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Abstract

The nature of interaction is to drive higher and more complicated cognitive function. How to un-
derstand and observe the interdependent relationships and its productive indicators of joint
thought should come to the center of team or group cooperative learning research. The paper re-
viewed new researches focusing on high-level interactions from following aspects: 1) The Analyt-
ical frameworks about member’s interactions, such as the high-level co-regulation framework, the
dialogical framework and the layered framework. 2) Description about high-level interaction
modes, such as the boosting interaction, constructive interaction and cooperative interaction. 3)
Elements of cooperative cognition from empirical research conclusions, such as cross-understanding,
elaboration and monitoring cooperatively. In the end, it proposed some suggestions on how to
boost cognitive interaction research in the future.
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BAINARHUEIE TR ER AR ARG . A TERRANREER & B 4k 1 B A BT R A MR Bl
RLECA AR B AR E R . XEXNFIEY K RAKT LR REOT AT T 0T AS: 1) SFEANE
ARSI, WEATIEFERFTAIER. SEIPTHER. HESITHELRSE; 2) SEAMESIER
RA, B ES) . BREES). SELHE, BE3) RATEHEAMZOER, X XER. &
Hl. AERES. RENRREENNEIEETRARY TRE.,

KA
RAE, SfEAE, B3

1. [EIRERH

FHEEE IR, REFARER 7T HE AR mE R Stk AU, B 7T iR
N> WEBE BN FREH 5 . KT AVEMES: S (BN . /N B[R] A2 20) P B3l R it 70 o
PIFEES: 1) AP SE5E, WEIEMES ISR, o — B B4 PRA R, AT, S
HEPIR AT (e.0., Gillies, 2003; Daradoumis et al., 2006), %% 5, i, Eahke. O
BN A (A N HR e 2 A BAER A1) 56 2) O KF I 204 5 25 %2, a0 S8 A8 il ol — B2 58 REAE 5 (oWl B8 i 7
MG DR A 5 A RN R HEAT I B M4 A 520 4T (e.g., Gunawardena et al., 1997; Beers et al., 2005; Liu & Tsali,
2008); B IR AR 0T R8O (] A B2 3R AT B3 1% 4 4T (e.g., Van Boxtel, 2000; Greeno, 2006; Volet et al.,
2008) OV BB S BT HE M S B AR, WA @ il SN . AN, T ESE RN E
e M Az AT 90 B AFER,  EBR TH ) J R R) S B L B R ) SIIERIE 220> IE 2 Palincsar (1998) s, H1BA
FAMRAEERMRANNER R, THFRRTH R AN, B Sl s R A T H 4
W R AR, B BARL BT, TR SRR R T . R iR, IR RS
A B TR B BLOCHE, B AR 1B RN DTERAE & 1 1] A o A o B AL ) (Kneser & Ploetz-
ner, 2001). BT, % >JFESVERHE TR BTG S SIKMIFAE H (Dolmans & Schmidt, 2006).

L@ IERINR, B2 I S/KF A 2 AN TSR R HAERTE BahE
SRP=AE B AUF IR, AT UR VR mKF BB R I . 1E 40 T (2004) 75 [R5 [ 4b 478 2 21 A F0iTE 7 5 46
tH,  CURTIR N AR S A ISR T ERE R, R EN ES S AN, E
FEAEAA A ELA) (AN 5T 5 4] ) gfe 184 32 2 >0 1) 1) R RS A 9 00 B A, 3K 5 [ PR e 5 2 SRR TN
TR SE AN TR o 7 TR ST G A P 25 o 1 D 1) R 2 RO S 10 7 2 A 3R TR B e 3
[ 28 A B e 30 3o 5 B ) F B 30 HE LA (Baarron, 2003) . A, AR SCIE I RO KT R R A E B shid
FE—— U A B TR A A B AL 5 R BT T AT 99, e B THELS . I FRARAE
UL R A AFNENEE R B T IS o Ay R R A FRAT TR T & 1 18 5 > b= A= P B B (productive  interactions)
(IR I L EARA T s A OISR FN 43 AT — A 2 20w (1) [ DA (BN B3 1) (AR ELAE s D3R A VR I 78
HH ) O Tk DA R Fi 5 2 AR S B A R SR ) 2 S SR 5%

2. STHTHESR

SIHTHESE & B AR L AEIR RS M AED RN EIR TR T . B RERBI T H IR BOSCTUR T 40
AT . T AR 1 BTHESAT B TR R OB AR A VR EL3h I N AR L AR



2.1, SIKFEHEFEH S HTES

EAE I =) o B P2 A 1 H S (productive  interactions) B R A1 E I ERER? Greeno (2006)4&H “7E
AN 2]” PGS, X BRI AR A B T, R RE T RA N B S RETE
BEPNEIN LA & o BUGRRIEAAT RN EZ), MR N R P E RN RRILAUR &, LU
ALt A ST A M BRI R, AN K Eadr, RURE FIASUN B AE—A 5
Hreage, DLERARG1EME2: SITE S AR LA R =26 M EL BT B . Volet %5(2008) AL N ER S 37, 32 it
# 4= (social regulation) 5 P 2511 I (content processing) T — & B it S HTHE SR, #2285 FH R R &
VEVES: 1B AR P S 580 77 0NN 0] LA B AT 2 R A T Sk s KP4 2

WE 1 s, EALSETTYERE B, RS E Sk B A, AR T ARSI T 1 T BAOK
SRR AR AEAR YRR B, inghm ik BN b AR, AR 7RIS AR 1) A R
iR TR~ S K P sh S fE . 18 1 R0, BARM A ER R BN @ o @ikt 3 4
KEA 6 NBIBATN T AC I AISRAR, W g SRS 8, Ha i HESE IR L 10 5 1 sc .
FHRI, RKTFHLFERATRIBIN, ZEFFAREILFE R AR, RS G R0 T A E R k.
IR N AR, 1R SR L AR R T e e e, R 5 B B, DL
FR A AR S 1B A A o 1w AP IR FEEATEIBN, A AR A i T R s vEk . fE—
PRI THEZ MRS, AN H AR R TER AR T — w1 X A3 BoR
T AR MW S AP SE EIR AR, AR R LART BT R R TR A 0] R D R 2R
ZREN TIRR K EE s R L ENE, FNER T 5KFRIA GRS ABRMTHHN N
B BN A AR BB 0 Bl S R 1 5 7T 3 ) 4 DA SR B TR Re e A VA VR I LB RAAE S5 4 40 1 v
T M LS o AN, BT S B O S T A A& 2 T AT 25 i e B 2 o) i R s[RI B oK, AN F
TR R BB R AT b AT

=K
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Figure 1. The high-level co-regulation framework
Bl 1. S7KFEEET S HHESE
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2.2. FHEDHTIESR

Fisher (1994)1 Mercer (1996)#2 H 1 5 {5 FH AN AT LAE A& GAFnRE g K ity “ 5707 , i
H, WRCUEBONERANSEEESE, PB4 RN TR, ik, AbAT8A T FEE R ) R =R 8 st
i RN G . BAUEGHEFIR R XT1E, FR 2 N = Rl 2 4 2 (social modes of thinking). Wegerif
SE(1997)7E = A At 2 A Rl AR T FIAE BB IS A MTAE SR, % AT AE 2R 5 R AT T )2 51
A AU AR B AN A S BT HESE o 3 BT HEZEER thox) [F) £ B3l R R & AT AN R E IR B b o LAk
YK, FEHFEE 4 FATREAIRE AR R A M 2 A S 5 R R R IR S 2 B A S
5 R (EH BRI S 5% WBREANE 2. (TEH )R 2 3 (A 2 5% 1) Bkl [
B, A3 LT 4 ANAKCE T K 1 OB v B G 28R, B, g S L H %%
FIERI RO A B R R AT e KT 2 PR R gk S RUR 1 A @ VB I B AR, BN, v
FARVFFIEEAT AT . /KF 3 4B EARY “FiE4T A" (speech acts), B 415 (utterances) 1) 7328 —
— IR EAVERE SR IThEE. KP4 HTE KB R SERR . R f). Rl G SEARIEA R
A ECRBRE 4T, TR A AR — AN E M THER SRR R E — A . 1% BT AE S N BRATT B
SRR S FEIE R AR AR T 5%,

2.3. TEDHTIESR

IR HTRE SR 3 T RHELR G AE 22 ) M HL B FR I /3BT 5 9F4 . Daradoumis 45(2006) 7 /if #7223
fili b, SR T VPN AR BRIV AL HER B 4 B AT HESE . ZHESERL S T IO 5 EM AR 51T,
&SRNG4 H BN B3 B HIBA SCAR S AR M TSR . FEZ )R MESE AR NIRRT E X T 2]
TWENRDL, B TR S BT 25 R I B 15 A S SRR I 58 MR VEA (1 23 #T) . THZ ) L
o AGE I € SCRIE F 55 A =0 A s Bl — R BIDE SIS 517 8t Mg P4, 55— A2 HIBL
A B (MR AT 5505 15 0 DA B T 2 B0 K PR R A TEL 50 ) 4 5 B 43T » AR T2 A0 IR 2 3R [RIR B T — AN 4T
1 SEPRIORESBAL . HEZEM TIRAE T @M — RTINS, & LU R U E R —— SR
HAis e, *E S F B Bk Ss . Hh, FIPAiE % (Group Functioning) WG 2 547 4. (E45 58 )
DT DL B B bl WA SR RN R I DhRe AR BBh e B ahHiRe . 5 H B A R H.3):
#2235 FF(Social Support) BLAE G AH FLGE . — k2% 2] RSB IL R B AR AR 08 RN B0t At Y
SO RO SRAF A ELASAT RO TTRR . O R 22 I BB S G CCRE . X R RS S Tk #
Bk %5 (Help Services) G 4EH: B I FEBI S R R R ZAHC. RN B R &, 3 BhRepk i N R 724
N F B ASRHER B X SRR =K AR LA AR, BARE AR 5 A BE T 12 AT AE
28, (AfEE R X SRR L B A B A . W — TR AR T AR L, BEEFR AR S LG 2 H 2 1%
W FEI— AN E B

AR, S ON LB I A 1 42 B4 M HE B AE A DLR T 503 72 43 Hi2:(Bales interaction process analysis
(IPA) method, Z . Gorse & Emmitt, 2007). ‘&K H.8)73 0y 12 FAE B (B A S5 PR . BT8R 5K
MR, AHEN. AHWA. ATHE. FREE. FRWA. FREW. RAEZE. RIHEK, R
HEOR, BEALHEAE S - 15 B A HE I T 45 ) H 3l (socio-emotional or task-based interaction). X %
BN BN EVE R B e A2 SRS WA I LA & T 2wt i) — Ml 4“4t
287 (the DISCOUNT scheme) ] Jy i i £ % .3/ SC A LL 2% (Pilkington, 1996). iZHEZLRE Hi MU 5 2 4]
AFIKCE R gt B, RIS ST > i — iR - - SR I . R 8] DISCOUNT 43 #THE
IR B ARE 4 AN FIIE 1 o EHEREAKCE b, BRI Ar 1 LRSS, Wk, HEERA . (5 SR
N AR 1) 55 o TOMRIR SR 1 23 105 7555 70 -t 2 5 1) T ot A% o 4055 7 DA BRI A% 1) i 4 - DISCOUNT



Py

W

Feft T 4 FATBERITCHRIRRIL: ARSHERE (M, &5 1R U oD BRI B ER), AR S5 TR (i Rl ) R vk B
U8), AR 55 M (AR 1555 77 5 153 2 5 0 I g R FR) 7 170 ) RS S8 (AR 55 A B (K S )

3. BENER

BB B AR SIS M35 4 /0% Johnson Ut 2 3 HH AR 0 1k A 2 B DL A s
fiE(Johnson et al., 2001): AH B H&fit = R AIA R RE 0 SCRp RS B, AH 528 4 B 75 1) B U I 58 VIR 5 2503
ITAEE, TARSRAE AT DAE SR & 5 2R 258 AT 25 R A S0, A T SE AR 1% S 1) 2518 DL =
A B ) PR ST BT VI 1) R SE RN T R

GYEHB). Forman fil Cazden (1985) & & HH = MBI HH): PATHS—— R TAES IR, H
IR RESGE A F A TAE, JRS AN A S, B H——% 5D 2R TS 1IE
B ARIERE I IAFI A s A A FLB—— R AN W DG A0 s AR b 1) AR 3 e i ELE 5 AT 55 B 4R
AR EAMAN RN A

BV E A 8 R AR BEAT 25 il SRR 4 HE R 51 0% R 1 A8 AR 3R e T A A BN 2L F L B KUK
(interaction style). .zl XUA% 2 BH b BHE T RR 2 FLBRE I R0 RN 58 i A\ AT RE 77 DA AT 148 H T g
fige e 1) R ) SRS = AR R o LI UK BB XUk 73 R ARARAE AR P A, (£ C A B SRl E, Cooke, Szumal
(1994)H N =2 — R WM (constructive style); — & & (passive style); =jJEXdith:fli(aggressive
style). AL RESCTE AR R B X OERI BN BARIISLEL, FBARR B 2 MM EAE. A0S, BHE
HefE B BEXAM S JCHRN NSO AN ER, MhRRERIRAIAR, BB R R R
A1

AL, 223 (Visschers-Pligjers et al., 2006) 4 A1 BA & A o] @il fig vk b “ 22 IR ) BB 5 “FR P B
B M AR TRMES)” MCAX 5y, Fodr, S JHUa ) B RBUNHEAIPESE . SAVEHERE . Ab B
R . FA %3 (Kumpulainen & Mutanen, 1999)##id T & AN T.1 = 28454 (three cognitive processing
modes), %M EEURIIACHR IR N:  “MREMEBERZ N T.” (interpretative or exploratory processing, <
WY R AR R e IR E BN “REFMEINTT” (procedural processing,  $RAT 55 HAT R E I A
BEHIR) R “ATS RN T (FEAEM T BULS A RN E) o

P BB HR A e — e R RAROR T Rk B SRR . T2 A R R
L[] G A Bl ) AR R ) VDA RN 3R (A BB S R AE L3R 83 573 A 2R )

4. INFIIMIT

A XCER R o AR 2y SCA BEAR OB i K R 9 R T AH . A% (reciprocal  understanding) A1 3= 4 [\ 44
(intersubjectivity) X} 45 % E.5) () 5 5 1% (Palincsar & Brown, 1984). X [AEFRELEHIBA TAE b B 532 63, W
TR 7T (Lewis & Huber, 2008)42 Hi 22 X i (cross-understanding), 15 172 1 BA 5 52 X6} [l £ 1 U BB TR 1) v
BRER M. 10 Klein (2000)4% H 3L = 4545 4014 (shared situation awareness), B[] A i 72 %6} IE£E#EAT () AR )
—BURBFI AR, R EERBIDARIAZ & 50— 20 4T B SIHE 78 i oG i « L O R |

“RHACKL” SRR TN RO TR0 R A BB AR AR SRR R

Hi5il o K& (elaboration) FEAMASE Il A& IEHE I 55— AR . Hogan %5 (2000) 44 4% il 73 s i
TEIE ARG =R A AR ) HoRE I A RN 2 Y B DT O ) Y2 I (Slavin, 1996). De Grave %
(2001) &K I, FEEAEAI LA R BE R N 2 — 2wl s = . BRI, A (T A 8 5 045 B AC ¥ 2
R 1R ) FAR e DL B AR 2 S IR % (Van Boxtel, 2000). Visschers-Pleijers %5 (2004)i1d x4 3 A& ) &
iRy BB SRAG ORI, AEAN R LB 5 T (A i) 2 )5« HERR IR v AR kg R m ) ) AR ) A A S 7

O,
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NN EERI . SRS TAHBE 2 0 TR . Berkowitz Al Gibbs (1983)& e - B it Hi
T W DR VRN Y R A T AT THE R 4 Ak i i (R AN Rl ok B 2 55— AN AR IR)
I A RS v (8 AR IS AR AR R E TR, AU ER RE M ACE WIS RTE), BHKF
NHIBRIR R T 2 A R 2N TR AN, — DBRIR A 9 T v . BRI A S AR A T2 1E
Wy 2 (1) o BB B B 43 0 T3 M R R O YRR 1), BT DAY 25 B i N R & AT R o AT TR, 72
TE P HE 7y K0 R R S R ) A R IR AR i P S R 2 I R D RN o SR, IS S A A R AT I
P AE T R R IAVERT 1 .

ffeRE o R IR A BB TP S B AN B RS I — Fh o ORI 2 R AR A DX RL T
HZ, MAHZ, FINTRIRE, FmedE B S xR R fE . Webb (1989) K 3L, ke A2 AT
3 MR AF R 1) MRS HENE R EE S, 2) WAL FHEM, 3) MRA TR
[ ] B g . Ploetzner Il Fehse (1998) kB, 4R 5 5E B UIAHIS, RN SCREME BEMRIT, K A0ARREGE
IRARRERE R SR . BAWEFE(King, Staffieri, & Adelgais, 1998) HL# 7 = Fh 414 T IR [URE:
(explanation only, E), #£% + fi#B(inquiry plus explanation, IE), #EZ:RZE + fifk(sequenced inquiry plus
explanation, SIE), &I, SIE &A% T IR 1E 1 E 2540 T WM S84 A A aCAR 28 I 50 2R H 1A e iR A A
e i WJa, “SHRAMEARR” (tentative explanation) BARAS S — M E IS, HEAMK RS 5ILHE
HRREE R R TIER, BB 2 &K N T(Volet et al., 2008).

WARECF LA . Guiller 25(2008) &ML FIFE BB R EHPA LA 4 B #F L3 A (justification with
anecdote), KN AL LIGHES; HEHEALAE justification with generalisation), #HE K B T8 30 #kHfE
I EHE B (justification with evidence), 51 FHBMIHIESE; i EAF#HF (justification with values), & H C
I AE ML o 12 A BILAE B 0105 A FH U4 A4 12 225 1 T T 0 T 1% o B3 0 DR 2 AR AL 3Gl [ BA A Aode .50
AT RGOSR I, BN R 51 DLW 5 B B A 070 i 1 DA N 30 s (B A

AR MR . a0 B0 2 RN () R AR P R R e A, A RE T U L AR S IR ) R
Xof BT BA % 5 1) 4% i (control of attention) 5. 7EA/E BLANAE At Ar 70l 5 1 %5 1) G R0 A0 [R] 4 1) T
YEo MBI RI Ny — P hI G, PR S DU I SAESG: “X B O IEEMR o U B %
W TR EARE? 7 “ 2 RIEE _EREAE AR IR BL3RA3 1045 B 48 51 B © /8252 7 (Schoenfeld, 1987)4H H.
PSP IE S A XFERIEERIL, PR AR ERR? 7 “XSIERAT R ? 7 “/REAFHIXAR? 7
T A A R A T R R LU A A I 8L v B A R B 22 )5 Rl (Eizenberg & Zaslavsky, 2003). Saleh
(20075 KB, HhaERe IAVIRRE I F AL, mRe e “RE” HE . fE R A5 10 A HE R
FEEE R BRERIIAT y, AT REAR MY 2 K I 4 A5 B AR L 0 1] B T —— S A N 1 OG0 5 g
Sk, 35 % AN AOR H Re  E AE B A N (Kneser & Ploetzner, 2001); JoiA HIiE i (meta-
statements) t i Ay G A i) A A 1) v KT 1 7 (Pilkington, 1996).

UEAh,  EARIRATEFE AR . FofRit GRS o), AR, $EiR . BN R AR S A 5] Gt
R ¢ (Asterhan & Schwarz, 2007); F T 1) 4+ 12 (one-sided argumetation) A~ F F M & 2% 3] (Asterhan &
Schwarz, 2007). 4 Jz., “ #0142 1) 7 (critical question, e.g., Yew & Schmidt, 2007). “ %% )4+ ”(Dialogical
Argumentation, e.g., Asterhan & Schwarz, 2007). S FPEHE3E (cumulative reasoning, e.g., Visschers-Pligjers et
al., 2006)55Re =AM ) o LA EmAKFIE R R 2 B A BN 5 S MR 2 2 b B/ Hod
AEIZRAT LA I

5. INEERE
Ml 2 R 0 BF S, A R I O X 3 K LIS A T (X 3

)



(Wriessnegger et al., 2016). EARR CHBL]S5AME IR, AT B S7KFA VRS A T BiEk. @
BT AR, 3R T AT R A BB RRREAE . QA WS S o A S ) R T — e AR
AL, BIHACNIE, 800 T BRI ECN S AR5 2 R IELEEAT H %) B3 (on-going interactions) [ 7t st &
b, R TR B P B EL S R AR 8 R 2 S 4% (the black box, e.g., Hak & Maguire, 2000). H.3)2 i LA %%
SRR A N BN T S R RN o A48 B3l A 1A R 22 57 (cognitive difference, i 4% [ £E 45 &
HEFERIRL . 2l in TR EIME B SO W] 3 AR i) 1) 55) B O A2 7= A6 1 L 30 1Y) A B B AL
#l(Ding, 2009). SUb[EIIS, FlAE Rl HIEAR K RE AR B SEtH S e @ 23 2%, NN S ERL A B BN
A JENSIRIE 52 I3 o g — A bt 35 B (Wilson et al., 2004; Visschers-Pleijers et al., 2004). BT, 4 5% §4%
WERENNESRORE, M-S AFERNREG: 1) 460588, i, AEEMRE
PR 5 G AE M 10 AR DS AR B SRS ELBh AT BRAFAE 2 57, 45 AT 52 AVE BT B o A AE B A 3& V) IR
5o 2) GEALS WA T WA TR (in TRt 6 PR SR FLAE IR I0) PR 2R 2 4 7 =i 7K~ F
H AL S LRI EH . 3) 7oL, LB LS O A M HTHESS . JRimIE 2 U] GRS 1R A
KON TR R T DRAS A H A R SEIE T ATl . SE SRR AT AE S . 4) InsREISET AT, FE TR AR
HIBAACE GRS R R B A, BT 22 MNIMNRANE RS, Bl fE 2 A 5 Il i
ZHARE, W R HIEM IR RS, A ERMMEEERBEAF—SmERESR. BR4IET
M FLARTE A B PR B AT Sebr gl (BT REPRASELE B I 58, AR, S
BEAELINAR . RIS IR T R A SO G ) A FE I B R . & e, Hahid FEmt
FICE T4 T SEnE b (L EAE g RS R SCA R SRR ) #A F40 E R K
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