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Abstract

Discussions and hands-on activities represent essential elements for student active learning, where students are
engaged through group work and collaboration. This qualitative study gives insight into students’ experiences of
activities designed for learning collaboratively and sheds light on how teachers can scaffold these activities.
The constant comparative method has been applied to analyse focus-group interviews with students on a physics
course for prospective engineering students. Different aspects that improve the collaboration in the learning
process are found and discussed. Further, this research provides knowledge about how an innovative learning area
designed for student active learning with technology such as an interactive screen can be used as part of the
collaborative learning process, and how teachers can create an arena for cognitive apprenticeship in physics.
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Introduction

Group work is an established way to implement active learning (Prince, 2014), which Free-
man et al. (2014) have found to improve student performance. The Norwegian Ministry of
Education and Research recommends increased use of such learning methods in higher edu-
cation. They issued a white paper in 2017, “Quality Culture in Higher Education” (Meld.
St. 16 (2016-2017)) where they state that: ‘Active learning methods are not used to a suffi-
cient degree, and plenary lectures and traditional forms of examination continue to domi-
nate” (p. 20). We interpret active learning as described by Freeman et al. (2014): ‘Active
learning engages students in the process of learning through activities and/or discussion
in class, as opposed to passively listening to an expert. It emphasizes higher-order thinking
and often involves group work’ (p. 8413). On this basis, we designed collaborative learning
sessions for an introductory physics course. The term ‘collaborative’ indicates that students
are working together on the same task, where the intention is to construct common knowl-
edge (Mercer & Littleton, 2007) and thereby learn together. It is the teachers’ responsibility
to find a way to scaffold this type of group work. We use an extended understanding of
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‘scaffolding’ that refers to any measure which ‘helps a learner to accomplish a task they
would not have been able to do on their own’ (Mercer & Littleton, 2007, p. 15), including
the teacher’s supportive approach and the facilities surrounding the students’ group work.

The aim of this article is to explore how teachers can effectively implement active learning
strategies based on the students’ experiences with collaborative learning. More specifically
we will answer the research question:

What kinds of scaffolding are reported by students to promote their collaborative learning?

This article presents a qualitative study of students’ experiences with collaborative learn-
ing activities based on a recent analysis of focus-group interviews from May 2017. In the
academic year 2016/17, we collaborated closely in planning, implementing, and finally
teaching a physics course.

We have more than ten years of experience in using innovative learning areas as part of
our teaching. These learning areas include technology such as interactive screens which can
create a joint focus in a group work setting. During these ten years, we have developed and
documented our teaching systematically, to explore the potential of technology-enhanced
collaborative learning activities. Results from this development have previously been pub-
lished in Andersen et al. (2018), and Andersen et al. (2020).

Theoretical framework and related research

This study is based on a sociocultural view of science learning (Leach & Scott, 2003), origi-
nating from the work by Vygotsky (1978, 1986), which at its core states that students actively
learn together through interactions and compromises using language (Vygotsky, 1986).
Group work is an example of how to organize social learning activities, in which students
are using language to discuss both with their peers and the teachers to reach their individual
zone of proximal development. The zone of proximal development was defined by Vygotsky
(1978) as the distance between what a person can perform independently (the actual devel-
opment level) and the maximum that a person can achieve under guidance (the potential
development level). Language is a tool to approach the zone of proximal development and
thereby create a third space. The third space is understood as the space where students, based
on their everyday life experiences, meet the scientific discourse using verbal language as well
as representational forms characteristic for science in a way that the students find meaning-
tul (Knain et al., 2017). Students’ typical way of thinking and talking about everyday life
experiences and observations differ from how these experiences are described scientifically.
To support meaning making in science, teachers need to shift between a dialogic approach in
which the teacher is open to students’ ideas, and an authoritative approach where the teacher
focuses on the scientific view (Scott et al., 2006). Using this framework in group work set-
tings, the teacher utilizes the third space for a dialogic approach and shifts to authoritative
interventions to introduce the scientific discourse. Thereby, group work settings can allow
cognitive apprenticeship to occur. Brown et al. (1989) created a list of salient features to be
present for achieving a cognitive apprenticeship in group work. These are: Collective prob-
lem solving, displaying multiple roles, confronting ineffective strategies and misconceptions,
and providing collaborative work skills (p. 40).

A meta-analysis has shown that learning in small groups is effective in promoting greater
academic achievement, more favourable attitudes towards learning, and increased persis-
tence in undergraduate courses in mathematics, engineering, and technology (Springer et al.,
1999). To promote collaborative learning, the group tasks should be designed in such a way
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that the students need to work together. The tasks should therefore be challenging and open-
ended (Cohen, 1994).

A study on group work in a learning area like the one used in this study has indicated that
the interactive screen may facilitate three processes that are conducive to collaborative learn-
ing in physics (Mellingsaeter & Bungum, 2014): First, an exploratory process where the stu-
dents engage in a collaborative brainstorming, sketching, and writing on the screen; second,
an explanatory process where one of the students acts as a teacher, explaining to the rest of
the group with reference to the interactive screen; third, a clarifying process where the stu-
dents inquire or ask clarifying questions about what has been written on the screen. The
same study also indicated a fourth work process which did not facilitate collaborative learn-
ing, which is insertion, characterised by one student writing a solution on the screen already
sketched on paper with the rest of the group not participating. To prevent this latter process,
we showed how the design of the tasks created a common focus and made the students work
as a group and not just in a group (Andersen et al., 2018).

Although collaborative learning is student-centred, the teacher plays a crucial role in the
success of the students’ learning process and their learning outcome (Blatchford et al., 2003).
The teacher needs to consider how to scaffold the students’ learning process by providing
support and guidance during group work. Regarding the latter point, the success depends on
the teacher’s ability to adapt the feedback to the students (Chiu, 2004), which again depends
on the teacher’s insight into the students’ needs (Webb, 2009).

The context of this study

The Pre-course for prospective engineering students at the Norwegian University of Science
and Technology (NTNU, 2021) is mainly for students with a vocational background who
intend to apply for engineering studies. To implement active learning strategies, while at the
same time using the available time and resources effectively, we decided to merge two classes
into one. Instead of giving separate lectures to two classes of approximately 45 students each,
90 students received joint lectures given by one of the teachers. Each lecture was followed by
two group work sessions, one for each class where both teachers were present. All students
had lectures and group work two days a week, a total of eight hours (8 x 45 min) of teaching
activities in physics per week. The first group work session of the week for all students took
place in an innovative learning area, while the second one took place in a conventional class-
room. The group work sessions had practical exercises which focused on conceptual under-
standing, for example establishing the connection between force and motion. In the
conventional classroom, the students performed analogue experiments and worked with
exercises from a textbook. For the group work sessions in the innovative learning area,
the students discussed concepts and used dataloggers to track their measurements which
would then be displayed on the interactive screen in real-time. The design of these activities
was inspired by the real-time physics laboratory exercises by Sokoloff et al. (1999) and prob-
lem-solving strategies like Van Heuvelen’s strategies of learning to think like physicists
(1991). Throughout the year the group formations were set by the teachers. This was often
done simply by dividing the students into groups of four when they entered the rooms. Par-
ticipation was voluntary.

During the academic year, we continuously reflected on our practice and improved the
design of the exercises. This was based on discussions about: What and how much infor-
mation should be given in the lectures, how to form the actual groups, how to formulate the
questions to enhance discussion, and how to engage with the students.
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The innovative learning area: a modern teaching facility

The innovative learning area consists of separate group stations where each group station is
equipped with an interactive screen connected to a computer (figure 1). Dataloggers are used
to do measurements relevant for learning basic physics. Sound reducing curtains not only
reduce noise but also visual distractions and form separate cubicles for each group of up to
four students.

Figure 1. Photos of the innovative learning area a) without students (Photo by T.H. Andersen),
b) with curtains where students are working in each cubicle (Photo by T.H. Andersen), and c) a
view inside a cubicle with students working (Photo by B. Voaidas).

Designing the exercises for the interactive screen

We deliberately designed the exercises to facilitate for the students to work collaboratively
using the screen as a joint focus. This was done by using the screen actively in all steps of the
group work. The group downloaded the relevant file, which contained all information and
exercises for the session, with space for the students to fill in their answer by hand. Hand-
writing is quite essential in physics and the interactive screen supports this. The exercises
were written in short sentences, not following a recipe of what to do in detail. The text could
be as brief as ‘Measure the force when you pull the box’, having a photo showing how to do it.
Then follows: “‘What do you observe?’, ‘Discuss how to interpret the graph’, and “‘Use your
measurements to calculate the coefficient of friction’, something which had been the subject
of the lecture earlier the same day. The file also contained calculus-based exercises on the
same topic. Typically, we modified standard exercises from the textbook by adding que-
stions for discussion, and coordinate systems for graphs if needed. Hence in this way, it
was easier and quicker to work directly in the file as compared to writing on paper. This
should help the students to work collaboratively, focusing on the same task on the screen.
The size of the screen also made it easy for the teacher to get a quick overview of the
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progression within the group and support the learning process. At the end of the session, the
tile was handed in and shared among the group members. This file was not assessed since all
parts had been discussed with the teachers during the session. However, during the next
lecture the teacher could choose to share results, comments, or figures made by the students,
to clarify important aspects for the whole class.

Methodology

The goal of this study is to establish what kinds of scaffolding promotes collaborative learn-
ing among students. To obtain a deeper understanding of the students’ experiences and
perspectives, a qualitative research design was chosen, using focus-group interviews. For
this article, the transcriptions of the interviews were analysed by the constant comparative
method, which is useful for extracting clear information (Corbin & Strauss, 2015; Postholm,
2019) about the students’ experience of the teaching and learning activities and to get an
understanding of the students’ perspective.

Data collection

This is a case study bounded in time and space (Creswell, 2013), where 10 students from the
physics classes of 2016/17 volunteered for interviews. To benefit from interactions and
discussions between the students, semi-structured focus group interviews were chosen
(Robson & McCartan, 2016). In the interviews, the students were asked about their activities
during the lectures, how the group work sessions went, the difference between working in a
conventional classroom as compared to the innovative learning area, the group composi-
tions, how the screens were used, the reasons why they participated, the practical experi-
ments, how they perceived the teachers’ expectations, and how they perceived the
teachers, their weaknesses and strengths. In total, three focus-group interviews were con-
ducted with students that had taken part in the group work sessions in both the conventional
classroom and the innovative learning area. In order not to bring the female students into
minority, two groups with 3 and 4 male students, respectively, and one group of 3 female
students were formed. The interviews lasted between 70 and 100 minutes and took place
within one of the cubicles at the innovative learning area in May 2017, after finishing all
teaching activities and before the exam. All qualitative data material was digitally recorded,
subsequently transcribed verbatim in Norwegian, deleting the parts where it was possible to
identify individuals, and the students were given pseudonyms to protect their identity.

Ethics

For ethical reasons, as some of the questions were concerning the students’ perception of the
teachers’ role, the interviews were performed by a researcher who did not have a relation to
the students. She designed the interview guide in collaboration with us and was responsible
for the transcription, where all names were removed before we received the data material.
She informed the students prior to the interviews that their participation was entirely vol-
untary, and they could withdraw at any time, or if they wished, later have their data with-
drawn from the study.

Method of analysis
The constant comparative method of analysis was applied to obtain a systematic overview of
the data (Creswell, 2013). The basic procedure for the constant comparative method is to
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compare data to form codes; codes are compared to form categories, which then again are
compared to form a core category (Corbin & Strauss, 2015; Postholm, 2019). As some years
have passed since this data material was collected, it was necessary to reconnect with the
material before starting the coding process. This was done by reading the transcribed inter-
views. The first author was responsible for the analysis, while the second author was a dis-
cussion partner. In the first phase of the coding, the open coding phase, sentence by sentence
was coded in the process of breaking down the information and exploring the students’ sta-
tements, categorising the data in preliminary categories. In the second phase, axial coding,
the categories from the first phase from all three interviews were connected through a thor-
ough comparison of the preliminary categories. To extract and form the categories in the
second phase, questions such as “‘What does it mean, why are the students expressing this?’
guided the analysis. The data material from the three interviews give rise to aspects within
the categories; the material is therefore considered sufficiently saturated for the purpose of
this study (Corbin & Strauss, 2015). In the third phase of the analysis, the selective coding
phase, the core category ‘collaborative learning’ was extracted, comprising the following
three main categories:

1. How group work differs depending on the room.
2. Factors that promote collaborative learning:
o The screen as a joint focus
 Practical experiments as a help in understanding theory
+ The design of the tasks
o The teacher providing suitable support and the engagement of the teacher
o Curtains give rise to less disturbance
3. Students’ roles and behaviour in group work.

Results

In the following, we provide a rich description of the three main categories, listed above. The
section is organized according to the three main categories and students’ quotes are used to
illustrate and support the results.

How group work differs depending on the room

Even though the students were expected to work in groups both in the conventional class-
room and in the innovative learning area, different work routines evolved. For the group
work sessions in the conventional classroom, the students used analogue equipment to
do practical exercises and they had calculus exercises as well. Instructions were handed
out on paper. Even though the tables in the conventional classroom were arranged group-
wise, the students tended to work individually on the calculus exercises, and they occasion-
ally discussed with the student next to them. One aspect which hampered the process of
collaborative learning was that the students were not working at the same pace, hence they
were not working on the same task simultaneously. Some students even used a headset with
music to block out noise. It was only on the practical exercises in the conventional classroom
that the students worked together: ‘You might be sitting in a group but you can do the tasks
individually and when there is a practical task the group will do it together’. The work routine
in the conventional classroom differed from how the students worked in the innovative
learning area, as expressed by one of the students when asked about the purpose of working
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in the innovative learning area: ‘because students should actually do something instead of just
be in the (conventional) classroom’.

The work routine introduced in the innovative learning area was well known by the stu-
dents: ‘We enter, find the group table assigned by the teacher, the seats get occupied, we find
the file online, we start with exercise one, and find the necessary equipment’. The next student
followed ‘It’s group work every time’, ‘the task is answered using the screen, and then handed
in’. ‘It’s a very important point that we write on the screen not on paper’, and ‘everybody takes
turns in writing’. The benefits from this working method were recognised by the students:
You learn so much by explaining to others what you have understood, and to get input on
what you have not understood yourself. So, you get a complete picture, as long as everyone
participates’. Working in groups was helpful since ‘everyone explains things differently’ and it
‘can be easier to understand when someone at your level talks about it rather than the teacher.
Also, if you sit there and do not understand something, there are three “teachers” who can
teach you in three different ways’.

The students acknowledged the experience of collaboration in the innovative learning
area, while in the conventional classroom they worked individually rather than collabora-
tive. They reported several factors which are associated with collaboration from the inno-
vative learning area, these are described in the next category.

Factors that promote collaborative learning

The innovative learning area is a modern teaching facility for group work. As shown in the
photos in figure 1, there is a large screen at each group station. The students recognised the
screen as creating a joint focus in their group work. ‘Everything takes place on the screen; the
screen is crucial. It is somehow the whole point of being there’, and ‘You look at the same thing,
you are working together. Remove it, and you have an ordinary group room with students
working on their own’. ‘It makes people work together.” The students perceived the screen
as a joint focus, which contributed to the process of learning collaboratively, since ‘everyone
is paying attention to what is happening on the screen, nobody is sitting at the corner of the
table and calculating on their own. It “glues” the group together’.

Practical experiments were always a part of the tasks at the innovative learning area,
where real-time graphs of the measured quantities were shown on the screen. The students
acknowledged the experience of working with their own measurements, where they could
make connections between the experiments and the corresponding theoretical descriptions.
You see the concepts in real life, not just from a page in a book.’

To further promote the use of the screen as a joint focus, all exercises were available in one
file. In the exercises we asked as open questions as possible. We would for instance ask the
students how they could measure a particular quantity, rather than telling them how to do it.
The students expressed a perception that ‘in physics, you can discuss much more’ as com-
pared to other subjects. Also, for ‘difficult calculus exercises you have to discuss what to do,
and someone might say something which is wrong, then you have to discuss why this is wrong
and what is right’.

The students had noticed that the large screen also made it easier for the teacher to see
how a group is performing. They enter (the cubicle), look at the screen and engage’, and it is
easier for the teachers to be active here (in the innovative learning area). In the (conventional)
classroom they have to watch over your shoulder and look at what we are writing. In the
innovative learning area, it was easier for the teacher to align the response to each group.
‘The teachers are becoming a bit like a supervisor. When we ask for help, they not only tell us
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how to do it but say how we should think.” The supervision from the teacher was adapted to
the situation within each cubicle. ‘They spend more time with us in the innovative learning
area. Here they have to sit down and ask themselves: Why don’t they understand this?’ and
‘They spend more time on each of us and I think they have started to see what people know’.
On a more personal level, the students felt recognized: ‘They are very good at remembering
names and have started picking up on how people work and how to approach them’.

When designing the tasks, we as teachers worked collaboratively ourselves, something
which we found fruitful and engaging. This engagement was noticed by the students:
‘You notice that Trine and Guri have worked with this and have discussed a lot themselves’,
and that ‘they believe in this’.

Another, though low-tech, characteristic of the innovative learning area is the curtains
between the cubicles. When the students visited a similar area without curtains, they all
recognised a noisier work environment. For some students this did not affect the work pro-
cess, while others expressed that they became distracted: ‘At least me, I become more dis-
tracted when I see people talking as compared to if I just hear them’.

Students’ roles and behaviour in group work
The students mentioned that they tended to become more unfocused being in the same
group as their friends, as opposed to working together with random classmates. Further,
they said the best discussions occurred when all group members had the same starting point:
‘Even if everyone is uncertain how to do it, together the uncertainty becomes less when every-
one tries to understand.” On the other hand, especially at the end of the year, the level of
achievement seemed to differ more, and it appeared challenging for some students to work
with students at another level of performance. Some students said they ‘do not dare to ask’
other students when they needed help. Conversely, other students ‘do not bother to explain
the very basic things’ because they thought it should be known by everyone by this point.
When collaborating, the students took on different roles: Finding the right formulas,
doing calculations, guiding as a teacher, and writing on the screen. These roles often over-
lapped, and the students shifted roles during the session. Because there were only three to
four students per group, ‘it is difficult to hide in the group’, and everybody participated. To be
the student writing on the screen could sometimes be challenging since ‘this student becomes
very visible when standing there, it’s completely impossible not to see you’. This role could be
taken by a student who was guiding the group as a teacher, or on the other hand a student
who needed guidance from the group on what to write. In the latter case, a student reported:
You get a bit of a nasty feeling, you almost feel “naked”. This might be one of the reasons why
the students emphasized the positive aspect of changing the groups every week, as this made
it easier to change roles and experience new group dynamics.

Theoretical analysis and discussion

We created a learning design where teaching and learning activities consisted of alternating
phases of teacher-driven lectures with an introduction to the theory, and group work ses-
sions that were student-driven with a structure defined by the teachers. During the group
work, the students reported using their own everyday-life language to make sense of obser-
vations from the hands-on activities, they commented that it was ‘easier to understand when
someone at your level talks about it rather than the teacher’. As explained by Knain et al.
(2017) this is a way to open the third space, which helps the students to create and develop
a scientific understanding of the concepts. To ensure the students reach their full potential of
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the third space, it is crucial for the teacher to carefully facilitate this encounter between the
students, the physical phenomena, and the scientific theories. Being two teachers available
secured a high teacher-student ratio and allowed each teacher to adapt and evaluate inter-
ventions to the students’ needs, as advised by Chiu (2004). Further, being two teachers pres-
ent meant that we could discuss between us and thereby answer challenging questions from
the students more effectively and at a deeper level. In the innovative learning area, the cur-
tains made it easier to support one group at a time, since we were not disturbed by the other
groups.

In addition to the curtains, there are other aspects regarding the room which contribute
to a different teaching and learning approach in comparison to a conventional classroom.
An important element in the innovative learning area is the interactive screens. Both stu-
dents and teachers must know how to use the screen in order for it to create a joint focus and
thereby improve the learning process. As a student commented ‘remove it, and you have an
ordinary group room with students working on their own’. In the design of the tasks, the
screen is essential to support collaborative learning. We deliberately designed tasks for
the students to be challenging and open-ended, as suggested by Cohen (1994), for the stu-
dents to work collaboratively as opposed to cooperatively, where the students divide the
exercises between the group members. The students’ commented that in physics, you
can discuss much more’. Of course, discussions and collaborative group work are possible
in other subjects too, the teachers just need to scaffold for this to happen.

Participation in these learning activities was voluntary, this seems to have strengthened
the expectations among the students that everyone present should participate actively in the
group work. The teachers composed the groups, which was appreciated by the students, who
said they experienced a more focused collaboration when they were not working with their
closest friends.

The learning activities designed for the innovative learning area may induce elements
conducive to cognitive apprenticeship (Brown et al., 1989) as expressed by a student ‘they
not only tell us how to do it but say how we should think’. We found from the interviews that
the students solved problems collectively and displayed multiple roles also found by Mel-
lingseeter and Bungum (2014). The students got confronted with ineffective strategies
and became aware of their misconceptions, and they got to practice their collaborative work-
ing skills, all features of group work proposed by Brown et al. (1989) for cognitive appren-
ticeship to occur. This is facilitated by the teacher, who also took part in the group work as a
discussion partner, showing the students how to use dialogue to develop a shared under-
standing, and shifting between a dialogic and an authoritative approach when needed as
recommended by Scott et al. (2006). Designing and implementing this kind of teaching
and learning activities are challenging, as the teachers are more available, and must also
be flexible in terms of adapting their support towards the students’ needs, at any level.

Conclusion

In this article, we describe how the scaffolding of the learning activities makes students work
collaboratively. The students’ reports from the focus-group interviews are in line with find-
ings found in the literature that genuine collaborative learning is dependent on careful plan-
ning, design, and implementation. This study identifies several factors which the students
report promote collaborative learning. One of these factors is the interactive screen, which
functions as a joint focus for the group. Also, the tasks themselves are designed for the inter-
active screen, which contributes to collaboration, since all students in the group are working



UNIPED | ARGANG 45 | NR. 2-2022 151

on the same task at the same time. Further, the separate cubicles in the innovative learning
area, where disturbance from neighbouring groups is reduced, were reported to improve the
concentration for some students.

For both the innovative learning area and the conventional classroom, practical experi-
ments are reported to foster collaboration. However, elements conducive to collaborative
learning are found to depend on the facility of the room, i.e. whether answering the tasks
is confined to the interactive screen.

According to the students, the teachers are also found to be a factor when supporting and
actively encouraging collaborative learning among the students. When the teachers engage
in group discussions by asking questions and implicitly conveying how physicists work and
think during problem-solving, this not only opens a third space but also creates an arena for
cognitive apprenticeship.

Finally, the students see that their roles and behaviour in the group work affect their col-
laboration. To avoid unproductive group constellations evolving, we decided on the group
compositions, which were changed every week. The students seemed to prefer this as they
claimed they worked better when they were not in a group with their friends. The students
also reported a preference for working with peers at the same level of performance. We
intended to improve the learning environment by actively working with the group constel-
lations. However, we could have focussed more on the different roles in the group to better
support the group work.

The conclusions from this study have some limitations since only ten students who par-
ticipated in the voluntary activities were interviewed. For further research, observations and
recordings of the group work would give an extended understanding and insight into how
the everyday life experiences of the students meet the scientific discourse and create a
third space.

The results presented in this article suggest several success factors when scaffolding
teaching and learning activities for collaborative learning. One of these factors is creating
a joint focus for the group through the interactive screen. When designing the tasks, it is
important to consider whether the design fosters collaborative learning or not. Finally, when
scaffolding for collaborative learning the teacher becomes a facilitator and supervisor, as well
as an expert.

Acknowledgements

We would like to acknowledge Gabrielle Hansen for her research support regarding the
interviews and the students for their contribution. The anonymous reviewers are gratefully
acknowledged for their feedback which has helped us to improve the article. Finally, our
colleague Magnus Strem Kahrs is acknowledged for his feedback on the manuscript.

References

Andersen, T. H., Korpas, G. S., Hansen, G., & Kahrs, M. S. (2018). The interactive whiteboard supports
joint focus in collaborative learning. Proceedings of the 46th SEFI Annual Conference, Creativity,
Innovation and Entrepreneurship for Engineering Education Excellence, 549-556.

Andersen, T. H., Maroy, @., & Korpas, G. S. (2020). How to scale up an active learning design from 50
to 500 students. Proceedings of the 48th SEFI Annual Conference, Engaging Engineering Educations,
594-600.

Blatchford, P., Kutnick, P., Baines, E., & Galton, M. (2003). Toward a social pedagogy of classroom
group work. International Journal of Educational Research, 39, 153-172. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0883-0355(03)00078-8



https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-0355(03)00078-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-0355(03)00078-8

152  TRINE HQJBERG ANDERSEN AND GURI SIVERTSEN KORPAS

Brown, J. S., Collins, A., & Duguid, P. (1989). Situated cognition and the culture of learning.
Educational Researcher, 18(1), 32-42. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X018001032

Chiu, M. M. (2004). Adapting Teacher Interventions to Student Needs During Cooperative Learning:
How to Improve Student Problem Solving and Time On-Task. American Educational Research
Journal, 41(2), 365-399. https: i.org/10.3102 28312041

Cohen, E. G. (1994). Restructuring the Classroom: Conditions for Productive Small Groups. Review of
Educational Research, 64(1), 1-35. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543064001001

Corbin, J., & Strauss, A. (2015). Basics of Qualitative Research: Techniques and Procedures for
Developing Grounded Theory. (4th ed.) Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Creswell, . W. (2013). Qualitative inquiry & research design: choosing among five approaches. (3rd ed.)
Sage Publications.

Knain, E., Fredlund, T., Furberg, A., Mathiassen, K., Remmen, K. B., & @degaard, M. (2017).
Representing to learn in science education: Theoretical framework and analytical approaches. Acta

didactica Norge, 11(3), 1-22. https://doi.org/10.5617/adno.4722

Leach, J., & Scott, P. (2003). Individual and sociocultural views of learning in science education. Science
& Education, 12(1), 91-113. https://doi.org/10.1023/2:1022665519862

Meld. St. 16 (2016-2017). Quality Culture in Higher Education. Ministry of Education and Research.
https: regjeringen.no/en/dokumenter/meld.-st.-16-20162017/id2

Mellingsaeter, M. S., & Bungum, B. (2014). Students’ use of the interactive whiteboard during physics
group work. European Journal of Engineering Education, 32(1), 115-127. https://doi.org/10.1080/
03043797.2014.928669

Mercer, N., & Littleton, K. (2007). Dialogue and the Development of Children’s Thinking. A

sociocultural approach. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203946657

NTNU. (2021). Pre-course for prospective engineering students. https://www.ntnu.no/studier/
ftforkurs

Prince, M. J. (2004). Does Active Learning Work? A Review of the Research. Journal of Engineering
Education, 93(3), 223-231. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2168-9830.2004.tb00809.x

Postholm, M. B. (2019). Chapter 7. Analysing the data material using the constant comparative
analysis method and D-analysis. In Research and development in school. Grounded in cultural-
historical activity theory (85-102). Netherlands: Brill Academic Publishers. https://doi.org/10.1163/
9789004410213_007

Robson, C. & McCartan, K. (2016). Real world research. (4th ed.) John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Freeman, S., Eddy, S. L., McDonough, M., Smith, M. K., Okoroafor, N., Jordt, H. & Wenderoth, M. P.
(2014). Active learning increases student performance in science, engineering, and mathematics.
Proceeding of the national academy of sciences of the United States of America, 111(23), 8410-8415.
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1319030111

Scott, P. H., Mortimer, E. F. & Aguiar, O. G. (2006). The tension between authoritative and dialogic
discourse: A fundamental characteristic of meaning making interactions in high school science
lessons. Science Education, 90(4), 605-631. https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.20131

Sokoloff, D. R., Thornton, R. K. & Laws, P. W. (1999). RealTime Physics. New York: John Wiley and
Sons.

Springer, L., Stanne, M. E. & Donovan, S. S. (1999). Effects of Small-Group Learning on
Undergraduates in Science, Mathematics, Engineering, and Technology: A Meta-Analysis. Review of
Educational Research, 69(1), 21-51. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543069001021

Van Heuvelen, A. (1991). Learning to think like a physicist: A review of research-based instructional
strategies. American Journal of physics, 59(10), 891-897. https://doi.org/10.1119/1.16667

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in Society. The Development of Higher Psychological Processes. Cambridge:
Harvard University Press.

Vygotsky, L. S. (1986). Thought and Language. Cambridge: MA: MIT Press.

Webb, N. M. (2009). The teacher’s role in promoting collaborative dialogue in the classroom. British
Journal of Educational Psychology, 79(1), 1-28. https://doi.org/10.1348/000709908x380772



https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X018001032
https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312041002365
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543064001001
https://doi.org/10.5617/adno.4722
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1022665519862
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/dokumenter/meld.-st.-16-20162017/id2536007/
https://doi.org/10.1080/03043797.2014.928669
https://doi.org/10.1080/03043797.2014.928669
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203946657
https://www.ntnu.no/studier/ftforkurs
https://www.ntnu.no/studier/ftforkurs
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2168-9830.2004.tb00809.x
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004410213_007
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004410213_007
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1319030111
https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.20131
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543069001021
https://doi.org/10.1119/1.16667
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709908x380772

	A qualitative study on how to scaffold for collaborative learning in an innovative learning area, a student perspective
	Introduction
	Theoretical framework and related research
	The context of this study
	The innovative learning area: a modern teaching facility
	Designing the exercises for the interactive screen

	Methodology
	Data collection
	Ethics
	Method of analysis

	Results
	How group work differs depending on the room
	Factors that promote collaborative learning
	Students' roles and behaviour in group work

	Theoretical analysis and discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


