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Methodological Review of the Research on Argumentative Discourse
Focused on Analyzing Collaborative Construction and Epistemic
Enactments of Argumentation

Maeng, Seungho* - Park, Young-Shin' - Kim, Chan-Jong?

Kangwon National University - 'Chosun University - *Seoul National University

Abstract: This study undertook a methodological investigation on previous research that had proposed
alternative methods for analyzing argumentative discourse in science classes in terms of collaborative construction
and epistemic enactments of argumentation. The study also proposed a new way of analyzing argumentation
discourse based on the achievements and limitations of previous research. The new method was applied to actual
argumentation discourse episodes to examine its feasibility. For these purposes, we chose the studies employing
Toulmin’s argument layout, seeking for a method to analyze comprehensively the structure, content, and justification
of arguments, or emphasizing evidence-based reasoning processes of argumentation discourse. In addition, we
contrived an alternative method of analyzing argumentative discourse, Discourse Register on the Evidence-
Explanation Continuum (DREEC), and applied DREEC to an argumentative discourse episode that occurred in an
actual science classroom. The advanced methods of analyzing argumentative discourse used in previous research
usually examined argument structure by the presence and absence of the elements of Toulmin’s argument layout or
its extension. Those methods, however, had some problems in describing and comparing the quality of argumentation
based on the justification and epistemic enactments of the arguments, while they could analyze and compare
argumentative discourse quantitatively. Also, those methods had limitations on showing participants’ collaborative
construction during the argumentative discourse. In contrast, DREEC could describe collaborative construction
through the relationships between THEMEs and RHEMES and the links of data, evidence, pattern, and explanation in
the discourse, as well as the justification of arguments based on the flow of epistemic enactments of the
argumentative discourse.

Key words: Argumentative discourse, collaborative construction of arguments, epistemic enactment, discourse
register, Evidence-Explanation Continuum, DREEC
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Fig. 1 The framework for Evidence—Based Reasoning (Brown et al., 2010, p. 131)
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Fig. 4 A photo presented in a science class of the Fig. 3
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