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Abstract. Learning to argue in a computer-mediated and structured fashion is 
investigated in this research. A study was conducted to compare dyads that 
were scripted in their computer-mediated collaboration with dyads that were not 
scripted. A process analysis of the chats of the dyads showed that the scripted 
experimental group used significantly more words and engaged in significantly 
more broadening and deepening of the discussion than the non-scripted control 
group. 
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1   Introduction 

Researchers have been increasingly more interested in studying how to use 
technology to help students learn argumentation skills [1]. This work follows, in 
particular, from others who have investigated the effect of scripts [2] on the learning 
of argumentation. We present initial results of our approach to engage student dyads 
in critical debate in a computer-mediated setting. Their task was to critically review 
argumentation texts on a controversial issue (global warming ethics) and to jointly 
take a reasoned position. Our main research question is: Will structured student 
collaboration lead to higher quality argumentation?  

2   Research Design 

Based on insights we obtained from the literature (e.g. [3, 4, 5]) we devised an 
instructional design founded on three principles: (P1) students should have time to 
form a personal opinion on a controversial issue before engaging in social interaction, 
(P2) better discussions and more learning can be expected when a conflict of opinions 
exists between students, and (P3) through instructional guidance, productive 
collaboration and discussion norms can be stimulated. Our hypothesis is that an 
intervention based on P1, P2 and P3 will lead to a higher quality of argumentative 
interaction (H1) and in turn to more learning (H2). This paper focuses on H1 and a 
process analysis to evaluate it; an investigation of H2 is deferred to future work. 
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3 Results and Conclusion 

Table 1 summarizes the results with respect to the three codes discussed above. Note, 
first of all, that the experimental dyads produced more than 5 times as many instances 
of “Broaden & Deepen” (4.27 vs. 0.75 messages), a significant and large effect. On 
the other hand, notice that approximately the same amount of “Text Talk” and 
“Argumentation” took place in the two groups. Yet, the experimental group required 
less than half the time for the same amount of this elaborative activity.  

Table 1. Comparison of conditions based on argumentation codes 

Code Control Experimental Comparison 
 M SD M SD Diff F p d 
Argumentation* 2.13 2.17 2.09 1.45 -0.04 0.00 1.00 0.00 
Broaden & Deepen* 0.75 1.04 4.27 3.74 3.52 6.62 0.02* 1.20 
Text Talk^  1.88 2.64 2.09 2.59 0.21 0.03 0.86 0.08 

 * - From the Rainbow coding system; ^ - Newly defined code 

 
It can be concluded that the experimental intervention was successful in improving 

the argumentative quality of interaction. Yet, the overall quality of interaction in both 
conditions was relatively low. We will use the theoretical and technical conclusions of 
this experiment for the design of future studies. 
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