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This study focused on the use of peer assessment activities to investigate its the impact on students'
argumentation skills in argument-based inquiry. The participants of the study were 106 10th grade students
(four classes). Two classes were assigned to the experimental group, and the other two classes were
assigned to the comparative group. The experimental group was taught argument-based inquiry through
the application of peer assessment activities. The comparative group was taught argument-based inquiry
without peer assessments. At the claim and evidence stage, students were asked to evaluate whether
peers’ claims fit with the evidence and whether peers’ explanation of the evidences validity was sufficient.
The quality of argumentation used in the students' writing was different in each group. According to
the analysis of the summary writing test, the results showed that the experimental group had a significantly
higher mean score than the comparative group in argumentation components, including evidence and

warrant/backing. In addition, the experimental group used better multimodal representation including
explanation of evidence than the comparative group. The findings showed that argument-based inquiry
applying peer assessment activities had an effect on the argumentation skills in students' writing.
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Table 1. Topic of program for application of argument-based

inquiry
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Table 2. Analysis of pre-summary writing test

Experimental Comparative

! p
M SD M SD
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TAA A2 417 1.808 3.41 2310 -1.97 051
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Table 3. Analysis of post-summary writing test
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Figure 2. A comparison of the average in post-summary
writing test
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Figure 3. A comparison of the average about the way to
provide evidence

o] 847 LpEht A& & 4= Qlrk SHAE <AR2>9) wlazich shye]
FollAle AS} ko] W71Emet wilo] Jrtatt o
hem, J715dwel gt HAke) ol At 2l
it de fr1des ddA7IA Sl #4E =
BT Bk offo) AllEE FehikeGe ol ik ARy 8oF 2
27| Z4AKSummary Writing Test)ollA] Wrehe Ao Heh(AR]3)3} 1]
WK, 5)of A S W HA R Aot

_1

<ARAIZ>

HISSE 25, HISE0| B, S&0i| Bl o f& L2 Stiist
Lt 2%at=71. of, 22| 4 Sl= SeHES3E 2 AGIEM {01
F3)

2571 2O HSET ERRRICkE T2 A LS o150 A4S SOl
EEE S Hokor Bi2 1 olRok (B7)

257t £OH FA0| RSt HRRIROL 2SSt ERE £33
7t S71SHAR (&)

R

O U330 EHH0| et BieSes o9 Zezp HER! 2XysS
ZOPM 20 Bf 7 Lofo= =0f BF HR0(0) 1 1 HEZIP 7R
3

tu

DIST YRS T $S0| B O WAL
2hop OZiE FEHL TROOL (EH)
SHARION ZARIY 715 ZH01S T UE OfF S0 27 0het (Lhs
2P} BaiOIAIZ 2Ol (i 24, (L 480i0I0F. OIRHS Xfol7}
Lot (&)

() € (n) (L‘:}l’\;/r.‘.
\'-)("
\2

=

Aol 71RO BHHO| 2 HA? TRt O M= £33 5, ‘RESE
O O 20| LO|LIM EESO0| 2| LOjLt= 2ol (BA/ED)
WIFSZOIM FLZALDF LojLt= O|R7H 27HF AP Ot

Aor| EAZ0| HOLH BHI SjAlE X, (23/E)

<ARI> ] AR TS SBSSEL Lol B
&, o] vlaaehy #gata glk Lol Sl HleRichs
FAgo] e AR SAB0| oS el Wel ot AT o}
2T 258 AR 254w/l MR FEI SR
the 5 7bAe] SAZ ANk E3 Stehils Lo SEHATe)
WAS Aeb] 98] EHHe] Tt FE Holg FAR AN
S1L glek el AFAA YRS Aot AS4E A0l Yo
o8 A7k ke SuAle] ajet dyolg SotE R Al
W] 27k 2e4s EARo Yoldek: ABS E g2 FA
ANSHOT, FRHo| HoldiE FRFENT F/RIcHs At
WE TN EBAR7F ol AR o F7he 0= A
sheAl el tiet 3748 RSt

<ARAIA>
250t SetdeE, BUY0| HoideR st Asides BESEIt
Wty ()

2 0 BEEkS0| LoILIR SEZES B0F SHC] 257t EOR|T,
HOI0| 31 567} BRI SEEES H0| 51| Tj20f ¢

g2t (BH)

QEEN

0] B120] OILP | = BB OlLRIRHE 2 FIONE0I0F 3. ()

&7

02/ 90| Yojd 4 U= WHOR FBFE0| YolLio . (FH)
=]

o
, 8280 )| S0| WS *

BSER0E sk, 25 Jets A ()
St ZO0IA|H Eige 4 U= Y0| ot RESSO0| B ot 280
=2 2oL (FH)

2= 2212 230| g5 st (BH)

BS29| 37t 2o BHAO0| O HoA BHES O Ea g 4 01,
EH

ShAEE W] SIS <Ateld> o} <Alefs>oll A Liehtso
WRS4ET} R, i ERA0] Z42}e] folo] uet of g geixt
Aol chal 21| sk ot glol ABYe] SSHT g

Table 5. A comparison of the way to provide evidence in
post-summary writing
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