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Abstract. In educational institutions collaborative work is used as a strategy to
enhance active learning. One of the organizational tasks that is in charge of the
teacher is the assignment of groups. Hence the purpose of this article, which is
to show how emerging algorithms with their self-organization characteristics, can
be used in group formation to carry out a collaborative task. Showing that perfor-
mance and small groups do not necessarily go hand in hand. The methodology
used is a case study and the sample corresponds to 62 students of the subject of
Artificial Intelligence of Distance Modality of the Universidad Técnica Particu-
lar de Loja, in the academic period April-August/2018, to whom a dichotomous
16-item survey was applied based on the three phases of the Zimmerman self-
regulated learning cycle. Among the remarkable results, we can mention that the
synergy of individual regulation known as socially shared regulation influenced
the execution of the collaborative task. Likewise, the cohesion of a group is not
a determining variable to achieve meaningful learning since the less cohesion
the greater regulation of socially shared learning. The contribution of the present
study is given in the field of Computer Supported Cooperative Learning (CSCL) to
alleviate one of the administrative tasks of teachers “Group Assignment”, which
can be replicated in classroom learning environments or in any of the variations
of e-learning.
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1 Introduction

Society is a set of living beings that relate to each other in order to achieve an objective;
to keep it in balance, it is essential that standards of organization and behavior are
established. Societies within the animal kingdom show to us like human beings how
working together leads to better results than individual work. One of them is the ant
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society. In these societies the communication is carried out bymeans of a chemical called
pheromone that is a chemical signal deposited in the soil that informs the physiological
state, reproductive, social, age, sex and even the possible relationship with the issuer [1].

Optimization based on ant colonies constitutes a metaheuristic, with the understand-
ing that metaheuristics allows us to find the best solution, in the shortest time, to opti-
mization problems [2]. Themetaheuristics of ant colonies are inspired by the behavior of
ants to find the shortest paths between food sources and anthill [3]. Ants move between
food sources and the anthill following the pheromone trail, if there is no trace, they move
randomly; the choice that ants make between the different paths to follow, constitutes
a probabilistic decision biased by the amount of pheromone, The stronger the trail, the
greater the probability of choosing it [4].

Among other features of the nonlinear model present in ants, according to [5] are:

• The idea of fork;
• The basic interaction scheme;
• Synchronization of activities;
• The size of the colonies.

The characteristics indicated are fundamental for the emergent behavior of the ants;
therefore, they constitute a fundamental part of the theory of emerging systems. The
term emergency, in its basic definition, is applicable to those properties of a complex
system that arise from a certain level of complexity [6]. The emerging models of the ant
colony are: food search, division of labor, recruitment (nest migration), organization of
the environment (nest building, etc.), aggregation (graveyard, breeding classification),
and transportation of objects.

Given the nature of the article, the aggregation model (graveyard, offspring clas-
sification) is described, “Aggregation processes have a relevant role in the emergence
of cooperation processes and assignment of tasks in the colonies. The phenomenon of
aggregation is of particular interest, because it is a prerequisite for the development of
other forms of cooperation in an insect society. […] but really how do these patterns
arise? For example, ants initiate the formation of such patterns by modulating the emis-
sion of an attraction signal” [7]. As indicated [8] in the aggregation phenomenon, two
dynamics arise: (a) animals are grouped, despite the heterogeneity of the environment,
and (b) the group of animals regulates their activities, through social inter-attractions.
The metaheuristics of the ant colony aggregation model uses a stochastic scheme, non-
deterministic, it plans a process of grouping elements, in which elements that are dif-
ferent from those of their neighbors are or should be isolated by what has been applied
to the assignment of work groups for the execution of a collaborative task, where stu-
dents who have heterogeneous characteristics are removed to form a community of
students with similar characteristics considering self-regulation as a differentiating ele-
ment, those results showed the efficiency of the formation of homogeneous groups for
the accomplishment of collaborative tasks.

The sociocultural school, within the theoretical perspectives of the constructivist
pedagogical model, argues that when learning one of the most important elements is the
socialization of experiences and knowledge. Therefore, one of the best ways to learn
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is to do it together with others [9], one of the main elements to achieve the effective-
ness of computer-assisted collaborative learning - CSCL- is collaboration, but this is
not spontaneous, it occurs through motivation and fundamentally the sense of belong-
ing to the group. [10] indicate that collaboration is a process in which the learning
context, personality, experience, prior knowledge and learning skills of individual stu-
dents are interrelated. However, learning is a personal and dynamic process, when the
human being needs to learn something new, it is necessary to define the objectives to be
achieved and it is through the motivation and monitoring of the cognitive processes that
regulates their learning, this process is called learning self-regulation. It is understood
that self-regulation is “the control that the subject performs on her thoughts, actions,
emotions and motivation through personal strategies to achieve the objectives she has
established” [11]. Likewise, [12] mentions that self-regulation is a “process formed by
self-generated thoughts, emotions and actions that are planned and cyclically adapted
to achieve personal goals.” Self-regulation or regulation of learning allows the student
to be the protagonist of her own learning, for this, commitment, reflexive knowledge,
responsibility, and above all motivation are required. It is a process that requires coordi-
nation and regulation of activities [13]. Socially shared regulation can contribute to the
learning achievements of groups if activated at the right time and place [14].

The moment that each of the people is part of a group for the construction of knowl-
edge is fundamental the capacity of regulation of the group known as socially shared
regulation, that goes beyond the individual regulations, that is the regulation of learning
exercised by the group; in other words, it is the synergy of individual regulations, where
the group members act as a collective entity [15]. The regulation of socially shared
learning refers to the processes through which the members of the group regulate their
activity collectively [16]. This type of regulation reciprocally depends on interdepen-
dent or collectively shared regulations of processes, beliefs and knowledge available at
the service of a shared or co-constructed result [17]. The regulation of socially shared
learning supports to carry out, maintain and regulate productive collaboration processes
leading to significant learning.

However, each of the members of the group must be aware of their cognitive, social,
motivational and emotional aspects, identifying the way in which they learn alone, with
others or from others. In the process of social regulation it is assumed that metacogni-
tive processes must be systematically observed or measured in such a way that when
the group of students perceive a discrepancy between where they are (individually or
collectively) and where they pretend to be, an opportunity arises to strategically change
thinking, feelings or actions […] it is argued that success in achieving CSCL depends
on (a) self-regulation skills and strategies; (b) temporary assistance established among
themselves to facilitate self-regulation competence within the group (co-regulation); and
(c) collective learning regulation such as metacommunicative awareness, regulation of
shared motivation, and successful coordination of strategies (shared regulation) [18].

Each member of the group has the responsibility to regulate her learning; likewise,
each member of the group supports the other members of the group to regulate her own
learning and the group regulates the learning processes in a continuous and productive
way towards the achievement of the group objectives; for this to happen, it is important to
know the individual and group strategies and goals. To this [16], they add that the shared
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social regulation of learning has three basic principles: (1) increased student awareness
of her own learning process and the one from others, (2) support in the learning process
by performing her own tasks and/or the tasks from others, thus helping to share and
interact, and (3) causing the acquisition and activation of regulatory processes.

For the realization of the virtual collaborative task, one of the organizational tasks
that the teacher has, is the formation of groups. [19] indicate that a virtual group is a
defined set of students (3 to 5 members) who work in an interdependent, coordinated
and committed manner in a shared virtual environment to achieve a common goal. To
this [20] they add that the groups must be heterogeneous and that “performance and
small groups go hand by hand” (p. 9). For [21]; as well as for [22] there are three typical
ways of organizing groups; like this: puzzle, star and chain; in the puzzle, the tasks
are divided, it is established who does what and when? they decide which activities or
aspects are divided, and appoint a person in charge to join the contributions and develop
a unique product among the different contributions. In the star organization, each of the
participants resolves the issue of collaborative work to later jointly develop a unique
product. In the chain organization, one of the members of the group makes a partial,
initial or final contribution of the task solution and puts it to the group’s consideration,
then together they ratify, rectify, aggregate, negotiate the task solution.

While [23] they mention that generally the learning groups are ad-hoc and that
they are initially ineffective since they lack mutual trust in not knowing their compe-
tencies, these groups [24] are called low-familiarity groups or zero-history groups, in
which dialogue, agreements, negotiation disagreements, and therefore the construction
of knowledge is slower, in contrast to the groups of high level of familiarity where
group norms, exploratory criteria, communication and social construction of knowl-
edge occurs in less time. The group development models can be progressive, cyclic and
non-sequential linear, the definition and stages can be observed in [25].

Groups usually have their own rules, [26] indicates that there are rules that are
important to consider: “Expect that those who participate in the group have a good
mood […]; the group coordinator must be aware of what the group technique marks
[…]; clearly define what the purpose is to carry out a specific technique […]; they need
to be actively involved […]; once the technique is decided it must be respected […]; the
techniques must be studied and its risks assessed in advance […]” (p. 5).

From the observation, there are several criteria for the organization of groups, but
there is a lack of research in which reference is made to the results of learning processes
with the assignment, conformation or distribution of groups, hence the hypothesis of the
present research is: the use of emerging algorithms for the assignment of groups in the
execution of a collaborative task, allows us to consider self-regulation as a differentiating
element to produce better learning.

2 Materials and Methods

The research design is a case study inwhich the class ofArtificial Intelligencewas chosen
included in the eighth cycle of the micro curriculum of the Computer Science Program
of Distance Modality of the Universidad Técnica Particular Loja, in the academic period
April-August/2018. The participants were 82 students from class A (50) and B (32) to
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whom a 16-item dichotomous survey was developed in Suverymonkey. The survey was
constructed based on the three phases of the self-regulated learning cycle of [12] that is:
previous phase, completion phase and reflection phase (Table 1).

Table 1. Survey summary considering Zimmerman’s self-regulated learning cycle

Phases Nro. items Indicator

Previous phase Two ítems (Planning and time allocation)

Realization phase Ten ítems (Information search, regulation of actions towards goals,
strategies to address the task, defense of their points of view,
cognitive altruism, mental images, argumentation, focus of
attention)

Reflection phase Four ítems (Periodic self-evaluation, final self-evaluation, strategy
evaluation, satisfaction/dissatisfaction reactions)

The survey was taken by 27 students from class A and 25 students from class B, in
order to apply the ant colony aggregation mode, the responses to the survey are tabulated
with the following values 1 = Yes, 0 = No. So Table 2:

Table 2. Sample tabulation of responses to survey items

Stu-id Time Search Processes Goals Regulation Learning Attention Reflection Defend …

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0

2 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1

3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1

4 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1

5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

6 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

7 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1

8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0

9 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1

10 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1

…

For the present article, the results presented correspond to class A, in which the
following options were obtained when using metaheuristics Tables 3, 4 and 5:

Option 1: Group
Report; open class.csv (Ecs1); 27 individuals
K1 = 0.0; K2 = 0.3; Threshold1 = 0.0; Threshold2 = 0.3
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Table 3. Result of the first grouping

Community Individuals Total individuals

Community 1 26; 23; 24; 5; 13 5

Community 2 3; 16; 19; 14; 12; 1; 8 7

Community 3 21; 4; 15; 9; 7; 25; 22 7

Community 4 6; 2; 18; 11; 20; 17; 10; 27 8

Option 2: Group
Report; open class.csv (Ecs1); 27 individuals
K1 = 0.0; K2 = 0.5; Threshold1 = 0.0; Threshold2 = 0.2

Table 4. Result of the second grouping

Community Individuals Total individuals

Community 1 24; 23; 22; 12; 17 5

Community 2 1; 11; 5; 16 4

Community 3 27; 18; 26; 9; 2; 10; 7; 6 8

Community 4 15; 21; 4; 14 4

Community 5 20; 3; 13; 19; 8; 25 6

Opción 3: Group
Report; open class.csv (Ecs1); 27 individuals
K1 = 0.0; K2 = 0.6; Threshold1 = 0.0; Threshold2 = 0.2

Table 5. Result of the third grouping

Community Individuals Total individuals

Community 1 25; 24; 23; 22; 20; 17 6

Community 2 15 1

Community 3 19; 13; 3; 5; 8; 11 6

Community 4 16; 1 2

Community 5 4; 14; 6; 7; 21 5

The values of the grouping metric are called cohesion and separation [8, 27]. When
applying grouping metric definitions, you can select the best form of team grouping,
bearing in mind that the cohesion is the lowest and separation is the highest; therefore,
of the three options, option 1 was chosen, since the cohesion level is 0 and the separation
level is 3.
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3 Results

The levels of cohesion and separation of each of the communities of option 1 are
presented below (Fig. 1):
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Fig. 1. Answers to the items of the community questionnaire 1.

As shown in community one, we have 100% cohesion in the response of 9 items,
50% cohesion in four items; likewise, there is a separation in three items, one oriented to
the previous phase (management of mental processes towards the achievement of goals),
and two in the phase of realization (argumentation of opinions and attention to relevant
things).

In the community 2, there are 9 items answered with 100%, there two items with the
answers with 80%, three items with answers with 65% and two items with answers of
50%, both oriented to the reflection phase (attention to relevant things and reflection on
dense or difficult topics) (Fig. 2).

From what can be observed in community 3, there are six items that have 100%
cohesion, four items with a cohesion over 70%, two items with 50% one oriented to the
reflection phase (periodic verification of the scope of the proposed objectives) and the
other oriented to the reflection phase (analysis and reflection of dense or difficult texts),
three items with 25%, two of them correspond to the previous phase (time organization
andmanagement of mental processes to achieve goals), while the other item corresponds
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Fig. 2. Answers to the items of the community questionnaire 2.

to the realization phase (information search); likewise, there is an item that marks the
level of separation within the community and is located in the realization phase (effort to
defend what you know or ask for an explanation of what you do not understand) (Fig. 3).

In this community, the level of cohesion is given by 9 items to which all members
respond in affirmative and a separation provided by 7 items, one oriented to the planning
phase (time organization), five to the realization phase (periodic verification of the scope
of the proposed objectives, argumentation of opinions, availability to share knowledge,
analysis and reflection of dense or difficult texts and one to the reflection phase (periodic
verification of the scope of the proposed objectives) (Fig. 4).

Once the groups were formed, students were informed about the group to which they
belonged; as well as the role they must play within the group. For the execution of the
collaborative task that had a period of six months, a star-type organization was made
since everyone had to complete the entire activity individually to elaborate subsequently
the final product jointly from the individual elaborations.
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Fig. 3. Answers to the items of the community questionnaire 3.
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Fig. 4. Answers to the items of the community questionnaire 4.
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4 Discussion

Once the academic period of class finished in which they had to carry out the collabo-
rative task, we observed how the synergy of individual regulation known as socially
shared regulation influenced the execution of the collaborative task, confirming the
study hypothesis: The use of emerging algorithms for group assignment, where the
differentiating element is self-regulation allows for better learning.

The community 1 composed of five people, concluded the task with an average of
38.94/40 which means that cohesion in the realization phase was a fundamental element
to complete the collaborative task successfully, considering that it began with a global
cohesion of the 56.25%, this forced the group to regulate its activity collectively as
indicated in [16]mainly in the process of arguing opinions; as well as, in paying attention
to the relevant things, since the metacognitive processes must be measured continuously
having the opportunity to change thoughts, actions fulfilling what it mentions [18].

Community 2 composed of seven people, completed the task with an average of
33.74/40, a community that began with a global cohesion of 84.68%. Likewise, Com-
munity 3 composed of seven people, concluded the task with an average of 35.72/40,
a community that began with a global cohesion of 65.94%. In these communities it
is observed that in a group of low familiarity the dialogue, the agreements, disagree-
ments, negotiation is slower, therefore, they need more time for the social construction
of knowledge, according to [24].

Community 4 composed of eight people completed the task with an average of
37.14/40, started with a global cohesion of 56.25%. in this community it is observed that
there were strategies of self-regulation, coregulation and collective regulation according
to [18]. Likewise, the three principles of socially shared regulation become visible, which
mentions [16] (1) increased student awareness of their own learning process and that of
others, (2) support in the learning process performing their own tasks and/or the tasks of
others, thus helping to share and interact, and (3) causing the acquisition and activation
of regulatory processes.

5 Conclusions

It is important to continue testing the emerging algorithms in the assignment groups for
the execution of collaborative works, with many larger samples and these experiments
need to be made in virtual, semi presential, and presential systems of study, so we can
generalize the following conclusions:

When applying the metaheuristic model of aggregation of the ant colony, in the
assignment of groups for the execution of a collaborative work one of the dynamics
indicated in [8] “the group of animals regulates their activities, through social inter-
attractions”, this should be changed animals for people.

Performance and small groupswill not necessarily go hand in hand, it is observed that
the group independent of the number of members can reach an effective performance.
With regard to cohesion, it can be mentioned that the lower the cohesion of the group,
the greater the regulation of socially shared learning, and that the cohesion of a group is
not a determining variable to achieve meaningful learning.
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Regarding Zimmerman’s self-regulated learning cycle, it can be mentioned that the
indicators of the previous phase and the reflection phase are of personal responsibility and
they can bemodified in the execution or completion of the collaborative task;meanwhile,
the indicators of the realization phase can be changed in the execution of the collaborative
task through socially shared regulation.

From the observation, the assignment of groups must not necessarily be composed
of three to five people to work in a committed way in a shared virtual environment to
achieve a common objective as mentioned [19]. The assignment of groups must not
necessarily be composed of three to five people to work in a compromised way in a
shared virtual environment to achieve a common goal. The number of people in a group
is irrelevant, since the performance of a group does not necessarily depend on the number
of members as indicated by several authors.

References

1. Sancho, F.: Algoritmos de hormigas y el problema del viajante (2018). http://www.cs.us.es/
~fsancho/?e=71

2. Márquez, M.: Las metaheurísticas : tendencias actuales y su aplicabilidad en la ergonomía,
Ing. Ind. Actual. y Nuevas Tendencias, vol. IV, no. 12, pp. 108–120 (2014)

3. Alonso, S.,Cordon,O., Fernández deViana, I.,Herrera, F.: LaMetaheurística deOptimización
Basada en Colonias de Hormigas: Modelos y Nuevos Enfoques, vol. 2014, p. 51 (2003)

4. Goss, S., Aron, S., Deneubourg, J., Pasteels, J.: Self-organized shortcuts in the Argentine ant.
Naturwissenschaften 76(12), 579–581 (1989). https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00462870

5. Depickère, S., Fresneau, D., Deneubourg, J.: A basis for spatial and social patterns in ant
species: dynamics and mechanisms of aggregation. J. Insect Behav. 17(1), 81–97 (2004).
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOIR.0000025134.06111.be

6. Johnson, S.: Sistemas emergentes. O qué tienen en común hormigas, neuronas, ciudades
y software, EURE., vol. 24, no. 101, pp. 142–145 (2008). https://doi.org/10.4067/s0250-
71612008000100008

7. Aguilar, J.: Introducción a los Sistemas Emergentes, Primera Ed. Mérida Venezuela:
Universidad de Los Andes (2014)

8. De Wolf, T., Holvoet, T.: Using UML 2 activity diagrams to design information flows and
feedback-loops in self-organising emergent systems. In: Proceedings of the 2nd International
Workshop onEngineeringEmergence inDecentralisedAutonomic Systems, pp. 52–61 (2007)

9. Erkens, M., Bodemer, D.: Improving collaborative learning: guiding knowledge exchange
through the provision of information about learning partners and learning contents. Comput.
Educ. 128, 452–472 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.10.009

10. Koivuniemi, M., Järvenoja, H., Järvelä, S.: Teacher education students’ strategic activities in
challenging collaborative learning situations. Learn. Cult. Soc. Interact. 19(May), 109–123
(2018). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lcsi.2018.05.002

11. Panadero, E., Alonso-Tapia, J.: ¿Cómo autorregulan nuestros alumnos? modelo de Zimmer-
man sobre estrategias de aprendizaje. An. Psicol., vol. 30, no. 2, pp. 450–462 (2014). https://
doi.org/10.6018/analesps.30.2.167221

12. Zimmerman, J.: Attaining self-regulation: A social cognitive perspective. In: Self-regulation,
pp. 13–40. Academic Press, San Diego, California (2000)

13. Grau, V., Whitebread, D.: Self and social regulation of learning during collaborative activities
in the classroom: the interplay of individual and group cognition. Learn. Instr. 22(6), 401–412
(2012). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2012.03.003

http://www.cs.us.es/%7efsancho/%3fe%3d71
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00462870
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOIR.0000025134.06111.be
https://doi.org/10.4067/s0250-71612008000100008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lcsi.2018.05.002
https://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.30.2.167221
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2012.03.003


390 D. I. Jara-Roa et al.

14. Järvelä, S., Järvenoja, H., Malmberg, J., Isohätälä, J., Sobocinski, M.: ¿Cómo los tipos de
interacción y las fases del aprendizaje autorregulado establecen un escenario para el compro-
miso colaborativo?, Aprendiz. e Instr., vol. 43, pp. 39–51 (2016). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
learninstruc.2016.01.005

15. Castellanos, J., Onrubia, J.: Regulación compartida en entornos de aprendizaje colaborativo
mediado por ordenador: diferencias en grupos de alto y bajo rendimiento,RIED.Rev. Iberoam.
Educ. a Distancia, vol. 19, no. 1, pp. 233–251 (2016). https://doi.org/10.5944/ried.19.1.14036

16. Järvelä, S., Kirschner, P., Panadero, E., Malmberg, J.: Enhancing socially shared regulation
in collaborative learning groups: designing for CSCL regulation tools. Educ. Technol. Res.
Dev. (2014). https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-014-9358-1

17. Hadwin, A., Järvelä, S., Miller, M.: Self-regulated, co-regulated, and socially shared
regulation of learning. In: Zimmerman, B.J., Schunk, D.H., (eds.) Handbook of Self-
regulation of Learning and Performance. Educational Psychology Handbook Series, pp. 65–
85. Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group, New York, NY, USA (2011). https://doi.org/10.4324/
9780203839010.ch5

18. Järvelä, S., Hadwin, A.F.: New frontiers: regulating learning in CSCL. Educ. Psychol. 48(1),
25–39 (2013). https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2012.748006

19. Dalsgaard, C., Paulsen, M.: Transparency in Cooperative Online Education (2009). http://
www.irrodl.org/index.php/irrodl/article/view/671/1267. https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.
v10i3.671

20. Johnson, D.W., Johnson, R.I.: Los elementos básicos del aprendizaje cooperativo. In: Apren-
der juntos y solos. Aprendizaje cooperativo, competitivo e individualista, Primera ed., Buenos
Aires: Grupo Editorial Aique S.A., pp. 107–135 (1999)

21. Engel, A., Onrubia, J.: Patrones de organización grupal y fases de construcción del
conocimiento en entornos virtuales de aprendizaje colaborativo, Infanc. y Aprendiz., vol.
33, no. 4, pp. 515–528 (2010)

22. Mayordomo, R., Onrubia, J.: Work coordination and collaborative knowledge construction
in a small group collaborative virtual task. Internet High. Educ. 25(2015), 96–104 (2015).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2015.02.003

23. Lewicki, R., Bunker, B.: Trust in relationships: a model of trust development and decline.
In: Kramer, R., Tyler, T. (eds.) Trust in Organizations, pp. 114–139. Sage, Thousand Oaks
(1996)

24. Janssen, J., Erkens, G., Kirschner, P., Kanselaar, G.: Influence of group member familiarity
on online collaborative learning. Comput. Human Behav. 25(1), 161–170 (2009). https://doi.
org/10.3115/1599600.1599657

25. Fransen, J., Weinberger, A., Kirschner, P.A.: Team effectiveness and team development in
CSCL. Educ. Psychol. 48(1), 9–24 (2013). https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2012.747947

26. Ortega, O.: Dinámica de grupos. Técnicas de organización de eventos. Bogotá, Colombia:
ECOE Ediciones (2016)

27. Waddell, S., Khagram, S.:Multi-stakeholder global networks: emerging systems for the global
common good. In: Glasbergen, P., Biermann, F., Mol, A.P.J. (eds.) Partnerships, Governance
and Sustainable Development: Reflections on Theory and Practice, pp. 216–287. Edward
Elgar Publishing, Cheltenham Glos (2007)

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.01.005
https://doi.org/10.5944/ried.19.1.14036
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-014-9358-1
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203839010.ch5
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2012.748006
http://www.irrodl.org/index.php/irrodl/article/view/671/1267
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v10i3.671
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2015.02.003
https://doi.org/10.3115/1599600.1599657
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2012.747947

	Assignment of Groups for the Execution of a Collaborative Work Using Emerging Algorithms
	1 Introduction
	2 Materials and Methods
	3 Results
	4 Discussion
	5 Conclusions
	References




