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ABSTRACT

This study aims to find out the argument structure which appears in the type of argument class (teacher-
and student-centered) of the high school. The argument structure was compared and analyzed according
to analyzing the study achievement and verified the academic achievement related to climate change. The
results are listed below. First, the student-centered class is more effective method through the result that
analyzed the class type of the teacher in argument-centered class. This result is to suggest more effective
method to revitalize the argument activity of students-centered class which students plan for themselves
and find more various materials. Second, teacher-centered class is more effective in contrast with
argument analysis in the academic achievement test. While this is why the teacher-centered class utilizes
an essential data necessary to curriculum in the argumentation, the elements to form the argument
increased because students utilized the materials with their interest and concern in the process of proving
in the student-centered class. Through the results of the research, it is necessary to develop the
argument-centered programs for the science class and the curriculum-centered materials for argument class
activity.
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Xi: Teacher-centered argument class
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Fig. 1. Experimental design
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Table 1. The contents of class and time according to argument class
No. Contents of class Time (minute)
1 Past climate change 100
2 The greenhouse effect and climate change 100
3 The cause of climate change 100
4 The effects of climate change 100

5 Climate change and human activities 100
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Table 2. Level of argument under the argument structure
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Fig. 2. Comparison of argument elements in the type of argument class
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Table 3. Frequency of argument elements in the type of argument class

Frequency Percentage
No Argument Toach Student
' element Teacher-centered Student-centered cacter- tudent-
centered centered
C 1 0
1 D 1 1 12% 13%
R 1 2
CD 2 1
2 20% 8.7%
CR 3 1
CDW 7 3
3 60% 56.5%
CDR 8 10
CDWB 1 2
4 8% 21.8%
CDWR 1 3
Sum 25 23 100% 100%
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Table 5. Outcome of covariance analysis in the type of argument class

Source SS df MS F p partial 1
( digg;‘srtif‘cmtzs ) 5403.972 1 5403.972 21311 .000 875
Teaching Method 56.064 1 56.064 4371 041 068
Error 769.594 60 12.83
Corrected Total 6187.079 62

R’=876 (Adjusted R*=871)

Table 6. Estimated marginal means of scholastic achievement test in the type of argument class

Diagnostic test

Scholastic achievement test

Adjusted scholastic

Teaching N achievement test
method

M SD M SD M SE
Teacher- 31 29.19 10.659 35.281 6.222 35.755 634
centered
Stdent: =55 28156 9.605 34,355 7.858 33.866 64
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