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Introduction

This chapter provides an overview and synthesizes research on critique, argu-
ment construction, and argumentation from the Technology Enhanced Learning
in Science Center (TELS). TELS received funding from 2003 to 2010 by the US
National Science Foundation to investigate approaches for improving learning and
instruction in science classes for students in grades 6—12 with a focus on the role that
information technology can play. TELS institutions included UC Berkeley, Concord
Consortium, Arizona State University, Penn State, Technion, North Carolina Central
University, and many others.

The work in TELS was guided by the knowledge integration (KI) framework
(Linn & Eylon, 2006). This framework involves four main components: (1) elicit-
ing current ideas, (2) introducing new ideas, (3) developing criteria for evaluating
ideas, and (4) sorting and reorganizing ideas. Research and development in TELS
applied and analyzed approaches and design principles based on this framework for
supporting students and teachers engaging in inquiry with combined simulations,
hands-on data collection, and other sources of information to make sense of com-
plex science phenomena. Most of the curricular projects developed as part of TELS
incorporated critique, argument construction, and argumentation in alignment with
this framework, particularly in the context of helping students make sense of data
they collected through visualizations, labs, and other evidence sources. In support
of these efforts, several TELS researchers focused their research on the integration
of critique, argument construction, and argumentation in TELS projects.

The first section of this chapter provides an overview of the web-based inquiry
science environment (WISE), which was the principal context for much of the TELS
work. The chapter then summarizes and synthesizes TELS research on critique,
argument construction, and argumentation. Following our discussion of the TELS
research on critique, argument construction, and collaborative argumentation, the
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chapter discusses the implications of these findings in terms of the overarching
knowledge integration framework and future work.

Web-Based Inquiry Science Environment (WISE)

Much of the work in TELS was organized and conducted within the WISE envi-
ronment. We therefore provide an overview of the WISE environment to provide
context for subsequent discussion of research on critique, argument construction,
and argumentation that TELS conducted in WISE. WISE is a powerful digital plat-
form for multiple users and purposes (Fig. 9.1). It supports research innovation and
teacher customization of inquiry activities in science classrooms. TELS researchers
use WISE to design and develop inquiry-based online curricula. Teachers can
adapt, customize, or create WISE curricula to address their local needs. Teachers
use the same WISE platform to implement WISE curricula, assess their students’
work, and share their experience with other WISE teachers. In addition to English,

a6 WISE 4.0 Home Page E

| \_L \E :,' : (k| hittp:/ fwise4 telscenter. . htmijsessionid=614BB0CSESS 1y ¥ | 1-‘;- Google Q
Most Visited = Getting Started Latest Headlines 3 Google Amazon Yahoo! News = s-mhr- Gmail - Inbox (15) —... |
Google +] Msanch - b - @G- - B stare - §F Bockmarks - &, @ hsinye +|
la WISE 4.0 Home Page +1 =

| Welcome to WISE | [signin

XTI | W1t s wse? I
| The Web-based Inguiry P :
[ECCETOCTYITIN | s et o i o (A o) I

e e
Students cbserve, anaiyze, experiment, and

BTl | efiect as they navigate WISE projects. Eorpot vour Username or Password?
Teachers guide and evaluate the process using Lreate 3 now WEE acoount

T, e e e (o C .
This site hosts the latest and mest powerful

of WISE — version 4.0, Classic WISE can Are you a teacher, researcher, or technology

. developer working with your peers? Visit the
Click above for details accessed at hittp/ fwise berkelepedu.
for i ® Wa, social collaboration site at PENDING

(WISEinAction | |Testimonals | WISENews

e e b e - WISE 4.0 Progress.
B ™ } Priscilla Robinson We are currently in beta testing with our
- Beology Educator partrer seheals. We are looking forward to full
] - i LI | Martines jurior High, CA release in the fall of 2010. Keep checking in
= for updates.

“As @ teacher, thers is nething better
then seeing and feelng the excitement

of @ student's ducovery process
ignited. Utiliring tha technalogy has
heped me to grow as @ teocher.”

- 1010 » - 15 =W

& Create New WISE Account | Contact WISE | Sign Out | Credits
Q- ‘ El.s VT D Seoacried by the Nationl Scence Foundasos, TIS Grast . 004190
@ SAIL et AYUSIHE 8 Fovered iy W .0 cpen-souree scomatogy. Gpermce for Firefas rowsr.

Cogyright 19562010 ar 1ghts reverved

[+ 0T

Fig. 9.1 WISE homepage



9 Research on Critique and Argumentation from TELS 159

WISE includes projects in many languages such as Chinese, Dutch, Korean, and
Norwegian. There are currently more than 20 developed projects in the main WISE
project library on topics of physics, chemistry, earth science, biology, and physi-
cal and life science for high school or middle school students, available as open
resources for teachers to use along with thousands of customized projects that var-
ious teachers and groups have created for their own contexts. WISE also supports
international customization (Chang & Linn, 2010; Fig. 9.2).

The KI framework (Linn & Eylon, 2006) guides the design of WISE projects.
In general, WISE projects have three main features. First, the WISE inquiry map
reveals the structure of a WISE project and the learner’s current activity and step
(Fig. 9.3). The inquiry map guides students through a variety of activities and
steps including visualization steps, modeling steps, reflection steps, evidence steps,
and so forth. A series of steps can be aligned together to promote the KI process.
For example, a series of predict—observe—explain (POE, White & Gunstone, 1992)
steps can help elicit students’ ideas before their observation and connect students’
ideas to the new ideas after the observation step. Second, highly interactive visu-
alizations enhance student learning of abstract or complex scientific concepts or
phenomena that involve large-scale or unobservable levels. In the Thermodynamics
project, for example, an interactive visualization about the molecular movement
between objects with different temperature helps students learn the mechanism
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of heat transfer at the molecular level (Chang & Linn, 2011; Clark, 2006; Clark
& Sampson, 2007, 2008) (Figs. 9.4 and 9.5). Finally, WISE projects incorporate
embedded assessments to make students’ thinking visible and to support students in
developing conceptual understanding, decision-making, and inquiry abilities. Types
of WISE embedded assessments range from multiple-choice items to open-ended
textual or drawing items for curricular designers to choose from based on their
needs. It is imperative for teachers to see evidence of how students are doing on the
embedded assessments to help the teachers adjust their teaching and help students
learn. Online feedback from the computer or the teacher helps students reconcile,
reflect on, or sort their ideas.

The WISE platform supports researchers in conducting iterative design exper-
iments (Brown, 1992; Cobb, Confrey, diSessa, Lehrer, & Schauble, 2003) and
accumulating and managing research data. WISE curricula have undergone multiple
iterations of designing, implementing, assessing, and refining in multiple class-
rooms and other educational settings. Research indicates an overall significant effect
of WISE curricula over traditional instruction on students’ achievements in science
(Linn, Lee, Tinker, Husic, & Chiu, 2006). The study by Linn et al. (2006) reported
on 12 WISE units and assessments. Each unit required about one week of class
time. They compared two large time-delayed cohorts of students from schools that
serve English language learners, students underrepresented in science, and students
receiving free or reduced price lunches. TELS administered assessments shortly
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after recruiting the teachers in the spring semester of the first year. In the follow-
ing year the 25 teachers implemented the WISE units and administered the same
assessments to the new cohort of students. Overall, the TELS cohort outperformed
the typical cohort (effect size: 0.32, p < 0.001; Linn et al., 2006).

TELS Research on Critique

Scientific inquiry can be conceived as a knowledge building process where expla-
nations are constructed to make sense of data and then presented to the broader
community for critique, debate, and revision (Driver, Newton, & Osborne, 2000;
Duschl, 2007; Passmore & Stewart, 2002; Sandoval & Reiser, 2004; Stewart,
Cartier, & Passmore, 2005; Vellom & Anderson, 1999). Critique is thus a critical
part of understanding the inquiry process and can potentially be harnessed in support
of helping students make sense of complex science concepts. TELS research on cri-
tique has focused on (1) the potential of critique to support students as they conduct
virtual experiments, (2) the effects of drawing and critique on enhancing student
learning with dynamic visualizations, and (3) the integration of content knowledge
through critique-focused concept maps.

Use of Critique to Support Students in Conducting Virtual
Experiment

The first area of research on critique focuses on supporting students as they con-
duct virtual experiments. Interactive dynamic visualizations can engage students in
conducting scientific experiments around visualizations to learn abstract scientific
concepts or unobservable scientific phenomena. However, purposefully conducting
virtual experiments to gain understanding in science is a challenge task for many stu-
dents. For example, increasing the interactivity of a computer visualization allows
students to change parameters of the visualization, but this openness may introduce
extra difficulties. Students often use trial-and-error as opposed to mindful strategies
(Chang & Tsai, 2010). Scaffolding can support students in efficiently conducting
virtual experiments to develop adequate conceptual understanding. Research sug-
gests coupling highly interactive visualizations with metalevel learning activities,
such as self- or peer-evaluation (Chang, Quintana, & Krajcik, 2010; Moreno and
Valdez, 2005) or critique (Chang, 2009; Chang & Linn, 2011) to help students reflect
on and refine ideas (Linn, Chang, Chiu, Zhang, & McElhaney, 2011). More studies
are needed to investigate how to design effective learning environments supportive
of critique.

Questions. How effective are scaffolded critique activities in supporting students’
understanding in science? How do students critique virtual experiments attributed
to others?

Context. The TELS research by Chang (2009) and Chang and Linn (2011)
used the WISE (Linn & Hsi, 2000; Linn, Davis & Bell, 2004) unit called
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“Thermodynamics: Probing Your Surroundings” (Clark, 2006; Clark & Sampson,
2007, 2008). The unit begins with a thermal equilibrium hands-on experiment
where students select six objects in the classroom, predict the temperatures of the
objects, and then measure the temperatures using a thermal probe. Next students
experiment with molecular workbench visualizations to explain heat transfer. Then
students generate principles to explain patterns they observed in the temperatures
of the objects and how hot or cold they felt. The final activity engages students in
discussing their principle with peers and reflecting on how to revise their principles.

This one-week online inquiry project initially featured the observation version of
the molecular workbench (Xie & Tinker, 2006) visualization (Fig. 9.4). Using the
visualization students can observe how the molecular movement and temperature
graph change when a hot cup is placed on a cold counter. Chang (2009) and Chang
and Linn (2011) modified the visualization to create the interactive and critique
versions while maintaining the one-week duration. In the interactive version the
revised visualization (Fig. 9.5) allows students to change values of four variables to
conduct virtual experiments with the visualization: (1) the counter material (metal,
glass, or wood), (2) the cup temperature, (3) the counter temperature, and (4) the
time of the experiment. In the critique version instead of reading guidelines about
how to conduct the virtual experiments, students were guided to critique a fictitious
student’s, Mary’s, experiment before conducting their own virtual experiments.

Methods. The study involved two science teachers and their 205 eighth-grade
students in seven classes at two public middle schools in California. One teacher
was able to randomly implement the critique and interactive conditions and the other
teacher chose to run the observation version due to technical issues at the school.
As a result, three classes used the critique version, two classes used the interactive
version, and another two classes used the observation version. Data collected and
analyzed included all students’ responses to the pre- and posttests and embedded
assessments.

Findings. How effective are the scaffolded critique activities to support students’
understanding in science? The study compared student performances among the
three conditions to discern the added value of critique. Effect sizes between the pre-
and posttest scores for the three conditions ranged from moderate for the obser-
vation, d = 0.57, and interactive conditions, d = 0.63, to large for the critique
condition, d = 1.21. However, a teacher or school effect might exist since the obser-
vation condition was implemented in one school while the interactive and critique
conditions were implemented in a different school. On the other hand, the contexts
in interactive and critique conditions were comparable. Using ANCOVA to control
for differences in pretest levels, the critique condition outperformed the interactive
condition on the total posttest scores [F(1) = 6.53, p = 0.012]. The results indicate
that the virtual experiments were effective when coupled with the critique activity.

How do students critique virtual experiments attributed to others? The students
in the critique condition showed that they were able to suggest better methods for
Mary’s experiment but were less successful in evaluating the interpretation of the
experiment. Students demonstrated understanding of strategies such as selecting
extreme values to make experimentation results significant. However, only 7% of the
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students related evidence from the visualization to Mary’s interpretation. Moreover,
rather than specific criticisms, most students responded that more experiments are
better regardless of the research question.

Implications. The study provides evidence for the benefit of critique. Critique
directs students to pay attention to the design of the experiment whereas con-
ventional instruction often directs attention to producing experimental results. As
students critique, they distinguish their own ideas from those attributed to Mary and
develop criteria for virtual experiments.

Promoting Learning with Dynamic Visualizations: Drawing
and Critique

The second area of TELS research focused on critique examined and contrasted
drawing and critique as tools to support learning with dynamic visualizations.
Dynamic visualizations have great potential to support science learning because they
can demonstrate unseen processes (Ardac & Akaygun, 2004; Sanger, Brecheisen, &
Hynek, 2001; Williamson & Abraham, 1995). Adding visualizations to instruc-
tion can increase interest and insights in science (Boo & Watson, 2001; Corliss &
Spitulnik, 2008), but some researchers also warn that the impact of dynamic visu-
alizations may not always be powerful (Tversky, Morrison, & Betrancourt, 2002).
Some visualizations represent dynamic information in such an apparently simple
way that learners may become convinced they understand based on superficial
observations (Chiu & Linn, in press). To enhance learning with visualizations, stu-
dents must observe carefully, analyze what they see, and develop criteria to decide
what information to be integrated. Generating drawings has been suggested as an
effective way to promote learning with visualizations (Zhang & Linn, 2008). In the
present study, Zhang designed a critique activity and explored the effect of critique
on enhancing student learning with visualizations.

Questions. Does critique promote student learning with dynamic visualizations?
What are the effects of drawing and critique on enhancing student learning about
chemical reactions with dynamic visualizations?

Context. This research was conducted during a 5-day TELS project entitled
Hydrogen Fuel Cell (HFC) Cars. Informed by the knowledge integrate framework
(Linn & Eylon, 2006), this project illustrates chemical reactions within the context
of HFC cars. It starts by eliciting student ideas about gasoline powered cars and
then employs different representations to introduce chemical reactions, including a
video showing the burning of a hydrogen balloon, a visualization of hydrogen com-
bustion at the molecular level (see Fig. 9.6), and a flash movie of the reaction inside
HFCs. Finally, students participate in an online discussion about the advantage and
disadvantage of the two cars.

Methods. Three classes of high school chemistry students participated in this
study (N = 73). The classes, taught by the same teacher, were randomly assigned to
one of drawing or critique groups to study HFC.
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On the third day of the HFC project, students first learned chemical reactions by
exploring the dynamic visualization about hydrogen combustion. Afterwards, stu-
dents in the drawing group generated four pictures to represent intermediate phases
during hydrogen combustion (Fig. 9.7). Students in the critique group critiqued two
sets of drawings about hydrogen combustion processes (see Fig. 9.8 for one set of
drawings and the critique question). Both groups completed the tasks within 40 min-
utes. During the remaining days of the HFC project, students in both groups worked
on the same tasks of the project.

To assess student learning with the visualization, all participants were asked to
complete the same tests before and after the project. The test includes three types

Instructions: Draw four pictures to show the combustion of SIX hydrogen gas molecules. The
reaction equation is:
6H2+302—r6H20
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Fig. 9.7 Screenshot of the drawing activity



166 D.B. Clark et al.

Step 1. Before the reaction starts A spark 1s added 10 start the reaction,

P Step 2: | 9n0 O atoms sian lo connect

o=o0 » > :q
H=— 0
H = O
o=o0 HpF—H
H=— 0
H== H

Hy=0) (R}—0o

Step 3: The spark makes atoms move faster | Step 4: Finally, they settie down and two hydrogen)
and faster, many of them break bonds atoms bond with one oxygen atom

(4] M M b bd

H— 0O 1: Look at Terry's drawing of Step 1, do you think
° H itis correct? Please explain your rating. (Hint:
explain what is good and bad about the drawing.
H You can go back to the model in Step 2 to
observe what really happens during the
reaction.)
{choose one) Accurate or Partially

correct or Wrong

Good parts of Terry's drawingi......

Bad parts of Terry's drawing:....

Fig. 9.8 Screenshot of the critique activity with a sample critique question

of questions: (1) items to assess content knowledge about hydrogen combustion,
(2) drawing items asking students to draw how the reaction between nitrogen and
hydrogen gas takes place, and (3) critique items asking students to evaluate drawings
about methane combustion. The first type of questions examines student knowledge
about hydrogen combustion they have learned from the HFC project. The other two
types of questions assess whether students can apply their knowledge to explain
other chemical reactions.

Findings. Students in both groups achieved similar gains after the HFC project.
Comparison of student performance on different types of questions revealed impor-
tant information of student learning. Students who drew exhibited larger gains on
items that assess knowledge about hydrogen combustion and smaller gains on cri-
tique items. For drawing items, students in both groups achieved similar gains. The
findings suggest that critique is as effective as drawing in supporting student learn-
ing with visualizations. Compared to those in the critique group, students formed
deeper understanding about hydrogen combustion by generating pictures about it.
Students who critiqued performed better in terms of applying their knowledge to
explain other chemical reactions.

Implications. The results indicate that both drawing and critique are effective
approaches for promoting student learning. One hypothesis is that both drawing and
critique encourage students to develop criteria to distinguish among ideas. Drawing
requires students to generate pictures about the details of hydrogen combustion. To
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accomplish this task, students need to distinguish among their own ideas and new
information from the visualization to determine what to draw. They may revisit the
visualization and observe carefully to help develop the criteria. Critique prompts
students to evaluate some pre-made drawings. To critique, students need to analyze
ideas represented in the given drawings, compare with their own ideas, and decide
how to evaluate. They may also revisit the visualization to help establish criteria.
The success of drawing and critique indicates that it is crucial to encourage stu-
dents to develop criteria to distinguish among ideas. Further study should focus on
examining what criteria are generated by students and how they are associated with
learning.

Integrating Biological Knowledge Through Critique-Focused
Concept Mapping

The third TELS area of research related to critique involves critique-focused con-
cept mapping to support students in integrating biological content knowledge.
Modern biology, genetics, cell biology, and evolution have been found to be con-
ceptually difficult domains to teach and learn (Bahar, Johnstone, & Hansell 1999;
Tsui & Treagust, 2003). They form a complex system with multiple interacting lev-
els (Wilensky & Resnick, 1999). Coherent integration of such complex systems
requires understanding of both the concepts and the connections between concepts.
Dynamic computer-based visualizations with interactive inquiry activities allow stu-
dents to explore the nature of ideas (Ainsworth, 1999). Concept maps allow making
the connections between ideas within and across levels explicit (Novak, 1996).

Creating coherent concept maps is not a one-shot activity, but requires a subse-
quent revision step (Schwendimann, 2007). Revision activities require students to
generate criteria (Chi, 2000; Linn & Eylon, 2006) that allow comparison against a
benchmark. Benchmark concept maps can be generated by experts or novices.

Expert maps model expert behavior by connecting multiple levels and focus on
underlying principles (Hmelo-Silver, Marathe, & Liu, 2007). On the other hand,
peer generated work uses often more familiar language (Keppell, Au, Ma, & Chan,
2006) and might support deeper critical evaluation as it does not hold authoritative
power over other’s work. Peer evaluation can be mutually beneficial for the giver
and the receiver (Topping, 2005).

Schwendimann’s study compared two different critique activities: expert-
generated benchmark map versus peer-generated benchmark map. Schwendimann’s
study used the KI (Linn & Hsi, 2000; Linn, Eylon, & Davis, 2004) in terms of
focusing on connections between and distinction of a diverse repertoire of ideas.

Questions. How do expert and peer critique activities impact learning from a
dynamic visualization? What connections among biology concept do students make
in each condition? What criteria do students use for expert and peer critique?

Context. The week-long curriculum unit, Space Colony—Genetic Diversity and
Survival, was designed in the WISE (Linn et al. , 2004). The unit consists of seven
activities that emphasize connections between cell division, the underlying genetic
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processes, and the overarching evolution principles (Fig. 9.9). The unit includes a
flash-based visualization “Evolution Lab” (biologyinmotion.com) (Fig. 9.10) that
enables students to run experiments about the effects of mutations, natural selection,
and evolution.

Students receive initial training in the concept mapping method. Following the
visualization, students work in dyads to create a paper-based concept map from six
given concepts. Students first place them in the appropriate level area (DNA, cell,
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or organism/population) and connect them with labeled arrows. Students then revise
their map by comparing it against an expert- or peer-generated benchmark concept
map. Students developed their own criteria.

Methods. The curriculum was implemented by two teachers with two ninth/tenth
grade biology classes each in one public high school (N = 81) in the western United
States. One class by each teacher was randomly selected for each treatment (expert
or peer map comparison).

Pre- and posttests consisted of nine multiple choice and explanation items
that assessed changes in students’ connections between genetic and evolution
concepts. Tests were coded using a five-scale KI rubric (Linn et al., 2006).

Population Level

?E’uu?uffbf\ )
' - T
7\‘?@;&',“/

bbbl |
b=
)
\

R —————————————pp L T

---------------------- e LT T T L

Fig. 9.11 Concept map before and after revision
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Concept maps propositions were coded on a five-scale KI rubric for concept maps
(Schwendimann, 2008). The rubric distinguished between link label, link direction,
concept placement, and cross-links.

Findings. The results suggest that the combination of critique-focused concept
mapping and a dynamic visualization helped students in both treatment groups gen-
erate novel connections across levels. Neither treatment groups differed significantly
in their posttest performance. In their revised maps, the peer-review group showed
more across-level connections than the expert map group. Both treatment groups
significantly improved their concept maps through the critique activity [paired
#(80) = 4.13, p < 0.0001 (two-tailed)] (Fig. 9.11).

Students in both treatment groups generated a broad variety of criteria to review
and compare different aspects of concept maps. However, the groups differed from
each other in the different kinds of criteria used to review their maps. This study
suggests different mechanisms and criteria involved in the two critique activities.
The two treatment groups differed in their use of different criteria (Fig. 9.12):

I. Students in the expert map group commented only on concept placement (61%)
or missing link labels (27%). Both criteria were surface-level criteria that
allowed for quick comparisons with the expert map. Critiquing other people’s
work is often easier than evaluating one’s own work.

II. Students in the peer-map group showed a larger variety of criteria. Twenty-
eight percent also criticized the misplacement of a concept and 18% pointed
out a missing label, but another 28% suggested adding a missing link, and 5%
analyzed the direction of an arrow. The peer-map activity engaged students to
develop and use more criteria on a conceptual level, such as missing propositions
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and causal directions. Comparing their own ideas against those of their peers
helped students to value their own ideas while developing criteria to critically
reviewing them.

Implications. Both critique methods lead to reflection through criteria generation
and revision. Critical reflection supports students’ self-monitoring of their learning
progress. Self-monitoring is an important skill for autonomous life-long learning
(Linn, Davis, & Eylon, 2004). Both surface and principle critique are important for
learning. Using expert or peer benchmark work, or a combination thereof, can target
specific forms of critique toward a more coherent understanding of biology.

TELS Research on Argument Construction

Generating a persuasive and convincing argument that coordinates evidence and
theory in order to support or refute an explanation is an important part of the
inquiry process (Driver et al., 2000; Duschl & Osborne, 2002; Jiménez-Aleixandre,
Rodriguez, & Duschl, 2000; Kuhn, 1993; Kuhn, 1970; Latour, 1987; Siegel, 1989).
For arguments to be considered persuasive and convincing, they must be consis-
tent with the epistemological criteria used by the larger scientific community for
“what counts” as valid and warranted scientific knowledge. Examples of central
epistemological criteria in science include the importance of (a) evidentiary back-
ing or rationales for knowledge claims and proposed tests of claims (Hogan &
Maglienti, 2001), (b) coherence between theoretical frameworks and data (Passmore
& Stewart, 2002), (c) establishing the credibility of evidence (Driver et al., 2000),
(d) parsimony (Sandoval & Reiser, 2004), and (e) logically consistent and coher-
ent reasoning (Zeidler, 1997). Research in TELS has focused specifically on how
students warrant their claims.

How Do Students Substantiate Their Decision-Making
About Community Science Issues?

Research has shown that multiple factors influence reasoning about complex sci-
ence problems, such as genetic dilemmas, conservation practices, or personal and
community health (Corburn, 2005; Grace & Ratcliffe, 2002; Zohar & Nemet, 2002).
While science plays an important role in these issues, people often privilege other
factors, such as morals and values, personal and familial gain, the uncertainty
of available information, and predicted outcomes. Isolatable research methodolo-
gies identify whether students base their decisions on scientific or nonscientific
knowledge (Fleming, 1986a, b; Grace & Ratcliffe, 2002; Zohar & Nemet, 2002).
This study builds upon these and other integrated perspectives and investigates
how students put forth multiple different perspectives, evidence that includes local
knowledge, and tradeoffs to support their asthma-related decision-making.
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Questions. How do students from three different local communities substantiate
their decision-making?

Context. In the Asthma module, students explore the scientific dilemma of
asthma by (1) constructing an integrated understanding of asthma as a community
health problem and (2) practicing integrated decision-making about which asthma
intervention to implement in their community. While studying the Asthma module,
students are expected to engage in decision-making from multiple perspectives. In
addition, students must use supporting evidence, localize the decision to specific
communities, and consider tradeoffs. The Asthma project research explored how
a multi-dimensional, multi-contextual methodology provides insight into students’
decision-making. Table 9.1 summarizes the learning activities in Asthma module.

Methods. This study investigated 3 teachers and 108 students, across three local
communities, C-town, B-Town, and R-Town. Table 9.2 summarizes the research
participants and settings. The following decision prompts were embedded in three
activities across the project to identify how students integrate their ideas to justify

Table 9.1 Overview of the asthma module activities and assessments

Activity Description

1: Your asthma problem Evidence pages and an interactive map introduce
(a) the asthma problem in students’ community,
(b) the driving question, and (c) the diesel
reduction & asthma clinic interventions

2: How does asthma affect the body? Dynamic visualizations explain the physiology
of breathing and asthma
3: What causes an asthma attack? Static visualizations explain asthma triggers
& the physiology of an allergic immune response
4: How does diesel exhaust impact Multiple pieces of evidence provide explanations
your community’s asthma problem? about how diesel pollution impacts on asthma
and general health
5: How can a person manage their Multiple pieces of evidence provide explanations
asthma? about how asthma management and health care
can contribute to asthma-related hospitalizations
rates
6: Improving your community’s Students debate proposed solutions and generate
asthma problem new solutions

Table 9.2 Summary of research settings and participants

Community  School Area Teacher  Course Year # Classes Grade N

C-Town Mountain  Urban Sandals  Biology 2 2 9 40
High Fringe

B-Town Bayview  Urban Pebbles  Anatomy & 2 2 10 34
High Physiology

R-Town King High Urban Nelson  Biotechnology 3 2 11-12 34
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their decisions about which program will better solve their community’s asthma
problem:

e Which program do you want your City Council to support? Asthma Clinic or
Diesel Reduction Program

e How will this program better serve your community?

e What evidence (information) helped you make this decision?

Explain your answer.

The decision note assessment items elicited multi-dimensional responses from
students. In response, KI rubrics were created for each dimension: perspectives,
evidence use, tradeoffs, and localization (see Table 9.3).

Findings and Implications. Student decision-making about the asthma problem
varied throughout the module and differed across communities. Table 9.4 reports
the mean KI scores for each dimension. Table 9.5 summarizes the interpretation of
these results with regard to decision, perspectives, evidence use, consideration of
tradeoffs, and localization.

While students across all communities justified their decisions similarly, they
differed in the programs they supported. Students probably varied in the programs
they supported because they held preliminary ideas about asthma and their commu-
nity. Also, students may have initial notions about what an effective program entails.
Students switching their decisions indicates that they are grappling with ideas about
the asthma problem and which solution to implement in their community. When
students learn from the Asthma module, their teachers, and their peers, they have
the opportunity to replace, isolate, or integrate a wide range of ideas. This restruc-
turing of knowledge likely influenced which program they chose to support. Also,
students may differ in when they change their decision because they may perceive
some pieces of evidence as more compelling than others. These findings suggest the
design of the Asthma module creates a rich opportunity for students to engage in KI
about an authentic community science problem.

In all three local communities, students primarily supported their decisions with
ideas related to risk. This was consistent with R-Town and C-Town’s primary and
secondary perspectives when explaining asthma as a community problem. However,
B-Town students explained the asthma problem from a prevalence perspective (Tate,
2009). This inconsistency suggests that students (a) have different criteria for what
constitutes a community health problem and which program best addresses that
problem or (b) hold many ideas about the asthma problem and have yet to sort them
out and form a coherent, integrated understanding. Future refinements to the Asthma
module should include learning activities that allow students to put forth and negoti-
ate criteria for what constitutes a community health problem and effective solutions
for their community.

While students differed in the ideas they put forth to support their decisions,
students in all communities exhibited similar evidence use. Most students included
at least one isolated piece of evidence to justify their decisions. Seethaler and
Linn (2004) and Bell (2004) argue that within an appropriately scaffolded learning



D.B. Clark et al.

174

~Amunwwod oy ur ojdoad
Ire diey 03 renuojod oy sey weidoid
uonoNpay [9sAA( Y} A[IYM ‘DdurINSUL
[)[eay ou pue ewyise dAey oym d[doad
0} PAJIWI| I SIYAUIQ JIUI[D) BWYISY YL,
"9ouapIA9 Juntoddns
OU 9pN[OUI INq JJOIPLI]} B UONUW S)UIPNIS
oI
BUWIY)SE Y} JO asned2q pazifeyrdsoy arom
S1052UQ9) JO USIP[IYD OU OTUI[O Y} Iojje
Iedk | pue ‘ewse Joj pazifeyrdsoy arom
S105.UQ9) pUB UIPIIYD ()8/8] *OTUI[D Y}
910J2q ST UOISIOAP SIY) e ow pad[ay
Jet) 90UPIA? A, "Swojqoid ewyise
J10J PojeaI) 9q 0} AOULBINSUT [BIPoU
noym Ayrunwwod o ur ofdoad
Q) JYauaq [[IM JI dSNEBIAQ AJUNWWOD AW
I0J 10139q st wexSoxd [o1ur]) BWYISY] SIYL,,
'SJJO9pEI} OU UOTUAU SJUIPNIS

Aemaa1y oy 03 Jxou JYI LI ST Ajrunwtwod

Aw osnedoq "uonuLYIE [EdIPIW
[euoIssajo1d 9AI2I2I puUE JIUI[D ) O}
QWod PInod ewylse £q pajoayje APoamp
a1e oym o[doad J1 pajfey A[3oa1rp 210w
9q P[NOM BUIY)ISE JO SOSNED ) 9Snedaq
Aunwwod Aw 10y 10139q ST wessoxd siyy,,
‘uosealr
B 0] P21O2UU0D JOU ST JBY) OUIPIAD
opnyour Jo AJIUNWOD Y} J0J (9SIOM IO)
191399 st weadord ay) Aym urerdxa syuopmg

(JuowaFeurW-ySLI) pajean Jo3 0)
Qoueyod & ewyse yim ojdoad uoAI3 sey i
9sneoaq s)IsIA uonezieidsoy Jo roquinu
QY ST UOTSIOAP SIY) ayew aw padiay
JeY} QOUPIAQ Y], "9JUBINSUL OU YIIM
djoy jo pesu ur asoy) djay [[1m 31 asneodq
Amunuwrwod Aw 10§ 101399 st weidoid sy,
“WIAY) YUI| 10U Op Inq saAndadsiad a1ow
10 om) woty worqold oy ureidxe syjuepms

(ysu) . 'sarouyl

pue ‘sar10joey/K1ournyoeu ‘uonetodsuen

orqnd ‘speoujrer ‘skemysiy

Auew sey AJrunwiIod Ino asnedaq
Aunwwos Aw 10J 10139q St wesdoad siyp,,

"aAn30ads1ad auo wory warqoid oy

ordoad
JO[ B QABS [[IM ]] “J0)}0q YOonul BUIY)Se
ynm ordoad no djoy [[im 1 Isnedoq
Arunwurod Aw 103 10339q St werdoxd ayJ,,
‘uoneue[dxs J0 uoneIoqe[d
ou A unuIwod Iy} I0J I193130q
st werord e jey) aye)s Ajdwis syjuopmg

Sjjoapel],

asn QOUAPIAT soAT)oadsIog

sasuodsar sjuopms jo ojdwexa pue soLqni (I3]) uoneI3ajul oIpa[mouy] €6 dqel

ure[dxa 0} 9OUIPIAD JO SUOSEAI SN SJUPNJS  UOT)BISAIU ON] :7



175

9 Research on Critique and Argumentation from TELS

. 'SOSED BUIYISE JO JOQUUNU JU) SB [[oMm SB
JUQWIUOIAUR 9y} d[oY [[IM ITe 9y} UT [9SIP
JO JUNOWE PAJNPAI © ‘OS] "ddueINSUl
[I[eAY JNOYIIM SOY) JJouaq A[Uo pnom
UoIyM JIul[) ewysy Ay 03 pasoddo
se ‘ewryise aary oym odoad Tre djoy im
J1 9sNeO2q WeISold uononpay [9sAl Y}
y1oddns pnoys [rouno)) A1) Ino Yury) op,,

.ury Jo odKy
quo A[uo Aq pasned jou s BWISe Jey) oul
PIMOYS IT 9SNBIq JBY) SPIOAP W paday
1By SIY L, "SIUBILLIT AQ pasned ATuo JON

ST BWIYISE JBy) PAMOYS Jey) oIn)ord/jreyo

Q) SI UOISIOAP STy} ayewr auwl padjoy

Jey) 90uapIAd oy, ‘uonnfod [asarp £q

pasned jou ewyise aaey oym o[doad ysnl

0} PAJIWI] JOU ST PUE BWY)SE JABY OYM

9rdoad 103 suondo sapraoid 31 asnesaq
Arunuwos Aw 103 10139q ST werdoxd smyy,,

(eougreaard-ysu) _ ewryse Jo3
Im oym drdoad jo roquinu ayy Suronpar
jndino Sows ssof oq [[IM 21y 9SNLIAq

*90UdPIAd Y)im pajtoddns *Q0UIPIAD Amunwwod Aw 10§ 103399 st weidod sy, uoneI3auy
SI Jey)) JJoape} QU0 IPNOUT SJUIPNIS Sunzoddns pue uosear e opn[oul S}USPMIS 'saanoadsiod om) Yury sjuepms ordurg :4
sjjoapel], 9sN 0UAPIAT saAnjoadsIog Q1008 T3]

(Ponunuoo) €6 AqEL



D.B. Clark et al.

176

«SOAT] Teuostad umo 1o o) uonnjjod
[9S3Ip Jo anssI oy} 2je[al 0) sn padjoy
QOUAPIAQ ST, "WIAY) JO [[& JO9J. ISNBeYXd
[9sa1p SuiAeY JO 90UBYD JOYSIY B 9ARY
sAemy31y 10 sjeams £q aA1] oym ardoad
‘OS[Y "oyjealq 0} NoK I0J pIey J1 oyew
pue skemare oA ojur 303 Ued S[ROTWAYD
[njuLrey K104 urejuod jey) sajonted
[9SQIP A} ‘SI[OIYAA UI PISN ST [ISAIP

U A\ “JUSWIUOIIAUD INOA Apoq InoA ‘noA
0] S0P [9SAIP JeYM ST UOISIOAP SIY) aew
Qw pad[ay Jey) 90UdPIAD A, ‘AIUN0)D
[W] ur 9,6 uey) SSI[ S109JFE LWYISE
J[IYM QUOAIIAD $)09JJe FuIlLIeM [BqO[T
JO 1Y) QY T, "oUOKIOAD SIJOUq YoTym
“aroydsoune oy ur 2D 29Npal [[BIIA0
pue Jsneyxa [9sa1p £q pasned ofewrep
Sun[ juaaald ued weidord uononpar
[esa1p ay [, “ewryise yim doad sdjoy
AJuo 31 ‘odueInsur ynoyim asoy) djay
SOTUI[D BUIYISE AU} YSNOYI[Y "QUO0KIoAD
sd[oy 11 9sneo9q Ayrunwwod Aw J0j

101199 st wesSoxd [uononpay [osar(] ML

*90UdPIAd Y)Im pajtoddns

(OB ‘sjjoapes) 2I0W IO g IpN[oul Sjudpms

. 'SuadIa[e 10 uaqjod os[e £q Inq JueILLI
ue 10 JNd £q pasned AJuo jou ST ewyjse
Jey) sn SuImoys Aq UOISIOAP IO el
sn padjoy STy, *SuUeSIo[[e pue ‘SJUBILLIT
‘ewuy)se sadA) JUSIYIP 0M) ) PAqLIISIP
ey soded oy) a1om Q0UIPIAD Jo saoard
oyl sdnyooyd paje[al-ewyise pue
‘UOTIRULIOJUT ‘QUIDIPAW JOF 0] SIoIoJns
BUIYJSE PAINSUI-UOU JOJ JOISE 9q [[IM
J1 9SNLO2q AJTUNTIWIOD INO dAIIS 191)aq
s weidoad sty “syuoned painsul-uou
£q suonezifeirdsoy pue sjIsIA Wool
Kouadrows Jo pquinu e daoxdwr [im
jey sSuryy JoylQ "SIUBILLIT £q pasned jou
st ewypse s,oym ordoad djoy osye [[im 1]
"90UBINSUL [J[BAY 9ABY ) UOD PUE BW)SE
aaey oym odoad djay [[1m I1 asneoaq

Arunuwos Aw 103 10139q ST werdoxd sIy [,
*20udpIAd Junioddns pue suosear

JO SQoUBISUL AI0W JO T dpraoid sjuopmg

(9oudreaard-ysu ‘A3o1o1sAyd -oouspeaaid)
. BUWIYISE QARY PUE 9OUBINSUI dARY

jou op [Kunod o] ur ojdoad G4 1 19A0
ey} ST UOISIOap SIY) ayew aw pad[ay Jey)
QOUQPIAD QY ], "90URINSUI YI[BIY INOYIIM
3S0Y) JJauaq [[IM OTUI[D Y, "[9SIP 01 anp
jsnfjou s193311 Auew 0} anp BUIY)SE dARY
Aymunurwos Aw ut 9jdoad jsowr asneoaq

19)ndwos Awr 10y 10139q st wesoad siyp,,
'soAnoadsiod arow Jo 901y} YUI| SJUSpMS

uoneI3oug
xordwo)) :g

sjjoopel],

Isn QduAPIAg

saATpoadsIog

Q1098 T3]

(ponunuod) €6 AqeL



177

9 Research on Critique and Argumentation from TELS

"¢ PUE | S9J0U UOISIOAP Y} USIMIS] SOUIIRJJIP JO Spmirusew ) sjuasardar z1s 10333 SIYL, o
*QUIT} JOAO SA109S Ul d3ueyd ur dduedyIugis oy sjuasaidar onfea d siy, ,

0¥'0 910 06’1 (L8'0) 8%'C (@90 vTe (ov'0) 61°C SJFOdpeIL
90°0 ¥L'0 1€°0 oDyTe (oo)ore (Iso)ele oouapIAg
600 98°0 S1°0 (81 6T°€ WD vle (86°0) 61°€ seanoadsiod
o 70 ¥8°0 L8V 616 (810798 @ iLs Xopu]J umor-g
0 €0 40! (ceoere (290) €€ (ceoere SJFOdpeIL,
L0 00 9Ty (Ts0) L8'C (Seo)ere (9%°0) LT€ duapIAYg
9C°0 00 oty (zs0) L8T (08°0) €L'€E (T6e0) £1°E soAndadsiod
€50 70070 L9 LeoeLrt (T LT6 &T1D 98 Xopu]y umor-d
8¢€0 €T0 ST o 61e o 61c (X SJFOdpeIL
€50 01’0 145 (¥S0) 18C (S0 ¥ee (ov0)61°€ duapIAyg
Se0 €00 0% (16'0) 18C (96'0) LS'E aroere soAndadsiod
0€0 900 ¥1'9 (aens Or' 1D v¥'6 (I VIS Xopu]y umor-yJ
Q718 13y od A € 9JON UOISI™J T QJON UOISIO(] 1 QJON UOISIR_J UOISUWI(] Kyunurwo))

wojqoid euuyise s, JUNWWOd SHUIPNIS 0) Paje[al suonedynsnl uoIsIodp 10j YAQNY seinseaw pajeadar e jo Arewwing  4°¢ d[qeL,



178 D.B. Clark et al.

Table 9.5 Looking across communities: Summary of findings for decision justifications

R-town B-town C-town
Decision® Undecided 2P Diesel Reduction Undecided 2>
AC: DRP Asthma Clinic Program Asthma Clinic
L1 11> 21 13223212 11> 21> 32
Perspectives Multiple, isolated Multiple, isolated Multiple, isolated
RISK¢/prevalence/ RISK/physiology RISK/management
managementd - RISK/physiology
—>RISK/prevalence/ —>RISK/management
management/physiology
—>RISK/management
Evidence Partial support Partial support Partial support
Tradeoffs Limited consideration Limited Limited, but increasing
consideration consideration
Localization Limited localization Limited Very limited
localization localization

2 An estimated ratio to illustrate student program choices at each decision note.

Y The arrow represents changes across the online decision notes in the Asthma module.

¢ The term in all caps represents the primary perspective articulated by students in their
explanation of the asthma problem.

4 The term in lowercase letters represents the secondary perspective articulated by students in
explanation of the asthma problem.

environment, students can construct evidence-based justifications. The findings
reported here support this claim. Students made use of the evidence provided in
the module to justify their decisions. While the module was successful with regard
to the availability of evidence for students to learn and include in their decision
justifications, additional or improved scaffolds are needed to encourage students to
generate connections among their reasons and evidence. Students also need more
opportunities to learn what constitutes a well-supported and integrated decision.

In general, students in all communities provided limited localization of their
decision justifications. This lack of localization can be attributed to (a) the ambi-
guity of the term, “community,” (b) students’ assumptions that others know what
“community” they are referencing, or (c) students’ unfamiliarity with the norms for
constructing a decision justification about the asthma problem in their community.
Students need more instruction from the Asthma module and teacher to explicitly
localize their decision justifications. This may also include additional opportunities
to negotiate and reach consensus about which aspect of the community they are
addressing when they put forth and support their decisions.

Analyzing Students’ Arguments

In addition to our research on students’ construction of arguments, the TELS project
also supported the preparation of a review of approaches used to analyze the quality
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of students’ arguments (Sampson & Clark, 2008). The intent of this review was
to provide an overview of several different analytic frameworks that science edu-
cators use to assess in terms of three focal issues: structure, justification, and
content. To highlight the different foci, affordances, and constraints of these dif-
ferent analytic methods, the review of each framework included an analysis of the
sample argument. Overall, this review highlighted how the divergent foci of the
various frameworks result in different assessments of overall quality. It is therefore
important for researchers to understand that analytic frameworks, such as the ones
included in the review, (1) are tools created for specific tasks to investigate spe-
cific questions and (2) were originally designed for a specific context. Frameworks,
as a result, are not fully interchangeable, and the foci of each framework require
consideration before comparing the results of various studies.

This review also highlighted a number of overarching messages regarding the
current nature of research in the field. First, the analytic frameworks available tend
to focus on atomized aspects of students’ arguments. While this type of empha-
sis has proven fruitful, future research will need to also include more holistic
considerations of the quality of the arguments that students produce as part of the

Directions: The first three questions are designed to determine what you think counts as a good scientific
arg In each question you will be given a claim. Following the claim are 6 different justifications. Your job

is to rank the justifications in order using the following scale (For each question, you can only use each
ranking once):

1 = This is the most convincing justification
2 = This is the 2** most convincing justification
3 = This is the 3™ most convincing justification
4 = This is the 4" most convincing justification
5 = This is the 5" most convincing justification
6 = This is the least convincing justification

Question #1. Your task is to rank these 6 different justifications in terms of how convincing you think they are.
Remember that you can only rank one justification as 1, one justification as 2, one justification as 3, and so on.

Claim: Objects that are in the same room are the same temperature even though they feel Your
different because... Tukleg

...when we measured the temperature of the table, it was 23.4°C, the metal chair leg was 23.1°C,
and the computer keyboard was 23.6°C.

...good conductors feel different than poor conductors even though they are the same
temperature.

...objects that are in the same environment gain or lose heat energy until everything is the same
temperature. Our data from the lab proves that point: the mouse pad and plastic desk were both
23°C.

...objects will release and hold different amounts of heat energy depending on how good of an
insulator or conductor it is.

...our textbook says that all objects in the same room will eventually reach the same temperature.
...we measured the temperature of the wooden table and the chair leg and they were both 23°C

even though the metal chair leg feels colder. If the metal chair leg was actually colder it would
have been a lower temperature when we compared it to the temperature of the table.

Fig. 9.13 An example of an ASRT item
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inquiry process. This work, however, will require new approaches that examine the
structural, conceptual, epistemic, and social aspects of argument generation in a
more synergistic fashion rather than looking at each of these aspects independently.
Second, the review of the available literature suggests that much research on argu-
ment in science education has thus far focused on the identification of patterns and
themes in students’ arguments (e.g., “students tend to produce arguments that lack
sufficient justification” or “students tend to produce arguments that have a simplistic
structure”) rather than focusing on the underlying reasons for these patterns. Studies
that explore the causes of these patterns and themes will prove valuable in devel-
oping new curricular materials, instructional approaches, and technology-enhanced
learning environments to promote and support more productive argumentation
inside the classroom.

Clark and Sampson (2008) also developed the Argumentation in Science Rating
Task (ASRT) in order to assess the criteria used by students for evaluating the quality
of arguments and the quality of challenges to arguments. The ASRT consists of six
items, three that focus on the quality of argument that can be used to justify a claim
and three that focus on the quality of a challenge to an argument. For each item,
individuals are asked to rank six arguments or six challenges to an argument in terms
of quality. An example of an ASRT item is shown in Fig. 9.13.

TELS Research on Collaborative Argumentation

Much of the work in TELS adopts the view of dialogical argumentation as a
process where “different perspectives are being examined and the purpose is to
reach agreement on acceptable claims or course of actions” (Driver et al., 2000,
p- 291). Much of this work therefore views dialogical argumentation as a social and
collaborative process that is employed “to solve problems and advance knowledge”
(Duschl & Osborne, 2002, p. 41) rather to “justify or refute a particular standpoint”
(van Eemeren, Grootendorst, & Henkemans, 2002, p. 38). This view of argu-
mentation emphasizes collaboration over competition and suggests that activities
that promote dialogical argumentation can enable individuals to use each others’
ideas to construct and negotiate a shared understanding of a particular phenomenon
in light of existing data and new evidence (Abell, Anderson, & Chezem, 2000;
Andriessen, Baker, & Suthers, 2003; Boulter & Gilbert, 1995; deVries, Lund, &
Baker, 2002; Veerman, 2003). Thus, in practice, TELS work conceptualizes dialog-
ical argumentation as a process of proposing, supporting, evaluating, and refining
ideas to make sense of complex or ill-defined problems or phenomena. In the
following sections, we provide an overview of studies investigating optimal group-
ing and seeding of online discussions for argumentation, the relative affordances
and processes involved in collaborative versus individual engagement in argument
construction, and the development and consideration of approaches for analyzing
argumentation.
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Optimal Grouping and Seeding of Online Discussions
Jor Argumentation

The design of many online learning environments can be thought of in terms of
“scripts” that orchestrate and control students’ interactions with each other and the
environments (Hesse, 2007; King, 2007; Weinberger, Stegmann, Fischer, & Mandl,
2007). One particular class of scripts focuses on grouping students together with
other students who have expressed differing perspectives or stances. This gen-
eral scripting approach can be referred to as a “conflict schema” (Dillenbourg &
Jermann, 2007, p. 292). Yet, there are many ways to group students under the broad
category of a “conflict schema” and there is little research available that explicitly
examines the efficacy of different approaches.

Questions. How can the grouping of students for argumentation be informed by
the content of their ideas? How should these discussions be seeded with initial ideas?

Context. This research investigated the efficacy of a conflict schema approach
and also on optimal approaches to seeding the resulting online discussions with
initial comments for discussion (Clark, 2004; Clark, D’ Angelo, & Menekse, 2009;
Clark & Sampson, 2005, 2007, 2008; Cuthbert, Clark, & Linn, 2002). The con-
text of the research study was the Thermodynamics: Probing Your Surroundings
project discussed earlier in this chapter. The version of the project for this research
included eight activities. During the first five activities, students make predictions
and collect real time data about the temperatures of objects found inside the class-
room and explore interactive simulations dealing with such ideas as heat transfer,
thermal conductivity, and thermal sensation. The sixth activity then scaffolds stu-
dents in creating an explanation to explain patterns they notice within the data they
have collected. This step involves a series of pull-down menus with sentence frag-
ments (Fig. 9.14). The software underlying this interface then sorts the students
into discussion groups in a manner determined by the researchers for each research
condition. The seventh activity engages students in discussions where they critique
a set of provided explanations, outline evidence for and against each explanation,

PrOCiphe MBKEr e F10Th st g 105" PrOCIDIE MERSE gt T1415 siatint gy 19587
Trd shensd Tee 4 Te i g el e o e P — e [T p——
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- . e

Fig. 9.14 Interface providing pull-down menus of sentence fragments that students use to
construct their explanations for patterns they notice in the data
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and engage in collaborative argumentation to work toward consensus. The nature
of these provided initial explanations also varies by research condition. The eighth
activity then allows students to construct a revised explanation after the discussions
and to reflect on how their ideas have changed.

Methods. Some early studies did not compare across conditions and instead sim-
ply focused on the nature of learning supported within the discussion environment
using various approaches to grouping students and to choosing the initial expla-
nations to be discussed. Later studies involved random assignment of students to
conditions within any given classroom in the study. Conditions in each study var-
ied the nature of how students were grouped with one another and the nature of
the initial explanations that they discussed in their online forum. Sample sizes for
any given study generally included approximately 100 students. Studies were con-
ducted in diverse public middle school and high school classrooms in California and
Arizona.

Findings. Early work measured the structural quality of argumentation and par-
ticipation in the ensuing discussion showed that the original personally seeded script
that (1) sorted students into groups with students who had created explanations that
were different from their own and (2) inserted the students’ own explanations as the
starting seed comments for the discussions was superior to standard online discus-
sions that involved (1) no preexploration of the explanation fragments that constitute
the preset explanations, (2) random group assignment, and (3) preset explanations
as seeds (Clark, 2004; Clark & Sampson, 2005; Cuthbert et al., 2002). Subsequent
research (Clark & Sampson, 2007) elaborated on these findings showing that care-
fully structured online environments integrating the personally seeded discussion
approach can effectively scaffold high quality scientific argumentation in the class-
room as measured from a structural perspective, particularly in light of the low levels
of argumentation that typically take place within classrooms.

The research then proceeded to extend beyond structural perspectives in
terms of students’ discourse moves to also consider students’ use of grounds
and the conceptual quality of students’ contributions (Clark & Sampson, 2008).
This work suggested that personally seeded discussions are an effective way to
encourage students to justify their ideas and challenge the ideas of others as
indicated by students’ use of grounds and rebuttals. This work also suggested
strong interrelationships between structural quality, grounds use, and conceptual
quality.

The next series of studies compared the contributions of the conflict-schema
aspect of the script (which involved having the software sort students into groups
purposefully with students who had created different explanations) versus simply
randomly sorting students into groups. This series of studies also investigated
the multiple approaches regarding the nature of the initial seed comments in the
discussions. Pilot work for this series underscored how closely the various compo-
nents of a pedagogical model hinge upon one another (Clark, Schleigh, Menekse,
D’Angelo, & Sampson, 2008) and also suggested that students in discussions
with their own comments participated more but also contributed more comments
involving social pressure for others to “pick” their explanations and not those of
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others. These findings were reinforced by a subsequent study (Clark, D’ Angelo, &
Menekse, 2009). Comparisons between the trials in terms of modified gain scores
in Clark, D’Angelo, & Menekse (2009) also showed that students in the conflict
schema condition (where the software grouped students with other students who
had created different explanations) outperformed students in the nonconflict schema
trials (where students were assigned to partners randomly). In terms of conditions
regarding the nature of the initial seed comments, students in the augmented-preset
condition (where initial comments were preselected to represent an optimized range
of possible student conceptions) demonstrate significant gains on their explanations
compared to students in the personally seeded conditions (where the students’ own
explanations were included as the initial seed comments). This was true overall but
particularly strong when combined with the conflict schema approach to group cre-
ation. Furthermore, the actual discussions of the students in the augmented-preset
groups generally demonstrate the same or better overall argumentation quality in
terms of structure, discourse moves, and grounds quality. Their participation lev-
els were slightly lower, but the overall outcomes favored the augmented-preset
condition in terms of the discussions themselves.

One hypothesis explaining the advantages of the augmented-preset performance
is that the sets of seed comments for the personally seeded groups (which were their
own explanations) often did not include the same diversity of ideas as the sets of pre-
set seed comments in the augmented-preset groups. The average standard deviation
for the sets of seed comment scores in the augmented-preset groups was higher than
the average standard deviation of the seed comment scores in the personally seeded
groups. This hypothesis was supported by the fact that the augmented-preset groups
(1) showed a higher average gain and normalized gain than the personally seeded
groups and also (2) included a higher proportion of group members who improved
their scores than the personally seeded groups. The augmented-preset condition thus
potentially results in more productive learning than the personally seeded condition
by exposing students to a wider range of ideas on average. Another possible explana-
tion is that students in the augmented-preset condition are guaranteed to have a fully
normative explanation as one of the seed comments in their group while students in
the personally seeded condition have their own explanations as seed comments for
their group and thus may or may not have a fully normative explanation included
depending on their group.

Implications. This series of studies suggests that supporting productive argumen-
tation in online discussions is greatly facilitated by attention to group composition
and to the initial structuring of the discussions in terms of their initial seed
comments. In particular, the conflict schema approach to purposefully organizing
students into groups with other students who have expressed different perspectives
on the topic is valuable. The work also suggests that optimizing a range of initial
seed-comments in terms of potential student perspectives is ultimately more valu-
able than including the students’ own initial explanations even though the latter
approach results in potentially higher levels of engagement.
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Collaborative Versus Individual Argument Construction
and Argumentation

Many researchers (Abell, Anderson, & Chezem, 2000; Bell & Linn, 2000; Kuhn &
Reiser, 2005; McNeill, Lizotte, Krajcik, & Marx, 2006; Schwarz & Glassner, 2003)
have encouraged students to work in collaborative groups when they engage in
scientific argumentation. The work of these authors suggests that opportunities to
collaborate with others can lead to more productive scientific argumentation and
improved learning outcomes because groups can pool knowledge and take advan-
tage of different cognitive or monitoring resources. Few studies, however, have
explicitly compared individual and group performance on tasks that require stu-
dents to engage in argumentation or examined the benefits of collaboration during
an episode of argumentation for individual learning in the context of science edu-
cation. Given this gap in the literature, the overall objectives of this study were (a)
to evaluate the benefits of collaboration on argumentation outcomes and for indi-
vidual learning and (b) to identify potential reasons for variation in group-level
performance.

Questions. Do students who engage in argumentation in groups craft better argu-
ments and learn more than students who engage in argument construction on their
own? Do individuals adopt and internalize the group outcome? What are the char-
acteristics of high versus low performing groups as they engage in collaborative
argumentation?

Context. This research was conducted as a foundation for a proposed WISE
project that did not ultimately reach completion focusing on issues of conductivity.
Participants were asked to complete a complex task that required them to engage
in argumentation in order to make sense of a discrepant event. This task, which is
called the ice melting blocks problem, required them to determine which explana-
tion, of six plausible alternatives, was the most valid or acceptable way to explain
why ice placed on an aluminum block melts faster than ice placed on a plastic block
even though the aluminum block feels much colder. Once the participants had deter-
mined which explanation was the best way to make sense of the phenomenon, they
were asked to create a written argument that articulated and justified this explanation
with appropriate evidence and reasoning. This study took place in a large suburban
public high school located in the southwest United States.

Methods. The 168 participants in this study, who were enrolled in five differ-
ent sections of chemistry at the same high school, were randomly assigned (within
each classroom using a matched-pairs design) to one of two conditions to complete
this task. Students assigned to the individual argumentation condition completed
this task alone, while students assigned to the collaborative argumentation condi-
tion worked in a same-gender group of three (triads). In order to assess student
understanding of the phenomenon in question, all of the participants were asked to
complete the ice melting blocks problem for a second time. For this administration
of the problem, each student was required to generate his or her own written argu-
ment for the ice melting blocks problem. To assess the participants’ ability to apply



9 Research on Critique and Argumentation from TELS 185

what they have learned in a different context, individuals completed a conceptually
identical task, the why do objects feel different problem. This problem was used
because the discrepant event in this problem has the same underlying cause as
the ice melting blocks problem. As before, these tasks required each student to
produce a written argument that articulates and justifies an explanation for the event
in question.

An in-depth qualitative analysis of the argumentation that took place within two
more successful triads and two less successful triads was also conducted in order
to identify major contrasting dimensions in group interaction that can be linked to
differences in group outcomes. The four groups were selected based on differences
in the quality of their written solutions to the ice melting blocks problem and because
their interactions seemed representative of the kinds of interactions that took place
in the more and less successful groups.

Findings. The results of this study indicate that, although groups of students did
not produce substantially better products than the students who worked alone, stu-
dents in the collaborative condition performed better on the mastery and application
problems with moderate effect sizes. There was also a great deal of variation in the
quality of the arguments produced by the triads. The qualitative analysis of the two
more and two less successful groups suggests that the numbers of ideas students
introduce into a discussion, how individuals respond to these ideas, the willingness
of participants to challenge the ideas of others, the criteria individuals use to distin-
guish between ideas, and how students use data as they work seemed to influence
on the overall quality of their final argument.

Implications. These findings indicate that collaboration was beneficial for indi-
vidual learning but not for initial performance on the task. This result was
unexpected given the extensive literature that suggests that collaborative effort can
and should result in a product that exceeds what is possible by an individual work-
ing alone (Andriessen et al., 2003; Mason, 1998; Rochelle, 1992; Scardamalia &
Bereiter, 1994). It seems that the ability to engage in productive argumentation with
others is not something that comes easily to many students. These findings also sug-
gest that students may need to learn how to engage in argumentation with others
in a more productive way before individuals can reap all of the potential benefits
of collaboration. Finally, the five differences in the ways more and less successful
groups engaged in collaborative argumentation will help lay the groundwork for
future studies that examine how individuals and their interactions influence group
understanding and outcomes and why some groups are so much more productive
than others.

Analyzing Argumentation

In addition to research on supporting argumentation, TELS also supported the devel-
opment of a framework for analyzing argumentation (Clark & Sampson, 2005, 2007,
2008) and a review of approaches to analyzing argumentation (Clark, Sampson,
Weinberger, & Erkens, 2007). Essentially, the framework developed by Clark and



186 D.B. Clark et al.

Sampson focuses on the relationships between levels of opposition found within
a discourse episode, the types of comments student make, the grounds quality
included in those comments, and the conceptual quality of their ideas. By focus-
ing on the relationships between these aspects of argumentation, the framework
offers researchers a specific analytic tool to examine possible connections between
argumentation and subject matter learning. Analysis grounds and conceptual qual-
ity is supported by flowcharts involving a series of binary decisions on the part of
the coder to increase reliability of coding (Fig. 9.15). Clark and Sampson (2008)
provide the most detailed account of the framework, including these flowcharts,
detailed explanation of episode segmenting protocol, and many other issues, includ-
ing description of the Cochran-Mantel-Haenzel 2 analyses based on table scores
to determine the significance of the relationship between the discourse move of a
comment and the grounds quality or conceptual quality of that comment. Jeong,
Clark, Sampson, and Mushin (2011) explore the potential of expanding analysis
with the framework by incorporating sequential analysis.

The review by Clark, Sampson, Weinberger, and Erkens (2007) examines five
categories of analytic frameworks for measuring participant interactions within
these environments focusing on (1) formal argumentation structure, (2) conceptual
quality, (3) nature and function of contributions within the dialogue, (4) epistemic
nature of reasoning, and (5) argumentation sequences and interaction patterns.

Does the comment include any attempt to
justify the group’s position?
|

| |
No Yes

|
Did the group: (1) simply restate or reword the grounds used by another group
without adding anything new; or (2) use irrelevant information; or (3) state that
the comment is correct “because it is obvious” or “it just makes sense™?
|
| I
Yes No

|
Did the group refer to a source of information such as (1) a personal experience,
(2) a lab activity, (3) empirical data, (4) another person, or (5) a reference book
or (6) give an example of a situation when their ideas would be correct?

No YTs
Did the group refer to multiple sources of evidence or
specifically interpll'et their data?
| |
No Yes
/ ' '
Grounds quality level 0  Grounds quality level 1 Grounds quality level2  Grounds quality level 3
No grounds Explanation only Evidence Explanation that
coordinates evidence

Fig. 9.15 Flowchart for analyzing grounds
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Reviewed frameworks include Toulmin (1958), Erduran, Simon, and Osborne
(2004), Clark and Sampson (2008), Kuhn and Udell (2003), deVries, Lund, and
Baker (2002), Janssen, Erkens, Jaspers, and Kanselaar (2006), Baker, Andriessen,
Lund, van Amelsvoort, and Quignard (2007), Jiménez-Aleixandre, Rodriguez,
and Duschl (2000), Duschl (2008), Leitao (2000), Hogan, Nastasi, and Pressley
(2000), Baker (2003), and Weinberger and Fischer (2006). The review highlights
the diversity of theoretical perspectives represented in approaches to analyzing
argumentation, the importance of clearly specifying theoretical and environmen-
tal commitments throughout the process of developing or adopting an analytic
framework, and the role of analytic frameworks in the development of learning
environments for argumentation.

Discussion: Implications for the KI Framework and Next Steps

As outlined in the Introduction to this chapter the design of projects in TELS was
guided by the KI framework (Linn & Eylon, 2006). We now discuss the implications
and next steps of the research described above for the four components of the KI
framework as approaches for supporting learning: (1) eliciting current ideas, (2)
introducing new idea, (3) developing criteria for evaluating criteria, and (4) sorting
and reorganizing ideas.

Eliciting Current Ideas

Constructivist perspectives on learning assert that students learn by building upon
their existing ideas. Some researchers (Inhelder & Piaget, 1969; Strike & Posner,
1985) suggest that eliciting students’ current ideas helps them identify contradic-
tions between their current ideas and the phenomena under investigation. Other
researchers suggest that eliciting students’ ideas supports students in building or
refining connections to these ideas across contexts (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking,
1999; Linn & Hsi, 2000; Collins, Brown, & Holum, 1991; Brown & Campione,
1994). This high level goal of eliciting students’ current ideas can be pursued
through multiple avenues. TELS work on critique, argument construction, and
argumentation provides insight into several of these avenues.

Structured Concept Maps. Research suggests that making connections between
ideas explicit through concept maps can help students reflect on them. Structuring
concept maps into domain-specific areas makes existing and missing connec-
tions within and across domains explicit. The spatial arrangement of concepts
into domain-specific areas can indicate students’ ontologies. Making connections
between ideas visually explicit can be beneficial for collaborative learning. Concept
maps can make changes in students’ connections between ideas explicit. Expressing
ideas and their connections into visuo-spatial forms can support students’ reflection
on their repertoire of ideas.
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Asthma Module. A key theme of community science instruction is that learning
materials build upon students’ prior knowledge about science and the community.
To elicit these ideas, the Asthma module and assessments prompt students to express
their ideas about science and their personal world. The design of the decision jus-
tification assessment items prompted students to predict and iteratively refine their
reasons and evidence in support of a particular intervention. Research reports that
students significantly changed their explanations and justifications throughout their
study of the Asthma module. This suggests that students not only expressed and
reviewed their initial ideas and connections, but they were able to see how their
understanding about the problem transformed over time.

Critiquing Virtual Experiments. TELS research on critiquing a fictitious student’s
(Mary’s) virtual experiments (Chang, 2009; Chang & Linn, 2011) elicited students’
idea and reflection on what counts a good experiment. The critique activity guided
students to examine Mary’s research question, method, and conclusions, consis-
tent with critique activities proposed in other design principle research (Linn &
Hsi, 2000; Linn & Eylon, 2006). Moreover, Mary’s virtual experiment modeled
the process of conducting experiments with a visualization. Modeling the pro-
cess may help students who are confused by the visualization make sense of it
(Betrancourt, 2005; Lowe, 2003, 2004). After critiquing Mary’s experiment stu-
dents had a clearer understanding of the visualization than they did in the other
treatments without critique, as indicated by student performances on the embedded
assessments.

Introducing New Ideas

A central goal of science education involves introducing new ideas to students.
While most students manage to add ideas introduced during instruction, they face
significant challenges in integrating these ideas to each other and to their prior
knowledge (Clark, 2006). Traditional approaches to science instruction, such as
lecture and textbook-based exercises, introduce ideas in ways that result in brit-
tle decontextualized knowledge that is difficult to apply effectively (AAAS, 1993;
Bjork, 1994; Bransford et al., 1999; NRC, 1996). Instruction that builds on stu-
dents’ normative ideas as well as their misconceptions can help students to add ideas
that build from their prior understandings and promote durable and relevant scien-
tific knowledge (Clement, 1993; Linn & Eylon, 2006). Effective science instruction
should introduce new ideas in ways that allow students to generate connections
among them. Although multiple approaches can be effective, specific approaches
must be selected at the appropriate level of complexity (Feynman, Leighton, &
Sands, 1995). TELS research on critique, argument construction, and argumentation
has made contributions in clarifying several such approaches.

Seeded Discussions. Research on seeded discussions suggests that grouping stu-
dents with other students who expressed different ideas than their own is more
effective when the group is provided an optimized range of ideas that includes
the scientifically normative idea than when only including the students’ own ideas.
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This may be because the range of ideas is optimized to represent a broad range
of common misconceptions or because it is guaranteed to include the scientifically
normative ideas. Future research will further explore and clarify the optimal ways
to introduce new ideas in group contexts.

Asthma Module. The Asthma study presents results related to students’ under-
standing of asthma as a community problem. The improved KI scores on the asthma
explanation item from pre- to posttest demonstrate that students acquired ideas from
the Asthma module, specifically the regional- or county-level community ideas. In
addition, analysis of the embedded decision justifications provided evidence that the
ideas contained in student responses often reflected the most immediate instruction.
This study provides sufficient evidence that the Asthma module effectively added
ideas to students’ repertoire. Future design and research should focus on the develop
criteria and sort ideas phases of the KI process.

Drawing and Critique. The drawing and critique study suggests how new ideas
can be introduced through dynamic visualizations. In the HFC project, students
first watched a video that shows the explosion of a hydrogen balloon. Then they
interacted with a dynamic visualization demonstrating how chemical bonds change
during hydrogen combustion. The visualization is built upon students’ prior knowl-
edge or experience. First, the representations of hydrogen and oxygen particles
resemble the ball-and-stick physical models commonly used in science classrooms.
Second, to relate to student personal experience about ignition (e.g., setting up a
campfire), this visualization includes a “spark™ button so that students can con-
trol how much energy is provided to ignite the reaction. Third, this visualization
includes a dynamic temperature bar. Students can observe synchronous tempera-
ture change during the reaction and relate this to the explosion they observed in the
video. With these features, the visualization introduced new ideas effectively and
supported students to better integrate new ideas with prior experience.

Developing Criteria for Evaluating Ideas

Learners need to develop coherent ways to evaluate the scientific ideas they
encounter as they add, refine, connect, promote, and demote ideas within their reper-
toires. Developing and understanding these criteria is not merely of philosophical or
historical importance. Students maintain rich conceptual ecologies involving many
prior ideas about many topics (Clark, 2006). As students encounter new ideas dur-
ing instruction, a goal of science education involves helping them connect these
new ideas in normative ways. Students must thus evaluate new and old ideas as they
promote, demote, and refine ideas and connections between ideas. The criteria that
students need to adopt in making these decisions normatively from the perspective
of science as a discipline are not necessarily the ones that students bring with them
from everyday life. While “compromising” and agreeing that “everyone is sort of
right” may provide productive approaches for resolving social conflicts, for exam-
ple, students need to understand the epistemological criteria of science if they are to
engage productively in KI in science (Duschl & Osborne, 2002; Newton, Driver, &
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Osborne, 1999; Keller, 1993; Longino, 1994). TELS research on critique, argument
construction, and argumentation provides insight in terms of ways to support these
goals.

Asthma Module. Students need several opportunities to develop and refine criteria
for what counts as an effective community intervention to address their community’s
asthma problem. Students’ low KI scores for the tradeoffs dimension suggest that
students did not consider the positive and negative aspects of each program. Students
may also need more instruction and practice constructing decision justifications that
make explicit the criteria that inform their decision for which program will best
address the asthma problem as they understand it.

Drawing and Critique. How can we encourage students to develop criteria to
evaluate new and old ideas and to refine connections between ideas? The drawing
and critique comparison study suggests two promising approaches. In the drawing
approach, students need to evaluate among prior conceptions and new ideas they
learned from the visualization to determine what to draw. In the critique activity,
students need to evaluate among their knowledge and ideas represented in the given
drawings to decide what to critique. This study provides evidence for the success
of both approaches. It also suggests that by developing criteria to evaluate various
ideas and conceptions, students are prompted to refine their knowledge and develop
complicated links among ideas.

Structured Concept Maps. Research on structured concept mapping suggests that
it can help students developing a wide range of criteria to critique connections
between ideas. Structuring concept maps into different domain-specific areas makes
connections within and across domains explicit, which fosters collaborative critique
activities. Research suggests that critiquing existing connections might be easier for
students with low prior knowledge as it provides them with starting points for their
critical reasoning. Students with more prior knowledge might prefer creating their
own concept maps which allows them to follow their own train of thought.

Critiquing Virtual Experiments. TELS research on critiquing virtual experi-
ments encouraged students to develop criteria for virtual experiments when they
distinguish ideas. This type of activity could promote metacognitive skills or
metavisualization abilities by encouraging students to monitor their own reason-
ing (Gilbert, 2008; Hegarty 2004, 2005). For the experimentation items during the
posttests, the critique group outperformed the other groups without critique activ-
ities, consistent with the argument that critique promoted developing criteria and
distinguishing of ideas.

Sorting and Reorganizing Ideas

The fourth and final component of the KI framework builds on the first three by
supporting students in developing, reorganizing, and refining connections among
ideas. As part of this reorganization process, students apply their criteria to their
new and preexisting ideas as they sort through potential contradictions, promote and
demote ideas within their conceptual ecologies, revise and reprioritize connections
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between ideas, and identify situations where more information is needed (Bransford
et al., 1999; Clark, 2001, 2006; diSessa, 1993; diSessa, Gillespie, & Esterly, 2004;
diSessa & Wagner, 2005; Dufresne, Mestre, Thaden-Koch, Gerace, & Leonard,
2005; Linn & Hsi, 2000; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1999). This process benefits
from metacognitive skills and scaffolding to focus students’ efforts most effectively
(Bielaczyc, Pirolli, & Brown, 1995; Lin & Schwartz, 2003). Unfortunately, many
students default to rote memorization (Songer & Linn, 1992), which results in brit-
tle knowledge that is compartmentalized, difficult to apply or transfer, and quickly
forgotten (AAAS, 1993; Bjork, 1994; Bransford et al., 1999; NRC, 1996). Students
instead need significant support in engaging actively, consciously, and strategically
in refining and restructuring their understandings (Clark, 2006). TELS research on
critique, argument construction, and argumentation has also provided insights into
these goals.

Seeded Discussions. The seeded discussions research focused primarily on this
component of the KI framework. How can we encourage students to reflect on their
ideas, compare these ideas to other ideas, and make informed decisions as they sort
through evidence and arguments in terms of these ideas? This research suggests
strongly the value of conflict schema approaches where students are grouped with
other students who have expressed ideas different than their own to facilitate the
sorting, evaluation, and reorganization of explanations and ideas for challenging
science phenomena. Essentially, this approach “crowd sources” some of the cogni-
tive load of integrating and contrasting ideas for the students while also potentially
leveraging social motivations for engagement with the process.

Asthma Module. Students need more support linking different perspectives as
they justify their decision about which community intervention to implement. Even
though students’ justifications included multiple perspectives, students struggled
to connect the perspectives so they form a broad, integrated view of the asthma
problem. Specifically, students isolated community and physiological perspectives.
Since the module successfully adds ideas about physiology and the social impli-
cations of asthma, future revisions to the module should focus on the design of
learning activities that promote connections among them. For example, students
could role play and answer questions from a variety of assigned perspectives. This
may prompt them to evaluate their existing ideas and generate connections they
would not otherwise consider.

The research reported in the Asthma study also indicates that students struggled
to demonstrate integrated evidence use. Analysis of the evidence use dimension
revealed that the evidence presented in the Asthma module was added to students’
repertoire, but not linked to reasons or other evidence. This finding was consistent
across all communities, indicating that additional scaffolded instruction from the
module and teacher would benefit a wide range of students. The revisions to the
module should emphasize the develop criteria and sort ideas phases of knowledge
integration. In particular, students need more explicit instruction on what constitutes
an integrated explanation and decision justification and several opportunities to
apply these criteria, such as the peer critique and the debate activities.
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Structured Concept Maps. Research on structured concept mapping found that
making the connections between domain-specific areas explicit can help students
sorting out and reorganizing ideas. Concept maps constrain learners to decide on
only one relationship between two concepts. This constraint requires students to
apply criteria to select one connection and use supporting evidence when collab-
oratively working on a concept map. Research suggests that initial concept maps
need refinement through critical revision. Presenting students with flawed concept
maps can effectively support students’ criteria generation and application. Findings
show that students can apply criteria to their peers’ work as well as their own work.
Teacher-guided classroom discussions can support students’ metacognitive under-
standing of different forms of criteria. Future research will extend critique-focused
concept mapping to other science domains.

Critiquing Virtual Experiments. TELS research on critiquing virtual experiments
engaged students in distinguishing their own ideas from those attributed to Mary.
Neither the interaction condition nor the observation condition required students
to distinguish among ideas (Chang, 2009; Chang & Linn, 2011). Observation and
interaction may have encouraged adding ideas but not integrating ideas (Linn et al.,
2004). In contrast, when students critique Mary’s virtual experiment they need to
sort and reorganize their and Mary’s ideas in order to make a claim, link to the
evidence, and provide arguments as they critique Mary’s experiment.

Final Thoughts

The TELS research presented in this chapter represents a diverse set of science
learning experiences that feature various scaffolding strategies, designed content,
and supported modes of participation. Taken together, they strongly endorse the
inclusion of critique and argumentation learning activities as an effective way
to improve students’ understanding of core science concepts. Furthermore, these
research studies offer the field several analytic approaches to the assessment of
science learning among a wide range of students.

While this chapter celebrates diversity in science education research, it also
underscores the importance of a solid theoretical foundation. The KI framework
guides the design and research of each study reported in this chapter as researchers
work toward a collective goal—a deep, integrated understanding of science among
learners. The principled approach of the KI framework affords designers and
researchers flexibility in implementation and focus. This supports the creation of
varied projects that are not limited or repetitive in their format, and also promote the
high level of cumulative learning demonstrated in TELS overarching studies across
multiple projects (Linn et al., 2006).

Consistent with the framework’s emphasis on connections, each study reports on
how students linked their prior and new ideas to the science content, their peers’
dialogue, or information about their community. For example, the Space Colony
study supports students’ use of critique to promote connections between key genetic
and evolutionary ideas. The Heat and Temperature study demonstrates how critique
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can guide students’ identification of valid experiments, a key scientific process.
Studies also promoted science learning in the form of engagement in professional
and personal scientific practices. The HFC Cars study shows that students can be
supported to use visualizations to inform their scientific understanding more effec-
tively when they engage in critique. Related to argumentation, the Asthma study
discusses how scaffolding the use of evidence and the consideration of tradeoffs
can enhance students’ engagement in integrated decision-making about commu-
nity science. Finally, seeded discussion identifies scaffolding strategies that foster
substantiated dialogue, a skill set that can be applied to numerous, relevant topics
through learners’ lifetimes.

These studies not only highlight successful approaches for engaging students
in critique and argumentation, they also highlight room for improving these
approaches. This creates fertile ground for continued research that focuses on the
implementation and investigation of critique and argumentation as tools to pro-
mote deep science learning. In addition, these studies demonstrate how a shared
overarching conceptual framework can encourage the integration of creative and
diverse approaches to design, assessment, and analytic ideas from multiple the-
oretical perspectives, which in turn has contributed to an increasingly powerful
and expansive database of design principles (Kali, 2006; Kali & Linn, 2008; Kali,
Linn, & Roseman, 2008) for leveraging the KI framework to promote deep, complex
science learning.

References

Abell, S. K., Anderson, G., & Chezem, J. (2000). Science as argument and explanation: Exploring
concepts of sound in third grade. In J. Minstrell & E. H. Van Zee (Eds.), Inquiry into inquiry
learning and teaching in science (pp. 100-119). Washington, DC: American Association for
the Advancement of Science.

Ainsworth, S. E. (1999). A functional taxonomy of multiple representations. Computers and
Education, 33(2/3), 131-152.

American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS). (1993). Benchmarks for science
literacy. Washington, DC: Author.

Andriessen, J., Baker, M., & Suthers, D. (2003). Argumentation, computer support, and the
educational contexts of confronting cognitions. In J. Andriessen, M. Baker, & D. Suthers
(Eds.), Arguing to learn: Confronting cognitions in computer-supported collaborative learning
environments (pp. 1-25). Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Ardac, D., & Akaygun, S. (2004). Effectiveness of multimedia-based instruction that emphasizes
representations on students’ understanding of chemical change. Journal of Research in Science
Teaching, 41(4), 317-337.

Bahar, M., Johnstone, A. H., & Hansell, M. H. (1999). Revisiting learning difficulties in biology.
Journal of Biological Education, 33(2), 84-86.

Baker, M. (2003). Computer-mediated argumentative interactions for the co-elaboration of scien-
tific notions. In J. Andriessen, M. Baker, & D. Suthers (Eds.), Arguing to learn: Confronting
cognitions in computer-supported collaborative learning environments (pp. 47-78). The
Netherlands: Kluwer.

Baker, M., Andriessen, J., Lund, K., van Amelsvoort, M., & Quignard, M. (2007). Rainbow: A
framework for analyzing computer-mediated pedagogical debates. International Journal of
Computer Supported Collaborative Learning, 2(2), 315-357.



194 D.B. Clark et al.

Bell, P. (2004). The educational opportunities of contemporary controversies in science. In M.
Linn, E. Davis, & P. Bell (Eds.), Internet environments for science education (pp. 233-260).
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Bell, P, & Linn, M. C. (2000). Scientific arguments as learning artifacts: Designing for learning
from the web with KIE. International Journal of Science Education, 22(8), 797-818.

Betrancourt, M. (2005). The animation and interactivity principles in multimedia learning. In
R. E. Mayer (Ed.), The Cambridge handbook of multimedia learning (pp. 287-296). New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Bielaczyc, K., Pirolli, P., & Brown, A. L. (1995). Training in selfexplanation and self-regulation
strategies: Investigating the effects of knowledge acquisition activities on problem solving.
Cognition and Instruction, 13(2), 221-252.

Bjork, R. A. (1994). Memory and metamemory considerations in the training of human beings. In
J. Metcalfe & A. Shimamura (Eds.), Metacognition: Knowing about knowing (pp. 185-205).
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Boo, H. K., & Watson, J. R. (2001). Progression in high school students’ (aged 16-18) conceptu-
alizations about chemical reactions in solution. Science Education, 85(5), 568-585.

Boulter, C. J., & Gilbert, J. K. (1995). Argument and science education. In P. J. M. Costello &
S. Mitchell (Eds.), Competing and consensual voices: The theory and practices of argument.
Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.

Bransford, J., Brown, A., & Cocking, R. (1999). How people learn: Brain, mind, experience and
school. Washington, DC: National Academy of Science Press.

Brown, A. (1992). Design experiments: Theoretical and methodological challenges in creating
complex interventions in classroom settings. The Journal of Learning Sciences, 2(2), 141-178.

Brown, A. L., & Campione, J. (1994). Guided discovery in a community of learners. In K. McGilly
(Ed.), Classroom lessons: Integrating cognitive theory and classroom practice (pp. 229-270).
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press/Bradford Books.

Chang, H.-Y. (2009). Use of critique to enhance learning with an interactive molecular visualiza-
tion of thermal conductivity. Poster presented at the annual meeting of National Association for
Research in Science Teaching (NARST) 2009, Garden Grove, CA.

Chang, H.-Y., & Linn, M. C. (2010, January). Transition to inquiry: Instructional practice of
inquiry-based online science curricula in Taiwan. Paper presented at the Sixth International
Conference on Science, Mathematics and Technology Education, Hualien, Taiwan.

Chang, & Linn. (2011). Learning from a molecular visualization: Observe, interact or critique?
Manuscript submitted for publication.

Chang, H.-Y., & Tsai, K. C. (2010, June). Investigating the role of physical and virtual experiments
in developing integrated understanding of thermal conductivity and equilibrium. Presented in
the symposium “Using visualization to link abstract science and everyday experience”, the
International Conference for the Learning Sciences 2010.

Chang, H.-Y., Quintana, C., & Krajcik, J. (2010). The impact of designing and evaluating molecular
animations on how well middle school students understand the particulate nature of matter.
Science Education, 94(1), 73-94.

Chi, M. T. H. (2000). Self-explaining: The dual processes of generating inference and repairing
mental models. In R. Glaser (Ed.), Advances in instructional psychology: Educational design
and cognitive science (Vol. 5, pp. 161-238). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Chiu, J., & Linn, M. C. (in press). The role of self-monitoring in learning chemistry with dynamic
visualization. In A. Zohar, & Y. J. Dori (Eds.), Metacognition and science education: Trends in
current research. London: Springer.

Clark, D. B. (2001). New representations of student knowledge integration in CLP: Theories or
repertoires of ideas? Paper presented at the AERA, Seattle, WA.

Clark, D. B. (2004). Hands-on investigation in Internet environments: Teaching thermal equilib-
rium. In M. C. Linn, E. A. Davis, & P. Bell (Eds.), Internet environments for science education
(pp- 175-200). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.



9 Research on Critique and Argumentation from TELS 195

Clark, D. B. (2006). Longitudinal conceptual change in students’ understanding of thermal equi-
librium: An examination of the process of conceptual restructuring. Cognition and Instruction,
24(4), 467-563.

Clark, D. B., D’Angelo, C. M., & Menekse, M. (2009). Initial structuring of online discussions
to improve learning and argumentation: Incorporating students’ own explanations as seed
comments versus an augmented-preset approach to seeding discussions. Journal of Science
Education and Technology, 18(4), 321-333.

Clark, D. B., & Sampson, V. (2005, June). Analyzing the quality of argumentation supported
by personally-seeded discussions. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Computer
Supported Collaborative Learning (CSCL) Conference, Taipei, Taiwan.

Clark, D. B., & Sampson, V. (2008). Assessing dialogic argumentation in online environments
to relate structure, grounds, and conceptual quality. Journal of Research in Science Teaching,
45(3), 6.

Clark, D. B., & Sampson, V. D. (2007). Personally-seeded discussions to scaffold online
argumentation. International Journal of Science Education, 29(3), 253-277.

Clark, D., Sampson, V., Weinberger, A., & Erkens, G. (2007). Analytic frameworks for assess-
ing dialogic argumentation in online learning environments. Educational Psychology Review,
19(3), 343-374.

Clark, D. B., Schleigh, S. P., Menekse, M., D’ Angelo, C. M., & Sampson, V. (2008). Improving
the quality of student argumentation through the initial structuring of online discussions. Paper
presented at the American Educational Research Association 2008 meeting. New York.

Clement, J. (1993). Using bridging analogies and anchoring intuitions to deal with students’
preconceptions in physics. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 30(10), 1241-1257.

Cobb, P, Confrey, J., diSessa, A. A., Lehrer, R., & Schauble, L. (2003). Design experiments in
educational research. Educational Researcher, 32(1), 9—13.

Collins, A., Brown, J. S., & Holum, A. (1991). Cognitive apprenticeship: Making thinking visible.
American Educator, 15, 6-11 & 38-46.

Corburn, J. (Ed.). (2005) Street science: Characterizing local knowledge. In His Street sci-
ence: Community knowledge and environmental health justice (pp. 47-77). Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press.

Corliss, S., & Spitulnik, M. (2008). Student and teacher regulation of learning in technology-
enhanced science instruction. In International perspectives in the learning sciences: Creating a
learning world. Proceedings of the 8th international conference of the learning sciences (Vol. 1,
pp. 167-174). Utrecht, the Netherlands: International Society of the Learning Sciences.

Cuthbert, A. J., Clark, D. B., & Linn, M. C. (2002). WISE learning communities: Design consid-
erations. In K. A. Renninger & W. Shumar (Eds.), Building virtual communities: learning and
change in cyberspace (pp. 215-246). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

deVries, E., Lund, K., & Baker, M. (2002). Computer-mediated epistemic dialogue: Explanation
and argumentation as vehicles for understanding scientific notions. Journal of the Learning
Sciences, 11(1), 63—-103.

Dillenbourg, P., & Jermann, P. (2007). Designing integrative scripts. In F. Fischer, H. Mandl,
J. Haake & I. Kollar (Eds.), Scripting computer-supported communication of knowledge—
cognitive, computational and educational perspectives (pp. 275-301). New York: Springer.

diSessa, A. A. (1993). Toward an epistemology of physics. Cognition and Instruction, 102 & 3),
105-225.

diSessa, A. A., Gillespie, N., & Esterly, J. (2004). Coherence versus fragmentation in the
development of the concept of force. Cognitive Science, 28, 843-900.

diSessa, A. A., & Wagner, J. F. (2005). What coordination has to say about transfer. In J. Mestre
(Ed.), Transfer of learning from a modern multi-disciplinary perspective (pp. 121-154).
Greenwich, CT: Information Age.

Driver, R., Newton, P., & Osborne, J. (2000). Establishing the norms of scientific argumentation in
classrooms. Science Education, 84(3), 287-313.



196 D.B. Clark et al.

Dufresne, R., Mestre, J., Thaden-Koch, T., Gerace, W., & Leonard, W. (2005). Knowledge repre-
sentation and coordination in the transfer process. In J. Mestre (Ed.), Transfer of learning from
a modern multi-disciplinary perspective (pp. 155-215). Greenwich, CT: Information Age.

Duschl, R. (2007). Quality argumentation and epistemic criteria. In S. Erduran & M. Jimenez-
Aleixandre (Eds.), Argumentation in science education: Perspectives from classroom-based
research (pp. 159-175). Dordreht: Springer Academic Publishers.

Duschl, R. (2008). Science education in three-part harmony: Balancing conceptual, epistemic, and
social learning goals. Review of Research in Education, 32, 268-291.

Duschl, R. A., & Osborne, J. (2002). Supporting and promoting argumentation discourse in science
education. Studies in Science Education, 38, 39-72.

Erduran, S., Simon, S., & Osborne, J. (2004). TAPping into argumentation: Developments in the
application of Toulmin’s argument pattern for studying science discourse. Science Education,
88, 915-933.

Feynman, R. P., Leighton, R. B., & Sands, M. L. (1995). Six easy pieces: Essentials of physics,
explained by its most brilliant teacher. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Fleming, R. (1986a). Adolescent reasoning in socio-scientific issues. Part I. Social cognition.
Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 23, 677-687.

Fleming, R. (1986b). Adolescent reasoning in socio-scientific issues. Part II. Nonsocial cognition.
Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 23, 689-698.

Gilbert, J. K. (2008). Visualization: An emergent field of practice and enquiry in science educa-
tion. In J. K. Gilbert (Ed.), Visualization: Theory and practice in science education (pp. 3-24).
Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Springer.

Grace, M., & Ratcliffe, M. (2002). The science and values that young people draw upon to make
decisions about biological conservation issues. International Journal of Science Education,
24(11), 1157-1169.

Hegarty, M. (2004). Dynamic visualizations and learning: getting to the difficult questions.
Learning and Instruction, 14, 343-351.

Hegarty, M. (2005). Multimedia learning about physical systems. In R. E. Mayer (Ed.),
The Cambridge handbook of multimedia learning (pp. 447—465). New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Hesse, F. W. (2007). Being told to so something or just being aware of something? An alternative
approach to scripting in CSCL. In F. Fischer, H. Mandl, J. Haake, & 1. Kollar (Eds.), Scripting
computer-supported communication of knowledge — cognitive, computational and educational
perspectives (pp. 275-301). New York: Springer.

Hmelo-Silver, C. E., Marathe, S., & Liu, L. (2007). Fish swim, rocks sit, and lungs breathe: Expert—
novice understanding of complex systems. Journal of the Learning Sciences, 16(3), 307-331.

Hogan, K., & Maglienti, M. (2001). Comparing the epistemological underpinnings of students’
and scientists’ reasoning about conclusions. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 38(6),
663-687.

Hogan, K., Nastasi, B., & Pressley, M. (2000). Discourse patterns and collaborative scientific
reasoning in peer and teacher-guided discussions. Cognition and Instruction, 17(4), 379—432.

Inhelder, B., & Piaget, J. (1969). The early growth of logic in the child. New York: Norton.

Janssen, J., Erkens, G., Jaspers, J., & Kanselaar, G. (2006, June/July). Visualizing participation to
facilitate argumentation. Paper presented at the 7th International Conference of the Learning
Sciences, Bloomington, IN.

Jeong, A., Clark, D., Sampson, V., & Mushin, M. (2011). Assessing and comparing dialogical
scientific argumentation across asynchronous online discussion environments with sequential
analysis. In S. Puntambekar, C. Hmelo-Silver, & G. Erkens (Eds.), Analyzing interactions in
CSCL: Methodology, approaches, and issues (pp. 207-233). New York: Springer.

Jiménez-Aleixandre, M. P., Rodriguez, A. B., & Duschl, R. (2000). Doing the lesson or doing
science: Argument in high school genetics. Science Education, 84, 757-792.

Kali, Y., (2006). Collaborative knowledge-building using the design principles database.
International Journal of Computer Support for Collaborative Learning, 1(2), 187-201.



9 Research on Critique and Argumentation from TELS 197

Kali, Y., & Linn, M. C. (2008). Technology-Enhanced Support Strategies for Inquiry Learning. In
J. M. Spector, M. D. Merrill, J. J. G. Van Merriénboer, & M. P. Driscoll (Eds.), Handbook of
research on educational communications and technology (3rd ed., pp. 145-161). New York:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Kali, Y., Linn, M. C., & Roseman, J. E. (Eds.). (2008). Designing coherent science education. New
York: Teachers College Press.

Keller, E. F. (1993). A feeling for the organism: The life and work of Barbara McClintock (10th
Anniversary Ed.). New York: W.H. Freeman.

Keppell, M., Au, E., Ma, A., & Chan, C. (2006). Peer learning and learning-oriented assessment
in technology-enhanced environments. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education (Special
Issue: Learning-Oriented Assessment: Principles and Practice), 31(4), 453-464.

King, A. (2007). Scripting collaborative learning processes: A cognitive perspective. In F. Fischer,
H. Mandl, J. Haake, & 1. Kollar (Eds.), Scripting computer-supported communication of
knowledge—cognitive, computational and educational perspectives (pp. 275-301). New York:
Springer.

Kuhn, T. S. (1970). The structure of scientific revolutions (2nd ed.). Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Kuhn, D. (1993). Science as argument: Implications for teaching and learning scientific thinking.
Science Education, 77(3), 319-337.

Kuhn, L., & Reiser, B. (2005). Students constructing and defending evidence-based scientific
explanations. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the National Association for Research
in Science Teaching, Dallas, TX.

Kuhn, D., & Udell, W. (2003). The development of argument skills. Child Development, 74(5),
1245-1260.

Latour, B. (1987). Science in action: How to follow scientists and engineers through society.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Leitao, S. (2000). The potential of argument in knowledge building. Human Development, 43,
332-360.

Lin, X. D., & Schwartz, D. (2003). Reflection at the crossroad of cultures. Mind, Culture &
Activities, 10(1), 9-25.

Linn, M. C., Chang, H.-Y., Chiu, J., Zhang, H., & McElhaney, K. (2011). Can desirable difficul-
ties overcome deceptive clarity in scientific visualizations? In A. Benjamin (Ed.), Successful
remembering and successful forgetting: A Festschrift in honor of Robert A. Bjork (pp.
235-258). New York: Psychology Press.

Linn, M. C., & Eylon, B. S. (2006). Science education: Integrating views of learning and instruc-
tion. In P. A. Alexander & P. H. Winne (Eds.), Handbook of educational psychology (2nd ed.,
pp. 511-544). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Linn, M. C., & Hsi, S. (2000). Computers, teachers, peers: Science learning partners. Mahwah,
NIJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Linn, M. C., Davis, E. A., & Bell, P. (2004). Internet environments for science education. Mahwah,
NIJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Linn, M. C., Davis, E. A., & Eylon, B. S. (2004). The scaffolded knowledge integration framework
for instruction. Internet environments for science education. (pp. 47-72). (1) Graduate School
of Education, University of California, Berkeley, CA; (2) U Michigan, MI; (3) Weizmann
Institute of Science, Israel Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Linn, M. C., Eylon, B. S., & Davis, E. A. (2004). The knowledge integration perspective on
learning. Internet environments for science education. (pp. 29-46). (1) Graduate School of
Education, University of California, Berkeley, CA, US; (2) Weizmann Institute of Science,
Israel; (3) University of Michigan, MI, US Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates
Publishers.

Linn, M. C,, Lee, H. S., Tinker, R., Husic, F., & Chiu, J. L. (2006). Teaching and assessing
knowledge integration. Science, 313(5790), 1049-1050.



198 D.B. Clark et al.

Longino, H. (1994). The fate of knowledge in social theories of science. In F. F. Schmidt (Ed.),
Socializing epistemology: The social dimension of knowledge. Lanham, MD: Rowman &
Littlefield.

Lowe, R. (2003). Animation and learning: Selective processing of information in dynamic
graphics. Learning and Instruction, 13, 157-176.

Lowe, R. (2004). Interrogation of a dynamic visualization during learning. Learning and
Instruction, 14, 257-274.

Mason, L. (1998). Sharing cognition to construct scientific knowledge in school context: The role
of oral and written discourse. Instructional Science, 26, 359-3809.

McNeill, K. L., Lizotte, D. J., Krajcik, J., & Marx, R. W. (2006). Supporting students’ construc-
tion of scientific explanations by fading scaffolds in instructional materials. The Journal of the
Learning Sciences, 15(2), 153-191.

Moreno, R., & Valdez, A. (2005). Cognitive load and learning effects of having students organize
pictures and words in multimedia environments: The role of student interactivity and feedback.
Educational Technology Research and Development, 53(3), 35-45.

National Research Council (NRC). (1996). National science education standards. Washington,
DC: National Academy Press.

Newton, P, Driver, R., & Osborne, J. (1999). The place of argumentation in the pedagogy of school
science. International Journal of Science Education, 21(5), 553-576.

Novak, J. D. (1996). Concept mapping: A tool for improving science teaching and learning. In
D. F. Treagust, R. Duit, & B. J. Fraser (Eds.), Improving teaching and learning in science and
mathematics (pp. 32-43). New York: Teachers College Press.

Passmore, C., & Stewart, J. (2002). A modeling approach to teaching evolutionary biology in high
schools. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 39(3), 185-204.

Rochelle, J. (1992). Learning by collaborating: Convergent conceptual change. The Journal of the
Learning Sciences, 2, 235-276.

Sandoval, W. A., & Reiser, B. J. (2004). Explanation-driven inquiry: Integrating conceptual and
epistemic supports for scientific inquiry. Science Education, 88, 345-372.

Sanger, M. J., Brecheisen, D. M., & Hynek, B. M. (2001). Can computer animations affect college
biology students’ conceptions about diffusion and osmosis? American Biology Teacher, 63(2),
104-109.

Sampson, V., & Clark, D. (2008). Assessment of the ways students generate arguments in science
education: Current perspectives and recommendations for future directions. Science Education,
92(3), 447-472.

Scardamalia, M., & Bereiter, C. (1994). Computer support for knowledge-building communities.
Journal of the Learning Sciences, 3(3), 265-283.

Scardamalia, M., & Bereiter, C. (1999). Schools as knowledge building organizations. In D. K. C.
Hertzman (Ed.), Today’s children, tomorrow’s society: The developmental health and wealth of
nations (pp. 274-289). New York: Guilford.

Schwarz, B., & Glassner, A. (2003). The blind and the paralytic: Supporting argumentation in
everyday and scientific issues. In J. Andriessen, M. Baker, & D. Suthers (Eds.), Arguing to
learn: Confronting cognitions in computer-supported collaborative learning environments (pp.
227-260). The Netherlands: Kluwer.

Schwendimann, B. (2007). Integrating interactive genetics visualizations into high school biology.
TELS AERA Meeting.

Schwendimann, B. (2008). Scaffolding an interactive dynamic model to promote coherent connec-
tions in high school biology. In Annual meeting of the American education research association
(AERA). New York.

Seethaler, S., & Linn, M.C. (2004). Genetically modified food in perspective: An inquiry based
curriculum to help middle school students make sense of tradeoffs. International Journal of
Science Education, 26(14), 1765-1785.

Siegel, H. (1989). The rationality of science, critical thinking and science education. Synthese,
80(1), 9-42.



9 Research on Critique and Argumentation from TELS 199

Songer, N. B., & Linn, M. C. (1992). How do students’ views of science influence knowledge
integration? In M. K. Pearsall (Ed.), Scope, sequence and coordination of secondary school
science: Vol. 1. Relevant research (pp. 197-219). Washington, DC: National Science Teachers
Association.

Stewart, J., Cartier, J. L., & Passmore, C. (2005). Developing understanding through model-based
inquiry. In S. Donovan & J. D. Bransford (Eds.), How students learn science in the classroom
(pp. 147-198). Washington, D.C.: The National Academies Press.

Strike, K., & Posner, G. (1985). A conceptual change view of learning and understanding. In L. H.
T. West & A. L. Pines (Eds.), Cognitive structure and conceptual change (pp. 189-210). New
York: Academic.

Tate, E. D. (2009). Asthma in the community: Designing instruction to help students explore sci-
entific dilemmas that impact their lives. Unpublished dissertation, University of California,
Berkeley, CA.

Topping, K. J. (2005). Trends in peer learning. Educational Psychology (Special Issue:
Developments in Educational Psychology: How Far Have We Come in 25 Years?) 25(6),
631-645.

Toulmin, S. (1958). The uses of argument. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Tsui, C. Y. & Treagust, D. F. (2003). Genetics reasoning with multiple external representations.
Research in Science Education, 33(1), 111-135.

Tversky, B., Morrison, J. B., & Betrancourt, M. (2002). Animation: Can it facilitate? International
Journal of Human Computer Studies, 57, 247-262.

van Eemeren, F., Grootendorst, R., & Henkemans, A. F. (2002). Argumentation: Analysis,
evaluation, presentation. Mahwah, NJ & London, England: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Veerman, A. (2003). Constructive discussions through electronic dialogue. In J. Andriessen,
M. Baker, & D. Suthers (Eds.), Arguing to learn: Confronting cognitions in computer-
supported collaborative learning environments (pp. 117-143). The Netherlands: Kluwer.

Vellom, R. P, & Anderson, C. W. (1999). Reasoning about data in middle school science. Journal
of Research in Science teaching, 36(2), 179-199.

Weinberger, A., & Fischer, F. (2006). A framework to analyze argumentative knowledge construc-
tion in computer-supported collaborative learning. Computers & Education, 46, 71-95.

Weinberger, A., Stegmann, K., Fischer, F., & Mandl, H. (2007). Scripting argumentative knowl-
edge construction in computer-supported learning environments. In F. Fischer, H. Mandl,
J. Haake, & 1. Kollar (Eds.), Scripting computer-supported communication of knowledge —
cognitive, computational and educational perspectives (pp. 191-211). New York: Springer.

White, R., & Gunstone, R. F. (1992). Prediction-observation-explanation. In R. White &
R. Gunstone (Eds.), Probing understanding (pp. 44—64). London: The Falmer Press.

Wilensky, U., & Resnick, M. (1999). Thinking in levels: A dynamic systems approach to making
sense of the world. Journal of Science Education and Technology, 8(1), 3—19.

Williamson, V. M., & Abraham, M. R. (1995). The effects of computer animation on the particulate
mental models of college chemistry students. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 32(5),
521-534.

Xie, Q., & Tinker, R. (2006). Molecular dynamics simulations of chemical reactions for use in
education, Journal of Chemical Education, 83, 77-83.

Zeidler, D. L. (1997). The central role of fallacious thinking in science education. Science
Education, 81, 483—496.

Zhang, Z., & Linn, M. C. (2008). Using drawings to support learning from dynamic visualiza-
tions. In Proceedings of the 8th international Conference on Learning Sciences (Utrecht, The
Netherlands, June 24-28, 2008). International Conference on Learning Sciences. International
Society of the Learning Sciences.

Zohar, A., & Nemet, F. (2002). Fostering students’ knowledge and argumentation skills through
dilemmas in human genetics. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 39(1), 35-62.



	9 Research on Critique and Argumentation from the Technology Enhanced Learning in Science Center
	Introduction
	Web-Based Inquiry Science Environment (WISE)
	TELS Research on Critique
	Use of Critique to Support Students in Conducting Virtual Experiment
	Promoting Learning with Dynamic Visualizations: Drawing and Critique
	Integrating Biological Knowledge Through Critique-Focused Concept Mapping

	TELS Research on Argument Construction
	How Do Students Substantiate Their Decision-Making About Community Science Issues?
	Analyzing Students' Arguments

	TELS Research on Collaborative Argumentation
	Optimal Grouping and Seeding of Online Discussions for Argumentation
	Collaborative Versus Individual Argument Construction and Argumentation
	Analyzing Argumentation

	Discussion: Implications for the KI Framework and Next Steps
	Eliciting Current Ideas
	Introducing New Ideas
	Developing Criteria for Evaluating Ideas
	Sorting and Reorganizing Ideas

	Final Thoughts
	References




