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Argument and Argumentation: A Review of Literature for
Clarification of Translated Words

Kang, Nam—Hwa* - Lee, Eun Kyung

Korea National University of Education

Abstract: It has been a decade since argument and argumentation were introduced in science education literature
in South Korea. The word “argument” has been translated into three different Korean terms in literature. The purpose
of this study was to clarify those translated terms by examining how the terms were defined and used in Korean
education research literature. From a philosophical perspective on the diversity of translation, we examined
definitions of argument and argumentation, research topics in papers published in major international journals on
science education, and reviewed relevant science education papers published in South Korean journals. We reviewed
79 papers published since the year 2000 in major international journals on science education, whose titles have terms
argument and/or argumentation and 37 Korean science education papers whose titles have terms translated from the
two English words. Findings showed that Korean researchers defined argument and argumentation either in a general
sense or in a specific sense such as science investigation or group work aspects, depending on research contexts.
Researchers in Korea rarely mentioned the diversity of translation. If they mentioned it, justification for a specific
translation of the term was not provided except for in one case. When the same foreign literature was reviewed to
define “argument” or “argumentation, different Korean words were used to translate the same two terms. This
indicated to the researchers that the translation of the terms was not related to their definitions of them. On the other
hand, each research group used a certain translation of the term consistently, indicating that translations might be
based on research tradition. Based on the findings, a position on translation of the term is proposed in terms of
professionalism and communication between research groups.

Key words: argument, argumentation, translation
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Ho] FtHToulmin, 2003/2006). Toulmin®]
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2 AA oA argumentationol] Tt AE SIS}
Al 3l AFAES 22 EoF Argumentation in
science education: Perspectives from classroom—
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2] 742 9| J—R‘ﬂ W& HREA FGIE o] gt 2§t
o] 4ol et QA=A °l 3lj(Duschl & Osborne,
2002), JME* ] dREA HehE +Psi=
W (doing science)?] &5, 1“4 Arz]e} T E
wek ZAo W AHAA FEE AE ANY A
ojgh= HkEo| AAE o] gt} E3F 18t wa iy
O 249 A= & ¢ et ole & dojrt g
5, & A9 & FATE FAEFE w9
Al AJAFste] ks vtk A HekAom gzt
st Wele 58S 7|2% A(Driver, Asoko,
Leach, Scott & Mortimer, 1994; Lemke, 1990;
Newton, Driver & Osborne, 1999)0| ufzbr] o=
% % argumentation®] 71 7]3& A ¥3ch= A
doltt,

Driver et al. (2000)< argument”} Z+sHA} AL2]
ol ZAIE sidst= A HAHolmnz kol 2
/Joll TRk S5l A Qe A% uEvHA]
2 Kelly, Druker & Chen (1998)-2 3}s}z} AFg]of Al
AA S ke o2 SAE B7FskL diAste
dde] P o 2A argumentation®] 23 -5
S A At g&°] Duschl & Osborne(2002)2 21
Al2A 24 &, DStof| A o8 A 2| Alo] FL4do] E AL
of 217k 17/4\2 U=Rof gt XA = FQstHz
IR S Hetus0] mAof s2gtsfjof ghokal SRl
SlefiA = SHE 2827 AT %‘7}3}%
9] W49l argumentations QG
of gtth= Aoltt, ol HAY S
ok 2|4 9] Z4 o] ofz} o] 2 4%745 1| H
Aow ©Hstes Folgtes A4 A%
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33 EA|S(socioscientific issues)S O o =9
A e BHS 5= o argumentatloHO] o]zt
W] Y-S FAT 4= 9lon o]F Ff WIFAE]
O] Al 913k 50| 7hsdtth= —eroP% gt
o|2fgt TsL- Z3 0] Aol 7)2519] argumentation

= Hetuso] Egtsfof gttt FEA oleofw wps}
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olth(Driver et al., 2000; Duschl & Osborne
2002; Kelly, Druker & Chen, 1998).
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J7ke] At W8S sty flsl 4719 oAl
A& A shsAoA 20004 o]F WEEH =8 5
Aol argument T+ argumentations E3Fe=
=Ee aMEkelth =29 7I9EE VIR M
g e oy o= Ay A FATL
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Ase 71Eo2 sk 1 2% F 84719 =we
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T TN =22 TeAd FAEE Adselt
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I3t argumentation 9 &1 A-Hargumentation
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Table 1

L
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=0 J2n &= H=sis ot 25z o7 1123
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g

Topics and frequency of articles published in representative journals written in English(*Applicable in two

categories based on the purpose of the study)

International

. Journal of Research in .
Topic Journal of . . Science
. Research in Science X
(Total Frequency) Science . . . Education
. Science Teaching Education
Education
Theoretical Discussion (8) 3 0 0 5
Analytic Framework (8) 2 1 1% 4
Student Capability without 7 4 3 9
Intervention (13)
Student Capability after 9 5 9 1
Intervention (16)
Argumentation Process (19) 5 3 3 4
Teacher Professional Knowledge 3 9 9 3
and Skills (9)
Effect of Argumentation (6) 2 3 0 1
S AT 5L e wmelo] ASHRSS Mol £ 5P shgirh 1el3 SIS Selo] gl Hivt
ot TEHOR 0|50 wele Aubdom YUl & 2 PASIQLT| 1 Aa S| Selo] arkx
ol Toulmin® B4E9] HAE AHstal 1A AVSIR] oForo-o ukAS L oo WARR}; Y mE
B 4 g F7b4Q B A 2 Aolch AV @ 3 ¢4 U 4:¢lo] BaghE Aost
Sampson & Clark(2008)2 #etiS- AFARE0] 1 ot} o|g3t S0 LElul 1 AL o5t 2AS
PATA AL HAES ettt 15 o of Tt i ofd] 7hY ey Ei TR WS A
FAGo] AT 2| uet Y3 g, AP, P2 wste] T AN Bl Aol Ao Wl g 4
5o 248 Wio] BHES vhEI o] &gttt o] AEREo] o3t B4 x| Tl E}Tgiu}_
Bustooh, 2450 #3 A+ F Berland & 7}, Bell(2000)2 sHE0lAl 5 o] &o] Elof |l
Reiser(2009)= 3H¥E9] arguments 579 7|% o] Hujol| el HFH Z2IAHE T A FHS
o4, Ane SNLE, ASjshs Al /N BA slo] sl 49E T4 HEHe: BES
A

% ol AL o= A% GASETE 7o E Bt
o A& Xﬂ?léflizd o] AFAEol AAIGH 24
S AP E SI,

o 2= e5AE0] o HE9] argumentation

528 wol=Alo] Bt A5l s ol AT
L 3EHoR 227 9 goln 220 SHE B
argumentation 52¢] ¥32 EF_S a1 whaka
6‘]—.’1:X}.7]_ O-]I]E] Eo o . —é;]_/\ oﬂk] -’J.Q_E o]_

=718 Aottt 714, Osborne, Erduran &
Simon(2004)& WAF=S e 2 19 9] 7|7t =9
argumentation ol Wt ALE o+ 5 otw A%

° 2 Zolrl Aol 92}A19] argumentation TUS

A7l 3 argumentation 58o| FAHES FHolste]
t}. Choi, Notebaert, Diaz & Hand(2010)&=
argumentation®] 2 @R INE = F,
YEoIA AHESFIS W 2+ 0“3_ 9 AY=0]

rTrnl

Sampson, Grooms & Walker(2011

<t 483k argumentationS Y52 3}% Al

ARG Adete] HAS} & n5s

Aro 2 3l 313F QoA AlAEFGITE

Auo B moou gAML wAsA
|

Yerrick(2000)9] AL AgZa=Fo] Yo T3
55 gANC R argumentationS HWEd= U 1
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Ho| JA 3o} SHYE2] argumentation 5] 7}
ShS Hrh o] AFEL o} F A9t argumentationS
AzsHe 908 4 1] A%H 0w AgTich

[e]

=

Z
T1A0] A3 7heet Havt Hrks AE HolFsih

T A1 YS9 argumentation 59
olf52] T 1 Sl AaRtS s EC] argumentation
oA Zaix} =it HMgH = F P W
< 7F S shs e oldletE= Atk
7}, Maloney & Simon(2006)> Z=E &-5-of A
argumentationol| Fro{d wf JF2Ql 2o} 18X
U 29 EAS EA5k] 29 ol Ao 23
gto] o] R0l = A7 Au A de Hlth o

o AP FETS ook s Aol ohy
We AZES St Bty AR
[e] L
L

argumentation= sh= 4o g upold o gy}

ox A r|r

o2 3 A4(Kim & Song, 2006) 4= 29 &5
o] argumentation®] 2% Z oA A|ZHS 3t
o AFAoldeS Enh o]2gt argumentation
T Aol 2 = 84l Wt A2
WAL} Aol AARE Algditt, =9 2ol gt
ATt F wAIA 284S & AT ST ol A+t
+ argumentation®l] 7]%3%F WA o] 2L A
Yol wAtel et 1 2t Egs Hole At
(McNeill, 2009)%E argumentation®f ¥ale] A
5 2 WA S P of SS9 argument
o] FAEAG= A (Dawson & Venville,
2010), &2 45 Wotole At oE JEHE
4& = A4L(Simon et al., 2006), I3+ W&
o] JAof whel WAFS] argumentation FEN7F D5k

= 9+ (Gray & Kang, 2012)7HA] thFgiTt,

Aelug AGARES argumentation?] F8442 W
3 71of) Rt A4S T Al B4 argumentation
= &9 71T 5 3= S5a, & g9 olb
(Kaya, 2013), ¥}e+e] 24do 3t ofsf(McDonald,
2010), 2JAFE4 52 (Uskola, Maguregi & Jiménez—
Aleixandre, 2010)° ¥&= vA=7Fe 2ABHAC.
o] o] A o] aIks K18k 21 Osborne,
Simon, Christodoulou, Howell-Rkchardson &
Richardson (2013) 42 &35 HiIs9it}, o]
St @ ko] zfo]o] o2 WAL argumentation 4

3 oJeFo] o HQlal E3F argumentation?] FA|
7h #pstat e E AR A A A (socioscientific

issues)?] A= & &YE Ayt 33 8o w3t

Aol 2o Ans % glgitt. olefat
QoA ghe AT Pl WIS et o
S A8 w8 Ao b Tk e At U8

A=A Aeel G = 5 30%7F argument®@t
argumentation®] A& WAIHOZ AAIL Q)
t}, o]5 2ol A 18531 QL= Driver et al.(2000)
< o)Al argument ] A& 25T 94l
FOAFA-E Q1-831o] argument’} YAo|Y 59
et 2] o] {-E AABEL Aol Al AR &

S ASst e 549 Seolets AR A9
£ 2Rkt 1 A2 52 wAPL sHIEAl 2
oA AYS S 1 e =S A5Se 25
< 51 Ut} Driver et al.(2000)2 o3t =24
o] A5 93t A &2 iAoy =
oA EQl AAg I3t =gl H 4 U= 8
718 & e 7I3E & 4 gloh sk A gt

Z(dialogical) BE|S] argumentE A7fghct dj s}
A = F 7 ol WHES AlAlsta FAstke
she] 220 R olnie T Wittt tiskdolzt
I S A BEEA] 5= g o) 4ke] AR Aolof] dojub=
5ol ofd Fk Qlrh. EApA e o) IS L
=eA o= gristo] shbe] o A2 Y=
5= & 4 71 "Eelvh, sHAIRE Driver et
al.(2000) st=o| A 5= ot= Zlo] o 7|
A0 arguments sk 9 A=
o] A Zo)et Rt

Driver et al.(2000)8] A= Tt Argl/dol
= F AdeE UE 4 ok oA Aee E4
FAo] =e|& A3l argument®}t o8 FAE
S grlsle] Aelsk= arguments 5= 20|
I ARSI LS argument”t 7914 E5-012] ALS]
A o8-S T AJAE Eske Aol o
A wAAFE A Y] 7HA] argumentZ} 75 Zlo]
CHTable 2).



Table 2

Definition of argument(drawn from Driver et al., 2000)

gz ofst 2aixat oz 1125

Justification of Claims

Evaluation of Claims

Individual Justifying a claim through Drawing a conclusion through
Process individual reasoning evaluating claims
Social Collaboratively justifying a Collaboratively drawing a
Process claim conclusion through evaluating claims

A EollA AEstalzo] thao) Tetuls =tofl A
argument®} 7 0] 807} argumentation?!
o] 7L YA EE e B T 8o]e] oju]9

o] |7 °]5H%] —’F = Ao},

argument®] 3k 0|23 1A Fa3 7Y
2 7Rl Z0] Aristotle®] grARRHol TRt Zolt,
AR el Fot =8 sk A= sh oA wi A7t
|90 204)7] o] HIPAA =] &, DAJollA] A
|E= =oof B olo Fa/dol SIeHA
argumento]] ¥t A7} AJZFE 0] argumentation
theoryet B Skt o7k AZlth o] &ope] &
492 19580l €71 Toulmin® argumentol 3
St oF B It (Van Eemeren, 1995). Toulmin
2 FA=gjgto] dAtolA Yolu= argumentE

A B4 5 Al S ARk Aol A
U= argument®] 40 #4S S5 I+
ol A /\}‘”50] TR A oEA s
7172 AT dAelA doju= argument
o] +2& E438I%tHToulmin, 2003/2006). &, 5
Aol 7123 FEORRE AES ATt A2
argument2 2 Zlo|t} I& oA argumentE
1 A Anp BEE ou|shs go]2 Aokl
AP o A= oA argument’} 1 AT} At
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Appendix A
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Analysis of an Argumentation between an Astronomers group and a Lee & Cho
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*This article used =% in Korean title, and ‘debate was used in English title. Argumentation was equated
with argument in its definition and abstract.

**In reviewing the literature, the authors used =% while =2 was used in the main text.

¥ This article is written in English. We used its Korean title and abstract for analysis.



