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The Effect of Pre-Training and Scripting Strategies in a
Collaborative Reasoning Based Learning Environment on the
Acquisition and Transfer of Decision-Making Skills and
Satisfaction
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Intruduction
In effective citizenship education, decision making is important skills.

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of collaborative
reasoning-based learning environment with teacher support (pre-training and
scripting by procedural prompt) on acquisition and transfer of decision-
making skills and satisfaction.For this purpose, the questions were: (1) what
is the effect of collaborative reasoning-based learning environment with pre-
training and script supports on students' acquisition of decision-making
skills? (2) What is the effect of collaborative reasoning-based learning
environment with pre-training and script supports on the transfer of students'
decision-making skills to the novel moral story? (3) What are students'
opinions about the collaborative-reasoning learning environment?

Method

This research is a pre-test and post-test experimental designs with three
experimental groups. The statistical population of the study is all sixth grade
students in Neyriz in the academic year 1399- 1400. All participants were
male and their mean age was 12.40 (SD = 1.33). Among the schools of
Neyriz city, three schools of Mehregan, Mehrdanesh and Bahman were
selected through cluster sampling. Three sixth grade classes were selected
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and randomly divided into experimental groups 1 (pre-training),
experimental 2 (scripting) and experimental 3 (blended method). Learning
and transfer of students' decision-making skills were measured using a
coding scheme prepared by the authors.Students' opinions about
collaborative reasoning-based learning environment were measured using a
questionnaire designed by Mehdizadeh (2007). This questionnaire was used
with some changes after adapting to the classroom conditions.

Result

The results showed that the collaborative reasoning approach with three
support methods can improve acquisition and transfer of students' decision-
making skills. Also, students who received a combination of support through
pre-training and scripting in the collaborative reasoning process performed
better in acquisition and transferring decision-making skills than the other
two groups and were more satisfied with their learning environment. Also,
students who received pre-training prior to collaborative reasoning
performed better than the script group in acquiring and transferring decision-
making skills.

Discussion

Pre-trainning and scripting are both complementary learning strategies
that, together, provide powerful instructional support in collaborative
reasoning-based learning environments to empower students to acquisition
and transfer decision-making skills. Pre-training creates the mental structure
or model needed to understand the scripts that are presented in the
collaborative reasoning process.
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1- decision-making

2- clear position

3- argument

4- counter-argument

5- adaptive goal setting

6- University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
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1- collaborative reasoning

2- decision-making skills

3- feedback quality

4- students'discussion and reasoning skills
5- worked example

6- peer feedbck and feedforward

7- pre-training

8- scripting
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Figure 1. Strategy for designing a collaborative reasoning process in the classroom
(Bayat, 1399; Adapted from Morris et al., 2018).

oty Sl g AR S S5 o bl A3 IS S Gl (b Olaasie oy S
il 3 saade 5 el e slatrb B (6,8 el Solge oS A S anD
J(Vaza s e slaaior b Llse Ol Y a3y s sy mdse Ol )
5 e s Cte Glaair anglie £ (Vo U)ol it laair b yles 0Ly Y

1- expression of a clear position on the issue

2- explain the advantages or positive aspects of decision(argument)

3- explain the disadvantages or negative aspects of their decision(counter-argument)
4- compare the positive and negative aspects



(¥ gosladd VEv e sy 5 5mly YA o il (50553) <)1) O jor Aogd J&ils el g Y

5 ol i leslady daalse planad 5l L Gle e o5 0 Sulg
S b S el slaadlge pl il 2 S

soler b 3Nl Olials SO 0ges] Lie s sl sl J b w0 azia i axdlas oyl
TS S IG5 oliads 30t Wllee 3550 55 B A anal g O3 4el 60 515 Sl
S S podl slatia 1 (6 S5k dorly G O3S gl St S S o S e
o2 0% el 5 s OLL @ Bl (5o sdVml 5 55 el 1y sl l = (S
i3S S 3 S 52 A sk (o Ses 05051 S0) 0505
Ol G 03051 ool o3 ol JEH O 031« ga3l o Ll 51 e 4Tin 53 cpimeen
S8 LB 53 s anal s 0351 230 51 s Calss pal ey S sl 5 T SO
S (658 (S s

llge Jlml 5 Ol 6,8 el s )lge W1 5 ClusST (5 xS0l
SLS 5 As Sl S mead S8 S Gk Sl Ol I (6 S sl
Jeoi 5t OB 5 b sdd g TSNS £ b ) eslinad b (6 S e
= fls 550 5o a1 S S el S gl Sy bl b ol
Zhang et al., 2016; Dong et ) sl axw ‘5J§("M i Slasl b Gillas 5 elezs]
o b Ol Oy n5 o8 w2k ool slaailzs (al., 2009; Zhang et al., 2013
L5) oS i Sbaasr Ol (F ((UVaisl) sl oo gloasr Ol (Yealtos 5550 5o
spos Jsl adlie Glp oSt (0 5 (e 5 Cuie slaace awslis (8 (¥
Ole s 4 3ualHl b anad mdse S1ag phte G5 o G Ol sl S
Gleadlse gl n i 8 o b ho o sed i pdas Ol pde Dispe 53 5 S e sel g el
Ols S oot 53 in b oo i o SV 5lex B jio o jed il p s 5 090
oo pm e bt i e Ol il 4 s edd Oly ST 5 i opel p el

Sl ol aals 5l @l b o wljl&fe);ijuinJSaJw' Ll e ol

1- describe the final conclusion
2- Worksheet

3- novel

4- coding schema
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Table 3. Results of repeated measures analysis of variance test in relation to the rate
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