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In this study, we investigated the argumentations of group and classroom discussions in socioscientific
issues (SSI) discussion classes. Twenty-seven high school students participated in the SSI discussion
classes on nuclear power generation. We observed and recorded the classes and also conducted
semi-structured interviews. For the analyses, we revised a previous framework that was developed to
analyze dialogic argumentations in the context of SSI. The analyses of the results indicated that there
were more discourse schemes in the classroom discussions than the group discussions which are related
to awareness and openness to multiple perspectives, evidence based reasoning, and on-going inquiry and
skepticism. And there were few discourse schemes related to moral and ethical sensitivity in the group
and classroom discussions. Various grounds, data, and information were presented in the classroom
discussions. Students concentrated on carrying their claims and were not able to sympathize with and

argumentation accept other opinions. Therefore, there were few discourse schemes to reach consensus. In addition, they
perceived classroom discussions as competitive and actively rebutted other claims or grounds. The levels
of argumentation were also high in the classroom discussions. The group discussions were held in relaxed
atmosphere, and they asked the opponents more for clarification or additional information and evidences.
However, classroom discussions were held in serious atmosphere, and they actively queried the validity
of the claims or grounds. Based on the results, some suggestions to implement SSI discussion classes
were discussed.
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Table 4. The frequencies and percentages of discourse schemes for evidence based reasoning
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Table 6. The frequencies and percentages of discourse schemes for on-going inquiry and skepticism
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