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Abstract 
Instead of a science class where students are passive listeners in the learning process and teachers 
focus only on instruction and evaluate their students' cognitive acquisitions (Driver, Newton& 
Osborne, 2000: 297), classes that engage students with the construction, evaluation and criticism 
of arguments and models in the 21st century world are the educational environments targeted by 
today's world countries (Osborne, 2007; Simon, Erduran & Osborne, 2006: 237; Simon & 
Johnson, 2008).In the light of this information, the aim of this study is to investigate the effects of 
the implications carried out according to the argumentation based learning in teaching the topic of 
“particulate nature of matter” on the science achievement and argumentation willingness of the 
sixth grade students in Turkey. In the research, quasi-experimental method with pre-test-post-test 
control group was used as quantitative learning method. In the intervention group, a teaching was 
made according to the argumentation based learning. As for the control group, a teaching was 
made according to the learning-teaching environments in the science curriculum of the Ministry of 
National Education in Turkey. “Particulate Nature of Matter Test [PaNoMaT]” and “Argumentation 
Willingness Scale [AWS]” were used as data collection tools in the study. The sample of the study 
consists of 42 sixth grade students (intervention group, N= 20, control group, N= 22) studying in 
primary education in Turkey. At the end of the research, it was determined that the increase in the 
success of the intervention group in the relevant chemistry topic was more significant than the 
increase in the success of the control group. In the study, it was also determined that the 
argumentation willingness of the intervention group increased significantly at the end of the 
implications. 
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Introduction 

In addition to understanding the universe and trying to get rid of situations that are seen as 
problems, human beings are also trying to meet many of their basic needs. Therefore, it 
has to respond to the needs and demands of the age in which it lives. Being at the 
forefront of science and technology in the 21st century requires individuals with student 
status to be inquiring, critical thinking, innovative and self-developing individuals. It is 
thought that by integrating some skills into the learning-teaching environment (learning / 
renewal skills, technology/information-media skills, professional / life skills), students 
will use these skills more often and then achieve these skills (Karamustafaoğlu, 2018). In 
argumentation based learning (ABL) (scientific discussion), we can often encounter 
environments where these skills are frequently used. In such learning-teaching 
environments, students can make claims against problems that reflect real-world 
problems well, and they can engage in more scientific discussion by supporting these 
claims with data and grounds. The number of studies examining these alternative 
approaches that encourage critical thinking, reasoning and scientific decision making 
skills in the scientific discussion process has increased in recent years (Erduran & 
Msimanga, 2014; Okur & Güngör Seyhan 2021a; Okur& Güngör Seyhan 2021b; 
Osborne, Erduran& Simon, 2004; Vieira, Tenreiro-Vieira & Martins, 2011). 

In the Turkish education system, the science curriculum aims to provide learning-
teaching environments where students can present claims about a related problem 
situation, support these claims with grounds, refute the claims of other friends and 
develop opposing arguments (MoNE, 2018). When we examine the science textbooks 
with the renewed program, it is seen that the 3rd, 4th, 5th and 6th grade textbooks include 
activities to improve argumentation skills (Çapkınoğlu, Metin, Çetin & Leblebicioğlu, 
2014; Eyceyurt Türk & Güngör Seyhan, 2022). 

Theoretical Framework 

Argument and Argumentation  

There are many definitions in the literature for the concepts of argument and 
argumentation. According to Nussbaum (2008), "argument" is a sentence put forward by 
the individual; "Argumentation" is a social dynamic discussion process involving two or 
more individuals. Supporting and evaluating this process with scientific claim, 
experimental or theoretical evidence brings argumentation to an important place in 
science education (Erduran & Jimenez-Aleixandre, 2008). In addition, this process 
includes group and individual thinking-writing activities (Osborne, Erduran & Simon, 
2004). Toulmin states that there are components of claim, data and justification in a 
simple argument, while in more complex and high-level arguments, there are supporting, 
limiting and rebuttal components besides these components (Erduran, Simon & Osborne, 
2004, p.918). 
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Argumentation Based Learning in Science Education 

In the argumentation process, students work in groups and try to solve problems 
collaboratively. At the same time, they try to refute the opposing claims. In a chemistry 
course taught with the argumentation learning method, students learn to think about 
alternative explanations with a questioning attitude and to critically evaluate the outcomes 
of the discussion. Therefore, teaching with argumentation enables students to learn 
science concepts and also provides them with the habit of thinking like a scientist. 
Argumentation is an integral part of not only science, but also decision making processes 
related to sociological issues in which different explanations are put forward in daily life 
(Demirdöğen, Yeşiloğlu & Köseoğlu, 2015). 

 It is emphasized that ABL is effective in increasing students' environmental 
awareness, argument skills and higher-order thinking skills (Fettahoğlu, 2016; Topçu & 
Atabey, 2017; Yıldırır & Nakiboğlu, 2014). At the same time, it has been reported that 
these learning environments have a positive effect on students' achievement (Aslan, 2012; 
Öğreten & Uluçınar, 2014), levels of conceptual understanding (Tezel & Yılmaz, 2017) 
and metacognitive strategies (Aydın &Kaptan, 2014).  

Argumentation Based Learning in Turkish Science Education System 

The Ministry of National Education (2018) is making improvements in the science 
teaching curriculum so that students can easily express their claims, making justifications, 
refute their classmates' opposing claims, and learn in environments where they can create 
opposing arguments. In the Turkish education system, especially in science education, 
argumentation has become important in terms of the development of science literacy 
(Ministry of National Education [MoNE], 2018). 

The main purpose of science education is to provide scientific knowledge and 
make students learn by understanding this scientific knowledge (National Research 
Council [NRC], 1996). The constructivist approach differs from the traditional approach 
as it allows students to make sense of what they have learned and reconstruct them by 
associating new information with the information they have (Osborne et al., 2004). 
Scientific discussion environments to be created while using the constructivist approach 
are also important for obtaining the desired results. When we look at the history of 
science, it is seen that such discussions occur while the new claims made by scientists are 
rejected or accepted (Lawson, 2003). The importance of scientific discussions arising 
from the meeting of ideas is also expressed in international and national organizations 
(MoNE, 2018). Unfortunately, despite all these, in many courses, especially science class 
in education, these discussion environments are not provided to students (Cavagnetto, 
2010). Thanks to the educators who are aware of the situation, it is observed that the 
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scientific discussion (argumentation) is being used more in science education than before 
(Duschl& Osborne, 2002; Osborne et al., 2004). Based on these discussion environments, 
it was pointed out that, while discussing with each other and their teachers, they gain 
different perspectives and develop their cognitive and reasoning skills (Duschl & 
Osborne, 2002). 

The Importance of the Research 

In the science curriculum, there is also ABL among the strategies, methods or techniques 
that include student-centered learning-teaching environments (MoNE, 2018). 
Argumentation took its place as a "method" in the Turkish education system Science 
course curriculum in 2013. In the Turkish education system, changes have been 
implemented in the science curriculum, which is defined as inquiry and research based 
learning, which emphasizes the ability to make an explanation and create arguments 
rather than being purely exploratory and experimental (Tezel, 2018). As the most 
effective method that can enable the individual to try to learn, the Ministry of National 
Education (2018) emphasizes the ABL that it envisages to be used frequently in science 
lessons after 2013 year (Aldağ, 2006). In this process, students try to use alternative 
perspectives in solving the problems given to them and explore and evaluate many 
possible solutions. These alternative perspectives reveal cognitive imbalance and 
dissonance and provide the most important impetus for students to start thinking. When 
the previous studies on this topic are examined, studies investigating the students' 
conceptual understanding, argument-making skills, critical and scientific thinking skills 
of argumentation based learning within the scope of Science lesson at primary level have 
been encountered, however as the number of studies examining the effect of ABL 
implications on students’ conceptual comprehension and scientific discussion skills at the 
6th grade level is limited, and this study is thought to contribute to the literature on the 
study of students' argumentation willingness. 

In the Turkish education system, students first meet the subject of "matter" in the 
3rd grade of primary school by learning only its "general characteristics". Afterwards, 
they learn about their "distinctive properties" and "the interaction of matter with heat". 
When they reach the 6th grade, students will learn that matter has a "particulate, space 
and motion nature". The relevant chemistry topic is a difficult subject to learn since it 
contains many abstract concepts and it is seen that students have misconceptions about 
this subject (Boz, 2006; Harrison & Treagust, 1996; Kapıcı & Akçay, 2016; Nakhleh & 
Samarapungavan, 1999; Nakhleh, Samarapungavan & Sağlam, 2005).The findings of this 
study showed that the activities carried out within the scope of ABL were effective in 
understanding the macroscopic and microscopic dimensions of the "particle, space and 
motion nature of matter" and the relationships between these dimensions. It is very 
important for science teaching to create curricula and course contents (theoretical and 
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applied) for effective primary education, to make abstract concepts concrete, to increase 
the academic success of students and to be able to be interpreted with daily life. In 
argumentation based learning environments, especially during the discussion, the 
kneading of the information with the existing information will provide the basis for the 
development of the student's ability to both think conceptually and do new researches 
(Jiménez-Aleixandre & Erduran, 2007; Osborne, 2009; Osborne et al., 2004). In the scope 
of the study, it was aimed to determine the contribution of ABL to the conceptual learning 
of students on the subject of "particulate, space and motion nature of matter" and to 
examine the effectiveness of the method. 

Research Objectives 

This research aimed to examine how ABL affects students' science achievement and their 
argumentation willingness in the teaching of student cognitive acquisitions on the 
particulate nature of matter. Based on this main purpose, answers to the following 
research questions were sought in this study; 

1) Is there a statistically significant difference between the scores of the 
PaNoMaT pre-test and post-test of the students’ in-group and the scores of 
the PaNoMAT pre- and past-test between-groups? 

2) Is there a significant difference between the Argumentation Willingness Scale 
(AWS) pre-test and post-test scores of the students in the intervention group? 

3) Is there a significant relationship between the scores of the PaNoMaT post-
test and the Argumentation Willingness Scale (AWS) post-test of the students 
in the intervention group? 

Research Method 

Within the scope of the study, in order to investigate the effect of ABL on the science 
achievement, pre-test-post-test design with unequalized control group was studied with a 
quasi-experimental model. While the ABL was made to the intervention group after the 
pre-test, the teaching envisaged by the Ministry of Education in the Curriculum of 
Science in Turkey was carried out to for control group. Post-test of PaNoMaT was 
applied to both groups. Implications in the intervention group were carried out with 
groups of 4-5 people. 

Implementation Process in the Intervention and Control Groups 

In order to identify the negative situations that may arise during the main implication 
process and take precautions, pilot implications were carried out before starting the main 
implications. The pilot implementations of the study were conducted with 117 students in 
the 6th grade of three schools which were randomly chosen and different from the school 
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where the main implications would be carried out. “Predict-Observe-Explain” and 
“Competing Theories with a Story” which are among the activities of ABL, one of the 
learning-teaching environments envisaged to be used in the science classes, and 
worksheets to be used in these activities were designed by the researchers during the pilot 
study and necessary modifications were made to use them in the main implications.It was 
observed that during the pilot studies, all implications were carried out by the lesson 
teacher. During the pilot implications, it was observed that the students had difficulties in 
understanding and applying the argument components (such as make a claim, grounds, 
present a supportive and the ability to use rebuttal). This situation decreased with the 
increasing number of activities and the main implication was started by considering the 
opinions of the educators and lesson teachers for the solution of this problems in the main 
implication. 

 The main implication process of the research was carried out for 4 weeks (sixteen 
lesson durations) with 42 students studying in two different classes of a public school in 
the Fall semester of the 2018-2019 academic years. During the implication process, the 
lessons in the intervention and control groups were conducted by the researcher. The 
implications for the intervention group of the study were started with pre-testing, and the 
students were firstly introduced with the ABL and the stages of the method. In this 
introductory phase, students learned about argument skills such as making claims, 
grounds, limitation and rebuttal. In teaching the cognitive domain acquisitions determined 
by the Ministry of National Education for the topic of "particle nature of matter" in the 
6th grade Science lesson, the researchers made an order as follows: (1) Examining the 
particulate and space nature of the matters, (2) Examining of the motion nature of the 
matters, (3) Expansion and contraction of the matter, (4) Properties of particle, space and 
motion nature of the matter and its changes in state changes of matters (solid-liquid-gas). 
Within the scope of this ranking, worksheets related to the achievements targeted during 
the lesson plan were distributed respectively and related activities were carried out. 
Experimental procedures designed according to the ABL and all learning-teaching 
environments in which students will use their argument skills in practice were provided 
during these activities. The process was completed with the post-tests after all activities 
related to the targeted cognitive domain acquisitions. An exemplary POE activity carried 
out with intervention group is given in Appendix 1. Before starting the implications, 
PaNoMaT was applied as a pre-test to both the intervention and control group students, 
and after the implications, it was applied as a post-test.  

In the teaching of the topic of the particulate nature of matter, the activities in the 
"6th grade science lesson curriculum" and the teacher's handbook, which was prescribed 
by the MoNE, were applied to students in the control group. The curriculum and the 
teacher's handbook include activities to motivate students to observe, compare, build 
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models, make predictions, and develop their skills to test these predictions. The 
curriculum and teacher handbook include activities to develop students' scientific 
knowledge, scientific process skills, awareness of sustainable development, use of other 
life skills, career awareness and entrepreneurship skills, reasoning ability using socio 
scientific issues, scientific thinking habits and decision-making skills (MoNE, 2018). 

Study Group 

The sample of the study was selected with the convenience sampling method from the 
non-random sampling methods (Creswell, 2008). The study group of the study consists of 
6th grade students studying in two different classes of a public school in the Fall semester 
of the 2018-2019 academic years and consisted of a total of 42 students (intervention 
group: 20and control group: 22 students). The "Particulate Nature of Matter" unit 
included in the scope of the study is taught at the 6th grade level of Primary Education 
(Level 2: Covers grades 5 to 8, and is for students aged 10 to 14) in the Turkish Education 
System. For this reason, the participants of the study are 6th grade students. 

Data Collection Tools 

Particulate nature of matter test (PaNoMaT) 

PaNoMaT, which will be used within the scope of the research, was prepared by 
considering two of the cognitive domain acquisition that MoNE determined for the 6th 
grade Science lesson “Particulate Nature of Matter”: 

 Student explain that the particulate, space and motion nature of the matters. 

 Regarding the motion nature, the concepts of vibration, translation and rotation 
 are mentioned. 

 Compares how the spaces between the particles of matter and the motions of the 
particles change according to the state change with experiments. 

 During the preparation process of PaNoMaT, national and international theses 
and articles, science curriculum, lesson plans and auxiliary resources and online sites 
were examined by researchers and a question list consisting of 67 questions was created. 
The test was finalized in line with the analysis of the data obtained from the pilot 
implications and the opinions of four science educators in teacher training program. 
PaNoMaT, which was finalized after validity and reliability analyzes, consists of  
25 questions, 23 of which are multiple choice and 2 of which are open-ended (Appendix-
2, sample questions). The highest score that can be obtained from the test is 50 because 
two questions are given to each correct answer in PaNoMaT. 
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 In order to determine the scope validity of PaNoMaT, the scientific accuracy of 
the questions and the level of suitability of each question according to the targeted 
cognitive domain acquisitions, the table of specifications was prepared. PaNoMaT was 
examined by four science educators and their opinions were received. In line with the 
feedback from the educators, the necessary corrections were made for PaNoMaT. In 
addition, during the pilot implementation, test was applied to one hundred seventeen sixth 
grade students and item analyzes were conducted in order to test its validity. As a result 
of the item analysis, among the items of the PaNoMaT consisting of 67 items, those 
whose discrimination levels were below 0.29 were eliminated. After these items were 
removed, item analyzes were repeated and it was seen that the discrimination levels of all 
items were high. The item discrimination parameters for the test ranged between 0.25-
0.64, and when the difficulty parameters were examined, it was seen that the difficulty 
parameters of the items changed between 0.12 and 0.66. Item difficulty parameters are at 
medium level between 0.30 and 0.60 and high level between 0.6 and 1 (Büyüköztürk, 
2012). The average difficulty of the test was found to be 0.44 and the test was of medium 
difficulty. KR-21=.76 coefficients was calculated to investigate PaNoMa Treliability. 
Findings show that the reliability of the test is high. When all the findings are considered 
together, it can be said that the validity and reliability of the test prepared are high. 

Argumentation willingness scale 

Argumentation Willingness Scale (AWS), developed by Infante and Rancer (1982) was 
used to determine the changes in the willingness of the intervention group students who 
participated in the activities to be held for the ABL to create an argumentation 
environment and to participate in argumentation. Translation and adaptation studies of the 
relevant scale into Turkish were carried out by Kaya (2005). Kaya (2005) made the 
adaptation study with middle school students. The scale is 5-point likert type and consists 
of 20 items. The scale is two-dimensional as “participating in the argumentation” and 
“avoiding the argumentation”. The reliability coefficient of the original of this scale is 
.91, and the reliability coefficient of the Turkish form was found to be .71 by Kaya 
(2005). While the highest score that can be obtained from the survey is 100, the lowest 
score that can be obtained is 20. 

Data Analysis 

SPSS-22 package program was used in the statistical analysis of the data obtained from 
the applied PaNoMaT and AWS. PaNoMaT was applied to both intervention and control 
groups and AWS was applied only to intervention groups as pre-test and post-test. 
Independent t-test was used when PaNoMaT pre-test and post-test scores showed normal 
distribution. All statistical analyzes were tested at the significance level of .05. 
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Findings and Analysis 

Findings and Analysis Related to PaNoMaT Pre-test Scores 

As a result of the analyzes made for the answer of the 1st research question in the study, 
since the number of students in the intervention and control groups that make up the 
working group is less than 30, the use of non-parametric tests in the analysis of the data 
obtained in the study came to the forefront (Howitt &Cramer, 2011; McKillup, 2011; 
Tabachnick, Fidell & Ullman, 2007). For this reason, some analyzes were made to 
determine the statistical method to be applied to the data obtained from PaNoMaT applied 
to students and it was examined whether the scores showed a normal distribution or not. 
When all the data on the normality tests carried out within the scope of the study are 
examined: Pre-test data of the intervention group (Kurtosis= -.62; StdErr.: .99 and 
Skewness=.44, StdErr.: .51) and post-test data of the intervention group (Kurtosis=-.48, 
StdErr.: .99) and Skewness= -.29, Std Err.: .51) values were determined to be in the range 
of ± 2(Büyüköztürk, 2012).Similarly, Kurtosis and Skewness values were examined for 
the pre- and post-test data of the control group students before the normality tests. Pre-test 
data of the intervention group (Kurtosis= .31; StdErr.: .95 and Skewness=.68, Std Err.: 
.49) and post-test data of the intervention group (Kurtosis= -.94, StdErr.: .95) and 
Skewness= -.01, StdErr.: .49) values were determined to be in the range of ±  
2(Büyüköztürk, 2012). 

Also, in cases where the group size is less than 30, it is checked whether the 
normality assumption is met by looking at the value of Shapiro-Wilks (Kul, 2014). When 
Table 1 is examined, it is determined that both the pre-test and post-test data show normal 
distribution since the p-pre-test and p-post-test values of the intervention and control 
groups are greater than .05. Therefore, the data were analyzed with the t-test from 
parametric tests (Büyüköztürk, 2012). 

Table 1 
Results of Shapiro-Wilk Test for PaNoMaT Pre- and Post-test 

 Group Shapiro-Wilk 
  Statistics df p 

Pre-test 
Intervention  .95 20 .38 
Control .94 22 .30 

Post-test 
Intervention  .98 20 .93 
Control .96 22 .57 

*p>.05 value 

After the normal distribution of the PaNoMaT pre- and post-test scores obtained 
from our study was determined, t-test for the independent groups, which is one of the 
parametric tests, was applied whether there was a significant difference between the data 
obtained from PaNoMaT pre-tests. These findings were given in Table 2. 
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Table 2 
T-Test Results for Independent Groups  
 Group N Average Standard Deviation Standard Error of Average 
Pre-test* Inv. 20 19.80 5.89 1.32 
 Control 22 19.72 8.80 1.87 
*Descriptive values 
 
 

Levene test t-test results 
f t df Level of Significance (*p) 

Pre-test Equal Variance 
Assumption 

2.071 .03 40 .97 

Unequal Variance 
Assumption 

 .03 36.88 .97 

*p>.05 value 

In Table 2, according to the PaNoMaT pre-test data analysis, no significant 
relationship was observed between the pre-tests of both group students. While the highest 
score of a student who answers all the questions of PaNoMaT correctly is 50, the average 
of the scores of the students in the intervention and control groups from the pre-test are 
19.80 in the intervention group and 19.72 in the control group. According to this result, it 
can be said that the students of both groups will carry out implications with a similar level 
of prior knowledge about the related chemistry topic. 

Findings and Analysis Related to the Pre- and Post-Test of the PaNoMaT 

In order to answer the first research question of the study, t-test for dependent groups was 
performed for the data obtained from the PaNoMaT pre- and post-tests, and the results are 
given in Table 3. 

Table 3 
Results of T-Test for Dependent Groups  

 Average N 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard Error 
of Average t df 

Level of 
Significance (*p) 

Inv. 
Group 

Pre-test 19.80 20 5.89 1.32 
-11.77 19 .000 Post-test 36.35 20 6.84 1.53 

Control 
Group 

Pre-test 19.72 22 8.80 1.87 - 3.55 22 .002 
Post-test 27.72 22 10.75 2.29 

* p<.05  

 When Table 3 is examined, it was determined that there is a significant difference 
between the PaNoMaT pre-test and post-test of the both intervention and control 
groups(p<.05). 
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Findings and Analysis Related to PaNoMaT Post-test Scores in the both Groups 

In order to examine whether there is a statistically significant difference between the 
achievements of the relevant chemistry topic of the both group students, t-test for 
independent groups was performed in the analysis of the data obtained from PaNoMaT. 
The findings obtained as a result of the analyzes are given in Table 4. 

Table 4 
Results of T-Test for Post-tests of Independent Groups  

 Group N Average 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard Error of 
Average 

Post-test* Intervention  20 36.35 6.84 1.53 
 Control 22 27.72 10.75 2.30 
*Descriptive Values 

 
 

Levene test t-test results 
f t df Significance level (*p) 

Post-test Equal Variance Assumption 5.433 3.06 40 .004 
In equal Variance 
Assumption 

 3.13 36 .003 

*p<.05 value 

When Table 4is examined, it is observed that there is a significant difference 
between the averages of the intervention and control groups in favor of the intervention 
group (p<.05). This result can be interpreted as that argumentation based learning 
improved the achievement in the relevant chemistry topic more than the learning-teaching 
activities carried out with control group students. 

Findings and Analysis Related to the Argumentation Willingness Scale’s Pre-test 
and Post-test 

In order to check whether there is a significant difference in the argumentation 
willingness of the students in the intervention group, which is the second research 
question of the study, t-test for dependent groups was performed. The data are given in 
Table 5. 

Table 5 
Results of T-Test for Dependent Groups Related to Argumentation Willingness Scale's Pre- and Post-test  

 Average N Std. Dev. 
Stand. Error 
of Average t df 

Signif. Level 
(*p) 

Inv. 
Group 

Pre-test 66.50 20 8.07 1.80 
-6.03 19 .000 

Post-test 88.45 20 6.38 1.43 
*p<.05 value 
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When Table 5 is examined, there is a significant relationship between the pre- and 
post-test of the argumentation willingness of the intervention group (p<.05). The highest 
score that can be obtained from AWS is 100, the lowest score is 20. As the average scores 
of the students increased according to the pre-test-post-test averages of the intervention 
group, we can say that students' argumentation willingness increased at the end of the 
ABL process. 

Findings and Analysis Related to the Relationship between PaNoMaT Post-test and 
Argumentation Willingness Scale’s Post-test 

In order to examine whether there is a relationship between the PaNoMaT post-test 
results of the intervention group, which is the third research question of the study, and the 
data obtained from the AWS post-test, the Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated 
and the results are given in Table 6. 

Table 6 
Pearson Correlation Coefficient Results between of the PaNoMaT Post-test and Argumentation 
Willingness Scale’s Post-test  
   PaNoMaT-Post-test AWS-Post-test 
PaNoMaT– Post-test Pearson Correlation 1 .01 

Significance (p)  .65 
N 20 20 

AWS- Post-test Pearson Correlation .01 1 
Significance Level (p) .65  
N 20 20 

*p>.05 value 

When the results in Table 6 are analyzed, no significant relationship was 
observed between the results of the PaNoMaT post-test and AWS post-test of the 
intervention group (r=.01, p>.05 value). 

Results and Discussion 

In this study it was aimed at investigating the effects of the ABL in teaching the topic of 
particulate nature of matter on the science achievement and argumentation willingness of 
the sixth grade students. When the PaNoMaT pre-test results of students in the both 
groups were examined, it was determined that there was no statistically significant 
difference between the pre-test results of both group students. This result gives the result 
that the two groups of students who will participate in learning-teaching environments 
with both teaching methods have similar levels of preliminary knowledge on the relevant 
chemistry topic. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
ÖZELMA & Seyhan  43 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As a result of the statistical analyses made in order to understand whether the 
both learning-teaching environments created any difference between the PaNoMaT pre-
test and post-test results of the intervention and control groups, it was determined a 
statistically significant difference between the pre-test and post-tests of the both 
intervention and control groups. Another result obtained at the end of the study is that 
there was a significant difference in favor of the intervention group between the 
PaNoMaT post-tests of the students in both groups. According to this results, we can say 
that the ABL, the effectiveness of which we examined, is more successful in the teaching 
of the relevant chemistry topic compared to the learning-teaching activities in the MoNE 
Science curriculum. Students were more active in classroom learning in the ABL process. 
In addition, during this learning process, students were able to express themselves 
comfortably and had the opportunity to question their existing knowledge by providing 
reasons. At the same time, they were in a scientific discussion environment by using their 
ability to refute the scientific claims of other student groups in case they felt 
inadequacy/deficiency. With these scientific discussions, learning has become fun. Thus, 
students were able to learn the targeted information more permanently. This result 
obtained at the end of the study is similar to many literature findings investigating the 
effectiveness of ABL in the literature (Aktaş & Doğan, 2018; Küçüköner & Yürük, 2018; 
Meral, BaşcıNamlı&Kayaalp, 2021; Okumuş&Ünal, 2012; Öğreten&UluçınarSağır, 
2014; Özkara, 2011; Türkoğuz & Cin, 2013).In the study titled "States of Matter and 
Heat" conducted by Okumuş and Ünal (2012), the effect of scientific argumentation 
method on science achievement, comprehension level and argumentation skills of 8th 
grade students were investigated. At the end of the study, a statistically significant 
difference was observed between the science achievement of the students who 
participated in the ABL activities and the science achievements of the control group 
students. In his study, Uluay (2012) investigated the effects of the ABLon the science 
achievement of 7th grade students. It was determined that the achievement of the 
intervention group in which the ABL was applied resulted in a statistically significant 
difference before and after the implications. In the study of Türkoğuz and Cin (2013), in 
which they examined the effects of concept cartoon activities prepared according to ABL 
on students' conceptual understanding and scientific process skills, it was determined that 
ABL had a better effect on the intervention group students' conceptual understanding. 

Among the results obtained in the research is whether ABL creates a change in 
students' argumentation willingness in teaching the relevant chemistry topic. As a result 
of the statistical analysis, a statistically significant difference was found between the pre-
test and post-test of the Argumentation Willingness Scale. This can be explained by the 
students’ efforts to learn all the concepts, facts and events in a discussion environment 
with their group mates both before and after the implications in the argumentation based 
learning process. Intervention group students stated to the researchers at the end of the 
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study that they had difficulties in providing justifications for their scientific claims in the 
ABL process. Some of the other negativities that the students complain about are that the 
level of anxiety in justifying scientific claims made with their groupmates is sometimes 
high, the duration of the activity is partially long when entering the scientific discussion 
environment, the difficulties experienced during long discussions and the limited 
participation of some other students in the discussions. There are a limited number of 
studies in the literature examining the relationship between ABL and students' 
argumentation willingness (Aktaş & Doğan, 2018; Eyceyurt Türk & Kılıç, 2020; Meral et 
al., 2021; Mercan & İşleyen, 2017; Uluçınar Sağır, 2010). Eyceyurt Türk and Kılıç (2020) 
used the ABL, the effectiveness of which them examined, with prospective science 
teachers in the teaching of acid-bases and gases. In their study, them also examined how 
the method affected the prospective teachers' argumentation willingness. At the end of the 
study, it was concluded that ABL was effective enough to make a statistically significant 
difference between argumentation willingness pre-and post-test of prospective science 
teachers. The results obtained from the studies of Meral et al. (2021) revealed that ABL 
increased pre-service teachers' argumentation skills and their desire to debate. In the 
argumentation based learning, which includes discussion in its content, individuals are 
asked to explain what to do in the face of moral dilemmas (Superka, Ahrens, Hedstrom, 
Ford & Johnson, 1976), by arguing with each other and making grounds. Thus, it is 
thought that individuals' argumentation willingness develops (Meral et al., 2021). In the 
discussion process, students' efforts to make the right decision enable them to think, 
reason and focus on the relevant topic, thus providing a more qualified learning 
experience (Chen, Benus & Hernandez, 2019). According to many literatures, it is stated 
that ABL improves students' argumentation skills and encourages them to debate 
(Demirci-Celep, 2015; Öztürk, 2013; Simon et al., 2006; Zohar & Nemet, 2002). It is also 
stated that ABL is effective on students' argumentation willingness (Baydaş, Yeşildağ-
Hasancebi & Kilis, 2018). 

Conclusions and Recommendation  

Teaching can be carried out more efficiently by creating scientific discussion 
environments in science lessons, making students think about scientific data, and 
providing these data by using justifications. As in ABL, it is a difficult process to design 
the stages and student tasks in this learning process and to facilitate argumentation in the 
classroom for students. Therefore, it is necessary to include the use of implications in the 
ABL process in teaching the topics in the science curriculum. Therefore, it is important to 
include ABL in learning-teaching environments, such as science courses, where students 
can create scientific discussions. Based on the findings at the end of this study, it was 
possible for students to understand and learn the relevant chemistry topic as targeted, and 
it was seen that they were able to use many skills that are considered important in this 
process: such as the ability to interact actively in the learning process, to make claims and 
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justifications, to use the experimental applications made in the process as supportive, to 
make scientific explanations after observation, to use rebuttal skills for different scientific 
explanations within the group. 

In the light of the quantitative findings obtained at the end of the study, in which 
the effect of the argumentation based learning on the students' science achievement and 
argumentation willingness in teaching the relevant chemistry topic was investigated, the 
suggestions we can offer can be listed as follows:  

 Teachers who will use techniques and strategies for the first time within the 
framework of argumentation based learning in learning-teaching environments 
should be knowledgeable about all strategies and techniques in order to prevent 
negative situations that may arise.  

 It is important that students have experience about argument components during 
the implications.  

 It is absolutely necessary to conduct preliminary studies with the students before 
the main implications so that they can demonstrate skills such as "presenting 
claims and grounds, providing support and/or using rebuttals" in the Toulmin 
argument model.  

 Implications were carried out in a period of only four weeks in order to increase 
the success of the 6th grade students by using their argumentation skills and to 
determine their effect on the development of their argumentation willingness.  

 Implications of argumentation based learning should be carried out for the teaching 
of more chemistry topics and for more time, and the results should be examined. 

 It can be useful to use these and similar techniques based on discussion in 
instructional designs based on this approach.  

 Process-oriented interviews to be made before, during and after the research can 
be suggested in order to examine the views of students for argumentation based 
learning and their experiences in the argument forming process in depth.  

 Descriptive studies can be conducted to determine the opinions of teachers 
carrying out the science lesson about the place and importance of the 
argumentation based learning in the science teaching. 

References 

Acar, Ö., Tola, Z., Karaçam, S., & Bilgin, A. (2016). Argümantasyon destekli fen 
öğretiminin 6. sınıf öğrencilerinin kavramsal anlamalarına, bilimsel düşünme 
becerilerine ve bilimin doğası anlayışlarına olan etkisi [The effect of 
argumentation supported science teaching on 6th grade students' conceptual 
understanding, scientific thinking skills and understanding of the nature of 
science]. AbantIzzetBaysal University Journal of Education Faculty, 16(3), 730-
749.Retrieved from https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/aibuefd/issue/24917/263001 

https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/aibuefd/issue/24917/263001


 
 
 
 
 

Effect of Argumentation Based Learning  46 
   
 

Aktaş, T., &Doğan, Ö. K. (2018). Argümana dayalı sorgulama öğretiminin 7. sınıf 
öğrencilerinin akademik başarılarına ve argümantasyon seviyelerine etkisi[The 
effect of argument driven inquiry model on academic performances and 
argumentative attitudes of 7th grade students]. Mersin University Journal of the 
Faculty of Education, 14(2), 778-798. https://doi.org/10.17860/mersinefd.342569 

Aldağ, H. (2006). Toulmintartışmamodeli [Toulmin argument model].Çukurova 
University Journal of Social Sciences Institute, 15(1), 13-33.Retrieved from 
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/cusosbil/issue/4373/59852 

Baydaş, O., Yeşildağ-Hasançebi, F., &Kilis, S. (2018). Argümantasyon tabanlı bilim 
öğrenme yaklaşımında üniversite öğrencilerinin tartışma süreçlerinin 
incelenmesi[An investigation of university students’ discussion process in 
argumentation based inquiry approach].Inonu University Journal of the Faculty 
of Education, 19(3), 564-581.https://doi.org/10.17679/inuefd.341522 

Büyüköztürk, Ş. (2012). Sosyalbilimleriçinverianalizi el kitabı(16. Baskı) [Data analysis 
handbook for social sciences] (16th edition). 001-214.Ankara: Pegem Academy 
Press. 

Cavagnetto, A. (2010). Argument to foster scientific literacy: A review of argument 
interventions in K-12 science contexts. Review of Educational Research, 80(3), 
336-371.http://www.jstor.org/stable/40927285 

Creswell, J.W. (2008). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating 
quantitative and qualitative research (3rd ed.). Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: 
Pearson Education, Inc. 

Çapkınoğlu, E., Metin, D., Çetin, P. S., &Leblebicioğlu, G. (2014). Analysis of 
argumentation elements in Turkish elementary and secondary school science 
curriculum. Paper presented at European educational research association, 
European Educational Research Association (ECER), Porto/Portugal. 

Demirdöğen, B., Yeşiloğlu, S. N., & Köseoğlu, F. (2015). Chemistry teaching with 
argumentation. In A. Ayas & M.Sözbilir (Eds.), Kimya Öğretimi[Chemistry 
Teaching] (pp.417-445). Ankara: Pegem Academy Press. 

Driver, R., Newton, P., & Osborne, J. (2000). Establishing the norms of scientific argumentation 
in classrooms, Science Education, 84(3), 287-312. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI) 
1098-237X(200005)84:3<287::AID-SCE1>3.0.CO;2-A 

https://doi.org/10.17860/mersinefd.342569
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/cusosbil/issue/4373/59852
https://doi.org/10.17679/inuefd.341522
http://www.jstor.org/stable/40927285
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1098-237X(200005)84:3%3c287::AID-SCE1%3e3.0.CO;2-A
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1098-237X(200005)84:3%3c287::AID-SCE1%3e3.0.CO;2-A


 
 
 
 
 
ÖZELMA & Seyhan  47 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Duschl, R. A., & Osborne, J. (2002). Supporting and promoting argumentation discourse 
in science education. Studies in Science Education, 38(1), 39-72. https://doi.org/ 
10.1080/03057260208560187 

Ekiz, D. (2003). Eğitimde araştırma yöntem ve yöntemlerine giriş: Nitel, nicel ve eleştirel 
teori metodolojileri [Introduction to research methods and methods in education: 
Qualitative, quantitative and critical theory methodologies]. Ankara: Anı Publishing. 

Erduran, S., Simon, S., & Osborne, J. (2004). TAP ping into argumentation: Developments 
in the implication of Toulmin's argument pattern for studying science discourse. 
Science Education, 88(6), 915-933.https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.20012 

Erduran, S., & Msimanga, A. (2014). Science curriculum reform in South Africa: Lessons 
for professional development from research on argumentation in science education. 
Education as Change, Supp.(1), S33-S46. https://doi.org/10.1080/16823206.2014. 
882266 

EyceyurtTürk, G., & Kılıç, Z. (2020). The effect of argumentation-supported problem 
based learning on the achievements of science teacher candidates regarding the 
subjects of gases and acids-bases. Bartın University Journal of Faculty of 
Education, 9(2), 440-463.https://doi.org/10.14686/buefad.643630 

Eyceyurt Türk, G., & Güngör Seyhan, H. (2022). Evaluation of pre-service science 
teachers' conceptual understandings on the topic of "colligative properties" 
according to Walton Argument Model components. International Online Journal 
of Education and Teaching (IOJET), 9(1). 241-262. https://www.iojet.org/ 
index.php/IOJET/article/view/1561 

Howitt, D., & Cramer, D. (2011). Introduction to SPSS statistics in psychology: For 
version 19 and earlier. Pearson Publishing. 

Infante, D. A., & Rancer, A. S. (1982). A conceptualization and measure of 
argumentativeness. Journal of Personality Assessment, 46(1), 72-80. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4601_13 

Jimenez-Aleixandre, M. P., & Erduran, S. (2007). Argumentation in science education: 
An overview. In S. Erduran & M. P. Jimenez-Aleixandre (Eds.), Argumentation 
in science education: Perspectives from classroom-based research (pp.3-27). 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-6670-2 

Kalemkus, J., Bayraktar, Ş., & Çiftçi, S. (2019). Eğitimde sosyal, zihinsel ve sözlü-yazılı 
bir aktivite: Argümantasyon [A social, mental and verbal-written activity in 
education: Argumentation]. Turkish Studies, 14(4), 2449-2467. https://doi.org/ 
10.29228/TurkishStudies.23024 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03057260208560187
https://doi.org/10.1080/03057260208560187
https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.20012
https://doi.org/10.1080/16823206.2014.882266
https://doi.org/10.1080/16823206.2014.882266
https://doi.org/10.14686/buefad.643630
https://www.iojet.org/index.php/IOJET/article/view/1561
https://www.iojet.org/index.php/IOJET/article/view/1561
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4601_13
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-6670-2
https://doi.org/10.29228/TurkishStudies.23024
https://doi.org/10.29228/TurkishStudies.23024


 
 
 
 
 

Effect of Argumentation Based Learning  48 
   
 

Karakaş, H., & Sarıkaya, R. (2020). Çevre-enerji konularına yönelik gerçekleştirilen 
argümantasyon temelli öğretimin sınıf öğretmeni adaylarının argüman 
oluşturabilmelerine etkisi [The effect of argumentation-based learning performed 
for environment-energy issues on critical thinking of prospective classroom 
teachers]. Pamukkale University Journal of Education, 48, 346-373. 
https://doi.org/10.9779/pauefd.524850 

Kaya, O.N. (2005). Tartışma teorisine dayalı öğretim yaklaşımının öğrencilerin 
maddenin tanecikli yapısı konusundaki başarılarına ve bilimin doğası hakkındaki 
kavramalarına etkisi [The effect of the teaching approach based on 
argumentation theory on students' achievements on the particulate nature of 
matter and their understanding of the nature of science]. [Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation]. Gazi University Institute of Educational Sciences, Ankara. 

Küçüköner, Y., &Yürük, N. (2018, April 18-22). Student views about story structured 
conceptual change texts developed based on argumentation. [Conference 
presentation abstract]. 27th International Congress on Educational Sciences 
(ICES/UEBK-2018), Antalya.https://www.kongreuzmani.com/27-uluslararasi-
egitim-bilimleri-kongresi-ices-uebk-2018.html 

Lawson, A.E. (2003). The nature and development of hypothetico-predictive argumentation 
with implications for science teaching. International Journal of Science Education, 
25(11), 1387-1408. https://doi.org/10.1080/0950069032000052117 

McKillup, S. (2011). Statistics explained: An introductory guide for life scientists. 
Cambridge University Press. 

Meral, E., Başcı Namlı, Z., & Kayaalp, F. (2021). The effect of argumentation-based 
learning on developing argument skills of prospective teachers, and on their 
willingness to debate. International Journal of Curriculum and Instruction, 13(2), 
1039-1062.https/ijci.wcci-international.org 

Mercan, E., & İşleyen, T. (2017). Analyzing the efficiency of argumentation based 
practices on 9th grade functions subject. Universal Journal of Educational 
Research, 5(7), 1241-1249.https://doi.org/10.13189/ujer.2017.050716 

Ministry of National Education. (MoNE). (2018). Science course curriculum. Ankara: 
Ministry of Education.  

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

https://doi.org/10.9779/pauefd.524850
https://www.kongreuzmani.com/27-uluslararasi-egitim-bilimleri-kongresi-ices-uebk-2018.html
https://www.kongreuzmani.com/27-uluslararasi-egitim-bilimleri-kongresi-ices-uebk-2018.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/0950069032000052117
https://doi.org/10.13189/ujer.2017.050716


 
 
 
 
 
ÖZELMA & Seyhan  49 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Nussbaum, M. (2008). Human dignity and political entitlements. In Human dignity and 
bioethics. Essays commissioned by the president’s council on bioethics. 
Washington D.C.: The President's Council on Bioethics. https:// 
bioethicsarchive.georgetown.edu/pcbe/reports/human_dignity/chapter14.html 

Okumuş, S., & Ünal, S. (2012). The effects of argumentation model on students’ 
achievement and argumentation skills in science. Procedia - Social and 
Behavioral Sciences, 46, 457–461. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.05.141 

Okur, M., & Güngör Seyhan, H. (2021a). Effect of the argumentation-supported PBL on 
the determination of pre-service science teachers' misconceptions about the 
particulate, space, and motion nature of matter. International Online Journal of 
Educational Sciences, 13(4), 1069-1088. https://doi.org/10.15345/iojes.2021.04.009 

Okur, M., & Güngör Seyhan, H. (2021b). Determination of pre-service science teachers' 
conceptual understandings about the “Solutions: Dissolving-melting” with 
Predict-Observe-Explain technique. International Journal of Progressive 
Education, 17(3), 381-396.https://doi.org/10.29329/ijpe.2021.346.24 

Osborne, J., Erduran, S., & Simon, S. (2004). Enhancing the quality of argumentation in 
school science. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 41(10), 994-
1020.https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.20035 

Osborne, J. F. (2007). Science education for the twenty first century. Eurasia Journal of 
Mathematics, Science and Technology Education, 3(3), 173 – 184. https://doi.org/ 
10.12973/ejmste/75396 

Öğreten, B., & UluçınarSağır, Ş. (2014). Argümantasyona dayalı fen öğretiminin 
etkililiğinin incelenmesi [Investigation of the effectiveness of argumentation 
based science teaching]. The Journal of Turkish Science Education, 11(1), 75-
100.https://doi.org/10.12973/tused.10104a) 

Sadler, T.D., & Fowler, S.R. (2006). A threshold model of content knowledge transfers 
for socio scientific argumentation. Science Education, 90(6) 986-1004. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.20165 

Simon, S., Erduran, S., & Osborne, J. (2006). Learning to teach argumentation: Research 
and development in the science classroom. International Journal of Science 
Education, 28(2-3), 235-260.https://doi.org/10.1080/09500690500336957 

Superka, D. P., Ahrens, C., Hedstrom, J.E., Ford, L.J., & Johnson, P.L. (1976). Values 
education sourcebook: Conceptual approaches, material analyses, and an 
annotated bibliography. Colorado: Social Science Education Consortuim, Inc. 

https://bioethicsarchive.georgetown.edu/pcbe/reports/human_dignity/chapter14.html
https://bioethicsarchive.georgetown.edu/pcbe/reports/human_dignity/chapter14.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.05.141
https://doi.org/10.15345/iojes.2021.04.009
https://doi.org/10.29329/ijpe.2021.346.24
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.20035
https://doi.org/10.12973/ejmste/75396
https://doi.org/10.12973/ejmste/75396
https://doi.org/10.12973/tused.10104a
https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.20165
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500690500336957


 
 
 
 
 

Effect of Argumentation Based Learning  50 
   
 

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L.S. (2013). Using multivariate statistics (Sixth Edition). 
Boston, MA: Pearson. 

Tezel, Ö. (2018). From the editor. Eskişehir Osmangazi University Journal of Education 
of Turkish World Application and Research Center, 3(1). 

Türkoğuz, S., & Cin, M. (2013). Argümantasyona dayalı kavram karikatürü 
etkinliklerinin öğrencilerin kavramsal anlama düzeylerine etkisi [Effects of 
argumentation based concept cartoon activities on students’ conceptual 
understanding levels]. Journal of Buca Faculty of Education, 35, 155-173. 
Retrieved from https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/deubefd/issue/25114/265153 

Vieira, R. M., Tenreiro-Vieira, C., & Martins, I. P. (2011). Critical thinking: Conceptual 
clarification and its importance in science education. Science Education 
International, 22(1), 43-54. 

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. https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.10008 

 

https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/deubefd/issue/25114/265153

