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Distance learning utilizes these technology trends to unlash the limitation of time and
space in traditiona classroom. Meanwhile, it brings about the problem of deficiency in
interacting and exchanging views with their peers. Thus, the objective of this research, by
observing the interaction among group members, is to investigate the process and the
effectiveness of cooperative learning under synchronous discussion in a distance- learning
platform. This study is conducted in distance learning platform of TKU using observations
and supplementary survey instrument to investigate the influence of group characteristic and
size on cooperative learning given different types of tasks. The research results show that the
group characteristic is significantly related to participative process of a group under a
decision-making task. But under an intellective task, group size becomes a decisive variable.
Moreover, group size is significantly related to academic record of a group and group
characteristics is significantly related to group satisfaction of cooperative learning under the
decision-making and intellective task. Finaly, the participative process of a group is
significantly related to group learning satisfaction under the decision-making task, but the
participative process of agroup isreversed under the intellective task.

Key words distance learning, synchronous interaction, cooperative learning, group
characteristic, group size
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