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Promoting learning and development

of students through argumentative interactions.
A study of the teacher’s questions in the
learning contexts of higher education

Abstract: This study sets out to investigate how learning and development of students through social
interaction in the classroom can be pursued by the teacher in the learning contexts of higher education. The aim
of this study is to compare the types of teachers’ questions to their students used at undergraduate and graduate
levels during argumentative disciplinary discussions in the classroom. The data corpus is constituted by 16 vid-
eo-recorded lessons of two courses — one at undergraduate level and one at graduate level - in Developmental
Psychology. The two courses were selected according to the following criteria: i) similar number of students, ii)
similar disciplinary domain, iii) both courses are taught by the same teacher in English language. The analyti-
cal approach adopted for the analysis relies on a qualitative methodology based on the pragma-dialectical ideal
model of a critical discussion. The findings of this study indicate that at the undergraduate level the teacher
asks questions that can favour a large discussion with and among students around general topics relating to
Developmental Psychology. At the graduate level the teacher asks questions that refer to specific aspects of a
certain theory. However, both at undergraduate and graduate level the students are expected to provide the
reasons at the basis of their own opinions by advancing arguments that have to refer to scientific theories. The
results of this study bring to light the crucial role played by the teacher in promoting learning and development
of students, by favouring the beginning of argumentative discussions with and among them on topics relating
to the discipline taught in the course.

Key words: Argumentation; Higher Education; Qualitative Research; Student-Teacher Interaction;
Teacher’s Questions.

Introduction

A clear goal of the actual reform move-
ment in science education in EU is to encourage
the growth of the argumentative skills of students

1 A.Bova@uu.nl

through teaching practices that foster and facilitate
argumentative discussions in the classroom.

Since argumentation and discourse are
central to the work of scientists, their role in sci-
ence teacher education is relevant since teachers
need to emulate and facilitate both in their class-

130



Promoting learning and development of students through argumentative interactions. ...

rooms. In addition, both contribute to a pedagogi-

cally relevant socio-cultural framework for learn-

ing and can precipitate the active constructivism
which can help students take ownership over their

learning. (Eurydice', 2011, p.105)

In line with this new, strong focus within ed-
ucational policy, the research on argumentation in
science education has been intensified considerably,
attracting growing attention “as a linguistic, logical,
dialogical, and psychological process that sustains
or provokes reasoning and learning” (Muller Mirza
& Perret-Clermont, 2009, p.1). From primary school
to the academic context, students encounter issues
and positions that need to be developed, defended or
evaluated (Buty & Plantin, 2008; Erduran & Jiménez-
Aleixandre, 2007; Lopez-Facal et al., 2015; Schwarz,
2009). Argumentation enables students to engage
in knowledge construction, shifting the focus from
rote memorization of notions and theories to a com-
plex scientific practice in which they construct and
justify knowledge claims (Kelly & Chen, 1999; San-
doval & Reiser, 2004). However, in contrast to argu-
mentation in informal settings such as family meal-
times (Bova & Arcidiacono 2014, 2015), argumenta-
tion in the learning contexts rarely occurs spontane-
ously. The argumentative disciplinary discussions in
the classroom are to be explicitly promoted through
teaching strategies that support student-to-student
and student-to-teacher interactions (Hogan & Magli-
enti, 2001; Simon et al., 2006; Zohar & Nemet, 2002).
Accordingly, the role of the teacher is crucial to foster
students’ engagement in argumentation.

The present study intends to provide a fur-
ther contribution to the recent literature on argu-
mentation in the learning contexts of higher edu-
cation. It specifically centers on the teacher’s ques-
tions to their students during argumentative disci-
plinary discussions in the classroom, i.e., task-relat-
ed discussions concerning the discipline taught in
the course. In line with other scholars (Kuhn, 1991;
Voss & van Dyke, 2001), I refer to an individual ar-
gument as a product and to the argumentative dis-
cussion as a process, the latter being implicit in the

former. That being said, it is not a goal of the present
study to make an assessment of the argumentative
discussions occurring in the classroom between stu-
dents and teacher, i.e. deciding whether or not the
arguments advanced respect logical criteria. Rather,
the goal is to compare the types of questions asked
by the teacher to undergraduate and graduate stu-
dents during argumentative disciplinary discussions
in the classroom.

The data corpus on which the present study is
based is composed of sixteen video-recorded sepa-
rate lessons of one Bachelor’s degree and one Mas-
ter’s degree course. In order to focus on the teach-
er’s questions, the object of investigation will be the
argumentative discussions between students and
teacher, as well as among students, occurring during
their ordinary lessons, rather than an ad hoc setting
created to favor the beginning of argumentative dis-
cussions. The analytical approach for the identifica-
tion of the argumentative discussions is the pragma-
dialectical ideal model of a critical discussion (van
Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004). This model pro-
poses an ideal definition of argumentation devel-
oped according to the standard of reasonableness:
an argumentative discussion starts when the speak-
er advances his/her standpoint, and the listener casts
doubts upon it, or directly attacks the standpoint.
Accordingly, confrontation, in which disagreement
regarding a certain standpoint is externalized in a
discursive exchange or anticipated by the speaker, is
a necessary condition for an argumentative discus-
sion to occur. This model particularly fits this study,
and more generally, the study of argumentative in-
teractions occurring in ordinary contexts, because it
provides specific criteria in order to select and iden-
tify the argumentative discussions.

The present paper is structured as follows: in
Section 2, a concise review of the most relevant lit-
erature on argumentation in learning contexts of
higher education will be presented. In Section 3, the
methodology on which the present study is based
will be described. The results of the analysis are dis-
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cussed in Section 4, followed by the Section 5, which
summarizes the main findings and comments on
their limitations and strengths.

Argumentation studies in learning contexts
of higher education

Over recent years, several studies have been
devoted to examine the conditions which can fa-
vor or disfavor the creation of effective argumenta-
tive activities at a primary and middle school lev-
el (Baker, 2002; Duschl & Osborne, 2002; Jiménez-
Aleixandre, 2007; Sadler, 2006), to establish which
criteria must be included in assessing the argumen-
tative skills of pupils and students (Anderson et al.,
1997; Garcia-Mila & Andersen, 2007; Muller Mir-
za et al., 2009), and how to further improve these
skills (Kuhn & Udell, 2003; Nussbaum & Schraw;,
2007; Schwarz & Linchevski, 2007; Zohar & Nemet,
2002). Despite fewer in number, the works focused
on the learning contexts of higher education too
have brought to light relevant insights in the fields
of education and argumentation theory.

Overall, the results of these studies indicate
that in the learning contexts of higher education the
role of the teacher is essential for engaging students
in argumentation (McNeill & Krajcik, 2009), by fa-
voring argumentative debates in the classroom and
enhancing students’ motivation (Chin & Osborne,
2010), and helping them detect and resolve errors
(Schwarz et al., 2000). A series of other studies have
shown that engagement in constructing arguments
enhances students’ knowledge by promoting con-
ceptual change (e.g., Nussbaum & Sinatra, 2003; Wi-
ley & Voss, 1999), and that the engagement in ar-
gumentative small- or large-group discussions im-
proves conceptual understanding (e.g., Alexopou-
lou & Driver, 1996; Andrews, 2009; Mason, 2001).
The role of argumentation in the academic context
is also currently stressed by a growing literature
that emphasizes the problem of constructing stu-
dents’ knowledge taking into account their level of

knowledge of the topic under consideration (Driv-
er et al., 2000; Jiménez-Aleixandre et al., 2000; Kelly
& Takao, 2002; Macagno & Konstantinidou, 2013;
Osborne, 2005; Sampson & Clark, 2008). In this re-
gard, it has been documented that previous knowl-
edge in the domain is a significant predictor of com-
prehension of the arguments advanced within a sci-
entific text (e.g., Alexander et al., 1994; Means &
Voss, 1996).

The two major points highlighted by the pre-
vious studies on argumentation in the learning con-
texts of higher education, i.e., the crucial role played
by the teacher for engaging students in argumenta-
tion and the importance of taking into account the
students’ level of knowledge of the discipline taught
in the course, lead us to focus on two fundamen-
tal questions from an educational and learning per-
spective: (i) “How do the teachers promote and
manage argumentation with and among students in
classes of different levels?”. And (ii) “Do they adapt
their teaching style to their students’ level of knowl-
edge of the discipline taught in the course?”. In order
to answer these questions, the present study focuses
on the teacher’s questions to their students during
argumentative disciplinary discussions in the class-
room, i.e., task-related discussions concerning the
discipline taught in the course, with the aim to com-
pare the types of questions asked at undergraduate
level and at graduate level.

The choice to center the present investigation
on the teacher’s questions to the students stems from
the crucial role played by questions in triggering ar-
gumentative discussions, as amply demonstrated in
the literature on argumentation in different spheres
of activities. For example, in a study on the argu-
mentative practices in the family context, Bova and
Arcidiacono (2013) have shown that the why-ques-
tions asked by children to their parents have not only
an explanatory function, i.e., asking for an explana-
tion of the reasons at the basis of a fact or event, but
also an argumentative function. According to the
authors, this type of question challenges parents to
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justify their rules and prescriptions, which remain
frequently implicit or based on rules not initially
known by or previously made explicit to children.
Similar results were also found by Chouinard et al.
(2007) and Frazier et al. (2009). In a similar vein,
Chin and Osborne (2010), in a study focused on
the verbal interactions among students aged 12-14
years during group discussions concerning scientif-
ic topics, showed that the most significant contribu-
tions of students” questions is their potential in scaf-
folding students’ argument construction by eliciting
the epistemic features of explanations with requests
for “data’, “evidence”, and “counter-arguments”. Ac-
cording to these authors, students’ questions serve
as triggers to enable argumentative and epistemic
moves, such as concessions, challenges and coun-
ter-challenges, which subsequently led to the con-
struction of more elaborate explanations and justi-
fications, as well as to changes in the standpoints of
members who modified their initial conceptions.

Thus far, the attention of educationists and
psychologists has been mainly devoted to investi-
gate the questions asked by children and students.
Shifting the focus from students’ questions to teach-
er's questions during argumentative disciplinary
discussions in the classroom, the present study in-
tends to provide a further contribution to the recent
literature on argumentation in the learning contexts
of higher education. In the next sections of the pa-
per I will present the research design, as well as the
main results of the study.

Methodology

Data Corpus

The data corpus is composed of sixteen vid-
eo-recorded separate lessons (constituting about 24
hours of video data) of one Bachelor’s degree (sub-
corpus 1) and one Master’s degree course (sub-cor-
pus 2). The length of each recording varies from 84
to 98 minutes. The two courses have been selected
according to the following criteria: i) similar num-

ber of students (about 15 students); ii) similar disci-
plinary domain (both courses considered handle are
in the area of developmental psychology); iii) both
courses are taught by the same teacher in English
language.

Sub-corpus 1 consists of 8 video-recorded
lessons of the third year elective course “Adolescent
Development: Research, Policy, and Practice” of the
Bachelor’s degree at the University College of Utre-
cht (UCU). The sub-corpus 1 is constituted by 14
students, 4 boys and 10 girls. All the students at the
time of data collection were in their early 20s (M =
21.80; SD = 1.80). There was no significance differ-
ence of age between boys (M = 21.89; SD = 2.66) and
girls (M =21.74; SD = 1.20).

Sub-corpus 2 consists of 8 video-recorded les-
sons of the first year elective course “Human devel-
opment and developmental psychopathology” of
the Master’s degree program Development and So-
cialization in Childhood and Adolescence (DASCA)
at the Utrecht University (UU). The sub-corpus 2 is
constituted by 16 students, who were all girls. Most
of the students at the time of data collection were in
their early 20s (M = 23.00; SD = 1.60).

Students’ level of knowledge of the discipline

Before starting the first lesson of the course
(December 2013), both undergraduate and graduate
students were asked by their teacher (i) to rate in a
scale from 1 (none) to 9 (excellent) their own ability
to communicate in English language, (ii) if they had
already took an academic course in Developmental
Psychology, and (iii) to rate in a scale from 1 (none)
to 9 (excellent) the level of their previous knowledge
in Developmental Psychology, i.e., before taking the
course (see Appendix A). As for the ability to com-
municate in English language, in a scale from 1 to
9 the average score of the undergraduate students,
according to their own perception, was M = 8.28,
while the average score of the graduate students was
slightly lower M = 7.56. The most part of the stu-
dents did already take an academic course in Devel-
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opmental Psychology, both undergraduate (Yes N=
12; No N= 2) and graduate level (Yes N=15; No N=
1). As for the level of their previous knowledge of
the discipline taught in the course, in a scale from 1
to 9 the average score of the undergraduate students,
according to their own perception, was slightly low-
er (M = 6.35) than graduate students (M = 7.25).

Detailed information on the information ob-

tained from the questionnaire are presented below,
in Table 1:

Bachelor Master

Students’ own perception of
their ability to communicate
in English - in a scale from 1
(none) to 9 (excellent)
Students who already took

a course in Developmental

8.28 7.56

YesN =12 |Yes N =15

Psychology NoN=2 [NoN=1
Students’ own perception

of their knowledge in

Developmental Psychology 6.35 795

before the beginning of the
course - in a scale from 1
(none) to 9 (excellent)

Table 1. Information obtained from the questionnaire
administered to bachelor and master students

Transcription Procedures and Ethical Issues

All lessons have been transcribed in their to-
tality with the CHILDES standard transcription sys-
tem (CHAT) (MacWhinney, 2000), with some mod-
ifications introduced to enhance readability (see Ap-
pendix), and revised by two researchers until a high
level of consent (agreement rate = 90%) has been
reached. All turns have been numbered progressive-
ly within the discussion sequence, and participants
are identified by role for the teacher (e.g., TEACH)
and by role, number, and gender for student (e.g.,
STU1M, STU2FE STU3F, etc.).

The ethical framework that guides this re-
search includes informed consent from the partici-

pants, anonymity and confidentiality. All participants
were approached by means of an information sheet
outlining in clear language the general purpose of the
study and providing information about how the video
data would be used. Consent letters have been written
in accordance with Dutch Association of Psycholo-
gists (NIP) and American Psychological Association
(APA) guidelines, specifically, the format outlined
in the fifth edition of the Publication Manual of the
American Psychological Association (APA, 2009). In
line with the ethical framework guiding the research,
the students were assured that their anonymity would
be maintained at all stages of the study. Transcriptions
and video-recorded material have been treated in the
strictest confidence and seen only by researchers.

Analytical Approach

The ideal model of a critical discussion

The analytical approach adopted for the anal-
ysis is the pragma-dialectical ideal model of a criti-
cal discussion (van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004).
This approach considers that argumentative speech
acts are not performed in a social vacuum, but be-
tween two or more parties who are having a disa-
greement and interact with each other in an attempt
to resolve this disagreement. The pragma-dialec-
tical ideal model of a critical discussion spells out
four stages that are necessary for a dialectical reso-
lution of differences of opinion between a protago-
nist that advances and sustains a standpoint and an
antagonist that assesses it critically: at the confronta-
tion stage, it is established that there is a dispute. A
standpoint is advanced and questioned; at the open-
ing stage, the decision is made to attempt to resolve
the dispute by means of a regulated argumentative
discussion. One party takes the role of protagonist,
and the other party takes the role of antagonist; at
the argumentation stage, the protagonist defends
his/her standpoint and the antagonist elicits fur-
ther argumentation from him/her if he/she has fur-
ther doubts; at the concluding stage, it is established
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whether the dispute has been resolved on account of
the standpoint or the doubt concerning the stand-
point having been retracted.

In the present study, the ideal model of a crit-
ical discussion is assumed as a grid for the analysis
since it provides the criteria for the selection of the
argumentative discussions.

Selection of argumentative discussions

For the present study, only the discussions
that fulfill two of the following three criteria, one be-
tween i.a and i.b and always the ii., have been con-
sidered as an argumentative discussion:

i.a at least one standpoint concerning an issue
related to the discipline taught in the course
put forth by one or more students is questioned
— either by means of a clear disagreement or
by means of a doubt - by the teacher or by (at
least) one classmate.

i.b at least one standpoint concerning an issue
related to the discipline taught in the course put
forth by the teacher is questioned - either by
means of a clear disagreement or by means of a
doubt - by one or more students.

ii. at least one student advances at least one
argument either in favor of or against the
standpoint being questioned.

Identification of the types of questions

The argumentation data for each session were
obtained by reviewing both the video recording and
the corresponding transcript. For the scope of the

present study, all the questions asked by the teach-
er to their students during the argumentative disci-
plinary discussions in the classroom were selected
(N= 272). Once identified, the questions asked by
the teacher were distinguished according to the fol-
lowing criteria:

- the question refers to broad topics in
the field of Developmental Psychology
(hereafter, BROAD QUESTION), e.g. What
are the main reasons leading to episodes of
bullying among adolescents?

- the question refers to a specific theory or
to a certain aspect of a theory in the field
of Developmental Psychology (hereafter,
SPECIFIC QUESTION), e.g. Which
developmental processes can be studied by
each of the seven models described by Graber
and Brooks-Gunn and how?

Results

In the corpus, N= 94 argumentative discus-
sions, N= 59 at graduate level and N= 35 at un-
dergraduate level, were found. The total number
of questions asked by the teacher to their students
during the argumentative disciplinary discussions
in the classroom was N= 272. The analysis of the
questions asked by the teacher to their undergradu-
ate students involved N= 35 argumentative discus-
sions for a total number of N= 121 questions, while
the analysis of the questions asked by the teacher to
their graduate students involved N= 59 argumenta-
tive discussions for a total number of N= 161 ques-
tions (see Table 2).

Bachelor | Master | TOTAL

Number of argumentative discussions 35 59 94
Arguments put forth by students 75 167 242
Average number of arguments advanced during an argumentative discussion 3.26 3.88 3.66
Teacher’s questions to their students during the argumentative disciplinary

. . . 121 161 282
discussions in the classroom
Average number of teacher’s questions to their students during the argumentative

T . . . 3.45 2.72 2.89
disciplinary discussions in the classroom

Table 2. Contributions of students and teacher in argumentative discussions in the classroom
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In order to present the results of this study,
a selection of excerpts of talk-in-interaction repre-
sentative of the results obtained from the larger set
of analyses conducted on the whole corpus of teach-
er’s questions will be presented.

Analysis of the teacher’s questions

The findings show that in large part the teach-
er asked questions that can favor a large discus-
sion with and among students around general top-
ics relating to Developmental Psychology (BROAD
QUESTIONYS) to her undergraduate students (N=
87; 72%). The following excerpt presents a clear il-
lustration of the use of this type of question by the
teacher.

Excerpt 1
Lesson 3. Min. 38:12. Participants: teacher
(TEACH), students (STU2F; STU14M).

1. *TEACH: according to the cultural
approach, all the values, what is
right or what is wrong is cultural
specific, they depends on culture
[...] what do you think about this?

2. *STUl4M: yes, is right. otherwise
slavery wouldn’ t have been permitted

3. *TEACH: yes, good point

4. *STUl4M: at a certain time at a
certain place, it was possible

5. *TEACH: right

6. %pau: 2.0 sec

7. *STUZ2F: not everything, though

8. *TEACH: what?

9. *STUZ2F: not everything is

acceptable. there is not a mother
that would accept to kill her son.
it is not culture it is the nature
of human beings

[..]
In this example we can observe how the
teacher asked a BROAD QUESTION (line 1, in Ital-
ic in the excerpt: “what do you think about this?”)

to her undergraduate students in order to favour
the beginning of a discussions among them around
a general topic related to Developmental Psycholo-
gy, i.e., the cultural approach and its implications.
With this question, the teacher favours a large dis-
cussion in the classroom since the students are not
requested to have a detailed knowledge of the cul-
tural approach to participate in this discussion. Not
by chance, subsequently we can see that the students
actually engage in an argumentative discussion. The
student STU2F put forth an argument (line 9) to op-
pose another argument (line 2 and line 4) previously
advanced by one of her classmate (STU14M).

In the corpus, the teacher asked only in few
occasions SPECIFIC QUESTIONS to her under-
graduate students (N= 34; 28%). These questions
were typically asked by the teacher when the argu-
mentative discussion was started and the students
had already advanced their opposite standpoints.
The goal of these questions was, in fact, not to fa-
vour the beginning of a new discussion among stu-
dents but rather the continuation of a pre-existing
discussion.

Similarly to what was observed with regard
to the undergraduate students, the BROAD QUES-
TIONS (N= 65; 40%) were in most cases asked by
the teacher to graduate students to favor the begin-
ning of a new discussion among them. On the oth-
er hand, differently from what was observed for un-
dergraduate students the findings indicate that more
than half of the times the teacher asked SPECIF-
IC QUESTIONS to her graduate students (N= 96;
60%). The following excerpt presents a clear illustra-
tion of the use of this type of question by the teacher.

Excerpt 2

Lesson 6. Min. 32:15. Participants: teacher
(TEACH), student (STU7F; STU14F).
1. *TEACH: we talked about the risk of

drug abuse, drinking, unprotected
sex
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2. *STU7TF: it 1is a risky development
phase

3. *STUl4F: sure, there are many
risk behaviours in this phase
((adolescence))

4. *TEACH:what are the most important
processes that according to
Steinberg and Morris explain the
fact that many risk behaviors tend
to peak in adolescence?

5. *STU7F: they say that most teens know
plenty about the dangers of risk-
taking behaviors 1like drinking,
smoking, and taking drugs, but they
ignore on purpose what they have
learned

6. *STUl4F: this is not true, it is
the influence of peers. Steinberg
and Morris said that the presence
of peers increased risk taking by
50% in adolescence

7. *TEACH: why do their presence ((of
peers) increase risk taking in
adolescence?

8. *STUl4F: when they are not around
peers, adolescents are much better
at controlling impulsive or risky
behaviors

[..]

In example 2, the topic of the discussion be-
tween teacher and students is “risk behaviours in
adolescence” In line 3, (in Italic in the excerpt) the
teacher asks a SPECIFIC QUESTION to her stu-
dents related to one of the best-known grand theo-
ries of adolescent development, namely, the theory
of adolescent development and psychological func-
tioning proposed by Laurence Steinberg and Aman-
da S. Morris (Steinberg & Morris, 2001). In this case,
the teacher’s question favours the beginning of an
argumentative discussion initially between two stu-
dents who clearly have to different opinions, STU7F
and STU14F and that will involve also other stu-
dents afterwards. In line 7 the teacher asks a why-

question to her student (STU14F). With this ques-
tion, the teacher is asking her student to advance ar-
guments in support of the assertion she previously
made in line 6. In line 8, the student replies to the
teacher by advancing an argument in support of her
previous assertion. This discussion on the effects of
family relationships on the adolescent development
will continue involving also other students after-
wards.

Discussion

In order to provide a further contribution to
the study of argumentative practices in the learning
contexts, this study set out to investigate the teach-
er’s questions to their students during argumenta-
tive disciplinary discussions in the classroom, i.e.,
task-related argumentative discussions concerning
the discipline taught in the course, with the aim to
compare the types of questions used at undergradu-
ate and graduate levels. The results of this study in-
dicate that at the undergraduate level the teacher
in most cases asks questions that can favor a large
discussion with and among students, and they are
not focused on limited, specific aspects of a theory.
Rather, the teacher’s questions aim to favor a discus-
sion around a more general topic related to the dis-
cipline taught in the course, i.e., Developmental Psy-
chology (BROAD QUESTIONS). On the contrary,
we have seen that at the graduate level the teacher
in most cases asks questions that refer to specific as-
pects of a certain theory (SPECIFIC QUESTIONS).

Among the many reasons than can at differ-
ent degrees explain the differences in the types of
questions used by the teacher at undergraduate and
graduate level, I will focus on one aspect that I think
might contribute to clarify the reasons underly-
ing these results. I refer to the actual knowledge by
students of the discipline taught in the course, i.e.,
Developmental Psychology. Despite undergradu-
ate and graduate students - according to their own
perception - claim to have a similar knowledge in
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Developmental Psychology (graduate students M=
7.25 vs. graduate students M= 6.35), in line with the
results obtained by previous studies (e.g., Kelly &
Takao, 2002; Means & Voss, 1996; Osborne, 2005)
the observations of the topics treated during the les-
sons, of the student-teacher and student to student
interactions suggest that the younger students had
an actual knowledge of the discipline much lower
than younger students, even more than what was
claimed in the answers to the questionnaire. In most
cases, in fact, the arguments used by the undergrad-
uate students referred to a well-known theory, how-
ever avoiding to mention the correct term of the sci-
entific notion they refer to. In the corpus, I observed
that the knowledge in Developmental Psychology of
the graduate students was more detailed compared
to graduate students. For example, in the excerpt 2
we have seen that the graduate students were able to
advance arguments that refer to well-specific aspects
of a scientific theory, i.e., the theory of adolescent
development by Steinberg and Morris, to support
their own standpoints. Moreover, the graduate stu-
dents were also able to engage in argumentative dis-
cussions relating to the different theories that treat
limited aspects of a certain topic discussed during
the lessons.

The creation by teacher of situations in which
it makes sense for students to freely engage with one
another’s ideas is a clear-cut example of how stu-
dents have a chance to learn from disciplinary ar-
gumentative discussions (e.g., important theories,
laws, models, or concepts). How do these results re-
late to actual crucial questions involving learning
and argumentation? From a learning perspective,
the results of this study bring to light the crucial im-
portance of a teachers’ training aimed at making
teachers aware of the role of questions in promoting
effective argumentation among students. The learn-
ing benefit for students resides in being active par-
ticipant in the argumentative process of construc-
tion of new knowledge, and not only listeners (Bak-
er, 2009). The literature has already demonstrated
that discussing about a certain topic is more effec-

tive than only listening it (e.g., Chin & Osborne,
2010; Nussbaum & Sinatra, 2003; Schwarz et al,,
2000; Wiley & Voss, 1999). In agreement with oth-
er scholars (Ford, 2008; Kuhn, 1993; Newton et al,,
1999), if students are not empowered to criticize the
ideas being discussed then they must accept the ide-
as that sound plausible and/or are held by the indi-
vidual with the most clout. From an argumentative
perspective, this study shows how the contextualiza-
tion of argumentation (van Eemeren, 2010, 2011)
is fundamental in the study of school contexts. The
use of argumentation theories and analytical mod-
els cannot consider the context as given: it is need-
ed to focus the investigation on the interactions be-
tween teachers and students in the classroom in or-
der to properly analyse the argumentative dynamics
occurring in the classroom. In particular, the argu-
mentative roles (see van Eemeren & Grootendorst,
2004, pp.59-62), e.g. protagonist/antagonist, played
by the teacher and the students and the interperson-
al and institutional constraints (van Eemeren, 2011)
on the argumentative interactions in the classroom
imposed by the school contexts are two aspects that
certainly still need further detailed investigations.

Even though the present study provides new
insights of the argumentative interactions between
students and teacher in the learning contexts of
higher education, I need to address several limita-
tions. A first limitation involves the presence of a
video camera in the classroom. Although it is pos-
sible that the presence of a video camera may have
influenced student behavior, it is difficult to predict
in which direction. Informal observation, however,
suggested that students in both conditions were very
attentive and were highly engaged as they worked. A
second limitation involves the limited number of re-
cordings that, on the one hand, have favored a more
careful analysis but, on the other hand, did not al-
low certain quantifications such as the correlation
between categories. A larger database would prob-
ably permit more quantitatively reliable data for cer-
tain statistical relationships. Using a natural setting
does not automatically solve the problem of obtain-
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ing optimal data. Nevertheless, the interactions be- investigation of the argumentative dynamics in the
tween students and teacher in the learning contexts classroom within an emic perspective.
of higher education are an invaluable source for the
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Notes

The Eurydice Network provides information on and analyses of European education systems and
policies. As from 2013 it consists of 40 national units based in all 36 countries participating in the EU’s Lifelong
Learning programme. It is co-ordinated and managed by the EU Education, Audiovisual and Culture Executive
Agency (EACEA) in Brussels, which drafts its studies and provides a range of online resources. For more
information, see http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/education/eurydice/index en.php
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Appendix

Transcription conventions
* indicates the speaker’s turn
[...] not-transcribed segment of talking
, continuing intonation

falling intonation

prolonging of sounds

? rising intonation
! exclamatory intonation

Y%pau: pause of 2.5 sec
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ap Anronno bosa

Opcex 3a ncuxonorujy, YHUBepsuteT y Y tpexry, Xonanauja

ITpomMoBucame yuema I pa3Boja CTyieHaTa KpPO3 apIryMeHTOBaHy MHTePaKIUjy
- CTy[IVja MUTakha HACTABHUKA Y KOHTEKCTY Y4era Y OKBMPY BICOKOT 06pa3oBama

AprymeHToBaHa AMCKycuja omoryhasa cTyJeHTUMa Jla Cé aHTaXYjy Y KOHCTpycamby 3Hama, fja IIoMepe
boKyc ca pyTMHCKOT MeMOpJcama YMbeHNIIA M TeOpHja Ha CTI0KEeHY HAay4HY IMPaKCy KOjoM KOHCTPYUINY 1
OIpaBfaBajy 3axTeBe 3Hama. VIHaue, 32 pasnMKy Off apryMeHTOBaHe NUCKyCUje Y HepOPMATHOM OKPYKembY,
Kao IITO je OKYI/barbe IIOPOJMIIE 32 BpeMe 00pOKa, apryMeHTOBaHa JAMCKYCHja y KOHTEKCTY yderma ce PeTKO
OflBMja CIIOHTAHO. APTyMEHTOBaHE IMUCKYCHje KOje Ceé TMYy HAyYHUX JUCHUIUIMHA Yy YIMOHUIM, TO jecT
IICKYCHje KOoje ce OffHOCe Ha 3a/jaTKe Ha 4acy y Be3V Ca HayYHOM AMCIMIUIMHOM Tpeba fja ce eKCIIMITUTHO
IIPOMOBUIITY KPO3 CTpaTeruje yderma Koje MofipKaBajy MHTepakuujy nusmeby crynenara n maTrepakumjy nsmehy
CTyZleHaTa ¥ HacTaBHMKA. CXOIHO TOMe, y/IOoTa HaCTaBHMKA je ITTaBHA Y IIW/bY HOJCTUIIAba yuentha cTymeHTa
Y apryMeHTOBAHOj JUCKYCUjIL.

OsBa crypuja nMa 3a b Jla CBOjUM pe3y/ITaTUMa JoIprHece 1mocTojehoj mirepaTypy Koja ce Tmde
apryMeHTOBaHe JMCKYCHje Y KOHTEKCTY ydema y BMCOKOM obpasoBamy. OHa ce moce6HO ycpencpebyje Ha
nMTama Kojy yryhyjy HacTaBHMIIM CBOjUM CTY/IeHTMMA Yy TOKY apryMeTOBaHe JVICKyCHje Y Be3) ca HayYHUM
AVCHVMIUIMHAMA Y paspeny pajgy yrnopehuBama cBMX IMTama Koja II0CTaB/bajy HACTABHUIM HA OCHOBHMM U
IAMIIOMCKMM HUBOMMA CTyAMpama. Kopiyc nogaraka ce cacToju of IeCHaeCT CHUM/bEHMX YacoBa JiBa Kypca
— jeMHOr Ha OCHOBHMM CTYyAMjaMa, a JPYrOor Ha OUIUIOMCKUM CTYAMjaMa, a TUYY Ce€ PasBOjHE ICUXOJIOTH]E.
IlBa Kypca cy mzabpana npema crefiehuM kputepujymmma: 1) cmmdan 6poj cTymeHara; 2) CIMYaH JOMEH
HayYHe JUCIMIUINHE; 3) 06a Kypca Jp>KM MCTY HACTAaBHUK HA €HITIECKOM je3VKY. AHAIUTUYKU HPYUCTYII
VJeHTUQUKAIIMjJ apI'yMeHTOBaHe AUCKYyCHUje je IparMa-/iujaJeKTHIKI ujean Mofienia KpUTUIKe JUCKyCHje.
OBaj Mopen NpeficTaB/ba UleanHy feUHNINGY apryMeHTalMje Koja ce pa3BuIa IpeMa JTOTMYHOM CTaH/apHy:
apryMeHTOBaHa [MCKyClja IIOYMIbe KaJa FOBOPHUK pasBUja CBOjeé MUIIbEHE, a CAyLIajgal CyMiba MU
IMPEeKTHO HallaJla CTaBOBe roBOpHMKA. CXOfHO ToMe, KOHMPOHTAIM]ja, IO KOjoj Ce Hec/marame Koje ce Tude
oxpeheHe Tauke IyIefUIITa Pa3BuUja Y AUCKYP3MBHOj Pa3MEHM VMM KOjy TOBOPHUK IIPUXBATA, jeCTe HEOIIXOfjaH
YCIOB Jia Ce pasBuja apryMEHTOBAaHA IUCKYCHja.

Pesynraru oBe cTyzuje yKasyjy Ha 4MEEHMIY 1a, HA HMBOY OCHOBHUX CTYAMja, HACTaBHMK y BehyHu
CTy4ajeBa IIOCTaB/ba MITamba Koja JOBOJE 10 LIMPOKe AMCKycuje Meby cTyaeHTMa, a Koja Hucy ycpencpehena
Ha OrpaHM4eHe, HocebHe acnekre Teopuje. [Ipe muTama HaCTaBHMKA MMajy 3a IWb Jla 3afIp>Ke JUCKYCH)Y OKO
OIILITHjVX IUTaba Koja ce TMUY ofjpeheHe HayyHe JVICHMUIUINHE, Kao LITO je, Ha IPUMep, Pa3BOjHa IICUXOJIOT1ja
(muTama MUpOKOr crekrpa). HapoTus, Ha HUBOY JUIUIOMCKUX CTYAVja, HACTaBHUK y BehmHM crydajeBa
IOCTaB/ba MUTaa KOja ce OffHOCe Ha mocebHe acrekTe oxpehene Teopuje (cmenydryna nuramwa). [maBan
PasJIor KOju MOXe Jja JOIIpIHece ofjallbaBalby OBMX pe3y/ITaTa je IpaBo 3Hame CTY/ieHaTa y Be3!U Ca HAyYHOM
IVMCLUUIUIMHOM Koja ce IIpoydYaBa Ha KypCy, TO jecT ca pa3BojHOM IicuxosorujoM. Oncepsanyja TeMa Koje ce
o6pabyjy TokOoM YacoBa, a IIITO ce yoYaBa y MHTEPAKLIUjI, YKa3yje a Cy Maabu CTyIeHTH MMaiu Matbe 3Hamba O
TEOPMjCKVUM AMCLMIUIMHAMA Koje cy ce obpabusae. Y Behunn ciydajeBa, apryMeHTH Koje KOPUCTE CTYAEHTI
Ha OCHOBHUM CTyflMjaMa ce OJHOCe Ha II03HaTe Teopuje, a usberasajy ga ymnorpebe IpaBy TepMMH HaydHe
ujeje Ha Kojy ce opHoce. C pyre cTpaHe, CTYAE€HTU AMUIUIOMIM Cy OWIM y MOTYhHOCTM Jia [jajy apryMeHTe
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KOjy ce OfHOCe Ha IoceOHe acIeKTe HaydHe Teopuje, Kao 1 Jja ce yK/byde y apryMeHTOBaHe AVICKycuje Koje ce
OfIHOCe Ha pas/IN4NTe TeopHje Koje Cy MMajie OrpaHNYeHe acleKTe TeMa O KOjiMa ce AMCKyTOBasIo y TOKY Yaca.

V13 mepcrieKTHBe y4yemba, pe3y/ITaTi oBe CTyiuje 6alajy CBeT/I0 Ha HajBayKHMje acIeKTe IpodecroHaTHOT
ycaBpIllaBamba HaCTaBHMKA KOje MIMajy 3a IM/b Jja HACTaBHMIM Oy/ly CBECHM yJIOre NMUTamba y IPOMOBNCAHY
edexTuBHe aprymMeHTanje Mehy crymenTuma. Jlo6pobuT yuerma 3a CTyeHTe JIeXK1 Y TOMe /la Y apTyMEeHTOBAaHOM
npoliecy KOHCTPYKIMje HOBOT 3Hama Oy/ly aKTMBHM Y4eCHNIN, a He caMo crymnaony. HacraBHuim kpenpajy
cuTYyaluje Koje MOACTUYY CTyHeHTe fla Ce YITyCTe Y apTyMeHTOBaHY pacIpaBy, ¥ TO IIPeJiCTaB/ba IPUMep KaKo
CTYIEHTHU MOTY Jia y4e 13 apryMeHTOBAaHNX AMUCKYCHja ofpeheHnx HayyHMX AUCHUIIIMHA (Ha IpyMep, BaKHe
Teopuje, 3aKOHY, MOJE/IN VIV KOHIIeNTH). VI3 nepcrekTBe apryMeHTOBaHe IUCKYCHje, OBa CTYAMja II0Kasyje
KaKO KOHTEKCTYalM3alija apryMeHTa IpefiCTaB/ba OCHOBY 3a CTYAMjy Y IIKOJICKOM KOHTEKCTY. YIoTpeba
apryMeHTaIlMIOHe Teopyje M aHATUTUYKMX MOJielia He MOXKe J1a y3Me y 003Mp JjaT¥ KOHTEKCT: IIOTPebHO je
fla ce yCpelicpeny Ha MHTepakIyjy u3Mel)y HacTaBHMKA M CTY[EHTA y YYMOHUIM pajy HOApoOHe aHanm3e
apryMeHTaIlMIOHe [UHAMMKe Koja ce OfiBMja Y YYMOHMIIN.

Kmyune pewu: AprymeHTalyja, BUCOKO OOpasoBambe, KBAaIMTATHBHA WMCTPAXMBambha, MHTEPAKLUja
n3Mehy HacTaBHMKA U CTyJleHATa, IUTamba HACTABHMKA.
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