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Using online argumentation system to investigate students’ critical thinking
skills and argumentation portfolios
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ABSTRACT

This study investigated students’ argumentation portfolios by using an online argumentation system. Sixty
fifth grade students took part in this study. Quantitative analyses were used to evaluate students’ argumentation
portfolios. The results showed that students used ‘warrant’ prompt in the argumentation model the most during the
argumentation activities. Those students having lower critical thinking skills tended to use more prompts. Those
students having lower critical thinking skills used more prompts totally than those having higher critical thinking
skills. In addition, those students having lower critical thinking skills used more ‘claim’ and ‘warrant’ prompts

than those having higher critical thinking skills. Finally, suggestions for argumentation research and science
instruction were also proposed.

Keywords: argumentation, critical thinking skill, online argumentation system, portfolio
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