublin:
AISHE

Powell, K. C., and Kalina, C. J. (2009ognitive and Social Constructivism: Developinglsoo
for an effective classrooriducation Vol. 130, No.2, Florida, U.S.A.

Rachel, R.V.D.S (2002%caffolding as a Teaching Strategy, Adolescentriiegrand
DevelopmentSection 0500A - Fall 2002, November 17, 2002

Ramsden, P., (2006 performance indicator of teaching quality in hégleducation: The
Course Experience Questionnaiftudies in Higher Education.

Shimazoe J., & Aldrich, H., (2010group Work Can Be Gratifying: Understanding &
12



E-Leader Singapore 2016

Overcoming Resistance to Cooperative Learnigjlege Teaching, 58: 52-57

Smith, K. A. (1996). Cooperative learning: Makingréupwork” work. In T. E. Sutherland & C.
C. Bonwell (Eds.)Using active learning in collegelasses: A range of options for facu(pp.
71-82). New Directions for Teaching and Learning, B7. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Van den Bossche, P., W. H. Gijselaers, M. Segef®, & Kirschner (2006)5ocial and cognitive
factors driving teamwork in collaborative learnirgnvironments: Team learning beliefs and

behaviors Small Group Resear@v(5): 490-521.

The World Café, www.theworldcafe.com¥2015), accessed on 27 December.

13



